
Itinerant magnetism in Hubbard models with long-range interactions

Johannes Dieplinger,1, 2 Rhine Samajdar,3, 4 and R. N. Bhatt2, 3

1Institute of Theoretical Physics, University of Regensburg, D-93040 Germany
2Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering,
Princeton University, Princeton, NJ 08544, USA

3Department of Physics, Princeton University, Princeton, NJ 08544, USA
4Princeton Center for Theoretical Science, Princeton University, Princeton, NJ 08544, USA

A wide variety of experimental platforms, ranging from semiconductor quantum-dot arrays to
moiré materials, have recently emerged as powerful quantum simulators for studying the Hubbard
model and its variants. Motivated by these developments, here, we investigate a generalization
of the Hubbard model which includes the effects of long-range Coulomb interactions. Working on
finite-sized two-dimensional square and triangular lattices, we use exact diagonalization and density-
matrix renormalization group calculations to probe the magnetic structure of the ground state in
the strong-coupling regime, where U (the onsite repulsion)≫ t (the nearest-neighbor hopping). For
small electron dopings above the half-filled antiferromagnet, we numerically uncover a rich variety of
magnetically ordered states, and in conjunction with theoretical arguments, infer the phase diagram
of the system as a function of doping and interaction strengths. In particular, we find that the
inclusion of long-range Coulomb interactions induces an instability of high-spin states—such as the
saturated Nagaoka ferromagnet—towards phase separation and stripe ordering. We also present
proposals for the observation of some of our key findings in experiments that would shed further
light on this paradigmatic strongly correlated system.

I. INTRODUCTION

Over the last six decades, the Hubbard model [1–3]
has emerged as a ubiquitous framework to investigate the
physics of systems with strong electronic correlations. In
its original formulation, the model describes interacting
spin-1/2 electrons hopping on a d-dimensional lattice of
N sites, and is given by the Hamiltonian,

H0 = −t
∑
[i,j],σ

(
c†iσcjσ + h.c.

)
+ U

∑
i

ni↑ni↓, (1)

where c†iσ(ciσ) are the creation (annihilation) operators

for an electron with spin σ= ↑, ↓ on a site i, niσ ≡ c†iσciσ
is the electronic density operator, and the sum on [i, j]
runs over nearest-neighboring sites on a given lattice.
While the Hubbard model is exactly solvable by the
Bethe ansatz in d=1 [4], for higher dimensions, there are
only a handful of rigorous analytical results for its ground
states [5–10] owing to the strongly interacting nature of
the problem. Careful theoretical and numerical studies
[11–13] have revealed that the Hubbard model hosts a
wide variety of complex correlated phases [14, 15], many
of which are in close correspondence with observed states
in quantum materials.

Motivated primarily by phenomenological similarities
to the cuprates [16, 17], much attention has been focused
on the possibility of superconductivity in the Hubbard
model [18–21]. However, in real materials, superconduc-
tivity often appears intertwined with other types of spin
and charge order [22]. Hence, it is of fundamental and
independent interest to understand the properties of the
Hubbard model as a minimal model of itinerant mag-
netism in dimensions d > 1. For d = 2, in particular, on

the square lattice, the Hubbard ground state at half fill-
ing,

∑
i⟨ni↑ + ni↓⟩/N = 1 (or equivalently, zero doping),

is a Néel-ordered insulating antiferromagnet ∀U/t > 0
[23, 24] as a consequence of the perfectly nested Fermi
surface. In contrast, on the triangular lattice, the ground
state of the undoped Hubbard model for low U/t is be-
lieved to be either a Curie-Weiss metal [25] or a Luther-
Emery liquid [26]. On increasing U/t to intermediate
values, the system first forms a putative quantum spin
liquid state [27–30], before eventually transitioning to a
120◦-spiral-ordered insulator for larger U/t [31–33].

The possibilities for finite doping are even richer. Sur-
prisingly, for the doped Hubbard model, a rigorous result
by Nagaoka [34] states that for U =∞ and non-negative
t, the ground state on a bipartite lattice endowed with
periodic boundary conditions (in d≥ 2) and with a single
excess hole away from half filling is ferromagnetic [35–37].
This is rather remarkable because the undoped system,
which is parametrically infinitesimally close to this situa-
tion in the thermodynamic limit, provably reduces to an
insulating quantum Heisenberg anti ferromagnet in the
strong-coupling limit [38]. Although the Nagaoka the-
orem is exact, its practical relevance is limited, as the
prerequisites of infinite onsite interaction strengths and
exactly a single dopant are not realistic in experimental
setups. Accordingly, much effort has been directed to-
wards understanding whether Nagaoka ferromagnetism
survives for finite U/t [39–41] and a finite density of car-
riers [42–55].

The formation of ferromagnetic ground states away
from half filling can be understood from very general ki-
netic considerations. Adding dopants creates unoccupied
(hole) or doubly occupied (doublon) sites. When these
holes or doublons move around on the underlying lattice,
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they disrupt an antiferromagnetic spin structure, creat-
ing “strings” of misaligned spins that are energetically
costly [56, 57]. In contrast, such hopping does not disturb
a ferromagnetic arrangement. As a result, carriers are
less confined in a ferromagnetic setting, and the kinetic-
energy benefit from their delocalization outweighs the
opposing effect of the antiferromagnetic superexchange.
This kinetic mechanism leads to the formation of bound
states consisting of a dopant surrounded by a cloud of po-
larized spins; this dressed quasiparticle is referred to as
a ferromagnetic polaron [58, 59]. Although each polaron
only carries local ferromagnetic correlations, in a system
with multiple dopants, the interactions between different
polarons can give rise to global ferromagnetic order [60],
at least on finite lattices.

Such ferromagnetic polarons have been recently ob-
served in experiments on ultracold atoms in optical lat-
tices [61–63], which serve as versatile “quantum simula-
tors”. Another promising platform for quantum simula-
tion of the Hubbard model consists of gate-defined ar-
rays of semiconductor quantum dots [64, 65], which can
be engineered to generate strong quantum correlations
at far lower temperatures (relative to t) than achiev-
able with optical lattices. In fact, a few years ago, pre-
liminary signatures of Nagaoka ferromagnetism were ob-
served in a small 2× 2 square plaquette of quantum dots
[66]. However, to accurately describe the physics of such
quantum-dot systems, it is important to consider the
long-range Coulomb interactions between electrons [67]
neglected in the simple Hubbard model (1), which fo-
cuses on electronic correlations due to local interactions
in a single orbital. Such interactions are also relevant to a
host of correlated quantum materials which exhibit ferro-
magnetism, including twisted bilayer MoTe2 [68], twisted
double-bilayer WSe2 [69], MoSe2/WS2 heterostructures
[70], and MoTe2/WS2 moiré bilayers [71].

These considerations call for the modification of Eq. (1)
to a long-ranged Hubbard model (introduced in Eq. (2)
below), which, to date, has only been studied in cer-
tain limited regimes and with—most commonly—up to
nearest-neighbor (NN) interactions. In the context of
itinerant magnetism though, the effects of the Coulomb
interaction on the ground states of a macroscopic Hub-
bard system are unclear. In the present study, we address
this question and investigate how the Coulomb repulsion
influences the formation and dynamics of magnetic po-
larons, as well as the interpolaronic interactions which
lead to the eventual formation of a fully polarized fer-
romagnet. Moreover, we demonstrate that instead of
uniform magnetic order, the system manifests ordering
tendencies towards certain self-organized local inhomo-
geneities, such as phase separation and stripes. We will
reconcile these possibilities in a polaronic picture and also
examine if and how these competing orders survive to fi-
nite temperatures of relevance to experiments.

II. MODEL AND METHODS

To describe systems with long-range Coulomb repul-
sions, we generalize the standard Hubbard model to

H =− t
∑

⟨i,j⟩,σ

(
c†iσcjσ + h.c.

)
+ U

∑
i

ni↑ni↓

+
1

2

∑
i ̸=j

V

||ri − rj ||α
ninj . (2)

Here, ri, rj represent the positions of sites i, j on a lattice
(in units of the lattice spacing), ni ≡ ni↑+ni↓ is the total
electronic density on site i, and V represents the strength
of the long-range interaction, which decays algebraically
with an exponent α = 1 due to its Coulombic nature.
Since α < d, the long-ranged nature of the interactions is
a relevant perturbation for the long-wavelength physics
in the renormalization-group sense [72].
We are interested in the ground states and finite-

temperature properties of this model in two dimensions,
and specifically, we study square and triangular lattices
with open, cylindrical, or fully periodic boundaries. Note
that the particle-hole symmetry inherent to the Hubbard
model (1) on bipartite lattices is lost due to the long-
range interactions, which couple to the charge. For com-
putational tractability, we truncate the Coulomb repul-
sion for distances beyond ||ri − rj || > 2, which trans-
lates to retaining density-density interactions between
sites that are up to third-nearest neighbors (3NNs) apart
for the geometries considered. This allows us to maintain
extensiveness of the interaction when scaling the system
size without having to simultaneously scale the strength
V . Throughout the rest of this work, we will refer to
Eq. (2) with this particular choice of truncated interac-
tions as the “long-ranged Hubbard model”.
To begin, let us consider the case when the interactions

in the second line of Eq. (2) are restricted to only nearest
neighbors (||ri − rj || = 1); this approximated Hamilto-
nian is often called the “extended Hubbard model”. At
half filling, the phase diagram of this model has been ex-
tensively studied in d = 1 as a function of ϑ = V/U . A
variety of weak- and strong-coupling studies show that
the system is in a charge-density wave (CDW) phase if ϑ
is large and in a spin-density wave (SDW) phase for small
ϑ, with the transition between them occurring around
ϑ ≃ 1/2 [73–78]. In between these two density-wave
orders, there also exists an intermediate bond-ordered
phase [79–81]. In two dimensions, at or near half fill-
ing on the square lattice, the extended Hubbard model is
known to host symmetry-broken CDW and SDW phases
[82–85], in addition to states with orbital antiferromag-
netism or spin-nematic order [86], and s- or d-wave su-
perconductivity [87–90].
In this work, we examine the magnetic ground states

of the long-ranged Hubbard model for different parame-
ters U/t, V/t and electron dopings δ ≡ ∑

i⟨ni⟩/N−1 > 0
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away from half filling in the strongly correlated regime of
U/t ≫ 1. To do so, we adopt a two-pronged approach.
Firstly, we study small 4 × 4 plaquettes, which can be
diagonalized exactly by means of Lanczos methods mak-
ing use of translational and reflection symmetries along
with particle-number and Sz conservation. Next, we set
up much larger samples with cylindrical boundary con-
ditions, i.e., periodic in the ŷ-direction and open along
the x̂-axis. These systems can be efficiently studied using
methods based on matrix product state (MPS) ansätze.
Specifically, to obtain the ground state and its correla-
tors, we use the density-matrix renormalization group
(DMRG) algorithm [91]. The numerical errors of this
method are controlled by the maximum bond dimension
χ and the truncation error ε of the associated singular
value decomposition. Iterating over sweeps with progres-
sively increasing bond dimensions, up to χ = 2400, we
use a threshold of ε < 10−7 as our criterion for conver-
gence.

In either approach, for each computed wavefunction,
we measure all spin-spin correlation functions, which give
us access to the local spin structure and reveal potential
magnetic orderings. Such a two-point function is defined
by

Cij = ⟨Si · Sj⟩, (3)

where Si ≡ c†iµτµνciν for Pauli matrices {τυ}, υ = 1, 2, 3.
The total spin of the system can be expressed as the sum
over all matrix elements of the spin-spin correlator as

S2
tot =

N∑
i,j=1

Cij ≡ S(S + 1), (4)

where S is the net spin quantum number.
Besides the zero-temperature ground states, we will

also be interested in exploring finite-temperature prop-
erties, which are relevant to all experimental systems. In
fact, for many cold-atom quantum simulators, the effec-
tive temperatures of the prepared Fermi-Hubbard models
are only somewhat smaller than the kinetic energy of a
single electron and may easily exceed the spin-exchange
coupling J ∼ t2/U . It is therefore important to ask if
and to what extent the magnetic structures of the ground
states, as obtained with DMRG, survive thermal fluctu-
ations at large effective temperatures. However, this is a
challenging task because finite-temperature calculations
require access to the full spectrum—not just the low-lying
eigenvalues—which is out of reach with exact diagonal-
ization for even modest system sizes of 20–40 electrons.

In our study of the long-ranged Hubbard model, we ad-
dress this issue using minimally entangled typical thermal
states (METTS) [92], which are a recent addition to the
family of MPS-based methods. A so-called typical ther-
mal state can be defined as the imaginary-time evolution,
up to an imaginary time β=1/T , of a classical product
state (CPS). The expectation value of any observable of

interest is then computed using this thus-evolved pure
state, whereafter the next CPS is obtained by collapsing
the state by a projective measurement. Iterating this pro-
cedure, we can systematically prepare an arbitrary num-
ber of such METTS, and the finite-temperature trace of
an observable is evaluated by averaging over these ran-
dom realizations. In principle, the wavefunction collapse
at the end of each iteration cycle to obtain the new CPS
can be carried out in any basis. This choice of basis does
not affect the physical outcome but does influence the
correlations between successive METTS, which need to
be minimized for optimal efficiency. Here, we choose the
off-diagonal X basis of the spin vector for computing the
finite-temperature correlation functions.

III. MAGNETIC PROPERTIES ON THE
SQUARE LATTICE

On the square lattice, calculations on the extended
Hubbard model—with only NN repulsion—have shown
that ferromagnetism can arise as a result of the coexis-
tence of CDW and SDW orders [93]. For true Coulomb
interactions (beyond just NNs) in one dimension, it has
been suggested that the long-ranged character of the
potential is important to stabilize ferromagnetism [94].
However, in d=2, the corresponding ground-state prop-
erties of the long-ranged Hubbard model (2) for finite
carrier dopings, and the relationship among various mag-
netic orders, have yet to be understood. This will be our
focus in the following discussion.

A. Square clusters

Motivated by recent experiments on interacting quan-
tum dot arrays [65, 66], we begin by considering a 4× 4
cluster of the long-ranged Hubbard model on the square
lattice. Although a 16-site system is relatively small, as
we will see, it proves useful in identifying certain key fea-
tures that we can then generalize to larger system sizes in
subsequent sections. We compute the spin-spin correla-
tion functions (3) of this system using exact diagonaliza-
tion. Figure 1 shows the total spin S of the 4× 4 arrays
with periodic boundaries as a function of the onsite and
Coulomb interactions U/t, V/t, for different dopings close
to half filling.
For sufficiently large U/t, we expect the ground state to

be a saturated Nagaoka ferromagnet. Indeed for a single
dopant electron above half filling [Fig. 1(a)], we observe
a change in the ground state from an antiferromagnetic
spin-zero configuration to a fully polarized high-spin (for
the present system, S = 15/2) state as U/t is increased
in the standard Hubbard model (V = 0). Between these
two extremal cases, there exists an intermediate partially
polarized phase in which the ground state carries spin
S = 5/2.
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(a) (b)

Figure 1. Total spin S of a 4× 4 square lattice with periodic
boundary conditions, as a function of the interaction strength
V/t and the onsite repulsion U/t. The samples are doped with
(a) a single electron, and (b) three excess electrons above half
filling.

Switching on the long-range Coulomb interactions
next, we find that the qualitative picture remains the
same; for a given V > 0, the system continues to exhibit
two transitions as a function of increasing U/t: first, from
a minimal-spin to a partially polarized state, and then, to
a fully polarized ferromagnet. Interestingly, the critical
U/t required for the formation of the saturated ferromag-
net shifts to higher values when increasing V/t, indicating
that the repulsive interaction hinders ferromagnetism of
the Nagaoka type and instead favors lower-spin states.
This can be understood in a polaronic picture. Consider
a polaron comprised of a circular bubble of polarized
spins around the doublon with the spins further away
antiferromagnetically aligned. In the limit of U/t → ∞,
where the Hubbard model (1) reduces to the so-called
t-J model, the radius of the polaron in the absence of
any long-range interactions scales as R ≈ 1.12J−1/4 [58],
where J is the strength of the antiferromagnetic superex-
change. The introduction of the 1/r-decaying interac-
tions on top leads to a correction to the polaron’s extent,
which, to leading order, is given by δR ∝ −V/J+O(V 2).
Now, the transition to the Nagaoka ferromagnet occurs
when the area of the polaron (∼ πR2) grows to be of the
order of the system size, but due to the negative sign of
the Coulombic contribution δR, for a fixed J , the radius
of the polaron is smaller than it would be in the absence
of the intersite repulsion. Consequently, a larger U/t is
required to fully polarize the system, as is indeed the case
in Fig. 1(a).

On increasing the doping to two excess electrons (not
shown), surprisingly, we find that there is no transition
to a high-spin state with increasing U/t, at least over the
parameter range studied (up to U/t ≤ 1000). A possi-
ble explanation of this observation is as follows. The two
doublons form two ferromagnetic polarons, both of which
have a finite spin and, for low U/t, a finite extent which
is not large enough to polarize the full sample. Then,

as U/t is increased (or equivalently, J is reduced), the
polarons grow in size and their wavefunctions overlap in
real space. However, the polaronic clouds associated with
the two doublons do not align but instead form a singlet,
resulting in a net spin-zero state as observed. This hy-
pothesis is also consistent with the behavior of the sys-
tem when doped with three excess electrons above half
filling [Fig. 1(b)]. According to this consideration, the
three polarons now formed try to antialign, i.e., two of
them form a singlet while the third one is free and con-
tributes to the total spin. Therefore, in Fig. 1(b), which
plots the phase diagram for doping with three electrons,
we observe a similar picture as for a single dopant: a
transition from a spin-zero state to a high-spin state via
an intermediate low-spin state. However, the high-spin
state is not fully polarized—it has a total spin of only
S = 7/2—supporting the hypothesis of polarons forming
singlets pairwise.

Next, we consider the same 4×4 cluster, but with open
boundary conditions. This breaks translational symme-
try, making exact diagonalization unfeasible for multi-
ple dopants; we thus turn to DMRG simulations. Since
DMRG is a variational method which is primarily ap-
plicable to local observables, it is not well suited to ac-
curately characterize the total spin of the sample S2

tot,
which requires knowledge of correlations between sites
arbitrarily far apart. Instead, we study the local nearest-
neighbor spin correlation Ca ≡ 1/Nb ·

∑
[i,j] Cij , where Nb

is the number of NN bonds on the lattice. We use this
quantity, which is zero for an antiferromagnet and satu-
rates to its maximal possible value in the fully polarized
ferromagnetic phase, to diagnose the magnetic structure
of the ground state.

100

150

U
/t

−2 0 2
V/t

100

150

U
/t

−2 0 2
V/t

−0.3

−0.2

−0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2

C a

Figure 2. Nearest-neighbor correlator Ca as calculated for
the ground state of the long-ranged Hubbard model (2), as a
function of U/t and V/t. The panels correspond to dopings
of one (upper left), two (upper right), three (lower left), and
four (lower right) excess electrons above half filling in a 4× 4
sample with open boundary conditions.
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In Fig. 2, the averaged NN correlation Ca is shown
as a function of U/t and V/t. Qualitatively, the overall
picture is similar to that in Fig. 1. Finite repulsive in-
teractions hinder the formation of the Nagaoka state; if
the state is ferromagnetic at V =0 to begin with, it is
eventually destroyed for large enough V . However, there
are some important quantitative differences compared to
the case with periodic boundaries. First, the threshold
value of V/t beyond which ferromagnetic correlations are
suppressed is significantly lower than in the case with
periodic boundaries. We attribute this to the fact that
due to the reduced coordination number at the bound-
aries, excess charge tends to accumulate at the edges of
the sample. This results in a corresponding depletion of
charge in the bulk, rendering its charge density to be at
nearly half filling, which favors an antiferromagnetic spin
texture.

Although the repulsive Coulomb potential corresponds
to a positive V/t, for completeness, it is also interesting to
consider the case of attractive interactions, V < 0. Such
a situation is realizable in ultracold fermionic gases [95]
and certain narrow-band materials [96], and has been
much explored in the context of superconductivity in the
extended Hubbard model [97–100]. In Fig. 2, we ob-
serve that the phase diagram is similar for both negative
and positive V/t in the sense that attractive interactions
also shift the critical U/t for ferromagnetism to larger
values (cf. Ref. 101). This phenomenological observa-
tion for V < 0 has its roots in phase separation: attrac-
tive interactions naturally favor the clustering of charge
and lead to the formation of electron-rich and electron-
deficient (or hole-rich) regions, thereby destabilizing fer-
romagnetism. Similar behavior has also been identified
in the extended Hubbard model both at and away from
half filling [98, 102, 103].

B. Phase separation and stripe orders

Our calculations for the 4 × 4 square cluster indicate
an instability of the ferromagnetic state towards low-spin
configurations on account of the long-range interactions.
The consistency of these results with the polaronic frame-
work also suggests their direct generalization to extended
two-dimensional systems, which we now investigate.

We next study the long-ranged Hubbard model on
the square lattice in rectangular (quasi-2D) geometries
with widths W and lengths L ≫ W , which can be ef-
ficiently simulated with DMRG. Unless specified other-
wise, we work with cylindrical boundaries, which are pe-
riodic along the width of the cylinder and open along the
length.

Before introducing the long-range Coulomb interac-
tions, we have to ascertain the existence and range of
high-spin ground states of the ordinary Hubbard model
(1) on such cylinders. Figure 3 shows the average NN

50 100 150

-0.2

-0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2

AFM Stripe FM

Figure 3. Nearest-neighbor correlator Ca as a function of the
onsite repulsion U/t on a width-4 cylinder of length L = 12,
18, 24 with doping fractions δ = 1/12 and 1/8 above half fill-
ing, shown here for the pure Hubbard model—without long-
range interactions—on a square lattice.

spin correlator for V =0, as a function of the onsite re-
pulsion U/t for various system sizes with doping fractions
δ=1/12 and 1/8 above half filling; these electron concen-
trations are chosen because they were empirically found
to be close to optimal for ferromagnetism [60]. Once
again, we observe an antiferromagnetic ground state up
to around U/t ≲ 50, after which the onset of Nagaoka
ferromagnetism is apparent from the saturation of Ca.
Note that the critical onsite interaction strength required
to produce a nonzero-spin state is considerably lower
than for the 4 × 4 clusters examined earlier. This re-
duction stems from the increased mobility of the ferro-
magnetic polarons on the extended cylinder compared to
the smaller cluster, where polarons are always localized
near the center of the sample [58, 60] (recall that the
mechanism driving ferromagnetism is the kinetic energy
gained from delocalization).
Next, we add in the long-range repulsions to this land-

scape. In Fig. 4, the evolution of the ground state with
increasing V is shown for an 18×4 cylinder with δ = 1/8,
starting from the ferromagnetic state at large U/t. For a
small finite V/t=0.4, we find that the bulk of the sam-
ple forms a single large ferromagnetic domain; it is only
at the edges that the correlations flip sign. This is be-
cause, as mentioned above, the fully polarized ferromag-
net becomes energetically less favorable for V > 0, and
the system partially compensates for this with the su-
perexchange energy gained across the two domain walls
between the bulk and the 1D ferromagnets at the bound-
ary.
Increasing the interaction strength to larger values,

V/t = 3.6, interestingly, we observe a clear phase sep-
aration of the system into ferromagnetic and antiferro-
magnetic regions. While the charge accumulation at the
boundaries is prominent, immediately adjacent to the
edges, we see the development of a low-density region
which exhibits antiferromagnetic correlations. In con-
trast, the bulk remains ferromagnetic with only a slight
modulation of the charge along the longitudinal direction.
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(c)
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Figure 4. Visualization of spin-spin correlations and onsite
electronic densities for the long-range Hubbard model in rect-
angular samples with varying V/t = (a) 0.4, (b) 3.6, and (c)
6.0 at U/t = 175. The size of the lattice points is proportional
to the local excess electron density ⟨ni⟩−1 in the ground state.
The color of the circles as well as the orientation of the arrows
indicates the sign of the spin correlations ⟨Si ·S0⟩ between the
spin at any given site Si and a central reference site (marked
in white). In this convention, red (blue) represents positive
(negative) correlations with the magnitude thereof conveyed
by the length of the arrows.

This phase separation can be understood from a classi-
cal electrostatic description of the repulsive interactions,
which lead to a redistribution of the charge density. We
have shown in earlier work that in the regular Hubbard
model (V =0), the critical value of U/t for the transition
to the Nagaoka state varies nonmonotonically with the
doping fraction [60]. In particular, let δ∗ be the opti-
mal doping that minimizes the U/t needed to realize a
ferromagnetic phase. Then, on going to dopings slightly
above or below this optimal value, for a fixed U/t, the
system may be driven into an antiferromagnetic phase
even if it were originally fully ferromagnetic for δ = δ∗.
Such a scenario is induced by the collective (but classical)
reorganization of the charge distribution by the repulsive
interaction. In the vicinity of the edges, due to the charge
depletion, the effective local doping fraction falls below
that required for ferromagnetism, thereby converting the
region to a locally antiferromagnetic configuration.

Finally, for even stronger Coulomb repulsions, V/t =
6.0, the spin texture of the central region is also fun-
damentally modified and we observe the development
of stripe order, i.e., a uniaxial modulation of the spin
density. We can understand the origin of the stripes
by considering the competition between three factors:
the antiferromagnetic exchange, which favors the sponta-
neous generation of domain walls, the Coulomb repulsion,

which tends to localize charge, and the kinetic term in
the Hamiltonian which prefers the delocalization of elec-
trons [104]. The microscopic compromise between these
three energy scales determines whether a fully polarized
ferromagnetic or a striped pattern dominates in the bulk.

Filling in between the discrete values of V/t examined
in Fig. 4, we plot the effect of V on the nearest-neighbor
average spin correlations in Fig. 5. The trends discussed
above are also reflected in Ca, and in general, increasing
V/t reduces the magnitude of the ferromagnetic correla-
tions. These observations are also stable with respect to
the length of the cylinder, as verified for L = 12, 18, and
24, so our numerics are not limited by finite-size effects
in this direction.

Scaling up the size of the system in the transverse di-
rection is a much more challenging task. Nonetheless,
we repeat our calculations above for a width-6 cylin-
der, which is close to the limit of today’s state-of-the-
art DMRG methods. In Fig. 6, we show that our ear-
lier observations of phase separation for low V/t followed
by the onset of stripe ordering at larger V/t persists on
these wider cylinders as well. Although we cannot sys-
tematically perform finite-size scaling analyses given the
limitations on the cylinder width, it is not unreasonable
to expect that these general features outlined here will
continue to hold for large samples.

0 1 2 3 4 5 6
-0.3

-0.2

-0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2
(a)

(b)

0 1 2 3 4 5 6
-0.3

-0.2

-0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2

Figure 5. Nearest-neighbor spin correlation Ca in the square-
lattice long-ranged Hubbard model as a function of the repul-
sive interaction strength V for several combinations of U/t
and δ. The samples have the same geometry as in Fig. 4.
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Figure 6. Visualization of spin-spin correlations and electronic
densities as in Fig. 4, but for a different (wider) geometry. The
configurations here are plotted for V/t = (a) 2.8, and (b) 5.6
at U/t = 175.

IV. KINETIC MAGNETISM ON TRIANGULAR
LATTICES

On the square lattice, the Nagaoka state arises at
large U/t solely from the balance between the weaken-
ing superexchange J ∼ t2/U and the kinetic energy of
the dopant ∼ δ t. When considering the influence of the
Coulomb repulsion on square-lattice Hubbard ferromag-
netism, we are therefore always in a regime where V ≫ J .
Interestingly however, on the triangular lattice, we can
have an interaction-induced transition out of the ferro-
magnetic phase without such a separation of scales, i.e.,
when V ∼ J , as we show next.

In triangular lattices, itinerant magnetism is closely
connected to the notion of kinetic frustration [105–107].
Owing to the nonbipartite nature of the lattice, the mo-
tion of a single hole (doublon) within a spin-polarized
environment results in destructive (constructive) quan-
tum interference between various paths [108]. This has
important energetic consequences: the minimum kinetic
energy of a single hole on a triangular lattice is −3 t in
a uniform ferromagnetic background, whereas that of a
doublon is twice that, −6 t [109]. To reduce their ki-
netic energy as much as possible, moving holes therefore
tend to foster antiferromagnetic spin correlations around
themselves, thereby alleviating the frustration [109–111].
Conversely, doublons promote a local ferromagnetic envi-
ronment [50, 112]. As a result of this kinetic frustration,
the critical onsite interaction strength for ferromagnetism
is much reduced relative to the square lattice—where a

fundamentally different mechanism applies—and can be
as low as Uc/t ∼ 10.
The complex interplay between the kinetic frustration

and the long-range interactions leads to diverse possibili-
ties for emergent phenomena that do not exist in unfrus-
trated systems. This is partially reflected, for instance, in
the rich phase diagram of the extended Hubbard model,
with only NN interactions, on the triangular lattice. In
this model, for an electronic density n = 2/3 (δ = −1/3)
and strong NN repulsion (V ≳ U/3), the ground state
is reported to be an insulating “200” ordered phase with
exactly two electrons on one sublattice, while for weaker
interaction strengths, it is found that two sublattices are
half-filled in a hexagonal “110” order [113]. For incom-
mensurate fillings between n = 1/2 to 2/3 (δ = −1/2 to
−1/3), this long-range honeycomb-type 110 charge order
(with potentially antiferromagnetic spin correlations as
n → 2/3) likely coexists with metallic conductivity [114].

A. Ground states

The triangular-lattice Hubbard model with 1/r-
decaying power-law interactions is believed to describe
a bevy of materials such as the charge-transfer salts
θ-(BEDT-TTF)2X [115] and certain layered triangular
compounds, e.g., NaxCoO2 [116]. As previously, we start
with a 4× 4 cluster of the long-ranged Hubbard model
with periodic boundaries, which we can study using ex-
act diagonalization. The single-particle density of states
on the triangular lattice exhibits a van Hove singularity
at a density of n = 1.5 electrons per site [117]. A large
density of states at the Fermi level is optimal for ferro-
magnetism [118, 119], so here, and throughout the rest
of this section, we work with a doping of δ equaling or
close to 0.5.
The total spin of such a cluster as a function of U/t,

V/t is shown in Fig. 7. For the standard Hubbard model
(V =0), the system exhibits a ferromagnetic ground state
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Figure 7. Total spin S of 4×4 triangular Hubbard plaquettes
with periodic boundaries as a function of the interactions U/t
and V/t for a doping of (a) δ = 1/2, and (b) δ = 9/16.
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Figure 8. Ground-state nearest-neighbor spin correlations on
the triangular lattice for finite V/t. Together with previous
work for V =0 [107], this chalks out the phase diagram of the
long-ranged Hubbard model on a 12× 4 cylinder.

at the dopings shown (δ ≃ 0.5) even for onsite interaction
strengths as little as U/t = 2. Introducing a finite repul-
sive V eventually destroys this ferromagnetic phase. The
details of this transition, however, are highly sensitive to
the doping level. As shown in the two panels of Fig. 7,
which correspond to dopings of δ = 1/2 and δ = 9/16
(differing by merely 1/16), the critical V/t at which the
ferromagnet–antiferromagnet phase transition occurs for
a given U/t can vary significantly. Additionally, for the
latter doping, a state with nonzero but low spin emerges
at finite V/t, a feature absent in the ordinary Hubbard
model.

As in the case of the square lattice, we also scale
the system to larger cylindrical geometries amenable to
DMRG calculations. In Fig. 8, we examine the effect
of a nonzero V/t on these quasi-two-dimensional cylin-
ders. The resultant behavior is noticeably simpler than
for the square lattice: no partially polarized phases are
observed within the investigated parameter space for the
selected dopings and values of U/t. At V/t ∼ 0.24, we ob-
serve a transition from the fully polarized ferromagnetic
phase to the zero-spin antiferromagnet. This transition
can be understood, as before, by regarding the original
doped ferromagnet as a strongly interacting fluid of po-
larons [60], which is then fragmented by the effect of the
Coulomb interactions that cause the individual polarons
to shrink.

B. Finite temperatures

So far, we have explored the impact of long-range in-
teractions on the ground-state magnetic properties of
Hubbard-like systems. However, to apply these findings
to experiments, say, with ultracold atoms or quantum dot
arrays, it is crucial to understand the effect of thermal
fluctuations [120].

In fact, the conventional Nagaoka ferromagnet ob-
tained by doping one hole on a square lattice is known

to be rather fragile. In the limit of U/t → ∞ (J → 0),
due to a large density of low-lying excitations, very low
temperatures (βt∼ 2500) are necessary for reaching the
Nagaoka state [52]. This requirement precludes its ob-
servation in many experimental platforms. For example,
optical-lattice Fermi-Hubbard systems can typically be
cooled only to effective temperatures that are compara-
ble to the kinetic energy scale, t. Given that t ≫ J for
the square-lattice ferromagnet, we do not expect the fully
polarized phase to survive at temperatures T ∼ t. How-
ever, on the triangular lattice, kinetic ferromagnetism is
a high-temperature phenomenon since it is governed by
t-scale (rather than J-scale) physics, as described above.

Motivated by these considerations, we now ask about
the effects of the Coulomb repulsion at nonzero tem-
peratures in the long-ranged triangular-lattice Hubbard
model. Here, we probe such finite-temperature proper-
ties using a tensor-network algorithm based on minimally
entangled typical thermal states (METTS). For further
details and benchmarking of this method, we direct the
reader to Ref. 121 and Appendix A.

Figure 9 presents our results for such a METTS cal-
culation at finite temperatures for V/t = 0.1, where, per
Fig. 8, the ground state is still a saturated ferromagnet.
The finite-temperature characteristics of this state can
be observed in Fig. 9(a), which plots the magnetic corre-
lations of a single representative METTS realization at
T =0.2t: we see that ferromagnetic correlations are ap-
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Figure 9. (a) Spin-spin correlations of a typical METTS state
for the long-ranged triangular-lattice Hubbard model, at a
temperature T/t = 0.2. Here, the parameters U/t = 12,
V/t = 0.1 are chosen such that the ground state is a saturated
ferromagnet. The colors have the same meaning as in Fig. 4.
(b) Average internal energy and (c) nearest-neighbor spin cor-
relator Ca as a function of inverse temperature β = 1/T . The
blue curve in (b) plots the analytical estimate of the energy
based on single spin flips, as obtained from Eq. (5).
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parent, despite the fully polarized Nagaoka state being
destroyed by thermal fluctuations.

We also compute the expectation value of the energy
⟨E⟩ as a function of the inverse temperature β = 1/T , as
shown in Fig. 9(b). This numerically determined internal
energy can be compared against a simple estimate as fol-
lows. Let the ground-state energy of the fully polarized
ferromagnetic state, as yielded by DMRG, be E0. Then,
taking into account single uncorrelated spin-flip excita-
tions on top of this ferromagnetic background, we find
that

⟨E⟩β = Tr
(
He−βH

)
≈ 1

Z
E0e

−βE0 +
∑
x,y

(
E0 + z

t2

U

)
e−βE0−βz t2

U

≈ E0

(
1 + L ·W zt2

UE0
e−β zt2

U

)
, (5)

where the energy per spin excitation is assumed to be
t2/U , and the coordination number z counts the number
of neighbors of each lattice site (z = 6 for the trian-
gular lattice). This approximate calculation holds only
for low enough temperatures T <z t2/U , such that only
single-spin excitations are relevant and we can disregard
multispin-flip excitations. Nonetheless, in Fig. 9(b), we
see that the rough analytical estimate of Eq. (5) compares
favorably to the numerical datapoints obtained from the
METTS method over a broad range of β.

Lastly, we examine the previously introduced nearest-
neighbor correlator Ca at finite temperatures in Fig. 9(c).
Evidently, the NN spin correlations remain positive for a
nontrivial range of temperatures up to T/t ∼ 0.3. This
provides a natural explanation for the observation of indi-
vidual ferromagnetic polarons in cold-atom experiments
[61–63], in which the effective temperatures are signifi-
cantly higher than the spin coupling J ∼ t2/U .

V. DISCUSSION AND OUTLOOK

In this work, we examine, using a combination of the-
oretical analysis and detailed numerical simulations, the
ground states and finite-temperature behavior of a Hub-
bard model in which itinerant electrons interact via a
1/r-decaying long-range Coulomb potential V in addition
to a strong onsite repulsion U . This problem had been
previously considered for different plaquette geometries
constructed by arranging a few (∼ 10) quantum dots in
a controlled manner [122–124]. In contrast, our numer-
ics here, based on large-scale exact digaonalization and
DMRG, uncover the magnetic properties of an extended
many-body system, with a macroscopic number of elec-
trons and lattice sites. In particular, we find that the
fully spin-polarized Nagaoka ferromagnet remains stable
up to a finite strength of V , beyond which it is destroyed

by the onset of phase separation, and subsequently, stripe
ordering induced by the long-range interactions.

Irrespective of the precise phase boundaries between
these competing magnetic orders in the true thermody-
namic limit (which is inaccessible to DMRG), our calcula-
tions point to the leading instabilities of the half-metallic
ferromagnetic state. This tendency towards local phase
separation into dopant-rich ferromagnetic and dopant-
poor antiferromagnetic regions [125, 126] has been ex-
tensively investigated for the regular Hubbard and t-J
models in two dimensions [127–131]. Today, the numer-
ical evidence suggests that even in the infinite-U (i.e.,
J → 0) limit, the hole-doped Hubbard model phase sep-
arates for an electronic density 3/4 ≤ n ≤ 4/5 on the
square lattice [132]. Typically, the mechanism for phase
separation is an effective short-range attraction between
two doublons, driven by the fact that the merger of two
adjacent polarons allows for the delocalization of the
doublon core of each over a ferromagnetic region that
is twice as large. Consequently, the ferromagnetic po-
larons tend to agglomerate (only weakly countered by
the Fermi pressure of the polaron gas), leading to phase
separation in the system [14]. However, in our long-
ranged Hubbard model, such a process is hindered by
the Coulomb interaction, which acts repulsively between
the excess electronic density associated with each po-
laron. Instead, the phase separation should be inter-
preted as a consequence of the classical redistribution of
charge, as is also observed in the 1D Hubbard model with
NN intersite interaction [133]. Importantly, the compe-
tition between a local tendency to phase separation and
the long-range Coulomb repulsion between doublons re-
sults in varied phenomenology that Emery and Kivelson
[134] term “frustrated phase separation”; this can yield
an interesting variety of intermediate-scale structures, in-
cluding arrays of domain walls [135], as observed in our
striped configurations.

The physics of the long-ranged Hubbard model de-
scribed in our work can be studied in arrays of gate-
defined single- or few-dopant semiconductor quantum
dots. Quantum simulators based on such quantum dots
can reach significantly lower temperatures than achiev-
able with ultracold atoms today, with recent experi-
ments already having demonstrated the feasibility of
cooling down to temperatures ∼ 0.02 t [64]. Moreover,
modern fabrication methods can engineer arrays with
thousands of Coulomb-confined quantum dots arranged
to subnanometer precision. This enables the control-
lable study of large Hubbard models—far beyond the
scope of any classical simulation methods—over a broad
range of model parameters tuned by the interdot sepa-
ration as well as the geometry and area of the quantum
dots. This flexibility could also be used to realize high-
spin ground states by engineering explicitly electron-hole-
asymmetric models featuring a weakly bound doublon
state [60, 107, 136, 137]. On the other hand, the readout
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of spin degrees of freedom is more challenging for such
solid-state setups compared to quantum gas microscopes,
which provide direct “snapshots” of spin configurations
[138]. Potentially fruitful ideas to distinguish between
ferromagnetic and antiferromagnetic spin textures in this
regard could include measuring the nonequilibrium cur-
rent shot noise [139, 140], magnetotransport properties
[141], or the anomalous Hall response stemming from the
intrinsic magnetization of a high-spin state [142], as well
as probing the underlying magnon excitations via spin-
transfer torques [143–145]. Together, these possibilities
present a rich variety of promising directions for future
investigation.
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Appendix A: Benchmarks of the METTS algorithm

In this Appendix, we provide a brief comparison of re-
sults obtained using the METTS algorithm and those

computed via exact diagonalization of small samples.
Since we are interested in finite-temperature properties,
finding the ground states—using, for instance, the Lanc-
zos algorithm—does not alone suffice. Instead, it is nec-
essary to compute the entire set of eigenvalues and states
of the Hamiltonian. Using exact diagonalization methods
to this end necessarily restricts the accessible system sizes
to only very small samples. This is where the METTS
approach proves to be of utility.

To benchmark this methodology, we study a 3× 3
square-lattice Hubbard model, without long-range
Coulomb interactions, on a cylindrical geometry. First,
we evaluate the internal energy for varying inverse tem-
perature β = 1/T in Fig. 10(a): the data obtained from
averaging over 100 METTS steps tracks the exact re-
sults within statistical errorbars. Similarly, the average
nearest-neighbor spin correlator, shown in Fig. 10(b), is
also in reasonably good agreement with the exact diago-
nalization data up to errorbars. Thus, we conclude that
over the range of β considered, the finite-temperature
properties of the Hubbard model can be reasonably esti-
mated using METTS. Our use of the METTS algorithm
closely follows Ref. 121, which also provides more detailed
benchmarking.
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Figure 10. Comparison of the internal energy and nearest-
neighbor correlations obtained using the METTS algorithm
at finite temperatures with the corresponding exact diagonal-
ization results for a small sample. The calculation is set up
on a 3×3 square lattice with cylindrical boundary conditions
for U/t = 12, V = 0, and doping of δ = 1/9.
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