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O perational C lassi cation and Q uanti cation ofM ultipartite Entangled States
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W e formm alize and extend an operationalm ultipartite entanglem ent m easure introduced in T . R .

O liveira, G . Rigolin, and M . C. de O liveira, Phys.

Rev. A 73, 010305®R) (2006) through the

generalization of global entanglement (GE) [D.A.Meyer and N.R.W allach, J. M ath. Phys.

43, 4273 (2002)].

Contrarily to GE the m ain feature of this new measure lies in the fact that

we study the m ean linear entropy of all possble partitions of a m ultipartite system . This allow s
the construction of an operational m ultipartite entanglem ent m easure which is able to distinguish
am ong di erent m ultipartite entangled states that GE failed to discrin inate. Furthem ore, it is also
m axin um at the critical point of the Ising chain in a transverse m agnetic eld being thus abl to

detect a quantum phase transition.

PACS numbers: 03.67M n, 03.65Ud, 05.30.d
I. NTRODUCTION

Since Schrodinger’s sem inal paper 'E:] entanglem ent is
recognized to be at the heart of Quantum M echanics
@M ).Fora long tin e the study of entangled stateswas
restricted to the conceptual foundations of QM g, 3].
Since the last two decades, however, entanglem ent was
also recognized as a physical resource which can be used
to e ciently In plem ent inform ationaland com putational
tasks i_4]. T he understanding ofthe qualitative and quan-—
titative agoects of entanglem ent, therefore, naturally be-
cam e a fertile eld of research. N ow adays, entanglem ent
of bipartite states (@ jpint state of a quantum system
partitioned In two subsystem s A and B) is quite well
understood. G ood m easures of entanglem ent for these
system s are available, specially for qubits E]. On the
other hand entanglem ent of m ultipartite states (@ pint
state of a quantum system partitioned in m ore than
two subsystam s) cannot be understood through simple
extensions of the tools and m easures em ployed for bi-
partite entangled states. M ost of the tools available
to study bipartite states (eg. the Schm idt decom posi-
tion i_é]) are In generalnot useful for m ultipartite states.
Even a qualitative characterization of the m any possi-
bl multipartite entangled states M ES) is very com —
plkx sihce Por a given N -partitioned system there are
m any \kinds" of entanglem ent f_?:, :_d]. For exam ple, ket
Jiny = jai pd J iy p beaN -partite state
In which j;i, 1 1 p, is the ith subsystem state and
J iy p Iis the state describing the other N p subsys—
tem s. If j iy p is an entangled state then j i is called
a p—separable state [§ A fter discovering the value ofp
fora given m ultipartite state another com plication show s
up when we ocuson j iy p sihce its subsystem s can be
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entangled In several inequivalent ways. For exam ple, in
the case of three qubits there are two paradigm aticM E S
which cannot be converted to each other via local oper—
ations and classical com m unication (LOCC) f_'/.]. For four
qubits, nine di erent kinds of entanglem ent are possible,
which cannot be converted to each other via LOCC ﬁ_‘q’].
T hus after considerable work we still lack a deep under-
standing of M ES and new tools must be developed in
order to capture the essential features of genuine m uli-
partite entanglement M E).

Ourain in thispaper is to shed new light on the way
M E is characterized and quanti ed. W e intend to do this
by fom alizing and extendmg an operational M E m ea-—
sure introduced in Ref. flO W e em phasize that i isan
operational m easure In the sense that it is easily com —
putable, even for a m ultipartite state com posed ofm any
subsystem s. This new measure can be seen as an ex—
tension of the global entanglem ent and we call it, from
now on, the generalized glblal entanglkm ent: E G(n) . The
generalized global entanglem ent has several Jnterestmg
features, two of w hich were already explored in Ref. {10]
(1) In contrast to the globalentanglem ent m easure fll-
can identify genuine M ES and (i) i ismaximum at the
criticalpoint for the Ising chain in a transverse m agnetic

eld. Another in portant aspect of E g ®) is the fact that

it has an Intuitive physmlmterpretat:on . W e can relate
it to the linear entropy ofthe pure state being studied as
wellasw ith the purities ofthe reduced n-party states ob—
tained by tracing out the otherN  n subsystem s LlZ 33]

T his paper is organized as ©llows. In Sec. IT we for-
mally de ne E ®) and we extensively discuss a few in —
portant propertjes satis ed by the generalized globalen—
tangkment. In Sec. I} we caltulate E | ®) £ the most
representatives M ES. This gives us a good Intuition of

and illustrates is usefiilness. W e
also com pare E G(n) w ith other m easures available, high—
lighting them ain di erences and the advantages and dis-

advantages of each one. In the sam e section we use E G(Z)
to quantify the ground state m ultipartite entanglem ent

the m eaning of E .’
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of the one dimnension (1D ) Is:ng m odel In a transverse
m agnetic eld. Finally, in Sec. -N. we present our nal
rem arks.

II. GENERALIZED GLOBAL ENTANGLEMENT

G Iobal entanglement GE) was rstly introduced In
Ref. ll]: to quantify the M E contained in a chain of N
qubits. Latter i was dem onstrated [_lfl] to be equivalent
to them ean lnearentropy (LE) ofallsingle qubits in the
chain. T his connection between GE and LE considerably
sin pli ed the calculation of GE and also extended it to
system s of higher dim ensions. An intuitive, though not
so rigorous, way of understanding GE is to consider i
as quantifying the m ean entanglem ent between one sub—
system with the rest of the subsystem s. In this process
we are dividing a system of N com ponents into a sin—
gle subsystem and the remaining N 1 subsystems. W e
could, nevertheless, separate the system into two parti-
tion blocks, one containing L subsystem s and the other
oneN L {i6, 14]. There are many di erent ways to
construct a given \block". In Refs. {6, 14]a block ofL
subsystem s consisted ofthe rstL sucoessive subsystem s:
L = £S1;S2;S3;:::;S1 9. But any other possible combi-
nation of I subsystem s could be em ployed to construct
a block. W e m ay have, for instance, a block form ed by
the rstL odd subsystems: L = £S1;S3;Ss;:::;S21 1 9.
Tt is kegitim ate to com pute the LE of each one of these
possbl partitions. Roughly speaking this allow s us to
detect and quantify all possble types’ of entanglem ent
In a mulipartite pure state. T he generalized global en—
tanglem ent € én)) is de ned to take into acocount all of
those possb ke partitions ofa system com posed ofN sub-—
system s. Before we de ne E én) we highlight two of is
m ain In portant qualities: @) Lk isa relatively sin ple and
operationalm easure. Since it is based on LE it can be
easily evaluated and it is valid for any type ofm ultipar-
tite pure state (statesbelonging eitherto niteorin nie
din ension H ibert spaces); () Each class ofEG(n) is re—
lated to the m ixedness/purity of all possible n-partite

reduced density m atrices out ofa system com posed ofN
subsystem s, and thus it is not restricted to reduced den—
SJt‘y m at:aces of only one subsystem as the orighalGE
fll- -12. .13] This fact is helpful for the physical under—

standing ofE e

Follow ing the de nition ofE én) we m ove to the study
ofthe generalpropertiesofthisnew m easure relating i to
the m ixedness/purity of the various reduced density m a—
trices ofthe system . A fter that we particularize to qubits
focusing on the ability of the generalized globalentangle—
m ent to classify and quantify M ES.W e conclude this sec—
tion by presenting a variety ofexam ples, w hich clarify the
necessity of all the classes ofEG(n), ie.n= 1;2;3;:::,
to properly understand the m any facets of M ES.

A . Form alD e nition of the M easure

Consider a system S which is partitioned into N sub-
systemsS;, 1 i1 N .Let ji2 H bea quantum state
descrbing S and H the H ibert space of the whole sys—
Ean SihcewehaveN subsystems,H = H; N BE

; Hi,Inwhich H ; istheH ibert space associated w ith
Si Thedensﬂ:ymatmxofs is = jih jandwede ne
the generalized global entanglem ent [_1§'] as,

1 1 1
o) ~ 1 k1t X %

Hhi=1dp=d3+1d3=4+1
le

G mji;iiziidn 1); Q)
in 1=dn 241

w here all the param eters are natural numbers, n < N,
and

clN 1 _ (N—l)'
nl N n)la 1)!

is the de nition of the binom ial coe cient. Note that
the summ ation is over all ik ’s, w ith the restriction that
1 i < ip < 5 11 N 1. We also assum e
ip = 0. The function G is given as,

G (iii;dseitidn 1) = 41

where 5.4+ 1 9+ 4,;:::59+ 1, 1 15 obtained by tracing out all
the subsystem sbutSA = ij,Sj+ll;Sj+12;:. 7S5+ in 1g
and d= m infdin Sz ;din SAg Heredim S, and dim SA
are, respectively, the H ibert space din ension of the sub—
system S, and of is oomp]anentgA . In resume the
Index n is for the num ber of subsystem s in the A parti-

Jid+ 413+ foseidt i

tion and the Indexes i;;1y; ::53, 1 are the neighborhood
addressing for each of the involved subsystem s.



B . GeneralP roperties

Egs. (';I:) and é'_Z) are valid for any mulipartite pure
system , even system s describbed by continuous variables
(G aussian states for exam plk). The key concept behind
generalized global entanglem ent is the fact that i is
based on the linear entropy, which is an entanglem ent
m onotone easily calculated for the vast m a prity of pure
states. Thus, by its very de nition, E Gm) and G Inherit
all the properties satis ed by LE, including the crux of
allentanglem ent m onotones: non-increase under LOCC .

A nother im portant conocept of E G(n) and G is the in—
troduction of classes of m ultipartite entanglement M E)
labeled by the index n. Aswe will see, they are all re—
lated w ith the m any ways a m ultipartite state can be en—
tangled. M oreover, a genuine n-partite entangled state
m ust have non-zero EGm) and G's orallclassesn. Here
a genuine M E S m eans a m ultipartite pure entangled sys—
tem in which no pure state can be de ned to anyone of
its subsystem s. There is only one pure state describ—
ing the whole pint system . For three qubits, for in-
stance, the states S HZ1i= (1= 2)(P00i+ j11i) and
W i= (= 3)(POli+ P10i+ L00i) are genuine MES
but j i= (1= 2)(P0i+ j1i)Piisnot.

Let usnow explicitly show how the st classesofE én)
ook like. This will clarify the physical m eaning of the
m easure aswellasthe intuitive aspectswhich led usto ar-
rive a{; the generaland form alde nitionsgiven in Egs. @)
and ).

1. FirstClss:n=1

W henn= 1Egs. @')and {_Z)arethesame,
3
Tr §5; 0

and if we rem em ber the de nition of the linear entropy
fr the subsystem j [14,15],

d 2
EL(j)=d 1 1 Tr 5 3 @)
then Eq. (-';) can be w ritten as {_l-C_i]
W _ 1 ¥ _ .
Es = N Ep (5)=TEy (4)i: ©)

=1
In otherwords, E G(l) is sin ply them ean lnear entropy of
allthe subsystem sS5. W e should m ention that forqubits
d= 2),E G(l) was shown @-é‘] to_k?e exactly theM eyerand
W allach globalentanglem ent f11].

T he physical intuition behind the study of the m ean
linear entropies lies In the fact that the m ore a state isa

genuine M E S the m ore m ixed their reduced density m a—
trices should be. H owever, we should not lin it ourselves
to evaluating the reduced density m atrices of single sub-
system s Sy. W e can take either two, or three, .., orn
subsystem s and calculate their reduced density m atrices
and also calculate their m ean linear entropies. This is
the reason ofwhy we introduced the other classes ofgen—
eralized global entanglem ent.

2. Second Class: n = 2

Forn = 2 Egs. ('_]:) and {_2) are not identical anym ore,
being, nevertheless, entanglem ent m onotones:

1
E® ()= > % G @id); ©)
G N 1 r/r
=1
2 . 3
G ;i) d 47 ! NXMT 2 @)
jl) = —— r S
1 d 1 N il JiJt

=1

Now we dealw ith the reduced pint density m atrix for
subsystem s S5 and Si. 3 . The extra parameter i; is
Introduced to take acocount of the m any possble Yis-
tances’ between the two subsystem s. For nearest neigh—
bors i1 = 1, next-nearest neighbors i, = 2, and so forth.

N oticing that the Iinear entropy of the subsystem s S5
and S 44 3, by tracing out the rest ofthe other subsystem s
is given by

d 2
Ep ( 9;9+ i1)= ﬁ 1 Tr 359+ 4 7 8)
then Eq. (:_7:) can be written as,
1 b
G @2;4) = N & Er ( 55+ 1) = g (544 )1s
1,
9)
This in plies that Eq. 6'_6) is sin ply given by
@) 1 X7 . .
Eg ( )=N 1 oy (594 1)i= BBy (554 4 )15
=1
10)

w here the double brackets represent the averaging over
allpossble G 2;4),1 i N 1.

Looking at Egs. () and (10) we can easily interpret
E and G @;4). First, ket us dealwith G 2;4). We
assum e that all the subsystem s are organized In a linear
chain. (Thisassum ption sin pli esthe discussion in what
follows.) Ifwerememberthatl i N 1,whereN is
the num ber of subsystem s, Eq. ('_é) tellsus that G 2;1;)
isnothing but them ean linear entropy oftw o subsystem s
w ith the rest ofthe other subsystem s conditioned on that
these tw o subsystem s are i; lattice sites apart.



For concreteness, ket us explicitly w rite all the possible
G (2;1) Pora linearchain of ve subsystem s. SihceN = 5
we have 1 i ”4, which gives four G'’s pictorially
represented In Fig.idi:
1) G 2;1), which is the m ean linear entropy (LE) of
the llow ing pairs of subsystem s w ith the rest of
the chain: £(S1;S52);7 (52753)7 (S3754)7 (S4;Ss5)g;

(2) G (2;2),which isthem ean LE ofthe follow Ing pairs
of subsystem s: £(S1;S3); (S27S4); (S37S5)g;

B) G 2;3),which isthem ean LE ofthe ollow Ing pairs
of subsystem s: £(S1;54); (S27S5)g;

(4) G 2;4),which isthem ean LE ofthe ollow Ing pairs
of subsystem s: £(51;Ss)g.

m @ @ O @ o

S+ S
3 @@ & ®© @ o
S+ 5
(4) .&.
S+ S
Figure 1: A llcombinations of two elem ents out of ve.

Finally, Eq. {_l-g) show s that EG(Z) is the m ean linear

entropy of two subsystem s w ith the rest of the chain ir-
respective of the distance between the two subsystem s,
ie., it is the averaged sum m ation ofallthe (1)-(4) kinds
ofG 2;%4),1 i 4.

3. ThidClhss:n= 3

By settingn = 3 Egs. @) and 6'_2) becom e

o B 5 N1 N1
(] 1N 2)

L=1li=4+1

G (n;i1;10);

11)

and

Jid+ hiit L
12)

Eq. {14) dealsw ith reduced density m atrices ofthree sub—
system s: S5, S4+ 4, , and Sy4 3, . Therefore, G (3;i3;712) is
them ean linear entropy ofall three subsystem sw ith the
rest ofthe chain conditioned to that S+ 3, and S5y 3, are,
respectively, i and i, lattice sites apart from S5. Taking
the m ean of allpossble G (3;i;;1) we cbtain Eq. {_11:)
This is equivalent to averaging over all linear entropies
of three subsystem s irrespective of their distances. A -
though we do not explicitly w rite them here, sim ilar ex—
pressions as those given by Egs. (.'_Q) and (_1-9') can be ob—
tained for this class.

A gain, aswe did for the second class, it is explanatory
to analyze In detailstheN = S5 case.Now 1 1 < I
4. Thistinewe have six G's (See Fjg.:;i):

1) G (3;1;2),which isthem ean linearentropy (LE) of
the follow ing triples of subsystem s w ith the rest of
the chain: £(51752753)7 (527/53754)7 (S37S47S5)g;

(2) G (3;1;3), which is the mean LE of the ollow Ing
tt:lp]es OfSUbSYStH'ﬂ S: f(Sl;Sg;S4);(Sg;S3;S5)g;

(3) G (37;1;4), which is the mean LE of the follow ing
triples of subsystem s: £(51;5,;S5)9;

(4) G (3;2;3), which is the mean LE of the ollow Ing
tt:lp]es OfSUbSYStH'ﬂ S: f(Sl;S3;S4);(Sg;S4;S5)g;

() G (3;2;4), which is the mean LE of the follow ing
triples of subsystem s: £(51;53;S5)9;

6) G (3;3;4), which is the mean LE of the Pllow ing
triples of subsystem s: £(51;54;S5)g.

$+5+5, S+5+5
He ®© © ®© o »veo e o o o
t t #t t t R SR
S, +S, +S, S, +S,+ S S +5+5
S+5+§
2@® @ ®© ®© ® vHe e o o o
S A t t !
S, +S, +S, S +5+5

e @ ®© ®© ® v © o o o
! ! ! ! ! !
S +S, +S S +S+S

Figure 2: A llcombinations of three elem ents out of ve.



4., Higher Classes:n 4

Rem embering that n < N , higher classesn ofEG(n) ()
only m ake sense for system s such that N n+ 1 sub-
system s. The higher a class n the greater the num ber
of G ’s necessary for the com putation ofE g ) (). Thisis
a satisfactory property we should expect fnom a useful
m ultipartite entanglem ent m easure since as we increase
the num ber of partitions ofa system we increase the way
it m ay be entangled [/i -é]

Ifwe emply thede nition of LE forn subsystem sout
ofa totalofN ,

d h i
2
Ev (gupgrs, 1) = a 1 1 Tr 5.4 , o+ 13
we can write Egs. (';i) and (:1:) respectively as
G Mjiz;iiidn 1) = ML (5905050 14)
EM () = HEL (530 4505 2 )il (15)

In Eq. C_l-fi) the single pair of brackets h i represents the
averaging overallpossible con gurationsofn subsystem s
in which subsystem S5, ; isix lattice sites apart from S5.
Herel < k< n 1. Fially, the double brackets hh ii
is the average of the linear entropy ofn subsystem s over
all possble com binations (distances) In which they can
be arranged.

W e should mention at this point that E ®) and G

are m ore general than the block entanglem ent E B(n) ) as

presented in Refs. {L6, 17, 19]. By block entangkm ent
it is understood that we divide a set of N subsystem s
£S1;S2;:::;Sy g In two blocks, A, = £S1;S,;:::;5,9
and By n = fSn+1;Sn+27:::; SN g, and calculate the
linear or von Neum ann entropy between blocks A, and
By n - In the language of generalized global entangle—
m ent, block entanglem ent for a translational sym m etric
State is sin ply
Em) G m;ii=1;ip=1;:::;3 1 = 1);

which is only one of themany G’s we can de ne. The
maln di erence between these two m easures lies in the
fact that we allow allpossible com binations ofn subsys—
tem s out ofN to represent a possible block’. C ontrarily
to block entanglem ent, here there exists no restriction
onto the subsystem s belonging to a given block’ to be
nearest neighbors. They lie anywhere in the system ’s
dom ain.

C . Particular P roperties for Q ubits

A though Egs. (:!:) and ('@:) are de ned for Hibert
spaces of arbitrary dinm ensions we now focus on some
properties of E G(n) and G Prqubits. There aretwom ain
reasons for studying qubits in detail. F irstly, they are rec—
ognized as a key concept for quantum inform ation theory

and secondly, the sim plest m ultipartite states are con—
structed em ploying qubits.

Let = jih jbe the density matrix ofa N qubit
system and 3 = Try( ) the reduced density m atrix of
subsystem S5, which is obtained by tracing out all sub-
system sbut S5. A generalone qubit density m atrix can
be w ritten as

1
j=Tr§()=§ Py 57 (16)

w here the coe cients are given by

p;=Tr 45 3 =hjyJi @a7)

Here  is the Paulimatrix acting on the site j, =
0;%;v;z, where © is the identity m atrix of din ension
two, and py isreal. Since 5 isnomalizedpp = 1. Using
Egs. {16) and {I'l) we obtain

1+hif#+h i+ h i @18)

H
o]

I
N -

This last result In plies that Eq. (-'_3.") can be w ritten as

1 ¥

G N
=1

hx12+hyl+h l : 19)

O ne interesting situation occurswhen we have transla-
tional invariant states . (T he Isihg m odelground state
for exam ple.) In this soenanoh ;i=h 1brany iand
j. Therefore, Eq. C19) becom es

E =1 hgfi2 h-‘j/iz h§iz; 20)

which is related to the totalm agnetjzatjonM ofthe sys-
tem, ¥ F= N @ *#+h Y#+h 22),byE D =1 AL,
By tracing out a]lsubsysten sbut S; and Sy we obtain
the two qubit reduced densiy m atrix
1X
5= Trg()=7 Py & g @1)

w here

pij=Tr i jij =hji le: (22)
Eqg. {21 Jsthemostgeneralwaytorepresenta‘cﬂo—qubzt
state and togetherw ith Eq. @2 ) In ply that

lX
Tr 2. =2 h. .i: 23)

Rem ark that in Eq. £3) the trace of #; isthe sum ofall
one and tw o-point correlation fiinctions. M oreover, since
EZ and G (2;i1) depend on Eq. {£3), we nd in these
entanglem ent m easures both diagonal and o -diagonal
correlation functions.



A gain it is instructive to study translationalsym m etric
states in which Py = Py rany and .U sing this
assum ption In Eqg. ("}) we get

x Y 22
+h ey L

2
GE;y) = 1 3 h%‘iz+hy.iz+h

X X
1+h 3+ 4

?=2 24)

X z Yy z
+hj jJri1+hj ST,

+hy ¥, #=2+h?%?

4t j J+4

i?=2

N ote that the previous formula is not valid for N 3.
ForN = 2 only Eél) isde ned and or N = 3 we have
d= minfdin S, ;din §Ag= 2 and not d = 4, the value
ofd forallN 4. Now ifwe compare G (2;i1) wih the
concurrence (@ bipartite entang]ag_egt m onotone), aswe
do for the Ising m odel In Sec. :_D_I_B:, we will note that
w hile the concurrence does not depend on any onepoint
and on any o -diagonal two-point correlation fiinction
0, 211G ;1) does.

D. W hy DoW eN eed H igher C lasses?

The simple fact that di erent types of entanglem ent
appear as we increase the number gf gubjts (or equiv—
alently the num ber of subsystem s) [j, -_é] Indicates that
the various classes here introduced m ay be usefilto clas—
sify and quantify the m any facets of M E . For exam ple,
the rstclassE él) doesnot su ce to unequivocally quan—
tify M ES.A though it ism axin alforG reenbergerH ome-
Zeilinger GHZ) states P4] it is also m axin al ra state
which is not a MES, as we now dem onstrate. Let us
com pute E G(l) for three paradigm atic m ultipartite states.
The rstoneisthe GHZ state:

. 1 « N + N
FHZyi= p= Pit o+ i 5)

where Pi¥ and Ji ¥ represent, respectively, N tensor
products of the states Pi and jli. The GHZ state is a
genuine M E S since by m easuring only one of the qubits
In the standard basiswe know exactly the resuls of the
otherN 1 qubits. Furthem ore, tracing out any one of
the qubits we obtain a separable state. A direct calcula—
tion givesE . GH Zy)= 1.

The second state we shall analyze is given by a ten-
sor product ofN =2 E instein-P odolsky-Rosen (EPR) Bell
states [14]:

FPRyi= 3’1 'i=37i 7 @e)

where § "i= (1=p5) (POi+ J1i). For de niteness, we
chose one speci ¢ Bell state. However, the resuls here
derived are quite general and valid for any N =2 tensor
products of Bell states. This state is obviously not a
genuineM ES.Only thepairsofqubits 23 1;27),where
j = 1;2;u3N , are entangled. Neverthelss, we again
obtain E ' @ PRy ) = 1. This Jast result illustrates that

(1) beingm axim alisnot a su cient condition to detect

genumeMES.Note that EG = for both the GH Zy and

EPRy states are independent of the num ber of qubits
N in the chain.
The last state we consider is the W state {{]. It is
de ned as,
1 X
iy i= p? P00 5 1 0001: 27)

=1

The state 00 5 1
In which the j-th qubit is ji and all the others are Pi.
Asshown nRef 1, E’ @y)= 40 1)=N%.Note
thatE g w depends on N and at the them odynam ic 1im it

w ! 1)wehaveE (WN)=O For three qubis,
the W state was shown H to be a genuine M ES not
convertible via LOCC to a GHZ state.

T he com putation ofE éZ) and G (2;1) givedi erent val-
ues for each of those states. Rem ark that orN = 2 the
previous functions are not de ned and that orN = 3
EX = G @;1) = 1. Tabkel showsE and G 2;1) for
the statesGH Zy ;EPRy ,and W y . W e should m ention
that due to translational symm etry, G (2;1) and EG(Z) are
dentical for the statesGH Zy and W y . It is interesting

Tabl I: The third and furth colum ns give G (2;1) and E o’
for the three states listed in the st coumn when N > 3
The second coumn gives E ) fyr llN . Contrary to Eél)

we seethat G (2;1) and E ¢ (2) distinguish the three states from

each other.
BV G (2;1) B
GH Zy 1 % %
N 2 ON )N 2)
EP Ry 1 200 1) 20 1)2
4N 1) lew 2) lew 2)
W N 2 3N 2 3N 2

to note that depending on the value ofN , tl"l'e states are
di erently classi ed through G 2;1). Fig. & illustrates
the behaviorofG (2;1) forthose three paradigm atic state

as we vary N . A sin ilar behavior is observed for E g @

Fig. -4) In this case, however, EP Ry Jsthemosten—
tangled state for long chains. T he reason for this lies in

the de nition ofEéZ) . Forthe EPRy state, G ;1) =
1forany 1 2. Therebre, sihce E L is cbtained av—
eraging over allG (2;1), for Iong chains G (2;1) does not
contrbute much and E @y,

W e also calculated theva]uesofE _G( ,and G (2;1)
at the them odynam ic lin Jt See Tab -I[ Thus even at

the therm odynam ic lim tE G and G (2;1) distinguish the
three states. T he ordering of the states, nevertheless, is

di erent. Again this is related to the de nition of E g @

0001 represents a N qubit state
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Figure 3: (Coloronline) Herewe show G (2;1) as a function
of the num ber of qubits N for the statesGH Zy ,EP Ry and
Wy . Note that only when N = 4 we have two states with
the sam e entanglem ent. Furthem ore, for 4 N 8, Wy
ism ore entangled than EP Ry . This ordering is changed for
N 9.

o (}——O——*O**O**07*0**0**07*07*07\
o—0—

o
08~

B<KD7I:I7D7D7D7D7DfoDfoDfoDfo

0,6 K

S
T o
w

04

—~,
A\
A\
A\A\A\A
s,

0,2

0,0

Figure 4: (Color online) Here we show Eéz) as a function
ofN . Again, only when N = 4 we have two states w ith the
sam e entanglem ent. M oreover, for N 4, EPRy isthemost
entangled state.

Tabk II: E ., G 2;1),and E *' at the them odynam ic lin it.
N1 E G (2;1) E Y
GH Zy 1 2=3 2=3
EPRy 1 1=2 1
Wy 0 0 0

and is due to the contrbution of G 2;1), 1
caloulation of E ) €PRy ).

2, In the

Besides a m easure of multipartite entanglem ent be—
Ing abl to distinguish di erent kinds of states it should
not di erentiate states that essentially contain the sam e
am ount of entanglem ent. For exam ple, ket us consider

the follow ng state,
. o+
Liz]) 134
1
=3 (Piy P Pis Pig + Pi P JizJdy
+ i i Pis Piy + 314 Jdp Jdz Ly ) :(28)

T his state describes a pair of EPR states where subsys—
tem S; isentangled wih S, and Ss3 Jsentang]edwﬂ:h Sy.
Consider now the state de ned as f23]

EPRi= 37

mi= %(:Dil Piz Pis Pig + Pig Jip Pis iy
+ 34 Pio i Piy + JLdg Jdp iz 3lde)
— (DR Pis PP+ Dis D T s
+ 34 P P Pig + JLdg Jis i Jlde)
= 3 T d33 " ioai 9)

which is also a pair of EPR states. This tin e, however,
subsystem S; is entangled with S3; and subsystem S,

is entanglked with S, (See Fig. §). Although di erent
Alice . Bob Alice . Bob

EPR, 9

Figure 5:
and (o) g1 .

P ictorial representations of the states @) EPR»

pairs of subsystem s are entangled in these two di er-
ent states, their am ount of entanglem ent is the sam e:
there are two EPR states In both cases. This fact is
captured by the entanglem ent m easures here introduced,
ie. ESMNEPR,) = £ (). The block entanglkem ent,
nevertheless, does not alw ays give the sam e value for the
tw o states above (see Tab. :_D-;t) . This exam ple illustrates

Table ITI: Com parison between EG(n) G (2;1), and EB(n)

(1) (2) 1) (2)

Eq Eq G (2;1) E, E,
EPR; 1 7=9 1=3 1 0
g1 1 7=9 1-3 1 1

that the block entanglem ent, as its nam e suggests, quan—
ti esonly the entanglem ent of partition A (sites 1 and 2)

w ith partition B (sites 3 and 4). T he generalized global
entanglem ent E G(n ) , how ever, quanti esthe am ount ofen—
tanglem ent of a state ndependently on the way it is dis—
trbbuted am ong the subsystem s. W e can go further and



show the in portance of using higher classes E G(n) to cor-
rectly quantify the entanglem ent of a m ultipartite state
no m atter how the entanglem ent is distributed am ong
the subsystem s. For exam ple, consider the state

HTHZY i= $HZy 1" ; (30)

w here the Integer M 1 represents how m any tensor
products of GH Zy we have. Restricting oursslves to
N = 3andM = 2weget,

HHZ2 _ (P00i+ GL114) pl—z (P001i+ JL114)

I\)’TF'_‘

1
= 5 (D00000i+ POOILLi+ J11000i
+3111114): 31)

Here, subsystem sS;, S, ,and S3 om a genuineM ES and
S4,Ss,and Ss anotherone. ForthisstateE ' GH 22) =
0. If we Interchange the second qubi (S;) wih the fth
one (Ss) we obtain the follow ing state:

1
¥ H G%i = 2 (PO0000i+ 10101i+ J01010i
+91111114): (32)
Now subsystems S;, S3, and Ss form a ger}ujne MES
and S, S4, and Sg another one (See Fig. -_é). Those
Alice Bob Alice Bob
s es | e e
@ S, S ()
S| S ®ss | @s
GHZ3 ZHG2
Figure 6: (Color online) P ictorial representations of the

states (@) GH Z2 and () ZH G2.

tw o states have the sam e am ount of entanglem ent, i. e.
two GHZ states. H ow ever, the com putation of the block
entanglm ent gives E,° ZH G2) = 6=76 B, GHZz?2).
Had we em ployed the generalized global entanglem ent
wewould have cbtained E ' GH 2%) = E @H G2) in-

stead. In generalwe have E ") GH 22) 6 En ZHG?)

andE. GHZz2)=ES @HG2). Therefore, ifwe want
to study the am ount of entanglem ent of a m ultipartite
state, Independently on how it is distridbuted am ong the
subsystem s, we should em ploy E Gm) Instead ofE Bm) , sihce
the later fumishes only the am ount of entanglem ent be-
tween a particular two block-partition in which the sys—
tem can be divided.

III. USEFULNESS OF THE GENERALIZED
GLOBAL ENTANGLEMENT

In this section we present two exam ples in which we
explore the ability of EG(n) and the auxiliary m easure
G m;ig;ip;eie;iy 1) to quantify multipartite entangle—
ment. The rstexampl dealswith a nie chann of our
qubits. W e show that E ) together with G (2;1) allow
us to correctly identify M ES.M oreover, com paring the
valies 0of G (2;i1) for allthe M ES here presented we are
kd to a practical de nition of what is a genuine M ES.
In the second exam ple we nvestigate the entanglem ent
properties of the Ising m odel ground state. W e show
that E G(Z) and G (2;1) are m axin al at the critical point
and we analyze w hat correlation functions are responsible
for this behavior of the generalized global entanglem ent.
T he results herein presented suggest that the long range
correlations in the critical point for the Ising m odel are

related to genuine M ES.

A . Finite Chains

Let us now focus on the sim plest non-trivial spin-1/2
chain, i. e. stateswith N = 4 qubits, by studying the
entanglem ent properties of four genuine M ES @-é_}‘, 2-5]
T_he rst one @-4_:] is the fam ous four qubit GHZ state
b4,

1
HHZai= Jai= p= (PO00L+ 1) ; 33)

Qualitative and quantitative features of this state were
already discussed in Sec. IID,. A direct calulation gives
Eq’ (1) = LES (1) = G @ih) (1) = 2=3; where
i = 1;2;3. The second state QZ_I] is w ritten as,

1 P-
j2i= Pz 23111i+ J000i+ PLOOi+ POL0i

+ $0011) = (34)

Calculating its rst and second order generalized global
entanglem ent we obtain EGm( 2) = l;EG(;Z)( 2) =
G 2;41) ( 2) = 8=9: Note that as well as j ;i this
state is a translational symm etric state. M oreover,
G @;i)( 2) G ;1) ( 1). This last result will tum
out to be very usefiil in constructing an operational def-
inition ofM ES. T he third state P4] is given as,

1
j si= - (Ul11i+ J100i+ POI0i+ POOLD):  (39)

Since this state is not translational symm etric, G (2;13)
are not allequal. A fter a straightforw ard calculation we
ocbtain Eg” ( 3) = LiBy ( 3) = 25=27;G ;1) ( 3) =
7=9;G 2;2) ( 3) = G 2;3) ( 3) = 1l:Agann we should
notethat G 2;4)( 3) G ;i) ( 1).

T hese three states have in comm on a few rem arkable
properties [_Z-Z_I]: @) The localdensity operator describing



each qubit isthem axin ally m ixed state (1=2)L, ,where I,
isthe2 2 identity m atrix, thusexplainingwhy E ]
for allofthem . (o) The two—and th_ree—qublts reduced
operators do not have any k-tangle Q@], k= 2;3. This
em phasizes that they allare genuine M ES, i. e. there is
no paimw ise or triplew ise entanglem ent. (c) T hey cannot
be transform ed into one another by LOCC .
W e shall consider a fourth state,
ji= PO111

1
B (Po00: P101i+ P110i

+4001i+ §010i+ §L100i+ 111i); (36)

recently introduced and extensively studied in Ref. R5].
The main feature of this state lies in is usefilness to
teleport an arbitrary two-qubit state. Em ploying this
task can be accom plished either from subsystem s S; and
S, to S3 and Sy or from S1 and S3 to Sy and Sq. The
usual channel (wo Bell states) used to teleport an ar-
bitrary two-qubit state f_Z-Zj, ?j] can teleport two qubits
only from a speci c location to another one: from S;
and S, to S3 and S, Pr exampl. In addiion state
j 1 has a hybrid behavior in the sense that i resem -
bles both the GH Z and W states f_2-§] Tracing out
any one of the qubits the rem aining reduced density m a—
trix hasm axin alentropy, a characteristic ofthe GH Z
state. However, hasa non-zero negativity 128 betw een
one qubit and the other two {25 a property of the W

state. By calculating the generalized globalentanglem ent

we obtain E. () = LES () = 23=27;G (2;1) () =
8=9;G (2;2) ()= 1;G (2;3) ( )= 2=3:Again we see that
rally wehave G ;i) () G @iir)( 1).

W e have grouped In Tab. :;‘LE{: the entanglem ent calcu—
lated for the previous four states. It is clear then that

Table IV : Calculated values of E én) and G (2;11) for the gen-
uineM ES shown in Sec. [ITA| and or the EP R, state.

1) (2)

E . E . G ;1) G (2;2) G (2;3)
EPR, 1 7=9  0:778 1=3 1 1
1 1 2=3 0667 2=3 2=3 2=3
2 1 8=9 0889 8=9 8=9 8=9
3 1 25=27 0926  7=9 1 1
1 23=27 0852  8=9 1 2=3

EG(l) cannot be considered as the last word conceming

the quanti cation and classi cation of M ES.A glinpse
of the rst column in Tab. -_N_: show s that all the ve
states]jstedhaveEél = 1,even the EP R, state, an ob—

vious non-genuineM E S. T herefore, since E G(l) = 1 isnot
usefiil to classify di erent genuine M ES or to correctly
dentify them we are com pelled to go fiirther and study
the higher classes of the generalized globalentanglem ent
In order to achieve such a goal. Tuming our attention to

EG(Z) we see that it isdi erent forall the ve states listed

In Tab. :IV., inplying that E @ can distinguish am ong

the ve states. According to E @ the most entang]ed

state is 3, which was shown tobeagenumeM ES t24]

M oreover, im portant clues for the understanding of
what kind of entanglem ent is present in a given m uli-
partite state are also availble In G 2;4), 4 = 1;2;3.
A ctually, these auxiliary entanglem ent m easures give us
a more detailed view of the types of entanglem ent a
state has than E @ since the latter is an average over

allG 2;i;). For examp]e ifwe relied only on E g @ to
decide whether or not a state is a genuine M ES we
would arrive at a wrong answer. This point is clearly
dem onstrated if we compare E @ brthe states EP R,
and . GH Z4) Lookmg at Tab. W. we see that

(EPR2)>E ( 1), where EPR, anotagenume
M ES T he averaging process, as explained in Sec. :]IDn,
is responsble for this relatively high value of E 2 for
the state EP R, . Rem ark that ﬁ)rtranslatJonalsymm et—
ric states EG(Z) and G (2;i;) are equivalent to detect a
genuine M ES. However, if we analyze all the G (2;1)
term s we are ablk to detect a comm on characteristic
shared only by the genuineM ES:or and alli; wehave
G ;1) ( 55 ) G 2;11) GH Z4) = 2=3. This suggests
the follow ng operationalde nition ofa genuineM ES:

De nition 1 Let ji ke a pure state describing four
qubits. IfG (1) = 1 and G @2;41)() G 2;11)GH Z,4) =
2=3,1 = 1;2;3, then jiisa genuineMES.

B esidesbeing practical, D e nition :g.' hasa sin plephys-
ical interpretation ifwe rem emberthat E éZ) and G 2;1;)
are constructed in term s ofthe linear entropy of any two
qubitsw ith the rest ofthe chain. N oticing that the linear
entropy is related to the purities ofthe tw o-qubit reduced
density m atrices, the de nition above establishes an up—
per bound for all the twoqubi purities ofa MES. In
other words, if all the two-qubit puriies are below this
upper bound the N qubit state can be considered a gen—
uneMES {29 Furthem ore, this upper bound was cho—
sen to be that ofthe GH Z state, which is undoubtedly
agenuineM ES.

Rem ark also that since G (2;1;) is a m onotonically de—
creasing function of the purities, an upper bound for the
purities in plies a lower bound for the value of G (2;1)
(cf. De nition :14') . W e can easily generalize this de ni-
tion to N qubits if we express i in tem s of alln—qubit
purities 0 < N ):

D e nition 2 A pure state of N qubits j i is a genuine
MES if

Tr 2 = 1=2;
2
1

Tr



where
Sk = TOnms Gih 37
12;:m = IO, (FHZy IGH Zy J;
and
1 h Ny

1 Hh<k N;

1 j1<j2<

N ote that as we increase the size of the chain we need
to calculate m ore and m ore pqutjes. Take for nstance
the state GH Z% given by Eq. (31). A direct calculation

gives Tr(3) = 1=2 for 1 o 6, Tr(3,) = 1=4,
and Tr( i ;) = 1=2 Pralll 1< 1 6 but
(17%) = @G;4). Hence, if we restricted D e nition oA

Just to the one—and tw oqubits reduced densiy m atrices
we would erroneously conclude that GH Z32 is a genuine
M ES. Extending, however, the de niion to all possbl
reduced density m atrjoeswecan detect thatGH 72 isnot
a genuine M ES shce Tr( ? 2;3) = 1, a clear violation of
D e nition d

W eend this section rem arking thatD e nition :E:jsoom -
plktely de ned only for nite chains. For in nite chains
N ! 1) one would have to calculate all G ;i ;i)
(@nd G (n;i;35:::53 1)) to completely characterize a
genuine n-partite entangled state. Finally, the previ-
ous de nition does not mmply that all genuine MES

2 _ 2 —
must have Tr 5 1=2, Tr 559+ 1 1=2, :::,

2
Tr St spmgr e o

condition for a state to be a genuineM ES.

1=2. It is thus only a su clent

B. In nite Chains

Currently there is an increasing interest on the rela—
tion between entanglem ent and Q uantum Phase Tran—
SJtJons occurring in in nite spin chains [16: E7| :30 :3L
'35 .36 .3]' . For spin chains presenting a second order
quantum phase transition QP T) the correlation length
goes to In nity at the critical point, thus suggesting in—
teresting entanglem ent properties for the ground state
of such m odels. Particularly interesting is the 1D Ising
m odel B3], w hich istranslationally nvariant and presents
a ferrom agneticparam agneticQPT . Aswe have seen In
Sec. II, the generalized globalentanglem ent iseasily eval-
uated for a system w ith translational sym m etry. In this
perspective, for the 1D Ising m odel ground state, here
we compute G (1), which is shown to behave sin flarly to
the von Neum ann entropy calculated in Ref. [_3@], and
G (2;1) for som e values of i; .
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The 1D Isihgm odelw ith a transversem agnetic eld is
given by the H am iltonian

by byl
H = A i (37)
This m odel has a symm etry under a global rotation of
180 over the z axis ( * ! *) which dem ands that
h *i= 0. However aswe decrease them agnetic eld, in—
creasing , thissymm etry is spontaneously broken (in the
them odynam ic lim i) and we can have a ferrom agnetic
phasswih h *i6 0. Thisphase transition occurs at the
critical point = . = 1 where the gap vanishes and
the correlation length goes to n nity. T his transition is
nam ed quantum phase transition since it takes place at
zero tem perature and hasm any of the characteristics of
a second order therm odynam ic phase transition: phase
transitions where the second derivative ofthe free energy
diverges or is not continuous. It is worth noting that
In the them odynam ic lim it for > 1 the ground state
is two-fold degenerated. T hese two states have opposite
m agnetization. Here we will use the broken symm etric
state for > 1 and not a superposition of the two degen—
erated states, which is also a ground state but unstable.
For a m ore detailed discussion see Refs. [_37@,:_3721]

Now, ket us explain how we can evaluate G (1) and
G 2;1;) Por the one din ensional Ising m odel. W e need,
then, the reduced density m atrix oftwo spins, which isa
4 4 matrix and can be w ritten as

1X
=Ty ()=~ Py 4 5t (38)

T he coe clients are given by

pij =Tr i3 13 :hi ji; (39)
and, asusual, T ry is the partialtrace over all degrees of
freedom except the spinsat sitesiand j, ; isthePaull
matrix acting on the site i, ; = 0;x;y;z where 0 is
the identity m atrix, and the coe cientsp 5y are real.

Eqg. 639 show s that allwe need are the two-point soin
correlation functions which, in principle, are at m ost 16.
T his num ber can be reduced using the sym m etries of the
Ham itonian {37). The transhtional symm etry in plies
that jj dependsonly on thedistance i Jjj= n between
the soins so that we have Py =p, andp, =p, Al
these symm etries in ply that the only non—zero correla—
tion fiinctions are: P p0x — pxo — px’pOz — pZO — pz’
and pi? = pi*.

First, et us show the diagonal correlation functions
and the m agnet:zat:ons, which were already calculated
In Ref. BS For periodic boundary condiions and an
In nite chain we have:

g( 1) g2 g( n)
g©) g( 1) g( n+ 1)
h¥ ¥, i= ] ) ; (40)
g 2) g 3) g( 1)



g@) gl) g( n+ 2)
ge) g g( n+ 3)
hY¥,i= ;@
gn) g 1) g@)
hfi,i=h gmn)g( n); (42)
h *i= g (0); 43)
and
h *i= 0; ! 44
1= a 2y1=8. 5 17/ (44)
w ith
gn)=10)+ 1@+ 1); 45)
and
17 (n)
n
1n)= — dk (2::os : 46)
0 1+ + 2 cosk)
W earenow left w ith the evaluation of pX* = pZ*. This

calculation wasm ade in Ref. @é‘] w here the authors ob—
tained the o -diagonal, tin e and tem perature dependent,
soin correlation finctions. In the param agnetic phase
( 1) the ground state has the sam e sym m etries of
the Ham iltonian which leads to pf? = 0. For the ferro-
m agnetic phase ( > 1) an explicit evaluation leaves us
w ith an expression In term s of intricate com plex integrals
which are not straightforward to com pute. For this rea—
son we will use bounds for this o -diagonal correlation
function.

W e can obtain an upper and lower bound for this cor-
relation function by in posing the positivity of the eigen—
values of the reduced density operator ;5. For the Ising
m odel these bounds result to be very tight aswe can see
In Fig. :_"2, and depend on n. In Ref. {_lC_i] som e of the re—
sults here discussed were presented using zero as a lower
bound. It is worth m entioning that since both G (1) and
G (2;11) are decreasing functions of the square of the cor—
relation functions, a lower (upper) bound for the latter
In plies an upper (lower) bound for the formm er.

Since we have all the correlation functions at hand we
proceed w ith the calculations of G (1) and G (2;i). Re—
m em bering that for the Isihgm odelpY = 0 Eqg. C_Z-(_i) can
be w ritten as

GM=1 ©)* ) @
A s we have already shown G (1) is the m ean linear en-
tropy of one spin which, due to transhtional sym m etry,
is equalto the linear entropy of any spin of the chain. A

0.3

pyr 02

0.1

11

Upper Bound
Lower Bound

Figure 7: (Color online) Bounds forp;” obtained by in pos—
ing the positivity of the eigenvalues of the reduced density
operator jj.

sim ilar related analysiswasdone by O soome and N ielsen
BO] for the von Neum ann entropy instead of the linear
entropy. AswellasG (1), see Fig. -§ the von N eum ann
entropy is m axin al at the critical point [_39] At that
tim e O sbome and N felsen did not give m uch in portance
to this result since they suspected that the von N eum ann
entropy of one spin with the rest of the chain does not
m easure genuineM E S.H owever, for a translational sym —
m etric state it is a reasonable good indication of genuine
ME as we have shown in previous sections. W e have
explicitly studied the linear entropy but the sam e results
apply to the von Neum ann entropy. W e have adopted
the form er m ainly due to its sin plicity and relation to
the M eyer and W allach globalentanglkm ent [11]).

Analyzing Eq. @7) we can understand why G (1) is
maxin al at the critical point ( = 1). As we explain
In what llows, it ish *1i the m aln resoonsble for this
behavior of G (1). For 1l wehave h ¥*i= 0. After
the critical point, however, h *i6 0. M oreover, for >
1 Eqg. @4_1) tells us that h *i is a m onotonic increasing
function of and thath *i! las ! 1 . Therefore,
sinceh *1isnegligbl for large valuesof and h *i 1
(See F ig. :_8) we must have G (1) approaching zero after
the critical point.
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Figure 8: (Color online) M agnetizations p* = h *i (bla-
ck/dashed line) and p* = h *i (red/solid line) as a function

of



W e now ana]yzeG (2;11). Using the Ising m odel sym —
metriesEq. d24 ) reads,

G @in)=1 20°)%+ 20°)° + 25%)%+

4o+ )’ 8)
W ith Eqg. @-@') we can evaluate G 2;n) forany value ofn.
In Fig. -'_9 wehave plotted G (1) and thebonds forG 2;1).
W e can see that both G (1) and G (2;1) arem axinum at
the critical pont = 1. Notice that the bounds are
very tight and can barely be distinguished just In a small
region for & 1. Furthem ore, G (2;1) isalways am aller
than G (1), oont:nary to what was obtained usihg zero as
a lower bound hO Aswellas In the case of G (1) we
can see that the reason orG (2;1) being m axin alat the
criticalpoint is due to the behaviorofh *1i since it isthe
only function in Eq. C4§) that does not change an oothly
as we cross the critical point (see F ig. :L(] for the other
correlation fiinctions).

0.6

0.5

0.4

G 03

0.2

0.1

Figure 9: (Color online) G (1) (red/dashed line) and the
bounds for G 2,1) (lack/solid lines). Note that they are
m axinum at the critical point.

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

Figure 10: (Color online) Two point correlation finc-
tions: pf* (red/sold), pj’ (lack/bngdashed), and pi*
(blue/short-dashed) .

We have also pbtted G @;n) Orn = 1, 7, and 15
Fig. -1L) W e can observe that all of them are m axi-
mum at the critical point and increase as a function of
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n (In Fig. :_1-]_; we have plotted only the upper bounds
since the lower bounds produce very sin ilar curves). W e
also note that G (2;7) isvery near G (2;15) show ing that
G 2;n) rapidly saturatesto a xed value. At the critical
pointwehavelin,, ;1 G (2;n) = 0:675. Thisbehavior for
G (2;n) points in the direction of the existence ofm ulti-
partite entanglem ent at the critical point since any two
soins are entangled w ith the rest of the chain and this
entanglem ent increases w ith the distance between them .
Tt is also interesting to confront this result w ith the fact
that two spins that are separated by two or m ore sites
are not entangled since their concurrences are zero t_B];:]
T he behavior of the concurrence (C (n)) can also be un—

0.6
0.5
0.4
(1)
0.3
0.2
0.1
0 0.5 1 1.5 2
A
Figure 11: (Coloronlne) G (2;n) orn = 1;7, and 15. From

bottom to topn= 1;7, and 15

derstood if we note that it can be expressed in tem s
of the one and two point correlation functions. W hilke
for the non-sym m etric (ferrom agnetic) state the analyti-
calexpression for the concurrence is cum bersom e for the
sym m etric one it isvery sin ple. Fortunately, forthe Ising
m odel it was show that the concurrence does not change
upon symm etry break QO 2]1] and i tums out to be

L 1
> (
From this expression we can see that the concurrence
Fig. :_Z[Q_i) does not depend on either the o -diagonalcor-
relation fiinction pX? oron the one point correlation fiinc—
tions m agnetizations). T his isan Interesting feature and
helps us to understand why the concurrence is not m ax—
Imum at the criticalpoint.

C @)= oY+ prt+ pit) s 49)

Iv. CONCLUSION

A N -partite quantum system may be entangled in
m any distinct ways. To characterize and to de ne a
good m easure ofentanglem ent orthose system sisa hard
problem . The only sinpl alemative, valid whenever
the pint N —system state is pure, is to split the system
Into tw o partitions and com pute the entanglem ent in that
way. This bipartition could be constructed in m any dif-
ferent form s and thus give distinct am ount of entangle—
m ent. O ne possble approach is to divide the system into



Figure 12: Concurrence for nearest neighbors.

two blocks of L and N L subsystem s and to com pute
the block entanglem ent [16,11] between the two blocks.
However one could think of a situation where all of the
subsystem s In the block L are entangled w ith each other,
aswellasthe subsystem sofblock N L ,butw ithout any
entanglem ent betw een the two blocks. For this situation
the block entanglem ent would quantify a zero am ount
of entanglem ent, which is clearly not true. A valid bi-
partition approach, which would be able to quantify the
entanglem ent In such a siuation, is to com pute the en—
tanglem ent for all kinds of bipartition and then to aver—
age these to give the totalam ount ofentanglem ent in the
system .

In this article we have form alized an operationalm ulti-
partite entanglem ent m easure, the generalized glal en—
tangkment €. '), rstly introduced in Ref. [I0]. For
n=1, EG(n) recovers the M eyer and W allach global en—
tanglem ent m easure E_l-]_}] However forn > 1 EG(n) to—
gether w ith the auxiliary function G ;i ;i 074 1)
quantify entanglem ent In the m any distinct form s it is
distributed In am ultipartite system . W e have shown that
for som e m ultipartite system s the original global entan—
glem ent is not able to properly classify and identify mul-
tipartite entanglem ent in a unequivocally way, whereas
higherclasses (n > 1) ofE G(n) are. A genuinek-partiteen—
tangled state is the one that cannot be w ritten asa prod—
uct j i1 J ik 3 ofstatevectorsforany 1< k, meaning
that there is no other reduced pure state out of the pint
k-system s state. To com pletely quantify and classify the
m ultipartite entanglem ent in this kind of state one would
haveto oomputea]ltheEG(n) classesupton=k 1l.How-—

ever we have observed that lower classes of E G(n) , such as

EG(l) and EéZ), are su cient to detect m ultipartite entan—

glem ent. The com putation of higher orders of E én) and
of the auxiliary functions G ;i;;ip;:::;14, 1) is neces
sarily required only to distinguish and classify the ways
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the system is entangled. A lthough the calculation of all
those higher orders m ay be operationally laborious it is
straightforw ard to perform for niteN system s. Thuswe
have dem onstrated for a variety of genuine m ultipartite
entangled qubit states £4, 23] thatE and G ;i) are
able to properly identify and distinguish them whereas
EG(l) fails to do so. Inspired by the com m on characteris—
tic presented by allG 2;1;) forthose paradigm atic states
we then discussed an operationalde nition of a genuine
m ultipartite entangled state P4, 251.

Finie multipartite system s are interesting for finda—
m ental discussions on the de niion of m ultipartite en—
tanglem ent. In nite system son the other hand are inter—
esting sincem ultipartite entanglem entm ay be relevant to
In prove our know ledge of quantum phase transition pro—
cesses occurring in the therm odynam ical lim it. W e have
dem onstrated that forthe 1D Isingm odelin a transverse
m agnetic eld both E éZ) and G (2;i;) arem axin alat the
quantum critical point, suggesting thus a favorable pic-
ture for the occurrence of a genuine m ultipartite entan—
glkd state. M oreover, the behavior of G (2;i;) and thus

E G(Z) can be easily understood as contributions ofthe one
and two-point correlation functions giving us a physical
picture for the behavior of the m ultipartite entanglem ent
during the phase transition process.

In conclusion the generalized global entanglem ent we
presented has the follow ing in portant features: (1) Lk is
operationally easy to be com puted, avoiding any m ini-
m ization process over a set of quantum states; (2) It has

a clar physical m eaning, being for each class E én) the
averaged n-partition puriy; (3) Ik is able to order dis-
tinct kinds ofm ultipartie entangled statesw hereasother
comm on m easures fAil to do so; (4) It is able to detect
second order quantum phase transitions, being m axin al
at the criticalpoint. (5) Finally, for two-Jlevel system s it
isgiven in tem s of correlation fnctions, and thus easily
com puted for a variety ofavailablem odels. W e hope that
thism easure m ay contribute for both the understanding
of entanglem ent in m ultipartite system s and for the un-
derstanding ofthe relevance ofentanglem ent In quantum
phase transitions.
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