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Quantum Darwinism builds on decoherence theory to explain the emergence of classical behavior
within a quantum universe. We demonstrate that the differential geometric underpinnings of quantum
mechanics provide a uniquely informative window into the structure of correlations needed to validate
Quantum Darwinism. This leads us to two crucial insights about the emergence of classical phenomenol-
ogy, centered around the nullity of quantum discord. First, we show that the so-called branching structure
of the joint state of system and environment is the only one compatible with zero discord. Second, we
prove that for small, but nonzero discord, the structure of the globally pure state is arbitrarily close to
the branching form. These provide strong evidence that this class of branching states is the only one
compatible with the emergence of classical phenomenology, as described in Quantum Darwinism.

Why does the world appear classical? Despite striking
successes in describing our quantum universe, understand-
ing the quantum-to-classical transition is still an enigma.
The core issue originates in understanding the emergence
of macroscopic, predominantly classical, behavior from the
specificity of microscopic quantum dynamics. More than
a century after its development, quantum mechanics now
offers a plethora of techniques to exploit when probing
the classical limit: ~ → 0 approaches (saddle point ap-
proximations in path-integrals and WKB theory), coherent
states, and high-temperature thermal states are a few that
come to mind.

More recently, the rise of quantum information the-
ory (QI), with its improved understanding of exquisitely-
quantum resources, including entanglement and coherence,
brought new concepts and powerful technical tools into
this mix. Within the realm of equilibrium systems, no-
table techniques that clarify such micro-to-macro connec-
tions are found in the tools of quantum typicality [1–3],
large-deviations theory [4], and, more generally, concen-
tration of measure phenomena [5]. Indeed, the problem
of understanding the emergence of thermal equilibrium in
a quantum system exhibits similarities to the issue of un-
derstanding the emergence of classicality. Both involve a
large number of degrees of freedom and macroscopic sys-
tems are, to a certain degree, both classical and thermal
[6]. However, the perspectives target different questions: a
classical limit does not require equilibrium, but it can sup-
port it.

Unequivocally, environment-induced decoherence [7, 8]
is now recognized as a necessary element in the com-
plex mechanism that leads a quantum system to hide
its quantum-only nature in favor of a classical phe-
nomenology. Taking one step further, Quantum Darwin-
ism (QD) [9–17] then recognizes the active role played
by a structured, many-body environment in explaining the
emergence of classicality. In QD, the environment is un-

derstood as a communication channel, through which one
learns about components of the world around us. The
many-body nature of environments, therefore, becomes
central, leading to the conclusion that classical information
about pointer states is all that can be faithfully accessed
by the different parts of an environment probing it. While
the phenomenological picture of QD enjoys empirical sup-
port [18–20], the many-body nature of environments hin-
ders our general ability to uniquely pinpoint the structure
[21] of quantum correlations underlying the emergence of
classical phenomenology. Perhaps even more concerning
is the possible nonuniqueness of such a structure, allow-
ing for competing mechanisms to underlie the quantum-to-
classical transition. This Letter provides clear answers to
both of these challenges.

To properly frame them recall that entanglement, in-
tended as a feature of a many-body system, is dual to the
concept of separable states, intended as a specific structure
of quantum states. That is, zero entanglement uniquely se-
lects states that are separable. In more general terms, there
is a duality between requiring that a given information-
theoretic quantity has a specific value and the structure
of compatible states. From this perspective, our work
achieves two goals: First, we show conceptual and practi-
cal relevance of the tools of Geometric Quantum Mechan-
ics (GQM), especially within the larger effort to charac-
terize the structures of many-body quantum states com-
patible with a given subsystem phenomenology. Second,
the intuition developed through GQM leads to a rigorous
proof of the following: There is one and only one quantum-
state structure compatible with QD’s characterization of
classical behavior: singly-branching states (as defined in
Refs. [13, 14]). Hereafter, for simplicity, we refer to these
states as branching states.

Our development is organized as follows. After a brief
overview of QD, that introduces notation, we summarize
GQM’s basic notions, as detailed in Refs. [22–30] and pro-

ar
X

iv
:2

20
8.

05
49

7v
1 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 1
0 

A
ug

 2
02

2



2

vide a geometric description for decoherence in the pointer
basis. We proceed to show how the geometric picture iden-
tifies the branching form as the unique structure for the
many-body globally pure-state compatible with QD. We
then state the main result and sketch the proof, which is
detailed in the Appendix. Finally, we discuss the impli-
cations of our results and provide a few forward-looking
conclusions.

Quantum Darwinism. QD posits a universe comprised
of a quantum system S of interest and its surrounding en-
vironment E , jointly described by a many-body pure state
|ψSE〉 evolving unitarily. Classicality emerges in a two-
step process. (1) Einselection: the environment E deco-
heres S’s state with only the pointer states surviving [7, 8].
(2) The pure state reaches a configuration in which mea-
surements on environmental fragments reveal almost (and
only) all the classical information about S . In other words,
when observers make measurements on small fragments of
E they reach consensus regarding the classical information
inferred about S’s state.

This implies that classical information about the pointer
states proliferates across the many fragments comprising
the environment. This proliferation, or redundancy, of in-
formation is the hallmark of classicality. It is witnessed by
considering E’s many-body nature and is recognized via
an additional splitting of E into E = F ⊗ F . That is, the
environment E consists of |F| = m and |F| = N − m
fragments, respectively, where N = |E| is E’s total size.
Physically, F represents the environment fragments cap-
tured by the observer and F is the rest.

For our present purposes, keep in mind the physical sit-
uation illustrated in Fig. 1, where QD phenomenology
becomes clear. An agent receives photons that interacted
with an object whose state quickly decoheres to a classi-
cal mixture of pointer states. In this case, S is the object
of interest. The photons collected by the agent are the m
fragments of the environment, and the rest are the N −m
photons inaccessible to the agent but that, nonetheless, fill
space and interact with S . If the agent begins observing
with no knowledge of the system’s state, a small initial
number of photons is very informative. This leads to a
steep increase of mutual information I(S : F) between
observed fragments F and system S . However, after the
anticipated value I(S : F) ≈ HS is reached, observing
additional photons does not lead to substantial further gain
of information about S . This is the mutual-information
signature of the classical plateau, where discord between
F and S is small. One transcends the classical plateau
only by measuring a genuinely large fraction of the envi-
ronment: m/N ≈ 1. This then reveals the quantum nature
of the joint SE via a steep rise of I(S : F) to its maximal
(classically-forbidden) value 2HS .

The QD framework provides a clear information-
theoretic characterization of classical behavior, implicitly
defined by the plateau in Fig. 1 and explicitly characterized
by decoherence in the pointer state basis; I(S : F)/HS ∈

FIG. 1. An observer extracts information from a quantum system
S embedded in a photonic environment by capturing m photons
F , and inferring properties about S. The plot shows how the
mutual information I(S : F) scales as a function of the fraction
m/N ≡ |F|/|F⊗F̄| of captured photons. After an initial raise, it
does not matter how many photons we capture, we still only have
access to approximately the same amount of information about
the system. This is true unless m ≈ N , in which case we effec-
tively measure the entire set of photons and the quantum nature
of S is revealed. The plateau identifies a region in which the ob-
server can only learn classical information about the system, via
pointer states.

[1 − δ, 1 + δ] and D(S : F̌) ≤ ε, where D(S : F̌) is
the discord between S and F and the check accent identi-
fies which of the two subsystems undergoes measurement,
namely F .

Notably, recent advances in QD were driven by develop-
ments in quantum information theory—developments that
proved crucial in tackling foundational questions. The
following proposes that geometric quantum mechanics be
added to the toolbox and then shows how to formulate QD
in terms of geometric quantum states. This leads directly to
deriving two conditions for the nullity of discord and, even-
tually, to recognizing the branching form as the only state
structure compatible with the emergence of classicality.

Geometric states. GQM recognizes that the Hilbert
space description of a quantum state is redundant: mul-
tiplying a ket by a complex number produces a different
ket that corresponds to the same physical state. Remov-
ing redundancy leads to the quantum state space that, for
a system with Hilbert space H of dimension D [32], is
the complex projective Hilbert space: P(H) = CPD−1.
Upon choosing a reference basis {|eα〉}α, a pure state
is parametrized by D complex homogeneous coordinates
|Z〉 =

∑
α Z

α|eα〉, where Z ∼ λZ for λ ∈ C/ {0} and
thus Z ∈ P (H).
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The space P (H) has a rich geometric structure, with
several differential-geometric tools that address its quan-
tumness. Most relevant to our purposes is that there is
a preferred notion of an invariant measure, the Fubini-
Study volume element. This allows leveraging measure
theory to define ensembles and so to describe mixed
states. Concretely, using probability-phase coordinates
Zα =

√
pαe

iνα , up to an overall numerical factor, one
has: dVFS ∼

∏D−1
α=0 dpαdνα. This is akin to the standard∏

n dxndpn measure used in classical statistical mechanics
to define integrals in phase space [33]. The Fubini-Study
volume element leads rather directly to defining a geomet-
ric quantum state as a probability measure µ on P (H)—
an ensemble of pure states. Thus, a pure state, a point
Z0 ∈ P (H), is represented with a Dirac measure µpure =
δZ0

[34], while a finite ensemble is a convex combination
of weighted Dirac measures: µensemble =

∑
j λjδZj , with∑

j λj = 1 [35].
The relation with density matrices is straightforward:

ραβ is the expectation value of ZαZ
β

computed with µ:

ραβ = Eµ[ZαZ
β
] =

∫
P(H)

dµ(Z)ZαZ
β

. Reference [29]
showed how to obtain the geometric quantum state of an
open quantum system interacting with an environment. We
now exploit the same construction to build the geometric
quantum state of S and then examine QD through the lens
of GQM. In particular, we focus on decoherence and eins-
election as QD’s two building blocks. The starting point—
the focal point of our analysis—is the joint system pure
state |ψSE〉 [36].

Decoherence. Any composite state |ψSE〉 can be writ-
ten as

|ψSE〉 ≡ |ψSFF̄〉 =
∑
i,α,β

ψiαβ|ai〉|fα〉|f̄β〉,

=
∑
α,β

√
Xαβ|χαβ〉|fα〉|f̄β〉,

(1)

where {|ai〉}i, {fα〉}α and {f̄β〉}β are arbitrary orthonor-
mal bases onHS ,HF andHF̄ , respectively, while Xαβ =∑

i |ψiαβ|2 and |χαβ〉 =
∑

i
ψiαβ√
Xαβ
|ai〉. Following

Ref. [29], the geometric quantum state of S is then

µS =
∑
α,β

Xαβδχαβ . (2)

This is visualized as a measure on P (HS), as Fig. 2 illus-
trates.

Decoherence occurs when the states {|χαβ〉}α,β cluster
around pointer states. For a qubit, with pointer states |0〉
and |1〉, this leads to geometric quantum states with two
clusters around antipodal points on the Bloch sphere. For
a generic S of dimension DS , clustering around pointer
states leads to the following organization

µS =
DS∑
n=1

∑
(α,β)∈Ωn

Xαβδχαβ , (3)

FIG. 2. Decohered geometric quantum state with pointer states
|0〉 and |1〉: Red points are the χαβ ∈ CP 1 with probability mass
Xαβ 6= 0 and such that the Fubini-Study distance from Z(|0〉) is
small: DFS(χαβ , 0) ≤ ε. The other side of the Bloch sphere, not
visible, has a qualitatively identical clustering around |1〉.

where Ωn identifies the cluster of (α, β) associated with
the nth pointer state. The reduced density matrix of S is

ρS =
DS∑

n,m=1

|n〉〈m|

 ∑
(α,β)∈(Ωn∩ Ωm)

Xαβ

 . (4)

Decoherence means ρS’s off-diagonal matrix elements are
almost vanishing

∑
α,β∈Ωn∩Ωm

Xαβ ≈ 0. This implies
that each state χαβ belongs to a unique cluster Ωn of
nonoverlapping states [37], each centered around a pointer
state. Before illustrating clustering in a generic many-qubit
model [16], we establish how the condition of zero discord
results in a specific form of branching states in the univer-
sal wave function.

Nullity of discord. We explored decoherence from the
perspective of geometric quantum states. Now, we assume
decoherence happened and explore conditions for the nul-
lity of discord to identify the organizational structure of
Xαβ and χαβ that is consistent with the vanishing of all
quantum correlations. Reference [38] already established
that the nullity of discord D(S : F̌)—the check accent in-
dicates the subsystem being measured—can be written as
a condition on the form of the reduced state of SF , such
that

D(S : F̌) = 0⇔ ρSF =
∑
j

pjσ
j
S ⊗ |fj〉〈fj|. (5)

In our case, we can show that there is {Xαβ}α,β such that

D(S : F̌) = 0⇔ XαβXα′β = 0, for all α 6= α′. (6)
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Additionally, we can show that

XαβXα′β = 0, for all α 6= α′ ⇔
there exists g(β) such that Xαβ = δα,g(β)Xg(β)β,

(7)

where g : N → N is a deterministic function mapping
a label β = 1, . . . , DF̄ onto a label g(β) = 1, . . . , DF
[39].

These propositions establish that the only global-state
structure compatible with both decoherence and exactly
zero discord is given by a branching form

D(S : F̌) = 0⇔

|ψSFF̄〉 =
∑
β

√
Xg(β)β|χg(β)β〉|fg(β)〉|f̄β〉. (8)

Proximity to a branching form. The geometric fram-
ing of decoherence and discord strongly suggests that the
mechanism underlying the emergence of classicality is
self-organization: the elements of the support of the ge-
ometric quantum state {χαβ} spontaneously form clusters
Ωn, each centered around a pointer state. In turn, this cor-
responds to a branching structure of the global pure state
|ψSFF〉. However, as proven above, the condition holds if
and only if discord is exactly zero. Little can be said about
the realistic situation in which discord is small but not ex-
actly zero. More puzzling, due to discord’s highly nonlin-
ear character, there is no guarantee that a generic small-
discord state will be in the proximity of a zero discord one.

Entanglement has an analogous statement which pertains
to the fact that a generic state with low entanglement of
formation might be far from the closest separable state.
While this is technically true, the geometric analysis paints
a rather compelling picture, pointing towards the fact that
clustering around pointer states is the only way in which
classical behavior can emerge. Violation of this condition
intuitively leads to violation of decoherence or large dis-
cord.

We are thus led to believe that the branching form, which
is directly connected to the clustering property, might not
be destroyed by a small amount of discord or small val-
ues of ρS’s off-diagonal elements. This intuition, brought
about by the geometric formalism, turns out to be correct.
The branching structure is the only one possible in the case
in which the environment is a good communication chan-
nel. This is indeed what happens when discord is small
and the mutual information is near the classical plateau
I(S : F) ≈ HS . In point of fact, the following can be
rigorously proven:

Theorem: Given a pure state |ψSFF〉 such that
D(S, F̌) ≤ εD and |ISF − HS | ≤ εI , then for all
εD, εI > 0 there exists η(εD, εI) ≥ 0 with η ∈ O(εD, εI)

and a branching state |GHZ〉 =
∑DS

n=1

√
yn|n〉|φFn 〉|φFn 〉

such that

|〈ψSFF |GHZ〉|2 ≥ 1− η(εD, εI). (9)

The Appendix gives the proof.

Given that the Fubini-Study distance between two quan-
tum states is DFS(ψ, φ) = arccos (| 〈ψ|φ〉 |), we obtain
the following corollary. If a state |ψSFF〉 satisfies the re-
quirements of classicality, up to some (εD, εI), then it will
be close, in Fubini-Study distance, to a branching state:
DFS(ψSFF ,GHZ) ∈ O(εD, εI). This selects the branch-
ing form as the unique structure of correlations that is com-
patible with classical behavior, as characterized in Quan-
tum Darwinism. This constitutes our main result.

Example: coherent information extraction. To illus-
trate the clustering property, the nullity condition in Eq.
(6) , and also provide numerical support to the validity
of the main theorem, we use a generalized “c-maybe”
model. This generalizes the model of information extrac-
tion introduced and analyzed in Ref. [16]. There a single
qubit S interacts with an environment of qubits via an im-
perfect c-not gate. This is modeled with a controlled-
unitary operation acting on S and the ith environmental
qubit with CUi := |0S〉〈0S | ⊗U0

i + |1S〉〈1S | ⊗U1
i . In the

ideal case U0
i = Ii and U1

i = σxi this is a perfect c-not
gate. The generic U0,1

i are meant to model a more real-
istic, imperfect, yet still coherent, transfer of information
between a system and its environment.

Despite the model’s apparent simplicity, it describes a
wide class of many-qubit models and captures aspects of
the photon scattering model; cf. Ref. [16]’s supplemental
material. Within this model of information extraction, we
can see, both analytically and numerically, how the branch-
ing form results directly from the action of the imperfect
gates. To ease presentation, in the analytical section we
make use of U0

i = Ii, U1
i =

√
γσxi +

√
1− γσzi , with

γ ∈ (0, 1), but the general results are independent of this
choice. This is verified in the numerical example, where
we look at the model in which U0,1

k are randomly drawn
from the Haar measure.

Analytical example. If the system is initially in state√
1− p|0S〉 +

√
peiφ|1S〉 and the environment is in the

uniform “all-up” state, the dynamics leads to

|ψSE〉 =
√

1− p|0S〉
m⊗
i=1

|0i〉
N−m⊗
i=1

|0i〉

+
√
peiφ|1S〉

m⊗
i=1

|γi〉
N−m⊗
i=1

|γi〉,
(10)

with |γi〉 := Ui|0i〉 =
√

1− γ|0i〉+
√
γ|1i〉, for all i.

We can now explicitly write the system’s geometric
quantum state. We adopt the following multi-index nota-
tion for the environment labels that recognizes the many-
body nature of an environment made of qubits: α →
~SF = (s1, . . . , sm) and |fα〉 → |~SF〉 = ⊗mk=1|sk〉,
with sk ∈ {0, 1}. Analogous definitions hold for F :
β → ~TF and |fβ〉 → |~TF〉, with tk ∈ {0, 1}. This
then leads to a geometric quantum state parametrized
by Xαβ → X(~SF , ~TF) and |χαβ〉 → |χ(~SF , ~TF)〉.
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FIG. 3. Numerical experiment with dynamics generated by controlled-unitaries drawn randomly from the Haar measure, with µrand
S

being the resulting geometric quantum state. (Left) Probability measure µrand
S [C1](ρ) of spherical caps C1(ρ) with progressively

increasing Fubini-Study radius ρ. As the environment size increases, the curves steepen, signaling that smaller and smaller regions
around |1S〉 contain increasingly large fractions of the probability mass. As ρ → 0.5 we see µrand

S [C1](ρ) → p, where √peiφ is the
amplitude of |1S〉 in the system’s initial state. In the example reported here, we have p = 0.3. (Left, inset) Example of a spherical
cap of Fubini-Study radius ρ, centered on |1S〉. (Right) Using the Bloch sphere to represent CP 1, we look at the probability density
of µrand

S , for N = 18, in a small region around the north pole. Due to the fact that the region is small, we can use bx, by , the x and
y components of the Bloch vector, as coordinates to approximate a small spherical cap around the north pole with flat coordinates
(bx, by) ∈ (−0.1, 0.1) × (−0.1, 0.1). The concentration of µrand

S around |1S〉 is evident. While here we show results pertaining only
concentration around |1S〉, the same hold for |0S〉.

For the state in Eq. (10), these have the following val-
ues: X(~SF , ~TF) = 1 − p + p(1 − γ)N when ~SF =
~TF = ~0 and X(~SF , ~TF) = pγN if at least one of
them is not ~0; |χ(~0F ,~0F)〉 =

√
1−p√

1−p+p(1−γ)N
|0S〉 +

√
p(1−γ)N/2√

1−p+p(1−γ)N
eiφ|1S〉 and |χ(~SF , ~TF)〉 = |1S〉 whenever

~SF 6= ~0F or ~TF 6= ~0F . This leads to the following exact
form of the geometric quantum state (limk→∞ γ

k = 0)

µS = (1− p)δZ(|0S〉) + p δZ(|1S〉) . (11)

This provides an analytical example of the duality be-
tween the properties listed above—decoherence, cluster-
ing, D(S : F̌) ≈ 0, and I(S : F) ≈ HS—and the
branching form for the global wave-function |ψSFF〉. This
duality holds exactly in the limitm,N →∞ or up to some
small value for m,N � 1. This can be verified by direct
computation of the quantities involved.

Numerical example. To strengthen the case for the
emergence phenomenology revealed in the main theorem
and to provide stronger evidence that this is generic, con-
sider the opposite case in which extracting information oc-
curs in a random way. U0,1

k are now drawn randomly from
the Haar measure on the unitary group. We then con-
sider joint systems with progressively larger environment
size made by NE = 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16, 18 qubits. For
each, we generate the geometric quantum state µrand

S by
applying the random gates and then extract the cumula-
tive distribution of the probability mass contained in pro-
gressively smaller regions around |0S〉 and |1S〉. Using
a Bloch sphere representation for CP 1, these correspond
to spherical caps C0/1 centered around the north (0) and
south (1) poles, respectively. Geometrically, these are de-
fined as C0(ρ) := {Z ∈ CP 1 : DFS(Z,Z(|0S〉)) ≤ ρ}
and analogously for C1(ρ), centered on Z(|1S〉).

As we increase the environment’s size, the cumulative
functions µrand

S [C0](ρ) and µrand
S [C1](ρ) become increas-
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ingly steep, proving that the support of the geometric
quantum state becomes increasingly clustered around the
pointer states. Each cluster then has probability mass pro-
vided by the initial state: 1 − p for |0S〉 and p for |1S〉.
Figure 3 shows the results.

In the limit of large environment m,N � 1, we con-
clude that the geometric quantum state becomes µrand

S =
(1−p)δZ(|0S〉) +pδZ(|1S〉). It is straightforward to see that
this satisfies all the properties discussed above, thus pro-
viding a second clarifying example of the main theorem’s
result.

In summary, in the mesoscopic and macroscopic regime
m,N � 1 of the c-maybe model, the conditions for the
validity of the main theorem spontaneously emerge. And,
independently, we can verify the emergence of the global-
state branching form, together with its duality with the
clustering property of the geometric quantum state around
the pointer states: |0S〉 and |1S〉.

Concluding remarks. Geometric Quantum Mechanics is
a differential-geometric approach to quantum mechanics
that improves our quantum toolbox by adding new tools
and concepts. In this work, we exploited its ability to de-
scribe open quantum systems via classical probability mea-
sures on the space of quantum states, using the procedure
established in Refs. [28, 29]. Part of the strength of us-
ing GQM lies its ability to visualize, from the perspective
of a subsystem, the structure of the globally pure wave-
function. We leveraged this to investigate the structures of
quantum states compatible with the emergence of a clas-
sical phenomenology, as prescribed by Quantum Darwin-
ism. Using a combination of tools of geometric quantum
mechanics and quantum information theory we established
that classical phenomenology can emerge if and only if the
global wave-function is sufficiently close to a branching
form, in which each branch has sufficiently low entangle-
ment. The emergence of classicality is therefore under-
stood as a self-organizing process occurring in the space of
quantum states in which, in the limit of large environments,
the support of the geometric quantum state becomes clus-
tered around the pointer states. This has been illustrated
directly, both analytically and numerically, in two realistic
models of information extraction.

Our work achieves two major goals: First, it clearly
shows how to use geometric quantum mechanics to inves-
tigate properties of an open quantum system by directly
examining the structure of the global wave-function. Sec-
ond, this allowed us, for the first time, to (i) give a com-
plete structural characterization of a global wave-function
with subsystems acting classically and (ii) prove that such
structure is indeed unique.

It is still actively debated if and how classical reality is
consistent with a deeply quantum universe. QD gives com-
pelling arguments for the emergence of classicality as a
consequence of decoherence and observation. Our results
show that classical reality is encoded in highly structured,
symmetric quantum states and that the structural properties

of quantum states supporting classicality are unique. As
such, our results provide further, strong evidence that QD
is indeed a highly productive path to follow for understand-
ing and describing the transition from the quantum world
to the classical.
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Proofs of propositions

proof of proposition 1: (⇐) We generally have

ρSF =
∑
α,α′,β

√
XαβXα′β|χαβ〉〈χα′β| ⊗ |fα〉〈fα′ |,

=
∑

α6=α′,β

√
XαβXα′β|χαβ〉〈χα′β| ⊗ |fα〉〈fα′ |+

∑
α,β

Xαβ|χαβ〉〈χαβ| ⊗ |fα〉〈fα|.
(S1)

Therefore, if (∀α 6= α′); XαβXα′β = 0, we get

ρSF =
∑
α,β

Xαβ|χαβ〉〈χαβ| ⊗ |fα〉〈fα|, (S2)

which implies D(S : F̌ ) = 0. The other implication (⇒) is trivial. In fact, if D(S : F̌ ) = 0, we have [38]

ρSF =
∑
j

pjσ
j
S ⊗ |fj〉〈fj|, (S3)

where pjσ
j
S =

∑
β Yj,β|χjβ〉〈χjβ|. Therefore,

ρSF =
∑
j,β

Yj,β|χjβ〉〈χjβ| ⊗ |fj〉〈fj|, (S4)

hence (∃ {Xjβ}j,β) such that

ρSF =
∑
j,j′,β

√
XjβXj′β|χjβ〉〈χj′β| ⊗ |fj〉〈fj′ |, (S5)

and (∀α 6= α′); XαβXα′β = 0. QED.
proof of proposition 2: The implication (⇐) is trivial, namely,Xαβ = δα,g(β)Xg(β)β implies that (∀ β); (∃! α); Xαβ 6=

0, and α = g(β), hence (∀α 6= α′); XαβXα′β = 0. For the implication (⇒), we have (∀α 6= α′); XαβXα′β = 0, if we
assume that there exist at least α1 and α2 such that α1 6= α2, Xα1β = δα1,g(β)Xg(β)β , and Xα2β = δα2,g(β)Xg(β)β , then
we get Xα1βXα2β 6= 0 which violates the assumption we started with. QED.

proof of proposition 3: We start by noting that the elements of the density matrix ρFF̄ have the following form:

(ρFF̄)αβ;α′β′ = 〈χα′β′ |χαβ〉
√
XαβXα′β′ . (S6)

As derived in proposition 1,

D(S : F̌) = 0⇔ (∀α 6= α′); XαβXα′β = 0, (S7)

hence

D(S : F̌) = 0⇔ (∀α 6= α′);
∑
βγ

(ρFF̄)α′β;α′γ(ρFF̄)αγ;αβ = 0. (S8)

Additionally,

(∀α 6= α′);
∑
βγ

(ρFF̄)α′β;α′γ(ρFF̄)αγ;αβ = 0⇔
∑
α′α

∑
βγ

(ρFF̄)α′β;α′γ(ρFF̄)αγ;αβ =
∑
X

∑
βγ

(ρFF̄)Xβ;Xγ(ρFF̄)Xγ;Xβ,

(S9)
which simplifies to

D(S : F̌) = 0⇔
∑
βγ

(∑
α′

(ρFF̄)α′β;α′γ

)(∑
α

(ρFF̄)αγ;αβ

)
=
∑
βγ

∑
X

|(ρFF̄)Xγ;Xβ|2, (S10)
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hence

D(S : F̌) = 0⇔
∑
βγ

(ρF̄)γβ(ρF̄)βγ =
∑
βγ

∑
X

|(ρFF̄)Xγ;Xβ|2, (S11)

which reads

D(S : F̌) = 0⇔ ||ρF̄ ||2F =
∑
βγ

∑
X

|(ρFF̄)Xγ;Xβ|2. (S12)

For further simplifications, we introduce the notation: ρ̃FF̄ =
∑

X ΠXρFF̄ΠX (defined as a post-measurement state),
where ΠX = |X〉〈X| ⊗ IF̄ . Therefore, we get

D(S : F̌) = 0⇔ ||ρF̄ ||2F = tr {ρ̃FF̄ρFF̄} , (S13)

which in turn simplifies to

D(S : F̌) = 0⇔ ‖ρF̄‖2 =
1

2

(
‖ρ̃FF̄‖2 + ‖ρFF̄‖2 −DHS(ρ̃FF̄ , ρFF̄)

)
, (S14)

where DHS(ρ̃FF̄ , ρFF̄) = tr
{

(ρ̃FF̄ − ρFF̄)(ρ̃FF̄ − ρFF̄)†
}

. QED.

Epsilon-delta statement

The goal is to prove the following statement

D(S : F̌) ≤ εD and HS − εI ≤ I(S : F) ≤ HS ⇔ |〈GHZ|ψSFF̄〉|2 = 1− η(εD, εI), (S15)

the constant η(εD, εI) depends on εD and εI , such that η(εD, εI)→ 0 when εD → 0 and εI → 0. Hereafter, for simplicity,
we adopt the notation η ≡ η(εD, εI). Equivalently, by definition of the quantum mutual information, the statement reads

χ(S : F̌) ≥ HS − (εD + εI) and HS − εI ≤ I(S : F) ≤ HS ⇔ |〈GHZ|ψSFF̄〉|2 = 1− η, (S16)

where the state |GHZ〉 refers to the elements of the set of generalized GHZ states,

G =

{
|GHZ〉

∣∣∣∣ (∃ |n〉 ∈ HS , |fn〉 ∈ HF , |f̄n〉 ∈ HF̄ , yn ≥ 0
)

; |GHZ〉 =
DS∑
n=1

√
yn|n〉|fn〉|f̄n〉

}
(S17)

and

|ψSFF̄〉 =
DS∑
n=1

√
yn|n〉|φnFF̄〉. (S18)

The second implication (⇐) is trivial, therefore to prove the statement in Eq. (S15) we only derive the first implication
(⇒).

In the good decoherence limit, from Holevo’s theorem, we have

χ(Š : F) ≥ χ(S : F̌), (S19)

hence

D(Š : F) ≤ D(S : F̌), (S20)

which shows that epsilon discord on the fragment’s side implies epsilon discord on the system’s side D(Š : F) ≤ εD. It
is noteworthy that, in the good decoherence limit, the optimal measurements on S are rank-1 projections onto the pointer
basis of S . The epsilon discord condition, in addition to the fact that the mutual information is near the plateau, implies

0 ≤
∑
n

pSnH(ρFn ) ≤ εI + εD, (S21)

where ρFn are the post-measurement states of the fragment F , after we project S onto the pointer basis (optimal measure-
ment).
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From the universal wave function (cf. Eq. (S18) ), we have

ρSF =
∑
n,m

√
ynym|n〉〈m| ⊗ trF̄ {|φnFF̄〉〈φmFF̄ |} ,

=
∑
n

yn|n〉〈n| ⊗ σnF + ∆SF ,

= ρ̃SF + ∆SF .

(S22)

We have

ρ̃SF =
∑
n,k

yns
n
k |n〉〈n| ⊗ |k〉〈k| (S23)

hence
D(ρSF‖ρ̃SF) = −HSF − tr {ρSF ln ˜ρSF} ,

= −HSF −
∑
n,k

〈n, k|ρSF |n, k〉 ln ynsnk ,

= −HSF −
∑
n,k

yns
n
k ln yns

n
k ,

= H̃SF −HSF ,

(S24)

where H̃SF = H(ρ̃SF) = H(
∑

n yn|n〉〈n| ⊗ σnF), which simplifies to H̃SF = H(yn) +
∑

n ynH(σnF) = HS +∑
n ynH(σnF) (cf. Ref. [40]). We note that

∑
n ynH(σnF) =

∑
n p
S
nH(ρFn ) ≤ εI + εD (since projecting onto the pointer

basis constitutes an optimal measurement on S; i.e. assuming good decoherence). Therefore, we get

D(ρSF‖ρ̃SF) ≤ HS −HSF + εI + εD. (S25)

Additionally, the condition HS − εI ≤ I(S : F) ≤ HS is equivalent to

− εI ≤ HF −HF̄ ≤ 0. (S26)

From Holevo’s theorem, in the good decoherence limit [41], we have

HS ≥ χ(Š : F) ≥ χ(S : F̌). (S27)

Now, using the fact that (∃ εD, εI); χ(S : F̌) ≥ HS − (εI + εD) and HS − εI ≤ I(S : F) ≤ HS , we get

0 ≤ HS −HF ≤ εI + εD. (S28)

The above implies that

HS −HSF ≤ εI + εD. (S29)

Hence we have proven thatD(ρSF‖ρ̃SF) ≤ 2(εI + εD) and
∑

n ynH(σnF) ≤ εI + εD, which shows that the states |φnFF̄〉
are approximately product states (for each n), which proves that the global wave function is arbitrarily close to a GHZ
state.
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