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We apply the rotation-invariant Green’s function method (RGM) to study the spin S = 1/2
Heisenberg model on a one-dimensional sawtooth lattice, which has two nonequivalent sites in the
unit cell. We check the RGM predictions for observable quantities by comparison with the exact-
diagonalization and finite-temperature-Lanczos calculations. We discuss the thermodynamic and
dynamic properties of this model in relation to the mineral atacamite Cu2Cl(OH)3 complementing
the RGM outcomes by results of other approaches.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The finite-temperature properties of frustrated quan-
tum spin systems are interesting for a broad community
of solid-state researchers. On the other hand, the theo-
retical description of these quantum many-body systems
is challenging. Moreover, the powerful quantum Monte
Carlo approach suffers from the infamous sign problem
and exact solutions are notoriously rare.

Among the methods used to study interacting quan-
tum spin systems the double-time Green’s function
method [1–4] is a well-established approach, see, e.g., [5–
25]. There are some attractive features of this method.
It is a universal and straightforward way to investigate
quantum lattice spin systems which yields on an equal
footing both the thermodynamic and dynamic proper-
ties at zero and nonzero temperatures. Since the Green’s
functions are obtained after some decoupling procedure
in the equations of motion, the approximation is not
well-controlled and a direct comparison with the results
of other approximate methods is desirable, see, e.g.,
Refs. [12, 14, 16, 19, 22, 23].

A prominent feature of many frustrated quantum spin
systems is the absence of magnetic long-range order.
Within the double-time Green’s function method, this
can be accounted by adopting the so-called Kondo-
Yamaji decoupling in equations of motion [5]. Such a
double-time Green’s function approach is known as the
rotation-invariant Green’s function method (RGM): It
preservers the rotational symmetry in the spin space.
There are quite a lot studies of the frustrated quan-
tum spin systems within the RGM approach, see, e.g.,
Refs. [6, 8, 10, 14, 16, 17, 20] and references therein. The
studied systems include in particular the quantum spin-S
Heisenberg antiferromagnet on the paradigmatic kagome
and pyrochlore lattices [9, 11, 19, 22, 23]. However, as far
as we know, the RGM approach has never been applied
to the quantum Heisenberg model on the lattices with
nonequivalent sites in the unit cell, such as, for exam-
ple, the sawtooth chain in one dimension [26–33] or the

square-kagome lattice in two dimensions [34–44]. Both
quantum spin models, on the sawtooth-chain lattice and
on the square-kagome lattice, are widely used as a play-
ground to study frustrated quantum magnetism. On the
other hand, there are several solid-state realizations of
these models, see Refs. [33, 45–51] (see also [52]) and
Refs. [53–55].

In the present paper we focus on the quantum S = 1/2
Heisenberg model on the sawtooth-chain lattice bearing
in mind a three-fold aim. First, to elaborate the RGM
approach for a lattice with nonequivalent sites in the unit
cell. Less lattice symmetry has some important conse-
quences, e.g., the moment and frequency matrices be-
come complex, the frequency matrix loses Hermiticity,
and more vertex parameters which improve the Kondo-
Yamaji decoupling may be introduced. We intend to test
the RGM approach by comparison with other techniques
in one dimension. Second, such a study paves the way to
the square-kagome S = 1/2 Heisenberg antiferromagnet
which becomes of renewed interest now because of recent
experimental studies [53]. The square-kagome lattice has
two sets of nonequivalent sites in the unit cell too. And
third, there is real compound for which the sawtooth-
chain S = 1/2 Heisenberg antiferromagnet is of relevance,
that is, the natural mineral atacamite Cu2Cl(OH)3 for
which some measurements are available [47, 50].

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II
we introduce the spin model and illustrate that various
thermodynamic and dynamic quantities can be expressed
in terms of the double-time Green’s functions (2.9) con-
structed on the spin operators (2.5). In Sec. III we adopt
the Kondo-Yamaji approximation (3.6) to obtain the set
of equations for the Green’s functions (3.9) with the solu-
tion given in Eq. (3.10). We derive a set of self-consistent
equations for determining correlators and vertex param-
eters, Eqs. (3.14) – (3.16). In Sec. IV and Appendix we
show how to solve numerically the obtained equations
for correlators and vertex parameters (4.1). We compare
the RGM predictions for correlators with exact diago-
nalizations, Fig. 2. In Sec. V we report a set of observ-
able thermodynamic and dynamic quantities as they fol-
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low from the RGM approach and compare these results
with exact diagonalization (ED) data (thermodynamics
and static correlations) and finite-temperature Lanczos
method (FTLM) data (thermodynamics). Here, we con-
sider the set of Hamiltonian parameters which is rele-
vant for atacamite Cu2Cl(OH)3. Finally, we summarize
our study and present an outlook for future researches in
Sec. VI.

II. MODEL AND QUANTITIES OF INTEREST

We consider a quantum S = 1/2 Heisenberg model on
a sawtooth-chain lattice of N = 2N sites or of N two-
site cells, see Fig. 1. The lattice sites are unambiguously
given by two integer numbers j = 1, . . . ,N and α = 1, 2:
The first one determines the unit cell whereas the second
one specifies the site in the cell. The Hamiltonian of the
model reads

H=

N
∑

j=1

[J1Sj,1 ·Sj+1,1+J2 (Sj,1 ·Sj,2+Sj,2 ·Sj+1,1)] ,(2.1)

see Fig. 1, and periodic boundary conditions are imposed
for convenience. Here the spin-1/2 operators satisfy the
relations (~ = 1): S+Sz = −S+/2, SzS+ = S+/2,
S−Sz = S−/2, SzS− = −S−/2, S+S− = 1/2 + Sz,
S−S+ = 1/2− Sz etc., if they are attached to the same
site, but they commute if they are attached to different
sites.

J1

J2

j, 1 j + 1, 1

j, 2 j + 1, 2

FIG. 1: The sawtooth-chain lattice, see Eq. (2.1). We also
illustrate by white lines the correlators c10, c01, c20, c11, and
c02 (from left to right) to be introduced within the RGM
calculations, see Eqs. (2.2) and (3.7).

The introduced sawtooth-chain Heisenberg model (2.1)
has the continuous SU(2) symmetry which cannot be
spontaneously broken at any temperature T ≥ 0 and
the methods exploited to calculate its properties should
respect this feature. However, for a special relation be-
tween exchange couplings, J1 = J2, a discrete symmetry
may emerge which can be broken in the ground state only
[56, 57].

It is worth noting that our model with J1 ≃ 3.294, J2 =
1 is appropriate for atacamite Cu2Cl(OH)3 for tempera-
tures above TN/J2 ≃ 0.087 (for atacamite J1 = 336 K,
J2 = 102 K and a three-dimensional ordering shows up
below a magnetic transition at TN = 8.9 K [50]).

Let us briefly discuss the physical quantities of inter-
est. The internal energy (per cell) of the model follows

immediately from Eq. (2.1):

e(T ) =
3

2
J1c10 + 3J2c01,

c10 = 〈S−
j,1S

+
j+1,1〉, c01 = 〈S−

j,2S
+
j+1,1〉 (2.2)

[we have used the lattice symmetry and the rela-
tions 〈Sx

AS
x
B〉 = 〈Sy

AS
y
B〉 = 〈Sz

AS
z
B〉, and 2〈Sz

AS
z
B〉 =

(〈S+
AS−

B 〉 + 〈S−
AS+

B〉)/2 = 〈S+
AS−

B 〉 = 〈S−
AS+

B〉]. Here
the angle brackets denote the thermodynamic average
〈(. . .)〉 = Tr[exp(−H/T )(. . .)]/Tr exp(−H/T ) (kB = 1)
and the thermodynamic limit N → ∞ is implied. By
differentiating Eq. (2.2) we get the specific heat c(T ) =
∂e(T )/∂T ,

c(T ) =
3

2
J1

∂c10
∂T

+ 3J2
∂c01
∂T

, (2.3)

which in turn yields the entropy s(T ) =
∫ T

0
dTc(T)/T,

s(T ) = s(∞) +
e(T )

T
−

∞
∫

T

dT
e(T)

T2
(2.4)

with e(T ) given in Eq. (2.2). The corresponding equa-
tions for the uniform susceptibility will be given below.

Let us turn to dynamic quantities. The dynamic spin
susceptibility χzz

q (ω) = χ+−
q (ω)/2 describes the mag-

netic linear response to an infinitesimally small space-
and time-varying magnetic field with the wave vector q

and the frequency ω. Assuming that q is directed along
the chain and setting the distance between the sites j, 1
and j + 1, 1 to unity, see Fig. 1, we arrive at

χzz
q (ω)=

χ+−
q11(ω)+ei

q

2χ+−
q12(ω)+e−i q

2χ+−
q21(ω)+χ+−

q22(ω)

4
,

χ+−
qαβ(ω) =

∞
∫

−∞

dteiωtχ+−
qαβ(t),

χ+−
qαβ(t) = iθ(t)

〈[

S+
qα(t), S

−
qβ

]〉

,

S±
qα =

1√
N

N
∑

j=1

e∓iqjS±
j,α, (2.5)

where θ(t) is the Heaviside step function and O(t) =
exp(iHt)O exp(−iHt) stands for the operator O in the
Heisenberg representation. It is worth noting the spatial
phase shifts in the formula for χzz

q (ω) which arise owing
to the position of the site 2 with respect to the site 1 in
the unit cell of the sawtooth-chain lattice, see Fig. 1.

Similarly, the dynamic spin structure factor Szz
q (ω) =

S+−
q (ω)/2, which can be measured in scattering exper-

iments, for the wave vector transfer q and the energy
transfer ω, for q directed along the chain becomes

Szz
q (ω)=

S+−
q11(ω)+ei

q

2S+−
q12(ω)+e−i q

2S+−
q21(ω)+S+−

q22(ω)

4
,

S+−
qαβ(ω) =

∞
∫

−∞

dteiωt〈S+
qα(t)S

−
qβ〉 (2.6)
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with S±
qα defined in Eq. (2.5). Moreover, the dynamic

structure factor Szz
q (ω) yields the static structure factor

Sq via the formula

1

2π

∞
∫

−∞

dωSzz
q (ω) = Szz

q =
1

3
Sq. (2.7)

Obviously, Eqs. (2.7), (2.6), (2.5) agree with the defini-
tion of the static structure factor

Sq =
1

N

N
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

e−iq·(Ri−Rj)〈Si · Sj〉, (2.8)

if q is directed along the chain and the component of
Ri along the chain is either i for the site with α = 1
or i + 1/2 for the site with α = 2, see Fig. 1. Sq is
also accessible in scattering experiments. Moreover, Sq=0

gives the (initial) uniform susceptibility χzz
0 = βSq=0/3.

These formulas illustrate why it is important to find
the Green’s functions [2]

Gqαβ(ω) ≡ G+−
qαβ(ω) = −χ+−

qαβ(ω) (2.9)

constructed with the operators S±
qα, see Eq. (2.5). On the

one hand, the Green’s functions give straightforwardly
the dynamic susceptibility χzz

q (ω) (2.5). On the other
hand, they give the time-dependent correlation functions
after applying the spectral theorem [2]

〈S−
qβS

+
qα(t)〉 =

i

2π
lim

ǫ→+0

∞
∫

−∞

dω
e−iωt

e
ω
T − 1

× (Gqαβ(ω + iǫ)−Gqαβ(ω − iǫ)) . (2.10)

Inserting 〈S+
qα(t)S

−
qβ〉 (see Ref. [2]) into (2.6) gives

S+−
qαβ(ω) = i lim

ǫ→+0

Gqαβ(ω + iǫ)−Gqαβ(ω − iǫ)

1− e−
ω
T

(2.11)

yielding the dynamic structure factor Szz
q (ω) (2.6) and

the static structure factor Sq (2.7). Setting t = 0 in
Eq. (2.10) we get the equal-time correlation functions
〈S−

qβS
+
qα〉, which according to Eq. (2.5) can be written as

〈S−
qβS

+
qα〉 =

N−1
∑

l=0

e−iql〈S−
j,βS

+
j+l,α〉, (2.12)

and therefore

〈S−
j,βS

+
j+l,α〉 =

1

N
∑

q

eiql〈S−
qβS

+
qα〉. (2.13)

Here we have to replace
∑

q(. . .)/N →
∫ π

−π
dq(. . .)/(2π)

in the thermodynamic limit. In particular, setting α =
β = 1 and l = 1 we get c10 and setting α = 1, β = 2, and
l = 1 we get c01 which enter Eq. (2.2) for the internal
energy.

These are generally known relations from the double-
time Green’s function tool-box fitted to the model at
hand; more details can be found in Refs. [1–3]. Our next
task is to find the introduced Green’s functions Gqαβ(ω),
see Eqs. (2.9) and (2.5).

III. RGM EQUATIONS

To determine the Green’s functions we write down the
equations of motion for them. Differentiating the defini-
tion of Gqαβ(t) gives

dGqαβ(t)

dt
=−2iδ(t)δαβ〈Sz〉−iθ(t)

〈[

dS+
qα

dt
(t), S−

qβ

]〉

.(3.1)

Since we seek for rotation-invariant Green’s functions
(i.e., 〈Sz〉 = 0), the first term in Eq. (3.1) drops out.
We need to take the derivative with respect to time t
once more arriving at

d2Gqαβ(t)

dt2
= −iδ(t)

〈[

dS+
qα

dt
, S−

qβ

]〉

−iθ(t)

〈[

d2S+
qα

dt2
(t), S−

qβ

]〉

. (3.2)

Let us introduce the moment matrix:

Mqαβ = i

〈[

dS+
qα

dt
, S−

qβ

]〉

=
1√
N

N
∑

j=1

e−iqj
〈[

[

S+
j,α, H

]

, S−
qβ

]〉

. (3.3)

By straightforward calculations in the second line of
Eq. (3.3) we immediately obtain

Mq11 = −4J1c10 (1− cos q)− 4J2c01,

Mq12 = Mq12

(

1 + e−iq
)

= (Mq21)
∗
, Mq12 = 2J2c01,

Mq22 = −4J2c01 (3.4)

with c10 and c01 defined in Eq. (2.2).
The second term in the right-hand side of Eq. (3.2) can

be rewritten as follows:

iθ(t)

〈[

d2S+
qα

dt2
(t), S−

qβ

]〉

= −iθ(t) 1√
N

N
∑

j=1

e−iqj
〈[

[[

S+
j,α, H

]

, H
]

(t), S−
qβ

]〉

Kondo-Yamaji decoupling≈
2
∑

γ=1

FqαγGqγβ(t). (3.5)

Here Fqαβ are the elements of the frequency matrix. To
arrive at the last line of Eq. (3.5) we follow the strategy
of J. Kondo and K. Yamaji [5] and utilize the Kondo-
Yamaji decoupling:

S−
AS+

BS+
C → α̃ABS

+
C + α̃ACS

+
B ,

Sz
AS

z
BS

+
C → 1

2
α̃ABS

+
C , (3.6)

where A, B, and C denote different lattice sites, α̃AB =
αABcAB, cAB ≡ 〈S−

AS+
B 〉 = 〈S+

AS−
B 〉 = 2〈Sz

AS
z
B〉, and
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αAB are the vertex parameters introduced to improve the
decoupling of higher-order correlators. After all, cAB and
αAB must be determined self-consistently. Besides the
first-neighbor correlations c10 and c01 (2.2), we introduce
the second-neighbor correlations

c20=〈S−
i,1S

+
i+2,1〉, c11=〈S−

i,2S
+
i+2,1〉, c02=〈S−

i,2S
+
i+1,2〉,(3.7)

see Fig. 1. After tedious but straightforward calculations
in the second line of Eq. (3.5) with accounting Eq. (3.6)
we find the elements of the frequency matrix Fqαβ ,

Fq11=J2
1 (1− 2α̃10+2α̃20)+J2

2 (1+2α̃02) + 4J1J2(̃α01+α̃11)

+
[

−J2
1 (1+2α̃10+2α̃20)+2J2

2α̃01−2J1J2(3α̃01+α̃11)
]

cosq

+4J2
1α̃10 cos

2q,

Fq12 = Fq12

(

1 + e−iq
)

,

Fq12=−J2
2

(

1

2
+α̃10+α̃01

)

−2J1J2α̃10+2J1J2α̃10 cosq,

Fq21 = Fq21

(

1 + eiq
)

,

Fq21=−J2
2

(

1

2
+α̃01+α̃02

)

−J1J2(̃α01+α̃11)+2J1J2α̃01 cosq,

Fq22 = J2
2 (1 + 2α̃10 + 2α̃01 cos q) .(3.8)

As a result, Eq. (3.2) becomes a closed set of equations
for the Green’s functions and after utilizing the represen-
tation for the δ-function 2πδ(t) =

∫∞

−∞
dωe−iωt, we arrive

at the 2× 2 set of equations:

2
∑

γ=1

(

ω2δαγ − Fqαγ

)

Gqγβ(ω) = Mqαβ . (3.9)

Importantly, in all previous RGM studies the moment
matrix and the frequency matrix were real and symmet-
ric [19, 22]. Both matrices (3.4) and (3.8) are complex.
Moreover, while the moment matrix is Hermitian, the
frequency matrix is not. This is a direct result of the two
nonequivalent sites in the unit cell.

Inverting the matrix ω2I − Fq one gets Gq(ω). The
final result reads:

Gqαβ(ω) =
Aqαβ(f+)

ω2 − f+
− Aqαβ(f−)

ω2 − f−
,

Aq11(ω
2) =

(

ω2 − Fq22

)

Mq11 + Fq12Mq21

f+ − f−
,

Aq12(ω
2) =

(

ω2 − Fq22

)

Mq12 + Fq12Mq22

f+ − f−
,

Aq21(ω
2) =

Fq21Mq11 +
(

ω2 − Fq11

)

Mq21

f+ − f−
,

Aq22(ω
2) =

Fq21Mq12 +
(

ω2 − Fq11

)

Mq22

f+ − f−
,

f± =
Fq11+Fq22

2
±
√

(

Fq11−Fq22

2

)2

+Fq12Fq21.(3.10)

Here f± stand for the eigenvalues of the frequency ma-
trix Fq. We search for non-negative eigenvalues f± ≥ 0

for all −π ≤ q < π. The solution (3.10) of the set of
equations (3.9) for the Green’s functions is not the final
result yet, since Gqαβ(ω) (3.10) contain five unknown cor-
relation functions and vertex parameters which must be
determined self-consistently.

To proceed further, we calculate the correlation func-
tion 〈S−

qβS
+
qα〉 (2.10) doing standard manipulations.

Namely, we rewrite the Green’s function (3.10) in the
form

Gqαβ(ω)=
Aqαβ(f+)

2
√

f+

(

1

ω−
√

f+
− 1

ω+
√

f+

)

−Aqαβ(f−)

2
√

f−

(

1

ω−
√

f−
− 1

ω+
√

f−

)

, (3.11)

use the Sokhotski-Plemelj theorem to calculate

lim
ǫ→+0

(Gqαβ(ω + iǫ)−Gqαβ(ω − iǫ))

=− iπAqαβ(f+)
√

f+

(

δ(ω−
√

f+)−δ(ω+
√

f+)
)

+
iπAqαβ(f−)
√

f−

(

δ(ω−
√

f−)−δ(ω+
√

f−)
)

, (3.12)

and finally obtain

〈S−
qβS

+
qα〉=

Aqαβ(f+)

2
√

f+
coth

√

f+

2T
−Aqαβ(f−)

2
√

f−
coth

√

f−

2T
.

(3.13)

Thus, we are in position to calculate correlation func-
tions, see Eq. (2.13), and in particular the ones that were
introduced while deriving the closed-set of equations of
motion (3.9). That is,

c10 =
1

2π

π
∫

−π

dqeiq〈S−
q1S

+
q1〉,

c01 =
1

2π

π
∫

−π

dqeiq〈S−
q2S

+
q1〉,

c20 =
1

2π

π
∫

−π

dqe2iq〈S−
q1S

+
q1〉,

c11 =
1

2π

π
∫

−π

dqe2iq〈S−
q2S

+
q1〉,

c02 =
1

2π

π
∫

−π

dqeiq〈S−
q2S

+
q2〉. (3.14)

Moreover, we have two more equations 〈Sz
j,1〉 = 0 and
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〈Sz
j,2〉 = 0 (sum rules), which read:

〈S−
j,1S

+
j,1〉 =

1

2π

π
∫

−π

dq〈S−
q1S

+
q1〉 =

1

2
,

〈S−
j,2S

+
j,2〉 =

1

2π

π
∫

−π

dq〈S−
q2S

+
q2〉 =

1

2
. (3.15)

Note that we have two sum rules (3.15) since there are
two nonequivalent sites in the unit cell, whereas in pre-
vious RGM studies with one site in the unit cell only one
sum rule could be exploited.

We adopt a generalization of the minimal RGM scheme
setting

α̃10 = α1c10, α̃20 = α1c20,

α̃01 = α2c01, α̃11 = α2c11, α̃02 = α2c02, (3.16)

i.e., the correlators which contain only the site 1 are im-
proved by the vertex parameter α1, whereas the correla-
tors which contain the site 2 are improved by the vertex
parameter α2, see Fig. 1. Two vertex parameters go hand
in hand with two sum rules for two nonequivalent sites in
the unit cell (3.15). We note in passing that the described
scheme reproduces the results of the Kondo-Yamaji pa-
per [5] in the limit J1/J2 → ∞, i.e., for the S = 1/2
Heisenberg chain.

To summarize this section, we face a set of seven cou-
pled equations (3.14), (3.15), and (3.16) for the deter-
mination of the correlators c10, c01, c20, c11, c02 and two
vertex parameters α1, α2. In the next section (and in the
Appendix) we discuss how to solve these self-consistent
nonlinear equations numerically. It is worth reminding
that in the previous RGM studies of frustrated quan-
tum spin systems there was a smaller number of un-
known quantities and equations to determine them. For
instance, for the S = 1/2 pyrochlore-lattice Heisenberg
antiferromagnet one deals with three correlation func-
tions and one vertex parameter to be found from a set of
four equations [23]. This means that now we are facing
a more challenging computational task.

IV. SOLUTION OF THE SELF-CONSISTENT

EQUATIONS

Let us multiply Eqs. (3.14), (3.15) by α2 and introduce
ρ = α2/α1 to rewrite the self-consistent equations in the

following form:

ρα̃10 =
1

2π

π
∫

−π

dqeiq〈S−
q1S

+
q1〉α̃,ρ,

α̃01 =
1

2π

π
∫

−π

dqeiq〈S−
q2S

+
q1〉α̃,ρ,

ρα̃20 =
1

2π

π
∫

−π

dqe2iq〈S−
q1S

+
q1〉α̃,ρ,

α̃11 =
1

2π

π
∫

−π

dqe2iq〈S−
q2S

+
q1〉α̃,ρ,

α̃02 =
1

2π

π
∫

−π

dqeiq〈S−
q2S

+
q2〉α̃,ρ,

α2

2
=

1

2π

π
∫

−π

dq〈S−
q1S

+
q1〉α̃,ρ,

α2

2
=

1

2π

π
∫

−π

dq〈S−
q2S

+
q2〉α̃,ρ. (4.1)

Here 〈S−
qβS

+
qα〉α̃,ρ are given in Eqs. (3.13), (3.10), (3.4),

and (3.8), however, with M̃qαβ ≡ α2Mqαβ instead of

Mqαβ . In turn, M̃qαβ is given by Eq. (3.4) in which c10
and c01 are replaced by ρα̃10 and α̃01, respectively. We
may set for convenience J2 = 1.

After solving the first five equations in Eq. (4.1) and
the sixth equation

1

2π

π
∫

−π

dq〈S−
q1S

+
q1〉α̃,ρ =

1

2π

π
∫

−π

dq〈S−
q2S

+
q2〉α̃,ρ (4.2)

we get α̃10, α̃01, α̃20, α̃11, α̃02, and ρ. Then we use
one of the last two equations in Eq. (4.1) to calculate
α2 and determine α1 = α2/ρ. After determining the
five correlation functions c10, c01, c20, c11, and c02 and
the two vertex parameters α1 and α2 we will have the
Green’s functions Gqαβ (2.9), (2.5) within the Kondo-
Yamaji approximation, see Eqs. (3.10), (3.4), and (3.8).

The crucial point in the numerical solution of the set of
self-consistent equations is to figure out among its solu-
tions the relevant one. Our strategy is to solve Eq. (4.1)
starting from the high-temperature limit T → ∞ and
gradually decrease the temperature T to zero, see, e.g.,
Refs. [19, 23]. In the high-temperature limit, the first
non-vanishing terms in the high-temperature series can
be easily obtained (see, e.g., Ref. [58]):

c10=−J1
8T

+
−J2

1+J2
2

32T 2
+. . . , c01=−J2

8T
+
J1J2−J2

2

32T 2
+. . . ,

c20=
J2
1

32T 2
+. . . , c11=

J1J2
32T 2

+. . . , c02=
J2
2

32T 2
+. . . .(4.3)
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In this limit, i.e., up to order β2, we have c20 = 2c210,
c11 = 2c10c01, c02 = 2c201. We may compliment these
first non-vanishing terms in the high-temperature series
for correlators by the obvious high-temperature series for
the vertex parameters, α1 = 1 + . . . and α2 = 1 + . . . .
In contrast to simpler cases like in Refs. [5, 16, 59], we
were not able to derive the high-temperature asymptotes
from the self-consistent equations. However, we have
numerical evidence that solutions of the equations (4.1)
coincide with the high-temperature asymptotes given in
Eq. (4.3). Further details on the numerical solution of
the self-consistent equations (4.1) can be found in the
Appendix.

−0.3

−0.2

−0.1

0

0.1

0.001 0.01 0.1 1 10

c i
j

T

c10
c01
c20
c11
c02

J1 = 3.294, J2 = 1
N = 12

N = 16

N = 20

FIG. 2: RGM solutions for correlators c10(T ), c01(T ), c20(T ),
c11(T ), c02(T ) versus ED data for J1 = 3.294 and J2 =
1. Gray curves correspond to high-temperature asymptotes
(4.3). Dotted, dash-dotted, and dashed lines correspond to
ED data for N = 12, 16, and 20, respectively.

Temperature dependences of α̃10, α̃01, α̃20, α̃11, α̃02

and of ρ, α1, α2 as well as an illustration of the accu-
racy of the performed calculations for the specific set of
parameters J1 = 3.294, J2 = 1 relevant for atacamite
are reported in Appendix (Fig. 8). In Fig. 2 we re-
port the RGM predictions for correlators c10, c01, c20,
c11, and c02 and compare them to ED data for finite
chains of N = 12, 16, 20 sites (for the same set of param-
eters). While for high temperatures both data coincide
and agree with asymptotes (4.3), some discrepancy be-
tween the N → ∞ RGM and finite-N ED data is seen at
low temperatures. Note, that the low-temperature ED
data move towards the RGM data as N increases (cf.
N = 12, N = 16 and N = 20 data).

The results for c10, c01, c20, c11, c02, α1, and α2 il-
lustrate the temperature dependencies of the moment
matrix (3.4) and the frequency matrix (3.8), and there-
fore the temperature dependence of the Green’s func-
tions (3.10) and of the dynamic susceptibility (2.9), (2.5).
While the moment matrix vanishes at high temperatures,
the frequency matrix remains finite having the following

eigenvalues:

f± = J2
1 sin

2 q

2
+ J2

2 ±
√

J4
1 sin

4 q

2
+ J4

2 cos
2
q

2
(4.4)

(these are the eigenvalues for T = ∞). Evidently,
√

f−
corresponds to acoustic excitations having the velocity
√

J2
1 + J2

2/2 whereas
√

f+ corresponds to optical exci-

tations having the lowest energy
√

2J2
2 at q = 0. As

the temperature decreases, c10, . . . , c02 and α̃10, . . . , α̃02

become nonzero controlling temperature dependencies of
the moment and frequency matrices. Although both ver-
tex parameters α1 and α2 are not far from unity, their
ratio has a nonmonotonous temperature dependence, see
the middle panel of Fig. 8 in the Appendix.

In summary, we have completed the finding of the
Green’s functions Gqαβ(ω) (2.9), (2.5): Their form is
fixed in Eq. (3.10) and all parameters in the moment ma-
trix (3.4) and the frequency matrix (3.8) are determined
now (Fig. 2 and the upper panel of Fig. 8 in Appendix).
We are now in the position to discuss thermodynamics
as well as the static and dynamic correlations of the spin
model at hand.

V. THERMODYNAMIC AND DYNAMIC

PROPERTIES

In this section we discuss the thermodynamic and dy-
namic quantities of a S = 1/2 antiferromagnetic Heisen-
berg sawtooth-chain model as they follow from the RGM
calculations and compare them to the outcomes of other
approaches, see Figs. 3, 4, 5, and 6.

First we note that the system at hand with J1 = 3.294,
J2 = 1 may be viewed as a simple S = 1/2 antiferromag-
netic Heisenberg chain with J1 = 3.294 perturbed by
an extra coupling with the strength J2 ≈ 0.3J1 running
along the zig-zag path, see Fig. 1. Let us check how many
traces of the S = 1/2 antiferromagnetic Heisenberg chain
with J1 = 3.294 (J2 = 0), which is amenable to a rigor-
ous study via the famous Bethe ansatz, can be seen in
the obtained data for the set J1 = 3.294, J2 = 1. The fa-
mous ground-state energy value e0/J = 1/4−ln 2 [61, 62]
corresponds to e0 ≈ −0.730 and it is shown by the or-
ange triangle in the upper panel of Fig. 3. For J2 = 1,
the RGM result is e0 ≈ −0.673 whereas e0 from finite-
system numerics lies in the region −0.776 . . . − 0.759,
see the inset in the upper panel of Fig. 3. Moreover,
for the S = 1/2 antiferromagnetic Heisenberg chain,
the most important two-spinon excitations form a con-
tinuum with the following lower and upper boundaries:
ǫl(q) = (πJ/2)| sin q| and ǫu(q) = πJ |sin(q/2)| [62, 63].
Thus, the two-spinon excitations account for about 73%
of the total intensity in Szz

q (ω) in the ground state [64].
Moreover, Szz

q (ω) diverges at the lower boundary ǫl(q)
[64], see Fig. 2 of Ref. [65]. The two-spinon excita-
tion lower boundary for the S = 1/2 antiferromagnetic
Heisenberg chain with J1 = 3.294 is shown by the or-
ange line in the upper panel of Fig. 5 which corresponds
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s
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RGM

N = 16
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N = 28

N = 32

N = 36

J1 = 3.294, J2 = 1

FIG. 3: RGM results for thermodynamic quantities per site:
(upper panel) the internal energy e(T ), (middle panel) the
specific heat c(T ), and (lower panel) the entropy s(T ); J1 =
3.294, J2 = 1. We also show ED data (N = 16, 20) and FTLM
data (N = 24, 28, 32; R = 50 and N = 36; R = 20) [60].
The ground-state energy for the S = 1/2 antiferromagnetic
Heisenberg chain (J1 = 3.294, J2 = 0) is shown in the upper
panel by the orange triangle whereas the specific heat for the
case J1 = 3.294, J2 = 0 is shown in the middle panel by the
orange line.

to T = 0.01. In the case when J2 = 1, the high-energy

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

−π −π/2 π/2 π0

J1 = 3.294, J2 = 1

χ
zz q
(0
)

q

T = 0.01
T = 0.1
T = 0.5

T = 1

T = 2

T = 5

FIG. 4: RGM results for χzz
q (0) at various temperatures; J1 =

3.294, J2 = 1.

branch
√

f+, which manifests itself in the RGM result
for Szz

q (ω) at T = 0.01, is close to the two-spinon excita-
tion lower boundary ≈ 5.174| sin q| (orange line) and, in

addition, the low-energy branch
√

f− shows up. Further-
more, the specific heat of the S = 1/2 antiferromagnetic
Heisenberg chain with J1 = 3.294 (see Ref. [66]) corre-
sponds to the orange line in the middle panel of Fig. 3:
Its high-temperature features are hardly changed when
J2 = 1 but the low-temperature features are obviously
completely different. Finally, the entropy in the case
J1 = 3.294, J2 = 0 consists of the entropy of the S = 1/2
antiferromagnetic Heisenberg chain with J1 = 3.294 and
the entropy (N/2) ln 2 of N/2 = N spins S = 1/2 sitting
in sites j, 2, j = 1, . . . ,N and not entering the Hamilto-
nian, see Fig. 1. That implies the residual ground-state
entropy s(T = 0) = (ln 2)/2 ≈ 0.347. A remnant of this
is a plateau-like behavior of s(T ) in the region 0.1 . . . 0.5
seen in all reported data for J2 = 1 in the lower panel
of Fig. 3. Similar arguments are applicable to the uni-
form susceptibility: In the limit J2 = 0, the uniform
susceptibility is a sum of the ∝ 1/T contribution from
the S = 1/2 spins at sites j, 2 and the uniform suscep-
tibility of the antiferromagnetic Heisenberg chain with
J1 = 3.294 consisting of the S = 1/2 spins at sites j, 1.
If J2 = 1, such a picture remains valid for high enough
temperatures but fails as the temperature becomes suffi-
ciently low.

Now let us comment further on the thermodynamics
of the S = 1/2 antiferromagnetic Heisenberg sawtooth-
chain model with J1 = 3.294 and J2 = 1. The exis-
tence of a double-peak structure in c(T ) indicating two
energy scales is obvious, see the middle panel of Fig. 3,
where the position and the height of the additional low-
temperature maximum is noticeably affected by the sys-
tem size (see the ED and FTLM data for different N).
Moreover, the RGM data obviously deviate from the ED
and FTLM data at low temperatures. However, the
RGM predicts correctly the very existence of the ad-
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FIG. 5: RGM results for Szz
q (ω) for three temperatures

T = 0.01, 0.1, 1 and J1 = 3.294, J2 = 1. White lines show√
f± (f± are the eigenvalues of the frequency matrix). In

the upper panel (T = 0.01) we also show the lower boundary
of the two-spinon continuum for the S = 1/2 antiferromag-
netic Heisenberg chain (J1 = 3.294, J2 = 0, orange line), see
discussion in the text.

ditional low-temperature maximum in the specific heat
c(T ). That is in accordance with previous RGM studies,
see Refs. [12, 16]. Thus we may conclude, that the RGM
scheme has some predictive power also at low tempera-

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

1.4

1.6

−π −π/2 π/2 π0

J1 = 3.294, J2 = 1

S
q

q

T = 0.01
T = 0.1
T = 0.5

T = 1

T = 2

T = 5

N = 16

N = 20

FIG. 6: RGM results (solid) and ED data (crosses for N =
16 and squares for N = 20) for Sq at various temperatures;
J1 = 3.294, J2 = 1.

tures which is important in cases where no reliable data
from alternative approaches are available.

The RGM results for the entropy s(T ) obtained from
the internal energy according to Eq. (2.4) does not van-
ish as the temperature decreases but approaches a finite
value about ≈ 0.408, see the lower panel in Fig. 3. In
other words, the RGM loses about 60% of entropy in the
case at hand. Clearly, the sum rule like

∫∞

0 dTc(T)/T =
s(∞) implies some restriction for correlators which can
be hardly satisfied within the RGM approach. Another
sum rule,

∫∞

0
dTc(T) = −e(0), is also beyond control

within the RGM calculations. Again, the RGM pre-
dicts only qualitatively a plateau-like shape of s(T ) at
T = 0.1 . . .0.2.

In Fig. 4 we report χzz
q (0) for several temperatures T =

0.01 . . .5. χzz
q (0) is finite and small for all −π ≤ q < π

even at very low temperatures in accordance with the
absence of a phase transition in the system at hand.

Let us comment on the dynamic structure factor (2.6).
To obtain the data reported in Fig. 5 we replaced the
δ-functions δ(x) in Eq. (3.12) by the Lorentzian func-
tions ǫ/[π(x2+ ǫ2)] with the half width at half maximum
ǫ = 0.01. Szz

q (ω) shows two excitation branches in ac-
cordance with two sites in the unit cell. The higher-
frequency one is related to the two-spinon continuum
lower boundary of the S = 1/2 antiferromagnetic Heisen-
berg chain with J1 = 3.294, see the discussion above,
and the lower-frequency one is controlled by the smaller
energy scale J2 = 1. These excitation branches should
be detectable in inelastic neutron scattering experiments
on atacamite above the magnetic transition temperature
TN/J2 ≃ 0.087.

In Fig. 6 we report the static structure factor Sq,
cf. Eqs. (2.7) and (2.8), for several temperatures T =
0.01 . . .5. Sq approaches 3/4 in the high-temperature
limit, see the red curve for T = 5 in Fig. 6 (and also
the results for T = 10 and T = 100 in Fig. 11 in Ap-
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pendix), as it should. From Fig. 6 one can notice a slow
approaching of the RGM and ED data with growing tem-
perature. This is conditioned by a too large RGM value
of c02 at high temperatures, see the discussion in Ap-
pendix. The static structure factor should satisfy the
sum rule: [2/(3π)]

∫ π

−π
dqSq = 1, see Eq. (2.8). The left-

hand side of this equation for the RGM outcome deviates
from 1: It is slightly above 60% of 1 as T varies from 0.001
to 0.1 and then it starts to approach 1 exceeding 95% of
1 at T = 10.

0
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0.1 1
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RGM
N = 16
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N = 24

N = 28

N = 32

N = 36

Cu2Cl(OH)3

J1 = 3.294, J2 = 1

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

0.1 1

J1 = 3.294, J2 = 1

χ
z
z 0

T

χzz

0
(RGM)

Pade [5, 5]
N = 16
N = 20

Cu2Cl(OH)3
Cu2Cl(OH)3

FIG. 7: Specific heat per site c and uniform susceptibility per
site χzz

0 versus temperature T for the S = 1/2 Heisenberg saw-
tooth chain with J1 = 3.294, J2 = 1: RGM [χzz

0 = χzz
0 (0)],

ED for N = 16, 20 [χzz
0 = Sq=0/(3T ) is obtained by insert-

ing computed correlators into Eq. (2.8)], FTLM for N =
24, 28, 32, 36, Padé approximant [5, 5] of high-temperature se-
ries [58], and experiments for atacamite [47] (crosses), [50]
(squares). We use logarithmic temperature scale to make
transparent both the low- and the high-temperature features.

Let us compare various theoretical predictions to ex-
perimental data for atacamite: Temperature depen-
dences of c, s, and χzz

0 were reported in Refs. [47, 50]. In
Fig. 7 we show besides the experimental data (symbols)
and RGM results also the ED and FTLM data as well as
the Padé approximant [5, 5] of high-temperature series
[58]. (χzz

0 [47] is bound to the value of Padé approxi-

mant [5, 5] at T = 2.945.) As can be seen from Fig. 7,
the RGM approach can describe experiments only qual-
itatively. Furthermore, the finite-size lattice calculations
explain pretty well the temperature profile of the specific
heat c (upper panel) but fail to reproduce the tempera-
ture dependence of the uniform susceptibility χzz

0 (lower
panel). Thus, the RGM underestimates the experimen-
tal value of χzz

0 at T = 0.1 by about 39%, whereas the
ED (Padé approximant [5, 5]) overestimates it by about
100% (45%). It should be underlined that from the the-
oretical side we deal with a pure one-dimensional-system
susceptibility whereas in experiments three-dimensional
interactions may be relevant [67, 68].

VI. SUMMARY

In conclusion, we have used the RGM approach to in-
vestigate the properties of a S = 1/2 antiferromagnetic
Heisenberg sawtooth-chain model. Exact statements are
rather scarce for frustrated quantum spin models and the
analytical or numerical methods available to study these
systems involve approximations. Therefore, it is valuable
to obtain results by different techniques. Although vari-
ous aspects of the S = 1/2 antiferromagnetic Heisenberg
sawtooth chain have been studied by many authors using
various approximate techniques, a consistent analysis of
the thermodynamic and dynamic properties still remains
an interesting issue.

The sawtooth-chain lattice geometry corresponds to
two nonequivalent sites in the unit cell. We have elab-
orated the RGM approach for the calculation of the
thermodynamic and dynamic quantities of the S = 1/2
Heisenberg model on such a lattice. A unit cell with
nonequivalent sites has less symmetry. The frequency
matrix is complex and non-Hermitian. Nevertheless, its
eigenvalues are real (but not necessarily nonnegative) and
the application of a minimal RGM scheme (i.e., with the
number of vertex parameters equals to the number of
nonequivalent sites in the unit cell) gives reasonable re-
sults. Although the basic RGM equations (3.14) – (3.16)
are valid for any set of parameters, we discuss in de-
tail how to derive relevant solutions for J2 = 1 and J1
slightly larger than J2 and illustrate that the RGM ap-
proach gives reasonable results up to very low tempera-
tures. In particular, the RGM is applicable for atacamite
Cu2Cl(OH)3 with J2 = 1, J1 = 3.294 [47, 50]. As it
was mentioned in Sec. V, the RGM results violate three
sum rules: Two for the specific heat c(T ) and one for
the static structure factor Sq. It might be interesting to
check whether these sum rules (with e0 as an extra input
parameter) may be used to introduce more vertex pa-
rameters this way improving the minimal RGM scheme
results. We hope the gained experience would be use-
ful for other RGM studies in the case of nonequivalent
sites in the unit cell, in particular, for the square-kagome
S = 1/2 Heisenberg antiferromagnet compounds [53–55].
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Appendix: Numerical solution of the self-consistent

equations

In this appendix, we discuss how to solve numerically
the self-consistent equations reported in Sec. IV. To this
end, we consider a six-dimensional space of values ξ1 ≡
α̃10, ξ2 ≡ α̃01, ξ3 ≡ α̃20, ξ4 ≡ α̃11, ξ5 ≡ α̃02, and ξ6 ≡ ρ,
see Eq. (4.1). We introduce the (nonnegative) objective
function [59]

F(ξ1,. . .,ξ6)=[ξ1ξ6−Ξ1(ξ1,. . .,ξ6)]
2
+[ξ2−Ξ2(ξ1,. . .,ξ6)]

2

+[ξ3ξ6−Ξ3(ξ1,. . .,ξ6)]
2
+[ξ4−Ξ4(ξ1,. . .,ξ6)]

2

+[ξ5−Ξ5(ξ1,. . .,ξ6)]
2
+[Ξ6(ξ1,. . .,ξ6)]

2≥0 (A.1)

with

Ξ1(ξ1,. . .,ξ6)=
1

2π

π
∫

−π

dqeiq〈S−
q1S

+
q1〉α̃,ρ,

...

Ξ5(ξ1,. . .,ξ6)=
1

2π

π
∫

−π

dqeiq〈S−
q2S

+
q2〉α̃,ρ,

Ξ6(ξ1,. . .,ξ6)=
1

2π

π
∫

−π

dq〈S−
q1S

+
q1〉α̃,ρ−

1

2π

π
∫

−π

dq〈S−
q2S

+
q2〉α̃,ρ,(A.2)

see Eqs. (4.1), (4.2). The objective function F(ξ1, . . . , ξ6)
can be evaluated according to Eqs. (A.1) and (A.2) for
any point in the six-dimensional space (ξ1, . . . , ξ6) pre-
suming that Ξi(ξ1, . . . , ξ6), i = 1, . . . , 6 exist. Obviously,
F defined in Eq. (A.1) vanishes at the point (ξ∗1 , . . . , ξ

∗
6)

which corresponds to the solution of Eq. (4.1), i.e.,
F(ξ∗1 , . . . , ξ

∗
6) = 0. Importantly, the set of equations at

hand [Eq. (4.1)] does not have a unique solution, i.e., we
are interested in the physical one only, which should be
discriminated from irrelevant ones.

We begin with a sufficiently high temperature T (e.g.,
T = 50 or T = 100), when the correlation functions can
be calculated using the asymptotic high-temperature val-
ues c10 = −J1/(8T ), c01 = −J2/(8T ), c20 = J2

1/(32T
2),

c11 = J1J2/(32T
2), c20 = J2

2/(32T
2) and ρ = 1;

these initial values are denoted as ξ
(0)
1 , . . . , ξ

(0)
6 and

F(ξ
(0)
1 , . . . , ξ

(0)
6 ) 6= 0. However, if (ξ

(0)
1 , . . . , ξ

(0)
6 ) is quite

close to (ξ∗1 , . . . , ξ
∗
6) the objective function F(ξ1, . . . , ξ6)

has (approximately) the form of a paraboloid in the
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FIG. 8: Numerical solution of Eq. (4.1) using (A.1) (solid)
and (A.5) (dashed), see the text of appendix: (upper panel)
α̃ij ; (middle panel) ρ, α1, α2; (lower panel) achieved values
of the objective functions.

seven-dimensional space around (ξ
(0)
1 , . . . , ξ

(0)
6 ), i.e.,

F(ξ1, . . . , ξ6) ≈ F(ξ1, . . . , ξ6);

F(ξ1, . . . , ξ6) =

6
∑

i=1

6
∑

j=i

Cij (ξi − ξ∗i )
(

ξj − ξ∗j
)

.(A.3)
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FIG. 9: Values of correlators |cij | as they follow by numerical
solution of Eq. (4.1) using (A.1) (solid) and (A.5) (dashed).
Gray straight lines correspond to high-temperature asymp-
totes.

Considering close points with ξ±1 = ξ
(0)
1 ± δξ1/p, . . . ,

ξ±6 = ξ
(0)
6 ± δξ6/p, where δξ1, . . . , δξ5 are (small) differ-

ences of the asymptotic high-temperature values at T
and, e.g., at 1.01T , δξ6 is, e.g., 0.001, whereas p is, e.g.,
600, and using F(ξ1, . . . , ξ6) ≈ F(ξ1, . . . , ξ6), we deter-
mine the coefficients Cij in Eq. (A.3). Furthermore, we
obtain the prediction for ξ∗1 , . . . , ξ

∗
6 from Eq. (A.3). The

objective function F, in general, does not vanish at the
determined point (ξ∗1 , . . . , ξ

∗
6) (since F and F , in general,

are only approximately equal). We declare this point as

the initial one, i.e., ξ∗1 → ξ
(0)
1 , . . . , ξ∗6 → ξ

(0)
6 , and repeat

calculations. While seeking for the new coefficients Cij

and the new prediction for ξ∗1 , . . . , ξ
∗
6 we decrease δξ1/p,

. . . , δξ6/p by factor 2. We repeat calculations (e.g., 10
times), evaluating the value of the objective function F at
this temperature T , see the solid line in the lower panel of
Fig. 8, and its small values allow us to conclude that we
have found the solution of Eq. (4.1) at the temperature
T .

Next step is to decrease the temperature: T → T−∆T ;
∆T varies from 0.01 to 0.000 01, see below. We do not
use the asymptotic high-temperature values any more.
Instead, we use the determined values ξ∗1 , . . . , ξ

∗
6 at the

temperature T as the initial values ξ
(0)
1 , . . . , ξ

(0)
6 for the

lower temperature T − ∆T . Furthermore, δξi now are

the differences of ξ
(0)
i at T −∆T and ξ

(0)
i at T . This way

we proceed approaching extremely low temperatures; si-
multaneously we observe the objective function F which
should be small enough. As can be seen in the lower
panel of Fig. 8, F is as small as 10−40 . . . 10−50 (solid
curve) and thus evidences that we have found the solu-
tion of Eq. (4.1).

Few comments on the explained scheme of numerical
solution of the self-consistent equations are in order here.
First, the described procedure, which is based on the as-
sumption about a paraboloid for the objective function
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FIG. 10: RGM results for thermodynamic quantities per site,
(upper panel) e(T ), (middle panel) c(T ), (lower panel) s(T ),
cf. Fig. 3, as they follow by numerical solution of Eq. (4.1)
using (A.1) (solid) and (A.5) (dashed).

(A.3), requires a reasonable amount of time on personal
computer that is obviously an advantage in comparison
with the numerical solution described in Ref. [59] (seek-
ing for the minimum of the objective function within a
cuboid).

Second, at certain low temperature the described
scheme may fail. What is the reason for that? We ob-
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FIG. 11: RGM results for Sq at various temperatures, cf.
Fig. 6, as they follow by numerical solution of Eq. (4.1) using
(A.1) (solid) and (A.5) (dashed).

served that it may occur because f− [see Eq. (3.10)]
becomes negative at the points of the six-dimensional
space which are used to determine the coefficients Cij

in Eq. (A.3). Sometimes, this obstacle can be overcome
by a change of the specific parameter values employed in
the described scheme. Here we have arrived at the third
comment, which regards a jump behavior of the solid
curve in the lower panel of Fig. 8. The jumps are related
to a change of the step ∆T : If the described scheme fails
at some temperature, one may decrease ∆T or increase
p etc. and this may allow to proceed further decreasing
the temperature. For example, we set ∆T = 0.01 at high
temperatures, but ∆T = 0.001 while approaching T = 1,
∆T = 0.000 1 for T = 1 . . . 0.1 and ∆T = 0.000 01 below
T = 0.1.

Fourth, it is worth noting that the second and the
fourth equations (4.1) may be replaced by the physically
equivalent ones

α̃01 =
1

2π

π
∫

−π

dq〈S−
q1S

+
q2〉α̃,ρ,

α̃11 =
1

2π

π
∫

−π

dqeiq〈S−
q1S

+
q2〉α̃,ρ, (A.4)

respectively. This simply corresponds to another possible
choice of c01 = 〈S−

j,1S
+
j,2〉 and c11 = 〈S−

j,1S
+
j+1,2〉, see

Fig. 1 and Eqs. (2.2) and (3.7). In these cases, however,
the explained numerical scheme for the resulting set of

self-consistent equations fails at higher temperatures and
therefore they were discarded.

Finally, for the set J1 = 3.294, J2 = 1 we have de-
tected the following problem. At high temperatures α̃02

is the smallest quantity and can be hardly controlled
by the objective function (A.1). Therefore c02 does not
follow (4.3) in the temperature range where other four
correlators, c10, c01, c20, and c11, are quite close their
high-temperature asymptotes (4.3). However, the cor-
rect high-temperature behavior of all correlators is in-
herent in the self-consistent equations (4.1): Fixing c02
by the relation c02 = 2c201 which holds at high tempera-
tures and utilizing the described numerical scheme now
in a five-dimensional space we achieve the values of the
objective function as small as 10−20 . . . 10−30.

Yet another comment is worth mentioning. In the be-
ginning of appendix we introduce a six-dimensional space
defining ξ1, . . . , ξ6 and then apply the explained numer-
ical scheme. However, another choice of the coordinates
which describe the points of a six-dimensional space is
also possible. More specifically, we may consider another
six-dimensional space of values, ξ1 ≡ ρα̃10, ξ2 ≡ α̃01,
ξ3 ≡ ρα̃20, ξ4 ≡ α̃11, ξ5 ≡ α̃02, and ξ6 ≡ ρ, and use the
following objective functions:

F(ξ1,. . .,ξ6)=

5
∑

i=1

[ξi−Ξi(ξ1,. . .,ξ6)]
2
+[Ξ6(ξ1,. . .,ξ6)]

2
,(A.5)

where Ξi(ξi, . . . , ξ6), i = 1, . . . , 6 are defined in Eq. (A.2),
see Eqs. (4.1), (4.2). As can be seen in Figs. 8 and
9, dashed curves, in such a case the high-temperature
asymptote for c02 is reproduced better and this correla-
tor has smaller values. However, the values of the objec-
tive function are much larger (dashed curve in the lower
panel of Fig. 8). Thermodynamic quantities along with
the static structure factor as they follow by numerical so-
lution of Eq. (4.1) using (A.1) and (A.5) are compared in
Figs. 10 and 11 (solid versus dashed curves). Although
the results are different in detail (and correspond to a
big difference of the objective function values) they look
qualitatively quite similar.

Summarizing this appendix, we emphasize that a nu-
merical solution of the self-consistent equations emerging
after the Kondo-Yamaji approximation is an important
ingredient of the RGM approach. While in the previous
studies this issue has not been discussed in great detail,
in the case of nonequivalent sites in the unit cell, when
the number of equations increases, a controlled solving of
this set of equations is vitally necessary to make possible
a successful application of the RGM approach.
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