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Abstract. We outline how the coupled cluster method of microscopicmtua many-body theory can be utilized in practice
to give highly accurate results for the ground-state pridgeof a wide variety of highly frustrated and strongly ebated spin-
lattice models of interest in quantum magnetism, includimgr quantum phase transitions. The method itself is sty
and it is shown how it may be implemented in practice to higtlecs in a systematically improvable hierarchy of (so-
called LSUBM) approximations, by the use of computer-algebraic techesq The method works from the outset in the
thermodynamic limit of an infinite lattice at all levels ofpximation, and it is shown both how the “raw” LSdBesults
are themselves generally excellent in the sense that thesegge rapidly, and how they may accurately be extrapolated
the exact limit,m — o, of the truncation indexn, which denotes thenly approximation made. All of this is illustrated via
a specific application to a two-dimensional, frustratedp4lf J;*2-35*% model on a honeycomb lattice with nearest-
neighbor and next-nearest-neighbor interactions witthamge couplingd; > 0 andJ, = kJ; > 0, respectively, where both
interactions are of the same anisotropiXZ type. We show how the method can be used to determine thes exgtin-
temperature ground-state phase diagram of the model imtige10< k < 1 of the frustration parameter andcQA < 1 of the
spin-space anisotropy parameter. In particular, we ifleatcandidate quantum spin-liquid region in the phase space
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1. INTRODUCTION

The coupled cluster method (CCM) [1] is one of the most peveasnost powerful, and most successful of ail
initio formalisms of quantum many-body theory. It has probablynbagplied to more systems in quantum field
theory, quantum chemistry, nuclear, subnuclear, condemsgter, and other areas of physics than any other competing
method. The CCM has yielded numerical results which are @nmba most accurate available for an incredibly
wide range of both finite and extended physical systems dkfinea spatial continuum. These range from atoms
and molecules of interest in quantum chemistry, where thhadehas long been the recognized “gold standard”,
to atomic nuclei; from the electron gas to dense nuclear amgonic matter; and from models in quantum optics,
guantum electronics, and solid-state optoelectronicetd fheories of strongly interacting nucleons and pions.

This widespread success for both finite [2] and extended i§kigal systems has led to recent applications to
corresponding quantum-mechanical systems defined on anded regular spatial lattice. Such lattice systems are
nowadays the subject of intense theoretical study. Theudecmany examples of systems characterized by novel
ground states which displayuantum order in some region of the Hamiltonian parameter space, deléhtitecritical
values orguantum critical points (QCPs), which mark the correspondiggantum phase transitions. The quantum
critical phenomena often differ profoundly from their dasl counterparts, and the subtle correlations preseialys
cannot easily be treated by standard many-body technigiebsss perturbation theory or mean-field approximations.

A key challenge for modern quantum many-body theory has beelevelop microscopic techniques capable of
handling both these novel and more traditional systems.r@cent work, in the field of quantum magnetism, for
example, shows that the CCM is clearly able to bridge thisddivWe have shown how the systematic inclusion
of multispin correlations for a wide variety of quantum siattice problems can be efficiently implemented with the
CCM [4]. The method is not restricted to bipartite latticesoonon-frustrated systems, and can thus deal with problems
where many alternative techniques, such as the exact difigation (ED) of small lattices or quantum Monte Carlo
(QMC) simulations, are faced with specific difficulties.


http://arxiv.org/abs/1407.1074v1

(b) % % ©) % % (d) % %

FIGURE 1. (Color online) Thel{*4-3X*Z model on the honeycomb lattice, showing (a) the bodgss(— ; J, = — — —) and
the two sites €) A and B of the unit cell; (b) the Néel planar, N(p), state; 3 Néelz-aligned, Ng), state; and (d) the Néel-II
planar, N-ll(p), state. The arrows represent the direstimfithe spins located on lattice sites

In this paper we illustrate the current power of the CCM tactibg accurately the properties of strongly interacting
and highly frustrated spin-lattice models of interest iragiwm magnetism, especially in two spatial dimensions.
The method itself is first briefly reviewed in Sec. 2, where veandnstrate how it may readily be implemented
to high orders in a specific, systematically improvablerdriehy iz, a localized lattice-animal-based subsystem,
LSUBmM, scheme) of approximations, by the use of computer-algetaehniques. In order to demonstrate how values
for ground-state (GS) properties are obtained, using thi1Q&hich are fully competitive with those from other
state-of-the-art methods, including the much more contjmunally intensive QMC techniques in the relatively rare
(unfrustrated) cases where the latter can readily be apphie apply it to a specific model of current interest. The
model itself, which is a frustrated spin-hasf€ %) antiferromagnet with nearest-neighbor (NW)> 0 and competing
next-nearest-neighbor (NNNJ) > 0 exchange couplings on the honeycomb lattice, both of tle@opicXXZ type,
is described in Sec. 3. Results for the model are presentS8ddn4, where we demonstrate the ability of the CCM
to give an accurate description of the zero-temperaflite 0) GS phase diagram of this model, which contains two
independent control parameteiz., the frustration parameter= J,/J;, and the spin anisotropy paramefeiThe raw
LSUBmMresults themselves are shown to be generally excellentyaritmonstrate explicitly both how they converge
rapidly and can also be accurately extrapolated in the &timc index to the exact limith — . We show in Sec. 5
how the results so obtained may be used to construct an aedura0 GS phase diagram for this model. Finally, in
Sec. 6 we present our conclusions.

2. AHONEYCOMB LATTICE MODEL

Low-dimensional spin-lattice models of magnets exhilgitirustration, due either to the underlying lattice geometr
or to competing interactions, have been the subject of ga&tstudy in recent years, both at the theoretical level aad vi
their experimental realizations either in real materialailtracold atoms trapped in optical lattices. Thei= 0 GS
phase diagrams often differ profoundly from their cladsfsa+ ) counterparts, exhibiting, for example, such states
without magnetic order as various valence-bond crys&a\fBC) phases or quantum spin-liquid (QSL) states.

Since quantum fluctuations of the order parameter destnog-tange order and hence prevent most types of
continuous symmetry breaking in one-dimensional (1D)ayst even aT = 0, 2D systems occupy a special role
for studying QPTs. Since quantum fluctuations are genewnadlker for higher values of the spin quantum nungher
systems withs = 3 typically exhibit the biggest differences from classicahlavior. Furthermore, of all regular 2D
lattices, one with the lowest coordination numtes 3, is the honeycomb lattice. Thus, goprdma facie candidate
systems for exhibiting novel behavior are spin-half moaglshe honeycomb lattice, and as a specific model that
exhibits both frustration and anisotropy (in spin spaced,censider here the so-calldf**-J3X*% model [5]. It is
shown schematically in Fig. 1(a) and its Hamiltonian is giby

H=0y (SS+99+455)+% 5 (S+99+45%), (1)
(5) (1K)

where(i, j) and{((i,k)) denote NN and NNN pairs of spins respectively, and the resesums count each bond
once and once only; argl= (qx,ay,qz) is thes= % spin operator on thigh site of the honeycomb lattice. We shall be
interested in the thermodynamic limit of an infinite latti®¢— o, whereN is the number of lattice sites).

The model of Eq. (1) interpolates continuously betweenloedases where both NN and NNN exchange couplings
have either an isotropic Heisenbed){X) form whenA = 1 or an isotropicXY (XX) form whenA = 0. We shall be



interested in the case where both bonds are antiferromagmetature (i.e., whed; > 0 andJ, > 0), so that they act

to frustrate one another. With no further loss of generalieyhenceforth pud; = 1 to set the overall energy scale,
and we study the model in the range<k < 1 of the frustration parameter = J,/J;, and 0< A < 1 of the spin
anisotropy parameter. Although both limiting isotropie % models on the honeycomb lattice have been well studied
in the past (see, Refs. [6-12] for the= 0 XX model and Refs. [13-28] for th = 1 XXX model, there is still no
overall consensus for either model for its respective cetedl = 0 GS phase diagram in the range of valueg ahd

A under study. What is agreed, however, is that although tbdititing models share exactly the safie= 0 GS
phase diagram in the classical{ «) case [13, 14], theis= % counterparts differ significantly. For this reason alone,
a complete study of th& = 0 GS phase diagram of tlse= % model of Eq. (1) on the honeycomb lattice is of clear
interest.

There is broad agreement from various theoretical stubetsithereas both classical-{ ©) XX andXXX models
have Néel ordering fok < K¢ = %, theirs= % counterparts both retain Néel order out to larger vakges= 0.2. This
finding is completely consistent with the general obseovathat quantum fluctuations tend to favor collinear forms
of magnetic order over noncollinear ones since, in the idabsases, fok > k¢ the GS phase comprises an infinitely
degenerate family of states with spiral magnetic order @&l Refs. [13, 14]). These spirally-ordered noncollinear
states are very fragile against quantum fluctuations, agr@ ils by now a broad consensus in the literature that neither
thes= % XX or XXX model has a stabl& = 0 GS phase with noncollinear spiral ordering for any value aif
the range X k < 1 under study. On the other hand,ras~ «, both models reduce to Heisenberg antiferromagnets
(HAFs) on two independent triangular lattices, for each biolv one knows that the stable GS phase is one where the
spins are arranged on three sublattices with relativé a&fering. Whether such a state is stable against the iniposit
of NN J; exchange coupling for large but finite valuesfor whether it then transforms continuously to a spirakstat
with a given pitch angle for a specific finite valuerafis still unknown. What is broadly agreed, on the other hand,
that any such state only exists for values- 1.

The most interesting region for both tee- % XX and XXX models is wherk 2 0.2. Thus, we know that novel
guantum phases often emerge from classical models whighdrainfinitely degenerate family of GS phases in some
region of phase space, as is the case here for the clax3{cahd XXX models fork > k¢ = %. What is typically then
found is that quantum fluctuations lift this (accidental) @&®yeneracy, either wholly or partially, by the well-known
order by disorder mechanism [29, 30]. Either one or several members, respdctof the classical family are then
favored as the quantum GS phase. For the pres&it model on the honeycomb lattice, for example, it has been
shown [15] that to leading orde®(1/s), spin-wave fluctuations lift the degeneracy in favor of sfewave vectors,
leading to spiral order by disorder.

On the other hand, we know too that quantum fluctuations gdlpefavor collinear ordering over noncollinear
ordering, as mentioned above. Hence, one may easily ihtafithe strong quantum fluctuations present insthe%
models might melt the spiral order for a wide range of valuleg @ favor of some collinear state. One such clear
collinear candidate state is actually among the infinitelyeherate family of ground states at the classical cripicadt
K= % at which the closed contours of values of the spiral wavéoreall of which minimize the classical GS energy

for a given value ok, change character [15]. This special collinear state antlb@gnfinite family ofk = % ground
states is the so-called Néel-ll state. It is characterizeddving all NN bonds along any one of the three equivalent
honeycomb lattice directions as being ferromagnetic, (ivéh spins parallel), while those along the remaining two
directions are antiferromagnetic (i.e., with spins antiflal), as illustrated in Fig. 1(d), for example.

In the extremes = % guantum limit one may also expect quantum fluctuations teragsompletely the magnetic
order in any (collinear or noncollinear) quasiclassicatesin some region or other of tHe= 0 GS phase space. Just
such paramagnetic states have been found by using varieasetital techniques, for both tise= % XX and XXX
models on the honeycomb lattice, in the interesting regirBelx < 0.4 where, however, the least consensus exists
for either model. For the= % XX model, for example, the Négy planar [N(p)] ordering that exists fer < K, ~ 0.2
is predicted by different techniques to give way either to% fihase with Néet-aligned [Ng)] order [8, 12] or to
one with a QSL nature [6, 9] in a rangg, < K < K¢, ~ 0.4. By contrast, for the = % XXX model, the Néel order
that exists folk < K¢, is variously predicted to give way either to a GS phase wittgpétte valence-bond crystalline
(PVBC) order [18, 19, 22—-26] or to a QSL state [17, 21, 27, B8hk corresponding rang®, < K < Kc,.

In the range () kK > K¢, there is broad agreement that for both models there is agstompetition to form the
GS phase between states with collinear Négjiplanar [N-11(p)] order and staggered-dimer valence-baydtalline
(SDVBC) order, which lie very close in energy to one anotBeth of these states break the lattice rotational symmetry
in the same way, and are correspondingly threefold-degémeome theoretical treatments also favor a further QCP at
Key > Koy, at which a transition occurs between a GS phase with SDVBErorg forke, < kK < Ke,, possibility mixed



in some or all of this regime with N-lI(p) ordering, to one wiN-Il(p) ordering alone fok > Kc,. It is interesting
to note in this context that alternative techniques suclha$&£D and density-matrix renormalization group (DMRG)
methods, both of which are restricted to lattices with adimtimbeN of lattice sites, find it particularly difficult to
distinguish between the N-1I(p) and SDVBC phases in themegi > K, in the thermodynamic limilN — oo in which
we are interested, for which finite-size scaling is requiesghecially for theXX model. It is thus particularly valuable
to use a size-extensive method such as the CCM used herdy wbiks from the outset in thd — oo limit at every
level of LSUBM approximation. Since such LSWBapproximations form well-defined hierarchies, as explgiime
Sec. 3, the only final extrapolation needed by us is to thet€rae:> o) limit in the truncation indexn. Furthermore,
at the highest level of approximation feasible with avd#atomputational resources, results for physical quastiti
are often already very well converged, as our specific regulSec. 4 for thes = 3 J}*?-3X*Z model of Eg. (1) on
the honeycomb lattice will show.

3. THE COUPLED CLUSTER METHOD

Since the CCM is well documented in the literature (see, Be&fs. [1, 3, 4, 12, 23, 24, 31-36]) we present only a brief
overview of its key features here. Any CCM calculation stavith the choice of a suitable model state (or reference
state),|®d), on top of which the quantum correlations present in the e®&cphase under study can be systematically
incorporated later, as we describe below. For the presedéhnee use each of the N(p), §(and N-II(p) states shown
schematically in Figs. 1(b)-1(d).

Once a model statgp) is chosen, the exact GS ket- and bra-state wave functionsdltiafy the corresponding
Schrédinger equations, . .

H|W) =E[¥); (YH=E(¥], )

are parametrized as . .
W) =e@); (W] = (]SS, ®)

where we use the intermediate normalization schemgHprsuch thaf®|W) = (®|®) = 1, and then fo®| choose
its normalization such that?|¥) = 1. The correlation operato&andS are decomposed in terms of exact sets of
multiparticle, multiconfigurational creation and destioi operatorsC," andC;” = (C;* )T, respectively, as

szgy.cﬁ; é:1+;§%qi (4)
140 140

whereCy = 1, the identity operator, ands a set index describing a complete set of single-partimtdigurations for
all of the particles. The reference state) thus acts as a fiducial (or cyclic) vector, or generalizeduuvat state,
with respect to the complete set of creation opera{@s}, which are hence required to satisfy the conditions
(®ICF =0=C |®),VI #0.

In order to consider each site on the spin lattice to be etpnvao all others, whatever the choice of state, it
is convenient to form a passive rotation of each spin so th#tsiown local spin-coordinate frame it points in the
downward, (i.e., negativg direction. Clearly, such choices of local spin-coordafaames leave the basic SU(2) spin
commutation reIatlons unchanged, but have the benefidedtahat thé:, operators can be expressed as products of
single-spin raising operatoss = s +is), such thaC" =} 5/ ---§,;n=1,2,--- . 2sN.

The complete set of multiparticle correlation coefficieht, A } may now be evaluated by extremizing the energy

expectation valugﬂ (PIH|W) = (d|Se SHeS|®), with respect to each of thern| # 0. Variation with respect to
each coefficient] yields the coupled set of nonlinear equations,

(®[C; e SHe’|d) =0, VI #0, ()

for the coefficients.# }, while variation with respect to each coefficiesff yields the corresponding set of linear
equations, .
(®|S(eSHe’—E)C/"|®) =0, VI#0, (6)

for the coefficients{&% }, once the coefficients 7 } have been calculated from Eq. (5), and where in Eg. (6) we have
used Egs. (2) and (3) to introduce the GS endtgy

Up till now everything has been exact. In practice, of copagproximations need to be introduced, and these are
made within the CCM by restricting the set of indide$ retained in the expansions of Eq. (4) for the otherwise exact



correlation operatorSandS. One such specific hierarchical schewie,, the LSUBnscheme, is described below. It is
important to realize, however, that no further approxiogiare made. In particular, the method is guaranteed by the
use of the exponential parametrizations in Eqg. (3) to beaktensive at every level of truncation, and hence we work
from the outset in th&l — oo limit. Similarly, the important Hellmann-Feynman theoréralso exactly obeyed at
every level of truncation. Lastly, when the similarity+isiormed Hamiltoniane®HeS in Egs. (5) and (6) is expanded

in powers ofSusing the well-known nested commutator expansion, thetfiats contains only spin-raising operators
not only guarantees that all terms are linked, but also tihaitherwise infinite expansion actually terminates at a
finite order, so that no further approximations are needed. .

Once an approximation has been chosen and the retainecmref{./,.# } have been calculated from Egs. (5)
and (6), any GS quantity can, in principle, be calculated.éxample, the GS enerdycan be calculated in terms of
the coefficients.#} } alone, asE = (®|e SHeS|®), while the average on-site GS magnetlzatlon (or magnetleror
parameterM needs both sets# } and{.#} for its evaluation asl = ——<CD|Se SR SeS®), in terms of the
rotated local spin-coordinate frames defined above.

Thus, theonly approximation made in the CCM is to truncate the set of irglidg in the expansions of the
correlation operatorS andS. We use here the well-studied LStBscheme [4, 12, 23, 24, 33-36] in which, at the
mth level of approximation, one retains all multispin-fliprdigurations{| } defined over no more than contiguous
lattice sites. Such cluster configurations are defined todmiguous if every site is NN to at least one other. The
numberNs, of such fundamental configurations is reduced by explpitive space- and point-group symmetries and
any conservation laws that pertain to the Hamiltonian aedtlodel state being used. Even Bly,increases rapidly
with increasing LSUBn truncation indexm, and it becomes necessary to use massive parallelizatj@ther with
supercomputing resources [34{p derive and solve the corresponding coupled sets of CCNataans (5) and (6).
For example, we have finally; = 818300 for the N-II(p) reference state at the LSUB12 level.

Finally, as a last step, we need to extrapolate the apprdgitrlUBm results to the limitm — c where the CCM
becomes exact. For the GS energy per spin,E/N, we use the well-tested extrapolation scheme [4, 12, 23324,
36],

e(m = e +em 2+em 4, @)

where results withm = {6,8,10,12} are employed for the N(p) and N-II(p) states used as mode, stad withm =
{4,6,8,10} for the N(z) state. For the magnetic order parameter of systems nealPasQ@ppropriate extrapolation
rule is the “leading power-law” scheme [12, 24],

M(m) = co+ ¢y (1/m)%, (8)

which we use here for the LSUBresults based on the ¥(state withm = {4,6,8,10}. An alternative well-tested
scheme for systems with strong frustration or where therandguestion is zero or close to zero [12, 23, 24] is

M(m) = do+ dym /2 + dom /2, 9)

when the leading exponeans in Eq. (8) has been empirically found to be close to 0.5, aséscase here for results
based on both the N(p) and N-II(p) model states wits {6,8,10,12}.

4. RESULTS

We now firstly present our CCM extrapolated (LStdBresults for the GS energy per spi/N, and magnetic order
parameteny, using the extrapolation schemes described above in SEor Both quantities we present three different
curves for each value of the anisotropy paramaAtehown, corresponding respectively to calculations basethe
N(p), N(2), and N-Il(p) states as our chosen CCM model state.

Results for the GS energy obtained in this way are shown inZi§ particularly noteworthy feature of the curves
shown is that they all exhibiermination points. Thus, the N(p) curves all end at corresponding upper textion
points, while the N-1I(p) curves end at corresponding lotggmination points. The intermediate )lcurves end at
both corresponding lower and upper termination pointsalthecase the respective termination points relate to those
points beyond which real solutions for the CCM multiconfatiznal correlation coefficients /1 } cease to exist in

1 We use the program package CCCM of D. J. J. Farnell and J. &dburig, see http://www-e.uni-magdeburg.de/jschulenfiociex. html.
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FIGURE 2. (Color online) The GS energy per spiiyN versus the frustration parameter= J,/J; for the spind J3XZ-J5x2
model on the honeycomb lattice (with = 1), for various values of the anisotropy parameiet 0.0,0.2,0.5,0.7,0.8,0.9,1.0
(from top to bottom, respectively). We show extrapolatedOCSUB results (see text for details) based on the Néel planar, Néel
z-aligned, and Néel-Il planar model states, respectivelg fimes () symbols mark the points where the respective extrapaigtio
for the order parameter ha — 0, and the unphysical portions of the solutions are showiioyer lines (see text for details).

the LSUBmM approximation with the highest value of the truncation deused, for the particular extrapolated curve
shown. Such termination points of LSldBsolutions are both well understood and well documentedaritarature
(see, e.g., Refs. [4, 12, 23, 24]). They are simply approtemaanifestations of a corresponding QCP in the system,
beyond which the order associated with the model state lenmoyed melts. As would then be expected, we find for
a given value ofA that as the indemis increased the range of valuesiofor which the LSUBnN equations have real
solutions becomes narrower. Eventuallynas+ o, each termination point then becomes the respective exaet Q
Clearly, from what has just been explained, real L®uU#lutions with a fixed finite value afican hence also exist
in regions where the corresponding magnetic order is dg=tr@.e., wheré < 0).

Corresponding sets of curves to those shown in Fig. 2 for tBe@ergy per spirk /N, are shown in Fig. 3 for the
magnetic order parameta. In Fig. 2 we show by timesx) symbols those points on each curve whigre- 0, as

0.5 ‘
0.05
2706,
70,65,
04} 0 G Neel-Il planar
. Lo, T

4 Y
HE Y
TR

;;!'0.6?5‘\:

0.3

02 025 03 035,
-

Neel S
z-aligned ;

0.2

FIGURE 3. (Color online) The GS magnetic order paraméfeversus the frustration parameter= J, /J; for the spin-% foz_
J%‘XZ model on the honeycomb lattice (wilp > O) for various values of the anisotropy parametet 0.0,0.2,0.5,0.7,0.8,0.9,1.0
(from top to bottom, respectively). We show extrapolatedMOCSUB results (see text for details) based on the Néel planar, Néel
z-aligned, and Néel-1l planar states as CCM model stategeotisely.



determined from the corresponding extrapolated L&\¢Brve in Fig. 3. In Fig. 2 we also denote by thinner lines those
portions of the curves which are “unphysical” in the sense ¥h < 0, by contrast with the corresponding “physical”
regions wheré/ > 0, which pertain to those portions of the curves denoted tckéh lines.

We can immediately draw several conclusions from the restlbwn in Figs. 2 and 3. Firstly, it is clear that N(p)
order is present, for all values &f shown, below a lower critical value, @ k < kg (A). Furthermorek,, depends
only very weakly om, taking the valuec, (A) ~ 0.21. Secondly, we observe both thatzZN¢rder is present within
a rather narrow range of values arounet 0.3 for A < 0.66, but that it becomes unstable #2> 0.66. Thirdly, it is
also clear that N-11(p) order is present, for all valuef\ashown, above some upper critical valug,(A) < K (< 1),
wherekg, (A) increases monotonically with. Fourthly, it is particularly clear from Fig. 3 that the GSgsies with
N(p) and Ng) order melt at (or very close to) trsame value kg, (0) for A = 0, but asA is increased a very narrow
region (ink) opens up between these two phases in which the GS phaseithes néthese orderings. Finally, Fig. 3
similarly shows that although the two GS phases with) idOd N-II(p) order also melt at (or very close to) tne
valuekg, (0) for A =0, asA is increased a GS phase with neither of these forms of ordaropp between them. The
range (ink) of stability of this intermediate phase increases monotdly with A.

We now turn to the issue of what might be the nature of the reimgiGS phases outside the regimes of stability of
the quasiclassical N(p), &, and N-II(p) phases, as discussed above. Once we havéigigany possible candidate
phase with a specific form of ordering, described by a swatalpleratorO, a very convenient way to test for the
relative stability of a GS phase built on a given CCM modetestegainst that new form of ordering is to consider its
linear response to an imposed perturbation with a corrafipgtiield operatorf- = 6 O, added to the original system
Hamiltonian [i.e., of Eq. (1) for the present case], whé&iis a (positive) infinitesimal. The perturbed energy per spin
e(d) =E(d)/N, is then calculated at various LSdBevels of approximation based on the CCM model state whose
stability is being investigated, for the infinitesimallyrhgbed HamiltoniarH + F. The corresponding susceptibility
of the system to this perturbation is then defined, as usaadl $ee, e.g., Refs. [12, 23, 24]) as

0°e(d)

35 |5y (10)
The GS order of the CCM model state will thus become unstajadaat formation of the imposed form of order when
X — o or, equivalently, when Ix — 0. The corresponding LSUBresults for the susceptibility of the given CCM
model state against the imposed form of order are then esttitgal to the LSUB limit using the unbiased “leading
power-law” scheme,

XHm) =xo+xa(1/m)", (1)

similar to that in Eq. (8) for the order parameter.

Previous results using the CCM for the current model of Epin(the limiting cases of th&¥X model [12] atA =0
and theXXX model [23, 24] atA = 1, as well as those using alternative techniques, suggaisithl(p) ordering
strongly competes with SDVBC ordering to form the stable G&ge in the relevant part of phase space. Hence,
we now perform CCM calculations based on the N-lI(p) statenaslel state where the perturbing field promotes
SDVBC order,0 — Oy, as illustrated schematically in the right-hand frame af. Hi. The results presented in Fig.
4 for the corresponding inverse staggered dimer susckfytifii/ x4, are LSUB» extrapolations based on Eg. (11),
with LSUBm resultsm= {4, 6,8} used as input, for each of the valuesdo$hown. They show clearly that the lower
critical value of the frustration parameteat which SDVBC order appears is rather insensitive to theevaf the spin
anisotropy parametéy for all A > 0.1, where it takes the almost constant vatue 0.38. However, the locus of such
SDVBC critical points meets the corresponding locus ofaaltpointskc, (A) above which N-1I(p) order appears, as
taken from Fig. 3, at a valu& ~ 0.1. Hence, for valueA < 0.1, a “mixed” region opens up in the = 0 GS phase
diagram in which both SDVBC and N-1I(p) forms of order app&acoexist over a fairly narrow range of valueskqf
above which N-II(p) order then reasserts itself as the soi@ of ordering in the GS phase.

We turn finally to the remaining, and especially interestirggion in thek—-A phase space, which is outside the
region of N(z) stability but between the two curves- k¢ (A) ~ 0.21 (below which N(p) order is stable) ard 0.38
(above which SDVBC and/or N-II(p) order is stable). For tingiting case of theXXX model (atA = 1) some methods
(including the CCM) favor the GS phase to have PVBC order @lleor part of this region [18, 19, 22-27], while
others favor a QSL state [17, 21, 27, 28], again over all argf¢he region. Hence, we now perform CCM calculations
based on the N(p) state as model state, in the presence dialjpey field that now promotes PVBC ord€,— O,
as shown schematically in the right-hand frame of Fig. 5. fEseilts presented in Fig. 5 for the corresponding inverse
plaquette susceptibility, /Jxp, are again LSUB extrapolations based on Eq. (11), with LSkdBesultsm= {4,6, 8}
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FIGURE 4. (Color online) Left: The inverse staggered dimer suscéijiyibl /xq4, versus the frustration parameter= J,/J1,
for the sping JX?—J5XXZ model on the honeycomb lattice (widlh = 1) for various values of the anisotropy paramétewe show
extrapolated CCM LSUB results (see text for details) based on the Néel-ll plareesis CCM model state. Right: The field
F — 0 Oy for the staggered dimer susceptibiligg. Thick (red) and thin (black) lines correspond respedyitelstrengthened and
unaltered NN exchange couplings, whélg=y ; j aj (S'sf+ /S| + A7s]), and the sum runs over all NN bonds, witf = +1
and O for thick (red) lines and thin (black) lines respedtive

used as input, for each of the valuesfo$§hown. Once again, they show clear evidence for correspgmdgions of
stability of a GS phase with PVBC order.

5. T=0GSPHASE DIAGRAM

On the basis of the results presented so far in Sec. 4 it is traigistforward to construct thE = 0 GS phase digram
for the model, as shown in Fig. 6. Clearly, the regions ofifitsitof the N(p), N(2), and N-II(p) phases may be taken

5
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FIGURE 5. (Color online) Left: The inverse plaquette susceptihilityxp, versus the frustration parameter= J/J;, for
the sping J*?-3X*Z model on the honeycomb lattice (with = 1) for various values of the anisotropy parameteiVe show
extrapolated CCM LSUB results (see text for details) based on the Néel planarasa@€M model state. Right: The fidfd= 6(5p

for the plaquette susceptibilityp. Thick (red) and thin (black) lines correspond respedyitel strengthened and weakened NN
exchange couplings, whe@, = 5 j, aj(Ssf + /s + A5's?), and the sum runs over all NN bonds, with = +1 and—1 for
thick (red) and thin (black) lines respectively.
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FIGURE 6. (Color online) Phase diagram for the sgjn3;*2-3X*Z model on the honeycomb lattice (with > 0 andk =
J»/J1 > 0) in the window 0< k <1 and 0< A < 1, as obtained by a CCM analysis. The phase in the region mhék&has both
SDVBC and Néel-Il planar order. See text for details.

from Fig. 3 as those in which the respective magnetic ordeairpateraVl take positive values. The corresponding
points at whichvl = 0 are shown in Fig. 6 by open squafté)(times (x), and open circle()) symbols, respectively.
Similarly, the points at Whiclxd’1 —0 and)(rjl — 0, taken from Figs. 4 and 5, are shown in Fig. 6 by open triangle
(A) and plus ¢) symbols, respectively. The small region of mixed SDVBC &ht(p) order, described in Sec. 4, is
denoted in Fig. 6 by “M".

Based on the results for/%, from Fig. 5 we now tentatively identify the region denotedBy*BC” in Fig. 6 as
having stable PVBC order. The remaining region denoted b$L‘Q)” is a clear candidate for a QSL phase, since
we find no evidence for any form of magnetic (spin) orderingy, of either form of VBC ordering, for which we
have tested. In this context we also mention that a recent GMRidy [27] of the limitingXXX case (i.e.A = 1)
of the present model found solid evidence of (weak) PVBC omi¢he thermodynamid\ — ) limit, in the range
0.26 < k < 0.35 of the frustration parameter, in good agreement with eur estimate for this limiting<XX case
that PVBC order exists in the range28 < k < 0.38. Very interestingly, the same DMRG study [27] excluded, i
the same thermodynamic limit, any form of either magnetn)sor VBC ordering in the range.22 < k < 0.26
immediately above the Néel-ordered regime forxe€X model, which was identified as being the stable GS phase for
k < 0.22. These DMRG findings were thus consistent with a QSL phefeiregion @2 < k < 0.26, again in broad
agreement with our own tentative conclusion of a QSL phasiggmegion @1 < k < 0.28 for theXXX limiting case
of the model. Indeed, these results are backed up by ouee@@M analysis [23] of the = % J1—Jo XXX model on
the honeycomb lattice.

Thus, it was noted already in Ref. [23] that the transitianirthe N(p) phase to the PVBC phase in %X
model might be via an intermediate phase. Any such interategihase was estimated to be restricted to a region
Ke, <K < Kél. The value ok, was accurately obtained from the point where Néel ordersees as., = 0.207(3),
and it is identical to that now shown in Fig. 6 by the open squal) symbol atA = 1. The high accuracy obtained
for k¢, essentially stems from the shape of the N(p) order curve shiokig. 3, with its very steep (or infinite) slope
at the pointkc, whereM — 0. By contrast, the pointé1 was determined as in Fig. 5 from the point wheygd— 0.

The relative inaccuracy in this value stems, converselmftioe very shallow (or zero) slope in thé i, curve at the
point Kél where it becomes zero. In the earlier CCM analysis [23] ae/agg ~ 0.24 was quoted, without an error
estimation. In the current analysis we have specificallyrérad the lower phase boundary of the PVBC phase in
greater detail, and our best estimate for the limitfdX model is nowk/, ~ 0.28(2) from Fig. 5, and as shown in
Fig. 6 by the plus{) symbol atA = 1. Nevertheless, it is still the case that of all the phasendaties shown in Fig.

6, the one between the PVBC and putative QSL phases probabiyha largest uncertainty, with a similar error along
its whole length to that quoted above at the pdint 1. In this context we note too that Fig. 6 shows that the plus
(+) symbols denoting the lower boundary of PVBC stability dofadl precisely on top of the times«) symbols that
denote the lower boundary of stability of theANphase, in the regiof < 0.66 where the latter phase exists as a stable
GS phase. This difference is probably also another indegrenddication of the error bars associated with the lower



PVBC boundary points.

These error bars could certainly be reduced by includingédrigorder LSUBN results in the extrapolations. The
entire PVBC and SDVBC regions of stability would also moré&rmgvely be confirmed by performing calculations of
1/xp and ¥/ x4 based on other CCM model states to confirm their respectivadgries. For example, for the PVBC
phase one might also use the N-lI(p) state as CCM model siatertfirm the upper boundary of the phase. In any
case, more definitive evidence awaits higher-order LBIdBIculations. Without them, for example, the possibility o
a stable QSL phase also existing in the very narrow regiowdssi the N£) and SDVBC phases fak < 0.66 also
cannot be ruled out.

6. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we have outlined how the well-known CCM techrigvhich has been very widely and very successfully
applied to diverse (both finite and macroscopically extehgédysical systems that exist in a spatial continuum, can
be adapted for use with spin-lattice models of interest ianqum magnetism, in which the spins are confined to the
sites of a regular periodic spatial lattice. In particulae have explained how it may be applied, with comparable
success, to high orders in a systematically improvablehidy of approximations. The method acts at every level of
truncation in the thermodynamic limilN(— ), and theonly approximation made in practice is to a giveth level

in the approximation hierarchy. Thus, unlike in such al&irre techniques as ED and QMC methods, no finite-size
scaling is ever needed within the CCM. We have also shown h8wj@antities may readily be extrapolated to the
exactm — oo [imit of the truncation scheme, by the use of well-testedristioc schemes.

As an illustration of the CCM technique we applied it hereite two-dimensional, frustrated, spin-haf*?-J5*4
model on the honeycomb lattice. We demonstrated explibithy a CCM analysis of the model could yield a fully
coherent and accurate picture of its flil= 0 GS phase diagram. We identified, in particular, a specifjorein the
phase space in which we positively excluded magnetic and #B@s of order, and which is hence a strong candidate
for a QSL phase. Clearly, it would be of value to apply othehtéques to this model in order to check our findings.

We note finally that the CCM has been applied with comparaldeess in recent years to many other spin-lattice
problems. Particular strengths of the method are that atydeeel of approximation it obeys both the Goldstone
linked-cluster theorem (in the sense that it is manifesthg-extensive) and, perhaps even more importantly, the
Hellmann-Feynman theorem.

In conclusion, we hope that we have convinced the readethkaECM is extremely versatile, requiring only the
choice of a suitable model state (or set of such states) as, iop top of which the method incorporates the multispin
correlations systematically. Although we have demonstiés use here for the case of a spin-half system, it is quite
straightforward to generalize the CCM for use with spinsrbftaary quantum numbes[35].
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