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Quantum phase transitions offer profound insights into fundamental quantum phenomena and
enhance our understanding of complex materials and systems. However, identifying quantum phase
transitions in the absence of conventional order parameters poses a significant challenge. To address
this, we utilize reduced fidelity susceptibility (RFS) vector field to construct phase diagrams of
various quantum systems and then demonstrate its efficacy in reproducing the phase diagrams
of established models with known order parameter. To this end, we propose a new method for
discovering the necessary order parameters for a given quantum model and illustrate its capability
by identifying a suitable order parameter for the Axial Next Nearest Neighbour Interaction (ANNNI)
Model. Our analysis, which includes decomposing the observable into its eigen-projectors alongside
the finite-size scaling, confirms that our method successfully can determine order parameters and
thus its capable of characterizing quantum phase transitions

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum phase transitions (QPTs) in many-body
quantum systems pose considerable challenges for both
theoretical modeling and experimental observation. Un-
like classical phase transitions, which are driven by ther-
mal fluctuations, QPTs are induced by changes in exter-
nal parameters like magnetic fields or pressure, resulting
in alterations to the ground state properties of a system.

Various methods have been developed to detect and
characterize both classical and quantum phase transi-
tions. Among these is Landau-Ginzburg theory [1], de-
signed to characterize phase transitions and critical phe-
nomena using a field theory description. The formal-
ism extends Landau’s mean-field theory by constructing
a free energy functional and accounting for spatial varia-
tions of the order parameter, a quantity that reflects the
broken symmetry of the low-temperature phase.

While traditional theory effectively describes phase
transitions, studying QPTs in finite-size systems requires
more sophisticated tools. This need arises from the
Kadanoff extended singularity theorem [2, 3], which high-
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lights the relevance of non-analytic behavior in thermo-
dynamic quantities near the critical point, even in finite-
dimensional systems.

To address this challenge, various methods such as the
Renormalization Group (RG) [4, 5] and Finite-Size Scal-
ing (FSS) theory [6] have been developed. RG operates
by systematically removing less relevant degrees of free-
dom, highlighting the scale-independent features of a sys-
tem. And thus, it provides insights into phase transitions
by analyzing how physical systems behave across various
length scales. This method involves coarse-graining the
system and tracking the flow of coupling constants, with
critical points emerging as fixed points in this flow. FSS
also investigates how physical quantities vary with sys-
tem size close to the critical point, facilitating the extrac-
tion of critical exponents from finite systems. Another
notable approach involves employing machine learning
techniques to detect phase transitions by identifying crit-
ical points and transition regions [7–9].

An additional specialized tool for both the detection
and characterization of phase transitions is the quantum
state fidelity [10]. This concept, first applied to phase
transitions in 1967 through the Anderson orthogonality
catastrophe [11], measures the overlap between quantum
states as system parameters change. Fidelity susceptibil-
ity [12, 13], a key concept in quantum information theory
and quantum many-body physics, quantifies how sensi-
tive a quantum state is to perturbations. It is partic-
ularly useful for detecting and characterizing quantum
phase transitions, as it reveals sharp changes or singu-
larities in fidelity near a quantum critical point, without
relying on order parameters.
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FIG. 1: Visualisation of the uses of the reduced fidelity susceptibility (RFS). Here we show it can be used for both
Phase diagram Construction of quantum systems and order parameter discovery.

In this paper, we extend the use of the fidelity sus-
ceptibility from previous studies and construct a vec-
tor field using the reduced fidelity susceptibility (RFS).
To this end, we characterize and detect different phases,
specifically in the cluster Hamiltonian and Axial Next-
Nearest Neighbor Ising (ANNNI) model [14, 15]. Not
only does this approach allow us to demonstrate the pro-
posed method, but also captures intricate details, such
as the structure of ANNNI’s floating phase. A schematic
picture of our method can be seen in Figure 1. Fur-
thermore, we explore whether it is possible to identify
an order parameter from a given Hamiltonian that accu-
rately captures the phase transitions of a quantum sys-
tem. Using the ANNNI model as an example, we provide
a mathematical framework that enables the discovery of
new order parameters for a model Hamiltonian, facilitat-
ing the understanding of different phases.

Finally, we note that our method can provide efficient
certification and verification processes for quantum sim-
ulations and phase transition detection [16] and circum-
vents the need for full tomography of the wave-function,
relying instead on reduced density matrix to capture the
relevant characteristics thermodynamic information.

The outline of the paper is as follows. In Section II we
outline the notation used in the paper and introduce the
concept of fidelity and the RFS. This is followed by Sec-
tion III, where we outline the mathematical framework,
introduce the RFS vector field, and highlight its potential
to be used to detect phase transitions. In Section IV, we
highlight how the aforementioned mathematical frame-
work can be used to determine an order parameter for a
given quantum system. We showcase this in Section V
by using the above framework to construct the phase dia-
gram for both the ANNNI and cluster Hamiltonians and
demonstrate the ability to discover new order parame-
ters. We end with a discussion of applications of this

framework in Section VI and potential use cases for fu-
ture work.

II. PRELIMINARY

We begin by defining the set of Hermitian matrices of
order n, which is denoted by Sn := {M ∈ Cn×n|M =
M†}. We denote the identity matrix of order n by In
and the ith canonical basis vector for the vector space
Cn by ei.
Next, we introduce the concept of fidelity. Fidelity is

a measure of the similarity between two quantum states
and all its definitions embody the probability of distin-
guishing one quantum state from another.
Given mixed-states ρ, σ we define the Uhlmann-Jozsa

fidelity [10] by2

F (ρ, σ) :=

(
Tr

(√
ρ

1
2σρ

1
2

))2

, (1)

which, for the remainder of the work, will be referred to
as fidelity, unless otherwise specified. The latter defini-
tion of fidelity is not unique, indeed Jozsa [10] obtained
an axiomatic definition for a family of such functions.
However, the Uhlmann fidelity stands for its unique re-
lation to the Bures distance

d2B(ρ, σ) := 2
(
1−

√
F (ρ, σ)

)
, (2)

which is a quantification of the statistical distance be-
tween density matrices. A relevant result is the Uhlmann

2 Some literature defines the fidelity in (1) as the square root of
our F (e.g. [17]).
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theorem [18], which expresses the fidelity in terms of the
maximum overlap over all purifications of its arguments,
that is

F (ρ, σ) =max
|ψρ⟩
|⟨ψρ|ψσ⟩|2 , (3)

where |ψσ⟩ and |ψρ⟩ denote some purifications of σ and
ρ, respectively.

Following our discussion on the fidelity, we next
consider a generic many-body parametric Hamilto-
nian H(λ) = H0 + λHI , with eigenvalue equation
H(λ) |ψk (λ)⟩ = Ek |ψk (λ)⟩, where the index k = 0 iden-
tifies the ground state. In a perturbative approach w.r.t.
a small parameter δ, the Taylor expansion for the fidelity
reads

|⟨ψ0 (λ)|ψ0 (λ+ δ)⟩| =1− 1

2
XF (λ)δ2 +O

(
δ3
)
, (4)

with the leading term (second-order) revealing the Fi-
delity susceptibility XF (susceptibility for short) [13]. We
note that the first-order term vanishes since the fidelity
reaches a maximum at δ = 0 for any λ. Informally,
fidelity susceptibility quantifies how much the fidelity
(or overlap) between two nearby states changes concern-
ing a small change in a parameter (such as an external
field or coupling strength) that defines the states. Let
ρ0(λ) = |ψ0 (λ)⟩ ⟨ψ0 (λ)| be the density matrix for the
ground state of H(λ). Two well-known formulations for
the susceptibility3 are given as;

XF (λ) =−
∂2
√
F (ρ0(λ), ρ0(λ+ δ))

∂δ2

∣∣∣
δ=0

(5a)

=lim
δ→0
−

2 ln
√
F (ρ0(λ), ρ0(λ+ δ))

δ2
. (5b)

The expansion for the ground state of the perturbed Her-
mitian4 H(λ) reads

|ψ0 (λ+ δ)⟩ ≈ |ψ0 (λ)⟩+ δ
∑
k ̸=0

Kk,0

Ek − E0
|ψk (λ)⟩ , (6)

where Kk,0 := ⟨ψk (λ)|HI |ψ0 (λ)⟩. The latter leads to
another well-known formulation for the susceptibility

XF (λ) =
∑
k ̸=0

|⟨ψk (λ)|HI |ψ0 (λ)⟩|2

(Ek − E0)2
≥ 0. (7)

As noticed in [20], the latter, which depends solely on the
spectrum, shows that the quantity XF is non-negative
and diverges when the energy gap closes.

3 The rightmost of (5a) is obtained by considering the Taylor ex-

pansion of ln(1 + x) = x− x2

2
+O(x3), with x = − 1

2
XF (λ)δ2 +

O
(
δ3

)
from (4).

4 This result is commonly known as the Rayleigh–Schrödinger per-
turbation theory [19].

III. PHASE DIAGRAM CONSTRUCTION

Building upon the previous section’s exploration of fi-
delity susceptibility, we introduce the concept of the re-
duced fidelity susceptibility (RFS) vector field. In doing
so, we consider a general many-body Hamiltonian param-
eterized by the space X ⊆ R2, of which its decomposition
in terms of base and driving components reads

H(λ) =H0 + λ1H1 + λ2H2 (8)

with control parameters (λ1 λ2)
⊤ ∈ X . We anticipate

that the choice of the two-dimensional parameters space
is convenient for the visual approach, but not fundamen-
tal. Let |ψ0 (λ)⟩ ∈ H denote the ground state of the
Hamiltonian H evaluated at λ ∈ X , with H denoting
the underlying Hilbert space. The Hilbert space H is as-
sumed bipartite, that is H = HA⊗HB , for some subsys-
tems A and B. In addition, we assume the ground state
is non-degenerate. Let ρ0(λ) denote the reduced density
matrix (RDM) resulting from tracing out the subsystem
B for the ground state, so

ρ0(λ) = TrB (|ψ0 (λ)⟩ ⟨ψ0 (λ)|) . (9)

We consider a perturbative action in the parameter
space and define

f(λ, δ) =
√
F (ρ0(λ), ρ0(λ+ δ)) ∈ [0, 1], (10)

for λ ∈ X and δ a perturbation in the latter space,
where F is the fidelity defined in (1). As a consequence
of the Uhlmann theorem (3), since the fidelity is the
maximum over the overlap w.r.t. all purifications, then
f(λ, δ) ≥ |⟨ψ0 (λ)|ψ0 (λ+ δ)⟩|, that is the quantity in
(10) is bounded below5 by the square root of the overlap
between the perturbed ground states.
Following this, we introduce one of the key functions

for our method6, that is

g(λ) :=−
(
∂2f(λ, δ)

∂δ21
+
∂2f(λ, δ)

∂δ22

)∣∣∣∣
δ=0

. (11)

We call the terms ∂2f/∂δ2k the reduced fidelity suscepti-
bility for the corresponding parameter λk. The adjective
reduced is justified by the fact that we are considering
RDMs instead of pure states as in (4). Similar forms of
susceptibility have been considered in [22, 23]. As for
the regular susceptibility, it is clear that the linear term
in the perturbative Taylor expansion of f vanishes for
δ = 0.

5 Alternatively, this can be inferred by casting the partial trace as
Kraus operator and by the monotonicity of the Uhlmann Fidelity
[21].

6 Interestingly, we can obtain another function g proportional to
that in (11) by considering f defined in terms of the squared
Bures distance (2).
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We next obtain the vector field P : X → R2 (under suf-
ficient smoothing assumptions, see details in Section C 1)
with rule

P (λ) :=−∇λg(λ). (12)

We stress that the gradient in (12) is expressed w.r.t.
λ (parameters vector), whereas the Laplacian in (11) is
related to δ (perturbation). In addition, we obtain a
scalar function mapping the parameters λ to the angles
of the vectors in the image of P , that is

p(λ) =Arg
(
e⊤1 P (λ) + ıe⊤2 P (λ)

)
. (13)

with Arg : C → (−π, π] denoting the principal argu-
ment7. The latter is defined on the subset of the param-
eter space X ′ = {λ ∈ X |P (λ) ̸= 0}.

The function g defined in (11) corresponds to a notion
of fidelity susceptibility. Moreover, the angle given by
p(λ) in (13), is the direction of maximum decreasing of
the susceptibility. Consequently, we expect that phase
transitions materialize as sources in the vector field (12).
An example of this can be seen in Figure 2. Further-
more, we note that the sinks are the points where the
susceptibility reaches the local minimum. As the last
step, if we map the co-domain of p : X ′ → (−π, π] to a
cyclic color map we expect to obtain the phase diagram
of the Hamiltonian in (8). This process is illustrated
in Figure 2, where we plot the principal argument. At
the phase transition, a significant shift is observed as the
value changes abruptly.

1

2

(a)

1

2

(b)

FIG. 2: Visualisation of the fidelity vector (12) fields
argument (a) and vector field (b) at a phase transition
line. Here, we note that the argument drastically changes
at the phase transition in (a) and the phase transition
corresponds to a source in the vector field in (b).

The practical implementation of the construction is ex-
panded in Section A while in Section C 1 we argue on the
differentiability of the fidelity.

7 Arg(x + ıy) = atan2(y, x) ∀x, y ∈ R, with atan2(y, x) =
limc→x+ arctan

( y
c

)
+ π

2
sign(y) sign(x) (sign(x)− 1).

IV. ORDER PARAMETER DISCOVERY

Following the results obtained in the preceding section,
we next investigate whether it is possible to determine
the order parameter that captures the phase transitions
of a given Hamiltonian.
To answer this question, we apply the protocol as de-

scribed in Section III, and move from susceptibility-based
identification of phases to determining the optimal ob-
servable for distinguishing the phases, that is a local or-
der parameter. A simpler method has been proposed in
[24], where a Hermitian operator is optimized to distin-
guish two given RDMs. In the latter, the distinction is
given by the sign of the expectation w.r.t. the optimal
observable. Our contribution instead, aims at mimicking
the behaviour of order parameters.
We first note that the function p(λ) ∈ (−π, π] in

(13) represents the point-wise angle of the vector field
(12). Also as argued before, phase transitions are likely
to materialize as sources, and we assume that adjacent
phases are distinguished by π radian angles. In other
words, if the parameter λc ∈ X is proximal to a critical
point (for some Hamiltonian), and δ a perturbation in
the same space, then the assumption is that the corre-
sponding gradient vectors have opposite directions, that
is |p(λc)− p(λc + δ)| ≈ π. Consequently, there exists an
optimal angle η such that

|sin (p(λc) + η) + sin (p(λc + δ) + η)| ≈ 0. (14)

Consider a parametric Hamiltonian on n spins with
ground state RDM ρ0(λ) defined as in (9). Given a
finite set of parameters {λi} in the neighbour of λc,
we define a label yi ∈ [−1, 1] for each parameter λi as
yi = sin (p(λi) + η). From (14), we see that distinct
phases will be assigned opposite signs, sign(yi). We de-
fine the index sets I+ = {i|yi > 0} and I− = {i|yi < 0},
partitioning the indices for the parameters {λi} deter-
mining the ground states laying on the ordered and dis-
ordered phases, respectively. Under the assumption of
non-degeneracy of the problem (see Section B for more
details), we devise the following (non-convex) quadrati-
cally constrained quadratic program (QCQP) [25],

min
M∈Sm

− 1

|I+|
∑
i∈I+
⟨M⟩2i +

γ

|I−|
∑
j∈I−
⟨M⟩2j ,

s.t. ∥M∥2F ≤ 1, (15)

with ⟨M⟩i := Tr(ρ0(λi)M) defining the expectation of
M at λi, and γ > 0 a tradeoff parameter. We denoted
by Sm the set of Hermitian matrices of order m, which
is also the order of the RDM ρ0(λi).
This is commonly known in optimization literature as

the trust region problem [26], which can be interpreted
as a generalization of the minimum eigenvalue problem.
The problem is solvable efficiently (polynomial time) even
in the cases where the quadratic term is not positive
semidefinite (i.e. non-convex) [27].
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Informally, the optimization favors the non-zero ex-
pectation ⟨M⟩i for the labels yi > 0 (ordered phase),
whereas the quadratic term ⟨M⟩2i penalizes non-zero ex-
pectations for the labels yi < 0 (disordered phase). In
essence, this mechanism is mimicking the order/disorder
behavior of the order parameters. The choice of γ is sen-
sible since extremal values γ ≫ 1 or 0 < γ ≪ 1 could
render the problem degenerate (see Section B). The bal-
ance between the two expectation terms is regulated by
the tradeoff parameter γ > 0.
In practical terms, we consider RDMs on a few sites,

thus the quadratic optimization problem can be solved
classically upon computation of the partial trace on the
ground states. Experimental results are presented in Sec-
tion VB and the details for the solution of the optimiza-
tion are expanded in Section B.

Finally, we note, as given in [28] that the order param-
eter need not be unique, and any scaling operator that
is zero in the disordered phase and non-zero in an adja-
cent (on the phase diagram), usually ordered phase, is a
possible choice for an order parameter.

V. EXPERIMENTS

To demonstrate the potential of the fidelity vector field
in identifying QPTs and their corresponding order pa-
rameters, we apply our above methods to the cluster
Hamiltonian and ANNNI models.

A. The ANNNI model

We first focus on the ANNNI Model [15, 29, 30], a
theoretical model commonly used in condensed matter
physics to study the behavior of magnetic systems. The
Hamiltonian of such a system can be written as

H =− J1
N−1∑
i=1

σxi σ
x
i+1 − J2

N−2∑
i=1

σxi σ
x
i+2 −B

N∑
i=1

σzi , (16)

which we can rewrite in terms of the dimensionless ratios
κ = −J2/J1 and h = B/J1. The former is called the
frustration parameter while the latter is related to the
transverse magnetic field.

In this model, spins are arranged in a one-dimensional
lattice, with each spin existing in either the |↑⟩ or |↓⟩
state. The inclusion of the nearest neighbor and next-
nearest-neighbor interactions in this model introduces a
type of frustration, where the optimal alignment of neigh-
boring spins is hindered due to competing interactions.
The transverse field present, which represents an external
magnetic field perpendicular to the direction of the spins,
also induces quantum effects and modifies the overall be-
havior of the system. It is the combination of these com-
plex interactions, which combine the effect of quantum
fluctuations (owing to the presence of a transverse mag-
netic field) and frustrated exchange interactions that lead

to phenomena such as quantum phase transitions. As a
consequence, it is a paradigm for the study of competi-
tion between magnetic ordering, frustration, and thermal
disordering effects [31].
In the phase diagram shown in Figure 3, three distinct

phase transitions are observed. The first transition is an
Ising-like transition between the ferromagnetic (FM) and
paramagnetic (PM) phases. The second is a Kosterlitz-
Thouless (KT) transition that occurs between the para-
magnetic and floating phase (FP). The final transition is
the Pokrovsky-Talapov (PT) transition, which separates
the floating phase (FP) from the antiphase (AP).
For more information regarding each of these phases

and the corresponding phase transitions and their ground
states see Section F.

FIG. 3: (a) Phase Diagram of one-dimensional ANNNI
Model. Here the pink represents the Ferromagnetic
Phase (FM), where all spins are aligned along the x di-
rection. The grey area corresponds to the paramagnetic
phase (PM), in which the magnetic field dominates and
all spins align along the z direction. The antiphase (AP)
corresponds to the green region where the ground state
takes the form of a staggered magnetization pattern with
period four. Both the PM and AP are separated by the
floating phase (FP). Here the spin chain can be seen as a
ladder of two spin chains as sketched in the cartoon spin
configurations.

Using the formalism as outlined in Section III, we first
obtain the ground states of the Hamiltonian using the
density matrix renormalization group (DMRG). For de-
tails on how the RDM was obtained or the DMRG algo-
rithm, see Section D. Next, we consider a two-site RDM
and calculate the RFS vector field and its corresponding
angles. In Figure 4 (a), we plot the angle as given in (13)
of the RFS vector field, as well as the theoretical Ising,
KT, and PT phase transition lines, given in green, orange
and blue respectively. We note there is a noticeable over-
lap between the theoretical phase transition lines and the
angle values, with the angle of the vector fidelity abruptly
changing at each phase transition. Comparing the theo-
retical phase transition lines to the vector field plotted in
Figure 4 (b), we observe that a source in the vector field
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FIG. 4: Phase Diagram obtained using the reduced fidelity susceptibility of the one-dimensional ANNNI Model. Here
a chain length of L = 50 spin sites was used and a two-site RDM was used when calculating the gradient of the
reduced fidelity susceptibility. (a) The angle of the vector field given in (13) is plotted (b) the vector field given in
(12) is plotted.

indeed corresponds to a phase transition.

Additionally, it is worth noting that the fidelity vec-
tor field surpasses previous simulations in its ability to
capture intricate details that were previously unresolved
in the floating phase [32]. Distinct scar-like features are
present, with the sources of the vector field corresponding
to each of these structures indicating the presence of the
phase transition between the paramagnetic and floating
phases, specifically the KT transition. Future work will
aim to explore the structure and fully utilize the poten-
tial of the RDS vector field in analyzing such complex
phenomena. In the subsequent section, we demonstrate
how we apply this method to determine order parameters
for a given quantum system.

B. Order parameters discovery

Next, we experimentally demonstrate the validity of
the method used for order parameter discovery (Sec-
tion IV), and in doing so, propose a method for under-
standing the structure of the optimal observable. We
proceed with the ANNNI model (16) by considering the
phase diagram in the region (κ h) ∈ R = [0.5, 2.1] ×
[0, 1.6] and begin with the use of the RDMs of single
spin sites. Let M denote the optimal observable for
the order parameter discovery problem in (15), where
the details concerning its solution are expanded in Sec-
tion B. Optimizing for a single site observable, we find
that M ≈ I − σx, which can be interpreted as magneti-
zation.

Although this observable could serve as an order pa-

rameter for the Ising-like transition, marked in green in
Figure 4, it fails to detect the other transitions in the
ANNNI model, namely the KT and PT transitions, which
are highlighted in orange and blue, respectively, in Fig-
ure 4. Consequently, to identify all the phase transitions,
one must refer to Section IV and instead develop a multi-
site observable that can capture all the transitions.
For this, we expand our RDM to the two middle spin

sites of the chain of length L. The objective is to ob-
tain the order parameters for the paramagnetic and the
anti phases, which is highlighted in Figure 4, where we
plot the result for the phase diagram construction (Sec-
tion III) concerning the region R, of which was obtained
in the previous section using the RDS vector field.
In Figure 5 (a) we present the expectations of the

observable M applied to the RDMs ρ0(κi, hi), for a fi-
nite lattice of parameters {(κi, hi)}, following the opti-
mization process of obtaining a relevant order parame-
ter M for this phase transition. We note that in the
optimization process, the entire region, (κ h) ∈ R =
[0.0, 2.1] × [0, 1.6], was used, which included all phase
transitions present. Various values of γ in (15) ranging
from [1, 100] were also used, and it was found to have
little effect in detecting each phase transition.
To understand the structure of the obtained observ-

able, we next perform the eigendecomposition ofM , that
is

M =

m∑
i=1

αiM
(i) (17)

where M (i) are rank-1 projectors and αi the correspond-
ing eigenvalues. Let |φ(θ)⟩ = cos(θ) |0⟩ + sin(θ) |1⟩, we
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FIG. 5: Experiments for the order parameter discovery
on the ANNNI model. Here a chain length of L = 50
spin sites was used and a two-site RDM was used when
calculating the gradient of the reduced fidelity suscepti-
bility. (a) Expectation of the optimal observable M for
the paramagnetic phase. The expectations for the pro-
jectorsM (1) andM (4) of (17), are respectively in (c) and
(b).

define the parametric Hermitian B(θ1, θ2) as

B(θ1, θ2) := |φ(θ1)⟩ ⟨φ(θ1)| ⊗ |φ(θ2)⟩ ⟨φ(θ2)| . (18)

Such an operator can be interpreted as the orthogonal
projector (which is defined as a square matrix P such
that P 2 = P = P †) generated by the state | ⟩, where
the angles of the spins are θ1 and θ2, respectively.
The component corresponding to the eigenvalue with

the greatest magnitude is the projector M (1) = B(θ1, θ2)
with θ1 ≈ 0.095π and θ2 ≈ 0.034π, that is M (1) ≈
|↑↑⟩ ⟨↑↑|. In Figure 5 (c), we plot the expectation of
the observable M (1). A comparison with the plot in Fig-
ure 5 (a), shows that this is the main component for the
paramagnetic phase.

The componentM (4), with ⟨M (4)⟩ depicted in Figure 5
(b), can be interpreted as the complementary to M (1).
The operator approaches the following form

M (4) ≈1

4

(
I⊗2
2 + σ⊗2

x

) (
I⊗2
2 − σ⊗2

z

)
=
∣∣Ψ+

〉 〈
Ψ+
∣∣ , (19)

with |Ψ+⟩ = (|↑↓⟩ + |↓↑⟩)/
√
2 (Bell’s state), so the

ordered phase for M (4) is the antiphase. This can
be justified by the modulated structure of the an-
tiphase |· · · ←←→→ · · ·⟩ (see Section F for a compre-
hensive introduction to ANNNI). Indeed we see that
Tr
(
M (4) |φφ⟩ ⟨φφ|

)
̸= 0 for |φ⟩ = |←⟩ and |φ⟩ = |→⟩,

whereas Tr
(
M (4) |↑↑⟩ ⟨↑↑|

)
= 0 (paramagnetic).

The remaining two components of the decomposition
in (17) reveal an interesting structure. The third eigen-
vector determines the projector M (3) = B(θ1, θ2) with
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0.8
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1.6

h

(a)

0.5 0.9 1.3 1.7 2.10.0

0.4

0.8

1.2

1.6

h

(b)

0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

FIG. 6: Expectations of the projectorsM (3) (a) andM (2)

(b) revealing the floating phase. Here a chain length of
L = 50 spin sites was used and a two-site RDM was
used when calculating the gradient of the reduced fidelity
susceptibility.

θ1 ≈ 0.381π and θ2 ≈ −0.331π. Its expectation depicted
in Figure 6 (a), appears to highlight a section of the float-
ing phase. The last projector M (2), whose details are
omitted, produces another detail of the floating phase,
which is depicted in Figure 6 (b).

C. Finite Size Scaling

Next, we validate that the obtained observable M is
indeed an order parameter for the ANNNI Model. We
accomplish this by applying finite-size scaling and veri-
fying that the critical exponents match those expected
for the Ising-like universality class. Finite-size scaling is
a technique used to study phase transitions by examin-
ing how physical quantities change with system size. It
involves scaling the system size and observing how prop-
erties such as critical exponents converge to their ther-
modynamic limits as the size increases. By applying this
method, we can extrapolate results obtained from finite
systems to infer behavior in the infinite system limit. To
demonstrate this phenomena we thus analyze the impact
of chain length at the Ising-like transition. We again
use the RDM ρL for two spin sites, which are related
to the sites {L/2, L/2 + 1}, assuming L (linear size) is
an even positive integer. We calculate the expectations
of the observable M with the reduced density matrices
ρL(κ, hi) with κ = 0.001 and h ∈ [0.8, 1.2]. In this pa-
rameter range, we can consider the next-nearest-neighbor
interaction as a perturbation of the Ising model. Conse-
quently, we anticipate observing the critical exponents
characteristic of the 1D quantum Ising model.
If the observable M indeed functions as an order pa-

rameter, it should satisfy the following scaling relation
for the chain length L [33]:

max
h

{
∂⟨M⟩
∂h

}
= a′′L1/ν

(
1 + b′′L−θ/ν

)
, (20)

where a′′ and b′′ are constants, and θ represents the ex-
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ponent of an irrelevant parameter.
For the 1D quantum Ising model, where ν = 1, the

maximum of the gradient should show a linear depen-
dence on the chain length. To validate this, we plot the
maximum gradient as a function of the chain length, as
shown in Figure 8. The observed linear relationship con-
firms that ν = 1.

0.8 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.2
h

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

|M
av

g|

(a)

0.8 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.2
h

0

2

4

6

8

|dM
av

g

dh
|

(b)
L = 50
L = 70
L = 90
L = 110
L = 130
L = 150

FIG. 7: The two-site observable obtained using the order
parameter discovery framework (a) and its gradient with
h (b) are applied to the ANNNI model’s Ising-like tran-
sition for various chain lengths L. We set κ = 0.001 so
that the next-nearest-neighbor term can be treated as a
perturbation to the Ising model, which leads us to expect
the system to belong to the Ising universality class.

We then proceed to determine the irrelevant param-
eter exponent θ and show that this exponent remains
positive as the chain length increases. Consequently, for
large values of L, the contribution from this term be-
comes negligible. As L→∞, this term approaches zero,
leaving us with the critical exponents of the Ising model.

We first rescale the function such that a′′ = 1 and using
gradient descent we fit for b′′ and θ. This fitting process is

illustrated in Figure 8, where we plot d⟨M⟩
dh L−1. For irrel-

evant terms, we expect additional contributions to decay
as L increases, which is indeed observed in Figure 8. By
applying gradient descent to the obtained expectations
for various lengths, we determine θ = 6.8 × 10−5 and
b′′/a′′ = 1.0. Consequently, the positive value of the cor-
rection term θ confirms that it is an irrelevant parameter.
This analysis was also performed for the single-site ob-

servable I − σx, and the critical exponent ν = 1 was
consistently obtained. Therefore, near the Ising transi-
tion, it retains the critical exponents characteristic of the
Ising model, accounting for finite-size scaling correction
terms. Based on this analysis, we conclude that the ob-
tained observable M functions as an order parameter.

D. The cluster Hamiltonian

After constructing the phase diagram for the ANNNI
model, we will now showcase the versatility of the fi-
delity vector field method by applying it to other models.
Specifically, we apply the method described in Section III
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L

0.015

0.020

0.025

0.030

m
ax

 |dM
av

g

dh
|

(a)

60 80 100 120 140
L

2.2

2.4

2.6

2.8

3.0

|dM
av

g

dh
|L

1

×10 4(b)

FIG. 8: (a) The maximum value of the gradient of the
two-site observable obtained using the order parameter
discovery framework. A linear relationship is observed,
confirming that the system remains in the Ising univer-
sality class. (b) The irrelevant terms are plotted in (20).
As the chain length L increases, an exponential decrease
is observed, indicating that these terms approach zero as
the system reaches the thermodynamic limit.

to the cluster Hamiltonian, defined by the Hamiltonian:

H = −h
N∑
i=1

σzi −K
N−2∑
i=1

σxi σ
z
i+1σ

x
i+2, (21)

When the two parameters of the Hamiltonian are equal
we expect a phase transition between a trivial phase
(h > K) and the Symmetry Protected Topological (SPT)
phase (h < K). To obtain the ground states of the Hamil-
tonian, we use DMRG, as described in Section D and we
repeat the calculations as outlined in Section VA to con-
struct the phase diagram for the cluster Hamiltonian, of
which is shown in Figure 9.

FIG. 9: Phase Diagram obtained using the reduced fi-
delity susceptibility of the one-dimensional cluster Hamil-
tonian where (a) the angle of the vector field given in (13)
is plotted (b) the vector field given in (12) is plotted. We
note that the phase transitions correspond to a source in
the vector field.

To conclude this section, we have demonstrated that
the RFS vector field accurately reproduces the phase di-
agrams of both the ANNNI and cluster Hamiltonians,
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showcasing its robustness and reliability in capturing the
phase transitions of diverse systems.

VI. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we have introduced a novel mathemat-
ical tool for detecting phase transitions in quantum sys-
tems through reduced fidelity susceptibility. Our analysis
of the ANNNI model illustrates the tool’s capability to
capture intricate phase transition details that were pre-
viously overlooked by conventional methods. This ad-
vancement not only highlights the potential for applying
our framework to other models where phase transitions
are either not well understood or not yet identified but
also underscores its broader applicability and capacity for
providing deeper insights into complex quantum systems.

Additionally, our framework demonstrates significant
promise for application in quantum hardware environ-
ments. Utilizing the reduced density matrix thermo-
dynamic information, it circumvents the need for full-
function tomography while still capturing essential char-
acteristics of phase transitions.

Moreover, we extended our framework to devise a
method for discovering order parameters in systems
where they are unknown. The reversed method, applied
to the ANNNI model, was validated through the decom-
position and finite-size scaling of the identified order pa-
rameter. This validation underscores the framework’s
potential to explore and analyze novel systems, includ-
ing unexplored phenomena such as floating phases in a
quantum system. We believe that the proposed approach
is an important milestone in phase transition detection
and order parameter discovery, offering a robust tool for
exploring the complex landscape of quantum systems.
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Appendix A: Construction of the phase diagram

Starting from results devised in Section III, we pro-
ceed with the numerical construction of the phase dia-
gram. We consider a rectangular region of the Hamilto-
nian parameters R ⊆ X . Given a step in the parameters
space h > 0, we construct a finite lattice of parameters
{λi,j} ⊂ R, such that

λi+di,j+dj = λi,j + djhe1 + dihe2, (A1)

with di, dj belonging to a subset of Z. Using the density
matrix renormalization group (DMRG) [34, 35], we ob-
tain the RDM related to the ground state (for a selected
subsystem) for the parameter λi,j , which we define as

ρi,j0 = ρ0(λi,j), where the RHS is defined in (9). In Fig-

ure 10 the lattice points for the RDMs ρi,j0 are represented
by the symbol .
We proceed with the preparation of an approximation

g̃ of the function g, that is the RFS defined in (11). The
latter is the Laplacian of the function f(λ, δ) defined in
(10). So, starting from the lattice of parameters {λi,j},
we obtain the fidelity perturbations

f(λi,j , djhe1 + dihe2) =
√
F
(
ρi,j0 , ρ

i+di,j+dj
0

)
, (A2)

for a fixed step h (which defines the lattice of parame-
ters) and di, dj ∈ {−1, 0, 1}. We can immediately verify
the computational advantage of the approach since adja-
cent lattice points share a fidelity perturbation. For ex-
ample f(λi,j , he1) = f(λi,j+1,−he1). In Figure 10, the
fidelity perturbations are represented with the symbol
and placed between adjacent lattice points to emphasize
the concept of sharing. By considering the finite differ-
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ences approximation of the second derivative8, and by
noting that f(λi,j ,0) = 1 (for all valid i, j), we obtain

g̃(λi,j) =
4−

∑
δ∈Ω f(λi,j , δ)

h2
(A4)

where Ω = {±he1,±he2} is the set of perturbation dis-
placements around λi,j . In practice, we omit the factor
1/h2 (numerically convenient) which is irrelevant for the
subsequent computations. We proceed by adhering to
the structure outlined in Section III. Obtained the RFS
approximation g̃, we continue with the computation of
its gradient. Before that, we need to introduce a few
concepts related to discrete signal processing.

For a continuous function f : R2 → R2, we define
the convolution at (x, y) ∈ R2 for discrete 2-dimensional
signals as

f(x, y) ∗ k :=

N∑
i=−N

N∑
j=−N

k(j, i)f(x− jh, y − ih) (A5)

where k is a convolution kernel with support N , that
is k(j, i) = 0 for |i| > N or |j| > N . Also, the
scalar h > 0 represents the step for the lattice of points
{(x y)⊤+(jh ih)⊤|i, j ∈ Z}. We introduce a discrete dif-
ferentiation operator called the Sobel operator [36] whose
x component is given by the kernel matrix

Gx :=

−1 0 1
−2 0 2
−1 0 1

 . (A6)

The Sobel finds applications mainly in computer vision
and it was initially developed to obtain an efficiently com-
putable gradient operator with more isotropic character-
istics than the Roberts cross operator [37].
Now, we define our kernel as k = Gx + ıG⊤

x , which
corresponds to the approximation of the gradient w.r.t.
x on the real part and the y component on the imaginary
part.
We obtain an equivalent approximation of P in (12)

using the convolution

P̃ (λi,j) =− g̃(λi,j) ∗ k (A7a)

=−
1∑

a=−1

1∑
b=−1

k(a, b)g̃(λi−a,j−b) ∈ C. (A7b)

When the indices (i, j) of the lattice elements are beyond
the limits of definition we define g̃(λi,j) = 0.

8 For a function f : R → R, under sufficient smoothing conditions,
we make use of the following approximation

d2f

dx2
≈
f(x+ h) + f(x− h)− 2f(x)

h2
(A3)

for some h > 0.

The first outcome of the process is a point-to-color
graph

λi,j 7→ c
(
Arg

(
P̃ (λi,j)

))
, (A8)

where c(·) is a colormap which we introduce now. Let C
be a space of colors and let c : (−π, π]→ C be a mapping
from the angle θ to a color in C. The function c is required
to be smooth on (−π, π) and non-constant, also it must
be such that limθ→−π c(θ) = c(π). The latter point is
fundamental for dealing with the discontinuity of Arg(·)
in the non-positive real axis. Colormaps fulfilling the
latter conditions are known as cyclic [38, 39]. In addition,
the resulting signal is upsampled by factor 2 using an
interpolation filter [40]. An example outcome obtained
using the present procedure is reported in Figure 4.
The final step of the diagram construction consists

of the plotting of the vector field in (12). The ap-
proach makes use of the Runge–Kutta method [41] and
our reference implementation is part of the function
matplotlib.pyplot.streamplot of the software pack-
age Matplotlib [39]. In the realm of differential equa-
tions, the Runge–Kutta method is a well-known algo-
rithm for solving initial-value problems. In our instance,
the velocities on the lattice {λi,j} are given by the gra-
dient in (12). The initial values instead, are the points
on the boundary of the lattice. Furthermore, a heuris-
tic path of lattice points spiraling toward the center is
added to the initial values, to improve the density of the
streamlines.

Appendix B: Solution of the order parameter
discovery problem

In this section, we expand on the solution of the order
parameter discovery problem defined in (15). We restate
the latter for clarity and convenience, so

min
M∈Sm

− 1

|I+|
∑
i∈I+
⟨M⟩2i +

γ

|I−|
∑
j∈I−
⟨M⟩2j ,

s.t. ∥M∥2F ≤ 1, (B1)

with ⟨M⟩i := Tr(ρ0(λi)M).
We introduce the row-major vectorization operator

vecr(·) : Cn×n → Cn2

defined as

vecr(M) :=

n∑
i=1

M |i⟩ ⊗ |i⟩ , (B2)

for any matrix M of order n in C. For matrices A,B of
order n we will be using the identity

Tr
(
AB†) =vecr(A)

† vecr(B). (B3)

We recall that we denoted Sm the set of Hermitians of
order m in C. We define the set of vectorized Hermitians
of order m as

Ŝm := {vecr(M)|M ∈ Sm} . (B4)
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Assuming M ∈ Sm, for some finite index set I, we note
that ∑

i∈I
⟨M⟩2i =

∑
i∈I

(Tr(ρ0(λi)M))
2

(B5a)

=
(B3)

∑
i∈I

(
vecr(M)† vecr(ρi)

)2
(B5b)

=x†

(∑
i∈I

rir
†
i

)
x, (B5c)

with x := vecr(M) and ri := vecr(ρ0(λi)). We note that

the vectors x and ri belong to Ŝm.
We use the result in (B5a) to rewrite the optimization

problem in (15) as

min
x∈Cm2

x†Ax, (B6a)

s.t. ∥x∥22 ≤ 1, (B6b)

x ∈ Ŝm, (B6c)

with

A :=− 1

|I+|
∑
i∈I+

rir
†
i +

γ

|I−|
∑
j∈I−

rjr
†
j . (B7)

The matrix A (determined by data) is Hermitian, so the
objective in (B6a) is real and well-defined (even in the
absence of constraint (B6c)). We expand on the condi-
tion for the non-degeneracy of the problem introduced
in Section IV. We impose that the matrix A is indef-
inite [42], where the Hermitian structure is fulfilled by
the construction in (B7). In other words, we require the
matrix A to have both (strictly) positive and negative
eigenvalues. The construction of A shows the difference
between two PSDs, so the tradeoff γ > 0 is a sensible
parameter since it can render the problem (numerically)
degenerate.

Let (·) ≽ (·) denote the Loewner order [42], that is the
partial order on the cone of PSD matrices. Specifically,
for any pair of PSD matrices X,Y we have that X ≽ Y
if and only if X − Y is PSD.
The optimization problem is non-convex since we do

not assume A ≽ 0, indeed A is required indefinite. How-
ever, as anticipated in Section IV, this optimization prob-
lem can be solved efficiently even in the case of the non-
convexity of the objective (i.e. matrix A is not PSD).
Moreover, this is an exceptional case where strong dual-
ity9 [25] holds, provided that Slater’s constraint qualifica-

tion is fulfilled. That is, there exists an x ∈ Ŝm such that
the inequality constraint (B6b) holds strictly (i.e. not
tight). In our case, an example is x = vecr(Im)/

√
m+ ϵ

for any ϵ > 0, so ∥x∥22 < 1.

9 Strong duality is equivalent to the duality gap is zero, that is the
difference between primal and dual solutions.

Now, we consider the optimization problem consisting
of (B6a) and (B6b). We exclude the constraint in (B6c),
as we will prove being enforced implicitly by the struc-
ture of the matrix A and the non-degeneracy conditions.
The Lagrangian function is L(x, α) = x†(A+αIm2)x−α
with the multiplier α ∈ R+. Consequently, the dual func-
tion min

x
L(x, α) takes the value −α when A+ αIm2 ≽ 0

(i.e. PSD, so the Lagrangian is bounded below in x), and
it becomes unbounded otherwise. Let λmin(·) denote the
minimum eigenvalue of the matrix argument. The La-
grange dual problem reads

max
α∈R+

− α, (B8a)

s.t.A+ αIm2 ≽ 0, (B8b)

then the constraint is fulfilled when α ≥ −λmin(A), so the
dual optimal is α⋆ = −λmin(A) > 0. The space of the
primal solutions is given by the eigenspace corresponding
to the minimum eigenvalue of A − λmin(A)Im2 , that is
the null space of the latter. Given any matrix A, we
denote the null space of A (i.e. the set of solutions of the
homogeneous equation Ax = 0) by Null(A). Let

x⋆ ∈ Null (A− λmin(A)Im2) , (B9)

with ∥x⋆∥22 = 1, be an optimal solution10, we show that if
x⋆ = vecr(M), then M = M†. That is constraint (B6c)
is implied by the structure of matrix A.
The set Sm of Hermitian matrices of order m is a

real vector space, and if B is a basis for it, then Bv :=
{vecr(K)|K ∈ B} is a basis for the vector space of vec-
torized Hermitians. We verify immediately that, by con-
struction, the image of matrix A belongs to the latter vec-
tor space. By the non-degenerancy assumptions (i.e. A is
Hermitian indefinite), we have that λmin(A) ̸= 0. Conse-
quently, the solution x⋆ belongs to the image of A, hence
the matrix M such that vecr(M) = x⋆ is Hermitian. In
other words, we have shown that the assumption thatA is
Hermitian indefinite implies that constraint (B6c) is ful-
filled. When the non-degeneracy conditions are not met,
the case corresponds to the impossibility of obtaining an
order parameter (which could be conditioned to the size
of the observable). This is a situation we encountered in
Section VB.

In (B9) we have proved that the solution may not
be unique, however, this is consistent with the non-
uniqueness of order parameters stated in Section IV.

We note that even in the case of 1-dimensional null
space in (B9), the optimal observable M can be of any
rank since the solution x⋆ is a vectorization of a Her-
mitian operator. For example, in the case of the Ising

10 We note that the vectorization operator vecr(·) : Cm×m → Cm2

is an isomorphism, so the expression x⋆ = vecr(M) implicitly
means that the matrix M is obtained uniquely from x⋆ using
the inverse of vecr.
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model, we could have x⋆ ≈
(
1 0 0 −1

)⊤
(a Bell’s basis

vector) with the corresponding observable being M = σz
(full rank).

We summarize the procedure. Given a lattice of RDMs
for the ground states of a selected Hamiltonian, we obtain
the vector field in (12). The labeling of the phases is ob-
tained using the trigonometric approach explained in Sec-
tion IV, so we derive the sets I+ and I−. Subsequently
to the instantiation of matrix A given in (B7), we use
its eigendecomposition to obtain, first, the verification
that the non-degeneracy conditions are met. Secondly,
the eigenspace corresponding to its minimum eigenvalue
determines the space of solutions (B9).

Appendix C: Additional results

1. Discontinuities of fidelity and its susceptibility

We produce a counterexample which proves that the
assumption on the non-degeneracy of the ground state
(stated in Section III) is not sufficient to guarantee the
continuity of fidelity when dealing with RDM. For ex-
ample, consider a parametric state |ψ(θ)⟩ ∈ HA ⊗ HB ,
with HA = C2 and HB = Cn, defined by the Schmidt
decomposition [43]

|ψ(θ)⟩ = cos(θ) |φ1⟩ ⊗ |b1⟩+ sin(θ) |φ2⟩ ⊗ |b2⟩ (C1)

with {|φk⟩} and {|bk⟩} denoting some bases for C2 and
Cn, respectively. We obtain the RDM by tracing out the
subsystem B, so

ρ(θ) =TrB(|ψ(θ)⟩ ⟨ψ(θ)|)
= cos2(θ) |φ1⟩ ⟨φ1|+ sin2(θ) |φ2⟩ ⟨φ2| . (C2)

It is clear that the parameter θ ∈ R determines a change
of rank of ρ(θ). In the case of a RDM acting on C2, the
Uhlmann fidelity matches the formulation of the Super-
fidelity [44] which is defined as

FS(ρ, σ) :=Tr(ρσ) +
√

(1− Tr (ρ2)) (1− Tr (σ2)). (C3)

Then considering FS(ρ(θ), ρ(θ + h)), the rightmost term
for the fidelity in (C3) becomes

c
√

(1− Tr (ρ2(θ + h))) =c |sin(θ + h) cos(θ + h)| , (C4)

where c is a constant depending on θ. We see that
the resulting function of h is discontinuous for h + θ ∈
{kπ/2|k ∈ Z}. In other words, a tiny perturbation could
cause a change of rank of ρ(θ) and a loss of continuity
(and so smoothness).

In practice, we do not know the locations in the param-
eters space where such phenomena could happen. How-
ever, the procedure of sampling and smoothing described
in Section A can be interpreted as an implicit mollifica-
tion. Consequently, the plot of the mollified vector field
(for example Figure 4) should present sharp changes in
direction, sources or sink in the proximity of such regions.

Appendix D: Experimental Methods

To calculate the ground states for the reduced fidelity
susceptibility, we use the density matrix renormalization
algorithm (DMRG) [45]. We use two different software
packages called Tensor Network Python TeNPy [35] and
Quantum Simulation with MPS Tensor qs-mps [46].
For the ANNNI model we span the region (κ, h) ∈ R =

[0.01, 1.5]× [0.01, 1.5] while for the cluster (K,h) ∈ R =
[0.5, 1.5] × [0.5, 1.5]. We take n = 64 points for each
axis resulting in a 64 × 64 lattice of parameters, with a
maximum bond dimension χ = 64. Both Hamiltonians
in the top-left corner of their respective regions R are
dominated by the σz term and thus the states will be a
perturbation of the all-up state |↑↑ · · · ↑⟩. To ensure the
convergence of the DMRG calculations, we use the fol-
lowing strategy: We begin with a region where the states
are relatively easy to prepare and where the DMRG con-
verges reliably. From there, we extend the calculation to
include nearest-neighbor lattice points, using the previ-
ously obtained state as the initial state. We continue this
approach, gradually moving towards regions where states
are more challenging to prepare. In doing so, we gain
both accuracy and speed. We note the most time con-
suming part of the calculation is solving the local eigen-
value problem through the method eigsh from the soft-
ware package SciPy [47]. This procedure is effective up
until the point of a phase transition. At that point, if the
computation time exceeds a specified threshold (which
can be set either arbitrarily or adaptively), we shelve the
calculation and proceed to the next lattice point.

Appendix E: Discovered Order Parameter of the
ANNNI Model

Following the procedure given in Section IV for the
ANNNI model, the two-site observable matrix is given in
Figure 11 and decomposed in Section VB.

The decomposition of the observable in terms of Pauli
Operators is given as follows;

M ≈ 0.230 · II − 0.125 · IX
+ 0.137 · IZ − 0.128 ·XI
− 0.174 ·XZ − 0.158 · Y Y
+ 0.136 · ZI − 0.160 · ZX
+ 0.217 · ZZ

Appendix F: The ANNNI model

We first present the phase diagram for the ANNNI
Model which is given in Figure 3, where a variety of rich
phase transitions are present. We initially begin with
small κ and h, where the interactions between neighbors
along the x-axis dominate, resulting in a ferromagnetic
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FIG. 11: Two-site Observable obtained for the ANNNI
Model using the procedure given in Section IV

phase where all spins align parallel to one another, ei-
ther as |→→ · · · →⟩ or |←← · · · ←⟩. This ferromagnetic
region is highlighted in purple in Figure 3.

Upon increasing κ and h, a phase transition occurs as
the spins enter a paramagnetic phase (PM), presented
in grey in Figure 3. Entering the paramagnetic phase,
the transverse magnetic field begins to dominate, causing
all states to align with the magnetic field, resulting in
the state |↑↑ · · · ↑⟩. This Ising-like transition has been
previously studied in [48] and the transition line (which
corresponds to the purple line in Figure 3 is given in
[8, 48] as;

hI ≈
1− κ
κ

(
1−

√
1− 3κ+ 4κ2

1− κ

)
(F1)

Increasing the parameters h and κ, a further tran-
sition becomes evident in the phase diagram between
the paramagnetic and floating phases (FP). This
incommensurate-incommensurate Kosterlitz-Thouless
(KT) phase transition [49–51] (given in blue in Figure 3)
has been approximated in [52] to be

hKT (κ) ≈ 1.05

√(
κ− 1

2

)
(κ− 0.1) (F2)

Such a transition corresponds to a change in the mod-
ulation wave vector [53], leading to different incommen-
surate structures along the spin chain.

A further transition evident in this phase diagram is
the transition from the floating phase to the antiphase
(AP), where the states exhibit staggered magnetization,

as a result of the next-nearest neighbor interactions dom-
inating, corresponding to |· · · ←←→→←← · · ·⟩. Such
an incommensurate-commensurate transition (given in
green in Figure 3) is described by the Pokrovsky-Talapov
universality class [49, 54], with the transition in this case
given by

hPT ≈ 1.05(κ− 1

2
) (F3)

as highlighted in [52] and corresponds to the green line in
Figure 3. We also note the presence of the Lifshitz point,
marked by a red dot in Figure 3. This point represents
a critical point, known as the Lifschitz point (LP), on
the phase diagram of certain magnetic systems, where a
line of second-order phase transitions meets a line of in-
commensurate modulated phases [55]. Lastly, we observe
that the ANNNI model features a disorder line, known
as the Peschel-Every (PE) line [56], which lies within the
paramagnetic phase and provides a reference point for
comprehending the properties of this particular phase.
Finally, we note this model also reproduces important

features observed experimentally in systems that can be
described by discrete models with effectively short-range
competing interactions [15]. These experimental findings
include Lifshitz points [57, 58], adsorbates, ferroelectrics,
magnetic systems, and alloys. Conversely, the so-called
floating phase emerging in the model is appealing to ex-
perimental researchers to explore. This critical incom-
mensurate phase has been observed very recently by us-
ing Rydberg-atom ladder arrays [59].
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