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We study the honeycomb lattice t-J model using the fermionic tensor network approach. By
examining the ansatz with various unit cells, we discover several different stripe states with different
periods that compete strongly with uniform states. At very small doping δ < 0.05, we find almost
degenerate uniform d-wave superconducting ground states coexisting with antiferromagnetic order.
While at larger doping δ > 0.05, the ground state is an approximately half-filled stripe ordered
state, and the stripe period decreases with increasing hole doping δ. Furthermore, the stripe states
with the lowest variational energy always display dx2−y2 -wave pairing symmetry.

Introduction — The t-J model, which can be derived
from the strong-coupling limit of the Hubbard model,
is one of the simplest and most important models for
strongly correlated systems. The Hamiltonian of the t-J
model reads

H = −t
∑
〈ij〉,σ

(
c̃†i,σ c̃j,σ + h.c.

)
+J

∑
〈i,j〉

(
~Si · ~Sj −

1

4
n̂in̂j

)
,

where c̃i,σ = ĉiσ(1− n̂iσ̄) is the electron operator defined
in the no-double-occupancy subspace. In the past three
decades, it has been suggested that such a simple model
on a square lattice could capture the fundamental prop-
erties of high-Tc cuprates. Many cutting-edge numerical
methods [1–9] have produced fascinating results on the
competing order nature in the t-J and Hubbard models
on the square lattice. For example, the ground state is
a period 8 stripe state without d-wave superconducting
at δ = 1/8 [1], whereas is a period 4 stripe state with d-
wave superconducting by adding next-nearest neighbor
hoppings around t′ = −0.25t [7, 8].

Recently, the Hubbard model on a honeycomb lat-
tice has also been studied intensively since the discov-
ery of superconductivity in twisted bilayer graphene. In
contrast to the square lattice case, the Hubbard model
on the honeycomb lattice has a metal-insulator transi-
tion (MIT) with a critical Uc around 3.8 [10, 11]. In
the weak-coupling limit, most previous results suggest
that uniform d+ id-wave superconductivity may occur in
doped graphene systems using various approaches, such
as quantum Monte Carlo (QMC) [12–17], renormaliza-
tion group (RG) [17–19], dynamical cluster approxima-
tion (DCA) [20], and renormalized mean-field theory [15].
In the strong-coupling limit, d + id superconductivity is
also discovered in the t-J model using the Grassmann
tensor product state (GTPS) method [21]. Other possi-
ble competing orders including s-wave, even f -wave pair-
ing symmetries [18, 20, 22] as well as p + ip-wave pair-
ing symmetry [22–24] have also been discovered in doped
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FIG. 1. (a) The honeycomb lattice in the thermodynamic
limit. The blue (red) dot represents the A (B) site of the two
sub-lattices. The dashed square indicates the L1×L2 = 2×1
unit cell, and the primitive vectors are represented by the two
arrows ~v1 and ~v2. The lattice has three different directions:
a, b, and c. (b) The fermionic tensor network state in the
Z2-graded formalism. The small dots represent the Schmidt
weights Λ on the bonds between neighboring sites. (c) Phase
diagram for t/J = 3.0 and the L1×1 cell as a function of hole
doping δ from 0.0 to 0.17. Here Wlx means the period of the
stripe state is lx.

graphene systems or the infinite-U Hubbard model using
GTPS [24]. Very recently, stripe order has been found
in the Hubbard model at 1/16 and 1/12 dopings with
U = 8 using DMRG and the auxiliary-field quantum
Monte Carlo (AFQMC) method [25, 26].

In this Letter, we use fermionic tensor network states
to investigate the global phase diagram and competing
orders in the honeycomb t-J model with t/J = 3.0 in the
thermodynamic limit. Due to nearly degenerated ground
states, we obtain various states with different supercon-
ducting pairing symmetries on the bipartite unit cell and
the L1×1 (2 ≤ L1 ≤ 8) supercells at hole doping δ < 0.2.
While previous research [21] suggests a d + id-wave su-
perconducting ground state breaking time-reversal sym-
metry, we find two more uniform superconducting states
on the bipartite unit cell with dxy-wave and dx2−y2 -wave
pairing symmetry. Interestingly, all three uniform su-
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perconducting states with different pairing symmetries
are almost degenerate at low doping δ < 0.05. We fur-
ther discover non-uniform states with stripe orders on
L1×1 (L1 6= 1) supercells that locally show dxy or dx2−y2-
wave pairing symmetry. At larger doping δ > 0.05, these
stripe states always have lower energy than the uniform
states. Compared with dxy-wave stripe states, dx2−y2-
wave stripe states are favored at δ < 0.17. The stripe
period decreases with increasing δ, which is very similar
to previous studies on the square lattice [1–6]. Remark-
ably, the lowest energy stripe states are nearly half-filled
with ρl ≡ δ × Lx ∼ 0.55.

Methods — The ground state wave function is obtained
via the simple update (SU) scheme based on the imagi-
nary time evolution technique [27]. We choose a modest
∆τ that decreases gradually to ensure convergence and
efficiency. The change in the average Schmidt weight at
the end of SU is less than 10−9. After that, the 2D ten-
sor network is contracted using the variational uniform
matrix product state (VUMPS) method [28–30]. The rel-
ative errors for physical quantities such as ground-state
energy, magnetization, and superconductivity are in the
order of 10−4 for an appropriate environment bond di-
mension χ. We examine both uniform states with a
bipartite unit cell and non-uniform states with L1 × 1
(L1 6= 1) supercells.

Uniform States — We first investigate the uniform
ansatz with only two different tensors in each unit cell.
A chemical potential term is introduced to control hole
doping δ. In the thermodynamic limit, the charge
U(1) symmetry would be broken spontaneously, such
that the superconducting (SC) order can be detected
directly in the spin-singlet channel in real space, e.g.,
∆̂s
ij = 1√

2
〈ĉi↑ĉj↓ − ĉi↓ĉj↑〉. The d + id-wave state with

~∆s ∼ (∆s
a = 1,∆s

b = ei
2
3π,∆s

c = ei
4
3π) has been pre-

viously discovered in Ref. [21]. Interestingly, we find
two more states with E2g symmetry: the dxy-wave state

with ~∆s ∼ (1,−1, 0) and the dx2−y2-wave state with
~∆s ∼ (1, 1,≈ −2) in Fig. 2(a). In the following, we
will discuss the variational energy, magnetism, and su-
perconductivity for these uniform states.

Fig. 2(b) shows the energy comparison for three com-
peting uniform states as a function of hole doping δ. Here
we plot the energy per hole Ehole(δ) = [E0(δ)−E0(0)]/δ,
where E0(0) = −0.91955 at δ = 0 is from a QMC calcula-
tion for the Heisenberg model on the honeycomb lattice
[31]. We display energies for these states with various
bond dimensions D = 12, 14, 16. In Appendix B, we
further plot the 1/χ dependence of ground state energy,
which indicates that the relative error is smaller than the
symbol size in Fig. 2(b). At small hole doping δ < 0.05,
the energies for three uniform states are incredibly close
to each other, implying that the d + id-wave state may
be a complex combination of the dxy and dx2−y2 -wave
state. When hole doping is increased with δ > 0.06,
the energy of the dxy-wave state is slightly lower than
that of the d+ id-wave state for each D. However, such a
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FIG. 2. (a) Three uniform states with distinct d-wave pairing
symmetries. (b-d) Physical quantities for uniform states as
a function of doping δ with J/t = 3.0 and different bond
dimensions D = 12, 14, 16. (b) The energy per hole Ehole(δ) =

[E0(δ) − E0(0)]/δ. (c) The staggered magnetization |~S|. (d)
The average spin-singlet pairing SC order of three nearest-
neighbor bonds ∆̄s = 1

3
(|∆s

a|+ |∆s
b|+ |∆s

c|).

slight difference might be due to the explicit C3 symmetry
breaking of the VUMPS algorithm. For comparison, we
also apply the Grassmann tensor renormalization group
(GTRG) approach [32] to contract the two-dimensional
tensor-network state (see Appendix B for details) and
find approximate degenerate energies for all three uni-
form states.

Fig. 2(c) depicts staggered magnetization |~S| as a func-
tion of hole doping δ. The staggered magnetizations for
three uniform states are found to be highly comparable
and have a similar trend. The antiferromagnetic (AFM)
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FIG. 3. Patterns of dx2−y2 -wave stripe states with different widths and D = 14. (a) W4 state at δ = 0.13. (b) W5 state at
δ = 0.11. (c) W6 state at δ = 0.095. (d) W7 state at δ = 0.075. (e) W8 state at δ = 0.065. The diameter of each disk scales
with local hole doping, with the value labeled by “h”, and the length of each arrow scales with local magnetization, with the
value labeled by “m”. The bond between two sites represents the local spin-singlet pairing SC order with a positive (red/dark
grey) or negative (blue/light grey) sign, and the width scales with pairing amplitude. SC orders along the a/c direction and
the b direction have opposite signs for dx2−y2 -wave stripe states. The favored stripe states display a π-phase shift in the AFM
order.
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FIG. 4. Energies per hole of dx2−y2 -wave stripe states and
uniform states for t/J = 3.0 and D = 14. There is a transition
from uniform states to stripe stats at δc ≈ 0.05.

order decreases (approximately) linearly with increasing
hole doping and vanishes at δ & 0.1. This is consistent
with previous studies for the honeycomb lattice t-J model
[21].

The average SC order parameter ∆̄s = (|∆s
a|+ |∆s

b|+
|∆s

c|)/3 is shown in Fig. 2(d) for three uniform states,
where a, b, and c indicate three directions. The SC order
of the dx2−y2-wave state falls rapidly at δ ≈ 0.1 for each
D. The SC order of the dxy-wave state exists when δ >
0.15 for each D, but it decreases rapidly as D increases.
Unlike the other two uniform states, the SC order of the
d + id-wave can exist at large hole doping, even at δ >
0.15, which is consistent with previous findings. We also
find that the SC order coexists with the AFM order for
all uniform states at hole doping δ < 0.09.
The dx2−y2-wave Stripe States — We discover stripe

states with different periods by investigating non-uniform

ansatz with L1×1 (L1 ≥ 2) supercells. The size of a unit
cell determines the stripe period, and we call the W5
stripe state if the unit cell is a 5 × 1 honeycomb lat-
tice. Two kinds of stripe states with dxy or dx2−y2 -wave
pairing symmetry have lower energy than the uniform
states at larger hole doping. Moreover, the stripe states
with dx2−y2 -wave pairing symmetry have lower energy
than the dxy-wave stripe states. Therefore, we focus on
dx2−y2-wave stripe states in the main text and discuss
more details for dxy-wave stripe states in Appendix C. As
shown in Fig. 3, we plot patterns of dx2−y2-wave stripe
states with various stripe periods. Here the dx2−y2 -wave
pairing symmetry is characterized by positive SC orders
along the a and c directions and negative SC orders along
the b direction, or vice versa.

In Fig. 4, we compare energies per hole between uni-
form and stripe states as a function of hole doping δ.
At δc ≈ 0.05, there is a phase transition from uniform
d-wave states to stripe states. When δ > 0.05, stripe
states with periods ranging from 4 to 8 strongly com-
pete, and the preferred stripe period gradually decreases
as hole doping δ increases. The shift of stripe period
as a function of δ has also been found in the ground-
state phase diagram of the square Hubbard model with
U/t = 10.0 [4, 5], and there is a similar shift of stripe
period as a function of t′/t in the square t-t′-U model [8].
In addition, the D = 10 and D = 12 ansatz exhibit a sim-
ilar trend at phase transitions among uniform states and
stripe states with different stripe periods. Therefore, we
believe D = 14 is large enough to determine the global
phase diagram.

The staggered spin density and hole density for these
stripe states with L1 = 5, 6, 7, and 8 are depicted
in Fig. 5. For each L1, the top figure shows the lo-
cal hole doping δr,α = 1 − 〈n̂r,α,↑〉 − 〈n̂r,α,↓〉, while the
bottom figure shows the local staggered magnetization
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FIG. 5. Results for dx2−y2 -wave stripe states with D = 14,
L1 = 5, 6, 7, 8, and different hole doping δ. The top (bottom)
figure for each L1 depicts the local hole density δr,α (staggered
magnetic moment Mz

r,α) as a function of sub-lattice position
along the ~v1 direction.

Mz
r,α = (−1)α〈Szr,α〉. Here, r denotes the position of the

unit cell in the ~v1 direction, and α = 0 or 1 denotes
the A or B sub-lattice. The staggered magnetization
undergoes a π-phase shift along the ~v1 direction when
L1 ≥ 4. The period of spin density wave (SDW) is ap-
proximately twice as large as the period of charge density
wave (CDW), similar to the results in the square [1, 4, 5]
and honeycomb Hubbard models [25, 26]. Furthermore,
we notice that at small hole doping close to half filling
ρl . 0.4, these stripe states exhibit AFM order without
a π-phase shift of the staggered magnetization but have
higher energy than uniform states.

Finally, we study the spin-singlet pairing SC order
of the favored stripe states with π-phase shift. Fig. 6
shows the average SC order ∆̄s =

∑
i,j(|∆s

ija|+ |∆s
ijb|+
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FIG. 6. The average pairing amplitudes of dx2−y2 -wave
stripe states are plotted against hole density per unit length
ρl = δ × L1 with D = 14.

|∆s
ijc|)/(3L1L2) as a function of hole density per unit cell

ρl = δ×L1, where ∆ijα indicates the SC order along the
α direction (α = a, b, c) on the bond [ij]. Local maxi-
mums of SC orders are around ρl ≈ 0.75 for stripe states
with different stripe periods, similar to the result in the
square t-J model [2]. In addition, the pairing amplitude
decreases as the stripe period increases, indicating the
competition between the stripe order and the SC order.
However, the pairing amplitude of stripe states on the
honeycomb lattice is weak (∼ 10−3), whereas the pair-
ing amplitude of the W5 stripe state in the square t-J
model reaches 10−2 at δ > 0.05 using infinite projected
entangled pair states (iPEPS) [3].

Summary and Conclusion — We have investigated the
ground-state properties of the t-J model on the honey-
comb lattice with t/J = 3.0 using the fermionic tensor
network approach. We observe three nearly degenerate
uniform states with different pairing symmetries (d+ id-
wave, dxy-wave, and dx2−y2-wave) at small hole doping,
and stripe states with lower energy than uniform states
at δ > 0.05. For these stripe states, the stripe period
decreases with increasing hole doping, and the period
of charge density wave is half of the spin density wave.
Furthermore, the superconductivity of stripe states is de-
scribed as a local dx2−y2 pairing symmetry. For vari-
ous stripe states, the SC order reaches a maximum at
ρl ≈ 0.75, but the SC order is weakened as the stripe
period increases. Compared to the amplitude of uniform
states, the SC order is also suppressed by the stripe order.

Similar to the results in the square Hubbard model
[1–5], the competing order nature between uniform su-
perconductivity and non-uniform half-filled stripe states
might play a significant role in the emergence of super-
conductivity in the strong coupling region. It would be
of great importance to understand what kind of uniform
states could be stabilized at low doping on the square
lattice, and previous studies suggest a uniform d-wave
state.
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Experimentally, long-range antiferromagnetic order
has been found in many real materials with a honeycomb
structure, such as A2IrO3 (A = Na, Li) [33–35], α-RuCl3
[36], and InCu2/3V1/3O3 [37]. In addition, superconduct-
ing states have been observed in SrPtAs with Tc ∼ 2.4K
[38] and FePSe3, an iron-based material with a honey-
comb lattice initiated by pressure-driven spin-crossover
with a starting Tc ∼ 2.5K at 9.0 GPa and maximum
Tc ∼ 5.5K around 30 GPa [39]. The discovery of similar-
ities between the honeycomb and the square t-J model
could pave the way for further research on superconduc-
tivity in honeycomb materials, which could help elucidate
the underlying mechanism of high-Tc cuprates.
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Appendix A: Fermionic tensor network and
Z2-graded structure

The study of fermionic tensor networks has become
increasingly popular during the last decade. Several ap-
proaches have been proposed, such as GTPS [40, 41], the
fermionic tensor network with Z2-graded vector space
[42, 43], and the fermionic swap gate for the bosonic
tensor network [44–47]. These fermionic tensor network
approaches are essentially equivalent, and we use the
fermionic tensor network with Z2-graded vector space in
this work.

To describe the fermionic parity symmetry Zf2 , we in-
troduce the supervector space V with a Z2-graded struc-
ture

V = V 0 ⊕ V 1, (A1)

where |i) ∈ V 0 (V 1) is an vector with the even (odd)
parity denoted by |i| = 0 (1). The parity of |{in}) in
a rank-N tensor consisting of V1 ⊗g V2 ⊗g · · · ⊗g VN is
determined by (|i1|+ |i2|+ · · ·+ |iN |) mod 2.

To establish the relation between the fermionic parity
symmetry and the Z2-graded vector space, we introduce
two rules that supervector spaces need to follow. The

first one is the tensor product isomorphism F :

F : V1 ⊗g V2 → V2 ⊗g V1 :

|i1)⊗g |i2)→ (−1)|i1||i2||i2)⊗g |i1),
(A2)

where even (odd) parity vectors can be viewed as carrying
even (odd) fermionic numbers. The second one is the
tensor contraction C, which maps a tensor in V ∗⊗g V to
C:

C : V ∗ ⊗g V → C : (i′| ⊗g |i) = δi′,i. (A3)

In general, all Z2-graded tensors are set to satisfy the
parity conservation constraint (|i1| + |i2| + · · · + |iN |)
mod 2 = 0. For instance, the rank-2 tensor (matrix)
has the block form

V1 ⊗g V2 =

(
V 0

1 ⊗g V
0
2 V 0

1 ⊗g V
1
2

V 1
1 ⊗g V

0
2 V 1

1 ⊗g V
1
2

)
= (V 0

1 ⊗g V
0
2 )⊕ (V 1

1 ⊗g V
1
2 ).

(A4)

One of the most challenging tasks for applying
fermionic tensor networks in practice is to perform ma-

trix decompositions. Taking the Zf2 -symmetric tensor
Ti1···iN with even parity as an example, we calculate the
SVD decomposition T = USV in the following steps.
First, we permute indices and separate them into two
groups I = i1 · · · in and J = in+1 · · · iN . We reshape
each group to form a large index, i.e. converting the ten-
sor Ti1···iN into a matrix TIJ . The parities |I| and |J |
can be rewritten as |I| = (|i1| + · · · + |in|) mod 2 and
|J | = (|in+1| + · · · + |iN |) mod 2. The matrix contains
two blocks TIJ = T e ⊕ T o, where |I| = |J | = 0 (1) de-
notes the even (odd) block T e (T o). Next, we make a
SVD decompostion respectively for each block,

T eIeJe = UeIeKe
SeKeKe

VeKeJe ,

T oIoJo = UoIoKo
SoKoKo

VoKoJo .
(A5)

We obtain UIK = Ue ⊕ Uo, SKK = Se ⊕ So, and
VKJ = Ve ⊕ Vo. Finally, we reshape the matri-
ces UIK , SKK , and VKJ back to the tensor form
Ui1···in,k, Skk, and Vk,in+1···iN , and they satisfy Ti1···iN =
Ui1···in,kSkkVk,in+1···iN . Other matrix decompositions,
such as QR decomposition and polar decomposition, are
similar to the process of SVD decomposition.

In the thermodynamic limit, the tensor-network state
on a honeycomb lattice is composed of regularly repeated
supercells. As shown in Fig. 1, each supercell contains
L1 × L2 × 2 distinct rank-4 tensors T[x,y,A] and T[x,y,B].
Under the fermionic tensor network formalism, we ex-
press the tensor-network state as

|Ψ〉 = Cν(
∏
r

T m1

[r,A];a1b1c1
T m2

[r,B];a2b2c2
Λa1a2[r] Λb1b2[r] Λc1c2[r] ),

(A6)
where r = (x, y), and each fermionic tensor is expressed
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in supervector space as

T m1

[r,A];a1b1c1
= Tm1

[r,A];a1b1c1
|m1〉(a1|(b1|(c1|

∈ H[r,A] ⊗g V
∗
[r,A];a1

⊗g V
∗
[r,A];b1

⊗g V
∗
[r,A];c1

,

T m2

[r,B];a2b2c2
= Tm2

[r,B];a2b2c2
|m2〉(a2|(b2|(c2|

∈ H[r,B] ⊗g V
∗
[r,B];a2

⊗g V
∗
[r,B];b2

⊗g V
∗
[r,B];c2

,

(A7)

Λa1a2[r] =λa1a2 |a1)|a2) ∈ V[x,y,A];a1 ⊗g V[x,y−1,B];a2 ,

Λb1b2[r] =λb1b2 |b1)|b2) ∈ V[x,y,A];b1 ⊗g V[x−1,y,B];b2 , (A8)

Λc1c2[r] =λc1c2 |c1)|c2) ∈ V[x,y,A];c1 ⊗g V[x,y,B];c2 .

Here, the supervector spaces H[r,A] and H[r,B] indicate
physical spaces. The supervector space V[r,A(B)];α={a,b,c}
represents the virtual index on the tensor Λ[r], while the
corresponding supervector space V ∗[r,A(B)];α represents

the virtual index on the tensor T[r,A(B)]. The contraction
map C yields (α′|α) = δαα′ , where |α) ∈ V[r,A(B)];α and
(α′| ∈ V ∗[r,A(B)];α. The elements Tm1

[r,A];a1b1c1
and λa1a2

are coefficients of fermionic tensors. The rank-2 tensor
Λ[r] denotes the Schmidt weight between two sub-lattice
sites. T m1

[r,A];a1b1c1
and T m2

[r,B];a2b2c2
are rank-4 tensors with

three virtual indices and one physical index |m〉, which
has three possible states: one hole state |0〉 with even
parity and two electronic states |↑〉 and |↓〉 with odd par-
ity. All tensors satisfy the even parity conservation con-
dition, e.g., (|m1(2)|+ |a1(2)|+ |b1(2)|+ |c1(2)|) mod 2 = 0
for T m1

[r,A];a1b1c1
and T m2

[r,B];a2b2c2
.

Appendix B: More Results and Details on
Competing Orders

To demonstrate the existence of the SC order for
dx2−y2-wave stripe states, we show the SC order as D
increases in Fig. 7. We observe that the SC order with
D = 12 is rather close to the SC order with D = 14 for
each class of states with different stripe periods, and re-
sults with the larger D = 16 also indicate the existence of
the SC order for dx2−y2-wave stripe states. Furthermore,
unlike states with a π-phase shift of the staggered mag-
netization at ρl > 0.5, states at ρl < 0.5 show an AFM
order, which is similar to uniform states but with higher
energies. Two peaks in the SC order with a change of
ρl characterize the transition from uniform-like states to
stripe states.

In this process, we employ the VUMPS algorithm [28–
30] to contract the two-dimensional tensor network to
calculate physical quantities. To assure the convergence
of physical quantities with environmental bond dimen-
sion χ, we compute the energy per hole and the SC order
of uniform d-wave states with D = 14 and various χ in
Fig. 8. When χ & 4D, the energy per hole appears to be
convergent, so does the SC order.
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D=16
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(b) L1 = 6
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(c) L1 = 7

D=12
D=14
D=16

0.0 0.5 1.0
ρl

0.000

0.004

(d) L1 = 8

D=12
D=14
D=16

FIG. 7. The SC order for dx2−y2 -wave stripe states with
different stripe periods by increasing D: (a) L1 = 5, (b) L1 =
6, (c) L1 = 7 and (d) L1 = 8. These stripe states display AFM
order, similar to uniform states, but have higher energies than
uniform states at ρl < 0.5. Two peaks in the SC order with
the change of ρl characterize the transition from uniform-like
states to stripe states with a π-phase shift of the staggered
magnetization.

UsingD = 10, 12, 14, 16 results, we perform a linear ex-
trapolation in 1/D for various physical quantities. Fig. 9
depicts the extrapolation of the energy per hole for three
uniform states and details about the linear extrapolation.
In Fig. 9(b, d, f), the energies per hole for three uniform
states satisfy E(D) = e0 + αD−1. In the extrapolation,
we also discover that three uniform states are nearly de-
generate at small hole doping δ < 0.06.

For the SC order, we also make a linear extrapolation
in 1/D in Fig. 10. The SC order of the dx2−y2-wave state
falls rapidly at δ ≈ 0.1 for each D, and the extrapolation
has a small hole doping survival region. The SC order
of the dxy-wave state exists at δ > 0.15 for each D, but
there is no SC order in the extrapolation at δ > 0.09.
Unlike the other two states, the SC order of the d + id-
wave can exist at large hole doping, even with δ > 0.15 in
extrapolation. At δ > 0.1, neither the dxy-wave nor the
dx2−y2-wave state has a SC order, but the d + id-wave
state has a SC order that survives over a wide range of
hole doping.
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FIG. 8. Results for three uniform d-wave states with D = 14 and various environmental bond dimensions χ. (a, c, e) The
energy per hole Ehole(δ). (b, d, f) The 1/χ scaling data of Ehole(δ). The energies are convergent with χ & 4D at δ > 0.01. (g,
i, k) The SC order ∆̄s. (h, j, l) The 1/χ scaling data of ∆̄s.
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FIG. 9. The extrapolation of the energy per hole for three
uniform states. (a, c, e) Energy per hole Ehole(δ). (b, d, f)
Details of linear extrapolation with 1/D. We find that the
energy approximately satisfies E(D) = e0 +αD−1 for various
hole dopings.
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FIG. 10. The extrapolation of the SC order for three uniform
states. (a, c, e) The SC order. (b, d, f) Details of the linear
extrapolation with 1/D.



8

0.0 0.1
δ

−5.5

−5.0

E
h

ol
e(
δ)

(a) d+id

VUMPS, D = 10

VUMPS, D = 12

TRG, D = 10, χ = 180

TRG, D = 12, χ = 180

0.0 0.1
δ

−5.5

−5.0

E
h

ol
e(
δ)

(c) dx2−y2

VUMPS, D = 10

VUMPS, D = 12

TRG, D = 10, χ = 180

TRG, D = 12, χ = 180

0.0 0.1
δ

−5.5

−5.0

(b) dxy

VUMPS, D = 10

VUMPS, D = 12

TRG, D = 10, χ = 180

TRG, D = 12, χ = 180

0.0 0.1
δ

−5.5

−5.0

(d) TRG

d+ id, D = 10, χ = 180

d+ id, D = 12, χ = 180

dx2−y2, D = 10, χ = 180

dx2−y2, D = 12, χ = 180

dxy, D = 10, χ = 180

dxy, D = 12, χ = 180

FIG. 11. Energy comparison between two methods, VUMPS
and TRG, for three uniform states. (a) d + id-wave uni-
form states, (b) dxy-wave uniform states, (c) dx2−y2 -wave
uniform states. Two methods yield almost identical results
with D = 10 and 12, indicating the reliability of calculations.
(d) Energies for three uniform states in the TRG calculation.
Three uniform states are nearly degenerate.
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FIG. 12. Comparison of the SC order for d + id-wave uni-
form states between two methods, VUMPS and TRG. For
D →∞, the line labeled by “3p” is extrapolated using three
data points with D = 10, 12, 14, and the line labeled “4p” is
extrapolated using four data points with D = 10, 12, 14, 16.
Generally, the SC order from TRG calculation is larger than
the one from VUMPS calculation for each D and the extrap-
olation.
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FIG. 13. Patterns of dxy-wave stripe states with D = 14
and L1 = 2, 3, 4, 5 at δ ≈ 0.06. For these stripe states, SC
orders along the a and c directions are opposite in sign, and
SC orders along the b direction are approximately equal to
zero. Similar to the uniform dxy-wave state, dxy-wave stripe
states are mainly found at low doping with AFM order.

In addition, we use the TRG approach to contract the
two-dimensional scalar product 〈Ψ|Ψ〉. The energies ob-
tained by TRG for three uniform states with D = 10, 12
are shown in Fig. 11(a-c), and the truncation dimension
for TRG is set to χ = 180. The energies of three uniform
states in TRG calculation are nearly identical to those in
VUMPS calculation, indicating the reliability of the two
algorithms. In Fig. 11(d), energies for three states are
approximately equal at δ < 0.05 by TRG approach.

Using TRG and VUMPS, we compute the SC order for
the uniform state with d+ id-wave pairing symmetry, as
shown in Fig. 12. The SC order in the TRG calculation
is a bit larger than the SC order in the VUMPS calcula-
tion for each D and the extrapolation. We can see that
extrapolation in TRG calculation results in the existence
of SC order at δ > 0.15.

Appendix C: The dxy-wave Stripe States

In addition to the dx2−y2 -wave stripe states described
in the main text, we also discover stripe states with dxy-
wave superconducting pairing symmetry. We show pat-
terns of dxy-wave stripe states on various supercells in
Fig. 13. The dxy-wave stripe state can be described as a
state with positive SC orders along the a direction, neg-
ative SC orders along the c direction, and zero SC orders
along the b direction. The SC order along the a direc-
tion has the same amplitude as the SC order along the
c direction from the same site. Furthermore, for δ & 0.1
and L1 ≥ 4, the dxy-wave pairing symmetry is fragile. In
other words, stripe states with dxy-wave pairing symme-
try are uncommon at large hole doping.

As shown in Fig. 14, we calculate the energy per hole
and the SC order for the dxy-wave stripe states with dif-
ferent stripe periods. All dxy-wave stripe states have
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FIG. 14. Results for dxy stripe states with D = 14. (a) The
energy per hole Ehole(δ). GS stands for the ground states, as
shown in Fig. 4. At δ < 0.17, all dxy stripe states have higher
energy than the GS. (b) The SC order ∆̄s as a function of
hole doping. The SC order for dxy stripe states also decreases
as the stripe period increases.

higher energy than ground states from uniform states
and dx2−y2-wave stripe states in Fig. 14(a). These
stripe states are nearly-degenerate at large hole doping
δ > 0.14. In Fig. 14(b), we can see that the SC order for
dxy-wave stripe states mainly occurs at small hole dop-
ing, whereas the superconductivity in dx2−y2-wave stripe
states occurs at around ρl ∈ [0.5, 1.0]. The pairing ampli-
tude of dxy-wave stripe states also decreases as the stripe
period increases.

A recent numerical calculation [26] suggests a local dxy-
wave stripe state with a π-phase shift of the staggered
magnetization at δ = 1/16 on a width-4 cylinder using
DMRG and width-4, 8 and 12 cylinders using AFQMC.
We also find similar stripe states that have a π-phase
shift of the staggered magnetization but have dx2−y2-
wave pairing symmetry in the thermodynamic limit. As
shown in Fig. 15, we compare our result for a W8 dx2−y2-
wave stripe state with the DMRG result and the QMC
result from Ref. [26]. In Fig. 15(a), the hole densi-
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FIG. 15. Results of various approaches for (a) the local hole
density δr,α and (b) the staggered spin density Mz

r,α, includ-
ing Hubbard model with U/t = 8.0 and δ = 1/16 on a width-4
cylinder using DMRG and width-4, 8, and 12 cylinders using
QMC from Ref. [26]. The TN result in our calculation is for
the t-J model with J/t = 3.0 and δ ≈ 0.07 on the L1 = 8
supercell, and the state displays dx2−y2 -wave pairing symme-
try. To avoid the boundary effect, we compare the TN result
with the QMC/DMRG result in the bulk of the cylinder.

ties for various approaches have a similar trend, but the
amplitude of hole modulation for the TN result is larger
than that for the DMRG and QMC results because of the
stronger interaction or the absence of double-occupancy
states. Staggered spin densities for various approaches
are approximately identical in Fig. 15(b). However, dxy-
wave stripe states in our calculation have slightly higher
energy than dx2−y2-wave stripe states.

Appendix D: Simple Update

We choose simple update (SU) to obtain ground states,
which is a method to update tensors at the cheapest
cost. The computational cost can be further reduced
by applying QR decompositions to tensors before act-
ing on each evolution operator. For better convergence,
we adopt the strategy to start with a large time step
and to reduce it as the iteration goes, i.e., τ gradu-
ally decreases from τstart = 0.02 to τend = 10−5. At
the end of SU, the average Schmidt weight change is
1
N

∑N
n=1 ||λn(t + τ) − λn(t)|| . 10−9, where N is the

total number of weights and λ(t) is normalized.
During SU, we may control Schmidt weights to obtain

appropriate uniform states. After each imaginary time
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ADx−1,y2 ADx,y2 ADx+1,y2
ADx+2,y2

AUx−1,y1
AUx,y1 AUx+1,y1 AUx+2,y1
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T[xy,A] T[xy,B]

T̄[xy,B]T̄[xy,A]
Tx,y

(b)

AUx−1,y AUx,y AUx+1,y AUx+2,y

Tx−1,y Tx,y Tx+1,y Tx+2,y

ADx−1,y ADx,y ADx+1,y ADx+2,y

(c)

ELx−2,y ERx+3,y

AU,Lx−1,y AU,Lx,y

ĀU,Lx,y−1

AU,Cx,y AU,Rx+1,y AU,Rx+2,y

Tx−1,y Tx,y Tx+1,y Tx+2,y

AU,Lx−1,y−1A
U,C
x,y−1 AU,Rx+1,y−1A

U,R
x+2,y−1

AU,Cx,y CUx,y

CUx,y−1

Tx,y

AU,Cx,y−1

FLx−1,y
FLx,yFLL1,y FLL1,y

FRx+1,y FRx+1,y

(d) (e)

Tx,y

∝

∝

×L1 from x = 1, ..., L1

= λA = λC

FIG. 16. The boundary MPS method for contracting the scalar product 〈Ψ|Ψ〉 on the honeycomb lattice. (a) Contraction in
the vertical direction with the boundary MPS {AUx,y} and {ADx,y}. (b) The unit component of the scalar product in the form of
MPO is obtained by regarding bipartite sites on the honeycomb lattice as one site Tx,y = Cv

(
Txy,ATxy,B T̄xy,AT̄xy,B

)
. (c) The

left and right fixed points ELx,y and ERx,y. (d) The fixed point problem to be solved by VUMPS algorithm. (e) Key steps for
optimizing the overlap.

evolution step, we can average all weights to get the d+
id-wave uniform state, or we can average two weights
along the a and c directions to get the dxy or dx2−y2-
wave uniform states. To make this process more stable
with fermion parity symmetry, we choose Deven = Dodd,
where D = Deven + Dodd and Deven (Dodd) denotes the
size of the vector space with even (odd) parity.

Appendix E: Contraction Scheme

We use the variational uniform matrix product state
(VUMPS) method [28–30] to contract the 2D tensor net-
work, which is a boundary MPS method working in the
thermodynamic limit. As shown in Fig. 16(a, c), the
scheme will be implemented in two steps. The first is
contraction along the vertical direction (~v2) to obtain
the boundary MPS AUx,y and ADx,y, and the second is
contraction along the horizontal direction (~v1) to ob-
tain the left and right fixed points ELx,y and ERx,y. Bi-
partite sites on the honeycomb lattice are treated as
a single site on the square lattice by defining Tx,y =
Cv
(
Txy,ATxy,B T̄xy,AT̄xy,B

)
in Fig. 16(b). By swapping

the horizontal and vertical directions, we can calculate
two more boundary MPS ALx,y and ARx,y, as well as two

more fixed points EUx,y and EDx,y along the vertical direc-
tion.

As shown in Fig. 16(d), the main process of the
VUMPS algorithm is to solve a fixed point equation for
the boundary MPS with L1 × L2 tensors Tx,y in the
form of MPO, where x = 1, · · · , L1 and y = 1, · · · , L2.
We represent AUx,y as a mixed canonical form AUx,y =

{CUx,y, AU,Cx,y , AU,Lx,y , AU,Rx,y }, where AU,Cx,y = AU,Lx,y C
U
x,y =

CUx−1,yA
U,R
x,y and it satisfies the orthogonality condition

AU,Lx,y Ā
U,L
x,y = I and AU,Rx,y Ā

U,R
x,y = I. This problem can be

solved by variationally maximizing the overlap

max
A

|〈Ψ(Ā)|Ψ(A′)〉|2
〈Ψ(Ā)|Ψ(A)〉 . (E1)

Here, |Ψ(A′)〉 refers to the combined MPO-MPS state

Cv(AU,Lx−1,yA
U,C
x,y A

U,R
x+1,y · · ·Tx−1,yTx,yTx+1,y · · · ), and

|Ψ(A)〉 refers to Cv(AU,Lx−1,y−1A
U,C
x,y−1A

U,R
x+1,y−1 · · · ).

The procedure for optimizing the overlap is illustrated
in Fig. 16(e). First, the left fixed point FLx,y is calculated
by

FLL1,y ∝ FLL1,y

L1∏
x=1

Mx,y, (E2)
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where Mx,y = AU,Lx,y Tx,yĀ
U,L
x,y−1 and FLx+1,y =

FLx,yMx+1,y. The right fixed point FRx,y is obtained in

the same way. Next, new tensors ÃU,Cx,y−1 and C̃Ux,y−1 are
updated by

ÃU,Cx,y−1 = λAA
U,C
x,y F

L
x−1,yTx,yFRx+1,y, (E3)

C̃Ux,y−1 = λCC
U
x,yF

L
x,yF

R
x+1,y. (E4)

After that, new ÃU,Lx,y−1 and ÃU,Rx,y−1 are obtained by solv-

ing equations εL = min ‖ÃU,Cx,y−1 − ÃU,Lx,y−1C̃
U
x,y−1‖ and

εR = min ‖ÃU,Cx,y−1 − C̃Ux−1,y−1Ã
U,R
x,y−1‖. Using polar de-

compositions [28, 30], we have

ÃU,Cx,y−1 = U Ã,lx,y−1P
Ã,l
x,y−1 C̃Ux,y−1 = U C̃,lx,y−1P

C̃,l
x,y−1, (E5)

ÃU,Cx,y−1 = P Ã,rx,y−1U
Ã,r
x,y−1 C̃Ux,y−1 = P C̃,rx,y−1U

C̃,r
x,y−1. (E6)

The left and right canonical forms are given by

ÃU,Lx,y−1 = U Ã,lx,y−1(U C̃,lx,y−1)†, (E7)

ÃU,Rx,y−1 = (U C̃,rx−1,y−1)†U Ã,rx,y−1. (E8)

The above three steps are repeated until the gradient
norms εL and εR converge. Following that, we go to the
next row and update the new AUx,y−2. The boundary

MPS ADx,y in the down direction is computed in the same
way.

In the next step, we contract the tensor network shown
in Fig. 16(c). The left and right effective environments
ELx,y, ERx,y are the fixed points of the transfer matrix∏L1

x=1 Tx,y, where Tx,y is constructed by AUx,yTx,yADx,y.
The boundary MPS and fixed points along the ver-

tical direction are computed in a similar way as in the
horizontal direction. Physical quantities can be calcu-
lated using the environmental tensors {Aαx,y, Eαx,y}, where
α = U,D,L,R denotes the four directions. The contrac-
tion method has a overall complexity of O(χ2D5).
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