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Materials with strong electronic correlations may exhibit a superconducting phase when tuning
some parameters, but they almost always also have multiple other phases, typically insulating ones,
that are in close competition with superconductivity. It is highly challenging to resolve this competi-
tion with quantitative numerics for the group of quasi-two-dimensional (Q2D) materials such as the
cuprates. This is the case even for the simplified minimal models of these materials, the doped 2D
Hubbard model with repulsive interactions, where clusters of sufficient size to determine the phase
in the thermodynamic limit can be hard-to-impossible to treat in practice. The present work shows
how quasi-one-dimensional (Q1D) systems, 2D and 3D arrays of weakly coupled 1D correlated elec-
trons, are much more amenable to resolve the competition between superconducting and insulating
orders on an equal footing using many-body numerics. Using the recently established matrix product
state plus mean field (MPS+MF) approach for fermions [1], we demonstrate that large systems are
readily reachable in these systems, and thus the thermodynamic regime by extrapolation. Focussing
on basic model systems, 3D arrays of negative-U Hubbard chains with additional nearest-neighbour
interaction V , we show that despite the MF component of the MPS+MF technique we can reproduce
the expected coexistence of superconductivity and charge-density wave at V = 0 for density n = 1.
We then show how we can tune away from coexistence by both tuning V and doping the system.
This work thus paves the way to deploy two-channel MPS+MF theory on some highly demanding
high-Tc superconducting systems, such as 3D arrays of repulsive-U doped Hubbard ladders, where
we have recently characterized the properties of such arrays in single-channel MPS+MF calcula-
tions [1]. The present approach could thus conclusively show that this superconducting order would
actually be obtained, by explicitly comparing superconductivity against it’s insulating competitors
(magnetic orders already being eliminated by design in these systems).

I. INTRODUCTION

Understanding the macroscopic physics of strongly cor-
related electrons remains difficult for many systems. One
of the main issues is the necessity of properly taking cor-
relations between electrons into account, beyond effec-
tive single-particle descriptions. Problems where elec-
tronic correlations play a major role feature interesting
and exotic physics ranging from unconventional super-
conductivity (USC) to spin-charge separation to quasi-
one-dimensional (Q1D) systems [2–4].

A prominent example of the difficulty of accounting
for correlations can be found in the two-dimensional
(2D) Hubbard models with repulsive interactions, orig-
inally proposed to describe the physics of CuO2 sheets
in cuprate superconductors [5]. This class of supercon-
ducting materials attain superconductivity at large crit-
ical temperatures when doped away from unit density.
Yet, trying to match the complex known phase diagram
of, e.g., the cuprates with that of a doped 2D Hubbard
model at strong electron-electron repulsion remains very
difficult [2, 6–13]. This is due to the challenge of being
able to treat a cluster of sufficient size to draw meaningful
inferences about the thermodynamic limit of the system,
which typically requires to resolve the competition of in-
sulating and superconducting phases occurring for such
systems [5]. For techniques based on quantum Monte
Carlo (QMC), this is due to an apparently incurable sign-

problem, and for matrix-product state (MPS)-based ones
on the superlinear scaling of entanglement with subsys-
tem surface [14]. Just for one particular doped 2D Hub-
bard model (pure square lattice with only on-site repul-
sion) it has taken a sustained multi-group, multi-method
effort over many years to accrue evidence that it’s ground
state is more likely than not a stripe-order insulator in-
stead of a d-wave superconductor [8, 9, 11, 12]. How these
findings might change for any change in band structure,
or for longer-range repulsion, or when coupling many 2D
systems into a 3D array as required to represent an actual
solid, is then another completely open problem.

Q1D many-body systems of fermions, which are 2D
or 3D arrays of weakly coupled correlated one-dimen-
sional (1D) fermions, offer a much better outlook for
efficiently resolving the competition between competing
ordered phases in unconventionally and high-Tc super-
conducting systems. Recently, an algorithm for solving
such Q1D systems using a combination of MPS numerics
and mean-field (MF) theory [1, 15, 16] has been devel-
oped. The MPS+MF algorithm used in these works ei-
ther studies cases where no competition of phases could
occur or the winning phase was surmised from effective
field theory arguments available due to the 1D nature
of the sub-units from which the 2D or 3D array is con-
stituted [4]. However, these arguments are predicated
entirely on the fastest diverging susceptibility of the 1D
sub-units, which are then re-summed within a random
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FIG. 1. A schematic appearance of: (a) the full Hamiltonian
given in Eq. (1) and (b) the effectively one-dimensional mean-
field Hamiltonian of Eq. (4).

phase or MF approximation to yield susceptibilities for
the entire array. The reasoning is thus incomplete – in
practice, different susceptibilities have different prefac-
tors, which can also tip the balance towards a particular
phase. Yet these prefactors are not known quantitatively
from the effective field theory.

In the present work we introduce and test a multi-
channel-MF version of the MPS+MF framework for
correlated-fermion Q1D systems that can resolve the
competition between superconductivity (SC) and charge-
density wave (CDW) order, which are treated on an equal
footing. This is done without pre-supposing any partic-

ular structure in the multiple ordering channels (other
than the superconducting order being of singlet-type).
This general approach allows the self-consistent flow to
minimize the global (free) energy across multiple chan-
nels at once. This allows the expanded MPS+MF frame-
work to also detect phase coexistence where this is phys-
ically possible.

In order to accomplish this a simple attractive fermion
model composed of negative-U Hubbard chains weakly
coupled together is studied. Such a system admits solu-
tion via other methods allowing us to determine whether
the constructed algorithm performs in accordance with
expectation. Thus, the paper is structured as follows: In
Sec. II the model is presented and microscopic parame-
ters defined. Continuing, the MF theory used to turn the
Q1D system into an effective 1D one is derived in Sec. III.
Additionally, the new channel of potential CDW ordering
is presented and its behavior discussed. In Sec. IV the
model is studied in both a strong and weak attractive
regime. Coexistence is investigated by varying micro-
scopic parameters and doping that affect the balance of
orders. Finally, conclusions are given in Sec. V.

II. MODEL

In order to produce a MF framework capable of resolv-
ing competition of CDW and SC in Q1D systems we focus
on a simple model amenable both to analytical methods
and exact numerical methods:

Ĥ = Ĥ0 − t⊥Ĥ⊥ . (1)

The basic Hamiltonian is a set of disconnected 1D sys-
tems, described by Ĥ0, arranged equidistantly from each
other. These 1D systems are indexed by a set of 2D vec-
tors {Rn}. The disconnected Hamiltonian is given by
(suppressing the Rn on each operator)

Ĥ0 =
∑
{Rn}

Ĥ1D(Rn) =
∑
{Rn}

{
−t
∑
iσ

[
ĉ†i+1,σ ĉi,σ + h.c.

]
− |U |

∑
i

ni,↑n̂i,↓ + V
∑
i

n̂in̂i+1 − µ
∑
i

n̂i

}
, (2)

and the perpendicularly connecting Hamiltonian is given
by

Ĥ⊥ =
1

2

∑
i

∑
{Rn}

∑
〈Rn,Rm〉

ĉ†i,σ(Rn)ĉi,σ(Rm) + h.c. . (3)

Notably, tunneling only takes place between nearest-
neighbor pairs 〈Rn,Rm〉. Dealing with a Hamiltonian
of this form has been done using the MPS+MF algo-
rithm [1, 15]. For strongly correlated fermions previous
work using MPS+MF has assumed SC correlations dom-
inate the ground state. However, studying systems with
unit filling or adding the finite V in Eq. (2) this is no

longer necessarily true. This requires a formulation of
MPS+MF with an additional MF channel for describing
insulating phases.

III. CHARGE-DENSITY WAVES WITH
MEAN-FIELD THEORY

In deriving the self-consistent equations for MPS+MF
a perturbation theory is first applied to turn tunneling
into effective interaction. Subsequently, a MF treatment
is applied to this interaction: The usual Hartree-Fock and
Bogoliubov contributions are taken into account produc-
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〈ĉ
i,
↑ĉ
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FIG. 2. Figure showing the competition between SC and CDW phases at t⊥ = 0.3t and U = −10t for a system of length
L = 96. The upper row shows a plot of local pairing amplitude over system size while the bottom row shows local density.
In each figure the two final self-consistency iterations are plotted: When the plot is blue it lies on top of the red one. If both
iterations are visible then they are dissimilar indicating a CDW phase.

ing a self-consistent effective 1D Hamiltonian [1]

ĤMF =Ĥ1D(Rn)−
∑
i,k

αi,k

(
ĉi,↑ĉk,↓ + ĉ†k,↓ĉ

†
i,↑

)

+
∑
i,σ

L−i∑
r=1

βi,r,σ

(
ĉ†i+r,σ ĉi,σ + ĉ†i,σ ĉi+r,σ

)
(4)

+
∑
i,σ

µi,σn̂i,σ , (5)

where

αi,k =
2zct

2
⊥

∆Ep
〈ĉi,↑ĉk,↓〉 , (6)

βi,r,σ =
2zct

2
⊥

∆Ep
〈ĉ†i+r,σ ĉi,σ〉 (7)

µi,σ =
zct

2
⊥

∆Ep
(2 〈n̂i,σ〉 − 1) , (8)

where all amplitudes are assumed to be real. This re-
quires the definition of pairing energy

∆Ep = 2E

(
N + 1, S =

1

2

)
− E (N + 2, S = 0)

−E(N,S = 0) , (9)

with E(N,S) the spectrum of Ĥ1D indexed by particle
number and spin. The coordination number zc count the
neighboring systems of a single 1D sub-system.

Notably, the MF terms Eqs. (6)-(8) are easily inter-
preted: Pairing lowers system energy whereas particle-
hole terms carry a cost instead. Thus, pairing with

any separation of the constituents is generally favored
whereas dispersion is disfavored. The final term is unique
in that it provides a repulsive interaction, capable of driv-
ing charge order. At the same time, density is constant
for a system which orders in the pairing operator and µi,σ
would simply modify the chemical potential µ. In this
work we expand the MF theory to include a fully site-
dependent µi,σ-term, which can drive charge-ordering.

Solving such simplified systems is the subject of
MPS+MF and is done by iteration of the MF amplitudes
until they achieve self-consistency. While, in general the
initial configuration of these amplitudes should not affect
the final solution, in practice there are several choices
that are more advantageous than others as expounded
on in App. A.

At the basis of the MF Hamiltonian in Eq. (4) lies per-
turbation theory which produces an effective inter-chain
interaction. It is notable that one form of interaction
produced is a repulsive one which will tend to disfavor
neighboring particles of like spin in the transverse direc-
tion. Thus, it would lead to a pinning behavior in these
directions yielding a checkerboard appearance. Hence,
we call such a phase CDW inspired by the 1D physics of
Ĥ1D [4]. In order to solve this expanded set of amplitudes
we must answer how such a term behaves under the MF
theory used in MPS+MF.

A. Two-period in mean-fields

Performing MF theory on the inter-chain interaction
changes the meaning of the term. While, in general, such
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interaction would compare densities at different chains,
the MF treatment assumes that all 1D sub-systems are
the same, turning the transverse interaction into a den-
sity comparison in the same chain. This is undesireable
since it gives rise to a local interaction between same-spin
particles which would be prohibited by the Pauli princi-
ple. However, numerically solving for self-consistency re-
quires iterative solution. Hence, the energy contribution
to minimize at each iteration is really given by

V⊥ ∝ (2 〈n̂i,σ〉j−1 − 1) 〈n̂i,σ〉j , (10)

where 〈〉j indicates measurement at iteration j of the
self-consistent calculation. Notably, since the inter-
action is repulsive the system will strive to minimize
〈n̂i,σ〉j−1 〈n̂i,σ〉j . In other words, a state ordering in this

operator will in iteration j avoid high density in the re-
gions of iteration j − 1 which already had high density
there. Hence a checkerboard-like pattern is achieved.

The cost of this is that the self-consistent iteration will
at best converge to two different states, endlessly oscillat-
ing between the two so as to keep 〈n̂i,σ〉j−1 〈n̂i,σ〉j small.

When this occurs we name it a two-periodic behavior
and surmise that it indicates that ordering in the CDW
channel of the system is preferred. One concern of this
interpretation is whether the Hamiltonian maintains tun-
neling equally strong to and from sites of large and small
density. Since the MF amplitudes in Eq. (7) depend on
this measurement it may be a concern whether hermitic-
ity is maintained. We reason that this is not an issue
case due to high-amplitude transitions always end up in
low-amplitude states and vice versa (see App. B).

IV. RESULTS

In this work we are primarily interested in whether
and how an MF theory based on the two-periodic MF
amplitude in Sec. III can resolve physics expected from
analytical methods in the same system. As such, we first
study strongly interacting fermions at U = −10t in a unit
filled system

n =
1

L

L∑
i=1

(〈n̂i,↑〉+ 〈n̂i,↓〉) = 1 . (11)

The pairing gap in such a system we compute to approx-
imately ∆Ep ≈ 6.5t yielding tightly bound pairs. This
allows us to cut off the number of mean-field amplitudes
(this is explained in more detail in [1])

αi,k =

{
αi,k if |i− k| ≤ R
0 otherwise

, (12)

βi,r,σ =

{
βi,r,σ if |i− k| ≤ R
0 otherwise

, (13)

where R is the cut-off point. With very tight binding
such as for U = −10t we choose this value at R = 1.

The great advantage of this system is that it is amenable
to practically exact treatment which can provide useful
standards of comparison to the developed method.

Once the method is established we attempt to develop
a methodology in a lightly doped system at weaker in-
teraction of U = −2t. In this case the pairing energy is
somewhat affected by the other microscopic parameters
and we find that it evaluates to ∆Ep ∈ [0.1t, 0.2t]. Previ-
ous work on these systems indicate that a range of R = 5
should yield acceptable precision and as such we limit
simulation to R = 5 when U = −2t. Interestingly, such a
weakly attractive system lies close in similarity to previ-
ously studied lightly doped Hubbard ladders [1]. There-
fore we also study the effects of doping in the weakly
attractive case to see its effects on competition.

Notably, since the algorithm solving the effective 1D
problem at each iteration is a MPS-based implementa-
tion of density-matrix renormalization group (DMRG)
it is subject to the precision limitations of such an algo-
rithm [17–20]. The two parameters which affect precision
are system size and bond dimension which are considered
in App. C. It is found that the precision is not sufficiently
affected by these parameters to change the qualitative na-
ture of the results. Thus, the sizes and bond dimensions
which are found in App. C are presented in this section.

A. Unit filling competition

At unit density the CDW and SC phases can be shown
to coexist analytically by virtue of a particle-hole trans-
formation [21]. Specifically, there is symmetry between
CDW and SC phases in such conditions meaning that
if one occurs then the other is also present by symme-
try. Any method aiming to resolve competition between
these phases should be able to find such coexistence at
unit density. In order to achieve this we focus on strongly
attracting fermions. For such a case there is particularly
good control as fermionic particles pair up more often
than not leading to a bosonic description.

In order to resolve the competition we study the MF
amplitudes corresponding to CDW and SC order respec-
tively. For CDW order the local density should enter
a two-periodic behavior when the system is minimizing
energy using this channel. Conversely, a superconduc-
tor can be studied with the Bardeen-Cooper-Schrieffer
(BCS) order parameter 〈ĉi,↑ĉi,↓〉. Whether the local den-
sity enters a two-periodic behavior or the BCS order pa-
rameter attains finite value will determine which order
the ground state obtains.

Knowing what to look for, the nearest neighbor inter-
action V is varied in order to bias the system towards
any given order: repulsion, V > 0, for CDW and attrac-
tion, V < 0 for SC. As can be seen in Fig. 2 the system’s
ground state changes notably over a small range of near-
est neighbor interaction. The appearance can be roughly
summarized as follows:

1. Weak attraction: The systems local density ap-



5

proaches a constant throughout the system and
likewise the local pairing.

2. No interaction: Local density enters a two-periodic
behavior while simultaneously local pairing remains
in a single period and constant throughout the sys-
tem.

3. Weak repulsion: Local pairing is now zero and local
density has a strong two-period.

These results indicate that MPS+MF can be used to
meaningfully study competition of CDW and SC phases
in the model under study. Notably, the strongly inter-
acting regime is amenable to other methods: particularly
due to its likeness to a bosonic model where each doublon
represent a single hard-core boson.

While it is important to keep the structure of the solu-
tion provided in Fig. 2 in mind it contains a lot more in-
formation than is necessary for determination of phases.
The superconducting order parameter is approximately
constant throughout the system inviting the definition of
a system-wide order parameter

〈ĉĉ〉 =
1

il − if + 1

il∑
i=if

〈ĉi,↑ĉi,↓〉 . (14)

The inclusion of limits to the average is due to the open-
boundary conditions (OBC) nature of DMRG: the edges
act as impurities which disturb the bulk solution in which
we are truly interested. In this manner we can eliminate
edge effects by averaging over the center of the system.

Typically, a CDW phase would be identified by
the long-range behavior of density-density correlations.
However, when the term which drives CDW orders,
the self-consistent solution provides two different ground
states and self-consistent Hamiltonians. A linear com-
bination of these ground states may solve the issue but
requires in general that the states do not overlap: Some-
thing we cannot guarantee. Instead, it is clear that the
two-periodic behavior can be diagnosed by a difference
of local density at two different self-consistent iterations:

δn =
1

il − if + 1

il∑
i=if

| 〈n̂i〉j − 〈n̂i〉j−1 | . (15)

Using these definitions a mapping of the order parameters
at several different V and t⊥ can be easily displayed as
shown in Fig. 3.

While being able to qualitatively replicate known re-
sults is useful as verification for the method, we can
use the MPS+MF routine to move on to models of
weakly interacting fermions. Moving outside the com-
posite bosonic regime we target a weak attraction of
U = −2t. Such a system has comparable pairing strength
to weakly doped repulsive Hubbard ladders, making for
an interesting study on the effects of competition in such
systems.
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FIG. 3. Order parameter of SC and CDW order from
Eqs. (14) and (15), respectively. The simulation is performed
for U = −10t, n = 1, L = 160 and varying t⊥ and V . The
SC order uses red color and CDW order blue.
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FIG. 4. Order parameter of SC and CDW order from
Eqs. (14) and (15), respectively. The simulation is performed
for for U = −2t, t⊥ = 0.05t, L = 192 and varying n and V .
The SC order uses red color and CDW order blue.

Notably, we find the qualitative picture remains: Fig-
ure 4 shows the competition when moving away from
V = 0. The coexistence is found once again for V = 0 in
the same figure.

B. Hole doping

In previous studies the MPS+MF method has been
applied to systems which exhibit USC as a consequence
of repulsively mediated electron pairing [1]. Specifically,
lightly doped repulsive Hubbard ladders weakly coupled
in a Q1D array are known to feature a quasi-long range
order instability to SC but simultaneously to that of
CDW. This competition is currently not possible to con-
clusively resolve with analytical methods and a more
quantitative method would be the safest alternative.

In Fig. 4 we show an example of a weakly attracting
system doped away from unit filling. Slightly doping the
system to a filling of n = 15/16 sees the local pairing
and superconductivity remain in the system while order
parameter even increases. Interestingly, the local density
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difference is clearly finite at n = 1 with a two-periodic
behavior that disappears with doping. Furthermore, ap-
plying a repulsive potential to the system as when n = 1,
thereby increasing the cost of pair condensation no longer
destroys the superconductor.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this work we have developed a modified version of
the existing MPS+MF framework. Lifting assumptions
of dominant ordering the competition between SC and
CDW phases in fermionic systems with heuristic pairing
is studied. This method carries the benefit of resolving
competition in a MF sense without the use of Renormal-
ization Group theory.

From the developed method it is apparent that the ex-
pectation of coexistence of CDW and SC phases at unit
filling can be resolved. Including nearest neighbor inter-
actions allows the biasing of the system towards either
a SC or CDW phase. With weak bias to either attrac-
tion or repulsion we find the coexistence broken in the
expected direction. Thus, we conclude that the method
is able to resolve competition between these two phases
at the very least on the MF level.

Utilizing the newly developed method we apply it to
a more complicated case: Weakly interacting fermions
doped away from unit filling. In this case, doping lifts the
coexistence and favors a SC phase: Something that is also
concluded by quasi-ordering arguments in bosonization
calculations.

For future work, this method can be utilized in resolv-
ing competition between phases in more complex systems
such as, e.g., arrays of doped repulsive Hubbard ladders:
Conclusively answering the question of which phase such
a system orders in.
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Appendix A: Initial values for self-consistent
iteration

In order to establish the symmetry between CDW and
SC phases for n = 1 care must be taken to what initial
values are chosen for the MF amplitudes. In order to
produce coexistence we choose

α
(init)
i,k =

{
αi−k if i = k

0 otherwise
, (A1)

which represents a strongly local pairing constant
throughout the system. This drives towards a SC phase.
Conversely, since coexistence occurs at n = 1 the period-
icity of a CDW phase is 2, i.e., the density repeats every
other site. Hence, the CDW MF is initialized with

µ
(init)
iσ =

{
µσ if i even

−µσ if i odd
, (A2)

with the additional condition that µ↑ = µ↓. This choice
drives towards a CDW phase with period 2. Lastly the
particle-hole are not deemed as leading drivers toward
any order and are initialized at zero:

β
(init)
i,r,σ = 0 . (A3)

1. Doped CDW

When doping away from n = 1 the SC phase should re-
main equally simple: Constant local pairing throughout
the system. Conversely, the CDW phase can longer be
argued to have a simple period of 2 in the density profile.
In fact, theory would expect each 1D system to obtain a
period of 2/n [4]. However, light doping causes density
in a discrete system to repeat only at a large number of
sites.

One method, used in this work, to obtain reasonable
initial values for CDW in a doped system is given by
letting αi,k = βi,r,σ = 0 at all iterations. With this
restriction no pairing is possible and only the CDW MF
is kept in the solution leaving no other ordering channel
than a CDW. The resulting solution is kept as initial for
a competition between CDW and SC phases.

Appendix B: Hermiticity of two-period solution

One potential concern for the two-periodic behavior is
that the Hamiltonian strongly disrespects translational
symmetry. Due to this property care must be taken that
qualities such as hermiticity are preserved: Tunneling out
of a high-density site into a low-density one could possi-
bly have different amplitude than its conjugate. Such an
observation is relevant for the two-periodic behavior as-
sociated with the occurrence of CDW. In order to resolve
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this, consider the ground state of one of the two-period
solutions

|ψ〉 = |φ〉+ |CDW〉 , (B1)

where the CDW part contains all two-periodic behavior
and |φ〉 single period effects. For unit filling the density
is large at every other site and almost zero at the others.
It makes intuitive sense that a tunneling event out of a
high-density region is more probable than into one yet
such events are conjugate.

Using |ψ〉 the measurement becomes

〈ψ|ĉ†i ĉj |ψ〉 = 〈φ|ĉ†i ĉj |φ〉+ 〈CDW|ĉ†i ĉj |CDW〉

+ 〈φ|ĉ†i ĉj |CDW〉+ 〈CDW|ĉ†i ĉj |φ〉 , (B2)

and the conjugate process with i ←→ j. Performing the
application and writing down amplitudes yields

〈ψ|ĉ†i ĉj |ψ〉 = α1 〈φ|φ′〉︸ ︷︷ ︸
β1

+α2 〈CDW|CDW′〉︸ ︷︷ ︸
β2

+ α3 〈φ|CDW′〉︸ ︷︷ ︸
β3

+α4 〈CDW|φ′〉︸ ︷︷ ︸
β4

, (B3)

where αi indicate the amplitudes of the surviving states

after application of ĉ†i ĉj . The βi then indicate the am-
plitudes of the states which contain finite overlap with
the primed states. Importantly, the primed states con-
tain a single particle moved from j to i. Thus, any finite

βi result from having states in the primed superpositions
which are already inside the unprimed ones. However,
if those states are already inside the unprimed superpo-

sitions then the conjugate operation ĉ†j ĉi generates the

same states as those spared by application of ĉ†i ĉj . Hence,

〈ψ|ĉ†j ĉi |ψ〉 =β∗1 〈φ|φ′′〉︸ ︷︷ ︸
α∗

1

+β∗2 〈CDW|CDW′′〉︸ ︷︷ ︸
α∗

2

+ β∗3 〈φ|CDW′′〉︸ ︷︷ ︸
α∗

3

+β∗4 〈CDW|φ′′〉︸ ︷︷ ︸
α∗

4

, (B4)

which indicates that 〈ĉ†i ĉj〉 = 〈ĉ†j ĉi 〉 if the amplitudes are
real.

Appendix C: Precision of simulation

While simulation is done with quasi-exact methods in
combination with mean-field theory the former always
carry a quantitative error. Since it is not the aim of this
paper to precisely compute any property of the system
under study the commonly applied linear extrapolation
in truncation error is not utilized [22, 23]. Instead, a
much more qualitative comparison is performed where
the precision parameters are varied and we check for no-
table changes.

It is important to note that errors in the state due
to insufficient bond dimension can be more than a ques-
tion of precision. In fact, if bond dimension is taken low
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FIG. 6. Comparison of measurements at U = −2t and t⊥ = 0.05t for L ∈ [128, 192] and bond dimension χ ∈ [400, 600], varying
n and V .

U/t

χ
100 200 400 600

−10.0 10−9 10−13 – –

−2.0 10−4 10−5 10−7 10−8

TABLE I. Table showing the order of magnitude of truncation
error εψ for the various bond dimension χ used.

enough qualitative differences can appear as well. An
example of such a difference is when an incorrect phase

for the ground state is realized due to insufficient bond
dimension to capture the true ground state. In order to
ward against this issue we show the order of magnitude
for truncation errors associated with our simulations in
table I [19]. In general, we find that given enough bond
dimension the truncation error goes towards zero.

Additionally, since the DMRG routine is run in a finite
size manner we also expect finite size effects. Assum-
ing that very large sizes correctly capture the essential
physics we compare measurements for different sizes and
bond dimension in Figs. 5 and 6. Notably, we find that
neither size nor bond dimension has a large qualitative
impact on the measurements.
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[19] U. Schollwöck, The density-matrix renormalization
group, Rev. Mod. Phys. 77, 259 (2005).
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