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In magnetic materials, spins sometimes freeze into spatially disordered glassy states. Glass form-
ing liquids or structural glasses are found very often in three dimensions. However, in two dimen-
sions(2D) it is believed that both spin glass and structural glass can never exist at a finite tem-
perature because they are destroyed by thermal fluctuations. Using a large-scale quantum Monte
Carlo simulation, we discover a quantum-mechanically driven 2D glass phase at finite temperatures.
Our platform is an Ising spin model with a quantum transverse field on a frustrated triangular
lattice. How the present glass phase is formed is understood by the following three steps. First, by
the interplay of geometrical frustration and quantum fluctuation, part of the spins spontaneously
form an antiferromagnetic honeycomb spin-superstructure. Then, small randomness in the bond
interaction works as a relevant perturbation to this superstructure and breaks it up into domains,
making it a structural glass. The glassiness of the superstructure, in turn, generates an emergent
random magnetic field acting on the remaining fluctuating spins and freezes them. The shape of
domains thus formed depends sensitively on the quenching process, which is one of the characteristic
features of glass, originating from a multi-valley free-energy landscape. The present system consists
only of a single bistable Ising degree of freedom, which naturally does not become a structural glass
alone nor a spin glass alone. Nevertheless, a glass having both types of nature emerges in the form
of coexisting two-component glasses, algebraic structural-glass and long-range ordered spin-glass.
This new concept of glass-forming mechanism opens a way to realize functional glasses even in low
dimensional systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

Structural glasses are non-crystalline amorphous ma-
terials used in our daily life such as window glasses and
plastics1. From an academic point of view, understand-
ing the nature of glass or glass-like behavior is a topic
that attracts interest in many fields including material
science, biochemistry, and information networks.

A glass phase is conceptually defined as a frozen, ther-
modynamically stable, and disordered configuration of
particles or molecules. However, there had been a long-
standing debate on whether such a phase exists or not,
since it is practically impossible to exclude a possibil-
ity that the glassy state finally relaxes, namely remains
unfrozen, after an enormous timescale beyond the mea-
surements.

At the same time, it is believed that the glass phase
has a multi-valley free energy landscape with enormous
numbers of nearly degenerate minima. These minima
represent the states having completely different configu-
rations of particles in a continuum space, and to which
minimum the equilibrated state reaches depends sen-
sitively on quenching or cooling processes. This non-
reproducibility is one of the features of glass. It can also
be referred to as a non-ergodicity of dynamics. Realizing
or identifying a glass defined in the above context is not
easy; for example, if there is a random external potential
in the system, particles are trapped in a single potential
valley and freeze. However, this state cannot be regarded

as glass, since there is no multi-valley in free energy, and
the configuration of particles is uniquely determined by
the types of potential. Although substantial theoretical
progress has been made1,2 with a successful example in
a mean-field theory in infinite dimensions3, identification
of a structural glass phase satisfying the above-mentioned
definition in realistic spatial dimensions d = 1 to 3, espe-
cially in d ≤ 2, is still a big challenge.

On the other hand, there exist several studies explor-
ing models on discrete lattices that reproduce essential
features of structural glasses in a continuum space4,5.
In a model of interacting particles that can occupy lat-
tice sites, the discrete translational invariance can be
lost and the particles freeze by randomly occupying lat-
tice sites. This freezing mimics a vitrified charge density
wave, where the electron density shows an irregular spa-
tial pattern in crystalline solids. We classify them all
together as lattice-structural glass. Although there exist
reports on possible experimental realizations of charge
glasses in 2D organic solids6,7, the existence of structural
glass phase in 2D at nonzero temperatures is theoretically
unlikely8.

Another important type of glass in solids is a spin glass
(SG) defined on periodic lattices9. Historically, finding
the SG in theory is as challenging as finding a struc-
tural glass transition. For the Edwards Anderson (EA)
model built as an idealized platform for SG10, there had
been a controversy over fifty years. It finally converged
to an overall consensus that the SG phase can exist at
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FIG. 1. (a) Triangular lattice L×L cluster on which our bond
random transverse Ising model is built. The blue bonds mark
the honeycomb superstructure of the A-B sublattice antiferro-
magnetic ordering in the clock phase, where the C-spins align
in the x-direction to gain the transverse field. (b) Vitrification
of the honeycomb structure by breaking up into domains in
the QSSG phase. Inside each domain, the honeycomb struc-
ture is kept. Numerous patterns of domains are possible in
the equilibrated state for a given set of bond randomness. (c)
Hexagonal unit of the QSSG phase inside the domain with
emergent random field hi at the center. (d) Classification of
glasses: type-I in the continuum and type-II on a periodic
lattice. CDW, SDW, and 3QSSG stand for charge density
wave, spin density wave, and quantum structural-spin glass,
respectively.

a nonzero temperature in 3D11–20, whereas it is absent
in 2D21–24. Notice that if we place an on-site random
magnetic field, a frozen thermodynamically stable disor-
dered orientational configuration of spins can easily oc-
cur, which looks like a SG. We, however, exclude such
state from a SG9, since it does not retain the multi-
valley free energy structure characteristic of the glass,
similarly to the aforementioned particle system with ran-
dom potential. To avoid complications, it is natural to
confine ourselves to systems that originally preserve a
time-reversal symmetry (TRS), or equivalently, the sym-
metry about turning over all the spins simultaneously. In
such a case, the SG phase can be detected by the spon-
taneously breaking the TRS of spins in the same con-
text that the structural glass appears by spontaneously
breaking the translational symmetry of locations of par-
ticles. Notice, however, that the TRS breaking is not
necessarily essential for the breaking of ergodicity in SG;
it is known that the SG happens in the presence of a
uniform external field at least in d ≥ 425–29. Experimen-
tally, the SG transition is identified as a cusp in the uni-
form magnetic susceptibility together with the divergent
nonlinear susceptibility30–33 in materials such as dilute
metallic alloy34 and Y2Mo2O7

35.
In this way, both structural and spin glasses defined in

continuum and on discrete lattices are hardly realized at
finite temperature in spatial dimensions d ≤ 2. In three
or higher dimensions, a larger contact area or coordina-
tion number of particles or spins helps them to act on
each other as stable disordered mean fields necessary for

the freezing, but in d ≤ 2, glasses are easily destroyed
by fluctuations. Therefore, a realization of the glass in
low-spatial dimensions remains a fundamental challenge
in physics. At the same time, it widens possibilities of
the functionality of devices, since in lower dimensions, it
is simpler to manipulate and synthesize realistic systems.

In this paper, we show numerical evidence that there
can be a quantum-mechanically driven structural-spin
glass (QSSG) in 2D even at finite temperatures. We
choose the Ising model with a transverse field on a tri-
angular lattice as a platform for our calculations. In this
model, we introduce the bond randomness which pre-
serves the TRS. Bond randomness is believed not to cause
a 2D SG at nonzero temperatures, and further, it has no
reason to cause a structural glass. However, in our quan-
tum phase at low temperature, a behavior characteristic
of glass appears.

Figures 1(a)-1(c) illustrate our central idea consist-
ing of the following three steps: (1) When the sys-
tem does not have any randomness in our model, a
magnetic super-lattice honeycomb structure called the
clock order is spontaneously induced by quantum fluc-
tuations (Fig. 1(a)). (2) Next, we introduce small bond
randomness. Although the TRS is preserved, it works
as an emergent “on-bond random field” for the super-
lattice and converts the clock order to a lattice-structural
glass by accompanying a domain formation (Fig. 1(b)).
(3) The lattice-structural disorder in the QSSG phase
produces an effective “on-site random magnetic field”
(Fig. 1(c)) which acts on the spins and generates an SG.
We show that such emergent “random fields” essentially
differs from an external random field in that, they real-
ize a multi-valley minimum of free energy. Although the
structural glass and SG can be hardly realized separately
in 2D, when combined, they stabilize each other and form
a QSSG at nonzero temperature.

We remind here that the transverse-field Ising model
is not only a canonical model for quantum computer
science36, but also describes a wide class of systems or
materials represented by coupled particles on a lattice;
each localized particle can quantum mechanically tunnel
in a bistable structure from one potential minimum to
the other, such as the hydrogen bonding37 and organic
dimer ferroelectrics38–40. The concept of QSSG may thus
apply to materials other than magnets.

We end our discussion by classifying the types of
glasses as shown in Fig.1(d). The conventional struc-
tural glass in continuum space is denoted as type-I. As
mentioned earlier, the structural glass is also defined on
a periodic lattice, which we categorize as type-II struc-
tural glass. To our knowledge, there are few established
examples of type-II structural glass.

The spin/charge density waves are widely observed
emergent phases of matter of electrons in solids, and
when the super-lattice order of these density waves are
vitrified, they become a type-II structural glass. Possi-
ble candidates would be the glassy phase of manganese
oxides41 and θ-(BEDT-TTF)2RbZn(SCN)4

6,7. So far,



3

the origin of their glassy behavior is not experimentally
clarified yet. The SG is also a type-II glass.

In terms of this classification, our finding, the QSSG,
is a combination of type-II structural glass and a type-II
SG. The QSSG differs from previously studied coopera-
tive paramagnets such as spin ice42,43, the classical SG9,
long-range entangled spin liquids44, and the random sin-
glet phase45–51, because the QSSG is a consequence of
the synergy of the emergent structural degrees of free-
dom with the spins. Most importantly, these two show
different types of vitrification, the algebraic quasi-long
ranged and long-range ordered ones, respectively, as we
clarify in this paper.

The paper is organized as follows: we introduce the
model in §.II, and in §.III the main numerical results
are presented, starting from the phase diagram and dis-
closing the SG quantities. Those who want to grab the
overall results can first view §.II and §.III F. Then, in
§. IV C, we show the results indicating the formation
of domains, followed by the discussion on the physical
implications of our findings §.V, and finally the paper is
summarized in §.VI.

II. MODEL SYSTEM

We consider an antiferromagnetic transverse Ising
model on a triangular lattice with random nearest neigh-
bor exchange interaction, Jij(> 0), whose Hamiltonian
reads

H =
∑
〈i,j〉

Jijσ
z
i σ

z
j +

N∑
i=1

Γσxi , (1)

where σαi (α = x, y, z) is the Pauli operator on the site i
in N -site system, and Γ is the transverse field that flips
the spins up and down. The Ising interaction Jij obeys
the bond-independent uniform distribution in the range
[J−R/2, J+R/2] with an antiferromagnetic mean value
J = 1, which is our energy unit. The distribution of
randomness in Jij does not have any spatial correlation.

The two characteristic energy scales of bond interac-
tions are the width of the distribution of randomness R
and the average of bond interactions, J = J̄ij . Histori-
cally, the SG has been studied extensively in the standard
EA models (which has the same form of the Hamiltonian
(1) at Γ = 0) defined on a bipartite lattice where the in-
teractions Jij are quenched and are randomly distributed
typically following a Gaussian distribution around the
mean value J with a width R. The EA model is spec-
ulated to have the SG order only when the condition
|J | <∼ R/2 is satisfied52. Here, it is important to sup-
press regular magnetic orders such as the antiferromag-
netic ones to stabilize the SG, which is the reason why a
large R/|J | is required on bipartite lattices.

We pursuit an alternative route to realize the SG,
by keeping |J | � R/2 and by introducing a geometri-
cal frustration to suppress regular magnetic orderings,

because small randomness may be more easily realized
in practical experimental conditions. A triangular lat-
tice classical antiferromagnetic Ising model (R = Γ = 0
in Eq.(1)) behaves paramagnetic down to zero tempera-
ture because of a geometrical frustration effect53. This
paramagnet is strongly correlated and always satisfies
the condition of having one or two up spins on all the
triangle elements. However, this local condition is not
uniquely satisfied, and there appears a highly degener-
ate lowest-energy manifold of states, contributing to an
order-N residual entropy. Among them, some nontrivial
types of orders can be selected when a small amount of
fluctuations is introduced, which is called the “order-by-
disorder” effect54. The transverse field proportional to Γ
in the Hamiltonian (1) works as such quantum mechani-
cal fluctuations.

Computational details to simulate Eq.(1) are the fol-
lowing: we perform a continuous imaginary time quan-
tum Monte Carlo (QMC) simulation on a N = L ×
L cluster (see the broken lines in Fig.1(a)) for L =
12, 18, 24, 36, 48, 60, and for L = 96 for some selected
quantities, with periodic boundary conditions in both
directions55. A random sampling of Jij is taken typi-
cally over 40 samples, and for each sample, more than 10
replicas are calculated. Thanks to the simplicity of the
model, the size scaling analysis can be performed up to
N ∼ O(1000), which fulfills a criterion required to con-
clude the existence of SG phase as experienced in num-
bers of classical Monte Carlo studies11–16,18,20–24. We
checked that the system equilibrates to a set of states
that exhibits a single peak in their energy histgram56

(see AppendixA).

Our model has an important advantage in computa-
tional tractability. For other quantum models such as
frustrated Heisenberg models, QMC suffers a serious sign
problem, and only a few methods like exact diagonal-
ization (ED) or variational wave-function methods such
as conventional variational Monte Carlo (VMC), density
matrix renormalization group (DMRG), and tensor net-
works (TN) apply to the lattice Hamiltonians. However,
the available sizes are N <∼ 30 in ED. In 2D, keeping
an aspect ratio of the cluster close to 1 is important to
pursue a proper size scaling analysis, whereas in DMRG
often a one-dimensional-like cluster is chosen in favor of
an open boundary condition with a maximal width still
being roughly 14-site. In TN and VMC, the wave func-
tions are assumed to be periodic to keep the number of
parameters amenable to practically available computer
power, and thus describing a random system remains a
challenge. Another disadvantage for DMRG and TN is
that they tend to choose a minimally entangled quan-
tum states, and a quantum entanglement beyond the area
law is hardly simulated. It is not clear whether a finite-
temperature glassy quantum state can keep the scale of
its entanglement within an area law. In contrast, the con-
ventional path integral QMC for Eq.(1) with randomness,
which we employ in the present study does not cause a
sign problem and is essentially exact within the statisti-
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cal error. Its computational cost scales linearly with the
size N so that we can afford a large-scale calculation.

The order parameter of the SG can be defined by a
replica overlap,

qαβ =
1

N

∑
i

σzi;ασ
z
i;β =

1

N

∑
i

qi;αβ , (2)

where we add another index to the spins as σi;α, meaning
that it belong to an α-th replica, and introduce a local
replica overlap, qi;αβ = σzi;ασ

z
i;β . By preparing several

replicas with the same configuration of randomness and
by independently performing simulations, we take 〈· · · 〉
as the ensemble average together with the average over
all choices of replicas pairs, α and β. One can see that
if 〈q2αβ〉 6= 0 there is a freezing of configurations of spins.
The equal imaginary-time SG susceptibility in the ab-
sense of dominant magnetic correlation defined without
replicas is related to qαβ as

χ0
SG =

1

N

N∑
i,j=1

〈σzi σzj 〉2 = N〈q2αβ〉. (3)

Here, the average over samples of different random distri-
butions, · · ·, are taken after 〈· · · 〉. We often abbreviate
· · · for simplicity in the following. Equation (3) is ap-
plied to the standard SG phase without any competing
magnetic orderings. To include the case of coexistent
SG and magnetic orders, one needs to subtract the extra
term coming from the finite averaged values 〈σi;α〉 6= 0 or
〈qαβ〉 6= 0, to properly extract the fluctuation about the
ordered components. In addition, the competing mag-
netic order is not necessarily a spatially uniform one.
Taking them into account, the susceptibility needs to be
redefined as

χSG(k) =
1

N

N∑
i,j=1

eik(ri−rj)
(
〈σzi σzj 〉2 − 〈σzi 〉2〈σzj 〉2

)
(4)

and its k = 0 component yields the uniform SG suscep-
tibility,

χSG = N
(
〈q2αβ〉 − 〈qαβ〉2

)
. (5)

Notice that we may also find limN→∞ χSG/N > 0 for a
regular(non-random) magnetic ordering. Therefore, we
need to carefully exclude this possibility to conclude the
presence of SG order. We will show later that the regular
(not SG) order is absent in our case by examining the spin
correlation function. Details of deriving Eq.(5) and other
SG susceptibilies are discussed in Appendix B.

For the evaluation of Berezinskii-Kosterlitz-
Thouless(BKT) phase and a magnetically ordered
phase on a triangular lattice called clock phase, we
introduce a sublattice magnetization, msub, as

msub ≡ eiθ(mAei4π/3 +mBe−i4π/3 +mC)/
√

3, (6)
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FIG. 2. Phase diagram of the bond random transverse Ising
model, (a) plotted for Γ, R and T , and its crosssections (b,c)
at R = 0 and R > 0. Blue and red planes are the BKT
transition TBKT and QSSG transition Tc, respectively. In-
set: Rectangular probability distribution of random exchange
interaction J . We determine Tc from the finite size scaling
exponent ηSG of replica peak in Fig.5(d) and TBKT from the
exponent η of 〈m2

sub〉 in Fig. 3(b).

where msub 6= 0 indicates that some sort of three-
sublattice magnetic structure is present. One can
distribute the magnetization to the three sublattices
in an arbitrary manner. Representative ones are
(mA,mB ,mC) ∝ (1,−1, 0) and (1, 1,−1), which are de-
scribed by θ = n + 1

2π and nπ with integer-n. These
two states are partial order and ferrimagnetic order, re-
spectively, and the former is realized in our case57. The
susceptibility of the sublattice magnetization is given as

χsub = L2 〈m2
sub〉

kBT
. (7)
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FIG. 3. (a) Square of sublattice magnetization 〈m2
sub〉 eval-

uated for R = 0 (solid lines) and R = 0.05 (symbols) for
L = 24, 36, 48, 60. Finite 〈m2

sub〉 indicates the divergence of
χsub. (b) Exponent η of 〈m2

sub〉 as a function of temperature
for R = 0, 0.05, 0.1, 0.15, 0.2. The shaded region is η < 1/9
that corresponds to the clock long range order, which is not
realized for R > 0.

III. QUANTUM STRUCTURAL-SPIN GLASS
PHASE

In this section, we first present the phase diagram in
§.IIIA and exclude the possibility of a regular magnetic
long range order in the QSSG phase in §.IIIB. In §.IIIC-E
we show the calculated results to evidence the existence
of QSSG in the phase diagram, and finally, we explain in
§.IIIF how these results consistently verify Fig. 1 from a
unified perspective.

A. Phase diagram

Our central result is shown in the phase diagram in
Fig. 2 obtained from our numerical simulation. Here, we
find a QSSG phase at low but finite temperatures.

Before going into the details, let us first consider two
limiting cases, Γ = 0 and R = 0, separately to develop
physical intuition. The starting point is a uniform clas-
sical Ising model, R = Γ = 0. As mentioned above, the
system comprises a huge number of degenerate states and
remains paramagnetic down to T = 053.

AtR 6= 0, the huge degeneracy is transformed into a set
of quasi-degenerate random configurations of a classical
SG, but the SG is formed only at zero temperature45,58; it
is manifested in a critical divergence of the uniform sus-
ceptibility and a sublinear criticality of the specific heat
toward T = 0 as demonstrated previously58. We con-
firmed the absence of SG order at T > 0 by the classical
Monte Carlo calculation in Appendix C.

If we keep R = 0 and introduce Γ 6= 0, a frustrated
transverse Ising model is realized, whose phase diagram
is shown in Fig. 2(b). The huge classical degeneracy is
lifted54 and the three-sublattice clock order appears at
T ≤ Tclock as is illustrated in Fig. 1(a)59, where a super-
lattice containing three sites in a unit cell labeled by A,
B and C emerges. On the honeycomb lattice sites (A and

B in Fig. 1(a)), spins antiferromagnetically order to gain
the energy Jij . In other words, the z-component of mag-
netizations at the sites A and B denoted by mA and mB

take mA = −mB = 1 or −1, which are doubly degener-
ate because of the TRS breaking. On the other hand, the
spins at the center of a hexagon (C site) align in −x direc-
tion (namely, mC = 0 characterized by 〈σxj 〉 6= 0) to gain
the energy Γ > 0. This superstructure breaks the original
translational symmetry of the triangular lattice, imply-
ing that there is a three-fold degeneracy about which of
the three sublattices to assign A/B/C-spins. Namely, the
A-B-C configuration in Fig. 1(a) has the same energy as
the configurations obtained by exchanging the locations
of B and C spins or A and C spins. Then the total degen-
eracy of the ground state arising from the breakings of
the TRS and the translational symmetry is six-fold. The
long-range order of the clock phase at finite temperature
in 2D is enabled by this discrete nature of the symmetry
breaking. The order parameter of the phase is a square
of three-sublattice magnetization, 〈m2

sub〉 6= 0, defined in
Eq.(6).

The QSSG is a phase developed from the clock phase
by the introduction of small bond randomness, which is
the main result of this paper (see §.III C and §.III D).
We show numerical evidence that the clock order is sen-
sitively destroyed by the randomness and become glass.

At R = 0, it is known that the critical BKT phase
emerges at Tclock < T < TBKT

59,60. The number of the
degeneracy remaining is six-fold, which is large enough
to stabilize this critical phase originally proposed for the
system with continuous symmetry such as the XY model.
The BKT phase survives at R 6= 0, and plays a role as an
underlying backbone structure of QSSG, protecting the
domain structure of glass from thermal flucuation, which
we will discuss in detail in §.IV B.

B. Destruction of clock order by randomness

Figure 3(a) shows 〈m2
sub〉 at R = 0 (solid lines) and

R = 0.05 (symbols) for several L. The BKT and the clock
phases found in Ref.[57] are characterized by the corre-
sponding three-sublattice susceptibility given in Eq.(7)
and Appendix D, Fig. 12. Above and below TBKT,
χsub decays exponentially and algebraically, respectively,
with system size L(→ ∞). Therefore, by analyzing
〈m2

sub〉 ∝ L−η as a function of temperature, we obtain a
BKT transition temperature, TBKT, in Fig. 2(b) at which
η crosses 1/4 (see Fig. 3(b) with R = 0). In further lower-
ing the temperature, η becomes smaller than 1/9, which
signals the onset of the three-sublattice long range order
or a clock phase (see Ref.[57] for details).

In introducing R > 0, 〈m2
sub〉 conicides overall with

the one at R = 0, except that there appears a drop in
〈m2

sub〉 at kBT <∼ 0.1. This drop indicates the break
down of the clock long range order. In fact, the value
of η evaluated for R > 0 starts to show an upturn at
low temperature, and does not go below η = 1/9 (see
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Fig. 3(b)). The upturn of η corresponding to the drop
in 〈m2

sub〉, does not mean that the system goes back to
the paramagnetic phase, but that the standard scaling
of η breaks down. Notice that even though the clock
phase disappears, the BKT transition is still present for
relatively small randomness R <∼ 0.15.

C. Quantum spin glass susceptibility

The low-temperature phase at 0 < R <∼ 0.15 no longer
has a regular magnetic long-range order. We call this
phase a QSSG. Figures 4(a) and 4(b) show the uni-
form SG susceptibility density (see Eq.(5)) χSG/L

2 as
a function of temperature for several different system
sizes. There we directly compare the data of R = 0 and
R = 0.05/0.2 in the same plot.

At R = 0, we find a gradual increase in χSG/L
2 on de-

creasing temperature, which finally converges to a unique
curve for all L in the clock phase at T ≤ Tclock (see
Fig. 2). Our results confirm limL→∞ χSG/L

2 = 0 for T >
Tclock. In the clock phase, there exists a three-sublattice
long range order of spins shown in Fig. 1(c), where A and
B sublattices form an antiferromagnetic long range order,
which contributes to finite 〈σiσj〉2 in the thermodynamic
limit, naturally yielding limL→∞ χSG/L

2 6= 0, although
it is not a glass phase but a periodically ordered phase.

The intrinsic contribution of glassiness of spins to
χSG/L

2 can thus be examined by the difference between
the R > 0 and R = 0 data for each L. Below kBT <∼ 0.3,
there is a significant enhancement in χSG/L

2 attributed
to the introduction of R. Since the difference between
R > 0 and R = 0 is larger for larger L, there is
an additional frozen component of spins that leads to
χSG(R 6= 0) − χSG(R = 0) ∝ L2. At higher tempera-
tures, all the R > 0 data smoothly extrapolates to the
R = 0 slope.

At R = 0.05, χSG/L
2 shows similar peak at kBT ∼

0.06 for all L (see the broken line showing a L→∞ pro-
file). We find only a very small size dependence already at
kBT < 0.2, which is because of the nearly scale-invariant
property of qαβ (see Appendix E) due to the criticality
of the BKT phase we discuss shortly. Contrastingly, for
R = 0.2 the peak height decreases, and the peak position
shifts to a higher temperature for larger L, indicating
that this peak disappears in the thermodynamic limit.

We also show in Fig. 4(c) the R-dependence of χSG/L
2

for L = 48. At R >∼ 0.15 the peak-hight decreases sig-
nificantly where we no longer expect an intrinsic glassy
behavior. It is consistent with the parameter range where
the data in panel (b) starts to show a rapid size depen-
dence.

D. Replica overlap

For a precise evaluation of a glass phase, examining
the behavior of a replica overlap given by Eq.(2) is use-

ful. This quantity measures how much the two replicas,
i.e. the systems with the same bond randomness but un-
dergo different MC simulation runs, resemble each other
in their spin configurations at each snapshot of MCS. If
the two replicas have similar spin configuration qαβ ac-
quires a nonzero value, while if they are not alike we
find qαβ = 0. Therefore, the distribution function of qαβ
denoted as P (qαβ) for qαβ = [0, 1] gives an information
on what kind of state the system belongs to. A single
peak of P (qαβ) at qαβ = 0 indicates that the spin con-
figuration of the replicas do not resemble each other and
the state is paramagnetic. A single peak of P (qαβ) at
qαβ 6= 0 in the absence of disorder indicates that there
is a regular long range order which has a spatially pe-
riodic structure; the clock phase at R = 0 corresponds
to this case61 Whereas peak at qαβ > 0 together with a
finite P (qαβ = 0) > 0 indicate the possibility that the
spins are in a glass phase having a multi-valley free en-
ergy landscape; the two replicas can become either simi-
lar (qαβ 6= 0) or not resemble at all (qαβ = 0), depending
on whether they belong to the same/nearby valley or not.
The 3D SG of an EA model16,62,63 shows a continuous
profile of nonzero P (qαβ) ranging from qαβ = 0 toward
the peak at finite qαβ . In the replica symmetry breaking
(RSB) theory, separate distinct peaks at qαβ = 0 and 6= 0
is the signature of the one-step RSB64.

Figure 5(a) shows how P (qαβ) varies with tempera-
ture at L = 36 and R = 0, 0.05, 0.1. When R = 0, there

is a single peak at qpeakαβ 6= 0 that indicates the three-

sublattice correlation, which shifts from qpeakαβ ∼ 0.55
to smaller values at higher temperature. When R =
0.05/0.1 there appears another peak at kBT <∼ 0.06/0.1
at around qαβ ∼ 0.

To see whether these peaks sustain in the thermody-
namic limit, we plot in Fig. 5(b) the size dependence
for those in the clock phase (R, kBT ) = (0, 0.02), QSSG
phase (0.05, 0.04) and critical or paramagnetic phases at
R = 0.05 and kBT = 0.1, 0.2, 0.4. In both the clock and

QSSG phases, the peak at qpeakαβ ∼ 0.55 remain robust
and develops with increasing L. The peak at qαβ ∼ 0 is
small but also keeps a finite weight almost independent
of L. Therefore, according to the standard definition, the
QSSG phase is a SG phase.

The two peak structures can generally occur when
there is phase separation, or a metastable excited state
coexisting with the magnetically ordered ground state.
We checked numerically that such a possibility is ex-
cluded; in Appendix A, the energy distribution of the
QMC simulation shows a sharp single peak that exactly
extrapolates to the δ-function at L→∞, indicating that
QSSG is a uniform thermodynamic phase. Generally,
metastability is observed in the vicinity of the first-order
transition in glass-forming liquids, while here, the first-
order transition is absent.

Figure 5(c) shows P (qαβ) for a strong randomness,

R = 0.2. The peak at qpeakαβ tends to disappear at large
L for both kBT = 0.04 and 0.16 and we find a gradual
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FIG. 4. Uniform SG susceptibility density χSG/L
2 for several system sizes L at Γ = 0.4. In general, χSG/L

2 > 0 for L → ∞
indicates a finite SG order parameter. (a) Comparison between the results at R = 0 (lower five data points with solid lines)
and R = 0.05 (upper five data) for L = 24, 36, 48, 60, 96. Broken line at kBT < 0.1 is obtained as a L → ∞ data from the
size scaling for R = 0.05. (b) Size dependence at R = 0.2 (together with R = 0 data in solid lines). (c) Comparison of
R = 0, 0.05, 0.1, 0.15, 0.2 data for L = 48. Arrows indicate the approximate peak positions.

FIG. 5. (a,b,c) Distribution of the replica overlap P (qαβ). In panel (a) the variation of peaks at different temperatures
kBT = 0.02− 0.2 is examined for R = 0, 0.05, and 0.1 inside the QSSG phase at L = 36. The top two panels in (b) shows the
size dependences of P (qαβ) for (R, kBT ) = (0, 0.02) inside the clock ordered phase, and (0.05, 0.04) in the QSSG phase. In the
lower three panels, the ones at R = 0.05 and at higher temperature region kBT = 0.1, 0.2, 0.4 are shown for comparison. Panel
(c) shows P (qαβ) at (R, kBT ) = (0.2, 0.04) and (0.2, 0.16) both in the paramagnetic phase for comparison. The color notation
is the same as panel (b). (d) 1/L-dependence of the peak position of P (qαβ) at around qαβ ' 0.55 at R = 0.05 for different

temperatures. Solid lines are the results fitted in powers as, (1/L)ηSG/2. At kBT ≥ 0.07, the peak position approaches zero in
the thermodynamic limit, while in the QSSG phase (kBT = 0.04) the peak sustains its nonzero position within the error. (e)
Power ηSG evaluated at temperatures above the QSSG phase are shown as a function of kBT for several R 6= 0 with offsets.
When ηSG reaches zero, the peak position does not change with L, which marks the transition temperature Tc to the QSSG
phase. The linear fit of ηSG shown in solid lines is used to evaluate Tc indicated by arrows.
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FIG. 6. Correlation ratio CR(k = 0) and CR(k = Q) for
(a)(b)R = 0.05 and (c)(d)R = 0 as functions of temperature
for L = 24, 36, 48, 60, 96. The ones in panel (a) approaches
zero at T → +Tc. Inset(left) of panel (a) shows χSG(dk)
at R = 0.05, and the right inset shows the size-scaling of
CR(0) for QSSG phase(kBT = 0.02, 0.05) which goes to zero
at L → ∞, and BKT phase (kBT = 0.12, 0.24) which shows
almost no L-dependence at L >∼ 48.

development of broad qαβ = 0-peak signaling the param-
agnmetic phase with strong disorder.

In the paramagnetic phases the peak position qpeakαβ
gradually shifts toward zero with increasing L, which can
be analyzed as in Figs. 5(d) and 5(e); we fit the obtained

data according to qpeakαβ ∝ L−ηSG/2, and plot ηSG as a
function of temperature for different R’s. They behave
linearly with kBT over a wide temperature range. One
can extract Tc for each R that gives ηSG = 0 (arrows
in Fig. 5(e)), the temperature at which the peak posi-
tion does not change with L. We show the results for
the values of Tc in the phase diagrams in Fig. 2. This
temperature can be recognized as the onset of the QSSG
phase, which agrees well with the peak temperature of
χSG/L

2.

E. Correlation ratio

As one of the standard ways to identify the phase tran-
sition, we introduce a correlation ratio given as

CR(k) = χSG(k + dk)
/
χSG(k), (8)

where k + dk is the nearest neighbor wave number from
k of a finite cluster with dk = 2π/L. It quantifies how
sharp the peak of the structure factor of qαβ at k is, and
is known as a good measure to pin down the continuous
phase transition point65. If the long range order of qαβ
characterized by the δ-function Bragg peak is expected,
we find CR(0)→ 0, while it approaches 1 if the long-range
order associated with qαβ is absent. It was shown that
CR exhibits crossings among different L’s at the stan-
dard second-order transition, and the L-dependence of
the crossing point is small, implying that the transition
point can be identified for a calculation with relatively
small L. However, our system does not exhibit a second
order transition but a BKT transition. In the critical
BKT phase, CR behaves nearly L-independent. (see Ap-
pendix E for the formulation support.)

There are two peaks in χSG(k) at k = 0 and k = Q =
(±π3 ,∓

π
3 ); the hight of the former is 2-4 times the latter.

Figures 6(a) and 6(b) show CR(0) and CR(Q) when R =
0.05. In the BKT phase at Tc < T < TBKT, the L-
dependence is almost lost for L >∼ 48 (see the right-inset
of Fig. 6(a)). For the temperature dependence, we see a
nearly linear line approaching CR(0) → 0 at T → +Tc,
which signals the phase transition point from the BKT to
the QSSG phase. Meanwhile, CR(Q) remains finite down
to zero temperature. The opposite behavior is found for
the clock phase at R = 0 shown in Figs. 6(c) and 6(d).
CR(Q)→ 0 at T → +Tclock whereas CR(0) remain finite
down to T = 0.

At T < Tc we find a slight upturn of CR(0) which shows
a clear L-dependence. This is another clear sign of QSSG
transition. Still, the QSSG phase has a SG order because
limL→∞ CR → 0 (see the right inset of Fig. 6(a)). When
the system enters a different phase from the BKT phase,
the scale-free character is lost, which is observed both at
T < Tc and T > TBKT. The similar behavior is observed
in other models exhibiting multi-BKT transitions66.

F. Unveiling unified understanding from the SG
quantities

The essential feature of QSSG is that it is built from
two types of degrees of freedom. The two degrees of
freedom emerge from the single spin degrees of freedom
and distribute uniformly in space (see Fig. 1), and with
the aid of quenched randomness, coorperatively generate
two distinct glasses which we discuss in the following.

We first summarize the list of our conclusions on the
QSSG: it is [I] the long-range SG order at finite temper-
ature in 2D, and [II] the spatially uniform coexistence of
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the two-component glasses: one component is a rigidly
long-range ordered SG and the other is the algebraic
structural-glass which is characterized by an anomalous
power-law decay of SG correlation on top of the former
long-range order. Such coexistence of long-range order
and the algebraic correlation in a spatially uniform phase
has never been observed in nature.

Now, we relate [I] and [II] to the supporting numeri-
cal results. We perform the standard analysis on three
quantities. The first quantity is the distribution func-
tion P (qαβ) of the replica overlap, Eq.(2). If the nonzero
probability of the overlap exists, it is indicative of freezing
of spins and further if the nonzero probability occurs at
both zero and nonzero qαβ , it evidences a SG order. The
second quantity is the wavenumber-dependent connected
SG susceptibility χSG(k), Eq.(4). If χSG(k = 0)/N re-
mains nonzero in the thermodynamic limit, it is another
evidence of the SG order. These two quantities must be
consistent with each other. The third evidence of the
SG order can be obtained from the correlation ratio CR,
Eq.(8). If the long-range order of the associated suscep-
tibility exists, it converges to zero in the thermodynamic
limit. At the continuous transition point, CR crosses
at a finite value for all the asymptotically large system
sizes: in the ordered phase CR decreases with increasing
L while it increases in the non-ordered phase. The cross-
ing point does not move already from very small system
sizes. Note that CR is then a scale-invariant quantity.

By using these three quantities, we have shown the
following numerical results.

(1) There exists nonzero critical temperature Tc, below
which two peaks appear in P (qαβ) at qαβ ∼ 0.55
and qαβ = 0. Based on the following (4)-(6) we
conclude that they are the spatially uniform co-
existence of the SG-ordered component and the
algebraically-decaying component, respectively.

(2) At T <∼ Tc, we find limN→∞ χSG(k = 0)/N > 0,
signaling the SG long-range order. It slightly drops
with further decreasing temperature from Tc but
remains nonzero.

(3) At T < Tc, CR decreases with increasing L as in the
usual long-range ordered phase, which indicates the
existence of the spatially uniform SG order, while
CR increases for T > TBKT. In the intermediate
region, Tc < T < TBKT, the system size depen-
dence vanishes, which is the character of the criti-
cal phase. This means that the conventional crit-
ical point of the continuous transition is extended
to the critical nonzero temperature window.

The results displayed in Appendix E additionally show
the following (4)-(6).

(4) χSG(k) at nonzero k and its Fourier transform (i.e.,
qi;αβqj;αβ in real space) consistently exhibit the
power-law correlation of SG, indicating the alge-
braic component of the glass. Note that power-law
decay in real space generates a power-law decay in
the momentum space.

(5) On top of (4), at T < Tc, χSG(k) deviates from
the power-law fitting function at small nonzero 0 <
k/π < 0.1, because the additional weight in χSG(k)
appears in this range, simultaneously with a slight
reduction of χSG(k = 0).

(6) In P (qαβ), the qαβ ∼ 0.55 peak component trans-
fers to the qαβ = 0 component with decreasing tem-
perature at T < Tc, but the weights of these two
components both remain nonzero at any T < Tc.

(1)-(3) consistently support the existence of the SG or-
der; since (1) and (2) are related by χSG(k = 0) =

2
( ∫ 1

0
q2P (q)dq− (

∫ 1

0
qP (q)dq)2

)
, the drop of χSG(k = 0)

at T < Tc is attributed to the emergent P (qαβ = 0) peak.
(3) guarantees (2) in that the χSG(k = 0)-peak converges
to the δ-function.

At the same time, (4)-(6) indicate the coexistence of
two different characters of glass, the ordered SG and the
algebraic glass. The former contributes to the nonzero
χSG(k = 0)/N and P (qαβ ∼ 0.55) weight. The latter
contributes to χSG(k 6= 0)/N and P (qαβ = 0) weight.
This classification is deduced from the observation that
the former features continue from the higher temperature
BKT phase, whereas the latter emerge only at T < Tc.

As mentioned earlier, spin degrees of freedom breaks
up into two; the staggered spins forming a honeycomb
lattice, and the transverse spins at the center of the
hexagon. The honeycomb-lattice-vitrification (emergent
domains) is the origin of the algebraic component of glass,
and the randomness of staggered and transverse spins is
the origin of the standard uniform SG order. This sce-
nario is supported by Appendix E and by another series
of results presented in the next section.

To be short, because a substantial weight is transfered
from χSG(k = 0) to χSG(k > 0) in (5) at T < Tc, its
Fourier transform, i.e., the real-space qi;αβqj;αβ corre-
lation, shows a significant drop at long distances (see
Fig. 13(c)), while it keeps an algebraic BKT-like decay
at short distances. This agrees with the scenario of emer-
gent domains at T < Tc, since the domain state preserves
the short range correlation but the long distance corre-
lation is lost due to the ensemble average of domains.
At the same time, the two replicas with different domain
locations no longer resemble on the whole and yields a
P (qαβ = 0) peak, in consistency with (1) and (6).

One might suspect the possible phase separation in
real space is related to the coexistence of two glasses.
However, we can fully exclude it from the additional
data showing a single peak in the energy distribution of
quantum Monte Carlo simulation (see Appendix A and
Fig. 9). From a more general point of view, metastabil-
ity is a character of first order transition. The continuous
nature of our SG transition is supported by the scale-free
quantity CR and the scaling quantity η.
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FIG. 7. (a) Spin-spin correlation function 〈σzi σzi+r〉 as function of r for R = 0.05 and kBT =0.5 and 0.6 above the BKT

transition. Broken lines are Eq.(10). (b) ξ plotted as a function of 1/
√
kB(T − TBKT) at R = 0.05 and Γ = 0.4. Solid line

is the fitted results following Eq.(9) with kBTBKT = 0.371. (c-f) Transverse magnetization 〈σxi 〉 evaluated for (c) Γ = 0.4
with different R, (d) Γ = 0.4, R = 0.05 with different L, (e) R = 0.1 for several Γ, (f) Γ-dependence with R = 0.1 at low
temperatures. Since the size dependence is negligible, we take L = 36.

IV. FORMATION OF DOMAINS

The QSSG phase is not simply a random freezing of
spins. Through a power-law spin-spin correlation in the
BKT phase at higher temperatures, the algebraic replica-
overlap correlation of the QSSG is protected. We clar-
ify the details of real-space magnetic properties in both
phases in the present section.

A. BKT transition

The QSSG no longer exists when the BKT phase dis-
appears, meaning that the BKT transition plays an es-
sential role in stabilizing QSSG. The finite-size scaling
performed in Appendix F guarantees that the BKT phase
sustains at 0 < R <∼ 0.15. Near the BKT transition tem-
perature, the correlation length follows

ξ ∝ exp(c(T − TBKT)−1/2), c : constant, (9)

which diverges with T → TBKT. This is indeed confirmed
by directly evaluating the spin-spin correlation function,
which is expected to obey the following form for size L
along the x or y-directions around the periodic phase
boundary,

〈σzi σzi+r〉 ∝ r−c1e−r/ξ + (L− r)−c1e−(L−r)/ξ. (10)

Figure 7(a) shows the representative behavior of 〈σzi σzi+r〉
obtained at the temperature above the BKT transition.

The broken lines obtained by the fitting with the for-
mula of Eq.(10) show a good agreement with the data.
The values of ξ evaluated from this fitting are shown in
Fig. 7(b). With increasing system size, ξ asymptotically
approaches Eq.(9), and the transition temperature eval-
uated, TBKT = 0.371, is in a good agreement with the
one independently evaluated from the Binder ratio (Ap-
pendix F).

B. Quantum transverse magnetization

So far we focused on how the longitudinal z-component
of spin behaves at R > 0. Figures 7(c)-(f) show the
transverse magnetization 〈σxi 〉 for different parameters.
Although we plot the L-dependence only for R = 0.05
and Γ = 0.4 in Fig. 7(d), 〈σxi 〉’s for all different L have
the same value within O(10−4). By comparing the data
for different Γ and R in Figs. 7(c) and 7(e), we see that
〈σxi 〉 is determined by Γ and kBT . In Fig. 7(f), there is
a sharp increase of 〈σxi 〉 from zero at Γ = 0 to 〈σxi 〉 ∼ 0.1
already at Γ ∼ 0.02, indicating that the QSSG phase
is supported by strong quantum fluctuations represented
by 〈σxi 〉. This fact is contrary to the previous consensus
that the quantum fluctuations will destroy SG67. Con-
trastingly to σzi -related properties, 〈σxi 〉 is insensitive to
the bond randomness R.
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FIG. 8. (a-d) Typical snapshots of the spin configuration for QSSG (a,b), KT (c), and paramagnetic (d) phases for L = 48.
Green/yellow/red symbols are up/down/transversal spins, and filled and open symbols indicate large (> 0.4) and small (< 0.4)
amplitudes of 〈σzi 〉. I/II/III is the sublattice indices fixed throughout the system and the honeycomb frame is written along
I-II sublattices for a guide to the eye. When one focuses on sublattice-III at the center of the hexagons, red, yellow, and
green colored hexagon belongs to the clock order domain with I-II sublattices formed by AB, BC, and CA spins, which we
call C, A, and B domains, respectively, according to panel (e). The two snapshots in panel (b) are obtained for the same
temperature T = 0.03 inside the QSSG phase and the same bond-randomness. (e) Schematic structure of domains and their
domain boundaries. The upper part solid lines are the regular I-II sublattice written in the same manner as (a)-(d), and the
bold honeycomb lines on the main part are the local bond orders of A(up)-B(down) spins. The domains align in a particular
order in that they favor the exchange of assignment of spins on the I/II/III sublattices in either C↔A or C↔B, when they go
to the nearby domain. (f) Comparison of η̃SG obrained from χSG ∝ L2−η̃SG and ηSG obtained from the peak position of the
replica overlap (see Fig.5(d)) at R = 0 and R = 0.1 with offsets. The two exponents coincide at R = 0 but deviate at R = 0.1
at low temperatures.

C. Domains

Although the long range clock order is easily destroyed
at R 6= 0, an underlying short-ranged but well-developed
three sublattice structure (mA,mB ,mC) ∝ (1,−1, 0) sur-
vives in the QSSG phase, and 〈σxi 〉 takes a substantially
large value, which originates from the mC ∼ 0 site.
Therefore, the glassy behavior detected in the emergent
peak of χSG at R > 0 and the multiple peak structures in
the replica overlap P (〈qαη〉) are not ascribed to a simple
SG.

We visualize the spin configurations by taking sev-
eral snapshots in the Monte Carlo runs after the system
reaches an equilibrium in Figs. 8(a)-8(d). Here, local spin
states are marked according to six characteristic config-
urations; we assign “+” to the spins pointing in the x-
direction, i.e. they flip more than ten times along the
imaginary τ -axis. We also classify spins pointing mainly
in the z-direction according to their 〈σzi 〉 values as ex-
plained in the legend. We assign lattice indices I,II, and
III for a regular three sublattice sites and draw honey-
comb lines along I and II-sublattices as guides for the
eyes, where III is at the center of the hexagon. It helps

us to see which of the A/B/C spins occupy I, II, and III
sublattices.

In the QSSG phase in Figs. 8(a) and 8(b), the spins
form loose domain structures which are discriminated
by the color code of spins occupying sublattice III. Fig-
ure 8(e) shows the schematic structure of domains. We
particularly find that the large up (green bullet) and
down (yellow bullet) spins frequently form neighbors,
and the “+” spins are surrounded by them; they form
(mA,mB ,mC) ∝ (1,−1, 0) and contribute to χsub. How-
ever, there is often a misfit in the position of these A/B/C
spins among I, II, and III sublattice sites, and accord-
ingly, several domains are formed. Besides the stripe-like
domains, the island-type domain is also found. Most im-
portantly, for the same bond-disorder configuration thor-
oughly different domain structures appear one by one on
different replicas, e.g. the structures of two panels in
Fig. 8(b). The domains are not pinned to particular loca-
tions, which is a feature similar to the type-I structural
glass realized in a uniform continuum. This point cru-
cially differs from a spin-freezing caused by the random
field as we discuss later in Sec. V.

At higher temperatures, Tc < T < TKT as in Fig. 8(c),
this kind of domains become unstable even at small R.
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We also show in Fig. 8(d) an example for large random-
ness R = 0.2 and at low temperature kBT = 0.03; the
state is outside the QSSG phase and we find that al-
though the system should suffer a large amount of bond
disorder, the domains no longer exist and at the same
time, the transverse “+” configuration of spins is sup-
pressed. These results indicate that the formation of
loose domains consisting of three-sublattice local struc-
ture is intrinsic to the formation of the QSSG phase.

We finally see how the emergence of domains mani-
fests in the physical quantities. Figure 8(f) compares the
exponent η̃SG and ηSG evaluated by χSG/L ∝ (1/L)η̃SG

and qpeakαβ ∝ (1/L)ηSG/2, where the latter is presented al-

ready in Fig. 5(d). When R = 0, the two agrees well
throughout the whole temperature range. However for
R = 0.1, η̃SG starts to become smaller than ηSG below
TBKT, and shows an upturn below Tc ∼ 0.1. This can
be understood as follows; since χSG ∝ 〈q2αβ〉 (see Eq.(5)),
the two exponents should be the same as far as the distri-
bution P (〈qαβ〉) has a single peak structure, where 〈q2αβ〉
is represented by (qpeakαβ )2. When R > 0, χSG in Fig. 4(a)
becomes less L-dependent below TBKT compared to those
of R = 0, which suppresses η̃SG from ηSG. At T ∼ Tc,
the extra peak at qαβ ∼ 0 appears because of an emer-
gent domain structure. Since χSG has contributions from
both peaks, their size scaling breaks down which results
in an upturn of η̃SG and a drop of χSG. For this rea-
son, the QSSG phase can be determined more accurately

from qpeakαβ 6= 0 then from χSG. All the numerical results
consistently support the existence of QSSG.

V. DISCUSSION

Our numerical results show several characteristic fea-
tures of QSSG, which are summarized into the following
points, (1) and (2). Let us consider a QSSG state realized
for a given set of randomly distributed Jij , namely for a
certain type of quenched randomness. First, focusing on
a single replica, we find that (1-1) a domain structure of
a three-sublattice superlattice is clearly visible in a snap-
shot of MCS if R is small (namely, R � J,Γ), and at
the same time by examining the details of the spin con-
figurations e.g. the one in Fig. 8(a), we see that (1-2)
there seems to be an underlying rule of how to choose the
shape of domain boundaries and the relative orientations
of spins belonging to neighboring domains, since the do-
mains are apparently correlated with each other and spin
correlations are frozen over long distances.

Second, for the same type of quenched randomness,
one can prepare a set of replicas that are thermalized
by different QMC processes from different initial states;
their equilibrium states may have different spatial spin
configurations which equivalently contribute to thermo-
dynamics. By comparing snapshots of different replicas,
e.g. those in Fig. 8(b), (2) a variety of thoroughly dif-
ferent domain structures are observed. This indicates

that the system has a multi-valley free-energy landscape,
and is consistent with a possible one-step RSB observed
in Fig. 5(b), which is a feature common to structural
glass64 or to spin glass with p(≥ 3)-body interaction in
infinite dimensions68.

Our Hamiltonian Eq.(1) is a typical spin Hamiltonian
with bond randomness, and for this reason, we so far fo-
cused on the nature of randomness of spins by analyzing
the spin-glass susceptibility and replica overlaps, which
are the standard methods used to establish the existence
of SG. Whereas in the following, we disclose the underly-
ing physics suggested from the observations (1) and (2),
which are not straightforwardly understood from these
conventional methods. Before that, we first add some
comments to (1).

Item (1-1) implies that our QSSG has a qualitative dif-
ference from an ordinary SG. To be more precise, the spin
configurations in QSSG are not fully random within a
short lengthscale but keeps an overall three-sublattice su-
perstructure, which manifests as a visible domain struc-
ture over that length scale. Such domains apparently dif-
fer from “domains” or droplets in SG; the term “domain”
had been often used to describe a fictitiously configured
spatial region that contains finite numbers of spins, to
examine the instability of SG69. However, in reality, a
spatially frozen spin configuration of SG is not trivially
visible70 and is magnetically structureless, namely do not
have any distinct peak structure in their Fourier compo-
nent. For our structured domains to appear, the mecha-
nism of a free energy gain is more easily and intuitively
understood, since the intra-domain super- structure and
at the same time domain boundaries can be clearly iden-
tified for small R. The former comes from the overall
energy gain common to the one in the nonrandom case
that drives a spontaneous symmetry breaking into the
clock phase. The latter should be the gain to optimize
a randomized part of the Ising bond energy. The vit-
rification in QSSG is a configurational disordering or a
translational symmetry breaking of a superlattice, which
maintains short-ranged but well developed clock order
correlation if R is small. In an ordinary structural glass,
the average coordination number is found to be approxi-
mately the same as that of the crystal of the correspond-
ing spatial dimensions, which implies an atomic-scale-
short-range order. Compared to that case, the structural-
order correlation, namely a clock correlation in QSSG is
tunable by controlling R.

Coming back to the spin degrees of freedom, item (1-
2) shows that domains are not independent with each
other but the spins belonging to different domains are
strongly correlated and are frozen, which is the source of
the divergence of χSG and the RSB at finite temperature,
which may resemble the feature expected for an ordinary
SG.

Now, to clarify the origin of the features (1) and (2),
it is useful to start from the nonrandom R = 0 state,
and to consider that the long-range ordered clock phase
is converted to QSSG at R 6= 0, since the regular super-
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structure of the clock phase naturally continues to the
local superstructure inside the domains of QSSG.

For the understanding of how such domains can be
formed, we propose that Imry and Ma’s argument71

about the formation of ferromagnetic domains by a ran-
dom field in the simplest classical ferromagnet explains
the essential part of the mechanism. They showed phe-
nomenologically that a small but nonzero static random
field destroys a classical ferromagnetic long-range order
and split it into well identified large domains at dimen-
sions d ≤ 2, which was proved rigorously later on72. Of
course, Imry-Ma’s case requires a random field that de-
stroys a TRS and differs from our case with a TRS Hamil-
tonian. Nevertheless, there is the following reason why
the Imry-Ma mechanism essentially applies.

The honeycomb superstructure at R = 0 has a
three-fold degeneracy, since the three ways of assigning
(A,B,C), (B,C,A), and (C,A,B) sites to (I, II, III) sub-
lattices are energetically equivalent because of the trans-
lational symmetry. At R 6= 0, this degeneracy becomes
incomplete, and at each local part of the system one of
these three with the lowest energy density is selected.
This local energetics has two aspects; (i) the honeycomb
superstructure recognizes the bond randomness as a ran-
dom “field”, and wants to select a unique AB sublat-
tice from the three patterns having a largest

∑
〈i,j〉 Jij

over some lengthscale. At the same time, (ii) the ex-
change interactions acting on a C site from the spins on
the neighboring A and B sites do not perfectly cancel
anymore at R 6= 0. They work as a random longitudinal
mean field on site-i (C sites), hi =

∑
j∈A,B Jij〈σzj 〉 (see

Fig.1(c)), and spins slightly cant off x-direction, while
still keeping a considerably large x-component to maxi-
mize the energy gain including those from the transverse
field. Therefore, the coupling of local three-fold state to
the random bond interactions is, apart from the number
of degrees of freedom being three instead of two, equiv-
alent to the Imry-Ma’s coupling of the order parameter
(spin) with the random field, and split the superstructure
into domains at d = 2. Following Imry-Ma, according
to the central limit theorem for fluctuations, the energy
gain of choosing a particular type of domain of size ` from
among the three has the energy gain of the order O(

√
S)

with S = `d, which can easily overwhelm the energy loss
caused at the domain boundary scaled by ∝ `d−1.

Despite the equivalency in the driving force to form do-
mains, our domains have an important feature that qual-
itatively differs from Imry-Ma’s domain. Again we focus
on the TRS our Hamiltonian has. In Imry-Ma’s case,
the orientation of spins in each domain with the lowest
energy is uniquely determined by the loss of TRS due to
random fields. Hence, it does not cause a multi-valley
free energy landscape characteristic of glass9 although
it yields 〈qαβ〉 6= 073,74. Whereas, the present case has
an underlying complexity that allows for a multi-valley
structure. Suppose that at least one of the domains are
energetically isolated from the other part, namely if all
the ABC-spins within a single domain or all the spins out-

side that domain might be turned over altogether without
the energy loss, the degeneracy in the ground state would
remain because of the TRS. A more important difference
lies at the domain boundary; Imry-Ma’s boundary for
weak random fields is a “hard domain boundary” whose
energy cost comes from the mismatch of interactions only
along a thin domain boundary, and is determined solely
by a domain-lengthscale ` as `d−1. By contrast, the en-
ergy cost of our boundary depends on the choice of six
different patterns of three-sublattice structures on both
sides; how the path of boundaries is chosen are tightly
correlated with the choice of these patterns. Resultantly,
there can be various choices of shapes of domains and
patterns of domains that may nontrivially yield a highly
degenerate free energy.

As shown in Fig. 8(e), the (I,II,III) sublattices filled
with (A,B,C) spins on the left-hand side domain becomes
(A,C,B) on the central domain and (C,A,B) on the right-
hand side domain, exchanging the spins in a manner of
C↔B and C↔A, respectively. The reason why the sys-
tem chooses such configuration is as follows; Suppose that
we create a domain wall (hard domain / one lattice spac-
ing) consisting only of A and B spins. One can consider
numerous low-energy patterns that the Ising energy den-
sity, namely, energy divided by the number of bonds after
summing up the A-A, B-B, and A-B bond energies along
the boundary, is nearly the same as the Ising energy den-
sity of the uniform clock phase without the boundary.
However, this energy counting is not taking account of
the energy gain by Γ relevant to C-spins. Since to form
such (A,B) domains, the density of C-spins around the
domain wall is reduced, and the energy gain by Γ is lost,
they are energetically unfavorable compared to the case
of a uniform clock state. In this way, to minimize the
energy loss in creating a boundary, one needs to orga-
nize the spins to prevent the decrease of the number of
C-spins. This forces the two adjacent domains to share
either of A or B spin on one of the I/II/III sublattices
as much as possible, as illustrated in Fig. 8(e) between
domains colored with blue and pink.

At the same time, to gain the energy from randomness,
“soft domain walls” are formed as we see in the snapshot
in Fig. 8(b), with substantial proximity of the domain-
wall region to deep inside of the domains. This involved
and soft structure seems to be the origin of the multi-
valley landscape. In total, the patterns in the domain
boundary separating the neighboring domains supports
the rigid correlations between the neighboring domains.

Let us interpret the above considerations on QSSG in
the context of the conventional theories for SG. There
had been a long-standing debate on which of the pictures,
replica symmetry breaking(RSB) and a phenomenologi-
cal droplet theory would properly capture the essence
of SG. According to the droplet theory69, the energy
cost of turning over all the spins belonging to a size-
` droplet scales as `θ, which is called domain-wall en-
ergy. The energy cost inside the droplet-domain away
from the boundary is zero because of the TRS. There
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is an inequality θ ≤ (d − 1)/2 and the upper bound
corresponds to the aforementioned “hard domain” limit.
However, this “hard domain” is not necessarily realistic.
The growth of spin-spin correlation over distances may
soften the boundary and makes θ smaller. In 3D clas-
sical SG, a positive θ ∼ 0.275,76 was proposed to give a
nonzero Tc, whereas in 2D, the reported θ < 077 implies
that the domain-wall energy scales to zero in the ther-
modynamic limit, and we no longer have an SG transi-
tion at nonzero temperatures within this scheme. The
droplet theory predicts the absence of RSB, and resul-
tantly P (qαβ) is expeced to have peaks at some ±qαβ 6= 0
and P (qαβ = 0) = 0.

The counterpart replica theory78–82 for SG shows a
RSB at d =∞83,84, which gives peaks in P (qαβ) at both
qαβ = 0 and qαβ 6= 0. The theory asserts that, when
the replica symmetry is broken, the energy cost to turn
over a finite fraction of the spins stays a finite constant
value at large system sizes implying θ ∼ 0. The 3D SG
at nonzero temperature is still controversial; the most
recent numerical studies find RSB behavior85 while the
droplet behavior could only be recovered after a crossover
for a very large system size often unreachable, which is
difficult to exclude.

The droplet and replica theories have similarities each
with different aspects of QSSG. First, one can apply the
idea of a droplet to our clear and visible domain struc-
ture. A stable correlation of spins belonging to different
domains is bridged by the optimal choice of spin patterns
at the boundaries, which will yield a finite energy cost of
turning over all the spins inside our domain. We thus
find small but nonzero θ > 0 even though we are in 2D,
which guarantees existence of domains at finite temper-
ature. At the same time, totally different domain struc-
tures suggest the existence of numerous quasi-degenerate
states, which contribute to the 〈qαβ〉 = 0 replica peak.
This point is different from the droplet theory, but shows
essential consistency with the 1S-RSB in the replica the-
ory. Although these two theories give some clues to un-
derstanding the vitrification mechanism, QSSG is not the
subclass of conventional SG, since both theories contra-
dict in other detailed aspects.

Finally, we point out that a 2D Ising model with a
transverse field at zero temperature can be mapped to
a 3D classical Ising model in the thermodynamic limit
as the path integral formalism tells by introducing the
imaginary time direction as the third dimension86. This
supports the existence of an SG phase at T = 0 in 2D if
the SG phase exists in a classical 3D EA model, although
our model is not exactly equivalent to the 3D classical EA
model in that the types of random bonds are different,
and that our model gives uniform interaction along the
imaginary time direction. The present results propose
a way to stabilize the SG even at nonzero temperatures
making use of this third dimension.

VI. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

We have examined the Ising model in a transverse field
on a triangular lattice with small randomness. Although
the spin-glass phase in two dimensions has been argued
as unstable at nonzero temperatures in most of the liter-
ature, we found the first example of such a glass phase.
The synergy effect to have a structural glass and a spin
glass works as an efficient glass former.

We first consider a nontrivial honeycomb superlattice
structure called “clock order” that emerges due to the
order-by-disorder effect in the absence of randomness.
Because the triangular lattice possesses a strong geomet-
rical frustration, the classical Ising spins do not order at
all in a presence of substantial antiferromagnetic interac-
tions. The quantum fluctuations induced by a transverse
field release this frustration and the spins partially order
antiferromagnetically and form a honeycomb superstruc-
ture. The rest of the spins located at the center of the
honeycomb hexagon continue fluctuating (forming an off-
diagonal long-range order). This process gives rise to two
qualitatively different emergent degrees of freedom, a su-
perstructure, and a quantum spin, out of a single Ising
degree of freedom.

The bond randomness work as an emergent random
field to this clock order, and vitrify it to structural glass.
The structural glass, in turn, stabilizes the spin glass and
the spin glass reinforces the structural glass. Such a syn-
ergy effect can overwhelm the effect of large fluctuations
caused by the low dimensionality, and stabilize a glass.

The mechanism of the glass stabilization relies on the
fact that any long-range order can be destroyed by a
nonzero random “field” conjugate to the order parameter
in 2D. In our case, bond randomness is a “field” that
breaks the structural bond order of spins. In general,
since random fields uniquely determine the freezing pat-
tern, it does not straightforwardly yield a glass. However,
on top of that, we have a glassy correlation between the
structural bond order and transverse spins. They work
together and lead to a replica symmetry breaking not
ever found in an SG for finite dimensions.

The SG transition is identified as the divergence of uni-
form SG susceptibility, namely a finite χSG(k = 0)/N >
0 in the thermodynamic limit. The correlation ratio CR
which is the scale-invariant property that measures the
peak height of χSG(k = 0) against the peak width, cap-
tures alternatively the existence of SG order as CR → 0.
The QSSG satisfies both conditions for SG long range
order.

At the same time, an unconventional feature arises as
the emergent weight of χSG(k > 0) transferred from the
χSG(k = 0) peak at T < Tc. This weight comes from
the quasi-long-range ordered elements of glass, which is
related to the domains growing on top of the underlying
power-law correlation characteristic of the BKT phase.
This contribution superimposes the power-law decaying
correlation to the replica overlap parameter. Indeed, the
replica overlap distribution P (qαβ) starts to show two



15

peaks at qαβ = 0 and qαβ 6= 0. The former peak found
at T < Tc indicates that the two replicas no longer re-
semble because of the domain structures giving diffusive
χSG(k > 0) elements, while the qαβ 6= 0-peak continuing
from the higher temperature contribute to the uniform
SG of χSG(k = 0).

Our data fully supports the picture that the QSSG
phase is a synergy of these two types of the glasses,
namely, the uniform long-range SG order and the glass
dominated by the structural domains on top of the power-
law spin-spin correlation of the BKT phase. This duality
has a tight connection with the coexisting structural and
spin glasses.

Recently in quantum spin models, the existence of
quantum spin liquids is established87–96. In those cases,
the spins are fluctuating and have a long-range quantum
entanglement, but are not frozen. However, the spin cor-
relation shows a power-law decay in the case of gapless
algebraic spin liquids, which is apparently the same as
the present case. Therefore, despite a crucial difference
between the present quantum glass and the quantum spin
liquids, the two may have similar types of quantum en-
tanglement, which is to be clarified in future studies.

Although the physics presented here may first seem
rather specific to this quantum spin model, it can be
shared with a far wider class of systems. One possible
example is a family of order-disorder type dielectric mate-
rials in which the atoms or molecules form a bistable po-
sitional pseudo-spin degree of freedom, such as hydrogen-
bonded materials37, quantum paraelectric materials sim-
ilar to SrTiO3 or BaTi1−xZrxO3, and polarizable molecu-
lar 2D solids such as BEDT-TTF compounds38–40. When
these atoms or molecules are coupled in a frustrated man-
ner on periodic lattices, and if randomness is introduced,
they may become a platform of our novel glass. On
the application side, the 2D glass designed on surfaces
or interfaces is potentially important since the multi-
valley energy-landscape structure of a glass phase can
be utilized for a future memory device. It had been be-
lieved that surfaces or interfaces are not favorable for
this purpose since they are 2D systems. The present
glass-forming mechanism may solve this practical issue.
Finally, the transverse Ising model is at the core of the
quantum annealing algorithm for quantum computing36,
where our glass-forming mechanism may also be uti-
lized to control the nature of phase transitions used for
annealing97,98.

Appendix A: Relaxation process of QMC

The typical set of QMC calculations is given after
the relaxation of 40,000 MCS and took averages over
1,000,000 MCS with a parallel run of 10-20 replicas
(which give 45-190 replica overlaps) per each random
sample. To check the validity of the results, we first cal-
culated the above set of data using the random initial
configuration of spins for each run. Then, we gave an-

other set of the run, starting from the final state of the
previous run (equilibrium state reached after 1,000,000
MCS). Both sets gave quantitatively good agreement.

In random/glassy systems in the vicinity of magnetic
long range ordering, one needs to exclude the possibility
that the system is trapped in the metastable state while
there is a true ordered state as a true thermal equilib-
rium. Such a situation often happens for systems that
undergo a first-order transition, and the metastable state
which avoids crystallization to the ordered state by mak-
ing use of its high configurational entropy is called super-
cooled liquid in structural glass.

To confirm that QSSG state is different from the uni-
form clock phase or other uniform phases at R = 0, we
first prepared several equilibrium state of the clock state
(kBT = 0.04) and the uniform BKT state (kBT = 0.1)
both at R = 0 by performing a standard QMC calcu-
lation. Then, we quenched the system by introducing
R = 0.05 and performed a QMC calculation to more than
100,000 MCS. The relaxation process is recorded by tak-
ing the average of the physical quantities per every 100
MCS. In Fig. 9(a) the evolution of energy density E/N
averaged over about 5-10 random samples are shown for
several different system sizes. We find that for all system
sizes, the energy relaxes to similar values which are the
same as the one we obtained previously. The correlation
ratio CR(k = 0) develops systematically to the values
shown in Fig. 6(a). To exclude the possibility of phase
separation or coexistent two phases, we take an energy
histogram after relaxation in Fig. 9(c), where we find a
single peak structure fitted well by the Gaussian. The
width of Gaussian plotted against 1/L in Fig. 9(d) shows
that these peaks approach the delta function in the ther-
modynamic limit. These results indicate that the QSSG
phase we found is in the thermal equilibrium state.

Appendix B: Spin glass susceptibilities

As mentioned in the main text, there are several defini-
tions of spin glass susceptibilities depending on the model
and the nature of the target phase. Here, we overview
the derivation of Eq.(5) that serves as a susceptibility of
replica overlap qαβ that signals the ergodicity breaking,
following Ref.[99]. Let us introduce a snall positive in-
teraction λ > 0 that couples the spins on two replicas α
and β as

Hα+β = Hα +Hβ − λ
N∑
i=1

σzi;ασ
z
i;β (B1)
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FIG. 9. (a,b) Relaxation process of energy density E/N and
CR(k = 0) as a function of MCS. The initial states are pre-
pared as the equilibrium states of R = 0 of the same temper-
atures, kBT = 0.04(clock phase) and 0.1(BKT phase), and
we quenched the system by R = 0.05, with the random aver-
age taken for 5-10 samples. The data is presented for every
100 MCS (200-500MCS at larger MCS). (c) Energy histram
of L = 24, 36, 48, 60, 96 taken over more than 60,000 MCS af-
ter the relaxation process in (a) for two temperatures and are
normalized. The Gaussian fits are shown in solid lines, and
(d) their variance σ is plotted as a function of 1/L.

with Hα being the Hamiltonian of replica-α. We can
compute replica overlap parameter conjugate to λ as

〈qαβ〉 = lim
λ→+0

lim
N→∞

Qαβ(N,λ)

Qαβ(N,λ) =
1

N

∂

∂λ
(−kBT ) ln

[
Tre−βHα+β

]
=

1

N

N∑
i=1

〈σzi;ασzi;β〉λ, (B2)

where 〈· · · 〉λ is a thermal ensemble average at λ > 0.
Here, if we take λ → +0 prior to N →∞, the state can
keep the ergodicity at finite size and we find Qαβ(N <
∞, λ→ 0) = 0. Taking N →∞ first we can safely detect
the breaking of ergodicity by using qαβ . The susceptibil-

ity about λ is naturally derived as

χSG =
∂Qαβ(N,λ)

∂λ

∣∣∣∣
λ=0

=
1

N

(∑
i,j

〈σzi;ασzi;βσzj;ασzj;β〉λ=0 − 〈σzi;ασzi;β〉2λ=0

)
=

1

N

∑
i,j

(
〈σzi σzj 〉2 − 〈σzi 〉2〈σzj 〉2

)
=

1

N

∑
i,j

(
〈qi;αβqj:αβ〉 − 〈qi;αβ〉〈qj:αβ〉

)
, (B3)

where qi;αβ = σzi;ασ
z
i;β and we dropped the subscript

α, β when it is replaced by the single-replica aver-
age. The last third line is obtained by factorizing

〈N−1
∑N
i=1 σ

z
i;ασ

z
i;β〉 = N−1

∑N
i=1〈σzi;α〉〈σzi;β〉, since the

replica’s are independent at λ = 0. However, since
Eq.(B3) is obtained by taking λ → +0, we implicitly
assume 〈qi:αβ〉 ≥ 0. Indeed, in the numerical simu-
lation for λ = 0 in a finite size system, the distribu-
tion function P (qαβ) distributes over ±qαβ and we find
〈qi:αβ〉 = 0 in practice. The physically meaningful eval-
uation of Eq.(B3) is done by symmetrizing P (qαβ) and
confining ourselves to qαβ > 0 by a proper normaliza-
tion. In this way, we find Eq.(B3) as an equivalent form
of Eq.(5) we adopt in the main calculations in Fig. 2.

Suppose we are dealing with a glassy phase having a
multi-valley landscape in the free energy. If the inter-
valley potential wall between valleys develops by Θ(N),
the state breaks the ergodicity and we find χSG/N > 0.
In a coexistent phase of ferromagnetic ordering and SG,

the definition χmSG = 1
N

∑N
i,j=1 (〈σzi σzj 〉 − 〈σzi 〉〈σzj 〉)2, is

often adopted, which is qualitatively equivalent to Eq.(5)
and give the consistent value with χSG.

Since we are dealing with quantum model, where the
spin confiturations acquire an imaginary time degrees of
freedom τ = 1− (kBT )−1, we need to confirm whether a
quantum spin glass susceptibility,

χQ
SG =

(kBT )2

N

N∑
i,j=1

〈∫ (kBT )−1

0

dτσzi (0)σzj (τ)
〉2
, (B4)

behave consistent with χ0
SG. As we show in Fig. 10, χ0

SG

and χQ
SG obtained by the spin-spin correlation are almost

identical, and so as 〈q2αβ〉 evaluated from the replica over-
laps. The consistency is valid regardless of L and model
parameters. One can see by comparing Fig. 10 with
Fig. 2(a), that the profile of χSG is perfectly reproduced
by reducing χ0

SG by about 20% over the whole tempera-
ture range.

Appendix C: Classical spin glass at Γ = 0

To evaluate the properties of the Γ = 0 limit, namely
the classical Ising model on the triangular lattice, we
separately performed the calculation using the classical
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FIG. 10. Comparison of χ0
SG following the first definition of

Eq.(3), χQ
SG and 〈q2αβ〉 at R = 0.05, Γ = 0.4 and L = 32.
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FIG. 11. (a) Classical spin glass susceptibility χCSG/L
2 at

Γ = 0 for (a) R = 0.025 and (b) 0.1. The 1/L dependence for
several kBT ’s are shown in the inset.

exchange Monte Carlo Method. Representative results
of spin glass susceptibility are shown in Fig. 11, which
we denote χCSG (the same definition as Eq.(5) but with
classical variables σi = ±1 ) to clarify that they are ob-
tained in classical calculation. For larger R, the value
of χCSG at low temperature is enhanced, while it always
takes the smaller value for larger L. The power law 1/L-
dependence is shown in the inset, namely χCSG/L

2 → 0
at L → ∞ for all values of R down to lowest tempera-
ture. These results indicate that the spin glass is present
only in the ground state. It is consistent with the over-
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FIG. 12. Three-sublattice susceptibility in Eq.(7) for (a) R =
0 and (b) R = 0.05 with L = 24, 36, 48, 60, 96.

all consensus on the two-dimensional Ising model with
quenched randomness that the finite temperature spin
glass phase cannot exist21–24.

Appendix D: Sublattice magnetic susceptibility

We show in Fig. 12 the three-sublattice susceptibility
as a function of temperature for different L. The data of
R = 0 and R = 0.05 do not differ much except for a slight
size-dependence at low temperature found in R = 0.05
which is consistent with Fig. 3(a).

Appendix E: Details of correlation ratio and χSG(k)

1. Scale-free behavior in the BKT phase

Suppose that the real space correlation of the replica
overlap parameter on site-i and j shows a power-law de-
cay with distance as 〈qi;αβqj;αβ〉 ∼ |i − j|−p at long dis-
tances, which is the natural assumption when the system
is in the BKT phase. Then, one can roughly evaluate the
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FIG. 13. (a) Spatial correlation of replica overlap parameter 〈qi;αβqj;αβ〉 as a function of |i − j|/L for L = 24, 60, 96 at
R = 0.05 and kBT = 0.1 in the BKT phase. The solid line is the power function ∝ r−p with p = 0.137. (b) χSG(k) in
Eq.(4) at kBT = 0.04(QSSG phase) and 0.08(BKT phase) at R = 0.05 and Γ = 0.4, for two directions k = (k, 0) and (0, k)
averaged. At T < Tc peak-height decreases from T = Tc and its weight shifts to the small nonzero-k values. The data points
at k >∼ 0.1π are found to be identical between different temperatures below and above Tc. Solid lines are the power functions

f(k) = a/(1 + (k/γ)b) + const fitted for data off the shaded region; in all data for two temperatures, we we are able to adopt
common power, b = 1.45. In the BKT phase, a single curve fits all the data well, but for QSSG, the k <∼ 0.1π points fall off from
the curve (even if we change b or the choice of power functions). For kBT = 0.04, k = 0 weight at higher temperature (T = Tc)
is shifted to the small k 6= 0 weight (see the bottom panel). (c) Correlation 〈qi;αβqj;αβ〉 at T < Tc and R = 0.05 showing
the drop from the power-law decay ∝ r−p (the same solid line as panel (a)) at long distances, which is the indication of finite
∆χSG(k > 0)/N . (d) Rough estimate of the shifted weight, ∆χSG(k > 0)/N , obtained by subtracting f(k) from χSG(k > 0)/N
at T < Tc.

SG susceptibility in finite systems of length L as

χ0
SG(k) ∼

∫
dreikrr−p =

∫ 2π

0

dθ

∫ L

ε

rdrr−peikr cos θ.

(E1)
In calculating the correlation ratio we choose the shortest
wave number dk = 2π/L, and for the two specific choices
k = 0, dk, we are able to perform the above integral as

χ0
SG(0) ∼

∫ L

ε

r1−pdr ∼

 L2−p (p < 2)
lnL (p = 2)
const (p > 2)

(E2)

χ0
SG(dk) ∼

∫
dθ

∫ dkL cos θ

eiyy1−pdy(dk)p−2

∼

 (dk)p−2 (p < 2)
const× lnL (p = 2)
χ0
SG(0) (p > 2)

(E3)

These results will roughly give us an estimation about
the correlation ratio;

CR(k = 0) ∼

 (dk × L)p−2 = const (p < 2)
const (p = 2)
1 (p > 2)

(E4)

Therefore, CR(k = 0) does not depend on system size L.
Figure 13(a) shows the spatial dependence of 〈qi;αβqj;αβ〉

which clearly shows a power-law decay at long distances,
whose power is given as p ∼ 0.14. This is the reason for
the nearly L-free behavior of CR(k) shown in Fig. 6 (the
same discussion applies for k = 0 and Q).

2. k-dependence of the correlation ratio

To clarify the origin of the low-temperature behavior
of the correlation ratio, we plot k-dependence of χSG(k)
averaged for k = (0, k) and (k, 0) in Fig. 13(b). The data
is fitted by the power function f(k) = a/(1 + (k/γ)b) +
const shown in solid lines, where we chose the optimal
value of power b = 1.45 for all data sets below and above
Tc. In the BKT phase, all data points are fitted by f(k)
with the same power. However, in the QSSG phase at
kBT = 0.04, several data points close to k ∼ 0 but k 6= 0
(shaded region) show increase off f(k) (or equivalently
from the ones at kBT = 0.08), while in most of the region
away from these points, i.e. k >∼ 0.1π, the temperature
dependence is almost negligible. In fact, f(k) or other
choices of power function with a single peak do not fit
the data at T < Tc.

The power function f(k) indicates a robust background
BKT-algebraic correlation that sustain at T < Tc. Then,
the natural interpretation of this result is that at T < Tc
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FIG. 14. Binder ratio g of the sublattice magnetization msub,
indicating (a) the presence (R = 0.1, 0.05) and (b)the absence
(R = 0.2) of the BKT transition at Γ = 0.4. (c) Finite size
scaling analysis is performed which gives kBTBKT = 0.372.

there appears an extra χSG(k > 0) (shaded region) com-
ponent on top of the power function. At the same time,
χSG(k = 0)/N drops at T < Tc (see Fig. 4); in the left
panel of Fig. 13(b) it is observed as the decrease of the
k = 0 peak from peak-value at Tc (dotted line). Fig-
ure 13(c) shows the replica overlap correlation function
at kBT = 0.04 to be compared with panel (a), where
we draw the same power-law-fitted solid line. The short
range correlation is the same from panel (a), while there
is a decrease from the solid line at long distances, and this
decrease explains the increase of the χSG(k > 0)-weight.

In Fig. 13(d) we plot a rough estimate of the k 6= 0
component off the power function, ∆χSG(k > 0)/N . Its
amplitude increases in lowering the temperature, and is
consistent with the magnitude of the drop of χSG(k =
0)/N .

The bottom inset of Fig. 13 shows schematically a
change in the peak profile below and above Tc. As
we mentioned in the main text, the emergent peak of
P (qαβ = 0) > 0 at T < Tc indicates that the finite
fraction of replica overlaps do not resemble, which was
ascribed to the emergent domain structures. In this
Appendix, we additionally showed the relevance of this
qαβ = 0-peak with the drop of spatial correlation only at
long distances, Namely, qi;αβ and qj;αβ are algebraically
correlated at short distances, but becomes uncorrelated
at long distances. It fits with the domain scenario, since
numerous different configurations of domains joining a
thermal ensemble average rumple 〈qi;αβqj;αβ〉 at long dis-
tances, where we naturally expect an algebraic glass be-
havior.

Appendix F: BKT transition

It is known from Ref.[57] that the finite temperature
BKT transition takes place in the transverse Ising model
(R = 0) when 0 < Γ/J <∼ 1.7. Since the BKT transition
has a topological nature, it should be insensitive to the
small perturbation, and thus we expect the BKT phase
to extend toward R 6= 0. In the same way, the clock
phase at a lower temperature is protected by the BKT
phase just above, the QSSG phase that smoothly extends
from the clock phase in the same temperature region at
R > 0 should require a BKT phase.

The BKT transition point can be located in several
ways. The standard measure is the dimensionless Binder
ratio,

g =
1

2

(
3− 〈m

4
sub〉

〈m2
sub〉

)
, (F1)

which has a zero scaling dimension and collapses to a
single curve for all L in the critical phase at T ≤ TBKT.
Figures 14(a) and 14(b) show g as a function of tem-
perature for R = 0.1 and 0.2. The curves at R = 0.1
collapse for all different L’s below T <∼ 0.4 while the
ones at R = 0.2 do not, indicating that the BKT phase
disappears somewhere between the two parameter val-
ues. The transition point is evaluated more precisely
by the finite size scaling analysis. Since the correlation
length follows Eq.(9), the Binder ratio should scale as
g = g̃ [(lnL)2(T − TBKT)]. In Fig. 14(c) we show the
collapse of g̃ which gives TBKT = 0.37(2) for R = 0.05
and Γ = 0.4. As discussed in Ref.[57], at finite L there is
a finite correction to the scaling and the obtained TBKT

is rather an overestimate. To locate TBKT in the phase
diagram, we instead use the size dependence of the three
sublattice magnetic susceptibility in Eq.(7) which follows
χsub ∝ L2−η, and evaluate the transition point at which
the critical exponent takes η = 1/4 (see Fig.4(d)). The
actual behavior of χsub is given in Appendix D. The
obtained TBKT is approximately three quarters the val-
ues obtained from g and is consistent with the previous
studies for R = 0.
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