
ar
X

iv
:2

20
3.

01
57

5v
2 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 3
0 

M
ar

 2
02

2

Global entanglement in a topological quantum phase transition
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A useful approach to characterize and identify quantum phase transitions lies in the concept of
multipartite entanglement. In this paper, we consider well-known measures of multipartite (global)
entanglement, i.e., average linear entropy of one-qubit and two-qubit reduced density matrices, in
order to study topological quantum phase transition (TQPT) in the Kitaev Toric code Hamiltonian
with a nonlinear perturbation. We provide an exact mapping from aforementioned measures in
the above model to internal energy and energy-energy correlations in the classical Ising model.
Accordingly, we find that the global entanglement shows a continuous and sharp transition from
a maximum value in the topological phase to zero in the magnetized phase in a sense that its
first-order derivative diverges at the transition point. In this regard, we conclude that not only
can the global entanglement serve as a reasonable tool to probe quantum criticality at TQPTs,
but it also can reveal the highly entangled nature of topological phases. Furthermore, we also
introduce a conditional version of global entanglement which becomes maximum at the critical
point. Therefore, regarding a general expectation that multipartite entanglement reaches maximum
value at the critical point of quantum many-body systems, our result proposes that the conditional
global entanglement can be a good measure of multipartite entanglement in TQPTs.

PACS numbers: 3.67.-a, 03.65.Ud, 68.35.Rh, 03.65.Vf

I. INTRODUCTION

Entanglement [1, 2] as the hallmark of quantum
physics plays a pivotal role in describing various quantum
phenomena. In particular, it provides a general frame-
work to study quantum phase transitions (QPTs) both
theoretically and experimentally [3–8]. Nevertheless, the
behavior of entanglement at critical quantum many-body
systems is relatively puzzling. While the divergence of
correlation length implies that total entanglement might
be maximum at the QPT point, it does not happen for
pairwise entanglement [9, 10]. It has been argued that
monogamy property puts a limit on the amount of dis-
tributed pairwise entanglement at quantum criticality [9].
This seemingly reinforces the notion that it is the multi-
partite entanglement which should be maximum at quan-
tum criticality [11].
On the other hand, regarding the complexity of en-

tanglement in many-body systems, there is not a sin-
gle measure for multipartite entanglement [2]. This in
turn highlights the very real need for considering which
multipartite entanglement measures can characterize and
quantify entanglement unambiguously [12]. One of the
most well-known measures of multipartite entanglement
is global entanglement (GE) [13], which is in fact the
average linear entropy of one-qubit reduced density ma-
trices [14, 15]. Since GE captures all quantum correla-
tions in the system, it is a suitable tool for characterizing
QPTs in quantum many-body systems [16–20]. However,
the behavior of GE in a critical system is also affected
by symmetries and finite-size effects. For example, while
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GE becomes maximum at the critical point in the ther-
modynamic limit [14, 18, 21], for a finite system it is a
monotonic function of coupling and its first-order deriva-
tive diverges logarithmically with system size [17, 18].
Accordingly, it seems that the symmetry-breaking mech-
anism [22], which happens in the thermodynamic limit,
plays the key role in maximization of GE at the criti-
cal point [23]. However, in [24], the author has studied
a specific model and showed that GE does not reach a
maximum value at the critical point in spite of the exis-
tence of a symmetry-breaking mechanism.

Furthermore, there are other kinds of QPTs which can-
not be described through a symmetry-breaking mech-
anism, i.e., TQPTs [25, 26]. There is no local order
parameter for characterizing topological phases and in-
stead they are highly entangled states with long-range
entanglement which can be characterized by topological
entanglement entropy [27–30]. Such a long-range quan-
tum correlation particularly leads to a robust degeneracy
which has important applications for quantum informa-
tion processing tasks [31]. In spite of having a different
kind of correlation, the theory of critical phenomena is
still applicable to TQPTs such that it is possible to define
critical exponents, scaling relations, and finite-size effects
[32–35]. In this regard, it is an important task to study
how long-range entanglement plays a role in the critical
behavior of the system and specifically how it affects the
behavior of total quantum correlation measured by GE.
Furthermore, due to the lack of a comprehensive mecha-
nism for TQPTs, considering the behavior of multipartite
entanglement can lead to a better understanding of the
mechanism of such phase transitions [36, 37].

Here, we study TQPT in a perturbed version of the
Kitaev Toric code model [38]. The Toric code has been
studied in the presence of different types of perturbations
where TQPT points are also important as a measure of
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the robustness of the topological phase against perturba-
tions [39–44]. The critical behavior in different quantities
including ground-state fidelity [45, 46], quantum discord
[47], and quantum Fisher information [48] has been stud-
ied. While there are different approaches such as tensor
network methods for studying TQPTs [49], mapping to
statistical mechanical models has also been known as a
simple and rich method [50, 51]. In particular, here we
consider a Toric code model in the presence of a nonlinear
perturbation, where a simple correspondence to a classi-
cal Ising model is established [42]. We consider GE and

generalized global entanglement (G̃E) to find what quan-
tities in a classical Ising model they are mapped to and
then to illustrate how they can detect criticality. First,
by exact analytical calculations, we reach simple math-

ematical formulas that relate GE and G̃E to internal
energy and energy-energy correlations of a 2D classical
Ising model, respectively. Then, using such analytical re-
lations together with numerical simulations of a classical

Ising model, we show that both GE and G̃E are decreas-
ing monotonic functions of coupling and criticality can
be marked by the divergence (maximum) of the first-

order derivative of GE and G̃E at the thermodynamic
limit (for a finite-size quantum system). This result sup-
ports a possible connection between the maximization of
global entanglement and the symmetry-breaking mecha-
nism. Finally, we look for a good measure of multipartite
entanglement for the model in a sense that it peaks at
the critical point. To this end, we use the concept of
quantum conditional entropy [52] and show that there is

a suitable measure in the form of G̃E−GE, which peaks
at the critical point. It also reveals the role of long-range
entanglement in the monotonic behavior of global entan-
glement in the model under consideration.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we define
the model which is the Kitaev Hamiltonian in the pres-
ence of a nonlinear perturbation and give an overview of
some properties of topological order. We also explain how
the quantum model maps to the classical Ising model. In

Sec. III, we define GE and G̃E and present our numerical
results about how these quantities behave in TQPT. Fi-
nally, in Sec. IV, we introduce a new parameter, namely
conditional global entanglement, which is equal to the

difference between G̃E and GE and numerically show
that it is maximum at the critical point. We also provide
analytical explanation to prove our point.

II. THE MODEL

We consider the Kitaev Toric code Hamiltonian with
a nonlinear perturbation which shows TQPT [42]. The
model is defined on a square lattice with a periodic
boundary condition in which spin-1/2 particles live on
the edges (see Fig. 1). The Hamiltonian is given by
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FIG. 1. (Color online) 2D square lattice with periodic bound-
ary condition. Qubits exist on the edges. Two nontrivial loops
L1 and L2 together with Âv (star operator) and B̂p (plaquette
operator) are shown.

Ĥ = −
∑

v

Âv −
∑

p

B̂p +
∑

v

e−β
∑

i∈v σ̂z
i , (1)

where β > 0 is a coupling constant. Âv and B̂p are the
star and plaquette operators, respectively, defined by

Âv =
∏

i∈v

σ̂x
i , B̂p =

∏

i∈∂p

σ̂z
i . (2)

σ̂z
i and σ̂x

i are the Pauli operators. As shown in Fig. 1

Âv acts on the four qubits connected to the vertex v and
B̂p acts on the four qubits around the plaquette p.
Note that when β = 0 the Hamiltonian reduces to

the Kitaev model with a trivial constant. Since all star
and plaquette operators commute with each other, it is
quite straightforward to prove that one of the ground
state wave functions of the Kitaev Hamiltonian, up to a
normalization factor, is in the following form:

|GS〉 =
∏

v

(1 + Âv)|0〉⊗N , (3)

where N is the total number of qubits and |0〉⊗N de-
notes the fully magnetized state wherein the eigenvalues
of all σ̂z

i become +1. Equation (3) suggests that the
ground state is a superposition state obtained by sum-
ming over all possible products of star operators which
act on |0〉⊗N . In terms of stabilizer formalism, Âv’s are

generators of an Abelian group G with 2
N
2
−1 elements in

the following form:

g{r1,r2,...,rN/2} = Âr1
1 .Âr2

2 .....Â
rN

2
−1

N
2
−1

, (4)

where ri = {0, 1} and N/2 is the total number of ver-
tices. Such a product of star operators can be repre-
sented by a loop configuration, simply because each Âv
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FIG. 2. (Color online) 2D square lattice with periodic bound-
ary condition. Despite qubits (in the quantum model) which
exist on the edges (like qubits a and b), classical spins (in the
classical Ising model) such as S1, S2, S3, and S4 are on the
vertices of the square lattice. The closed loop with dashed
blue line corresponds to a particular g. The product of some
Âv’s, marked by multiplication signs, has created the loop.

forms a loop in the dual lattice. Figure 2 shows a partic-
ular loop operator achieved by applying the product of
some Âv’s, denoted by multiplication signs. Therefore,
the wave function in Eq. (3) is a loop condensed state
which has a special kind of order called topological order.
It is also known that, due to the nontrivial topology of
the lattice, there is a fourfold degenerate subspace con-
structed by applying two noncontractible loop operators,
see. Fig. 1, to the ground state in Eq. (3). The depen-
dence of degeneracy to topology as well as the nonlocal
nature of the ground states are common properties of
topological phases.
Now, let us turn back to the perturbed Hamiltonian

and consider β → ∞. In this case, the ground state be-
comes the fully magnetized state |0〉⊗N , which is topolog-
ically trivial. Therefore, one would expect that by tuning
the parameter β from zero to ∞, the ground state of Eq.
(1) shows a TQPT from a topological phase to a magne-
tized phase at a quantum critical point β∗.
Fortunately, the exact ground state of Eq. (1) has been

obtained analytically [42] and it can be written as

|GS(β)〉 = 1√
Z(β)

∑

g∈G

e
β
2

∑
i σ

z
i (g)g|0〉⊗N , (5)

where g ∈ G refers to loop operators defined in Eq. (4).
Z(β) =

∑
g∈G eβ

∑
i σ

z
i (g) and σz

i (g) = −1 (σz
i (g) = +1)

if the qubit i and the loop g have an (do not have any)
intersection.
Next, let us pay attention to a special feature of Eq.

(5) which is extremely relevant to our study. According
to [42], there is an exact correspondence between the par-

tition function of a 2D classical Ising model, ruled by the
Hamiltonian H = −J

∑
〈kk′〉 SkSk′ where Sk and Sk′ re-

fer to classical spins k and k′ in the Ising model, and the
normalization factor in Eq. (5). This correspondence
originates from the fact that probability amplitudes in
Eq. (5) are simply related to the Boltzmann weights of
spin configurations in the classical Ising model. The fol-
lowing lines of this section seek to explain more about
the general concept of this established quantum-classical
relation.
Consider the Ising model with classical spins (like S1,

S2, S3, and S4 in Fig. 2) attached on the vertices of
the square lattice with periodic boundary condition. In
the low-temperature expansion of the 2D classical Ising
model, each spin configuration corresponds to a closed
loop pattern in the dual lattice which separates upward
spins from downward spins by joining lines that cross
edges with unlike ends [53]. It is easy to graphically
reach the conclusion that spin configurations in the Ising
model produce exactly the same closed loop patterns in
the dual lattice as generators in the quantum model. In
this regard,

∑
g in the Z(β) is replaced by

∑
C , which

is the sum over Ising spin configurations denoted by C.
However, since there are two spin configurations corre-
sponding to each loop configuration, the exact transfor-
mation becomes

∑
g = 1/2

∑
C . Furthermore, the value

of σz
i (g) can be determined solely by two Ising spins at-

tached to the end points of the ith edge. For example,
quantum configurations in which g crosses qubit i and
σz
i (g) = −1, correspond to classical configurations where

the two ends of the ith edge have the opposite directions.
Therefore, we can write σz

i (g) = SkSk′(C) and the sum-
mation over qubits

∑
i in the quantum model can be re-

placed by the summation over nearest-neighbor spins in
the classical model, i.e.,

∑
i =

∑
〈kk′〉. Regarding these

relations, the normalization factor is written in the form
of

Z(β) =
1

2

∑

C

eβ
∑

〈kk′〉 SkSk′ . (6)

By considering the summation in the right-hand side of
Eq. (6) as the partition function of the Ising model,
we can immediately deduce that the parameter β in
the quantum model corresponds to J/kBT in the Ising
model, where J , kB , and T are coupling constant of inter-
actions, Boltzmann constant, and temperature, respec-
tively. As a matter of simplicity, we have assigned the
value of 1 to J and kB.
Making use of the quantum-classical mapping, it is

shown that the fidelity of the quantum model directly
relates to the heat capacity of the classical Ising model.
As a result, a singularity in the heat capacity is in con-
junction with a corresponding singularity in the quantum
model which is a clear sign of QPT [45]. Furthermore,
as evidenced by [54–57], there exists some other exam-
ples which show this kind of quantum-classical correspon-
dence.
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III. GLOBAL ENTANGLEMENT

In the previous section, it became clear that the quan-
tum model defined in Eq. (1) shows a TQPT at β∗

corresponding to the classical phase-transition temper-
ature of the 2D Ising model. It seems that using the
above quantum-classical mapping, one might be able to
consider different important quantities for the perturbed
Toric code model by finding the corresponding quantity
in the 2D Ising model. Here we consider GE proposed
by Meyer and Wallach [13] as a measure of multipartite
entanglement and ask if it can diagnose criticality in the
perturbed Toric code model.
In order to study GE, notice that, for an N -qubit sys-

tem, it is defined as the mean linear entropy of one-qubit
reduced density matrices of the system in the following
form [14, 15]:

GE = 2(1− 1

N

N∑

i=1

Tr(ρ̂2i )), (7)

where ρ̂i is the reduced density matrix corresponding to
qubit i. In addition, one can also use a generalization of
GE as the average linear entropy of two-qubit reduced
density matrices in the form of [21]

G̃E =
4

3
(1 − 2

N(N − 1)

∑

(ij)

Tr(ρ̂2ij)), (8)

where ρ̂ij refers to the reduced density matrix corre-
sponding to qubits (ij). Tr(ρ̂2i ) in Eq. (7) measures
the degree of purity of the state ρ̂i and 2(1 − Tr(ρ̂2i )) is
the linear entropy of ρ̂i which characterizes entanglement
between the qubit i and other qubits of the system. With

the same explanation, G̃E can characterize average en-
tanglement between two-qubit reduced density matrices
and the rest of the system. Factors 2 and 4/3 in Eq. (7)
and Eq. (8) normalize the maximum value of entangle-
ment to 1.
In order to compute GE and G̃E for the ground state

of the quantum model, we consider |GS(β)〉〈GS(β)| and
then we find reduced density matrices ρ̂a and ρ̂ab, where
a and b refer to particular qubits of the system. To this
end, we should trace out the rest of the system in the
following forms:

ρ̂a =
1

Z

∑

{αm=0,1|m 6=a}

∑

g,g′

e
β
2

∑
i[σ

z
i (g)+σz

i (g
′)]

×〈α1, α2, ..., αN |g|0〉⊗N N⊗〈0|g′|α1, α2, ..., αN 〉,
(9)

ρ̂ab =
1

Z

∑

{αm=0,1|m 6=a,b}

∑

g,g′

e
β
2

∑
i[σ

z
i (g)+σz

i (g
′)]

×〈α1, α2, ..., αN |g|0〉⊗N N⊗〈0|g′|α1, α2, ..., αN 〉.
(10)

Only diagonal terms of ρ̂a and ρ̂ab appear, i.e.,
〈αa|ρ̂a|α′

a〉 6= 0 only if αa = α′
a, while 〈αaαb|ρ̂ab|α′

aα
′
b〉 6=

0 on the condition that αa = α′
a and αb = α′

b. Let us
explain what makes it impossible for ρ̂a to have a non-
diagonal term 〈αa|ρ̂a|α′

a〉. According to Eq. (9) this term
is proportional to

(〈α1, α2, ..., αa, ..., αN |)(g1|0〉⊗N)

× (N⊗〈0|g2)(|α1, α2, ..., α
′
a, ..., αN 〉),

(11)

where g1|0〉⊗N and g2|0〉⊗N denote two arbitrary distinct
closed loop patterns which correspond to two elements
of group G. Therefore, only states |α1, α2, ..., αa, ..., αN 〉
and |α1, α2, ..., α

′
a, ..., αN 〉 which configure closed loops

can have nonzero inner products. Equation 11 implies
that 〈αa|ρ̂a|α′

a〉 6= 0 if there exists two closed-loop con-
figurations g1|0〉⊗N and g2|0〉⊗N such that they differ in
just one qubit, i.e., one link. However, it is impossible
to have such two different loop configurations, since with
the combination of at least two loops, a new loop pattern
is constructed, and not with a closed loop and an open
string.
The same assertion with a similar argument holds for

ρ̂ab. It means nondiagonal terms, wherein αa 6= α′
a or

αb 6= α′
b, do not exist. Regarding these facts, we obtain

ρ̂a =
1

Z
(Z0|0〉〈0|+ Z1|1〉〈1|), (12)

ρ̂ab =
1

Z
(Z00|00〉〈00|+ Z01|01〉〈01|)

+
1

Z
(Z10|10〉〈10|+ Z11|11〉〈11|)),

(13)

where Z0/Z (Z1/Z) is the sum of the squares of proba-
bility amplitudes of configurations in which the state of
qubit a is |0〉 (|1〉). Similarly, Z00/Z, Z01/Z, Z10/Z, and
Z11/Z are the sum of the squares of probability ampli-
tudes of configurations where the state of qubits |ab〉 are
|00〉, |01〉, |10〉, and |11〉, respectively.
Considering the mapping to the classical Ising model

and the fact that probability amplitudes in Eq. (5) are
related to Boltzmann weights of Ising spin configurations,
it is possible to describe Z0, Z1, Z00, Z01, Z10 and Z11

according to quantities in the classical model. Hence, we
can interpret Z0 (Z1) as the sum of Boltzmann weights
of configurations in the classical Ising model, where the
product of two nearest-neighbor spins like S1 and S2 in
Fig. 2 which are attached to the ends of the ath edge be-
comes S1S2 = 1 (S1S2 = −1). With the same view, Z00,
Z01, Z10, and Z11 are the sum of Boltzmann weights of
configurations where spins of two edges like (S1, S2) and
(S3, S4) in Fig. 2 attached to the ends of ath and bth links
satisfy relations S1S2 = 1 and S3S4 = 1, S1S2 = 1 and
S3S4 = −1, S1S2 = −1 and S3S4 = 1, and S1S2 = −1
and S3S4 = −1, respectively. Interestingly, Z0/Z (Z1/Z)
is nothing more than the probability function in the clas-
sical Ising model when two nearest-neighbor spins have
the same (opposite) directions, and hereafter denoted by
Ps (Po). The same probability interpretation goes for
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FIG. 3. (Color online) (a) GE (global entanglement). (b) G̃E (generalized global entanglement) vs β (coupling) for different

system sizes. (c) The first-order derivative of G̃E with respect to β. The inset shows that the maximum diverges logarithmically

dG̃E/dβ|β=βm ≈ (0.836) lnN . (d) Convergence of βm to β∗. The estimation of y interception βm(N → ∞) ≈ 0.439. The inset
suggests that βm converges to β∗ with relation |β∗ − βm| ∼ N−0.56. All plots are obtained by numerical simulations of the 2D
classical Ising model. According to the quantum model, N is the total number of qubits, while in the classical model and hence
in the simulations N/2 is the total number of classical spins.

other quantities Z00/Z, Z01/Z, Z10/Z and Z11/Z and
henceforth identified as Pss, Pso, Pos and Poo, respec-
tively. For example, consider again two arbitrary edges a
and b; then Pss is the probability function when S1S2 = 1
and S3S4 = 1, while Pso is the probability function when
S1S2 = 1 and S3S4 = −1. After simple calculation, Eq.
(7) and Eq. (8) can be written as

GE = 2(1− P 2
s − P 2

o ), (14)

G̃E =
4

3
(1− 2

N(N − 1)

∑

(ij)

(P 2
ss+P 2

so+P 2
os+P 2

oo)). (15)

By considering the energy of link a, Ea = −S1S2, we can
write

〈Ea〉 = Po − Ps,

Ps + Po = 1,
(16)

where 〈Ea〉 is the expected energy of link a and the last
equation is the sum of the probabilities. By exploiting the

relation 〈Ea〉2 = 〈E〉2/N2, where 〈E〉 is the expectation
value of total energy, together with Eq. (16), GE can be
written as

GE = 1− 〈E〉2
N2

. (17)

In the same way, we can simplify G̃E. To this end, notice
that for two arbitrary edges a and b in the Ising model
we can write the following relations:

〈Ea〉 = Poo + Pos − Pso − Pss,

〈Eb〉 = Poo + Pso − Pos − Pss,

〈EaEb〉 = Pss − Pos − Pso + Poo,

Pss + Pso + Pos + Poo = 1.

(18)

Therefore, by using Eq. (15), G̃E can be written in the
following form:

G̃E = 1− 2

3

〈E〉2
N2

− 2

3N(N − 1)

∑

(ij)

〈EiEj〉2. (19)
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Equation (17) and Eq. (19) describe exact mappings

between GE, G̃E in the quantum model and internal en-
ergy, as well as energy-energy correlations in the classical
Ising model. In particular, if we calculate the derivative
of Eq. 17 with respect to β, we obtain

dGE

dβ
= −2

〈E〉
N2

d〈E〉
dβ

. (20)

d〈E〉/dβ is proportional to the heat capacity of a clas-
sical Ising model and therefore diverges at the critical
point. Accordingly, the first-order derivative of GE di-
verges at β∗ and consequently it can be regarded as a use-
ful indicator of quantum criticality for the model under
consideration. Considering such a mapping to classical
thermodynamic quantities, we are also able to numeri-

cally calculate GE and G̃E in the quantum model by
direct simulation of the classical Ising model.

We have plotted GE and G̃E vs β for several system
sizes. As shown in Fig. 3(a) and Fig. 3(b), both GE

and G̃E decrease as a function of β and in Fig. 3(c),

dG̃E/dβ peaks at βm. The inset in Fig. 3(c) shows

that the peak of |dG̃E/dβ| diverges logarithmically with

system size according to |dG̃E/dβ|β=βm ≈ κ lnN , where
κ ≈ 0.836. Figure 3(d) shows the convergence of βm to
β∗. The y-interception βm(∞) ≈ 0.439 is a reasonable
approximation of analytical result β∗ ≈ 0.441. The inset
in Fig. 3(d) points out that the convergence to β∗ has a
relation |β∗ − βm| ∼ N−γ with the exponent γ = 0.56.
It is useful to sum up the results before closing this

section. By exploiting the approach of quantum-classical

mapping we were able to show that GE and G̃E have
classical correspondence in terms of expected total en-
ergy and energy-energy correlations of the Ising model.

We find that both GE and G̃E are monotonic decreas-
ing functions of coupling with non-maximum value at
the critical point. Indeed, they have large values in the
topological phase where long-range entanglement exists.

However, GE and G̃E are sensitive to the critical point in
a sense that their first-order derivative diverges at β∗ in
the thermodynamic limit (peak at βm for finite system)
and hence they can be regarded as reasonable quanti-
ties to probe criticality. As a by-product, nonmaximality
of GE at the critical point in the absence of symmetry
breaking adds to the evidence that a connection between
symmetry breaking and GE may exist [17, 18, 23]. As
a next step, one might ask if there is another quantity
which peaks at the critical point of TQPT? The following
section aims to answer this question.

IV. CONDITIONAL GLOBAL

ENTANGLEMENT

As shown in the previous section, neither GE nor G̃E
peaks at the critical point but rather they are monotonic
functions of β. We conjecture that the combination of
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0

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.1

0 0.01 0.02

0.41

0.42

0.43
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FIG. 4. (Color online) Conditional global entanglement Q as
a function of β (coupling) for different system sizes, obtained
by numerical simulations of the classical Ising model. The
inset shows that βm(∞) = 0.439. The data for larger system
sizes coincide at the present resolution.

G̃E −GE removes the effect of long-range entanglement
in the topological phase. On the other hand, Since the

combination of G̃E−GE is still a multipartite entangle-
ment measure, we expect that it becomes maximum at

the critical point. However, G̃E − GE is a meaningful
quantity which we explain below.
In quantum information theory, a useful quantity

called quantum conditional entropy of a composite sys-
tem with two components A and B is obtained through

S(A|B) ≡ S(A,B)− S(B), (21)

where S(A,B) and S(B) are the von Neumann entropy
of the whole system and subsystem B, respectively. On

the other hand, as already mentioned, GE and G̃E have
been regarded as entropy functions or mean linear en-
tropy of one-qubit and two-qubit reduced density matri-
ces. Therefore, if we consider two qubits a and b as a

composite system, G̃E plays the role of the average of
S(A,B) and GE plays the role of the average of S(B).

In this way, the difference between G̃E and GE denoted
by Q is a quantity similar to the conditional entropy that
we call the conditional global entanglement:

Q(ρ̂) = G̃E(ρ̂)−GE(ρ̂)

=
1

3

〈E〉2
N2

− 2

3N(N − 1)

∑

(ij)

〈EiEj〉2.
(22)

We first seek to investigate the behavior of Q analyt-
ically. When T → ∞, there is no correlation between
spins in the Ising model, so 〈E〉 = 0 and 〈EiEj〉 = 0.
As a result Q = 0. While for T = 0, 〈E〉 = −N and
〈EiEj〉 = 1, and consequently Q becomes zero as well.
As shown by [58, 59] the energy-density-energy-density
correlation function of links i and j, with typical distance
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rij , near the critical point in the classical Ising model is

fEE(ǫ, rij) = 〈EiEj〉 − 〈Ei〉〈Ej〉 ≈
e−2ǫrij

r2ij
, (23)

where ǫ = (4/T )|T − Tc|/Tc is defined near the critical
temperature Tc. Recall that 〈E〉/N = 〈Ei〉. We expect
that the leading contribution to the summation in Eq.
(22) arises from typical rij ’s. Hence, by combining Eq.
(23) and Eq. (22), we can write Q as

Q ≈ 1

3
(
〈E〉2
N2

− 〈E〉4)
N4

)

− 2

3N(N − 1)

∑

(ij)

(
e−4ri,jǫ

r4ij
+ 2

e−2rijǫ

r2ij

〈E〉2
N2

).
(24)

Despite the first two terms of Eq. (24), which are con-
stant, leading terms in the summation decrease with the
increase of rij , such that in case rij → ∞, they become
zero. Near the critical point and for typical rij , these
terms vanish exponentially, while at the critical point
they decrease as power law but they are still relatively
small in comparison with constant terms. Hence we es-
timate Q in the thermodynamic limit as

Q ≈ 1

3
(
〈E〉2
N2

− 〈E〉4
N4

). (25)

By differentiating with respect to 〈E〉 we obtain

∂Q

∂〈E〉 = 0 −→ (
〈E〉
N

) ≈ 1√
2
. (26)

On the other hand, as shown by [60], the average total
energy per link for the 2D square Ising model at critical
point and in the thermodynamic limit is 1/

√
2, which is

in correspondence with the value obtained by Eq. (26).
This result shows that Q becomes maximum at criticality
with the value Q(Tc) = Qmax ≈ 0.083.
We then turn to numerical calculations in order to

support our analytical argument. We have shown our
results for different system sizes up to N = 3200 in
Fig. 4. Q reaches its maximum value, ≈ 0.082, near
criticality, which is in line with analytical approximation.
The inset shows the convergence of βm to β∗, where
βm(∞) ≈ 0.439.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

Quantum topological phases have attracted much at-
tention over the past two decades partly due to their

potential for memory resource in quantum computing.
The associated phase transition to such phases are also
quite interesting because they do not possess the usual
symmetry-breaking mechanism associated with the local
order parameter in standard critical phenomena. How-
ever, topological phase transitions are associated with
long-range correlations which underlie scaling properties
of critical phenomena. Multipartite entanglement has
been used by various authors to study and character-
ize many features of quantum phase transitions in the
past. Such studies are partly motivated by the picture
that, in the critical state, long-range correlations should
lead to a highly entangled state. We have therefore used
well-known multipartite measures of entanglement (GE

and G̃E) in order to characterize TQPT in a perturbed
Kitaev Toric code model. We have shown that the topo-
logical phase is a highly entangled state with a sharp
change (maximum first-order derivative) at the critical
point. The scaling properties show a logarithmic di-
vergence of entanglement susceptibility. This is similar
to finite-size studies of well-known models which exhibit
symmetry-breaking phase transitions. However, in the
present model, due to the exact mapping to the classical

counterpart [see Eq. (17)], GE and G̃E do not exhibit
maximum value at the phase-transition point in the ther-
modynamic limit. We have finally proposed a measure
based on quantum conditional entropy which is able to
show maximum value at the critical point. Whether (or
not) such a measure is able to exhibit maximum value
at the critical point in other models is an interesting av-
enue for future research. In particular, we notice that
the ground state of Toric code is a loop fluctuating state
and the nonlinear perturbation plays the role of a string
tension. Therefore, we expect that our conceptual ar-
guments can be extended to other string-net condensed
states [61] in the presence of the string tension even if
other forms of perturbation are used in the role of the
string tension. Further investigations are needed in or-
der to establish whether or not our expectation is met
with supporting results.
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