
Solitons with irrational charge in a one-dimensional quantum ferroelectric

Sijia Zhao
Department of Applied Physics, Stanford University, Stanford, CA 94305, USA

Steven A. Kivelson
Department of Physics, Stanford University, Stanford, CA 94305, USA

(Dated: June 19, 2024)

We use analytic (mean-field) and density-matrix renormalization group (DMRG) methods to
study a simplified one-dimensional version of the SSH-Holstein model of electron-phonon interactions
with one electron per site (half filling) where, as a function of the ratio of the two couplings, three
distinct insulating phases arise - a site-centered charge-density-wave (CDW), a bond-centered bond-
density-wave (BDW), and an intermediate ferroelectric (inversion-symmetry breaking) phase with
coexisting CDW and BDW order. In the intermediate phase our DMRG results establish the
existence of point-like soliton excitations with irrational charge (that depends on a ratio of coupling
constants) and either spin 1

2
or spin 0, and a surprisingly light effective mass.

The Su-Schrieffer-Heeger (SSH) model of the electron-
phonon coupling[1] leads to an insulating broken symme-
try (dimerized) state when there is one electron per site
(a half-filled band); the associated low energy excitations
are topological solitons[2–32] which exhibit spin-charge
separation, i.e. neutral solitons with spin 1

2 and charge
±e solitons with spin 0. The nature of the quantum num-
ber fractionalization involved was further elucidated by
Mele and Rice[33] and Jackiw and Rebbi[34], who con-
sidered the case of dimerization in a generalized version
of the SSH model to encompass the case of a binary alloy
with alternating A and B type atoms; they showed that
the charge of the spinless soliton becomes an irrational
number that depends on the difference in the site energy
on the two types of atoms. This was extended[35] to the
case of a single-constituent chain but with the electrons
coupled both to an acoustic mode (i.e. the SSH cou-
pling) and to an optic mode as in the Holstein model. At
mean-field (MF) level, the phase diagram is roughly that
shown in Fig. 1, with an SSH dominated BDW phase, a
Holstein dominated CDW phase, and an intermediate co-
existent phase with spontaneously broken inversion sym-
metry and solitons with irrational charge.

The present work extends these works in several ways.
Firstly, we identify the state with both CDW and BDW
type dimerization as a ferroelectric phase (FE). We de-
fine a model with all the same symmetries in which the
phonon modes are represented by pseudo-spins, so that
the full quantum problem (beyond mean-field theory) can
be efficiently studied using DMRG methods. We con-
firm the basic structure of the mean-field phase diagram
- shown in Fig. 1 - and in particular the existence of a
range of parameters (albeit one that is considerably nar-
rower than suggested by MF theory) in which the ground
state of the half-filled band is a ferroelectric insulator.
Focusing on this regime, we find a rich variety of soliton
excitations with the expected sorts of fractional quantum
numbers and with an exceptionally small effective mass.

The model: We consider the following model of a one-
dimensional electron gas coupled to two effective phonon

FIG. 1. Mean-field phase diagram for the present model
(Eq. (1)) as a function of α/t and γ/t for fixed quantum pa-
rameters, bx/t = hx/t = 0.14. The dashed lines are a sketch
of the actual phase boundary, drawn to be consistent with the
DMRG results. The purple region is the ferroelectric phase
where both the SSH (m) and the Holstein (M) order param-
eters are non-zero, while in the phases on either side only M
or m is non-zero. The dots indicate points at which DMRG
calculations have been carried out and the star the particular
point in the ferrolectric phase for which the exploration of the
soliton dynamics has been carried through.

modes:

H =−
∑
j

[
tB̂j + ατzj

(
B̂j −B

)
+ bxτ

x
j

]

−
∑
j

[
γσz

j (n̂j − n) + hxσ
x
j

]
(1)

where with ĉ†j,σ the fermionic creation operator for an
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electron with spin-polarization σ on site j, the bond-
charge and site-charge densities are defined as

B̂j =
∑
σ

[
ĉ†j+1,σ ĉj,σ + h.c.

]
; n̂j =

∑
σ

ĉ†j,σ ĉj,σ, (2)

and B and n are, respectively, the average values of B̂j

and n̂j . The “SSH” and “Holstein” phonons are rep-
resented, respectively, by pseudo-spin operators τ⃗j and
σ⃗j (rather than the continuous lattice displacement and
momentum operators that would appear in a more “re-
alistic” version of the model) such that τzj and σz

j repre-
sent a phonon displacement at position j, and τxj and
σx
j are the associated phonon kinetic energies. Thus,

α and γ play the role of the electron-phonon couplings
while bx and hx should be interpreted as being the asso-
ciated phonon frequencies. The readily solvable classical
limit of this model (no phonon dynamics) corresponds to
hx = bx = 0. In the extreme quantum limit, the phonons
can be integrated out to leave a new effective model
with effective bond-charge and site-charge attractions,
W eff ≡ α2/bx and U eff ≡ γ2/hx for hx/t & bx/t ≫ 1.

Phase diagram: We start by establishing the phase
diagram of the model with one electron per site (n = 1).
To begin with, treating the problem in mean-field ap-
proximation, we find the phase diagram shown in Figs. 1
and 2, in which the ground state is always gapped with
one of three possible patterns of broken symmetry, CDW,
BDW, or coexistence. It is then relatively straightfor-
ward to confirm that the mean-field phase diagram is
qualitatively correct in the semiclassical limit, |hx/t| &
|bx/t| ≪ 1. However, the validity of the mean-field re-
sults in the highly quantum (anti-adiabatic) limit, |hx/t|
& |bx/t| ≫ 1, is less obvious. Firstly, there is the possi-
bility that one or the other phases might quantum melt,
giving rise to a Luther-Emery (LE) liquid phase (with
a spin-gap but no charge gap) that does not appear in
the mean field phase diagram at all. (Indeed, we recently
showed[36] that this actually does occur in the original
Holstein model.) We present a renormalization group ar-
gument that this does not occur in the present model; in
particular the LE liquid phase that arises at hx/t → ∞
in the absence of SSH coupling (α = 0) is unstable to
BDW order in the presence of even weak SSH coupling.
None-the-less, these arguments lead us to expect that the
position of the phase boundaries differ significantly from
the results of mean-field theory in the anti-adiabatic, as
sketched in Fig. 2 [37]. Finally, we present DMRG results
that corroborate these conclusions.

a) Mean-Field results: To obtain a mean-field phase
diagram, we introduce the trial Hamiltonian,

Htr = Hel +Hpspin (3)

Hel = −
∑
j

[
(1 + ατj)

(
B̂j −B

)
+ γσj (n̂j − n)

]

Hpspin = −
∑
j

[
αmjτ

z
j + bxτ

x
j + γMjσ

z
j + hxσ

x
j

]

where minimizing the corresponding variational energy
results in the self-consistency relations

mj = ⟨
(
B̂j −B

)
⟩, Mj = ⟨(n̂j − n)⟩

τj = ⟨τzj ⟩, σj = ⟨σz
j ⟩. (4)

in which the expectation values are with respect to the
ground state of Htr. We look for self-consistent solutions
of the form: mj = (−1)jm, Mj = (−1)jM , τj = (−1)j τ̄ ,
and σj = (−1)j σ̄. The CDW phase occurs where σ̄ &
M ̸= 0 but τ̄ & m = 0, the BDW phase where σ̄ &
M = 0 but τ̄ & m ̸= 0, and the ferroelectric phase where
all four variational parameters are non-zero. The explicit
calculations that lead to these results are standard, and
are summarized in the Supplemental Material.

FIG. 2. Mean-field phase diagram with symbols as defined
in Fig. 1, but here as a function of the magnitude of the
phonon frequency, bx/t, and the relative strength of the two

couplings, (α − γ)/
√

α2 + γ2, for fixed ratio of the effective
phonon frequencies bx/hx = 1. The solid lines indicate the
phase boundaries from the mean-field calculation, which as
bx increases shows a rapidly narrower coexisting region and
a negative slope meaning that at fixed coupling ratio there is
a re-entrant phase transition. The colored symbols represent
the results of DMRG calculations, where the blue and yellow
circles indicate parameters for which the ground state was
found to be pure CDW or BDW, respectively, and the green
star the values used in our study of solitons below.

b) Classical and adiabatic limits: It is relatively
straightforward to confirm the qualitative validity of the
mean-field phase diagram in the adiabatic limit where
|bx/t| & |hx/t| ≪ 1. To begin with, in the classical limit,
bx = hx = 0, the pseudo-spins are static variables which
in the ground state means τzj = (−1)j and σz

j = (−1)j ,
i.e. the ground state is ferroelectric with coexisting CDW
and BDW order. The electronic gap in this state is easily

seen to be 2∆ = 4
√
4α2 + γ2; the ferroelectic state is

thus stable for a non-zero range of hx & bx.
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On the other hand, this range depends not only on ∆,
but also on the ratio α/γ. For instance, for fixed small
but non-zero bx/t, hx/t > 0 and α = 0, the ground state
manifestly has σz

j = (−1)j and τzj = −1, i.e. it is a CDW,
which again because it is fully gapped is perturbatively
stable for a range of small but non-zero α. Indeed, it is
clear even at mean-field level, that so long as |bx/t| &
|hx/t| ≪ 1 and α ≪ γ, the phase boundary between the
CDW and FE phases occurs where bx ∼ α2.

c) Anti-adiabatic limit: We can also establish the
qualitative validity of the mean-field model in the ex-
treme quantum limit, |bx/t| & |hx/t| ≫ 1, although here
the analysis is somewhat more subtle. In this limit, the
pseudo-spins can be integrated out up to leading order
in |t/bx| & |t/hx| (second-order perturbation theory) to
obtain the effective electronic Hamiltonian

Heff = −
∑
j

{
B̂j +

α2

2bx

(
B̂j −B

)2

+
γ2

2hx
n̂j(n̂j − 1)

}
For γ = 0, Heff is the same as obtained in the anti-
adiabatic limit of the original SSH model. This was ana-
lyzed in Ref.[38] and shown to have a dimerized (BDW)
ground state. Because it is a gapped state, it is pertur-
batively stable for a finite range of non-zero γ.
The situation is more subtle for α = 0, where as in the

case of the original Holstein model, Heff is equivalent to
the Hubbard model with U eff = −γ2/hx, and has a cor-
responding charge SU(2) symmetry that precludes CDW
order, i.e. in this limit the model exhibits a LE liquid
phase with a spin-gap and power-law CDW and super-
conducting correlations (quasi-long-range order). This
phase is not captured by the mean-field treatment. How-
ever, this state has a variety of divergent susceptibilities
including a divergent susceptibility to BDW order - as
was shown long ago in the context of the spin- 12 Heisen-
berg antiferromagnet[39]. It thus is likely that this LE
phase is unstable to BDW order for any non-zero α.

This analysis leads to the conjecture that in the ex-
treme quantum limit, the system forms a BDW phase for
all α/γ. This implies that fluctuations shift the boundary
between the BDW and CDW phases, as shown in Fig. 2,
but that the topology of the phase diagram, and the lack
of a LE phase are correctly captured by MF theory. This
conjecture is consistent with DMRG results as far as we
have explored the various parameter ranges.

d) DMRG results: We have also explored the
ground-state properties of this Hamiltonian using high
precision DMRG on long (up to length L=260) sys-
tems, for various choices of parameters α, γ ∈ [0, 1] and
bx, hx ∈ [0, 50], i.e., from the classical to the quantum
limit. With relatively small bx & hx, a FE phase with
both orders coexisting is found, although in a much nar-
rower range of parameters than suggested by mean-field
theory. Results for a set of parameters in the FE phase
are shown in Fig. 3(A), where the red dots represent
the staggered Holstein order parameter, (−1)j⟨σz

j ⟩, the
blue dots represent the staggered SSH order parameter,
(−1)j⟨τzj ⟩, and the inset shows the profile of the electron

charge and spin densities. Note that both order parame-
ters approach a non-vanishing value (the anomalous ex-
pectation value) in the bulk and that the system has a
net dipole moment, as reflected in the pile-up of charge
density of opposite signs in a broad regime near each of
the edges of the system.
The fragility of the ferroelectric state is illustrated in

Figs. 3 (B) and (C), which show the same quantities for
parameters that differ only slightly from those in panel
(A), but which none-the-less exhibit only one non-zero
order parameter and no apparent dipole moment, beyond
a small feature at either end of the chain that reflects
an asymmetry of the boundary conditions. The DMRG
results have been carried out with bond dimensions up to
m = 5000, at which point no significant bond-dimension
dependence remains, and the typical truncation error is
ϵ ∼ 10−10. Further DMRG results and details of the
calculations are presented in the Supplemental Material.

FIG. 3. Staggered SSH (red) and Holstein (blue) pseudo-spin
order from DMRG for chains of length 256 in (from top to bot-
tom) the ferroelectric phase, the CDW (Holstein) phase, and
the BDW (SSH) phase. Hamiltonian parameters are given
at the top of each panel. Insets show the smoothed electron
density (purple) and spin density (green).

Solitons in the semiclassical limit: In this limit
(i.e. where the phonon frequencies are small compared
to the electronic gap), the nature of the excitations in
both paraelectric phases is understood; for a review, see
Ref.[40]. In both cases, in addition to polaronic exci-
tations with conventional quantum numbers, there exist
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charge ±e solitons (Se) with spin s = 0, and neutral soli-
tons (S0) with spin 1

2 . Deep in the SSH phase, where
fluctuations of the Holstein mode can be neglected, the
creation energy of the neutral and charged solitons are
the same due to particle-hole symmetry (i.e. the exis-
tence of a mid-gap state). This degeneracy is lifted to
linear order in U eff[41]. Effects of quantum fluctuations
(finite hx and/or bx) on these properties merit further
exploration[36, 38].

For the present, we focus on the nature of the ex-
citations in the ferroelectric phase. We begin by dis-
cussing the solitons as they would emerge (in familiar
fashion) from a saddle-point approximation to an appro-
priate Landau-Ginzberg-type effective action. Here, the
solitons are spatially localized topological textures in the
order parameter fields - that is to say domain walls be-
tween regions of distinct ground-state order parameter
configurations. It is convenient to introduce a phase and
amplitude variable, θj and Aj , such that

⟨τzj ⟩ = (−1)j τ̄Aj cos(θj), ⟨σz
j ⟩ = (−1)j σ̄Aj sin(θj) (5)

defined in such a way that the four symmetry-related
ferroelectric ground states have Aj = 1 and θj = θ̄, −θ̄,
π − θ̄ and π + θ̄ where θ̄ has a coupling-constant depen-
dent value in the range 0 < θ̄ < π

2 as shown in Fig. 4.
Upon approach to the SSH boundary of the ferroelectric
phase, θ̄ → 0, corresponding to pure SSH order, while
at the Holstein boundary, θ̄ → π

2 . There are two fun-
damentally distinct solitons - one (Sσ) across which the
Holstein order parameter changes sign, corresponding to
a phase change of ∆θ = ±2θ̄ which has a corresponding

irrational charge[42, 43] ± qσ
e ≡ ± 2θ̄

π , and the other (Sτ )
across which the SSH order parameter changes sign, i.e.
∆θ = ±(π − 2θ̄) which has charge ±qτ ≡ ±(e− qσ).
To see how this works out at the microscopic (lat-

tice) scale, consider the problem in the classical limit,
hx = bx = 0, where the “phonon” dynamics can be
neglected. For instance, a pseudo-spin configuration
τzj = (−1)j η(R − j) and σz

j = (−1)j corresponds to
an SSH soliton (Sτ ), where η is the Heaviside function.
In the limit α/γ → 0, this soliton has vanishing impact
on the electronic structure, i.e. qτ → 0. Conversely, as
α/γ → ∞, this is the usual SSH soliton, i.e. qτ → e.
The bulk gap, ∆, is non-zero for all values of α/γ, but

FIG. 4. Left: schematic of θ̄ for two types of solitons. Right:
Charge density distribution for an Sτ located at R = 30,
computed in the classical limit hx = bx = 0.

there is generally a bound-state associated with the soli-
ton that evolves from being just inside the band-edge for
α/γ ≪ 1 to the familiar mid-gap position for α/γ ≫ 1.
The charge density distributions for such a soliton for two
values of α/γ are shown in the right panel of Fig. 4 [44];
note that the fractional charge is reflected as a transfer of
charge density from the soliton position to an edge-state
at the right-hand edge of the system. Because the system
is gapped, these features of the classical limit are neces-
sarily preserved in the presence of phonon dynamics, so
long as hx and bx are sufficiently small that the system
remains in the ferroelectric phase.

The irrational charges qτ & qσ are continuous function
of parameters in the FE phase, but the sum of qτ+qσ = e.
Composite excitations can, under appropriate circum-
stances, be constructed as bound-states of solitons and
electrons - for example, it is possible to construct solitons
with the same quantum numbers as in the paraelectric
phase: Se as a bound state of Sσ +Sτ and S0 by binding
an extra spin 1

2 charge ±e electron or hole to Se [45].

In addition, at this level of approximation, each soli-
ton has non-topological properties that derive from the
nature of the saddle point solution: The soliton creation
energy, Ea, the width of the soliton, ξa, and the soliton
effective mass,M⋆

a , where a = τ and σ in the above. Each
of these quantities varies as one varies parameters within
the ferroelectric phase, in ways that can be calculated in
the context of the mean-field theory already described.
They generally have singular (critical) behavior as one
or the other edge of the phase is approached. For ex-
ample, by minimizing the appropriate Landau-Ginzburg
energy, one can see that as θ̄ → 0 upon approach to the
boundary with the BDW phase, ξτ ∼ θ̄−1, Eτ ∼ θ̄2/ξτ ,
and M⋆

τ /M ∼ θ̄2/ξτ where M is an appropriate measure
of the soliton mass far from any phase boundaries.

We will not explore these saddle-point notions in de-
tail, since (as discussed below) we can explore them in
all their quantum complexity using DMRG. There are,
however, some qualitative points: On the one hand, since
the FE phase we have found is always narrow (much nar-
rower than in the mean-field approximation), one is al-
ways close to a phase boundary. It thus not a surprise
that the solitons we find generally appear to have a small
creation energy, Ea/∆ ≪ 1, a broad width, ξa ≫ 1, and
a light effective mass, M⋆

a/M ≪ 1. Conversely, these
same properties account for the fact, already discussed,
that the most dramatic qualitative effects of quantum
fluctuations are to reduce the stability of the FE phase.

Solitons in DMRG: We carried out DMRG calcu-
lations in various situations in which soliton formation
is induced, either by appropriate boundary conditions,
adding a small number of charges (doping), and/or work-
ing in a sector with non-zero net spin. A particularly
simple case is that in which a single soliton (Sτ ) is gener-
ated by the mismatched boundary conditions for the SSH
order parameter in an odd-length system, as was shown
in the pure SSH context in Ref.[46]. DMRG results for
a chain of length L = 259, with 258 electrons (1 hole)
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are shown in the upper panel of Fig. 5. The main curves
show the expectation value of the staggered pseudo-spins
and the inset shows the smoothed charge and spin den-
sities as a function of position. We estimate the soli-
ton creation energy, Es, and effective mass, Ms, from an
analysis of the ground-state energy, E(L,N), where for
L = N = 2n even, the ground-state is soliton-free, while
for L = N+1 = 2n+1 odd, the ground-state has a single
SSH soliton, Sτ . We extract the soliton properties from
a finite-size analysis according to

E(L = 2n,L) = ϵL+ E0 + . . . (6)

E(L,L− 1 = 2n) = ϵL+ E0 + Es +

(
π2

2Ms

)
1

L2
+ . . .

where E0 is an edge contribution, and in the first expres-
sion . . . = O(e−L/ξ), while in the second . . .O( t

Lα>2 ).
For the parameters shown in the figure, this analysis
yields ϵ = −1.49t, E0 = 0.54t, Es = 5 × 10−4 t and
Ms = 0.07. We have also carried out studies in which
the soliton is localized by a pinning potential, but in-
terpreting these results is not straightforward since the
light mass of soliton makes it necessary to apply a strong
pinning potential if one wishes to localize it significantly.

A full account of various situations in which different
soliton-containing ground states were investigated is dis-
cussed in the Supplemental Material, and summarized in
TABLE I. Some examples are: For a neutral odd-length
system, L = N = 2n+1, instead of a single soliton, both
Sτ and Sσ now appear. Doping an even length system
with a single electron or hole, L = N ± 1 = 2n, produces
a polaronic region with a reduced magnitude of the SSH
order parameter, |⟨τj⟩|, together with a Holstein soliton
(Sσ). For an undoped, even length system, L = N = 2n,
solitons can also be produced in response to an unequal
number of spin up and spin down electrons, for instance,
flipping 1 spin produces a ground state with two pairs of
Sτ and Sσ solitons.

FIG. 5. SSH soliton in an odd-length system with 1
doped hole: The upper panel shows the staggered pseudo-
spin orders and (inset) the smoothed electron and spin den-
sities for L = 259 and N = 258. The lower two panels show
the ground-state energies, E(L,N), of the soliton-free sys-
tem (left panel) and in the presence of a single soliton (right
panel). These, in turn, are used to determine the soliton cre-
ation energy and effective mass, as described in the text.
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Supplemental Material

A. Soliton configurations

Here we summarize the results of additional DMRG calculations concerning a variety of soliton containing ground-
states. As summarized in TABLE I, various situations with different numbers and types of solitons can be produced
in response to mismatched boundary conditions, dopings, unequal number of spin up and spin down electrons, or
combinations of these three conditions.

1. (a) In an odd-length system with no doping (neutral), a pair of SSH soliton (Sτ ) and Holstein soliton (Sσ) is
generated as shown in Fig. S1 (A).

(b) Then if we add one-electron (hole) doping and keep total spin Stot = 0, only a single SSH soliton (Sτ )
remains as shown in Fig. 5 in the main text also Fig. S1 (B) here.

(c) Similarly, if we add one-electron (hole) doping but make Stot = 1, a pair of Sτ and Sσ are now generated
on each side together with another Sτ at the center of the system (Fig. S1 (C)).

2. (a) In an even-length system with one-electron (hole) doping, an SSH polaron together with a Holstein soliton
(Sσ) are produced as mentioned in the main text and shown in Fig. S2 (A). We have also applied a Zeeman
trapping field to localize them as shown in Fig. S4 (B).

(b) If we add one more electron (hole), then with two-electron (hole) doping we see the SSH polaron disap-
peared; instead, a pair of SSH solitons (Sτ ) has now been generated (Fig. S2 (B)).

(c) When we add three electrons (holes), apart from the pair of SSH solitons (Sτ ), an SSH polaron appears
again, and two more Sσ also shown in the Holstein pseudo-spin configuration (Fig. S2 (C)).

(d) When four electrons (holes) are doped, similar to case 2(b), now we find four SSH solitons (Sτ ) and three
Holstein solitons (Sσ) (Fig. S2 (D)), from which we can predict that with six-electron (hole) doping, there
will likely be six SSH solitons (Sτ ) and five Holstein solitons (Sσ).

(e) In the final pure doping case with five-electron (hole) doping, as shown in Fig. S2 (E) an additional pair of
Sτ and Sσ each are generated based on case 2(c), exactly as in the transition from case 2(a) to case 2(c),
i.e. from one-electron (hole) doping to three-electron (hole) doping.

* From this series of doping conditions, we discovered a pattern: (with m odd)

m - electron doping ⇒ 1 SSH polaron + (m− 1) Sτ + m Sσ (7)

(m+ 1) - electron doping ⇒ 0 SSH polaron + (m+ 1) Sτ + m Sσ (8)

3. (a) In an even-length system with no dopings but 1 spin flipped, a pair of Sτ and a pair of Sσ are generated
simultaneously (Fig. S3 (A)), which can also be well localized by a Zeeman trapping field on each side as
shown in Fig. S4 (A).

(b) In pure doping cases, when the total charge Qtot is changed by 2 with Stot =
1
2 fixed, e.g., from 2(a) to 2(c),

a pair each of Sτ and Sσ is produced. Now, as a comparison, we consider changing Qtot by 2 with Stot = 1.
As shown in Fig. S3 (A) and (B), instead of a pair of Sσ, only a single Sσ is produced at the center in this
case. Likely, this is because the cases with Stot =

1
2 have m electron doping with m being an odd number.

As summarized in Eq. 7, this will generate an odd number of Sσ, implying a soliton configuration with one
Sσ at the center and (m− 1)/2 Sσ on each side. In contrast, in case 3(a) with Stot = 1, there are an even
number of Sσ to begin with, i.e., no soliton at the center. So when we increase Qtot by 2 in case 3(b), the
center position becomes the plausible “first choice” for additionally generated solitons.

(c) In all of the above cases, Stot is either 0,
1
2 or 1. To investigate the differences when Stot =

3
2 , we consider

a scenario with one spin flipped together with one-electron doping (Qtot = 1, Stot =
3
2 ) as shown in Fig. S3

(C). Here, we observe a similar soliton configuration as in case 2(c) with three-electron doping (both have
1 SSH polaron, 2 SSH soliton Sτ and 3 Holstein soliton Sσ, but with different pseudo-spin magnitudes).

* Up to different magnitudes, we find 2(c) & 3(c) have the same number of Sτ and Sσ, and 2(d) & 3(b) do
as well. In both pairs of cases,

∆Qtot = Qtot

[
3(c)

]
−Qtot

[
2(c)

]
= Qtot

[
3(b)

]
−Qtot

[
2(d)

]
= −2 (9)

∆Stot = Stot

[
3(c)

]
− Stot

[
2(c)

]
= Stot

[
3(b)

]
− Stot

[
2(d)

]
= 1 (10)
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this implies |Qtot| = 2 and |Stot| = 1 may have the same effect on soliton production, thus they effectively
cancel each other out in the above pairs of cases. Surprisingly, this can indeed be confirmed from above:

From 2(b) to 2(d): ∆Qtot = 2, ∆Stot = 0 ⇒ two more Sτ & two more Sσ (11)

From 1(b) to 1(c): ∆Qtot = 0, ∆Stot = 1 ⇒ two more Sτ & two more Sσ (12)

Therefore, we see there is indeed an equivalency between changes in Qtot and Stot, which is consistent
across all cases we have studied.

TABLE I.
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FIG. S1. Odd-length systems with (A) no doping (B) doping 1 electron (with Stot=0) and (C) doping 1 electron (with
Stot=1). Parameters: L = 259, α = 0.458, γ = 0.876, bx = hx = 0.14.
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FIG. S2. Even-length systems with various doping levels. Parameters: L = 256, α = 0.458, γ = 0.876, bx = hx = 0.14.
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FIG. S3. Even-length systems with both spin-flipping and doping. Parameters: L = 256, α = 0.458, γ = 0.876,
bx = hx = 0.14.

FIG. S4. Adding a Zeeman trapping field Htrap = −0.05Sz on electron spins to trap solitons for (A) even-length
system with one spin-flipped case and (B) even-length system with one-electron doping case as examples. Parameters: L = 256,
α = 0.458, γ = 0.876, bx = hx = 0.14.
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B. Exact soliton excitations in the classical limit

At bx = hx = 0 limit, we not only know that the ground state is ferroelectric, but we can also construct the exact
soliton excitations in terms of the pseudo-spins. Here we use τzj = (−1)j η(R− j) and σz

j = (−1)j with R = 30 as an
example in a L = 64 system. The non-interacting Hamiltonian now is

H =−
∑
j

[
tB̂j + α(−1)jη(R− j)

(
B̂j −B

)]
−
∑
j

[
γ(−1)j (n̂j − n)

]

Then through exact diagonalization, we can get the electron density profile of the soliton and anti-soliton states as
shown in the right panel of Fig. 4 in the main text, where for a set of strong couplings, the soliton width is much
shorter than that in the weak-coupling case as expected.

C. Mean-field calculation

To obtain a mean-field phase diagram, we introduce the trial Hamiltonian:

Htr = −
∑
j

[(
1 + ατ(−1)j

)(
B̂j −B

)
+ αm(−1)jτzj + bxτ

x
j

]
−

∑
j

[
γσ(−1)j (n̂j − n) + γM(−1)jσz

j + hxσ
x
j

]
(13)

With some standard algebra we can show that at zero temperature the variational energy is equal to:

Fvar = ⟨H⟩tr = −
∑
j

[
⟨B̂j⟩tr + α⟨τzj ⟩tr⟨B̂j −B⟩tr + bx⟨τxj ⟩tr

]
−
∑
j

[
γ⟨σz

j ⟩tr⟨n̂j − n⟩tr + hx⟨σx
j ⟩tr

]

=−N
( b2x
2E

+
h2
x

2λ

)
−
∑
j

(
(−1)j + α

m

2E

)( 4ατ

π
√
1 + (γσ)2/4

)(1 + (γσ)2

4

1− α2τ2

)[
EI1

(√
1− α2τ2

1 + (γσ)2/4

)
−EI2

(√
1− α2τ2

1 + (γσ)2/4

)]

−
∑
j

γ
M

2λ

( γσ

π
√
1 + (γσ)2/4

)
EI1

(√
1− α2τ2

1 + (γσ)2/4

)
(14)

where EI1(k) =
∫ π

2

0
dθ√

1−k2 sin2 θ
and EI2(k) =

∫ π
2

0

√
1− k2 sin2 θ dθ are the complete elliptic integral of the first and

second kind. Then by minimizing Fvar we get four self-consistency relations as mentioned in the main text:

m =
4α2τ

√
1 + (γσ)2/4

π(1− α2τ2)

[
EI1

( 1− α2τ2

1 + (γσ)2/4

)
−EI2

( 1− α2τ2

1 + (γσ)2/4

)]

M =
( γ2σ

π
√
1 + (γσ)2/4

)
EI1

( 1− α2τ2

1 + (γσ)2/4

)
τ =

m

2
√
m2 + b2x

= f(m)

σ =
M

2
√
M2 + h2

x

= g(M)

(15)

By expressing τ and σ as functions of m and M, we can recast Fvar to be a function of m and M only:
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Fvar(m,M)/N =−
( b2x

2
√
m2 + b2x

+
h2
x

2
√
M2 + h2

x

)
−

4α2f2(m)
√
1 + γ2

4 g2(M)

π(1− α2f2(m))

[
EI1

( 1− α2f2(m)

1 + γ2

4 g2(M)

)
−EI2

( 1− α2f2(m)

1 + γ2

4 g2(M)

)]

− γ2g2(M)

π
√
1 + γ2

4 g2(M)
EI1

( 1− α2f2(m)

1 + γ2

4 g2(M)

)
(16)

then at any chosen values of couplings, we can minimize it to get m and M and thus the phase boundary between the
ferroelectric phase and the pure CDW or BDW phases.
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