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It is known that particles with exotic properties can emerge in systems made of simple constituents
such as qubits, due to long-range quantum entanglement. In this paper, we provide quantitative
characterizations of entanglement necessary for emergent anyons and fermions by using the geometric
entanglement measure (GEM) which quantifies the maximal overlap between a given state and any
short-range entangled states. For systems with emergent anyons, based on the braiding statistics,
we show that the GEM scales linearly in the system size regardless of microscopic details. The
phenomenon of emergent anyons can also be understood within the framework of quantum error
correction (QEC). Specifically, we show that the GEM of any 2D stabilizer codes must be at least
quadratic in the code distance. Our proof is based on a generic prescription for constructing string
operators, establishing a rigorous and direct connection between emergent anyons and QEC. For
systems with emergent fermions, despite that the ground state subspaces could be exponentially
huge and their coding properties could be rather poor, we show that the GEM also scales linearly
in the system size. Our results also establish an intriguing link between quantum anomaly and
entanglement: a quantum state respecting anomalous 1-form symmetries, be it pure or mixed, must
be long-range entangled and have large GEM, offering a non-trivial class of intrinsically mixed state
phases.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum information processing is intrinsically vul-
nerable to noises and decoherence that may arise from
physical interactions with the environment as well as en-
gineering imperfections in handling qubits. A useful way
to fault-tolerantly store and process quantum informa-
tion is to utilize particles with exotic statistical properties
known as anyons which provide ideal platforms with nat-
urally arising topological protection from otherwise detri-
mental errors [1, 2]. While anyons do not naturally exist
as elementary particles in our universe, they do emerge as
low-energy excitations in strongly correlated many-body
quantum systems. Theoretical and experimental search
of anyons remains one of the most active areas of research
in modern physics.

The emergent phenomenon of anyons is closely related
to long-range entanglement in many-body systems [3–9].
A vivid feature of quantum entanglement is the super-
position: construction of wavefunctions requires a large
number of product basis states. For instance, consider a
ground state of the 2D toric code. It can be expressed
as a sum of exponentially many computational (Z-basis)
states

|Ψtoric⟩ =
1√
2n/2

∏
vertex

(I + )|0⟩n ∝
∑

α∈closed-loop

|α⟩

(1)

where each term can be viewed as a closed loop config-
uration by drawing a line connecting qubits in |1⟩. This
characterization of the toric code is an example of the
string-net condensation picture which hosts a wide gen-
eralization for non-chiral topological order [10]. Anyonic
excitations can be generally created at endpoints of an

open string operator γ applied to the entangled ground
state. Non-trivial braiding statistics of anyons implies
that the ground state cannot be prepared by a short-
depth quantum circuit, and thus must be long-range en-
tangled [3, 11, 12].
The degree of superpositions in a given wavefunction

|Ψ⟩ can be quantitatively measured by the Geometric
Entanglement Measure (GEM) of the form [13–18]

E(Ψ) = − max
|P ⟩ : product

log2|⟨Ψ|P ⟩|2 (2)

which computes the maximum overlap between |Ψ⟩ and
product states. Unfortunately, this measure fails to dis-
tinguish short-range and long-range entanglement, since
short-range entangled states, such as the cluster state,
can score high on the GEM. To circumvent this problem,
the depth-t Geometric Entanglement Measure (depth-t
GEM) was proposed [19]

Et(Ψ) = − max
U : depth(U)=t

log2 |⟨Ψ|U |0n⟩|2 (3)

which considers the maximum overlap between |Ψ⟩ and
all short-range entangled states U |0⟩n. Here, the maxi-
mum is taken over all n-qubit geometrically local (e.g.,
brickwall) depth-t quantum circuits; a depth-0 circuit
is defined as a product of single-qubit gates, and hence
E(Ψ) = E0(Ψ).
This generalization of GEM provides a refined charac-

terization of long-range entanglement. According to the
conventional definition, a quantum state |Ψ⟩ is said to
be long-range entangled if it cannot be (approximately)
prepared by a short-depth circuit. In terms of the GEM,
this simply amounts to Et(Ψ) ̸= 0 (or Et(Ψ) > ϵ if ap-
proximations are accounted) for small t. However, de-
pending on its underlying entanglement structure, each
long-range entangled state |Ψ⟩ can have strikingly differ-
ent values of Et(Ψ). Some long-range entangled states
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score very low on the GEM, suggesting that they have a
significant overlap with short-range entangled states de-
spite their high quantum circuit complexity. On the con-
trary, genuinely long-range entangled states score very
high on the GEM, suggesting that they not only can-
not be approximated by short-range entangled states, but
also must be almost orthogonal to any short-range entan-
gled states. For instance, the GHZ state 1√

2
(|0⟩n + |1⟩n)

is long-range entangled since it cannot be prepared from
a product state by a constant depth circuit. However,
the GHZ state scores small for depth-t GEM, namely
Et(GHZ) ∼ O(1) for any t ∼ O(1). This aligns with
our intuition concerning the intrinsic instability of en-
tanglement in the GHZ state. On the other hand, as
we will prove later in this paper, the toric code has
Et(toric) ∼ O(n) for t ∼ O(1), reflecting its complex
entanglement structure.

In this work, we use the depth-t GEM as a more di-
rect, quantitative characterization of quantum entangle-
ment that is needed for emergent anyons and other exotic
physical objects.

Emergent anyons

In this paper, we begin by studying two-dimensional
spin systems whose ground states support anyonic excita-
tions with non-trivial braiding statistics. While we focus
on the toric code for simplicity of presentation, similar
results can be generically derived.

Result 1. A ground state |Ψ⟩ of the toric code satisfies

Et(Ψ) = Ω(n), (4)

where the multiplicative coefficient only depends on t.

The proof involves several steps, but the underlying
physical picture is simple enough to summarize here. Re-
call that the toric code supports two types of abelian
anyonic excitations, e and m, that can be created at
endpoints of string-like operators. Such operators can
be deformed while fixing the endpoints and create the
same sets of anyons. The braiding statistics between e
and m can be probed by considering a pair of closed and
open string operators as follows

⟨Ψ|γ†mγeγm|Ψ⟩ = = −1. (5)

The key observation is that due to the deformability of
γm string, the region that supports the pair of m anyons
must be decoupled from the rest of the system if |Ψ⟩
was short-range entangled, so that the γe loop “does not
know” whether there were or were not an m anyon in-
side. Therefore, ⟨Ψ|γ†mγeγm|Ψ⟩ = 1. This contradicts

the braiding statistics, which proves that the toric code
ground states must be long-range entangled. The above
beautiful argument is due to Bravyi (unpublished) and
was described in [12].
To prove the claimed linear lower bound on Et(Ψ),

we consider O(n) copies of braiding processes in non-
overlapping subregions where each process contributes
O(1) to Et(Ψ). This argument can be readily extended
to ground states of any spin systems that support non-
trivial anyonic excitations. Namely, we can show that the
non-trivial braiding ⟨γ†aγbγa⟩ ̸= 1 for two anyons a, b is
inconsistent with short-range entanglement, and as such,
a similar lower bound on Et(Ψ) follows.

Emergent fermions

Next, we will turn our attention to systems that sup-
port emergent fermions. To be concrete, we will focus on
the following variant of the Kitaev honeycomb model [20]:

Hfermion = −
∑
7
S7, S7 = . (6)

Viewed as a stabilizer code, a ground state satisfies
S7|Ψ⟩ = +|Ψ⟩, and the code parameters are k ∼ n/2
and d = 2. Despite the exponentially large code sub-
space 2k and the small code distance d, a linear lower
bound, which is applicable to arbitrary ground state, can
be proven.

Result 2. A ground state |Ψ⟩ of the honeycomb model
satisfies

Et(Ψ) = Ω(n), (7)

where the multiplicative coefficient only depends on t.

Unlike anyons in the toric code, fermions have triv-
ial braiding statistics (i.e., they are not anyons). Hence,
our proof utilizes the fermion exchange statistic crucially.
Before proceeding, however, it is worth emphasizing an
important difference between how anyons and fermions
emerge in the toric code and the honeycomb model re-
spectively. In the toric code, anyons emerge as low-
energy excitations outside the energy ground space. On
the contrary, in the honeycomb model, fermions emerge
inside the ground energy subspace. Recall that the hon-
eycomb model possesses the following two-body logical
operators

(8)

that commute with stablizers S7. Let us pick an ar-
bitrary ground state |Ψ⟩ and regard it as a “vacuum”
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state with no fermions. Consider an open string opera-
tor M which is generated from two-body logical opera-
tors. Then, M |Ψ⟩ can be interpreted as a state with two
emergent fermions at endpoints of an open stringM . The
crucial point is thatM |Ψ⟩ still lives in the energy ground
space as M is a logical operator of the code.
The particle exchange statistics can be probed by

considering three string-like operators M1,M2,M3 that
share a common endpoint [21]:

M3M2M1 |Ψ⟩ = eiθM1M2M3|Ψ⟩, (9)

where eiθ = −1 for fermions. In the honeycomb model,
this relation can be explicitly verified as three string-
like logical operators anti-commute with each other at
the overlapping qubit. Using a variant of Bravyi’s
idea, it can be shown that short-range entanglement and
the deformability of string-like operators would imply

⟨Ψ|M†
3M

†
2M

†
1M3M2M1 |Ψ⟩ = 1, contradicting with the

exchange statistics. Then, with some extra work, the
claimed linear lower bound on Et(Ψ) can be obtained.

Anomalous symmetry and Mixed state

The aforementioned result on emergent fermions has
interesting implications from the perspectives of anoma-
lous symmetries and mixed states.

Anomalous symmetries: Recently, there has been
considerable progress in understanding the relation be-
tween quantum entanglement and anomalous symme-
tries. To motivate this viewpoint, consider a system with
conventional symmetries, such as a Z2 global symmetry
generated by S = ⊗n

j=1Xj . The system is equipped with
well-defined local Z2 charge generators which are simply
Xj ’s. The symmetry constraint of the form S|Ψ⟩ = |Ψ⟩
then dictates that the total Z2 charge in |Ψ⟩, expressed as
a product of local Z2 generators Xj , must be trivial (+1).
Furthermore, the system has a natural “vacuum” state,
namely |+⟩n for which local generators Xj act trivially,
and thus is not entangled.

On the contrary, anomalous symmetries do not admit
locally definable charge generators. A prototypical ex-
ample of this phenomenon is a 1D Z2 anomalous global
symmetry, often called the CZX symmetry SCZX [22],
which is generated by

SCZX = SCZSX , (10)

where SCZ =
∏

j CZj,j+1, SX =
∏

j Xj . This operator

defines a global Z2 symmetry as S2
CZX = I (for even n),

but does not possess local generators. For instance, one
might want to consider CZj,j+1Xj as a local generator.
Unfortunately, a product of CZj,j+1Xj does not gener-
ate SCZX = SCZSX . Furthermore, CZj,j+1Xj does not

commute with SCZX , and also they do not commute with
each other. As such, consistent meaning as local charge
generators cannot be given to them.

This impossibility of decomposing an anomalous sym-
metry operator into local charge generators is closely re-
lated to quantum entanglement. This viewpoint has been
extensively studied from the perspective of symmetry-
protected topological (SPT) order, as the CZX symme-
try emerges at the boundary of a 2D Z2 SPT phase [22].
Recently, it has been rigorously shown that any wave-
functions satisfying SCZX |Ψ⟩ = |Ψ⟩ must be multipartite
entangled [23].

Returning to the honeycomb model, the upshot is
that the hexagonal stabilizers S7 are another example
of anomalous symmetries. More precisely, these are 1-
form anomalous symmetries [24–27] since S7 acts as a
codimension-1 operator instead of a global codimension-
0 operator as in the CZX model. The anomalous nature
of S7 symmetries can be seen from the fact that they
cannot be cut into two pieces. For example, suppose we
cut S7 vertically into two parts and write it as a product

of the left and right parts, S7 = S
(L)
7 S

(R)
7 . We imme-

diately notice that S
(L)
7 and S

(R)
7 do not commute with

S7, and thus are not well defined as local generators. In-
stead, one might decompose S7 as a product of two-body
logical operators from Eq. (8). While this decomposition
consists of operators that commute with S7 symmetries,
two-body operators anti-commute with each other, and
hence do not admit interpretations as local generators.

Our result on the honeycomb model can be rephrased
as follows.

Result 2′ (Anomalous symmetry). Any state |Ψ⟩ satis-
fying anomalous 1-form symmetries S7|Ψ⟩ = |Ψ⟩ in the
honeycomb model must be long-range entangled. Fur-
thermore they satisfies Et(Ψ) = Ω(n).

While wavefunctions with anomalous global symme-
tries are long-range entangled in general, they may score
very low in terms of the GEM. For instance, the GHZ
state 1√

2
(|0⟩n+ |1⟩n) satisfies the CZX symmetry, but it

has E0(GHZ) = 1. This is in contrast with anomalous
1-form symmetries, such as S7 symmetries, where the
GEM scales linearly with respect to n.
Mixed states: Characterization of quantum entan-

glement for mixed states is a considerably harder ques-
tion compared to its counterpart for pure states. Quan-
tum circuit complexity of preparing a mixed state has
been studied in quantum information theory in the con-
text of topological quantum memory at finite tempera-
ture [2, 28]. Recently, there has been renewed interest
in the possibility of novel quantum phases, that are gen-
uinely intrinsic to mixed state, in the condensed matter
community. Generally, a mixed state ρ is said to be short-
range entangled if ρ can be expressed as a probabilistic
ensemble of short-range entangled states [28]:

ρ =
∑
j

pj |ψj⟩⟨ψj |, |ψj⟩ = Uj |0⟩n, (11)
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where Uj are short-depth circuits. A naturally aris-
ing question is whether a mixed state ρ in the ground
state space of the honeycomb model is long-range entan-
gled or not. Evidence for long-range entanglement in ρ
was reported in [29] where a subleading contribution in
the entanglement negativity [30], similar to topological
entanglement entropy, was found. Further connections
between anomalous 1-form symmetry and mixed-state
topological order were discussed in [31, 32]. Here, as
a simple corollary of the aforementioned result, we can
prove that ρ in the honeycomb model is indeed long-range
entangled.

Result 2′′ (Mixed state). Any mixed state ρ satisfying
the hexagonal constraints Tr(ρS7) = 1 in the honeycomb
model cannot be written as an ensemble of short-range
entangled states.

In fact, we will prove a stronger statement by generaliz-
ing the depth-t GEM to the mixed state setting where the
maximum fidelity between the target state and all short-
range entangled mixed states is considered. Namely, we
prove that a similar linear lower bound on the mixed
state GEM holds for any symmetric ρ.

2D stabilizer codes

The phenomenon of emergent anyons can be under-
stood within the framework of quantum error correc-
tion (QEC) where quantum information is stored in the
energy ground state space. This motivates us to ask
whether there is a fundamental lower bound on the nec-
essary quantum entanglement for storing quantum infor-
mation in a bounded volume of space.

In this paper, we reveal a universal lower bound on
Et(Ψ) for certain two-dimensional QEC systems. Specif-
ically, we will consider a system of n qubits placed on a
2D lattice and focus on codes for which the code subspace
C is defined by geometrically local stabilizer generators
Sj : the code subspace C can be realized as the energy
ground subspace of a local gapped Hamiltonian

H = −
∑
j

Sj . (12)

The QEC capability is usually measured by its code dis-
tance. A code is said to have code distance d if logical
states are locally indistinguishable on any subset of less
than d physical qubits.
Our main result is the following lower bound on the

GEM.

Result 3. For a 2D geometrically local stabilizer code,
if the code distance d > d0, then any logical state |Ψ⟩
satisfies

Et(Ψ) = Ω(d2). (13)

Here, both the multiplicative constant and d0 depend
only on t and the size of stabilizer generators.

For the toric code, d = Θ(
√
n), hence result 3 is in

accordance with Result 1. There is, however, a crucial
difference. The starting point of Result 1 is the emer-
gent anyons, which exist on any geometries including the
sphere. The starting point of Result 3, on the other hand,
is the QEC property which relies on the ground state de-
generacy. Therefore, Result 3 does not apply to the toric
code on the sphere per se.
Nevertheless, the proof of result 3 reflects a rigor-

ous and direct connection between QEC and emergent
anyons. The main idea is that we can derive the existence
of emergent anyons solely based on the error correction
property. More precisely, as long as the code distance d is
sufficiently larger than the size of local stabilizer genera-
tors, we can always construct loop-like operators γb that
only create syndrome at endpoints, as well as string-like
stabilizer operators γa, such that ⟨γ†aγbγa⟩ = −1. Key
technical tools in the constructions of loop and string-like
operators are the cleaning lemma [33] and the disentan-
gling lemma [34] which allows us to identify a pair of anti-
commuting logical operators. Specifically, these logical
operators can be designed to be supported on unions of
line-like subregions. We then introduce a simple but pow-
erful truncation procedure of stabilizer operators which
enables us to obtain the braiding configuration similar to
Eq. (5). Such braiding statistics is not compatible with
short-range entanglement, which ultimately leads to the
desired linear lower bound on the GEM.
The anyon braiding statistics then simply follow by in-

terpreting the syndromes at the end of string operators as
anyons. From this point of view, our result implies that
anyons always emerge from QEC in 2D stabilizer codes,
namely, from the sole assumption of the code distance.

Relation to previous work

In the previous work, we derived generic lower bounds
on depth-t GEM for QEC codes in several settings [19].
The most relevant to the present paper is the following
universal lower bound for a quantum Low-Density Parity-
Check (LDPC) code with the code distance d:

Et(Ψ) = Ω(d), (14)

where the multiplicative coefficient depends only on the
sparsity of the qLDPC code and the depth t. The linear
scaling with d cannot be improved further as there exist
qLDPC codes with the distance d ∼ n. This lower bound,
however, is not tight for quantum codes supported on
lattices with geometrically local projectors. For instance,
the two-dimensional toric code has E0(Ψ) ∼ n/2, but its
code distance is d ∼

√
n. Also, the above lower bound is

not applicable to the toric “code” without logical qubits
(e.g., supported on a sphere) as its derivation crucially
depends on the presence of logical qubits. Finally, the
above bound is not particularly useful in studying long-
range entanglement in the honeycomb model as its code
distance is d = 2.
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Our results in the present work improve the above
qLDPC lower bound in various ways by focusing on two-
dimensional systems. Result 1 proves that the quadratic
scaling Et(toric) = Ω(d2) (t ∼ O(1)) for the toric code.
Result 3 further improves this characterization for the
cases of 2D local stabilizer codes by proving Et(Ψ) =
Ω(d2). Result 2 proves that, despite the poor coding
properties, all the codeword states in the honeycomb
model are long-range entangled with Et(Ψ) = Ω(n).

Plan of the paper

This paper is organized as follows. In section II, we
study the toric code as a prototypical example of sys-
tems with emergent anyons. In section III, we will derive
a generic lower bound on the GEM for arbitrary 2D local
stabilizer codes. In section IV, we will study the honey-
comb model and show that wavefunctions with anoma-
lous 1-form symmetries have Et(Ψ) = Ω(n). In section V,
we conclude with brief discussions.

II. 2D TORIC CODE

We will prove the following linear lower bound on
Et(Ψ) for a toric code ground state.

Theorem 1. Given a toric code ground state |Ψ⟩, there
exists α > 0 such that if t ≤ O(

√
n), then

Et(Ψ) >
αn

(t+ 1)2
. (15)

A. Anyon braiding statistics

Recall that the toric code Hamiltonian is given by

Htoric = −
∑
+

A+ −
∑
□

B□, (16)

where A+ =
∏

j∈+Xj and B□ =
∏

j∈□ Zj . Qubits re-

side on edge of an L × L square lattice, and + (□) de-
note vertices (plaquettes). A ground state |Ψ⟩ satisfies
A+|Ψ⟩ = B□|Ψ⟩ = |Ψ⟩.
Microscopic details of the construction, however, are

not important. A crucial property we use for the proof is
the non-trivial braiding statistics of anyons of the toric
code. Namely, consider a pair of a closed string operator
γe and an open string operator γm which consist of Pauli
Z and X operators respectively (Fig. 1). Considering a
process of braiding e around m, we find

γmγeγm|Ψ⟩ = −|Ψ⟩. (17)

This braiding statistics is stable under deformation by a
constant depth circuit Ut. Namely, for a deformed toric

code ground state |Ψt⟩ ≡ Ut|Ψ⟩, define dressed string

operators by γ̃m = UtγmU
†
t , γ̃e = UtγeU

†
t . Eq. (17) still

holds for |Ψt⟩ and γ̃m, γ̃e, but dressed string operators
γ̃m, γ̃e now have width O(t). One can then consider a
quasi-local anyon braiding process as in Fig. 1 by taking
a larger region of linear size t.

B. Long-range entanglement

We first prove that a toric code ground state is long-
range entangled.

Lemma 1. Given a toric code ground state |Ψ⟩, we have

Ut|Ψ⟩ ≠ |0n⟩ (18)

for any depth-t unitary Ut with constant t.

FIG. 1. Two dressed anti-commuting string operators for
anyon braiding in a deformed toric code. Their width is at
most 2t. For the purpose of the proof, it suffices to consider
a region R with a linear size of 8t.

Proof. The proof is similar to Bravyi’s proof described in
Ref. [12]. Suppose that the Eq. (18) is false. In terms
of a deformed state |Ψt⟩ ≡ Ut|Ψ⟩, this is equivalent to
|Ψt⟩ = |0n⟩. Since Ut is a finite depth circuit, the braiding
process of Eq. (17) can be considered by a pair of dressed

string operators γ̃m = UtγmU
†
t and γ̃e = UtγeU

†
t . Below,

we will omit the tilde and represent dressed operators by
γm, γe in order to avoid cluttering in equations.
As in Fig. 1, we use a dressed string operator γm to

create two m anyons supported on region A. We claim
that

γm |Ψt⟩ = |ϕA⟩ ⊗ |0Ac⟩ , (19)

where |ϕA⟩ is a state in the Hilbert space HA, |0Ac⟩ is the
product state of |0⟩ for all qubits outside A. To show this,
we divide the system into three subregions: A, Rup, and
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Rdown as in Fig. 1. We can find another string operator
γ′m that is supported on A ∪Rdown satisfying

γ′m |Ψt⟩ = γm |Ψt⟩ . (20)

Define Πup as an operator that projects HRup to |0Rup⟩.
We have, by assuming Eq.(18) is false,

Πupγ′m |Ψt⟩ =γ′mΠup |Ψt⟩ = γ′mΠup |0n⟩
=γ′m |0n⟩ = γ′m |Ψt⟩ .

(21)

Similarly,

Πdownγm |Ψt⟩ = γm |Ψt⟩ . (22)

Combining the above three equations, we have

ΠupΠdownγm |Ψt⟩ = γm |Ψt⟩ , (23)

and hence Eq. (19) is proved.
Now we apply a loop operator γe on γm |Ψ⟩. Recall

that γe is a deformed stabilizer, and hence γe|Ψt⟩ = |Ψt⟩.
Assuming Eq.(18) is false, this implies γe |0Ac⟩ = |0Ac⟩.
Therefore, due to Eq. (19), we have

γeγm |Ψt⟩ = |ϕA⟩ ⊗ γe |0Ac⟩ = |ϕA⟩ ⊗ |0Ac⟩
=γm |Ψt⟩ .

(24)

This, however, contradicts Eq. (17), namely
γmγeγm|Ψt⟩ = −|Ψt⟩, which completes the proof.

It is worth mentioning that the proof based on the
Lieb-Robinson bound in Ref. [3] crucially uses the
ground state degeneracy while the above proof (based
on Ref. [12]) applies to the toric code with no ground
state degeneracy as well.

C. Overlap with short-range entangled state

The result of the above lemma is equivalent to Et(Ψ) >
0, and is in general not sufficient to obtain a lower bound
for Et(Ψ) that would scale with the system size.

We now prove an upper bound on the maximum over-
lap between ρR of a deformed toric code ground state
and |0R⟩ for a patch R of linear size t.

Lemma 2. Let R be any patch of linear size 8(t + 1).
Given a deformed toric code ground state |Ψt⟩ = Ut|Ψ⟩
with a depth t circuit Ut, there exists a constant ϵ > 0
such that, in terms of trace norm,

∥ρR − |0R⟩ ⟨0R| ∥1 > ϵ, (25)

where ρR = TrRc(|Ψt⟩⟨Ψt|), and accordingly the fidelity1

satisfies:

F(|0R⟩ , ρR) < 1− 1

4
ϵ2 = 1− ϵ′ (26)

for some ϵ′ > 0.

1 Here we use the convention F(ρ, σ) =
(
Tr

√√
ρσ

√
ρ
)2

.

Proof. Let γm and γe be dressed string operators. Sup-
pose that the Eq. (25) is false. We claim that

γm|0R⟩⟨0R|γ†m ≈ |0Ac⟩ ⟨0Ac | ⊗ ρ′A, (27)

where ≈ means that the trace distance is smaller than a
constant O(ϵ). Here Ac refers to the complement of A
inside the patch R.

The proof is a more quantitative version of lemma 1.
We have

Πup(γm|0R⟩⟨0R|γ†m)Πup

≈ Πup(γmρRγ
†
m)Πup

= Πup(γm′ρRγ
†
m′)Π

up = γm′(ΠupρRΠ
up)γ†m′

≈ γm′(Πup |0R⟩ ⟨0R|Πup)γ†m′ = γm′( |0R⟩ ⟨0R| )γ†m′

≈ γm′ρRγ
†
m′ = γmρRγ

†
m

≈ γm|0R⟩⟨0R|γ†m, (28)

and

Πdown(γm|0R⟩⟨0R|γ†m)Πdown (29)

= γmΠdown|0R⟩⟨0R|Πdownγ†m = γm|0R⟩⟨0R|γ†m.

Therefore,

γm|0R⟩⟨0R|γ†m ≈ ΠdownΠup(γm|0R⟩⟨0R|γ†m)ΠupΠdown

= |0Ac⟩ ⟨0Ac | ⊗ ρ′A. (30)

Using this approximation, we obtain

Tr(γeγmρRγ
†
m)

≈ Tr(γeγm|0R⟩⟨0R|γ†m)
≈ Tr((γe |0Ac⟩ ⟨0Ac |)⊗ ρ′A) = Tr(γe |0Ac⟩ ⟨0Ac |) Tr(ρ′A)
≈ Tr(γe |0Ac⟩ ⟨0Ac |) = Tr(γe|0R⟩⟨0R|)
≈ Tr(γeρR) = ⟨Ψt| γe |Ψt⟩ = 1 (31)

which contradicts Eq. (17).

Finally, to complete the proof of Thm. 1, we divide the
whole system into multiple regions Ri such that mutual
distances are larger than 2t. For a (deformed) toric code,
we have the following decoupling property:

ρR = ⊗
i

ρRi
, R = ∪iRi (32)

since stabilizer generators are geometrically local and
each region Ri is correctable [35]. From this and the
monotonicity of fidelity, we obtain

F(|Ψt⟩ , |0n⟩) ≤ F(ρR, |0R⟩) =
∏
i

F(ρRi
, |0Ri

⟩)

< (1− ϵ′)
c′n

(t+1)2 ,

(33)

where c′n/(t + 1)2 is a number of disentangled patches.
This proves theorem 1.
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III. 2D LOCAL STABILIZER CODES

In the previous section, we derived the GEM lower
bound for the toric code based on emergent anyons. The
toric code model stands out as a quintessential example of
topological quantum error-correcting codes. In this sec-
tion, we show that a similar bound applies more broadly
to all 2D geometrically local stabilizer codes with or with-
out boundaries (the geometric locality here is defined us-
ing the standard Euclidean geometry).

Theorem 2. For 2D geometrically local stabilizer codes,
denote w as the maximal diameter of stabilizer genera-
tors. If d > Θ((w + t)2), we have:

Et(Ψ) > α
d2

w2(w + t)2
. (34)

for some α > 0.

Although the starting point here is quantum error cor-
rection instead of anyons, our proof strategy is similar
to the one for the toric code using non-trivial braiding
processes. The key extra ingredient is a generic prescrip-
tion for constructing string operators. This enables us to
derive the existence of anyons with nontrivial braiding
statistics based solely on the quantum error correction
property.

A. Cleaning lemma

A technical challenge is to construct a pair of open
and closed string operators that anti-commute with each
other without relying on the macroscopic details of stabi-
lizer generators. The crucial tool is a particular strength-
ening of the cleaning lemma for 2D local stabilizer
codes [33]. Consider square regions Aj of linear size O( d

w )
which are separated from each other by O(w). Denote
the union by A ≡ ∪jAj , and its complement by B ≡ Ac.
We will call a subsystem B a mesh (Fig.2).

FIG. 2. Each square Aj is correctable and of linear size O( d
w
).

Squares are separated by O(w), so their union A is also cor-
rectable. Hence, all the logical operators can be found in the
shaded region, a mesh B = Ac.

Lemma 3. In a 2D local stabilizer code, no non-trivial
logical operator can be supported on A. Equivalently, all
logical operators can be supported on a two-dimensional
mesh B = Ac.

Proof. The lemma was proven in [35], and we will sketch
the key arguments. First, note that each square is cor-
rectable since the linear size is O( d

w ). Second, since they
are separated by O(w), the union A = ∪jAj is also cor-
rectable. Finally, due to the cleaning lemma, all the log-
ical operators can be supported on a mesh B = Ac.

We will use lemma 3 to construct a braiding process.
Let ℓ1, ℓ2 be a pair of anti-commuting logical operators.
Picking a mesh B1 as in lemma 3, ℓ1 can be supported
on B1. We now shift B1 by O(w) in both horizontal
and vertical directions and denote the new mesh by B2

(Fig. 3). Then, ℓ2 can be supported on B2. Observe
that the intersection of ℓ1 and ℓ2 is a union of squares
of linear size O(w). Since ℓ1, ℓ2 anti-commute with each
other, they must anti-commute on at least one square.
Denote such a square as Q.

FIG. 3. (Left) A pair of logical operators ℓ1 and ℓ2 which
anti-commute with each other at one square Q. (Right) A
segment of ℓ2 around Q will be called γ2.

B. Braiding process

The goal is to find a braiding process of the form
γ2γ1γ2|Ψ⟩ = −|Ψ⟩ where γ1 is a loop-like stabilizer
and γ2 is a deformable open string operator which anti-
commutes with γ1. To construct γ1, we repeat the above
argument for a slightly deformed mesh B′

1 and construct
ℓ′1, a logical Pauli operator that is equivalent to ℓ1 and is
supported on B′

1. This is possible as long as the comple-
ment of B′

1 consists of squares whose perimeter remains
O( d

w ). Then, ℓ1ℓ
′
1 is a stabilizer operator supported on

B1 ∪B′
1 (Fig. 4).

We will construct a loop-like stabilizer γ1 from ℓ1ℓ
′
1

by “truncating” its support away from Q. Namely, for
a given region R, let R+ denote the set of qubits j such
that disc(j, R) ≤ w.
The following lemma allows us to truncate a large sta-

bilizer S into a smaller stabilizer S′ supported onR+ with



8

possible changes only at the boundary while keeping the
operator content on R.

FIG. 4. (Left) An equivalent logical operator ℓ′1 supported
on a deformed mesh B′

1. (Middle) Starting from a stabilizer
operator S = ℓ1ℓ

′
1 supported on B1 ∪ B′

1, we truncate S to
obtain a stabilizer operator γ1 supported around Q. This sta-
bilizer intersects with ℓ2 at three squares. (Right) We further
truncate the stabilizer to obtain γ1 which intersects with ℓ2
at two squares.

Lemma 4. For any stabilizer operator S and any re-
gion R, there exist a stabilizer operator S′, such that (1)
supp(S′) ⊆ R+ and (2) supp(SS′)∩R = ∅ (equivalently,
S|R= S′|R).

Proof. Since S is a stabilizer operator, it can be written
as a product of local stabilizer generators S =

∏
a Sa.

Specifically, we can decompose S as follows:

S =
∏

supp(Sa)∩R=∅

Sa

∏
supp(Sb)∩R ̸=∅

Sb. (35)

Define S′ =
∏

supp(Sb)∩R ̸=∅ Sb. Since the diameter of each

Sa is less than w, we know supp(S′) ⊆ R+. Moreover,
supp(SS′) ∩R = ∅ since SS′ =

∏
supp(Sa)∩R=∅ Sa.

The construction of γ1 proceeds in two steps. First,
let us apply the above lemma to truncate ℓ1ℓ

′
1 into a

circular region containing the square Q. The resulting
stabilizer operator is supported on a region consisting of a
circle and a horizontal line, see the middle panel of Fig. 4
for illustration. Second, we observe that this truncated
stabilizer intersects with ℓ2 at Qup, Q, and Qdown. Since
this operator anti-commutes with ℓ2 at Q, it must anti-
commutes with ℓ2 at either Qup or Qdown. Without loss
of generality, we assume that it is Qup. We can then
further shrink the stabilizer operator to a semicircular
region, as shown in the right panel of Fig. 4, by removing
the stabilizer generators below the horizontal line.

This is the desired loop-like stabilizer which we shall
use as γ1. Note that γ1 intersects and anti-commutes
with ℓ2 at both Q and Qup.

The construction of γ2 proceeds in an analogous man-
ner. We start by finding ℓ′2 in a deformed mesh B′

2, and
then truncate ℓ2ℓ

′
2 so that it will be supported only near

Qup. We can then construct a loop-like stabilizer oper-
ator S2 which intersects and anti-commutes with γ1 at
Qup and Q′

up, see Fig. 5 for an illustration. Finally, we

decompose S2 into two segments, S2 = γ2γ
′
2, such that

γ2, γ
′
2 intersect with γ1 at Qup and Q′

up respectively. We
then obtain the desired braiding processes

γ2γ1γ2|Ψ⟩ = −|Ψ⟩, γ′2γ1γ
′
2|Ψ⟩ = −|Ψ⟩. (36)

FIG. 5. Braiding process using truncated stabilizer operators.

C. Overlap with short-range entangled states

The above arguments assume t = 0. Applying a finite-
depth circuit, the correctable squares now have width
Θ( d

w )−Θ(t) = Θ( d
w ), and the separation is now Θ(w+t).

With the braiding processes, the same argument as in
lemma 1 implies |Ψ⟩ ̸= Ut|0n⟩ if d

w > Θ(w + t). We fur-
ther lower bound Et(Ψ) using a similar strategy. Starting
from a mesh B of width Θ(w + t), consider a family of
meshes, each obtained by shifting the previous meshes
along the diagonal by Θ(w+ t). For each pair of meshes,
we can repeat the above argument and find an anti-
commuting intersection and a local upper bound as in
lemma 2. Moreover, each anti-commuting intersection
must be separated from each other by Θ(w + t) and is
hence decoupled from each other. The number of such
meshes is at least Θ( d

w(w+t) ), hence the number of anti-

commuting intersections is at least Θ( d2

w2(w+t)2 ). This

completes the proof of theorem 2.

IV. HONEYCOMB MODEL

The original honeycomb model, introduced by Kitaev,
is given by [20]:

HKitaev = −JX
∑

X-links

− JY
∑

Y -links

− JZ
∑

Z-links

(37)

where qubits reside on vertices of a honeycomb lattice.
The model is exactly solvable via mapping to Majorana
fermions. For JZ ≫ JX , JY > 0, its low-energy physics
can be approximated by the toric code at the leading
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order in perturbation theory. Hence, from our argument
in Section II, we can deduce that the ground state of
HKitaev in the “toric code phase” will satisfy Et(Ψ) >
O(n) for constant t.
Here we will focus on another honeycomb Hamiltonian,

denoted as Hfermion, that reflects the symmetry prop-
erties of the original HKitaev. The starting point is an
observation that the original model HKitaev possesses pe-
culiar loop-like symmetry operators

[HKitaev, S7] = 0, S7 = (38)

where S7 can be generated by multiplying all the two-
body terms on each hexagon. The ground state |Ψtoric⟩
of HKitaev in the toric code phase (JZ ≫ JX , JY > 0)
satisfies S7|Ψtoric⟩ = |Ψtoric⟩ (i.e. it is vortex-free [20]).

The honeycomb model with emergent fermions, which
we shall address in this paper, can be formulated as a 2D
stabilizer Hamiltonian

Hfermion = −
∑
7
S7, S7 = (39)

where qubits reside on vertices of a hexagonal lattice, and
7 are hexagonal plaquettes. A ground state of Hfermion

satisfies S7|Ψ⟩ = |Ψ⟩. We will be interested in quanti-
fying the entanglement of wavefunctions that live in the
ground space of Hfermion.

What are the key differences between HKitaev and
Hfermion? First of all, note that the toric code ground
state |Ψtoric⟩ of HKitaev is contained in the ground space
of Hfermion. In fact, the ground space of Hfermion is huge.
Viewed as a stabilizer code, there are n

2 stabilizer gen-
erators S7 with one redundancy relation

∏
7 S7 = I.

Hence, the number of logical qubits is k = 1 + n
2 which

suggests an exponentially large ground state space. Sec-
ond, as a quantum error-correcting code, Hfermion is not
fault-tolerant. Indeed, logical operators of the code,
which must commute with all S7, are generated by two-
body Pauli operators:

(40)

and hence, the code distance is d = 2.
Due to an exponential ground state degeneracy and

a small code distance, one might think that the honey-
comb model has a ground state |Ψ⟩ which would have a
large overlap with a short-range entangled state. Con-
trary to this naive expectation, we will obtain a linear
lower bound on Et(Ψ) for any state |Ψ⟩ in the exponen-
tially large ground space of the honeycomb model.

Theorem 3. Given an arbitrary ground state |Ψ⟩ of the
honeycomb model Hfermion, there exists α > 0 such that
of t ≤ O(

√
n) we have

Et(Ψ) >
αn

(t+ 1)2
. (41)

A. Fermion exchange statistics

A key property of the honeycomb model is that its
ground space supports emergent fermions. Consider an
open string operator M which is generated by multiply-
ing two-body logical operators (Eq. (40)). Let us pick an
arbitrary ground state |Ψ⟩ and regard it as a “vacuum”
state with no fermions. Then, M |Ψ⟩ can be interpreted
as a state with two emergent fermions at endpoints of
an open string M . A stabilizer generator S7 imple-
ments a process of creating and annihilating a pair of
fermions, and hence leaving the vacuum state unchanged
S7|Ψ⟩ = |Ψ⟩. These interpretations can be verified by a
standard mapping of two-body generators to Majorana
fermion operators as in [20].
It is worth emphasizing that a state M |Ψ⟩ with a pair

of fermions, as well as the vacuum state |Ψ⟩, lives in the
ground space of the honeycomb model. This is in contrast
with the toric code where anyons emerge as excitations
that depart from the ground space of the Hamiltonian.
An immediate challenge is that fermions have trivial

braiding statistics (i.e. they are not anyons), and thus
the argument from section II is not applicable. In the
honeycomb model, this is reflected in that an open string
operator M always commutes with a closed string oper-
ator S since S is generated by stabilizer generators S7.

FIG. 6. (Left) An open string operator and (Right) a sym-
metry operator in the honeycomb model.

Instead, we rely on the fermion exchange statistics to
obtain a linear lower bound on Et(|Ψ⟩). The topological
spin of two fermions can be extracted by the hopping op-
erator algebra due to Levin and Wen [21] which compares
the following two pair creation/annihilation processes

M3M2M1 |Ψ⟩ = eiθM1M2M3|Ψ⟩ , (42)

where Mi are open string operators as in Fig. 7, and
eiθ = −1 for fermions. For the honeycomb model,
Eq. (42) can be readily verified as three open string oper-
atorsM1,M2,M3 with a common endpoint anti-commute
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with each other. The exchange statistics is stable under
deformation by a constant depth circuit Ut by consider-
ing dressed string operators and quasi-local fermions.

FIG. 7. Exchange statistics of two fermions.

B. Long-range entanglement

We first prove that a ground state of the honeycomb
model is long-range entangled.

Lemma 5. For any ground state |Ψ⟩ of the honeycomb
model, we have

Ut|Ψ⟩ ≠ |0n⟩ (43)

for any depth-t unitary Ut with constant t.

Proof. Suppose that Eq. (43) is false, namely |Ψt⟩ ≡
Ut|Ψ⟩ = |0n⟩. Let M1,M2,M3 be dressed open string
operators satisfying Eq. (42). Using the deformability of
string operators, one obtains

M3(M2M1)|Ψt⟩ = |ψBD⟩|ψAC⟩|0⟩⊗(ABCD)c (44)

where |ψBD⟩, |ψAC⟩ are some wavefunctions supported
on BD,AC.

A crucial observation is that |ψBD⟩ and |ψAC⟩ are fac-
torized:

|ψBD⟩|ψAC⟩ = |ψB⟩|ψD⟩|ψA⟩|ψC⟩. (45)

To show this2, let us construct a deformed string opera-
tor M ′ which connects A and C as in Fig. 7, such that
the loop operator M ′M2M1 is a product of some stabi-
lizer generators S7, and thus commutes with all string
operators. We then have:

M3(M2M1) |Ψ⟩

2 If string operators can be implemented via short-depth circuits
(as in the honeycomb model), this statement can be immediately
proven. Namely, since the neighborhoods of regions B and D are
initially unentangled, B and D cannot be entangled via a short-
depth circuit that implements M3.

= M ′†M ′M3(M2M1) |Ψ⟩ =M ′†M3(M
′M2M1) |Ψ⟩

= M ′†(M ′M2M1)M3 |Ψ⟩ = (M2M1)M3 |Ψ⟩ . (46)

We can, however, write it asM2(M1M3)|Ψt⟩ and decom-
pose it as |ψAD⟩|ψBC⟩|0⟩⊗(ABCD)c similar to Eq. (44),
implying:

|ψBD⟩|ψAC⟩ = |ψAD⟩|ψBC⟩. (47)

The right-hand side implies B and D are unentangled,
and so are A and C. This shows that |ψBD⟩ and |ψAC⟩
must be factorized as in Eq. (45).
By properly choosing the phases of |ψB⟩, |ψC⟩ and

|ψD⟩ in order, we can assume

M1|Ψt⟩ = |ψA⟩|ψB⟩|0⟩⊗(AB)c

M2M1|Ψt⟩ = |ψA⟩|ψC⟩|0⟩⊗(AC)c

M3|Ψt⟩ = |ψB⟩|ψD⟩|0⟩⊗(BD)c .

(48)

Using the first two equations, we obtain
M2|ψB⟩|0⟩⊗(AB)c = |ψC⟩|0⟩⊗(AC)c . Therefore,

M1M2M3|Ψt⟩
= M1M2|ψB⟩|ψD⟩|0⟩⊗(BD)c =M1|ψC⟩|ψD⟩|0⟩⊗(CD)c

= |ψA⟩|ψB⟩|ψC⟩|ψD⟩|0⟩⊗(ABCD)c

= M3(M2M1)|Ψt⟩ (49)

which contradicts with eiθ = −1.

C. Overlap with short-range entangled state

We can prove the following upper bound on the maxi-
mum overlap between ρR and |0R⟩.

Lemma 6. Let R be any patch of linear size ≥ 8(t +
1). Given any deformed honeycomb model ground state
|Ψt⟩ = Ut|Ψ⟩ with a depth t circuit Ut, there exists a
constant ϵ > 0 such that, in terms of the trace norm,

∥ρR − |0R⟩ ⟨0R| ∥1 > ϵ, (50)

where ρR = TrRc(|Ψt⟩⟨Ψt|), and accordingly,

F(|0R⟩ , ρR) < 1− 1

4
ϵ2 = 1− ϵ′ (51)

for some ϵ′ > 0.

The proof can be readily obtained by making the proof
of lemma 5 more quantitative with each equation re-
placed with ≈ in terms of the trace distance (see ap-
pendix A for the full proof). We emphasize that all we
need to assume on ρR is the deformability of string opera-
tors (resulting from 1-form symmetry) and the fermionic
exchange statistics (resulting from the anomalous nature
of symmetry).
Finally, we prove a linear lower bound on Et(Ψ) for a

honeycomb model ground state. Let us divide the whole
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system into multiple regions Rj with R = ∪m
j=1Rj . Un-

like the toric code, the honeycomb model does not sat-
isfy the decoupling property as in Eq. (32) since the code
distance is small. Instead, we proceed by considering
post-projection states sequentially and bound the total
projection amplitude.

Let Πj be an operator that projects HRj to |0Rj ⟩. Re-
call that

F(|Ψt⟩, |0n⟩) ≤ Tr(ΠRρR). (52)

We can express the right-hand side as (define Π0 = I)

Tr(ΠRρR) =

m∏
j=1

Fj , where Fj ≡
Tr(Πj · · ·Π1ρR)

Tr(Πj−1 · · ·Π1ρR)
.

(53)

We claim that Fj < 1− ϵ′ for some ϵ′ > 0 and ∀1 ≤ j ≤
m. To prove this, we define a normalized post-projection
state by

ρ(j) ≡ Πj · · ·Π1ρRΠ1 · · ·Πj

Tr(Πj · · ·Π1ρR)
, (0 ≤ j ≤ m− 1), (54)

where HR1
, · · · ,HRj

have been projected to |0⟩’s. Ob-

serve that the normalized post-projection state ρ(j) still
satisfies the deformability of the string operators and
the fermion exchange statistics inside the patch Rj+1,
namely

Tr(M3M2M1M3M2M1ρ
(j)) = −1 (55)

whenMj are supported in Rj+1. Therefore, we can apply

lemma 6 to ρ(j) and region Rj+1 to obtain

Fj+1 = F(ρ(j),Πj+1) < 1− ϵ′. (56)

Multiply everything together, we arrive at

F(|Ψt⟩, |0n⟩) < (1− ϵ′)
cn

(t+1)2 , (57)

which proves Thm 3.

D. Mixed state

Quantum circuit complexity of preparing a mixed state
has been studied in quantum information theory in the
context of topological quantum memory at finite temper-
ature. Recently, there has been renewed interest in clas-
sifications of mixed state phases in the condensed matter
community. Here, we discuss the implication of our re-
sults from the perspective of mixed-state phases.

Following Hastings [28], we say that a mixed state ρ is
short-range entangled if ρ can be expressed as a proba-
bilistic ensemble of short-range entangled states:

ρ =
∑
j

pj |ψj⟩⟨ψj |, |ψj⟩ = Uj |0⟩n. (58)

For a technical reason, it is conventional to assume that
the depth of Uj is at most t ∼ O(polylog(n)) in defining
short-range entanglement in ρ. Previous works showed
that two-dimensional commuting projector Hamiltonians
and three-dimensional fracton models have short-range
entangled Gibbs states according to this definition [28,
36].
We are interested in the quantum circuit complexity of

the maximally mixed state ρ that satisfies Tr(ρS7) = 1.
For any decomposition ρ =

∑
j pj |ψj⟩⟨ψj |, Tr(ρS7) = 1

and ||S7||= 1 would imply

S7|ψj⟩ = 1 (59)

for all j. It follows from Theorem 3 that each |ψj⟩ is
long-range entangled. Hence, we arrive at the following
result.

Corollary 1. Any mixed state ρ in the honeycomb
model Hfermion ground state subspace is long-range en-
tangled.

Finally, it will be useful to generalize the notion of
depth-t GEM to mixed states. A natural generalization
will be to consider the maximum fidelity between the
state of interest and an ensemble of short-range entangled
states

Et(ρ) = − max
σ∈SRE(t)

log2 F(ρ, σ). (60)

Here SRE(t) denotes the set of mixed states that are rep-
resentable as ensembles of depth-t short-range entangled
pure states.

Corollary 2. Given a symmetric mixed state ρ in the
honeycomb model, there exists α > 0 such that if t ≤
O(

√
n), then

Et(ρ) >
αn

(t+ 1)2
. (61)

Proof. Given mixed state ρ, consider a quantum channel
N that simultaneously measures stabilizer generators S
and records the outcomes. Denote the outcome proba-
bility distributions as Pρ(s1, · · · , sn/2) where sj = ±1 are
syndrome values of S7. Define Pσ similarly. Due to the
monotonicity of the fidelity under quantum channels, we
have

F(ρ, σ) ≤ F(N (ρ),N (σ)) = F(Pρ, Pσ). (62)

Assuming that ρ is a symmetric state: Tr(S7ρ) = 1, we
have Pρ(+1, · · · ,+1) = 1 and Pρ(s1, · · · , sn/2) = 0 for
any other (s1, · · · , sn/2). Assuming σ ∈ SRE(t), we can
write it as σ =

∑
j pj |ψj⟩⟨ψj | where |ψj⟩ are short-range

entangled. Then we have

F(Pρ, Pσ) =Pσ(+1, · · · ,+1) = Tr(ΠSσ)

=
∑
j

pj Tr(ΠS |ψj⟩⟨ψj |), (63)
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where ΠS is a projection to the symmetric subspace3.
Finally, we claim

Tr(ΠS |ψj⟩⟨ψj |) < e−Θ(n). (64)

To prove this, consider a normalized symmetric pure
state

|Ψj⟩ =
ΠS |ψj⟩√
⟨ψj |ΠS |ψj⟩

. (65)

It follows from Thm 3 that |⟨Ψj |ψj⟩|2< e−Θ(n), which
leads to Eq. (64). The desired inequality

F(ρ, σ) < e−Θ(n) (66)

then follows from Eq. (63).

V. DISCUSSIONS

We will comment on a few open problems.

1) A similar quantitative characterization of entangle-
ment may be obtained for symmetry-protected topo-
logical order by considering an overlap with trivial
wavefunctions that are prepared by short-depth sym-
metric circuits (i.e. symmetry-protected GEM).

2) The GEM can quantitatively distinguish genuine long-
range entanglement from “trivial” long-range entan-
glement. For instance, we have Et(toric) ∼ Θ(n) and
Et(GHZ) ∼ O(1). One potential manifestation of dif-
ferent GEM scaling is (in)stability of long-range en-
tanglement under local decoherence. It will be inter-
esting to make this intuition concrete by establishing
a connection between fault tolerance and GEM.

3) Studies of depth-t GEM for critical systems (those de-
scribed by conformal field theories) may also be an
interesting research avenue.

4) Ground states of a topologically ordered Hamiltonian
can be generically prepared by O(L)-depth quantum
circuits, and as such, have Et(Ψ) ≈ 0 for t ∼ Ω(L).
In a system of n qubits, however, there exist quantum
states whose preparation requires eO(n)-depth quan-
tum circuits. An example of a quantum state with
exponential complexity is a Haar random state. It
will be interesting to study the behavior of Et(Ψ) for
states prepared from local random unitary circuits.
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Appendix A: Proof of lemma 6

Here we prove lemma 6, copied below for convenience.

Lemma 6. Let R be any patch of linear size ≥ 8(t +
1). Given any deformed honeycomb model ground state
|Ψt⟩ = Ut|Ψ⟩ with a depth t circuit Ut, there exists a
constant ϵ > 0 such that, in terms of the trace norm,

∥ρR − |0R⟩ ⟨0R| ∥1 > ϵ, (A1)

where ρR = TrRc(|Ψt⟩⟨Ψt|), and accordingly,

F(|0R⟩ , ρR) < 1− 1

4
ϵ2 = 1− ϵ′ (A2)

for some ϵ′ > 0.

Proof. Similar to the proof of lemma 2, we use ≈ to de-
note closeness in the trace distance

ρ ≈ σ ⇐⇒ ∥ρ− σ∥1 < O(ϵ). (A3)

For pure states, we use two different notions of closeness:

ψ1 ≈ ψ2 ⇐⇒ ∥ψ1⟩⟨ψ1|−|ψ2⟩⟨ψ2|∥1 < O(ϵ),

|ψ1⟩ ∼ |ψ2⟩ ⇐⇒ ∥|ψ1⟩ − |ψ2⟩∥ < O(ϵ).
(A4)

Here, the norm in the second line is the vector norm in
Hilbert space. While ≈ ignores the phase information,
the approximation ∼ cares about the phases. It is clear
that ψ1 ≈ ψ2 if and only if we can choose phases so that
ψ1 ∼ ψ2.
Now, assuming ρR ≈ |0R⟩ ⟨0R| in a region R, let us

derive a contradiction. In the following, Mi are dressed
operators, and we omit the subscript t.
First, same as Eq. (27) as its proof, a string operator

creates two excitations at endpoints which are approxi-
mately decoupled from the rest of the system:

M3 |0R⟩ ≈ |ψ⟩BD|0⟩⊗(BD)c . (A5)

With a similar equation for M2M1, we get the approxi-
mate version of Eq. (44):

M3(M2M1) |0R⟩ ≈M3|ψ⟩AC |0⟩⊗(AC)c

≈|ψ⟩AC |ψ⟩BD|0⟩⊗(ABCD)c .
(A6)
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Here, in the second approximation, we used

M3(|0⟩⟨0|)⊗(AC)cM†
3 = TrAC(M3|0R⟩⟨0R|M†

3 ) and
Eq. (A5). Also, similarly, we have

M2(M1M3) |0R⟩ ≈ |ψ⟩BC |ψ⟩AD|0⟩⊗(ABCD)c . (A7)

Then, we show that both |ϕ⟩AC and |ϕ⟩BD ap-
proximately factorize. From ρR ≈ |0R⟩ ⟨0R| and
M3M2M1ρR = M2M1M3ρR, we get M3M2M1 |0R⟩ ≈
M2M1M3 |0R⟩. Now take TrBC on Eq. (A6) and Eq. (A7)
and use the monotonicity of the trace distance under par-
tial trace, we get:

ϕA ⊗ ϕD ≈ |ψ⟩ ⟨ψ|AD , (A8)

where ϕA = TrC(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|AC) and ϕD = TrB(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|BD).
It follows that ϕA and ϕD are approximately pure states
as measured by the purity4:

Tr
(
(ϕA ⊗ ϕD)2

)
= 1−O(ϵ), (A9)

which further implies that they are close to pure states in
the trace norm5. Therefore, we arrive at the approximate
version of Eq. (45).

M2M1M3 |0R⟩ ≈M3M2M1 |0R⟩ (A10)

≈|ψ⟩A|ψ⟩C |ψ⟩B |ψ⟩D|0⟩⊗(ABCD)c .

Finally, we can derive a contradiction by considering
the phase. The proof is the same as that of lemma 5. We
simply replace = by ∼, which keeps the phase informa-
tion.

4 For any two states σ1 and σ2, we have Tr(σ2
1 − σ2

2) ≤
2 ∥σ1 − σ2∥1.

5 For any σ, denote the eigenvalues as λi, then λmax =∑
i λmaxλi ≥

∑
i λ

2
i = Tr(σ2). Hence ∥σ − Pmax∥1 = 2(1 −

λmax) ≤ 2(1 − Tr(σ2)) where Pmax is the projector to the
eigenspace corresponding to the largest eigenvalue.
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