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Abstract

Entwinement was first introduced as the CFT dual to extremal, non-minimal
geodesics of quotiented AdS3 spaces. It was heuristically meant to capture the
entanglement of internal, gauged degrees of freedom, for instance in the sym-
metric product orbifold CFT of the D1/D5 brane system. The literature now
contains different, and sometimes inequivalent, field theory definitions of en-
twinement. In this paper, we build a discretized lattice model of symmetric
product orbifold CFTs, and explicitly construct a gauge-invariant reduced den-
sity matrix whose von Neumann entropy agrees with the holographic computa-
tion of entwinement. Refining earlier notions, our construction gives meaning to
the entwinement of an interval of given size within a long string of specific length.
We discuss similarities and differences with previous definitions of entwinement.
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1 Introduction

One of the most remarkable ideas that has arisen from holographic considerations in
the last two decades is that spacetime geometry emerges from quantum entanglement.
A concrete setup where one can explore this relation and its implications for gravity
is the AdS/CFT correspondence. A cornerstone of the duality is the Ryu-Takayanagi
(RT) prescription [1, 2],

S(A) = min
γA

Area(γA)

4GN

, (1.1)

which yielded the first concrete hint for a deep connection between the emergence of
spacetime and the entanglement structure of the dual field theory, at least in the limit
where the bulk is static and can be treated (semi-)classically. The RT formula posits
that the entanglement entropy of a constant-time boundary region A corresponds to
the area of a bulk surface that is anchored to the ends of A. The bulk surface of
interest is the outcome of a minimization over bulk codimension-2 surfaces γA subject
to the following constraints: they are supported on the same constant-time slice as
A, they end at the boundary ∂A, and they are homologous to A. This result is by
now well-established to first order in a GN ∼ 1/N expansion [3]; generalizations to
non-static situations [4] or higher order corrections are also available in the literature
[5, 6]. Starting from the RT proposal, a whole new program developed whose aim was
to investigate the intriguing interplay between the connectivity of classical geometry
and the quantum entanglement between degrees of freedom in the dual field theoretic
description [7–9]. Perhaps the most explicit evidence supporting the emergence of a
smooth spacetime obeying the dynamical laws of classical gravity from entanglement
can be attributed to [10–12], in which bulk equations of motion were perturbatively
reproduced from the laws of quantum entanglement in the CFT.

Given a boundary region A, the RT prescription (1.1) instructs us to select the
bulk surface anchored to A that is the global minimum of the area functional, subject
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Figure 1: Left: The n geodesics between the boundary points a and b, which delineate
a region A, in the conical defect geometry AdS3/Zn with n = 4. The minimal geodesic
is the purple one. Right: The same geodesics from the perspective of the covering
space AdS3.

to the constraints described above. Yet, certain geometries allow for the existence
of multiple area-extremizing surfaces anchored to a given boundary region, and it
seems a natural and interesting question to ask if these extremal, non-minimal surfaces
also have a dual representation in the CFT. A particularly convenient setup to try
to answer this question is that of global AdS3 and the related quotient geometries
AdS3/Zn. The latter spacetimes are constructed by identifying the global angular
coordinate in AdS3 as φ ∼ φ + 2π/n, effectively creating a conical singularity at
the origin r = 0. One can picture constant-time surfaces of AdS3/Zn as wedges
of the full AdS3 disk with opening angle 2π/n. In a three-dimensional setting, co-
dimension two surfaces are curves, and the geodesics of AdS3 are inherited by the
quotient geometry upon imposing the Zn identification. The equal-time geodesics of
AdS3/Zn wind around the conical defect whenever the original AdS3 geodesic covers
an angular range wider than π/n, as illustrated in Figure 1. For every connected
boundary region A of the conical defect geometry, one identifies n geodesics anchored
to ∂A. Notice that the minimal geodesics cannot penetrate arbitrarily deep into the
bulk. This leaves a so-called entanglement shadow [13, 14] in the middle of the conical
defect spacetime: a bulk region whose local geometry appears inaccessible through the
entanglement entropy of spatial subregions in the boundary theory. Extremal, non-
minimal curves, on the other hand, penetrate deeper into the bulk than the minimal
ones, reaching points arbitrarily close to the conical singularity. In view of the program
aiming at reconstructing geometry from the entanglement of the dual theory, this
represented a substantial motivation to investigate whether these winding geodesics
have an interesting counterpart in the boundary theory.1 We mention in passing

1As a matter of fact, we know that any notion in the dual captured by extremal surfaces in the
bulk is not going to be enough to reconstruct the full geometry in general spacetimes [15]. It is still
interesting, though, to understand the gravitational dual of non-minimal extremal surfaces, and there
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that entanglement shadows have a typical size comparable to the AdS scale, and
reconstructing this region may also shed light on the long-standing conundrum of
understanding sub-AdS locality in AdS/CFT [16–18]. In this context, as well as in
models without spatial extent such as matrix models [19, 20], it is expected that the
entanglement between internal rather than spatial degrees of freedom is an essential
ingredient of the duality. One may indeed hope that general lessons can be learned
from understanding the entanglement shadows of these simple spacetimes in detail.

The CFT notion that encodes the length of non-minimal extremal curves in a
conical defect was introduced in [13] under the name of entwinement. Generalizing
conventional entanglement entropy, entwinement was proposed as a measure for the
entanglement between internal degrees of freedom that are not necessarily spatially
organized, as expected from our discussion above. Concretely, this quantity was ini-
tially computed by considering the covering bulk and boundary theories obtained by
ungauging the Zn discrete gauge symmetry of the AdS3 quotient. Since non-minimal
geodesics in the conical defect spacetime descend from minimal geodesics on the cover-
ing space, their length is dual to standard, spatial entanglement entropy on the covering
boundary theory. After symmetrizing the result over n translated embeddings of the
region A homologous to the geodesic in the covering space, to produce a Zn invariant
result, one obtains entwinement. This procedure is interpreted as effectively quanti-
fying the entanglement between non-spatially organized degrees of freedom. Indeed,
from the viewpoint of the Zn-symmetric theory, it departs from the usual picture in
which one computes entanglement entropy between a certain spatial region and its
complement. However, this approach has an evident drawback: though the result is
gauge-invariant, the process requires going to the covering theory, and thus introduces
unphysical states.

A gauge-invariant alternative to the original definition of entwinement, based on
the replica trick, was proposed in [21]. This approach formulates entwinement for the
first time as an entanglement measure for a precise set of degrees of freedom in the
boundary CFT state dual to the conical defect spacetime (as well as other quotients
of AdS3). Let us briefly recall the content of the boundary theory describing these
spacetimes. The dual description of three-dimensional, asymptotically AdS spacetimes
is obtained by considering a bound state of D1 and D5 branes in type IIB string theory
(see [22] for details). Weakly coupled strings propagating on AdS3×S3×T 4 are found
to be dual to a 2d (S)CFT whose moduli space contains a special point, called the
orbifold point, for which the dynamics becomes a free sigma model with target space
(T 4)N/SN . The parameter N , which corresponds to the product of the number of D1
and D5 branes in the string theory setup, is taken to be large and tunes the ratio of the
AdS3 radius to the three-dimensional Planck length GN . The theory at the orbifold
point is a symmetric product orbifold CFT and contains N copies of four bosons (and
their supersymmetric partners) defined on a circle. They parameterize the embedding
of closed string configurations in the N copies of T 4. The SN quotient is understood
as a discrete gauge symmetry on the N copies and allows for the existence of twisted

are cases like the one we described in which they do probe the bulk deeper than the minimal surfaces.
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sectors,2 in which the fields are periodic up to SN transformations when going around
the spatial circle of the CFT.

The field theory dual to a conical defect geometry can be constructed by applying
a particular twist operator [25–28], which partitions the N pieces of strings into N/n
long strings of length n in the target space. We note that the free orbifold point of the
CFT is far in moduli space from those points which have a semiclassical gravitational
description, for which the field theory would be strongly coupled. Still, it is a general
expectation that certain quantities (e.g., those which are protected by supersymmetry
or can be obtained by means of the covering theory [27]) can be reliably computed
at the free orbifold point. Using this description, the replica trick approach of [21]
precisely identifies the CFT internal gauged degrees of freedom whose entanglement
entropy corresponds to entwinement, in a manifestly gauge-invariant manner.

Perhaps the most standard approach to conventional entanglement entropy is, how-
ever, based on the reduced density matrix on a boundary regionA, whose von Neumann
entropy provides a definition for the entanglement entropy of the degrees of freedom
in A. This avenue to entanglement entropy naturally fits in the framework of algebraic
QFT, where the central objects are (sub)algebras of operators. In theories where the
Hilbert space H factorizes, H = HA ⊗HĀ, there exists a natural subalgebra of oper-
ators A associated to the factor HA (we usually think of A as a spatial subregion).
Given a state ρ in H, this subalgebra contains a unique element ρA such that

TrHA [ρAO] = 〈O ⊗ 1Ā〉ρ (1.2)

for every O ∈ A. The entanglement entropy of A is then given by the von Neumann
entropy of this reduced density matrix,

SEE = −TrHA [ρA log ρA] , (1.3)

and is a measure for the amount of information hidden from measurements on that
subsystem alone. This approach, however, is complicated by the presence of a gauge
symmetry, since the resulting gauge constraints interfere with the factorization prop-
erty of the Hilbert space. For instance, the definition of entanglement entropy for a
spatial bi-partition is notably subtle in the presence of gauge symmetries [29–38]. In
these contexts, the tensor factorization of the Hilbert space is impeded by the existence
of non-local physical degrees of freedom such as Wilson loops, which do not belong to
either of the complementary subregions in the spatial bi-partition. In the symmetric
product orbifold setup, the SN gauge symmetry permutes internal degrees of freedom,
which puts constraints on the physical states of the theory. Hence, the resulting phys-
ical Hilbert space does not admit a tensor factor decomposition for bi-partitions that
assign degrees of freedom living at the same spatial point to two different subsets.
This picture is analogous to studies of entanglement entropy in systems of identical
particles [39–43].

The problem of formally defining entwinement was approached from this algebraic
perspective in the works [44–46]. The goal of [44] was to define a gauge-invariant

2From the CFT point of view, these additional sectors are required to maintain modular invariance
[23, 24]. In this paper, we will argue for them from the perspective of a discretized lattice gauge theory.
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reduced density matrix for a general bi-partition of the internal degrees of freedom
of a symmetric product orbifold theory. This algebraic approach was found to agree
with previous definitions of entwinement when one considers the entanglement of a
single strand in the D1/D5 orbifold CFT with its complement, but resulted in diverg-
ing results otherwise. This disagreement was interpreted in their conclusions in the
following terms. While entwinement was previously understood as being a measure
for the entanglement of connected strands, the proposed formalism of [44] produces
unwanted additional disconnected pieces which also contribute to the entanglement en-
tropy. A gauge-invariant density matrix relevant to entwinement would hence need to
deal with this connectedness in an appropriate way. A second output of their analysis
was the realization that, in contrast to conventional (spatial) reduced density matri-
ces, the reduced density matrix associated to the internal gauged degrees of freedom
relevant for entwinement is instead associated to a linear subspace of operators [44]
(see also [46]). This finding has been somewhat in tension with [45], which focuses
on defining entwinement as the algebraic entanglement entropy of a gauge-invariant
reduced density matrix that is associated with an actual subalgebra of gauge-invariant
operators. An interesting construction for this reduced density matrix and subalgebra
was detailed in the context of a toy model for the D1/D5 orbifold CFT [45], and was
argued to hold more generally.

The original proposal [13] has also been recast in algebraic terms in [46] via the ex-
tended Hilbert space method. This language was used to show the equivalence between
the original approach and the interpretation of entwinement as the minimal entropy
of the probability distribution for density matrices resulting from measurements con-
strained to the linear subspace of operators associated with non-spatial subsets of
degrees of freedom. This was shown for general CFTs with Zn gauge symmetry.

In the present paper, our goal is to revisit the approach of [44] by constructing
a gauge-invariant reduced density matrix for entwinement from the point of view of
lattice gauge theories. Our purpose is to clarify how the notion of connectedness that
was missing in [44] can be implemented naturally by properly taking into account the
gauge transformations of all the degrees of freedom.3 As a consequence, our conclusion
will be different from the one presented in [44]: there is indeed a linear subspace of
operators in the symmetric product orbifold theory for which an associated reduced
density matrix computes entwinement via its von Neumann entropy. While the specific
type of bi-partition of the degrees of freedom that gives rise to entwinement will be the
main focus of this work, we remark that our formalism is applicable to more general
situations. We will therefore allow for an arbitrary subset of degrees of freedom and
twisted sector throughout the paper, and only commit to the specific cases relevant to
the holographic setup when setting the stage for comparing with other approaches. In
contrast to some of the other methods, we shall quantify entanglement between internal
degrees of freedom in theories with a discrete gauge symmetry, without essentially
relying on the introduction of unphysical states.

3Indeed, it was remarked in section 6 of [46] that the action of symmetrization on a state repre-
senting a connected target space configuration should normally not produce the disconnected pieces
found in [44].
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The paper is organized as follows. In section 2 we formulate a discretized model
for symmetric product orbifold theories in terms analogous to those of standard lattice
gauge theories. We emphasize the role of the link variables in the emergence of twisted
sectors in the Hilbert space. In section 3 we define gauge-invariant reduced density
matrices that reproduce entwinement via their von Neumann entropy. We identify
the linear subspaces of operators associated with these reduced density matrices in
section 3.1, and we make contact with earlier definitions of entwinement in section 3.2
by focusing on the specific case of the D1/D5 orbifold CFT. We conclude with pos-
sible future directions in section 4. Appendix A contains a technical note about the
construction proposed in [45] to obtain a reduced density matrix for entwinement as-
sociated to a subalgebra of gauge-invariant operators instead of a linear subspace. We
find it impossible to extend the proposal beyond the simplified Z2 setup of [45], and
discuss in detail the next simplest example which provides a counterexample to the
general validity of the method.

2 Symmetric product orbifolds as lattice gauge the-

ories

In this section, we introduce the Hilbert space content of symmetric product orbifold
theories with target space MN/SN from the point of view of lattice gauge theories.
This is not the usual setup for orbifold 2d CFTs. However, essential aspects for our
purposes are most explicit in the lattice model and it is worthwhile to start on the
lattice and take the continuum limit at the end. The connections with the more
conventional setup will become clear as we proceed. For concreteness, we will restrict
our discussion to symmetric product orbifold theories, with discrete SN symmetry,
though the generalization to other discrete symmetry groups is straightforward. This
section is meant to set the notation and conventions for section 3, where we shall
revisit the algebraic characterization of entwinement of [44] in terms of gauge-invariant
reduced density matrices.

2.1 Constructing the lattice theory

Let us start by considering a seed theory, which consists of a 1+1 dimensional lattice
model of bosonic dynamical variables X. We implicitly allow for multi-component sets,
X ≡ (X(µ)) = (X(0), X(1), . . . , X(D−1)), which describe the embedding of the lattice
points in aD-dimensional manifoldM . Borrowing the nomenclature from string theory
models, we will refer to these variables as target space coordinates, although most of
the time the index µ will not play any significant role and we will suppress it to avoid
clutter. These dynamical variables are defined on a discretization of the circle, and
we label the variables at different points as Xi, i = 1, . . . , L, with the identification
XL+1 = X1. The detailed dynamics of this seed theory is not going to be essential,
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but to have something definite in mind we shall consider the Hamiltonian4

Hseed =
L∑
i=1

δ

2

[
Π2
i +

1

δ2
(Xi+1 −Xi)

2 + . . .

]
, (2.1)

where δ is the lattice spacing, Πi the momentum conjugate to Xi, and the dots repre-
sent local interactions.

We now consider N copies of this seed theory. We label5 the dynamical variables
Xa
i , with a = 1, . . . , N ; and we consider Hilbert space operators ĝi which implement

permutations at a single lattice point i. For a permutation gi ∈ SN , the action of the
corresponding permutation operator ĝi on the fields is

ĝiX
a
i ĝ
−1
i = X

gi(a)
i , ĝiΠ

a
i ĝ
−1
i = Π

gi(a)
i . (2.2)

It will be convenient in the following to adopt a matrix-like notation for these trans-
formations. Thus, we pack all the N copies of the variables at each lattice point into
a (column) vector, which we denote Xi or Πi, and write the previous transformations
as

ĝiXiĝ
−1
i = g−1

i Xi , ĝiΠiĝ
−1
i = g−1

i Πi , (2.3)

where now gi is the N×N matrix representation implementing the SN transformation.6

Summing N copies of the seed Hamiltonian (2.1), it is immediate to see that terms
defined at a single lattice point are invariant under permutations:

ĝi

(
N∑
a=1

Xa
i X

a
i

)
ĝ−1
i =

N∑
a=1

X
gi(a)
i X

gi(a)
i =

N∑
a=1

Xa
i X

a
i . (2.4)

This argument continues to apply for terms with Πa
i , or higher order terms in Xa

i .
However, the nearest-neighbor couplings – coming from spatial derivative terms in
the continuum – manifestly spoil the invariance of the N -copied Hamiltonian under
local SN permutations. This can be remedied by the addition of a background (non-
dynamical) gauge field Ui+1,i to the nearest-neighbor interactions, such that the total
Hamiltonian takes the form

HSN =
L∑
i=1

δ

2

[
ΠT
i Πi +

1

δ2
(Xi+1 − Ui+1,iXi)

T (Xi+1 − Ui+1,iXi) + . . .

]
. (2.5)

4We assume a Euclidean metric for the target space coordinates whenever we use the compact
notation (Xi+1 −Xi)

2.
5We emphasize that the Latin label indicating the copy should not be confused with the Greek

label defined above, which stands for the dimensions within the target space manifold M . The reader
can assume that any upper index for X used in the remainder of this paper denotes one of the N
copies of the symmetric product orbifold.

6As an example, if we consider S3, the matrix representation of (123) is (123) =

0 0 1
1 0 0
0 1 0

.

It is necessary to consider the inverse of gi in (2.3) to reproduce (2.2), and also to provide a valid
representation via left-multiplication by the corresponding matrices.
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The background gauge field lives on the links between lattice points and takes values in
the group of N ×N permutation matrices. The action of the local SN transformation
on the gauge field is

ĝi+1Ui+1,iĝ
−1
i+1 = g−1

i+1Ui+1,i , ĝiUi+1,iĝ
−1
i = Ui+1,igi . (2.6)

Since the permutation matrices are orthogonal, HSN is invariant under any local SN
transformations implemented by the operators ĝi.

The Hilbert space of our theory – which we dub the covering theory7 – is spanned
by a basis of eigenstates of Xi and Ui+1,i. We denote them by |{xj}, {uj+1,j}〉, reflecting
the eigenvalues of the said operators:

Xi |{xj}, {uj+1,j}〉 = xi |{xj}, {uj+1,j}〉 , (2.7a)

Ui+1,i |{xj}, {uj+1,j}〉 = ui+1,i |{xj}, {uj+1,j}〉 . (2.7b)

We emphasize that, for every lattice point i, xi takes values in MN , with M the target
space, and ui+1,i takes values in the standard matrix representation of SN . The action
of the local SN transformations on the basis states can be computed from their effect
on the corresponding operators,

ĝi |{xj}, {uj+1,j}〉 = |{gixi,xj}j 6=i, {ui+1,ig
−1
i , giui,i−1, uj+1,j}j 6=i,i−1〉 . (2.8)

We take the basis states to be normalized as

〈{xi}, {ui+1,i}|{yi}, {vi+1,i}〉 =
L∏
i=1

δ(N) (xi − yi) δui+1,i,vi+1,i
, (2.9)

where we use a discrete Kronecker delta for the link variables since the ui+1,i take
values in a finite set. It is immediate to verify that the ĝi are unitary operators with
respect to this inner product.

The form of the nearest-neighbor interactions in the Hamiltonian (2.5) imposes
some restrictions on the set of allowed states, since physical states should have finite
energy in a continuum limit, δ → 0. These restrictions are the discrete manifestation of
the continuity of field configurations in the continuum theory. Intuitively, the difference
in field values between lattice points which are spatially close should not be too large.
From the Hamiltonian, it is clear that one should impose

xi+1 − ui+1,ixi = O(δ) ∀i = 1, . . . , L (2.10)

on the eigenvalues of physical states. We call states satisfying this continuity condition
allowed states. The non-allowed states have infinite energy and effectively decouple
from the allowed states in the Hilbert space. Notice that the transformation (2.8)
implies that arbitrary local permutations map allowed states to allowed states. In the

7The covering theory in the symmetric product orbifold theory should not be confused with the
covering theory obtained by ungauging the Zn symmetry of the quotient spacetime AdS3/Zn. In the
following, the meaning of the term should be clear from the context.
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target space MN , the corresponding states describe the embedding of the N sets of L
discrete points on which the discrete continuity condition (2.10) is imposed.

Although the formalism developed above occasionally refers to the Hamiltonian
(2.5) for inspiration, we stress that the structure we are interested in is not tied to
it. The essential ingredient for the next sections is that the Hilbert space of our N -
copied product theory is spanned by the states |{xj}, {uj+1,j}〉, which describe the
field configuration of bosonic variables on which SN permutations act according to
(2.3) and (2.6). Moreover, a discrete notion of continuity is implemented on states
following (2.10). Our goal is now to mod out the SN symmetry and interpret it as a
gauge redundancy.

2.2 Gauging the SN symmetry

Up to now, the local SN symmetry has been a true symmetry of the covering theory:
the transformation (2.8) maps states in the Hilbert space to different states which have

the same energy. We can gauge the
⊗L

i=1 S
(i)
N symmetry by projecting the states onto

the SN -invariant subspace by means of the operator

P̂ =
L⊗
i=1

(
1

N !

∑
gi∈SN

ĝi

)
. (2.11)

The normalization is chosen so that the operator defines a projection,

P̂ 2 =
L⊗
i=1

(
1

(N !)2

∑
gi,hi∈SN

ĥiĝi

)
=

L⊗
i=1

(
1

(N !)2

∑
hi,li∈SN

l̂i

)
= P̂ , (2.12)

where in the second step we sum over li = higi instead of gi. As a consequence of the
unitarity of the representation, ĝ†i = ĝ−1

i , it immediately follows that the projector is
Hermitian, P̂ † = P̂ .

Let H = ⊗Na=1H
(a)
seed be the original N -copied product Hilbert space, and call HS =

P̂H the space of completely symmetric states. The local SN transformations act
trivially on the symmetric states, thus turning the symmetry into a gauge redundancy.
How can we characterize these symmetric states? As a first step, we will simplify the
description by performing a partial projection. The total symmetry group can be

decomposed as a semidirect product
⊗L

i=1 S
(i)
N = SN n

(⊗L−1
i=1 S

(i)
N

)
, where the action

of a global SN subgroup has been singled out,

P̂ =

[
1

N !

∑
g∈SN

ĝ ⊗ . . .⊗ ĝ

][
L−1⊗
i=1

(
1

N !

∑
gi∈SN

ĝi

)]
≡ P̂glP̂L−1 , (2.13)

and where the second factor defines a projector P̂L−1 which only includes group ele-
ments acting on the first L − 1 lattice sites. Then, projecting the states in H with
P̂L−1 defines a partially invariant space Hgl = P̂L−1H, where we can introduce a set of

convenient representative states. Indeed, since P̂L−1ĝi = P̂L−1 for i = 1, . . . , L−1, any
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state in H with non-trivial link variables vi+1,i on the L − 1 first lattice sites will be
identified after projection with a state with trivial link variables on these lattice sites.
Specifically, for any vertex variables {yi} and link variables {vi+1,i}, one can write

P̂L−1 |{yi}, {vi+1,i}〉 = P̂L−1 |{xi}, {1, . . . , 1, u1,L}〉 , (2.14)

where the variables on the right relate to those on the left as xi = giyi, u1,L = g1v1,L,
with

gL = 1 ,

gL−1 = vL,L−1 ,

gL−2 = gL−1vL−1,L−2 = vL,L−1vL−1,L−2 ,

...

g1 = g2v2,1 = vL,L−1vL−1,L−2 . . . v2,1 . (2.15)

The outcome of this procedure is that we have sequentially gauged away the link
variables at every site, except for the last one. This can be viewed as a gauge-fixing
procedure: we choose a convenient representative state among all those which are
related by the transformations we want to gauge, and we use it to label the invariant
states in the gauge (i.e., projected) theory. All states in the partially invariant space
Hgl are then characterized by the lattice point variables, xi, as well as an SN element
that sits at the link joining the last and first lattice sites. Choosing a convenient
normalization, we will write them as

|{xi}, u〉gl ≡
√

(N !)L−1P̂L−1 |{xi}, {1, . . . , 1, u}〉 . (2.16)

These states, which act as a generating set for Hgl, inherit the inner product

gl〈{yi}, v|{xi}, u〉gl = δu,v

L∏
i=1

δ(N) (xi − yi) , (2.17)

where we used (2.9), (2.13), (2.16), and the fact that P̂ †L−1P̂L−1 = P̂ 2
L−1 = P̂L−1. The

continuity condition (2.10) now constrains the lattice point variables in the represen-
tative state (2.16) to satisfy

xi+1 − xi = O(δ) ∀i 6= L , x1 − uxL = O(δ) . (2.18)

In the target space, the representatives of the states (2.16) describe the discretized
version of N continuous strands, i.e., the embedding of a string segment in a higher
dimensional manifold, with u instructing how to glue the ends of the strands into long
strings (sets of strands forming a closed loop).

Notice, however, that since we have not yet gauged global transformations in Hgl,
a residual global SN symmetry remains. These residual symmetries act on partially
projected states as

(ĝ ⊗ · · · ⊗ ĝ) |{xi}, u〉gl = |{gxi}, gug−1〉gl , (2.19)
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as can be easily checked by moving the ĝ operators to the right of P̂L−1. Since the
fully gauge-invariant Hilbert space HS can be obtained by implementing global SN
symmetrization on Hgl with P̂gl, gauge-invariant states can be defined as

|{xi}, u〉S ≡
√
N !P̂gl |{xi}, u〉gl =

1√
N !

∑
g∈SN

|{gxi}, gug−1〉gl . (2.20)

Note that, as emphasized in a related context in [46], the action of a group element
ĝ transforms both the vertex and the link variable in such a way that different terms
in (2.20) (or even (2.16)) describe the same target space configuration, albeit using a
different labeling. In particular, the continuity constraints are invariant under permu-
tations from the perspective of the target space, only the specifics of which variable
on the lattice produces a given target space point changes.

There is a redundancy in the definition of the symmetric states (2.20), since

|{xi}, u〉S = |{gxi}, gug−1〉S (2.21)

for any g ∈ SN . Thus, in the fully symmetrized space, the relevant link variable is
only defined up to conjugation by any group element. Just as in (2.16), we fix this
remaining redundancy by gauge fixing: we pick a representative in the symmetrized
superposition of states to label the state. In this case, this amounts to choosing a
representative element in each conjugacy class of SN , and assigning it to the link
variable labeling the state, which unambiguously defines the continuity of the vertex
variables according to (2.18). States in the orbifold theory with Hilbert space HS are
therefore spanned by

HS = span
{
|{xi}, u〉S |xi ∈M

N , u ∈ C(SN)
}
, (2.22)

with C(SN) a set containing one representative element of each conjugacy class. Thus,
from our lattice construction, we recover the well-known fact that the Hilbert space of
a symmetric product orbifold theory splits into a direct sum of twisted sectors, labeled
by the conjugacy classes of SN .

It is important to note that this set of states in (2.22) is not quite yet a basis for
HS, because there is still some redundancy left in the labeling of the vertex variables
xi. This is most easily seen when considering the following decomposition of the SN -
sum in (2.20). Given |{xi}, u〉S, consider the centralizer of u, denoted by Cu, which
consists of all the elements in SN commuting with u. Since the centralizer defines
a subgroup of the original symmetry group, we can decompose SN into left cosets.
Selecting a representative from each coset we form a transversal set K = {k1, . . . , kQ},
with Q = N !/|Cu|, so that any element in SN can be written as g = kh with k ∈ K
and h ∈ Cu. Since huh−1 = u, this gives a decomposition of the sum in (2.20) as

|{xi}, u〉S =

√
|Cu|
N !

∑
k∈K

1√
|Cu|

∑
h∈Cu

|{khxi}, kuk−1〉gl . (2.23)

We see that the sum over K moves us between different link variables within the same
conjugacy class, while, at fixed k, the sum over Cu just reshuffles the vertex variables.

12



Clearly, then,
|{xi}, u〉S = |{hxi}, u〉S (2.24)

for any h ∈ Cu. Intuitively, the elements in the centralizer of a permutation u are all
the one-to-one mappings of N numbers which preserve the permutation structure of u.
Recall that every permutation can be expanded uniquely as a product of disjoint cycles.
In this representation, the centralizer is generated by SN elements which cyclically
permute each disjoint cycle, as well as by permutations which swap factors with equal
length. For example, the centralizer of the permutation u = (1 2)(3 4) is generated
by (1 2) (cyclic permutation of the first cycle), (3 4) (cyclic permutation of the second
cycle), and (1 3)(2 4) (swaps the cycles). In general, the centralizer of a permutation
with Ni disjoint cycles of length i is isomorphic to∏

i

(
SNi n ZNii

)
. (2.25)

Taking the redundancies (2.24) into account, the inner product between symmetric
states straightforwardly follows from (2.17):

S〈{yi}, v|{xi}, u〉S = δu,v
∑
h∈Cu

[
L∏
i=1

δ(N) (yi − hxi)

]
. (2.26)

Note that one could have expected a Kronecker delta for the conjugacy classes of u and
v appearing in (2.26), rather than the group elements u and v themselves. However,
since we picked a specific representative of each conjugacy class to label the symmetric
states, one finds instead that the inner product vanishes except when u = v.

Let us take a moment to make contact with the conventional language used in sym-
metric product orbifold theories. First of all, as already mentioned, orbifold theories
are typically defined in the continuum, so we can view the variables Xi as a discretiza-
tion of the continuum fields on the circle, X(φ). While our starting point for describing
the states in the unsymmetrized theory was (2.7), in the continuum one often starts
with the states (2.16) which make up Hgl rather than H. The orbifold theory HS is
then obtained by identifying global states which differ by a global SN transformation,
as was done in (2.20). The local SN gauge symmetry is often implicitly assumed to
be present, but rarely discussed in detail since the continuity conditions (2.10) may
feel slightly awkward in the continuum limit. In contrast, the continuity conditions
(2.18) imply standard continuity of the fields X(φ) along the circle, except at φ = 2π
where different strands are glued into long strings, i.e., sets of strands which form a
closed loop in target space according to the SN element u. Ultimately, the different
terms in the symmetrized states (2.20) or (2.23) correspond to distinct labelings of the
same configuration of closed strings in the target space. Our step-by-step presentation,
which starts with the introduction of the fully unsymmetrized states (2.7), makes the
origin of the joint transformation of the vertices and link variables under a permutation
manifest. This, in turn, allowed us to recover the one-to-one correspondence between
twisted sectors and conjugacy classes of SN from the lattice perspective, while it is
usually argued for based on modular invariance in continuous orbifold CFTs [23, 24].
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Having derived a generating set of states for the symmetric Hilbert space HS, let us
now turn to more general gauge-invariant states and wavefunctions. The redundancy
(2.24) has an important consequence for wavefunctions of gauge-invariant states of the
orbifold theory. For simplicity, we shall focus on states belonging to a single twisted
sector specified by u ∈ C(SN).8 Expanding a symmetric state in terms of the |{xi}, u〉S:

|Ψu〉 =
1√
|Cu|

∫ ( L∏
i=1

N∏
a=1

dxai

)
Ψu({xi}) |{xi}, u〉S

=
1√
|Cu|

∫ ( L∏
i=1

N∏
a=1

dxai

)
Ψu({xi})

1

|Cu|
∑
h∈Cu

|{hxi}, u〉S

=
1√
|Cu|

∫ ( L∏
i=1

N∏
a=1

dxai

)(
1

|Cu|
∑
h∈Cu

Ψu({h−1xi})

)
|{xi}, u〉S , (2.27)

where the coefficient in front is fixed by requiring the wavefunction to be normalized.
We have used the orthogonality of permutation matrices in the last equality, and
integrals are over all range of xai variables. The final expression implies that only the
totally symmetric part of a wavefunction, with respect to the centralizer Cu, is relevant
to define a state. The wavefunctions in the symmetric Hilbert space can therefore be
chosen to satisfy

Ψu({xi}) = Ψu({hxi}) (2.28)

for every element h in the centralizer of u. As our notation emphasizes, the wavefunc-
tion knows about the gluing of the strands into long strings as indicated by u, which is
the element chosen in the gauge-fixing procedure described around (2.22) to label the
conjugacy class (i.e., the twisted sector). This is also manifest from the fact that Ψu

is symmetric under the action of Cu. Had we chosen a different representative for the
conjugacy class, this symmetrization would be different. Take as a working example
a seed theory on a single lattice point and consider 3 copies of that theory, where the
twisting is specified by u = (1 2) ∈ S3. The centralizer is C(1 2) = {e, (1 2)}, with e the
identity permutation. According to (2.28), the wavefunction can be chosen to satisfy
Ψ(1 2)(x

1, x2, x3) = Ψ(1 2)(x
2, x1, x3). Had we chosen (1 3) to label the same twisted

sector, we would have Ψ(1 3)(x
1, x2, x3) = Ψ(1 3)(x

3, x2, x1).

This constraint on the gauge-invariant wavefunctions is analogous to the fact that,
for identical bosonic particles in quantum mechanics, only completely symmetric wave-
functions are allowed. In one-dimensional quantum mechanics, an N -particle state can
be expanded in unit-normalized basis states |x1, x2, . . . , xN〉, with x1, x2, . . . , xN ∈ R.
When dealing with identical bosons, one projects the Hilbert space into the subspace
carrying the trivial representation of the SN symmetry that permutes the N particles.
This can be achieved with the projector (N !)−1

∑
g∈SN ĝ, which defines the symmetric

8This discussion can be extended to linear combinations of states with support in different twisted
sectors.
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Hilbert (sub)space spanned by

|x1, x2, . . . , xN〉S =
1√
N !

∑
g∈SN

|xg(1), xg(2), . . . , xg(N)〉 . (2.29)

Gauge-invariant states can be expanded in symmetrized states,

|ψS〉 =
1√
N !

∫ ( N∏
i=1

dxi

)
ψS(x1, x2, . . . , xN) |x1, x2, . . . , xN〉S , (2.30)

where only fully symmetric wavefunctions are allowed:

ψS(x1, x2, . . . , xN) = ψS(xg(1), xg(2), . . . , xg(N)) , (2.31)

for any g ∈ SN . For future reference, we note that due to the permutation symme-
try of the wavefunction of gauge-invariant states, the overlaps with symmetrized and
unsymmetrized states are equal (up to normalization):

(N !)−1/2
S〈x1, x2, . . . , xN |ψS〉 = ψS(x1, x2, . . . , xN) = 〈x1, x2, . . . , xN |ψS〉 , (2.32)

where we used that the inner product for symmetric states satisfies

S〈y1, y2, . . . , yN |x1, x2, . . . , xN〉S =
∑
g∈SN

N∏
i=1

δ(yi − xg(i)) . (2.33)

We point out that many of the formulas derived above for the orbifold theory can be
reinterpreted for the description of N identical bosonic particles provided we restrict
to the twisted sector corresponding to the identity element, u = e. One can make
this connection precise by restricting each strand to a single site which is taken to
describe the position of one of the N identical particles, such that the seed theory
target space is M = R. This, in combination with u = e, essentially removes the
continuity requirements (2.18). It is then instructive to compare the constraints on
the wavefunctions in both contexts. While the wavefunction of a state belonging to
a non-trivial twisted sector in the orbifold theory needs only to be symmetrized over
its centralizer, as per (2.28), the wavefunction of N identical particles needs to be
symmetrized over the complete SN group, since the centralizer of the identity element
in SN is the group itself.

3 Entwinement as entanglement in symmetric prod-

uct orbifold theories

While the original proposal for entwinement as a CFT quantity dual to the length of
the non-minimal, extremal geodesics in AdS3/Zn is very natural from the perspective
of the quotiented geometry, the lack of a gauge-invariant formulation represents an
apparent shortcoming. As mentioned in the introduction, several works have by now
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addressed this issue and approached the problem from a variety of angles [21, 44–46],
some of which resulted in unexpected and conflicting interpretations. In this section,
we revisit the algebraic approach of [44], which aimed at finding a gauge-invariant
reduced density matrix in the D1/D5 symmetric product orbifold theory whose von
Neumann entropy would reproduce entwinement in the CFT states dual to a conical
defect and massless BTZ black holes. In that work, the authors were led to conclude
that the reduced density matrices they constructed (for a number of connected strands
larger than one) are dominated by configurations of disconnected strands resulting from
imposing an SN symmetrization, and that the corresponding von Neumann entropy is
distinct from entwinement. It was suggested that if a formulation were found where the
connectedness of a subset of the stands was naturally integrated in the symmetrization,
the von Neumann entropy of the resulting density matrix would produce entwinement.
A clue for the resolution was implicitly suggested in section 6 of [46], where a tension
between the approach in [44] and the notation of [46] was raised. Relying on the
formalism laid out in section 2, we resolve this tension and improve on the results
from [44] in the present section. Concretely, we first derive gauge-invariant reduced
density matrices for general bi-partitions of the variables Xi in the discretely gauged
lattice description of symmetric product orbifold theories in section 3.1. Subsequently,
we show in section 3.2 that the von Neumann entropy of that density matrix reproduces
entwinement, as defined in [13], for suitable choices of the subset A. We also discuss
similarities and differences with previous definitions of entwinement.

Our approach will be based on the following observation. In setups where the
Hilbert space factorizes, reduced density matrices are uniquely defined by the choice
of subregion [47]. This follows from the requirement that the reduced density matrix
should contain the necessary information to reproduce expectation values for the sub-
algebra of operators acting on the subregion of interest. It was argued in [44] that the
set of gauge-invariant operators acting on subregions relevant to entwinement forms a
linear subspace of operators rather than a subalgebra.9 Therefore, our goal shall be to
construct a density matrix supported on A, which encodes the expectation values of
all gauge-invariant operators acting trivially on the complement of A.

3.1 The reduced density matrix for gauge-invariant states

In situations where the Hilbert space factorizes as H = HA ⊗ HĀ for any spatial
subregion A, the partial trace operation on a state described by ρ has a well-understood
interpretation. It produces the unique operator on HA, the reduced density matrix ρA,
which contains all the information about ρ that is localized in A (see, e.g., Box 2.6 in
[47]). More specifically, it correctly reproduces expectation values for every observable
acting only on subsystem A,

TrH[ρ (OA ⊗ 1Ā)] = TrHA [ρAOA] . (3.1)

The set of all operators onHA naturally forms an algebra, to which the reduced density
matrix ρA belongs.

9Interestingly, it was suggested in [45] that there does exist a natural subalgebra associated to
entwinement. We will comment on this further in section 3.2.
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This simple picture becomes more involved in the presence of gauge symmetries,
as they generically prevent the factorization of the Hilbert space whenever the gauge
transformations relate degrees of freedom in A and Ā. In view of the similarities
with our discrete orbifold model, it will prove useful to first review the role of density
matrices in a system of N identical bosons as a warm-up, as was done in [44]. We
want to elucidate whether there exists some notion of a density matrix that computes
expectation values for operators that act only on a subset of k particles. In terms of
the states (2.29), a generic symmetric k-particle operator is of the form

O(k) =
1

N !

∫
Ok(x1, . . . , xk; y1, . . . , yk) |x1, . . . , xk, zk+1, . . . , zN〉S

× S〈y1, . . . , yk, zk+1, . . . , zN | , (3.2)

where all the variables appearing in this expression are integrated over. The non-
factorization of the symmetric Hilbert space prevents these operators to act on a tensor
factor of the Hilbert space. Moreover, as already noted in [44], the operators (3.2) do
not form an algebra: the set is closed under addition, but not under multiplication.
This can easily be seen by expanding the symmetric basis states as in (2.29). This
produces a linear combination of terms, each of them acting on a different subset of
k out of N particles. Multiplying two of these operators creates cross-terms that act
on more than k particles, which cannot be packed into an operator of the form (3.2).
In conclusion, the gauge symmetry represents an obstacle to having a mathematical
structure associated to a subset of degrees of freedom stronger than a linear subspace
of operators closed under Hermitian conjugation.

Nevertheless, expectation values of the operators O(k) in symmetric states (2.30)
can be written in terms of a matrix that is interpreted as a reduced density matrix for
k identical particles:

〈ψS|O(k)|ψS〉 =

∫
Ok(x1, . . . , xk; y1, . . . , yk)ρS(y1, . . . , yk;x1, . . . , xk) , (3.3)

with

ρS(x1, . . . , xk;x
′
1, . . . , x

′
k) =

∫ ( N∏
i=k+1

dyi

)
ψS(x1, . . . , xk, yk+1, . . . , yN)

× ψ∗S(x′1, . . . , x
′
k, yk+1, . . . , yN) . (3.4)

The matrix ρS is hence referred to as k-particle reduced density matrix. Although, in
contrast to ρA in (3.1), ρS does not act on some tensor factor of the original Hilbert
space, it can be understood as encoding the state of the system for an observer that has
only access to k of the particles. As (3.3) shows, knowledge of ρS is enough to determine
expectation values for all the k-particle operators of the form (3.2). Therefore, the von
Neumann entropy of ρS provides a measure for the entanglement between a subset of
k particles and its complement.

It is also instructive to note that (3.4) can be obtained from a partial trace-like
operation. Recall that in a factorizing Hilbert space H = HA ⊗ HĀ with basis
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{|φĀi , φAj 〉} = {|φĀi 〉 ⊗ |φAj 〉}, the matrix elements of the reduced density matrix on
HA, obtained from conventional partial tracing, are simply

〈φAk | ρA |φAl 〉 = 〈φAk |TrHĀ [ρ] |φAl 〉 =
∑
j

〈φAk , φĀj | ρ |φĀj , φAl 〉 . (3.5)

The identification and sum over labels for the degrees of freedom in Ā in (3.5) is
reminiscent of (3.4) and suggests that the matrix elements of ρS can be obtained by
an operation mimicking (3.5). Indeed, one can write

ρS(x1, . . . , xk;x
′
1, . . . , x

′
k) =

1

N !

∫
dyk+1 . . .dyN S〈x1, . . . , xk, yk+1, . . . , yN |ψS〉

× 〈ψS|x′1, . . . , x′k, yk+1, . . . , yN〉S .
(3.6)

Note that for this approach to be sensible, the density matrix resulting from the
“partial trace” operation should have unit trace in the reduced space. This can be
guaranteed by normalizing the states appearing in (3.6) such that they provide a
resolution of the identity on the symmetric subspace:

1S =
1

N !

∫ ( N∏
i=1

dxi

)
|x1, x2, . . . , xN〉S S〈x1, x2, . . . , xN | . (3.7)

This motivates the 1/N ! in (3.6), which accounts for the overcompleteness of the
symmetric states in the symmetric Hilbert space.

Let us now turn to the discrete symmetric product orbifold model and introduce
some new notation for later convenience. In section 2, we have been denoting the
set of all vertex variables as {xi}, where i labels the different vertices on the discrete
circle, each of which contains N variables. In the following, we shall partition this set
of degrees of freedom arbitrarily in two groups. In particular, the bi-partition need
not be spatially organized on the lattice. We let A denote an arbitrary subset of the
degrees of freedom on the vertices, and Ā the complementary set. Then, xA (xĀ) refers
to all vertex variables in the set A (Ā), where we drop the braces used previously to
ease notation. To denote the full set of variables formed by combining xA and xĀ,
we use round brackets, (xA,xĀ) = x. Notice that it only makes sense to act with SN
transformations on these complete sets of variables, an operation that we will write
as g(xA,xĀ) or gx, where g is implicitly understood to act globally (i.e., the same g
transformation at each lattice point). Expressions like gxA do not a priori make sense
because A is not a spatial partition in general, and therefore there may be lattice
points for which only some of the N degrees of freedom belong to A. Nevertheless,
it is permitted to first act with g ∈ SN on a full set of vertex variables, and then
apply the bi-partition defined by A. This operation is denoted as (gx)A, so that
gx = ((gx)A, (gx)Ā). Finally, the integration measure will be written as a subscript.

In analogy with the operators (3.2) in the context of identical particles, we start
by considering general gauge-invariant operators that only act on a subset A of the
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vertex degrees of freedom,

O(A) =
1

|Cu|

∫
x,y

OA(yA; xA)δ(yĀ − xĀ) |y, u〉S S〈x, u| . (3.8)

Notice that the subset A is defined with respect to the long string configuration spec-
ified by the link variable u, up to the Cu redundancy built in the symmetric states. In
other words, we could equivalently write a symmetrized version of the operator (3.8),

O(A) =
1

|Cu|2

∫
x,y

(∑
h∈Cu

OA((hy)A; (hx)A)δ((hy)Ā − (hx)Ā)

)
|y, u〉S S〈x, u| . (3.9)

Let us clarify the action of that operator with a simple example. Consider a system of
three strands with an S3 gauge symmetry, in the twisted sector labeled by u = (1 2).
The centralizer is Cu = {e, (1 2)}. If A delineates the first strand and half of the second
one, symmetrization by (1 2) ∈ Cu produces a term where the variables within OA are
those of the second strand and half of the first one. Therefore, the statement that A
comprises the first strand and half of the second is not gauge-invariant. It is, however,
perfectly legitimate to say that it selects one and a half strands within the long string
of length 2, since the Cu-symmetrization does not produce disconnected pieces out of
originally connected ones. If we were to expand the symmetric basis states into global
ones, as in (2.23), different link variables within the conjugacy class [u] would appear,
but the vertex variables would also be reshuffled in a way that all terms maintain the
original long string connection.

Next, we can compute expectation values of operators of the form (3.8) in sym-
metric states (2.27), obtaining

〈Ψu|O(A)|Ψu〉 =

∫
xA,yA

OA(yA; xA)ρS(xA; yA) , (3.10)

with

ρS(xA,x
′
A) =

∫
yĀ

Ψu(xA,yĀ)Ψ?
u(x

′
A,yĀ) , (3.11)

where we used (2.26). The matrix ρS is therefore naturally interpreted as a reduced
density matrix for the operators (3.8) associated with the subset A. Given the following
resolution of the identity on the symmetric space,

1S =
1

|Cu|

∫
x

|x, u〉S S〈x, u| , (3.12)

the density matrix ρS can also be heuristically understood as originating from a partial
trace operation on ρ = |Ψu〉 〈Ψu|, where one sums over a subset of the labels in the
generating set of states,

ρS(xA,x
′
A) =

1

|Cu|

∫
yĀ

S〈(xA,yĀ), u|Ψu〉 〈Ψu|(x′A,yĀ), u〉S . (3.13)
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Here again, the operators (3.8) do not generally close into an algebra, though they
form a linear space closed under Hermitian conjugation. As we shall discuss below,
the linear subspace becomes an algebra for certain choices of the subset A, but this is
not the generic situation.

It is interesting to compare (3.11) with the analogous density matrix for identical
particles (3.4). Although they look very similar, there is a crucial difference in their
interpretation. While it is impossible to specify which of the identical particles were
traced out in the latter case, (3.11) captures some information about the location of
the subset A inside the long string configuration specified by u. The key difference
between the expressions (3.4) and (3.11) resides in the symmetrizations (2.31) and
(2.28) imposed on the two wavefunctions. For identical particles, there is an SN
symmetry built in the wavefunction which washes out any information in (3.4) about
which of the N particles were traced out. In contrast, for a non-trivial twisted sector
labeled by u, the wavefunction is only symmetrized over the centralizer Cu, as per
(2.28). Therefore, in (3.11) the subset A has a precise interpretation within the long
string setup defined by u. Indeed, due to the connectedness imposed by the link u,
the only symmetrization of A that needs to be imposed within the N strands is either
cyclic permutations of the strands within a single long string, or the exchange of same
length long strings, as understood from the general form of the centralizer (2.25). As
a consequence, in the orbifold picture it is meaningful to, e.g., trace out a connected
subset A within a long string of a specified length, and this is what (3.11) captures.
If more than one long string of that size exists, it is however not possible to specify
in which of these long strings A is to be considered. These observations emphasize
an important point that was not appreciated enough in some of the past works: in
contrast to identical particles, the N strands in the orbifold theory are not really
identical whenever u is nontrivial, and this distinction becomes relevant when defining
notions which can potentially wash that information away.

In conclusion, the von Neumann entropy

SvN(ρS) = −Tr[ρS log ρS] (3.14)

is interpreted as a measure for the entanglement between degrees of freedom whose
inclusion in long strings of a certain length is specified by A and u, and their comple-
ment. We stress that the matrix (3.11) should not be regarded as defining an operator
acting on the symmetric subspace, neither can it be interpreted as acting on a tensor
factor of the original Hilbert space since there is no factorization. As such, the von
Neumann entropy (3.14) is computed for the matrix (3.11) and not for an operator
on the symmetric subspace constructed out of these matrix elements. If convenient,
one can heuristically picture the matrix (3.11) as defining coefficients for an operator
acting on an auxiliary space spanned by the vectors |xA〉, with no reference whatso-
ever to the connectedness of the different variables, and where each variable in A is
understood to take values in the target space M of the original theory. This is similar
to how the coefficients OA(yA; xA) of the operators (3.8) are interpreted.
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Linear subspaces versus subalgebras

DefineMA
S to be the set of all operators of the form (3.8). Let us elaborate a bit more

on the question of whether or not MA
S is a subalgebra of gauge-invariant operators.

The product of O(A),Q(A) ∈MA
S for a given choice of A can be written as

O(A)Q(A) =
1

|Cu|2

∫
x,y,z

∑
h∈Cu

OA(yA; (hz)A)QA(zA; xA)

× δ(yĀ − (hz)Ā)δ(zĀ − xĀ) |y, u〉S S〈x, u| . (3.15)

In general, such a product cannot be manipulated into the form (3.8), meaning that
MA

S is at most a linear subspace closed under Hermitian conjugation.

However, there are well-known situations whereMA
S should close into a subalgebra,

namely for spatial bi-partitions where A includes all N vertex variables of a selection
of lattice points. The key observation for spatial partitions is that any element h ∈
Cu reshuffles elements in A and Ā, respectively, but there is no mixing between the
two subsets. In the absence of mixing, one can constrain the matrix elements of
O(A) in (3.9). If h does not mix A and Ā, we can show that δ ((hx)Ā − (hy)Ā) =
δ (hxĀ − hyĀ) = δ (xĀ − yĀ), and then the symmetrization only affects the reduced
matrix element OA:

O(A) =
1

|Cu|2

∫
x,y

(∑
h∈Cu

OA(hyA;hxA)

)
δ(yĀ − xĀ) |y, u〉S S〈x, u| . (3.16)

As a consequence, without loss of generality, we can take the matrix elements on A as
Cu invariant, OA(hxA;hyA) = OA(xA; yA). Then, the product of two operators can
be rewritten as

O(A)Q(A) =
1

|Cu|2
∑
h∈Cu

∫
x,y,zA

OA(yA;hzA)QA(zA; xA)δ(yĀ − hxĀ) |y, u〉S S〈x, u|

=
1

|Cu|2
∑
h∈Cu

∫
x,y,zA

OA(hyA;hzA)QA(zA; xA)δ(hyĀ − hxĀ) |y, u〉S S〈x, u|

=
1

|Cu|2
∑
h∈Cu

∫
x,y,zA

OA(yA; zA)QA(zA; xA)δ(yĀ − xĀ) |y, u〉S S〈x, u|

=
1

|Cu|

∫
x,y,zA

OA(yA; zA)QA(zA; xA)δ(yĀ − xĀ) |y, u〉S S〈x, u| . (3.17)

This is of the form (3.8) and therefore, whenever the centralizer of u does not mix
A and Ā, MA

S closes into an algebra. This condition is in particular satisfied for
spatial separations in any twisted sector, and this in turn allows us to recover the well-
known fact that the reduced density matrix for spatially separated degrees of freedom
computes expectation values for a subalgebra of operators.
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3.2 Definitions of entwinement in the D1/D5 orbifold CFT

In the previous section, we constructed a reduced density matrix associated to a linear
subspace of operators that act nontrivially on a (not necessarily spatially organized)
subset of the gauged degrees of freedom A, in general symmetric product orbifold
theories. Let us now concentrate on the D1/D5 orbifold CFT which emerges in the
AdS3/CFT2 correspondence discussed in the introduction, and show that the von
Neumann entropy of ρS reproduces entwinement. Several notions and interpretations
of entwinement have been offered since the original proposal, some of which are at
odds with or diverge from our developments. In this section, we provide an overview
of alternative methods with a focus on similarities and differences with the formalism
described above.

Let us first recall that within the D1/D5 orbifold CFT, the state dual to the conical
defect obtained as a Zn quotient of AdS3 can be schematically written as [25–28]

|Ψu〉 = [σn(0)]N/n |0〉 . (3.18)

The action of the twist operator σ
N/n
n effectively glues the N strands into N/n long

strings of length n. Each of the long strings settles in the vacuum state of the CFT de-
fined on a circle that is n times the size of the original circle. In (3.18), we assume that
the RHS has already been symmetrized over the symmetric group. For concreteness,
a representative for the corresponding twisted sector can be chosen as

u = (1 2 . . . n)(n+1 . . . 2n) . . . (N−n+1 . . . N) . (3.19)

The target space of the orbifold theory is (T 4)N/SN .
We discussed in detail how to interpret the von Neumann entropy of the matrix

ρS for an arbitrary subset A in the previous section. In the context of the state
(3.18), the original definition of entwinement relied on the intuition that the lengths of
geodesics winding around the conical defect should be described by the entanglement
entropy of the boundary region homologous to the said geodesic after unfolding the
Zn quotient [13]. Prior to comparing with other attempts to define entwinement, we
demonstrate that the von Neumann entropy of the matrix ρS encodes the length of
winding geodesics for A naturally associated with the relevant region in the unfolded
boundary.

On a fixed time-slice, the quotient geometry AdS3/Zn allows for n geodesics an-
chored to any two points separated by an angle α on the boundary. The different
geodesics can be parameterized by an integer ` = 0, . . . , n− 1 and their lengths corre-
spond to [21]

L`(α) = 2RAdS log

[
2nr∞
RAdS

sin

(
α + 2π`

2n

)]
, (3.20)

with r∞ an infrared regulator.
Let us now compute the von Neumann entropy of ρS for a suitable subset A in the

state (3.18) dual to AdS3/Zn and recover (3.20) as a generalization of the RT formula
(1.1). The continuum limit of the discretized orbifold theory we have been discussing
is a CFT of N/n long strings of length n. The orbifold theory is defined on a circle

22



of length 2πRAdS. The subset A is chosen as the union of N/n identical, connected
pieces, one in each of the long strings, made out of a continuous portion of l strands
together with an additional piece of opening angle α in the following strand. The
wavefunction in the state (3.18) is the product of vacuum wavefunctions for each long
string: Ψu(x) = ψ0(xLS1) . . . ψ0(xLSN/n), where ψ0 is the vacuum wavefunction of one
long string and LS1, . . . , LSN/n is the partition of the degrees of freedom into each long
string as dictated by (3.19). Thus, the full density operator ρ is equivalently written
as the product of N/n independent density matrices for each long string. For A as

described above, the reduced density matrix ρ
(l,α)
S , (3.11), analogously factorizes into

N/n independent reduced density matrices, and the resulting von Neumann entropy

splits into a sum of N/n equal entropies. The von Neumann entropy of ρ
(l,α)
S is hence

determined by the entropy of a single long string. For cls the central charge of the
theory of a single long string (i.e., cls = c n/N , with c the central charge of the full
orbifold theory) one obtains by standard CFT methods [48, 49]

SvN

(
ρ

(l,α)
S

)
=
N

n

cls
3

log

[
2nRAdS

εUV

sin

(
α + 2πl

2n

)]
. (3.21)

We can thus check that entwinement, understood as the von Neumann entropy of ρ
(l,α)
S

(3.14), reproduces the length of geodesics with non-trivial winding as

El(α) ≡ SvN

(
ρ

(l,α)
S

)
=
L`(α)

4GN

, (3.22)

where we used the standard Brown-Henneaux relation for the central charge Ncls/n =
c = 3RAdS/(2GN), and where the cutoffs relate as r∞ = R2

AdS/εUV. This reproduces the
conclusion of [13], derived now from our definition of the symmetric reduced density
matrix.

Earlier work on reduced density matrices in symmetric product orbifolds

The problem of recasting entwinement as the von Neumann entropy of a reduced den-
sity matrix for internal, discretely gauged degrees of freedom in the orbifold description
was first undertaken in [44]. The authors found that, while for a single strand the pro-
cedure correctly reproduces entwinement, the density matrix reduced on more than
a single strand receives contributions from connected and disconnected parts across
the different long strings (cf. (4.33) and (4.38), respectively, in [44]), the latter type
of contribution being dominant in the large N limit. As a result, it was argued that
the von Neumann entropy of the reduced density matrix for multiple strands in gen-
eral differs from entwinement. In contrast, in the present work we demonstrated the
existence of a gauge-invariant density matrix whose von Neumann entropy does repro-
duce entwinement. Since the notion of entwinement has been argued to be naturally
associated with a linear subspace of operators rather than a subalgebra, our approach
was rooted in the identification of a density matrix that encodes expectation values
for the linear subspace of gauge-invariant operators (i.e., which can be expanded in
terms of the gauge-invariant states (2.20)) whose coefficients contain a delta function
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in the degrees of freedom in Ā. In addition, we demonstrated that the reduced den-
sity matrix (3.11) can be obtained by means of a procedure that mimics conventional
partial tracing in factorizing theories.

This second approach to obtaining (3.11) is in fact very much in the spirit of [44],
yet our results diverge. The mismatch finds its origin in our more careful implemen-
tation of the SN symmetrization: a group element ĝ acts simultaneously on the vertex
and the link variables of a state, in such a way as to conserve the connectedness of
the longs strings. As emphasized in section 2, our constructive approach to the sym-
metrized states (2.20) makes it manifest that the operation of symmetrization merely
captures distinct labelings of a same target space configuration. In other words, what
is connected in the target space in one representation of a symmetrized state, stays
connected in every term of the symmetrized state. In contrast, in the symmetriza-
tion of the wavefunction in, e.g., (4.6) and (4.13) of [44], either the link or the vertex
variables were considered to transform under ĝ, rather than transforming both in a
coordinated way.10 As a consequence, initially connected portions of A became discon-
nected under the action of the symmetrization and these configurations contributed
to the reduced density matrix.

The extended Hilbert space method

The first attempt to define entwinement as a CFT quantity dual to the length of ex-
tremal, non-minimal geodesics in AdS3/Zn [13] revolved around the idea of ungauging
the Zn symmetry of the quotiented geometry, without being specific about the N in-
ternal gauged degrees of freedom. The method11 is inspired from a technique in lattice
gauge theories known as the extended Hilbert space method [35–37]. This approach
is often regarded as unsatisfactory because it involves tracing over unphysical degrees
of freedom which do not belong to the symmetric Hilbert space. Nonetheless, it is in-
structive to phrase their procedure in our formalism and demonstrate the equivalence
of the resulting density matrix with our ρS within the symmetric Hilbert space Hu

S.

The quotiented geometry is described by the twisted sector characterized by (3.19).
The geometrical picture of ungauging the Zn involves going to an AdS3 covering space
which has an n times longer boundary in which the long strings are unwound. In
terms of the orbifold CFT, this is realized by ungauging the ZN/nn subgroup within the
centralizer of all the elements in [u] – recall the structure of the centralizer presented in

(2.25), which for this twisted sector becomes SN/n n ZN/nn . Intuitively, this originates
from the observation that ungauging the Zn-symmetry of the geometry, as in Figure 1,
allows us to distinguish the m-th strand in any of the long strings. Hence, the cyclic

10Relatedly, there is some ambiguity in the notation for the overlap of the wavefunction with a
basis state in (4.5)-(4.6) of [44], since it does not clearly label the twisted sector in which the basis
state lives.

11Recall that the approach of [13] consists in embedding the initial gauge-invariant state in a larger
Hilbert space where the part of the gauge-symmetry that relates different strands within a long string
has been relaxed. After computing standard entanglement entropy in the presence of these additional
unphysical degrees of freedom, the result is symmetrized over the n copies which yields a Zn-invariant
answer.
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permutations of the long strings are no longer part of the gauge group in the covering
theory. This corresponds to ungauging the ZN/nn subgroup.

The symmetric states (2.20) can be explicitly partially ungauged as follows. Recall
that, for a given choice of set K transversal to Cu, consisting of elements that relate the
link variable u to other link variables v = kuk−1 in its conjugacy class, the centralizer
Cu is isomorphically mapped to Cv as l = khk−1, where h ∈ Cu and l ∈ Cv. Then, the
sums over K and Cu in (2.23) can be traded for sums over [u] and Cv,

|{xi}, u〉S =
1√
N !

∑
k∈K

∑
h∈Cu

|{khxi}, kuk−1〉gl =
1√
N !

∑
v∈[u]

∑
l∈Cv

|{lkxi}, v〉gl , (3.23)

where k is the unique element in K such that kuk−1 = v. We can now define (partially)
ungauged states by restricting the sums over the centralizers to the SN/n factor only
(see (2.25)) in both expressions:

|{xi}, u〉UG ≡

√
|Cu|

N !(N/n)!

∑
v∈[u]

∑
sv∈S(v)

N/n

|{svkxi}, v〉gl

=

√
|Cu|

N !(N/n)!

∑
k∈K

∑
s∈SN/n

|{ksxi}, kuk−1〉gl . (3.24)

In this equation, S
(v)
N/n is the SN/n factor within Cv, while we refer to S

(u)
N/n simply as

SN/n. Furthermore, we have used the isomorphism between the two groups provided
by sv = ksk−1, as before. As pointed out in [13] and [46], the states spanning the
extended Hilbert space are expected to generate an SN/n-symmetric product orbifold
theory. This picture is clearest when interpreting the states (3.24) as living on a circle
of size 2πnRAdS, effectively unwrapping the long strings of the theory. This perspective
highlights the resulting SN/n symmetry which simply permutes the long strings, but
it is in principle not needed to verify the SN/n invariance of the states (3.24). Indeed,
one can explicitly construct SN/n elements which act trivially on (3.24):

ĝs =
∑
k∈K

k̂ŝk̂−1 |kuk−1〉 〈kuk−1| , (3.25)

for s ∈ SN/n, the elements in SN permuting the N/n long strings of the twisted sector
labeled by u. Fully symmetrized states can be recovered from (3.24) after projecting

with the ZN/nn factor within each Cv.
Note that, in this partially ungauged picture, the subsets A considered in the study

of entwinement, which give rise to (3.21) (i.e., subsets A that are invariant under the
SN/n action that interchanges long strings), can be interpreted as spatial regions on
the circle of size 2πnRAdS. Hence, for this choice of subregions A the set of partially
gauged operators

O(A) =
1

(N/n)!

∫
x,y

OA(yA; xA)δ(yĀ − xĀ) |y, u〉UG UG〈x, u| (3.26)
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closes into a subalgebra (by a reasoning similar to (3.17)). Using UG〈x, u|Ψu〉 ∼ Ψu(x),
the expectation value of the operators (3.26) in gauge-invariant states can be obtained
from the reduced density matrix ρS (3.11). In the extended Hilbert space approach,
entwinement, interpreted as the von Neumann entropy of the resulting density matrix,
is nothing but conventional algebraic entanglement entropy. This was of course the
perspective taken in the original paper [13] and translated in our formalism.

Alternatively, we can reach the conclusion that the reduced density matrix on A in
the ungauged theory is identical to (3.11) by designing a partial trace operation, anal-
ogous to (3.13), but now based on projecting ρ on the states (3.24) while integrating
the degrees of freedom in Ā:

ρUG(xA,x
′
A) ≡ 1

(N/n)!

∫
yĀ

UG〈(xA,yĀ), u|Ψu〉 〈Ψu|(x′A,yĀ), u〉UG

=

∫
yĀ

Ψu(xA,yĀ)Ψ?
u(x

′
A,yĀ) = ρS(xA,x

′
A) , (3.27)

where we used that

UG〈x, v|Ψu〉 =
√

(N/n)!Ψu(x)δu,v , (3.28)

and chose the normalization of the tracing procedure according to a second resolution
of the identity on the symmetric subspace Hu

S:

1UG =
1

(N/n)!

∫
x

|x, u〉UG UG〈x, u| . (3.29)

This guarantees a unit result in case of a complete trace operation (i.e., integrating over
all the degrees of freedom instead of just Ā in (3.27)). These arguments confirm that
our density matrix approach to entwinement is essentially equivalent to the original,
extended Hilbert space method [13].

From the replica trick

Another perspective on the notion of entwinement as a measure for the entanglement
between internal gauged degrees of freedom in orbifold theories was provided in [21],
based on the replica trick for two-dimensional CFTs. In the standard replica trick ap-
proach for spatial entanglement entropy, the computation is geared towards obtaining
Renyi entropies from the two-point correlator of replica twist fields, where the position
of the two twist fields on the circle delineates the spatial region A of interest. The
entanglement entropy is subsequently found by analytically continuing the outcome for
the nth Renyi entropy to n → 1. This procedure was generalized in [21] to subsets of
internal degrees of freedom by the introduction of replica twist fields that are charged
under the discrete SN gauge symmetry. This allows for the insertion of replica twist
fields on single strands instead of on the spatial domain of the theory, which effectively
delineates regions on the long string configurations that do not generically correspond
to spatial bi-partitions on the original orbifold CFT. The von Neumann entropy of
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internal degrees of freedom computed this way was found to agree perfectly with en-
twinement in all the known examples, and provided as such a first fully gauge-invariant
definition of entwinement from the perspective of the orbifold CFT.

We point out, however, that although the final result (3.17) in [21] is consistent with
the von Neumann entropy we find in (3.21) for the subsets A relevant to holography,
both approaches disagree for more general bi-partitions. Indeed, while our definition
incorporates the possibility of specifying the length of the long string in which to
consider a given connected portion of the strands in a gauge-invariant manner, (3.17)
of [21] contains a sum over long strings in which to consider that portion. The origin
of this discrepancy can again be found in the way the calculation in [21] was made
gauge-invariant. Their approach consisted in computing the expectation value of two
replica twist fields, inserted an angular distance 2πl + α away from each other within
a long string, while the position of the first twist field is SN -symmetrized over all
possible strands (cf. (2.5) in [21]). The way it was implemented in [21], this procedure
had the drawback that the interval delineated by the twist operators always needed to
be considered in every possible long string. We now present a refinement of the replica
method using the following gauge-invariant insertions:

∑
g∈SN

ĝΣ̃i(0)Σul(i)(α)ĝ−1 ⊗ ĝ |u〉 〈u| ĝ−1

=
∑
g∈SN

Σ̃g(i)(0)Σgul(i)(α)⊗ |gug−1〉 〈gug−1|

=
∑
g∈SN

Σ̃g(i)(0)Σ(gug−1)lg(i)(α)⊗ |gug−1〉 〈gug−1| . (3.30)

Here, Σ̃i(0) denotes the insertion of a first twist operator at the origin of strand i.
The region A extends between the first and second twist field. The latter, Σul(i)(α),
is inserted after going l times around the circle, ending on strand ul(i), and rotating
an angle α inside that strand. The continuity of the interval delineated by the twist
operators along the long string of strand i, which needed to be assumed in [21], is
automatic in (3.30) by the inclusion of the projector |u〉 〈u|. Moreover, this also ensures
that the action of a group element on an unsymmetrized representative operator in
(3.30) simultaneously transforms the location of the twist fields and the link variable in
the projector in a coordinated way, which conserves the connectedness of the interval A
as well as its location within the long string configuration. This is manifest in the last
form of the previous expression. In contrast to [21], the symmetrization of the twist
operators (3.30) does not bring the interval to long strings of different lengths. This
operation merely rearranges the location of the interval according to the centralizer
Cu. Once again, we find that it is sensible to consider the entanglement entropy of
a segment within a long string of a certain length, but we cannot tell apart strands
within a given long string, nor can we distinguish long strings of the same length.
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Entwinement as the algebraic entanglement entropy of a subalgebra

As we emphasized above, the reduced density matrix ρS associated to entwinement
encodes information about expectation values of a linear subspace of operators act-
ing on A, rather than a subalgebra. This can be contrasted with standard lattice
gauge theory setups where the entanglement entropy of spatial subregions has been
thoroughly studied, see e.g. [29–38]. These works include algebraic approaches to
quantifying entanglement, where several prescriptions are provided for constructing
gauge-invariant subalgebras corresponding to spatial subregions [32, 33]. Therefore,
even though the gauge-invariant Hilbert space does not admit a tensor factor decom-
position for spatial bi-partitions, the existence of algebras associated to subregions
allows for the derivation of reduced density matrices with associated measures for the
entanglement between the subregion and its complement.

This appealing perspective on entanglement entropy in non-factorizing Hilbert
spaces inspired the conjecture of [45], which asserts the existence of a gauge-invariant
density matrix associated with a gauge-invariant subalgebra of operators whose von
Neumann entropy reproduces entwinement. The conjecture comes with a detailed
recipe to construct the relevant gauge-invariant subalgebra, which contains the re-
duced density matrix as an element. In short, the idea is the following. Schematically,
the natural generators of a subalgebra of operators associated to a non-spatial subset
of degrees of freedom A are of the form

OA ⊗ 1Ā + gauge-transformations . (3.31)

The common issue with this suggestion is that these operator generally generate the
entire algebra on HS. The approach of [45] is to consider the projection of the original
density matrix ρ on the linear subspace generated by the operators of the type (3.31).
The resulting operator, denoted as Oρ, is then taken as the sole generator of a subal-
gebra of gauge-invariant operators AOρ , which in general is expected to close without
generating the entire algebra. For the final reduced density matrix to be a proper
density matrix for the ensuing subalgebra, one should define ρred as the projection of ρ
on the subalgebra AOρ . The non-trivial claim of [45] is that the von Neumann entropy
of ρred is equal to entwinement defined using the extended Hilbert space method.

The recipe we just described was verified by explicit computation in [45] for a very
simple model consisting of two identical spin-1/2 degrees of freedom with a Z2 gauge
symmetry, with A being one of the two spins. One can straightforwardly generalize
this setup to include additional sites with an arbitrary number N of spins per site
on which a local SN gauge symmetry is imposed. This model can be interpreted as
a toy model for symmetric orbifold CFTs, though it is a priori not obvious how to
incorporate a notion of connectedness between the spins. This comment aside, the
proposed recipe was conjectured to work beyond the simple single site setup with Z2

symmetry.
However, when applying this recipe to the next simplest example (i.e., three spins

with an S3 gauge symmetry), we found that it does not produce a reduced density
matrix with the correct von Neumann entropy. We defer the details of this computation
to Appendix A. We interpret this observation as support for the general picture of our
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developments as well as the discussions in [44, 46]: the natural mathematical structure
associated to a reduced density matrix for internal gauged degrees of freedom appears
to be a linear subspace of operators rather than a subalgebra.

Entwinement from projective measurements

More recently, another formulation of the interpretation of entwinement as a quantum
information theoretic measure associated to a linear subspace of gauge-invariant op-
erators was derived for general CFTs with a Zn gauge symmetry [46]. In that work,
the authors consider a subset of degrees of freedom in the covering theory of the Zn-
symmetric CFT and acknowledge, in agreement with [44] and the present analysis,
that this subset is naturally associated with a linear subspace of gauge-invariant oper-
ators on the Zn-symmetric subspace. Based on this observation, they consider the von
Neumann entropy of the probability distribution resulting from a projective measure-
ment on ρ, drawn from that linear subspace, and show that entwinement can be found
as the minimum of these von Neumann entropies. This interpretation emphasizes the
information theoretic role of the linear subspace in the definition of entwinement.

4 Discussion

The main goal of our work was to construct an explicit framework based on the familiar
notion of density matrices to quantify entanglement between internal, gauged degrees
of freedom in symmetric product orbifold CFTs. We have done so by formulating a
lattice model, whose main advantage is to naturally introduce the notion of twisted
sectors (by means of a link variable u ∈ SN that indicates how the strands are glued
when going around the base space circle), which allowed to clearly identify the gauge
transformation properties of vertex and link variables. Using this formalism, we im-
proved on the results of [44] by deriving a reduced density matrix for a general subset
A of the degrees of freedom in the orbifold theory, (3.11), whose von Neumann entropy
agrees with the original definition of entwinement. We concluded with an account of
prior definitions of entwinement [21, 45, 46], emphasizing similarities and differences
with our results.

We point out that our framework is applicable to other setups than those relevant to
the holographic questions that served as motivation. In particular, (3.11) and (3.14) are
defined for any twisted sector. Moreover, the subset A can be defined at will for a given
link u ∈ SN . Our results essentially generalize the path to describing entanglement
for identical particles to orbifold theories, by relying on the intuition that the reduced
density matrix and its associated entropy should encode all the information about
expectation values of operators acting solely on a restricted set of degrees of freedom.
Finally, we remark that similar constructions can be developed for other gauge groups.

Regarding future directions and connections with other works, we can broaden
our scope and leave the restricted setup of symmetric product orbifold theories. In
generic local quantum field theories, considering spatially separated bi-partitions for
the entanglement entropy is natural, though in principle not necessary. One alternative

29



bi-partition that has received some attention in the past is splitting the momentum
space [50], which measures entanglement between IR and UV degrees of freedom. More
recently, there has been a series of works with a focus on partitioning the target space
of a theory instead of its base space [51]. This setup appears naturally in the context of
worldsheet string theory and Dp brane holography [52–54]. The fact that these works
deal with non-spatial partitions in the presence of gauge symmetries suggests that
some lessons learned in our present setup can potentially be fruitfully applied in these
other situations as well. Finally, and more ambitiously, there are well-known models
where a dynamical spacetime picture is found to emerge from a theory containing
only matrix degrees of freedom (the BFSS model [19] is a paradigmatic example of
this, but certainly not the only one [20]). In these theories with no spatial extent,
it appears that the connection between emergent geometric notions in the spacetime
and quantum entanglement of the fundamental degrees of freedom should necessarily
be encoded in the entanglement structure of internal degrees of freedom. It will be
interesting to see whether the ideas presented in this paper can be of use in these
contexts.
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A Algebraic entwinement in an S3-symmetric spin

model

We revisit the algebraic approach to entwinement proposed in [45], where the existence
of a density matrix with the following properties was conjectured:

• it is an element of a subalgebra A of gauge-invariant operators,

• it computes expectation values for the subalgebra A (instead of a linear sub-
space),

• its von Neumann entropy reproduces entwinement as computed via the extended
Hilbert space method.

This claim was supported by a brute-force analysis for the entwinement of a single spin
1/2 degree of freedom in a toy model consisting of two spins with a Z2-symmetry. In
this appendix, we treat the next simplest example and apply the recipe detailed in [45]
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for the entwinement of one spin in a system of three spins with a S3-symmetry. We
find that the von Neumann entropy obtained this way does not always relate in the
correct way to the von Neumann entropy of the extended Hilbert space reduced density
matrix. In support of this claim, we first derive the entwinement of a single spin in this
simple model using the extended Hilbert space method, where a gauge-invariant state
is naturally embedded in the Hilbert space where the S3 gauge symmetry has been
relaxed. Next, we construct the gauge-invariant AOρ which follows from the recipe
detailed in the main text (see section 3.2) and show that the von Neumann entropy of
the associated reduced density matrix differs from entwinement as found in the first
method.

In the extended Hilbert space approach to entwinement, one considers a gauge-
invariant state |ψ〉 and a set of degrees of freedom denoted by A. Due to the gauge
constraints, the gauge-invariant Hilbert space HS in which |ψ〉 lives does not admit
a tensor product representation which splits degrees of freedom in A and its comple-
ment Ā. One can nevertheless consider a larger Hilbert space Hext where the gauge
constraints are lifted and trace out Ā in the usual way. For every symmetric state |ψ〉,
there exists a natural embedding in Hext. Concretely, let us consider an S3-symmetric
spin 1/2 model and embed a general gauge-invariant state in the extended, unsym-
metrized Hilbert space Hext:

|ψ〉 =a |↑↑↑〉S + b |↓↑↑〉S + c |↑↓↓〉S + d |↓↓↓〉S

≡a |↑↑↑〉+
b√
3

(|↓↑↑〉+ |↑↓↑〉+ |↑↑↓〉)

+
c√
3

(|↑↓↓〉+ |↓↑↓〉+ |↓↓↑〉) + d |↓↓↓〉 , (A.1)

with a2+b2+c2+d2 = 1. We denote the associated 8×8 density matrix in the extended
Hilbert space ρext ≡ |ψ〉 〈ψ|. When projected onto the gauge-invariant Hilbert space
with basis {|↑↑↑〉S, |↓↑↑〉S, |↑↓↓〉S, |↓↓↓〉S}, the density matrix becomes

ρS =


a2 ab ac ad
ab b2 bc bd
ac bc c2 cd
ad bd cd d2

 . (A.2)

The original formulation of entwinement for one of the three spins requires one to
compute conventional entanglement entropy for a single spin in the extended Hilbert
space. For simplicity, let us focus on the states (A.1) parameterized as follows:

b = c =

√
1

2
− a2 , d = a . (A.3)

As will become clear, this set of states is convenient since the resulting density matrices
have support on the identity and the single-site operators in the x direction only.12 It

12This choice was inspired by [55]. We thank Jennifer Lin for providing the slides of her talk to us.
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will be enough to restrict to the states (A.1) with (A.3) to show that the algebraic
entanglement entropy proposed in [45] does not reproduce entwinement in general.

Reducing the corresponding 8-dimensional density matrix ρext on any of the three
spins via standard partial tracing yields the following 2× 2 reduced density matrix:

ρred =

(
1
2

1
3

(
1− 2a2 + a

√
6− 12a2

)
1
3

(
1− 2a2 + a

√
6− 12a2

)
1
2

)
, (A.4)

with eigenvalues

λ1 =
1

6
(3− 2

√
−(−1 + 2a2)(1 + 2a(2a+

√
6− 12a2))) ,

λ2 =
1

6
(3 + 2

√
−(−1 + 2a2)(1 + 2a(2a+

√
6− 12a2))) . (A.5)

The reduced density matrix ρred has the property that it correctly reproduces the
expectation value of (symmetric) single-site operators,

〈ψ|σSi |ψ〉 = Tr[ρextσSi ] ≡ Tr[ρext
1

3

(
σ1
i + σ2

i + σ3
i

)
] = Tr[ρredσi] , (A.6)

for i = x, y, z; and provides a definition for entwinement through its von Neumann
entropy,

Sentw = −Tr[ρred log ρred] = −λ1 log λ1 − λ2 log λ2 , (A.7)

with λi given by (A.5).
We now turn to the algebraic entanglement entropy approach proposed in [45] and

examine whether this construction reproduces (A.7). As reviewed in section 3.2, the
first step consists in constructing a subalgebra AOρ generated by the projection of ρS

in (A.2) on the symmetric single-site operators σSi defined in (A.6). (From now on,
we consider the matrices σSi in their symmetric representation, i.e., as 4× 4 matrices.)
Subsequently, one is instructed to find the unique element ρSred ofAOρ which reproduces
the expectation value of every operator in AOρ in the state |ψ〉. Note that AOρ is a
subalgebra of gauge-invariant 4 × 4 matrices. According to [45], the von Neumann
entropy of ρSred should equal (A.7) with (A.5).

We start by computing the support of ρS on the single-site operators

pi ≡
Tr[ρSσSi ]

Tr[(σSi )
2
]
, (A.8)

and find

px =
3

10
(1− 2a2 + a

√
6− 12a2) , (A.9)

py = pz = 0 . (A.10)

Clearly, the simple support of the density matrix follows from our choice (A.3). As a
second step, we are instructed to define

Oρ = pxσ
S
x (A.11)
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as the generator of the gauge-invariant subalgebra AOρ ,

AOρ = span{1,Oρ,O2
ρ,O3

ρ} , (A.12)

which we find closes after including the third power of (A.11). Note that the operators
{Oiρ} are not mutually orthogonal. Hence, in order to ensure that we find a reduced
density matrix

ρSred =
3∑
i=0

ciOiρ (A.13)

which reproduces the expectation value of any element in AO in the state |ψ〉, we
introduce an inner product

Mij = Tr[OiρOjρ] . (A.14)

Then, one can obtain the coefficients of (A.13) as

ci =
3∑
j=0

M−1
ij Tr

(
OjρρS

)
. (A.15)

Finally, the claim of [45] is that the von Neumann entropy of the reduced density
matrix (A.13) with (A.15) reproduces (A.7) with (A.5). We find that ρSred has two
vanishing and two nonzero eigenvalues:

λ̃1 =
1

4
+ a2 − a

√
3− 6a2

2
, λ̃2 =

3

4
− a2 + a

√
3− 6a2

2
. (A.16)

As a result, the corresponding von Neumann entropy

SAEE = −Tr[ρSred log ρSred] = −λ̃1 log λ̃1 − λ̃2 log λ̃2 , (A.17)

which is an algebraic entanglement entropy in the usual sense, differs from (A.7) with
(A.5). This provides a counterexample to the generality of the construction in [45].
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