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In (2 + 1)d topological quantum field theory, topological entanglement entropy (TEE) can be
computed using the replica and surgery methods. We classify all bipartitions on a torus and propose
a general method for calculating their corresponding TEEs. For each bipartition, the TEEs for
different ground states are bounded by a topological quantity, termed the intrinsic TEE, which
depends solely on the number of entanglement interfaces w94, Siter(A) = —moa In D with D being
the total quantum dimension. We derive a modified form of strong subadditivity (SSA) for the
intrinsic TEE, with the modification depending on the genus gx of the subregions X, Siter(A) +
SiTEE(B) — SiTEE(AU B) — SjTEE(AﬂB) > —2In D(gA +9B —gAauB — gAmB). Additionally, we show
that SSA for the full TEE holds when the intersection number between torus knots of the subregions
is not equal to one. When the intersection number is one, the SSA condition is satisfied if and only
if Za \wa|2(ln Soa —1In [1a]) + \S¢a|2(ln Soa —In|SYa]) > 2In D, with S being the modular S-matrix
and 1), being the probability amplitudes. This condition has been verified for unitary modular
categories up to rank 11, while counterexamples have been found in non-pseudo-unitary modular
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categories, such as the Yang-Lee anyon.

Contents VI. Conclusion 19
VII. Acknowledgments 20
Introduction 1
A. Entanglement measures and the strong A. Some related proof 1 20
subadditivity 3
B. Generalized surgery 3 B. Some related proof 2 20
Classification of bipartitions 4 C. Edge approach 20
A. Regularization of bipartitions 4
B. Classification of bipartitions 4 References 21
C. Canonical bipartitions on a torus 5
The intrinsic TEE and TEE for general I. Introduction
bipartitions 6
A. The intrinsic TEE and the topological RT Topological orders [1] are phases of matter that are be-
formula 6 yond the Ginzburg-Landau characterization [2]. A topo-
B. Vacuum state 7 logically ordered system is a gapped system that fea-
C. Generic state on Ry bipartition 8 tures robust ground state degeneracies and long ranged
D. Generic state on R3 and R, bipartition 11 entanglement. Well-known examples include the frac-
tional quantum Hall effect [3, 4], gapped quantum spin
The modified SSA of Siter 13 liquids [5] and p, +ip, superconductors [6]. When such a
system becomes infinitely gapped, its ground states can
The SSA of St 14 often be effectively described by a topological quantum
A. Isolating contractible regions 15 field theory (TQFT).
1. AZivgg > 0 15 A TQFT is a quantum field theory whose Lagrangian
2. ATy <0 implies AZpgg > 0 16 s topologically invariant. One famous example is the
B. Removing contractible isolated regions 16 Chern-Simons theory where the topological invariant is
C. The SSA for Stgg for ribbons 16 associated with the knot invariant [7]. Axiomatically,
1. iap =2 17 TQFTs can be understood as functors from the cate-
2.iap=0 17 gory of d + 1 dimensional manifolds to the category of
3. iap =1 18 Hilbert spaces associated with d dimensional quantum
D. Violation of SSA for Sitgr 19 field theories [3]. These mappings are examples of the

chihyulo.jared@gmail.com

T pychang@phys.nthu.edu.tw

holographic principle in its simplest form, even predating
its formalization [9, 10]. For instance, the Chern-Simons
theory defined on a three-dimensional manifold is dual
to the Wess-Zumino-Witten (WZW) theory on the two-
dimensional boundary of the manifold. In this paper, we
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focus on d = 3 TQFTs, where the partition function of
a three-dimensional manifold generates a quantum state
on the Hilbert space of its two-dimensional boundary.

Topological entanglement entropy (TEE) is one of the
key characteristics of topologically ordered systems [11,

]. It is proposed that the entanglement entropy (EE)
between a region A and its complement A€ can be ex-
pressed as

SEE(A) =aly+ STEE(A)7 (Il)

where « is a proportional constant, L, is the length
of OA and Stgg(A4) is the TEE between A and A°.
TEE is a non-positive correction to the EE with the
strong constraints in topologically ordered systems. This
quantity has been numerically verified in various lattice
models [13-19]. It can also be computed analytically
through two main approaches: the bulk approach us-
ing the replica and surgery methods [20], and the edge
approach using Ishibashi states [21-24]. Throughout this
work, we mainly follow the bulk approach, which neglects
the area contribution at the interfaces. Specifically, we
derive the TEE for an arbitrary bipartition on a torus,
showing that the TEE has a lower bound that depends
only on the number of entangling interface components.
This quantity, which we call the intrinsic TEE, is given
by:

Sirer(A4) = \i?gia Stee(4, V), (I.2)

and is independent of the specific ground state. On a
lattice, where ground state degeneracy may lead to un-
certainty about the specific state, it is beneficial to focus
on this ground-state-independent quantity. Furthermore,
this minimally entangled state is preferred when apply-
ing the Density Matrix Renormalization Group (DMRG)
method to compute the TEE [17].

In the context of holography, the leading contribution
to the ground-state EE at the boundary is proportional
to the area of the minimal surface anchored to the entan-
glement interface, as described by the Ryu-Takayanagi
(RT) formula [25]. In TQFTs, where there is no unique
ground state, it is natural to consider the minimally en-
tangled ground state, which yields the intrinsic TEE of
the interface. We will show that this intrinsic TEE de-
pends purely on the number of boundary components of
the interface. This leads to a topological version of the
RT formula:

SiTEE(A) = —THA In D, (13)

where mpa = |mo(0A)| is the number of interfaces be-
tween A, A° and D = /), d2 is the total quantum
dimension which relates to the summing over all the su-
perselection sectors (anyons) of the systems with each in-
dividual dimension d, of a-type anyon. While the EE is
proportional to the area of the minimal surface in the RT
formula, the intrinsic TEE is proportional to the number
of boundary components of that minimal surface.

A proof of the strong subadditivity (SSA) for entan-
glement entropy can be given geometrically using the RT
formula [26], which leads to Sgg(A) + Sgr(B) — Sgr(AU
B) — Sge(AN B) > 0. Similarly, we apply Eq. (I.3) and
topological arguments to show a modified version of the
SSA for the intrinsic TEE

Siter(A) + Sitee(B) — Sitee(A U B) — Sitee(A N B)
>—2InD(ga + 9B — gauB — GANB), (L.4)

where gx is the genus of the surface X. Such modifica-
tion term is bounded by

—1<ga+g9B—9gauB — ganp < 1. (L5)

We find that the standard SSA fails only when A and
B consist of torus knot ribbons, and their intersection
number is one.

On the other hand, the SSA for total TEE can be
shown by the SSA for the EE together with Eq. (I.1)
and the extensive property of the ol term. In this pa-
per, we present a proof of SSA for TEE without relying
on Eq. (I.1) up to a conjecture. First, we show that
the conditional mutual information decreases only when
contractible regions are isolated. Next, we prove that the
conditional mutual information remains invariant under
the removal of these isolated regions. By combining these
two results, we can systematically remove all contractible
subregions and reduce the problem to the case where re-
gions A, B consist purely of torus knot ribbons. For these
configurations, we classify the cases based on the inter-
section number i4p between the torus knots of regions
A and B. Foriap > 2 and i4g = 0, we are able to show
that the SSA indeed holds. For isp = 1, we are able
too show that the SSA is valid if and only if for all set
of possible probability amplitudes {,}, subject to the
constraint Y |1,]? = 1, the following inequality holds:

Z [V ]?(In dg—1n [1)4])+]Sta|? (In dy—1In | Stby|) > 2In D,

(1.6)
where S is the modular S-matrix and d, = Sy, are the
quantum dimensions.

We have numerically verified that Eq. (I.6) holds for
unitary modular tensor categories (UMTC) with rank
less than 11 [27], including notable examples such as the
Fibonacci anyons and the Semion model. We conjecture
that Eq. (1.6) is valid for all UMTCs, and that it may
impose implicit constraints on the modular data. On the
other hand, for non-pseudo-unitary modular categories
such as the Galois partner of Fibonacci anyon (Yang-
Lee anyon), Eq. (I.6) can be violated. Nevertheless, the
SSA for TEE can still be deduced using Eq. (I.1). This
suggests that for non-pseudo-unitary modular categories,
either the calculation of TEE or Eq. (I.1) itself requires
modification.

The outline of this paper is as follows. In the remain-
der of this section, we briefly review the SSA condition



and generalize the surgery method. In Sec. II, we clas-
sify all possible bipartitions on a torus and discuss how to
reduce them to canonical bipartitions. Readers familiar
with these techniques may proceed directly to Sec. III.
In Sec. ITI, we apply the replica method and generalized
surgery to compute the TEE for canonical bipartitions,
and explore the concept of intrinsic TEE. Sec. IV in-
troduces the modified SSA for intrinsic TEE, supported
by topological arguments. Finally, in Sec. V, we will
present the proof for the SSA of the TEE up to Eq. (L.6),
along with several low-rank examples illustrating both
valid and invalid cases.

Let us begin by summarizing some key concepts that
will be referenced throughout this paper.

A. Entanglement measures and the strong
subadditivity

In the context of quantum information, given two dis-
joint subregions A, B, the mutual information between
these regions is defined as

I(A : B) :SEE(A)JrSEE(B) *SEE(AUB), (1.7)
where

Sep(A) =Tr(palnpa) (1.8)

is the Von-Neumann entropy corresponding to the re-
duced density matrix pg4 = Traep. The mutual infor-
mation quantifies the additional information that is not
captured by A or B individually. Generally, A, B might
not be the complement of each other.

When A and B intersect, the conditional mutual infor-
mation further measures the additional information that
remains unrepresented in the Venn diagram:

I(A: B|ANB)
:SEE(A) + SEE(B) — SEE(A U B) — SEE(A n B)
(1.9)

For simplicity, we denote the conditional mutual infor-
mation as

Irpr(A:B):=I(A: B|JANB). (I1.10)
The strong subadditivity (SSA) of von Neumann entropy
is expressed as:

SEE(AUC)+SEE(BUC)—SEE(AUBUC)—SEE(C) > 0.

(L.11)
If we take A’ = AUC and B’ = B U C, then the SSA
can be rewritten as

Ser(A") + Sge(B’) — Sgr(A’ U B') — Sge(A' N B’) >0,

(I.12)
This is also equivalent to stating that the conditional
mutual information is non-negative:

Furthermore, the conditional mutual information is in-
variant under taking the simultaneous complement of
both A and B,
This result follows from the invariance of entropy under
complement, explicitly, Sgg(A4) = Sgg(A°). Therefore,
the SSA condition is also preserved under the simultane-
ous complement.

For convenience, we introduce a family of quantities
akin to the conditional mutual information:

Zy(A:B)= f(A)+ f(B) — f(AUB) — f(ANB) (L.15)

which measures the additional quantity beyond the de-
scription of the Venn diagram. For example, if we take
f = Steg, then we have the topological conditional mu-
tual information Zrgg(A : B). We will show that such
quantity is also non-negative, i.e., the TEE also satisfies
the SSA. In Sec. I and Sec. IV, we will take f to be the
intrinsic TEE Sitgg and the genus g, where we will show
the modified SSA for the intrinsic TEE

Furthermore, if a function f satisfies f(A) = f(A°),
then Z;(A : B) is invariant under simultaneous comple-
ment of A and B,

T¢(A°: B°) =1;(A: B). (I.17)
For example, entropies such as the EE, TEE and iTEE
all satisfy this property.

B. Generalized surgery

In this section, we briefly review the surgery method
introduced by Witten in [7] and present a natural gener-
alization to the method. Consider two three dimensional
closed manifolds M; and M,. By removing a 3-ball D3
from each manifold, we obtain manifolds M; and Ms re-
spectively. After this removal, both M; and M, acquire
boundaries that are 2-spheres S2. The partition function
of My and M, generate quantum states |Mp),|Ms) of
the Hilbert space Hgz, which is associated with the S2
boundary.

Next, we glue the manifolds M; and M, along their
common 52 boundary, resulting in a new manifold M =
M1 Ug2 My = My# M>, which is the connected sum of M
and M;. The partition function of M can be computed
as the inner product (M;|Ms) of the two states.

To evaluate this partition function, we insert a com-
plete basis of states for the Hilbert space Hg2. Since H g2
is spanned by the single state |D3>, which correspond to
the partition function of the 3-ball, we can express the
partition function of M as

M;|D?) (D3| M
2(0M) = (M) = & 1’<D§|§)3>| 2).

(118)



The term <Mi’D3> = <D3|Mi> = Z(]\Zfz) represents the
partition function of the manifold M; Ug2 D? ~ M;.
Similarly, (D?|D?*) = Z(S?) is the partition function of
D3 Ug2 D? = S3. Therefore, we can rewrite Eq. (I.18) as

Z(M)Z(S?) = Z(M,)Z(Ms,). (1.19)

The surgery method has been extended to include cases
where the boundary is S? with two marked points a,a
(see [28] for example). In this case, the Hilbert space is
still one-dimensional, i.e., dimHg2 , z = 1. However, the
surgery method can be generalized to situations where
the Hilbert space of the cut is not one-dimensional.

Consider a three manifold M, potentially containing
complicated Wilson lines in the bulk. We make an ar-
bitrary cut along a two-dimensional manifold ¥ C M,
separating M into two submanifolds, M; and Ms;. The
cut may also intersect the Wilson lines, creating marked
points {a;}; on X.

The partition functions of M;, M, generate states
|M1),|Ma) € Hs {q4,3, and the partition function of M is
given by the inner product Z(M) = (M;|Ms). To eval-
uate this inner product, we insert a complete orthogonal
basis 3 of Hy (4,3, yielding:

(M) (v]Mz)

Z(M) = <M1‘M2> = Z <’U|’U>

vES

(1.20)

In particular, when ¥ = S2, the Hilbert space Hs {a:}
can be spanned by a fusion tree basis V{,,} (See Sec. I11C
for concrete examples).

II. Classification of bipartitions
A. Regularization of bipartitions

To analyze the topology of our subregions more care-
fully, we need to pay close attention to whether a subre-
gion includes its boundary points.

Typically, we think of subregions as open subsets.
However, when considering a bipartition of a torus 72 =
AU B, the situation is more nuanced. It is impossible for
two open sets to disjointly cover a closed manifold like
the torus. Therefore, the appropriate condition for A, B
to form a bipartition of 72 is that AU B = T?, where
A is the closure of A, and their boundaries coincide, i.e.
0A = 0B, with 0 denoting the boundary. For simplic-
ity, we will continue to use the notation 72 = AU B
throughout this paper.

In this context, constructing the reduced density ma-
trix p4 introduces an ambiguity: we must decide whether
to glue the manifolds along B or its closure B. For in-
stance, consider the case where B consists of two disjoint
open disks whose boundaries intersect at a line segment.
In this situation, it is natural to treat these two disks as
part of a single connected component, meaning we glue

along their boundaries. This is illustrated as follows:

In this situation, the ambiguity can be resolved.

However, the situation becomes problematic when A
and B intersect at a point rather than along a line seg-
ment, such as in the case of a tetrajunction. For example,
consider the following bipartition on S?

A

A

This configuration is the limiting case between two dis-
tinct situations:

‘A‘
A

The TEE for the left configuration is —21InD, while for
the right one it is —InD. Therefore, the limiting case
with the tetrajunction is ill-defined in the context of
TQFT. Physically, as the length scale near the junction
shrinks towards zero, it becomes smaller than the cor-
relation length of the ultraviolet (UV) theory, meaning
that the TQFT is no longer a valid approximation for
the underlying UV theory. We suspect that there may
be a necessary corner contribution in such cases, which
complicates the calculation of TEE.

To avoid these subtleties, we will focus on configura-
tions where no such junctions occur. More specifically, we
require that the boundaries of different connected compo-
nents remain disjoint. With this physical consideration,
the gluing of subregions becomes well-defined by gluing
the closure of the subregions. Consequently, we can con-
sistently compute the TEE within the TQFT framework.

B. Classification of bipartitions

We now classify the bipartitions of a torus based on
their entanglement interfaces. These interfaces are com-
posed of disjoint loops, which we categorize by the types
of loops present. On a torus, each loop is either a torus
knot or a contractible loop.

Let K(p,q) be the torus knot that winds p € Z times
around the meridian and ¢ € Z times around the lon-
gitude. To prevent the knot from self-intersecting, we
require that p and ¢ be co-prime, meaning ged(p, q) = 1.
If the entanglement interface contains two different types
of non-contractible torus knots (i.e., knots where at least
one of p or ¢ is different), these knots will necessarily
intersect. Thus, the entanglement interfaces we consider



can only include one type of non-contractible torus knot,
along with possibly some contractible loops.

Furthermore, any non-contractible torus knots must
appear in pairs, as this is necessary for them to properly
divide the torus into two distinct regions. Thus, the gen-
eral form of the entanglement interface can be expressed
as follows:

9A=0B = (I, C) 1 (1B K, (p,q),  (IL1)

where the C;’s represent contractible loops, K;(p,q) ~
K(p, q) are non-intersecting torus knots of the same p, g,
and m,n € Z are integers.

C. Canonical bipartitions on a torus

FIG. 1. A canonical bipartition of m rings.

We define a bipartition on the torus 72 as a canoni-
cal bipartition R,, if its entanglement interface consists
solely of 2m meridians, i.e.,

Ry = 1127, K(1,0), (11.2)
where we called m the number of rings. In this section,
we will establish a connection between the TEE for an
arbitrary bipartition and that of a canonical bipartition.
This connection will be made by systematically removing
contractible loops (referred to as "bubbles”) and applying
appropriate coordinate transformations. An illustrative
example of this process can be found in Fig. 2.

(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 2. An example of transforming a general bipartition
into a canonical bipartition proceeds as follows: by removing
the three contractible loops in (a), we obtain the configuration
shown in (b), where the entanglement interface consists of two
K(1,1) knots. We then apply a coordinate transformation
to this interface, converting the two K (1,1) knots into two
meridian loops. This transformation results in the canonical
R bipartition, as depicted in (c).

Consider a vacuum state on the torus 72, generated
by a solid torus [29] with the bipartition T2 = AU B.

The subregion A can be divided into two disjoint parts,
A = A; I A;. Suppose that A, is contractible on T2,
there exist a circle S' C T? that encloses Aj, separating
B into By and By. We now extend such S interface into
a disk D? inside the bulk [30], which separates the solid
torus into two components: M; ~ D? x S and My ~ D3
(See Fig. 3). In this setup, the original solid torus M ~
D? x S can be viewed as the gluing of M; and M, along
the common boundary D?, i.e. M = M; Up2 M.

FIG. 3. 1In this diagram, A; is represented by a non-
contractible annulus, while A2 corresponds to a disk. The
dashed line indicates the S! boundary, and the disk bounded
by the S! separates the solid torus into the left part M; and
the right part M.

Next, we can construct the reduced density matrix by
gluing the manifold with its orientation-reversed coun-
terpart. The two boundaries D? are glued to becomes a
5’? separating the glued manifold into two parts: pa =
M1 US2 MQ, where Mz = Mz UBi Mz with i = 1,2 That
is, the reduced density matrix becomes a connected sum
of M7 and Ms. One can apply the surgery method before
performing the replica method

_ pa, (M) © pa, (Ma)
2(5%)

pa(M) (I11.3)

Tracing the n-th power of the reduced density matrix, we
obtain

Tr(pa, (M1))" Tr(pa, (M2))"

TI‘pA(M)n = Z(Sg)n

(I1.4)

In particular, if Ay ~ D?, then Tr(p(Ma, A2))" = Z(S?)
and hence the TEE is given by

S(M, 4) = Jim - L m(p(d, Ap))"

n—1 —n
1
+ lim In Z($%)1—" (IL5)
n—1 —n

:S(Ml,Al) —InD

Thus, when computing the TEE, | we can effectively re-
move an isolated D? subregion—referred to as a “bub-
ble”—by adding back —InD to the final result. For ex-



ample,
A
B
A
ZSTEE< N > )—lnD. (IL6)
B

In general, if A, is a contractible region on the torus and
Ay N Ay = 0, then we have

Ster(T?, A) = Ster(T?, A1) + StEE(S®, A2).  (ILT7)

There is also another type of bubble where the iso-
lated D? subregion is located within A rather than B.
In this scenario, we can leverage the fact that the TEE
is identical for a subregion A and its complement B. By
interchanging the roles of A and B, the second type of
bubble effectively transforms into the first type of bub-
ble. Consequently, we can remove this bubble by adding
—InD to the TEE. For example,

A

STEE< > )
B

A

:STEE< > >—1nz>. (IL8)
B

Finally, by induction, we can remove all contractible
interfaces between the subregions by adding an integer
multiple of —InD. More explicitly, for a general biparti-
tion represented by Eq. (I1.1), we have

Stes((I7=,Cy) (157 K, (p, q)))

=Stee(I77, K;(p, q)) — nlnD. (I1.9)
Therefore, it remains to compute the TEE for a biparti-
tion whose interface consists of 2m copies of torus knots.

In Ref. [31], we demonstrated that a state with a torus
knot bipartition can be mapped to an effective state with
a meridian bipartition. In fact, the same mapping can be
applied to a bipartition consisting of multiple torus knots.
Let |¢)) = )", ¥q |a) represent the original state, and let

O be the transformation that maps the torus knots back
to the meridian. Then, we have:

where [Ov) = >, Oapthp |a). Therefore, we can study
the TEE for any bipartition by examining the TEE for
canonical bipartitions with Wilson lines inserted in the
bulk.

(I1.10)

ITII. The intrinsic TEE and TEE for general
bipartitions

A. The intrinsic TEE and the topological RT
formula

For a canonical bipartition of a single ring, it has been
established that the TEE is bounded [21, 31] by
In this paper, we will demonstrate that, in general, for
any bipartition on a torus, the TEE possesses a lower

bound that can always be saturated. We define this min-
imal TEE as the intrinsic TEE for a subregion A

Siree(4) =

I (111.2)

)ler?l_[ Stee(4, [¥)).

Due to the results of Eq. (I1.9) and Eq. (IL.10), for a
generic state |1)) = Y 14 |a) and a generic bipartition
(I, C) T (11374 K (p, q)), the TEE is given by:

STEE(W) ) (H;L:1Ci) il (H?ZHKJ’(I% 1))
Intuitively, Wilson lines serve as links between the rings,
thereby increasing the entanglement. Consequently, we
expect that the minimal TEE is achieved when there are
no Wilson lines, i.e., when |(91/12 = |0). This can be
achieved by taking |[¢) =" O,y |a).

Although intuitively simple, the proof that we will
demonstrate Sec. IIIB is more involved. For the vac-
uum state with a canonical bipartition consisting of m
rings, we will show in Sec. III B that the TEE is simply
given by

STEE(|0> ,Rm) = —2mlInD. (IH.4)
Therefore, the intrinsic TEE for a generic state and bi-
partition on a torus is given by

Siree (1), (72, C) (LG K (p, 9))) = —(n+2m) InD.

(I11.5)
Interestingly, n + 2m = |mo(0A)| := mpa represents the
number of loops in the interface. This indicates that the
intrinsic TEE is a purely topological quantity.



B. Vacuum state

As a warm-up, we first demonstrate that by applying
the replica and surgery method, the TEE for the vacuum
state with the canonical bipartition of m rings is given
by:

STEE(|0> ,Rm) = —-2mInD. (IH.G)

Consider a vacuum state with the R, bipartition, rep-
resented as follows:

(I11.7)

For simplicity of visualization, let us consider the case
where m = 2. We also contract our solid torus into a
circle, where each point represents a D?

B

—_——————

/

(IT1.8)

The reduced density matrix is obtained by adding an
orientation reversed copy of |0) and gluing them together
along the B subregion:

A

pa =Trp|0) (0] = ~ (IIL9)
(>~

In the diagram, we use different colors to differentiate the
subregions of the two copies, facilitating identification
during the gluing process. Each point on the B regions
(indicated by black lines) now represents an S2, while
each point in the A, A’ regions (indicated by red and
blue lines) continues to represent a D?. To compute p?,
we simply add another copy of p4 and glue the red region
of the first copy to the blue region of the second copy:

hS

In this representation, the purple regions indicate where
the red and blue regions are glued together. Conse-
quently, each point on the purple region represents an
52,

Finally, taking trace of p% corresponds to gluing the

remaining red and blue regions together:

Tr(pa)® =

= . (II1.11)

In the second figure, we place everything onto a plane.
Now that all the boundaries are properly glued, each
point (both purple and black) in this configuration repre-
sents an S2. Therefore, the configuration is a connected
sum of five copies of S2 x S'’s. To evaluate the partition
function of such a configuration, we perform the surgery
method by inserting four copies of S® to separate the
S5? x S' components:

Z(5% x Shy?
Tr(pa)? = —Freey— = D* I11.12
(pa)* = =g , (111.12)
where we use the fact that Z(S% x S1) =1 and Z(S?) =
DL (see [7]).

In general, for Tr(pa)™, we will have n lines connecting
each neighboring pair of nodes:

This figure consist of 4(n — 1) + 1 holes|

], which form a
connected sum of 4(n—1)+1 copies of S? x S1. Therefore,
we can perform the surgery by inserting 4(n — 1) copies
of S to separate the configuration:

Z(S2 X S1)4(n71)+1
Z(S3)4(n=1)

The TEE is then given by:

— D4(n71) .

Tr(pa)"” = (I11.14)

. 1
Stee(|0), R2) = 71LI_)H11 T

—-—nNn

InTr(pa)" = —4InD.

(I11.15)

For general R, bipartition, the configuration of
Tr(pa)™ consists of 2m nodes, with n lines connecting
neighboring nodes. As a result, the configuration forms
a connected sum of 2m(n — 1) + 1 copies of S? x S1. The
partition function is evaluated by inserting 2m(n — 1)
copies of S3 to separate the components. Thus, we have:

Tr(pa)" = D>, (I11.16)



The TEE for the R,, bipartition is then given by:

STEE(‘0> ,Rm) = —-2mInD. (11117)

This completes the proof of Eq. (I11.6).

C. Generic state on R2 bipartition

Next, we consider a generic state on a torus with a
canonical Ry bipartition:

(IT1.18)

From the arguments in Sec. III B, we know that the bulk
configuration of Tr(p4)? is a connected sum of five $2 x S*
components. The primary difference here is that we now
need to keep track of the Wilson lines inserted in the
bulk. Following the notation from Sec. III B, the reduced
density matrix becomes:

pPA = Z waqzb

a,b

(IT1.19)

In this expression, we color-code the Wilson lines rather
than the bulk configurations. Wilson lines are repre-
sented as the blue and gray loops in the diagram [33].
These loops represent the threading of the Wilson lines
through the bulk, contributing to the overall entangle-
ment structure. The color-coding helps distinguish be-
tween different sets of Wilson lines, making it easier to
track their effects throughout the gluing process.

By adding another copy of p4 and gluing the corre-
sponding subregions together, we obtain:

Tr(pa)?

= Z wad;bi/}cl[;d

a,b,c,d

(I11.20)

In this configuration, there are four nodes arranged
in a circle, and two lines (referred to as "up”
and ”down” leaves) connect each neighboring pair of
nodes. We label each Wilson line according to the
leaves they thread through. Thus, the Wilson line
configurations correspond to the labels (a,b,c,d) =
(vuuu, dudu, udud, dddd). Notice that all the even la-

bels of each Wilson line are identical, and similarly, all

the odd labels are the same. To improve visualization
of this configuration, we flatten the 3D structure down
to a plane and mark each hole of the bulk configuration
using a cross. Following a convention where we place all
the "up” leaves inside and the "down” leaves outside, the
configuration transforms as follows:

a
ol x
= x x| x (I11.21)
X

In this flattened representation, each bulk region between
the holes is threaded by exactly two Wilson lines. The
bulk configuration remains a connected sum of five S2 x
S! components, as expected.

To evaluate this configuration, we apply the general-
ized surgery method to separate the holes. We begin by
making a cut to isolate the right hole:

(LIR),

(0}

X
|

where the right side of the dashed line is denoted by
|R) and the left side by |L). This cut creates an S?
with four marked points: b,b,d,d. Thus, the states |L)
and |R) belong to the Hilbert space Hgs ;544 = Vi,
By applying the generalized surgery method, we insert a
complete orthonormal basis in V2

(I11.22)

where we represent the marked points on the S? using
external legs, without depicting the sphere itself. Using
the bubble merging diagram (see, for instance, [34] for a



detailed review), one can verify that this basis is indeed

orthogonal, with normalization:

v B
(e, v|f,a,8) = € f zaefcswaygd”igd.
K @
(111.23)

We apply the generalized surgery by inserting the com-
plete orthonormal basis:

(Lle, p, v) (e, , | R)
LIR) = . I11.24
VIR ;V (e, vle, p,v) (HL-24)
Pictorially, this is represented by:
1
|
|
1
|
x || x| x
1
I
x |1
|
I
1
1 |
| A
v, , 71
1 |
D 1 i
=2 G 1% ]| e enx
e[,V l i
1 |
noH
X1 I
1 |
(I11.25)

For the right diagram in the equation, we evaluate it
using the bubble merging diagram. This simplifies to:

— o - — i —

<€7/,L,V|R> = e

x| = ,/%5065%% (I11.26)

Thus, the sum over e collapses due to dy., leaving us with:

ol % “l % y
x x| =% \/;)T x [[x]
o vdd
X X Z
(I1L.27)

Following the process, we next cut off the left hole
in the diagram. Applying the same surgery method as
before, we obtain:

‘1 x v Y Cl % v
D
X EI - Hz; NCr IZ]
x " W x "

(II1.28)
This step introduces an additional constraint: b = d.
Therefore, the indices u,v, i/, v’ can be neglected since
there’s a unique channel for an anyon to merge with its
inverse.
Finally, we apply the surgery method twice more to
separate all three holes:

cl x
DA 2 2
=@ ()| %
C
X
D2
= (d:) Speac (I11.29)
Combining the above results, we have:
D4
Tr(pa)* = W’“'%I) . (I11.30)
Next, we consider the case of Tr(ps)3. In this con-

figuration, we have four nodes arranged in a circle, with
each neighboring pair connected by three lines. If we
label the leaves from inside to outside as 1,2, 3, the pos-
sible labels for the Wilson lines can be represented as:
1111,1212,2222,2323,3333,3131. Notably, because the
even labels are identical to each other and the odd la-
bels are also identical, we can simplify our labeling. For
example, we can denote the Wilson lines by their even
and odd labels rather than writing out each full label
explicitly.



To visualize the configuration, we can represent it as
follows:

Tr(pa)® = Z P11912¢220023133031

11,012,022,
@23,a33,a31

3 X as3
2
] X
N RIR S EIE s
BRENE
9 12
X

To make the induction pattern clearer, we can exchange
the rows of the diagram such that the internal rows are
arranged in decreasing order from inside to outside, ex-
cept for the outermost one:

z X a3y i’ X as
1 X 2 [x]
1||>< x|[x][x]x]| - i x [x] % | x
asi asq
9 X 12 1 Iil(m
X X

3 2 1 1 2 3 3 2 1 1 2 3
(111.32)

This adjustment helps to visualize the similarity between
the configurations in each layer.

By applying the surgery method to the left and right-
most holes as detailed in Eq. (IT1.27) and Eq. (II1.28), we
then obtain

B X

[ x

! !

I 1

I I D2

X x|@|x ix = () xl |x

! 13

EI N x|

T x T X
(111.33

Next, we proceed to remove the uppermost and lower-
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most holes, resulting in:

. E3
¥ - [«

%
X

(I11.34)
Finally, we rename the row indices to achieve a configura-
tion equivalent to Tr(pa)?. Therefore, from Eq. (I11.27),
Eq. (IT1.28) and Eq. (I11.29), we have

D \4
= <d12> 5!111,111261112,11235!122,1123'

(I11.35)
Combining these results, we arrive at the expression:

Tr(pa)® = Iwal6(d2a)8. (I11.36)

In general, for Tr(pa)™, we have n — 1 layers. Each
layer consists of 4 holes positioned on the left, right, top,
and bottom. Including the hole in the center, this gives
a total of 4(n — 1) + 1 holes, as discussed in Sec. III B

(n — 1)-th layer

Ann

X

F1n

\
\

W
I

Tr(pa)" = x| x|

X (I11.37)
%

A x 1

inside layers (< n — 1)

N

By applying the surgery method to the outermost layer



of holes, we obtain the configuration for Tr(p4)" 1

(n — 1)-th layer

an’n,

X

F1n

X
\
x\\\\\%

X

%,

A x 1

inside layers (< n — 1)

_(D\* 13
_(d.) Gealun /%,///% . (IIL38)

inside layers (< n — 1)

where we use the colored dots to label the Wilson lines
and the delta functions constrain all the outer layer Wil-
son lines to be identical. By induction, we perform
surgery for a total of n — 1 layers, resulting in a cumula-
tive contribution of —4(n — 1)th power of Sy,. Thus, the
overall result is:

o' = Sl ()

The TEE is then given by:

(I11.39)

STEE = Tlll_>ml T InTr(pa)

—n

= 2a|*(2Ind, —In|th,|) — 4InD. (IIL40)

To find the minimum under the constraints 0 < |¢,| <
Land Y, |4]* = 1, we consider that the minimum must
occur at a local extremum or on the boundary of the
feasible region. Utilizing the method of Lagrange multi-
pliers, as discussed in [31], we determine that the global
minimum is attained at the boundary when [¢,| = doq-

This minimum corresponds to the scenario where no
Wilson lines are inserted into the bulk. This aligns with
our intuition that Wilson lines act as entangled pairs of
quasi-particles across subregions, thereby increasing the
overall entanglement.

Consequently, we complete the proof for the special
case where m = 2 in the previous section, showing that
the intrinsic topological entanglement entropy (TEE) for
a canonical Ry bipartition is given by —41nD.

D. Generic state on R3 and R,, bipartition

Before generalizing the result to arbitrary rings, we will
first examine the R3 bipartition. Consider a generic state
|) = >, %a |a) with the Rg bipartition. The bulk con-
figuration for Tr(p4)? now consists of six nodes arranged
in a circle, with each neighboring pair connected by two
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lines. Using similar pictorial notation as in the previous
section, we have

Tr(pa)®

11012020101

- ¥

a11,a12,022,a21

(I11.41)

In the figure, there are six rows of holes oriented at an
angle of =%, where n = 0,1,...5. We separate these rows
into two groups based on whether n is even or odd. We
denote a Wilson loop a;; if it threads through the i-th
layer on the even rows and j-th layer on the odd rows.
We apply the surgery method to the outermost holes of
the even rows, resulting in

(I11.42)

=( b )Samalz X

d22 aji

Next, we perform the surgery on the outermost holes of
the odd rows:

] :(D)35

aji doo

Combining the results, we obtain
D\ 6
Tr(pa)® = ;w(da) .

For Tr(pa)™, the bulk configuration consists of six
nodes with n lines connecting neighboring nodes. This
configuration translates to a figure with n — 1 layers of
holes, where each layer consists of six holes. We then re-
peat the surgery method on the even and odd rows, layer

J

a22,a21 022,211 *

(I11.43)

(I11.44)



by layer, obtaining

D\ 6(n—1)
n __ 2n [ 7
Te(pa)" = Z vl ()
The TEE is therefore given by
Sree = Y _2[va’(3Indy —In|1h]) — 61D, (II1.46)

(IT1.45)

which reaches its minimum value of —61nD when there
are no Wilson lines present.

Similar arguments can be generalized to the R, bipar-
tition. In this case, the configuration will consist of 2m
rows of holes, which can be separated into even and odd
rows. Surgery method is then applied layer by layer to
the n — 1 layers of holes. For each layer, we perform the
surgery on the even and odd rows sequentially to remove
the 2m holes:

inside layers (< n — 1)

By induction, after peeling off all n—1 layers, we obtain

Tra) = e (7).

The TEE is then given by

(I11.47)

Ster = Y _pa(mlnd, —Inp,) + —2mInD, (IIL48)
a
where p, = |14|? plays the role of classical probability.
The topological entanglement entropy (TEE) can be
separated into three distinct components:

1. Intrinsic TEE S;tgg = —2m InD: This is a non-
positive contribution that depends solely on the
number of interfaces between the two subregions
of the system. It does not depend on any specific
ground state configuration.
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2. Wilson line contribution Sw; = 2m Za PaInd,:
This term represents a non-negative contribution
to the entanglement due to the presence of Wilson
lines linking the two subregions. The linkage be-
tween subregions is proportional to the number of
non-contractible interfaces and contributes to the
total entanglement through the quantum dimen-
sions d, of different quasi-particle types.

3. Classical contribution Sqy = =23 poInp,: This
non-negative contribution arises from the classical
superposition of degenerate ground states. The
term is directly related to the Shannon entropy of
the ground state probabilities. Importantly, this
classical contribution only manifests when the bi-
partition of the system encloses a non-contractible
loop, meaning that the system’s topology plays a
critical role in its appearance.

The latter two contributions, Swi and S both arise due
to the degeneracy of the ground state in a topologically
ordered system. These contributions reflect entangle-
ment properties that depend on the specific ground state
configuration.

We refer to the combination of these two contributions
as the ground state TEE:

Sgs = Swit + Sa = Y _pa(mInd, —Inp,) > 0. (IIL49)

This ground state TEE is always non-negative and only
appears when m > 1, meaning that the bipartition of
the system winds around a non-contractible cycle on the
torus.

In summary, given a general bipartition of a torus with
boundary dA = (II7_, C;) 1T (137, K;(p, q)), the biparti-
tion can be simplified to the canonical form R,,. This
is done by removing the contractible interfaces, which
introduces a correction term —n In D, and applying a co-
ordinate transformation that maps the original state |¢)
to an effective state |Ov). The resulting TEE is:

STEE(A, |w>) = STEE(Rm7 ‘O¢>) —nlnD. (III50)
The TEE for the R,, bipartition can be further decom-
posed as:

STEE(Rm, |’l/1>) = -2mlnD + Sgs(Rm, |¢>) (111.51)
The intrinsic TEE of A is given by
SiTEE(A) = —THA InD. (111.52)

where g4 = 2m + n represents the number of interface
components (contractible and non-contractible). The in-
trinsic TEE also serves as the lower bound for the TEE.
As a side note, these results can also be derived using the
edge state approach, which is discussed in App. C.



IV. The modified SSA of SiTee

In Sec. ITI, me have established that the intrinsic TEE
is a purely topological quantity given by Sirrr(A) =
—mga InD, which depends only on the number of con-
nected components of the boundary 0A. In this section,
we will use topological arguments to demonstrate that
the intrinsic TEE satisfies a modified version of the strong
subadditivity (SSA):

Tireu(A : B) > —2T,(A: B)InD, (IV.1)

where

Ziree(A : B) :=Sires(A) + Sitee(B) — Siter(A U B)
— Sites(A N B),

Z,(A: B) :=ga + 9B — gAUB — 9AnB; (IV.2)

with gx representing the genus of surfaces X with bound-
ary, as will be discussed later.

We have previously discussed that the boundary of any
subregion A can be expressed as in Eq. (II.1). The sub-
region A can be decomposed into its connected compo-
nents, A = IT7#, A;, where each A; is a connected compo-
nent, and w4 represents the number of these connected
components.

These connected components are compact, connected
surfaces, which can be obtained by adding 794 punctures
to a compact surface without boundary of genus gx. The
Euler characteristic of such a surface is given by

XX:2_29X_7T(9X; (IV?))
where mgx denotes the number of connected components
of the boundary 0X.

Next, we classify the connected components of a sub-
region on a torus. There are three possible types of con-
nected components on a torus, depending on the number
of torus cycles they contain:

1. Punctured disk: This is the case where the con-
nected component contains no torus cycles. It can
be obtained by puncturing a sphere S? , giving it
a genus g4, = 0.

2. Punctured ribbon: The connected component
contains one type of non-contractible torus knot
K(p,q). Its boundary consists of two such K(p, q)
knots along with multiple contractible loops. This
surface also has a genus g4, = 0, as it can be de-
rived from puncturing a sphere.

3. Punctured torus: The connected component
contains all torus cycles, representing a full torus
with punctures. This gives the surface a genus
ga, = 1, corresponding to the genus of T2.

Now that we have determined the genus for each con-
nected component A;, the genus for the entire subregion
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FIG. 4. The green region A on each torus illustrates the three
possible connected components: (a) a punctured disk compo-
nent (ga = 0), (b) a punctured ribbon component (ga = 0),
and (c) a punctured torus component (ga = 1).

A is simply the sum of the g4,’s
29’4:229‘41' :27TA_7T8A_XA, (IV.4)

3

where w4 is the number of connected components, w94
is the number of boundary components, and x4 is the
Euler characteristic of the subregion A.

Moreover, since a punctured torus component must in-
tersects either with a punctured ribbon or another punc-
tured torus, they cannot coexist within the same subre-
gion A. As a result, subregions can be classified into only
two types based on the genus: g4 =0 and g4 = 1.

Furthermore, suppose A C B and g4 = 1. In this
case, A contains a punctured torus component, which
implies that there must be a component of B that also
contains this punctured torus component. Therefore, we
have gg = 1 > ga. This leads to the following mono-
tonicity property:

Since A C AUB and AN B C B, by Eq. (IV.5) we
have g4 < gaup and ganp < gp. Therefore, we obtain
the following bounds

-1<Z,(A:B)<1. (IV.6)
This implies that the modification of the SSA for the
intrinsic TEE (Eq. (IV.1)) is at most 21nD.

Now that we have expressed the number of boundary
components in terms of the number of connected com-
ponents and the Euler characteristic, we can leverage
our understanding of topology to explore relationships
related to the SSA.

Let A = I7* A;, B = LI75 B; represent the decom-
positions of A, B into their connected components. We



can construct a graph where the nodes correspond to the
A; and B; components. We draw n edges between A;
and Bj if the intersection A; N B; contains n connected
components.

Al A2 A3

Bl B2

FIG. 5. An example for the relation between A, B subregions.

According to a result in graph theory, for a connected
graph, we have:
Edges > Vertices — 1. (IV.7)
In our case, the graph consist of m4,p components. By
summing over all these connected graphs gives us:
Edges > Vertices — maypg. (IV.8)
By identifying the number of vertices as w4 + 7g and the
number of edges as manp, we can rewrite the inequality
as:
A+ 78 < TanB + TAUB- (Iv.9)
Using the notation from Eq. (I.15), we can express this
as:
Z.(A: B) <0. (IV.10)
On the other hand, since our ambient space is com-
pact, we can apply the inclusion-exclusion principle for
the Euler characteristic, which states that:
XA +XB = XAuB + XANB; (IV.11)
This means that the Euler characteristic is fully captured
by the Venn diagram:
Z,(A:B) =0. (Iv.12)
Next, we use Eq. (II1.52) and apply Z to each term of
Eq. (IV.4), leading to the relation:
Liree = —(2Z; — 22, — 7)) InD. (IV.13)
By applying Eq. (IV.10) alongside Eq. (IV.12), we obtain
the following inequality:
IiTEE 2 2Ig InD. (IV14)
In conclusion, the strong subadditivity of the intrinsic
TEE receives a modification due to the presence of Z,.

This modification is mild, as the absolute value of Z, is
bounded by 2InD.
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V. The SSA Of STEE

Although S;Tgg does not always satisfy the SSA condi-
tion, it is anticipated that Stgg satisfies the SSA condi-
tion for the following reasons. Consider a TQFT realized
by the ground states of a lattice model. It is expected
that the entanglement entropy of this lattice model can
be expressed as [11, 12]:

SEE(A) =alL s+ Ster (A) (Vl)
where « is a constant and L 4 is the length of the bound-
ary of region A. The area term, represented by al 4,
satisfies the conditions of the Venn diagram:

Ti(A:B)=La+Lp—Lavgp—Lanp=0. (V.2)
Thus, the SSA condition for Stgg holds if and only if
the SSA for Sgg is satisfied. Since the SSA condition for
SgE is guaranteed by the properties of the von Neumann
entropy, it follows that we can expect the SSA for Stgg
to also hold.

Ay A6 Ay Ap Ay
«n™ B

(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 6. The schematic diagram for the three steps: (a) which
is the general case where A(, B} represent the contractible
subregions and Aj, B; represent the non-contractible ones,
(b) where all contractible regions are deformed such that they
are isolated, and (c¢) where A, B become ribbons after the
contractible isolated regions are removed.

In this sections, we will demonstrate, through topolog-
ical properties, that the SSA for Stgg holds if and only
if Eq. (1.6) is satisfied. This provides an alternative per-
spective on the SSA that does not depend on any specific
detailed model. Our discussion proceeds in three steps.

First, we isolate any contractible region Ay C A’ by
deforming Aj to Ap such that A is isolated from other
parts. We will show that conditional mutual information
increases when intersections occur. Therefore, the SSA
condition for general cases can be reduced to those where
all contractible regions are isolated.

Next, we use the surgery method to demonstrate that
the SSA condition is invariant under the removal of con-
tractible, isolated regions. This further simplifies the
problem, leaving us with cases where regions A and B
consist solely of torus knot ribbons.

Finally, we classify these cases by the intersection num-
ber i4p between the torus knots of A and B. We show
that the SSA condition for both the TEE and the iTEE
holds for i4g > 2 and i4g = 0. Moreover, we show



that the SSA for i4p = 1 holds if and only if Eq. (1.6) is
satisfied.

Although we are unable to prove the general validity of
Eq. (1.6), we have verified its correctness for unitary mod-
ular categories up to rank 11 [27], including the Fibonacci
anyon and the semion model. Thus, we conjecture that
it holds for all unitary modular categories. Conversely,
we have found that Eq. (I.6) is violated in non-pseudo-
unitary modular categories, such as the Yang-Lee anyon.
This suggests that modifications to either Eq: (V.1) or
the TEE calculation may be necessary.

A. Isolating contractible regions

Let A" = Ay IT A}, where Ay is a contractible region
with Ag N B # (. We can always homotopically deform
Aj to a new region Ay such that 4g N B = 0.[35] In
this subsection, we aim to show that Zrgg will only de-
crease when a contractible region becomes isolated (i.e.,
when intersections are removed). This can be equiva-
lently shown by demonstrating that Zrgg will only in-
creases when intersections occur. To be more precise,
we consider the difference in Ztgg between the deformed
and original configurations:

AZrgg = Iree(A', B) — Iree(4, B) > 0, (V.3)
where A = A; II Ay is the configuration with Ay being
isolated. For convenience, we will refer to A = A I Ag
as the original region and A’ = A; IT Aj, as the deformed
region. Throughout this subsection, all changes denoted
by A represent the gain after the intersections occur.

Intuitively, Zrgr(A, B) measures the conditional mu-
tual information between regions A and B. Any increase
in intersections between the two subregions should in-
crease the shared information, leading one to expect that
Irre(A, B) will increase as intersections occur [36].

By induction, it suffice to consider the case where Ag
is a connected component of A [37] as the argument
can then be extended to cases with multiple compo-
nents. We will prove by contradiction, assuming that
AITEE(Ay B) < 0, meaning

(V.4)

Since the A ~ A’, we have A(Stggr(4) + Ster(B)) =0,
and thus

A(Stee(AU B) + Stee(AN B)) > 0. (V.5)

Given that Steg = SiTEE + Sgs, this leads to two possi-
bilities: either

AIiTEE = —A(SITEE(AUB)—‘rSlTEE(AﬁB)) < O, (VG)
or

AT, = —A(Se(AUB) + Se(ANB)) <0. (V.7)
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We will first show in Sec VA1 that AZirgg < 0 and
then demonstrate in Sec. VA2 that AZ,s > 0 implies
AZrgg < 0. In either case, we reach a contradiction to
our assumption, thus proving the claim.

1. AZLirge >0

In this subsection, we aim to show AZ;rgg > 0. Using
Eq. (IV.13), it suffice to show

2AT, — 2AT, — AT, < 0. (V.8)
We observe that AZ, vanishes, since
A(xaus + xanp) = Alxa + xB) = 0. (V.9)

Therefore, it remains to show that AZ, < AZ,, or equiv-
alently,

A(mauB + manB) > A(gauB + 9anB)- (V.10)

We first consider the left-hand side of Eq. (V.10). Let
us decompose A1 UB = II;C; into connected components.
After the deformation, let Aj, intersect with B at the
first n C; components, i.e., AgNC; # 0,Vi < n. Each
intersection Ay N C; contains at least one component,
Le., manci = 1. The region A" U B gains Amgnp =
> i1 T, = nonew intersections. On the other hand,
the n components of A; U B connect with Ag, reducing
the number of components, so Araup = —n. Thus, we
have

A(mauB + TAnB) :ZWA()OQ —n > 0. (V.11)
%

For the right-hand side of Eq. (V.10), note that
ga;np = 0, since Aj is contractible and so is Ay N B.
Therefore,

Aganp = Aganp + Aga,ns = gaynp =0, (V.12)

where Aga,np = 0 since A; is not deformed. If Agaup =
0, then by Eq. (V.11) , the proof is complete. Now, sup-
pose Agaup = 1. Since the genus can either be 0 or 1,
this implies gaup = 0 and garup = Y iy gayuc, = 1.
Without losing generality, let ga;uc, = 1. Since Ci C
AU B, by Eq. (IV.5), we have g¢, < gaup = 0. There-
fore, go, = 0, meaning that Cj contains no torus cycle.
Thus, every cycle in Ay U C; must intersect Af at an
interval (see Fig. 7 for example). Therefore, A must in-
tersect with B twice, at two disjoint components at the
entrance and exit (see Appendix A for a more detailed
derivation). Consequently, we have Taync, = 2, which

gives EZ;I Taynci = n+ 1. Thus, we can conclude:

A(mauB + TanB) — A(gauB + ganB)

n
:Zw%m@—n—lzo.
i=1

This completes the proof of Eq. (V.6).

(V.13)



FIG. 7. An example where Agaup = 1 and Aranpg = 2.

2. ALy <0 implies ALrge > 0

In this subsection, we will show that AZs < 0 implies
AIiTEE = _A(SiTEE (A @] B) + SiTEE(A n B)) > 0. Since

ASTEE(A n B) = STEE(A6 n B) <0, (V14)

it suffice to show that AZ,s < 0 will implies AStrr(AU
B) < 0. Moreover, since Aj, is contractible, Aj N B is
also contractible. Thus, Ay N B and A’ N B = (A1 N
B) I (Aj N B) must correspond to the same canonical
bipartition. Therefore, we have Sgs(A N B) = Sgs(41 N
B) = Sgs(A’ N B), which implies

ASg(ANB) =0. (V.15)
It follows that we need to demonstrate that ASg(A U
B) > 0 implies ASter(AUB) < 0. For ASg(AUB) > 0,

AU B must gain an additional punctured ribbon compo-
nent after the deformation (See Fig. 8). Without loss of

FIG. 8. An example where A U B gain an additional punc-
tured ribbon component. In this example, ASg(AU B) =
>, 2al? Inda, ASitEE(AU B) = —2InD.

generality, let Ag U Cy be a ribbon component. By as-
sumption, C does not contain the non-contractible loop
of Ay U Cy. Therefore, every non-contractible loops of
Ap U Cy must go in and out of Ay, resulting in at least
two disjoint intersections, similar to the discussion in
Sec. VA 1l. Moreover, we find Agayp = 0 since Ag U C}
transforms from a punctured disk to a punctured ribbon
component. Together with Eq. (V.9), this leads to

ASiTEE(A @] B) < —-2InD. <V16)
On the other hand, from Eq. (II1.49), we obtain

Za2|wa|2(1nda —In|v,)), f maug =0

ASg(AUB) =
® ( ) {Za2|¢a|2lnda7 lfmAUB > O

(V.17)

)
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where m ayp is the number of ribbon components that
the original region AU B contains. In either case, we find
ASg(AUB) < 2InD, leading to ASteg(AU B) < 0.
This finishes the proof that AZ,s < 0 implies AZtgg > 0.

In summary, we proved by contradiction that if Zrgg
decreases upon introducing intersections, then either
Ziter or Lgs must decrease. However, both scenarios
are impossible because any topological change in a com-
ponent that aims to decrease the TEE will ultimately
necessitate multiple intersections, thereby increasing the
TEE even further.

B. Removing contractible isolated regions

From the previous subsection, we established that the
SSA for a general bipartition can be inferred from the
cases where all contractible components are isolated. In
this subsection, we will further demonstrate that the SSA
condition remains invariant under the removal of these
isolated contractible components.

Since A is a connected component, Ag N A1 = 0, we
can apply Eq. (II.7) and obtain:

Stee(4) = Stee(Ao) + StER(A1). (V.18)

Moreover, Ag is contractible and isolated, A9 N B = 0,
we obtain:

STEE(A U B) = STEE(A0> + STEE(AI @] B) (Vlg)

Additionally, because ANB = ApnBIIA;NB = A,NB,
it follows that:

STEE(A N B) = STEE (Al N B) (VQO)
By combining these results, we arrive at:
Iree(4A, B) = Iter (A1, B). (V.21)

This demonstrates that the SSA condition for A is equiv-
alent to that for A;, meaning that Ay can be removed
from the discussion of SSA.

Since any punctured disk components are contractible
and isolated, they can be removed when proving the SSA
property. Additionally, the complement of a punctured
torus component is a punctured disk. Together with
Eq. (I.14), which shows that the SSA condition is in-
variant under the simultaneous complement of A and
B, this allows us to remove these components as well
when verifying the SSA condition. Furthermore, punc-
tures in connected components act as contractible com-
ponents under complement operations, meaning they can
also be removed. Therefore, what remains is to establish
the SSA for cases where both A and B consist solely of
ribbon components.

C. The SSA for Steg for ribbons

From Sec. V A and Sec. V B, we have seen that show-
ing the SSA for Stgg of arbitrary A and B reduces to



showing the SSA for cases where A and B consist solely
of ribbon components.

Let A cousist of w4 copies of K(pa,qa) ribbons and
B consist of w4 copies of K(pa,qa) ribbons. The min-
imal number of intersections between them is given by
TATBIAB, Where iap = |qaps — ¢Bpal| represents the in-
tersection number between K (pa,qa) and K(pg,g¢p). In
the following, we classify the cases based on i4p.

1. iap>2

For i4p > 2, the ribbons of A and B do not share the
same type of torus knots. Since AN B C A, B, any torus
knot of AN B must also be contained in both A and B.
However, given that A and B do not share the same type
of torus knots, this means AN B contains no torus knots.

Furthermore, A N B has no punctures because neither
A nor B have punctures. Hence, all components of ANB
are disks. For each disk, we have xp2 = mp2 = myp2 = 1,
so we conclude:

TANB = XANB = TH(ANB)- (V.22)

On the other hand, A U B must form a punctured torus
since it includes two distinct types of non-contractible
loops from the torus knots of A and B. For a punctured
torus, the number of boundary components equals the
number of punctures. Applying Eq. (IV.4) with gaup =
1 gives:

TH(AUB) = —XAUB = XANB- (V.23)

Combining Eq. (V.22) and Eq. (V.23), we obtain the re-
lation:

To(AauB) + To(AnB) = 2TAnB (V.24)

Since both A and B are annuli, they satisfy x4 =
x5 = 0, and each annulus has two boundary components,
meaning mp4 = 274 and mpp = 27 . Using Eq. (II11.52),
we obtain the expression:

Titee = —2(ma + 7 — Tanp) InD. (V.25)

Since manp, the number of intersections between A and
B, is bounded by mampiap, we have:

TANB = TATBIAB- (V.26)

For the case i4p > 2, it also holds that mamgiap >
mA + mg, which implies:

TAAB > Ta +TB. (V.27)

Thus, we conclude that Zirgg > 0, meaning that the SSA
condition for the iTEE holds.

Furthermore, since Sgs(A N B) = Sgs(AU B) = 0, we
have ZTgg > Zitgr > 0, which confirms that the SSA
holds for both the iTEE and the total TEE Sirgg and

STEE.
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2. 1ap=0

Next, we consider the case where i4g = 0, i.e., the
torus knots of A and B are of the same type. Let
AU B = 17475 C; be the decomposition into connected
components. Since each C; must contain at least one con-
nected component of A or B, it must contain the torus
knot of A or B. Therefore, it is either a punctured ribbon
or a punctured torus.

Suppose C; is a punctured torus, i.e., go, = 1, then
it must contain a torus knot K whose intersection num-
ber with A and B is one. Since different types of torus
knots must intersect, all components of A and B must
be connected through K. That is, AU B is connected,
i.e., maup = 1. Therefore,

XAUB = 2TAUB —29AUB —To(AUB) = —T9(AUB)- (V.28)

On the other hand, since ANB C Aand gy = 1, ganp =
1. Therefore,

XANB = 2TANB — T9(ANB)- (V.29)

Since A, B are ribbons, x4 = xp = 0. Thus, Z, (4 :
B) = 0 implies

XxanB + XauB = 0. (V.30)
Adding Eq. (V.28)and Eq. (V.29) to zero yields
To(AUB) T Ta(ANB) = 2T ANB- (V.31)

If we follow the process in Sec. IV to construct the graph
whose vertices are the connected components of A, B.
We will now obtain

Edges > Vertices, (V.32)

instead of Eq. (IV.7) since we have a loop K thread-
ing through the graph, making the graph not a tree
graph.[38] This then implies

TANB > TA + TB. (V.33)

Hence,

TH(AUB) + Ta(ANB) = 2TAnB > 2(Ta+7TB) = Taa + ToB,

(V.34)
ie., Ziter(A4 : B) > 0. Moreover, since any boundary
components of AN B is part of A or B, the maximum
number of non-contractible boundary that ANB can have
is 2(m4 + wp). Therefore, from Eq. (IT1.48) we have

Ses(A) + Sas(B) > Ses(AUB) + Sgs(ANB).  (V.35)
Combining the results, we have the SSA holds if AU B
contain a punctured torus component.

Next, suppose non of the C; is a punctured torus. For
such case, we have Z, = 0 and therefore the SSA for
Sitee holds. As for the Sy, let mx be the number of
punctured torus components for X. We have ma+mp >



mauB +manp since each torus ribbon component of AN
B will reduce the number of ribbon components of AUB.
Therefore, applying Eq. (I11.49) for m 4, mp > 1, we have

Ses(A) + Sgs(B) > Ses(AUB) + Sgs(ANB).  (V.36)
Combining with the SSA for SiTgg, we then obtain the
SSA for STEE-

As a remark, similar to the case of igp > 2, Zitgg > 0
and Zgs > 0 hold separately. Furthermore, in Sec. VA1,
we have shown that the Zyrgg will only increase as the
intersections occur. Therefore, we have actually shown
that the SSA for Zirgg holds in general for i 4 # 1 cases.

3. iap=1

For iyg = 1, suppose either m4 > 1 or mg > 1, then
Eq. (V.27) is satisfied. Repeating the steps in Sec. VC1,
we confirm that both the iTEE and the total TEE, SiTgg
and STgg, respectively, satisfy the SSA condition.

For the remaining cases, without loss of generality, we
can assume (74, 75) = (1,7), where r € Z~( is a positive
integer. From Sec. VC1, we know that A N B consists
entirely of disks, while A U B forms a punctured torus.
For both AU B and AN B, the ground state entropy Sgs
vanishes. Furthermore, using Eq. (V.24) and Eq. (V.26)
we get:

Siter(ANB) + Siteke(AUB) < —2rInD,  (V.37)
which implies
StEe(ANB) + StEr(AU B) < —2rInD, (V.38)
Additionally, we have:
Sitee(A) + Sirge(B) = —2(r + 1) InD. (V.39)

Thus, it remains to determine Sy for A and B com-
bined. Since |gapp — ¢pal = 1, we can apply the Eu-
clidean algorithm to transform A, B into a meridian rib-
bon and longitude ribbons, respectively. This indicates
that the states for A and B are related by a modular
S transformation. Applying Eq. (I11.48), the general
ground state entropy for A and B combined is:

Sgs(A) + Sgs(B)
:Z2|¢a|2(lnda —In |1/}a|) + Q‘SwaF(T Ind, —1In |Swa‘)
’ (V.40)

Since the second term increases as r increases, it suffices
to check the case where r = 1. Therefore, the SSA for
iap = 1 holds if and only if the following inequality is
satisfied:

> [tbal* (0 do—In [1ha])+]Stbal* (In do—In [Stbe|) > 21 D.
’ (VA1)
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Fibonacci
Ses(A) + Sgs(B) —2InD
0.5
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0.3

Yang-Lee
Sgs(A) + Sgs(B) —2InD

(b)

Semion/Rank2 pseudo-unitary
Sgs(A) + Sgs(B) —2InD
0.14F

012
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FIG. 9. Sgs(A) + Sgs(B) —2InD as a function of p1 = |12
for (a) Fibonacci anyon, (b) Yang-Lee anyon, (c) Semion/its
pseudo-unitary partner (their figures are identical). Eq. (1.6)
holds if the graph is above zero.

Although we are unable to proof this inequality, we
can verify the condition for existing modular data clas-
sified by [39]. For example, at rank 2, we examine the
Fibonacci anyon and its non-pseudo-unitary counterpart,
the Yang-Lee anyon. Their modular S matrices are given
by:

GFib _ 1+1\/3 1_2\/5 . SYL = 1+1\/3 2 .

(V.42)
As shown in Fig. 9, the Fibonacci anyon satisfies
Eq. (V.41) while the Yang-Lee anyon does not. whereas
the Yang-Lee anyon does not. We also consider the
semion anyon and a pseudo-unitary anyon in its Galois




orbit, with their respective modular S matrices:

Sem __ 11 PU __ 1 -1
s 4) - (4 D)

Interestingly, the TEE behavior for the semion and its
pseudo-unitary partner is identical.

(V.43)

P2 d; = (17_C$75§)

Sgs(A) + Ses(B) —2InD

l10

-0.8

05 Lo6

10 P1

D2 d; = (1,1+c$,fc%)

Sgs(A) + Ses(B) — 2In D

FIG. 10. Sgs(A) + Sgs(B) —2InD as a function of p1,p2, ps
subject to p1 +p2 +ps = 1 for (a) a unitary rank 3 anyon and
(b) one of its non-pseudo-unitary partner. The black region
indicates the parameter spaces where Eq. (1.6) is violated.

As an example of a unitary modular category at rank
3, we consider one with the modular S matrix:

1 - &
S=|-c3 —& 1], (V.44)
&g 1

L 2nmi
where ¢}, = (L + (7 & = 7221’"722_”{, and (7', = e"m
2m 2m
are the cyclotomic numbers.
A non-unitary (and also non-pseudo-unitary) Galois

partner of this model has the modular S matrix:

1 1+ —c
S=|1+¢ o 1 , (V.45)
—cl 1 —-1-d
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from Fig. 10, we observe that the unitary model satisfies
Eq. (V.41), while its non-unitary Galois partner does not.

We have verified that Eq. (V.41) holds for all uni-
tary modular categories classified in Ref. [39] up to rank
11 [27]. Based on these findings, we conjecture that this
condition is universally true for any unitary modular cat-

egory.

D. Violation of SSA for SiTteg

In the proof of SSA for Stgg, we demonstrated that
removing contractible subregions further strengthens the
SSA for both Sirgg and Strg. Moreover, we established
that the SSA for Sirgg holds in cases where iap = 0 or
iap > 2. Thus, the only possible violation of the SSA for
Steg occurs when iap = 1. Specifically, this violation
happens when (74, 75) = (1,7) for some r € N, as il-
lustrated Fig. (VD) (up to a coordinate transformation).

In such cases, we have Zytgg = —2InD. Any additional

FIG. 11. The only cases where Zitgr < 0.

removable intersections would contribute at least 2InD
to ZiTeg, causing the SSA to hold.

VI. Conclusion

In this paper, we classify different bipartitions of a
torus based on their entanglement interfaces. Each bi-
partition consists of an even number of torus knots of
the same type, along with other contractible loops. By
removing bubbles and applying coordinate transforma-
tions, any bipartition can be reduced to a canonical form,
which features an even number of meridians.

Using the replica and generalized surgery methods, we
compute the topological entanglement entropy (TEE) for
canonical bipartitions and arbitrary bipartitions. We
find that the TEE decomposes into three components:
SiTEE, Which depends on the number of interfaces; Swi,
a weighted sum of the contributions from Wilson lines;
and S, a classical contribution due to superpositions be-
tween different ground states. The Wilson line and clas-
sical contributions appear only when a non-contractible
interface is present.

Building on these results, we derive a modified strong
subadditivity condition for the intrinsic TEE, given by
Ziree(A : B) > 2Z,(A : B)InD, using purely topological



arguments. Here, 7,(A : B) is a term that depends on
the genus of the subregions and is bounded by |Z4(A :
B)| < 1. This modified condition deviates from the usual
SSA only when Z,s(A : B) = —1. The configurations that
satisfy Zgs(A : B) = —1 correspond to the cases where
regions A and B take the form shown in Fig. VD. For
all other configurations, the intrinsic TEE satisfies the
standard SSA condition Zitgr(4 : B) > 0.

We also discuss about the SSA for the total TEE. By
removing the isolated and contractible regions, we are
able to reduce our discussion to the cases where A, B
are torus knot ribbons. We classify the cases by the
intersection number i4p between the torus knots. For
iap # 1, we have proven that the SSA indeed holds.
When isp = 1, we demonstrate that the SSA holds if
and only if Eq. (V.41) is satisfied. Numerical verification
confirms that Eq. (V.41) is indeed true for unitary modu-
lar categories up to rank 11 [27], leading us to conjecture
that this condition may hold for all UMTCs. This sug-
gests that Eq. (V.41) might impose implicit constraints
on possible UMTCs.

However, we also observe that Eq. (V.41) can be vio-
lated for non-unitary MTCs, such as the Yang-Lee anyon.
This indicates that the SSA for Stgg might be vio-
lated for such non-unitary MTCs. Nevertheless, applying
Eq. V.1 together with the SSA for the entanglement en-
tropy Sgg one can still derive the SSA for Stgg. There-
fore, this raises the possibility that either Eq. (V.1) or
the current method for calculating TEE might require
modification for non-unitary MTCs.
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A. Some related proof 1

In Sec. VA, we have given a heuristic argument that
suppose A U B contains a cycle which is not contained
in either A or B, then A and B must intersect at least
twice. In this appendix, we give a more rigorous proof to
the statement.

Let C be a cycle of AU B that is not contained in
either A or B, and Cj4, be a connected component of
C N A. Suppose every connected component of CN A are
contained in B, then C' = (CNA)U(C N B) = B which
is a contradiction. Therefore, Without loss of generality
we assume that Cy, ¢ B. Since C' ~ S, we can let
C = [0,2] with end points identified. Since C' is not
contained in C, Cy, # C. Therefore, Cy, ~ (0,1) is a
proper open subset of C. We can then assume C4, =

20

(0,1) Without loss of generality. Let By and B; be the
connected component that contain 0 and 1. Since B open
and ¢ € B;, thus there exists an open interval in B; that
intersects with C4,. Furthermore, if C4, and C4, were
to be in the same connected component of A N B, then
we must have either (1,2) C AnBor (0,1) C AN B. If
(1,2) c AN B, then A = C which is a contradiction. On
the other hand, if (0,1) C AN B, then C4, C B which is
also a contradiction. Therefore, A N B must contain at
least two connected components which contains C4, and
C4, respectively.

B. Some related proof 2

Let A = I7* A;, B = 1172, B; be the decomposition
into connected components. Consider the new torus cy-
cle C of AUB and let a; = A;NC, b; = B;NC. We create
a graph whose vertices are a; and b;. We draw |da; N bj|
directional edges from a; to b;, where 0 < |da; Nb;| < 2
is the number of boundary points of a; in b;. Similarly,
we draw |0b; N a;| directional edges from b; to a;. For
each vertices, there are exactly two edges pointing out-
ward, i.e., Edges = 2(74 + 7). Furthermore, Since a;’s
are disjoint, there are no edges between them. Moreover,
there are no isolated vertices since A U B is connected.
Next, we claim that there are exactly zero or two edges
connecting each vertices. Without loss of generality, sup-
pose that there is a boundary point of a; in b;. Either
a; C b;j or 9b; Na; # 0. Therefore, either the other
boundary point of a; is also in b; or exactly one bound-
ary point of b; is in a;. Either case, there are exactly
two edges between them. For each a; N b; contributing
to the connected component of A N B there are exactly
two edges between a; and b;. Therefore,

1
TANB = §Edges =T+ TB. (B.1)

Note that the equality might not holds since there might
be other intersections of A; and B; beside the component
intersecting with C.

C. Edge approach

Here, we will briefly review the edge approach used in
Ref. [21] to compute the TEE. The key idea is that en-
tanglement between the two subregions can be reduced
to the entanglement between the left and right moving
sectors of the edge state at the interface [23]. First, one
consider the Ry bipartition where there is a single inter-



face encircling the Wilson line

S, < =

a

The regularized edge state can be described by

= Zwa“]a» (Cl)
where
e—eH C
o = — ha .2
1ha)) \/@I ) (C.2)
normalizes the Ishibashi state
oo dng (N)
=3y |hay N3 J) @ [ha, N3 3).  (C.3)
N=0 j=1

The reduced density matrix is then obtained by tracing
out the anti-chiral sector

21

After some calculation and taking the thermodynamic

limit ¢ ¢ — 00, one arrive at
Tepp — Y eF 1> (Soa) ' ™" (C.5)
a
Multiplying by 1= and taking the n — 1 limit, one then

obtain the entanglement entropy as

el
[e—— —1nD+Z Y|’ Ind, — Z|¢a|21n|wa\2

(C.6)
which is exactly the m = 1 case for Eq. (IT1.48) with an
extra area contribution ;%.

Such approach can also be generalized to the R,, bi-
partition we have been considering by simply tensoring
the edge states.

=" Yl Oy b)) 1)

where the k is the ring label. Repeating similar process,
one can obtain that

Trp} — ZeZSC‘l Y
a

a|2n(510a)2m(1—n)’

(C.8)

which yields

mcl
SgE = %—mlni)#—mza: |1/)a|2 lnda—za: |¢a|2 In Wa|2~

(C.9)
This is exactly Eq. (IT1.48) with zan extra area contribu-
tion.

o5 (hatN—5 .
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