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There is a growing interest both in utilizing entanglement means to characterize many-body
systems and in uncovering their entanglement depth. Motivated by recent findings that the spin
quantum Fisher information witnesses amplified multipartite entanglement of strange metals and
characterizes their loss of quasiparticles, we study the quantum Fisher information in various cases of
Fermi liquid. We show that local operators generically do not witness any multipartite entanglement
in a Fermi liquid, but non-local many-body operators do. Our results point to novel experimental
means to detect the entanglement depth of metallic fermionic systems and, in general, open a new
avenue to the emerging exploration of entanglement in quantum materials.

Introduction— Entanglement describes the entwining
of particles such that their quantum states cannot be sep-
arately described [1, 2]. It is a key resource in quantum
information processing and quantum computation [3–5].
In many-body systems, entanglement is usually charac-
terized by such quantities as entanglement entropy [6–
9]. However, these quantities are hard to experimen-
tally measure. They also depend on the choice of bi-
partition of the Hilbert space and do not capture any
multi-partite entanglement. Recently, quantum Fisher
information (QFI) has been recognized as an entangle-
ment witness of many-body systems [10–14]. QFI is a
function of both the density matrix and the summation
of some local and mutually commuting hermitian oper-
ators. These operators define a multi-partition of the
Hilbert space. The QFI detects the entanglement among
the partitions, providing a lower bound of the entangle-
ment depth of a quantum state, i.e., the minimal number
of partitions that the state is entangled across [10]. One
important advantage of the QFI is that it can be deter-
mined from the correlation functions of the local opera-
tors, and thus is experimentally measurable [12].

Strongly correlated systems can be especially collec-
tive, as exemplified by the quantum spin liquids and
fractional quantum Hall states, which are expected to be
strongly entangled [7, 8, 15]. Strange metals represent
another example in this general category. It was recently
shown that the QFI of the local spin operators witnesses
multipartite entanglement in the strange metals [16, 17],
providing a new characterization of the loss of Landau
quasiparticles [18–23].

This development raises a basic question – what hap-
pens to multipartite entanglement in Fermi liquids?
Metallic fermionic systems with a Fermi surface is ex-
pected to have a large amount of entanglement; for ex-
ample, calculations have shown that their entanglement
entropy violates the area law [24]. Especially from the
perspective of revealing the entanglement depth, it would
be important to address whether there are measurable
observables that can probe any aspect of the entangle-
ment in such systems.

In this work, we address this question in several ex-
amples of Fermi liquids. We show that local operators
generically do not witness multipartite entanglement in
Fermi liquids, but non-local operators such as those con-
structed by a Jordan-Wigner transformation can. Our
results have important implications for experiments in a
wide variety of gapless fermionic systems.

Quantum Fisher information as entanglement witness
of fermionic systems— For a pure state |ψ⟩, QFI of the
operator Ô =

∑NL

i=1 e
iχiÔi is the equal time correlation

function [10]:

FQ(|ψ⟩, Ô) = 4
(
⟨ψ|Ô†Ô|ψ⟩ − |⟨ψ|Ô|ψ⟩|2

)
. (1)

Here, χi ∈ R is a position dependent phase factor and Ôi

is a local Hermitian operator that acts on the i-th site
among the NL sites (modes). For further discussion on
the effect of this phase factor, see Sec. A in the Supple-
mental Materials (SM) [25]. At finite temperature T , the
QFI can be expressed in terms of the dynamical suscep-
tibility [12] as follows:

FQ =
4

π

∫ ∞

0

tanh
ℏω

2kBT
χ′′
Ô(ω)dω . (2)

Here χ′′
Ô
(ω) is the imaginary part of the susceptibility

χÔ(ω) = i
∫∞
0
dt eiωt Tr

(
ρ[Ô†(t), Ô(0)]

)
.

Akin to the Bell’s inequality for the case of a few parti-
cles, here the QFI can be used to detect the entanglement
of a quantum system via a bound on the entanglement
depth. Consider a system with NL sites (modes), and
the local operator Ôi acting on the i-th site. The QFI
density fQ ≡ FQ/NL of an m-partite entangled state is
bounded by [10, 16, 26]:

fQ ≤ m(hmax − hmin)
2 , (3)

where hmax and hmin are the maximum and minimum
eigenvalues of the local operator Ôi. Accordingly, one is

ar
X

iv
:2

50
2.

13
95

8v
1 

 [
co

nd
-m

at
.s

tr
-e

l]
  1

9 
Fe

b 
20

25



2

(a) (b)

FIG. 1. The nQFI of the local spin operator in a noninteract-
ing metal for (a) the 2D square lattice with nearest-neighbor
hopping, and (b) the 1D chain with nearest-neighbor hopping
(Eq. (8)). Varying chemical potentials are considered, rang-
ing from the half filling µ/t = 0 to values away from the half
filling µ/t = 0.5, 1.0, 1.5, 2.0.

interested in the normalized QFI density:

nQFI = fQ/(hmax − hmin)
2 . (4)

If the nQFI is larger than m, the system is at least
(m + 1)-partite entangled, i.e., the entanglement depth
is at least m + 1. Most of the studies on the entangle-
ment witnesses have been on quantum many spin sys-
tems, including the Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger (GHZ)
state [10], the transverse field Ising model (TFIM) [12],
and other spin-based models and materials [27–34]. Ex-
cept for a few isolated cases [16, 35], the issue of en-
tanglement witnesses of Fermi liquids has not yet been
addressed.

Using the QFI as an entanglement witness only re-
quires that the “local” operators commute [Ôi, Ôj ] = 0.
In other words, each operator Ôi is a bounded Hermitian
operator acting on the local Hilbert subspace Hi. This
defines a multi-partite partition of the Hilbert space, and
the QFI can be used to detect the entanglement among
the partitions.

Quantum Fisher information of local operators for
noninteracting electrons with a Fermi surface— We start
from a noninteracting electron system that has a Fermi
surface, in any dimension, with the Hamiltonian

h0 =
∑
k,σ

ϵkc
†
kσckσ , (5)

where ϵk denotes the band dispersion, k represents the
wavevector and σ =↑, ↓ is the spin index.

For definiteness, we consider spin operators: Ô(q) =∑
i e

iq·riÔi at wave vector q, with Ôi = szi =
1
2

∑
σσ′ c

†
iσ[σz]σσ′ciσ′ . Following Eq. (1), the QFI den-

sity has the following expression:

f0Q(q) =
4

NL

∑
i,j

eiq·(ri−rj)⟨szi szj ⟩

=
2

NL

∑
k

f(ϵk)(1− f(ϵk+q)) , (6)

where f(ϵk) = θ(−ϵk) is the Fermi-Dirac distribution
function at zero temperature. Its upper bound is de-
termined from the arithmetic mean-geometric mean in-
equality:

f0Q(q) ≤
1

NL

∑
k

(f(ϵk)
2 + (1− f(ϵk+q))

2)

=
1

NL

∑
k

(f(ϵk) + 1− f(ϵk+q))

= 1 . (7)

Here we have set T = 0. The equality holds when and
only when sgn(ϵk) = −sgn(ϵk+q) for every single k (an
equality that is stronger than the usual Fermi-surface
nesting condition). In the case of electrons on a square
lattice in two dimensions (2D), this condition is satis-
fied when q = (π, π) at half-filling, where infinitesimal
Hubbard interactions can induce a spin-density wave in-
stability. We note that this upper bound is valid for any
noninteracting electron system.

To further discuss the above bound, we have calculated
the nQFI at different wave vectors (q) and different fill-
ings of noninteracting electron systems, for the case of a
1D chain and a 2D square lattice. The Hamiltonian is

H0 = −t
∑

⟨i,j⟩,σ

c†iσcjσ − µ
∑
i,σ

c†iσciσ , (8)

where t is the amplitude for the nearest-neighbor hopping
and µ is the chemical potential. The results are shown in
Fig. 1(a) for 1D and Fig. 1(b) for 2D. The vanishing QFI
at q = 0 implies the total spin conservation: [Ô(0), H] =

0, such that ⟨Ô(0)2⟩ = ⟨Ô(0)⟩2 at zero temperature.
When the spin SU(2) symmetry is present, the nQFI

of the local spin operator is the same as the nQFI of the
local charge operator (see Sec. B in SM [25]). Therefore,
the upper bound we proved for the local spin nQFI also
applies to its charge counterpart.

Our results extend naturally to multiorbital sys-
tems. We can define the generalized density operators
Ô(q) =

∑
iα e

iq·riÔiα at wave vector q, with Ôiα =
1
2

∑
σσ′ c

†
iασ[σ

a]σσ′ciασ′ for each orbital α and each site
i, and a = 0 or z represents the charge or spin channel.
Despite the complexity introduced by the multiplicity of
the orbitals and diverse band structures, the nQFI re-
mains universally bounded by 1 for both the charge and
spin channels (see Sec. C in SM [25]).

As comparison and for completeness, we also study the
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(a) (b)

FIG. 2. (a) The nQFI of the local spin operator for the 2D d-
wave superconductor (Eq. (9)) with ∆/t = 1, the system size
10× 10 and varying chemical potential. (b) The nQFI at q =
(π, π) v.s. the system size L×L of the local spin operator for
the 2D d-wave superconductor at varying chemical potentials.

(a) (b)

FIG. 3. nQFI of the 2D interacting Hubbard model on a
square lattice with nearest-neighbor hopping (Eq. (10)) using
an RPA treatment at (a) µ = 2t for U = 0, 0.5t, 0.9t and
(b) µ = 0.1t for U = 0, 0.2t, 0.45t. The instability to spin
density wave (SDW) order occurs at (a) Uc = 0.91t and (b)
Uc = 0.48t.

superconducting states in a d-wave superconductor in the
2D case. The Hamiltonian, defined on the square lattice,
is

HBdG = H0 +
∑
⟨i,j⟩

(∆ijc
†
i↑c

†
j↓ + h.c.) , (9)

where ∆ij is equal to ∆ for pairing on the nearest-
neighbor bond along the x direction and −∆ for its
y-direction counterpart. For illustration, we choose
∆/t = 1 for the calculation. Consider the spin oper-
ator Ô(q) =

∑
i e

iq·riszi . The equal-time correlator is
straightforwardly calculated using Wick’s theorem [25].
Fig. 2 (a) shows the spin nQFI vs. q for a system size of
L × L at L = 10. The size dependence at q = (π, π) is
displayed in Fig. 2 (b). The local spin nQFI is seen not to
exceed 1. A general discussion in Sec. D of the SM [25]
shows that the local spin nQFI for any Bogoliubov-de
Gennes (BdG) state is upper bounded by 1. Thus, we
conclude that the local spin nQFI does not witness any
multipartite entanglement for the BdG states as well.

Quantum Fisher information of local operators in a
Fermi liquid— The upper bounds imply that the local
spin operators cannot serve as entanglement witnesses in
these noninteracting electron systems. The presence of
electronic correlations can, in principle, break this bound.

To see this, we perform a random phase approximation
(RPA) analysis of the Hubbard model:

H = H0 + U
∑
i

ni↑ni↓ . (10)

The dynamical spin susceptibility at the RPA level has
the following form:

χ′′
RPA(q, ω) =

χ′′
0(q, ω)

[1− U χ′
0(q, ω)]

2 + [Uχ′′
0(q, ω)]

2
, (11)

where χ′
0(q, ω) and χ′′

0(ω, q) are the real and imagi-
nary parts of the spin susceptibility of the noninteract-
ing electrons. The QFI of the interacting systems can
then be determined through Eq. (2), with χ′′

RPA(q, ω) =
χ′′
Ô
(ω)/NL. In general, the QFI for the repulsive interac-

tion case at the RPA level exceeds that of its noninter-
acting electron counterpart (see Sec. III in the SM [25]):

fRPA
Q (q) ≥ f0Q(q) , (12)

given that repulsive interactions enhances the dynam-
ical spin susceptibility: χ′′

RPA(ω, q) ≥ χ′′
0(ω, q). The

nQFI for the interacting electrons with different values
of the Hubbard interaction calculated at the RPA level
is shown in Fig. 3(a)(b). In (a), we consider µ = 2t, where
the instability to the spin density wave order occurs at
Uc = 0.91t. The results indicate that while it is enhanced
by the interactions, the nQFI remains below 1, implying
that no entanglement is detected. In some fine tuned
region close to the half filling, the nQFI can slightly ex-
ceed 1 (witnessing bipartite entanglement), as illustrated
in (b) for the particular case close to the half-filling at
µ = 0.1t.

Quantum Fisher information of non-local operators for
fermion systems— The above results imply that local
operators are not adequate to fully capture the entan-
glement structure of the fermion systems with a Fermi
surface. Recognizing that metallic fermion systems with
a Fermi surface have a large entanglement entropy, we ask
whether there are other operators that can serve as en-
tanglement witnesses. To this end, we consider non-local
many-body bosonic operators. Our strategy is to attach
non-local string operators to each fermionic operator via
the Jordan-Wigner transformation.

We consider spinless noninteracting electrons in (1) a
1D chain and (2) a ladder of two coupled chains, both
with a nearest-neighbor hopping. The Hamiltonians are

H1 = −t
∑
⟨i,j⟩,

c†i cj − µ
∑
i,

c†i ci , (13)

H2 = HA
1 +HB

1 − t
∑
i

(c†i,Aci,B + c†i,Bci,A) , (14)

where A,B label the two chains. H1 is the spinless ver-
sion of H0 (Eq. (8)).



4

For the 1D chain, the Jordan-Wigner transformation
maps fermionic operators c†i , ci to hard-core bosonic op-
erators via a flux attaching term in 1D [36]:

a†i = c†i Θ̂
−1
i , ai = Θ̂ici , (15)

where Θ̂i = e−iπ
∑

j<i c
†
jcj in 1D. The operators ai and a†i

satisfy the commutation relations:

[ai, aj ] = [a†i , a
†
j ] = 0 , ∀i, j ,

[ai, a
†
j ] = 0, ∀i ̸= j, {ai, a†i} = 1 . (16)

These operators describe hard-core bosons and do not
change the Hilbert space of the system.

In the L×2 ladder system, the Jordan-Wigner transfor-
mation can be defined by the extended string operators
Θ̂i = e−iθsgn

ij

∑
j ̸=i c

†
jcj where exp(−iθsgnij ) = sgn(xi−xj)+

sgn(yi − yj)δxi,xj
, xi = 1, . . . , L and yi = A,B are the

x coordinate and ladder index of the i-th mode. Here
sgn(0) = 0 is imposed for this definition. This amounts
to a special form of the 2D Jordan Wigner transforma-
tion [37–39].

These hard-core bosonic operators can be used for con-
sidering the QFI of the underlying fermionic systems.
Although non-local in real space and involving many
fermion operators, these commuting operators define dis-
connected Hilbert subspaces and fulfill the criteria of us-
ing QFI as entanglement witness. Specifically, we con-
sider Ô(q) =

∑
i e

iq·riÔi in which

Ôi = ai + a†i or Ôi = i(ai − a†i ) (17)

as the local operator in the transformed basis. Its nor-
malized QFI density is nQFI = fQ/4, since the local
Hermitian operator has eigenvalues ±1 [25].

We apply the framework introduced above for the
two cases. Here we focus on the operator Ô(q) =∑

i e
iq·ri(ai + a†i ). The involved correlation functions of

this string operator can be calculated by evaluating a
Toeplitz matrix [40–43] (see the SM [25]).

We first consider the 1D noninteracting metal, with
the Hamiltonian H1 defined above. Fig. 4(a) presents
the nQFI of the Jordan-Wigner transformation operators
with θsgnij for the half-filled case. It shows the nQFI as
peaked at q = π. We now set the filling factor ν = N/NL

where N is the number of filled states and NL = L× 1 is
the number of sites, and q = π. The nQFIs vs. the sys-
tem size L at different fillings are calculated and shown
in Fig. 4(b). The fitted slope of the half filling case within
the size regime of our study is n = 0.58, i.e., nQFI ∝ Nn

L .
We see that the nQFI scales with the system size, demon-
strating a divergent multi-partite entanglement in the
thermodynamic limit. Such a divergence in the thermo-
dynamic limit at T = 0 suggests that this non-local nQFI
will be strongly temperature dependent, increasing with

(a)

(c) (d)

(b)

FIG. 4. (a) nQFI of 1D noninteracting electrons (Eq. (13)) at
half filling µ = 0 with L = 24. (b) nQFI of 1D noninteracting
electrons at q = π v.s. the system size L at different fillings ν.
(c) nQFI of non-local operator for noninteracting electrons on
1D chain and two-leg ladder (Eq. (14)) at different fillings and
q = (π, π). (d) nQFI of non-local operator for noninteracting
electrons on 1D chain and two-leg ladder at q = (π, π) with
different system size L.

decreasing temperature. Explicit calculations at nonzero
temperatures will be addressed in a separate work.

Fig. 4(c) and (d) show the nQFI of the Jordan Wigner
transformed operator for noninteracting fermions of the
single chain with size L × 1 at q = π and of the two
chains with size L×2 at q = (π, π). Fig. 4(c) displays the
filling dependence of the nQFI for our non-local operator,
whereas Fig. 4(d) shows the size dependence of this nQFI
with the particle number N = L/2 for both cases.

Discussion and Conclusion— Several remarks are in
order. First, as already mentioned, metallic free fermions
with a Fermi surface have a large entanglement entropy
that violates the area law [24]. The relation between
the nQFI and the entanglement entropy is an interest-
ing open question. We also note that, as discussed
in the contexts of resonant inelastic x-ray scattering
(RIXS) and angle resolved photoemission spectroscopy
(ARPES), there are other entanglement witnesses to con-
sider for fermionic systems [44, 45].

Second, the calculations for the nQFI of the non-local
operators reported here are mainly for 1D systems. Ex-
tension to the corresponding calculations of the non-local
nQFI in 2D systems is nontrivial because the Jordan-
Wigner transformation is not unique and the calculation
of correlation functions is more involved. We defer the
discussion of these cases to a separate work.

The experimental determination of non-local quantum
Fisher information of a Fermi liquid requires the measure-
ment of correlation functions beyond the usual 2-particle
level. For ultracold atomic fermions in optical lattices,
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the correlation functions of the related string operators
can and have been measured [46]. In condensed mat-
ter systems, techniques for measuring high-order corre-
lation functions are being advanced in various spectro-
scopic contexts (eg., Ref. [47]). Thus, there is prospect
for measuring the non-local QFI of the Fermi liquids and
witness their multipartite entanglement. Our result that
the non-local nQFI is divergent in the thermodynamic
limit at T = 0 and is expected to strongly depend on
temperature will facilitate its experimental measurement.

To summarize, we have considered metallic systems of
noninteracting electrons with or without superconduct-
ing order parameters as well as the effect of interactions.
We show that local operators do not witness multipartite
entanglement in the ground state of these Fermi liquid
systems. Using the Jordan-Wigner transformation op-
erators as illustration, we show that many-body opera-
tors non-local in real space have normalized QFI densities
that scale with the system size in certain low-dimensional
cases and thus witness multipartite entanglement in the
Fermi liquids. Our work raises the prospect for exper-
imentally detecting multipartite entanglement in many-
body fermionic systems. More generally, how to probe
entanglement in quantum materials has started to at-
tract considerable interest and our work points to a new
direction in this emerging field.
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS

A. QUANTUM FISHER INFORMATION

In this section we give a brief review of the quantum Fisher information (QFI) and its relation to the correlation
functions in quantum systems.

For a mixed state, the density matrix can be written with the spectral decomposition ρ̂ =
∑

i λn|λn⟩⟨λn|. The QFI
is defined as [48]:

FQ =
∑
n

(∂θλn)
2

λn
+ 2

∑
nm

(λn − λm)2

λn + λm

∣∣⟨λn|∂θλm⟩
∣∣2 . (S1)

where θ is a parameter of the state. It is a measure of the sensitivity of the state to θ. The inverse of FQ gives the
quantum Cramér-Rao bound for the estimation of θ [13].

The QFI can be used to detect the multi-partite entanglement in a quantum system. Assuming the parameter in
Eq. (S1) is associated with a local unitary transformation |λn⟩ → e−iθÔ|λn⟩, where Ô is an operator, the QFI can be
written as:

FQ = 2
∑
nm

(λn − λm)2

λn + λm
OnmOmn. (S2)

where Onm = ⟨λn|Ô|λm⟩.
For a pure state |ψ⟩, this QFI is related to the equal-time correlation function of the operator Ô, i.e.,

FQ(|ψ⟩, Ô) = 4Var(Ô) ≡ 4
(
⟨Ô2⟩ − ⟨Ô⟩2

)
. (S3)

The QFI is related the entanglement of |ψ⟩. Consider a quantum system defined on a lattice with NL degrees of
freedom. If it is “disentangled” into multiple “patches” [see Fig. S1(a)], its wave function will have the following form:

|ψ⟩ =
⊗
j

|ωj⟩ , (S4)

in which |ωj⟩ is the state of the j-th “patch” of the system whose support is denoted as Xj . The entanglement depth,
can be defined as the maximum value of the sizes of these patches:

m = max
j

{|Xj |} . (S5)

One can prove that the QFI density is upper bounded by:

fQ ≡ FQ(|ψ⟩, Ô)

NL
≤ m(hmax − hmin)

2 . (S6)

Here hmax and hmin stand for the maximum and minimum eigenvalues of the local operators Ô. If the QFI is larger
than the bound, the system is at least (m + 1)-partite entangled. Note that the QFI depends on the choice of
the operator Ô, and the bound is a sufficient condition for the entanglement detection. Therefore, it serves as an
entanglement witness in a quantum system.

The discussion in the previous paragraphs is based on the assumption that all the local operators in Ô are hermitian.
In some context, the quantum Fisher information can also be defined when the operators are not hermitian. We will
prove that a similar entanglement upper bound still holds for a modified definition of QFI, given by:

FQ(|ψ⟩, Ô) = 4⟨Ô†Ô⟩ − 4|⟨Ô⟩|2 , (S7)

when the operator Ô takes the following form:

Ô =
∑
j

ÔXj =
∑
j

∑
i∈Xj

Ôie
iχi . (S8)
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(a) (b)

FIG. S1. (a) The definition of entanglement depth. A wave function |ψ⟩ has an entanglement depth of m if it can be decompose
into tensor product of inseparable states, each containing at most m sites. (b) The possible values of a complex random variable
Z distributed on the dashed circle on the complex plane. Points a and b are the two ends of one diameter, and Zc = (a+ b)/2
is the center of the circle.

Here the operators defined on each site Ôi are still Hermitian, and the phase factors χi ∈ R. This form is applicable
to a wide class of operators and naturally extends the previous framework for using the QFI as entanglement witness.
For example, spin density operators with a finite momentum q have phase factors χi = q · ri in their definition. Due
to these phase factors, the operators defined on each patch ÔXj

can be non-hermitian.

In this case, we can show that the quantum Fisher information FQ has the following form:

FQ(|ψ⟩, Ô) =4
∑
jj′

⟨ψ|Ô†
Xj

ÔXj′ |ψ⟩ − 4

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
j

⟨ψ|ÔXj
|ψ⟩

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

=4
∑
j

⟨ωj |Ô†
Xj

ÔXj |ωj⟩+ 4
∑
j ̸=j′

⟨ωj |Ô†
Xj

|ωj⟩⟨ωj′ |ÔXj′ |ωj′⟩ − 4
∑
jj′

⟨ωj |Ô†
Xj

|ωj⟩⟨ωj′ |ÔXj′ |ωj′⟩

=4
∑
j

⟨ωj |Ô†
Xj

ÔXj
|ωj⟩ − 4

∑
j

∣∣∣⟨ωj |ÔXj
|ωj⟩

∣∣∣2 , (S9)

which is the summation of the “variance” of the operators ÔXj defined in each patch. We note that although the
operators ÔXj are no longer Hermitian, they are still “normal” matrices, given that they commute with their own
Hermitian conjugate. Therefore, eigenvalues and eigenstates can still be defined for ÔXj operators. By assuming the
eigenvalues of the local operators on each site are hα ∈ R, the eigenvalues of the patch operator ÔXj can be labeled
by a collection of single-site eigenvalue indices {αi}:

Z{αi} =
∑
i∈Xj

hαi
eiχi . (S10)

As such, each term in Eq. (S9) can be considered as a generalized “variance” of a complex random variable:

⟨ωj |Ô†
Xj

ÔXj |ωj⟩ − |⟨ωj |ÔXj |ωj⟩|2 =
∑
{αi}

p{αi}Z
∗
{αi}Z{αi} −

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
{αi}

p{αi}Z{αi}

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

, (S11)

in which p{αi} = |⟨{αi}|ωj⟩|2 is the probability of the ÔXj eigenstate |{αi}⟩ in the state |ωj⟩.

We then study the properties of the distribution of ÔXj eigenvalues. Since hmin ≤ hα ≤ hmax, we can define the
“center” of the distribution as hc = (hmin + hmax)/2. Therefore, for any local eigenvalue hα, it will always satisfy
|hα − hc| < (hmax − hmin)/2. Using hα = (hα − hc) + hc to rewrite Eq. (S11), we end up with the following equation:

Z{αi} =
∑
i∈Xj

(hαi
− hc)e

iχi + hc
∑
i∈Xj

eiχi . (S12)

The second term is irrelevant to the choice of {αi}, which can be considered as the “center” of the distribution of ÔXj
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eigenvalues. For convenience, we define this point as follows:

Zc = hc
∑
i∈Xj

eiχi . (S13)

One can further show that all ÔXj eigenvalues distribute within a circle centered around Zc, as illustrated in Fig. S1(b).
Using triangle inequality, the upper bound of the radius can be shown as:∣∣Z{αi} − Zc

∣∣ ≤ ∑
i∈Xj

|hαi
− hc| ≤ lj

hmax − hmin

2
. (S14)

Here we have defined the size of patch Xj as lj .

To prove the upper bound of Eq. (S11), we first choose two points a and b along an arbitrary diameter of this circle,
which satisfies Zc = (a + b)/2 and |a − b| = lj(hmax − hmin). Since all Z{αi} values are within this circle, we will
always have the following inequality:

Re
[
(a− Z{αi})(Z

∗
{αi} − b∗)

]
≥ 0 . (S15)

This is because of the angle between the two arrows shown in Fig. S1(b) is always smaller than 90◦ if z is within the
dashed circle. Such an inequality can be easily transformed into the following form:

Z∗
{αi}Z{αi} ≤ Re

[
(a+ b)Z∗

{αi} − ab∗
]
. (S16)

Clearly, it leads to an upper bound for Eq. (S11):

⟨ωj |Ô†
Xj

ÔXj
|ωj⟩ − |⟨ωj |ÔXj

|ωj⟩|2 ≤
∑
{αi}

p{αi}Re
[
(a+ b)Z∗

{αi} − ab∗
]
−

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
{αi}

p{αi}Z{αi}

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

= Re
[
(a+ b)⟨ÔXj

⟩∗ − ab∗
]
− |⟨ÔXj

⟩|2

= |Zc|2 − |⟨ÔXj
⟩ − Zc|2 − Re ab∗

≤ |Zc|2 − Re ab∗

=
1

4
|a− b|2

= l2j
(hmax − hmin)

2

4
. (S17)

We note that this upper bound shares the same format as the one occurring in the case with Hermitian ÔXj operators.
Indeed, this is a generalization of Popoviciu’s inequality and Bhatia–Davis inequality [49] into the case with complex
random variables.

By summing over all patches, the QFI for the entire system is therefore upper bounded by:

FQ(|ψ⟩, Ô) ≤ (hmax − hmin)
2
∑
j

l2j . (S18)

The patch sizes lj satisfy
∑

j lj = NL and 0 ≤ lj ≤ m, in which NL is the total amount of sites in the system. For
any two positive integers < m with fixed sum, the maximum value of the sum of their squares is achieved when one
of them is as large as possible. We can then iteratively apply this argument to the patch sizes lj to show that the
maximum value of the sum

∑
j l

2
j is achieved when there are ⌊NL

m ⌋ patches with size m and one extra patch with size
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r = N −m⌊NL

m ⌋ < m. Hence, the upper bound of the QFI is:

FQ(|ψ⟩, Ô) ≤(hmax − hmin)
2

(
m2⌊NL

m
⌋+ r2

)
≤(hmax − hmin)

2

(
m2⌊NL

m
⌋+ rm

)
=(hmax − hmin)

2m

(
m⌊NL

m
⌋+ r

)
=(hmax − hmin)

2mNL . (S19)

This upper bound of the modified QFI is still the same as Eq. (S6). Therefore, we conclude that non-Hermitian
operators, such as the spin density operators at an incommensurate q can still be used to detect the entanglement
in a quantum state. We also note that the proof of this bound only requires the local operators commute [16] while
locality is not used. Therefore, commuting nonlocal operators also fit this framework.

B. EQUIVALENCE BETWEEN THE NQFI OF THE LOCAL SPIN AND CHARGE DENSITY
OPERATORS

In the main text we show the nQFI of local spin operator is always trivial for noninteracting fermions. Here we
show the bound for local charge operator is equal to the bound for local spin operator.

When the spin SU(2) symmetry is present, it forces ⟨n↑i⟩ = ⟨n↓i⟩. Then the nQFI of the local spin operator can
be expressed as

nQFI =
1

NL

∑
ij

eiq·(ri−rj)⟨(n↑i − n↓i)(n↑j − n↓j)⟩

=
1

NL

∑
ij

eiq·(ri−rj)
(
⟨(n↑i + n↓i)(n↑j + n↓j)⟩ − 2⟨n↓i⟩⟨n↑j⟩ − 2⟨n↑i⟩⟨n↓j⟩

)
=

1

NL

∑
ij

eiq·(ri−rj)
(
⟨ninj⟩ − ⟨ni⟩⟨nj⟩

)
(S20)

where ni = n↑i + n↓i. Note the difference in the normalization factors that are considered: the charge operator has
hmax = 1, hmin = 0 while the spin operator has hmax = 1/2, hmin = −1/2. Thus, for noninteracting electrons, the
nQFI of the local spin operator is the same as the nQFI of the local charge operator. Therefore, the upper bound we
proved for the local spin nQFI also applies to its charge counterpart.

C. UPPER BOUND OF QFI WITH LOCAL OPERATOR FOR NONINTERACTING MULTIORBITAL
ELECTRON SYSTEM

We define general density operators Ô(q) =
∑

iα e
iq·riÔiα at wave vector q, with Ôiα = 1

2

∑
σσ′ c

†
iασ[σ

a]σσ′ciασ for
each orbital α and each site i, where α = 1, · · · ,M , a = 0 or z represents charge or spin channel respectively. The
Ô(q) =

∑
iα Ôiα(q) in the band representation has the form:

Ô(q) =
1

2

∑
kmn

c†k+q,mσ[σ
a]σσ′Kmn(k, q)ck,nσ′ , (S21)

where σ, σ′ =↑, ↓ are spin labels, m,n = 1, · · · ,M are band labels, Kmn(k, q) =
∑

α u
∗
αm(k+ q)uαn(k) where uαn(k)

is the Bloch function that transforms electrons from orbital basis to band basis. In the band representation, the
multiorbital Hamiltonian is exactly diagonalized:

H =
∑
kmσ

ϵkmc
†
kmσckmσ , (S22)
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where ϵkm is the dispersion for each band m. These bands could be non-degenerate. The QFI for the general density
operator is:

fQ(q) =
4

MNL
[⟨Ô†(q)Ô(q)⟩ − ⟨Ô†(q)⟩⟨Ô(q)⟩] (S23)

=
1

MNL

∑
kk′mnm′n′

∑
σσ′µµ′=↑↓

⟨c†knσ′ck′,n′µ′⟩⟨ck+q,m′σc
†
k′+q,mµ⟩K

∗
mn(k, q)Km′n′(k′, q)[σa]σσ′ [σa]µµ′ (S24)

=
2

MNL

∑
kmn

K∗
mn(k, q)Kmn(k, q)f(ϵk,n)[1− f(ϵk+q,m)] , (S25)

where f(ϵkn) = θ(−ϵkn) is the Fermi-Dirac distribution for band n at zero temperature. Same as the one band
version, the QFI density is upper-bounded through the arithmetic mean-geometric mean inequality:

fQ(q) ≤
1

MNL

∑
kmn

K∗
mn(k, q)Kmn(k, q)[f(ϵk,n)

2 + (1− f(ϵk,m))2] (S26)

=
1

MNL

∑
kmn

K∗
mn(k, q)Kmn(k, q)[f(ϵk,n) + 1− f(ϵk+q,m)] (S27)

=
1

MNL

∑
k

Tr(K†(k, q)K(k, q)) (S28)

=1 , (S29)

where in the last two equations we utilized the unitary matrix property of K(k, q):
∑

mK∗
mn(k, q)Kmn(k, q) =∑

mαβ u
∗
αn(k)uαm(k+q)u∗βm(k+q)uβn(k) =

∑
α u

∗
αn(k)uαn(k) = 1. The first inequility saturates when sgn(ϵk,m) =

−sgn(ϵk+q,n) for any momentum k and for any two bands m,n.

D. UPPER BOUND OF THE QFI WITH LOCAL OPERATORS FOR A SUPERCONDUCTOR

In this section we study the QFI of the superconducting BdG states and the charge operator Ôi = eiq·rini. Here
we label all the modes, including site and spin, by i. A general BdG ground state is annihilated by the operators

γn =

NL∑
i=1

ciU
∗
in + c†iV

∗
in , (S30)

where n = 1 . . . , NL, U and V are square matrices that appear in the eigenstates of the BdG Hamiltonian:

HBdGΨ = Ψ

(
D

−D

)
, Ψ =

(
U V ∗

V U∗

)
(S31)

where D is a diagonal matrix with positive eigen-energies. These matrices satisfy the conditions

U†U + V †V = UU† + V ∗V T = 1 , (S32)

U†V ∗ + V †U∗ = UV † + V ∗UT = 0 . (S33)

The correlation functions are:

⟨c†i cj⟩ = (V V †)ij ≡ Gij , (S34)

⟨c†i c
†
j⟩ = (V U†)ij ≡ Fij . (S35)
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Therefore, the nQFI of charge operator can be expressed as

nQFI =
4

NL

∑
ij

eiq·(ri−rj)
(
⟨c†i cic

†
jcj⟩ − ⟨c†i ci⟩⟨c

†
jcj⟩

)
=

−4

NL

∑
ij

eiq·(ri−rj)
(
⟨c†i cj⟩⟨c

†
jci⟩+ ⟨c†i c

†
j⟩⟨cicj⟩

)
=

4

NL

∑
ij

eiq·(ri−rj)(−GijGji + |Fij |2)

≤ 4

NL
Tr(V †ΣV U†Σ†U)

≤ 2 , (S36)

where [Σ]ij = eiq·riδij and in the fifth line we used Cauchy-Schwartz inequality.
For the local spin operators, the nQFI bound can be derived in a similar manner

nQFI =
1

NL

NL∑
i,j=1

eiq·(ri−rj)
(
⟨(c†i↑ci↑ − c†i↓ci↓)(c

†
j↑cj↑ − c†j↓cj↓)⟩ − ⟨c†i↑ci↑ − c†i↓ci↓⟩

2
)

=
1

NL

2NL∑
a̸=b=1

eiq·(ra−rb)+iπ(a+b)⟨nanb⟩

≤ 1

NL
Tr(V †ΣV U†Σ†U)

≤ 1 , (S37)

where n2a = c†a↑ca↑, n2a+1 = c†a↓ca↓ and [Σ]ab = eiq·ra+iπaδab.

E. INTERACTION-INDUCED ENHANCEMENT OF THE QFI IN FERMI LIQUIDS

As is shown in the main text, the quantum Fisher information for noninteracting electrons has its upper bound -
one. Next we show that the QFI for interacting electrons at RPA level is larger than noninteracting counterparts, but
the magnitude is still trivial.

We aim to prove the inequality

χ′′
RPA

χ′′
0

=
1

(1− U (χ′
0))

2 + (Uχ′′
0)

2
≥ 1 , (S38)

where χ′ ≡ Reχ and χ′′ ≡ Imχ are real and imaginary part of spin susceptibility, respectively. This inequality is
equivalent to

U2[(χ′
0)

2 + (χ′′
0)

2] ≤ 2Uχ′
0, , (S39)

where the noninteracting spin susceptibility χ0(q, ω) has the following form

χ0(q, ν − iδ) =
2

NL

∑
k

f(ϵk+q)− f(ϵk)

ν − (ϵk+q − ϵk)− iδ
. (S40)

To establish this result, we consider the following observations:

• Due to the relation xδ(x) = 0 and hence 1/x≫ πδ(x), it follows that

|χ′
0| ≫ |χ′′

0 |. (S41)
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Consequently, we obtain the bound

U2[(χ′
0)

2 + (χ′′
0)

2] ≤ 2U2(χ′
0)

2. (S42)

• In a Fermi liquid, the Stoner criterion imposes the condition for the stability condition of the Fermi liquid

1− Uχ′
0(q, ω) ≥ 0. (S43)

This implies that

U2(χ′
0)

2 ≤ Uχ′
0. (S44)

Combining this with the previous bound, we conclude that

U2[(χ′
0)

2 + (χ′′
0)

2] ≤ 2U2(χ′
0)

2 ≤ 2Uχ′
0, (S45)

thereby proving the desired inequality.

F. CORRELATION FUNCTION OF THE JORDAN-WIGNER TRANSFORMED OPERATORS

The correlation functions of Jordan-Wigner transformation string operators in one dimension can be solved numer-
ically using a Toeplitz matrix [40–43]. The correlation function between the sites j1 and j2 is

4⟨Sx
j1S

x
j2⟩ = det


Mj1,j1+1 Mj1,j1+2 · · · Mj1,j2−1 Mj1,j2

Mj1+1,j1+1 Mj1+1,j1+2 · · · Mj1+1,j2−1 Mj1+1,j2
...

...
. . .

...
...

Mj2−2,j1+1 Mj2−2,j1+2 · · · Mj2−2,j2−1 Mj2−2,j2

Mj2−1,j1+1 Mj2−1,j1+2 · · · Mj2−1,j2−1 Mj2−1,j2

 (S46)

where the spin operator is 2Sx
j = aj + a†j ,

Mjj′ = δjj′ − 2(Gjj′ + Fjj′) (S47)

For a BdG state:

Gjj′ = ⟨cjc†j′⟩ =
1

L

∑
k

eik(j−j′)|uk|2 (S48)

Fjj′ = ⟨cjcj′⟩ = − 1

L

∑
k

eik(j−j′)u∗kvk (S49)

and uk and vk are the two components of eigenstates of the BdG Hamiltonian. For a noninteracting fermion state:

Gjj′ = ⟨cjc†j′⟩ =
1

L

∑
|k|≤kF

eik(j−j′) (S50)

Fjj′ = 0 (S51)

where fermoins are filled at momenta |k| ≤ kF .
Then the nQFI of the Jordan Wigner transformed operator at the wave vector q is:

nQFI =
1

NL

NL∑
i,j=1

4⟨Sx
j1S

x
j2⟩e

iq(j1−j2) (S52)

For a ladder model with extended string operator θsignij , one can always stretch the ladder into a one dimensional
chain and arrange the sites in an order that is consistent with the extended string operator. The correlation functions
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can then be evaluated in the same way as the one dimensional case.


