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Abstract. In quantum many-body systems with local interactions, the effects of boundary condi-
tions are considered to be negligible, at least for sufficiently large systems. Here we show an example
of the opposite. We consider a spin chain with two competing interactions, set on a ring with an
odd number of sites. When only the dominant interaction is antiferromagnetic, and thus induces
topological frustration, the standard antiferromagnetic order (expressed by the magnetization) is
destroyed. When also the second interaction turns from ferro to antiferro, an antiferromagnetic or-
der characterized by a site-dependent magnetization which varies in space with an incommensurate
pattern, emerges. This modulation results from a ground state degeneracy, which allows to break
the translational invariance. The transition between the two cases is signaled by a discontinuity in
the first derivative of the ground state energy and represents a quantum phase transition induced

by a special choice of boundary conditions.

Introduction

Modern physics follows a reductionist approach, in
that it tries to explain a great variety of phenomena
through the minimal amount of variables and concepts.
Thus, a successful theory should apply to a number as
large as possible of situations and provide a predictive
framework, depending on a number of variables as small
as possible, within which one can describe the physical
systems of interest. On the other hand, further discover-
ies tend to enrich the phenomenology making more com-
plicated, for the existing theories, to continue to predict
accurately all the situations, sometimes to the point of
exposing the need for new categories altogether.

Landau’s theory of phases is a perfect example of such
an evolution [I]. Toward the middle of the last cen-
tury [2], all the different phases of many-body systems
obeying classical mechanics were classified in terms of
local order parameters that, turning from zero to a non-
vanishing value, signal the onset of the corresponding
order. Each order parameter is uniquely associated with
a particular kind of order, which in turn can be traced
back to a specific local symmetry that is violated in that
phase [3]. Hence symmetries play a key role in Landau’s
theory, while other features, such as boundary conditions,
are deemed negligible (at least in the thermodynamic
limit).

Because of its success, Landau’s theory has been bor-
rowed at first without modifications in the quantum
regime [4]. Nonetheless, after a few years, it has become
clear that the richness of quantum many-body systems
goes beyond the standard Landau paradigm. Indeed,
topologically ordered phases [5l [6], that have no equiva-
lent in the classical regime, as well as nematic ones [7],
represent instances in which violation of the same sym-
metry is associated with different (typically non-local)
and non-equivalent order parameters [S8HI0], depending
on the model under analysis. This implied that Landau’s
theory had to be extended to incorporate more general

concepts of order, which include the non-local effects that
come along with the quantum regime and have no clas-
sical counterpart.

In more recent years, even boundary conditions, which
are expected to be irrelevant for the onset of a clas-
sical ordered phase in the thermodynamic limit, have
been shown to play a role when paired with quantum
interactions. Intuitively, one supposes that the contri-
butions of boundary terms, that increase slowly with
the size of the system with respect to the bulk ones,
can be neglected when the dimension of the system di-
verges [ITHI3]. Recently, this intuition has been chal-
lenged. Thus in [14] a concrete example of a boundary-
driven quantum phase transition was provided, showing
that, by tuning the coupling between the edges of an
open chain, the system can visit different phases. In this
line of research, particular attention was devoted to ana-
lyzing one-dimensional translational-invariant antiferro-
magnetic (AFM) spin models with frustrated boundary
conditions (FBC), i.e, periodic boundary conditions in
rings with an odd number of sites V. For purely classi-
cal systems (Ising chains), FBC produce 2N degenerate
lowest energy states, characterized by one domain wall
defect in one of the two Neel orders. Quantum effects
split this degeneracy, producing, in the thermodynamic
limit, a Galilean band of gapless excitations in touch with
the lowest energy state(s) [IBHIS] in a phase that, with-
out frustration, would otherwise be gapped. In particu-
lar, while without frustration, the ground state of these
models can be mapped exactly into the vacuum of a free
fermionic system, the effect of FBC is to add a single ex-
citation over this vacuum [19]. The naive expectation is
that, as the chain length is increased, the contributions
from this single quasi-particle get diluted up to becoming
irrelevant in thermodynamic limit. But this is not what
was observed in [20] where, in the presence of FBC, a
short range dominant AFM interaction competes with
a ferromagnetic one. Indeed, the single-particle excita-
tion brings 1/N corrections to the fundamental Majo-



rana correlation functions, but these contributions can
add up in the physical observables, due to the peculiar
strongly correlated nature of the system. For instance,
the two-point function, whose connected component is
usually separated in the long distance limit to extract
the spontaneous magnetization, acquires a multiplicative
algebraic correction that suppresses it toward zero at dis-
tances scaling like the system size [15] 20, [21]. The van-
ishing of the spontaneous magnetization and the replace-
ment of the standard AFM local order with a mesoscopic
ferromagnetic one was also established through the direct
evaluation of the one point function in [20] 21].

In the present work, we focus on the transition that
occurs when also the second interaction becomes AFM.
This transition is characterized, even at finite size, by a
level crossing associated with a discontinuity in the first
derivative of the free energy at zero temperature (i.e., the
ground state energy). In the phase where both interac-
tions are AFM, the ground state becomes four-fold de-
generate and this increased degeneracy allows for the ex-
istence of a different magnetic order. This order is char-
acterized by a staggered magnetization as in the standard
AFM case, but with a modulation that makes its ampli-
tude slowly varying in space. The results are surprising
not only because of the order we find, but also because
the quantum phase transition, signaled by the discon-
tinuity, does not exist with other boundary conditions
(BC), such as open (OBC) or periodic (PBC) boundary
conditions with an even number of sites N. For this rea-
son we term it ”Boundary-conditions-induced Quantum
Phase Transition” (BCI QPT).

Results

Level crossing:  We illustrate our results by discussing
the XY chain at zero field in FBC. Even if this phe-
nomenology is not limited to this model, it is useful to
focus on it, because exploiting the well-known Jordan—
Wigner transformation [22] we can evaluate all the quan-
tities that we need with an almost completely analytical
approach. The Hamiltonian describing this system reads

N
H= Zcos¢ 070 +sing ofoy, |, (1)
j=1

where of, with a = z,y,2, are Pauli matrices and N
is the number of spins in the lattice. Having assumed
frustrated boundary conditions, we have that N = 2M +
1 is odd and of = 0%, . The angle ¢ € (=7, 7) tunes
the relative weight of the two interactions, as well as the
sign of the smaller one. Hence, while the role of the
dominant term is always played by the AFM interaction
along the z-direction, we have that the second Ising—like
interaction switches from FM to AFM at ¢ = 0.

Figure 1. Three-dimensional representation of the site-
dependent magnetization. (Color online) Site dependent
magnetizations along = (Blue darker arrows) and y (Red

lighter arrows) for each spin of a lattice with N = 9 sites.

The magnetizations are obtained setting ¢ = § and recover-
ing the maximum amplitudes f; ~ 0.613 and f, ~ 0.329, see

discussion around eq. @

Regardless of the value of ¢, the Hamiltonian in
eq. (17) commutes with the parity operators (I =
@N 0%), ie. [H,TI*] =0, Ya. At the same time, since
we are considering odd N, different parity operators sat-
isfy {Ha,Hﬁ} = 204,8, hence implying that each eigen-
state is at least two-fold degenerate: if |¢)) is an eigen-
state of both H and II#, then II” |¢), that differs from
ITY [¢b) by a global phase factor, is also an eigenstate of
H with the same energy but opposite z—parity. These
symmetries are important because they imply an exact
ground-state degeneracy even in finite chains and thus
the possibility to select states with a definite magnetiza-
tion within the ground state manifold (for more details
about the symmetries of the model see Supplementary
Note 1). Furthermore, using the techniques introduced
in [20], it is possible to directly evaluate the magnetiza-
tion of these states: having it as a function of the number
of sites of the chain, we can take the thermodynamic limit
and thus recover directly its macroscopic value, without
resorting to the usual approach making use of the cluster
decomposition.

Using the standard techniques [23], that consist in the
Jordan-Wigner transformation and a Fourier transform
followed by a Bogoliubov rotation (more details in Sup-
plementary Note 2), the Hamiltonian can be reduced to
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1
Ot — Ze(q) (agaq—Q). (2)
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Here q, (a:fl) is the annihilation (creation) fermionic op-
erator with momentum ¢q. The Hilbert space has been
divided into the two sectors of different z-parity II%.



Accordingly, the momenta run over two disjoint sets,
corresponding to the two sector: I'™ = {27k/N} and
I't = {2n(k + })/N} with k ranging over all integers
from 0 to N — 1. The dispersion relation reads

e(g) =2 ‘cosqﬁ et —&—sinqﬁ} , q# 0,7,
€(0) = —e(m) =2 (cosp +sing) (3)

where we note that only €(0), e(r) can become negative.

The eigenstates of H are constructed by populating
the vacuum states [0F) in the two sectors and by taking
care of the parity constraints. The effect of frustration is
that the lowest energy states are not admissible due to
the parity requirement. For instance, from eq. we see
that, assuming ¢ € (-7, 7), the single negative energy
mode is €(r), which lives in the even sector (7 € I'").
Therefore the lowest energy states are, respectively, [07)
in the odd sector and al |07) in the even one. But, since
both of them violate the parity constraint of the relative
sector, they cannot represent physical states. Hence, the
physical ground states must be recovered from |0~) and
al |0%) considering the minimal excitation coherent with
the parity constraint.

While for ¢ < 0 there is a unique state in each par-
ity sector that minimizes the energy while respecting the
parity constraint (and these states both have zero mo-
mentum), for ¢ > 0 the dispersion relation in eq.
becomes a double well and thus develops two minima:
+p € T'™ and +p’ € T'", approximately at w/2 (for
their precise values and more details, see “Methods”).
Thus, for ¢ > 0 the ground state manifold becomes 4-
fold degenerate, with states of opposite parity and mo-
menta. This degeneracy has a solid geometrical origin,
which goes beyond the exact solution to which the XY is
amenable, and has to do with the fact that, with FBC,
the lattice translation operator does not commute with
the mirror (or chiral) symmetry, except than for states
with 0 or 7 momentum (see Supplementary Note 4).
Thus, every other state must come in degenerate dou-
blets of opposite momentum/chirality. In accordance to
this picture, a generic element in the four-dimensional
ground state subspace can be written as

l9) = w1 [p) +uz |-p) +us|p’) +us|—p') .,  (4)

where the superposition parameters satisfy the nor-
malization constraint Y, [w;[? = 1, |+p) = alp\O*)
are states in the odd z-parity sector and
|£p") = I |Fp) = alp,air\Oﬂ are the states in the
even sector (for the second equality, that holds up to a
phase factor, see “Methods”).

Hence, independently from N, once FBC are imposed,
the system presents a level crossing at the point ¢ =
0, where the Hamiltonian reduces to the classical AFM
Ising. The presence of the level crossing is reflected on
the behavior of the ground state energy F,, whose first
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Figure 2. Site-dependent magnetization. (Color online)
Plot of the site dependent magnetizations along z (orange
points) and y (blue ones) for each spin of a lattice with N =
29 sites. The magnetizations are obtained setting ¢ = %.
The dashed lines are a guide to the eye to show the almost
staggered order, while the modulation in space is given by

eq. [

derivative exhibits a discontinuity

dE,

dE, _ dE,
do

¢—0~ d(Z)

=2<1+COS%), (5)

¢—0+

which goes to a nonzero finite value in the thermody-
namic limit. The presence of both a discontinuity in the
first derivative of the ground state energy, and a different
degree of degeneracy even at finite sizes, is coherent with
a first-order quantum phase transition [4].

However, such a transition is present only when FBC
are considered. Indeed, without frustration, hence con-
sidering either OPC or PBC conditions in a system with
even N, the two regions ¢ € (—%,0) and ¢ € (0, F) be-
long to the same AFM phase, have the same degree of
ground-state degeneracy, and exhibit the same physical
properties [24] 25]. Hence it is the introduction of the
FBC that induces the presence of a quantum phase tran-
sition at ¢ = 0.

The magnetization: Having detected a phase transi-
tion, we need to identify the two phases separated by
it. In [20] it was proved that the two-fold degenerate
ground state for ¢ < 0 is characterized by a ferromag-
netic mesoscopic order: for any finite odd NV, the chain
exhibits non-vanishing, site-independent, ferromagnetic
magnetizations along any spin directions. These mag-
netizations scale proportionally to the inverse of the sys-
tem size and, consequently, vanish in the thermodynamic
limit. For suitable choices of the ground state, this meso-
scopic magnetic order is present also for ¢ > 0 but, tak-
ing into account that now the ground state degeneracy
is doubled, this phase can also show a different magnetic
order, that is forbidden for ¢ < 0. However, from all the
possible orders that can be realized we can, for sure, dis-
card the standard staggerization that characterizes the



AFM order in the absence of FBC. In fact, for odd N, it
is not possible to align the spins perfectly antiferromag-
netically, while still satisfying PBC. In a classical system,
the chain develops a ferromagnetic defect (a domain wall)
at some point, but quantum-mechanically this defect gets
delocalized and its effect is not negligible in the thermo-
dynamic limit as one would naively think.

To study the magnetization let us consider a ground
state vector that is not an eigenstate of the translation
operator:

5) = \%( 1p) + e 1)) (6)

where 6 is a free phase. We compute the expectation
value of spin operators on this state. Having broken
translational invariance, we can expect the magnetiza-
tion to develop a site dependence, which can be found by
exploiting the translation and the mirror symmetry (see
“Methods”), giving

(o) 5=(=1)7 cos w% A (@, 0,N) | fa (7)
where fo, = |(p|o% |p')]. The two phase factors, whose
explicit dependence on the arbitrary phase 6 is given
in Supplementary Note 5, are related as A(y,0,N) —
Az, 0, N) = 7/2, which corresponds to a shift by half of
the whole ring between the x and y magnetization pro-
files. The obtained spatial dependence, depicted in Fig-
ure [1] and [2 thus breaks lattice translational symmetry,
not to a reduced symmetry as in the case of the stagger-
ization that characterizes the standard AFM order, but
completely, since we have an incommensurate modula-
tion that depends on the system size over-imposed to the
staggerization.

While the simple argument just presented explains how
and why the magnetizations along = and y acquire a non-
trivial spatial dependence, we still have to determine how
their magnitudes scale with N. The magnitudes depend
on the spin operator matrix elements (p| o% |p’) and their
evaluation is explained in “Methods’.

As we can see from Figure [3] we have two different
behaviors for the magnetizations along x and y. While
for the former we can see that it admits a finite non
zero limit, which is a function of the parameter ¢ > 0,
the latter, for large enough systems, is proportional to
1/N (see also Figure {4)) and vanishes in the thermody-
namic limit. Hence, differently from the one along the
y spin direction, the “incommensurate antiferromagnetic
order” along x survives also in the thermodynamic limit.
By exploiting perturbative analysis around the classical
point ¢ = 0 it is possible to show that, for ¢ — 0T and
diverging N, f, goes to 2/7 (see Supplementary Note 7
for details). Moreover, numerical analysis has also shown
that in the whole region ¢ € (0,7/4) we have

2 1
: T AN _ 2 I
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Figure 3. Matrix elements that determine the mag-
netization. (Color online) Behavior of matrix elements f,
(a) and fy (b) as function of the Hamiltonian parameter
¢ for different sizes of the the system N. The magnetiza-

tions are site-dependent, as given by the formula (o5); =

(=1)? cos [7‘(’% + Mo, 0, N)} fa for @ = z,y, where X is a
phase factor that depends on additional details of the ground
state. The matrix elements f, and f, thus determine the
maximal value the magnetization can achieve over the ring.
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Figure 4. Difference in the scaling of the two matrix
elements. Dependence of the two fo = | (p|o% |p)| on the
inverse of the size of the system 1/N for ¢ ~ 0.692. The
black points represent the values obtained for f, while the
red squares stand for fy.

Discussion

Summarizing, we have proved how, in the presence of
FBC, the Hamiltonian in eq. shows a quantum phase
transition for ¢ = 0. Such transition is absent both for
OBC and for systems with PBC made of an even num-
ber of spins. This quantum phase transition separates
two different gapless, non-relativistic phases that, even
at a finite size, are characterized by different values of
ground-states degeneracy: one shows a two-fold degen-



erate ground-state, while in the second we have a four-
fold degenerate one. This difference, together with the
fact that the first derivative of the ground-state energy
shows a discontinuity in correspondence with the change
of degeneracy, supports the idea that there is a first-order
transition.

The two phases display the two ways in which the sys-
tem can adjust to the conflict between the local AFM
interaction and the global FBC: either by displaying a
mesoscopic ferromagnetism, whose magnitude decays to
zero with the system size [20], or through an approxi-
mate staggerization, so that the phase difference between
neighboring spins is 7 (1 + %) For large systems, these
1/N corrections induced by frustration are indeed negli-
gible at short distances. However, they become relevant
when fractions of the whole chain are considered. Cru-
cially, the latter order spontaneously breaks translational
invariance and remains finite in the thermodynamic limit.
Let us remark once more that, with different boundary
conditions, all these effects are not present.

The results presented in this work are much more than
an extension of [20], in which we already proved that
FBC can affect local order. While in [20] AFM was de-
stroyed by FBC and replaced with a mesoscopic ferro-
magnetic order, here we encounter an AFM order, which
spontaneously breaks translational invariance, is modu-
lated in an incommensurate way, and does not vanish in
the thermodynamic limit. Most of all, the transition be-
tween these two orders is signaled by a discontinuity in
the derivative of the free energy, indicating a first-order
quantum phase transition.

The phase transition we have found resembles several
well-known phenomena of quantum complex systems,
without being completely included in any of them. A
finite difference of the values of the free energy deriva-
tive at two sides of the transition characterizes also first-
order wetting transitions [26H28], that are associated to
the existence of a border. On the other hand, in our sys-
tem, we cannot individuate any border, since the chain
under analysis is perfectly invariant under spatial trans-
lations. Delocalized boundary transitions have already
been reported and are called “interfacial wetting”, but
they differ from the phenomenology we discussed here,
as they refer to multi-kink states connecting two differ-
ent orders (prescribed at the boundary) separated by a
third intermediate state [29].

The transition we have found, and the incommensu-
rate AFM order, might also be explored experimentally.
To observe them, one could, for example, measure the
magnetization at different positions in the ring. In the
phase exhibiting incommensurate AFM order, the mea-
surements will yield different values at different positions,
while in the other phase, exhibiting mesoscopic ferromag-
netic order the values are going to be the same. One
could also examine the maximum value of the magneti-
zation over the ring. In the incommensurate AFM phase

this value is finite, while in the other it goes to zero in the
thermodynamic limit. The maximum of the magnetiza-
tion over the ring thus exhibits a jump at the transition
point.

The strong dependence of the macroscopic behavior
on boundary conditions that we have found seemingly
contradicts one of the tenants of Landau Theory and we
cannot offer at the moment a unifying picture that would
reconcile our results with the general theory. Indeed,
FBC are special, as the kind of spin chains we consider
are the building blocks of every frustrated system [30-
35] , which are known to present peculiar properties. We
can also speculate that FBC induce a topological effect
that puts the system outside the range of validity of Lan-
dau’s theory. In fact, while in the ferromagnetic phases of
the model the ground state degeneracy in the thermody-
namic limit is independent of boundary conditions, in the
parameter region exhibiting incommensurate AFM order
the degeneracy is doubled with FBC, thus clearly de-
pending on the (real space) topology of the system. But,
there is a second more subtle connection. Indeed, while
magnetic phases show symmetry-breaking order param-
eters, topological phases are characterized by the expec-
tation value of a non-local string operator that does not
violate the bulk symmetry of the system. In our sys-
tem, as we have shown before, the value of the local
magnetization is associated with the expectation value
of the operator oI = ®§V:711 o, which is a string op-
erator that does not break the parity symmetries of the
model. However, while geometrical frustration induces
some topological effects in the XY chain, interestingly,
we have found evidence that suggests that topological
phases are resilient to geometrical frustration [36].

A natural question that emerges is how robust is the
observed phenomenology to defects, that destroy the
translational symmetry of the model. In fact, a com-
mon expectation is that such defect would pin the do-
main wall and restore the unfrustrated physics in the
bulk. This question has been addressed in [37], where it
has been shown that a complex picture emerges depend-
ing on the nature of the defects, but that ultimately the
incommensurate AFM order can survive under very gen-
eral conditions. Thus, the physics we have discussed in
this work is not only a remarkable point of principle but
also a physically measurable phenomenon.

Methods

Ground state degeneracy: = We have two different pic-
tures depending on the sign of ¢. For ¢ < 0 the excitation
energy, given by eq. , admits two equivalent local min-
ima, one for each parity,ie. ¢g=0€ I~ andg=m c I'".
Consequently, the ground state is two-fold degenerate,
and the two ground states that are also eigenstates of I1#
are |g5) = a} |07) and |gf) = I |g5) = |0*), where the



last equality holds up to a phase factor. On the contrary,
when ¢ becomes positive, the energy in eq. admits, for
each z-parity sector, two local minima at opposite mo-
menta, +p € I'~ and £p’ € T't, where p = Z (1 — &) for
a system size N satisfying N mod4=1,p= 3 (1 + %)
for Nmod 4=3and p' =7 — p.

Spatial dependence of the magnetization: To study
the spatial dependence of the magnetization it is useful
to introduce the unitary lattice translation operator T,
whose action shifts all the spins by one position in the
lattice as

TTU?T =0, a=1,Y,2 (9)

and which commutes with the system’s Hamiltonian in
eq. (17), i.e. [H,T] = 0. The operator T admits, as
a generator, the momentum operator P, i.e. T = e**.
Among the eigenstates of P, we have the ground state
vectors |+p) and |+p’) with relative eigenvalues equal to
+pand 7+p’ = Fp. A detailed definition of the operator
and a proof of these properties is given in Supplementary
Note 3. The latter equality allows to identify the ground
states alp,aMO*) with the states IT% |Fp).

We can exploit the properties of the operator T to
determine, for each odd N, the spatial dependence of
the magnetizations along x and y in the ground state |§)
((0§)5 with a = z, y), defined in eq. (6). In fact, taking
into account that |p) and |p’) live in two different z-parity
sectors, we have that the magnetization along a direction
orthogonal to z on the state |g) is given by

(e (plos ')+ e (| 0% |p) ).

(10)
The magnetization is determined by the spin operator
matrix elements (p| o$ [p’), that can all be related to the
ones at the site j = N. In fact, considering eq. we
obtain

| =

(05)a=(3lo§ 19)=

(plog D) = e (pl oty ') - (11)

The advantage of this representation is that the ma-
trix element (p|o% [p') is a real number for @ = z, and
a purely imaginary one for o = y, making it simple to
express the magnetization. Let us illustrate the compu-
tation of the x magnetization, while the details for the
y magnetization can be found in Supplementary Note
5. The special role of the site N is singled out by the
choice made in the construction of the states through
the Jordan-Wigner transformation. To prove that the
matrix element is real it is useful to introduce the, uni-
tary and hermitian, mirror operator with respect to site
N, denoted as My, that makes the mirroring

Myo§My =02, a=uz,y,z, (12)

and, in particular, leaves the N-th site unchanged. The
operator satisfies My |+p) = |Fp), while the reflections
with respect to other sites would introduce additional
phase factors. A detailed definition of the mirror oper-
ators and discussion of their properties is given in Sup-
plementary Note 4. Exploiting the properties of My we
have then

(ploX I |=p) = (=pl ox 11" [p) = ((pl| oX1I* [—p))",
(13)
so (p|o% [p') is real. Evaluating (p|o% |p) using the
methods of the next paragraph we can see that the quan-
tity is actually positive, and therefore equal to its magni-
tude f,. Then from eq. and we get the spatial
dependence of the magnetization

(o), = cos(2pj — 0) (pl oy |p') - (14)

Inserting the exact value of the momentum we get eq. @
for o = x, where the exact value of A(x, 0, N) is given in
Supplementary Note 5.

Scaling of the magnetization with N: The magne-
tization is determined by the matrix elements f, =
| (p|o% [P') |- To evaluate them we exploit the trick in-
troduced in [20] and used to compute the magnetization.

Within the ground state manifold, we define the vec-
tors

l95) =
and, further using the, already introduced, properties of

the mirror operator My (see Supplementary Note 6 for
details), we get

(Ip) £ |=p)), (15)

(0l 0% )= 5 ({941 8T |g) —{g | o117 g ) )
(16)

In this way, we represent a notoriously hard one point
function in terms of standard expectation values of prod-
ucts of an even number of spin operators of/II”, which
can be expressed as a product of an even number (parity
preserving) of fermionic operators. Using Wick’s the-
orem, the expectation values can then be expressed as
determinants and evaluated numerically efficiently (see
Supplementary Note 6).

Moreover, in the limit ¢ — 0T the matrix elements
can also be evaluated analytically using a perturbative
approach (see Supplementary Note 7).
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The model and its symmetries

The XY chain studied in the letter is given by the Hamiltonian

N
H= Z (cosqb o707, tsing 0;!0;’“) ) (17)
j=1

where of', with @ = z,y, z, are Pauli operators acting on the j-th spin, N is the number lattice sites and we assume
frustrated boundary conditions (FBC), given by periodic boundary conditions 0§ = o%, ; and an odd number of lattice
sites. In these supplementary materials we will focus on the region ¢ € (0,7/4), where both of the two interactions
are antiferromagnetic. We also compare the results obtained for this region with the one analyzed in Ref. [20], which,
keeping ¢ € (—7n/4,0), describes the situation where one dominant, antiferromagnetic coupling appears together with
a ferromagnetic smaller one.

Since the model in eq. does not include an external magnetic field, the Hamiltonian commutes with all three
parity operators I1¢ = ®j1 o, a =uwy,z le. [H,11%] = 0, Va. However, assuming FBC and hence setting the
number of sites to be an odd number, different parity operators anticommute, satisfying {H“, Hﬂ} = 20,,3. The fact
that the different parity operators anticommute has an immediate relevant consequence: each eigenstate is at least
two-fold degenerate. To explain this point, let us assume that |¢) is simultaneously an eigenstate of H and one of the
three parity operators, for instance II?. Then, the image of |¢) under the action of one of the other parity operators,
for example TI” |¢), is still an eigenstate of both H and IT*. But while |¢) and II” |¢) have the same energy, they have
different z parity. As a consequence, for each eigenstate of the Hamiltonian in the even sector of one of the parities
(II* = 1), there will be a second eigenstate of the Hamiltonian, with the same energy but living in the odd sector
(IT* = —1). Hence each eigenvalue of the Hamiltonian is, at least, two-fold degenerate.

However, other symmetry properties of the Hamiltonian will prove to be of extreme relevance in the following. At
first, due to periodic boundary conditions, the model exhibits exact translational symmetry, which is expressed in
the commutation of the Hamiltonian with the lattice translation operator T'. Finally, the model also exhibits mirror
symmetry with respect to any lattice site. Namely, for any lattice site £ the Hamiltonian in eq. is invariant under
the mirror image with respect to it, achieved by the transformation j — 2k — j on spins, associated to the action of
the mirror operator Mj.

Exact solution

As it is well-known, the model in eq. can be diagonalized exactly, using standard techniques of mapping spins
to fermions [23]. The Jordan-Wigner transformation defines the fermionic operators as

¢ = ( of) ®J;r, c; = ( alz) ®oj, (18)

where a;.: =(of £ w;’) /2 are spin raising and lowering operators. In this notation, not explicitly mentioning a lattice
site in the tensor product corresponds to making a tensor product with an identity operator on that site. In terms of

Jordan-Wigner fermionic operators, the Hamiltonian in eq. reads as

—1
H=) [(sin¢ — cos$)cjcjt1—(cos ¢ + sin (b)cjc;+1 + h.c.] =ITI* [(sin ¢ — cos ¢)cyc1 — (cos ¢ + sin P)enel + h.c.(19)
j=1



Due to the presence of the parity operator along z, the Hamiltonian given by eq. is not in a quadratic form, but
becomes quadratic in each of the two parity sector of I1* i.e.
141 1-11" ___1-1T1I7

=——H" H
2 5 T2 2

(20)

where both HT and H~ are quadratic. Being quadratic, they can be brought to a form of free fermions, which is
done conveniently in two steps. First, H* are written in terms of the Fourier transformed Jordan-Wigner fermions,

1 N 1 N
by = — cie ' pl = el e 21
q \/N; J q \/ﬁ]; 7 ( )

for ¢ € T, where the two sets of quasi-momenta are given by I'~™ = {2rk/N} and I't = {27 (k + 1)/N} with k
running on all integers between 0 and N — 1. Then a Bogoliubov rotation

ag = cosfy by +15in b, bT_q, q#0,m

22)
ag="bqy, q=0,m (
with a momentum-dependent Bogoliubov angle given by

0, —arctan | sin ¢ + cos ¢ €*29] — (sin ¢ + cos @) cos g (23)

(cos ¢ — sin ¢) sin g

is used to bring them to a form of free fermions. We end up with

=Y <o) (agaq _ ;) , (24)

qer+
where the dispersion law is given by

e(q) =2 ‘Sin(b-i-COS(b e’zq‘ , q# 0,7,
€(0) = —e(m) = 2(sin ¢ + cos @) . (25)

The ecigenstates of H are formed by populating the vacuum states [0%) of Bogoliubov fermions aq, q € I'*, and by
taking care of the parity requirements in . The parity-dependent vacuum states are given by

|0F) = H (cosfy —sind, bgblr_q) |0, (26)
0<q<m, qgel't

where |0) = ®;V:1 [t;) is the vacuum for Jordan-Wigner fermions, satisfying the relation ¢; [0) = 0 Vj. As it is easy
to see from eq. , the vacuum states [07) and |0™) by construction have even IT* parity. Since each excitation
ag changes the parity of the state it follows that the eigenstates of H belonging to II* = —1 sector are of the form
al al ...agm |0~) with ¢; € T~ and m odd, while IT*> = +1 sector eigenstates are of the same form but with ¢; € T't,
m even and the vacuum |07) used.

On the other hand, as we have discussed in the previous section of these supplementary materials, from an eigenstate
of one parity of II* we can, by applying II”, obtain a second eigenstate, with the same energy, but different I1* parity.
This implies that to each aforementioned odd parity state, for instance, there is a corresponding even parity state
II%a af,...al |07) with the same energy.

In accordance with these facts, and keeping in mind that, as we can see from eq. , in the range of ¢ of our
interest there is no momenta in the odd sector with a negative energy, the ground states in the odd parity sector of
II, are constructed by exciting the lowest energy modes ¢ € I'” and have the form a}; |07). To each such state is
associated an equivalent ground state in the even sector of the form H“’ag |0~). Similarly, the lowest lying excited
states are obtained by exciting the other single modes. Therefore, the ground state is part of a band of 2V state, in
which the energy gap between the states is, due to the spectrum of the form eq. , closing algebraically with the
system size. The closing of the gap is a phenomenology analogous to Refs. [I5] 19} 20], and is an aspect of geometrical
frustration in general.

In the region ¢ € (—n/4,0), studied in Ref. [20], the energy in eq. for the momenta in the odd sector is minimized

by ¢ = 0. So the ground state manifold is two-fold degenerate, spanned by the states ag; [07) and HwazJ [07). On the



other hand, for ¢ € (0,7/4) the energy would be minimized assuming ¢ = +m/2. However, for any finite system with
odd N the momenta ¢ = +7/2 are not allowed. As a consequence the modes in the odd sector with the lowest energy,
that we denote as +p € ', are given by

=

Hence the two states |£p) = alp |0~) represent the two ground states in the odd parity sector. The ground state
manifold is, therefore, four-fold degenerate and a generic ground state can be written as a superposition

(1-%), Nmodd=1

27
(1+%), Nmod4=3 @)

INERNIE]

lg) = w1 |p) + ug |—p) + us I |—p) + ug II” |p) , (28)

where we have assumed that the normalization condition ), lu]> = 1 is satisfied.

The Translation Operator

The lattice translation operator T is a linear operator that shifts cyclically all the spins in the lattice by one site.
To define it, we choose a basis of the space and specify its action on the basis. One basis of the Hilbert space of N
spins are the states

N
) = @)™ 1) (29)
k=1

where 11,2, ...,ny € {0,1}. The translation operator T' can then be defined by

N

T |y) = Qo )™+ 1) (30)

k=1

where we make the identification ny; 1 = n;. From eq. it follows immediately that, for each state |¢)), we have
that (1| TTT [1) = 1. Hence the translation operator is unitary, i.e. 777 = 1 and the adjoint 77 plays the role of the
translation operator in the other direction. Moreover, applying the T operator N times translates the spins by the
whole lattice and results in recovering the initial state, implying the idempotence of order N of T, i.e. TV =1. As a
consequence, the only possible eigenvalues of the translation operator are the N-th roots of unity, given by e'¢,q € I'".

On the other hand, moving from the spin states to the operators, it is easy to see that the translation operator
shifts the Pauli operators as

TTO';-XT =05, a=z,9,72, (31)

where o, | = of', and, consequently it commutes with both the Hamiltonian in eq. ([T, H] = 0) and the parity
operators ([T,I1%] =0 for a = z,y, 2).

The fact that the Hamiltonian and the translation operator commute implies that they admit a complete set of
common eigenstates. In the following we prove that such a complete set is made by the eigenstates introduced in the
previous section. Let us start by proving the following theorem.

Theorem 1.

(a) The states b} bl ..bY |0), with m odd and {qr} C I, are eigenstates of T with eigenvalue

equal to exp [v3 5 i
(b) The states b} bl ...bl |0), with m even and {qx} C I'", are eigenstates of T with eigenvalue
equal to exp [z Sy qk] .

Proof. We write T, b}, to indicate the ordered product of fermionic operators bf b, ...b} . From the defining
properties of T" we know how it acts on spin states and how it transforms the spin operators. Hence to study its
action on the fermionic states (H;nzl bk) |0) it is convenient to write them in terms of spin states. This can be done

in two steps. At first, using the eq. , we can write our state in terms of the Jordan-Wigner fermions, obtaining

m N ks
k=1

J1seeim=1 k=1
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Being the c}k operators fermionic, only the terms with all different j survive. The second step is to invert the
Jordan-Wigner mapping to bring back the fermionic states to spin ones. To do this step we first sort the fermionic

operators, after which it’s easy to invert the Jordan-Wigner transformation. To provide an example we have

N
ciehe} 0) = —clehe} [0) = —o7 (o703 (oi0305)0y Q) 1k) = —07 o5 05 Q) 1) - (33)
k=1 =

More generally we can write

X s

() 0) = SN R (0 )& e (34)
k=1

k'=1

e
Il

1

where S[{jr}] is the sign of the permutation that brings the tuple {j;} to normal order. Hence, the states can
be re-written in terms of spin operators as

N m N
()0t 5 s G @i
Jiseejm=1 k=1 k'=1

Having the representation of the state in terms of spins, it is easy to see what is the result of the application of T'.
Using its discussed properties and taking into account that that T leaves the state ®g:1 |17.) unchanged we recover

m N m N
1 s .
T (H b&) 0=z D Sifle == 2 @) (o5, 1) @ [1w)
k=1 Jisee 7j7n_1 k=1 k=1
et k=1 dk s 1) m N
- Nm/2 Z S[{jk}} i 46 (G ® J’k*l) ® |Tk'> : (35)
Ji--im=1 k=1 k'=1

Let us focus now on part @ of the Theorem. We have two different cases. If none of the elements in {ji} is equal
to 1, then none of the elements in {j; — 1} is equal to zero, and trivially S[{jx}] = S[{jx — 1}]. On the contrary if
one element of {ji} is equal to 1, then jr — 1 becomes 0. However, the number m of the elements in {j} is odd.
Hence to move an element from the first to the last place requires an even number m — 1 of permutations and hence
the sign of the permutation S[{jx}] = S[{jr — 1}] remains the same if we replace jr — 1 = 0 with N. From this and
the fact that, since {qx} C I'", the exponential e*% (x=1) remains the same if we replace j, — 1 = 0 with N, it follows
that we can write

ML el ZZL:l dk . N
! (H bjlk) 1) = 7z Z S[{jx — 1}]e 2= 6 Gx=1) ® 051) @ [tw) (36)
k=1 1yeesJm=1 k'=1

where, if for some k we have j, — 1 = 0, we can identify it with j, — 1 = N. Because of this identification it’s easy to
write each term in the sum in terms of fermions:

m M gk N ’ . m
e m —
T (H b2k> 0) = e Yoo eEale ] (C;k,A) 0) . (37)
k=1 F1reerdm=1 k=1
In eq. we can, again on the basis of the identification of 0 with N, rename the indices to get
m el ey Ok N . oom m
T(IIo )10 =" X exFo ] (cf, ) 10) = exp qu IERILE (38)
k=1 Giseeesdim=1 k=1 k=1

which proves part @ of Theorem (1| Part @ is proven in a similar way. O

From Theorem it follows immediately, by taking into account the definition of the Bogoliubov particles in eq. ,
the definition of the Bogoliubov vacua in eq. ., and the linearity of the translation operator, that also the Hamil-
tonian eigenstates ([],L; al ) [0%) are eigenstates of T with eigenvalues equal to exp (¢ 3L qi)-
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The Mirror Operator

As we have seen in the first section of these supplementary materials, the Hamiltonian is invariant under the mirror
transformation with respect to a generic site k& that changes spin operators defined on the site j to ones defined on
the site 2k — j. Note that, with the odd number N of sites we work with, in a circular geometry, the line of mirror
reflection crosses a site and a bond. Hence, only site k remains unchanged by the mirror action.

As we have done for translations, the mirror transformation can also be expressed by the action of a suitable
operator. The mirror operator My, that makes the mirror transformation of the states with respect to the k-th site,
is defined by its action on the spin basis states |¢), defined in eq. , as

N N
My |[¢) = M, ®<a;>"f 1) = Q)(e5)" [15) (39)

Jj=1

where, as always, nj;.ny = n;. From eq. it follows immediately that, for each state |¢), we have that
<1MM;£M;C |t) = 1. Hence, as the translation operator, also M}, is unitary, i.e. M,iMk = 1. Moreover, applying
the mirror operator two times results in recovering the initial state, hence implying the idempotence of order 2 of
the operator My, i.e. M2 = 1. This implies that M} is also Hermitian, i.e. M,I = M, and that the only possible
eigenvalues of M} are +1. Moreover, different mirror operators are related by translations,

THMT = My iq (40)

From this relation it is also clear that the mirror operators do not commute with the translation operator ([My,T] # 0).

Since each of the mirror operators commutes with the Hamiltonian, the Hamiltonian shares a common basis with
each one of them. The following theorem gives the relation between the eigenstates we have constructed and the
mirror operators. Essentially, the mirror operators change the sign of the momenta of the excitations, up to a possible
phase factor, depending on k. Since different mirror operators are related by eq. we focus on the one with k = N
for which the phase factor is absent.

Theorem 2.
(a) The mirror operator My acts on the states b} b, ...b} [0), with m odd and {q} CT~, as
_f T T
My b b1 b o)y =0, bT, BT, [0). (41)

q1 792" —q1

(b) The mirror operator My acts on the states b} bl ...bI |0), with m even and {qx} C ", as

My b bf bl oy =0, of, bl |0). (42)

The theorem is proven in a similar way as Theorem|[I} and we omit the details. The other mirror operators My, with
k # N, would introduce an additional phase factor by acting on the aforementioned eigenstates. The phase factor
depends on the momentum of the state and can be reconstructed from eq. . The N-th site being special here is
a consequence of its special position in the Jordan-Wigner transformation, which implicitly enters in the definition of
the states we work on. In the proof of Theorem [2| the N-th site is special because for k = N the exponentials of the
type €'% can be replaced by e(~9(2k=7) while for other k a compensating factor has to be introduced.

Similarly as after Theorem but using also the property 6_, = —6, of the Bogoliubov angle, it fol-

lows from Theorem [2| that the mirror operator My acts on the Hamiltonian eigenstates ajhagg...agm |0%) as

My agla:fh...a:;m |0%) = aJr_qma]L_%_l...a]L_q1 |0¥). Note that, as a consequence, only the states with the total mo-
mentum satisfying exp [z Z;’Ll qj] = 41 can simultaneously be the eigenstates of T and My. Finally, let us notice
that mirroring does not change the parity and so the mirror operator commutes with the parity operators, i.e.

[MN,HQ] :07 a=2x,Y,z.

The Spatial Dependence of the Magnetization

As we have proved in the section about the exact solution of the model, in the region ¢ € (0,7/4) the ground state
manifold is four fold degenerate. Hence a large variety of possible ground states with different magnetic properties
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can be selected. Among them, the ground states at the center of the manuscript to which this supplementary material
is attached are of the form

1

) = — + e 0% |—p) ), 43
|9) ﬁ(\p> I~p)) (43)
where 0 is a free phase. For such state the magnetization in the 7 direction, with v = z, y, shows the peculiar
incommensurate antiferromagnetic order that we discussed in the main paper and that we will elaborate on in the
following. By definition, the magnetization in the v direction is equal to

1
A 10 YT1Z
(o] >g = §(e (pl o] 11" |-p) +c.c.) . (44)
The magnetization is thus determined by the quantities (p| o /II* |~p), which are matrix elements of the spin string
operators a] between the ground states vectors |p) and II* |—p). The matrix elements at any site j can be related to
the ones at site N, using the translation operator. Using the relation o} = (TT)’“J% (T)* and knowing the eigenvalues
of T we get

(pl o) 1I* |=p) = e~ (p| o} 11" |—p) . (45)

The advantage of expressing the quantity (p|o/TI” [~p) in terms of the one at site j = N is that this last one is real
for v = x and purely imaginary for v = y, as we will now show. The reason why the N-th site is special is because the
Jordan-Wigner transformation, which implicitly enters into the definition of the states, breaks the invariance under
spatial translation by identifying a first (and a last) spin in the ring.

To show that the quantity (p|o%II* |—p) is real we resort to the mirror operator, which relates the states with
opposite momentum as My [p) = |—p), according to Theorem[2] Using this relation and taking into account that My
is hermitian we get

(p| o II® |—p) = (—p| MnoZII* My |p) . (46)

But, as we have said, II” commutes with the mirror operator, which together with the property Myo{ My = 0%
gives

(pl o% 11" |—p) = (—p| oK II" |p) = ((p| oK TI" |-p) )" , (47)

where the last equality holds because the operator o II7 is hermitian. Hence (p| o%II" |—p) is equal to its conjugate
and therefore real. To show that (p|o%II” |—p) is purely imaginary we can use the same method together with the
property that o II” is antihermitian, or we can use the relation

° = (—)N1vI- (48)
and the eigenstate property I1* |£p) = — |£p), which give
(pl o1 |=p) = —(=)™ (p| o 1Y |=p) . (49)

The quantity (p| o} IIY |—p) is real, by the same argument which shows that (p|o%II* |—p) is real and the factor in
front, due to oddity of N, makes the whole quantity imaginary.
Taking these properties into account, we get the following spatial dependence for the magnetizations

(07) 5 = cos(2pj — 0) (ploX 1" [-p) , (50)

(0Y), = cos(2pj — 6+ N T +) (pl o} 11" [ -p) . (51)

g

g
Inserting the exact value of the momentum , which is equal to p = § +(—1) =h 5> we get finally the dependence
of the magnetizations on the position in the ring,

(07), = (=17 cos w5 + A(2.0.)| 4 AT ) (52)
where
~1)"=0 =
A(7,6,N) = ) 2.9 o (53)
)T 0+5, v=y
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The magnetization is antiferromagnetic, i.e. staggered, but its magnitude is modulated. Since the number of sites
is odd, it is not possible to have every bond aligned antiferromagnetically, but there is necessarily at least a one
ferromagnetic one. The magnetization is modulated in such a way to achieve the minimal absolute value at the
ferromagnetic bond, thus minimizing the energy. The position of this ferromagnetic bond is determined by the phase
f. The position of the ferromagnetic bond of the magnetization in the x direction is shifted by half of the ring with
the respect to the ferromagnetic bond of the magnetization in the y direction.

Explicit evaluation of the magnetizations on the N-th site

We can evaluate the magnetization on the IN-th spin of the lattice exploiting a method similar to the one we
developed in Ref. [20]. It consists on expressing the matrix elements (p| o II* |—p) in terms of expectation values of
o II* in a definite II* parity state, using the representation of o {II” in terms of Majorana fermions

—1 Jj—1
Aj:( C’lz)@(’f» Bj:( Uf)@cr?, (54)
=1 =1

<.

using Wick’s theorem to express the expectation values as a determinant, and finally evaluating the determinant.
We express (p| o II* |—p) in terms of expectation values of o II* on ground states living in the odd parity sector of
I1%. A general ground state belonging to the odd parity sector of II* can be written as in eq. setting us = uq = 0,

lur, ug) = i [p) +uz |-p) (55)
It is immediate to see that

(0;71_[1> ) . — {o]TI%) o

==y~ (% . = (p| o] I |=p) + (—p| o] 11" |p) (56)
27 2

M=t

Using the properties of the mirror operator, in the previous section we have shown that (p| o} II* |—p) = (—p| o % II" |p),
while in an analogous way we have also (p| o%II* |—p) = (—p| o%II” |p). Using these relations we get, finally,

(ol o311 |-p) = 5 (03 TT7)

. L = (oI, . (57)

—_1 . = =1
=502 = 05 =502 ﬁ)

Now, o II* and o II*, being products of spin operators, can be expressed in terms of Majorana fermions, as

N—-1 N-1
ok = (-1)"7 [[(—AuBa-1),  o%11* = —(~1)"= | [ (~14zBa-1) | (—1ANBy) . (58)
=1 =1

The expectation values of these operators in a definite z parity ground state can be expressed as a Pfaffian of the
matrix of two-point correlators, using Wick’s theorem.

To do so, we write the state as a vacuum state for fermionic operators, in terms of which the Majorana fermions
(54) are linear. These fermions are defined by

ap = ulal + ugaT_p, Q_p = Ugap — U1Gp (59)

and by aq = a4 for ¢ # p, —p. It’s easy to check that the operators oy satisfy fermionic anticommutation relations
and annihilate the state |u1,u2) = o, |07), i.e. that we have aq |u1,us) = 0 for ¢ € I'". Moreover, since the Majorana
fermions in eq. can be written as a linear combination of Bogoliubov fermions a,, a} they can also be written
as a linear combination of fermions ay, a};. In this way, we are able to straightforwardly apply Wick’s theorem to
evaluate the string operators in eq. over the chose ground state vectors.

The two-point correlators of Majorana fermions are evaluated to be

2 9 o\ . )
= (ByBi), , = 011 = 5 (lus]? = [uzf?) sin [p(j = )] (60)
1 120, —p(j—1) 2 : 2 * —p(3+1)
—1(A;B1),, 0y = ~ ; e?Yae — 5y ¢os p(j —1)—26,] — N(uluQ e + c.c.,) (61)
ger—

(A; A1)

Uy,u2
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where the Bogoliubov angle 6, is defined in eq. . The Bogoliubov angle also satisfies

cos ¢ + sin ¢ e ™24

220, — U . 62
¢ | cos ¢ + sin ¢ e*29| (62)
which should be used in eq. for the mode ¢ = 0, for which eq. is undefined.

As a matter of fact, in the evaluation of the matrix elements we encounter only states of the type |ui| = |ug| = 1/v/2,
for which the correlators vanish for j # [. This allows us to use the standard approach [24] on the basis of Wick’s
theorem to express the expectation value of as a determinant. For (05{[1'[””)”1 R have that

- _ N1
(onII) 0y = —U(=1) 7 detC, (63)
with the (N +1)/2 x (N + 1)/2 correlation matrix C given by
F(2,1) F(2,3) F(2,5) - F(@2,N-2) F(2,N)
F(4,1) F(4,3) F(4,5) .- F(4,N-2) F(4,N)
C= : : : - : : ; (64)
F(N-1,1) F(N-1,3) F(N-1,5) -+ F(IN-1,N-2) F(N-1,N)
F(N,1)  F(N,3)  F(N,5) .- F(N,N—2)  F(N,N)
where F'(j,1) = —1(4;By),, ,,- On the contrary
(OFI),, b = (-1)77 det C' (65)

where the (N —1)/2 x (N — 1)/2 correlation matrix C’ is obtained from C by removing the last row and the last
column.

The determinants we encounter have a more complicated form than those for which the standard analytical approach
[25] applies so we have evaluated them numerically.

Perturbative analysis

The main points of this work can also be seen from a simple perturbative analysis around the classical Ising point
¢ = 0. In addition, the perturbative analysis provides an analytical expressions for the matrix elements in the limit
¢ — 0T,

At the classical Ising point ¢ = 0 the model is diagonal in the basis where o} are diagonal. The ground state
manifold is 2N-fold degenerate and consists of kink states |7) and II* |j), for j = 1,2,..., N. Here, the kink state |j)
is defined as the state

|.7> = ""al?_1a1715_1317““> ) (66)

with the ferromagnetic bond o} = 07, = 1 between sites j and j + 1, and antiferromagnetic bonds between all other
adjacent sites. The kink state II#|j), with all spins reversed, has the ferromagnetic bond oj = o074 = —1 and all
the other bonds antiferromagnetic. The parity of the states |5) is II* = (=1)V=1/2 while TI* |j) have, of course, the
opposite parity. The higher energy states are separated by a finite gap and can be neglected in perturbation theory.

Increasing ¢ from zero to a small non-zero value the exact degeneracy between the kink states splits. The ground
states, and the corresponding energies, are found by diagonalizing the perturbation sin¢ j 0?0? 41 in the basis of
kink states. This has already been done in [20] and details can be found there. It has been found that the ground
states of the model in the limit ¢ — 0 are superpositions of kinks

1N
|sq) = i ;e“” 1) (67)

and II* |s,), for ¢ € I'~. The corresponding energies are

E(q) = —(N —2)cos ¢+ 2sin ¢ cos(2q) . (68)
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It’s easy to see that for ¢ < 0 the energy is minimized by ¢ = 0, while for ¢ > 0 it is by ¢ = p, where p is given by
eq. , as in the exact solution. Evaluating the derivative of the ground state energy F, we find a discontinuity at
¢ =0,

dE,
do

which goes to a constant non-zero value in the thermodynamic limit N — oo.

We now turn to the evaluation of the matrix element. We can identify the states from perturbation theory with
those from the exact solution, in the limit ¢ — 0, by looking at the eigenstates of various operators. The translation
operator shifts the kink as T'|j) = |j — 1), from which it follows that the states |s,) are eigenstates of T with the

dE,

o v = 2(1 + cos %), (69)

d—0+

eigenvalue e*?. The mirror operator acts on the kink states as My |j) = |—j — 1), and therefore on the superpositions
as
My |sq) = e [s—q) (70)
Knowing that the eigenstates |g) from the exact solution have parity II* = —1, are eigenstates of T with the eigenvalue
€' and that under mirroring behave as My |¢) = |—¢) we can make the identification
1-—1T1I7 1-1F _,
=——Is;), |—-¢)= e "ls_q) , 71
) = ls) + 1—a) = e y) ()
up to an irrelevant phase factor which is the same for the two states.
From the identification we can express the matrix elements as
T 1T _ NoL —1q T
(gl oR I |=q) = (1) "= e (84| 07 [s—g) , (72)

where the factor (—1)V=1/2 stems from the parity of the states |s,). Using the definition of the states on the right
we get

N

N
x 77X S —12q7 /5| ~T |4
(gl oR T |=q) = (=1)7F 5 > e ™ {jloR 1) (73)
j=1

which can be evaluated using the property of the kink states

, ) (=17, j=1,2,.,N—1
z _ 74
(k1) {1’ Ly (74
that follows from their definition. We end up with

(oA T [-a) = (1) % (75)

AN “= Ncosq

The matrix element for the ground state momentum p = 7/2 4 (—1)(N*+1/27 /2N becomes
{pl o 1I* | =p) . (76)
o —p) = ——
PRONE P = Nsin 7%

and in the limit ¢ — 0% determines the maximum value the magnetization achieves over the ring in the ground state
|§). For large N it becomes

™

e+ O(N™%), (77)

xr xT 2
(ploN 1" |=p) = s

which approaches quadratically the value 2/ ~ 0.64 in the thermodynamic limit.
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