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We revisit the issue about the magnetization of the 120◦ order in the spin-1/2 triangular lattice
Heisenberg model (TLHM) with Density Matrix Renormalization Group (DMRG). The accurate
determination of the magnetization of this model is challenging for numerical methods and its value
exhibits substantial disparities across various methods. We perform a large-scale DMRG calculation
of this model by employing bond dimension as large as D = 24000 and by studying the system with
width as large as Ly = 12. With careful extrapolation with truncation error and suitable finite size
scaling, we give a conservative estimation of the magnetization as M0 = 0.208(8). The ground state
energy per site we obtain is Eg = −0.5503(8). Our results provide valuable benchmark values for
the development of new methods in the future.

PACS numbers:

I. INTRODUCTION

The triangular lattice Heisenberg model (TLHM) with
S = 1/2 is the simplest model to study the effect of
frustration in quantum magnetism. This model’s ground
state has remained as a topic of intense interest. From
the 1970s, there was speculation that this model might
host a resonating valence bond (RVB) quantum spin liq-
uid (QSL), a state characterized by long-range quantum
entanglement and a conspicuous absence of magnetic or-
der [1–4]. However, subsequent research has definitively
established that the ground state of TLHM possesses a
three-sublattice 120◦ magnetic order [5–9]. This revela-
tion has profoundly influenced our understanding of this
model and its fundamental characteristics.

Though consensus has been reached that the ground
state of TLHM has the three-sublattice 120◦ order, cer-
tain aspects of this state’s properties remain elusive, par-
ticularly concerning the amplitude of the magnetization,
which has been a subject of significant debate. Over the
past several decades, various analytical and numerical
methods have been employed to study the TLHM [8–29].
Despite the effectiveness of these methods in addressing
other aspects of this model [23, 30–34], they have yielded
magnetization results for TLHM which exhibit consider-
able variations, with the maximum value almost twice of
the minimum value. Nowadays, with the development of
very accurate methods [35–39] and the increase of com-
putational power, it is possible to determine the precise
value of the magnetization of TLHM by reaching consen-
sus among different state-of-art methods.

In this work, we revisit this issue by utilizing the
Density Matrix Renormalization Group (DMRG) [40–
42] method. Previous calculation with DMRG gives a
value of magnetization as M0 = 0.205(15) [17]. Thanks
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to advancements in computational capabilities and im-
provement in algorithm details, we can now reach un-
precedented bond dimension as large as D = 24000 in
DMRG which gives us more accurate results and enables
us to handle wider systems (with width 12).

With careful extrapolation with truncation error and
following the similar procedure in Ref [17] by varying
the aspect ratio of the studied system to reduce the fi-
nite size effect, we give a conservative estimation of the
magnetization as M0 = 0.208(8). Notably, this value is
in reasonable agreement with some of the results in the
literature [15, 21–23]. Furthermore, we have determined
the ground state energy per site to be Eg = −0.5503(8).
Remarkably, this result exhibits a high degree of con-
sistency with values from a range of numerical methods
[15, 23, 25, 34].

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II,
we introduce the model and the methods used in this
work. In Sec. III, we present the results from DMRG,
including the magnetization M0 and ground state energy
Eg. Finally, we conclude this work in Sec. IV.

II. MODEL AND METHODS

A. Model

The Hamiltonian of the spin-1/2 TLHM is given by

H = J
∑
⟨i,j⟩

Ŝi · Ŝj (1)

with ⟨i, j⟩ denoting the nearest neighboring sites. Ŝi =
(Sx

i , S
y
i , S

z
i ) is the spin-1/2 operator at site i, and J > 0

is the antiferromagnetic exchange coupling which is set
J = 1.
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FIG. 1: The illustration of a 6 × 10 triangular lattice. Pe-
riodic (open) boundary conditions are imposed in the y(x)
directions. The red, yellow, and blue dots represent the three
sublattices A, B, and C. The green dashed rectangular de-
notes the open edges, where the magnetic pinning fields are
applied in the z direction. The blue arrow represents the di-
rection and value of the pinning magnetic fields with strength
0.25, −0.5, 0.25 for the A, B, and C sublattices respectively.
The lattices in the middle column (orange dashed rectangu-
lar) are used to calculate M (defined in Eq. 3).

B. Method

DMRG is now arguably the workhorse for one-
dimensional quantum systems. It doesn’t suffer the noto-
rious sign problem [43] but the limited entanglement en-
coded in the underlying wavefunction ansatz jeopardizes
its accuracy in the study of real two-dimensional (2D)
systems. When studying a 2D system, the required bond
dimension grows exponentially with the width Ly of the
system if we want to maintain the accuracy. However,
with the increase of computational power and advances
in algorithm realization, we can now handle a relatively
wide (12 in this work) cylindrical system with decent ac-
curacy by pushing the bond dimension to large values.

The underlying wavefunction ansatz of DMRG is the
so called matrix product state (MPS) [44] in the following
form,

|Ψ⟩ =
∑
{si}

As1As2 · · ·AsN |s1s2 · · · sN ⟩ (2)

where N = Lx × Ly is the number of total sites. Asi

is the local tensor at site i, and si is the physical index.
The bond dimension D of the local tensor A is a key
parameter in DMRG calculations which determines the
accuracy of the calculation. In this study, we push D
to as large as 24000, with which we can reach the con-
vergence regime of the DMRG calculation. Then we can
eliminate the residual finite bond dimension error with
an extrapolation with truncation error.

In Fig. 1 we give an illustration of the triangular lattice.
We study systems with cylindrical geometry by adopting

open boundary conditions (OBC) in the Lx direction and
periodic boundary conditions (PBC) in the Ly direction,
which is easier for DMRG calculation.

To calculate the magnetization in the system, we fol-
low the strategy in Ref [17] by applying magnetic pin-
ning fields in the z-direction at the boundary of the open
edges. By explicitly breaking the SU(2) symmetry, this
scheme enables us to directly calculate the local magneti-
zation instead of the more demanding spin-spin correla-
tion function. Moreover, the entanglement in the ground
state for the system with edge pinning fields is smaller
than the SU(2)-symmetric one, making the convergence
with bond dimension easier for DMRG calculation.

It is known that the ground state of TLHM hosts the
120◦ three-sublattice order, so to accommodate this or-
der, the strengths of the pinning fields in the z-direction
at the open edges are set as 0.25,−0.5, 0.25 with ratio
1 : −2 : 1. We only consider the magnetization in the
middle column of the system (see the orange rectangu-
lar in Fig. 1) and calculate the weighted averaged value
of the three sublattices as the magnetization for a given
system as follows,

M = (⟨Sz
B⟩avg − 2⟨Sz

A⟩avg − 2⟨Sz
C⟩avg)/3 (3)

where ⟨A,B,C⟩ means the three sublattices located in
the central column of the system. With the given pin-
ning fields, we expect that the magnetizations in the z-
direction for the three sublattices have a ratio−1 : 2 : −1.
But for finite sizes, the actual ratio deviates from this
ideal value. This effect is reflected in the error bar of the
averaged value in Eq. (3).

To obtain the value of magnetization in the two-
dimensional thermodynamic limit, we need an extrap-
olation of the system size with a fixed aspect ratio as in
Ref [17]. It was known that the finite size effect varies
with different aspect ratios and there exists an optimal
aspect ratio with which the finite size effect is minimum
[17]. In this work, we also study systems with different
aspect ratios trying to find the optimal value. Because
pinning fields are applied in the open edges of the studied
systems, we define the aspect ratio α = (Lx−2)/Ly [17].

It was shown in Ref [17] that in the DMRG calculation,
the local physical quantities also scale linearly with the
truncation error, similar to the ground state energy. In
Fig. 2, we illustrate the variation of magnetization (de-
fined in Eq. (3)) as a function of the truncation error ε
for α = 4/3 and Ly = 6, 9, 12. From Fig. 2, we can see a
linear dependence of M on ε, which allows us to perform
reliable extrapolation to obtain the zero truncation error
value. We notice that the error bar for the Ly = 6 sys-
tem results from the derivation of the magnetization of
the three sublattices to the ratio −1 : 2 : −1, while the
error from finite bond dimension in DMRG is small for
large bond dimensions. The results for other ratios (3/3,
5/3, 6/3) are shown in Appendix. A.
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FIG. 2: The variation of the averaged magnetization M (defined in Eq. (3)) in the center column as a function of truncation
error ε in DMRG calculation. The aspect ratio is α = 4/3 and we show results for Ly = 6, 9, and 12. The dashed lines represent
linear fits. The extrapolated to ε = 0 results for Ly = 6, 9, and 12 are M = 0.210(1), 0.205(1), and 0.208(2) respectively.

III. RESULTS

A. Magnetization

In Ref [17], it is found that there exists a critical as-
pect ration αc at which the magnetization remains al-
most constant with system sizes. Finite size results for
systems with aspect ratio around αc allow us to obtain
accurate values for magnetization in the two-dimensional
thermodynamic limit.
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FIG. 3: DMRG results for magnetization M of TLHM as a
function of Ly for different aspect ratios α with Ly = 6, 9,
and 12. The dashed lines represent the linear extrapolations
for α = 3/3, 4/3, 5/3, and 6/3 respectively. Based on these
results, the critical aspect ratio is estimated to be around
αc = 4/3 and a conservative estimation of magnetization in
the thermodynamic limit is M0 = 0.208(8) (the pink star).

In the vicinity of αc, the magnetization is a function
of both aspect ratio α and the width of the system Ly

with the following relationship [17],

M(α,Ly) = M0 + β(α− αc)/Ly (4)

where β is a negative parameter independent of α [45].
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FIG. 4: Comparison of the results of M0 for TLHM obtained
by different methods. These data were obtained from GFMC
[9], ED [13], SE [15, 22], FNE [16], FN [16], DMRG [17], VMC
[18, 19], SWT [22], CC [20, 21, 23], SB [22, 24], and PESS
[25].

In previous study [17], the value αc for TLHM was
determined to be 1.6 ∼ 1.7. Based on this, we study
systems with α = 3/3, 4/3, 5/3, and 6/3. The variation
of M for these aspect ratios with system size 1/Ly are
shown in Fig. 3. Even though we only present results
for width Ly = 6, 9, and 12 due to the constraint from
boundary conditions, we find that results with α = 4/3
have the smallest finite size effect and are likely to be
close to αc as shown in Fig. 3, We attribute the discrep-
ancy of αc between our result and the value in Ref [17]
to the small system size considered in Ref [17].

From Eq. (4), we know that when α is less (larger)
than αc, M decreases (increases) with the increase of Ly.
In Fig. 3, we find the magnetization for α = 3/3 de-
creases with 1/Ly approaching zero, while the results for
α = 5/3 and 6/3 both increases with 1/Ly approaching
zero, consistent with the relationship in Eq. (4). We also
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FIG. 5: The ground state energy per site with different aspect
ratios α as a function of Ly. All data points have been linearly
extrapolated to truncation error ε = 0. The dashed lines
represent the linear fits for different α. We can find that the
energy with different α are extrapolated to the same value
with small uncertainty. From these results, the ground state
energy per site in the thermodynamic limit is estimated to be
Eg = −0.5503(8).

find that magnetization of the three aspect ratios near
α = 4/3 converges towards the result of α = 4/3. With
a simple extrapolation of the results, a conservative esti-
mation of the magnetization in the thermodynamic limit
(M0) can be obtained as 0.208(8).

We also show a comparison of our results with the pre-
vious results in the literature in Fig. 4. It is notewor-
thy that the results obtained through Green’s Function
Monte Carlo (GFMC) [9], Series Expansion (SE) [8, 15],
Coupled Cluste (CC) [21, 23], and previous DMRG works
[17] closely align with our result.

B. Ground state energy

We show the ground state energy per site Eg as a func-
tion of 1/Ly in Fig. 5 for α ranging from 3/3 to 6/3. The

values in Fig. 5 are obtained from the extrapolation with
truncation errors in DMRG calculation. In Fig. 5, we
can find that the linear extrapolations of the energies for
different α converge to the same value with small un-
certainty. The estimated ground state energy per site is
Eg = −0.5503(8) which is consistent with recent calcu-
lations with Projected Entangled Simplex State (PESS)
[25], CC [23], SE [15] and DMRG [34].

IV. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we provide an accurate value for the
magnetization of the 120◦ order in the spin-1/2 anti-
ferromagnetic Heisenberg model on the triangular lat-
tice. With careful extrapolation with truncation error
and suitable finite size scaling, we give a conservative es-
timation of the magnetization as M0 = 0.208(8). We
also find that the critical aspect ratio αc is approxi-
mately 4/3. The ground state energy per site we obtain
is Eg = −0.5503(8), agreeing well with previous results.
The accurate magnetization and energy provide useful
benchmark values for both calibrations of existing meth-
ods and the development of new methods in the future.
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Appendix A: extrapolation with truncation error

In Fig. 6, similar as in Fig. 2, we show the extrapo-
lation of magnetization with truncation error in DMRG
calculation for aspect ratio α = 3/3, 5/3, and 6/3 with
width Ly = 6, 9, and 12.
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FIG. 6: From top to bottom, the extrapolation of magnetization with truncation error in DMRG calculation for aspect ratio
α = 3/3, 5/3, and 6/3. The result for Ly = 6, 9, and 12 are displayed from left to right. The dashed lines represent linear fits.
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