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Jordan-Wigner fermionization of quantum spin systems on arbitrary 2D lattices: A
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A variety of analytical approaches have been developed for the study of quantum spin systems
in two dimensions, the notable ones being spin-waves, slave boson/fermion parton constructions,
and for lattices with one-to-one local correspondence of faces and vertices, the 2D Jordan-Wigner
(JW) fermionization. Field-theoretically, JW fermionization is implemented through Chern-Simons
(CS) flux attachment. For a correct fermionization of lattice quantum spin-1/2 magnets, it is
necessary that the fermions obey mutual bosonic (anyonic) statistics under exchange - this is not
possible to implement on arbitrary 2D lattices if fermionic matter couples only to the lattice gauge
fields. Enlarging the gauge degrees of freedom to include the dual lattice allows the construction
of consistent mutual Chern-Simons field theories. Here we propose a mutual CS theory where
the microscopic (spin) degrees of freedom are represented as lattice fermionic matter additionally
coupled to specific combinations of dual lattice gauge fields that depend on the local geometry. We
illustrate the use of this method for understanding the properties of a honeycomb Kitaev model
subjected to a strong Zeeman field in the z-direction. Our CS gauge theory framework provides an
understanding why the topological phase is degraded at lower (higher) critical fields for the ferro-
(antiferro-) magnetic Kitaev interaction. Additionally, we observe an effectively one-dimensional
character of the low-excitations at higher fields in the z-direction which we also confirm by spin-

wave calculations.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Jordan-Wigner approach is very attractive for study-
ing quantum spin-1/2 systems in two dimensions. Un-
like the Holstein-Primakoff [1] (or interacting spin-wave)
approaches, it does not generate highly nonlinear many-
body interactions. Compared to parton-based approaches,
it does not require enlarging the Hilbert space which then
must be projected to the physical space [2-5]. Moreover,
the JW fermions naturally interpolate between magnons
and spinons, as is evident in the study of a simpler 1D
system - the transverse field Ising model - and readily de-
scribe fractionalized quasiparticles in different phases [6, 7].
JW fermionization, from the outset, gives a topological
(CS) field theory [8-10], where CS flux attachment gen-
erates the interaction of the JW fermions. Chern-Simons
field theories provide a natural language [11] for describ-
ing topological phases and their emergent excitations [12—
15]. CS flux attachment is easy to implement on lattices
where a local association of every lattice site (vertex) with
a unique face [16] exists. In arbitrary 2D lattices L where
local face-vertex correspondence may not always be there,
consistent CS field theories may still be constructed by in-
cluding gauge fields on dual lattice (L*) sites and links. The
result is a mutual Chern-Simons theory [12, 17, 18], where
every lattice site is locally associated with the (unique) face
dual to the site. A complicating factor is that the mutual
CS theory describes the mutual anyonic statistics of parti-
cles respectively living on L and L*. For the JW fermions to
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describe quantum spins, we require an implementation of
bosonic statistics for the exchange of fermionic matter on L
although in general the CS theory describes anyons. Here
we propose a mutual CS theory where the microscopic spin
degrees of freedom on L are represented as lattice fermions
living on L attached to a certain local combination of dual
lattice gauge fields living on L* such that the desired any-
onic statistics is realized.

The Chern-Simons formulation for spin lattices with face-
vertex correspondence nevertheless suffers from some limi-
tations. Even in the absence of, say, an external magnetic
field, these CS theories are not parity and time-reversal
invariant, unlike the original microscopic models [19]. Be-
sides, quantizing the field theory requires a careful han-
dling of the lattice analogue of the Levi-Civita symbol [16].
Likewise, there is ambiguity in the commutation relation
of two Wilson loops, one of which ends on the path of the
other, unless one introduces a dual curve [16]. Mutual CS
theories do not suffer from these shortcomings. They can
even be formulated for arbitrary 2D lattices. For the spe-
cial case of lattices with face-vertex correspondence, it was
shown in Ref. [19] that anyons may be represented in the
mutual CS theory as extended (dumb-bell) fermionic fields
whose ends live respectively on L and nearest dual lattice
L* sites. The continuum limit of this lattice theory de-
scribes point-like anyons. An alternate proposal made re-
cently [20, 21] involves starting with a mutual CS theory
but imposing an additional constraint on the lattice (link)
gauge fields that they should be equal to the average of
gauge fields on the nearby dual links. The idea is to avoid
the problems in the formulation of Ref. [16], although when
applied to hexagonal or triangular lattices, the formalism
gives unphysical fractional values for the linking numbers of
Wilson loops. In contrast to field-theory approaches based
on Chern-Simons flux attachment, Hamiltonian approaches
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using the 2D Jordan-Wigner transformation have also been
used for lattices including those lacking face-vertex cor-
respondence [22, 23]; however long-range interactions are
generated in this process, and it is also unclear if large
gauge fluctuations necessary for charge quantization are ac-
counted for.

As an illustration of our proposed technique, we study
the honeycomb Kitaev model in a strong Zeeman field (h)
in the z-direction. At low fields, the model is known to
describe a deconfined phase with long-range topological or-
der characterized by a four-fold degenerate ground state
on the torus, and fractionalized excitations in the form of
free Majorana fermions and gapped Z visons. For the
ferromagnetic sign of the Kitaev interaction, the topolog-
ical order is quite fragile, vanishing at Zeeman fields a
few per cent of the Kitaev interaction [24]. For antifer-
romagnetic Kitaev interactions, topological order persists
to larger Zeeman fields, around a fifth of the Kitaev in-
teraction. Recently, there is great interest in understand-
ing if fractionalization and other signatures of topological
order such as a half-quantized thermal Hall conductivity
can re-emerge at sufficiently high fields in Kitaev materials
whose ground state otherwise has long-range magnetic or-
der [25, 26]. Even if topological order may be strictly speak-
ing not present at such fields, it is important to understand
how much of the properties could be understood from the
point of view of gauge field fluctuations coupling to frac-
tionalized matter. At very high fields, the ground state is
a fully polarized paramagnet, and it would normally make
sense to approach this regime using the Holstein-Primakoff
transformation (spin-wave theory). However as the field is
decreased, it is known that interactions of the spin waves
become rapidly very important, and spin waves do not pro-
vide a good description at lower fields where topological
order is about to get restored. This encourages us to take
the CS approach and check its advantages and limitations.

We obtain an effective mutual Maxwell-Chern-Simons
field theory coupled to a superfluid order parameter field -
i.e. a gauged superfluid. We show how the parameters in
this theory can be systematically obtained from the under-
lying microscopic ones. Starting from the high-field side,
which in our formalism corresponds to a confined phase,
we progressively decrease the field, identifying the onset
of local superfluidity and eventually the establishment of
a global superfluid phase through the suppression of vison
fluctuations. This represents the transition to the topolog-
ically ordered phase. Our perturbative approach in inverse
of the field strength prevents us from accessing the low-field
Kitaev dominated regime. Near to the topological transi-
tion, we also study the possibility of vison dispersion [27]
and make a comparison with understanding obtained from
perturbative studies from the low-field side [28].

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sec-
tion IT we introduce the lattice version of mutual CS gauge
theory for lattices lacking local face-vertex correspondence,
focusing on the example of a honeycomb lattice. We pro-
pose in Sec. III a way of realizing the required anyonic
exchange statistics of the JW fermions by attaching a cer-
tain combination of dual lattice gauge fields to fermionic

matter on the lattice sites. Section IV illustrates an ap-
plication of this mutual CS formulation for the honeycomb
Kitaev model in a finite Zeeman field in the z-direction.
Here we describe phases of the Kitaev model in the lattice
gauge theory language, starting from the high field limit.
We develop an understanding of the evolution of param-
eters in the effective field theory in terms of the original
microscopic parameters. We conclude with a summary of
our findings and a discussion in Sec. V.

II. MUTUAL CS GAUGE THEORY ON LATTICES
LACKING FACE-VERTEX CORRESPONDENCE

Consistent formulation of CS theories on the lattice re-
quires that every vertex is attached to the flux through a
unique plaquette, which is evidently possible when there is
a local face-vertex correspondence [16]. In such cases, the
Euclidean time CS action has the form

iR 1 .
S = —% dT[Ava’f¢f — EAeKe,e’Ae’]~ (1)

Here the repeated indices are summed over. The indices
v, f,e run over all vertices, faces and edges respectively.
A, and A, are respectively the temporal and spatial com-
ponents of the gauge fields, with the former associated with
the sites and the latter with the links. ¢y is the flux through
the face f associated with the vertex v via face-vertex cor-
respondence. The detailed description of the matrices M, r
and K. . are not important for the purposes of this paper
and can be found in Ref. [16]. M, ; dictates the flux at-
tachment and K, . is the lattice analog of the Levi-Civita
symbol. The canonical commutation relation is

[AevAE’} - K, (2)

77 e,e’*

The K. . matrix in Eq. (2) is in general quite complicated
and involves both forward and backward (spatial) differ-
ences [29]. It is also not very local in the sense that e and
¢’ merely need to be associated with the same face In case of
lattices without face-vertex correspondence this K. . ma-
trix is singular and the CS theory is no longer consistent
[16]. These difficulties are not due to some fundamental
obstruction to defining lattice CS theories on arbitrary cel-
lulations, since it should be possible to recover the con-
tinuum CS theory as a limiting case of any lattice. For
quantum spin-1/2 lattice systems that we are ultimately
interested in, we note that the Hamiltonian equivalent of
CS theory - the 2D Jordan-Wigner transformations - do not
have any requirement that the lattice must have local face-
vertex correspondence. Such an approach has been taken,
for example, for the XY model on the honeycomb lattice
[23].

Later in this paper, we will study as an example the
honeycomb Kitaev model whose lattice evidently does not
satisfy local face-vertex correspondence. The dual lattice
is triangular, so the combined system has an equal number
of vertices and faces, and moreover has local face-vertex
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FIG. 1. Honeycomb lattice (L) and its dual triangular lattice
(L*). The faces of the triangular lattice are dual to the honey-
comb lattice vertices, and likewise the hexagonal plaquettes are
dual to the vertices of the triangular lattice. The dual of a link
on L is the link on L* crossing perpendicularly the relevant link
on L.

correspondence. It is easily seen that such local face vertex
correspondence exists for arbitrary polygonal cellulations
of 2D space. Figure 1 shows a honeycomb lattice (green)
and its dual triangular (blue) lattice. We now describe a
mutual CS theory consisting of gauge fields on both honey-
comb L and triangular L*. Denote the temporal and spatial
components of the gauge field on L by A, and A, respec-
tively, and on L* by a. and a}. respectively. Analogously
to Eq. (1), we associate the scalar potential at any vertex
(whether on L or L*) with the flux through the dual plaque-
tte corresponding to the vertex. The U(1) gauge invariant
Lagrangian [16] satisfying the above flux attachment rules
is given by

K

Los = E[f?*e*a:*Avéf*v + D:*e*aZ*Ae(See* — 80aZ*Aeéee*]
K
47

[EreAeay Oy + DyeAyapedeer — OpActpneer .
(3)

The & and D, are respectively the lattice analogs of curl
and gradient [16] operations. The d-functions are defined
as follows: ..« = 1 if e and e* are links dual to each
other, and zero otherwise, and similarly for 7.« etc. The
canonical equal time commutation relations are

2
[Ae,ar] = i%ém* X sgn(ng X Nex),
[Ae, Aer] = [ab,al.] = 0. (4)

Unlike the earlier formulation, there are no difficulties with
the lattice version of the Levi-Civita term since K¢ o~ =
e, e+ X 5gN(ng X Mg= ), and A., a’. are perpendicular to each
other like continuum case. Furthermore, it can be shown
that such a mutual Chern-Simons gauge theory has parity
and time reversal symmetry [30]. Commutation relations

of chains follow from the canonical commutation relations
in Eq. (4) and the Baker-Hausdorff-Campbell formula:

UC Ae,/* a;*} :i%l/[C,C*], (5)

where v[C,C*] is the difference of right handed and left
handed intersections of chains C and C*. Correspondingly,
the relation between the respective Wilson lines will be

WeWee = e FVICCTW W (6)

If source terms coupling the gauge fields to charge and cur-
rent are now introduced, varying the action with respect to
the temporal components of the gauge fields gives us the
flux attachment constraints for physical states:

Efrenlor = Ppr = ?Qq,,
47
ffeAe = ‘I)f = ?Qv* (7)

Here ®(4+) is the flux associated with the face f(f*) and
Qu(v+) 1s the vertex charge in L(L*).

If the system is subjected to toroidal boundary con-
ditions, the spatial manifold has two holes that can be
enclosed by non-contractible loops. The only nontrivial
commutators are between pairs of (dual) non-contractible
loops, drawn along two independent polar directions of the
torus. In particular for kK = 2, the zero energy state can
be labelled by the eigenvalues (W = +1), one for each in-
dependent non-contractible loop along the two polar direc-
tions, i.e., this state has a nontrivial four fold degeneracy
associated with these nonlocal string operators.

IIT. QUANTUM SPIN-1/2 PARTICLES ON THE
HONEYCOMB AND TRIANGULAR LATTICE

The 2D Jordan-Wigner (JW) transformation expresses
the spin raising (lowering) operators in terms of fermion
creation (annihilation) operators attached to an infinite
string, essentially a disorder operator, that implements
bosonic commutation relations between spins at different
spatial sites by ensuring odd values of the paths’ linking
number v[C,C*] when they are exchanged using arbitrary
paths. The 2D disorder operator, unlike its 1D counterpart,
is not unique [8-10, 31], and the only purpose is to imple-
ment the spin statistics. However, it is readily constructed
for arbitrary polygonal cellulations of the 2D space. For a
path integral (CS) formulation, one needs suitable disorder
operators defined in terms of the gauge fields on the links,
which are attached to the fermion (matter) fields, and it
is also very desirable for computational simplicity that the
Hamiltonian involves only local combinations of the link
fields. For example, in the widely studied XY spin models
on lattices with face-vertex correspondence (e.g. square or
Kagome), the gauge fields coupling to the hopping fermions
are simply the Wilson lines associated with the correspond-
ing links [32, 33].



Consider now spin-1/2 models on a lattice lacking face
vertex correspondence - we take the honeycomb lattice first
for concreteness. For simplicity, we are interested in mod-
els with only local couplings of fermions and gauge fields.
One way to ensure this is by restricting ourselves to local
Hamiltonians and preserving fermion number parity. In
Fig. 2, we show a schematic of a fermion bilinear sharing a
link (i4,jp) and attached to a local combination of lattice
gauge fields,

\IIIA \IIJB eiBe eiAe, (8)

where B, is a suitable local combination of the dual lattice
gauge fields that we want to obtain. Such a term arises, for
example, in two-body interaction of spins sharing a link.
The choice of sign of the link gauge fields is chosen such
that the holonomy e*d¢ is associated for a hopping from
site jp to site i4. We also need to give an orientation to
our (directed) links - for our hexagonal lattice, the links are
oriented from the A to B sublattice. The dual triangular
lattice is not bipartite, but here the orientation of the dual
link is chosen such that the sign of (7, X me«) is positive.
Since the process in Eq. (8) conserves fermion number, A,
can be in general U(1).

It is important to note that since we have a mutual CS
theory, the link fields A, are not responsible for anyonic
(bosonic) statistics of exchange of spins on different lattice
sites, and such statistics comes entirely from attaching our
lattice fermion fields to the dual lattice gauge fields. The
choice of B, is not unique. We propose (see Fig. 2)

Be = N(agy« + azye +ags- +agy-), 9)

to be the sum of the four fields in the rhombus enclosing the
link up to some normalisation constant N. For our lattice,
we argue that the normalization N = 7 ensures the desired
statistics.

Let us first take a spin-1/2 particle around the elemen-
tary hexagonal plaquette on the honeycomb lattice (see Fig.
3a), which results in one 27 winding of the hexagonal void,
and a double winding of the dual lattice links enclosing
the vertices of the hexagon. On the dual lattice path, the
accumulated phase is

SN
INE}. ol = = > Q. (10)

Since there are no lattice charges enclosed by the dual lat-
tice path in this case, the phase is zero, and N cannot be
fixed here. Now let us take the spin-1/2 particle around
the simplest (3-hexagon) path that encloses a vertex (see
Fig. 3b). Here the phase accumulated by the dual curve is

2ANTQ,

3 X 2NEhupeal -

er — (11)
with @, = 1. Correct spin statistics requires an odd multi-
ple of 27 accumulated by the dual loops, the simplest choice
at first sight appears to be N = x/12. However with such a
choice, it is known [20] that intersecting Wilson loops have
unphysical 1/3 (fractional) linking number. This is also

FIG. 2. Anyonic (bosonic) exchange statistics of JW fermions
on L sharing link e = i4 — jp is implemented in the mutual
CS formulation (see text for details) by attaching the fermionic
bilinear to a holonomy e®¢, where B. is proportional to the
sum of the four dual link potentials on L*. Here ¢,j are unit
cells of the honeycomb lattice.

(a)

(b)

FIG. 3. Schematic of lattice and dual loops traversed upon tak-
ing a spin-1/2 particle around two different loops on the honey-
comb lattice, denoted by the boundaries of the shaded regions.
The arrows represent the number of times the corresponding
edge is traversed. Note that each dual loop makes two wind-
ings, which in turn determines the normalization of B..

evident from the dual path in Fig. 3a, where > Q, = 2,
which is equivalent to }° @, = 0, results in a fractional
phase of 27 /3 per particle, instead of 27. The problem is
that the dual curve in the left figure has one 47 winding,
while the one on the right has three 47 windings. Thus
the correct values for N are N = Mn, where m is
an integer. Without loss of generality, we choose m = 0,
i.e., N = k/4. The vortex charges @} do not depend on the
normalization. Note that the lattice Wilson loops square to
unity; accordingly, the vortex charges are integer multiples
of k/4.



FIG. 4. Arrangement of dual lattice gauge fields for a triangular
lattice for implementing bosonic exchange statistics for the JW
fermions sharing the link e = ro — r1. This lattice also lacks
one-to-one face-vertex correspondence.
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(b)
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FIG. 5.  Schematic of lattice (blue) and dual (green) loops
traversed upon taking a spin-1/2 particle around two different
loops (boundary of the shaded regions) on the triangular lattice.

Now we use the same procedure for triangular lattice
where A, and a}. live on the direct triangular lattice edge

and dual honeycomb lattice edge respectively. Here the
choice of B, is (see Fig. 4)
Be = N(ag. + a;: +ag- + ag-). (12)

Taking a spin-1 particle around a lattice loop in Fig. 5a
or in Fig. 5b, in both cases the phase accumulated by the

dual curve is

K

8N
INEF. eafe = — 3 Qu, (13)

with @, = 1. This results the normalisation N for triangu-
lar lattice to be N = 2™+ 4 game as honeycomb lattice.
Note that for the case of honeycomb lattice the above choice
of B, is not unique . If we take all the eight contributing
links (instead of taking only four links making the rhombus
in Fig. (2)) that connect the two ends of the dual link(e*)
of any given link(e), the normalisation can be shown to be
5. For a lattice such as Kagome, we found that the choice
is unique. As we have discussed above, the role of the B,
fields on the dual links is to implement bosonic statistics
for exchange of spins. From Eq. (7) it is clear that the
dual fluxes can only take values 0 or 47 since @, can take
values 0 or 1. We choose these dual gauge fields to satisfy
U(1) symmetry, although other choices such as Z; can also
be made.

We now discuss gauging another kind of fermion bilinear
corresponding to a link Cooper pair (\I/IA \I/;B) that also
appears in numerous spin models such as Ising or Kitaev,
where S, is not a conserved quantity. This process creates
a fermion pair sharing a link. Such terms couple to a pair
of lattice Wilson lines that terminate at the end points of
the links, i.e., ‘I’;[A‘I’;BWCiA We, e~ 'Be. The Wilson line
We,, = exp[—i Ze’GCiA Aer] on the lattice transports a
fermion from the boundary at infinity to site ¢4 along the
string C;,, and similarly for W, . For periodic boundary
conditions, the lines emanate from a fermion pair annihi-
lation on a link, and end at the pair creation link. These
gauge fields are U(1) in general. If the lattice fermions
are strongly gapped, such as when there is a large Zeeman
field, the effective gauge theory obtained after integrating
out the fermions will not involve long strings, in which case
we will get a local effective U(1) gauge theory. If however
the A, are Zs, the product We, We,, further reduces to

the holonomy e~ on the link,

We, =e e A € Zs. (14)

IV. APPLICATION TO KITAEV MODEL IN A
LARGE ZEEMAN FIELD

Having described the construction of our CS theory (with
fermionic matter) for quantum spin systems on lattices that
lack face-vertex correspondence, we apply our ideas to the
ferromagnetic Kitaev model on the honeycomb lattice sub-
jected to a large magnetic field along the z-direction such
that the Kitaev interactions can be regarded as a pertur-
bation. The Hamiltonian is given by [7]

H="Ho+H:

= hZ(T; - Z Jyopo, (15)
P

(pq) €y—links



where (1 respectively refer to the Zeeman and Kitaev
terms, the o are Pauli matrices, p, q are the vertices asso-
ciated with the corresponding link ~, with v = x, y, or z,
and h is the strength of applied field. The ground state
of the unperturbed (purely Zeeman) model is trivially a
fully polarized paramagnet, and we set k = 1. As the Zee-
man field is progressively decreased, the system ultimately
transitions into a deconfined state with fractionalized ex-
citations and long-range topological order. The fact that
relatively small field values (h/J < 1) suffice to degrade
the topological order motivates us to approach the problem
from the high field side. Our approach is also an alternative
to the spin-wave approximation often employed for studies
of the Kitaev model at high fields [1, 34, 35].

We fermionize our model using the dual CS formalism
described in Sec.III. Specifically, we will obtain an effec-
tive field theory in the limit of large Zeeman field, h > J,
treating the Kitaev interactions as a perturbation. In this
high field limit, the effective field theory is U(1) gauge-
invariant. In the opposite limit of large Kitaev interac-
tions, the fermion number is not conserved but the fermion
number parity is - implying that U(1) gauge symmetry will
break down to Zs.

After fermionization, the Kitaev Hamiltonian takes the
form

H=Ho+MHy+H.+h> [20)0,—1],  (16)

p

where

Mo =—Jp Y [Whe  AtBIGT 4 Glei(AetBIy, 4 hel,
x—links(e)

y=—Jy > [~Wfe T ATBIGE 4 wieAetBIw, 4 hcl,

y—links(e)

M. =—J. > [20iw, —1]2u]v, - 1]. (17)
z—links(e)

Since the fermionic matter is gauged only under the lattice
gauge fields, and there is no vortex matter at the dual sites,
H, and H, are not invariant under U(1) gauge transforma-
tions of the dual lattice gauge fields B.. However, we may
regard the above coupling of B, to the fermionic matter
as an interaction in which the dynamics of B, is governed
by the CS term - in this way, B, is an external dynamical
field coupling to the fermions for the purpose of satisfying
correct spin statistics and gauge invariance is not necessary.

Unlike the magnetization (or fermion number), which is
a conserved quantity at high fields, the vortex charge is not.
However in the Kitaev limit h/J — 0, the vortex charge is
conserved. The role of a small Zeeman perturbation is to
create pairs of vortices along the z-bonds in each order of
the perturbation - thus at high fields where vortex number
is ill-defined, the vortex number parity is still conserved.
This makes us choose A, in the rest of the paper to be
Zs and not U(1), although the analysis can be performed
equally well with A, € U(1).

For our bipartite lattice, the vertices carry two labels,
namely the unit cell (4, j..), and the sub-lattice (A, B). Mo-
tivated by the fact that in the Kitaev limit, the model is

equivalent to a topological superconductor, we choose to
decouple the four fermion interaction in the Cooper chan-
nel,

Ho=—T.) {1—2\11T W 200 W — AN

z—links

FAATT,, Uy, — 40, 0] Ol } (18)

where A; = (¥, , U, ) is the order parameter. An alternate
choice of decoupling in the density channel was not pursued
guided by the fact that the order parameter will be large
in the presence of large Zeeman fields which is undesirable
in a perturbative expansion for the free energy.

We consider the Euclidean time action for this model,

A=) /Oﬂ dr[Ul(0- +iA,) ¥, —iLles +H], (19)

where # is the Hamiltonian after mean field decoupling
of the z-link interactions. Now at a high magnetic field,
charges n,, i.e. \I/;f,‘lfp have only small fluctuations, and con-
sequently, A, can have large fluctuations. It is convenient
to perform a gauge transformation to eliminate the strongly
fluctuating potential fields that appear in the fermionic de-
terminant through a gauge transformation of the fermionic

fields,
\I/iA — \IjiA eiXiA s (20)

and choosing A;, =
tion is given by

—0-Xi,- The fermionic partition func-

A :/D(ﬁelds)e’s; S =S5+ 5.+ 85" + 5% Here

Sy = Z/ UH0r +&)T,, & =2h+2J.,
D T

S, = — /[iLcs —1L Y |A). (21)

The remaining terms are Nambu off-diagonal, number non-
conserving,

:/TO:Z/Tg and S’:/T, (22)

where Ty and T are defined below.

T=-J, Y [l

x—links

_JyZ[_

y—links

el 4] R, + b

Ul el 4wl e, +he] (23)

where i4 — jp is a x bond or a y bond of the honeycomb

Kitaev model and

:Ae +Be +XiA +Xj3a and
Y2 = Ae + Be — Xia + Xig- (24)



The superscripts (z, y) on ¢; 2 in Eq. (23) refer to the type
of link (z or y.). The fermionic part of the action takes the
form

Sp=28y+85"+5 =g ly, (25)
where the inverse Green function is G=! = Gy* + Tp + T.

Here W is 4N component spinor in the Nambu notation
( N is the number of unit cells in the honeycomb lattice)

i _ )
with \Ilj = |U;, \1le V. \IJIB} .G "and 1§ are shown
below;
Or +&iu 0 0 0
L 0 Or — &, 0 0
b =5 0 0 d-+&, 0 |, (26)
0 0 0 Or — &ip
0 0 0 Ageiv
, —A*eii
Ti =2, 0 O,- 1 Ate 0
U AV 0 0
Afe'# 0 0 0

where ¢} = x;, + Xip. The superscript i in ¢% runs over
unit cell i.e. z-bond. We now formally integrate out the
fermions (which are gapped in the presence of the strong
Zeeman field),
S=8.~trln(G™), mG™!' =Gy +In[1+Go(To+T)),
and expand the logarithm in the small parameters J/h, We
also drop In Gy ! as it does not involve any dynamical fields.
In the expansion, the leading terms tr(GoT') and tr(GoTp)
vanish because Gy is site-diagonal and T, Tj are site off-
diagonal. There are two types of terms that appear in the
resulting effective field theory: link and loop terms, the
leading contributions respectively appearing at the second
and sixth order. Details of the derivation of the effective
action are presented in the Appendix. Using these results
we present our effective action,

S:SC+/ SNoLyg+> L+ £Z+Z£6

z—links y—links z—links

(27)

The leading contributions to the link terms at low temper-
atures (Bh > 1) are:

po_ 2 (e 0N
27 64n3 \ o1 ’
y _ "y i S ¥

£2= 64h3 ( T QZh) ’
J2

2h3

L5 =
(28)

[16h2\A 2= 4RA (D, — ipt ) Ai—| Dy — up’g)Aﬂ .

Contributions corresponding to wg(y) are associated

with particle-hole hopping and are proportional to
np(—&a)nr (&), (see Appendix) which is negligible at
high fields in the ground state sector (all sites completely
empty or completely full), whereas gogf(y) terms are asso-
ciated with particle-particle creation or annihilation on a
link, and are proportional to ngp(—&a)np(—¢§;5). Here
nr(&a/éjp) is the Fermi-Dirac distribution. Physically,
the leading (second order in tunneling) particle-hole con-
tribution to the effective action is forbidden by the Pauli
exclusion. Particle-hole processes are relevant in higher en-
ergy sectors.

Consider now the definition of the phases cpgf(y) in Eq. 24.

Since the phases x appearing in the definition of the cpl(y)
are Zs, (i.e. taking values only 0 or 7) we can absorb them
in a redefinition of the A., which is equivalent to choosing a
gauge where A, = 0. Thus the first two terms in Eq. 28 are
reminiscent of the electric field terms in a Maxwell theory.
The i2h terms appearing with the electric field correspond
to the Zeeman cost of flipping a spin.

The loop term (that we refer to as a Josephson term
because of its tendency to suppress the phase fluctuations)
appears first only at the sixth order,

] + h.c. }

8 [P JIJJZ i[fo Adit [ 5 d
= —— AN c 2
Ls 3/0 dr———— h) AjAfe
(29)

where C' and C’ shown in Fig. 3 are respectively the
hexagonal loop (with a single winding) on the lattice links,
and the dual loop (with a double winding) that encloses
this hexagon - both generated while taking a spin around
the elementary hexagon. Since there is no fermion on the
hexagon (@, = 0), the dual flux is zero, and without loss of
generality, hereinafter we take the order parameter fields to
be real and its phase (i.e. sign) fluctuations are shifted to
the gauge fields. As we have discussed earlier, the flux in C'
can take values 0 or 7. Fixing the signs of the order parame-
ter fields to be the same, the energy associated with the pla-
quette terms is evidently minimized for fc Adl = ¢y =0.
Equation (27) describes a Zs gauged superfluid in which
the dynamics of the gauge fields is governed by a mutual
Maxwell-Chern-Simons theory. The Wilson loop term, Eq.
(29) determines the cost of a m-flux change in a plaquette
(vison gap) - the cost clearly vanishes in the absence of
superfluid order (i.e. when A =0).

To simplify our further discussion, we limit ourselves to
the isotropic Kitaev case i.e., J, = J, = J, = J. Upon
reducing the field, the sign of the coefficient of the quadratic
term ultimately turns negative, i.e.,

J2
4] =85 <0, 0 h <2/, (30)

resulting in nonzero expectation values for local order pa-
rameter fields A;. For the ferromagnetic Kitaev couplings
(J > 0 in our model), a sufficiently small magnetic field is
required for the A; to develop a nonzero expectation. The



situation is very different for the antiferromagnetic counter-
part (J < 0,), where clearly A; # 0 even at large Zeeman
fields. This does not necessarily mean a superfluid phase for
which, apart from a nonvanishing expectation for the local
order parameter A, we also need establishment of global
phase coherence. Returning to our effective model, we
note that the coupling constants for the Maxwell terms are
Ec = 16h/J? for the electric part and E; = J|AJ2/12h°
for the magnetic part:

1 e .1N\2 7
EZE Z (0-¢] — 2ih) Echos(y{A-dl).

ecx,y links
(31)

The model has a dimensionless coupling constant, g =
Ej/Ec ~ (J/h)® x (|A]?/192). When g > 1, the phase
fluctuations of the A; are suppressed resulting in the su-
perfluid state. The superfluid phase here is associated with
a broken Z5 symmetry and not U(1). This critical field from
this criterion,

g = 1or h~0.518J|A(h)|"/* (32)

is smaller compared to the field at which the local Cooper
pairs are first formed.

Consider now a large Wilson loop Wy of perimeter L
that encloses a number M > 1 of elementary hexagonal
plaquettes. At large magnetic field (g < 1), we perturba-
tively expand the exponential with the magnetic term and
perform the average over the gauge field configurations. By
Elitzur’s theorem, only gauge invariant terms survive the
averaging, and we get

Wi~ (E’)M (33)

where the angular brackets denote averaging over the or-
der parameter field. Since |A|? = 0, we have W, = 0,
essentially a vortex superfluid which strongly confines the
charges. Physically, the large magnetic field suppresses spin
flips or fermion number fluctuations. Conversely, large Wil-
son loops Wi» on the dual lattice are O(1). Next, we re-
duce the magnetic field until |A|? # 0 develops locally. If
the local order parameter is small, we can still expand the
exponential with the magnetic term. Clearly, the Wilson
loop now follows a “volume” law,

womon (m[2]),

still indicating a confined phase. As our perturbative ap-
proach is valid only for (h/J)® > |A|?/192, we are unable
to provide a complete description of the low field phase in
the Kitaev limit.

Figure 6 shows a numerical calculation of W, for the fer-
romagnetic (J > 0) and antiferromagnetic (J < 0) cases
as a function of (h/|J]) using the finite MPS DMRG tech-
nique. The maximum truncation error is 107'°, and the
calculation is for a system size of N = 20 x 8. W), for the
antiferromagnetic case sharply falls from W, = 1 expected

0.0 02 0.4 0.6 0.8
h)J
FIG. 6. The expectation value of plaquette flux (W,) for the

Kitaev model with a Zeeman field in z direction is shown for
ferromagnetic (J = 1, solid circles) and antiferromagnetic (J =
—1, solid squares) cases using the finite MPS DMRG technique.
The field at the transition for the AFM case is approximately
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FIG. 7.  The contour plots; (a) and (b) illustrate the spin-

wave dispersion in the Kitaev model for Zeeman fields in (001)
and (111) direction respectively (for J = 0.5 and h = 5) using
the spin-wave treatment of Ref. [36]. For (001) oriented Zee-
man fields, the dispersion is one-dimensional along the x-y link
backbone. The dispersion is two-dimensional for the (111) ori-
entation of the Zeeman field.

for the Kitaev phase at low fields at h/|J| =~ 0.6. This is to
be compared with our prediction of h/|J| ~ 0.52 from Eq.
32. For the ferromagnetic case, the critical field is smaller,
consistent with our prediction, but we do not have a quan-
titative estimate because our perturbation treatment does
not work at low fields.

Another important feature of our analysis is the effective
dimensional reduction of the excitations at high fields. In
this regime, we can neglect the E; term, as a result of which
the Maxwell term, now consisting only of the electric field
contribution, lives only on the z-y link backbone, and the
z links drop out. This implies that the excitations at high
fields do not disperse along the z-direction. Observe that
in the effective action for the phase degrees of freedom in
Eq. (27), the link fields are all decoupled when the Joseph-



son term is discarded in the high field limit. The phase
excitations would correspond to a flat band. To obtain the
dispersion, we need to consider higher order time deriva-
tive contributions at O(J?), and the leading contribution
at O(J*). The latter includes terms involving neighboring
x and y links. We refer to the Appendix for details of the
higher order expansion. These terms contribute the follow-
ing to the effective action in Eq. (27):

T [ (01 (9%1\ 3 200 00
SRzl 35
(4h)5{<872> +<872) +2 or or (35)
This gives two 1D dispersing modes (unit cell consists of
two links),

E(ky) = £+/(4h)2 £ (3/2)J2 cos k. (36)

at a high energy corresponding to the Zeeman gap. These
modes are associated with the collective motion of fermion
pairs. The spin-waves, which correspond to particle-hole
excitations in our treatment, would be associated with the

<p§(y) modes. Such processes in our theory would appear
at O(J%) in the electric field terms. Other possible ways to
generate the particle-hole hopping processes at lower order
would be to locally switch off the Zeeman field at one or
more sites, or even add a small component to the Zeeman
field along the spin z or y-directions. This allows particle-
hole processes to act in the ground state sector. Although
neither of these high energy collective modes is of interest
to us for the effective low energy theory (constructed for
energy scales much less than the Zeeman scale), they serve
to illustrate the 1D nature of the physics at high fields.
To compare with this understanding, we have performed
a spin-wave calculation (see Fig. 7) using the analysis of
Ref. [36] for the field in the (001), i.e., z direction. The
1D nature of the spin-wave excitations is clearly observed.
Such dimensional reduction does not occur (see Fig.7b), for
example for fields h in the (111) direction where most of the
existing studies have focused on [36]. We conclude with a
count of the degrees of freedom in our model. The original
spin model has 2% states, where N is the number of spins.
There are N/2 hexagons, each associated with a plaquette
Wilson loop of value +1. Additionally, the matter fields A;
are Zs degrees of freedom on every z-link, which accounts
for the remaining 27V/2 degrees of freedom.

V. DISCUSSION

In summary, we have developed a mutual CS formalism
for anyons on lattices lacking face-vertex correspondence.
The spin degrees of freedom were expressed in terms of
JW fermions coupled to the lattice Z; gauge fields and a
certain local combination of the dual (U(1) or Zs) gauge
fields, which ensured correct spin exchange statistics on ar-
bitrary 2D lattices. In the presence of fermionic matter, the
theory is not invariant under gauge transformations of the
dual fields because of the absence of vortex matter on the
dual lattice sites. Our CS gauge theory of for 2D quantum

spin systems qualitatively differs from earlier works (see
e.g. Ref. [16]) where the JW fermions couple only to the
lattice gauge fields, and the CS term involves only one kind
of gauge fields. In Ref. [16], although a mutual CS term
had appeared as an intermediate step in transforming the
lattice CS theory to a dual CS theory; the dual CS fields
introduced there only serve the role of a decoupling field for
the original CS action, and are not central to implementing
correct spin statistics. Such approaches do not permit con-
struction of consistent lattice matter-CS theories for spin
lattices that lack face-vertex correspondence.

As an illustration, the formulation was used to obtain an
effective CS field theory of the honeycomb Kitaev model
subjected to a strong Zeeman field in the z-direction. The
effective theory is that of a superfluid coupled to fluctuat-
ing gauge fields whose dynamics is governed by a mutual
Maxwell-Chern-Simons theory. The field-tuned topologi-
cal transition of the Kitaev model appears as a normal to
superfluid phase transition in our description.

We briefly discuss the excitations in the normal phases
going up to the normal-superfluid transition. At high fields,
E;/Ec = 0 for the FM Kitaev case (since A = 0 at high
fields here) and small for AFM Kitaev (A # 0 nonzero but
small), which means only the electric part of the Maxwell
term is important, and the gauge fields do not propagate.
At low fields such that E;/E¢c > 1, the cosine “Josephson”
term can be expanded in increasing powers of the plaquette
flux, and to quadratic order in the gauge fields, the result
is a Maxwell-Chern-Simons like theory with a massive pho-
ton with group velocity ¢ ~ E;Ec ~ J?|A|/h, and the
“mass” of the propagating photon mode is kc. In the vicin-
ity of the transition to the topologically ordered phase (i.e.
g ~ 1), the photon group velocity scales as h\/m, which
agrees with estimates of the vison hopping scale tyigon ~ h
obtained from perturbative expansion in the Kitaev limit
[28, 37]. Since for any value of the field, |A| is generally
larger for the AFM Kitaev model, the vison dispersion per-
sists to higher Zeeman fields in the AFM Kitaev case [25].
In either case (FM or AFM Kitaev), vison propagation re-
quires us to be in the superfluid phase (i.e. g = 1). In
order to validate the effectiveness of our approach, we have
calculated that the expectation value of plaquette flux W,
(see Fig. 6) using finite MPS DMRG technique for the
AFM case (J = -1) sharply falls at h/|J| = 0.6, which is
consistent with our estimate of h/|J| ~ 0.52 (see Eq. 32).
Although the confined phase (E;/Ec < 1) and deconfined
phase (E;/FE¢c > 1) resemble the toric code in a Zeeman
field [38-40], the E;/E¢ contains an additional factor |A|?
which is zero for the FM case for sufficiently high fields
h > 2J. The presence of the Higgs field A makes our model
different from a pure gauge theory such as the toric code.
There is no Coulomb phase either, due to the presence of
the CS term. We also identified an interesting dimensional
reduction (see Eq. 36) at high fields where the Joseph-
son term is negligible, and the model essentially reduces
to disconnected 1D chains along the zy backbone. We also
showed this quasi-1D dispersion also appears in a spin-wave
analysis of the same regime (see Appendix).

Similar Zo Maxwell-CS gauge theories have also been



proposed for quantum critical high temperature supercon-
ductors [41] where the superconductor-insulator transition
is of the confinement-deconfinement type like ours and as-
sociated with Z; symmetry breaking. The original prob-
lem in that case even has a larger U(1) gauge symmetry,
which turns out to be not relevant for the superconductor-
insulator transition.

Owing to the perturbative nature of our treatment, we
were unable to study the properties of the deconfined phase.
The deconfined phase is described by a level-2 mutual
Chern-Simons theory, while at high fields we have a level-
1 theory. Unfortunately, we were not able to identify a
route to renormalization of the level with decreasing mag-
netic field up to the O(J*) perturbation, although we do
not rule out appearance of such terms at higher order. An
alternate route is a perturbative study from the low-field
regime, which is a work in progress. The idea is to begin
with a mutual Chern-Simons theory of level-2 that corre-
sponds to a 4-fold degenerate ground state of the Kitaev
model, and study how with increasing Zeeman and other
perturbations, the level of the Chern-Simons theory would
get renormalized to the high field value. It is important that
in the low-field regime, the bare Green function has both
sublattice diagonal and sublattice off-diagonal elements.

We finally discuss the cases where the Zeeman field has
nonzero components in other directions (apart from z,) or
more generally, the perturbations involve an odd number

J
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of fermions, long string-like excitations cannot be avoided.
This would be taken up in a future study.
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APPENDIX

Perturbative expansion for the effective phase action

Here we briefly describe how the leading order link and loop terms in the effective action in Eq. (27) have been obtained.
The O(J?) contribution is given by expanding the fermionic determinant trln G~ = trln Gy + trln[l + Go(Ty + T)] to

quadratic order in (Tgo + 7). For example,

tr(GoTG,T) = / drdr’ 3" Gi (r — 7)TA2 () GIP (' — 7)T9914 (1), (37)

1A,JB

where the non-vanishing tunneling matrices 7' along the x and y links respectively have the form (Eq. 23),

T'LA]B

2| e el 2| —e1 ez

2 |—ei?l emivs 2| et eies

ox -z -z .y Cy Ly
J |:_el‘192 _6_1‘/71:| TjBiA _ J.L |:_e_“P2 6_1501:| TkAlB Jy |:_e“102 e_“P1:| TlBkA J |:_6_W72 _e_W’l:|
) -5 ) =5 .

(38)

So each term in the Eq. 37 is a 2 x 2 matrix. Here i4 — jp is a x bond and k4 — Ip is a y bond. The ¢’s are defined in Eq

24. The bare Green functions are all local in position coordinates and have the form Gy

where Gf{‘ll is the first diagonal element of G§*. Thus

tr(GoTGoT) = / > 52

1,J,w1,w2

—iwl(r—‘r') e—in(‘r'—T)
wy — giA Wy — ng

—iwy (1—7") —iwa (7' —T)

e

w — giA

e
iOJQ + ng

TP (TP (1) +

—iwy (1—7") e—iwg (' —7)

T3P (1) Tis7" (') +

—iwm (r—7")

Bzwm iwm—E&i,

11(7'—7')

e—iwl (t—7") e—iWQ(T/—T)

iwy + giA

: TjBiA - TiAjB -
zw2+§j3 22 ( ) 22 ( )

T{5™ (1) Tt 7P (7') (39)

wy + &, dwr — &y

where T7/#7% and Ti7% are the diagonal components of the 2 x 2 matrix 77475 and T}47® and Ti#7% are off diagonal and
&ia = &jp = 2h. It is convenient to work with the Green functions in Euclidean time:

72w(7' T’

BZ oy o= r () -

07" — T)np(&i,)leSia ) (40)
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where np is Fermi-Dirac distribution and 6(7 — 7’) is the Heaviside step function with,

1 for 7>7
O(r—7)=<0 for T<7 (41)
i for T=1.

Using these relations, the first two terms of the above trace give,
r(GoTGT) = / Z e~ Eia=gip)(T=7")
7,7 1,5
X { [0(r = 7")np(=&i,) = 0(r" = T)np(&i,)] x [0 = T)np(=&5,) — 07 — 7 )np ()] x T (NT17 (1)

+[00r =7 )np(ia) = 0" = )np(=€i)] x [0 = T)np(&n) = 0(r — ) (—€s)] x T35 (7)T557" (T’)}-
(42)

This contribution is proportional to ng(—¢;,)nr(&,), which vanishes at zero temperature. The only non-trivial terms
are coming from the last two terms of the Eq. 39 and tr(GoTG¢T) becomes

tr(GoTGoT) = _4/deTI ZO(T — ) np (=& )np(—&,) x e Eia %m)(PT/)Tfé”B (7' T3 (1)
1,J
- 4/deT/ Z O(1" — T)np(—Ei)np(—Ejp) x e Eatp) T =D iads (2B (7). (43)
1,

Tr

We now make a change of variables, 7 = 7. + 5

and 7" = 7. — . So

tr(GoTGoT) = —4 / dr, / drl S (=i (—€5,) x e Ea o) OTIIP (7~ Ty, 4 )
1,3
g Ty iBi Tr
74/ dTF/ dr) Y np(=i)ne (=) x elsiatean)mITiads (7, = DT (T + ) (44)

4,J

If we change 7, — —7, in the second term of RHS of Eq. 44 then we will get exactly same as the first term of RHS. The
product of two tunneling matrices can be written by Taylor series expansion,

PR £ .0 T2 OpF
Lot miel o) S in AL (T4, (45)

T Bt J2
ST et 5) =

TS]B (e — D) 9

Integrating out 7, the second order trace in the x bond of Kitaev honeycomb model takes the form,

(ia—*jB)

op? 1 _ 007 .
tr(GoTGoT) = =2.J2 / dr w;}( np(—&,)ne(—&,) X [11+uga—;—§f 5 aTl )] with 7, =7 and (46)
1 1
I =——  |1—eBEat+&p)| and In = ——— [1—e Pléatéip) _ in+ i 6—5(51A+€J'B)’
N Tl } T AlEia +55o) ]
2 e e B2 20 2

I — —e B(ftA"'EJB) + —|— . 47
2T (Ein + &) [@-A FEp)  (Eia+Ep) (&ﬁ@-B)J 47

Similarly the corresponding trace for y bond leads to,

(ia _>JB

AT 0pY
t1(GoTGoT) = —2.° / dr 3 el (=) X (D o+ifa g~ SIS (48)
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where ¢¥ and ¢ are now on the y bond with the same structures with ¢ and ¢% respectively. Following a similar
procedure as above we obtain for the z bond,

N

(GOTOGOTO):—64J2/ dr > np(=&,)ne(- ng)x{11|Ai|2+12[ i il
z—bonds
L1 0N OA; _3Af@gp *a i 0 ¢’
213l e T e TN e I 49)

% = Xi, + Xip- The Taylor expansion also yields quartic and higher order derivatives of the phase fields. However in
this gradient expansion, they are smaller by factors of (w/4h)?. Likewise, one can expand to higher order in tunneling -
successive higher orders are smaller by a factors of (J/4h)?. Such terms are not retained in our leading expansion for the
link contribution to the phase action but will become necessary (see below) for a discussion of collective phase modes.

The loop terms appear only at sixth order in the tunneling. This will give us the magnetic field term of the Maxwell
theory shown in Eq. 29. For any hexagonal loop in the Kitaev honeycomb model with high Zeeman field in z direction ,
the sixth order trace leads to the following result,

1 8 (7SI 2 o i [ (Adi+B.di)
7étr(GoTGoToGoTGoTGQTOG()T):g . dTW A Ale O + h.c. (50)

Note that the hexagonal loop contains two z-tunnellings parametrized by Ty and four z-y tunnellings matrices parametrized
by T'. Unlike the link terms, since the path in the loop is not retraced, the leading contribution here does not involve any
time derivatives.

Now at high field the above integrals Iy, I, I3 are simplified and the product np(—¢;,)nr(—¢;,) is taken to be unity.
Using this the ultimate action of our theory is given by

. , 7 ) dpt 1 0p%,
S=- OdT chs—Z{élJAA —J, —h}| = J? " ar > [+ il = S Is(5)7]
x—links
ZA—>]B)
3<p Ol 6A 8%
_ 2 [Ty + il 1_,[ Z¥1)21 _ 39 2/ LA+ T

i * * X J2J2J2 oL Ll
_113{6%1 OA; _iAiaAl i —HAfaA i A2 (3% _7/ arlr y 2 A Aret foddsBay |y b
2 or oOr or oOr or oOr

B (ia=3jB) o
=— [ drliles — Y {4J.0AF —J d L 2in)? — 12h*
/0 T|j/ CS Z{ 7 64h3/ T $§kb ) ]
(ZA_>]B y
64h3/ dr > ——211) —12h%] — 32.]2/ dr Y {11|A| — LIA(0, — iy )A]—§I3[|(8 —iph)A| ]}
y—links z—bonds
8 [P J2J2J2 PR
—5/0 dr (2];’) AjAet fJoAdiBdl o p o (51)

Collective modes

At high fields one can drop the loop terms in comparison to the link terms. The phase model then represents a set
of decoupled rotors along the z-y chains suggesting a one-dimensional character. We now show that these phase modes,
although confined at low energies, ultimately begin to disperse at sufficiently high energies comparable to the Zeeman
gap. For this we first need to consider higher order time derivatives at O(.J?) in Eq. 45 for x and y links:

.. T, .. T J2 . Tr .z Tr J2 a(px 7'2 8@y T, 4 824,096 2
TAIB . — Ty\TIBYA . Iry = il (TetF) pmipl (Te—F) — Zx 1 Ty L_r 1)2 - 1 eee]s 52
1272 (7, 2) 51 (e + 2) 1 € zre 2 1 [1+ 7, or, 2(5%) o4 \ or2 +..]. (52)
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After the 7,., integration we obtain the following additional contribution to the effective phase action for the same pair of

links:
2N 2 2
J2 |: 62%01 + 8230%_’ i| (53)
(4h)> L\ O72 or2 ’
where 7 = 7.. At this point, there is still no dispersion. We next calculate the fourth order tunnelling contribution
associated with a pair of  and y links sharing a vertex:

/dT1d7'2dT3dT4 Z G%)B(Tl — TQ)TiBjA (TQ)G%A (7’2 — T3)TjAkB (Tg)GlgB (7’3 — 7'4)TkBjA (T4)G%A (T4 — Tl)TinB (Tl), (54)

jasig.ke

where j4 — ip and j4 — kp are x bond and y bond respectively. We make a linear transformation on the imaginary
time coordinates in terms of the average time 7, and three relative coordinates 7, ,7,,, 7, as shown below;

3 1 1
A0 B A B
P A (55)
T3 1 —% —g Z T’I"Q
T4 -3 -3 —i] ™

Now using Eq. 38 and Eq. 40 above, and making a Taylor expansion of the tunneling terms around 7, and finally
integrating out the relative time coordinates, we obtain the following contribution to the effective Lagrangian at O(J%)
for a pair of links on the xy-chains sharing a vertex:

JY et dpf
(4h)> or or’

(56)

where C' = 3/2, an O(1) number. Collecting these additional contributions together with Eq. 27, the Lagrangian for the
phase modes on a pair of neighboring links has the quadratic part,

AN AN Pet\* | (9Pel\® | 3 200 0pY
Llar] = 64h3 [( or ) + ( or + (4h)2 or? + or? + §J or or (57)
gives us the four 1D dispersing modes whose energies are given by F(k;) = £+/(4h)2 £ (3/2).J2 cos k.
z/y

For the spin-wave dispersion that is associated with ¢5’” modes, we have almost the same type of behaviour except

that the Zeeman gap is 2h. These npg/ Y first appear at O(J*) and we have to go to an even higher sixth order to get the
dispersion of these modes. Physically, the O(J*) contribution here comes from two particle-hole hopping terms associated
with the same link - the total energy of this pair is thus 4h. The collective modes studied here are clearly one-dimensional
at high fields.
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