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Projected Entangled Pair States (PEPS) are recognized as a potent tool for exploring two-
dimensional quantum many-body systems. However, a significant challenge emerges when applying
conventional PEPS methodologies to systems with periodic boundary conditions (PBC), attributed
to the prohibitive computational scaling with the bond dimension. This has notably restricted the
study of systems with complex boundary conditions. To address this challenge, we have developed
a strategy that involves the superposition of PEPS with open boundary conditions (OBC) to treat
systems with PBC. This approach significantly reduces the computational complexity of such sys-
tems while maintaining their translational invariance and the PBC. We benchmark this method
against the Heisenberg model and the J1-J2 model, demonstrating its capability to yield highly ac-
curate results at low computational costs, even for large system sizes. The techniques are adaptable
to other boundary conditions, including cylindrical and twisted boundary conditions, and therefore
significantly expands the application scope of the PEPS approach, shining new light on numerous
applications.

Introduction: Interacting quantum many-body sys-
tems are at the forefront of some of the most intriguing
and challenging problems in contemporary physics. The
phenomena arising from quantum many-body effects in
two-dimensional (2D) condensed matter are central to
a multitude of groundbreaking discoveries in the field.
These include the exploration of quantum spin liquids
[1], the elucidation of high-Tc superconductivity [2], the
investigation of the fractional quantum Hall effect [3],
and the study of string-net condensation [4, 5]. Simu-
lating strongly correlated systems is not only crucial for
understanding these complex phenomena but also poses
one of the most significant challenges in condensed mat-
ter physics.

The projected entangled pair states (PEPS) meth-
ods [6–16] have shown their power on simulation of
the strongly correlated many-particle systems on 2D
lattice[17–20] , which have achieved great success. How-
ever, so far the PEPS methods are mostly widely applied
to systems with infinite sizes [14, 21–24], or system with
the open boundary conditions (OBC) [25–27], attributed
to the prohibitive computational scaling with the bond
dimension for periodic boundary conditions (PBC) .

Simulations of finite lattices with PBC are crucial
for analyzing various quantum systems. A common
approach to approximating physical properties at the
thermodynamic limit involves the finite-size scaling of
these systems. Unlike OBC, which suffer from signifi-
cant boundary effects, PBC exhibits much weaker bound-
ary influences, allowing for faster convergence with in-
creasing system size. More importantly, the investiga-
tion of topological order in quantum systems requires a

non-trivial topological base manifold to facilitate topo-
logical degeneracy. This requirement is essential for the
of topological invariants, such as the U and S matrices,
which are vital for classifying topological orders [28]. In
this context, PBC offer an ideal framework for analyz-
ing topological phenomena. In the study of topological
order, such as fractional quantum Hall effect (FQHE),
computing many-body Chern numbers often requires the
use of twisted boundary conditions [29], which are modi-
fications of PBC. The versatility of PBC in accommodat-
ing various boundary scenarios significantly enhances its
utility in the exploration of complex quantum phenom-
ena. Consequently, PBC plays an indispensable role in
these studies.

Although PBC is crucial in the study of quantum
many-body problems, implementing efficient PBC algo-
rithms in PEPS is an extremely challenging task. A naive
method for constructing a PEPS for systems with PBC is
illustrated in Fig. 1(a). This method adheres to the area
law of entanglement entropy [30] and preserves transla-
tional symmetry. We refer to this PEPS construction as
periodic PEPS (pPEPS). However, directly contracting
such a tensor network incurs exorbitant computational
costs, scaling at ∼ O(D18) [15], where D is the virtual
bond dimension. Although employing Monte Carlo (MC)
sampling techniques[26, 31] can significantly reduce this
scaling, the computational demands remain prohibitively
high for practical analysis of significant physical prob-
lems. The application of PEPS in cylindrical boundary
conditions, which are periodic along one direction, also
encounters this problem [32, 33]. Due to these compu-
tational complexity issues, PEPS with PBC has not yet
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FIG. 1. (a) Illustration of a naive PEPS with PBC (pPEPS)
on a square lattice. (b) A single tensor at position ri, with
four virtual bonds l, r, u, d of dimension D, and a physical
index si. (c) Illustration of a PEPS with OBC (oPEPS). The
physical interactions can be either OBC or PBC.

been widely adopted, significantly limiting the applicabil-
ity of the PEPS method in the study of quantum many-
body problems. This has become a critical challenge that
urgently needs to be addressed in the field.

In this letter, we introduce an ansatz that extends
PEPS, specifically designed for translationally invariant
lattice models with PBC. Our ground state optimization
algorithm, which utilizes this ansatz, achieves computa-
tional costs of O(D6), significantly lower than those as-
sociated with the naive implementation of pPEPS. This
advancement overcomes a significant challenge in the
PEPS methodology, enabling efficient simulation of peri-
odic systems. Consequently, it greatly expands the ap-
plicability of the PEPS approach, facilitating the explo-
ration of novel physical phenomena, including topological
orders, using PEPS.

Methods: Consider a many-body model defined on a
two-dimensional (2D) lattice with PBC, which possesses
translational symmetry. We define a supercell of dimen-
sions L1 × L2, with PBC. Let |si⟩ denotes the physical
state at lattice site i. For a spin 1/2 system, si= ↑, ↓
represents the spin states at ri.

Direct application of pPEPS to study this model would
suffer from extremely high computational complexity,
making this approach impractical. As a compromise, one
can use PEPS with open boundary conditions (oPEPS),
as depicted in Fig. 1(c), to approximate the wave func-
tion while preserving periodic physical interactions. The
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FIG. 2. A superposed PEPS (sPEPS) on a 1×8 lattice, where
the numbers in the circles represent the tensors, and si are the
spin indices. The sPEPS is obtained by applying the Fourier
transformation of the shifting operators to an oPEPS.

wave function reads,

|ΨoPEPS⟩ =
∑
s

Tr
(∏

i

Asi
i

)
|s⟩, (1)

where |s⟩ = |s1, s2, · · · ⟩ is the spin configuration, and
Asi

i =(Ai)l,r,u,d,si is a five-index tensor located on site i as
shown in Fig. 1(b). It has a physical index si of dimension
dp and four virtual indices l, r, u, d, each of dimension D,
corresponding to the four nearest neighbors.
We will demonstrate that for small systems, it is still

feasible to obtain high-quality ground states in a peri-
odic system using oPEPS, provided that the bond di-
mension D is sufficiently large. However, this approach
becomes less effective as the system size increases for sev-
eral reasons. Firstly, oPEPS lacks translational symme-
try. Moreover, for large systems (supercells), the required
D for oPEPS to converge increases rapidly. This is due to
the need to capture correlations between distant bound-
aries through a long-range network, which suggests that
this method is unsuitable for periodic systems.
Now, we shall introduce a new form of PEPS that can

preserve translational symmetry and satisfy the PBC. We
define a translation operator,

T̂j =
∑
s′

∑
s

[∏
i

δsi−j ,s′i

]
|s′⟩⟨s| (2)

which translates the total wave function of the quantum
system by rj .

We apply T̂j to the oPEPS, which gives,

T̂j |ΨoPEPS⟩ =
∑
s

Tr
(∏

k

A
si+j

k

)
|s⟩

=
∑
s

Tr
(∏

i

Asi
i−j

)
|s⟩, (3)
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i.e., it translates the spin indices by j or equivalently
translates the tensors’ indices by −j. It is easy to show
that the translation operators T̂j are unitary and form
the translational group T of the system that commutes
with the Hamiltonian H.

We can define a many-body wave function that satisfies
PBC using the translation operators,

|ΨT ,k⟩ = T̂T ,k|ΨoPEPS⟩, (4)

where T̂T ,k is the Fourier transform of the translation
operators with momentum k,

T̂T ,k =
1

|T |
∑
i

e−ik·ri T̂i, (5)

and i runs over the entire lattice of the supercell. |T | is
the number of translation symmetry operations. The val-
ues of k satisfy the von Neumann boundary conditions.
We name the wave function of Eq. (4) the superposed
PEPS (sPEPS) with momentum k. We illustrate the
sPEPS using an example 1 × 8 system in Fig. 2. It is
easy to shown that the sPEPS ansatz respects the trans-
lational symmetry of the system.

As discussed in Ref. [34], T̂T ,k is a projector into the
subspace with a definite momentum k. The ground state
of a translationally invariant Hamiltonian H possesses
a certain momentum k, which may be nonzero in the
presence of a gauge field or spin-orbit coupling. Applying
T̂T ,k to a tensor network state ensures that the resulting
state has the desired momentum.

In practice, to reduce computational time, we may se-
lect a subgroup S ⊆ T instead of the full translation
group T to construct sPEPS. Specifically,

|ΨS,k⟩ = T̂S,k|ΨoPEPS⟩ =
1

|S|
∑
j∈S

e−ik·rj T̂j |ΨoPEPS⟩,

(6)
where |S| is the size of S. A smaller subgroup S reduces
computational cost but may lower accuracy. Therefore,
choosing a suitable subgroup S is a balance between accu-
racy and efficiency. After the simulation process, we can
further improve accuracy by using the full projection[34]:

|ΨT ,k⟩ = T̂T ,k|ΨS,k⟩ = T̂T ,k|ΨoPEPS⟩. (7)

We note that the wave function |ΨT ,k⟩ obtained in
Eq. (4) may not be equivalent to that from Eq. (7), as
|ΨoPEPS⟩ could differ due to the different optimization
processes.

To obtain the ground state, we first perform the imagi-
nary time evolution method with the simple update (SU)
[14] algorithm, which is a fast local optimization method.
For a translationally invariant Hamiltonian H with PBC,
the imaginary time evolution operator commutes with
the translation operators T̂i. Therefore, we have:

e−τH |ΨS,k⟩ = T̂S,k

(
e−τH |ΨoPEPS⟩

)
. (8)

This means the SU on the sPEPS can be performed by
first applying the SU to |ΨoPEPS⟩, followed by the action
of the translation operator in Eq. (6). Consequently, the
computational cost of the SU in sPEPS is the same as
that of the oPEPS. However, during SU, the correlations
between boundary sites are treated as long-range corre-
lations via the oPEPS and are not handled very well.

The SU optimization gives us an approximation of
|ΨS,k⟩. We can quickly screen the ground-state momen-
tum k through these results. We then perform the gradi-
ent optimization (GO) process for further refinement. To
reduce the high scaling of the contraction, Monte Carlo
(MC) sampling techniques are used, similar to those in
oPEPS[26]. The only difference is that the wave function
is replaced by |ΨS,k⟩. The details are explained in [34].
The computational cost remains O(D6) for a given D,
where D is the bond dimension. Once we obtain the op-
timal |ΨS,k⟩, we perform a full projection to obtain the
ground state sPEPS |ΨT ,k⟩ with better accuracy, using
Eq. (7).

Numerical Validation—We benchmark our sPEPS al-
gorithm on the spin-1/2 J1-J2 model with PBC. The
Hamiltonian of the model reads,

H = J1
∑
⟨i,j⟩

si · sj + J2
∑

⟨⟨i,j⟩⟩

si · sj , (9)

where ⟨i, j⟩ stands for nearest neighbors, ⟨⟨i, j⟩⟩ stands
for next-nearest neighbors, and the si are the spin oper-
ators defined at site i. In the simulations, we fix J1=1.

The J1-J2 model with OBC has been studied using
oPEPS [17, 20, 27]. In this work, we simulate the ground
state of the J1-J2 model with PBC on an L×L square lat-
tice using sPEPS. To reduce computational costs, we use
a subgroup of the full translation symmetry. We shift the
oPEPS along the diagonal direction, which yields satis-
factory results. The computational cost increases linearly
with system size L, instead of L2.

We first examine the model at J2 = 0, where it sim-
plifies to the antiferromagnetic Heisenberg model. We
benchmark the ground state energy using a bond dimen-
sion D = 6 for various system sizes, employing both the
oPEPS and sPEPS ansatz. We identify that the ground
states have a momentum k=0 for the sPEPS. We com-
pare our results with the QMC results[35], which have
an accuracy ∼ 10−4 for even a small D = 6. The results
are listed in Table I. Both ansatzes perform well in the
4× 4 system, where the error is less than 10−4 compared
with QMC. However, the accuracy of the oPEPS ansatz
diminishes as the system size increases. In the largest
system of 14× 14, the accuracy of the oPEPS ansatz de-
grades to 5× 10−3 because it cannot adequately capture
the correlations in the periodic system. On the other
hand, the sPEPS ansatz maintains consistent accuracy
with increasing system sizes, achieving an accuracy of
10−4 on the 14× 14 lattice.
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TABLE I. Comparison of ground-state energies of the Heisen-
berg model calculated by oPEPS, sPEPS, and QMC simula-
tions on L × L square lattices, with L ranging from 4 to 14.
The bond dimension is set to D = 6 in PEPS.

L oPEPS sPEPS QMC[35]

4 -0.70170 -0.70176 -0.70178

6 -0.67854 -0.67885 -0.67887

8 -0.67127 -0.67335 -0.67348

10 -0.66985 -0.67143 -0.67155

12 -0.66812 -0.67056 -0.67069

14 -0.66679 -0.67000 -0.67022

We then study the model at J2 = 0.5J1, with L = 6
and L = 10. In this parameter region, the model is re-
ported to be in a quantum spin liquid phase [27, 36, 37].
Due to the strongly frustrated interactions and correla-
tions, this case is numerically challenging for many widely
used numerical methods. In particular, QMC fails be-
cause of the notorious sign problem [38, 39].

We list the ground state energies obtained by sPEPS at
J2 = 0.5J1 in Table II, comparing them with results from
the density matrix renormalization group (DMRG) [40],
convolutional neural network (CNN) [41–43], and exact
diagonalization (ED) methods [44], etc. For the sPEPS
calculations, we use a modest bond dimension D=8, and
the ground states have a momentum k=0.

For the 6 × 6 system, the exact value of the ground
state energy, E = −0.50381, is obtainable from ED.
The energy obtained from sPEPS is E = −0.50375,
which is slightly higher than the DMRG result of E =
−0.50380 [40] and much better than the CNN result of
E = −0.50185 from Refs. [41].

For the 10 × 10 system, the exact ground state en-
ergy is not available. The energy obtained from sPEPS
is E = −0.49759, which is significantly better than the
DMRG result of E = −0.49553 [40]. It is well-known that
DMRG performs effectively for narrow systems; how-
ever, its accuracy diminishes rapidly as the system width
increases[11]. To maintain accuracy, the number of kept
states must grow exponentially with the system’s width.
Our result is also significantly superior to the earlier CNN
results [41, 42].

The Lanczos procedure can significantly improve the
energy, as demonstrated in Refs. [45] for the variational
Monte Carlo (VMC) method and in Ref. [43] for the
CNN method. However, our results outperform these
approaches and are also comparable to the state-of-the-
art ground state energy E = −0.497629 achieved by the
PP+RBM method [46].

We note that CNN and other neural network methods
are powerful and flexible methods for studying quantum
many-body problems and has made significant progress
in recent years[41–43]. However, due to its difficulty in

TABLE II. Comparison of ground-state energies of the J1-J2

model with J2 = 0.5J1 on a 10 × 10 lattice, obtained from
sPEPS (D = 8), DMRG, and various Neural Network meth-
ods.

method Energy(L=6) Energy(L=10)

sPEPS -0.50375 -0.49759

DMRG[40] -0.50380 -0.49553

CNN[41] -0.50185 -0.49516

CNN[42] - -0.49550

CNN[43] - -0.49747

VMC[45] - -0.49755

PP+RBM[46] - -0.49763

exact[44] -0.50381 -

handling the spin sign structure[47], CNN and PEPS can
be considered complementary methods, can be used to-
gether to provide a more comprehensive understanding
of quantum many-body systems [42].

We further calculate the spin structure factor mk at
momentum k, which is defined by

m2
k =

1

L4

∑
i,j

e2πi(ri−rj)·k⟨si · sj⟩. (10)

In particular, for k = (π, π)/L, mk is the Néel order
parameter, which serves as the order parameter for the
antiferromagnetic (AFM) phase. We calculate the Néel
order parameter at J2 = 0 and J2 = 0.5J1 for various
system sizes. Quadratic finite-size scaling is performed
to extrapolate the results to the thermodynamic limit
(L → ∞). The results are plotted in Fig. 3(a). In the
thermodynamic limit, the Néel order parameter is ms =
0.311 for J2 = 0 and ms = 0 for J2 = 0.5, which is
consistent with reports that the model is in an AFM
phase at J2 = 0 and lacks spin order at J2 = 0.5J1.
[27]
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FIG. 3. (a) The Néel order parameters and (b) the dimer
order parameters for J2 = 0 (blue) and J2 = 0.5J1 (red) as
functions of 1/L.

We also calculate the dimer order parameter Dα
k (α =
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x/y) at momentum k, which is defined by

Dα
k =

1

L4

∑
i,j

e2πi(ri−rj)·k(⟨Dα
iD

α
j⟩ − ⟨Dα

i⟩⟨Dα
j⟩),

(11)
where Dx

i = si · si+(1,0) and Dy
i = si · si+(0,1). The

dimer order parameter Dx
k at k = (π, π)/L is plotted in

Fig. 3(b), and quadratic finite-size scaling is performed to
obtain the results in the thermodynamic limit (L → ∞).
In the thermodynamic limit, the dimer order parameters
are 0 for both cases of J2 = 0 and J2 = 0.5J1, which
is consistent with reports that the model has no dimer
order for both cases [27].

There are a few remarks that we would like to address.
First, in this work, we have only considered translational
symmetry. We may further utilize the crystal symmetry,
such as the D4 symmetry of the square lattice, to achieve
a more accurate result. Second, although we only discuss
the spin model in this work, our method is also suited for
bosonic or fermionic models. Furthermore, this approach
can be easily generalized to cylindrical or even twisted
boundary conditions[29, 34].

Summary: We propose a tensor network ansatz named
sPEPS for quantum many-body systems with transla-
tional symmetry under PBC. We benchmark this method
against the Heisenberg model and the J1-J2 model,
demonstrating its capability to yield highly accurate re-
sults at low computational costs, even for large system
sizes. This work marks a significant advancement in
PEPS by effectively addressing the challenges posed by
PBC. The sPEPS approach can be easily adapted to vari-
ous boundary conditions, such as cylindrical and twisted
boundaries, thus paving the way for broader and more
impactful applications in quantum many-body physics.
This breakthrough enhances the potential of PEPS meth-
ods, providing new tools and perspectives for exploring
complex quantum systems.

This work was funded by the Chinese National Sci-
ence Foundation Grant Numbers 12134012, 12304552,
12104433 and the Strategic Priority Research Pro-
gram of Chinese Academy of Sciences Grant Number
XDB0500201, the Innovation Program for Quantum Sci-
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