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Exact Solution of a Yang-Baxter Spin-1/2 Chain Model and Quantum Entanglement
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Entanglement is believed to be crucial in macroscopic physical systems for understanding the
collective quantum phenomena such as quantum phase transitions. We start from and solve exactly
a novel Yang-Baxter spin-1/2 chain model with inhomogeneous and anisotropic short-range inter-
actions. For the ground state, we show the behavior of neighboring entanglement in the parameter
space. It is found that inhomogeneity of coupling strengths affects entanglement in a distinctive
way from homogeneous case, and can thus blur entanglement in characterizing quantum criticality.

PACS numbers: 03.67.-a 05.30.-d 03.65.Ud

I. INTRODUCTION

Entanglement was conventionally considered to be a
quirk of microscopic objects and has been recognized to
be ubiquitous and so robust that it promises applications
in the quantum communication and quantum computing
like technologies [1]. In the last few years, there was an
increasing interest in entanglement in macroscopic phys-
ical systems (MPS) [2, 3]. Entanglement may lead to
further insight into MPS. For example, in statistical me-
chanics, given that quantum phase transitions (QPT) oc-
cur at absolute zero and are driven by quantum fluctua-
tions, entanglement may provide additional correlations
for QPT [4, 5] that has no classical counterpart. In re-
turn, materials and experience built up over the years in
condensed matter (MPS) are helping in finding new pro-
tocols for quantum computation and communication: a
quantum computer is a many-body system where, differ-
ent from traditional ones, the Hamiltonian can be con-
trolled and manipulated.

Studying the structure of entanglement in the under-
lying ground states of MPS is crucial in understanding
a large variety of collective quantum phenomena. For a
1D spin-1/2 XY chain [6] with short-range interactions

HXY = −
∑

n

(

1 + γ

2
σx
nσ

x
n+1 +

1− γ

2
σy
nσ

y
n+1 + λσz

n

)

,

(1)
the entangled degree (ED) between any two nearest-
neighbor particles keeps the same for the translational
symmetry, and its derivative is capable to fulfill the role
of an order parameter to characterize QPT at the critical
point λ = 1 [4, 5, 7]. Potential as it is, such an obser-
vation is not universal enough to assure all correspon-
dences between entanglement and QPT, and in Ref. [8]
it demonstrates a long-distance entanglement appearing
for values of the microscopic parameters which do not co-
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incide with known quantum critical points. In addition,
if the short-range interactions are not homogeneous, e.g.
a dual chain, ED between two nearest-neighbor particles
would generally not keep in accordance for different sets
of chains. At this case, questions arise on what ED is and
whether it corresponds to critical points of QPT well.

The purpose of this paper is to describe the conse-
quences of entanglement of local nearest-neighbor par-
ticles when extended to a macroscopic system and to
check whether entanglement under inhomogeneous cou-
pling strengths can well characterize quantum criticality.
To achieve that, we use a novel Yang-Baxter spin-1/2
chain model with alternating coupling strengths. The
model can be understood as a set of spin dimers, with
intra-dimer exchange interaction depicted by a parame-
ter θ1, and a weaker coupling between dimers by θ2. We
can open or close the coupling between dimers by adjust-
ing the value of θ2, so that the system and further entan-
glement of the ground state can transit between a decou-
pled and coupled dimer state. It resembles the strategy
of quantum phase transition that varies a Hamiltonian as
a function of a parameter g, and examines whether the
ground state breaks a symmetry of the Hamiltonian [9].

Experimentally, such a class of coupled dimer models
exist in a number of Cu compounds, such as TlCuCl3
and BaCuSi2O3, which have a coupled dimer antiferro-
magnet on a 2D plane [10]. Ultracold atoms in optical
lattice also provide a potential platform to simulate these
dimer models [11]. In addition, a variety of nanotech-
nologies under development including superconducting
quantum circuits, microscopic cavity quantum electrody-
namics, quantum dots or lines, nanotubes, etc., all aimed
at controlling a macroscopic physical system, promise to
implement any kind of coupling in the future.

This article is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we intro-
duce and exactly solve an inhomogeneous Yang-Baxter
spin-1/2 chain model. Based on the solution, we investi-
gate the quantum criticality by analyzing the geometric
phase (GP) of the ground state, and study the effect of in-
homogeneity on entanglement between different nearest-
neighbor sites and next-nearest-neighbor sites in Sec. III.
At last, Sec. IV is dedicated to the conclusion.

http://arxiv.org/abs/0807.2087v1
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II. THE YANG-BAXTER SPIN-1/2 CHAIN

MODEL AND EXACT DIAGONALIZATION

The Yang-Baxter equation (YBE) was originated in
solving the δ-function interaction model by Yang [12] and
the statistical models by Baxter [13], and was then in-
troduced to solve many quantum integrable models by
Faddeev and Leningrad Scholars [14]. It plays a funda-
mental role in the theories of 1 + 1 and 2 + 1 dimen-
sional integrable quantum systems, including lattice sta-
tistical models and nonlinear field theory. For example,
Yang’s R̆-matrix in YBE for the nth and (n + 1)th par-

ticles is R̆(u)n,n+1 = 1 + uP̂n,n+1 (u is spectral param-

eter, i.e., 1D momentum and P̂ is permutation satisfy-
ing P̂ 2 = 1); it yields the XXX chain model through

Hn,n+1 ∼ ∂
∂u R̆(u)|u=0, when P̂ takes its 4D representa-

tion of P̂n,n+1 = 1
2 (I +σn ·σn+1) (I is a 4D unit matrix

and σ is the Pauli matrix). Now, for two “spins” in

R̆(θn) = I + tan(θn)M̂ (M̂2 = −I), it analogously leads
to the two-body interaction [15] we concern here:

Hn,n+1 = −~ω cos θn
[

cos θn
(

Sz
n + Sz

n+1

)

+ sin θn
(

eiφS+
n S+

n+1 + e−iφS−
n S−

n+1

)]

, (2)

where S± = Sx ± iSy with Sx,y,z = σx,y,z/2, and φ
is the flux dependent of time t and it takes φ(t) = ωt,
denoting procession angle of spins around the z direction
in a rotating magnetic field. For a number of particles,
we should sum all of these nearest-neighbor interaction
as H =

∑

n Hn,n+1. If we take all θn to be the same, it
would correspond to an homogeneous chain, otherwise it
would correspond to inhomogeneous cases.
From the Eq. (2), the family of Hamiltonians that is

parameterized by φ is clearly isospectral, and, therefore,
the critical behavior is independent of φ. In fact, we
can see that the spin raising-raising or lowering-lowering
structure in Eq. (2) allows a rotation for each spin
around z-axis and such a rotation transformation can
be employed to adjust the value of the phase factors
in Eq. (2), e.g., H ′ = g(φ/2)Hg†(φ/2) and g(φ) =
∏N

l=1 e
−iσz

l φ/2 giving g(φ/2)S+
n g

†(φ/2) = e−iφ/2S+
n and

g(φ/2)S−
n g†(φ/2) = eiφ/2S−

n . Then the Hamiltonian is
reduced to

H ′ = −~ω
∑

n

cos θn
[

sin θn(S
+
n S+

n+1 + S−
n S−

n+1)

+ cos θn(S
3
n + S3

n+1)
]

= −1

2
~ω

∑

n

cos θn
[

sin θn(σ
x
nσ

x
n+1 − σy

nσ
y
n+1)

+ cos θn(σ
z
n + σz

n+1)
]

.

Comparing H ′ with the XY chain in Eq. (1), one sees
that the form of dominant two-body interaction in H ′ is
exactly that in HXY yet under γ, λ ≫ 1 limit. LikeHXY ,
there is a global Z2 symmetry forH which keeps invariant
under a unitary transformation

∏

n σ
z
n. In the following,

FIG. 1: The coupled dimer chain, described by the Hamilto-
nian Eq. (4) with θ1 on the solid dark lines and θ2 on the
dashed red lines. Each ellipse represents a superposed triplet
valence bond, cos θ1

2
| ↑↑〉 + sin θ1

2
e−iφ| ↓↓〉.

we will see that the ground state does not break such a
symmetry.
For Eq. (2), we can define these operators Jz

n =
Sz
n + Sz

n+1, J+
n = S+

n S
+
n+1 and J−

n = S−
n S−

n+1, which
still satisfy the angular momentum commutation rela-
tion. It indicates that the set of angular momentum
{J±

n , Jz
n} only occupy a subspace spanned by | ↑↑〉n,n+1

and | ↓↓〉n,n+1, which belong to the j = 1/2 angular mo-
mentum representation. Actually, Eq. (2) describes a
dimer with two spin interaction and if it is isolated with-
out coupling between dimers, its eigenvalues are read-
ily given by E±

n,n+1 = ±~ω cos θn and the corresponding

ground state is |E−〉 = cos θn
2 | ↑↑〉+ sin θn

2 e−iφ| ↓↓〉. Al-
beit |E−〉 is the most entangled Bell state at θn = π/2,
Hn,n+1 vanishes and so π/2 is a prohibited value for the
existence of an entangled dimer.
To describe entanglement, we use the concurrence [16]

of a two-particle state, related to the “entanglement of
formation” [17], to define the entanglement degree of
states. The concurrence for the state of the ith and jth
particles is defined as

C(i, j) = max{r1 − r2 − r3 − r4, 0} (3)

where r1,2,3,4 are the square roots of the eigenvalues of
the product matrix R = ρ(i, j)ρ̃(i, j) in descending or-
der; ρ(i, j) is the density matrix of the ith and jth spin-
1/2 particles and the spin flipped matrix is defined as
ρ̃(i, j) = σy ⊗ σyρ∗(i, j)σy ⊗ σy. If it is a pure state, e.g.
|E−〉, the density matrix ρ(n, n+1) = |E−〉〈E−| and the
concurrence quantifying entanglement is C(n, n + 1) =
| sin θn|. If it is a two-particle state in a many-particle
system, ρ(i, j) would represent a two-particle mixed state
reduced from the many-particle density matrix ρ.
Now, let us focus on a simplest inhomogeneous chain

model with the bonds between any odd-even numbered
nearest-neighboring sites characterized by θ1 and be-
tween any even-odd numbered nearest-neighboring sites
characterized by θ2 (see Fig. 1). For such a chain, there
are totally 2N sites and the Hamiltonian can be written
as

H = −~ω
∑

m,j

[cos2 θ j+3

2

(Sz
2m−1 + Sz

2m) + sin θ j+3

2

cos θ j+3

2

(eiφS+
2m+jS

+
2m + e−iφS−

2m+jS
−
2m)], (4)

where m = 1, 2, · · · , N and j = ±1. It
can be seen that when θ1 6= π

2 and θ2 =
π
2 , the Eq. (4) becomes to describe N isolated
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dimers, which have the obvious exact ground state,
∏

m

(

cos θ1
2 | ↑↑〉2m−1,2m + sin θ1

2 e
−iφ| ↓↓〉2m−1,2m

)

.
To solve this model, let us first introduce the follow-

ing Jordan-Wigner transformation to represent spin op-
erators at sites with spinless fermion operators: an =

(
∏

l<n σ
z
l )S

+
n or S+

n = ane
−iπ

P

l<n
a†

l
al . Then, note that

the summation in Eq. (4) is either on all even or on all
odd indices, and so we should distinguish even and odd
to define their corresponding forms in momentum space,
respectively, as

aek =
1√
N

N
∑

m=1

e−i 2πk
N

ma2m, aok =
1√
N

N
∑

m=1

e−i 2πk
N

ma2m−1,

(5)
where the reduced momentum k = −M, . . . ,M with
M = (N − 1)/2 for N odd and fermion operators

(a
e(†)
k , a

o(†)
k ) anticommute with each other. Thus the Eq.

(4) can be written into

H = −1

2
~ω

M
∑

k=−M

[

(ξke
iφaoka

e
−k + h.c.)

−∆(ao†k aok + ae†k aek − 1)
]

, (6)

with ξk = sin 2θ2e
2iπk/N − sin 2θ1 and ∆ = cos 2θ1 +

cos 2θ2 + 2. The Hamiltonian H can be diagonalized by
using the Bogoliubov transformation and the result is

H =
1

2
~ω

∑

k

ε±k (α
†
kαk + β†

kβk − 1). (7)

The eigenspectra contain two bands of quasiparticle
excitations: ε±k = ±

√

|ξk|2 +∆2. The transformed

fermion operators αk = uke
iφ/2aok + vke

−iφ/2ae†−k and

βk = ūke
iφ/2aek + v̄ke

−iφ/2ao†−k, where ūk = −uk =

(∆+ε±k )/[2ε
±
k (∆+ε±k )]

1/2 and v̄k = v∗k = −ξk/[2ε
±
k (∆+

ε±k )]
1/2 for different bands ε±k . For these coefficients,

there is ūku
∗
k + v̄kv

∗
k = 0.

The ground state |g〉 of H is the vacuum of the
fermionic modes, satisfying αk|g〉 = 0 and βk|g〉 = 0 for
all k. Generally it is hard to write the ground state ob-
viously into a spin superposed state, but for our model
there is a fact that the Néel state— |Ψ1〉 = | ↑↓〉⊗N

or |Ψ2〉 = | ↓↑〉⊗N— just corresponds to the zero en-
ergy eigenstate of H . Take |Ψ1〉 for example: it has
αk|Ψ1〉 = 0 and therefore it is identical to |Ψ1〉 =
∏

k β
†
k|g〉, which inversely gives an expression for the

ground state |g〉 = ∏

k βk|Ψ1〉, i.e.,

|g〉 =
∏

k

{

N
∑

m=1

e−i 2πk
N

m

√
N

[

v̄ke
−iφ/2

(

∏

l<2m−1

σz
l

)

S−
2m−1

+ūke
iφ/2

(

∏

l<2m

σz
l

)

S+
2m

]}

| ↑↓〉⊗N , (8)

which would return to the single isolated dimer case (i.e.,
|E−〉) if one takes N = 1 and θ2 = π/2. From Eq. (8), it

can be seen the ground state is invariant under the global
Z2 transformation and so it keeps the same symmetry as
the Hamiltonian. Alternatively, the ground state can also
be expressed by

|g〉 =
∏

k

(

ūke
iφ/2|0〉o−k|0〉ek + v̄ke

−iφ/2|1〉o−k|1〉ek
)

, (9)

where |0〉o,ek and |1〉o,ek are the vacuum and single exci-
tation of the kth mode, ao,ek , respectively. The ground
state is a tensor product of states, each lying in the
two-dimensional Hilbert space spanned by |0〉o−k|0〉ek and
|1〉o−k|1〉ek. Such a form provides us a convenient way to
discuss its dynamical property such as GP of the ground
state.

III. QUANTUM CRITICALITY AND

ENTANGLEMENT

QPT occurs at a point in the external parameter space,
where there can be a level-crossing and excited levels be-
come the ground state, creating a point of nonanalytic-
ity of the ground state energy as a function of external
parameters [9]. With the Hamiltonian Eq. (7) in consid-
eration, we take θ1,2 as those external parameters. Ob-
viously, at the point of θ1 = θ2 = π/2 all energy levels
cross and hence it is a trivial quantum critical point with
vanishing Hamiltonian. Recently, GP of the ground state
[18, 19] and entanglement between nearest-neighbor par-
ticles [4, 5] for a homogeneous HeisenbergXY chain were
proposed to characterize the criticality of QPT. Here we
should investigate their behaviors for our novel inhomo-
geneous chain, especially the varying entanglement as the
different θ1,2.

A. Quantum Criticality Characterized by

geometric phase

GP of the ground state, accumulated by varying
the angle φ from 0 to 2π, is described by βg =
1
N

∫ 2π

0 〈g|i∂φ|g〉dφ, and by utilizing Eq. (9) it is

β±
g = − π

N

∑

k

(|ūk|2 − |v̄k|2) = − π

N

∑

k

∆/ε±k , (10)

with β+
g = −β−

g . The term βk = −π∆/ε±k is a ge-
ometric phase for the kth mode, and represents the
area in the parameter space enclosed by the loop de-
termined by (θ1, θ2, φ). One can see that when we turn
off the coupling between dimers by setting θ2 = π

2 , the
GP would return to the two-particle dimer case with
βg = π(1 − cos θ1). To study quantum criticality, we
are interested in the thermodynamic limit when the spin
lattice number N → ∞. In this case the summation
1
N

∑M
k=−M can be replaced by the integral 1

π

∫ π

0
dϕ with
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FIG. 2: (Color online) The diagram for the Berry phase of
the ground state of the spin-1/2 chain model: (a) the Berry
phase β+

g corresponding to the ground state; (b) its deriva-
tive ∂β+

g /∂θ2 as a function of θ1 and θ2; (c) its derivative
∂2β+

g /∂θ1∂θ2 as a function of θ1 and θ2.

ϕ = 2πk/N ; the GP in the thermodynamic limit is given
by

β±
g = −

∫ π

0

dϕ∆/ε±ϕ , (11)

with the energy spectra ε±ϕ = ±
√

|ξϕ|2 +∆2 with |ξϕ|2 =

sin2 2θ1 + sin2 2θ2 − 2 sin 2θ1 sin 2θ2 cosϕ.
To see the quantum criticality obviously, we plot GP βg

and its derivatives ∂β/∂θ2, ∂
2β/∂θ1∂θ2 in the parameter

(θ1, θ2) space, shown in Fig. 2. It can be seen, from
Fig. 2(a), that there is a conical intersection at the point
θ1 = θ2 = π/2, which indicates a critical point there.
The non-analytical property at the critical point can be
seen obviously from the diagram of GP derivative [see
Fig. 2(c)]. However, as we pointed above, such a QPT
point is trivial, since at the point the whole Hamiltonian
vanishes and hence it appears to be exotic there. If fixing
one parameter, say θ1, it would correspond to the isolated
dimer case and we should check whether there are other
critical phenomena as varying θ2. The derivative of GP
with θ2 is plotted in Fig. 2(b), from which we can see,
except for the above critical point and its vicinity, it is
analytic everywhere. So there is no additional critical
point.

B. Entanglement of the ground state

In this section, we confine our interest at entangle-
ment between two nearest-neighbor sites and two next-
nearest-neighbor sites in the chain, given long-distance

entanglement decays rapidly with the distance (see be-
low). Translation invariance of dual lattices implies that
C(2m, 2m + 1) = Ce(1), C(2m − 1, 2m) = Co(1) and
C(2m−1, 2m+1) = C(2) for all m. The concurrence will
be evaluated as a function of the relative position |i− j|
between the ith and jth spins and parameters θ1,2. All
information needed is contained in the reduced density
matrix ρ(i, j) obtained from the ground-state wavefunc-
tion after all the spins except those at positions i and
j have been traced out. The resulting ρ(i, j) represents
a mixed state of a two-particle system. The structure
of the reduced density matrix is obtained by exploiting
symmetries of the model. The nonzero entries of ρ(i, j)
can then be related to the various correlation functions,
and concurrence of the ground state is evaluated exactly
starting from the results in Refs. [20, 21, 22].
Correlation functions under the ground state can be

evaluated by using the fermionic representation and the
simple identity 1− 2a†nan = (a†n+an)(a

†
n−an). For each

pair of fermion operators (a, a†), we can further define
two Majorana fermion operators (A,B): An = a†n + an
and Bn = i(a†n − an) with A† = A and B† = B.
Exploring them, we can write the Pauli matrices as:
σx
n =

∏

l<n[(−i)AlBl]An, σ
y
n =

∏

l<n[(−i)AlBl]Bn, and
σz
n = (−i)AnBn. A two-body correlation function, say

〈σx
mσx

n〉|m<n, under the ground state, is

〈σx
mσx

n〉 = −i

〈

Bm

n−1
∏

l=m+1

(−iAlBl)An

〉

(12)

= 〈(−iBm)Am+1(−iBm+1) · · ·An−1(−iBn−1)An〉.
Since the expectation values are with respect to a free
Fermi theory, the expression on the right-hand side can
be evaluated by the Wick’s theorem [9, 23], which relates
it to a sum over products of expectation values of pairs
of operators, i.e., 〈AlAm〉, 〈BlBm〉, and 〈BlAm〉. The
evaluation of average values of these pairs is displayed in
Append. A. In order to see the macroscopic property of
entanglement, we define two k-independent functions:

F (|n−m|) =
1

N

∑

k

ei
2πk
N

(n−m)(|ūk|2 − |v̄k|2),

G(m− n) =
1

N

∑

k

e−i 2πk
N

(n−m)2ukvk, (13)

which have summed all frequencies in the momentum
space to be the form in the position space. We can see,
F (0) is nothing but the one proportional to GP in Eq.
(10). In this respect, we may well say F,G are macroscop-
ical quantities, which under the thermodynamical limit
N → ∞ can be calculated still by making the replace-
ment 1

N

∑

k → 1
π

∫ π

0
dϕ.

The reduced density matrix ρ(i, j) can be expressed by
these correlation functions as

ρ(i, j) =
1

4

(

I + 〈σz
i 〉σz

i ⊗ 1 + 〈σz
j 〉1 ⊗ σz

j

+
∑

X,Y=x,y,z

〈σX
i σY

j 〉σX
i ⊗ σY

j

)

, (14)
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FIG. 3: (Color online) The diagram for concurrence: (a)two
independent entangled degrees, in the form of concurrence,
are shown, and Ce(1) denotes entanglement between even-odd
numbered two nearest-neighbor sites while Co(1) denotes en-
tanglement between odd-even numbered two nearest-neighbor
sites ; their corresponding contours are also shown in (b); (c)
at fixed values of θ1 = 0, θ1 = π/4 and θ1 = 9π/19, we show
how Co(1) and Ce(1) vary with θ2.

where the vanishing expectation values of the x, y-
component of a single sigma matrix have been consid-
ered. Next, we would focus on entanglements between
the nearest-neighbor and the next-nearest-neighbor sites.
In principle, the numerical results on the concurrence of
such two-site density state can be performed readily ac-
cording to its definition introduced in Sec. II, but before
that, we find the concurrence depends only on the above
two k-independent functions F (|n −m|) and G(m − n).
Further, as an illustration, we give out the expression of
entanglement, in the form of concurrence defined above,
between nearest-neighbor sites by

Co(1) = max{0, |G(0)| − 1

2
|F (0)2 +G(0)2 − 1|},

Ce(1) = max{0, |G(1)| − 1

2
|F (0)2 +G(1)2 − 1|}.(15)

Their varying trends in θ1,2 parameter space are dis-
played in Fig. 3, where Fig. 3(b) is the corresponding
contours of Fig. 3(a), and Fig. 3(c) is the cross-section
of Fig. 3(a) at fixed values of θ1.
From Fig. 3, there are several points we should note:

(i) under a parameter exchange (θ1 ↔ θ2), entanglement

FIG. 4: (Color online) Entanglement between next-nearest-
neighbor sites and its contour.

between the even-odd numbered nearest-neighbor sites
Ce(1) is the same as that between the odd-even num-
bered sites Co(1), which is due to the invariance of the
chain under different numbering ways; (ii) the coupling
between dimers makes the entanglement in a dimer de-
creasing, and as a result, the original entangled state in
certain zone become disentangled [see Fig. 3(b)]; (iii) en-
tanglement degrees Ce(1) and Co(1) can not increase or
decrease at the same time as the parameters θ1,2 change
and also when both of them are nonzero, if one of them
increases, the other must decrease. All these properties
of entanglement for an inhomogeneous chain are differ-
ent from the case of an homogeneous chain, in which
entanglement between nearest-neighbor sites is the same
through the whole chain.
In Fig. 4, we display entanglement C(2) between next-

nearest-neighbor sites and its contour. Its maximal en-
tanglement (∼ 0.03) is far less than that in the nearest-
neighbor case, which indicates entanglement between a
pair of particles decays rapidly with the distance (gener-
ally even more rapidly than standard correlations). The
contour shows that entanglement between next-nearest-
neighbor sites is affected by both Co(1) and Ce(1). For
instance, C(2) is zero at non-entangled zone of either
Co(1) or Ce(1), while being maximal at the maximal val-
ues of sum of Co(1) and Ce(1).

IV. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

To summarize, we have discussed entanglement in a
novel spin-1/2 chain model, which is inhomogeneous and
anisotropic. By exactly solving the model, we diagonalize
the model in a fermionic operator representation. Due to
the existence of a free magnetic flux phase factor in the
Hamiltonian, we analyze the GP of the ground state and
its relation with the criticality of QPT. At last, by uti-
lizing the concurrence that defines the entangled degree
between two spin-1/2 particles, we uncover how entan-
glement between different nearest-neighbor sites evolves.
We find that the coupling between dimers can decrease
the entangled degree of the former isolated dimers if they
are previously entangled, which as a result may lead pre-
viously entangled dimers to become disentangled after
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coupling. Further, we analyze entanglement of the next-
nearest-neighbor sites and find that it becomes much
weak with maximum ∼ 0.03 and has a strong dependence
on entanglement of the nearest-neighbor sites, which at-
tributes to the two-body nearest-neighbor short-range in-
teraction in the Hamiltonian.
As for QPT, entanglement in this model does not well

characterize it. At points far from the trivial critical
point, there are nonanalytic parts for concurrence Ce,o(1)
[see Fig. 3(b)], but no QPT corresponds to them. Such
nonanalytic phenomena appear in the entangled and dis-
entangled interfaces and come mainly from the nonan-
alytic definition of concurrence at entangled and disen-
tangled dividing point [see Eq. (3)]. So for any model
that contains a transition from an entangled state to a
disentangled state, entanglement will be inefficient at dis-
tinguishing critical phenomena.
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APPENDIX A: CALCULATION OF

EXPECTATION VALUES OF PAIRS OF

OPERATORS

In determining the expectation values of pairs of Majo-
rana operators under the ground state, we have used the
representation (αk, βk) and the definition of the ground
state αk|g〉 = βk|g〉 = 0. If we define two independent
real functions, i.e., Eq. (13) by

F (|n−m|) =
1

N

∑

k

ei
2πk
N

(n−m)(|ūk|2 − |v̄k|2)

=
1

N

∑

k

cos[
2π

N
k(n−m)]∆/ǫ±k ,

G(m− n) =
1

N

∑

k

e−i 2πk
N

(n−m)2ukvk

=
1

N

∑

k

{sin 2θ2 cos[
2π

N
k(n−m+ 1)]−

sin 2θ1 cos[
2π

N
k(n−m)]}∆/ǫ±k (∆ + ǫ±k ),

which are obtained under the thermodynamical limit
N → ∞ by making the replacement 1

N

∑

k → 1
π

∫ π

0
dϕ,

then the average values of Majorana operator pairs can
be written as

〈A2nA2m〉 = 〈A2n−1A2m−1〉 = δn,m,

〈B2nB2m〉 = 〈B2n−1B2m−1〉 = δn,m,
〈A2n(−iB2m)〉 = 〈A2n−1(−iB2m−1)〉 = F (|n−m|),

〈A2nA2m−1〉 = 〈(−iB2n)(−iB2m−1)〉 = i sinφG(m − n),

〈A2n(−iB2m−1)〉 = 〈(−iB2n)A2m−1〉 = cosφG(m − n).

From these average values, we can calculate all correla-
tion functions by using Wick theorem. For the nearest-
neighbor case of ρ(2m− 1, 2m), we have

〈σx
2m−1σ

x
2m〉 = 〈(−iB2m−1)A2m〉 = − cosφG(0),

〈σy
2m−1σ

y
2m〉 = −〈A2m−1(−iB2m)〉 = cosφG(0),

〈σx
2m−1σ

y
2m〉 = 〈σy

2m−1σ
x
2m〉 = sinφG(0),

〈σz
2m−1σ

z
2m〉 = 〈A2m−1(−iB2m−1)A2m(−iB2m)〉

= F (0)2 +G(0)2.

For the nearest-neighbor case of ρ(2m, 2m+ 1), we have

〈σx
2mσx

2m+1〉 = 〈(−iB2m)A2m+1〉 = cosφG(1),

〈σy
2mσy

2m+1〉 = −〈A2m(−iB2m+1)〉 = − cosφG(1),

〈σx
2mσy

2m+1〉 = 〈σy
2mσx

2m+1〉 = − sinφG(1),

〈σz
2mσz

2m+1〉 = 〈A2m(−iB2m)A2m+1(−iB2m+1)〉
= F (0)2 +G(1)2.

At last, for the next-nearest-neighbor case of ρ(2m −
1, 2m+ 2), we have

〈σx
2m−1σ

x
2m+1〉 = 〈(−iB2m−1)A2m(−iB2m)A2m+1〉

= −G(0)G(1)− F (0)F (1),

〈σy
2m−1σ

y
2m+1〉 = −〈A2m−1A2m(−iB2m)(−iB2m+1)〉

= −G(0)G(1)− F (0)F (1),

〈σx
2m−1σ

y
2m+1〉 = 〈σy

2m−1σ
x
2m+1〉 = 0,

〈σz
2m−1σ

z
2m+1〉 = 〈A2m−1(−iB2m−1)A2m+1(−iB2m+1)〉

= F (0)2 − F (1)2.
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