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It is expected that the Gross-Neveu-Yukawa (GNY) chiral Ising transition of N Majorana (or
Nf = N/4 four-component Dirac) fermions coupled with scalar field in (2+1)D will be the first
fermionic quantum critical point that various methods such as conformal bootstrap [1], perturba-
tive renormalization group [2] and quantum Monte Carlo (QMC) simulations [3], would yield the
converged critical exponents – serving the same role as the Ising and O(N) models in the textbooks
of statistical and quantum phase transitions. However, such expectation has not been fully realized
from the lattice QMC simulations due to the obstacles introduced by the UV finite size effect. In
this work, by means of the elective-momentum ultra-size (EMUS) QMC method [4], we compute
the critical exponents of the GNY N = 8 chiral Ising transition on a 2D π-flux fermion lattice
model between Dirac semimetal and quantum spin Hall insulator phases [3, 5]. With the matching
of fermionic and bosonic momentum transfer and collective update in momentum space, our QMC
results provide the fully consistent exponents with those obtained from the bootstrap and pertur-
bative approaches. In this way, the Emus now live happily on the N = 8 island and could explore
the Gross-Neveu-Yukawa archipelago [1] with ease.

Introduction.— Just like the Ising and O(N) models
are the simplest (2 + 1)D universality classes that the
perturbative renormalization group (RG) analysis (ε-
expansion) [6, 7], the conformal bootstrap [8–11] and
lattice model numerical simulations [12] have provided
highly consistent and well-converged results – serving as
the textbook example and bedrock for development of
many-body methodologies, the simplest (2 + 1)D univer-
sality class involving fermions – the Gross-Neveu-Yukawa
(GNY) model of N Majorana (or Nf = N/4 four-
component Dirac) fermions coupled with scalar bosonic
field – is expected to provide the similar level of con-
sistency and bring our understanding of the quantum
phase transitions in interacting Dirac fermion systems
to more solid ground. Such consistency not only has the-
oretical impact towards quantum field theory and high-
energy physics [1, 2, 13], but is also intimately related
to the on-going research in graphene [14], twisted bi-
layer graphene [15, 16] and other quantum morié ma-
terials [17, 18], as well as the kagome metallic sys-
tems [19, 20], where the transition from Dirac and Weyl
semimetals (with the fermion flavorN tuning by the spin,
valley and layer degrees of freedom and the Coulomb
interaction tuning by gating and twist angles) towards
various symmetry-breaking phases holds the key to un-
derstand the intriguing phenomena in these systems.

However, such consistency, especially in the form of the
critical exponents or the scaling dimensions of external
operators in the CFT data, has not been fully reached
for the simplest one among them – the GNY chiral Ising
transition – for now. The present ε-expansion [2, 13, 22],
conformal bootstrap [1, 23] and lattice model QMC sim-
ulation [3–5, 21, 24, 25] are giving rise to closer exponents
over the years (see Tab. I), except for the remaining bo-
son anomalous dimension exponent ηφ. The ∼ 20% devi-

1/ν ηφ ηψ
This work 1.07(12) 0.72(6) 0.04(2)

Previous QMC [3] 1.0(1) 0.59(2) 0.05(2)
Previous QMC [21] 1.20(1) 0.62(1) 0.38(1)
ε-expansion [22] 0.993(27) 0.704(15) 0.043(12)

Conformal bootstrap [1] 0.998(12) 0.7329(27) 0.04238(11)

TABLE I. Emus live on the Gross-Neveu-Yukawa
archipelago. This table summarizes the critical exponents
of N = 8 chiral Ising GNY transition. We compare the
EMUS-QMC results with previous QMC results and those
from the latest ε-expansion and bootstrap estimates. The
bootstrap estimates are obtained for the three external op-
erators ∆ε = 3 − 1

ν
, ∆σ =

1+ηφ
2

and ∆ψ =
1+ηψ

2
[1]. The

ε-expansion work [22] relies on the DREG3 prescription to
analytically continue spinors away from d = 4.

ation from the latest QMC study [3, 21] compared with
that from ε-expansion [22] and conformal bootstrap [1],
comes from the fact that, although in the latest lattice
model simulation [3], the critical bosonic and fermionic
modes are designed with the same velocity at the bare
level, the actually coupled system when driving to the
quantum critical point, still acquires different velocities
of the critical modes at the finite size studied (see Fig.1
in Ref. [3]), and it has been observed that such difference
at the UV is sufficient to cause significant drifts of the
exponents in the finite size analyses (see Figs.2 and 3 in
Ref. [3]) and renders the access of the thermodynamic
limit difficult. From these deviations, one sees that bet-
ter model design and algorithmic developments, with less
computation time and human time, are critically needed
to overcome the problem and bring the consistent results
with bootstrap and ε-expansion for GNY chiral Ising uni-
versality class.

In this work, we achieve this goal by means of the
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FIG. 1. GNY Model and EMUS algorithm. (a) The lattice model of N = 8 chiral Ising GNY in real space. Each unit cell
(yellow square) contains 2 boson and 2 fermion sites. Black arrows indicate fermionic hopping with a phase factor θ = π

4
, which

generates a π-flux in each plaquette and lead to two Dirac cones in the Brillouin zone (BZ). Purple and beige lines indicate
coupling terms with strength equals to the bosonic field multiplied with λ = ±1, depending on the boson sub-lattice. (b)
Fermion dispersions. When m is small (large), bosonic fields are in ferromagnetic (paramagnetic) phases and the fermions are
in the massive QSH (massless DSM) phases, separated by the GNY chiral Ising transition at mc. (c) In momentum space, two
patches near Dirac points (denoted by the red grids) are simulated in EMUS-QMC. (d) An example of EMUS update scheme
with patch size Lf = 2 (corresponds to L = 12 in the original model). The left panel is one of the patches in fermion BZ. The
right panel is the allowed momentum transfer for bosons.

elective-momentum ultra-size (EMUS)-QMC method [4,
26, 27], we compute the critical exponents of the N = 8
chiral Ising GNY transition on a 2D π-flux fermion lat-
tice model between Dirac semimetal (DSM) and quantum
spin Hall insulator (QSH) phases [3, 5]. By designing the
matching of fermionic and bosonic momentum transfer
within the high resolution patches in the Brillouin zone
(BZ) and collective update completely in the momentum
space, we have effectively accessed much larger system
sizes and better data quality with reduced computational
cost as well as human time. Our QMC results yield
the crossing of the RG-invariant ratio with very small
drifts and a stochastic finite size analysis finds fully con-
trolled exponents (see Tab. I), finally in agreement with
those obtained from the bootstrap and ε-expansion on
the same model. With our new computation protocol,
the Emus now live happily on the N = 8 island of the
GNY archipelago [1], and they can readily jump to other
islands with simple change of the simulation code and fur-
ther explore the exciting new islands in the vast ocean of
CFTs. Relevance towards the experiment on interacting
Dirac fermion systems is also discussed.
The GNY Model.— At the level of field theory, the GNY
model describes the situation of N Majorana (Nf = N/4
four-component Dirac) fermions ψi, i = 1, 2, · · · , N in-
teracting with a bosonic scalar field φ. The coefficient

m in the mφ2 term of bosonic Lagrangian (see Eq. (1))
has a critical value mc below which the bosonic scalar
field spontaneously acquires a finite expectation value,
giving a mass to the fermions (the QSH phase in Fig. 1
(b)). Above mc, the expectation value of φ vanishes,
and the fermions go back to the massless Dirac form
(the DSM phase in Fig. 1 (b)). At mc, the system
is expected to flow to the GNY CFT. We note there
are two different GNY models with the same number
of fermions but different global symmetry groups [1]. In
addition to the chiral GNY model with O(N/2)2 o Z2

global symmetry we are interested, there is also the GNY
model with O(N) global symmetry. Since these models
are nearly degenerate and being only distinguishable at
high perturbative order, the differences between the es-
timates of the scaling dimensions of external operators
{∆ψ =

1+ηψ
2 ,∆σ =

1+ηφ
2 ,∆ε = 3 − 1

ν } are very small
(∼ 3 × 10−6) for N = 1, 2, 4, 8 [1, 2], we hence focus on
the lattice realization of N = 8 chiral Ising GNY in this
work.

We adapt the lattice model shown in Fig. 1 (a) with
the Lagrangian [3]

L = LFermion + LBoson + LCoupling (1)
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FIG. 2. N = 8 chiral Ising GNY CFT data. (a) The square of the bosonic order parameter S(Γ), and (b) the correlation
ratio R against the control parameter m for system size L = 12, 24, 36. (c) and (d) The data collapse of S(Γ) versus m and
the stochastic analysis of the error bound of {1/ν, ηφ}. Results yield 1/ν = 1.07(12) and the bosonic anomalous dimension
ηφ = 0.72(6). The colorbar in (d) denotes the F ratio of the goodness of fit. Red dot is the set of exponents used in the collapse
in (c).

where

LFermion =
∑
〈i,j〉σ

ψ†i,σ[(i∂τ − µ)δij − teiσθij ]ψj,σ + h.c.,

LBoson =
∑
i

[
1

4
(
∂φi
∂τ

)2 +mφ2
i + φ4

i ] +
∑
(i,j)

Jij(φi − φj)2,

LCoupling =
∑
〈〈i,j〉〉,σ

λi,jφpψ
†
i,σψj,σ + h.c.,

and ψi,σ is the fermionic operator on each site i with
spin σ =↑, ↓. LFermion describes fermions with nearest
neighbor hopping t = 1 and a phase factor θ = π/4 for
each bond, which introduces a π-flux in each plaquette
and leads to two Dirac cones at X = (0, π) and (π, 0) in
the BZ. We set µ = 0 to ensure the half-filling of fermions.

In LBoson, φi is the scalar bosonic field, m is the mass
term to tune the boson across the GNY-Ising transi-
tion. The imaginary time derivative term provides the
quantum fluctuations. Jij are interaction terms up to
forth-nearest neighbor, and their magnitudes are set to

J1 = 4t2/5, J2 = −J1/8, J3 = J1/63, and J4 = −J1/896.
This combination ensures the largest linear region in
bosonic dispersion, and the bosonic velocity vb is equal
to that of the bare fermion vf = vb =

√
2t [3].

LCoupling is a next nearest neighbor hopping for
fermion, whose strength is determined by the boson φp
sitting on the bond and the difference of two boson sub-
lattices λi,j = ±1. In the symmetry-breaking phase of
bosonic field, this will open a gap at the Dirac points
in fermion dispersion and transform the DSM to QSH
insulator [5].

EMUS-QMC method.— As shown in Fig. 1 (b), the lin-
ear dispersion of Dirac cones only occupies a small part
of the BZ and simulating the region out of linear disper-
sion will not contribute much to the critical behaviour.
In previous studies, different ways are introduced to by-
pass this issue. One can write the model with a sin-
gle Dirac cone (the SLAC fermion) covering most of the
BZ [24, 28]. However, although SLAC fermion avoids
the Nielsen-Ninomiya theorem [29, 30], one has to pay
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the price of long-range hoppings and the violation of lo-
cality has been shown to fundamentally change the as-
sociated universality class [31–33]. One can also enlarge
the linear dispersion region without violation of the lo-
cality, by adding longer neighbor hoppings with appro-
priate strength and set the bare velocities vb = vf [3].
However, as discussed in the introduction, one still expe-
rience strong finite size effect when tuning the system to
the interacting fixed point, and the drift in the crossings
of RG-invariant ratios is very strong such that it gives
rise to the ∼ 20% deviation of the bosonic anomalous di-
mension ηφ in the latest QMC and the ε-expansion and
conformal bootstrap, as shown in Tab. I.

Facing with these difficulties, here we work in a dif-
ferent direction, instead of enlarging the linear region,
we ONLY simulate the linear region – the momen-
tum space near Dirac points – with the EMUS-QMC
method [4, 26, 27]. The EMUS scheme is different from
the usual fermion determinant QMC simulation, in that,
instead of simulating the lattice model with a homoge-
neous L×L grid in real (and momentum) space, it focus
on small patches of BZ that are important in the IR limit
and ignore the momenta far from these "hot spots". In
the present model, the hot spots are the two Dirac points
at X(X ′). Although the hard cutoff in momentum space
of EMUS effectively renders the QMC to simulate a dif-
ferent model – whose dispersion near the Dirac points is
same as the original one – with different non-universal
observables, such as magnitude of order parameter, lo-
cation of phase transition point etc., we find the CFT
data (critical properties) of the EMUS simulation share
the same IR structure with the original ones, as shown in
this work and our previous examples [4, 26, 27]. We leave
the detailed description of the EMUS-QMC to the Sup-
plementary Material (SM) [34], but just to highlight that
we can now simulate system sizes up to 36×36, with with
less computation time and human time, compared with
the 16× 16 in traditional method [3].
Results.— We perform EMUS-QMC on Eq. (1) with
patch size Lf = 2, 4, 6, which is equivalent to the origi-
nal system size L = 12, 24, 36 and set the inverse tem-
perature β = 3

4L. We compute the magnetic struc-
ture factor of the bosonic field S(q) = 1

L2 〈φqφ−q〉 =
1
L4

∑
i,j e
−iq·(ri−rj)〈φiφj〉, and use the S(Γ) (the square

of the order parameter) and the RG-invariant correlation
ratioR = 1−S(Γ+∆q)

S(Γ) [35], where ∆q = 2π
L (0, 1) or (1, 0),

to extract the GNY critical exponents. Since we work
directly in momentum space, the Fourier components φq
can be used in measurement on the fly, which is faster
than the same measurement in real-space QMC.

One sees in Fig. 2 (b) that the drift of crossing points of
R is extremely small compare to that in Fig.2 of Ref. [3].
This is a strong indication that our simulation has smaller
finite size effect, as we attain larger effective system size.
With the obtained S(Γ) and R in Fig. 2 (a) and (b), we

ηψ=0.04(2)

(a)

(b)

FIG. 3. Fermion and Boson Green’s functions at the
GNY CFT. We fit the imaginary time decays of fermionic (a)
and bosonic (b) Green’s functions, to extract the anomalous
dimension ηψ = 0.04(2) and verify the consistency of ηφ =
0.72 obtained from Fig. 2.

further perform a stochastic data collapse in Fig. 2 (c)
and (d), to unbiasedly determine the optimized critical
exponents {1/ν, ηφ}. The detailed description of such
analysis is given in SM [34], and here we outline the main
procedure and results.

We sample the values of {1/ν, ηφ} from 2D parameter
space in Fig. 2 (d). Whenever a set of critical exponents
is proposed, we try to fit a single curve with rescaled data
from all system sizes (as in Fig. 2 (c)), and a ratio F is
computed to determined the goodness of fit. Then we
continue variating the exponents to find where F attains
its minimum. This whole process is repeated 1000 times
with random noise added to S(Γ) within its error bar and
with random initial guesses in the {1/ν, ηφ} space, so as
to estimate the error bound for the optimal exponents,
which is shown in Fig. 2 (d). The color of each dot in-
dicates its magnitude of convergent F ratio, where those
of the blue ones are lower, and hence fit better. In this
way, the 1/ν = 1.07(12) and ηφ = 0.72(6) are obtained.
The red dot indicates the exponents generated from the
mean value of S(Γ) without noise, which collapses well
as shown in Fig. 2 (c).

To obtain the fermion anomalous dimension ηψ. We
monitor the imaginary time Green’s function by uti-
lizing the Lorentz symmetry at the GNY-Ising CFT.
Fig. 3 shows the imaginary time decay of the fermionic
and bosonic Green’s function at the critical point mc,
where Gf (τ) = 1

L2

∑
k〈ψk(τ)ψ†k(0)〉, and Gb(τ) =

1
L2

∑
q〈φq(τ)φ−q(0)〉, respectively. Both panels are in

log-log scale, the dotted straight lines indicate power
law decay of both correlation functions. From Fig. 3
(a), we can extract the anomalous dimension of fermion
ηψ = 0.04(2), by the relation Gf (τ) ∝ 1/τ2+ηψ . While in
Fig. 3 (b), a straight line of Gb(τ) ∝ 1/τ−2.72 is drawn,
using the ηφ = 0.72 just obtained. One can see both
straight lines match well with the data as system size L
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increases, which reflects the robustness of ηψ and ηφ.
Discussion.— Tab. I summarizes our results and the pre-
vious ones from QMC, ε-expansion and conformal boot-
strap. One sees the textbook level consistency of the
{1/ν, ηφ, ηψ} for the N = 8 chiral Ising GNY with the
conformal bootstrap [1] and ε-expansion [22], is finally
achieved. We note that the present EMUS-QMC simu-
lation actually consume much less computation resource
compared with our previous one [3], and it can be readily
extended to other GNY islands with different number of
fermion flavours and symmetries of the bosonic field, by
simply changing the power in the fermion determinant
and the form of boson energy difference [34].

The EMUS-QMC can also be used to investigate the
GNY transitions from DSM to plaquette valence bond
solids [36–40], SU(2) QSH [41, 42], nematic order [43],
inter-valley coherent and valley polarized orders [44–47]
as well as superconductivity [48, 49], in graphene and
twisted bilayer graphene and kagome metal systems. We
foresee Emus will soon explore the exciting islands in
the vast ocean of CFTs and the broad continent of the
realistic 2D quantum materials.
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Supplementary Material for "Emus live on the Gross-Neveu-Yukawa archipelago"

I. EMUS-QMC

The EMUS-QMC [4] scheme is different from the usual fermion determinant QMC (DQMC) simulation, in that,
instead of simulating the whole system for a given size, here we focus on small patches of BZ that are important in
the IR limit, and ignore the effect of those momenta far from these "hot spots". In the present model, the hot spots
are the two Dirac points. Alternatively, one can think of EMUS working on a different model, whose dispersion near
the Dirac points is same as the original one, and are cut off everywhere else. These two models, although have their
differences in terms of non-universal observables, such as magnitude of order parameter, location of phase transition
point etc., should have the same critical behaviour as they have the same IR structure. Such conclusion has been
successfully shown in our previous works of EMUS-QMC on 2D Fermi surface coupled to quantum critical Ising bosons
on square and triangular lattices [4, 26, 27].

To implement EMUS for the present model in Eq. (1), we first divide bosons and fermions into two sub-lattices
labeled α = 1, 2, and perform Fourier transform to both fermionic and bosonic operators as,

ψk,α,σ = 1√
N

∑
i ψi,α,σe

−ik·ri ,

ψ†k,α,σ = 1√
N

∑
i ψ
†
i,α,σe

ik·ri ,

φq,α = 1√
N

∑
i φi,αe

−iq·ri .

(S1)

One should note that, after Fourier transform, φq,α is complex in the momentum space. A constrained on them
is that all φq,α, φ−q,α pairs are complex conjugate to each other, so as to keep all real space bosonic fields φi,α real
scalers.

The fermion part of model is block-diagonalized into 2× 2 matrixes describing hopping between two sub-lattices at
each of the N = L× L k-points

Hf =
∑
k,σ

[ei
π
4 cos(

kx + ky
2

) + e−i
π
4 cos(

kx − ky
2

)]ψ†k,2,σψk,1,σ + h.c.. (S2)

The coupling term now becomes a summation over two momenta

Hc =
∑

k,k′,σ

[cos(
kx + k′x

2
)φk−k′,2 − cos(

ky + k′y
2

)φk−k′,1]ψ†k,1,σψk′,1,σ

+[cos(
ky + k′y

2
)φk−k′,2 − cos(

kx + k′x
2

)φk−k′,1]ψ†k,2,σψk′,2,σ.

(S3)

Compared with working in real space as the conventional DQMC scheme, there are three advantages in working in
momentum space.

First, one can now ignore the momentum point out of those patches as they relate to high energy excitation. In
DQMC simulation, one needs to work with the fermion Green’s function G(r, r′), which is an 2N × 2N matrix (for
two spin flavors), where N = L × L is the number of primitive cells. In our EMUS scheme, we only keep track on
two square region near Dirac points with size 1

6 of BZ, and discretize those, that is the red grids in Fig. 1 (c). We
call the length of these grids Lf , and the full system size is L = 6Lf . Note that Lf takes only even number so that
X and X ′ are on the grid, and the number of sites considered in each patch is Nf = (Lf + 1)2 ≈ N/36. Note that
there is no periodic boundary condition in these small patches and hence the left and right sides are not identified. In
the smallest possible system size Lf = 2, one is actually simulating a 12× 12 system by considering only 9 momenta
in one patch (see Fig. 1 (d)).

Second, this cut-off in momentum space of fermions also induces a cut-off in that of bosons. Unlike the case in
Ref. [4], here the bosonic system is ferromagnetic, hence has order vector Γ = (0, 0). As a result, the hopping between
the two patches in fermion k space, although corresponds to low energy fermion excitations themselves, has bosonic
field relating them of momentum far away from Γ, thus, is suppressed by the bosonic Hamiltonian. As a result, one
only needs to consider momentum components relating k points within the same patch, that is the square region
around Γ with length 2Lf ,containing (2Lf + 1)2 sites.

Lastly, one can now perform the EMUS-QMC simulation fully on momentum space and "flip" the bosonic fields
directly on their momentum components φq. When updating in the fermion determinant of DQMC, another important
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matrix is ∆ = e−∆τHc({φ′})e∆τHc({φ}) − I, where {φ} ({φ′}) is the configuration of bosonic fields before (after) an
update. Consider the Trotter decomposition ∆ = e−∆τ(Hc({φ′})−Hc({φ})) − I +O(∆τ2). From Eq. (S3), after flipping
any φq, the changed entries in Hc is the ones whose momenta differ by q. In other words, ∆ is not needed to save as
a full N2

f matrix, it is block-diagonalized by groups of momenta that are related by q.
Fig. 1 (d) shows an example of patch size Lf = 2. Suppose now the boson with momentum q = 2π

L (1, 2) is updated
to be φq → φq + ∆φ, where ∆φ is a random complex number with real part and imaginary part drawn from a uniform
distribution [−Cq, Cq]. Simultaneously, one needs to update φ−q with a complex conjugate change φ−q → φ−q + ∆φ∗.
Then, for the fermion part, φ±q will relate two pairs of fermions, therefore the matrix ∆ consists of two 2×2 diagonal
blocks. This can then be used to calculate the acceptance probability of fermion part rf = |det(I + ∆(I − G))|2,
according to the usual DQMC scheme. That of boson part can be calculated by doing inverse Fourier transform on
bosonic field to get its real space configuration back and calculate the full energy, finding out the energy difference,
and the probability is rb = e−∆τ∆Eb . The full acceptance probability is r = rf × rb.

In practice, there are a few more things we did to improve the efficiency.
(i) The amplitude of change in bosonic field Cq can be optimised such that it will not propose change that has

acceptance rate too small, while large enough to make the update significant.
(ii) Cq is larger when the updating momentum q is closer to Γ, because φq should have larger magnitude on

average. Together with (i), we have Cq = ae−b|q|, where a and b are positive number to be optimise before simulation.
An appropriate update strength leads to a shorter auto-correlation time [50], enabling us to achieve higher order of
precision with same number of MC steps.

(iii) Calculating the bosonic interaction (φi − φj)2 in real space is time-consuming, as one needs to find all 16
neighbors for 2N bosonic fields. Instead, one can express this term with their Fourier components, and only need
to consider all φqφ−q pair interactions with appropriate coefficients. In this way, the time complexity in this part is
significantly reduced.

(iv) Due to the fact that the two Dirac points X and X ′ are equivalent by the rotational symmetry, Hf and Hc

are identical in two patches. As a result, one only need to compute ∆ in one of the patches and the overall fermion
acceptance probability rf is the square of that calculated in one patch, in addition to the modulus square taken due
to the two spin orientations and particle-hole symmetry.

II. DETERMINANT QUANTUM MONTE CARLO (DQMC)

Besides the aforementioned difference, the rest of the simulation follows the usual DQMC scheme[51, 52].
The fermion weight of each specific bosonic configuration is∏

σ=↑↓

det(I +Bσ(β, 0))

where the matrix B is defined as

Bσ(l2∆τ, l1∆τ) =

l2∏
l=l1+1

e−∆τHc({φ}l)e−∆τHf

and Hc({φ}l) is the coupling term depends on the bosonic fields configuration on the l-th imaginary time layer {φ}l.
When an update is proposed on the l-th layer, one has

det(I +B(β, l∆τ)e−∆τHc({φ′}l)e∆τHfB((l − 1)∆τ, 0))

= det(I +B(β, l∆τ)e−∆τHc({φ′}l)e∆τHc({φ}l)B(l∆τ, 0))

= det(I +B(β, l∆τ)(I + ∆)B(l∆τ, 0))

where the matrix ∆ is defined as

∆ = e−∆τHc({φ′}l)e∆τHc({φ}l) − I ≈ e−∆τ(Hc({φ′}l)−Hc({φ}l)) − I
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as mentioned before. And the acceptance rate is calculated as the ratio of weights

det(I +B(β, l∆τ)(I + ∆)B(l∆τ, 0)

det(I +B(β, l∆τ)B(l∆τ, 0))

=
det(I +B(β, 0)) +B(β, l∆τ)∆B(l∆τ, 0)

det(I +B(β, 0))

= det(I +B(β, l∆τ)∆B(l∆τ, 0)(I +B(β, 0))−1)

= det(I + ∆B(l∆τ, 0)(I +B(β, 0))−1B(β, l∆τ))

= det(I + ∆(I− (I +B(l∆τ, 0)B(β, l∆τ))−1))

= det(I + ∆(I−G(l∆τ, l∆τ)))

where the Sherman-Morrison formula is applied in the fourth equality and G is the equal-time Green’s function
Gi,j(τ, τ) = 〈ψi(τ)ψ†j (τ)〉.

Combining the two spin orientations and considering the particle-hole symmetry, one finally has

rf = |det(I + ∆(I−G(l∆τ, l∆τ)))|2

III. STOCHASTIC DATA COLLAPSE

For data collapse of order parameter shown in Fig. 2 (c) and (d), we use a stochastic approach similar to that in
Ref. [53, 54]. During the data collapse, a line is fitted with the collapsed data and the goodness of collapse is associated
to the goodness of fit. Here R squared value is used, which is widely used in statistics in evaluating variation between
data and prediction. It is closer to 1 if the the model fits well with the data. It is defined as

R2 = 1− Sres
Stot

= 1− F , where

Sres =

n∑
i=1

wi(yi − ŷi)2, Stot =

n∑
i=1

wi(yi − ȳ)2

and F is the ratio we keep track of and would like to minimised. ŷi is the y-values of the scaled data point, while
yi is that of the fitting curve with x-value same as the i-th data point. ȳ is the average value of yi. wi are weights
that have larger values near the critical point, and decay exponentially away from that. This parameter ensures the
process focusing more on the portion inside the critical regime than those far away. Basically, Sres measures the
variation between the rescaled data and the fitted value, and Stot measures that of the fitting curve itself.

Whenever a set of critical exponents need to be tested, we scale the data obtained from different system sizes
according to the exponents, fit one curve to all these points, and then calculate the ratio F . If it is small, one can
conclude that this set of exponents produce collapsed data that can be explained well by one single curve, hence the
set of exponents is better in terms of data collapse.
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