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Physical interactions in quantum many-body systems aiiealyp local: Individual constituents interact mainly
with their few nearest neighbors. This locality of interans is inherited by a decay of correlation functions,
but also reflected by scaling laws of a quite profound quantihe entanglement entropy of ground states. This
entropy of the reduced state of a subregion often merely glig&the boundary area of the subregion, and not like
its volume, in sharp contrast with an expected extensivanieh Such “area laws” for the entanglement entropy
and related quantities have received considerable attemtirecent years. They emerge in several seemingly
unrelated fields, in the context of black hole physics, quaninformation science, and quantum many-body
physics where they have important implications on the nicaksimulation of lattice models.

In this Colloquium we review the current status of area lawthese fields. Center stage is taken by rigorous
results on lattice models in one and higher spatial dimessidhe differences and similarities between bosonic
and fermionic models are stressed, area laws are relatée teetocity of information propagation in quantum
lattice models, and disordered systems, non-equilibriitcations, and topological entanglement entropies are
discussed. These questions are considered in classicguantim systems, in their ground and thermal states,
for a variety of correlation measures. A significant projporpf the article is devoted to the clear and quantitative
connection between the entanglement content of statehambssibility of their efficient numerical simulation.
We discuss matrix-product states, higher-dimensiondogoas, and variational sets from entanglement renor-
malization and conclude by highlighting the implicatiorfsasea laws on quantifying the effective degrees of
freedom that need to be considered in simulations of quastates.
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In quantum mechanics positive entropies may arise even
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without an objective lack of information. To see this, let uscorrelations—a priori very different from the scaling ofdw
consider a quantum lattice systems (see e.g., Fig. 1) as-an gxoint correlation functions—reflects to a large extent ttie ¢
ample for a quantum many-body system where each of thieal behavior of the quantum many-body system, and shares
vertices of the latticeL is associated with an individual quan- some relationship to conformal charges.

tum system. This quantum many-body system is thought to At first sight one might be tempted to think that the entropy

be in its non-degenerate pure ground state |¢)(v)| at zero
temperature which has vanishiagn-Neumann entropy

S(p) = —tr[plog, pl.

Let us now distinguish a region of this quantum lattice syste

denoting its sites with the sétand all other sites witlh =
L\I. If we consider the reduced staig = trp[p] of the sites

of the region/, the state will not be pure in general and will

have a non-vanishing von-Neumann entréffy;). *

of a distinguished regiot, will always possess an extensive
character. Such a behavior is referred to aslame scaling
and is observed for thermal states. Intriguingly, for tgbic
ground states, however, this is not at all what one encosinter
Instead, one typically finds asrea law or an area law with

a small (often logarithmic) correction: This means thatriéo
distinguishes a region, the scaling of the entropy is merely
linear in theboundary areaof the region. The entanglement
entropy is then said to fulfill aarea law It is the purpose of

In contrast to thermal states this entropy does not originatthis article to review studies on area laws and the scaling of

from a lack of knowledge about the microstate of the systhe entang!emententropy ih a non-technical manner. .
tem. Even at zero temperature we will encounter a non-zero The main four motivations to approach this question
entropy! This entropy arises because of a very fundamentdknown to the authors) are as follows:

property of quantum mechanics: Entanglement. This quite in
triguing trait of quantum mechanics gives rise to correladi
even in situations where the randomness cannot be trackd bac
to a mere lack of knowledge. The mentioned quantity, the en-
tropy of a subregion is calleghtanglement entropyr geomet-

ric entropyand, in quantum informatiomntropy of entangle-
ment which represents an operationally defined entanglement
measure for pure states (for recent reviews see'té#dy.

In the context of quantum field theory, questions of scal-
ing of entanglement entropies in the sizel/diave some tra-
dition. Seminal work on the geometric entropy of the free
Klein-Gordon field?1%* and subsequent work on conformal
field theorieg>42.109.113213ya5 driven in part by the intriguing
suggested connection to the Bekenstein-Hawking black hole
entropy:8:17.108

In recent years, studies of properties of the entanglement
entropy in this sense have enjoyed a revival initiated in
refs/:159.160.209 1mportantly, this renewed activity is benefit-
ting from the new perspectives and ideas of quantum informa-
tion theory, and from the realisation of their significanoe f
the understanding of numerical methods and especially thei
efficiency for describing quantum many-body physics. Quan-
tum information theory also provides novel conceptual and
mathematical techniques for determining properties ofjthe
ometric entropy analytically.

Atthe heart of these studies are questions like: What role do
genuine quantum correlations—entanglement—play in quan-
tum many-body systems? Typically, in such investigations,
one abstracts to a large extent from the microscopic spegcific
of the system: Quite in the spirit of studies aitical phe-
nomena one thinks less of very detailed properties, but is
rather interested in thecaling of the entanglement entropy
when the distinguished region grows in size. In fact, forrgua
tum chains, this scaling of entanglement as genuine quantum

1 Of interest are also other entropies, such asReeyi entropiesSa (p) =
(1 — a)~logy tr[p®] with & > 0. Fora \, 1 the usual von-Neumann
entropy is recovered. In particular in the context of sirtalidity, Renyi
entropies for arbitraryy play an important role.

e The holographic principle and black hole entropy:
The historical motivation to study the entanglement or
geometric entropy stems from considerations of black
hole physics: It has been suggested in the seminal work
of refs221%that the area law of the geometric entropy
for a discrete version of a massless free scalar field—
then numerically found for an imaginary sphere in a ra-
dial symmetry—could be related to the physictack
holest® in particular the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy
of a black hole which is proportional to its bound-
ary surface. It has been muted that th@ographic
principle?®—the conjecture that the information con-
tained in a volume of space can be represented by a the-
ory which lives in the boundary of that region—could
be related to the area law behavior of the entanglement
entropy in microscopic theories.

e Distribution of quantum correlations in quantum
many-body systems. Area laws also say something
quite profound on how quantum correlations are
distributed in ground states of local quantum many-
body systems. Interactions in quantum many-body
systems are typically local, which means that sys-
tems interact only over a short distance with a finite
number of neighbors. The emergence of an area
law then provides support for the intuition that short
ranged interactions require that quantum correlations
between a distinguished region and its exterior are
established via its boundary surface. That a strict
area law emerges is by no means obvious from
the decay of two-point correlators, as we will see.
Quantum phase transitions are governed by quantum
fluctuations at zero temperature, so it is more than
plausible to observe signatures ofiticality on the
level of entanglement anguantum correlations This
situation is now particularly clear in one-dimensional

rigorous
area laws specifically for quasi-free bos@aRé:1tand
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fermionic381.9%.223gystems, as well as in disordered a key role in obtaining an understanding of material pragsrt
systemg’ from a microscopic basis. Lattices systems are also of con-
siderable importance in the study of quantum field theories
e Complexity of quantum many-body systems and  \yhere a lattice provides a natural ultra-violet cut-off dacil-
their smulation: One of the key motivations for study- jtates numerical simulations of quantum field&One could
ing area laws stems from a quite practical context: Thehink, e.g., of systems of strongly correlated electronesys
numerical simulation of quantum many-body systemsor |attice vibrations of a crystal lattice. With the adverit o
In fact, if there is little entanglement in a ground stateresearch orold atomsn optical lattices, quantum lattice sys-
of a many-body systems, one might suspect on intuitivgems can also be prepared in laboratory conditions with an
grounds that one can describe this ground state Wmﬂmprecedented degree of cont#bl.
relatively few parameters. More specifically, for one- e will consider—at least in parts of this article—general
dimensional systems, one would expect numerical aliattices. Each vertex of thittice is associated with a quan-
gorithms like the pOWerfLmenSity'matriX renormaliza- tum System’ such as a Spin, a bosonic or a fermionic Sys-
tion group methot#®#'(DMRG) to perform wellifthe  tem. It is convenient to think of this lattice as a simple drap
ground state contains a small amount of entanglement; — (1, E) with verticesL, and the edge sef labeling
This suspicion can in fact be made rigordig®>120292  haighnorhood relationsG could be the graph representing
as it turns out that the scaling of entanglement speciz one-dimensional chain with periodic boundary conditions
fies how well a given state can be approximated by aand in fact a good proportion of this article will deal with
matrix-product stat€1#° as generated in DMRG. Itis sych quantum chains. For later purposes, it will be conve-
hence not the decay behavior of correlation functions agjjent to think in terms of such a slightly more general pic-
such that matters here, but in fact the Scaling of entanture' however. The Hilbert space of the total many_body Sys-
glement. tem is then the tensor produbt = )., H; where?#; is
the Hilbert space associated with the physical system en lat
tice sitej. On such a lattice, one has digtk) for j,k € L
as the naturafjraph theoretical distanchich is the length
! of the shortest path connectigand k. For acubic lat-
body systems that cannot be Qescrlbed by Ic_)cal Ofice of dimensionD with periodic boundary conditions, in
der parameterd%:130.137.152,16§ gttice models having a . D .
urn, distj, k) = > ,_; |ja — ka|, where the components of

non-vanishing topological entanglement entropy may[, ; X
be seen as lattice instances of topological quantum field" k € L are taken modulo the base length of the cubic lattice.

theories. Here a global feature is detected by means qg t\t/'\éZ;vaEZ ?::ﬁgﬁgtl?r:gel% V;'.tcrgle ggmllgzgfggég .
the scaling of geometric entropies. ices. 1l pnysi y ! Wi

a specific lattice site will interact only with its neighbasd
not with all sites of the lattice. The total Hamiltonian can
hence be written as

e Topological entanglement entropy: The topological
entanglement entropy is an indicator tfpological
order,152:214.2215 new kind of order in quantum many-

In this Colloquium we do not have sufficient space to give
an account of all known derivations of area laws for the entan
glement entropy. However, we will try not to merely remain H— Z Hy
at a superficial level and only state results, but will explai ’
a number of key techniques and arguments. When we label
main statements as “theorems” this is done to highlight theiwhere H x has a compact suppaki, independent of the sys-
special role, to make it easier to follow the line of reason-tem size, that is the number of lattice sites denotetlyy
ing. For details of arguments and proofs, often technically Theboundary surface area(I) of a distinguished region
involved, we refer the reader to the original work. The reaso I of the latticeL can be defined in a very natural fashion on
for the technicality of proofs originates from the type obgu  such a graph as the cardinality of the set of boundary points
tion that is posed: To distinguish a region of a lattice beeak ] .
the translational symmetry of the problem —even in a transla 91 = {i € I : thereis aj € L\I with dist(i,j) =1}, (1)

t!onaIIy invariant setting. While numencal studies arenso s0s(I) = |91, see FigL. Throughout the article, unless de-
times easier to come by, analytical argument can be techn%.-

cally involved, even for quasi-free models. In this artjicie ined specn‘_mglly otherW|se_, we will say that the entanglatne
; CoT T entropy satisfies aarea lawif
discuss the study of entanglement entropy primarily (ijfro

XCL

the viewpoint of quantum information theory, (ii) with an em S(pr) = O(s(I)).
phasis on rigorous and analytical results, and (iii) thelicap
tions on the efficiency of numerical simulation. This means that the entropy of the reduced statscales at

most as the boundary area of the region
Before we dive into the details of known results on area
Il. LOCAL HAMILTONIANS AND AREA LAWS laws in quantum many-body systems, let us appreciate how
unusual it is for a quantum state to satisfy an area law. In
Throughout this article, we will consider quantum many-fact, a quantum state picked at random will exhibit a very
body systems on a lattice. Such quantum lattice systems adifferent scaling behavior. If one has a lattice system with
ubiquitous in the condensed matter cont&where they play  d-dimensional constituents and divides it into a subsystem
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I C L and the complemeri? = L\ I, then one may consider the geometric entropy in instances amenable to fully analyt
the expected entanglement entropy ébr the natural choice, ical study, even in higher spatial dimensions. In fact, ia th

the unitarily invariant Haar measure. One figif$2.193 latter case these so-called quasi-free models are the ely s
tings that allow for rigorous analytical results so far. iden
dlfi=lol they do form the central object of consideration to explore

E[S(pr)] > |I|logy(d) — 21og,(2)’ what should be expected concerning general scaling laws.

The Hamiltonian for a harmonic lattice is given by
That is, asymptotically, the typical entropy of a subsystem
is almost maximal, and hence linear in the number of con- 1
stituents|I|. Hence a “typical” quantum state will asymptot- A= 2 Z (PiPijps + X j) 3)
ically satisfy a volume law, and not an area law. As we will

see that area laws are common fqr grpund states of quantuv%ereX’ P e RIEIXIL] are real, symmetric and positive ma-
many-body systems, we find that in this sense, ground stat

are very non-generic. This fact is heavily exploited in name ices determining the coupling structure of the systentw T

; canonical operators;, p; satisfy the canonical commutation
ical approaches to study ground states of strongly coelat relations[z;, px| = id; x. In terms of the bosonic annihilation

many-body systems: One does not have to vary over all quan- - X o
tum states in variational approaches, but merely over a mucRPerators; = (w; + ip;)/ 2 the Hamiltonian eq[{3) reads

smaller set of states that are good candidates of approximat 1
ing ground states of local Hamiltonians well, that is stéltes H = 3 Z(b;fAiyjbj + biAiyjb; +b;B; ;b; + bjBi,jb;), (4)
satisfy an area law. i.j

ijeL

whereA = (X + P)/2, B = (X — P)/2. Ground and ther-
Ill. ONE-DIMENSIONAL SYSTEMS mal states of the above Hamiltonian are fully characterized
by the second moments of the canonical operators, while first
Most known results on area laws refer to one-dimensionainoments vanisH (entanglement properties of the state are in-
chains such asiarmonic or spin chains This emphasis variant under changes of first moments anyway). The second
is no surprise: After all, a number of physical ideas—like moments define theovariance matrix
the Jordan-Wigner transformation—as well as mathematical

methods—such as the theory of Toeplitz determinants and iy = {re,ri}) = (rirj) + (ryre), (5)
Fisher-Hartwig techniques—are specifically tailored te-on )
dimensional translationally invariant systems. wherer = (z1,..., 2z, p1,- .-, pjr)) is the vector of canon-

If we distinguish a contiguous set of quantum systems ofcal operators. _The covariance matrix of the ground state
a chain, ablockI = {1,...,n} the boundary of the block ©f €d. [3) is given byl' = T, ® I',, wherel’, =
consists of only one (two) site(s) for open (periodic) boanyd ~ x'1/2 (X1/2PX1/2)71/2X1/2 andl’, = I',!, see ref$2188
conditions. An area law then clearly means that the entr®py iOn the level of covariance matrices unitary operations@ssr
upper bounded by a constant independent of the blocksize themselves as symplectic transformatishthat preserve the

and the lattice siz€.|, i.e., commutation relationsy,; = i[rg, 7], i.e.,S0ST = 0. Im-
portantly, Williamson’s Theorenstates that for any strictly
S(pr) = O(1). (2)  positive matrixA € R2V*2N there exist a symplectic trans-

) ) ) ) formation S such thatSAS” = D, whereD is a diagonal

We will see that in quantum chains, a very clear picturématrix with the same spectrum as the positive square roots of

emerges concerning the scaling of the entanglement entropMaA)zl The eigenvalued; of D are called thesymplectic

Whether an area law holds or not, will largely depend ONgigenvaluesf A.

whether the system is atquantum critical poinbr not. We Now, what is the entanglement content of the ground state?

will summarize what is known in one-dimensional systems atr, answer this we need to define entanglement measures and

the end of the detailed discussion of quantum chains, isgarti compute them in terms of the properties of the covariance ma-

with bosonic harmonic chains. trix. The first of these is of course the entropy of entangle-
ment. Williamson’s theorem shows that any function of aestat
that is unitarily invariant is fully determined by the syraptic

A. Bosonic harmonic chain eigenvalues. Notably, the entropy of a Gaussian statith

. . __.symplectic eigenvalueg,, ..., dy of the covariance matrix
Bosonic harmonic quantum systems, as well as fermioni i
. . ) : f pis given by
models and their quantum spin chain counterparts like the X
model, play a seminal role in the study of quantum many-body N g bl do—1 g —1
systems. Harmonic lattice systems model discrete versibns  §(p) = Z( i+ log, 2 o4 log, —— )
Klein-Gordon fields, vibrational modes of crystal lattiass o\ 2 2 2 2

of trapped ions and serve generally as lowest order approxi-
mations to anharmonic systems. The fact that they are inte- A key ingredient in the analytical work is another full en-
grable renders even sophisticated questions like thengpali  tanglement measure that was defined in quantum information



fined as

En(p,I) =logy |Ip"" |1,

where||A||; = tr[(AT A)'/?] is the trace norm ang'’ is the
partial transposef p with respect to the interial. The partial
transpose w.r.t. the second subsystem is definéfi d&| @
1) (1) = |i)(k|®]1)(j|. On the level of covariance matrices
the partial transpose is partial time reversal, he— —p; if

1 € I while z; remains invariant. Then fqr with covariance
matrixI' = I', @ I'), we find thatp' " has covariance matrix
I'"=T, & (FT,F), where the diagonal matrik has entries
F; ; = £4; j, depending on whether a coordinate id iar O:
Then one finds for a state with covariance maltix I', T,
the logarithmic negativit{>°

L
En(p,I) = % > logy max{1, \ (T, ' FT; ' F) }.
k=1

5

2|b|, i.e., positivity demandsa > 2|b|, and the energy gap
above the ground state is given By = \/2(X P) = (a —
2|b[)*/2. For the logarithmic negativity of the symmetrically
bisected half-chain we fidd

Theorem 1 (Exact negativity of the half-chain) Consider a
Hamiltonian of a harmonic chain o& = {1,..., N} with
periodic boundary conditiond? = 1, and nearest-neighbor
interactions as in eq[{7). Then the entanglement entropy of
the symmetrically bisected chain and the logarithmic niegat

ity satisfy
1 a+2[b| 1 PRE
< = — — —
(8)
where|| - || is the operator norm anchE = A;(iﬁ(X).

The quantity|| X || will later be related to the speed of sound
in the system. This expression for the block entanglement
quantified with respect to the negativity is exact and no ap-
proximation. This was to the knowledge of the authors a first

The logarithmic negativity has two key features. Mathemati figorous area law for a lattice system, complementing exarli

cally, the importance oEy (p, I) is due to
En(p,I) = S(pr) (6)

which holds for all pure states. This upper boundor the

seminal work for fieldé? Remarkably, this expression is en-
tirely independent ofV, the system size. The most important
observation here is that an area law holds, which can be ex-
pressed in terms of the spectral gap in the system: Whenever
the system is non-critical in the sense that the energy\gép

entanglement entropy is simpler to compute as one does nettisfiesAE > ¢ > 0 with a system size independent con-

have to look at spectra of reductiopg but of the full sys-

stantc, a one-dimensional area law will hold. The above link

tem. This renders a study of area laws possible even in highef entanglement entropy and spectral gap in the system can
dimensional systems. Secondly, in contrast to the entroplge established in much more generality and we will delay this
of entanglement, the negativity is also an entanglement mealiscussion to a later subsection.

sure for mixed states, such as thermal states and providesThe argument leading to Theor€&in 1 is involved, and for de-
an upper bound on other important measures of mixed statails we refer to ref. The interesting aspect of this proof is

entanglement?48.173,199
All of the above holds for general latticds but for the

that the spectrum of the half chain can not be obtained ana-
lytically, thus not allowing for a direct computation of tea-

moment we will focus on the one-dimensional setting, thatanglement content. Instead, it is the particular combonat

isL = {1,...,N} whereN is even to allow us to consider
the symmetrically bisected chaih= {1,..., N/2} with pe-
riodic boundary conditions anf® = 1. We concentrate on
the ground state and discuss thermal states alteis worth

of spectral values of the partial transpose entefihg p, I)
itself that can be explicitly computed. The proof makes lgeav
use of the symmetry of the problem, namely the invariance
under a flip of the two half chains.

noting that in higher spatial dimension the natural analbg o  This result suggested that the locality of the interaction i

this setting, the half-space, is of some importance asdwall

the gapped model is inherited by the locality of entangletmen

for a reduction of the problem in question to the 1-D casea picture that was also later confirmed in more generality.

discussed her& Furthermore, the scaling behavior of the en-

Note that the above bound is a particularly tight one, antl tha

tanglement of the half-chain has direct consequences on themay well suggest what prefactor in terms of the energy gap

availability of efficient representations of the state byame

and speed of sound one might expect in general area laws, as

of matrix-product states as will be discussed in some detailve will discuss later.
later on in this article. For a general nearest-neighbor cou Let us now consider an important model for which the en-

pling this means thak is the circulant matrix,

X =circ(a, b,0,...,0,b), @)

as a consequence of translational invariancspecifies the
coupling strengthg defines the on-site terMyin(X) = a —

2 We do not discuss the entanglement properties in excit¢esstare as this
area has not been explored in detail s8%&>

ergy gap vanishes in the thermodynamical limit — oo:
Takinga = m? + 2N?, b = —N2, identifying lattice sites
byi = 2N, and the canonical operators by= N~/2¢(z),
p; = N~1/27(z), one obtains the Klein-Gordon field Hamil-
tonian

H= %/Oldx (wg(x) + (%Mm))Q +m2¢2(x)> , (9)

in the field limit N — oo. (For a detailed discussion of the
continuum limit for the Klein-Gordon field, see also #&f)



From the expressiohl(8) for the entanglement, we immediatel Note that, in contrast to the bosonic case, the ground state

obtain is 2ILI—rankA+B) —. o_fold degenerate. We define the ground
) state expectatioft) = tr[-Py]/q, whereP, projects onto the
Ex(p,T) = 110g2 (1 " ﬂ) v 110g2 (ﬂ) . ground state sector. Then, as in the bosonic case, the ground
’ 4 2 m state is fully characterized by two-point correlations extied

(10)  inthe covariance matrix with entries
This is a striking difference to the area laws that we have ob-

served earlier, now the entanglement does not saturate-but d —ily ;= ([ri,r5]) = (rivy) — (rjri),
verges with the length of the half-chainThe behavior ob-
served here will be mirrored by a similar logarithmic diver- where now- = (1, ..., 2z}, p1,...,pz|) collects Majorana

gence in critical quantum spin chains and fermionic systemsoperators. One then finds
This will be discussed in the following section.

FZ(VOT —OV), V=|A+B[*(A+B), (12)

B. Fermionic chain and the XY model o ) )
where-T indicates the Moore-Penrose generalized inverse of

Following the initial work on bosonic models of résim-  amatrixit°i.e., for a unique ground state one simply fias=
ilar questions were explored in fermionic systems and the ad4 + B|~'(A + B). The entropy of a contiguous blodkof
sociated spin models. The numerical studies in¥&&%pre- fermions in the ground state can be expressed in terms of the
sented a significant first step in this direction. Their kegerb ~ Singular valuesr;. of the principle submatrix’; of V. One
vation, later confirmed rigorousig?:125.128ysing techniques findsS(pr) = >, f(ox), where
that we will sketch in this section, is that the scaling of ¢ime
tanglement entropy as a function of the block size appears to F(z) l—= log, (1 - x) 14 log, (1 + x> .

be related to the system beiggantum critical or natAgain, 2 2 2 2

for a gapped system, away from a quantum critical point, the (13)
entanglement entropy would saturate, i.e., an area lansholdAll the above holds for general lattices but for the moment we
In turn in all cases when the system was critical, the nuraric Will turn to a discussion ol = {1,..., N}.

study indicated that the entanglement entropy grows beyond We have started the discussion on the level of fermionic
all bounds. More specifically, it grows logarithmically wit operators to highlight the similarity to the bosonic cadés |
the block size. This behavior is also consistent with the beimportant to note however, that these fermionic modelseshar
havior of geometric entropies in conformal field the3®  a close relationship to natural spin models in the 1-D sgttin
which applies to the critical points of the models discussed This is revealed by thdordan Wigner transformatiowhich
refs87.133.136.209 The intriguing aspect here is that being crit- relates fermionic operators with spin operators accorting
ical or not is not only reflected by the scaling of expectation
values of two-point correlators, but in fact by the grouratest o% +ig?
entanglementl,oso genuine quantum correla)t/ions.g o; =1-— insz'a % = H(l - 2flifk)fi’ (14)
This section defines the setting, introduces the basic con- k=1

cepts requ_ire_d and c_)utlines the rigorous result_s in more d%’vhereo—”ﬁ, o/, 07 denote the Pauli operators associated with

tail. Fermlqnlf: quas!-frge models, that '? Hamiltonianatth sitei € L. The fermionic model eq[{11) is hence equivalent

are quadratic in fermionic operatofsand f;, to a spin model with short or long-range interactions.

1 The most important model of this kind is the XY model
H=3 3 (flTAmfj — fidijf] + fiBijfi — fiTBmeT) with a transverse magnetic field, with nearest-neighbor in-
ijel teraction,4;; = A, A,; = —1/2 if dist(¢,j) = 1, and

(11) B,;; = —B,; =~/2fordist(i, j) = 1. This gives rise to

may be treated by similar analytical techniques and follow

similar intuition to the bosonic case. In ef.{11), to ensure . 1 T+ o o =7 4 4 A R

Hermiticity of the HamiltonianA” = A andBT = — B must H=-3 Z < 100t Ty ZG“

hold for the matricest and B defining the coupling. The role (B:3) ek (15)

of the canonical coordinates is taken by tflajorana oper- where(i, j) denotes summation over nearest neighbgris,

(¢t , Y i ) L
atorsz; = (f) + f;)/V2 andp; = i(f] = f;)/V2, while 0 anisotropy parameter, andan external magnetic fiefd.
the role of symplectic transformations is taken by orthajon

transformations. The energy gap above the ground state is
given by the smallest non-zero singular valuedof- B.

i—1

4 Note that the boundary conditions give rise to a (sometinvesiaoked)

subtlety here. For open boundary conditions in the ferncionodel, the

Jordan Wigner transformation relates the above fermiomidethto the spin

3 Compare also the divergence of the entanglement entropglliectively model in eq.[(Zb) with open boundary conditions. For peddabundary
interacting chains, conditions, the temf;’\,fl is replaced by the operataéf[;\’:l(2f;.r fi —



Once again, translational invariance of the model mearts thanatrices An n x n Toeplitz matrix is entirely defined by the
the spectrum can be readily computed by means of a discrefs — 1 numbersl;, [ =1—mn,...,n — 1.
Fourier transform. One obtains The spectral values; (T5,), ..., \.(T,) of T,, are just the

12 zeros of the characteristic polynomial
B = (A — cos(2mk/N))? + 7* sin®(27k /N)) '~

for k = 1,...,N. This is a well-known integrable det(T, — \1) = H()\k(Tn) - ),
modeli1142 1
In the plane defined byy, \) several critical lines can be

identified: Along the lines\| = 1 and on the line segment So in order to grasp the asymptotic behavior of the spectfum o
v =0, |\| < 1, the system is criticallimy_,.. AE(N) = T,, itis sufficient to know the asymptotic behavior of this de-

0. For all other points in théy, \) plane the exists a > 0 terminant expression.The mathematical theory of determi-
independent ofV such thatAE > ¢. The class of models nants of sucioeplitz matricess very much developed. The
with v = 1 are calledsing model The most important case Fisher-Hartwig Theorem provides exactly the tools to study
subsequently is the isotropic case of the XY model, themofte the asymptotic behavior of Toeplitz determinants in terirs o
referred to asxX modelor isotropic XY model. This is the the symbol. Crudely speaking, what matters are the zeros of
case whery = 0. The XX model is critical wheneveA| < 1. g and the jumps: Once is written in what can be called a
The XX model is equivalent to thBose-Hubbard modéh the ~ normal form, one can “read off” the asymptotic behavior of
limit of hard-core bosons, so the Bose-Hubbard model witithe sequence of Toeplitz determinants defined by this symbol
the additional constraint that each site can be occupied by &lote that the matricel, — z1 take here the role df},. The

most a single boson. exact formulation of the Fisher-Hartwig Theorem is presdnt
Let us assume that we have a non-degenerate ground stalfd the appendix.

such that the entropy of entanglemétip;) really quantifies This machinery was used in ref$123.122.128¢ evaluate the

the entanglement content. For the translation-invarigstesn ~ asymptotic behavior of the block entropy for the critical XX

at hand, the entrie; ; = V;_, of V are given by model and other isotropic models. In the first paper intro-

ducing this ide&?2® in fact, there is a single jump from to
1 |L]| . A+ B —1 in the symbol defining the Toeplitz matrices (and no ze-
Vi= > g™ g =, (7) . (16) ros), which gives rise to the prefactor bf3 of log,(n) in
L] k=1 the formula for the entanglement entropy in the XX model.
This prefactor—which emerges here rather as a consequence
The entanglement properties of the model are encoded in théf mathematical properties of the symbol—is related to the

numbersy;,. For N = |L| — oo, we can write conformal charge of the underlying conformal field theory.
. In more general isotropic models, as has been pointed out

V= 1 dé g(¢)ell® in ref228 the number of jumps determines the prefactor in

27 Jo ’ the entanglement scaling. Hence in such quasi-free isotrop

fermionic models, the connection between criticality and a
for |I] < N/2, whereg : [0,27) — C is called thesymbol logarithmic divergence is very transparent and clear: éféh
of V. Note that theFermi surfaceis defined by the discon- is no Fermi surface at all, and hence no jump in the symbol,
tinuities of the symbol. In order to evaluate the entropy ofthe system will be gapped and hence non-critical. Then, the
a reductionS(pr), we merely have to know the singular val- entropy will saturate to a constant.
ues ofn x n-submatriced; = V,, of V, see eq.[(I3). For In contrast, in case there is a Fermi surface, this will lead
isotropic models, i.e., foB = 0, V' then being symmetric, to jumps in the symbol, and the system is critical. In any
the singular values are the absolute values of the eigeesalu sych case one will find a logarithmically divergent entangle
In other words, in order to understand the correlation and enment entropy. The prefactor is determined by the number of
tanglement structure of sub-blocks of such systems, one h%mps So more phys|ca||y Speaking’ what matters is the num-
to understand properties of matrices the entries of whieh arper of boundary points of the Fermi surface in the interval
of the formT; ; = T;_;. Such matrices are call€tbeplitz [ 27). So—if one can say so in a simple one-dimensional

system—the “topology of the Fermi surface determines the

1))f]T\,f1. Hence, strictly speaking, the periodic fermionic modet¢slaot
truly correspond to the periodic XY modéf. importantly, the degeneracy 5 Once this quantity is known, one can evaluate the entropy ésns of
of ground states is affected by this. For a degenerate gretatid, the
entanglement of formatié#, the relative entropy of entanglemé#, the
distillable entangleme®? or the logarithmic negativity of the ground state

i . dz 6]
S(or) = >_ F(IMD) = lim § 2= f2(2) = logdet(Vi — 21). (A7)
sector are the appropriate entanglement quané#&#£3 and no longer the k=1

entropy of entanglement. Only in the case that for largeystbmsn one Here, the integration path in the complex plane has beerechtoscontain
can almost certainly locally distinguish the finitely manffetent ground all eigenvalues\;, (V4,). The functionf: is a continuation of : We require
states, the entropy of entanglement for each of the degengn@und states thatlim._,0 f<(2) = f(]z]), including the parameter such thatf. is

still gives the correct value for the entanglement of a sstesy. analytic within the contour of integration.



prefactor”. This aspect will later be discussed in moreitleta
Refs123:125.128in( the following:

Theorem 2 (Critical quasi-free fermionic chains)
Consider a family of quasi-free isotropic fermionic Hamil-

8

the singular values—we can use the ordinary Fisher-Hartwig
machinery to get an asymptotic handle on eigenvalues. Eor th
critical Ising model, we can again find an explicit factotiaa

of the Fisher-Hartwig-symbol, in terms of a function refiagt

a single discontinuity and an analytical function. Usingiag

tonians with periodic boundary conditions as in ef.1(11)a proven instance of the Fisher-Hartwig conjectfte-albeit
with B = 0. Then, the entanglement entropy of a block ofa different one than used in the case of an isotropic model—

I ={1,...,n} continuous spins scales as

S(pr) = §logy(n) + O(1).

¢ > 0Ois a constant that can be related to the number of jumps

one finds the bound as in ef.{26); for details se€&eThe
entanglement in two blocks of the critical Ising model has
been studied in ref.

Another useful starting point to obtain bounds to entan-

in the symbol (defined above). This applies, e.g., to thérggal glement entropies in fermionic systems is to make use of

of the entanglement entropy in the XX spin model, for which

1
3

The constant is not to be mistaken for the conformal

S(p1) = 7 logy(n) + O(1).

charge which will be discussed later. These arguments cor-

respond to the isotropic model witB = 0, where the Fisher-

Hartwig machinery can be conveniently applied. In confrast

the anisotropic case, albeit innocent-looking, is oveilbued

with technicalities. Then, in order to compute the singular,

values of submatrices df as in eq.[(IR), it is no longer suffi-
cient to consider Toeplitz matrices, tlbck Toeplitanatrices
where the entries are conceivedas 2 matrices. This setting
has been studied in detail in #&€ in case of a non-critical
anisotropic system, finding again a saturation of the em¢ang
ment entropy and in ré€*where the prefactor of the area law
for the entanglement entropy in the gapped XX model wa

computed rigorouski discusses also other Renyi entropies

in this model.

Using an idea that originates from the concept of single-

copy entanglement all these technicalities may be avoiddd a

we can prove that the entanglement entropy diverges at lea

logarithmically in case of a critical (anisotropic) Isingatel.
The() notation just means that there is asymptotically a lowe
bound with this behavidt.

Theorem 3 (Divergencefor the critical Ising model) The
entanglement entropy in the critical Ising model scales as

S(pr) = Q(logy n).

The starting point leading to this result from £&is a lower
bound in the operator norm of leading to

(18)

Iprlloe =~ logdex(1 + Va)/2) 2 — log |deV,)|. (19)

This makes a big difference: We now no longer need thecorrelations—does not necessarily imply an area law.

singular values oV, (which would lead to an enormously

guadratic bounds to the entropy function: Such quadratic
bounds immediately translate to a bound to the funcfion
the expression of the entropy of a fermionic state in terms of
the covariance matrix as in ef.{13), as
1-2")2> f(x) >1-2°. (20)
This immediately translates to a bound of the forfltr—
ViViO)Y2] > S(pr) > tr[l — V; V'], whereV7 is the sub-
matrix of V' associated with the interiaf.”® These bounds
hav2(33also been exploited in the higher-dimensional aralysi
ref=2,
A method to obtain area laws in particular for symmetri-

cally bisected quantum chains is the so-called methawbof
ner transfer matricesThis method has first been used in¥2f.
for the computation of the entanglement entropy, usingsdea

oing back to retf®. The infinite sum of ref? could be per-
ormed in refl%®, giving also rise to a formula for the entan-
glement entropy in the XX model. This idea has also applied
to further models in ref2S,

To conclude the discussion of critical quasi-free fermgoni
odels let us note that the correspondence of being critical
gapped) and having a logarithmically divergent (sataggti

Ientanglement entropy holds true flocal systems only. If

one allows for long-ranged interactions, then one can iddee
find gapped, non-critical models that exhibit a logarithatlic
divergent entanglement entréifly

Theorem 4 (Gapped model with long-rangeinteractions)
There exist models with long-range interactions, the cimgpl
strength being bounded by/dist(j, k) for some constant
r > 0, such that for some constafit> 0

S(pr) = §logy(n) + O(1).

Hence, being gapped—albeit having power-law

If
one allows for long-range interactions (anftactal structure

complicated block Toeplitz expression, for a case for whichof the Fermi-surface), one can show that one can even
the Fisher-Hartwig conjecture has not yet been proven)approach arbitrarily well aolume lawfor the entanglement
Instead—as the absolute value of the determinant is just asntropy/2£° Interestingly, states that are defineddyantum

well the product of the absolute values of the eigenvalue$ as

6 f(n) = Q(g(n)) if IC > 0,n0 : Yn > ng : |Cg(n)| < |f(n)].

expandersan have exponentially decaying correlations and
still have large entanglement, as has been proven if$éf8.
These models give again rise to long-range Hamiltonians,
but they still very clearly demonstrate a strong distinetio
between correlations and entanglement.



C. General gapped local spin models

9

Then there exists a velocity of sound> 0 andx, ¢ > 0 such
that for any two operatorst and B with support on disjoint

We will now turn to the discussion of general 1-D gappedsetsX andY we have that

spin models with local interactions, where each site sugpor

a d-dimensional quantum system. As it is stated rigorously ||[A(t), B]|| < c¢||A]|| || B]| exp (—p(dis{ X, Y") — v|t])),

in the theorem below for such modeds area law always
holdst® The proof is deeply rooted in the existenceligb-

(23)
where the distance between sets is taken to beXist) =

Robinson boundwhich have also been essential in the proofmin;c x jey (i — j|), and where
of the exponential decay of correlation functions in gapped

local model&®7:1487

As we allow for arbitraryd, it is sufficient to consider
Hamiltonians on the chaifh = {1,..., N} that have inter-
actions only to nearest neighbors. Then

H= Z Hj

JeEL

(21)

whereH; ;1 is supported on sitesandj+1. We also impose
a constraint ofinite-interaction strengthin that the operator
norm||H; ;11| < J for someJ > 0. Then reft%finds:

Theorem 5 (Arealaw for gapped spin chains) Consider a
local Hamiltonian H as in eq. [2Il) with finite interaction
strength. SupposH has a unique ground state with a spectral

A(t) = et Ae7HE,
The velocity is of order.J.

This statement, natural as it may seem when viewed with
a reasonable physical intuition, is a rigorous, and profoun
statement on how locality manifests itself in quantum lat-
tice systems. From this bound, tltecay of correlation
functionsin gapped models can be prové14® an area
law as abové®3 as well as statements concernipgpaga-
tion of quantum information and correlatiorierough local
dynamicg®® Lieb-Robinson bounds also feature in the proof
of a higher-dimensional Lieb-Schultz-Mattis theor&hi4®

We will later, in Subsection IV.{5, encounter another conse-

gapAFE to the first excited state. Let us as before consider thejuence of the Lieb-Robinson theorem, namely that quenched

blockl = {1,...,n}. Then,

S(pr) < Smax= co& log(6¢) log(d)25¢ 108, (22)

for some numerical constang > 0 of order unity, and where
¢ = max(2v/AFE,¢q), v is the velocity of sound angl-,
which is of the order of unity, will be defined in the Lieb-
Robinson Theoref] 6 below.

The proof of this statement is quite intrict&and well be-
yond the scope in this article. At its heart is the way logalit

non-equilibrium systems generically satisfy area lawsmwhe
starting from a product state and undergoing time evolution
under a local Hamiltonian. This perspective receives a lot
of attention in the context of non-equilibrium dynamics of
guantum many-body systems. Here, the Lieb-Robinson is
also the basis for the functioning of numeridajht cone
methodsto study time evolution of quantum many-body
systemdg28:196.17.158n \which effectively, only the essential
part inside the causal cone is simulated.

enters by virtue of the Lieb-Robinson Theorem. It is a state-

ment on the existence ofspeed of sounith local Hamiltonian
systems with finite-dimensional constituents: Let us imagi
we single out two disjoint setX, Y from a lattice, and con-
sider observabled and B that have support only oX and
Y, respectively. Thefd, B] = 0. If we evolve A with time
under a local Hamiltoniar#/ it is no longer exactly true that
A(t) and B commute:A(t) will be significantly supported on

D. Results from conformal field theory

In critical models the correlation length diverges and the
models become scale invariant and allow for a description in
terms of conformal field theories. According to the univérsa
ity hypothesis, the microscopic details become irrelef@ma
number of key properties. Thesaiversalquantities then de-

more and more sites, “melting away”, and developing a longend only on basic properties like the symmetry of the system
tail in support. For short times or large distances betweemr the spatial dimension. Models from the same universality

setsX andY, the commutator ofd(¢) and B will be very

small. How small exactly is governed by th&b-Robinson
Theoren?3:107.141,148

Theorem 6 (Lieb-Robinson-Theorem) Let H be as in eq.
(21) a local Hamiltonian with a finite interaction strength.

7 This result is compatible with an earlier result of an areaital-D gapped
quantum field theorieshased on the c-theorem presented in?efThis
work also connected the role of the boundary points betwegioms /
and O with the cluster decomposition in quantum field theory. Iplgas
system with open boundaries, the entropy is then half of theio the
situation of having periodic boundary conditions.

class are characterized by the same fixed point Hamiltonian
under renormalization transformations, which is invatriam

der general rotations. Conformal field theory then dessribe
such continuum models, which have the symmetry otthe
formal group(including translations, rotations, and scalings).
The universality class is characterized by teatral charge:,

a quantity that roughly quantifies the “degrees of freedom of
the theory”. For free bosons= 1, whereas the Ising univer-
sality class has = 1/2.

8 The assumption that we have a spin system, meaning finiterdiional
local constituents, is crucial here.
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Once a model is known to be described by a conformatirawn randomly and the resulting correlation functionsrer e
field theory, powerful methods are available to compute unitanglement entropieB[S(p;)] have to be considered as being
versal properties, and entanglement entropies (or evefulthe averaged over the a priori distributions, with aver&yeThe
reduced spectra) of subsystefng.his approach applies for critical behavior of quantum spin chains with “quenched-di
1+ 1-dimensional systems, that is with one spatial dimensionorder is remarkably different from its counterpart in theree
In the seminal work ref!3the entanglemententropy in+-1-  sponding pure case, in several respects. Hence, it is otly na
dimensions has been calculated, see alsd*féf<. The work  ural to ask whether the scaling of the entanglement ent®py i
refs22:43 put this into a more general context, and also allowinfluenced by having some disorder in the model. This ques-
for non-contiguous regions The local spectra of the reduc- tion has first been posed in & for the spini/2 random
tions are discussed in ret6153.15% Block-block entanglement  anti-ferromagnetic Heisenberg model
is also discussed in ré#:144 For a short non-technical review,
seeref’. . . H = Z Jj(ofofy +ofof +o5oi),

Starting point of the computations is the observation that Jel
powers of the reduced density matyik for any positive in-
tegern can be computed. The serie§f| = Zj Aj(pr)" with {.J;} drawn from a suitable continuous distribution. The
is absolute convergent and analytic for all(Re > 1. The low energy properties of this model, along with the ran-

derivative exists, and hence one can make use of dom XX model, are described by what is calledaamdom-
P singlet phas&“. Using a real-space renormalization group
S(pr) = li\‘m1 —a—tr[pﬂ approach’®, the intuition can be developed that in this phase,
n mn

singlets form in a random fashion, distributed over all l&ng
to compute the entanglement entropy. This procedure is typscales. The entanglement entropy of a sub-block is hence
ically referred to as‘replica trick” . This leads in1 + 1-  obtained by effectively counting the singlets that cross th

dimensions to the expressiéa boundary of the sub-block. This intuition is further deyzdd
c in refX7. Within the framework of a real-space renormaliza-
S(pr) = 3logy(l/a) + O(1), (24)  tion group approach—it is shown that the averaged entangle-

i _ ment entropy for a large class of disordered models sc&kes li
wherec is as above the central chardeis the length of a

single interval forming regiom, a is anultraviolet cutoff cor-
responding to a lattice spacing, to avoid an ultravioleediv
gence, cp. eq[{10). The above constanis hence nothing ) ) o
butc/3. This divergence is also removed by using the mutuaf” this class one hence observes universal beha_lwo_r in the sc
informatiorS, see Sectiof'VIB. The offset constant in &gl (24)iN9 ofthe averaged entanglement entropy. The intuitioneela
is non-universal. So the logarithmic divergence of the enta rated on above is further corroborated by work onrdredom
glement entropy in the length of the interval is recoverewhe anti-ferromagnetic XXZ chat/, described by a Hamiltonian
From the expression given in réfor p7, one also finds for

the Renyi entropies for > 1 H=> Ji(ofoy, +olol,, +7joio7,,),

Sa(pl):g(l—i—l/a)logQ(l/a)—l-O(l). <

E[S(p1)] = 5 logy(n) + O(1).

. -~ _ _ where {J;} are positive, uncorrelated random variables
If one is close to the critical point, where the correlatiendth  drawn from some probability distribution and the uncorteta
& > Oislarge but finite, one can often still effectively des_crlbe anisotropy parametefs\ ; } are also taken from a probability
the system by a conformal field theory. One then obtains fogistribution. In this work, the observation is further exd

the entanglement entrofy(compare also re¥) that the scaling of the averaged entanglement entropy can be
c universal, even if correlation amplitudes are not, in tihatyt
S(pr) = 3 logy(€/a). would manifest themselves only in non-leading order terms i

the entanglement entropy. This intuition is also further co
roborated in refé#3.225 on the entanglement entropy in a 2-D
E. Disordered spin chains situation.
From afully rigorous perspective, the entanglement egtrop
Natural systems will generally exhibit a certain amount ofjj, the random Ising model—for which réfé finds a scaling
guenched disorderhich means that the model parameters argyjith the effective central charge d6g(v/2)— has recently
been revisited with methods and ideagefcolation theorsE.
This approach is more limited than the Fisher-Hartwig tech-
nigues in terms of the class of models that can be considered—
9 Conformal field theory provides—in this context specifigaith 1 + 1- the Ising model only—but is more powerful in that also disor-

dimensions—a powerful repertory of methods to compute figthat — yo 0 systems with no translational invariance can be densi
are otherwise inaccessible especially for non-integratdelels. From a

mathematical physics perspective, it is the lack of a rigerproof of the ered.
relationship between the lattice model and the conformbl fleeory that ] ] ] )
makes such a treatment, pedantically speaking, non-figoro Theorem 7 (Non-trandationally invariant sing model)
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Consider the Ising model One way of looking at MPS is via @alence-bond picture
1 For each of the constituents one introduces a virtual sudstr
H=—-- Z XX Xy — Z 0;Z;, ture consisting of two particles. Per site with Hilbert spac
2 ke L,dist(j,k)=1 jel €4, one associates a Hilbert spa€é’ @ CP for someD.

] ) This D is sometimes referred to as the dimension ofdbe
where);,k > 0 andd; > 0 are the spin-coupling and ex- yg|ation spaceor D called theauxiliary or virtual dimension
ternal field intensities, respectively, which may depenthen

lattice site in a non-translationally invariant system.€Tiotal I'wo virtual particles

number of sites i&V = 2m+n+1, with {1, ..., n} being the per physical site [¥p)

distinguished region. Then there existo, C' with properties st B — —

as in the subsequent footndfe If v > 41n 2, then there exist

constants:, c; > 0 depending only ory such that A0 A@ e A
S(pr) < c1logy(n) + co, (26)

for m > 0, so the entanglement entropy is at most logarithmi-

cally divergent. :

wy=">_  t[AD[].. AN iy]liy, . in)

The general picture that emerges is that the entanglement i1,in =1
entropy scales as in the non-random case, but with a differ- , i ,
ent prefactor in the logarithmic divergence. This seema-nat G- 2 The valence-bond picture underlying matrix-prodstaties
ral, as the disorder tends to “localize” excitations, anddeg as explained in the main text.
with faster decaying correlations one would expect less en-
tanglement to be present in the system. Yet, there are excep- TheseD-dimensional virtual systems are thought to be pre-
tions: Cases in which one does find a logarithmic divergencelared to a maximally entangled state with each one particle o
but with a larger prefactor compared to the non-random casé&ach of the neighbors, arranged on a ring (sed Fig. 2). Imothe
This includes the random quantum Potts model with spin diwords, one starts from a pure state defined by the state vec-
mensiond: Here, for the very large dimension df> 41 one  tor [¢¥p)®", where we have defined the maximally entangled
finds a larger facto¥* The exploration and complete classi- State vector as
fication of the role of disorder to entanglement properties o b
ground states—including non-critical and higher-dimenal ) = 1 Z ke, k) 27)
models—remains an interesting challenge. b/ = VD P T

Then, one applies a local linear map to each of the pairs ef sys
tems associated with every physical constituent in theetzent
of the chain,

F. Matrix-product states

Matrix-product states (MPS) play a very central role in the
context of area laws for the entanglement entropy. They form
the class of states that is at the root of the workhorse of sim- Ak — Z Z Aflkg [5]17) (a, b, (28)
ulating strongly correlated quantum chains — DMRG. This '
link will be elaborated upon in detail in Section]VI. Here,

we focus on the entanglement and correlation properties affherek = 1,..., N. This procedure will prepare a certain
MPS. In the original sense, MPS are states defined on quagtass of states: Indeed the MPS. We may conceive for each
tum chains consisting oV sites, each constituent beingla  gjie 1. ¢ I, the collection of complex numbev&;(kg j] as the

. ; o,
level system. There are several ways of defining and |ntroelements ofl matricesA®[1], ..., A®[d]. For a quantum

ducing MPS, the relationship of which may not be entirely~ AN ; .
obvious. This is also the reason that it was left unnoticed fo P! chain withd = 2, we hence simply have two matrices

% & ; ) o
some time that MPS— as being generated in DMRG—ancf)( (1], A™[2] per site. This procedure of locally projecting

finitely correlated statéé—as being considered in the math- forme physical dimensiod gives rise to state vectors of the

ematical physics literature—are up to translational iraraze
essentially the same objects. d
|’L/J> = Z tr[A(l)[z'l] R A(N) [iN]]|i1, R ,iN>. (29)

i1yt =1

j=1a,b=1

OLet A, 5 € (0,00) and writed = \/é. There exist constanis, C' € This is the most frequently used form of representimar
(07<°°)}deeierl‘d;”ugcﬁrfhgp'¥;a72d>a ICO”S“”W = 7(0) satistying0d < trjy product states For open boundary conditions in a chain
oo ) ) ) . .
7 = L=1{1,...,N}, AM[i;] andAN)[ix] are row and column

lpR = Pl < min{2,Cn%e™ N}, 2<N<M.  (25)  vectors, respectively. MPS are described by only a number of

Here p%; denotes the reduced staterofites in a system of total siz¥. parameters po')_/nomial in the system Si@édNDQ)_- in con-
One may find such & satisfyingy — oo asé \, 0. trast to the scaling of the dimension of the full Hilbert spac
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(C4)=N  which is exponential iV . If D is the largest integer such that one can determinis-
The particular construction of MPS immediately shows thattically transform a state into the maximally entangledestat
MPS satisfy an area law. In fact, it follows trivially fromelt  |¢/p)(¢'p| (see eq.{27)) by LOCC, i.e.
definition (see also fid.]2) that
p = [Yp)(¥pl,

one assigns the valug, = log, (D) to the state as itsingle-

so the entanglement entropy is always bounded from above §PPY entanglementFor pure states, such transformations on
a constant inV. MPS have hence an in-built area law prop- the level of specimens are perfectly well understgs&2°
erty. As we have shown earlier the ground states of a variet@nd is linked to the well-established theory of majorizaiio
of Hamiltonians exhibit exactly such an area-scaling wien t Inear algebral.lf"_ For our present purposes, for a pure state
system is non-critical but a logarithmic divergence whem th » = [¥) ([, we find that eq[(30) holds if and only fifo; || <
system is critical. This already suggests that MPS may be &/ D. Hence,
good description for ground states of non-critical systemnts .
that this description may become less efficient in critiga-s Ex(pr) = logs(Lllorl™))-
tems. Indeed, it will be discussed and highlighted latehis t . .

. e This, in turn, means that the single-copy entanglement ean b
article that systems satisfying an area law can be €CONOMKerived from thex-Renyi entropy of the reduction in the limit
cally represented as MPS so that MPS with a small auxiliary

dimensionD can indeed typically approximate ground statesof largea. A quite surprising insightis that n critical systems,
S we do not only find a local spectrum leading to the logarith-
of local Hamiltonians.

mic divergence of the entanglement entropy. But that there i
more structure to the spectrum, governing all of its Renyi en
tropies. For example, for quasi-free models, we find thatonc
the entanglement entropy diverges, so does the single-copy
. . entanglement, with a prefactor that is asymptotically dyac
The entanglement entropy—occupying center stage in thig gt the value of the entanglement entrépye
article—quantifies entanglement in a very precise sense: Fo
pure states it is thdistillable entanglemert®13so the rate  Theorem 8 (Single-copy entanglement) Consider a family
with which one can locally extract maximally entangled pair of quasi-free fermionic Hamiltonians as in Theofem 2. Then,

from a supply of identically prepared system. Specifically,whenever the entanglement entropy scales as
local refers here to a subsystdnof the system, but to a col-
S(pr) = €logy(n) + O(1),

lective operation on many identically prepared states. In a
guantum many-body system, needless to say, this means that

for some constang > 0, then the scaling of the single-copy
entanglement is found to be

one performs operations that are local to all constituanfs i
collectively in all specimens at hand.

When having the entanglement content in mind, one can
equally reasonably ask how much entanglement is contained
in asinglespin chain. The concept of single-copy entangle-

ment grasps this notion of distilling entanglement fromra si
gle specimen of a quantum spin chain with certainty.

(30)
S(pr) < 2log(D),

G. Single-copy entanglement

Eqi(pr) = glogQ(n) +0(1).

This means that exactly half the entanglement can be dis-
tilled from a single critical chain than what is availableaas
rate in the asymptotic settit®19. This finding has also
been corroborated by the behavior of all critical models for
which the local spectra can be described by their conformal
11if one allows D to (exponentially) grow with the system size, one field theory in quite some generam_gg Refl2. studies Renyi

can easily show that actually every state vector froBf)®Y can be
represented as a MPS of the form as in Egl (29). It is impot@mnbte
that MPS can not only be described with linearly many pararsein
the system size: One can also efficiently compute local ptiegefrom
them, which is a property not merely following from the smalimber of
parameters to define them. For expectation values of olisesvhaving a
non-trivial support on site, ...,k +1 € L, we find(Sy ... Sxyi) =

tr[Ejﬁl)...E](lk 1>E§.?...Eéiﬁ)E§k+l+l)...EJEN)], where the
transfer operatorsare defined as

d
l . .
EY = 37 Glsik) (4O @ (A0[])*),
k=1
the star denoting complex conjugation. The decay of cdioeldunctions
can also be studied: If all matrices are the same per 4ite)[j] =: A[j]
for all j € L, and similarly defineEy, then one finds(SySk+i) —

(Sp){Ska1) = O(|A2(E1)|*~1), wherel2(E1) denotes the second to

largest eigenvalue of the transfer operator of the iderity

entropies irboundary critical phenomenand hence also ar-
rives at a relationship between the entanglement entrogy an
the single-copy entanglement. Ré$.considers the entropy
loss along the renormalization group trajectory drivenhtoy t
mass term in free massive theories, and discusses also the
single-copy entanglement in such situations. ¥&&tudies

the situation of single-copy entanglement in the situatibn
bipartite systems between blocks when there is a gap of a fi-
nite number of sites between the two blocks. Interestingly,
there are critical models in which the single-copy entangle
ment still diverges in this sendgé.

12 Note that the single copy entanglement still grasps bieagtitanglement
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H. Summary of one-dimensional systems e.g., breaking translational symmetry of translationaiari-
ant systems, and analytical methods are hard to come by. The

In a nutshell, the situation in one-dimensional transfatio first rigorous higher-dimensional area law has been proven—
invariant models is quite clear: If a system is local and galpp to the knowledge of the authors—in réfg, with refinements
an area law always holds rigorously. In many specific mod<for arbitrary harmonic interactions in ré42*so that for such
els, prefactors can be computed. In contrast, if the interadbosonic free models the problem can be considered solved in
tions may be long-ranged area laws may be violated. For critall generality forming a “laboratory” of what one should ex-
ical lattice models for which one can directly evaluate the e pect in general systems.
tanglement entropy, a logarithmic divergence is encoedter  For critical fermionic model82:8%.92132.223qjite intrigu-
This picture is supported by the findings of conformal fieldingly, one can find small violations of area laws: The area
theory. The situation will be less transparent and moré-intr law is then only satisfied up to a logarithmic correction. In
cate in higher-dimensional models. In any case, in the lighthis section, we will discuss quasi-free models in greatitiet
of the previous findings, one may be tempted to formulate th@eyond such quasi-free models, no rigorous results are know
following conjecture on the numerical bound on the rightdhan for states at zero temperature, with the exception of ctaske

side of the previously discussed area law: states that satisfy an area law by their very constructiod za
_ ) _ ) ) subsection will specifically be devoted to those.
Conjecturel (Areabound in one-dimension) There exists  The models discussed here, however, do provide a clear

a functionf : R* — R*—equipped with further suitable intyition: Whenever one has a gapped and local model, and
properties—such that in any gapped one-dimensional modehence a length scale provided by the correlation length, one
we have should reasonably expect an area law to hold. The converse
is not true, as we will see later, and one can have area laws
S(pr) < f(v/AE), even for critical systems in which the correlation lengtleslo
not provide a length scale. For systems at non-zero tempera-
tures, by contrast, the entropy of entanglement neithengor
a meaningful measure of entanglement nor for quantum cor-
rrelations. For appropriately defined measures of coroaiafi
however, one can restore an area law which holds in generalit
for a large class of systems.

whereAE is the spectral gap and is the speed of sound as
used in the Lieb-Robinson bound.

Indeed, while most explicit studies do indicate a behavio
linear inlog(1/AF) of the entanglement entropy—the above
mentioned quasi-free models—one can construct meéxfefs
for which one finds a dependence which is polynomial in
1/AE.

A. Quasi-free bosonic and fermionic models: Sufficient
conditions for an area law
IV. AREA LAWS IN HIGHER DIMENSIONS
We will follow the general description of réf, where we

For a chain, to satisfy an “area law” for the entanglementhink of the model being defined on a general latticspeci-
entropy means simply that it saturates with increasingkbloc fied by a general simple graph. We consider quadratic bosonic
sizes. Needless to say, the notion of having entropic quarHamiltonians as in eq.4) and quadratic fermionic Hamikon
tities scaling like the boundary area of a subregion becomeans as in eq[{11). The key step is to relate correlation func-
specifically relevant in case of higher dimensions: Then thdions to entropic quantities. As before in the case of a har-
boundary of the regiod is a non-trivial object. Now we are monic chain, it is very involved to think of the entropy of en-
in a position to approach the question: Given a ground sfate danglement itself. What comes to our help, however, is again
a quantum many-body system, does the entanglement entropjat we can use the logarithmic negativity as an upper bound t
of a subregior? fulfill an area law? This question has been the entanglement entropy (see &4. (6)). The logarithmianeg
initiated in refs221%4 where also a numerical answer has beerfivity is easier to treat analytically, as we can at all timefer
found. to the full system, and not to subsystemsin fact, we find

The answer to this question for ground states is very mucthat the logarithmic negativity can be bounded from above by
developed in case of—once again—quasi-free bosonic dhe L;-norm of a submatrix of the covariance matki.For
fermionic models. Even in such systems, the rigorous anfermions in turn, the entropy may be bounded directly using
swer to this question will turn out to be technically quite the bound in eq[{20).
involved. The reason for these technicalities is esséptial
rooted in the very fact that one distinguishes a subreghws,t  Theorem 9 (Entropic bounds from matrix norms) The en-

tanglement entropy of ground states of quadratic bosonic
Hamiltonians as in eq[{4) satisfies

in a quantum many-body system. Identifying scaling lawsdenuine < < o
multi-particle entanglement is an interesting enterpitsés own right. S(pl) - EN(p’ 1)< 8”F$H _ Z |<pzp3>| :
Notably, refs?®.154 consider thegeometric entanglemefithe logarithm of iel,jeo

the largest Hilbert-Schmidt scalar product with a pure pobdstate) and )
relate it to the conformal charge of the underlying model. The entanglement entropy of unique ground states of
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guadratic fermionic Hamiltonians as in e§._{11) satisfies B. Logarithmic correction to an area law: Critical

) fermions
Slpr) <2 Y [HH) + (Fifi)-
iel,jeo What can we say about situations in which the previous suf-
ficient conditions are not satisfied? Specifically, how is the

This is a key tool towards proving the main theorem: We . o "
can reduce the evaluation of an entropic quantity to a cognti scaling (.)f the entangleme.n'g entropy m(_)d|f|ed In case qf—crm
cal fermionic models? This is the question that will featiure

argument over terms that can be evaluated from two-point cor . ; . ; ; 71
relators. Note that the use of the logarithmic negativisuies this subsection. Following the bosonic result in &7, the

in an important simplification of the problem. This showstha _entanglement entropy in fermionic models was first studied

223 i i i i
ideas from quantum information theory indeed help in fing-n ref<=> for cubic lattices. Here, the quadratic bound in eq.

ing proofs of statements of the scaling of the entangleme @) p"?‘ys an important role, to rela}te bounds_ to the entropy

entropy. "o feasible expressions of the covariance matrix of themglou
We are now in the position to state the bound of the scalin jlate. Here, hot quite an area law, but only one up to a loga-

) Sithmic correction is found. The results can be summarized a

of the ground state entanglement in the boundary afégp follows:

eq. [1), of the distinguished regidin®®:22541t is remarkable '

that merely the decay of two-point correlations matter here

and that even some critical models will give rise to an area la

as long as the algebraic decay of correlations is suffigientl

strong.

Theorem 11 (Violation of area lawsfor critical fermions)

For a cubic sublatticel = {1,...,n}*? and an isotropic
quasi-free model as in ed.{11) with a Fermi sea of non-zero
measure and a finite non-zero surface there exist constants
Theorem 10 (Quadratic Hamiltonians on general lattices) ¢o, c1 > 0 such that the ground state fulfils

Letn =D+ 1+ 2¢,¢ > 0, and assume that the ground state

is unique and fulffills for, j € L, i # j, and some constant con tlog(n) < S(pr) < exn® ' log*(n).
K
’ The stated lower bound makes use of the assumption that the
Ky [(pipj)| for bosons, Fermi surface is finite (and of a technical assumption that th
distn(i,§) = |<finj> +(f:f;)| for fermions. sets representing the states cannot have nontrivial vaste
directions); assumptions both of which can be remd¥ed.
Then This fermionic quasi-free case already exhibits a quite-com

plex phase diagraf®® At the same time, rel? formulated a
similar result, based on a conjecture on the validity of Eish
1 for fermions Hartig-type scaling result for higher dimensional equeves
of Toeplitz matrices. A logarithmic divergence is not di-
rectly inconsistent with the picture suggested in a confdrm
field theory setting, as relativistic conformal field thesrdo

A general version of what one should expect to be true pronot have a Fermi surfacé? It is still intriguing that critical
vides the connection to the spectral gap: For gapped modefgrmions do not satisfy an area law, but have logarithmie cor
the correlation functions decay exponentially with thepra rections. In this sense, critical fermionic models coulcsail
theoretical distance. One cannot apply the Lieb-Robinso#0 be “more strongly entangled” than critical bosonic msdel
Theorem to prove this, unfortunately, as the involved opera
tors are unbounded. Hence, a technique that is applicable to
describe clustering of correlations in such models had to b&. Difference between critical fermions and bosons: Half
developed. The ideas of the proof go back to®efyeneral-  Spaces
ized to arbitrary lattices in reéf:24 Key ideas of the proof are
polynomial approximations in the sense of Bernstein’s Theo The scaling of block entropies for bosons and fermions
rem. For a thorough discussion of clustering of correlation in higher spatial dimensions hence exhibit remarkablesdiff
in translation-invariant harmonic systems, seel$df. For ences. Let us consider the case of a cubic lattice™d6ites
general lattices and gapped quadratic bosonic and fermionWith periodic boundary conditions anl = {1,...,m} x
Hamiltonians, one finds that two-point correlation funoio  {1,-.-,n}*P~" (w.l.0.g. we distinguish the first spatial di-
decay exponentially. Together with the above theorem thignension). Then one may transform the Hamiltonian to a sys-
leads to an area law whenever the model is gapped: tem of mutually uncoupled one-dimensional chains using a

unitary discrete Fourier transform. After this decouplprg-
Corollary 1 (Arealaw for gapped quasi-freemodels) The  cedure the entanglement betweeand O is given by a sum
entanglement entropy of ground states of local gapped rsodebf the entanglement between the sifés= {1,...,m} and

of the type of eq[{4) for bosons and of dq.(11) for fermions)’ = {;m +1,...,n} of then?~! individual chains
for arbitrary latticesG = (L, E) and arbitrary regionsI

satisfies for a suitable constafit- 0 S(or) ) o
1) _ i
S(pr) < &s(1). ) ot 2 Seh).

=1

S(pr) < KoepC(1 +€)s(I) x {IIFzI for bosons

where( is the Riemann zeta function and the constantle-
pends only on the dimension of the lattice.
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We start with a discussion of fermions and focus on theD. Entanglementin bosonic thermal states
isotropic setting B = 0 in eq. [11)). After taking the limit
n — oo, the asymptotic behavior im of the entanglement In this subsection, we briefly discuss area laws for notions
S(p%,) can then be read off Theordih 2 to yield the following of entanglement in Gibbs states,
statement (for technical details see ¥3f.
_exp(—pH)

PB =
Theorem 12 (Prefactor for fermionic half spaces) trlexp(—SH)]

Asymptotically, the entanglement entropy of fermioni

%or some inverse temperatuge> 0. The second moments
isotropic models of half spaces satisfies P e

matrix, the covariance matrix, is then found tolbe= I', &
22

oo

. S(pr) logy(m)
lim = svg + O(1).
oo s(1) 6 ; W T, = X V2(x2px )21+ g)x /2,

T, = XYV2(x12px/2) 72 (1 4 q)X1/2,
—1

Here,
G = 2(exp[B(X"/2PX 1) — 1)

o - HoE0.2m7 1 [0(9) = s}

S D—1
(2m) Using the the methods of ref&2? one again finds the suitable

decay of correlations, which can be translated into an area |
for the entanglement content. Here, the result—taken from
refs2254_js stated in terms of the logarithmic negativity.

is the integral over individual chaing with s discontinuities
o(¢) in their symbol.

Hence, one encounters a logarithmic divergenee of the  Theorem 13 (Entanglement in thermal bosonic states)
entanglement entropy and the pre-factor depends on the topdrhe logarithmic negativity of thermal states of quadratic
ogy of the Fermi-surface: The symbols exhibit discontilesit finite-ranged bosonic Hamiltonians as in ed] (4) for
on the Fermi-surface. If the Fermi surface is of measure zerpxX, P| = 0 satisfiesEy (p, I) < £s(I) for a suitable constant
(i.e., the set of solutions ta, = 0, ¢ € [0,27)P, is count- ¢ > 0.
able, as, e.g., in the critical bosonic case discussed hahoav
havevs = 0 and the system obeys the area law. Since the logarithmic negativity is an upper bound to

For the bosons, we discuss the important case ef n/2  the entanglement of formatiorand hence thedistillable
for the Klein-Gordon Hamiltonian as in ed (9). After the entanglemert®i3this implies an area law for these quanti-
transformation to uncoupled chains, one finds Hamiltoniangies as well. Itis important to stress that the entropy ofta su
for the individual chains that correspond to a nearesthimg ~ region as such no longer reasonably quantifies entanglement
coupling matrixX of the form as in Theorefd 1, which yields between that subregion and the rest of the lattice: Evesielas

cally correlated separable states will in general have dip®s

En(p, 1) dy D 25:—11 cos(pa) + 1 entropy of the redl_Jced state. The latter _quantity is theaedd

= / 57 108, ] extensive and fulfills a volume law, unlike the entanglement

4(2m) D=3 4 cos(pq) —1 content. Area laws in thermal states have further beenexdudi

in detail in ref?, where an emphasis has been put on identi-
in the limit n — oo. This expression is independent of the fying regions where the states become separable. 4Réfs.
massm and finite: ForD = 2, it evaluates tdog, (3+2v2)/4  investigate thermal bound entanglement—entanglement tha
and similarly forD > 2. Hence, despite being critical, the s not distillable—in bosonic quadratic and spin systems.
system obeys an area law, in contrast to the fermionic case
(for m = n/2 the entanglement for a critical fermionic system
would diverge inn). E. Results from conformal field theory

Hence, in quasi-free critical models, it matters whether a
system is bosonic or fermionic when it comes to the question In systems with more than one spatial dimension, the sit-
whether or not an area law holds. The above results confirraation is more intricate, and there is no general expression
the numerical analysis of réf# for critical bosonic theories, known for entanglement entropiesdnt- 1-dimensional con-
and of reft3? for two-dimensional fermionic systems. Mo- formalfield theories. For interesting steps into a desicrijpof
tivated by these findings, réf.numerically studies the non- systems with two spatial dimensions in the framework of con-
leading order terms of an area law in nodal fermionic systemsformal field theory see refé:182 For a class of critical mod-

It is found that in non-critical regimes, the leading sulaare els in two spatial dimensions (including the quantum dimer
term is a negative constant, whereas in critical models onenodel), it is found thalS(p;) = 2fs(L/a) + cglog(L/a) +
encounters a logarithmic additive term. A lesson from thes&)(1), whereL is the length of the boundary arefa,is an area
higher-dimensional considerations is that the simpletijla  law prefactor that is interpreted asbaundary free energy
ship between criticality and a violation of an area law is¢een andg is a coefficient that depends on the geometric proper-
no longer valid for local lattice models i > 1. ties of the partition into/ andO. That is, in addition to a
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non-universal area law, one finds a universal logarithriyical explained in eq[(28). This ansatz as such is the orterof
divergent correction. For a further discussion of stepsato®  sor product stateshat is due to ret*® which in turn is gen-
a full theory of entanglement entropiesdnt- 1-dimensional  eralizing earlier work on AKLT-type valence bond states in
conformal field theories, see ré¥s1e? two dimensions in ref§t?.151 The generated class of states

is referred to aprojected entangled pair staté¥ reflecting

the preparation procedure. PEPS states are sometimes also

F. States satisfying area laws by construction: Projected in higher dimensions simply referred to asatrix product
entangled pair states, graph states, and entanglement stated®®. This ansatz has proven to provide a powerful and
renormalization rich class of states. Importantly, ¥ provides a first simu-

. . o lation method based on PEPRY,
In this section, we will discuss classes of states that have This class of states is complete, in that any state of a given

tﬂg area Iawhalready wa Into the|: very COI‘]StI’UCtIOFl]; Ilnfi ite lattice can be arbitrarily well approximated by such a
this sense, they grasp the entanglement structure of locgyie if ) js sufficiently large. Clearly, to compute local ob-

hlgher-dlmensmna_d moo(ljels. Thes_e éﬁ@g}ectgq enta_mgled ervables in such an ansatz, one has to contract the tensor
palrsta;tesso matrllx-pro uctstatelg int '%her megspns, 3” etwork which, in 2-D is actually computationally haftiit
states fromentanglement renormalizationhey are designed g o\ yeyer possible to provide approximation techniques, r

to be variational states well-approximating true grouraest lated to the DMRG approach, that allow for the contraction of

of local many-body systems: As was already true for matrix,« yansor network and then for the computation of the expec-
product states, they form a complete set of variationaéstat tation values of local observab|&2:147.205

Yet, typically, for_ a much smaller, polynomial or_constant, A particularly simple yet important subset of the projected
number of variational parameters, they often deliver a very

o ) . entangled pair states is constituted by the so-caijexph
good approximation. In projected entangled pair tat€slo 410,111,185 They are instances oftabilizer state$®!
ity Is respecteo_l In just j[he same way as for MPS. E.ntangleWhich can be thought of as being prepared in the follow-
ment renormalization, in turn, is based on a scale-invarian

; . . . ing fashion: On any grapliz = (L, FE), one associates
thr_e(; str(LjJ_cture,_ mtercepte?] t:y leenéangllng stepsi Wh;Ch ezgch vertex with deYSSin.pThis sp(in is Lrepared iA-) =
igher dimensions nevertheless leads to an area law for t 1/2 :
entanglement entropy,. h(?0> +1(1))/2'/=. Then, one appliesphase gate

Projected entangled pair states (PEPS) can be thought of
as being prepared as MPS in higher dimensional cubic lat-
ticesL = {1,...,N}*P, or in fact to any lattice defined
by any undirected simple grapi = (L, E). In this va-

U =10,0)(0,0] + 10, 1)¢0, 1[ 4 [1,0)(1, 0] — |1, 1){1, 1]

to each pair of vertices that are connected by an edge. This

lence bond construction, one again associates a physaze s phase gate corresponds to an Ising interaction. Cleaiy, th
’ 9 phy P construction makes sense for any simple graph, and this is

) . g ;
with Hilbert spaceC W't.h each of the vertu_:esL O.f G- . _a subset of the above projected entangled pair states. Graph
Then, one places a maximally entangled pair of dimensiorn

D x D (see eq.[(27)) for some positive integbr between states readily satisfy an area law by construéfiéit as one _
. merely needs to count the edges over the boundary of a dis-
any two vertices that are connected by an edge E. For

. . . . .tinguished region to obtains the entanglement entropy) the
a cubic lattice, one hence starts from a cubic grid of maxi-_, . . .

; . obviously linear in the boundary aréa.
mally entangled state vectors. Then, one applies a linepr ma

P® . CP ... CP — C*to each physical site, as

d D
k) _ (k) o\ ; 13 B i i
P — Z Z A.j7il7~~~;iek )ity ey - Note that 1-D MPS based on a suitable order of the constitugatnot
= form a good approximation for 2-D models. This is essentiedioted in
J the observation that one should expect an area law for trengletment

. entropy in gapped 2-D models. For an important early disonss spectra
Here, |S1(k)| is the vertex degree of the vertéxc L. The of subsystems in 2-D integrable models see*¥aind, for a more recent

resulting state vector as such hence becomes discussion of the implication on DMRG, r&,
141n fact, it is known that the exact contraction of such a termrssiwork is

155y (1)

d (k) contained in the complexity clagsP-complet&€®. Clearly, this means that
[y = Z C[{Ail Hllivsdg, 5 dpL)), no algorithm is known with polynomial running time.
1,12, ) =1 15 The other side of the coin of the difficulty of actually comtiag tensor

networks, even if they correspond to states that approgimaiund states
whereC denotes a contraction of all higher-order tensors with satisfying area laws well, is that such states can have ctatipoal power
respect to the edg@of the graph. This amounts to a Summa- for quantum computing. Indeed, certain graph statesluster states-

. s . . . as they are called for a cubic lattice—are universal ressufor quantum
tion over all indices associated with connected verticé®e T ¢omputing: Quantum computing can be done by merely appligngl
objectsA®) are hence tensors of an order that corresponds measurements onto single sites of such a cluster statémutihe need of
to the vertex degree of the lattice (a second order tensor—a additional unitary control. This computational model—kmoasone-way

) - . \ ) 75 ] S
matrix—for a one-dimensional chain, a three order tensor in computing’>—can also be understood as a teleportation scheme in virtual

hexaqgonal lattices. a fourth order tensor in cubic lattigiék qubit€?!, The tensor networks that occur when performing Pauli nreasu
9 T L . ments can still be efficiently contracted, but not underteabi measure-
D = 2, and so on). This construction is the natural equivalent ments, leading to universal computation. The program aigisieneral

of the valence bond construction for matrix-product staf®s  projected entangled pair states in quantum computing baisedeasure-
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Graph states may be generalized weighted graph On encounters linearly many unitaries over a boundary that
state§:11%:10where the edges may carry a different weight, have entangling power, rendering the computation of antuppe
and in turn generalize to the ansatz ofemormalization al-  bound to the entanglement entropy a combinatorial problem.
gorithm with graph enhanceme(RAGE) 18 being a strict
superset of matrix-product states and weighted graphsstateTheorem 14 (Arealawsfor PEPS, graph states, and MERA)
one that can nevertheless be efficiently contracted. As thEor any finite dimensioD of the virtual systems, the entan-
graph defining the (weighted)-graph state does not need tglement entropy of a projected entangled pair state sasisfie
have the same structure as the graph of the physical systef(p;) < s(I)D, where as before(I) denotes the surface
whose quantum state we would like to describe, (weighted)area of I on a graph. Hence, also graph states with a fixed
graph states may describe volume scaling on the level of theertex degree satisfy area laws. A family of states from
physical system. This makes them particularly suitable forentanglement renormalization will also satisfies an area la
simulation of time evolution, where no area law can be ex{or cubic lattices withD > 2, and a logarithmic divergence
pected to hold. inD =1.

Yet a different class of many-body states with applica-
tions in the simulation of quantum spin systems is given Interestingly, based on a PEPS description, one can con-
by the states generated ntanglement renormalization struct critical models that still satisfy an area lawfin= 2,2%
(MERA) 2% This is a class of states the construction of whichresembling the situation for critical quasi-free bosonjs-s
is inspired by a renormalization scheme. Consider a tree teriems. The validity of an area law follows trivially from con-
sor network with the physical sites at the end. This can bestruction, so the technical part in the argument amounts to
efficiently contracted. Yet, when decimating, say, two spin showing that a model s critical. In ré®this is shown by em-
of one layer to a single “superspin” in the next layer in a sin-ploying a quantum-classical-correspondence: Take aiclass
gle step of arenormalization procedure, one loses infaomat  cal two-body spin Hamiltonian of the for#i (o4, ...,0n) =
information about the state. The idea of a MERA ansatz is t sy, j)—1 7(0,0;), 0; = 1,...,d. This Hamiltonian will
allow for disentangling unitarieseffectively removing entan- have at some inverse temperatgre> 0 a partition function
glement from a state, before doing a renormalizationstep. 7z = > e~PH(7) . From this classical partition function,

More specifically, consider a cubic latticd. = a quantum state can be constructed by using the Boltzmann
{1,...,N}*P in some dimensiorD, embodyingN? sites.  weights as superposition coefficients,
Each sitej € L is associated with a physical system with )
Hilbert spaceC?. The MERA is essentially a unitary network _ e BH(o1,oN) /2150 SN
of depthO(log(N)), preparings/) from |0)®¥ . It consists of r.p) Z\/? Z o1, 0m)

015--,0N

layers of isometries —performing the renormalization step

and disentanglers, which minimize the entanglement in eacfihis state vector has the properties that for diagonal ebser
step before the next renormalization step. This renormaliz ables, it gives rise to the same expectation values and-corre
tion step may be labeled with a fictitous time parameter. Eachation functions as the corresponding classical model dbes

of the unitary disentangled$ < U(d™) in the disentangling has a simple representation as a PEPS¥ot: d, and it is—

layer has a finite support an sites. In the simplest possible as any PEPS—the ground state of a local Hamiltonian. The
realization of a MERA this would bex = 2. The unitaries classical model can then be chosen such that the appropriate
can be taken to be different in each layer, and also differendecay of correlation functions follows. This constructibe:

from each other within the layer. Unlike PEPS, they do notlivers critical spin models that nevertheless satisfy @ daw.
give rise to strictly translationally invariant statesenuf all
unitaries are taken to be identical in each layer.

Such a procedure can be defined for cubic lattices of ang. Quenches and non-equilibrium dynamics
dimensionD. In D = 1, one does in fact not observe an
area law, but typically a logarithmic divergence of the eata A physical setting that receives a lot of attention in
glement entropy, quite like in critical spin systems. Indlee the recent literature is the one of non-equilibrium dy-
the MERA ansatz as a scale invariant ansatz is expected ffamics of quantum many-body systems. A specif-
be suitable to approximate critical systems well, and nemerically interesting setting is the one of a sudden
ical simulations based on the MERA ansatz corroborate thiguench?:26:38.39.40.51,55,61,69,72,73,74,77,106,1321812192,229
intuition 8%.7>:179n more than one dimensio®, > 1, MERA  Here, the initial condition is the non-degenerate ground
satisfy again an area law, as a moment of thought revealstate of some local Hamiltoniaf/, with state vectors)).
Then, one suddenly (locally) alters the system parameters
to a new Hamiltoniari/. Since|)) will typically no longer
be an eigenvalue of/, one arrives at a non-equilibrium
ments only has been pursued in i4€?, giving rise to a wealth of new  sjtuation: The state vector’s time evolution is simply give
measurement-based quantum computational modgiss also highlights by (1)) = eiitv|w>. Studies of instances of such complex

how the disadvantage of having no classical efficient desen can be non-equilibrium manv-bodv dynamicand questions of
made an advantage: One can at each instance of the computatieffi- q Yy y ay q

ciently compute the outcome, but on a physical system ieglthis model ~ the dynamics of quantum phase transitioase enjoying a
one could efficiently simulate any quantum computer. renaissance recently, not the least due to the advent of the
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high degree of control over quantum lattice systems witk col on ground state entanglement in disordered systems. Wherea

atoms in optical lattice® one obtains from Lieb-Robinson bound the estimate in time
For finite times, infinitequenched systensatisfy an area
law in the entanglement entro¥)?%:8° (strictly speaking S(p1(t)) < colt| + 1

whenever one considers time evolution under local finite- . . .

dimensional Hamiltonians starting from product states)r F fqr sun_able constantsy,c; > 0, In the_dlsordered one-
finite systems this holds true for times that are sufficientl o_IlmenS|onaI XY spin chain this bound is replaced by the
small compared to the system size over the speed of sounﬁghter bound
Thg intuition is that _when _suddenly switching to a new H_amil- S(p1(t)) < colog(N|t]) + e,

tonian, local excitations will be created. These excitatiwill

propagate through the lattice, but—except from an exponeragain for appropriate constaffsThis means that due to
tially suppressed tail—at most with the Lieb-Robinson eelo quenched disorder, the growth of entanglement is merely log
ity of Theoren{§20:6%.106.107This is yet again a consequence arithmic in time, not linear. There is an intuitive explapat

for the approximate locality in quantum lattice systems, re for this: The linear sound cone provided by the Lieb-Robimso
minding of the situation in relativity and implies that cela- bounds is replaced by a logarithmically growing or even a
tions can only slowly build up, resulting in an area theoremconstant one, leading to a suppressed entanglement propaga

In turn, such a quench does in general give rise to a lineation. A similar behavior is observed under time-dependent
increase in the entanglement entropy, a statement thaivs pr fluctuating disorde?

ably correct, and has been encountered in numerous numeri-

cal studies on quenched non-equilibrium systé#§:51.69.192

In fact, finite subsystems can locally relax in time, to appeaH. Topological entanglement entropy

as if they were in a thermal statéThese results may be sum-

marized in the following statement. The topological entanglement entropy is a quantity that is

constructed in a fashion that enables it to characteriza-qua

tum many-body states that exhilvitpological order a con-

cept introduced in refé#:215(see also ref?!). On both sides

of a critical point in a system undergoing a quantum phase

transition, the quantum many-body system may have a differ-

ent kind of quantum order; but this order is not necessarily
S(p1(t)) < cos(I) + . (31) one thatis characterized by a local order parameter: In sys-

tems of, say, two spatial dimensions, topological order may

Specifically, this is true for any local Hamiltonian on a cu- occur. Topological order manifests itself in a degenerdcy o

bic lattice in dimensiorD. This means that for any constant the ground state manifold that depends on the topology of

time, the entanglement entropy satisfies what is called @a ar the entire system and the quasi-particle excitations thews

law. In turn, there are product initial state vectot$) of  an exotic type of anyonic quasi-particle statistics. Thase

one-dimensional spin chains, local Hamiltonialisand con-  features that make topologically ordered systems infieigest

Theorem 15 (Arealawsin non-equilibrium systems) Let

|1) be a product initial state vector, anH a local Hamilto-
nian. Then, for any timeé > 0 there exist constants), c; > 0
such that for any subset the entanglement entropy of the
time evolved reductiop; of p(t) = e~ 1)) (h|e!*H satisfies

stantsco, c3, c4, Lo, S0, to > 0 such that for quantum computation, when exactly this degeneracy can
be exploited in order to achieve a quantum memory robust

S(pr(t)) = cat + c3, against local fluctuations. They even allow in theory for ro-
for L > Lo ands > sy andto < t < cus,for I = {1,...,s}. bust instances of quantum computation, then referred to as

topological quantum computatic-13*
Thatis, for any fixed time, one encounters an area law for  The topological entanglement entropy is now designed
the entanglement entropy, but the prefactor can grow lipear as an instrument to detect such topological order. In-
in time. In fact, by a suitable choice of blocks, one can showroduced in refé3%137 it received significant attention

sible for the hardness of simulating time evolution of quamt  tween positive topological entanglement entropy and togol

many-body systems using instances of the DMRG approactical quantum order are discussed in¥e.

to represent such states faithfully, exponential resauece In ref13% a disc in the plané is considered with boundary

then required. Similar bounds give rise to statements on thength L. This disk is thought to be much larger than the cor-

minimal time needed in order to prepare states with topelogirelation length, and it is hence assumed that an “area law” in

cal order using local Hamiltoniars. the above sense holds. The entanglement entropy ofill
There is an interestinpcalization effecof entanglement then have the form

under quenched disorder, linking to the previous discussio
S(pr) = aL — v+ O(1), (32)

where the last term vanishes in the liniit— ooc. The pref-
16 The interesting situation of locally perturbing tetateand hence gener- actoro_z IS non-l_mlversal and U|traV|_0|et c_ilvergent. However,
ating a non-equilibrium situation has also been consideredfs39.73.74 v > 0is an additive constant which is universal and character-
where an area law is always expected to hold. izes a global feature of the entanglement in the ground.state
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This quantity is referred to a®pological entanglement en- respectively, with non-trivial support on four spins each,
tropy in ref22% To avoid ambiguities when distinguishing the where as before?, s, o7 denote the Pauli operators sup-
constant term from the linear one in g.1(32) ¥&makes use ported oni. The Hamiltonian of the system—a local
of the following construction: The plane is divided into fou Hamiltonian—is then taken to be

regions, each of them being large compared to the corralatio

length. A, B andC are arranged as neighboring each other H=- Z As — ZBp-

in three identical subparts of a disk is the exterior of the s P

disk. The respective reductions to the parts are denotgd as
andp 4 g to regionsA and jointly A and B, respectively. The
topological entropyStope is then defined as

This is a gapped and frustration-free Hamiltonian. It i®als

straightforward to verify that for any closed pattthe oper-

ator [ | ., 0; commutes with all operators in e@.{34). The
Stopo = S(pa)+ S(ps) + S(pc) (33)  ground state manifold depends on the topology of the lattice

— S(paB) — S(psc) — S(pac) + S(pasc). and is in the chosen case four-fold degenerate. The topolog-

. i L _ ) ical entanglement entropy, evaluated for this toric codéest

This is a linear combination of entropies of reductions,-con ivesy = log(2). The ground states can readily be cast into a

structed specifically in a way such that the dependencies O%EPS language, as has been done iR%efAn analysis how

the length of the respective boundaries of regions cantel. kopological orde’r can be grasped in a language of entangle-

is not directly meant as an information theoretical qugntit ,ont renormalization or MERA has been performed intref.

although the differences of entropies resembling a mutual i |nqeeq; the topological degrees of freedom can then be dis-
formation expression. Also, slightly different definit®with  4j1ed to the top of the tensor network.

similar properties are conceivable, and indeed, the inepe A equally important explicit and closely related model is
dent proposal of re¥’ makes use of an alternative combina- the loop model on a honeycomb lattics ref3% Ground

tion of entropies. The important aspect here is the above meiya a5 of more general string-net lattice models can also
tioned cancellation of the boundary term. Taking the bedravi jfon pe expressed in terms of remarkably simple tensor

as in eq.[(3P) for granted, one indeed finds networks3226 Entanglement entropies dbpological color
Stopo = —1- codeg? have been studied in reté!. Equivalents of the topo-
, L . . logical entanglement entropy for finite temperature—where
From the waySropo is constructed it is a topological invari- the very robustness can be probed—have been considered
ant, and depends only on a universal quantity (unaltered Uny,q jntroduced in ref¢.12% Notably, for Gibbs states it stil
_der sm_ooth deformations, as _Iong as one stays away from crify akes sense to consider quantities of the type as ifLek. (33),
ical points), and on the fashion how the regions are located, \yith the respective entropies being replaced by mutual
with _respect tc_) each other, but not. on their specmc geomet%formationsgrasping correlations instead of entangfeees
(again assuming that the correlation length is much smallegjigeyssed in detail in Secti@d V. It is found that the intaypl
the regions and does not matter). Interestingly, topoBIGIC pepyeen thermal effects, topological order and the sizeef t
order is hence a global property that is detected by the entafyice indeed give rise to well-defined scaling relations.
glement gntropy. _This construqtipn can alsq readily be used ¢ study of entanglement entropies in fractional quan-
in numerical studies. The explicit computation how the en-,,, 5|l states in a spherical geometry has been initiated in
tanglement entropy detects the presence of topologicalrord ref190: in ref22’ Abelian Laughlin states as well adoore-
in an actually time-dependent model undergoing a quanturkeaq stateiave been considered, where also rigorous up-
phase transition from a spin-polarized to a topologically 0 e hounds foparticle entanglement entropiésve been de-
dered phase has been systematically explored #s&irther 4 particle partitioning entanglement in itinerantrypa
stre_ngthgmng the flndmg_s of réf . particle systems has been studied in%é&f. The MPS rep-
Since its proposal, this and related quantities have beefgentation of the Laughlin wave function has been derived
conS|dereq ina numper of contexts. A natural candidate t, f119 The tolopogical entanglement of integer quantum
explore this concept is thieric code stateof ref*: Con- o) states has been computed in ¥, Similar quantities in

sider for this a square lattice= {1,...,n}** with periodic  chem-simons theoriesthe best understood topological field
boundary conditions, and place the physical two-dimerm8ion {heories have been identified in f8f. The suggestion that
quantum spins on the vertices of this lattiéeThis lattice is the full spectrum offf in p; = e~ should be considered

tiled int_o two sublattices ofdif_ferent color, r_ed and _vvhiEa/- to detect topological order has been proposed i#3%efAs
ery whitep and red plaguette s then associated with one of eing certified by this list of recent developments, studies

the commuting operators entanglement entropies as indicators of topological oader
still under rapid development.
As= ][] o7, Bo=]] 7. (34) P P
jEDs jEID

I. Relationship to black hole entropy

17 Equivalently, one can place the physical spins on the edgg$oamulate . A$ mentioned before, one of the partlcularly Intriguing mo-
the operatorg A, } and{B,} as being non-trivially supported on the re- tivations for the study of area laws of the entanglement en-

spective four spins associated with vertices and placgiette tropy is the suspected relationship to the area-dependence



20

of the black hole entropy. Th8ekenstein-Hawking area V. AREA LAWS FOR CLASSICAL SYSTEMS AND FOR
lawt?:16:1985ggests that black hole carries an entropy that iSOTAL CORRELATIONS

proportional to itshorizon areaA,
A. Classical harmonic systems

Sgy = ) Throughoutthis article, we have been concerned with quan-
4Gh tum systems on a lattice. What if we have classical systems
) ) ) ) ~on alattice, could one still expect an area law to hold? Ob-
Hence, according to this relationship, the (thermodynathic yjously, the concept of entanglement is no longer meaningfu
entropy of_a blgck hole is just a quarter of its area measured ia|so. the Shannon entropy of, say, the marginal distriloutib
Planck units?i.e., wherk = c = G = h = 1. Forthe sumof 3 distinguished regiom would not quantify correlations in a
this black hole entropy and the matter entrdfpjurer a second  yegsonable fashion. Whatis worse, in case of harmoniciclass
law of thermodynamics is proposed to hold. Such a generaly| systems on a lattice, when thinking in terms of phasesspac
ized second law of thermodynamics led to the suggestion thadg|is. this quantity is burdened with the usual Gibbs para-
one would have a “spherical entropy bound” for matter: Ingox. However, it does make perfect sense to talk ablassi-
asymptotically flat spacetime, any weakly gravitating att 5| correlations in classical systefrttie appropriate quantity
system would satisfvarer < 27k Er/(he), interestingly not  grasping such correlations being the mutual information:
containingG. E denotes the total mass energy of the system, Given a probability distributiop on the latticeL, one can
whereas- stands for the smallest radius of a sphere that congyantify the correlations between the marginals with respe
tains the matter system at hand: The range in which one cag g distinguished regiof and its complemen® by means
expect the validity of such a law is discussed in#ef. of the mutual information It tells us how much information
The linear relationship between the boundary area andan be obtained o® from measurements ih, and equally
the (thermodynamical) entropy—formally, the two equasion on I by measurements i@. This quantity enjoyes a number
look identical —suggests that one may expect a close relef very natural properties. The mutual information is alway
tionship between these area laws: On the on hand, for thpositive—there can be no negative correlations—and wiltva
(von-Neumann) entanglement entropy of a subregion of a freish exactly if the probability distribution factorizes, which
quantum field in flat space time, on the other hand for thecase one can not learn anything ab6ufrom I. Given the
black hole entropy. This intriguing connection was first-sug marginalsp; andpo of the probability distributiom on I and
gested and explored in ref$1%*and extended in ref&:113212 O respectively, the mutual information is defined as
Indeed, there are physical arguments that make the reduc-
tion of the situation of having a scalar field in a static spher I(I:0) = S(pr)+ S(po) — S(p), (35)

cally symmetric space-time to a scalar field in flat space ime e heres(p) = — 3, p; log,(p;) is the standard informa-

> s . )
plausiblex® The exact status of the relationship between thes%On theoreticaBhannof entropyit is noteworthy that the mu-

quantities (or to what extent they are re!ated_by orig_irgatin_ tual information does not suffer from the Gibbs paradoxon as
frc_)m acommon cause—the general locality of interactioms) | will be shown below. How does the mutual information scale
still subject to debaté? . . o . .
) ) . with the size of a region in case of a harmonic coupled classi-

This relationship has even been employed to take steps igg| system? The subsequent statement clarifies this situati

computing the entanglement entropy in higher-dimensionatonsider aclassical harmonic lattice systemith Hamilto-
conformal field theories: The AdS/CFT correspondence—jan

relating ad + 2-dimensional anti de Sitter (AdS) space to
ad + 1-dimensional conformal field theory (CF—3I'%2—2_—has H— 1(2195 n Z :vjVj,kxk), (36)
been made use of to study the Bekenstein formula in the AdS 2

contexti®2183see also ref®. In this way, the above formula
is used as a tool to compute the geometric entropy in a plawhere nowz = (z1,...,zy) andp = (p1,...,py) are
sible fashion in situations where the exact computatiorots n the vectors of classical position and momentum variables
known to be possible using the tools of conformal field theoryof classical oscillators arranged on a cubic lattite =

The holographic principle—dating back to work in {l,---,N}*”. The phase space coordinates are then
refs114.19 _goes even further, and suggests that generally, alfz, p). The matrixV” € RI*/*I%] with a finite-ranged interac-
information that is contained in a volume of space can be reption defines the interaction.
resented by information that resides on the boundary of that The state of the system is defined by the phase space den-
region. For an extensive review, see #2f. sity, so aclassical distributionp : RY " 5 R*. For any

non-zero inverse temperatuse> 0, this phase space distri-
bution is nothing but

18 For a short general review on this connection see e.g28réér a calcula- pp(&) = ie—ﬁH(ﬁ)’ 7 — / dge_BH(O.

tion of the one-loop correction to the Bekenstein-Hawkimgrapy in the
presence of matter fields and its relationship to the gedenetitropy see . . . .
ref1%7 and for an entanglement-based view of the Bekenstein-gwk 10 define the mutual information, following the standard-pro

entropy law see reféL:.182 cedure, we split the phase space into cubic cells each with a

JjEL j,keL
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volume h2N” | with h > 0 being some constant. From the someg > 0 for classical or quantum syster%.The relevant
phase space space density, we can then identify a discregiantity grasping correlations is again the mutual infarame
probability distribution, from an average of the phase spac

density over these cellp; = [, d¢p(€) for j € L. The dis- I(I:0) = S(p1) + S(po) — S(p), (37)
crete classical entropy is then defined as the Shannon gntro

of this probability distribution as thereS stands either for the von-Neumann quantum entropy,

or for the Shannon entropy of the probability distributidine
classical variant was first discussed in¥&fthe quantum ver-
Sc(h) = - Zpi log, (pj)- sion in refs#*45 Ref#4 introduces this quantity to avoid di-
jerL vergencies of the entanglement entropy in quantum field the-
ory: In a similar fashion as above, regulators will in fach€a

We now come back to the situation of having a lattice SYS<el each other, and the familiaitraviolet divergence in the

tem with an interior/ and an exteriolO. The respective : A
discrete classical entropies are definedsag:) and So(h). quantum field limitisappears.

. . / Interestingly, a general statement on the scaling of corre-
Obv_lously, the V"?"“es O.f t_hese entropies \.N'” .depend on th(_Fations at ngny-zer(g) temperature in terms of €qJ (37) can be
choice ofh, and in the limith — 0, they will diverge, log-

arithmically in h. This is a familiar observation in classi- derived which holds for any spin model with local dimension

cal statistical physics, the divergence being resolvechén t d (see page 295 of ré? and the subsequéRt):

third law of thermodynamics. Here, we are, however, inter-Theorem 17 (Classical correlationsat non-zero temper ature)
ested in classical correlations, as being quantified in $ermconsider a classical or a quantum system with finite local
of the mutual information which in the limit o — 0  dimension d defined on a translation-invariant lattice
is well-defined. Hence we can define tblassical mutual ¢ — (L, E). Consider the Gibbs state at some inverse
information of a harmonic lattice systeas I(I : O) =  temperatured > 0 of a local HamiltonianH with two-site
limp, 0 (S1(h) + So(h) = Sc(h)). We are now in the posi-  interactions. In the classical case, where each of thedatti
tion to state the area theorem for classical harmonic sygfem gjies corresponds to a spin with configuration spage

Theorem 16 (Correlationsin classical harmonic systems) I(I:0) < |s(I)|log(d). (38)
Consider a harmonic lattice system with Hamiltonian as in
eq. [36) on a general lattic&' = (L, E). Then the classical
mutual information/(I : O) of the Gibbs state at some
inverse temperaturg > 0 satisfies an area law, I(1:0) < Bl|h| |s(1)], (39)

For a quantum system with local Hilbert spacgé, the mu-
tual information satisfies the area law

I(I:0) = 0(s(I)). where||h| is the largest eigenvalue of all Hamiltonians across
the boundary of andO.
The interesting aspect of this prébis that it relates this

question of thelassicalmutual information to a quantity that ~ This statement is valid in remarkable generality, given the
arises in the quantum case in case where the coupling matrimplicity of the argument. We will focus on quantum systems
V, is replaced by/2, and is hence a simple corollary of ear- in the following. One can write the Hamiltoniali having

lier results onquantum systemsow with a coupling that is  two-site interactions all = H; + Hp + Ho, whereH; and
replaced by the squared coupling matrix. Hencegaahtum  Ho collect all interaction terms within the regions, whereas
proof’ can be applied to establish a statement on classical latt s stands for terms connecting the two regions. The Gibbs
tice systems. The lesson to learn is that whenever one h&ateps for some inverse temperatuge> 0 minimizes the
local interactions—even in classical systems—one shootld n free energyi'(p) = tr[H p] — S(p)/3. Clearly, therefore,

be too surprised if this manifests itself in an area law in the
correlations. F(pg) < F(pr ® po),

fromwhichI(I: O) < ptr[Ha(pr®po—pp)| is obtained. As
the right hand side depends only on terms coupling the inside
B. Classical correlations quantum spin models to the outside, i.e surface terms, da.](39) follows stréght
wardly. A naive limit3 — oo will not yield an area law for
The situation is even simpler for finite-dimensional con-zero temperature, as the right hand side ofleg. (39) theriglea
stituents. Indeed, quite in contrast to the overburderéobt  diverges, but for any finite temperature, one obtains a bound
nicalities that render the question of area laws in higher-
dimensional quantum systems at zero temperature so difficul
the situation can here be clarified with hardly any mathematvi. CONNECTION TO SIMULATABILITY
ics at all: An elegant, but simple argument shows that total
correlations in quantum (and classical) systems at noo-zer There is an intimate connection between area laws for the
temperatures always satisfy an area law. This is a statemeahtanglement entropy and questions of the simulatabifity o
on correlations—not entanglement, in contrast to the discu quantum many-body systems. The fact that there is “little en
sion of SubsectionIV.D— in thermal states = e =7 /Z for ~ tanglement” in a system that satisfies an area law is at tree cor
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of the functioning of so powerful numerical techniques as th variational method, where the optimization problem
density-matrix renormalization groufPMRG) methods. To .

describe the large research field of numerical simulatien us minimize  (y[|H|y), (40)
ing DMRG-type methods would be beyond the scope of the subject to |y) € (C4)®N,

present review. Instead, we will concentrate on the diedetr _ ) ) )
tionship between the “effective degrees of freedom” thasmu impractical already because of its exponentially largsitda

be considered when classically describing quantum systemsSel IS replaced by a variant of an optimization problem aver
polynomially large set

minimize (Y| H 1), (41)

subject to [¢) € (C4)®V is an MPS vector of dimensioR.
A. Numerical simulations with the density-matrix ) _ ) )
renormalization group method In this variant, or—more accurately—in each of these vasian

one does not attempt in one go to identify the global optimum,

This connection is particularly clear in one-dimensional_bUt rather effectively iteratively solves for the local megs

systems, that is for quantum spin chains. Indeed, one can s&y _olved. Suc_h an fteration W'”_then certainly cor_lv_erglb@t
rictly speaking not necessarily to the global minimu#h).

that the fact that ground states of gapped systems satisfy
area law—and to a lesser extent that critical systems merely
have a '09?‘”“‘”“ divergence of the entarjglemer]t entropy—B. Approximation of states with matrix-product states
is responsible for the success of the density-matrix reabrm

ization approach. Matrix-product states also satisfy a-one
dimensional area law. As MPS are underlying the DMRG
approach this suggest that the entanglement content ofea sta{lj.

and the best possible performance of a DMRG approach “Aatters whether or not the true ground state satisfies an area

be intimately linked. law or not. In the light of previous discussions, this connec
Historically, DMRG was born out of an idea of renormal- tion is not that surprising any more: After all MPS satisfy an
ization, where one iteratively identifies the relevant mr area law for the entang|emententropy_ Hence, one aims at ap-
of freedom, grasping the essential physics of the problemgroximating ground states with states that have in thisesens
when going from one step of the procedure to the next ongjttie entanglement, and those states can be well apprdgina
This general idea goes back to theal-space renormaliza- py MPS that satisfy an area law in the first place.
tion group approachpresented in re¥in the mid 1970ies. " This connection has been hinted at already in the first work
This approach was particularly successful in the numesisal  on DMRG2L where the spectrum of the half chain has been
sessment of the Kondo problem, whereas for other problemgonsidered and put into relationship with theincation er-
results were not quite what was hoped for. The birth of theor” in DMRG. This is a key figure of merit of the quality of
DMRG approach as such was related to a clear analysis of thgn approximation in a step, so unity minus the weight of those
strengths and weaknesses of the real-space renormaiizatiarms being kept in a step of the iteration.
group approach to study the low-energy properties of quantu  This connection between the decay of spectral values of

many-body system&? Ref is seen as the manuscript in half chains, the more rapid the decay the better can DMRG
which the DMRG method has actually been introduced. Slnc%erform’ has been made more precise and fleshed out in

then, this method has seen a standard method in the numefif 166 |n refl36 the relationship to criticality in this con-

cal study of strongly correlated quantum many-body systemsext has been emphasized. RE&is a short review on this

For a recent review, see ré¥, question. In more recent quantitative approaches, thenapti
Initially, the formulation of DMRG was based on the above approximation that can possibly be obtained by a MPS of a

renormalization idea. However, in the following years it be given D is considered. Let us denote witiiy = (C?)*~

came clear that DMRG generates matrix-product states-an iihe Hilbert space of a quantum chain of lengéh MPS are

sight that has been reported in #%for the thermodynamical considered as defined in e§.{29) for open boundary condi-

limit of DMRG, and in refs?* for finite-size DMRG meth- tions. Given a family{|¢y)}x of state vectors, it is said

ods with the latter placing a particular emphasis on exploitthat it can be approximated efficiently by MRSfor ev-

ing a rotational symmetry in variational approaches. ¥8&f. eryd > 0 there exists a sequen¢ey p(n)) of MPS with

gives a relatively early exhaustive overview over variagio D(NN) = O(polys(N)) such that

ansatzes with matrix-product states and the relationskip w

the DMRG idea. Ret®! already hinted at the possibility for o) (Wnl = [N, D) (On ol <6,

treating period boundary conditions in the MPS picture buiyhere|.||, denotes the usual trace-norm. In contrast, it is said

chose translation invariant matrices. B%frelaxed this con- that this sequenaeannot be approximated efficiently by MPS
straint to demonstrate that a suitable formulation sigauifity

outperforms standard DMRG for periodic boundary condi-
tions in terms of memory requirements.

Hence, DMRG—in its several variants—can be seen as & For mixed state simulations, see r&2%3

Any such method, can then only be as good as the best
ossible MPS can approximate the true ground state at hand.
his, in fact, is related to the entanglement content, it itha
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if there exists somé > 0 such that no sequence of MPS with DMRG. The increase in the entanglement content also even-
D(N) growing polynomially can approximate)(¢)| uptoa tually limits classical simulations ofuantum adiabatic al-

small errors in trace-norm®. gorithmsbased on MPS, which nevertheless perform often
. - . . impressively well (for a careful numerical analysis, seg,,e
Theorem 18 (Approximatability with MPS) Consider ref?). It is interesting to note, however, that this complexity

sequences of state vectofB)n)}y € Hy of a quantum  does not necessarily translate in the difficulty of follog/the
chain of lengthV, and denote as before the reduced state oftime-evolution of specific observables when evolving them i
ablockl = {1,...,n} of lengthn with p;. If the sequence the Heisenberg picturaising t-DMRG. Then, in some cases
of p; satisfies an area law for a Renyi entrofy for o < 1, the Heisenberg time evolution can be carried out exactly for
finite bond dimension and arbitrary long tim&4,174.226
Salpr) = O(1), N ,
There are numerical simulation methods that allow for the
then the sequencéyy)}n is efficiently approximable by simulation of certain quantum states that do not satisfyraa a
MPS. In contrast, if the von-Neumann entrofy(p;) = law. MERA already allows for a logarithmic divergence of the
Q(n), so grows at least linearly with the block size, then it entanglement entropy in one-dimensional systems. Weaighte
cannot be approximated efficiently by MPS. This means thajraphs state based approaée its 1-D variant, theenor-
states satisfying a volume law cannot be approximated. Thealization algorithm with graph enhancem&#tcan cope
same holds true if any Renyi entrofly for somen > 1 grows  with instances of volume laws for the entanglement entropy,
at least asS,(pr) = Q(n") for somex < 1. Otherwise, the the latter in 1-D the former in arbitrary spatial dimensions
connection is undetermined, in that examples both for appro Early work on the simulation of a particular kind of discrete
imable and inapproximable states can be found. time evolution, namely the application of random unitany ci
cuits, suggests that this may be a promising approach for the
This statement clarifies the connection between the entartefficient simulation of quantum many-body systems beyond
glement content and the possibility of describing stateb wi area laws”.
matrix-product states. The validity of an area law implieett . ) .
there is sufficiently little entanglement in the state sucitt e end this subsection with a note rather from the com-
an economical description in terms of matrix-product stige ~ Puter science than from the physics perspective: The fatt th
possible. The enormous success of DMRG is related to th@ true ground state is well-approximated by an MPS does,
fact that gapped systems satisfy an area law. Even if the sy$trictly speaking, not necessarily mean that DMRG will also
tem is critical, the logarithmic divergence still allowsrfa  €fficiently find this best approximation. In practice, DMRG
relatively economical description in terms of matrix-ppeti  Works well, and it typically produces good and reasonable re
states. The fact that Renyi-entropies forsmaller than or sults. I_t is rgmarkable how We_II this approximation is found
larger than unity feature here may be seen rather as a te¢hnid" the iterative scheme as being pursued by any DMRG al-
detail. The general message is clear: The area-like erangl90fithm: After all, the full problem eq[{41) is a non-convex
ment scaling, with or without small corrections, allows éor ~ Polynomial global optimization problem of very high order
efficient approximation irD for matrix-product states. ((¢|H) is of degreeN? in D). Still, by local variations
To reiterate the point made in Subsecfion IV.G: Quencheo‘?‘nd sweeping one ach_leves very good.results. The yltlmate
non-equilibrium systems can indeed fall exactly into thieca €aSON for this impressive performance is yet to be ultilpate
gory of having an effectively linearly growing block entspp  understood.
so are characterized by a volume law for the entanglement en- Having said that, the worst case complexity of the problem

tropy. More precisely, we face the interesting situatioat th ¢ inging the best approximation can be computationally dif
while for each time, we have an area lawrinthe constantin 0,1t in the sense of computer science. In fact, the class of
the upper bound grows in time such that for a suitable Cho'c‘f)roblem of keeping some matrices fixed and varying over a

for the sub-block, one arrives effectively at a volume la/, a fnite sypset has in worst case instances that are NPSAard.
made precise in Theoreml15. This has severe practical impli, non_translation invariant settings, one even finds thaté

: could efficiently identify the best possible MPS approxima-
dependent version of DMR®an very accurately keep track 4o one could solve efficiently NP-hard problef§&Even

of the dynamics of the system. This is a variant in which ong, e strongly put, the problem of approximating the ground

essentially makes a Lie-Trotter approximation of the tiv@ e 5t energy of a system composed of a chain of qguantum sys-
lution operator, and then approximates in each time step thg, .« is QMA-complete.

resulting state vector by an MPS, going back to?éf. The

functioning of this algorithm can essentially be tracedkaac This should be seen as a warning sign: The functioning of
the observation that an arbitrarily good approximationh#® t variational algorithms such as DMRG is essentially based on
propagator can be established with polynomial computation heuristics, and in worst case one can encounter hard preblem
resources in the system siZ8.In time, however, one will The energy landscape is then so rugged that one gets stuck in
eventually encounter typically an exponential increasthé local optima. Still, while it is important to acknowledgeath
number of degrees of freedom to be kept in order to faithfulfDMRG is strictly speaking not certifiable, it is still trueah
describe the state. This eventually limits the time up toalvhi it works very well in practice and is one of the pillars of the
one can numerically simulate time evolution using a varidnt numerical assessment of strongly correlated systems in 1-D



C. Implications on higher-dimensional simulations

For higher dimensional systems, tensor-product states or
PEPS, as well as those of MERA, satisfy area laws, as has
been discussed in Subsection IV.F. This fact suggests that
when minimizing(y|H|) for an N x N-lattice subject to

1) € (C4)®N* being a PEPS or MERA described by polyno-
mially many real parameters, one encounters a good approxi-
mation whenever the system at hand already satisfies an area
law. In the light of the fact that even critical two-dimens#&
systems can satisfy an area law, this would mean that they can
be well-described by PEPS or MERA described by relatively
few parameters. Numerical work in case of PEPS indicates
that this is indeed the cag&147.200

A rigorous result similar to Theorem118, yet, is still lack-
ing for PEPS or MERA. The intuition developed so far, how-
ever, is in one way or the other quite certainly right: When-
ever an area law is satisfied, PEPS with small bond dimension
should give rise to a reasonably good approximation. Here,
subtle aspects are rather connected to the fact that thé exac
contraction of the tensor networks of PEPS, and hence the
computation of expectation values, is inefficient, and #yat
proximate contractions have to be employed. Suitable sub-
sets, such as the class sifing states can always be effi-
ciently contracted, giving rise to very promising variai#
sets in higher-dimensional systeA$$ The method in re2’
also gives rise to certifiable approximations of 2-D ground
states for a class of models, exploiting quasi-adiabatic ev
lutions.

As before, one has to distinguish the variational set as
such from the computational method of varying over this set.
Usually, one has to find practical and heuristically suiabl
methods of solving a global optimization problem over many
variables. Several strategies may be followed when varying
over suitable sets to simulate higher-dimensional styoom-
related systems: One may ukeal variations such as in
DMRG, imaginary time evolutionor flow method®, mak-
ing use of gradient flow and optimal control ideas to vary
over the manifold of unitary gates that describe the vamieti
set of states at hand. For MERA, the same intuition should
hold true. Here, the approaches implemented so far are fq-
cused on one-dimensional syste®#$>1’but the ideas are
also applicable in higher dimensions. It would be an interes
ing approach to systematically explore the performanckef t
simulation of higher-dimensional strongly correlatedtsyss
using a MERA approach.
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local lattice models always satisfy an area law?

e In higher dimensional systems, critical systems can
both satisfy and violate an area law. What are further
conditions to ensure that critical systems satisfy an area
law? What is the exact role of the Fermi surface in the
study of area laws in fermionic critical models?

e Can one compute scaling laws for the mutual informa-
tion for quasi-free systems?

e For what 1-D models beyond quasi-free and conformal
settings can one find rigorous expressions for the entan-
glement entropy?

e Under what precise conditions do quenched disordered
local models lead to having “less entanglement”?

e What are the further perspectives of using conformal
methods for systems with more than one spatial dimen-
sion?

e Can the link between the Bekenstein formulain the AdS
context and the scaling of geometric entropies in con-
formal field theories be sharpened?

e To what extent is having a positive topological entropy
and encountering topological order one to one?

e How can the relationship between satisfying an area law
and the efficient approximation of ground states with
PEPS be rigorously established?

e What efficiently describable states satisfy an area law,
such that one can still efficiently compute local proper-
ties?

e Are there further instances for 1-D systems satisfying
an area law that allow for certifiable approximations in
terms of matrix-product states?

These questions only touch upon the various perspectiaés th
pen up in this context. The quantitative study of a research
rea that could be called “Hamiltonian complexf¥/fs just
eginning to emerge. The puzzle of how complex quantum
many-body systems are, and how many effective degrees of
freedom are exploited by nature, is still one of the intrigi
topics in the study of interacting quantum systems.
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In this appendix we briefly present an important techni-
cal result concerning the asymptotic behavior of Toeplitz
matriceg’.

20.

Lemma 1 (Fisher-Hartwig) Consider a sequence af x n 21

Toeplitz matrice4 7, },, with entries(7},); ; = (Tn)i—;,
22,
Ti= o [ a6
=5 o g ) 23.

generated by : [0,27) — C. Letg be of the form

25.

R 26.

9(®) = b(e) [] to. (@ — ¢ )tta, (¢ — 6), 20
r=t 28.

with t5(¢) = e #8079y, = (2 — 2cos(¢))®, Rea) >
—1/2,andb : [0,27) — C a smooth non-vanishing function
with winding number zero. Th&w?%:140 for |Re(w,.)| < 1/2 30
and|Re€3,)| < 1/20r R =1, a = 0 |[REP)| < 5/2, the

asymptotic behavior of the determinantiof is given by 31

ey, SLINT YT

33.

whereE = O(1) inn and

34.

27
G =exp (i/ de¢ 1og(b(¢))) . 35.
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