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Abstract

Characterizing and quantifying quantum correlations atest of many-particle systems is at the core
of a full understanding of phase transitions in matter. Is thork, we continue our investigation of the
notion of generalized entanglement [Barnetnal, Phys. Rev. A68, 032308 (2003)] by focusing on a
simple Lie-algebraic measure of purity of a quantum stalive to an observable set. For the algebra
of local observables on multi-qubit systems, the resultbwgl purity measure is equivalent to a recently
introduced global entanglement measure [Meyer and WallacMath. Phys.43, 4273 (2002)]. In the
condensed-matter setting, the notion of Lie-algebraidtyis exploited to identify and characterize the
guantum phase transitions present in two exactly solvalol@ets: the Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick model, and
the spin-1/2 anisotropic XY model in a transverse magneticl.fi For the latter, we argue that a natural
fermionic observable-set arising after the Jordan-Widrarsformation, better characterizes the transition
than alternative measures based on qubits. This illustitiie usefulness of going beyond the standard
subsystem-based framework while providing a global disopmarameter for this model. Our results show
how generalized entanglement leads to useful tools foindisishing between the ordered and disordered
phases in the case of broken symmetry quantum phase toassitAdditional implications and possible

extensions of concepts to other systems of interest in cwmadematter physics are also discussed.
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. INTRODUCTION

Quantum Phase Transitions (QPTs) are qualitative changmsing in the properties of the
ground state of a many-body system due to modifications reithéhe interactions among its
constituents or in their interactions with an external gr¢l], while the system remains at zero
temperature. Typically, such changes are induced as a pseanin the system Hamiltoniaf/ (¢)
is varied across a point at which the transition is made fror guantum phase to a different
one. Often some correlation length diverges at this pomtyiich case the latter is called a
guantum critical point Because thermal fluctuations are inhibited, QPTs are pu@len by
guantum fluctuations: fluctuations or correlations in thel@af some observable or observables
that occur in a pure state. Thus, these are purely quantunoptena: a classical system in a pure
state cannot exhibit correlations. Prominent examplesf®are the quantum paramagnet to
ferromagnet transition occurring in Ising spin systemsaurath external transverse magnetic field
[H, BD] the superconductor to insulator transition inbRig superconducting systems, and the
superfluid to Mott insulator transition originally predeck for liquid helium and recently observed
in ultracold atomic gaseg [5].

Since entanglement is a property inherent to quantum statbgtimately related to quantum
correlations&], one would expect that, in some approelyatlefined sense, the entanglement
present in the ground state undergoes a substantial cherggs a point where a QPT occurs. Re-
cently, several authors attempted to better understand®@$tudying the behavior of different
measures of entanglement in the ground state of exactlpisielvnodels (seQ[El H E' EI 12]
for representative contributions). Such investigationsarily focused on characterizing entan-
glement using information-theoretic concepts, such asetiteopy of entanglement [13] or the
concurrencelﬁ4], developed foipartite systems. In particular, a detailed analysis of the two-
spin concurrence has been carried out for the XY model in rmst@rse magnetic field![7] 8],
whereas the entanglement between a block of nearby spintamest of the chain has been con-
sidered in El)]. While a variety of suggestive results eradrgm such studies, in general a full
characterization of the quantum correlations near and agatgm critical point will not be pos-
sible solely in terms of bipartite entanglement. Identifythe entanglement measure or measures
that best capture the relevant properties close to ciigcahcluding the critical exponents and
universality class of the transition, remains open prollenguantum information and condensed

matter theory.



In Refs. EllEIS] we introduce@eneralized EntanglemefGE) as a notion extending the
essential properties of entanglement beyond the convelttubsystem-based framework. This
notion is general in the sense that it is definable relatiantodistinguished subset of observables
without explicit reference to subsystems, which makesréally applicable to any algebraic lan-
guage used to describe the system (fermions, bosons, g}, [16, 8]. Founding the
notion on a distinguished set of observables makes it ealpewiell suited to studying QPTSs, as
our definition makes the existence of GE equivalent to thetemce of nonzero correlations or
fluctuations in those observables. The basic idea is thatjaagtum state gives rise to a reduced
state on the distinguished subset of observa@s [19]. eTieekiced states form a convex set; as
with standard quantum states, there are pure (extremalnaret! (non-extremal) oneHZO]. We
define ageneralized entanglepure state, relative to a subspace of observables, to be loosew
reduced state on that subspacmiged Although we will have little occasion in the present con-
text to apply it to states that are mixed relative to the fatlaf observables, we extend this notion
to include mixed states by defining a generalized entangigddrstate to be one that cannot be
written as a convex combination of generalized-unentahglee states.

The special case in which the observable set is a Lie algslofieén important in Physics. In
a broad class of such algebras described below, the algela bnly a subspace of operators,
but is such that we can define a natural Hermitian projectitto that subspace. Then a simple
(global) measure of GE for quantum states is provided by wdgatall thepurity relative to the
algebra This is defined as the squared length of the projection ofirenitian operator (density
matrix) representing the state onto the algebra. As argumﬂ, if the correct algebra is chosen,
the purity contains information about the relevant quantemelations that uniquely identify and
characterize QPTs of the system.

In this paper, we deepen and expand the analysis initiat@]nby focusing on the detection
of QPTs due to a broken symmetry as revealed by the behavaor appropriate relative purity of
the ground state. In Secti@n I, we recall the relevant nmatitecal setting and the definition of the
relative purity as a function of the expectation values efdistinguished observables. In Section
[ we discuss several examples where the relative pusigeen to provide a natural measure of
entanglement. In SectidnlV, we illustrate some physiciéiga that are relevant in choosing the
appropriate observable subalgebra and using GE as antiodafaQPTs. In SectionSlV aldd VI
we Tﬁlicitly characterize the QPTs present in the so-dallpkin-Meshkov-Glick (LMG) model

,122] and in the one-dimensional spin-1/2 anisotropicr¥ddel in a transverse magnetic field,



respectively. This is done by studying the properties ofgghgty relative to different algebras
of observables in the ground state of both models. We find élevaint critical exponents for
these models, and in the case of the anisotropic XY model iaresterse magnetic field, obtain
a new “global” disorder parameter, the variance of the nunalbspinless fermionic excitations
in a Jordan-Wigner-transformed representation of theesystFinally, we provide in separate
Appendices the details underlying various statements nmatie main body of the paper. These
include the relationship between standard separability@BE (Appendix A), the GE properties
of two special classes of spin states, the cluster and valleond solid states (Appendix B), the
proof of the relationship between the local purity and theydtéNallach entanglement measure
(Appendix C), and the semiclassical properties of the LMGdeton the thermodynamic limit
(Appendix D).

Il. GENERALIZED ENTANGLEMENT AND RELATIVE PURITY

In the GE approach, entanglement is considered aaearver-dependeptoperty of a quan-
tum state, which is determined by the physically relevanmhipof view through the expectation
values of a distinguished subset of observables. Whengueferred decomposition into subsys-
tems is specified in terms of an appropriate (physical or M(EJS,ELDSDG]) tensor prod-
uct structure, GE becomes identical to standard entangtiepnevided that distinguished observ-
ables corresponding to ddical actions on the individual subsystems are chosen: in péatidor
H = ®;H,; with dim(#,;) = d;, standard entanglement of state$4ris recovered as GE relative to
Bioc = Disu(d;) [Elm
entanglement is defined (whether directly identifiable ypitlysical degrees of freedom or related

] (see also AppendiXlA). In fact, the subsystemsikeldab which standard

to “encoded” or “virtual’ ones) are always understandahléerms of apl_[jopriate (associative)
6] (see aIsEIZ?] for
a recent analysis). However, it is important to realize thatGE notion genuinely extends the

algebras of local observables. This has been observedeb&f@y. in

standard entanglement definition, and does not coincide evitreduce to it in general. On one
hand, this may be appreciated by noticing that even for situg where a subsystem partition is
naturally present, states which are manifestparableelative to such a partition may possess GE
relative to an algebra different from,. (see the two spin-1 example of Sectian I11). On the other
hand, as also emphasized Ini[11], GE is operationally megéuim situations wherao phys-

ically accessible decomposition into subsystems exibtss thaking conventional entanglement



not directly definable.

A. Réative purity for faithfully represented Lie algebras

As mentioned in the Introduction, we will focus on the caseretthe distinguished observables
form a Lie algebray of linear operators, acting on a finite-dimensional statcef{ for the
system of interestS. (Note that we will not usually distinguish between the edudtLie algebra
isomorphic tdh, and the concrete Lie algebijaof operators that faithfully represents it h) We
will assumey to be a real Lie algebra consisting of Hermitian operatort) the bracket of two

linear operatorsX andY being given by
(X, Y] =i(XY -YX). (1)

In this way, operators ify can be directly associated with physical observables. fk®isame
reason, we will also use a slightly nonstandard (but famibgphysicists) notion of the Lie group
generated by, involving the mapX — ¢*X instead of the mathematician® + e*, for X ¢

h. No assumption that the Lie algebra acts irreducibly?¢rii.e., that it admits no nontrivial
invariant subspaces) will be made, but important conserpgeof making such an assumption will
be discussed. We will also assume the Lie algebra to be closdel Hermitian conjugation. This
implies that it is areductivealgebra (not to be confused with reducibility of the repreagon).

In our context, a reductive Lie algebra is best thought othasproduct (direct sum, as a vector
space) of a finite number sfmpleLie algebras, and a finite number of copies of a one-dimeasion
Abelian Lie algebra. AsimpleLie algebra is a non-Abelian one possessing no nontrivedlil
where an ideal is a subalgebra invariant under commutatitin anything in the algebra; the
relevant property of ideals here is that they can be quackatit of the algebra, allowing it to be
written as a nontrivial product of ideal and quotient; thinsfde Lie algebras are non-Abelian ones
that cannot be decomposed into factors, so the factorizaed in defining reductive Lie algebras
above is maximal. The product (direct vector-space sumfiofte number of simple Lie algebras
is calledsemisimpleand thus a reductive algebra is the product of a semisimmuleaa Abelian
part. The reader is referred JQ—_HE Q 31] for relevawkiground on Lie algebras and their
representation theory. As this subsection unfolds, wesmithmarize much of this representation
theory in a way suited to our needs, and the reader shouleotiate on understanding the content

of the statements, and not vex him or herself unduly abouerstanding why they are true.



We will consider pure quantum states &f |¢/) € H, as well as mixed quantum states of
S, described by density matricesacting on?. Sinceh was assumed closed under Hermitian
conjugation, the projection of a quantum statento ) with respect to the trace inner product
is uniquely defined. LeP, denote the projection map, — Py(p). If p is a pure statep =
|v) (v|, thepurity of |¢) relative toh (or h-ﬁrity) is defined as the squared length of the projection

according to the trace inner product norm/[15]; that is

Py([)) = Tr[(Py () (¥])] - @)

The h-purity may be explicitly evaluated upon selecting an ofmerbasisB = {A,,..., A} for

h. By assuming thel,, to be Hermitian,

Aq = AL, 3)
and orthogonal,
Tr(AaAp) = ap , (4)
Eq. @) may be rewritten as
L L
Pol)) = Tr| 3 Tr(Aap)Tr(Asp) Auds| = 3 (A0)2, (5)
a,f=1 a=1

where(A,,) denotes the expectation value of the observahlén the pure stat@)).
An important property following is that thig-purity is invariantunder group transformations:
if a new basis fol is introduced by lettingl, = DA, D, with D = exp(i Z tsAg), D'D = 1,

andts real numbers, then one finds

Py(|v)) =Y (Aq Z = Py([)) . (6)

Sometimes it is useful to introduce a common normalizatandrK in order to set the maximum
value of the purity to 1, in which case Egl (5) becomes

L

Pyle) = K3 (4a)?. (7)

As mentioned earlier, a pure quantum stateis defined to bgeneralized entangle@eneral-
ized unentangledelative top if it induces a mixed (pure) state on that set of observatdsen

b is a complex semisimple Lie algebra actimgeducibly on #, it was shown inl[15] (Theorem
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14, part (4)) thaty)) is generalized unentangled with respechtib and onlyif it has maximum
bh-purity, and generalized entangled otherwise. Under theessssumptions, the abovementioned
Theorem (part (3)) also leads to the identification of theagelized unentangled pure states as the
generalized coherent stat@SCSs) associated wi(h[@,ﬁ,@l]. In other words, all generalized
unentangled states are in the (unique) orbit of a minimunglatestate ofy (taken as a reference
state) under the action of the Lie group. Remarkably, GC8kaown to possessinimum in-
variant uncertainty (AF)*(|¢)) = 3, [<A§> — (Aaﬂ [@E&] so that, similar to the familiar
harmonic-oscillator ones, they may be regarded in someessnslosest to “classical” states.

Our characterization theorem for generalized unentargjbgds on irreducible representations
used some standard facts from the theory of semisimple gebahs and their representations that
will also be useful in the discussion of reducible repreasgoms in the next subsection. These
are the existence of Cartan (in the semisimple context, maixAbelian) subalgebras, their con-
jugacy under the action of the Lie group associated with thetma, and the fact that any finite-
dimensional representation, given a choice of Cartan gebah (CSA), decomposes into mutually
orthogonal “weight spaces,” which are simultaneouslymsgaces of all CSA elements. The map
from CSA elements to their eigenvalues on a given weightesgsaa linear functional on the CSA
called the “weight” of that weight space. The theorem alsesubke observation that the projec-
tion of the state into the Lie algebra is necessarily a Heamielement of that algebra, hence
semisimple (diagonalizable), hence belonging to some G8A¢ch we call itssupporting CSA
Frequently, semisimple Lie algebras are presented byg&iDartan-Weybasis, consisting of a
set of commuting, jointly diagonalizable operators thateyate a CSA of the algbera, and a set of
so-called “Weyl operators” that are non-diagonalizalihel act to take a state in one weight space
to a state in another (or else annihilate it): in physicalnegi@s these are often called “raising
and lowering operators.” Normalized states correspondotenalized linear functionals on the
Lie algebra; when a Cartan-Weyl basis for the algebra isatgsch that the CSA distinguished
by the basis is the supporting CSA for a given state, the sgatero except on the CSA part of
the basis. On the CSA, the state is some convex combinatitreoieights, that is an element
of the weight polytopgwhich is defined as the convex hull of the weights). So it $upat that
extremal states on the Lie algebra correspond to extrematspof the weight polytope. This
applies regardless of whether the representation is icibuor not. For irreducible represen-
tations (irreps), the extremal points of the weight polg@e also highest-weight states of the

irrep. Reducible representations are discussed in thesabsection (along with some comments



on reductive algebras).

In preparation for that, we introduce another aspect ofdstechLie theory: the Weyl group.
Besides being able to take any CSA to any other CSA, the Liegedso acts on the weight
polytope for a given CSA, by reflections in a set of hyperpsatieough the origin. The group
these generate is called the Weyl group. Considered tageiieehyperplanes divide the weight
space into a set of convex cones, sometimes c8llleg chambersvhose points are at the origin,
and whose union with the hyperplanes is the entire space.sAaly cone can be mapped to any
other via the Weyl group action, and the weight polytope efrigpresentation is the convex hull

of the Weyl group orbits of the weights in the closure of amg Weyl chamber.

B. Irreducibly vsreducibly represented Lie algebras

It is important to realize that the relationships just meméd between maximal purity, gen-
eralized coherence, and generalized unentanglementistbfor a pure state relative to an
irreducibly represented algebhado not automatically extend to the case whéracts reducibly
on . We will discuss semisimple algebras first and then, bectnesalgebra we use to analyze
the LMG model is Abelian, the case of reductive algebras.

If his semisimple, a generic finite-dimensional represematich may be decomposed as a
direct sum of irreducible invariant subspactisy @,H,, with each of theH, being in turn the di-
rect sum of its weight spaces. Every irrep appearing in tieemgosition has a highest (or lowest)
weight, and for each of these irreps, there is a manifold o8& €@r the irrep constructed as the
orbit of a highest weight state for that irrep. The weightypape for thereduciblerepresentation
will be the convex hull of those for all the irreps containedti Because of this, the GCSs for these
irreps will not, in general, all satisfy the extremality property that dedigeneralized unentangled
states. This reflects the fact that even for a state belorigiagspecifid)-irrep, GE is a property
which depends in general on how the state relates to the wijotesentation, not solely the irrep.
Nor is there necessarily a single weight, for one of the dtusit irreps, that generates (as the
convex hull of the Weyl group orbit) the weight polytope oétreducible representation. Indeed,
the extremal weights in the weight polytope, which corregpto generalized unentangled states,
need not all have the same length. Since this squared lentikf-purity (as defined in EqL15))
of the corresponding state, it is thus no longer the casathgéneralized unentangled states have

maximal Lie-algebraic purity. However, maximal purity ramms asufficient though no longer a



necessary, condition for generalized unentanglementielatgebra is reductive, the expectations
of a maximal commutative subalgebra now include ones foAthelian part of the algebra, i.e.
operators that commute with the entire algebra. These neystdportional to the identity on each
irrep, but may have different eigenvalues (possibly deggagon different irreps. States on this
algebra then involve not just weights for the semisimplé phithe algebra, but expectation values
for the Abelian part of the algebra as well. These can disistgdifferent subsets of the irreps,
and so irreps whose highest weight for the semisimple padtiextremal for the semisimple part,
may become extremal (generalized unentangled) in theddiictive algebra. However, maximal
quadratic purity will remain a sufficient, though in genestll not necessary, condition for a state
being generalized unentangled.

More intuition about GE, purity, and GCSs may be gained frompte examples. Consider a
physical system which is composed of two spif2s (namely, two qubits), and let them be labeled
by A, B, with H = H4 ® Hp = C*, and correspondingu(2) generatorg?!, o2, a € {x,y, z}.
Consider GE relative to global representation ofu(2), whose total-spin generators afg =
o2 408, This representation splits into two irreps, the one-disi@mal singlet representation with
J = 0 and the three-dimensional triplet representation witha 1. The generalized unentangled
states relative to this representatiosnf2) are those for which there exists arsuch that the state
isa+1 eigenstate of,,. With respect to the CSA= {J.}, those are the statés 1), |, J), which
are also GCSs (with purity equal to 1). No generalized umggi¢al state is contained in the singlet
irrep. In particular, neither the spin-zero state in thpléti, nor that which spans the singlet, are
generalized unentangled (they both have purity equal tad)are they on highest-weight orbits
(thus GCSs).

As another example consider a single spin-1 system, whatesgiacé{ = C? carries an irrep
of su(2) [El]. In this case, for any choice of spin direction (sgynly the J, = +1 eigenstates
are generalized coherent. There is also a one-dimensigral eigenspace. The maximal-purity
states are also the highest-weight states; however, tleeJpu 0 eigenstate is not a GCS, has
zero purity, and is generalized entangled. If, for the sayséesn, a distinguished algebsa(2)
generated by/, alone is chosen, then the representation reduces as tlot slira of the three
invariant one-dimensional subspaces corresponding te 1,0, —1. In this case, three different
orbits exist in the representation, each of them consistirognly one state up to phases. However,
only the states witlyJ,| = 1 are extremal, whereas the state with= 0 is not: as one can easily

verify from the fact that the reduced state is now just theeetgtion value of/., an equal mixture



ofaJ, = 1and aJ, = —1 state has the same reduced state.As-a 0 state, so the latter remains,
as in the irreducible case, generalized entangled.

A generalization of the latter example, which is relevanti® LMG model we will study in
SectiorlY, is the case of a spihsystem with a distinguished Abelian subalgebra generated b
Again, one can see that only the states with maximal magafid. are generalized unentangled,
and only they have maximal purity.

By definition, note that the relative purity and the invatiancertainty functionals as defined

in the previous section relate to each other via
(AF)* = (C2) — Py (8)

whereC, denotes the quadratic Casimir invariant of the Lie algelm@ 3, is given by Eq. [(b)
(prior to rescaling). Because, by standard represent#tieory,C, = c,1, with ¢, € R within
each irrep, relative purity and invariant uncertainty esisdly provide the same information if
acts irreducibly. This, however, is no longer true in gehardahe reducible case. In the above
two-spin-1/2 example, for instance, the two measures agréle singlet sector; for triplet states,
J(J + 1) = 2, thus the invariant uncertainty value is 1 (samePggfor |J.| = 1 (generalized

unentangled) states, whereas it yields 2 for the (zeraypgiate with./, = 0 in the triplet sector.

C. Extension to mixed states

For mixed states of}, the direct generalization of the squared length of thegmt@mn onto
h as in Eqg. [R) doesot give a GE measure with well-defined monotonicity propertiaser
appropriate generalizations of the LOCC semigroup of fansations EE]. A proper extension
of the quadratic purity measure defined in the previous aedbr pure states to mixed states
may be naturally obtained via a standard convex roof coatstmt If p = > p,|is) (¥4, with
S ps = 1and}_ p? < 1, the latter is obtained by calculating the maxim(;srpurity (minimum
gntanglement)sover all possible convex decompositigns|i,)} of the density operatgs as a
pure-state ensemble. In general, similarly to what happ@nmost mixed-state entanglement
measures, the required extremization makes the resultiagty very hard to compute.

While a more expanded discussion of mixed-state GE measugagen in [15], we focus here
on applying the notion of GE to characterize QPTs in diffetattice systems. Because the latter

take place in the limit of zero temperature, the ground sitbe system may be assumed to be
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pure under ideal conditions. Accordingly, EQl (7) will safifor our current purposes.

1. RELATIVE PURITY ASA MEASURE OF ENTANGLEMENT IN DIFFERENT QUANTUM
SYSTEMS

We now apply the concept of relative purity to different picgssystems in order to understand
its meaning as a measure of entanglement for pure quantues.stkirst, we will concentrate
on spin systems, showing that for particular subsets ofrebbtes, theh-purity can be reduced
to the usual notion of entanglement: the pure quantum staggscan be written as a product
of states of each party will be generalized unentangled. d¥ew for other physically natural
choices of observable sets, this is no longer the case. Wexdtudy they-purity as a measure of
entanglement for fermionic systems, since this is a goatirsggpoint for the analysis of the QPT
present in the anisotropic XY model in a transverse magfietit (Sectior.Ml). In particular, we
show that if a fermionic state can be represented as a sitafier 8leterminant, it is generalized
unentangled relative to the Lie algehr@V), which is built from bilinear products of fermionic
operators. These examples illustrate how the concept aadureof GE is applicable to systems
described by different operator languages, in prepardtiotihe study of QPTs.

Let us introduce the following representative quantumestéir N spins of magnitudé’:

1 N
WN = = S?"WS?S_li?S?‘“uSu
W) = o3 S5 1S
1 25
GHZY) = — ) [S—-1,S—1,---,8S 1),
GHZY) = > )

=0
where the product stateé;, So, - -+, Sy) = |S1)1 ® |Se)2 ® -+ ® |Sn)n, and|S;); denotes the
state of theth party withz-component of the spin equal £ (defining the relevant computational

basis for theth subsystem).

A. Two-spin systems

For simplicity, we begin by studying the GE of a two-qubittgys (two spin-1/2s), where the
most general pure quantum state can be writtémas= a|, 1) +b[3, —1)+c|—3, 1) +d|—3, —1),

with the complex numbers, b, ¢, andd satisfying|a|? + [b|> + |c|? + |d|*> = 1. The traditional
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measures of pure-state entanglement in this case are wiglfstnod, indicating that the Bell states
|GHZ2) [37] (and its local spin rotations) are maximally entanghéth respect to the local Hilbert
spacé decompositioi; ®Hs. On the other hand, calculating the purity relative to theducible)
Lie algebra of allocal observable$ = su(2); @ su(2), = {o’; i : 1,2; a = z,y, 2} classifies
the pure two-spin-1/2 states in the same way as the tradltineasures do (see FIg. 1). Here, the

operatorsr! = o, @1 ands? = 1®0, are the Pauli operators acting on spin 1 and 2, respectively,

(1 0) (0 1) <0 —i) (1 0)
]1: , Op = 7Uy: . y, O = ) (10)
0 1 1 0 i 0 0 —1

1 0
in the basis wherét-1/2) = |1) = (O) and|—1/2) = ||) = <1> In this case, EqL{7) simply

gives

and

Pyl)) = 5 (L) (1)

where Bell's states are maximally entanglde, (= 0) and product states of the forfg) =
|p1)1 ® |d2)2 (GCSs of the local algebria above) are generalized unentangled, with maximum
purity. Therefore, the normalization factr= 1/2 may be obtained by setting, = 1 in such a
product state. As explained in Sectldh H, is invariant under group operations, i.e., in this case,
local rotations. Since all GCSs bfbelong to the same orbit generated by the application offigrou
operations to a particular product state (a reference H;Itate}, %> = |1, 1)), they all consistently
have maximuny-purity (P, = 1).

Another important insight may be gained by calculating thetp relative to the algebra of
all observables for the systeth, = su(4) = {0},,0, ® 05; i = 1,2; a,3 = x,y,z} in this
case. One finds thainytwo spin-1/2 pure statg)) (including Bell's states) is then generalized
unentangled P, = 1, see also Figll1). This property is a manifestation of thatined nature of
GE, as considering the set of all observables as being milysaccessible is equivalent to not
making any preferred subsystem decomposition. Accorgingthis case any pure quantum state
becomes a GCS aii(4).

In Fig.[ we also show the GE for systems of two parties of spielative to different algebras.
We observe that the purity reduces again to the traditicoratept of entanglement for higher spin
if itis calculated relative to the (irreducible) Lie algelnfall local observables = su(25+1); ®
su(2S + 1),. For example, if we are interested in distinguishing pradiiates from entangled

states in a two-spin-1s system, we need to calculate theypahative to the (irreducible) algebra
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: su(2) @ su(2) su(4)
1 IF) | e [F2 ) | GHZ] ) .
L [ +V0-3oh
0 |GHZ§)
1 su(2) @ su(2) su(3) @ su(3) su(9)
1 |F%) 1 F2);10,0) ] e |3 10, 0)
GHZ); -
1_76 |171)+\/§|*151}
i |1,1)+\/§|—1,—1)
0 |GHZ});10,0) | O |GHZ})
S su(2) @ su(2) su(2S +1) @ su(2S + 1) su([2S + 1%
IF5) 1 IF%) 1 [F5); |GHZE);
|GHZ3) 0 |GHZ3)

FIG. 1: Purity relative to different possible algebras fdam@-spin-S system. The quantum statg&HZzZ%)
and|F%) are defined in Eqs[19).

h=su3) ®su3d)={\ 1% 1'® A\ (1 <a<8)}, where thed x 3 Hermitian and traceless
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matrices)\; are the well known Gell-Mann matriceE[28]:

01 0 0 —i 0
>\1:% 1 0 0 ;AQZ% i 0 0)
0 0 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0 1
&,:% 0 —1 0 ;/\4:% 000)
0 0 0 1 0 0
0 0 —i 0 0 0
>\5:% 00 0 ;AGZ% 001)
i 0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1 0 0
)\7:%00—1 ,)\8:%01 0 ,
0 i 0 0 0 -2

which satisfyTr[A\,A\g] = d. 5. In this basis, the computational spin-1 states are repreddy

the 3-dimensional vectors

1 0 0
1)=101];[0)=]1]and|-1)= |0 | . (12)
0 0 1

Then, the relative purity for a generic pure staté becomes

(A (13)

1

By(v)) =

>

a=1 1

1w

where(\!) denotes the expectation value Xf in the statdt). In this way, product states like

[0) = |#1)1 ® |¢o). are generalized unentanglell, (= 1) and states likeGHZ}) (and states

connected through local spin unitary operations), are mahy entangled in this algebr#&{ = 0).
Different results are obtained if the purity is calculatethtive to asubalgebra of local observ-

ables For example, the two-spin-1 product stéte)) = |0) ® |0) where both spins have zero pro-

jection alongz becomes generalized entangled relative to the (irredejcitdyebrasu(2); dsu(2),

of local spin rotations, which is generated p§'; i : 1,2; a = z,y, 2}, the spin-1 angular mo-

mentum operators,, for each spin being given by

0 1 0 0 —i 0 10 0
1 1
Se=—=|10 1], 8=—F4[¢ 0 —i|,S=|00 0. 14
NG "= (14)
0 1 0 0 i 0 00 -1
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Notice that access to local angular momentum observabfésesuto operationally characterize
the system as describable in terms of two spin-1 partickesibgining, for instance, performing a
Stern-Gerlach-type of experiment on each particle). Teusn when a subsystem decomposition
can be naturally identified from the beginning in this casates which are manifestly separable
(unentangled) in the standard sense may exhibit GE (seeApisendix[4). On the other hand,
this is physically quite natural in the example, since tlaeeno SU(2)x SU(2) group operations
(local rotations) that are able to transform the sfaté) into the unentangled product statel).
The examples described in this section together with otkemeles of states of bipartite quan-
tum systems are shown in FIg. 1. It is clear that calculatiregnurity relative to different algebras

gives information about different types of quantum cotielas present in the system.

B. N-spinsystems

The traditional concept of pure multipartite entanglemienan N spin-S quantum system
refers to quantum states that cannot be written as a prodstates of each party. THepurity
distinguishes pure product states from entangled onesi€élculated relative to the (irreducible)
algebra of local observablés= GNasu@S + 1), (see AppendikA). By EqL{6), the measurgis
invariant under local unitary ople:rlations as desired. Iti@aar, the usual concept of entanglement

in an N-qubit quantum state\ spin 1/2s) can be recovered if the purity is calculated iredab

N .
the local algebrdy = @ su(2); = {0,,0,,0.,---, 00,0, 0]}, where the Pauli operators,
=1
(o = z,y, z) are now
n~ factors
gé:i]@]]@...@ 0o @1, (15)
~~
it factor

and the2 x 2 matricess, and1 are given in Eq.[{T0). Then, the local purity becomes

Pl =5 S Sl (16)

a=w,y,z i=1
where again the normalization factbfV is obtained by setting’, = 1 in any product state like
V) = |d1)1®]¢a)2®@- - -®|dn) N (@ GCS in this algebra). With this definition, states ||i@eizg>,
4 = 14, 1)/v/2]%™ (with obvious notations), and the cluster stat@%- introduced in Ref.
] (see also Append[xIB), will be maximally entangldd, < 0).
Remarkably, as announced E'[ll], after some algebraicpnéations (see AppendixIC), one
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can prove that
Py([e) =1—=Q(lv)) , (17)

where( is the (pure-state) measurﬁgibbal entanglemerfor N spin 1/2s systems oriﬁally

introduced by Meyer and Wallach in_|39]. A similar relatiomsvindependently derived in_[40].
See alsolal] for additional related considerations.

In Fig.[d we display some examples of the purity relative tltdtal algebrd = é su(2); for
a N spin-S system. We also show the purity relative to the algebra mfczﬂbrvablesixz(l[QSqL 1),

where any pure quantum state is a GCS, thus generalizedamngged ¢, = 1).

C. Purity relativetotheu(V) algebra

We now apply the concept of GE to a physical system consisifngy (spinless) fermion
modes;j, each mode being described in terms of canonical creatidranihilation operators,

c; respectively, satisfying the following anti-commutatiores:
{cz,cj} =0dij, {cncp=0. (18)

For instance, different modes could be associated witkmifft sites in a lattice, or to delocalized
momentum modes related to the spatial modes through a Faaresform. In general, for any
N x N unitary matrixUU, any transformation; Zj Uijc; maps the original modes into another

possible set of fermionic modes. Using the above commutagilations, one also finds that

[c;'cj, chl] = 5jkcj-cl — 5ilc£cj ) (19)

Thus, the set of bilinear fermionic operato[réicj,; 1 < 4,7/ < N} provides a realization of
the unitary Lie algebra(N) in the 2" -dimensional Fock spack r,.. of the system. The latter
is constructed as the direct sum of subspdggsorresponding to a fixed fermion number=
0,..., N, with dim(H,) = N!/[n!(N — n)!]. For our purposes, it is convenient to expresd’)

as the linear span of a Hermitian, orthonormal operatoishasiich we choose as follows:

(cjey +cjey) With1<j<j <N

u(N) =\ ilcjey —epey) With1<j<j/ <N (20)
V2(cle; —1/2) with1<j <N
(We use henceforth the notational convention that the lEfgeurly bracket means “is the span

of”). The action ofu(N) on Hr,.. is reducible, because any operatoruiiV) conserves the
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total number of fermions = <Zjv 1 cjc]) It turns out that the irrep decomposition ©f/V)
is identical to the direct sum into fixed-particle-numbebspaces,,, each irrep thus appearing

with multiplicity one.

Using Eq. [Y), theéy-purity of a generic pure many-fermion state relativetd’) becomes

N

Ph(h/’)):% Z [( jcjl+c ;) — (jcj,—c,c } %ch]—l/Q (21)

j<ji'=1

Here, we tookk = 2/N, for reasons that will become clear shortly. In this case,fémmionic

1] su2)i @ @su2)y su(2V)
IFY) 1 [FY); W)
|GHZL); -
Wi’
|GHZ§’)
1 su(2); ®--- D su(2)n su(3Y)
IF") | o [F1Y) W)
(GHZY); -
Iwi’)
|GHZY)
S| su(2);®--- - Psu2)y su([25 + 1]V)
IFS) 1 IF); IWg);
IWg) |GHZS); - -
|GHZY)

FIG. 2: Purity relative to different algebras fonaspin-S system. The quantum staﬂé}i—lzg ) \W]SV ), and
|F%) are defined in Eqs[X9).
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product states (Slater determinants) of the fosin= [] ¢ [vac), with |vac) denoting the reference
state with no fermions andabelling a particular setlof modes, are the GCSs ofdhé) algebra
,E,%]. Because a Slater determinant carries a well defimedber of particles, each GCS
belongs to an irrep spag¢, for somen, states with different belonging to different orbits under
u(N). A fixed GCS has maximurh-purity when compared to any other state within the same
irrep space. Remarkably, it also turns out that any GC$ ef u(V) gives rise to a reduced
state which is extremal (thus generalized unentangle@dydégss of, the h-purity assuming the
same (maximum) value in each irrep. Using this propertynthrenalization factoK = 2/N was
calculated by setting’, = 1 in an arbitrary Slater determinant. Thus, the purity re&@ato the
u(N) algebra is a good measure of entanglement in fermionicisgstia the sense that, = 1 in
any fermionic product state, arfgj < 1 for any other state, irrespective of whether the latter has
a well defined number of fermions or not. Notice that, thawkihe invariance of’, under group
transformations (EqL16)), the property of a state beingegaized unentangled is independent of
the specific set of modes that is chosen. This is an imporifiatehce between our GE and the
mode entanglement approam [Q, 42].

IV. ENTANGLEMENT AND QUANTUM PHASE TRANSITIONS

As already mentioned, although many measures of entangtdraee been defined in the liter-
ature, assessing their ability to help us better underspaits in quantum systems largely remains
an open problem. In the following two sections we attemptharacterize the QPTs present in
the LMG model and in the anisotropic XY model in an externagnetic field through the GE
notion, relative to a particular subset of observables windl be appropriately chosen in each
case. Interestingly, for both these models the groundsstate be computed exactly by mapping
the set of observable operators involved in the system Hanfgln to a new set of operators which
satisfy the same commutation relations, thus preserviagitiderlying algebraic structure. In the
new operator language, the models are seen to contain semmeetyies that make them exactly
solvable, allowing one to obtain the ground state propeitiea number of operations that scales
polynomially with the system size (see alg [43] for relatestussions). It is possible then to
understand which quantum correlations give rise to the QiTrese cases.

Several issues should be considered when looking for armb@deof observables that may

make the corresponding relative purity a good indicator QfRAT. A first relevant observation is

18



that in each of these cases a preferred Lie algebra exisesewthe respective ground state would
have maximunh-purity independently of the interaction strengths in trentiitonian. The purity
relative to such an algebra remains constant, therefoceg dot identify the QPT. (In these cases,
this algebra is in fact the Lie algebra generated by the patrérad family of model Hamiltonians,
as the parameters are varied.) Thus, one needs to extrazalgshora relative to which the ground
state may be generalized entangled, depending on the paranrethe Hamiltonian. A second,
closely related observation is that the purity must contafiormation about quantum correlations
which undergo a qualitative change as the transition pairdrossed: thus, the corresponding
degree of entanglement, as measured by the purity, mushde&pethe interaction strengths gov-
erning the phase transition. Finally, whenever a degegafihe ground state exists or emerges
in the thermodynamic limit, a physical requirement is theg purity be the same for all ground
states.

Although these restrictions together turn out to be sufficfer choosing the relevant algebra
of observables in the following two models, they do not pdevan unambiguous answer when
solving a non-integrable model whose exact ground statgisnlcannot be computed efficiently.
Typically, in the latter cases the ground states are GCSgadlgebras each of whose dimension
increases exponentially with the system size. Choosingliservable subalgebra that contains
the proper information on the QPTs (such as information dital exponents) then becomes, in
general, a difficult task.

On the other hand, a conceptgegneralized mean-field Hamiltoniamerges from these con-
siderations. Given a Hilbert spa@g¢ of dimensionp” (with p an integer> 1), we will define a

mean-field Hamiltonian as an operator

Hwvr = ZEaAa ) €a € Ra (22)

that is an element of an irreducibly represented Lie algeaifrddermitian operatorsy =
{A;,---, Ar} whose dimension scales polynomially’Mthat is,L = poly(N). When the ground
state of such att{yr is non-degenerate, it turns out to be a GC$ ¢15], while the remaining
eigenstates (some of which may also be GCSs) and energidsecefficiently computed. The
connection between Lie-algebraic mean-field Hamiltonamstheir efficient solvability deserves

a careful analysis in its own right, which we will presenmwslereuél].
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V. LIPKIN-MESHKOV-GLICK MODEL

Originally introduced in the context of nuclear physi@][ZﬂJe Lipkin-Meshov-Glick (LMG)
model is widely used as a testbed for studying critical phesa in (pseudo)spin systerE'[32].
This model was shown to be exactly-solvablelin [22]. In tl@st®n, we investigate the critical
properties of this model by calculating the purity relatteea particular subset of observables,
which will be chosen by analyzing thaassicalbehavior of the ground state of the system. For
this purpose, we first need to map the model singlespin, where it becomes solvable and where
the standard notion of entanglement is not immediatelyiegiple.

The model is constructed by considering fermions distributed in twaV-fold degenerate
levels (termed upper and lower shells). The latter are s¢géiby an energy gap which will
be set here equal to 1. The quantum numbet +1 (1 or |) labels the level while the quantum
numberk denotes the particular degenerate state in the level (tordb@llsk € {ky,...,ky}). In
addition, we consider a “monopole-monopole” interactioat tscatters pairs of particles between
the two levels without changingg The model Hamiltonian may be written as

2N 2N
kK o kK o

H=Hy+V+W= % Z ock e + v el crscis + v e oot (23)
ko

whereg = —o, and the fermionic operator,éo (c4,) Create (annihilate) a fermion in the level
identified by the quantum numbe(, o) and satisfy the fermionic commutation relations given
in SectioII[Q. Thus, the interactiori scatters a pair of particles belonging to one of the levels,
and the interactiofi’ scatters a pair of particles belonging to different levblste that the factor
1/N must be present in the interaction terms for stability reasas the energy per particle must
be finite in the thermodynamic limit.

Upon introducing the pseudospin operators

Jy = ZCLTCM, (24)
k

J_ = ZCJLiCkT, (25)
k
1 t 1

J, = 5 kZ; OChoCho = 5 (”T - ni) : (26)

which satisfy thesu(2) commutation relations of the angular momentum algebra,

[, Ju] = £J1, (27)
[T, J] = ., (28)
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the Hamiltonian of Eq.[{Z3) may be rewritten as

B Vo, o, W
H = J, 4 g+ ) b g (a4 T 0L) (29)

As defined by Eq.[{29)H is invariant under th&,, inversion symmetry operatiof” that trans-
forms(J,, Jy, J.) — (—J., —Jy, J.), and it also commutes with the (Casimir) total angular mo-
mentum operatod® = J? + J2 + J2. Therefore, the non-degenerate eigenstated aifre si-
multaneous eigenstates of bathand J?, and they may be obtained by diagonalizing matrices
of dimensiorn2J + 1 (whereby the solubility of the model). Notice that, by ddfon of .J. as in
Eqg. (Z8), the maximum eigenvalue df and.J = |J| is N/2. In particular, for a system with
N fermions as assumed, both the ground st@tend first excited statg) belong to the largest
possible angular momentum eigenvalle- N/2 [El] (so-called half-filling configurations); thus,
they can be computed by diagonalizing a matrix of dimengion 1.

The Hamiltonian[(29) does not exhibit a QPT for finite It is important to remark that some
critical properties of the LMG model in the thermodynamiili N — oo can be understood by
using a semiclassical approam [45] (note that the criiedlvior is essentially mean-field): first,
we replace the angular momentum operatorg jiiV (with H given in Eq{2D)) by their classical

components (Fid.13); that is

J=(Jp, Jy, J.) — (Jsinfcos g, Jsinfsin g, Jcosb) , (30)
H/N — h(j,0,9) , (31)
whereh, is the resulting classical Hamiltonian ape= J/N, j = 0,...,1/2. In this way, one can

show that in the thermodynamic limit (see Apperidix D)

H E
lim L‘ l9) _ lim =2

so the ground state energy per partielg/ N can be easily evaluated by minimizing
Vv
he(7,0,¢0) = jcosf + 5]'2 sin? @ cos(2¢) + Wj?sin@ . (33)

As mentioned, the ground and first excited states have mamiangular momentum = 1/2.
In Fig. [4 we show the orientation of the angular momentum engtound states of the classical
Hamiltonianh,., represented by the vectaFsJ,, andJ,, for different values o} and/. When
A =|V| - W < 1we haved = 7 and the classical angular momentum is oriented in the negati

z-direction. However, whe > 1 we havecos # = —A~! and the classical ground state becomes
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FIG. 3: Angular momentum coordinates in the three-dimeraispace.

two-fold degenerate (notice that is invariant under the transformatign— —¢). In this region
and forV < 0 the angular momentum is oriented in the plane ¢ = 0) while for V' > 0 it
is oriented in theyz plane ¢p = +7/2). The model has a gauge symmetry in the line= 0,

W < —1, where¢ can take any possible value.

A. First and second order QPTs, and critical behavior

Going back to the original Hamiltonian of EJ.{23), the quantsystem undergoes a second
order QPT at the critical boundark. = |V.| — W. = 1, where forA > A, the ground and
first excited stategy) and|e) become degenerate in the thermodynamic limit and the imorers
symmetryK breaks. The order parameter is given by the mean numberrafdes in the upper
shell(ny) = 1/2 + (J.)/N, which in the thermodynamic limit converges to its claslizdue,

. 1+ cosf
b =

(34)
Obviously, forA < A, we have(ns) = 0, and(ns) > 0 otherwise (see Fig.4). The critical
exponents of the order parameter are easily computed byngakiTaylor expansion near the

critical points A\ — 17). Defining the quantities = V. — V andy = W, — W, we obtain
. (y* —aP)/2 forV >0
lim (ny) = ;
A1t (y*+27)/2 forV <0

where the critical exponents atie= 1 andj = 1.
In Fig. @ we show the exact ground state energy per patkigjeV (with E, = (¢|H|g)) as a
function of VV-and# in the thermodynamic limit (Eqs[C(B2)). One can see that m$be broken
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FIG. 4: Representation of the classical ground state of M&Imodel.

symmetry regionf{ > 1) the system undergoes a first order QPTVat= 0; that is, the first

derivative of the ground state energy with respedt tis not continuous in this line.

B. Purity asan indicator of the QPTsin the LM G model

The standard notion of entanglement is not directly appleto the LMG model as described
by Eq. [29), for this is a single spin system and no physiaadlfural partition into subsystems
is possible. Therefore, using tiepurity as a measure of entanglement becomes an advantage
from this point of view, since the latter only depends on dipalar subset of observables and no
partition of the system is necessary. The first required istépe identification of a relevant Lie
algebra of observables relative to which the purity has toabeulated.

Since both the ground and first excited states of the quani@ imodel may be understood as

states of a system carrying total angular momentum N /2, a first possible algebra to consider
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FIG. 5: Ground state energy per particle in the LMG model.

is thesu(V + 1) algebra acting on the relevafiv + 1)-dimensional eigenspace. Relative to this
algebra)g) is generalized unentangled for arbitrary value¥’ofl” thus the corresponding purity
remains constant and does not signal the QPTs. Howeveanhig/fof Hamiltonians[(29) do not
generate this Lie algebra, but rathersa(2) algebra, so perhaps (/N + 1) is not a natural choice
physically [46].

Thus a natural choice, suggested by the commutation re&itips of Egs. [(27) and(R8), is
to study the purity relative to the spiN72 representation of the angular momentum Lie algebra
h=su(2) = {J,, Jy, J.}:

4

Py(1)) =

(o) + ()" + (1) (35)

where the normalization factdt = N?/4 is chosen to ensure that the maximumrgfis equal

to 1. With this normalization factor, can be calculated exactly in the thermodynamic limit
by relying on the semi-classical approach described eddee AppendiX D and Eq[{B0)). For
V' = 0 and arbitrary > 0, |g) = |J. = —N/2) which is a GCS oku(2) and hasP, = 1.

For generic interaction values such that< 1, the classical angular momentum depicted in Fig.
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@ is oriented along the-direction and is not degenerate: becagsg = (J,) = 0, only (J,)
contributes taPy; by recalling thalimy_,..(.J./N) = —1/2, this givesP, = 1, so thatas far as
relative purity is concerned the ground state behaves atytmplly like a coherent state in the
thermodynamic limitPhysically, this means that with respect to the relevantdltions, GCSs of
su(2) are a good approximation of the quantum ground state foe lpagticle numbers, as is well
established for this modelﬂél?]. However, in the regibn> 1 the ground state (both classical and
quantum) is two-fold degenerate in thé — oo limit, and the value of?, depends in general on
the particular linear combination of degenerate states ddn be understood from Fig. 4, where
different linear combinations of the two degenerate vexlgrand J, imply different values of
(J,) for V< 0 and different values ofJ,) for V' > 0, while (J,) remains constant. With these
features, the purity relative to tlsa(2) algebra will not be a good indicator of the QPT.

An alternative option is then to look at a subalgebraig®). In particular, if we only consider
the purity relative to the single observalyle- so(2) = {J.} (i.e., a particular CSA oju(2)), and

retain the same normalization as above, we have

4

By([))

This new purity will be a good indicator of the QPT, sing = 1 only for A < 1 in the ther-
modynamic limit, and in additio®’, does not depend on the particular linear combination of the
two-fold degenerate states in the regidn> 1, where P, < 1. Obviously, in this casé?, is
straightforwardly related to the order parameter (Kl }34he critical exponents of, — 1 are
indeed the samey= 1 andg = 1).

Note that the purity defined by EQ.{36) does not always takm#dximum value for GCSs of
h = s0(2) (eigenstates aof.,). In the regiomA < 1 whereP;, = 1, the quantum ground state of the
LMG model (Eqg. [2B)) does not have a well definedomponent of angular momentum except
atV =0 ([H, J.] # 0if V #£0), thus in general it does not lie on a coherent orbit of thighta
for finite N. However, as discussed above, it behaves asymptoticaltiiéiinfinite V' limit) as a
GCS (in the sense th&t, — 1). Moreover, in Sectiofdll we showed that fdr-eigenstates with
eigenvalues/,| < N/2, we also obtairP, < 1.

In Fig. [@ we show the behavior df, as a function of the parametérsandV. Interestingly,
the purity relative taJ, is a good indicator not only of the second order QPT but algb®first
order QPT (the ling” =0, W < —1).
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FIG. 6: Purity relative to the observahlg in the ground state of the LMG model.
VI. ANISOTROPIC XY MODEL IN A TRANSVERSE MAGNETIC FIELD

In this section, we exploit the purity relative to theV) algebra (introduced in Sectidn (Il] C))
as a measure able to identify the paramagnetic to ferroniag@®T in the anisotropic one-
dimensional spin-1/2 XY model in a transverse magnetic aeld classify its universality proper-
ties.

The model Hamiltonian for a chain of sites is given by (see FIg.7)

N N
H=—gY [(1 Fy)otoit 4 (1 7)0205’1] +3 ot (37)

i=1 i=1
where the operators!, (o« = x,y, ) are the Pauli spin-1/2 operators on sit@lefined in Egs.
(@) and[(Ib))y is the parameter one may tune to drive the QPT,@rd~ < 1 is the amount
of anisotropy in thery plane. In particular, fory = 1 Eq. (31) reduces to the Ising model in
a transverse magnetic field, while for— 0 the model becomes isotropic. Periodic boundary
conditions were considered here, that{s" = o/, for all i anda.

Wheng > 1 andy = 1 the model is Ising-like. In this limit, the spin-spin inteteons are the
dominant contribution to the Hamiltoniah {37), and the grbstate becomes degenerate in the

thermodynamic limit, exhibiting ferromagnetic long-rangrder correlations in the direction:
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FIG. 7: Anisotropic one-dimensional XY model in an exterttahsverse magnetic field.

M? = limN%O(a;o—im) > 0, where), is the magnetization in the-direction. In the opposite

limit whereg — 0, the external magnetic field becomes important, the spimttealign in thex
direction, and the magnetization in thalirection vanishesi/? = limN_>oo<U;UiV/2> = (. Thus,
in the thermodynamic limit the model is subject to a paranetigrto-ferromagnetic second order
QPT at a critical poing,. that will be determined later, with critical behavior begmg to the 29
Ising model universality class.

This model can be exactly solved using the Jordan-Wignesteamation |{Z|8], which maps

the Pauli (spin 1/2) algebra into the canonical fermion latgehrough
o= (—O‘i)a‘i , (38)

where the fermionic operato«% (c;) have been introduced in Sectionll C antl = (07 +ic3) /2
is the raising spin operator.
In order to find the exact ground state, we first need to wrigd-thmiltonian given in Eq[(37)

in terms of these fermionic operators,

N-1
H=-2g Z(C;-rci_,’_l +yclel 4 hee) + 29K (che, +yelel + he) 42N (39)
i=1

N . N
whereK = [] (—07) is an operator that commutes with the Hamiltonian, ahe: _ ¢/¢, is the
j=1 1=1
total number operator (here, we choggédo be even). Then, the eigenvaluefdfis a good quan-

tum number, and noticing th# = ¢V we obtaink = +1(—1) whenever the (non-degenerate)
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eigenstate off is a linear combination of states with an even (odd) numbésrafions. In partic-
ular, the numerical solution of this model in finite systemvilf NV even) indicates that the ground
state has eigenvalu€ = +1, implying anti-periodic boundary conditions in EG.139).

The second step is to re-write the Hamiltonian in terms offéreionic operator&i (1),

defined by the Fourier transform of the operaﬁc}récj):

b LN~
Cr N ; e ey, (40)
where the sel” of possiblek is determined by the anti-periodic boundary conditionsha t
fermionic operatorsV’ = V, +V_ = [+, i%, R i%]. Therefore, we rewrite the Hamil-
tonian as
H+N=-2) (—1+2gcosk)&é, +igysink(c l +¢ ,5,) . (41)

keV
The third and final step is to diagonalize the Hamiltonian qf §41) using the Bogoliubov
canonical transformation
Vi = URCj, — ivkéT_k

T . ~T . ~
YL = upCl, — 1vCy,

where the real coefficients, andv, satisfy the relations

U = U_f, Vp = —V_f , and Ui + U]% =1, (42)
where
U, = COS (%) , Up = sin <%) , (43)
with ¢, given by -
B g7y sin
tan(gx) = —1+2gcosk (44)

In this way, the quasiparticle creation and annihilatioerapx)rSy,i and~,, satisfy the canonical

fermionic anti-commutation relations of Eq.18), and thenhiltonian may be finally rewritten as

H=> &y -1/2), (45)

keV

where&, = 24/(—1+2gcosk)? + 4g>42sin’ k is the quasiparticle energy. Since in general
&, > 0, the ground state is the quantum state with no quasipast{@€S statelﬂ9]), such that
~x|BCS) = 0. Thus, one finds

IBCS) = H (ug + ivgélél)|vac) | (46)
keVy
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where|vac) is the state with no fermiongy|vac) = 0).

Excited states with an even number of fermioiS & +1) can be obtained applying pairs
of quasiparticle creation operatow% to the |[BCS) state. However, one should be more rig-
orous when obtaining excited states with an odd number dfcpes, sinceK = —1 implies
periodic boundary conditions in Eq.[{39), and the new setaxfsiblek’s (wave vectors) is

V=[-m-, =202 ... 20T (different of V).

A. QPT and critical point

In Fig. [@ we show the order paramet&f? = limN%oo(a;JiVﬂ) as a function ofg in the

thermodynamic limit and for different anisotropie§d]. We observe that/? = 0 for g < ¢g. and
M? # 0 for g > g., so the critical point is located gt = 1/2, regardless of the value of The
value ofg. can also be obtained by settifg= 0 in Eq. (4%), where the gap vanishes.

Notice that the Hamiltonian of Eq.[{B7) is invariant undee ttiansformation that maps

) = (—0t; —oi; o%) (Zy symmetry), implying thato! ) = 0 for all g. However, since in

i g ok
(ol;0l:0 0%

21 0ys 02
the thermodynamic limit the ground state becomes two-felgkderate, foy > g. , it is possible
to build up a ground state where the discf8tesymmetry is broken, i.els’) # 0. This statement
can be easily understood if we consider the case ef1, where for0 < g < ¢. the ground state
has no magnetization in thedirection: Forg = 0, the spins align with the magnetic field, while
an infinitesimal spin interaction disorders the system @fd= 0. On the other hand, for — oo
the stategg:) = 5[|—, -, =) + |« -, <) and|g) = Z5[|=. -+, =) — [, -+, )], with
|—) = %[W +1])] and|+) = %[\T) —|J)] become degenerate in the thermodynamic limit, and
a ground state witlio”) # 0 can be constructed from a linear combination.

Remarkably, this paramagnetic-to-ferromagnetic QPT dumsexist in the isotropic limit
(v = 0). In this case, the Hamiltonian of EqL_{37) has a continugug symmetry; that is, it
is invariant under any rotation of the formexpl[if 3. o7]. Since the model is one-dimensional,
this symmetry cannot be spontaneously broken, regardfeébe snagnitude of the coupling con-
stants. Nevertheless, a simple calculation of the grouste stnergy indicates a divergence in its
second derivative at the critical poigt = 1/2, thus, a second order non-broken symmetry QPT.
For g < g. all the spins (in the ground state) are aligned with the edlemagnetic field, with
total magnetization in the direction M, = zj<ag> = —N, and the quantum phase is gapped.

Forg > g¢., the total magnetization in the direction isM, > —N, the gap vanishes, and the
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FIG. 8: Order paramete¥/? in the thermodynamic limit as a function gffor different anisotropies. The

critical point is atg. = 1/2.

guantum phase becomes critical (i.e., the spin-spin adioel functions decay with a power law),
with an emergenti(1) gauge symmetry [17]. Then, in terms of fermionic operat&s. ({39)),
an insulator-metal (or superfluid) like second order QP Etexatg. for the isotropic case, with no

symmetry order parameter. It is a Lifshitz transition.

B. u(NV)-purity in the BCS state, and critical behavior

The|BCS) state of Eq.[(46) is a GCS of the algebra of observaplesso(2N), spanned by an
orthonormal Hermitian basis which is constructed by adigjrio the basis ofi(/V) given in Eq.
(3) the following set of number-non-conserving fermionic operators:

(c}c}, +cue;) withl <j<j <N

c— J . s502N)=u(N)Dr. (47)

i(cj-c;r-, —cpc;) Withl1 <j<j <N

Then, thegBCS) state is generalized unentangled with respect tad(®V ) algebra and its purity

Py (Eq. ([@)) contains no information about the phase transitiB, = 1Vg,~. Therefore, in
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order to characterize the QPT we need to look at the posaibi@lgebras ofo(2V). A natural
choice is to restrict to operators which preserve the t@ahfon number that is, to consider the
u(N) algebra defined in Sectign Il C, relative to which ti8€S) state may become generalized
entangled. (Note that as mentioned in Sediionllll C.th¥) algebra can also be written in terms
of the fermionic operatorsz and¢,, with k£ belonging to the sét’.)

In the |BCS) state,(ézék) # 0 only if & = K/, thus using Eq. [{21) the purity relative to
h=u(N)is:

Py(BCS) = < S (eke, — 12 = & 0k ~ 1/ (49)

keV keV
where the coefficients, can be obtained from EqsL{43) aidl(44). In particular,¢fes 0 the

spins are aligned with the magnetic field and the fully pakediBCS),—, = ||, ], ...,]) state is
generalized unentangled in this limit (a GCSuoiV) with P, = 1). In the thermodynamic limit,
the purity relative to the (V) algebra can be obtained by integrating Eql (48):

2w
2
Py(BCS) = = [ (o - 1/2)%dk (49)
0
leading to the following result:
Ll | ifg<1/2
Py(|BCS)) =< 77 [ v1—4g2<1—72>] te=1/ : (50)
e if g>1/2

Although this function is continuous, its derivative is rastd has a drastic changeat= 1/2,
where the QPT occurs. Moreovét, is minimum forg > 1/2 implying maximum entanglement
at the transition point and in the ordered (ferromagnetigse. Remarkably, foy > 1/2 and
N — oo, where the ground state of the anisotropic XY model in a trarse magnetic field is
two-fold degeneratel?, remains invariant for arbitrary linear combinations of thwe degenerate
states.

As defined, for largg the purity P, approaches a constant value which depends.orit
is convenient to remove such dependence in the ordered lyasgroducing a new quantity
Pi =Py — ﬁ (shifted purity). We thus obtain

1 ] if g <1/2

PJ(|BCS)) = { 1 - Vi1 0-7) (51)

0 if g >1/2
The new function?; behaves like alisorder parametefor the system, being zero in the ferro-

magnetic (ordered) phase and different from zero in therpagaetic (ordered) one. The behavior
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of Py as a function of; in the thermodynamic limit is depicted in Figl. 9 for diffeteralues ofy.
In the special case of the Ising model in a transverse magfelil (y = 1), one has the simple
behaviorPy = 1/2 — 2¢° for g < 1/2 andP; = 0if g > 1/2.

05 T v L)
PI
f — =10
0.4 =05
— =025
0.3 —_— =00 J
0.2 e
0.1 e
0
0 0.2 0.4 ¢ 0.6 0.8 g 1

FIG. 9: Shifted purityPl’L(N) of the |BCS) as a function ofy for different anisotropies, Eq. EJ).P;(N)

behaves like a disorder parameter for this model, shargiytifying the QPT ay. = 1/2.

The critical behavior of the system is characterized by agydaw divergence of theorrela-
tion lengthe, which is defined such that for < 1/2, limj;_j|_ [(002)| ~ exp(—‘i;j‘). Thus,
e — oo signals the emergence of long-range correlations in thereddregiorny > 1/2. Near
the critical point ¢ — 1/27) the correlation length behavesas- (g. — g)~", wherev is a crit-
ical exponent and the value= 1 corresponds to the Ising universality class. Let the patame
Ay = e~ /¢, The fact that the purity contains information about théaal properties of the model

follows from the possibility of expressing; for g < 1/2 as a function of the correlation length,

/ T Y
BBS) = 175 {” 29A2(1—7)—J 52)

where a known relation between~, and\; has been exploitem[4]. Performing a Taylor expan-
sion of Eq. [BR) in the regiop — 1/27, we obtainP; ~ 2(g. — g)”/y with v = 1 andy > 0 (Fig.

[I0). Thus, the name disorder parameterfpis consistent.
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FIG. 10: Scaling properties of the disorder parameter figadropyy = 1. The exponent = 1 belongs to

the Ising universality class.

Some physical insight in the meaning of the ground-statéypomay be gained by noting that

Eq. [@8) can be written in terms of the fluctuations of theltfzganion operatotV

PBCS)) = 1 - = (%) — (1)?) (53)

where the\BCS>-property<é£Ekf> = &,vi has been used. In general, the purity relative to a
given algebra can be written in terms of fluctuations of olegles [15]. Since fluctuations of
observables are at the root of QPTs it is not surprising thatguantity succeeds at identifying
the critical point. Interestingly, by recalling th&t,.~)(|BCS)) = 1, theu(V)-purity can also be
formally expressed as

Paw)(IBCS)) = 1= > (Aa)?, (54)

An€Er

where the sum only extends to the non-number-consemd(@)V)-generators belonging to the
sett specified in Eq. [[47). Thus, the purity is entirely contrdmlitty expectations of operators
connecting differenti( V)-irreps, the net effect of correlating representation aitlifferent par-

ticle number resulting in the fluctuation ofsingleoperator, given byV = > élék. In Fig. [113,
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we show the probability2(n) of havingn fermions in a chain ofV = 400 sites fory = 1. We

observe that foy > 1/2 the fluctuations remain almost constant, and so does thypuri

910' ' ' '
=1.0
Q(n) T

08 | .
0.6 [ .

04 .

g =0.25
0.2 .

g =0.49;0.51 g=1 ¢g=10

0 100 200 30 , 400

FIG. 11: Distribution of the fermion number in thBCS) state for a chain oV = 400 sites and anisotropy

vy=1

Again, the isotropic casey(= 0) is particular in the sense th&}, = 1 (or | = 0, see Fig.
@), without identifying the corresponding metal-insula@PT. The reason is that in this limit, the
Hamiltonian of Eq. [(3PR) contains only fermionic operatdrattpreserve the number of particles
(i.e., H € u(N)), and the ground state of the system is always a GCS ofithg algebra.
Therefore, in order to obtain information about this QPTe should look into algebras other than
u(NV), relative to which the ground state is generalized entahgkor example, in Sed_VIID
we study the purity relative to the local algebra of obselesland in Fig.[II3 we show that it
succesfully identifies the QPT in the isotropic case, beirgimum forg < g. (thus implying

generalized unentanglement).

C. Comparison with concurrence

As mentioned, the critical behavior of the XY model in a tnagrse field has also been investi-

gated by looking at various quantities related to the camcwoe, which is intrinsically a measure
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of bipartite entanglement. For a generic mixed stedétwo qubits, the latter is calculated Q[M]
C(p) = maX{)\l — Ay — )\3 — )\4, 0} ,

where); > ... > A, are the square roots of the eigenvalues of the méatrix pp andp = o, ®
o,p*o,®0o,. The concurrence for the reduced density operatgrof two nearest-neighbor qubits
(|¢ — m| = 1) and next-nearest-neighbdf (- m| = 2) qubits on a lattice has been investigated
in detail in Ref. I[-JB]. Since, thanks to translational inearce,p, ,,, depends on the qubit indexes
only via their distance, we will use the notatiof{1), C'(2) for the resulting quantities as iﬂ [8].
While the results reported in the above work nicely agreé wie scaling behavior expected for
this model, the emerging picture based on concurrence taenmegarded as fully satisfactory. As
stressed iru8], the entanglement as quantified by the rteaeeghbor concurrence it directly

an indicator of the QPT in this model, showing maximum enkamgnt at a point which is not
related to the QPT. However, the derivati€ (1) /0g of the concurrence with respect to the spin-
spin coupling parameter can be seen to diverge logarithipiiathe critical point fory > 0, and
with a power law for the isotropic case [Fig—{12)], ideniify the critical point in this model.
Such a divergence is not found when analyzing, at the ismtiognt, other QPTs in models of
interest, like the one-dimensional anisotropic Heiseglobain (see, for instancBSl]). Therefore,
it suggests that the identification of a critical point uscwncurrence could be a hard task in

general.

D. Purity of the BCS staterelative to thelocal algebra

Finally, we have also investigated the behavior of the puwitthe |BCS) state relative to the
algebra of local observablés= évasu@)i. Using Eq. [IB), this is physically related to the total
magnetizationV/? along z. TheiFésuIting behavior is plotted in Fig. 113 as a functiory @fnd
~. As explained in Sectiof1IIB, this is a measure of the uswiom of entanglement in the
N-spin-1/2s system. In particular, thBCS) state is unentangled for — 0 (where|BCS) ~
|—3)1 ®---®|—3)n), thusP, — 1in this limit. Moreover, forg — co we haveBCS) ~ \GHZ?)

(up to local rotations), thuBCS) becomes maximally entangled, afig — 0.

Compared to the purity relative to thé N) algebra, the purity relative th = é\ésu@)i is

not as good an indicator of the phase transition when 0, in the sense that it dolgé not present

any drastic change in its behavior. However, its derivatité respect to the spin-spin coupling
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FIG. 12: Nearest-neighbor concurrence and its derivativettie |[BCS) state as a function of in the
isotropic XY model,y = 0. Both curves correspond to the exact solution in the theymaahic limit. The

value ofdC(1)/0g belowg, is also zero ag’(1) (not shown).

parameter diverges at the critical point in this model [Ei]. Only in the isotropic case/(= 0)
the purity relative to the local algebra presents a drasi@nge at the critical point (see Fig.]13).

In this case, the operatdr, = %(Ej o’) for g — g scales as
M. 41~ (g —gc)" (55)

with the exponent being = 1/2. On the other hand, this exponent can also be obtained frem th

purity relative to the local algebra, in the same limit:
1= Py~ (9—gc)% (56)

Therefore, this measure of entanglement is also a goodatatiof the QPT for the isotropic case.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have explored the usefulness of genedadizenglement (GE) for character-

izing the broken (and one example of non-broken) symmetantium phase transitions (QPTS)
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FIG. 13: Purity of theglBCS) state relative to the local algeb% su(2);, as a function ofy for different
anisotropiesy (g. = 1/2). The number of sited’ = 400 as in FEIEDL

present in different lattice systems. As we focused on sdoa where the physically relevant
observables form a Lie algebra, a natural GE measure prb\igehe relative purity of a state
relative to the algebra has been used to identify and claiaetthese transitions.

In Section$TIITA anddITB, we showed using several illusivatexamples how the conceptipf
purity can be useful for different spin systems, by encorsipgsthe usual notion of entanglement
if the family of all local observables is distinguished. kid&ion, the possibility to directly apply
the GE notion to arbitrary quantum systems, including italggiishable particles, was explicitly
shown in Sectiof III'C, using fermionic systems as a releeast study. Depending on the sub-
set of observables chosen, thgurity contains information about differentbody correlations
present in the quantum state, allowing for a more generalcantplete characterization of en-
tanglement. Finally, in Sectiofid V ahdlVI we showed thatltmurity successfully distinguishes
between the different phases present in two lattice systetmsre the critical points are charac-
terized by a broken symmetry (or non-broken symmetry in teeof the isotropic XY model
in an external magnetic field) and the usual notion of entmght cannot be straightforwardly

applied. As also discussed in Sect[od 1V, the most critibeyp $s to determine which subset of

37



— N=100 |

N =400
“13 } N =800 J
— N = 1600
v =0.5
-15 . 1 . 1 . 1 .
0.49 0.495 0.5 0.505 g 0.51

FIG. 14: Derivative of the purity of thlBCS) state relative to the local algebra as a functiop fafr v = 0.5

and different lattice sizes.

observables may be relevant in each case, sincg-theity must contain information about the
guantum correlations that play a dominant role in the QP adrticular, the ground state of the
two models we considered can be exactly calculated and lineardg quantum correlations in the
different phases are well understood, thus choosing ttisetlof observables becomes relatively
easy.

Applying these concepts to a more general case, where thedgstate of the system cannot be
exactly computed, can be done in principle by following tame strategy. However, determining
in a systematic way the minimal subset of observabledose purity is able to signal and char-
acterize the QPT, thereby providing the relevant correteti requires an elaborate analysis. Even
more interesting, perhaps, is the open question of findirgrimimal number of GE measures,
possibly including measures of GE relative to differentesliable sets, needed to unambiguously
characterize the universality class of a transition, olitgj all of its critical exponents. Finally, a
fascinating direction for further investigation is to ea# the significance of the GE notion within

topological quantum-information settingJ;'[SZ] and to uisteend what generalizations might be
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needed to handle topological QPTs.
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APPENDIX A: SEPARABILITY,GENERALIZED UNENTANGLEMENT, AND LOCAL PURI-
TIES

Given a quantum syster§ whose stategy)) belong to a Hilbert spac&{ of dimension
dim(H) = d, the purity relative to the (real) Lie algebra of all tracssebservables = su(d)
spanned by an orthogonal, commonly normalized Hermitiaisad, - - - A}, L = d* — 1, is,

according to Eq.[{7), given by:
L
Py(lv) = K (Aa)*. (A1)
a=1

The normalization factak depends od and is determined so that the maximum purity value is 1.
If Tr(A,Ap) = 60,5 (as for the standard spinGell-Mann matrices), thel = d/(d — 1), whereas

in the caselr(A,Ag) = dé. g (as for ordinary spirk/2 Pauli matrices)K = 1/(d — 1). Recall
that any quantum state)) € H can be obtained by applying a group operdtoto a reference

state|ref) (a highest or lowest weight state @f(d)); that is
) = Ulref) , (A2)

with U = e’ Xa'e4e andt, real numbers. Therefore, any quantum stateis a GCS ofsu(d),
thus generalized unentangled relative to the algebra obakrvablesP;(|1)) = 1 for all ).

Let now assume tha is composed ofV distinguishable susbsytems, corresponding to a fac-
torization’H = (X)j.v:l H;, with dim(H;) = d;, d = ][, d;. Then the set of allocal observables
onS becomes) = b, = EB]. su(d;). An orthonormal basis which is suitable for calculating the

local purity P, may be obtained by considering a collection of orthonornaakis{ A7, --- A7},
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L;= d? — 1, each acting on thgth subsystem that is,

~ factors

A =Tels o A, o0l (A3)
—
j factor

wherel’ = 1/,/d;. Then for any pure state’) € 7 one may write

N L;

Polle)) =K [ Do (AL (A%)

j=1 «a;=1
By lettingh; = spa{ A, } be the Lie algebra of traceless Hermitian operators actiri§ calone,

the above equation also is naturally rewritten as

d.:

N
B = K D2 g Pu(io) . Ky = (1)

The b;-purity P, may be simply related to the conventional subsystem puritet p; =
Triz; ({]¥)(¢|}) be the reduced density operator describing the state ofttheubsystem. Be-

cause the latter can be represented as

L; L;

]l J J )

P = d_ + Z <Aaj>Aaj = Z <Aij>Aaj ) (A6)
J a;=1 a;=1

one can also equivalently express Hq.1(A4) as
N
, 1

o) =K' [Tt = ] (A7)

i=1 J
thatis, Py, (|¢)) = (d;Trp; —1)/(d; — 1). Clearly, the maximum value of either EE.{A5) ITA7)
will be attained when, and only when, each of the conventianitiesTerZ =1« Py, =1for

all j, which allows determining thi’-normalization factor as

1 1 1
K' = = = . A8
Yoo N-Xim N(-4%4) "o
Accordingly,
Py, ([9) = max=1 ¢ [¢) = |¢1) @ @ |dn) (A9)

and the equivalence with the standard notions of sepasahitid entanglement are recovered.
Note that for the case d¥ qubits considered in Section IlIB, the above value simdifeK’ =
2/N which in turn gives the purity expression of EQ.](16) oncedtamdard unnormalized Pauli

matrices are used{, = o7, /v/2, thus removing the overall factor 2).
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APPENDIX B: CLUSTER AND VALENCE BOND SOLID STATES ARE MAXIMALLY EN-
TANGLED

In Ref. &], Briegel and Raussendorf introduced the stedatluster states for a system f

gubits in D space dimensions which, in the computational basis, anessed as

) = 5 & (mj [Tot+ + |¢>,»> , 81)

jec yer

whereC' defines the clustex{ ¢ Z”) and~y denotes some nearest neighbor qubits in the cluster:
I'={1}forD=1,T = {(1,0),(0,1)} for D =2,T = {(1,0,0),(0,1,0),(0,0,1)} for D = 3,
etc. We consider ™ = 1 whenj + ~ is notinC.

The usual notion of entanglement, as applied to a clustes,starecovered when thgpurity
is calculated relative to the local algebiya= QB su(2), (see AppendikA). For this purpose, we
first calculate the expectation valugs, )., V\iﬁ[ﬁ a = x,y,z. One can immediately realize that
<‘7§>C =0, ¥y, sinceag is an Hermitian operator (i.e(ag) € R) that acting on theg-th qubit’'s
state (in the natural basis) introduces a phase fattpand the coefficients of EQC{B1) are all
real. Moreover{c?)c = 0, Vj, since the weight of every state of the natural basis is theeda
Eq. (B1). In other words, we have a linear combination of $astates where each single qubit
has the same probability of pointing up or down. Finally, eaa also prove thap’)c = 0, Vj.
This can be done by using the eigenvalue equatiofj®) = +|®), for the family of operators

K; =0l [] o™ wherel' = I['|J —T" denotes the set of all nearest-neighbor qubits tojttie
vel
qubit. Therefore{o?)c = (oI K;)¢ = £( ] 0¥ ™). Again, since Eq.B1) is a combination
~el
of all the states of the computational basis with the sambkahitity, we obtain(o?) = 0. In this

way, theh-purity (Eq. [I6)) isP, = 0, and the cluster states are maximally entangled relative to
the local sef) = EB su(2);.

Another impé?émt class of spin states is the one defined égdhcalledvalence Bond Solid
(VBS) states. These states have been introduced in thextafteleisenberg-like magnets, and

have been recently revisited in the context of quantum caatioun [50]. Their general form is

M
®ves = [T (aft] — blal) " 10), (B2)
(6,5)
where (i, ) represent nearest-neighbor bonds abalimensional lattice of coordination a;f.

andb} are Schwinger-Wigner boson (creation) operators onjsitose relation t@u(2) spin-S
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generators is

1 . 1 '
81 = 5(ajb; +blay), S} = (ajb; = blay), S =

J z

T T
(aja; —bib,), (B3)

J

| =

with the constraintz;'.aj + b;'.bj = 25, andM = 2S/z. M being an integer makes the possible
values ofS to depend upon the connectivity of the lattice, which is defibyz.
We start by showing that the bond operatajis —ba! are invariant under global spin rotations.

The Schwinger-Wigner boson operators transform as veftogsi(2) rotations

a,'ji-_ a; ; CcOS % 6i(93+91)/2 Sin 9?2 6i(€3_91)/2 a;
t — UJ‘ 1 Uj - s B —i(03—61)/2 02 —i(03+61)/2 T (B4)
bj bj —sin 3 e T cos 7 e\ bj

under an arbitrary spin rotation on lattice sjtalefined by
Uj = 48t 05 o050yt =yl = 1. (B5)
Then, we can use this result to prove that

U,Ui(afb! — blaUUT = albl — blal (B6)

7 Y

implying, for Ut = [, U],
U' |®)ves = |P)ves - (B7)

Therefore,

®)yps belongs to the singlet irrep of the total spip = Zj S7 (i.e., {(Ja)ves = 0).

We want to show now thaS? )ygs = 0,V;j. We first observe thatS?)ygs = 0,Vj, because
the transformation that maps$ — b} andb! — —a! (.., a global spin rotation about tiyeaxis,
settingf; = 0; = 0 andf, = 7 in Eq. (B3)) implies(ala;)ves = (bib;)ves. Then, from the
invariance under global spin rotations and the singletneadfi| ®)ygs, we obtain(S?)ygs = 0 =

(SZ)VBS,W. In other words, the purity relative to the algelyra= @su@)j vanishes, meaning

that|®)ygs is maximally generalized entangled relative to this aléebr

However, in order to make contact with the standard noticensdnglement (AppendixlA) we
need to address the GE relative to the algépra P su(25 + 1);, that is, relative to the set of
all local observables. For simplicity, we only discjuss tie dase forS = 1 (i.e., M = 1in Eq.
([B2)) but the reader could use the same techniques to olasirits in higheD dimensions and
spin magnitude.

The algebrd) = P su(3); = {S), },

J

[SZM” 55;/] = 0jj <5u’v S,

w’

— O S

I/;,L’)’

(B8)
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can be written in terms of theu(2) generators aEIl?]

. 2 . O SIST+1) 1
joo_ L (a2 i P2\P: _Z
SOO 3 (S> ? 811 2 37
= 75“{5-7 )

; 1
Sy = —= CEN,

20 2\/5 { }

. 1 . S
Sl,o= —_[§ — {97 G

02 2\/5[ + { + z}]

. ) ) 1 )
Sty = 5 {8587} + (80 + 5(0)” -

; 1 . 1 .

b= 5 (S5 S+ (8D + 5(sD2 -1, (89)

with S% = 57 + iS2. From the spin-rotational invariance of the stabéyss we get((S7)?)ves =
((S9)?)ves = ((S9)?)ves = S and, sinceS = 1, we obtain(Sj))ves = (Si;)ves = 0.
Moreover, the spin-rotational invariance also implies t(rﬁSaJVBS remains the same constant

Va # o/. Then, for example, applying a globalrotation about they-axis to |®)ygs (i.e., the

operation that maps/ — —SJ andSJ — SJ) we obtain(S7S7)ves = —(5757)ves = 0, hence,
(S, )ves = 0. Therefore, the stat®)vss (S = 1, M = 1) is maximally entangled when using the

standard notion of entanglemetit,(= 0, for the algebra of all local observabligs= & su(3),).
j

APPENDIX C: RELATION BETWEEN PURITY IN THE LOCAL ALGEBRA AND THE
MEYER-WALLACH MEASURE OF ENTANGLEMENT

In Ref. B], Meyer and Wallach define a measure of entanghéi@dor pure states of qubit
systems, that is invariant under local unitary operatidosa{ rotations). For this purpose, they

first define the mappingy(b) acting on product states as
lj(b)|b17 Ty bN) = 6bbj|bl7 Ty lA)j) Ty bN>7 (Cl)

whereb andb; are either the stateg) or |—1), andb; denotes the absence of tjxth qubit. On
the other hand, any/-qubits pure quantum state can be written in the naturaslfasiomponent
of the spin equal te-3) as

2N71

9y = 3 [ollgh+ H1=3)s] 189, (2)

i=1
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Wheregf andh{ are complex coefficients, and the orthonormal statgsf N — 1 qubits (absence

of the j-th qubit) are also written in the natural basis. Thereftite,action of;(b) on|¢) is

2N—1 )
(DY) = zl AL

LDl = X Alo.

Then, they define the entanglemé«)) as

ZD( (-l ) (C3)

where the distance between two quantum states- > u;|¢;) and|v) = > v;|¢;) IS

1
—9 ; Juvy — ujuil” . (C4)
Therefore,
1 (_ Jind 0172 J2157 12 _ (41T J 0 \*
D(L(he), (~3)l)) = Z|g =i =3 97?13 ” = (glm)(gh)'| . (CB)
where* denotes complex conjugate. After some simple calculatiwasobtain the following
relations
2N71 . 1 + O-]
Z 971° = (¥ ( ) ), (C6)
2N 1 0.]
Z ] = ( ) ), (C7)
2N 1
Z gl (W) = (Wlal]y) , (C8)

and the distance becomeX(;(3)[v), [;(—3)|v)) = 1[1 — (01)* = (02)* — (0})?]. SinceQ(|¢)))

contains a sum over all qubits (see Hg.J(C3)), we finally obtai

Qllu)) = %Z[ 2 (0] =1= Pyl (©9)

N
whereP is the purity relative to the local algebba,. = € su(2); defined in SectiobIIIB.
j=1
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APPENDIX D: CLASSICAL LIMIT INTHE LMG MODEL

As we mentioned in Sectidd Vv, some critical properties olthK5, such as the order parameter
or the ground state energy per particle in the thermodynamit; may be obtained using a semi-
classical approach. In this section we sketch a rough asalysvhy such approximation is valid
(for a more extensive analysis, see Refl [45]).

We first define the collective operators
N
By = Y ChoChors (D1)
k=1

whereo, ¢’ =1 or | and the fermionic operator%a (¢,) have been defined in Sectiph V. The

collective operators satisfy th&€2) commutation relations (Secti@n1ll C); that is
|:E1(0.70./)7 E(U"70'”’)i| = 60’0'”E(0',U"’) — 60’0””E(U",U’)' (D2)

If the number of degenerate levélsis very large, it is useful to define the intensive collective

operatorsE(o,o/) = F(, /N, with commutation relations

~ 1

|:E(0',0")7 E(O.Hp.///)] == N <6O"O'”E(O',cr”’) — 60.0.///E(0.//’0./)> . (DS)

Therefore, the intensive collective operators commutélimit N — oo, they are effectively
classical and can be simultaneously diagonalized. Silpildre intensive angular momentum
operators/, /N = (Eg)+E(1)/2, Jy/N = (B~ Eq)/2i,and . /N = (g~ Eq.)/2
(with J,, defined in Eqs[{24)[125), anld (26)) commute with each othtré thermodynamic limit,
so they can be thought of as the angular momentum operatarslagsical system.

Since the intensive LMG Hamiltonial /N, with H given in Eq. [2D), can be written in terms
of the intensive angular momentum operators, it can be degieas the Hamiltonian describing a
classical system. The ground state of the LMG madgls then an eigenstate of such intensive
operators whemlV — oo: (J,/N)|g) = jalg), jo being the corresponding eigenvalue. In other
words, when obtaining some expectation values of interggdegators such a%,/N or H/N the
ground stateg) can be pictured as a classical angular momentum with fixeddowates in the
three-dimensional space (see F. 3).

This point of view makes it clear why such operators oughtdorensive. Otherwise, such
a classical limit is not valid and terms of order 1 would be artpnt for the calculations of the

properties of the LMG model. Obviously, all these concepts e extended to more complicated
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Hamiltonians such as the extended LMG model, or even Hanidtes including interactions of

higher orders as in_[45].
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