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We consider the entanglement of states under the renormalization-group (RG) transformations
and apply to the ground states of “matrix-product-state” Hamiltonians constructed by Wolf et
al. that possess quantum phase transitions. We find that near critical points, the ground-state
entanglement (quantified by the geometric measure) under RG transformation exhibits singular
behavior. The singular behavior reveals the correlation length exponent. However, under the infinite
steps of RG transformation, the singular behavior is rendered different.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Since Wilson ﬂj], renormalization-group has been an important tools for theoretical physics, ranging from high-
energy physics to condensed matter @] It is related to the coarse-graining procedure of the physical system, and
from that the transformation of system parameters in the Hamiltonian is derived. Corresponding terms in the
Hamiltonian be can determined to be relevant or irrelevant under the scale transformation. The renormalization-
group transformation on quantum states was only recently introduced by Verstraete et al. B] using the representation
of Matrix Product States (MPS) [4] (for a review of MPS, see e.g. Ref. [5]). Many important quantum states in the
quantum information theory emerge naturally from the fixed points of this new coarse-graining transformation on
states [3].

One important property associated with quantum states is their entanglement content. There have been tremendous
advancement on the understanding of entanglement (both bipartite and multipartite) for the past few decades [6].
The notion of entanglement has also been applied to many-body systems ﬂﬂ] and especially systems that possess
quantum phase transitions ﬂé], mainly via bipartite measures (e.g., between two spins or between one subsystem and
the remaining) such as concurrence ﬁ]’ and entanglement entropy ﬂﬁ] Important insight has thus been obtained, such
as the connection to conformal theory near criticality ﬂﬁ] and to the bipartite entanglement ﬂg, ] Furthermore, in
higher dimensions than one, the entanglement entropy has been shown to possess an area law for various systems ﬂﬁ,
13, @] (up to logarithmic corrections in fermions ﬂﬁ]) Regarding the coarse-graining process, one can thus raise the
interesting question how the entanglement behaves under the RG transformation on states ﬂﬁ] As we shall see below,
one of the measures that appear to be suitable to the discussions of entanglement under RG is the so-called geometric
measure of entanglement (or simply geometric entanglement) ﬂE, |ﬂ] This measure of entanglement defined with
respect to partitions into blocks of consecutive sites has recently been employed by Orus HE] and by Botero and
Reznik [19].

In this paper, we provide an interpretation of blocked geometric entanglement, which is exactly the entanglement
under the coarse graining of the renormalization group transformation on quantum states B] We apply this block-L
entanglement to spin models constructed by Wolf et al. m] that possess quantum phase transitions. We find that
near critical points, the ground-state entanglement under RG transformation exhibits singular behavior. The singular
behavior reveals the correlation length exponent. However, under the infinite steps of RG transformation, the singular
behavior is rendered different and it has no universal form unless the critical point can be described by a conformal
field theory.

Let us begin by discussing matrix product states. It was shown by Vidal ] that any state can be written in the
MPS form as follows,

dl d2 dnl

p1=1p2=1 pm=1

as long as the matrices A][f;] ’s have large enough dimensions Dy_; X Dj. For any one-dimensional translationally
invariant state, all the A’s are identical, and the state can be written as

d
|17/}> = Z Tr(AmA:Dz “'Apm)|plap25"' 7pm>7 (2)
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where A’s are D x D matrices with dimension D < d™/2. Let us now define the geometric measure of entanglement,
by considering a multipartite system comprising m parts, each of which can have a distinct Hilbert space. We compare
this general m-partite entangled pure state |¢) to the set of general product pure states,

6) = @ |o), (3)
and define the maximal overlap of i) with the closest product states as follows,
A(w) = max| (9l @

The maximal overlap A(¢)) reveals the entanglement content of the state |¢)), the larger A(4)), the lower the entangle-
ment of [1)). A quantitative way to define the entanglement content is via

E(y) = —log A(¥)*. (5)

We remark that by appropriate partitioning of |¢) into various product forms, a hierarchy of entanglement can be
obtained [17, 22, 23, 24]. The most relevant kind of partitioning regarding RG is to divide m sites into blocks of
several neighboring sites, e.g., L consecutive sites in one-dimension.

II. RG ON QUANTUM STATES

Verstraete et al. [3] considered a quantum coarse-graining procedure by merging two neighboring spins to one new
block spin, which is described in terms of matrices A’s:

D

A((xpyq) = Z [Aplas[Aq]sy- (6)
B=1

From this a more convenient representation is to choose the new matrix as

Ay, — Ay =NV (7)
where V! is the right unitary matrix in the singular-value decomposition
min(d?,D?)
App = % UMY, (8)

=1

This keeps the dimension of the Hilbert space of the block to be of size bounded above by D2. They further introduced
a more convenient representation of the RG transformation by defining (which we shall thereafter refer to as the RG
operator or the transfer-matrix operator)

D D d
E=) A4,045=>" > [Aas® [A5]wlap) By, 9)

p=1 p=1a,p,p,v=1

which is invariant under any local unitary A, — Zp UgA,. Hence, the operator E? is invariant under any unitary
within the block,

B2=) A0 @ A0 =N \vie v (10)
pq l

The RG transformation on the state can then be described by the mapping
E— E' = E% (11)
This means that under one-step RG transformation, the state |¢) transforms to
[v) = [¢") =UN12] @ U[34] ® ...  U[2k — 1,2k] ® ...[), (12)
and the (2k—1)-th and 2k-th sites are merged into a single site. Under RG of merging two neighboring sites,
RGy : [1h) — [¢). (13)



III. ENTANGLEMENT OF STATES UNDER RG

In a similar spirit, though not identical, to the work by Vidal [25], we discard the short-range description and hence
the total entanglement should decrease under this coarse graining. As the RG defined by Verstraete et al. |3] transforms
the original state to the state |¢0') up to local (treating sites 2k—1 and 2k as local) unitary transformations, the natural
definition of the entanglement after the RG is to determine the one that is minimum under the local equivalence class.
Namely,

Ea({'}) = min Ba (&) (1)
This is equivalent to

%7%X|<¢|®"U®"/2|¢>| :m§X|<‘I>|®"/2|1/)>|, (15)

where |®) is any state of two sites. This is exactly the block-2 entanglement.

Er(v) = —log|AL(v)]?, (16)

where the maximal overlap is defined with respect to separable pure states composed of direct product of blocks of
L-site states. It it straightforward to see that for L' > L, Er.(¢) < Er(1). We also introduce entanglement per
block [16, 18, [19] to reflect the rescaling of length scale (equivalently, system size) in RG,

= B (17)

EL(¥)
where N is the total number of sites (usually considered in the limit of large number of blocks, N/L — oo). Therefore,
Ey is the total entanglement for the system with merging L sites into one, and correspondingly, £, is the entanglement
per block.

A conclusion from the above discussions is that we can go one-step that in general, the entanglement per block (of
size 2!) is equal to the entanglement per site of the I-time RG transformed state of |¢), as the RG transformed state
is determined up to a 2'-local sites in view of the original sites. That is

EL(6) = &1(RGS % (1) (18)

This gives a physical meaning to the block-L geometric measure of entanglement. Furthermore, classification of states
at fixed points has been discussed by Verstraete et al. |3], where the fixed point is defined as

Es = lim E™. (19)

n—r oo

Note that the norm square of the translation invariant matrix product state is

(Vlp) = Te(E™), (20)
which, for convenience, may not usually be normalized to be unity, and thus one has to supply this factor in A(¢)),
2

|9)eProd  (1[ah)

Orus [18] has recently shown that the geometric measure of entanglement defined relative to blocks (of size L) of
spins can be evaluated via

|dmax|? = max |(F @ 7)) EX(F @ )|, with|7] = 1, (22)

and

o . 1 |dmax|2n o 2
€= —nh_)ngo n 10gm = —log(|dmax|"). (23)



Let us briefly describe the proof. Consider the product state to be |®) = |¢)®™ and the translation-invariant state
[¢) is expressed in the MPS form (2)). Then the overlap between the two states is

@)= > Tr(Ap Ay, - Ay, ) lp1) (lp2) - - (Glpm) (24)
=Tr(B™), (25)
where the matrix B is defined as

B=>" A, (¢lp). (26)

Suppose the largest eigenvalue of matrix B is not degenerate, then

lim Tr(B™) = AT (27)

m—r oo

Suppose the corresponding eigenvector is 7, then the goal is to find

M| = max]# B (28)
= max‘ ZZ aﬁ ¢|p Tﬁ‘ (29)
P af

The maximal overlap becomes (in the limit m — oo and taking into account normalization ()|v))
A(Y) maxmax‘ ZZT plas{®p) 7“3‘ /1T ( Em)|1/2 (30)
P o,

Under the assumption that the two maximizations can be interchanged, we get

A() max max‘ ZZ aﬁ (¢lp) T3

P B

"2, (31)

The maximization over ¢ can be achieved when (using the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality), up to a normalization,

(¢lp) ~ Zm 5675 (32)
This leads to
A@)? = max > rirar[AplaslApligrerly| /| Tr(E™)| (33)
p a,o,8,8
= max Z raTo Ea,arip,prars | /|Te(E™)] (34)
" a,a’,B,8'
= max|(F @ P Ere )| /T(E™), (35)

where F is defined in Eq. (@) as the basis operator for state renormalization. Therefore, the entanglement per site
becomes

(" @ P TEF® )

m—oo M m—oo M

E1(0) = lim ——log A()? = lim —— log {max m/|Tr(Em)|]. (36)

In the case of entanglement per block of size L, we can repeat the previous derivation by replacing E by EX and we
arrive at the expression

1 n
£1(v) = Jim ~ % tog x| (7 0 7T B2 7 )

n—o0 n T

& (37)

Therefore, the entanglement at large block size L — oo depends on the fixed-point property of the operator E.



IV. FIXED POINTS

We can use the results on the classification of the fixed point by Verstraete et al. [3] and investigate the behavior of
entanglement for generic states. They concluded that in the generic case, the largest eigenvalue of E is nondegenerate
and both its left and right eigenvectors have a maximal Schmidt rank,

B> =[0p)(PL], (38)
and one can always choose
D D
[Br) =Y lid), [Pr) =D i), (39)
i=1 i=1
where \; > 0. Then
(rl(r By =Y Nilraf?, (40)

and its maximum is A1, the largest of {);}. Furthermore, Tr[(E>)"] = (Zl /\i> . Therefore, the entanglement per
block is

Eoo = — lim_ % logW = log (XD;AZ-//\l) < log D. (41)
i=1 " i=

This means that if a many-body state can be represented by a MPS with dimension D, then the largest entanglement
per block at the fixed point is bounded above by log D. We remark that according to Verstraete et al. [3], the entropy
of a block of spins is exactly twice the entropy of entanglement of |®g), which is 2log D.

V. EXAMPLES

In this section, we shall warm up by several example states.

Ezample 1. AKLT state [26].
We remark that Orus has performed a detailed analysis for the AKLT state [27].

{AP} = {Uzv \/§0+7 _\/50—}' (42)
The operator F is calculated to be (the matrix elements conveniently expressed in the “ket” and “bra” notations,
1 1 1 1
E =3—(]00) + |11))—((00| 4+ (11]) — 1 - —(|00) — |11))—=({00| — (11]) — 1 -]01)(01| — 1 - |10)(10]|. 43
ﬁ(|>|>)ﬁ(<|<|) ﬁ(|>|>)\/§(<|<|) |01)(01] [10)(10.  (43)
Let |r) = 19]0) 4+ r1]1) and |r«) = r§|0) 4+ r5|1), we have
* * 3L (_1)L
(rl(r* |EX|r)|r*) = = + : (44)
2 2
Moreover, for a total of n blocks,
Tr(E™) = 3 4 3(—1)"E. (45)
So
L (=ntyn
[— + ] 1.1
T 2 2 _ _ _ 1
= nh_}rréolog 3nL 1 3(- 1)L log 2 — log [1 + ( 3) ] . (46)
Example 2. GHZ state.
A =1+o0, (47)

E = 2|00)(00] + 2[11)(11]. (48)



Then,
(|| B r)]r) = 25 (fro|* + m1]*) < 2%, (49)

when either |ro| =1 or |r1]| = 1. Furthermore,

Tr(E"F) = 2. 2nF, (50)
Therefore,
EpL=-1lo @ _ log2, &, =0 (51)
L — g 9. 2nL = 10g 4, L — VY.

Note that in this case, there is a degeneracy in eigenvalues of F, and there seems to be no problem in carrying out
the procedure.

Ezxample 3. Cluster state.

Consider the linear-cluster state described by

Ay = (i’ (1)> , A= ((1) _01> . (52)

E =2[00)(— — | +2[11)(+ + |, E*=4[d")(dT|, (53)

The E operator is calculated to be

where |®1) = (|00) + |11))/v/2. For L > 1,

(rl(r |EX|r)|r*) = 2871, (54)
Furthermore,
Tr(E"F) = 2L, (55)
Er =nlog2, & =log?2. (56)
Example 4. Anti-ferromagnetic GHZ state.
1
[y = §(|01010101...> +10101010...)). (57)

One caution is that the closest separable state for block-1 is either [01010101...) or [10101010...), neither of them being
translation invariant. But block-2 is: e.g., [(01)(01)(01)(01)...). Therefore, there is an even-odd difference. Of course,
the entanglement is the same as the ferromagnetic GHZ state. To avoid this even-odd effect, we shall usually consider
the block size L to be even.

VI. ENTANGLEMENT IN QUANTUM PHASE TRANSITIONS WITH MATRIX PRODUCT STATES

Wolf et al. have recently used matrix product states to engineer quantum phase transitions (QPT) with properties
differing from standard paradigm [20] (e.g., analytic ground state energy and finite entanglement entropy for an
infinite half-chain), but still with diverging correlation length and vanishing energy gap. Since the ground state
depends on the system parameter (g) continuously, we shall investigate the ground-state entanglement properties of
the corresponding models Wolf et al. considered and determine whether the ground-state entanglement can be a
telltale of the corresponding critical points.

Ezxample 1.
The state is represented by
(00 (1 g
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FIG. 1: Entanglement behavior of the ground state of the Hamiltonian (59). Upper panel: Entanglement £ (g). Lower panel:

Entanglement derivative d€.(g)/dg.

which is the ground state of the following Hamiltonian [20]

= g —1)0;0i41 — g) o g— 0;0i4+10i+2-
H 2(2 1)zz (1+)21+( 1)2zm z

At g =0, it is a GHZ state, whereas at g = —1 it is a cluster state. In this case, the operator F is
2

<@

E= = (1+ 9)?|00){(gg| + 2|11)(+ + |,

— o oY

9
0
0
1

= o o
= o o

where |g) = (]0) + g|1))/+/1 + g%2. We can evaluate the n-th power of E,

00 o0 0
. oo o 0 B
EP=Ulogoa—gr o |V
00 0 (1+g)
where
0o —-L 1 9
g 0 -9y 0 bg Trgo
[-t—g -1 00}
U=l o7 1 o0 YV T 0 0 ¢
1° 1 1 1
Lol % Thg T 3

(59)

(60)

(61)

(62)

We can then calculate €1(g). In this case, we shall see that even the behavior of the entanglement £ (g) will exhibit

singularity across the critical point g = 0. We calculate the entanglement ,(g) to be

log 2 4 log(1+ g) — 2log (1 +/g), for g >0,
Ex(g)=14¢ 0, for g=0,
log2, for g <O0.

The derivative of £5,(g) is discontinuous across ¢ = 0 and exhibits divergence as g — 07,

d€(g) _ _g12

— 0.
dg g

(63)
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FIG. 2: Entanglement behavior £1(g) of the ground state of the Hamiltonian (59)) for L = 2, 4,8 from bottom to top.

Therefore, the critical point is reflected by the property that the fixed-point entanglement £, has divergence behavior
in its derivative with respect to g.

We can also study the entanglement &y, for finite L and learn how the entanglement varies under state-RG trans-
formation. The entanglement for L finite turns out to exhibit more feature (see Fig. 2I),

log 2 + log(1 4 g) — 2log (1 + \/g), for g >0,(1+g)*(1—g)~*\/g> (1+9)
1(g) = log 2 — log {1 +(1-g)FQ+g) Lt +9(1+g)F 21— g)_L}, for g > 0,(1+g)F(1—9g)"*/g < (1"’9)7(65)
log2 — log {1 + %(1 +4/1+ %)(1 —lg)*( + |g|)7L}7 for g < 0.

The singularity at the critical point g = 0 is obvious; see Fig.[2l In particular, we find that

dr(9)) _, 1 delg)
dg

- (L-2). (66)

o+ 2’ dg ’0* 8

As g decreases from a large value, the entanglement decreases to zero at g = 1, which is paramagnetic state with all
spins pointing in the = direction. It then rises to a local maximum as g further decreases, and afterwards decreases
to zero at the critical point. This intermediate region becomes smaller as L increases and is washed out at the fixed
point. The cusp for L = 2 at ¢ = —1 reflects a highly entangled state, which turns out to be the one-dimensional
cluster state. The entanglement slowly decreases as g become more negative.

Ezxample 2.

This example is a spin-one scenario:

A():—O'z, A1:O'+, Aflzga_, (67)

which is the ground state of the following spin-1 Hamiltonian

Hy, = 2(2 + 99881 +2(5:541)% +2(4 — ¢)(S7)?

K2

—(9+2)°(57571)" + 99+ 2){57 5711, i }. (68)

For g = 42, the GS is the AKLT state. For ¢ — +o00, the GS is the Néel GHZ state. The critical point is at
g = gc = 0, where there is a diverging correlation length.
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FIG. 3: Entanglement £1.(g) for the ground state of the Hamiltonian (8] for block sizes L = 2,4,8 from bottom to top. The
cusps at g = £2 disappear for L > 6.

First, we can construct the renormalization operator E,

1 0 0 g2
0-1 0 O
E= 0O 0 -1 0}’ (69)
1 0 0 1
which can be transformed into the diagonal form
-1 0 0 0
B 0 -1 0 0 .
E=U 0 0 1-g 0 u—, (70)
0 0 0 1+4g
where
00 —gg 0 010
(o1 00 1 0 100
U=l1oo0 o]V =|-2004 (71)
00 1 1 55 00 %
From this, we can get the £.(g),
_ [ log2, for g#0,|g| < oo,
Ex(9) = { 0, for g=0,|g] = oc. (72)

The critical point in the limit of the fixed-point L — oo is reflected only by the discontinuity of the entanglement.
The more interesting analysis comes to the case L is finite. For simplicity, take L to be even. For |g| > 1, £1(g) = 0.
We find that £1,(—g) = €1(g), as can be seen from the symmetry of E under g — —g. For finite values of g, we have

_ Jlog2—log[1+(1+g)"E(1—-g)t], for2<g
gL(g)_{log2—log 14+ (1+g)7t], foro<g<2. (73)
We find that there is a discontinuity in the derivative across the critical point,
d€ d€
dg lo+ dg lo-

The critical point is revealed by this singularity (i.e., the discontinuity). In addition to the critical point, the AKLT
state at g = 12 is signalled by the cusp in the entanglement for L = 2 and 4. The weaker singular behavior at g = +2
suggests that it is not a critical point.

VII. ENTANGLEMENT NEAR CRITICALITY

Near quantum critical points, the correlation length generally scales as

£(g) ~1g —gel™". (75)



10

For any density functions, such as free energy density and the entanglement density, we expect the scaling behaves
as (i.e., the scaling hypothesis, see, e.g. Ref. [2])

E(g) ~ ¢, (76)
where d is the dimension of the system. We then expect that (unless d€(g)/dg behaves as ~ log|g — g.|) in general
dé(g) dv—1
—=| |~ g =g 7

2| L~ #lo-ad ()

In the case of one dimension d = 1 we consider here, the discontinuity of the entanglement derivative that we have
found for both models (with L finite) implies that we have v = 1, which is indeed the case. Furthermore, the
discontinuity is proportional to L, which is expected as it is now the smallest length scale. This needs to be compared
to the case of one-dimensional transverse-Ising spin chain, where the divergence of the entanglement derivative is
logarithmic and finite-size scaling needs to be performed to determine v =1 [16].

We remark that the divergence behavior in &£;, can be rendered different as L — oo (or much larger than the
correlation length &), as the block size is already taken to be infinite, larger than the correlation length. Both
examples above already illustrate this. For yet another example as in the transverse-Ising model, it was shown in
Ref. [16] that

d€r=1(9)

1
~——Tloglg—1 1 78
7 5 oglg —1], g—1, (78)

where g is the ratio between the external field and the spin-spin coupling and g = 1 is the critical point. On the other
hand, Orus [18] has shown that near g = 1, the entanglement with block size L > £ behaves as

c c _
5oo(9)N510g§NE10g|g—1| 17 (79)

which gives (where ¢ is the central charge of the conformal field theory)

A€ (g) c

—lg =17, g— 1%, 80
dg Frglo—17 g (80)

The singular behavior of entanglement under finite steps of RG reveals the correlation length exponent. However,
under the infinite steps of RG transformation, the singular behavior is rendered different, which seems to be non-
universal for critical points not describable by a conformal field theory, such as the two models discussed here.

VIII. CONCLUDING REMARKS

We have considered the entanglement of states under the renormalization-group (RG) transformations and apply
to the ground state of “matrix-product-state” Hamiltonians constructed by Wolf et al. We have found that near
critical points, the ground-state entanglement under RG exhibits singular behavior. The singular behavior reveals
the correlation length exponent. However, under the infinite steps of RG transformation, the singular behavior is
rendered different. Along the way, we have provided an upper bound for entanglement per block, namely, log D,
where D is the dimension of the matrices in MPS. This also shows the more complex the ground state is, the larger
the dimension of the matrix we need to use.

We conclude by posing the question whether there is any significance to the following function

(81)

At least it is a quantity showing how the entanglement changes under the RG scale transformation; see Figs. 2 and Bl
Under RG (i.e., as L increases) certain singular but non-critical features get washed or smoothed away. But the singular
behavior near criticality persists for large L. The critical points of the two Hamiltonians (59) and (G8]) actually have
different fates approaching fixed points. The former becomes an isolated point in the entanglement, whereas the latter
become an algebraic singularity in the entanglement derivative, albeit both singularities are rendered different from
finite L.
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