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Gauge theories in (1+1)D have attracted renewed attention partially due to their experimental
realizations in quantum simulation platforms. In this work, we revisit the lattice massive Schwinger
model and the (1+1)D lattice Abelian-Higgs model, uncovering previously overlooked universal
features, including the emergence of a supersymmetric quantum critical point when the Maxwell
term’s coefficient changes sign. To facilitate the quantum simulation of these theories, we adopt a
strategy of truncating the electric field eigenvalues to a finite subset, preserving the exact gauge and
global symmetries. Our primary focus is the truncated lattice Schwinger model at θ = 0, a model
not equivalent to familiar spin models. We find that upon reversing the sign of the Maxwell term,
the second-order deconfinement-confinement transition can become first-order, and the two types
of transitions are connected by a supersymmetric critical point in the tricritical Ising universality
class. In the case of truncated abelian-Higgs model at θ = 0, which turns out to be equivalent to
the quantum Blume-Capel model, the very existence of a deconfined phase requires a negative-sign
Maxwell term. Similarly, there is a tricritical Ising point separating first-order and second-order
phase transitions.

Introduction — Gauge theory stands as a cornerstone
of modern theoretical physics, providing a mathemati-
cal framework to describe fundamental forces and emer-
gent phenomena [1, 2]. Its principles play fundamental
roles in the understanding of (de)confinement, quantum
anomalies, and topological order in exotic quantum mat-
ter. Recently, the quantum simulation of gauge theories
in one spatial dimension has emerged as a promising tool,
offering a manageable setting for investigating complex
dynamics and providing deeper insights into the funda-
mental laws of physics[3–26].

In (1+1)D, the simplest gauge theories with matter
are the abelian-Higgs model and the (massive) Schwinger
model, where the electromagnetic field is coupled to one
flavor of complex boson field and one flavor of Dirac
fermion field, respectively[27–32]. On top of the choices
of matter field, there is also a parameter known as the
topological angle θ which may be set to 0 or π; other
θ-angles are less interesting due to the absence of the
charge conjugation symmetry and hence the absence dis-
tinct phases. Field theoretical properties of these four
models can be found, for example, in Refs. 2 and 33.

In order to realize those gauge theories in quantum
simulation platforms, it is preferable to have lattice ver-
sions of the models with finite-dimensional local Hilbert
spaces. One common strategy towards this goal is to
truncate the possible eigenvalues of electric field strength
to a finite subset, in a way that preserves the exact gauge
and global symmetries[34–36]. If we consider the trun-
cated lattice models corresponding to the four gauge the-
ories mentioned above, it turns out that three out of
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the four models are equivalent to familiar spin models as
summarized in Table I. Such equivalence can be estab-
lished upon “integrating out” the matter degrees of free-
dom using the gauge redundancy: The case of Schwinger
model at θ = π is discussed in Refs. 37–39, and the cases
of abelian-Higgs model are explained in the Supplemental
Material.

In this work, we focus on the remaining case, truncated
lattice Schwinger model at θ = 0, which is not equivalent
to any familiar spin model. We determine the phase dia-
gram and low-energy properties of this lattice model. Cu-
riously, we go beyond the conventional parameter regime
and allow the coefficient of Maxwell term (electric field
energy term) to change sign, leading to surprisingly in-
teresting results. When the coefficient is positive, there is
a continuous deconfinement-confinement phase transition
in the Ising universality class upon increasing the fermion
mass. The same happens in the untruncated continuum
version of the theory. When the coefficient is negative,
it turns out that the deconfinement-confinement phase
transition can become first-order and the two types of
phase transition lines are connected by a tricritical point.
The tricritical point is in the tricritial Ising universality
class which is well-known to have emergent spacetime
supersymmetry.

We note that similar interesting phenomena also occur
in the truncated lattice abelian-Higgs model at θ = 0.
With a positive Maxwell term, the model is always in
the confined phase and has no phase transition. How-
ever, a negative Maxwell term leads to a deconfined
phase. The transition between these phases includes both
a first-order part and an Ising-type second-order part,
separated by a tricritical Ising point. These follow from
known properties of the quantum Blume-Capel model as
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FIG. 1. A schematic diagram of a possible configuration.
Fermions are placed on the sites, and gauge fields (spin-1) are
on the links between sites.

explained in the Supplemental Material. We will not fur-
ther discuss this model in the rest of the main text.

Model —The Kogut-Susskind Hamiltonian of the mas-
sive Schwinger model on a lattice is given by [40]

Ĥ =
1

2a

∑
n

[f̂†
ne

iϕ̂(n)f̂n+1 + h.c.] +m
∑
n

(−1)nf̂†
nf̂n

+
1

2
g2a

∑
n

(L̂(n)− θ

2π
)2, (1)

where a is the lattice constant, g is the elementary charge,

and m is the mass of the fermion. The operators f̂†
n and

f̂n represent the creation and the annihilation operator
of a fermion on the site n, and the gauge field operators
living on the link between site n and site n+ 1 obey the
commutation relation

[ϕ̂(n), L̂(l)] = iδn,l, (2)

which implies [L̂(n), eiϕ̂(n)] = eiϕ̂(n). The eigenvalues of ϕ̂
are defined modulo 2π, namely ϕ ∼ ϕ+2π. Accordingly,
the eigenvalues of L̂ are integers Z. The electric field
strength is defined as Ê(n) = L̂(n) − θ

2π , where θ angle
is a background electric field. The Hamiltonian (1) is

invariant under the local U(1) transformation that f̂n →
f̂ne

iα, eiϕ̂(n−1) → ei(ϕ̂(n−1)−α) and eiϕ̂(n) → ei(ϕ̂(n)+α)

for any particular n. Such gauge transformations are
generated by the Gauss’s law operator:

Ĝ(n) = L̂(n)− L̂(n− 1)− f̂†
nf̂n +

1

2
[1− (−1)n]. (3)

If not otherwise specified, we focus on the gauge invariant
subspace defined by Ĝ(n) = 0 for all n.
In the rest of this work, we only consider θ = 0. The

Hamiltonian (1) then exhibits the following charge con-
jugation symmetry:

Ceiϕ̂(n)C−1 = e−iϕ̂(n+1), CÊ(n)C−1 = −Ê(n+ 1)

Cf̂†
nC−1 = f̂n+1, Cf̂nC−1 = f̂†

n+1. (4)

If all low-energy states are nearly invariant under the
action of C2, we may expect C2 to approach the iden-
tity operator in the continuum limit, in which case the
charge conjugation symmetry effectively becomes a Z2

symmetry.
From the perspective of experimental realization, it is

preferable to have finite-dimensional local Hilbert spaces.
This can be done by truncating the allowed eigenvalues of

the electric field Ê(n). We choose the simplest nontrivial

truncation where Ê(n) can take values from 0 and ±1,

implying the following substitution: L̂(n) → Ŝz
n,n+1 and

eiϕ̂(n) → Ŝ+
n,n+1/

√
2. Moreover, we also implement the

following transformations:{
Odd n : fn → f†

n, f†
n → fn,

Even n : Ŝz
n,n+1 → −Ŝz

n,n+1, Ŝ±
n,n+1 → Ŝ∓

n,n+1.
(5)

which will help simply the charge conjugation symmetry.
The resulting Hamiltonian is given by

Ĥtrunc = 1
2
√
2a

∑
n[f̂nŜ

+
n,n+1f̂n+1 + h.c.] +m

∑
n f̂

†
nf̂n

+ 1
2g

2a
∑

n(Ŝ
z
n,n+1)

2. (6)

This truncated lattice Schwinger model upholds an exact
local U(1) gauge symmetry as well as a charge conjuga-
tion symmetry, similar to the original Schwinger model,
although we truncated the values of the electric field. The
Gauss’s law operator is now given by

ˆ̃G(n) = (−1)n+1(Ŝz
n,n+1 + Ŝz

n−1,n + f̂†
nf̂n). (7)

Again, if not otherwise noted, we focus on the subspace

where ˆ̃G(n) = 0. Within this subspace, the charge conju-

gation symmetry of Ĥtrunc is simply the translation sym-
metry, thanks to the transformations in Eq. 5. In terms
of the truncated electric field Ên,n+1 = (−1)n+1Ŝz

n,n+1,

we can rewrite the Gauss’s law as Ên,n+1 − Ên−1,n =
ˆ̃G(n) + (−1)nf̂†

nf̂n. We will refer to ˆ̃G(n) as the (non-

dynamical) gauge charge and (−1)nf̂†
nf̂n as the physical

charge. Fig. 1 exemplifies a situation with no gauge
charge present for the periodic boundary condition.
The gauge constraints indicate that the degrees of free-

dom associated with the matter field are entirely redun-
dant. Especially, once the values of Ŝz

n,n+1 for all links

are known, the values of f̂†
nf̂n can be derived by Gauss’s

law. This observation implies that the model can be fur-
ther simplified by “integrating out” the matter sites using

the gauge redundancy. If ˆ̃G(n) = 0, the resulting Hamil-
tonian is

Ĥspin-1 =∑
n

[√
2

2a
Ŝx
n,n+1 − 2mŜz

n,n+1 +
1

2
g2a(Ŝz

n,n+1)
2

]
, (8)

under the constraint that Ŝz
n,n+1 + Ŝz

n−1,n = −f̂†
nf̂n can

only take eigenvalues 0 and −1. Nonzero values of ˆ̃G(n)
will not affect the Hamiltonian up to an additive con-
stant, but will modify the Hilbert space constraints as
can be derived from (7). This equivalent formulation of
the truncated Schwinger model obscures the gauge sym-
metry structure, but makes it easier to analyze the phase
diagram.
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Abelian-Higgs model Massive Schwinger Model
θ = 0 Quantum Blume-Capel Model Spin-1 Model in This Work
θ = π Quantum Ising Model PXP Model

TABLE I. Equivalent spin models of truncated (1+1)D lattice gauge theories.

FIG. 2. (a) Phase diagram of the spin-1 massive lattice
Schwinger model. A dashed line signifies the first-order phase
transition and a solid line represents the second-order phase
transition. The tricritical point, where these two lines inter-
sect, is marked by a red circle. (b) Central charge at the
tricritical point. By fitting the Calabrese-Cardy formula to
the subsystem size NA, the central charge at the tricritical
point is obtained. These results come from the exact diago-
nalization of a 24-site system.

FIG. 3. Low energy spectrum for (a) N = 28 which corre-
sponds to periodic boundary condition, and (b) N = 27 which
corresponds to antiperiodic boundary condition.

Phase Diagram — Recall we focus on θ = 0 where the
Schwinger model has a global charge conjugation sym-
metry. In Ĥtrunc or Ĥspin−1, this is nothing but the one-
site translation symmetry. We denote the generator of
this symmetry by M̂1. For instance, M̂1Ân,n+1M̂

−1
1 =

Ân+1,n+2. One can check that when ˆ̃G(n) = 0, M̂1

respects the gauge constraints and commutes with the
Hamiltonian. We assume that in the continuum limit,
this translation symmetry becomes an emergent Z2 sym-
metry, i.e. two-site translation acts trivially. Indeed, we
have found no spontaneous breaking of the two-site trans-
lation symmetry in the parameter regime we explored,
which is a necessary condition of the above assumption.
In line with this emergent Z2 symmetry, we introduce
the order parameter Ôn = (−1)n(Ŝz

n,n+1 − Ŝz
n−1,n) to

differentiate between the ordered and disordered phases
as depicted in Fig. 2 (a). In the ordered phase where the

Z2 symmetry is broken, limr→∞ ⟨ÔnÔn+r⟩ ̸= 0. Con-

versely, in the disordered phase, limr→∞ ⟨ÔnÔn+r⟩ = 0.

As shown in the phase diagram Fig. 2 (a), both a first-
order phase transition along the dashed line and a second-
order phase transition along the solid line exist. When
crossing the solid line from the ordered phase to the disor-
dered phase, the two-point function gradually diminishes
to zero. Conversely, when crossing the dashed line from
the ordered phase to the disordered phase, the two-point
function abruptly drops to zero. Another discriminat-
ing factor between the first-order and second-order phase
transitions is the subsystem entanglement entropy. No-
tably, the entanglement entropy SA along the solid line
is significantly higher than that on either side of the solid
line. In contrast, SA along the dashed line does not ex-
hibit a noticeable increase compared to that on both sides
of the dashed line. By examining the dependence of SA

on the subsystem size NA and fitting it to the Calabrese-
Cardy formula [41] SA = c log[sin(πNA/N)]/3 + S0(N),
we have found that the second-order translation line (ex-
cept for its end point) is in the Ising universality class
with central charge c = 1/2.

The first-order and second-order phase transition lines
meet at a tricritical point marked by the red circle in the
phase diagram. We anticipated that this tricritical point
is in the tricritical Ising universality class with central
charge c = 7/10, and thus determined its precise loca-

tion,
√
2(ma, g2a2) = (0.224,−0.246) for N = 24, by

maximizing the central charge fitted from entanglement
entropy. See Fig. 2 (b) for the central charge fitting right
at this tricritical point. The result is indeed closed to the
expected theoretical value.

The conformal field theory describing the tricritical
Ising point is known to have spacetime supersymmetry,
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which imposes nontrivial relations between the energy
spectra of periodic and antiperiodic boundary conditions
(PBC and APBC). Therefore, let us compare the low-
lying energy spectra of our lattice model with those pre-
dicted by the tricritical Ising conformal field theory. Note
that in our lattice model, the Ising Z2 symmetry is real-
ized as the translation symmetry, hence PBC and APBC
should correspond to N being even and odd, respectively.
In general, conformal symmetry in (1+1)D implies the
energy eigenvalues Ek to take the following form:

Ek = ϵ0(N) +
2πv

Na
∆k. (9)

Here, k = 1, 2, · · · labels the energy eigenstates, ϵ0 is a
system size dependent energy shift, v is the “speed of
light”, and ∆k are a set of universal numbers that de-
pend on the specific conformal field theory and on the
boundary condition. The set of ∆k for the tricritical
Ising theory with both PBC and APBC can be found,
e.g. in Ref. 42. In Fig. 3, we have shown the compari-
son between the theoretical and numerical spectra. The
two lowest states with N = 28 and one lowest state
with N = 27 have been used to fix the three constants:
v, ϵ0(28), ϵ0(27). One can see that the remaining energy
eigenvalues and degeneracies all fit reasonably well. As
mentioned above, the spacetime supersymmetry relates
PBC and APBC energy spectra. For example, a pair of
superconformal symmetry generators (level −1/2) map
the PBC state with ∆ = 1/5 to a pair of APBC states
with ∆ = 1/5 + 1/2 = 7/10. Another pair of supercon-
formal symmetry generators (level −3/2) map the PBC
ground state with ∆ = 0 to a pair of APBC states with
∆ = 0 + 3/2 = 3/2. These and more other examples
are all manifest in Fig. 3, confirming the emergence of
supersymmetry.

Confinement-deconfinement transition — The sponta-
neous breaking of charge conjugation symmetry implies
the deconfinement of charged particles and vice versa.
We will first give a physical argument of this statement,
and then numerically test it in our truncated lattice
Schwinger model.

To facilitate our discussion, it is convenient to smear
the notion of charge by defining q̂n,n+1 := (Ên+1,n+2 −
Ên−1,n)/2, which is the average charge over two neigh-
boring sites n and n + 1. Given the unbroken two-site
translation symmetry, we have ⟨q̂n,n+1⟩ = 0 in any vac-
uum state throughout the phase diagram. In the follow-
ing, we will only consider such smeared charges if not
otherwise specified. We say the system is in the decon-
fined (confined) phase if we are able (unable) to create
isolated charges without costing extensive energy.

Suppose the charge conjugation symmetry is sponta-
neously broken. We must have at least two degenerate
vacua [43] with nonzero and opposite order parameter
values; they are related to each other by the action of
C. Note that the order parameter Ôn is actually propor-
tional to the smeared electric field (Ên−1,n + Ên,n+1)/2.
Consequently, a domain wall between the two vacua car-

FIG. 4. The smeared charge distribution after adding gauge
charges into the system for different phases. (a)

√
2ma = −1,√

2(ga)2 = 0.5. (b)
√
2ma = 1,

√
2(ga)2 = 0.5. (c)

√
2ma =

−1,
√
2(ga)2 = −0.5. (d)

√
2ma = 1,

√
2(ga)2 = −0.5

vacuum 1 vacuum 2
charge

FIG. 5. A domain wall between degenerate vacua related by
charge conjugation symmetry carries a nonzero charge.

ries a nonzero charge – proportional to the difference of
order parameter values from the two vacua. See Fig. 5 for
an illustration. Such a domain wall can be created by ap-
plying the charge conjugation on half of the space of one
vacuum state. The existence of an unscreened charge
with a localized energy density implies deconfinement.
Conversely, if the system is in the deconfined phase, we
should be able to create a pair of unscreened charges
out of one vacuum and separate them apart, generating
an energy density that is only nonzero near the charges.
Now if we send the two charges all the way to spatial in-
finity, we have created a new vacuum state whose order
parameter value differs from the original one. Therefore,
at least one of the two vacua has a nonzero order param-
eter, implying the spontaneous breaking of the charge
conjugation symmetry.

To numerically test whether a phase is confined or not,
we introduce a localized gauge charge into the system
and calculate the smeared charge distribution. If the
additional charge is fully screened, the system is in the
confinement phase. Otherwise, it is in the deconfinement
phase. In Fig. 4, we introduce gauge charges into the
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system with varying parameters m and g2, where we set

ˆ̃G(n) =

{
1 or 2 n = 12
0 otherwise.

We then calculate the new ground state and the corre-
sponding smeared charge distribution ⟨q̂n,n+1⟩, as shown
in Fig. 4. For reference, the blue line represents the total
charge distribution of the ground state under the condi-

tion that ˆ̃G(n) = 0 for all n. In Fig. 4 (b), charges are
localized around the additional gauge charge introduced,
indicating that the system is in the confined phase. Con-
versely, in panels (a), (c), and (d), charges are delo-
calized, signifying that the system is in the deconfined
phase. We note that in the case of Fig. 4 (d), while
one unit of gauge charge appears to be fully screened,
two units of gauge charges remain clearly unscreened, as
shown in the figure.

Discussion — To summarize, we have discovered a su-
persymmetric quantum critical point – tricritical Ising
point – in both the truncated lattice Schwinger model
and the truncated (1+1)D abelian-Higgs model. Either
case requires a negative-sign Maxwell term. An impor-
tant theoretical question to explore is whether the afore-
mentioned critical point exists in the untruncated or con-
tinuum versions of these models. It would be also in-
teresting to find experimental realizations of the lattice
Schwinger model studied here. Compared to another
recent proposal for quantum simulating tricritical Ising
point [44], our model makes it easier to realize antiperi-
odic boundary condition, but harder to realize an explicit
fermion operator with a Jordan-Wigner string.
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL

Appendix A: Integrating Out Matter Field

1. Abelian-Higgs Model

The (1+1)D Abelian Higgs (AH) model can be defined on a 1D chain with sites labeled by n ∈ Z and links labeled
by (n, n+1). The physical degrees of freedom on each site (link) may be regarded as a particle moving on a ring with
the periodic boundary condition (some twisted boundary condition). On a site, we have

[φ̂, p̂] = i, φ ∼ φ+ 2π, p ∈ Z. (S1)

It follows that eiφ̂(p̂+ 1) = p̂eiφ̂, which means the effect of eiφ̂ is to increase p by 1. On a link, we have

[â, Ê] = i, a ∼ a+ 2π, E ∈ Z− θ

2π
, (S2)

where the parameter θ should be identical for all links. Similarly, eiâ increases E by 1. The AH model has the
following Hamiltonian.

ĤAH =
∑
n

(
−Jeiφ̂neiân,n+1e−iφ̂n+1 + h.c.

)
+

1

2
µ
∑
n

p̂2n +
1

2
g2

∑
i

Ê2
n,n+1. (S3)

In addition, the following Gauss’ law is imposed on the Hilbert space

Ĝn := Ên,n+1 − Ên−1,n − p̂n = 0. (S4)

Notice that Ĝn commutes with ĤAH, thus the physical subspace defined above is an invariant subspace of ĤAH. We
assume J ≥ 0 without loss of generality and also µ ≥ 0. The first two terms are obtained by minimally coupling
the O(2) rotor model [45] to the U(1) gauge field and the last term is the Maxwell term (gauge field kinetic energy).
We expect that in some continuum limit, this lattice model should describe a complex boson field ϕ coupled with
electromagnetic field. Large µ/J should correspond to large positive boson mass, while µ/J → 0 corresponds to large
negative boson mass. However, we did not attempt to carefully derive the continuum limit, thus our convention for
the coupling constants is somewhat arbitrary.

The gauge constraint (S4) implies that the matter field degrees of freedom are completely redundant. Indeed, once
we know the values of En,n+1 for all n, we can derive the values of all pn using the Gauss’ law. This observation
formally means the following isomorphism of Hilbert spaces.

(sites⊗ links)|Ĝn=0 ∀n → links (S5)

|{pn}, {En,n+1}⟩ 7→ |{En,n+1}⟩

It is not hard to check that the above explicit mapping is indeed one-to-one. It follows that we can “integrate out”
all the matter field[46]. The effective Hamiltonian thus obtained is

Ĥeff =
∑
n

(
−Jeiân,n+1 + h.c.

)
+

1

2
µ
∑
i

(Ên,n+1 − Ên−1,n)
2 +

1

2
g2

∑
i

Ê2
n,n+1

=
∑
n

(
−Jeiân,n+1 + h.c.

)
− µ

∑
i

Ên−1,nÊn,n+1 +

(
1

2
g2 + µ

)∑
i

Ê2
n,n+1. (S6)

a. Truncated Model at θ = π

Now consider θ = π and we truncate the electric field space to only retain E = ±1/2. We can then substitute

Ê 7→
(
1/2 0
0 −1/2

)
, eiâ 7→

(
0 1
0 0

)
. (S7)



2

FIG. S1. Schematic phase diagram of the truncated lattice AH model at θ = 0.

These substitutions preserve the U(1) gauge symmetry generated by Gn as well as the global charge conjugation

symmetry (Ê, â, p̂, φ̂) 7→ −(Ê, â, p̂, φ̂). The procedure of integrating out matter fields works in the same way, and the
effective Hamiltonian becomes

Ĥeff 7→ −J
∑
i

X̂i+1/2 −
1

4
µ
∑
i

Ẑi−1/2Ẑi+1/2, (S8)

which is exactly the transverse field Ising model. The ordered (disordered) phase of the Ising model corresponds to
the deconfined (confined) phase of the AH model.

b. Truncated Model at θ = 0

At θ = 0, we may truncate the model to by retaining E = 0,±1, or equivalently applying the substitutions

Ê 7→

1 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 −1

 , eiâ 7→

0 1 0
0 0 1
0 0 0

 . (S9)

Using spin-1 operators, the resulting effective Hamiltonian is

Heff 7→ −
√
2J

∑
n

Ŝx
n,n+1 − µ

∑
i

Ŝz
n−1,nŜ

z
n,n+1 +

(
1

2
g2 + µ

)∑
i

(Ŝz
n,n+1)

2. (S10)

This is the quantum Blume-Capel model [47]. The schematic phase diagram looks like Fig. S1; see Refs. 47 and 48
for details. Note that there is no confinement-deconfinement transition when the Maxwell term is positive, which is
consistent with the result of the continuum AH model [2].

2. Schwinger Model

For (truncated) lattice Schwinger models, such as the θ = 0 model studied in the main text, the procedure of

integrating out matter sites is similar but slightly more tricky. There are two caveats: (1) The fermion number f̂†
nf̂n

can only be 0 or 1, which leads to residue constraints on the spins after integrating out matters. (2) We need to be
careful about the ordering of fermion operators.

Let us elaborate this procedure for the model considered in the main text. We fix the values of ˆ̃G(n), say all zero,

and let Lsites+links be the Hilbert space for both sites and links under the Gauss’s law constraints. Ĥtrunc acts within
this Hilbert space. As we mentioned in the main text, the Gauss’s law implies that all site variables are actually
redundant. More precisely, we expect Lsites+links to be isomorphic to another Hilbert space Llinks which only consists

of the spins on the links and is subject to the following constraints: (−1)n+1 ˆ̃G(n) − Ŝz
n,n+1 − Ŝz

n−1,n can only take
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eigenvalues 0 and 1. Let ν̂n := f̂†
nf̂n. We can explicitly write down an isomorphism Lsites+links → Llinks as follows:

|{νn}, {Sz
n,n+1}⟩ := (f̂†

N )νN (f̂†
N−1)

νN−1 · · · (f̂†
1 )

ν1 |{Sz
n,n+1}⟩ 7→ |{Sz

n,n+1}⟩ . (S11)

One can check that under this isomorphism, we have the following operator mapping rules:{
f̂nŜ

+
n,n+1f̂n+1 7→ P̂Ŝ+

n,n+1P̂ 1 ≤ n ≤ N − 1

f̂N Ŝ+
N,1f̂1 7→ (−1)νN+νN−1+···+ν1−1P̂Ŝ+

N,1P̂ n = N
, (S12)

where P̂ is the projection operator onto the allowed spin configurations. The sign factor in the second line is actually

a constant depending on the values of ˆ̃G(n):∑
n

νn =
∑
n

(−1)n+1G̃(n) mod 2. (S13)

The mapping rules for other operators in the Hamiltonian is rather obvious, for example,

f̂†
nf̂n 7→ (−1)n+1 ˆ̃G(n)− Ŝz

n,n+1 − Ŝz
n−1,n. (S14)

The extra sign factor mentioned above is rather annoying, but we can actually remove it by applying a local spin
rotation generated by Ŝz

N,1. Such a rotation commutes with Ŝz
n,n+1 and thus preserves both the spin configuration

constraints and other terms in the Hamiltonian. Finally, we obtain the equivalent Hamiltonian Ĥspin−1 given in the
main text.

The case of θ = π works in a similar way and the result can be found in Refs. 37–39.
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