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We systematically investigate the scaling behavior of the disorder operator and the entanglement
entropy (EE) of the easy-plane JQ (EPJQ) model at its transition between the antiferromagnetic
XY ordered phase (AFXY) and the valence bond solid (VBS) phase. We find (1) there exists a
finite value of the order parameters at the AFXY-VBS phase transition points of the EPJQ model,
and the finite order parameter is strengthened as anisotropy ∆ varies from the Heisenberg limit
(∆ = 1) to the easy-plane limit (∆ = 0); (2) Both EE and disorder operator with smooth boundary
cut exhibit anomalous scaling behavior at the transition points, resembling the scaling inside the
Goldstone model phase, and the anomalous scaling becomes strengthened as the transition becomes
more first order; (3) First put forward in Ref. [arXiv:2401.12838], with the finite-size corrections in
EE for Goldstone phase is properly considered in the fitting form, the anomalous scaling behavior of
EE can be adapted with emergent SO(5) symmetry breaking at the Heisenberg limit (∆ = 1). We
extend this method in the EPJQ model and observe similar results, which may indicate emergent
SO(4) symmetry breaking in the easy-plane regime (∆ < 1) or emergent SO(5) symmetry breaking
in the Heisenberg limit (∆ = 1). These observations provide evidence that the Néel-VBS transition
in the JQ model setting evolves from weak to prominent first-order transition as the system becomes
anisotropic, and the non-local probes such as EE and disorder operator, serve as the sensitive tool
to detect such salient yet fundamental features.

I. INTRODUCTION

The conventional Landau-Ginzburg-Wilson (LGW)
paradigm for characterizing phases and their transitions
has been confronted with the notion of deconfined quan-
tum critical points (DQCPs), which describes a direct
continuous transition between Néel ordered phases and
valence-bond-solid (VBS) phases [1–4]. However, the
feasibility of realizing such transitions in lattice models
remains a contentious issue because of the observation
of anomalous behavior against conformal field theories
(CFT) [5–17], such as drifting of critical exponents [5–7],
possible violation of CFT bounds [8–10], and the anoma-
lous scaling behavior of entanglement entropies and dis-
order operators [11–17]. A deeper exploration of the ori-
gins of these anomalous behaviors will benefit not only
the better understanding of nature of DQCPs but also
its lattice model and even material realizations [18–23].

Among all the anomalous behavior against CFTs, we
are in particular interested in the anomalous finite-size
scaling behavior of Rényi EE and disorder operator, as
it happens even at relatively small system sizes [11–17]
where other physical quantities such as order parame-
ters and correlation functions still exhibit good agree-
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ment with a continuous phase transition [24–28]. In fact,
at the DQCPs of SU(2) JQ2 and JQ3 models, our pre-
vious works [11–14] show that disorder operator and EE
all exhibit anomalous scaling against CFTs. To be spe-
cific, for the corner cut case where the boundary of sub-
region has four π

2 corners, both disorder operator and
EE have a positive logarithmic correction to the lead-
ing order area law term which violates the unitary CFT
prediction that the correction must be negative [29–31].
Later, further studies clarified that the violation of EE
actually arises from the smooth part of the subregion.
In fact, for smooth cut case where the boundary has
no sharp corners, the anomalous logarithmic subleading
correction also exists in EE, which is incompatible with
CFTs [13, 14], but seems to be more compatible with
the existence of Goldstone modes [32, 33] and can also
possibly be adapted with the ‘walking" pseudo-criticality
behavior at the transition [34–37]. In addition, recently
another work [38] shows that scaling of EE at the DQCP
is cut-dependent, and the anomalous log correction for
smooth cut can be suppressed by considering a tilted
square lattice by π

4 degrees, and the essential information
of the CFTs might be captured by this cut at small sys-
tem sizes. In this context, the scalings of these nonlocal
physical observables prove to be powerful and sensitive
tools for diagnosing the various possible scenarios of the
DQCPs [11–14, 33] and revealing the universal informa-
tion of the possible CFT nearby the transitions [38].

Here in this work, we aim to shed more insights on
this issue by tunning the JQ-type Néel-VBS transition
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from weakly first-order to a more prominent first-order
transition, such that many of the salient features ob-
served at the SU(2) JQ limit, for example, the anomalous
finite-size scaling behavior in the entanglement entropy
(EE) [12–14, 33] and disorder operator [11], can also be
examined at a clear first-order transition, and the con-
nection between the observed anomalous behavior in EE
and disorder operator with the first-order nature of the
transitions can be further clarified. A possible platform
to achieve this goal is the easy-plane JQ (EPJQ) model,
which adds the easy-plane anisotropy to the Heisenberg
term in the JQ model, as shown in Eq. (1), to tune
the Néel-VBS transition to be more first-ordered. Previ-
ous studies have investigated the nature of the Néel-VBS
transition at different anisotropy ∆, both in 2D and 3D
lattice model settings [21, 28, 39–41], and the general
expectation/observation is that the more ∆ tunes away
from the Heisenberg limit (∆ = 1) towards the easy-plane
limit (∆ = 0), the stronger the first order of the Néel-
VBS transition. The EPJQ model thus serves as an ideal
platform to study the anomalous scaling behavior of EE
and disorder operator at these transition points simply
by tuning the values of ∆.

In this paper, we use the stochastic series expansion
(SSE) quantum Monte Carlo (QMC) methods [42, 43]
to systematically study the order parameter, entangle-
ment entropy, and disorder operator at the transitions
of the EPJQ model. We carefully analyze the remaining
ordered moments at the transitions and systematically
study the evolution of the scaling of entanglement en-
tropy and disorder operator along the transition line, as
a function of ∆ in Eq. (1). Our major findings are

1. For ∆ ∈ [0, 1) there always exist finite value of the
order parameters at the Néel-VBS phase transitions
of the model (including the finite order parameter
at the ∆ = 1 limit [44]), indicating the first-order
nature of the transition, and the moment increases
as ∆ is tuned from 1 to 0;

2. Both EE and disorder operator with smooth
boundary cut exhibit anomalous scaling behavior
at the transition points, resembling the scaling in-
side the Goldstone model phase, and the anomalous
scaling becomes strengthened as the transition be-
comes more first order;

3. Pioneered in Ref. [33, 45], with the finite-size cor-
rections in EE for Goldstone phase is properly dealt
with, the anomalous scaling behavior of EE can
be adapted with emergent SO(5) symmetry break-
ing at the Heisenberg limit (∆ = 1). We extend
this method in EPJQ model and observe similar
but weaker results which may indicate emergent
SO(4) symmetry breaking in the easy-plane regime
(∆ < 1) or emergent SO(5) symmetry breaking in
the Heisenberg limit (∆ = 1).

Our work thus provides a comprehensive study of the
scaling of EE and disorder operator along varying ∆ from

1 to 0 where the weakly first-order transition is gradually
tuned to a prominent first-order one. We show that the
anomalous scaling of EE and disorder operator is related
with the first order behavior, proving a strong evidence
that the DQCP of JQ model is indeed a weakly-first-
order transition and the anomalous log-corrections are
from Goldstone modes. Apart from this, our work sup-
ports the idea in Ref. [33] that the origin of anomalous
scaling of EE at the transition of ∆ = 1 is from the a
continuous SO(5) symmetry breaking and the Goldstone
modes associated with it. However, we do not observe
the same good convergence behavior to exact number of
Goldstone modes required by the SO(5) symmetry break-
ing at ∆ = 1 or SO(4) symmetry breaking at ∆ < 1,
which might originate from insufficient data quality and
the less pronounced emergent SO(4) symmetry in the
easy-plane case. Despite that, our results strongly sug-
gest that the DQCPs of EPJQ model is first-order and
scaling of EE and disorder operator serve as sensitive tool
for detecting such transitions.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II,
we first introduce the EPJQ model and discuss how
we extract the finite order parameters at its transition
points, then we move on to the discussion of disorder
operator in Sec. III and reveal its anomalous scaling in
comparison with that of the conventional (2+1)D O(3)
QCP and Néel phase, next we discuss the results of EE at
the EPJQ transitions in Sec. IV and point out its anoma-
lous scaling which might stem from the Goldstone mode
at the first-order transition points, finally we give a com-
prehensive summary on our results, discuss the relation
of our work with other recent works [33, 38] and point
out future directions in Sec. V. Detailed analysis of the
determination of the transition points and extrapolations
of the order parameter, and the analysis of the quality of
the fitting in EE data are presented in the Supplemental
Material (SM) [46].

II. MODEL AND PHASE DIAGRAM

We study the easy-plane JQ3 (EPJQ) model [21, 28,
39–41] as illustrated in the left inset of Fig. 1 (a) with
the following Hamiltonian

H = J
∑
⟨ij⟩

(
Sx
i S

x
j + Sy

i S
y
j +∆Sz

i S
z
j

)
−Q

∑
⟨ijklmn⟩

PijPklPmn,

(1)
where Pij = 1

4 − Si · Sj is the two-spin singlet projec-
tor. For ∆ = 1, the model goes back to JQ3 with
isotropic Heisenberg interactions. It was found the quan-
tum phase transition in the JQ3 model between the Néel
and VBS phases at qc = 0.59864(5) (with q = Q

J+Q and
J +Q = 1 as the energy unit) [11, 25], but more numeri-
cal evidence, especially from the entanglement witnesses
such as EE [12–14] and disorder operator [11], reveal an
anomalous subleading log-correction even if the partition-
ing of the lattice is smooth, i.e. no sharp corners on the
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FIG. 1. (a) Ground state phase diagram of the easy-plane JQ3 model. The red dots are critical points qc determined from FSS
analysis of Binder cumulants for different ∆ values. When ∆ = 1, the model is the standard JQ3 model and the weakly-first-
order transition point [44] separates the Néel order state with the VBS state. At finite ∆, the antiferromagnetic Néel order is
of the XY type. The Néel-VBS transition becomes prominently first order as ∆ goes from 1 to 0. The insets exhibit the EPJQ
model (left) and the entanglement region with smooth boundaries (right). (b) The non-zero order parameters for both AFXY
and VBS phases at qc(∞) with ∆ changes from 0 to 0.6. At ∆ = 1, the extrapolated order parameters are from Ref. [44] of
JQ2 model.

boundary. If the transition is indeed continuous and ac-
quires a unitary conformal field theory (CFT) descrip-
tion, one shall not see the log-correction with smooth
boundary [13]. The fact that the sign of the observed
log-coefficient is consistent with that of the presence of
the Goldstone mode, further suggests there exist finite
antiferromagnetic moment, i.e. remaining of the Néel or-
der, at the transition point [32]. Such evidence promotes
the understanding that the Néel-VBS transition is first
order, despite being very weak at the SU(2) limit [44].
In this work, we will monitor the behavior of the transi-
tion as the anisotropy in Eq. (1) is tuned away from the
Heisenberg limit.

At each ∆ ∈ [0, 1), the phase transition at zero
temperature happens between the antiferromagnetic XY
(AFXY) and VBS phase when tunning q = Q/(J + Q)
from zero to qc. We focus on the criticality and perform
SSE-QMC simulations on the EPJQ model at β = 2L for
different system sizes L = 16, 24, 32, 48, 64, 96, 128 with
∆ = 0, 0.1, 0.3, 0.5 and 0.6. In the AFXY phase, the
order parameter should be the sublattice magnetization
which breaks the U(1) symmetry, whose x component is
defined as

Mx =
1

N

N∑
i=1

(−1)xi+yiSx
i (2)

with {xi,yi} the coordinates of site i in the lattice. In the
simulation with finite system sizes the expectation value
of ⟨M2

x⟩ can be viewed as the square of the AFXY order
parameter, whereas ⟨Mx⟩ = 0 for finite size.

For the VBS phase, the valence bond can form in hori-
zontal and vertical directions as exemplified of the former
in the right inset of Fig. 1 (a), which can be described

through observable

Dx =
1

N

∑
i

(−1)xiSxi,yi
· Sxi+1,yi

,

Dy =
1

N

∑
i

(−1)yiSxi,yi
· Sxi,yi+1,

(3)

with {xi, yi} the coordinates of site i. In this way, the
expectation value of the square of the order parameter in
VBS phase is ⟨D2⟩ = ⟨D2

x⟩+ ⟨D2
y⟩.

We thus perform the finite-size scaling (FSS) analysis
of ⟨M2

x⟩ and ⟨D2⟩ to determine the transition points at
the thermodynamic limit (TDL) [47]. The dimensionless
quantity Binder cumulants are widely used in the FSS.
For those two ground states in our study, the Binder
cumulants are defined as

UM = 2

(
1− ⟨M4

x⟩
3⟨M2

x⟩2
)
,

UP = 2

(
1− ⟨D4⟩

2⟨D2⟩2
)
,

(4)

where normalization factors and constants in Eq. (4)
are decided from the degree of freedom and number of
components for order parameters. Under this definition,
UM → 1 in AFXY while it is zero in the VBS state when
L → ∞. On the contrary, in AFXY phase UP → 0
and UP → 1 in the VBS phase. Besides, both UM and
UP are dimensionless quantities whose value are indepen-
dent of system sizes at critical points. In this way, for
different simulated systems UM (q, L1) = UM (q, L2) and
UD(q, L1) = UD(q, L2) at critical point qc, which means
that the q dependence of Binder cumulants for different
sizes should cross with each other at the critical point.
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FIG. 2. The size dependence of crossing points of Binder cumulant of (a) Néel and (b) VBS order parameter in easy-plane JQ3

model for ∆ = 0.1. The fact UM (L = 128) becomes negative close to the transition suggests its first-order nature. (c) The
critical points at the thermodynamic limit for 1/L = 0 are obtained through the crossing point analysis of all the qc(L) using
Eq. (5). (d) The Néel and VBS order parameters as functions of 1/L at ∆ = 0.1 with the residual order at the thermodynamic
limit. All the residual moments of EPJQ model in Fig. 1 (b) are obtained in this way.

∆ = 0 0.1 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6
qc using UM 0.6340(1) 0.63091(5) 0.6250(2) 0.6221(2) 0.61833(6) 0.6139(3)
qc using UD 0.6341(5) 0.6311(9) 0.6261(4) 0.6225(2) 0.61883(5) 0.6142(1)

TABLE I. The critical points obtained from the Binder cumulants of UM and UD as shown in Fig. 2 for different ∆ =
0, 0.1, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5 and 0.6 using similar analysis in Fig. 2. The qc(∞) of UM and UD are identical within two sigma. The
detailed analyses are shown in Sec. I of SM [46].

Even though there only exist one phase transition point
at thermodynamic limit (TDL) qc(∞), usually all those
curves will not exactly cross at qc(∞) because of the fi-
nite size effect and corrections. Therefore, we shall lo-
cate all the crossings qc(L) where UM (q, L) = UM (q, 2L)
or UD(q, L) = UD(q, 2L) and trace the qc(∞) using the
following scaling form

qc(L) = qc(∞) + aL−1/ν−ω (5)

with ν the correlation length exponent and ω the finite-
size correction exponent [28, 47, 48].

We perform such FSS analysis on the computed re-
sults in EPJQ model with different ∆. For example, the
Binder cumulants of both AFXY and VBS phases close
to the crossing points are presented in Fig. 2 (a) and
(b) for ∆ = 0.1. The obtained crossings of two different
curves with (L, 2L) with L increasing from 8 to 64 are
then illustrated in Fig. 2 (c) as well as the fitting results.
Using the fitting form in Eq. (5) two qc(∞) can be ob-
tained with qc(L) related to different order parameters.
In Fig. 2 (d), we also present the extrapolation of the or-
dered moments (square) of ⟨M2

x⟩ and ⟨D2⟩ at each qc(L)
and eventually at the TDL, we find both ⟨M2

x⟩ and ⟨D2⟩
are finite (despite small in the y-scale of the figure) at the
transition point and this is the defining evidence that the
transition is first-order.

Repeating such a procedure, we can also get qc(∞)
for different ∆ in Tab. I. For a given ∆ < 1, the qc(∞)
obtained from crossings of different dimensionless quan-
tities agree with each other considering the error as large

as two sigma, which can be true for the continuous phase
transition as well as the first-order one. However, we
should point out that UM of the AFXY order param-
eter for ∆ = 0.1 becomes negative close to qc at the
largest simulated size L = 128, as shown in Fig. 2 (a),
the negative UM can also be regarded as a signature of
the first-order phase transition [49].

We have performed the extrapolation of the ordered
moments as in Fig. 2 (d) for all the ∆ values, and the
obtained results are summarized in Fig. 1 (b). From
which, one clearly sees that ⟨M2

x⟩ and ⟨D2⟩ are small at
∆ = 0.6 (they are even smaller at the isotropic limit), but
they gradually increases as ∆ → 0. We show all these
extrapolations in the Sec. I of SM [46]. The enhance-
ment of the ordered moments as ∆ → 0 is the reason we
believe along the phase AFXY-VBS phase boundary in
Fig. 1 (a), the transition evolves from weakly first-order
to stronger ones. As will be shown below, our non-local
EE and disorder operator measurements (with smaller
systems sizes than those of order parameters) successfully
capture such understanding from the more traditional lo-
cal measurements.

For comparison, we have also computed the disorder
operator for the square lattice J1-J2 Heisenberg model
with the Hamiltonian

HJ1−J2
= J1

∑
⟨ij⟩

Si · Sj + J2
∑
⟨ij⟩′

Si · Sj , (6)

where ⟨ij⟩ denotes the J1 bond and ⟨ij⟩′ denotes the J2
bond. This model has a well-established (2+1)d O(3)
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FIG. 3. (a) Disorder operator at θ = 0.2 and (b) the bipartite spin fluctuations FM as functions of system size L for the Néel
phase, (2+1)D O(3) QCP of J1 − J2 model (Eq. (6)), DQCP of JQ3 and the first-order quantum phase transition points of
EPJQ (Eq. (1)), respectively. The inset in (a) and the dashed rectangular boxes in (b) show the slopes of ln |XM (θ)|/L and
FM became sharper as system size increases at the quantum phase transition points of EPJQ, signifying the first-order nature
of the transition and such sharper slopes resemble that of the Néel phase with spontaneous symmetry breaking. (a) and (b)
share the same data labeling for different models.

QCP at (J2/J1)c = 1.90951(1) [47] separating the Néel
phase and a symmetric singlet product phase. As will
also shown below, the entanglement measurements (both
disorder operator and EE) of this O(3) QCP do not have
anomalous log-corrections.

III. DISORDER OPERATOR

Once the transition points of each ∆ are determined,
we now carry out the analysis of the disorder operator
upon them. As a non-local observable, disorder oper-
ator is defined as the expectation value of a symmetry
transformation applied to a finite region in the statisti-
cal or quantum many-body systems of interest [50–54].
The design and implementation of the disorder operator
and the analysis of its finite size scaling behavior have
been successfully carried out in the situations of sponta-
neous symmetry breaking phase, quantum critical points,
the symmetric phases with topological orders, symmet-
ric mass generation transition and even the free fermion
surface and interacting quantum critical Fermi surface
systems [11, 15, 17, 55–62].

In a 2D lattice spin model, for a region M as shown in
the right inset of Fig. 1 (a), we define the U(1) disorder
operator XM (θ) =

∏
i∈M eiθ(S

z
i +

1
2 ), where Sz

i is the U(1)
charge on site i. Especially for the corner region, the
scaling of the U(1) disorder operator have been studied
systematically [56–58, 60]. In the ordered (U(1) or SU(2)
symmetry breaking) phases, such as the superfluid phase
or Néel phase, it was found that ln |XM (θ)| ∼ −bL lnL
[11, 57]. At the quantum critical points of 2D lat-
tice models, previous studies [11, 55, 57] showed that
ln |XM (θ)| takes the following general form for a rectan-

gle region M :

ln |XM (θ)| = −a1L+ s ln(L) + a0, (7)

where all the coefficients are functions of θ and the log-
coefficient s follows a universal function of both θ and
the opening angles of the corners of M (π/2 for rectangle
region). Given a smooth region (without a corner), there
should be no corner correction and the log-coefficient
s = 0. Such area-law decay of disorder operator, i.e.
ln |XM (θ)| = −a1L + a0, holds both at the QCP and
inside the gapped symmetric phases.

To detect the scaling of the disorder operator at
the quantum phase transition point of EPJQ model in
Eq. (1), we choose the entanglement region M to be a
L × L/2 cylinder region (without corner) in the lattice,
as shown in the right inset of Fig. 1 (a), with system size
for L = 8 up to L = 144. For a good comparison, we
calculated the U(1) disorder operator (with small rota-
tion angle θ = 0.2) for the Néel phase (standard spin-1/2
Heisenberg model on the square lattice), the O(3) QCP of
J1−J2 model in Eq. (6), DQCP of JQ3 model (Eq. (1) at
∆ = 1), and quantum phase transition points of EPJQ of
Eq. (1) for ∆ = 0, 0.1, 0.3, 0.5, respectively. The results
are shown in Fig. 3 (a).

As the leading term of the U(1) disorder operator XM

at small θ for the Néel phase is ln |XM (θ)| ∼ −bL lnL,
one expects lnXM/L proportional to lnL with a pro-
nounced slope, as shown in Fig. 3 (a). For the (2+1)D
O(3) QCP of J1 − J2 model, since ln |XM (θ)| ∼ L with
log-coefficient s = 0 due to the smooth boundary, and
ln |XM (θ)|/L will be a constant at large system size,
which is also clearly seen in Fig. 3 (a).

The case for the DQCP of JQ3, lnXM/L as a function
of lnL gives a tiny slope, signifying the anomalous scaling
coming from the very weak Goldstone mode contribution
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at the weakly first-order transition [11]. But interest-
ingly, one clearly sees that the slopes of ln |XM (θ)|/L
became sharper at the first-order phase transition points
of EPJQ, especially as anisotropy ∆ → 0 as shown in
the inset of Fig. 3 (a) for ∆ = 0.5, 0.3, 0.1 and 0. There-
fore, the scaling behavior of disorder operator reveals the
residual Néel orders and first-order nature of the transi-
tion of EPJQ model, connecting the situation from ∆ = 1
to ∆ = 0.

We have further computed a related quantity – the
bipartite spin fluctuation [63]. At θ → 0 limit, the scaling
of the disorder operator − ln |XM | has a similar behavior
to that of the bipartite spin fluctuations, which is defined
as

FM = ⟨(Sz
M − ⟨Sz

M ⟩)2⟩, Sz
M =

∑
i∈M

Sz
i . (8)

So at the Néel phase, the scaling of the bipartite fluc-
tuations is FM ∼ bL lnL [32, 63], and FM/L ∼ b lnL
as show in Fig. 3 (b). For the (2+1)D O(3) QCP of
J1 − J2 model, the bipartite spin fluctuations of the
smooth region have a linear scaling FM ∼ aL and FM/L
will be a constant at large system size L. Turn to the
DQCP of JQ3 model, FM/L as a function of lnL gives
a tiny slope at large system size L, consistent with that
of the disorder operator in Fig. 3 (a) and our previous
observation of anomalous log-coefficient [11]. More in-
terestingly, the slopes of FM/L versus lnL also became
sharper at the phase transition points of the EPJQ with
∆ = 0.5, 0.3, 0.1 and 0, especially at large system sizes
and anisotropy ∆ → 0 as highlighted by dashed rectan-
gular boxes of Fig. 3 (b). The scaling at large size reveals
similar behavior as that of Néel orders contributed from
the remaining Goldenstone mode. This evolution further
strengthens the understanding that the DQCP transi-
tions change from weak to prominent first-order transi-
tions from ∆ = 1 to ∆ = 0.

IV. ENTANGLEMENT ENTROPY

Next we investigate the EE at the transition points
of various ∆ of Eq. (1). To this end, we employ the
nonequilibrium increment method [12, 64–66] within the
framework of SSE-QMC simulation [42, 43] to determine
the second Rényi entropy of the EPJQ model at phase
transition points for various values of ∆. Rényi entangle-
ment entropy is defined as S(n)

A = 1
1−n lnTr ρnA which can

be reexpressed in the form of S(n)
A = 1

1−n ln
Z

(n)
A

Z(n) accord-
ing to the replica trick [67]. The nonequilibrium method
is based on Jarzynski’s equality [68], which relates the
free energy difference between two systems with the to-
tal work done during a tuning process from one system
to another. We regard the partition functions Z

(n)
A and

Z(n) as those of two different physical systems, then it
is natural to apply the Jarzynski’s equality and design
a tunning process between the two systems to calculate
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S
(2

)
A
−

0.
13

38
L

(b)

FIG. 4. Second Rényi entropy S
(2)
A for L × L lattice with

subsystem size of L/2×L deep in the AFXY phase of EPJQ
model at ∆ = 0 and q = 0.3. (a) S

(2)
A versus system size L.

The black curve is a fit to S
(2)
A = aL+b ln(L)+c and the fitting

result is S(2)
A = 0.1338(8)L+0.497(11) ln(L)+0.0046(166). (b)

S
(2)
A −aL vs. ln(L) for different system sizes where we choose

the fitted value a = 0.1338. The black curve is a straight line
of y = 0.497x+ 0.0046.

the Rényi entropies [64, 65]. In practice, we follow the
incremental version [12, 66] of Ref. [65], and it can over-
come the fact that the EE is in general an exponential
observable [69, 70]. We conduct the simulation on a L×L
square lattice with periodic boundary conditions, and fix
with β = L and choose the subregion A to be a L× L/2
cylinder defined same as region M in the right inset of
Fig. 1 (a), which has no sharp corners on the entangle-
ment boundary.

For ∆ < 1.0, in the AFXY phase, the system sponta-
neously breaks the SO(2) spin symmetry and exhibits one
Goldstone mode. In this case, the entanglement entropy
(EE) is expected to scale as [32]

S
(n)
A = aL+ b ln(L) + c, b =

Ng

2
, (9)

where Ng represents the number of Goldstone modes.
Eq. (9) has been verified for both XY and Néel ordered
states, which have one and two Goldstone modes [13,
65, 66, 70–74], respectively. We first test our algorithm
in the AFXY phase of the EPJQ model at ∆ = 0 and
q = 0.3 ≪ qc, with the results displayed in Fig. 4. We
measure the second order Rényi EE for the subsystem
M . The system sizes utilized are L = 8, 12, 16, . . . , 32
and the temperature is fixed at β = L. As shown in
Fig. 4(b), by fitting to Eq. (9), we observe a good agree-
ment between our data with the scaling form of Eq. (9).
Moreover, the log-coefficient obtained from curve fitting
is NG

2 = 0.497±0.011, aligning well with the expectation
of existence of one Goldstone mode, which corresponds to
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FIG. 5. Second Rényi entropy S
(2)
A for L×L lattice with subsystem size of L/2×L at the phase transitions of EPJQ model for

different anisotropy ∆ as in Table. I and ∆ = 1 of JQ model. (a) S
(2)
A versus L for different ∆. The solid lines are fitted curves

of finite-size data according to Eq. (9). (b) S
(2)
A − ãL versus ln(L) for different ∆. ã = a(∆) is the fitted area law coefficient a

for different ∆. (c) The fitted log-coefficient b versus ∆. We gradually exclude the data for small system sizes, and Lmin is the
smallest system size used in the fitting process. The blue dotted line is a guide for eyes, indicating b = 0.5 or NG = 1.
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FIG. 6. Fitted log-coefficient b according to Eq. (10) with finite-size data of ρs(L) and I(L) obtained from QMC simulations at
the phase transition points of EPJQ model for different ∆. By considering the finite size values of ρs(L) and I(L), the obtained
b indeed gets enhanced, although with larger error bars. The black dotted lines are guides for eyes for the log coefficient of three
Goldstone modes from the SO(4) symmetry-breaking (for ∆ < 1) and four Goldstone modes from the SO(5) symmetry-breaking
(for ∆ = 1) cases.

spontaneous SO(2) symmetry breaking. The analysis of
the fitting quality can be found in the Sec. II in SM [46].

We then proceed to the phase transition points. Our
extrapolated finite order parameter data in Fig. 1(b)
shows that the first-order behavior is more pronounced
as ∆ decreases from 1 to 0. However, the relation be-
tween the scaling of entanglement entropy (EE) with the
strengthen of first-order behavior remains unexplored.
We measure the second Rényi EE at the transition points
in Table. I for various values of ∆ and system sizes
L = 8, 12, 16, . . . , 44 and fix β = L. The results are
presented in Fig. 5. For all examined values of ∆, we ob-
serve a clear logarithmic correction to the area law term

in the scaling of EE (Eq. (9)). Additionally, as ∆ de-
creases and the first-order behavior strengthens, the fit-
ted log-coefficient b increases. Interestingly, for ∆ = 0.1
and ∆ = 0.3, the fitted value of b is even consistent with
0.5, which corresponds to the existence of a single Gold-
stone mode, the same as the scaling of EE deep inside
the AFXY phase in Fig. 4. Our findings suggest that at
least for ∆ ≤ 0.3 the log-coefficient b characterizes a evi-
dent first order transition with SO(2) symmetry breaking
associated with one Goldstone mode.

At ∆ = 1.0, where the system reduces to the isotropic
JQ3 model, it has been discovered that even with a
smooth entanglement boundary, the system exhibits



8

anomalous positive logarithmic subleading corrections,
resembling the Goldstone mode contribution, while the
coefficient is only around 0.2-0.3 [13, 14]. In addition,
a recent study [33] considers carefully the finite-size ef-
fects in Eq. (9), and use the modified fitting function for
Goldstone mode phase

S
(2)
A (L) = aL+

nG

2
ln
[(
ρs(L)L

)1/2(
I(L)L

)1/2]
+c, (10)

where ρs(L) is the finite-size spin stiffness and I(L)
the finite-size transverse spin susceptibility. Through
this procedure, the log-coefficient is fitted to be around
2 which corresponds to four Goldstone modes [33].This
is used to suggest that the system breaks the emergent
SO(5) symmetry at the transition point, and this pro-
cess can be well detected by the scaling of EE even at
relatively small system sizes.

We followed this procedure, calculated the finite-size
spin stiffness ρs(L) and transverse spin susceptibility
I(L), and substituted them in Eq. (10), same as in
Ref. [33] to fit our EE data. However, as shown in Fig. 6,
we find it is not so easy to observe the same conver-
gence of log-coefficient to 2 at ∆ = 1.0 or to 1.5 at
∆ < 1.0, which would suggest the breaking of emer-
gent SO(5) (four Goldstone modes) and SO(4) (three
Goldstone modes) symmetries, respectively. In fact, at
∆ = 1.0 the last two data points with larger Lmin are
quite close to b = 2, although the last data point slightly
deviates below b = 2.

For ∆ < 1.0, except for ∆ = 0.3, the last data points
all seem to be consistent with b = 1.5. However, within
our limited data quality, we do not observe the stability of
fitted results with respect to Lmin for any ∆. It is possi-
ble that our results can be affected by stronger finite-size
effects as we fixed β = L to approach the thermodynamic
limit, while Ref. [33] used the projector quantum Monte
Carlo [75, 76] to simulate the ground state of the sys-
tem and fix the projection power to be m = L3. But we
think physically the more important point is, that we ob-
served at ∆ < 1.0 the first order is enhanced, so that the
emergent SO(4) behavior can be weakened at the sys-
tem sizes we considered, and a strong first-order behav-
ior with only one Goldstone mode might be mixed with
the SO(4) symmetry breaking behavior with three Gold-
stone modes. In this case, the fitted log coefficient with
Eq. (10) for ∆ < 1.0 could drift significantly from 1.5 to
0.5 when larger system sizes are considered. We there-
fore think that overall our fitting results with Eq. (10)
are consistent with Ref. [33] for JQ3 model and show the
capability of EE in characterizing the emergent symme-
try and weakly first order behaviors at the complicated
DQCPs.

V. DISCUSSION

Our work shows the two non-local measurements –
the disorder operator and entanglement entropy – consis-

tently exhibit anomalous scaling behaviors at the easy-
plane deconfined quantum criticalities. By adjusting the
anisotropy from the Heisenberg limit (∆ = 1) to the easy-
plane limit (∆ = 0), we find that as the first-order nature
of the transition is being amplified, the anomalous behav-
ior of both the disorder operator and entanglement en-
tropy becomes more apparent, resembling contributions
from Goldstone modes. Interestingly, when ∆ ≤ 0.3,
the log coefficient in EE seem to converge to b = 0.5
which is consistent with one Goldstone mode and SO(2)
symmetry breaking at the first-order transition points.
Additionally, when applying the finite-size fitting form of
Goldstone mode phase (Eq. (10)) to fit our EE data, we
obtain the enhanced log coefficients close to that of emer-
gent SO(5) symmetry breaking at ∆ = 1 and emergent
SO(4) symmetry breaking at ∆ < 1. However, the log co-
efficients do not show the good convergence behavior, as
shown in Ref. [33], which maybe explained by insufficient
data quality or very weak emergent SO(4) symmetry at
∆ < 1 due to the strengthening of first order behav-
ior. Our work thus provides strong evidence that the
observed anomalous scaling behaviors of the entangle-
ment measurements (disorder operator and EE) indeed
come from the weakly-first-order nature of DQCPs of JQ
model realizations both at ∆ = 1 and ∆ < 1.

Note that our work and previous studies [11–17, 33, 38]
on the EE scaling of smooth cut on a square lattice
are not contradicted with the recent work by D’Emidio
and Sandvik [38] where they consider a π

4 -degrees-tilted
square lattice and observe the normal scaling of EE obey-
ing the requirements of CFTs. We think the cut depen-
dence of EE actually supports the transition is indeed
weakly-first order and the tilted cut and standard cut
possibly just capture the two sides of the JQ-type DQCP
story. On the one hand, it is a weakly first transition
which can be detected by the standard cut, and on the
other hand the system might be close to a real continuous
transition so that the tilted cut captures some essential
information of the CFT at small system sizes. In conclu-
sion, scaling of these nonlocal observables have proven
to be both powerful and sensitive tools in characteris-
ing this kind of weakly first-order transitions [11–13, 33],
and it provides strong evidence that the JQ type DQCP
is weakly first order however very close to a real con-
tinuous transition [44], possibly of multicritical type re-
lated with the SO(5) model with Wess-Zumino-Witten
term [44, 48, 77–79] or the ‘walking" pseudo-criticality
behavior at the transition [34–37].

Future research directions may include investigating
the disorder operator and entanglement entropy scaling
of JQn models with n > 3, which have been shown to
exhibit stronger first-order transitions [44, 80] as n in-
creases, similar to EPJQ models. Another avenue of in-
terest is to explore the entanglement entropy scaling of an
absolutely strong first-order transition, which involves a
mixture of two phases with classical probabilities. More-
over, multipartite entanglement [81–84] and higher-order
Rényi entropies, entanglement negativity and entangle-



9

ment spectrum [85–87] with QMC simulations at the
DQCP also present intriguing topics for future investi-
gation.
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I. THE CRITICALITY FOR DIFFERENT ∆ IN THE EPJQ MODELS
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FIG. S1. (Upper panels) The crossing points qc(L) obtained from the curve of dimensionless Binder cumulants UM (blue) and
UD(red) versus q close to the phase transition points for two system sizes L and 2L. The red/blue curve is the fitting function
with the scaling form of qc(L) in Eq. (5) excluding the crossings for small sizes with χ2 of the fitting becomes close to one.
The data points presented at 1/L = 0 are the y-intecepts of fitting curves with the fitting errors which are given in Tab.I.
(Lower panels) The value of order parameters for both AFXY and VBS phases at qc(L) obtained with corresponding Binder
cumulants versus 1/L in the EPJQ models with different ∆ for all computing sizes L. The red/blue curve is the second-order
polynormial fitting function of all the data points with χ2 of the fitting close to one. The data points presented at 1/L = 0 are
the y-intecepts of the fitting curves with errors illustrated in Fig. 1.

The results in (b) of Fig. 1 in the main text present that the order parameters for both the AFXY and VBS phases
converge to a non-zero value when L goes to infinity for different ∆ in the EPJQ models, which implies the possibility
of first-order phase transitions in the EPJQ model. In this section we present the detail procedure in obtaining those
converged order parameters at thermodynamic limit in Fig. 1(b). The binder cumulants UM and UD defined in Eq. (4)
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for the AFXY and VBS phases correspondingly are two dimensionless quantities that are commonly chosen in the
FSS of calculating critical points and correlation length exponents. In this paper we study the critical behavior of
the EPJQ model with different anisotropic value ∆ with the help of UM and UD all the crossing points qc(L) of two
simulated sizes L and 2L got from UM and UD are shown in the first row in Fig. S1 for those different ∆. Using the
fitting form in Eq. (5) two qc(∞) can be got, which are listed in Tab.I in the main text. At each crossing point qc(L)
we also calculate the square of order parameters defined in Eq. 2 and Eq. 3 as M2

x(L) and D2(L) illustated in the
second row in Fig. S1. It should be noticed that M2

x(L) and D2(L) are calculated at different qc(L) as the crossing
points are got from different dimensionless quantities. In the calculation of M2

x(L) we chose the corresponding qc(L)
got from UM for two sizes L and 2L. As for the D2(L) the crossing points are located using UD. After all the
M2

x(L) and D2(L) are known for different sizes, the square of order parameters at critical points when L → ∞ can
be calculated with the second-order polynomial fitting. All the fitting parameters of M2

x(∞) and D2(∞) for different
∆ are illustrated in Fig. 1 in the main text.

II. COMPARISON OF FITTING QUALITY

In the main text, the scaling form of EE we use for the fitting is

S
(2)
A = aL+ b ln(L) + c. (S1)

However, to confirm the validity of the fitting form we use, we consider the comparison of above fitting form with the
following one

S
(2)
A = aL+ b/L+ c, (S2)

which has no subleading L− dependence term but with a finite-size correction term b/L.
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FIG. S2. Comparison of fitting quality with Eq. S1 and Eq. S2 in the AFMXY phase at ∆ = 0 and q = 0.3. Left panel:
S

(2)
A − 0.1338L versus ln(L) with area law coefficient obtained from fitting to Eq. S1. Right panel: S

(2)
A − 0.1504L versus 1/L

with area law coefficient obtained from fitting to Eq. S2. The chi-squared values of two fittings are also printed on the figure.

We use the chi-squared value χ2/k to evaluate the fitting quality. chi-squared value is defined as

χ2 =

N∑
i=1

(f(xi)− yi)
2

σ2
i

, (S3)

where σi is the uncertainty of data yi. k = N−r is the effective number of degrees of freedom, where N is the number
of data points and r is the number of fitting parameters. χ2/k is expected to be close to 1 for a good fit. As shown
in Fig. S2, in the AFMXY phase, the fitting quality is compared with Eq. S1 and Eq. S2 and the χ2/k values are
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FIG. S3. Comparison of fitting quality with Eq. S1 and Eq. S2 at the DQCPs of easy-plane JQ3 model. The red and blue data
points represent the finite-size EE data with an area law term subtracted. The area law term is fitted from Eq. S1 for red data
points and Eq. S2 for blue data points.

0.395 and 4.185 separately. χ2/k should be typically distributed within the range [1−
√

2/k, 1+
√
2/k] where for this

case the range is [0.465, 1.535]. In our simulation, the precise estimation of statistic errors can be affected by limited
number of Monte Carlo bins so that we attribute the small deviation of 0.395 to 0.465 to problematic errorbars and
4.185 is apparently far away from the ideal range. We thus conclude that Eq. S1 fits the data better than Eq. S2.

Similarly, for DQCPs of easy-plane JQ3 model, the comparison of fitting quality with Eq. S1 and Eq. S2 is also
performed and the results are shown in Fig. S3. By comparing their χ2/k values, we conclude that Eq. S1 in all cases
fit better than Eq. S2. Note that for ∆ = 1.0 which is the standard JQ3 model, it has already been shown in previous
study [13] that Eq. S1 fits the better. In that case we only present the comparison for ∆ < 1.0 in this manuscript.
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