
Deciphering competing interactions of Kitaev-Heisenberg-Γ system in clusters:
part II - dynamics of Majorana fermions

Sheikh Moonsun Pervez ID 1, 2, ∗ and Saptarshi Mandal ID 1, 2, †

1Institute of Physics, Sachivalaya Marg, Bhubaneswar-751005, India
2Homi Bhabha National Institute, Training School Complex, Anushakti Nagar, Mumbai 400094, India

(Dated: February 27, 2025)

We perform a systematic and exact study of Majorana fermion dynamics in the Kitaev-Heisenberg-
Γ model in a few finite-size clusters increasing in size up to twelve sites. We employ exact Jordan-
Wigner transformations to evaluate certain measures of Majorana fermion correlation functions,
which effectively capture matter and gauge Majorana fermion dynamics in different parameter
regimes. An external magnetic field is shown to produce a profound effect on gauge fermion dy-
namics. Depending on certain non-zero choices of other non-Kitaev interactions, it can stabilise it
to its non-interacting Kitaev limit. For all the parameter regimes, gauge fermions are seen to have
slower dynamics, which could help build approximate decoupling schemes for appropriate mean-field
theory. The probability of Majorana fermions returning to their original starting site shows that
the Kitaev model in small clusters can be used as a test bed for the quantum speed limit.

I. INTRODUCTION

For the last couple of decades, Kitaev model [1] has
established itself as a paradigmatic model which mo-
tivated various aspects of spin-liquid physics [2–6] and
many body aspect of strongly correlated condensed mat-
ter system in general. These studies can be grouped into
different categories. One is the non-interacting aspect of
Kitaev physics including exact fractionalization of spins
[7, 8], the effect of disorder and localization [9, 10], entan-
glement studies [11–13] and extension to different lattices
[14–17], topological degeneracies [18, 19], driven Kitaev
model [8, 20], to mention a few. The second category
includes a realistic effort to consider more generalized
spin-Hamiltonian which includes non-Kitaev interactions
such as external magnetic field [21, 22], Ising term [23],
Heisenberg term [24–27] and more general interactions
popularly known as J-K-Γ model [28]. Each of these
studies has a common aim: to chart the exact paramet-
ric dependency where the Kitaev-spin liquid phase can be
unambiguously characterized. The emergence of orbital
magnetization in Kitaev magnets [29], and the possibility
of tuning the exchange parameters by using light to sta-
bilize the spin liquid phase [30], observe inverse Faraday
effect [31] have been explored.

Apart from the above theoretically motivated works,
contemporarily, a handful of materials have also been
proposed to possess Kitaev-like interaction along with
other kinds of interactions [4, 6, 24, 32–34]. The salient
feature of these materials is that non-Kitaev interac-
tions make the coveted spin-liquid state absent at very
low temperatures. However, at a relatively intermediate
higher temperature, the Kitaev physics - fractionaliza-
tion of spins into Majorana fermions and fluxes, along
with their intrinsic differences in the length and time
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scale of their dynamics - enable certain aspects of Ki-
taev spin liquid state to be realized experimentally [35–
43]. Further recent studies show that proximity effect of
α-RuCl3 in graphene heterostructure [44, 45] increases
the strength of Kitaev interaction and induces an insu-
lator to metal transition which might lead to exotic su-
perconducting states. Such heterostructure study holds
great promise for interesting application-oriented Kitaev-
motivated physics to be observed in the near future.
Though a lot of work has been done to explore vari-

ous aspects of the Kitaev Model, as mentioned earlier,
only a limited theoretical works [27, 46, 47] attempted to
investigate the dynamics of Majorana fermions (matter
and gauge) for a generalized Kitaev model. In a previous
study [27], matter and gauge fermion’s time-dependent
correlations have been investigated for J-K-Γ model us-
ing an augmented patron theory, which is limited only to
few choices parameters, and effect of magnetic field has
not been considered. On the other hand, though a mag-
netic field has been considered in [47], the study only con-
siders a Kitaev model in the absence of Heisenberg and
Γ interactions. Similarly, in the study of non-equilibrium
dynamics of Majorana fermions [46], only Kitaev inter-
action is considered. This motivates us to explicitly in-
vestigate the dynamics of matter Majorana fermion and
gauge Majorana fermions in detail within a single study
for all possible parameter regions and find the effect of a
magnetic field.

To this end, we have considered various small clus-
ters, starting from four-site to twelve-site, for this pur-
pose. The schematics of the clusters are shown in FIG.1.
Though we anticipate that the Majorana dynamics may
contain significant boundary effects in small clusters,
studying the interplay of Majorana dynamics in small
clusters is an interesting theoretical question that de-
serves attention. Especially the question we ask: What
is the effect of competing interactions in a generalized
J-K-Γ model, and how does the competition manifest in
Majorana dynamics, both in matter and gauge sectors
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FIG. 1. Depiction of (a) 4-site, (b) 6-site, (c) 8-site, and (d)
12-site Kitaev cluter. A bond’s red, blue, and green colour
indicates x, y, and z-type Ising interaction between the two
sites that hold that particular bond. Thickly dotted bonds
are ‘normal bonds’, and the other bonds are ‘tangent bonds’,
as described in the main text.
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FIG. 2. (a) Basic constituent of Kitaev-type cluster; a site
is connected with three neighbours with direction-dependent
Ising-like interaction. (b) Typical Jordan-Wigner path for
fermionization. Solid lines are tangent bonds, and dotted lines
depict normal bonds.

and what is the role of external magnetic field on these.
To our surprise, in our exact numerics, we have explored
interesting aspects such as magnetic field can potentially
make the gauge fermions conserved and behave similarly
to the non-interacting limit. Further, we found that cer-
tain aspects of quantum speed limit can be studied in
these systems. The presentation in this paper is orga-
nized as follows. First, we introduce the various clusters
we considered, the exact Jordan-Wigner transformation
used, and the order parameter considered in section II.
The result of gauge and matter fermions dynamics are
described in section III. We conclude with a discussion
in section IV.

II. KITAEV-CLUSTER-BASICS AND
JORDAN-WIGNER FERMIONIZATION

The defining Hamiltonian we investigate in our study
is the J-K-Γ model [28, 48]. We work in isotropic Kitaev
limit (Kx = Ky = Kz = K) and fix the energy scale by
setting ∣K ∣ = 1. We use natural units, i.e., Planck con-
stant h̵ = 1, and Boltzmann constant kB = 1. In these
units (and absorbing a 1/2-factor (per spin) in the pa-
rameters), the Hamiltonian becomes,

H =HK +HJ +HΓ +HZ . (1)

Where HK is the Kitaev part of the Hamiltonian. It is
direction-dependent Ising interaction on each bond and
is given by,

HK =K ∑
⟨j,k⟩x

σxj σ
x
k +K ∑

⟨j,k⟩y

σyj σ
y
k +K ∑

⟨j,k⟩z

σzjσ
z
k, (2)

where σj = {σ
x
j , σ

y
j , σ

z
j } are the spin 1/2 Pauli opera-

tors at jth site. The second term in Hamiltonian is the
Heisenberg exchange interaction,

HJ = J ∑
⟨j,k⟩

σj ⋅σk, (3)

and it is parameterized by the exchange coupling param-
eter J . The third term is an off-diagonal interaction,
widely known as the Γ term given by,

HΓ = Γ ∑
⟨j,k⟩α≠γ≠δ

σγj σ
δ
k + σ

γ
kσ

δ
j . (4)

The last term in Hamiltonian denotes the effect of the
external Zeeman field taken along z-direction. It is
well known that a pure Kitaev model is described by
a non-interacting Majorana fermion hopping problem
(H = ∑jk Jjkicjck), in the background of conserved
Z2 gauge fields uij = ibibj [1]. In the appropriate
representation, these conserved gauge field operators
can be re-written as an equivalent number operator
as uij = 2χ†χ − I, named bond-fermions [7, 19]. The
Majorana operator (ci) can also be appropriately recast
in terms of complex fermion ψ, which on some bonds
appear as 2ψ†ψ − I. The non-Kitaev interactions in the
Hamiltonian given in Eq.1 make the gauge fields acquire
dynamics as they are no longer conserved. Quantitative
analysis of these matter and gauge fields’ dynamics are
essential ingredients to understand the possible spin-
fractionalization leading to spin-liquid phase appearing
at intermediate temperature [40, 49–51]. This is also
intimately connected to confinement-deconfinement
transitions associated with the magnetically ordered
state to quantum paramagnetic states, including the
Kitaev spin liquid state.

The original solution of Kitaev [1] suffers from
enlargement of Hilbert space, and to avoid that, here
we implement Jordan-Wigner transformation (JWT), as
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outlined in a previous study [52]. Below, we briefly de-
scribe the salient features of the implementation of JWT.

Fermionization procedure (‘fermionic decoupling’):
The one-dimensional path for JWT is taken along
1 → 2 → 3 → ⋯ → N − 1 → N → 1 (FIG. 2), and bonds
on this path are called tangent bonds; the bonds which
are not on this path, are normal bonds (dotted bonds
in FIG. 1 and FIG. 2). To do JWT, we define the
Jordan-Wigner string operator µim as,

µim =
m−1

∏
j=1

n̂ij ⋅σij , (5)

where, n̂ij is the normal direction from the jth site, de-
noted as ij . JW Fermions at site im are ,

ηim = (t̂1,im ⋅σim) µim ,

ξim = (t̂2,im ⋅σim) µim , (6)

where, t̂1(2),im is the in(out)-going tangent direction at
site im while walking along the JW path. Note that ηim
and ξim are essentially Majorana fermions and note that,
alternatively, one can express σ’s in terms of η, ξ as shown
below,

t̂1,im ⋅σim = ηimµim ; t̂2,im ⋅σim = ξimµim ;

i ηim ξim = i (t̂1,im ⋅σim) (t̂2,im ⋅σim) = n̂im ⋅σim . (7)

With these definitions, spin-spin interaction in Hamil-
tonian is written in terms of η, ξ, and the trailing
operator µ. The trail operator for the end bond

(N → 1) is S = ∏
N
j=1 σ

n�ij
ij

. We combine the Majorana

operators to define the complex fermions on normal

bonds as ηik = ψik + ψ
†
ik
; η⊥ik =

1
i
(ψik − ψ

†
ik
) and

ξik = χik + χ
†
ik
; ξ⊥ik =

1
i
(χik − χ

†
ik
). With these

definitions of η’s and ξ’s, the terms in Hamiltonian are
written in terms of χ and ψ and in general it is an inter-
acting Hamiltonian. We follow exact diagonalization in
suitable occupation number representations of χ and ψ
fermions and obtain the exact eigenstates to analyze the
Majorana dynamics.

Dynamics of Majorana fermions: To investigate
the fermion dynamics, we define the density-density
correlation as,

g(t) = ⟨GS∣eiHtN̂ie
−iHtN̂i∣GS⟩, (8)

where ∣GS⟩ is the ground state of the system, and the

number operator N̂i is defined as,

N̂i = 2 χ†
iχi − I for Gauge fermions,

= 2 ψ†
iψi − I for Matter fermions, (9)

for i = [1, N
2
]. We note that g(t), in general, is a complex

number, and we plot its absolute value. This can be

simplified further considering N̂i ∣GS⟩ = ∑n cn ∣n⟩
where ∣n⟩ denotes the nth eigenstate, yielding

g(t) = ∑n ∣cn∣
2e−i(En−E0)t. Here En is the energy

corresponding to ∣n⟩ and E0 is the ground state energy,

and cn = ⟨n∣ N̂i ∣GS⟩. Physically, g(t) measures how
the fermionic density changes over time under unitary
evolution at a given site, with respect to its initial value
g(0). The initial value has been effectively normalized
to 1.

We have chosen N̂i of the above form because
they have a similar form of the conserved operator uij
associated with a given bond. However we notice that,

⟨N̂
(ψ)
i (t)N̂

(ψ)
i (0)⟩ = ⟨(2ψ†

iψi (t) − I)(2ψ
†
iψi (0) − I)⟩ =

⟨4n
(ψ)
i (t)n

(ψ)
i (0)−2n

(ψ)
i (t)−2n

(ψ)
i (0)+I⟩. Where we have

used n
(ψ)
i = ψ†

iψi . We note that ⟨n
(ψ)
i (t)⟩ = ⟨n

(ψ)
i (0)⟩.

Thus, effectively, g(t) dependends on ⟨ni(t)ni(0)⟩. We

note that n
(ψ)
i (n

(χ)
i ) acts as a projector on the ground

state such that it only projects states with ψ (χ) fermion
on the ith bond. Thus, g(t) yields the probability
amplitude of those states to return to itself. In pure

Kitaev limit, as N̂
(χ)
i is static, gχ(t) is constant in time

but acquires time dependence once non-Kitaev terms are
included. In the presence of these other interactions, ψ
and χ interact; thus, estimating those quantities in Eq. 8
yields an understanding of the dynamics associated with
non-Kitaev interactions. The next section summarises
the salient characteristics of the gauge and matter
Majorana fermion dynamics.

III. DYNAMICS OF GAUGE AND MATTER
SECTOR

To describe the dynamics of Majorana fermions, we
consider bonds (1,3), (1,4), (1,4), (1,6) for 4, 6, 8, and
12-site cluster (‘normal bonds’ [19] connected with the
first site). Thus, in the text below, whenever we mention
χ or ψ fermion, it is to be understood that they are
defined on these bonds. Occasionally, for the 8-site and
12-site clusters, we mention χ2, which are defined on
bonds (2,7) and (2,9), respectively; these are fermions on
a z-type normal bond (unlike the y-type normal bonds
that are connected with the first site in these two clus-
ters). This helps us to compare the results from the four
and six-site clusters, which hold z-type normal bonds
connected with the first site. Moreover, we describe the
amplitude of ∣g(t)∣ with respect to its value in the pure-
Kitaev limit. That is, ‘zero amplitude’ means ∣g(t)∣ = 1,
and ‘large amplitude’ (away from ∣g(t)∣ = 1, and closer
to ∣g(t)∣ = 0) means it has deviated from the Kitaev limit.

Qualitative differences between four-site cluster and

other clusters: In all of the parameter regimes, there
are qualitative differences in the dynamics of gauge
fermions between the four-site cluster and other larger
clusters. For Γ = 0 = J , the dynamics of gauge fermions
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FIG. 3. Gauge Majorana dynamics for Γ = 0 and (aN ) K = 1.0, J = 0.0, (bN ) K = −1.0, J = 0.0, (cN ) K = 1.0, J = 0.5, (dN )
K = −1.0, J = 0.5, (eN ) K = 1.0, J = −0.5, (fN ) K = −1.0, J = −0.5. Different strengths of hz are given in the legend box.
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FIG. 4. Gauge Majorana dynamics for Γ = 0 and (aN ) K = 1.0, J = 0.0, (bN ) K = −1.0, J = 0.0, (cN ) K = 1.0, J = 0.5, (dN )
K = −1.0, J = 0.5, (eN ) K = 1.0, J = −0.5, (fN ) K = −1.0, J = −0.5. Different strengths of hz are given in the legend box of
FIG.3.

are very regular and periodic as we vary the external
magnetic field. For intermediate AFM J , the oscillations
are very regular. Amplitude decreases monotonously
as we increase the strength of hz (see FIG.3, panel
(e4)). However, for FM J , appearances of additional
frequency could be noticed (FIG.3, panel (f4), which
points out that the ground state is modified differently
than the AFM case. In the 4-site cluster, when we
do the ground state analysis, for K = 1, J = −0.5,
gauge dynamics can be calculated analytically to get
∣g(t)∣ = 1

3
(5 + 4cos(12Jt))1/2 at hz = 0. When hz is

introduced, only diagonal elements of the Hamiltonian
are modified, leading to an equally tractable analytic

calculation to see that ∣g(t)∣ = ∣∣α∣
2
+ ∣α̃∣

2
+ 4 ∣β∣

2
e−12iJt∣,

where the ground state is represented in the form
α ∣↑1↑2↑3↑4⟩ + α̃ ∣↓1↓2↓3↓4⟩ + β(∣↑1↓3⟩ − ∣↓1↑3⟩)(∣↑2↓4⟩ −
∣↓2↑4⟩). The same expression for g(t) is true for any
J = −K/2 in the 4-site cluster in the absence of Γ.

The same qualitative difference discussed above
can also be seen for matter fermions. However, we notice
that, in general, the average amplitude of oscillations
for gauge fermions is always larger than the matter
fermions. This can be attributed to the non-local nature
of the gauge fermions in terms of the spin operators and

the fact that each flux sector is separated by an energy
gap much larger than the fermionic spectrum for each
flux sector.

Regular oscillations and irregular oscillations: It is
observed that depending on the hz, gauge fermion
oscillation could be regular to irregular type. For
example, consider the 6-site cluster at J = 0. Up to
hz = 0.6, the oscillations are minimal, but after that,
it suddenly increases[53] and reaches a maximum for
hz = 1.2 and decreases again. This has been shown
in FIG.3, panel (a6). On numerous occasions, it has
been observed that hz can reverse the response of
gauge fermions amplitude or time period of oscillations.
For the 8-site cluster, a different scenario is observed,
comparing J = −0.5, 0.0, 0.5. In FIG.4, panel (e8, f8),
for J = −0.5, the amplitude of oscillation decreases with
the increase of hz. For J = 0.5 (FIG.4, panel (c8, d8)),
the oscillations remain more or less the same for all
hz; no special feature is seen. However, for the 12-site
cluster, such a non-monotonous response is absent.
Very interestingly, we see from FIG.4 panel (a8, b8,
a12, b12) that the gauge fermion does not show any
dependency on time for any hz. This can be referred to
as stabilizing gauge fields under an external magnetic
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FIG. 5. Matter Majorana dynamics for Γ = 0 and (aN ) K = 1.0, J = 0.0, (bN ) K = −1.0, J = 0.0, (cN ) K = 1.0, J = 0.5, (dN )
K = −1.0, J = 0.5, (eN ) K = 1.0, J = −0.5, (fN ) K = −1.0, J = −0.5. Different strengths of hz are given in the legend box of
FIG.3.
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FIG. 6. Matter Majorana dynamics for Γ = 0 and (aN ) K = 1.0, J = 0.0, (bN ) K = −1.0, J = 0.0, (cN ) K = 1.0, J = 0.5, (dN )
K = −1.0, J = 0.5, (eN ) K = 1.0, J = −0.5, (fN ) K = −1.0, J = −0.5. Different strengths of hz are given in the legend box of
FIG.3.

field on certain bonds. This happens for gauge fermions
defined on a y-type bond and when the magnetic field is
applied along ẑ-direction. However, on a different bond,
the gauge fermion dynamics is oscillatory, as shown in
FIG.7. There, we have shown dynamics of χ2 gauge
fermion, which is defined on a z-type bond, and it does
show dynamics under the influence of magnetic field
applied along the ẑ-direction. The above-controlled ma-
nipulation of gauge field dynamics could be of practical
use.

The identical trends can also be seen for matter
fermions, depending on the relative strength of hz and J .
For example, one can compare (N,K,J, hz)=(6,1,0,0.4)
and (6,1,0,1.2). In the former case, many minimums
are found, but for the latter, only a single minimum
was found; see FIG.5, panel (a6). The nature of
oscillation completely changed. Similar trends are
there for (N,K,J, hz)=(6,−1,0.5,0), (6,−1,0.5,0.4),
(6,−1,0.5,0.8), i.e., panel (d6) in FIG.5 (for ψ2 fermion
(matter fermion defined on a different bond) too, we
see equivalent trends). These three sets of parameters
yield three different behaviours for the matter fermion.
For 8-site cluster, such differences are also found for
(K,J)=(−1,−0.5), (−1,0), (−1,0.5) (see FIG.6, panel

0 2 4
0.0

0.5

1.0

0.0

0.5

1.0

time t

|g
(t

)| χ
z−

z

(b12)(a12)

(b8)(a8)

FIG. 7. Evolution of gauge fermion defined on a z-type bond
in (a8, b8) 8-site, and in (a12,b12) 12-site cluster. Parameter
values are, J = 0, Γ = 0, along with (aN ) K = 1 and (bN )
K = −1. Colour coding for different magnetic fields is the
same as given in the legend box of FIG.3.

(b8,d8,f8)), and also for (K,J)=(1,0), (1,0.5), (1,−0.5)
(panel (a8,c8,e8)), where depending on external magnetic
field, matter fermion’s dynamics changes a lot. Similarly,
for 12-site, the relevant set of parameters for such change
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in the nature of dynamics for matter fermion can be
seen at (K,J)=(1,−0.5), (−1,0.5).

Dependency of average amplitude and time period of

oscillations on hz and J : Interestingly, it has been noticed
that for J = 0, the time period of oscillations is much
larger for K = −1 than K = 1 case; this can be noticed
from the first and second columns of FIG.5 and FIG.6.
In the first column, for finite hz, the oscillations have
more amplitude and time period than the second col-
umn. However, as we turn on finite J , the time period
of oscillations becomes comparable, though it greatly
depends on the relative strength of K, J and hz. It
is also observed that the external magnetic field helps
revive the amplitude of matter fermion on that site. For
example, consider the 12-site cluster where the rapid
fluctuations are absent compared to smaller clusters. If
we look at (K,J) = (−1,0.5) (FIG.6, panel (d12)), where
in between t = 1 and t = 3, there is a revival of amplitude
of matter fermions. Similarly we find for (K,J) = (1,0)
(panel (a12) with hz = 0.4) (K,J) = (±1,−0.5) (panel
(e12, f12)). Similarly we see that for gauge fermions,
(K,J) = (−1,0) corresponds to larger time period in
comparison to (K,J) = (+1,0).

Two different channels of dynamics of oscillations:

It is also noted that depending on the initial position
of the matter fermions, its time dependency could
be very different. For comparison, we note the re-
sults for the 12-site cluster with the parameter value
(K,J,Γ) = (−1,0.5,0), as shown in FIG.8.

0 2 4
0.0

0.5

1.0

time t

|g
(t

)| ψ

(b)(a)

FIG. 8. Evolution of matter sector which is defined on (a)
bond (1-6: a y-type bond) and (b) bond (2-9: a z-type bond),
for K = −1, J = 0.5, and Γ = 0, in the 12-site cluster. Different
strengths of hz are the same as shown in the legend box of
FIG.3.

We observe that whereas ψ1 (defined on a y-type
bond) decays rapidly, ψ2 (defined on a z-type bond) has
quite small oscillations and varies smoothly. The average
magnitude of gψ(t) corresponding to ψ2 also gradually
decreases consistently with increasing hz. Depending
on the initial position of the matter fermion, this
different behaviour indicates local competition between
different interactions, such as Heisenberg and Kitaev
interaction. The same applies to FM J with parameter
(K,J) = (−1,−0.5). There is a marked difference in the
dynamics of ψ1 and ψ2. The same can be said for J = 0.

This observation could be beneficial for the controlled
manipulation of Majorana fermions for useful quantum
state operations.

Stabilization of Z2 gauge field by external magnetic

field : It has been observed that, as the applied magnetic
field is in z-direction, it can stabilize the Z2 (defined
on a z-type bond) gauge field[54] as seen in for eight
and twelve-site cluster (K,J)=(−1,−0.5) (FIG.4, panel
(f8,f12). For intermediate value of positive J , the gauge
field fluctuation decreases as we increase hz as seen
for (K,J)= (−1,0.5) (FIG.3, panel(d6)). This can be
thought of as stabilizing the spin-liquid or fractionalized
state by an external magnetic field. For AFM J , the Z2

gauge fields show more oscillatory patterns than FM J ,
where they become closer to unity.

Gauge fermion dynamics in the plateau region of

correlation: In our previous study [55], we have shown
that in these clusters, in the presence of AFM J , the
correlation function can show a plateau region where the
ground state effectively does not change over a range of
J or hz. So, it will be interesting to investigate the fate
of gauge field dynamics in this plateau region.
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FIG. 9. Evolution of gauge sector in the plateau region of
correlation. (a) 4-site result; χ is defined on bond (1-3: a
z-type bond), and K = 1, J = 0.40, Γ = 0. (b) 6-site result; χ
is defined on bond (1-4: a z-type bond), and K = 1, J = 0.13,
Γ = 0. In 8-site, for K = 1, J = 0.70, Γ = 0 (c) χ is defined on
bond (2-7: a z-type bond), and (e)χ is defined on bond (1-4:
a y-type bond). In 12-site, for K = 1, J = 1.00, Γ = 0 (d) χ
is defined on bond (2-9: a z-type bond), and (f)χ is defined
on bond (1-6: a y-type bond). Different strength of hz is as
shown in the legend box.

In FIG.9, we study ∣g(t)∣χ in the clusters for specific
J values as mentioned in the caption. At these J values,
for hz= 1.8 and 2.0, correlation does not change for the
respective cluster. As we observe, dynamics for hz = 1.8
is commensurate with that for hz = 2.0. Surprisingly,
for χ fermion defined on a y-type bond (panel (e,f) of
FIG.9), the dynamics are almost identical for these two
different strengths of hz. This shows how the gauge
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fermions’ dynamics really depend on the magnetic field’s
direction.

Scenarios to define quantum speed limit (QSL) : Re-
cently, various aspects of the QSL, as defined by the
evolution of a quantum state from a given state to a
distinctly different state, attracted wide interest for
various reasons [56–59]. In this context, we find that
QSL could be investigated for the evolution of Majorana
fermions. Initially, they begin with a given occupancy
at a given bond. If the fermion occupation on that bond
becomes zero at any future time, we can define QSL for
our system. In this study of dynamics for gauge and
matter fermions, we witness numerous occasions where
such a situation occurs.

The fascinating occurrence of QSL happens for 4-site
cluster with (N,K,J, hz)=(4,−1,0,2), (4,−1,−0.5,0.4)
(panel (b4,f4) of FIG.3 and FIG.5). This happens in
both the matter and gauge fermion sector. For the
second set of parameters, they are remarkably repetitive
with time. For AFM K, such realization does not
happen (in the 4-site cluster) except for very large FM
J . In 6-site cluster for the gauge fermions, we find
(N,K,J, hz)=(6,1,0,1.2) being such an example (panel
(a6), FIG.3). For large AFM J , it also happens for
matter fermions. There are occasions for gauge fermions
on other bonds too for such phenomena, for example at
(N,K,J, hz) = (8,−1,0,0.4) in χ2 gauge fermion (FIG.7,
panel (b8)), and (N,K,J, hz)=(8,1,0,1.8), (8,1,0,2.0)
(FIG.7, panel (a8)). There are special cases where such
phenomena are also observed for the 12-site cluster. A
careful study and estimation of this QSL will be done in
future studies as this is not the primary focus here.

The main differences in the dynamics of Majorana

fermions between twelve-site cluster and other clusters :

The most apparent difference between 12-site and other
smaller clusters can be understood by analyzing J = 0.
In the absence of J , gauge fermion remains constant
with time for clusters of all sizes when the external field
is not there. However, matter fermions oscillate with
fixed frequency and return to unity after characteristic
time for four and eight-site clusters due to the backflow
from the boundary. On the other hand, for the 6-site
cluster, the matter fermions return to unity after a
few local maxima. However, for the 12-site cluster, the
matter fermions never return to unity (the time for
returning is t ∼ 5× 102, which is two orders of magnitude
larger than the other three smaller clusters). Secondly,
for finite J , the oscillations in χ or ψ fermions have a
regular pattern for different hz, but for smaller clusters,
the pattern of dynamics varies greatly depending on hz.

The appearance of multiple frequencies in the
dynamics of Majorana fermions can be understood as
follows. For a fixed gauge field configuration, the effective
Hamiltonian for ψ fermions reduces to a superconducting

Hamiltonian with the presence of ηijψiψj + h.c. The
ground state ∣GS⟩ is constructed as the vacuum of the
quasi-particles where the states with an even number
(including zero) of ψ fermions appear with different

probability amplitude. Now the operator n
(ψ)
i = ψ†

iψi
selects (or projects) only those states with the dimer
‘i’ being occupied. These daughter states could be
re-expressed as linear combinations of all the eigenstates
(including excited and ground states) with different
amplitudes. Thus the final expression of gψ(t) contains

the summation of ∑nAn exp
−i(En−E0)t where the detail

analytic expression of An is in general very complex.
With a system size very large, substantial contribution
to An coming from numerous daughter states makes the
probability amplitude oscillate with no fixed time period.

Now, for finite non-Kitaev interaction being present,
the gauge fermions are no longer conserved, and hence,
they also oscillate with time. Due to special sym-
metry, the matter and gauge fermion return to unity
with identical frequency for the 4-site cluster. As the
cluster size increases, the oscillations of matter and
gauge fermions become irregular due to contributions
from the increasing number of excited states for larger
clusters. However, few universal characteristic features
are present. One notes that, on average, the gauge
fermion amplitude is always larger than the matter
fermion. Also, matter fermions complete many cycles
of oscillations within a given time window compared to
gauge fermions. This points out that gauge fermions
can still be approximated as slow varying background
conserved operators for the matter fermions and hence
may support the survival of the deconfined phase.

Dynamics of matter and gauge fermions at Γ ≠ 0

Next, we focus on the case where finite Γ is present.
For the sake of simplicity, we only describe the analysis
in the absence of J . Corresponding plots are given in
FIG.10,11,12,13, in Appendix A.

Gauge fermion dynamics at Γ = ±0.5 : When we
compare the results of AFM K (first and third column
of FIG.10 and FIG.11) with that of FM one (second and
fourth column), we observe that gauge fermions fluctuate
more in FM K case. However, crucial differences exist
among the clusters. In 4 and 6-site, with increasing
magnetic field, ∣g(t)∣ gradually moves away from its
initial value of 1, whereas, in 8 and 12-site clusters, it
moves closer to 1. Also, when we notice that in the 4-site
cluster, for FM K, g(t) at high magnetic fields contain
lower frequency and with lesser hz, overall frequency is a
little high (panel (b4,d4), FIG.10). In the 6-site cluster,
depending on the sign of Γ and K, different hz mainly
yield two different behaviours. For lower magnetic fields,
g(t) remains closer to its initial value, and at relatively
higher hz, g(t) moves closer to zero. In larger clusters (8
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and 12 sites), this kind of different behaviour, depending
on hz, is absent. We observe g(t) vanishes immediately
as we introduce Γ (red line in FIG.11), which gets
revived as we gradually increase hz.

Matter fermion dynamics at Γ = ±0.5 : Here, we
refer to FIG.12 and FIG.13 of Appendix A. Firstly, as
we increase the system size, g(t) gradually vanishes,
even without a magnetic field. However, for a smaller
cluster, there is a higher chance for the fermion to return
to its initial state due to reflection. In addition, at lower
hz, fluctuation in g(t) is more prominent for four and
six-site than higher values of hz. However, for larger
clusters, an increase in hz only makes g(t) away from
zero. In the 12-site cluster (panel (a12,b12,c12,d12) of
FIG.13), the fermion never returns to its initial state.
This happens because as the system evolves with time,
the fermion gradually diffuses into the bulk, and the
reflection from the boundary is ineffective in returning
to its initial position because of the cluster’s large size.

IV. DISCUSSION

As mentioned earlier, the Kitaev model contains two
types of Majorana fermions: matter Majorana fermions
and gauge Majorana fermions. In the Kitaev limit,
two gauge Majorana fermions combine to constitute
a conserved Z2 flux operator. On the other hand,
matter Majorana fermions constitute a non-interacting
hopping problem coupled to this conserved Z2 field.
However, with other non-Kitaev interactions, gauge
fermions acquire dynamics. Various interesting conse-
quences arise, such as the confinement-deconfinement
transition, related to the revival of the spin-liquid phase
at intermediate temperatures. The time evolution of
matter and gauge fermions follow an oscillatory yet
decaying pattern depending on different interactions.
These oscillations have various interesting profiles, but
their dependency on the external magnetic field is the
most significant. The external magnetic field is seen
to modulate significantly the amplitude of oscillations
and also the average magnitude of it. Depending on
the strength of the external magnetic field, it can freeze
the gauge field without having any oscillations, showing
remarkable dependence on the magnetic field.

In pure Kitaev limit, the gauge fields are static;
effectively, they are infinitely heavy. With the applica-
tion of magnetic field, they become lighter. A higher
magnetic field makes the gauge fermion diffuse more
into the bulk, as can be seen via a higher amplitude
of ∣g(t)∣. The frequency of oscillation in FM K is
smaller than AFM K. Next, we introduce non-zero
Heisenberg strength and find that the dynamics are
qualitatively similar for a competing J and K. In both
cases (±K and ∓J), an increase in magnetic field results
in a ∣g(t)∣, which remains close to its initial value. When

the sign of J and K are the same, the overall picture
tells us that the increasing hz makes the amplitude
of ∣g(t)∣ reach closer to zero, indicating the fermionic
density to be more diluted. Next, we looked at finite Γ
results in the absence of J . The gauge field dynamics are
controlled mainly by K, with minimal effect from AFM
or FM Γ. In the presence of Γ, increasing hz makes
∣g(t)∣ to have higher amplitude for AFM K, whereas for
FM K, a gradual increase in hz results in a ∣g(t)∣ which
approaches its initial value. In all cases, a bigger cluster
shows slower dynamics, owing to the larger size, for it
has more room for the fermion to get diluted. For some
parameter values, the gauge field dynamics are seen
to be stabilized by applying a magnetic field of proper
magnitude and direction.

Next, we study the dynamics of matter fermions. A
higher magnetic field on top of the Kitaev interaction
case makes the matter fermion diffuse more. The
frequency of oscillation in FM K is smaller. Then we
put non-zero Heisenberg strength and find out that, for
a competing J and K, just like the gauge dynamics, the
matter dynamics are qualitatively similar here, too. In
both cases, an increase in hz results in a ∣g(t)∣ which
approaches 1. Next, we study finite Γ results in the
absence of J . We find that the matter field dynamics
are influenced mainly by K, with little respect towards
AFM or FM Γ. In the presence of Γ, increasing hz makes
the matter fermion dilute less into the bulk for FM
K. In every case, a larger cluster shows slower dynamics.

On a different note, the 6-site cluster that we
have considered here has a resemblance with the
hexagonal-plaquette taken previously [60] (which con-
tains next to next nearest neighbour interaction) after
swapping a pair of sites (site-3 and site-5, to be specific)
or by site-dependent gauge transformations. Thus, it is
related to a physically motivated extended Kitaev model.

In the plateau region of correlation, where the
ground state almost remains the same for a range
of magnetic field (in ẑ-direction) values, for a given
Heisenberg and Kitaev interaction, the gauge dynamics
is almost identical when we look at the dynamics of a
gauge field defined on a y-type bond. Meanwhile, gauge
fermion, defined on a z-type bond, shows commensurate
dynamics for multiple magnetic fields. An interesting
realization of quantum speed limit(QSL) phenomena
also appears where the probability of Majorana fermion
vanishes from the initial value of unity. A detailed
analysis of this QSL and its dependency on Heisenberg
coupling and the external magnetic field will be followed
in future studies.

With the recent intense effort to understand the
Kitaev-Heisenberg-Γ system, we think our extensive
analysis would serve as a helpful reference. However,
all the aspects found here may not be readily general-
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ized to the thermodynamic system. Instead, it would
be prudent to consider this an exciting platform to
quantify the quantum and thermal fluctuations in the
Kitaev-Heisenberg-Γ system and use it to understand
the thermodynamic system better. Further it may be
interesting to examine Kitaev-Heisenberg model on
other trivalent lattices[16, 61, 62] to find quantitative
differences in comparison to Honeycomb lattice which
we leave for future study.
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FIG. 10. Gauge Majorana dynamics for J = 0 and (aN ) K = 1.0, Γ = 0.5, (bN ) K = −1.0, Γ = 0.5, (cN ) K = 1.0, Γ = −0.5, (dN )
K = −1.0, Γ = −0.5. Different strength of hz are given in legend box.
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