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How two-party entanglement (TPE) is distributed in the many-body systems? This is a fundamen-
tal issue because the total TPE between one party with all the other parties, CN , is upper bounded
by the Coffman, Kundu and Wootters (CKW) monogamy inequality, from which CN ≤

√
N − 1

can be proved by the geometric inequality. Here we explore the total entanglement C∞ and the
associated total tangle τ∞ in a p-wave free fermion model with long-range interaction, showing
that C∞ ∼ O(1) and τ∞ may become vanishing small with the increasing of long-range interaction.
However, we always find C∞ ∼ 2ξτ∞, where ξ is the truncation length of entanglement, beyond
which the TPE is quickly vanished, hence τ∞ ∼ 1/ξ. This relation is a direct consequence of the
exponential decay of the TPE induced by the long-range interaction. These results unify the results
in the Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick (LMG) model and Dicke model and generalize the Koashi, Buzek and
Imono bound to the quantum many-body models, with much broader applicability.

Entanglement is essential for quantum information [1–
4] and quantum computation [5–7]. In the many-body
systems, entanglement can be distributed between two
arbitrary parties, which hereafter will be named as two-
party entanglement (TPE) [8–11]. In general, the long-
range interaction is required for long-distance TPE [12–
15]. However, the monogamy of entanglement from the
Coffman, Kundu, Wootters (CKW) conjecture restricts
the total entanglement shared between one party with all
the other parties with [10, 11, 16–18]

τN :=

N∑
i 6=1

τ(ρA1,Ai
) ≤ τ(ρA1|A2A3···AN

), (1)

where the N qubits are denoted by Ai, with the density
matrix is denoted by ρA1,A2,··· ,AN

. This inequality also
holds in all multimode Gaussian states [19, 20]. Here the
tangle is given by τ(ρ) = C2(ρ), where C is the two-party
concurrence [10]. The right-hand side of the inequality
is bounded from above by τ(ρA1|A2A3···AN

) ≤ 1, which is
the maximum entropy of a single particle density matrix
measured for A1. This inequality is tight and can be
satisfied by some pure states (such as the W states); see
[17, 21–24]. By the geometric inequality

CN :=

N∑
i 6=1

C(ρA1Ai
) ≤
√
N − 1 <

√
N, (2)

in which the tightness can be achieved using some asym-
metric W states [21, 25]. However, in the realistic many-
body models, the total entanglement CN is much smaller
than the above upper bound. In the Lipkin-Meshkov-
Glick (LMG) model with identical interaction between
two arbitrary parties [26–31], it has been found that
τ(ρA1,Ai

) ∼ 1/N2 and C(ρA1Ai
) ∼ 1/N , thus while the

total entanglement CN → O(1) �
√
N , the total tan-

gle τN ∼ 1/N becomes vanishing small as N → ∞

[29, 32, 33]. The large N limit is nothing but just the
classical approximation of the quantum spin operator,
based on which its phase transition can be solved. These
results are also found in the Dicke state, spin coherent
state and spin squeezed states [27, 28]. For the sym-
metric case, the upper bound C(ρA1Ai

) ≤ 2/N is proven
by Koashi, Buzek and Imono (KBI) [34]. These results
raise an important yet intriguing question that how the
total entanglement is distributed in the general many-
body models in the thermodynamic limit? Obviously,
when the LMG and Dicke models approach the classical
limit without TPE at N →∞, it will be totally different
in the other quantum systems with nonzero short-distant
TPE. The answer to this question maybe useful for us to
understand the role of entanglement in the many-body
models and their phase transitions.

We aim to explore the distribution of TPE restricted
by the CKW monogamy inequality in the many-body
system with long-range interaction, which may induce
long-distance TPE. We will focus on an artificial p-wave
superconducting model with long-range interaction in the
thermodynamic limit. We find that: (I) Both the long-
range interaction and large chemical potential are impor-
tant for long-distance TPE; when the chemical potential
is small, the TPE can not be distributed between dis-
tance qubits. (II) In the presence of long-distance TPE,
the scaling laws of these long-distance TPE at the crit-
ical point can be used to diagnose the phase transition;
however, the central charge from the entanglement en-
tropy is still c = 1 for free bosons; (III) In the condition
with long-distance TPE, we always have C∞ ∼ 2ξτ∞

and C∞ ∼ O(1), which have the same feature as the
LMG model by replacing the total number of qubits N
using the truncation length ξ. These results may rep-
resents some general features of TPE in the many-body
systems.
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FIG. 1. (a) One dimensional free fermion model with long-
range interaction. (b) The phase diagram of Eq. 3, with
phase boundaries given by Eq. 8 (see the white lines). The
dotted line is the global energy gap Eg = min{2E(k)} at
α = β = 0.511, which closes and reopens at the boundaries.
When α → ∞, this model is reduced to the transverse XY
model with phase boundaries at µ = ±2, which corresponds
to the transition from the ferromagnetic (FM) phase to the
paramagnetic (PM) phase. (c) The spectra of the Hamilto-
nian at the two phase boundaries and the intermediate phase
using α = 0.511, ∆ = 1.3 for µ = −5.0, 0, 1.25 from left to
right figures, respectively.

We consider the following p-wave superconducting
model with long-range interaction (see Fig. 1 (a))

H = −µ
∞∑
i=0

c†i ci +
∞∑
i,j

[−t(d)c†i cj + ∆(d)cicj + h.c.], (3)

where µ is the chemical potential, and t(d) = te−α|d|+α,
∆(d) = ∆e−β|d|+β are the hopping and pairing strengths
between the sites i and j with separation d = i− j. This
model is a direct generalization of the Kitaev chain for
Majorana edge modes [35], which has been a toy model
for searching of Majorana modes in experiments [36–
38]. Ater a non-local Jordan-Wigner transformation, it
is changed to the transverse XY model, which is the lim-
iting case of a lot of spin models [39–42]. Thus the above
model may have features that can be found in a lot of
many-body models.

In the limit of short-range interaction t(d) = tδd=±1,
∆(d) = ∆δd=±1, this model has been studied in [35,

43, 44], showing of only singularity in the first deriva-
tive of the nearest-neighbor TPE with some kind of uni-
versal scaling laws. This is a general feature of short-
ranged interacting models [12, 13]. For the realization
of long-distance TPE, one may need the long-range in-
teraction, as evidenced by the LMG and Dicke models
[26–31]. When α → 0 and β → 0, it can be regarded as
a infinitely coordinated system [32], such as that in the
LMG model. We emphasize that all the features demon-
strated below do not depend on the particular forms of
the long-range interaction. In the momentum space

H =
∑
k

(
c†k c−k

)( ε1 iε2
−iε2 −ε1

)(
ck
c†−k

)
, (4)

where

ε1(k)= µ+ t exp(α)
sinh(α)− cosh(α) + cos(k)

cosh(α)− cos(k)
, (5)

ε2(k)= ∆ exp(β)
sin(k)

cosh(β)− cos(k)
. (6)

The eigenvalues are

E(k) = ±
√
ε21 + ε22, Eg = mink∈[−π,π](2E(k)). (7)

The second term defines the global energy gap used in
Fig. 1 (b). The closing and reopening of the energy gap
yields the phase boundaries at (independent of β and ∆)

α∗ = ln(µ/(2t± µ)). (8)

For simplicity, hereafter, we let t = 1 as the basic energy
scale of the above Hamiltonian. The phase diagram of H
is given in Fig. 1 (b), with typical band structure shown
in Fig. 1 (c) for the two phase transitions at k = 0 and
k = π, respectively. At these boundaries, the spectra are
linearized, indicating of criticality with nonzero central
charge from conformal field theory.

The TPE derived from the formation of entanglement
[11, 45] is well defined, termed as concurrence. We find
that the two-party density matrix with separation d can
be obtained as [46–50]

ρd = ρ =
1

4


a 0 0 f
0 b e 0
0 e∗ b 0
f∗ 0 0 d

 , (9)

where a = P00 + 2Pz0 + Pzz, d = P00 − 2Pz0 + Pzz,
b = P00 − Pzz, e = Pxx + Pyy, f = Pxx − Pyy. These
coefficients are determined by [44, 47, 48]

P00 = 1, Pzz = G20 − GdG−d, Pz0 = P0z = −G0,
Pxx = det(T (Gi−j−1)), Pyy = det(T (Gi−j+1)), (10)

where T is a d × d Toplitz matrix with entries Ti,j =
Gi−j−k, with

Gx =

∫ π

−π

ε2 cos(kx)− ε1 sin(kx)

2π
√
ε21 + ε22

dk. (11)
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The concurrence of this density matrix reads as [10, 11]

Cd(ρd) = max{0, 1

2
(|f | − |b|), 1

2
(|e| −

√
ad)}. (12)

Due to the translational symmetry in H, it is sufficient
to characterize the total entanglement between one arbi-
trary party with all the other parties using

CN = 2

N∑
d=1

Cd(ρd), τN = 2

N∑
d=1

τd(ρd), (13)

where τd = C2d and the factor 2 comes from the inver-
sion symmetry of C−d = Cd. We find a truncation length
ξ, which means the farthest distance d that the TPE
can be achieved. This distance is well-defined for the
reason that when the distance |d| > ξ, Cd will quickly
approach zero (see Fig. 2 (a) - (b)). When d � ξ, Cd
will decay exponentially with the increase of separation.
This is in stark contrast to the model with short-range
interaction [43, 44], in which ξ ∼ 1/3, thus only the
nearest-neighbor sites have significant TPE. Moreover,
only the entanglement of C±1 exhibits singularity at the
critical boundaries, which has been used to characterize
the phase transitions [44, 51]. Hence we can define the
total entanglement shared between one party with all the
other parties as C∞ = 2

∑∞
d=1 Cd and τ∞ = 2

∑∞
d=1 τd.

The long-range interaction is necessary but not suffi-
cient to induce long-distance TPE. The truncation length
ξ as a function of µ and α (assuming α = β) are shown
in Fig. 2 (c) - (d), showing that when µ = 0, ξ will ap-
proach a small value ξ ∼ 1. On the other hand, for fixed
µ, ξ will also approach a constant independent of µ when
α→ 0 (the long-range limit), for the reason of divergence
of ε1, ε2 and the energy gap Eg at α → 0. However,
we emphasize that while the long-range interaction can
induce long-distance TPE, at the phase boundary the
many-body entanglement measured using the Shannon
entropy is not dramatically affected. By fitting the en-
tanglement entropy using SA = c

6 log2 L + s0, we obtain
c = 1 [46, 49, 50]; however, the longer the interaction is,
the longer the length L is required to obtain this perfect
linear relation (see Fig. 2 (f)).

The long-range interaction can induce long-distance
TPE, which exhibit some universal scaling laws in their
first derivative. We want to show that (see Fig. 3) [43, 52]

∂Cd
dα
' kd ln(|α− α∗|), kd = q|d|+ q′, (14)

where α∗ is the critical values. This relation is also true
as a function of the other parameters. The interesting
point is that the long-range interaction can induce not
only short-range TPE (by C1), but also long-distance
TPE (by Cd for |d| > 1), which is strictly forbidden in the
transverse XY model [43]. The slop kd depends strongly
on the value of d in a linear manner (inset of Fig. 3 (b)).
The same scaling form can be obtained as a function of

exponential decay

FIG. 2. (a) - (b) TPE as a function of µ and α = β with fixed
∆ = −1.0. ξ is the truncation length of TPE, beyond which
the TPE Cd will quickly drop to zero; while when |d| < ξ,
it decays exponentially with the distance d (see the dashed
line). (c) - (d) Effect of µ and α = β on the truncation length
ξ. These two parameters are essential for the long-distance
TPE. (e) The entanglement entropy SA in a finite block for
various α. In the gapless regime, SA scales logarithmic as a
function of log2 L as shown in (f), which is used to extract
the central charge c = 1 from the slope k = c/6. Saturation
of SA is expected in the fully gapped phase [46].

chemical potential with critical µ∗. A detailed analysis
shows that the above logarithmic divergence arises from
the logarithmic divergence of ∂Gd/∂α, which is indepen-
dent of the particular forms of long-range interaction.

The upper bounds of CKW and KBI inequalities yield
some dilemma to the total entanglement in the thermo-
dynamic limit. These relations in the few-party sys-
tems (using the entangled photon pairs) have been in-
tensively verified [53–57]; yet in the many-body quan-
tum systems they are rarely discussed. In 29, the con-
currence in the LMG model has been studied using
H = − λ

N

∑
i<j(σ

i
xσ

j
x + γσiyσ

j
y)−

∑
i σ

i
z, finding (λ < 1)

Cd =
1−

√
1−λ
1−γλ

N − 1
, τN ∼ 1

N
. CN ∼ NτN . (15)

This model can be derived from the Dicke model [58–60].
In [27, 28], Wang et. al. have found the same scaling rela-
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FIG. 3. Universal scaling of TPE induced by the long-range
interaction α. (a) The first derivation of Cd as a function of α,
with critical point at α∗ = 0.09 (using Eq. 8). Here not only
the nearest-neighbor TPE, but also the long-distance TPE,
diverge at the same α∗. (b) ∂Cd/∂α as a function of ln |α −
α∗| for various separation d. Inset shows kd as a function
of d, with q = 0.0012 and q′ = −0.022. In all figures µ =
−23.23722, ∆ = 1.3 and β = 0.027.

FIG. 4. (a) - (b) The total entanglement CN as a function
of N , with fixed α = β = 0.015. (c) - (d) The corresponding
total tangle τN for the above two cases. (e) - (f) Relation
between the total entanglement C∞, total tangle τ∞ and the
truncation length of entanglement ξ, showing of Eq. 16. In
(e) α = β = 0.015; and (f) µ = 100. In all figures ∆ = 1.3.

tion that Cd ∼ 1/N in the Dicke state, spin coherent state
and spin squeezed state (see [61]). This is a somewhat
expected feature since the phase transition in the these
models can be understood using classical approximation
[29, 32, 33], hence the entanglement should be vanishing
small. Then what will happen in the quantum models?
We will provide a possible solution to the above dilemma
for the quantum models, which meanwhile satisfies the
CKW conjecture in the thermodynamic limit.

In Fig. 4 (a) - (d), we calculate the total entanglement
and total tangle as a function of N . In all the cases, due
to the truncation of entanglement ξ, these two qualities
are saturated to a finite value. However, while the total
concurrence is significant, the total tangle is very small.
One of the central results, stimulated by Eq. 15, is that

C∞ ∼ 2τ∞ξ, τ∞ ∼ C1 ∼ 1/ξ. (16)

This relation can be regarded as a generalized KBI bound
[34], replacying N by ξ. It is a direct consequence of
exponential decaying of TPE with respect to d, assuming
Cd = C1e−|d|/ξ (see Fig. 2 (a) - (b)). Using the upper
bound of τ∞ from the CKW inequality, we have C1 ≤
1/
√
ξ. The actual condition is, we find C∞ ∼ O(1), thus

C1 < 1/ξ, and τ∞ ∼ 1/ξ. Hence the bigger ξ is, the
smaller the tangle τ∞ to be. This relation unifies Eq.
15 in the LMG model and Dicke model by replacing N
with ξ and generalizes its validity to much more quantum
many-body models.

To conclude, we examine the distribution of TPE in
a fermion model with long-range interaction, which is
upper bounded by the CKW monogamy inequality. We
show that the long-range interaction induces long distant
TPE, all of which can exhibit universal scaling laws at
the critical boundaries. A finite truncation length ξ is
required to describe the TPE. Based on this quantity, we
find a general relation C∞ ∼ 2ξτ∞ ∼ O(1), which holds
in both the gapped and gapless phases. Our new relation
is a generalized KBI bound, which has much braoder
applicability in the quantum many-body models.
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[54] O. Jiménez Faŕıas, A. Valdés-Hernández, G. H. Aguilar,
P. H. Souto Ribeiro, S. P. Walborn, L. Davidovich, Xiao-
Feng Qian, and Eberly J. H., “Experimental investiga-
tion of dynamical invariants in bipartite entanglement,”
Phys. Rev. A 85, 012314 (2012).

[55] G. H. Aguilar, A. Valdés-Hernández, L. Davidovich, S. P.
Walborn, and P. H. Souto Ribeiro, “Experimental en-
tanglement redistribution under decoherence channels,”
Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 240501 (2014).

[56] N. Friis, G. Vitagliano, M. Malik, and M. Hube, “Entan-
glement certification from theory to experiment,” Nat.
Rev. Phys. 1, 72 (2019).

[57] M. Genovese, “Research on hidden variable theories: A
review of recent progresses,” Phys. Rep. 413, 319 (2005).

[58] S. Morrison and A. S. Parkins, “Dynamical Quantum
Phase Transitions in the Dissipative Lipkin-Meshkov-
Glick Model with Proposed Realization in Optical Cavity
QED,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 100, 040403 (2008).

[59] Clive Emary and Tobias Brandes, “Chaos and the quan-
tum phase transition in the Dicke model,” Phys. Rev. E
67, 066203 (2003).

[60] Clive Emary and Tobias Brandes, “Quantum Chaos Trig-
gered by Precursors of a Quantum Phase Transition: The
Dicke Model,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 90, 044101 (2003).

[61] We summarize the major pairwise entanglement in sev-
eral many-body states. In [27, 28], Wang et. al. find
that: (i) For the Dicke state |ψ〉 = |N/2,M〉 in the
Dicke model, the entanglement C = A(N,M)/N , where
1 ≤ A(N,M) ≤ 2 for all |M | ≤ N/2. (ii) For the
spin squeezed state in the Kitagawa-Ueda Hamiltonian

H = χS2
x, with |ψ〉 = e−iχtS

2
x |11 · · · 111〉, C ≤ 1/N

for all χt. For the GHZ state without entanglement in
its subset, C = 0. (iii) For the Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen

state with |ψ〉 ∝
∑N
l=0 |l〉 ⊗ |l〉, C = 1/N . (iv) For the

isotropic and anisotropic Heisenberg models, C = 0 in
their thermal states. Thus in all these states, we have,
at most, C ∼ 1/N . The saturation of the total entangle-
ment yields CN ∼ O(1) and τN → 1/N . In [24], Geetha
et. al. find that for the W state |W 〉 = cos

(
θ
2

)
|000 · · · 〉+

sin
(
θ
2

)
(|1000 · · · 〉+|0100 · · · 〉+· · ·+| · · · 0001〉)/

√
N , Cd =

(1− cos(θ))/N ≤ 2/N , hence CN = (1− cos(θ)) ≤ 2 and
τN ∼ 1/N . This upper bound is tight and can be reached
by the W state. These results are comparable with
the KBI upper bound [34]. In the Greenberger-Horne-
Zeilinger (GHZ) state |ψ〉 = (|000 · · · 0〉+ |111 · · · 1〉)/

√
2,

where the two-party density matrix is independent of N ,
we expect Cd ≤ 2/N for all N , implying of Cd = 0. This
property is well-known that tracing out one party of the
GHZ state will completely destroys the entanglement,
yielding a fully mixed separable state.

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-conmatphys-030212-184337
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-conmatphys-030212-184337
https://doi.org/10.7566/JPSJ.85.072001
https://doi.org/10.7566/JPSJ.85.072001
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0003491614002498?via%3Dihub
https://arxiv.org/abs/2009.01078v6
https://arxiv.org/abs/2009.01078v6
https://journals.aps.org/prb/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevB.83.012402
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41598-021-85483-0
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41598-021-85483-0
https://journals.aps.org/pra/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevA.66.032110
https://journals.aps.org/pra/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevA.66.032110
https://www.nature.com/articles/416608a
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/09500349414552171
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.90.227902
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/0003491670902708
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/0003491661901154
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/0003491661901154
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1023/B:JOSS.0000037230.37166.42
https://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/0304098
https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1209/0295-5075/77/17001
https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1209/0295-5075/77/17001
https://journals.aps.org/pra/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevA.71.052322
https://journals.aps.org/pra/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevA.71.052322
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.043068
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.043068
https://journals.aps.org/pra/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevA.85.012314
https://journals.aps.org/prl/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevLett.113.240501
https://www.nature.com/articles/s42254-018-0003-5
https://www.nature.com/articles/s42254-018-0003-5
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S037015730500147X
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.100.040403
https://journals.aps.org/pre/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevE.67.066203
https://journals.aps.org/pre/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevE.67.066203
https://journals.aps.org/prl/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevLett.90.044101

	Entanglement distribution in fermion model with long-range interaction
	Abstract
	 References


