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A universal finite system-size scaling analysis of the entanglement entropy is presented for highly degenerate

ground states arising from spontaneous symmetry breaking with type-B Goldstone modes in exactly solvable

one-dimensional quantum many-body systems. These states appear to be scale-invariant, but not conformally

invariant. Our findings are based on a physical argument, imposing three constraints on the entanglement en-

tropy, in addition to further confirmation from an asymptotic analysis of the entanglement entropy for the SU(2)

spin-1/2 ferromagnetic states. The resulting universal scaling form is demonstrated for three fundamental mod-

els – the SU(2) spin-s Heisenberg ferromagnetic model, the SU(N + 1) ferromagnetic model, and the staggered

SU(3) spin-1 ferromagnetic biquadratic model. The results point towards a classification for distinct types of

scale-invariant states, relevant to a complete classification of quantum states of matter.

INTRODUCTION

Symmetry offers a powerful means to understand funda-

mental phenomena in physics and beyond [1–3]. A specific

example concerns scale invariance, which was believed to im-

ply conformal invariance, as first speculated by Polyakov [4].

Historically, this speculation led to the creation of conformal

field theory [5]. Since then much effort has been made in an

attempt to clarify a deep connection between scale and con-

formal invariance [6]. However, a systematic investigation of

scale-invariant, but not conformally invariant, quantum states,

relevant to a classification of quantum critical points, is still

lacking, even for one-dimensional quantum many-body sys-

tems.

A recent conceptual development has revealed that highly

degenerate ground states arising from spontaneous symmetry

breaking with type-B Goldstone modes in one-dimensional

quantum many-body systems are scale-invariant [7–9]. Some-

what surprisingly, a paradigmatic example is the SU(2)

Heisenberg ferromagnet, with the highly degenerate ground

states being the familiar ferromagnetic states. As demon-

strated, the highly degenerate ground states admit an exact

singular value decomposition, thus exhibiting self-similarities

in the ground state subspace. As a consequence, an ab-

stract fractal is revealed, living in a Hilbert space, which

may be characterized in terms of the fractal dimension, in-

troduced earlier by Castro-Alvaredo and Doyon [10] for the

SU(2) Heisenberg ferromagnetic states in the context of a

field-theoretic approach. The fractal dimension is identi-

fied with the number of the type-B Goldstone modes [7].

In other words, there is a fascinating connection between

scale-invariant states and the counting rule of the Goldstone

modes [7]. The latter in turn is established with the introduc-

tion of the Watanabe-Brauner matrix [11, 12], as a result of an

insightful observation made by Nambu [13], thus leading to

the classification of type-A and type-B Goldstone modes.

However, a natural question arises as to whether or not it

is possible to distinguish scale-invariant states from confor-

mally invariant states, given that the entanglement entropy

scales logarithmically with the block size in the thermody-

namic limit, with the prefactor being half the number of the

type-B Goldstone modes [7] for scale-invariant states and c/3

for conformally invariant states, where c is the central charge.

One may anticipate that a finite system-size scaling behav-

ior of the entanglement entropy is different for scale-invariant

states and conformally invariant states, thus furnishing a sen-

sible means for distinguishing them. Physically, such a dis-

tinct finite system-size scaling behavior is deeply rooted in the

fact that highly degenerate ground states arising from sponta-

neous symmetry breaking with type-B Goldstone modes only

concerns a scale transformation, instead of being a scale trans-

formation plus the Lorentz boost for conformally invariant

states.

This question is addressed here using an heuristic physi-

cal argument, which leads to three constraints imposed on the

entanglement entropy: first, it must be identical for a block

and for its environment; second, it should reproduce a loga-

rithmic scaling function with the block size in the thermody-

namic limit; third, as a function of both the system size and the

block size, it must be homogeneous, with the order being one,

to render consistency with a scale transformation. As it turns

out, the universal scaling function for such a type of scale-

invariant states is the most fundamental solution satisfying

the three constraints, with further confirmation coming from

an asymptotic analysis of the entanglement entropy for the

SU(2) spin-1/2 ferromagnetic states. To illustrate our scheme,

we choose the SU(2) spin-s Heisenberg ferromagnetic model,

the SU(N + 1) ferromagnetic model, and the staggered SU(3)

spin-1 ferromagnetic biquadratic model.

GENERALITIES

Consider a quantum many-body system on a lattice, de-

scribed by Hamiltonian H . Suppose the system is partitioned

into a block B and its environment E, with the block consisting

http://arxiv.org/abs/2304.11339v1
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of n (contiguous) lattice sites, with the other L− n lattice sites

constituting the environment E. If the symmetry group G is

spontaneously broken into H, then the counting rule is estab-

lished as NA+2NB = NBG [12], where NA and NB are the num-

bers of the type-A and type-B GMs, and NBG is equal to the

dimension of the coset space G/H. In particular, for a quan-

tum many-body system, no type-A GM survives in one spa-

tial dimension, as follows from the Mermin-Wagner-Coleman

theorem [14]. Hence the number of the type-A GMs NA is

always zero, if one is restricted to one-dimensional quantum

many-body systems.

Here we present an heuristic argument to establish a uni-

versal scaling behavior of the entanglement entropy S (L, n)

with L and n for a scale-invariant quantum state, which is

one of the highly degenerate ground states for a quantum

many-body system undergoing spontaneous symmetry break-

ing with type-B Goldstone modes. For completeness, an alter-

native derivation is also suggested for conformally invariant

quantum states.

For both scale-invariant and conformally invariant

states [7], the entanglement entropy S (n) exhibits a log-

arithmic scaling behavior with the block size n in the

thermodynamic limit (up to an additive constant):

S (n) ∝ log2 n. (1)

Here, S (n) denotes S (L, n), when L → ∞. Note that the

prefactor is NB/2 for a scale-invariant quantum state and c/3

for a conformally invariant quantum state, where NB denotes

the number of the type-B Goldstone modes. We remark that,

physically, both central charge c and the number of the type-B

Goldstone modes NB count the number of gapless low-lying

excitations for the quantum many-body system under investi-

gation.

Keeping this fact in mind, one may assume that, when the

system size L and the block size n are finite but large enough,

the entanglement entropy S (L, n) scales with L and n as fol-

lows,

S (L, n) ∝ log2 g(L, n). (2)

Here, g(L, n) is introduced as a universal scaling function of

L and n, yet to be determined. Three constraints imposed

on g(L, n) emerge from the following three physical require-

ments, to which the entanglement entropy S (L, n) is subject.

First, the fact that for any pure quantum state, the entangle-

ment entropy for a block B is identical to that for its environ-

ment E [15] implies that S (L, n) = S (L, L − n). Hence, we

have

g(L, n) = g(L, L − n). (3)

In addition, S (L, n) must be monotonically increasing with n

until it reaches L/2, where L is assumed to be even.

Second, as the thermodynamic limit is approached, i.e.,

L→ ∞, Eq. (2) reduces to Eq. (1). Therefore, one may expect

that in this limit g(L, n) becomes n:

lim
L→∞

g(L, n) = n. (4)

Third, g(L, n) must be a first-order homogeneous function of

L and n as a result of a scale transformation: n → λ n and

L → λ L, given that it becomes n in the thermodynamic limit

[cf. Eq. (4)]. Thus

g(λL, λn) = λ g(L, n). (5)

As it turns out, the three constraints imposed on g(L, n) al-

low us to determine its specific forms. In fact, if one chooses

λ = 1/L, then we have

g(L, n) = L g(1, n/L). (6)

This implies that g(L, n) is, up to a multiplicative factor L, a

function of n/L:

g(L, n) = L k(n/L). (7)

Here, k(n/L) is a function of n/L, yet to be determined. Our

task is therefore reduced to the determination of the function

k(x), with x = n/L.

To proceed, let us first make an intriguing observation. Sup-

pose that a function k(x) yields a solution satisfying the three

constraints, then any function F(k(x)) of k(x) also yields a so-

lution, subject to two conditions for F(x): (i) its constant term

vanishes, F(0) = 0 and (ii) its first-order derivative is nonzero,

F′(0) , 0. This observation drastically simplifies our task,

since we may restrict ourselves to searching for the most fun-

damental solution, corresponding to a plain scale transforma-

tion, in the sense that no other symmetry transformation is

involved, if one excludes any internal symmetry.

For our purpose, it is plausible to assume that k(x) =

u(x)u(1 − x), with u(x) being a polynomial function of x, in

order to ensure that the first constraint (3) is satisfied. Then,

the second constraint (4) implies that u(x) = x as the sim-

plest choice. Hence, we have k(x) = x(1 − x). This yields

the simplest universal scaling function, thus constituting the

most fundamental solution to the three constraints for scale-

invariant states. Here, we remark that there exists another so-

lution kc(x), which may be expressed in terms of elementary

functions, if one assumes that kc(x) = v(x) + v(1 − x), with

v(x) being a non-polynomial function of x, in order to ensure

that the first constraint (3) is satisfied. Then, the second con-

straint (4) implies that v(x) = 1/(2iπ) exp(iπx). Hence, we

have kc(x) = 1/π sin(πx). Indeed, kc(x) may be re-expressed

as a function of k(x), namely kc(x) = 1/π cos[π/2
√

1 − 4k(x)],

as one may have anticipated from the observation above.

Actually, kc(x) constitutes a universal scaling function for

conformally invariant states, as predicted by Calabrese and

Cardy [16] (more details on the universal scaling functions

k(x) and kc(x) are given in Section A of the Supplemental Ma-

terial (SM)).

In order to lend further support to our claim that k(x) is

the desired universal scaling function for scale-invariant states

arising from spontaneous symmetry breaking with type-B

Goldstone modes, we may resort to exactly solvable quantum

many-body systems. One may choose the SU(2) spin-1/2 fer-

romagnetic Heisenberg model, with the number of the type-B
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Goldstone mode NB being 1. For this model, the entanglement

entropy S (L, n) has been derived by Popkov and Salerno [17].

As it turns out, our findings reproduce their results for the

SU(2) spin-1/2 ferromagnetic states (cf. Section B of the

SM). For a conformally invariant state, one may choose the

transverse-field spin-1/2 Ising chain at its critical point, with

central charge c = 1/2. For this model, the entanglement en-

tropy S (L, n) has been derived by Jin and Korepin [18], thus

allowing us to reproduce the prediction from conformal field

theory [16].

More precisely, for a scale-invariant state, with a given fill-

ing f , the entanglement entropy Sf (L, n) takes the form

Sf (L, n) =
NB

2
log2

n(L − n)

L
+ Sf 0. (8)

On the other hand, for a conformally invariant state, the en-

tanglement entropy S (L, n) takes the form

S (L, n) =
c

3
log2

(

L

π
sin

nπ

L

)

+ S0. (9)

Note that an additive nonuniversal constant Sf 0 or S0 has been

introduced for a scale-invariant or conformally invariant state,

respectively.

Three remarks are in order. First, it is necessary to intro-

duce the filling f to indicate distinct degenerate ground states

arising from spontaneous symmetry breaking with type-B

Goldstone modes, in contrast to conformally invariant states.

Note that, generically, f refers to a set of fillings f1, f2, . . . , fr ,

with r being the rank of a symmetry group for a quantum

many-body system. Second, the block does not necessarily

consist of contiguous sites for a scale-invariant state, which

appears as one of highly degenerate ground states in a quan-

tum many-body system, as already discussed for the entan-

glement entropy in the thermodynamic limit [7]. Meanwhile,

the scaling relation (8) is left intact as the boundary con-

ditions vary from periodic to open. In contrast, a confor-

mally invariant state appears to be a non-degenerate ground

state for a quantum many-body system at criticality, and the

scaling relation (9) does depend on the boundary conditions

adopted [16, 19, 20]. Third, other choices for the universal

scaling function g(L, n) are possible for distinct types of scale-

invariant states, but remain to be clarified.

THREE ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLES

The SU(2) spin-s ferromagnetic model

Consider the SU(2) spin-s ferromagnetic Heisenberg model

with nearest-neighbor interaction, described by the Hamilto-

nian

H = −
L

∑

j=1

S j · S j+1, (10)

where S j = (S x
j
, S

y

j
, S z

j
), and S x

j
, S

y

j
, S z

j
are the spin operators

for spin s at the j-th site. Note that for all three illustrative

models the sum over j is taken from 1 to L−1 for open bound-

ary conditions (OBCs), and from 1 to L for periodic boundary

conditions (PBCs). The spin-s Heisenberg model admits ex-

act solutions as far as its ground state subspace is concerned,

though it is only exactly solvable by means of the Bethe ansatz

for s = 1/2. The degenerate ground states arise from sponta-

neous symmetry breaking: SU(2) → U(1), thus resulting in

one type-B Goldstone mode, so NB = 1. We remark that the

degenerate ground states are identical under both OBCs and

PBCs, and span an irreducible representation for the symme-

try group SU(2), with the dimension being 2sL + 1.

The SU(N + 1) ferromagnetic model

The SU(N + 1) ferromagnetic model is described by the

Hamiltonian

H = −
∑

j

P j j+1, (11)

where P is the permutation operator P =
∑N+1

u,v=1 euv ⊗ evu,

where euv = |u〉〈v|, with |u〉 and |v〉 being the u-th and v-th

states in an orthonormal basis. Physically, the permutation

operator P may be realized in terms of the spin-s operators

S = (S x, S y, S z), with N = 2s:

P =

2s
∑

q=0

(−1)2s+q

2s
∏

m,q

2(S ⊗ S) − m(m + 1) + 2s(s + 1)

q(q + 1) − m(m + 1)
.

The SU(N + 1) ferromagnetic model is exactly solvable by

means of the nested Bethe ansatz [21]. The degenerate ground

states arise from spontaneous symmetry breaking: SU(N +

1) → SU(N) × U(1) successively, thus resulting in N type-B

Goldstone modes, so NB = N. We remark that the degen-

erate ground states are identical under both OBCs and PBCs,

and span an irreducible representation for the symmetry group

SU(N + 1), with the dimension being the combinatorial num-

ber CN
L+N

.

The staggered SU(3) spin-1 ferromagnetic biquadratic model

The staggered SU(3) spin-1 ferromagnetic biquadratic

model is described by the Hamiltonian

H =

∑

j

(

S j · S j+1

)2
. (12)

Here S j = (S x
j
, S

y

j
, S z

j
) is the spin-1 operator at site j. The

model (12) is exactly solvable [22]. Indeed, it constitutes (up

to an additive constant) a representation of the Temperley-

Lieb algebra [23–25], and thus follows from a solution to the

Yang-Baxter equation [24, 26, 27]. Note that it is peculiar,

in the sense that the ground states are highly degenerate, ex-

ponential with the system size L, thus leading to non-zero
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residual entropy [28], in sharp contrast to the SU(2) spin-

s ferromagnetic model (10) and the SU(N + 1) ferromag-

netic model (11). Remarkably, the degenerate ground states

for this model arise from spontaneous symmetry breaking

SU(3) → U(1) × U(1), with the number of the type-B Gold-

stone modes NB = 2, and the ground state degeneracies con-

stitute two Fibonacci-Lucas sequences [8] (also cf. [28, 29])

under OBCs and PBCs.

UNIVERSAL FINITE-SIZE SCALING FOR THE

ENTANGLEMENT ENTROPY Sf (L, n)

For the SU(2) spin-s ferromagnetic Heisenberg model, the

entanglement entropy S (L, n,M) for the highly degenerate

ground states |L,M〉 have been derived in Ref. [7], with f

being the filling f = M/L. For convenience, the explicit ex-

pression for S (L, n,M) has been collected in Section C of the

SM.

We plot the entanglement entropy S (L, n,M) vs n against

the universal finite-size scaling Sf (L, n) vs n in Fig. 1 for

s = 1/2, 1, 3/2 and 2. Our numerical data for S (L, n,M)

fall on the curve Sf (L, n), when n ranges from 10 to 90, with

the relative errors being less than 1.5%. Here and hereafter,

we have regarded Sf (L, n) as a function of n for fixed L and f .
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FIG. 2. (a) The entanglement entropy S (L, n,M1,M2) vs n against

Sf (L, n) vs n for the highly degenerate ground states in the SU(3)

spin-1 model. The filling factors are chosen to be f1 = 1/4 and
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f2 = M2/L and f3 = M3/L. Here the explicit expressions

for S (L, n,M1,M2) and S (L, n,M2,M3) have been collected

in Section C of the SM.

For this model we plot the entanglement entropy

S (L, n,M1,M2) and S (L, n,M2,M3) vs n against the univer-

sal finite-size scaling Sf (L, n) vs n in Fig. 3, with the selected

filling factors (a) f1 = 1/4 and f2 = 1/4, and (b) f2 = 1/4

and f3 = 1/8. Our numerical data for S (L, n,M1,M2) and

S (L, n,M2,M3) are seen to fall on the curve Sf (L, n), when n

ranges from 10 to L − 10, with the relative errors being less

than 1%.

SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

A universal finite-size scaling behavior of the entangle-

ment entropy has been shown for scale-invariant, but not

conformally invariant, degenerate ground states, which arise

from spontaneous symmetry breaking with type-B Goldstone

modes in quantum many-body systems. As it turns out, scale-

invariant states exhibit a universal finite system-size scaling

behavior, distinct from conformally invariant states, given

both are reduced to a logarithmic scaling function in the ther-

modynamic limit. This fact enables us to distinguish scale-

invariant states from conformally invariant states. It follows

that scale invariance does not necessarily imply conformal in-

variance, in contrast to the speculation made by Polyakov [4],

even for the familiar SU(2) spin-1/2 ferromagnetic states –

a paradigmatic example for spontaneous symmetry breaking
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3(

FIG. 3. The entanglement entropy S (L, n,M1,M2) vs n against

Sf (L, n) vs n for the highly degenerate ground states from the highest

weight state in the staggered SU(3) spin-1 ferromagnetic biquadratic

model, with the system size L = 100, when the fillings f1 and f2 are

chosen to be f1 = 1/4 and f2 = 1/4. (b) The entanglement entropy

S (L, n,M2,M3) vs n against S f (L, n) vs n for the highly degenerate

ground states from a generalized highest weight state in the staggered

SU(3) spin-1 ferromagnetic biquadratic model, with the system size

L = 120, when the fillings f2 and f3 are chosen to be f2 = 1/4

and f3 = 1/8. The best fitting yields (a) Sf 0 = 1.308 and (b) Sf 0 =

0.743, respectively, with the relative errors being less than 1%, when

n ranges from 10 to L − 10.

with type-B Goldstone modes. Our findings shed further light

on a complete classification of quantum phase transitions and

quantum states of matter [30]. In this sense, the possibility

for formulating a fully-fledged theory of scale-invariant states

remains largely unexplored.

Instead, a simple but heuristic physical argument has been

proposed, which imposes three given constraints on the entan-

glement entropy. This in turn makes it possible to classify dis-

tinct types of scale-invariant states. Our results clearly suggest

that highly degenerate ground states arising from spontaneous

symmetry breaking with type-B Goldstone modes fall into the

simplest category for all possible scale-invariant states, fea-

turing the most fundamental universal scaling function. All

other possible universal scaling functions might be expressed

in terms of this fundamental universal scaling function, as il-

lustrated for conformally invariant states.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

A: Derivation of the distinct universal scaling functions k(x) and

kc(x)

As mentioned in the main text, the observation that if a

function k(x) yields a solution to the three given constraints,

then any function F(k(x)) of k(x) also yields a solution, sub-

ject to the two conditions for F(x): its constant term vanishes,

F(0) = 0, and its first-order derivative is nonzero, F′(0) , 0.

Hence, one may search for the most fundamental solution,

which is supposed to be a universal scaling function solely

as a result of a scale transformation.

Keeping this fact in mind, we may seek for a universal scal-

ing function k(x) of the form

k(x) = u(x)u(1 − x). (S1)

This guarantees that the constraint (3) is satisfied. Here, u(x)

is a polynomial function of x, without a constant term, i.e.,

u(x) =
∑m
β=1 νβx

β, with m being an integer, and ν1, ν2, . . . , νm
being real numbers yet to be determined. The constraint (4)

yields ν1
∑m
β=1 νβ = 1. As a consequence, we have to distin-

guish the two situations: (1) ν1 = 1 and (2) ν1 , 1.

If ν1 = 1, then we have
∑m
β=2 νβ = 0. Hence, the simplest

choice for u(x) is u(x) = x, which amounts to stating that

ν1 = 1 and νβ = 0 (β = 2, . . . ,m). Accordingly, we have

k(x) = x(1 − x). (S2)

This yields the simplest universal scaling function, which in

turn constitutes the most fundamental solution to the three

constraints for scale-invariant states.

Actually, this is the only solution available, as long as u(x)

is a polynomial function of x. A proof for our claim is based

on mathematical induction. In fact, for m = 1, obviously we

have ν1 = 1, and for m = 2, it is straightforward to see that

ν1 = 1 and ν2 = 0. Suppose our claim is valid for m. Then, for

m + 1, one might resort to the following lemma: if u(x) yields

a solution k(x) to the three constraints, then ũ(x) = (u(x) −
x2)/(1 − x) also yields a solution. Indeed, the mapping from

u(x) to ũ(x) turns a polynomial function u(x) of x, with order

m + 1, into a polynomial function ũ(x) of x, with order m, due

to the fact that u(x) − x2 may be factorized into 1 − x times a

polynomial function of x, with order m.

If ν1 = t , 1, then we have
∑m
β=2 νβ = t−1 − t, with t being

a nonzero real number. In this situation, we have different

possible choices for a universal scaling function k(x), as long

as it is monotonically increasing with x, when x varies from

x = 0 to x = 1/2. In fact, it even makes sense to take the limit

m → ∞, with properly chosen t and νβ. In particular, if we

choose t =
√
π/2, νβ = (−1)δ(π/2)2δ+1/2/[(2δ + 1) × · · · × 1]

for β = 2δ+1 and νβ = 0 for β = 2δ, with δ = 0, 1, 2, . . .. Then

we have u(x) =
√

2/π sin(πx/2). Thus we are led to another

universal scaling function kc(c), namely

kc(x) =
sin(πx)

π
. (S3)

This is precisely the universal scaling function, as predicted

by Calabrese and Cardy [1], for conformally invariant states.

Two remarks are in order. First, kc(x) not only admits a fac-

torization in a multiplicative way, but also splits in an additive

way. This might be attributed to the fact that the Lorentz in-

variance is part of the symmetry group, in addition to a scale

transformation, for conformally invariant states. In fact, kc(x)

may be constructed as follows. In order to satisfy the con-

straint (3), we assume that kc(x) = v(x) + v(1 − x), with v(x)

being a non-polynomial function of x. As a possible trial so-

lution, we choose v(x) = b exp(ax), with a and b being real

numbers yet to be determined. Hence, we have

kc(x) = 2b exp(a/2) cosh[a(x − 1

2
)]. (S4)

When x = 0, kc(x) must vanish. Thus, we have a = iπ. Substi-

tuting a = iπ back into (S4), we have kc(x) = 2ib sin(πx). To

ensure that the constraint (4) is satisfied, we have kc(x) → x

for x → 0. This implies that b = 1/(2iπ). Hence, we are led

to the same universal scaling function as that in Eq. (S3). Sec-

ond, as follows from Eq. (S2), x may be re-expressed in terms

of k(x) as an inverse function, i.e., x = [1 ±
√

1 − 4k(x)]/2.

Hence, kc(x) turns out to be a function of k(x), with kc(x) =

1/π cos[π/2
√

1 − 4k(x)]. This provides an illustrative exam-

ple for the observation discussed in the main text.

The justification for k(x) as the universal scaling function

for highly degenerate ground states arising from spontaneous

symmetry breaking with type-B Goldstone modes lies in the

fact that only a scale transformation is involved. Further con-

firmation comes from an asymptotic analysis of the entangle-

ment entropy for the SU(2) spin-1/2 ferromagnetic states, as

discussed in the next Section.

B: Entanglement entropy for the SU(2) spin-1/2 ferromagnetic

states

Alternatively, the scaling relations of the entanglement en-

tropy Sf (L, n) for both scale-invariant and conformally invari-

ant states, as presented in Eq.(8) and Eq.(9) in the main text,

respectively, may be justified by extending a heuristic argu-

ment in Ref. [2] in the thermodynamic limit.

Given that the number of the type-B Goldstone modes and

central charge measure the ability for a system to react when a

length scale is present and count the number of low-lying gap-

less excitations, we anticipate that, for scale-invariant states,

S f (L, n) takes the form

Sf (L, n) =
NB

2
log2 g(L, n) + Sf 0, (S5)

where g(L, n) = L k(n/L), with k(n/L) being a function of

n/L, yet to be determined. This may be determined from an

exactly solvable quantum many-body model – the SU(2) spin-

1/2 ferromagnetic model, with NB = 1.
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For the SU(2) spin-1/2 ferromagnetic states, the entangle-

ment entropy S (L, n,M) for a degenerate ground state |L,M〉
has been derived in Refs. [2, 3]. It takes the form

S (L, n,M) = −
n

∑

k=1

Λ(L, n, k,M) log2Λ(L, n, k,M), (S6)

where the eigenvalues Λ(L, n, k,M) of the reduced density

matrix ρL(n,M) are [2, 3]

Λ(L, n, k,M) =
Ck

nCM−k
L−n

CM
L

. (S7)

The eigenvalues of the reduced density matrix, for large

enough L, may be approximated as a result of the Stirling ap-

proximation: m! = mm exp(−m)
√

2πm,

Λ(L, n, k,M) = Ck
n pkqn−k, (S8)

where p = M/L and q = 1 − p.

For large enough n ≫ 1, the dominant contribution to the

sum (S6) comes from the eigenvaluesΛ(L, n, k,M) with large

k’s. Indeed, the binomial coefficients in (S8) with 0 < p < 1

may be replaced by the normal distribution (cf. Ref. [4]):

Cm
n pmqn−m ≈ 1

√

2πnpq
exp

(

− (m − np)2

2npq

)

, npq≫ 1, (S9)

Hence, the eigenvalues in Eq. (S8) become

Λ(L, n, k,M) =
Cn

k
pkqn−kCL−n

M−k
pM−kqL−n−M+k

CL
M

pMqL−M

≈ 1

n

1
√

2πα
exp















−
( k

n
− p)2

2α















, (S10)

where α = pq(L − n)/nL.

Substituting (S10) into (S6) and replacing the sum with an

integral, S (L, n,M) takes the form

S (L, n,M) ≈
∫ 1

0

R

(

log2

R

n

)

dx,

R =
1
√

2πα
exp

(

−
(x − p)2

2α

)

.

For large enough n, it yields

S (L, n,M) ≈ 1

2
log2(2πepq) +

1

2
log2

n(L − n)

L
. (S11)

We remark that (S11) is asymptotically valid for npq≫ 1 and

becomes exact in the limit npq→ ∞.

Comparing Eq. (S11) with Eq. (S5), we are led to conclude

that k(x) = x(1 − x). Hence the scaling relation of the en-

tanglement entropy Sf (L, n) with L and n in Eq. (8) for scale-

invariant states is established.

This argument also works for the scaling relation of the en-

tanglement entropy S (L, n) with L and n in Eq. (9) for confor-

mally invariant states, since the exact results are available for

the transverse-field spin-1/2 Ising model at its critical point,

with central charge c = 1/2 [5].

C: Eigenvalues of the reduced density matrices for the highly

degenerate ground states

Here we collect the explicit expressions for the eigenvalues

of the reduced density matrices, which have been derived in

Refs. [2, 6] for the highly degenerate ground states of the three

models under consideration.

For the SU(2) spin-s ferromagnetic Heisenberg model,

the entanglement entropy S (L, n,M) for a highly degenerate

ground state |L,M〉 has been derived in Ref. [2]. It takes the

form

S (L, n,M) = −
2sn
∑

k=0

Λ(L, n, k,M) log2Λ(L, n, k,M), (S12)

where the eigenvalues Λ(L, n, k,M) of the reduced density

matrix ρL(n,M) are

Λ(L, n, k,M) =
µ(L, k,M)

ν(L, k,M)
, (S13)

with

µ(L, k,M)=
∑′

n−s ,..., ns ,
l−s ,..., ls

s−1
∏

r,t=−s

ε(s, r)nrC
nr

n−
∑r−1

m=−snm

ε(s, t)ltC
lt

L−n−
∑t−1

m=−s lm
,

and

ν(L, k,M) =
∑′

N−s ,...,Ns

s−1
∏

r=−s

ε(s, r)Nr C
Nr

L−
∑r−1

m=−s Nm

.

Here, the sum
∑′

n−s ,..., ns
is taken over all possible values of n−s,

. . . , ns, subject to the constraints
∑s

m=−s nm = n and
∑s

m=−s(s−
m)nm = k,

∑′
l−s ,..., ls

is taken over all the possible values of l−s,

. . . , ls, subject to the constraints:
∑s

m=−s lm = L − n. The sum
∑s

m=−s(s − m)lm = M − k,
∑′

N−s ,..., Ns
is taken over all possible

values of N−s, . . . , Ns, subject to the constraints
∑s

m=−s Nm = L

and
∑s

m=−s(s − m)Nm = M. The factor ε(s, r) takes the form

ε(s, r) =

∏s
m=r+1 (s + m)(s − m + 1)

∏s−1
m=r(s − m)2

.

For the SU(N + 1) ferromagnetic model, the entanglement

entropy S (L, n,M1, . . . ,MN) for a highly degenerate ground

state |L,M1,M2, . . . ,MN〉 has been derived in Ref. [2]. It takes

the form
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S (L, n,M1, . . . ,MN) = −
n

∑

k1,...,kN=0

Λ(L, n, k1, . . . , kN ,M1, . . . ,MN) log2Λ(L, n, k1, . . . , kN ,M1, . . . ,MN), (S14)

where the eigenvaluesΛ(L, n, k1, . . . , kN ,M1, . . . ,MN) of the reduced density matrix ρL(n,M1, . . . ,MN) are

Λ(L, n, k1, . . . , kN ,M1, . . . ,MN) =

∏N
α=1 C

kα

n−
∑α−1
β=1 kβ

∏N
γ=1 C

Mγ−kγ

L−n−
∑γ−1

β=1
(Mβ−kβ)

∏N
α=1 C

Mα

L−
∑α−1
β=1 Mβ

. (S15)

For the staggered SU(3) spin-1 ferromagnetic biquadratic

model, S (L, n,M1,M2) and S (L, n,M2,M3) for two highly

degenerate ground states |L,M1,M2〉2 and |L,M2,M3〉4, with

the period being 2 and 4, respectively, have been derived in

Ref. [6]. The entanglement entropy S (L, n,M1,M2) is

S (L, n,M1,M2) = −
min(M1 ,n/2)

∑

k1=0

min(M2,n−k1)
∑

k2=0

Λ(L, n, k1, k2,M1,M2) log2Λ(L, n, k1, k2,M1,M2), (S16)

where n is a multiple of two and the eigenvalues Λ(L, n, k1, k2,M1,M2) of the reduced density matrix ρL(n,M1,M2) are

Λ(L, n, k1, k2,M1,M2) =
C

k1

n/2
C

k2

n−k1
C

M1−k1

(L−n)/2
C

M2−k2

L−n−M1+k1

C
M1

L/2
C

M2

L−M1

. (S17)

The entanglement entropy S (L, n,M2,M3) is

S (L, n,M2,M3) = −
3n/4−k3
∑

k2=0

n/4
∑

k3=0

Λ(L, k2, k3,M2,M3) log2Λ(L, k2, k3,M2,M3), (S18)

where n is a multiple of four, and the eigenvalues

Λ(L, n, k2, k3,M2,M3) are

Λ(L, n, k2, k3,M2,M3) =
C

k3

n/4
C

k2

3n/4−k3
C

M3−k3

(L−n)/4
C

M2−k2

3(L−n)/4−M3+k3

C
M3

L/4
C

M2

3L/4−M3

.

(S19)
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