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We introduce a numerical method to study critical properties near classical and quantum phase
transitions. Our method applies ideas of the Tensor Renormalization Group to obtain an improved
action which is used to extract critical properties by performing Monte Carlo simulations on rela-
tively small system sizes. We demonstrate this method on the XY model in three dimensions. Our
method may provide a framework with which to efficiently study universal properties in a large class
of phase transitions.

I. INTRODUCTION

One of the most fascinating aspects of continuous
phase transitions, both classical and quantum, is their
universality. Seemingly unrelated systems, such as uni-
axial ferromagnets, the liquid-gas transition, and binary
alloys all share common properties, such as the same crit-
ical exponents and amplitude ratios, belonging to the
Ising universality class. More generally, the universality
class of a system is determined by its symmetry and di-
mensionality and is otherwise independent of microscopic
details.

A physical picture of the origin of universality is given
by the renormalization group (RG). The RG involves
a sequence of coarse-graining and rescaling transforma-
tions, starting from the microscopic model, which allows
the extraction of system properties at increasingly longer
distances. In this process, almost all of the parameters
of the microscopic model flow to zero. These are the ir-
relevant operators. The remaining, relevant, operators
are tuned to reach the transition. Universality is a con-
sequence of the lack of free parameters in the effective
model at the critical point.

Critical points are often described by strongly cou-
pled field theories [1]. This makes standard perturba-
tive approaches unreliable and requires the use of other
methods, both analytical and numerical, to obtain criti-
cal properties reliably [2–7]. However, these approaches
can struggle in certain applications. For instance, spe-
cific observables can display sizeable corrections to scal-
ing [8], which give large non-universal contributions at
short distances. In Monte Carlo simulations, very large
system sizes are required to overcome this, demanding
heavy numerical resources to obtain high-accuracy criti-
cal exponents and to extract dynamical critical properties
near quantum critical points [9–11].

In light of this, we pursue a program to systemati-
cally reduce the non-universal contributions in numerical
studies of phase transitions by using improved actions.
This idea, first introduced in high energy physics to per-
form lattice gauge theory calculations [12, 13], exploits
the considerable freedom in the choice of lattice mod-
els within a given universality class. In particular, one

can add any number of parameters that are irrelevant
in the RG sense. These parameters can be tuned to re-
duce non-universal contributions, without affecting the
universal critical properties.

In the condensed matter setting, improved actions have
previously been used to reduce corrections to scaling. For
instance, in Ref. 14, the coefficient of a single irrelevant
perturbation was fixed by scanning over it until the lead-
ing correction to scaling was removed. The net result is
an action that well-approximates the continuum limit at
the critical point, even at short distances of the order of
a few lattice spacings.

In this paper, we will present a method to generate im-
proved actions without the need to fine-tune model pa-
rameters. The method combines the ideas of the Tensor
Renormalization Group (TRG) with Monte Carlo simu-
lations to extract universal critical properties. We will
apply our method to the three-dimensional XY model
to obtain critical exponents and correlation functions at
criticality.

The TRG is a renormalization group method based on
representing the partition function as a tensor network.
Traditionally, the TRG involves repeated coarse-graining
steps, which are often performed until a fixed point is
reached. Then, properties of interest can be calculated
using the coarse-grained tensors. However, this method
suffers from biases that originate in the truncation of the
tensors after each coarse-graining step, as is necessary to
keep the numerical procedure tractable.

Our method involves combining the TRG with Monte
Carlo simulations to overcome this bias. Rather than it-
erating the TRG until a fixed point is found, we perform
a small number of TRG iterations and use the resulting
coarse-grained tensor partition function as an improved
action for Monte Carlo simulations. This allows us to
study effectively large systems while simulating small
lattices. In particular, since the improved action is in
the same universality class as the original model, Monte
Carlo is guaranteed to yield unbiased critical properties.
Importantly, the improved action benefits from reduced
corrections to scaling and other artifacts of performing
simulations on a discrete and finite lattice, as we will
show.
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II. RENORMALIZATION-GROUP IMPROVED
ACTIONS

In this section, we introduce the idea of
Renormalization-Group Improved Actions and pro-
vide a brief overview of the method. For notational
simplicity, we present a two-dimensional version on
the square lattice. In Sec. IV we will explain the
method in more detail, including how to generalize it to
three-dimensional models on the cubic lattice.

A. Tensor Representation of Partition Functions

Our starting point is a partition function that is rep-
resented as a tensor network on the square lattice, of the
form,

Z =

D∑
{xi,yi}=1

∏
i

Txix′
iyiy

′
i

(1)

where i runs over all lattice sites, xi, yi are bond indices
of the tensor on site i in the x and y directions, and D is
the bond dimension of the indices of the tensor T . The
notation is such that x′i = xj for the next neighboring
site j in the x direction, and similarly for the y direction,
see Fig. 1.

Many quantum and classical statistical mechanics
models allow for such a representation. For concrete-
ness, we will demonstrate this on the XY model. Con-
sider the soft-spin O(2) model on the cubic lattice, with
the Hamiltonian:

HO(2) = −g
∑
⟨i,j⟩

(
ψiψ

∗
j + c.c.

)
+
∑
i

(
|ψi|2 + λ

(
|ψi|2 − 1

)2)
(2)

FIG. 1. The tensor network. Indices are written for the
middle tensor, on the site i. Prime indices are used for bonds
above or to the right of the tensor. Note that x′

i = xi+x̂ and
y′
i = yi+ŷ.

where ψi is complex valued. We perform a high-
temperature expansion to rewrite the partition function
in the worm representation [15]. In the limit where
λ→ ∞ (the hard-spin XY model), this yields:

Z =
∑
CP

(∏
b

gN
1
b+N

2
b

N1
b !N

2
b !

)
(3)

where the sum is over all directed closed paths, the prod-
uct

∏
b is over all bonds on the lattice, and N1

b , N
2
b are

non-negative integers counting the number of paths going
through bond b in each direction.

Equation (3) can be cast as a tensor network by defin-
ing the tensor:

T{N1
b ,N

2
b } =

√√√√√ gJin+Jout∏
b∈site

N1
b !N

2
b !
δJin,Jout (4)

where b runs over all bonds connected to the site of the
tensor, Jin =

∑
bN

1
b is the total current going into the

site, and Jout =
∑
bN

2
b is the total current going out of

the site. The Kronecker delta function δJin,Jout ensures
that we sum only over closed paths by requiring conser-
vation of current at each site. Conservation of current
is a direct consequence of the O(2) symmetry to global
phase rotations.

This is, in fact, only one of multiple ways of writing
the XY model in tensor form. We choose this repre-
sentation, based on the worm algorithm [15], because of
two advantages. First, it does not suffer from significant
critical slowing down at the phase transition. Second,
it enables keeping exact XY symmetry during the RG
transformation – so long as current conservation is main-
tained exactly at every step of the RG.

B. Tensor Renormalization Group

The tensor Renormalization Group (TRG) [16, 17] is a
method for performing real space Renormalization Group
transformations on tensor networks. The method is de-
picted schematically in Fig. 2. Starting from the tensor
network in Fig. 2a, we coarse-grain by contracting tensors
in pairs (Fig. 2b), then we approximate the resulting ten-
sor using a new core tensor T̃ multiplied by orthogonal
tensors Õ, as shown in Fig. 2c (we describe this trans-
formation in more detail in Sec. IV). Finally, we contract
the orthogonal tensors Õ to return to a tensor network of
the original form, but with new tensors T̃ (Fig. 2d). This
new tensor network forms the basis for the next iteration
of the RG. The full TRG procedure is described in more
detail in Sec. IV.

In the case of the XY model, current conservation en-
sures that the XY symmetry is maintained exactly when
we coarse-grain and truncate, so that the coarse-grained
model belongs to the same universality class as the XY
model.



3

(a) (b)

(c)(d)

FIG. 2. Schematic description of the Tensor Renormalization
Group scheme. (a) The original tensor network. (b) Sites are
grouped into supersites, each containing two tensors. (c) Each
of the supersites is transformed using the TRG. (d) Contract-
ing the orthogonal tensors, we obtain a new tensor network
which forms the basis for the next iteration of the RG.

C. Monte Carlo importance sampling of tensors

As explained above, we use the tensor network ob-
tained through TRG as an improved action for Monte
Carlo simulations. To perform Monte Carlo importance
sampling on the tensor network we consider our state as
the collection of bond indices {xi, yi} across the lattice.
At each step, one suggests changing the bond indices to
new values {x̃i, ỹi}. The change is accepted with the
Metropolis acceptance ratio, where the weight of each
state is given by the tensor network:

P ({xi, yi} → {x̃i, ỹi}) = min

(
1,

∏
i Tx̃ix̃′

iỹiỹ
′
i∏

i Txix′
iyiy

′
i

)
(5)

This requires that the tensors be non-negative, so the
tensor network generates non-negative weights. Other-
wise, we run into the so-called “sign problem” of Monte
Carlo. The standard truncation used in the TRG, us-
ing SVD [17], does not satisfy this property. Therefore,
we devise an alternative truncation method, the Positive
Tensor Truncation (PTT), that yields non-negative ten-
sors. Using tensors generated by the PTT we can perform
Monte Carlo simulations without a sign problem.

III. RESULTS

In this section we show results we obtained in Monte
Carlo simulations for the XY model on the cubic lat-

tice using the methods described in Sec. IV. We coarse
grained up to five times, and focused on the models after
zero, 1, 3, and 5 coarse graining steps. We label these
models RG0, RG1, RG3, and RG5, respectively. For each
one, we identified the critical coupling gc and measured
observables at and near the critical point. We used lattice
sizes between 4 and 128.

A. Corrections to Scaling & Scalar Observables

We measured the following scalar observables, follow-
ing [18]: the superfluid stiffness ρs, the wrapping proba-
bilites Rx, Ra, and R2, and the closing time Tw. The su-
perfluid stiffness can be computed from the worm wind-
ing numbers Wi through,

ρs =
1

3L
⟨W2

x +W2
y +W2

z ⟩ (6)

where Wi is the number of worms winding the entire
lattice in direction i. The wrapping probabilities are,

Rx = ⟨Rx⟩ (7)
Ra = 1− ⟨(1−Rx)(1−Ry)(1−Rz)⟩ (8)
R2 = ⟨RxRy(1−Rz)⟩+ ⟨Rx(1−Ry)Rz⟩

+⟨(1−Rx)RyRz⟩ (9)

where Ri is 1 if Wi ̸= 0, and 0 otherwise. Hence, Rx is
the probability for a worm to wrap in the x direction, Ra
is the probability that it wraps in any direction, and R2

is the probability that it wraps in exactly two directions.
Finally, the closing time Tw is a susceptibility-like ob-
servable that measures the average time it takes to close
a worm:

Tw = ⟨τw⟩ (10)

where τw is the number of worm steps it took to close
the worm.

In addition, we measured the derivatives by the cou-
pling g of the superfluid stiffness and the wrapping proba-
bilities. Given an observable R, its derivative GR = d⟨R⟩

dg

is calculated by

GR = ⟨Rε⟩ − ⟨R⟩⟨ε⟩ (11)

where ε is given by

ε =
∑
i

1

Ti

∂Ti
∂g

(12)

where Ti is the tensor at site i: Ti = Txix′
iyiy

′
iziz

′
i
. The

derivative ∂Ti

∂g is calculated numerically.

1. Critical Coupling

First, we obtained the critical coupling with high preci-
sion for every coarse graining step, using the dimension-
less observables ρsL,Rx, Ra, R2, by fitting each of them
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(g − g0)/C
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FIG. 3. ρsL as a function of coupling g (shifted
and rescaled with arbitrary constants g0 = 0.22717, C =
162.1 for plotting clarity) for various system sizes L ∈
[10, 12, 14, 16, 20, 24, 28, 32, 40, 48, 56, 64, 80, 96, 112, 128], for
the model RG0. The lines show a joint fit for all lattice sizes
to Eq. (13), which is used to extract the critical coupling gc
(grey vertical line). Slopes increase monotonically with L.

to the form:

R(g, L) =

3∑
n,m=0

anm(g − gc)
nL

n
ν −ωm (13)

where anm are constants, gc is the critical coupling, ν
is the critical exponent, for which we used the value
ν = 0.67169(7) [19], and ωm is the exponent of the
m’th correction to scaling included in the fit. We used
n = 0, 1, 2, 3 and m = 0, 1, 2, 3 with exponents ω0 = 0,
ω1 = 0.789(4), ω2 = 2 − η, ω3 = 2.02(1) and η =
0.03810(8) [19]. In the fit, we used both the data of the
dimensionless observables and the data of their deriva-
tives.

An example of such a fit is shown in Fig. 3. The fit
has a total of 17 fitting parameters: The critical coupling
gc and the constants anm for the 16 pairs n,m. Figure 4
shows the critical coupling gc obtained as a function of
the minimum lattice size used in the fit, Lmin. The fit
is stable from low lattice sizes, but if very small sys-
tem sizes are included, there is the concern that further
corrections to scaling beyond those considered in our fit
could become important. On the other hand, using a
large Lmin gives larger statistical errors. In practice, we
find that the extracted value of gc is not sensitive to Lmin
over a broad range, and we take the value at Lmin = 10
as our estimate for gc. Other RG stages show similar
behavior. Table I summarizes our final estimate of the
critical coupling for each of the RG stages. In the ta-
ble, RG0 represents the tensor network for the original
model, Eq. (4), after truncation to 9 states (correspond-
ing to N1

b ≤ 2 and N2
b ≤ 2, see Sec. IV B), which slightly

Lmin

5 10 15 20 25

(g
c
−

g 0
)

⋅1
0

6

-2.4

-2.1

-1.8

-1.5

-1.2
Rx
Ra
R2

𝜌sL

FIG. 4. Critical coupling gc of RG0 vs minimal lattice size
Lmin used in the fit. The y axis is shifted by g0 = 0.22717 for
plotting clarity.

TABLE I. Values of critical coupling gc and χ2 obtained from
the fits. χ2 is shown as χ2/(number of fitting points - number
of fitting parameters).

RG stage χ2 gc
RG0 138/(160− 17) = 0.96 0.22716829(10)
RG1 155/(160− 17) = 1.1 0.227116451(29)
RG3 137/(160− 17) = 0.96 0.2267421500(54)
RG5 163/(192− 17) = 0.93 0.22659720036(50)

shifts gc relative to the XY model.
We found that the critical coupling is slightly decreas-

ing when we coarse grain. This shift is an artifact of the
truncation, which generates a perturbation in the rele-
vant parameters of the model [20–27]. To stay at criti-
cality, we shift the coupling g for RG1, RG3 and RG5 to
their respective critical couplings.

2. Dimensionless Observables at the Critical Point

To view the effect of the coarse-graining on corrections
to scaling, we consider observables at the critical point.
Our dimensionless observables are the superfluid stiffness
times lattice size ρsL and the three wrapping probabili-
ties Rx, R2, Ra, described in Eqs. (6), (7), (8), and (9).
We interpolated their values at the critical coupling from
the measurements around it, and fit them to a form with
two corrections to scaling:

R(gc, L) = R∗ + b1L
−0.789 + b2L

−2+η (14)

where R∗ = limL→∞R(gc, L) is the universal value of R
at the critical point, which depends on the observable,
and b1, b2 are the amplitudes of the two leading correc-
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L

FIG. 5. On the left panels, superfluid stiffness ρsL and wrapping probability Ra as a function of 1
L

for different RG stages,
evaluated at the critical point. Lines are fitted with 2 corrections to scaling, according to Eq. (14). The points at 1

L
= 0 are

the universal value R∗ according to the fits. On the right panels, corrections to scaling as a function of number of RG steps
from the values of b1 and b2 used in the fits. The leading correction to scaling, b1, is strongly suppressed for both observables.

tions to scaling. We again used the value η = 0.03810(8)
[19].

The results for the superfluid stiffness times lattice size
ρsL and the wrapping probability Ra are displayed in
Fig. 5.The graphs are seen to become flatter with coarse-
graining, indicating reduced corrections to scaling. The
correction to scaling amplitudes and values of R∗ are
displayed on Table II and Fig. 5. The leading correc-
tion amplitude b1 is seen to be strongly suppressed with
coarse-graining. The second correction b2 is significantly
suppressed for Ra but not for ρsL. This suggests that Ra
is less sensitive to the truncation errors than ρsL. For
both observables, the values of R∗ agree across all RG
stages. Results for the other observables are available in
Appendix C.

For both observables displayed, the fits of the differ-
ent RG stages agree about the universal value of R∗ at
L→ ∞, indicating that the RG procedure indeed leaves
us within the same universality class. In addition, we see
that the graphs are flattening as we coarse grain, indi-
cating a reduction in corrections to scaling.

Note that were it not for the truncation, the graph
of RG1 would exactly match that of RG0, but stretched
horizontally by a factor of 2. The corrections to scaling
amplitudes would then reduce by a factor 2−ωm for each
coarse-graining step. We don’t observe these behaviors
since the truncation effectively adds perturbations (both
relevant and irrelevant) to the model. These perturba-
tions are expected to be reduced with increasing bond
dimension D.

3. Derivatives of Dimensionless Observables

For the derivatives, we use a different fitting form that
takes into account their scaling dimension:

GR(gc, L)L
− 1

ν = R∗ + b1L
−0.789 + b2L

−2+η (15)

where we take ν = 0.67169(7) and η = 0.03810(8) [19]
and fit for 3 parameters: R∗, the critical point value at
the thermodynamic limit, and b1, b2, the corrections to
scaling coefficients. Note that, since GR is a derivative
with respect to g, the value of R∗ is not universal, since
it depends on the units of g. In particular, the value
of R∗ depends on the RG stage used. Therefore, when
comparing different RG stages, it is most meaningful to
consider GR·L− 1

ν

R∗ .

The derivatives of the superfluid stiffness times lat-
tice size, GρsL, and wrapping probability, GRa

, are dis-
played in Fig. 6. The figures are on a log-log scale, so
the slope is equivalent to a correction to the critical ex-
ponent ν relative to the cited value. The amplitudes of
the corrections to scaling are displayed in Table II and
Fig. 6. As before, we observe that the leading correc-
tion to scaling b1/R∗ is systematically suppressed by the
coarse-graining, whereas the second correction b2/R

∗ is
suppressed for GRa

but not for GρsL. Results for the
other observables are available in Appendix C.
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ρsL Ra GρsL GRa

R∗ b1 b2 R∗ b1 b2 b1/R
∗ b2/R

∗ b1/R
∗ b2/R

∗

RG0 0.51557(5) −0.1050(9) 0.152(10) 0.68885(6) −0.0271(9) 0.253(9) −0.184(6) −0.11(6) 0.100(6) −1.10(6)
RG1 0.51568(4) −0.0865(7) 0.120(7) 0.68894(4) −0.0221(7) 0.063(7) −0.149(4) 0.47(4) 0.080(4) −0.07(4)
RG3 0.51575(6) −0.0241(10) 0.183(11) 0.68901(7) −0.0070(10) 0.026(10) −0.027(6) 0.77(6) 0.036(6) 0.14(6)
RG5 0.51552(4) 0.0012(6) 0.175(7) 0.68885(4) 0.0010(6) 0.001(6) 0.018(3) 0.81(3) 0.009(4) 0.24(4)

TABLE II. Corrections to scaling. Values of R∗, b1 and b2 used in the fits of the dimensionless observables to Eq. (14) in
Fig. 5, and values of b1/R∗ and b2/R

∗ used in the fits of the derivative observables to Eq. (15) in Fig. 6.
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s
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R

∗
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0
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R
a
L

−
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/
R

∗
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·1

0
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L

b 1
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R

∗
b 2
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∗

FIG. 6. On the left panels, normalized derivatives of ρsL and Ra as a function of L for different RG stages, evaluated at
the critical point. The derivatives have been rescaled by L−1/ν with ν = 0.67169(7) [19]. The plot is in log-log scale, such
that a slope represents a correction to the cited critical exponent. Lines are fitted according to Eq. (15). On the right panels,
corrections to scaling from the values of b1/R∗ and b2/R

∗ used in the fits. The leading correction to scaling, b1/R∗, is strongly
suppressed for both observables.

4. Extraction of Critical Exponent ν

We now extract our best estimate of the critical expo-
nent ν. We use the results of RG5 with a fitting form
excluding the first correction to scaling (assuming the
first correction to scaling is sufficiently suppressed by the
RG; including it yields similar results with larger error
bars):

GR(gc, L) = L
1
ν (R∗ + b2L

−2.0+η + b3L
−2.02) (16)

where we now have four fitting parameters: ν, R∗, b2 and
b3. We perform a fit on all lattice sizes, up to a minimal
size used in the fit Lmin.

The extracted critical exponent ν vs Lmin is displayed
in Fig. 7. In the inset, χ2 divided by the number of
degrees of freedom is shown as a measure of goodness of
fit. We see that starting from Lmin = 6 the extracted
ν is consistent for all the observables. This may be an
indication that below Lmin = 6 further corrections to

scaling, beyond Eq. (16), would be needed in the fit to
make it unbiased.

For the final estimate of the critical exponent we per-
form a fit using all of the observables (ρSL, Rx, Ra, and
R2) at once for Lmin = 7 and obtain ν = 0.67171(10).
Our estimate is consistent with ν = 0.67169(7) of Ref. 19.

5. Extraction of Critical Exponent η

The closing time Tw, defined in Eq. (10), is a
susceptibility-like observable that allows us to extract the
critical exponent η by fitting it to the form:

Tw(gc, L) = L2−η(T ∗
w + b2L

−2.0+η + b3L
−2.02) (17)

where we again skip the first correction to scaling, as-
suming that for RG5 the leading correction to scaling is
negligible. We again have four fitting parameters: η, T ∗

w,
b2 and b3.
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0.6735
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𝜒
2 /N

D
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0
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3

𝜌sL Rx Ra R2

FIG. 7. Critical exponent ν extracted from GρsL, GRx ,
GRa , GR2 vs minimal lattice size used for the fit Lmin using
the RG5 model. Inset: χ2 divided by number of degrees of
freedom vs minimal lattice size used for the fit. The dotted
vertical line at Lmin = 7 in the main figure and in the inset
indicates the point we used for our final estimate of ν, dis-
played by the shaded region.

The extracted critical exponent η vs minimal lattice
size used for the fit Lmin is displayed in Fig. 8. The inset
shows χ2 divided by the number of degrees of freedom.
We see that even starting from Lmin = 4 the fit is con-
sistent with the data.

As a conservative final estimate of η we take the value
for Lmin = 7, same as in our estimate of ν, and obtain
η = 0.03813(16). Our estimate is consistent with η =
0.03810(8) of Ref. 19.

B. Two-Point Function

The two-point function is defined as:

c(r) = ⟨ψiψi+r⟩ (18)

where r is a distance on the lattice. We measure it by
counting the number of times an open worm spans a dis-
tance r in the Monte Carlo [15]. In the coarse-grained
models we use the edge tensors described in Sec. IV D
which decimate the edge of the tensor to a specific site
within the coarse-grained supersite. Thus, the two-point
function measured on a coarse-grained model is the dec-
imated one: cRG1(r) = cRG0(2r). For more details, see
App. B.

We look for two improvements to the two-point func-
tion when we coarse grain. First, the coarse-grained
model allows us to simulate the two-point function of
a large lattice using a smaller lattice, thus saving com-

Lmin

6 9 12 15 18

𝜂

0.0370

0.0375

0.0380

0.0385

Lmin

6 9 12 15 18

𝜒
2 /N

D
O

F

0

1

2

3

FIG. 8. Critical exponent η extracted from Tw vs minimal
lattice size used for the fit Lmin using the RG5 model. Inset:
χ2 divided by number of degrees of freedom vs minimal lattice
size used for the fit. The dotted vertical line at Lmin = 10 in
the main figure and in the inset indicates the point we used
for our final estimate of η, diplayed by the shaded region.

FIG. 9. Log momentum space two-point function log c̃(k) as
a function of log absolute value of the momentum log |k|, on
a cubic lattice of size L = 64 using all RG stages, and using
RG0 with lattice size L = 128 decimated to L = 64. Points
from all the 3D momentum space are displayed.

putational resources. Second, since coarse-grained super-
sites contain several internal sites, we expect the coarse-
grained model to be less sensitive to the lattice, i.e. to
be closer to the continuum model. For instance, as a
manifestation of this, we expect the rotational symmetry
broken by the lattice to be partially restored.

Figure 9 compares the results of a system on lattice size
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FIG. 10. Real space two-point function c(r) multiplied by
r1+η as a function of distance r, on a cubic lattice of size
L = 128 for all RG stages. All points from the 3D space
are displayed. The graphs were independently rescaled to be
shown on the same graph, with the normalizations chosen
arbitrarily. Error bars are smaller than the size of the points.
The lines follow the points along the principal axes (i, 0, 0)
and points on the diagonal (i, i, i) for each RG stage.

L = 64 using the RG1 model with a system on lattice size
L = 128 using the RG0 model. The two-point function
for L = 128 is decimated to size L = 64 by keeping
only even positions on the real-space lattice. The points
match relatively well without the need for rescaling or
other fitting parameters, indicating that we succeed in
obtaining results of a L = 128 lattice while simulating a
lattice of smaller size L = 64 on a coarse-grained model.

In Fig. 9 we also show the two-point function in mo-
mentum space for all RG stages on a cubic lattice of size
L = 64. The splay of the points at large momenta is a
result of corrections to scaling due to the lattice breaking
rotational symmetry. The splay in the points is smaller
for RG1 compared to RG0, indicating that rotational
symmetry is partially restored. The splay keeps decreas-
ing as we coarse grain further.

It is also instructive to look at the two-point function
in real space, Fig. 10. The expected behavior is

c(r) = A r−1−η Φ(r/L), (19)

up to non-universal corrections that are expected at short
distances. Here, A is a non-universal amplitude and
Φ(r/L) is a universal function that reflects the sensitiv-
ity of the correlation function to the finite extent of the
system. As L grows, for any given fixed r, this func-
tion becomes increasingly flat as it approaches Φ(0). In
Fig. 10 we multiply the two-point function c(r) by r1+η
to remove the power law and compare the residual. We
used η = 0.03810(8) [19]. Since the overall scale of the

two-point function is non-universal (and therefore depen-
dent on the RG stage) we rescale the two-point function
for each RG stage by an arbitrary factor to display the
results together.

The residual in Fig. 10 has a weak r dependence at
large distances, from which it is possible to extract the
universal function Φ(r/L). At short distances, on the
other hand, non-universal corrections arise from the dis-
creteness of the lattice. These lead to a splay in the
points at short distances. The lines in Fig. 10 follow the
two-point function on the principal axis (i, 0, 0) and the
diagonal (i, i, i). The splay is largest for RG0 and, as we
coarse-grain, the splay reduces. For instance, for RG3,
the splay at r = 4 is 0.25% of the average value. To
obtain a comparably small splay at RG0, it is necessary
to go to r = 15. This shows that the coarse-grained
model has an emergent spherical symmetry at a much
smaller scale, indicating a much weaker sensitivity to the
discreteness of the lattice.

IV. METHODS

In this section, we expand on the discussion in Sec. II
and present our method in detail. For notational sim-
plicity, we first present a two-dimensional version of the
method on the square lattice. We will later explain how
to generalize the method to three-dimensional models on
the cubic lattice.

A. Coarse-graining Method

In this section, we explain how we coarse-grain to ob-
tain an improved action for Monte Carlo simulations.
The starting point of our method is a partition function
that is represented as a tensor network on the square
lattice, see Eq. (1) and Fig. 1. We assume that all the
tensor elements Txx′yy′ are non-negative. This ensures
that the partition function can be importance-sampled
using Monte Carlo methods without a sign problem.

We coarse-grain in one direction at a time, alternating
between the y and x directions. We only describe the step
in the y direction, since the step in the x direction is the
same up to rotation of the lattice. The coarse-graining
step consists of contracting two neighboring tensors over
their common bond index:

MXX′yy′ =

D∑
ȳ=1

Tx1x′
1yȳ
Tx2x′

2ȳy
′ (20)

where the indices are as shown in Fig. 11, and where we
introduced the composite bond indices X = (x1, x2) and
X ′ = (x′1, x

′
2). Since these indices run over D2 values,

the coarse-grained tensor M has a higher dimension in
the x direction compared to T . We next describe how we
truncate the tensor to constrain the bond dimension.
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FIG. 11. Coarse graining two tensors by contracting over the
common bond ȳ, as in Eq. (20). Double lines and single lines
denote bonds with bond dimensions D2 and D respectively.

To truncate, we begin by defining a tensor S

SXX′yy′ =

D2∑
X̄,X̄′=1

MX̄X̄′yy′OX̄,XOX̄′,X′ (21)

where OX̄,X is a D2 ×D2 orthogonal matrix to be cho-
sen later. This amounts to a change of basis for the
compound indices X and X ′. If we restrict X and X ′ to
the first D values, we obtain

T̃xx′yy′ =

D2∑
X̄,X̄′=1

MX̄X̄′yy′ÕX̄,xÕX̄′,x′ (22)

where the restricted tensor T̃xx′yy′ = Sxx′yy′ has the same
dimension as the original T tensor, and ÕX̄,x = OX̄,x is
a D2 ×D orthogonal matrix. Throughout we follow the
convention in which upper case indices run overD2 values
and lower case indices over D values.

We now define a tensor M̃ ,

M̃XX′yy′ =

D∑
x,x′=1

T̃xx′yy′ÕX,xÕX′,x′ (23)

by transforming the truncated tensor T̃ back to the origi-
nal basis. This acts as an approximation for M . Our goal
will be to choose Õ to maximize the truncation fidelity,
defined as:

F =1−

∑D2

XX′=1

∑D
yy′=1

(
MXX′yy′ − M̃XX′yy′

)2
∑D2

XX′=1

∑D
yy′=1 (MXX′yy′)

2
(24)

=

∑D
xx′=1

∑D
yy′=1

(
T̃xx′yy′

)2
∑D2

XX′=1

∑D
yy′=1 (MXX′yy′)

2
. (25)

When we replace M by M̃ in the tensor network, the
orthogonal matrices Õ of neighboring sites contract into

FIG. 12. Depiction of the coarse-graning method. Starting
from the tensor network, we contract inside supersites, trun-
cate the coarse-grained tensors, and obtain the new tensor
network.

the identity
∑D2

X=1 ÕX,xÕX,x′ = δx,x′ and we obtain a
coarse-grained lattice with the restricted tensors T̃ , see
Fig. 12.

One method to choose Õ is by using the higher-order
singular value decomposition (HOSVD)[17, 28]. HOSVD
is a decomposition similar to the singular value decom-
position (SVD), but on higher-order tensors instead of
matrices. It consists of rearranging the indices of the M
tensor to a matrix:

M ′
X,X′yy′ =MXX′yy′ (26)

where we view M ′ as a 2D matrix with indices X and
X ′yy′. Then the positive symmetric matrix M ′M ′T is
diagonalized:

M ′M ′T = OΛOT , (27)

where Λ has non-negative diagonal entries ordered from
largest to smallest, whose values are

ΛX =

D2∑
X′=1

D∑
y,y′=1

|SXX′yy′ |2 . (28)

Here, S is the tensor defined in Eq. (21) with the orthog-
onal matrix O obtained in Eq. (27). Hence, we see that
by keeping the D largest eigenvalues, we are maximizing
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FIG. 13. Structure of the orthogonal non-negative matrix
ÕX,x. In the matrix, # stands for positive values while empty
spaces represent zero entries.

the spectral weight in the truncated tensor. Finally, we
obtain Õ by restricting O as described above.

The HOSVD based truncation scheme doesn’t neces-
sarily maximize the truncation fidelity, but it gives a good
approximation nonetheless [28]. However, the HOSVD is
expected to generate renormalized tensors T̃ with nega-
tive values, as we explain in Sec. IV C below. Tensors
with negative values are not suitable for Monte Carlo
simulations due to the sign problem, which severely de-
grades the convergence rate of observables in the simula-
tion. Therefore, we cannot use the HOSVD directly.

Instead, we introduce a different method, the Positive
Tensor Truncation (PTT), that yields a truncated tensor
T̃ that is guaranteed to be non-negative. Later, we will
apply this method to the XY model and demonstrate
that its fidelity is similar to HOSVD.

The main idea behind PTT is to choose Õ to be non-
negative. The original tensor T is itself non-negative and
therefore, by Eq. (22), this choice suffices to ensure that T̃
has the same property. This places severe constraints on
the form of Õ, whose columns are orthonormal vectors.
For these vectors to be non-negative, they must be non-
overlapping, see Fig. 13

The PTT method consists of partitioning the D2 bond
states into D separate subsectors. The choice of how to
partition will be discussed when we present a concrete
example, the XY model. Each subsector yields one col-
umn of Õ. To obtain this column, we restrict the matrix
M ′M ′T to the subsector and diagonalize it. We then se-
lect the state with the largest eigenvalue. This maximizes
the truncation fidelity within the subsector and guaran-
tees that the column is non-negative – since M ′M ′T is
positive and symmetric, the vector with the largest eigen-
value can always be chosen to be non-negative. Thus, we
keep a single state for each subsector, which we dub the
superstate of that subsector.

In three dimensions, just as in two dimensions, we
coarse grain in one direction at a time, alternating
between the y, z, and x directions. However, un-
like 2D, each time that we coarse grain, two trans-
verse directions must be truncated [17]. For instance,
when we coarse-grain in the y direction, in analogy
to Eq. (20), we obtain a tensor MXX′yy′ZZ′ , where
Z and Z ′ take D2 values. To truncate, we introduce

two distinct orthogonal tensors Õ(X)
X,x and Õ

(Z)
Z,z . To ob-

tain Õ
(X)
X,x we proceed as above, replacing Eq. (26) by

M ′
X,X′yy′ZZ′ = MXX′yy′ZZ′ (and similarly for Õ

(Z)
Z,z ,

but with M ′
Z,XX′yy′Z′ = MXX′yy′ZZ′). After we finish

coarse-graining in all three directions the resulting ten-
sor is anisotropic, due to the order of the coarse-graining
sequence. We symmetrize the tensor at this point, to en-
sure that it has the cubic point group symmetry. This
completes a single full coarse-graining step.

B. Truncation of states

Current conservation at each site implies that the net
current (ingoing minus outgoing) on a bond is a good
quantum number to label states in the tensor represen-
tation. Current conservation is both a necessary and suf-
ficient condition for O(2) symmetry. Hence, we must
maintain exact current conservation at each stage of the
truncation to ensure that the truncated model remains
in the XY universality class.

In the bare model, without coarse-graining, the states
of the bonds are determined by the two bond numbers
N1
b , N

2
b . To obtain a tensor with a finite number of el-

ements that we can store and use for simulations, we
truncate to states with N1

b ≤ 2 and N2
b ≤ 2, leaving a to-

tal of 3× 3 = 9 possible states for each bond. We choose
to work in the hard spin limit, λ → ∞. Then, these
states constitute more than 99.99% of the states encoun-
tered during simulations at the critical point. The tensor
network after this initial truncation will be labeled RG0.

When we coarse-grain, we truncate using the PTT de-
scribed in Sec. IV A. This requires a partition of states
into subsectors. Since current is a good quantum num-
ber, all states in a subsector should have the same cur-
rent. However, beyond this constraint, it is not a priori
clear how to choose subsectors.

One simple approach is to group all states with a given
current into a subsector, and to keep as many subsectors
as allowed by the computational resources. For exam-
ple, all the states with zero net current in x = 1, all the
states with 1 net current in x = 2, all the states with −1
net current in x = 3, etc. We tried this approach with
D = 11 subsectors, with currents ranging from −5 to +5.
However, we found that this approach gives a very low
truncation fidelity, as compared to HOSVD. This is be-
cause states with small currents dominate the partition
function at the critical point, as discussed above. There-
fore, the inclusion of states with large currents is not an
efficient method of truncation.

A much better approach is to throw out large current
states and allot many subsectors to the low current states.
One option is to restrict the net current to be at most
+2, and to divide the states with net current ±1 into
subsectors. Hence, we choose a single subsector each for
net current 0, 2, and −2. Each subsector yields a single
superstate.
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FIG. 14. The corner states, where the current is concentrated
in a specific corner of the face.

For the net current +1 we choose four subsectors. It
is natural to choose these according to where the cur-
rent is concentrated among the four corners of the face,
as shown in Fig. 14. We call these superstates “corner
states”. They contain states that have a single current
going in at the designated corner and zero current at
the other corners, and also other states, such as two cur-
rents coming in and one coming out, where the corner is
assigned according to the position of the “center of cur-
rent” (the average location of the current weighted by its
value). Similarly, there are four corner states with cur-
rent −1. In total, we used 11 states: a single state with
zero net current, 8 corner states for net current=±1, and
two states with net current=±2. See App. A for more
details.

In Fig. 15 we compare the truncation fidelities of the
HOSVD and the PTT using the discussed subsectors,
both using a total of D = 11 states. Both were car-
ried out 10 times consecutively, starting from the critical
point of RG0, g = 0.227168.

The truncation fidelity is similar between the two trun-
cation methods, indicating that the PTT is comparable
to HOSVD in terms of the quality of approximation of
the coarse-grained tensor.

In the inset we show the relative cumulative truncation
fidelity,

FRel. Cum. =

∏
i F i

PTT∏
i F i

HOSVD
(29)

which is a measure of the relative quality of the trun-
cation methods across multiple RG steps. The plot in-
dicates that the PTT has a similar cumulative fidelity
compared to the HOSVD up to five RG steps, where it
starts dropping down, approaching 8% of the cumula-
tive fidelity of the HOSVD after ten steps. This again
indicates that, at least for the first few steps, the PTT
performs comparably to HOSVD.

FIG. 15. Main Plot: Truncation fidelity of the PTT and
HOSVD, according to Eq. (24), both starting from RG0 at
the critical point g = 0.227168. Each coarse-graining step
is made up of three substeps, in the y, x, and z directions.
The truncation fidelity is plotted for each substep. Inset:
Relative cumulative truncation fidelity between the PTT and
the HOSVD, defined in Eq. (29).

C. Sign Problem of the HOSVD

In this section we explain why the HOSVD is expected
to generate a sign problem, by considering the exam-
ple of the XY model on a cubic lattice. In this model,
the states are denoted by the current going through the
bonds, |N1

b , N
2
b ⟩. For simplicity, we restrict ourselves to

states with N1
b , N

2
b ≤ 1. There are two states with net

current=1: |1, 0⟩ and |0, 1⟩. Since net current is a good
quantum number, the HOSVD generates two states with
net current=1 that respect the symmetry between the
two bonds - a symmetric state and an anti-symmetric
state:

|+⟩ = 1√
2
(|1, 0⟩+ |0, 1⟩) (30)

|−⟩ = 1√
2
(|1, 0⟩ − |0, 1⟩) (31)

Next, we consider a kink configuration with two sym-
metric states around an anti-symmetric state, as shown
in Fig. 16. Due to the symmetry of the model, the two
tensors at the kink always have the same value with an
opposite sign, so the configuration always generates a
negative sign.

Therefore, the renormalized tensor T̃ obtained using
the HOSVD contains negative values, rendering it unsuit-
able for Monte Carlo simulations due to the sign problem.

D. Tensor Worm Monte Carlo

In this section, we describe our Monte Carlo algorithm.
We use a worm algorithm [15], since it allows us to reduce
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FIG. 16. Symmetric - anti-symmetric - symmetric kink
configuration that generates a sign problem in the HOSVD.

the effect of critical slowing down and to maintain current
conservation, thus ensuring that the model is within the
XY universality class. However, the algorithm is adjusted
to conform with tensor weights, as we explain below.

In the worm algorithm, the physical state space, which
consists of closed paths as in Eq. (3), is expanded to
include states with a single open path, called the worm.
Then, the worm is built by shifting one of its edges until it
closes up, returning to the physical space of closed paths.

The open worm states have weights Z ′(i1, i2), where
i1, i2 are the start and the end of the open worm. In
the standard worm algorithm, the weights are given by
Eq. (3), except that the sum is over closed paths in the
presence of an open worm. In the tensor network repre-
sentation, we need to use special “edge tensors”, TE on
sites i1, i2 to accommodate for the lack of current con-
servation on these sites. Accordingly, the probability of
shifting the worm’s edge is determined by the (bulk) ten-
sor T and the edge tensor TE .

When we coarse grain, we also coarse grain the edge
tensors,

ME
XX′yy′ =

D∑
ȳ=1

TEx1x′
1yȳ
Tx2x′

2ȳy
′ (32)

T̃Exx′yy′ =
D2∑

X̄,X̄′=1

ME
X̄X̄′yy′ÕX̄,xÕX̄′,x′ (33)

where we use the same orthogonal matrices ÕX,x that we
use to coarse grain T .

Note that the edge tensors do not impact the aver-
age value of observables measured on the space of closed
paths, only the building of the worms. However, selecting
correct edge tensors is necessary to optimize the dynam-
ics of the worms, which impacts the convergence rate
of all observables. In addition, the edge tensors are es-
sential for the measurement of the two-point function,
which is measured using the open worm states [15]. Note
that in Eq. (32) we chose to put the edge tensor on
a specific site of the coarse-grained supersite. Hence,
the two-point function computed in the coarse-grained
model is “decimated” to specific sites on the original lat-
tice. For instance, consider the two-point functions after
zero and one coarse graining steps, cRG0(r) and cRG1(r).

Up to errors due to the truncation, we expect to find
cRG1(r) = cRG0(2r), i.e. cRG1(r) gives the two-point
function on even sites of the original lattice. We call this
a decimated two-point function. Note that at the critical
point, correlation functions are expected to be power-
law decaying, except for lattice effects at short distances.
Decimation does not affect the power laws, but it does
reduce the short-distance lattice effects, giving a better
approximation to the continuum limit.

For more details about the Tensor Worm Monte Carlo
and edge tensors, see App. B.

V. DISCUSSION

In this work, we introduced a method for real space
coarse-graining that allowed us to derive an RG-improved
action for use in Monte Carlo simulations. To demon-
strate the method, we applied it to the XY model on the
cubic lattice and used it to compute critical exponents
and universal amplitudes. We found agreement with pub-
lished values, showing that our method does not affect
the universality class of the transition. We found that
coarse-graining significantly reduced the leading correc-
tion to scaling, allowing us to obtain critical properties
with high accuracy on relatively small system sizes. For
some observables, the second correction to scaling was
reduced as well.

In addition, we computed the two-point function at
criticality. We showed that we can obtain the two-point
function of a large lattice by coarse-graining the model
and measuring the two-point function on a smaller lat-
tice. In addition, we found that the coarse-grained two-
point function restores the emergent spherical symme-
try at the critical point. This reduced sensitivity to the
underlying lattice suggests that the improved action ap-
proximates closely the continuum field theory.

These successes highlight the power of the method.
RG-improved actions may be useful in other applications.
A case in point is the extraction of dynamical properties
near quantum critical points [9, 10], which presents a
challenge for a number of reasons: To obtain real-time
dynamical correlation functions from Monte Carlo simu-
lations, it is necessary to perform an analytical continua-
tion of the Euclidean time data, a procedure that requires
numerical data of the highest quality. This is difficult
near the critical point, where the divergent correlation
length means that large system sizes must be studied
to perform finite-size scaling analyses. These efforts are
further hindered by the presence of non-universal contri-
butions at short distances, which generate corrections to
scaling that can be sizable, making it difficult to discern
universal properties from the large non-universal back-
grounds [11].

We expect our method to alleviate these problems. In
addition to the reduction in non-universal properties, the
enhanced spherical symmetry can play an important role
in analytical continuation. Typically, when analytical



13

continuation is done, only the data on the principal axes,
such as (kx, 0, 0), is used. However, the emergent spher-
ical symmetry may allow the use of all long wave-length
points, regardless of their direction relative to the lattice,
resulting in a very significant increase in statistics.

As another potential application, our method may al-
low one to distinguish between weakly-first-order and
continuous transitions in systems where there is contro-
versy regarding the nature of the transition. This typ-
ically requires extremely large systems to resolve. By
performing several RG steps prior to the Monte Carlo
simulations, it may be possible to reduce significantly
the system sizes needed to settle such questions.

Further refinement of our method is possible. At first
glance, coarse-graining reduces all corrections to scal-
ing, suppressing subleading corrections more rapidly than
leading corrections. However, this is not what we ob-
served, due to truncation. The truncation of tensor mod-
els is known to introduce perturbations (relevant and ir-
relevant) at the critical point. The relevant perturba-
tions cause the appearance of a finite correlation length,
which is equivalent to a shift in the critical point [20–27].
The irrelevant perturbations, as we see in our analysis,
add corrections to scaling to the model, thus limiting our
method’s ability to suppress them.

Increasing the bond dimension is expected to allevi-
ate this issue. In our work, we truncated down to 11
states. This limit can be pushed further. For instance,
in Ref. 17, HOTRG done with 16 states is reported. Al-
ternatively, using different TRG methods such as ATRG
and triad TRG [29–31] could potentially allow the use of
more states and provide an improvement.
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Appendix A: Positive tensor truncation (PTT)

In this appendix, we provide some of the details of
the PTT described briefly in Sec. IV A. We write down
the partitioning of the states into corner states explicitly
and explain the motivation for this partitioning in more
detail.

1. Truncation of the XY Model

As mentioned in Sec. IV A, we truncate the bond cur-
rents of the XY model by keeping states withN1

b , N
2
b ≤ 2.

This brings the number of bond states down to 9 states,
enumerated in Table III. We will label states by these
numbers in what follows.

TABLE III. States kept in the truncated XY model.

# N1
b N2

b Total current
1 0 0 0
2 1 1 0
3 1 0 1
4 0 1 -1
5 2 1 1
6 1 2 -1
7 2 2 0
8 2 0 2
9 0 2 -2

TABLE IV. First 11 kinds of states of the HOSVD up to
I = 1, at the critical point, after one coarse graining step.

Example
Number of
states with

similar symmetry
0 0
0 0

1

+1 0
0 0

+
0 0
+1 0

+
0 +1
0 0

+
0 0
0 +1

2

+1 0
0 0

+
0 0
+1 0

− 0 +1
0 0

− 0 0
0 +1

4

+1 0
+1 0

+
0 0
+1 +1

+
0 +1
0 +1

+

+
+1 +1
0 0

+
+1 0
0 +1

+
0 +1
+1 0

2

+1 0
0 0

+
0 0
0 +1

− 0 0
+1 0

− 0 +1
0 0

2

2. States of the HOSVD

To understand the motivation behind the corner states
used in the PTT, we examine the states of the HOSVD
after one coarse-graining step.

We perform a single full coarse graining step (on all
three dimensions) using the HOSVD truncation at the
critical point, combining 23 = 16 sites into one supersite.
The interaction with neighboring supersites is through 4
bonds which form the coarse-grained superbond. States
have a well-defined net current, I, defined as the differ-
ence between outgoing and ingoing currents through the
superbond. The following states, depicted in Table IV,
have the largest spectral weight (in descending order)

1. A symmetric state with zero net current, I = 0.

2. Two symmetric states with I = ±1.

3. Four anti-symmetric states, in the left-right and up-
down directions, with I = ±1.

4. Two symmetric states with I = ±2.

5. Two anti-symmetric states with a checkered pattern
with I = ±1.



14

TABLE V. State partitioning on the first step.

x1\x2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 1 1 4 8 4 8 1 10 11
2 1 1 4 8 4 8 1 10 11
3 2 2 10 1 10 1 2 9
4 6 6 1 11 1 11 6 5
5 2 2 10 1 10 1 2 9
6 6 6 1 11 1 11 6 5
7 1 1 4 8 4 8 1 10 11
8 10 10 3 3 10 1
9 11 11 7 7 11 1

The states with negative values, which promote neg-
ative values in the renormalized tensor T̃ , are the anti-
symmetric states. The I = 1 states can be written as
linear combinations of corner states which are positive.
Hence, by using corner states in the PTT, we preserve
most of the spectral weight in the HOSVD while main-
taining non-negativity.

3. State Distribution in the PTT

As mentioned in Sec. IVA, the PTT requires us to
partition the states for the truncation. In this section we
explicitly describe the partitioning.

a. The First Step

On the first coarse-graining step we choose the state
partitioning used to construct the orthogonal matrix
OX,x according to Table V. It is to be read as follows:
the rows designate the number of state x1, the columns
designate the number of the state x2, and the value at
row x1 and column x2 is the x for which Ox1x2,x is non-
zero. For instance, x = 1 is a superstate with I = 0,
hence it includes all pairs X = x1x2 that are neutral.
We include four superstates with I = 1 (x = 2, 3, 4, 5)
that are distinguished according to how the currents are
distributed in space and, similarly, four superstates with
I = −1 (x = 6, 7, 8, 9). Finally, we keep two superstates
(x = 10, 11) with I = ±2. Note that some entries in the
table are missing. These are combinations of states with
total current |I| > 2, which are truncated.

To determine the new states in the x direction on the
first step of the RG (in 3D), we compute A = M ′M ′†,
where M ′ was defined in Eq. (26). For each superstate x,
truncateA toAx in the relevant subsector of states x1, x2,
according to Table V. Then, find the first eigenvector
(with the largest eigenvalue) of Ax in the subsector. This
eigenvector defines the values of OX,x, and it can always
be chosen to be non-negative. For example, for x = 1 we

TABLE VI. State distribution used for steps after the first
step.

x1\x2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1 1 4 4 5 5 8 8 9 9 10 11
2 2 10 10 10 10 1 1 1 1 9
3 2 10 10 10 10 1 1 1 1 9
4 3 10 10 10 10 1 1 1 1 8
5 3 10 10 10 10 1 1 1 1 8
6 6 1 1 1 1 11 11 11 11 5
7 6 1 1 1 1 11 11 11 11 5
8 7 1 1 1 1 11 11 11 11 4
9 7 1 1 1 1 11 11 11 11 4
10 10 3 3 2 2 1
11 11 7 7 6 6 1

obtain:

Ox1x2,1 =

O11 O12 0 0 0 0 O17 0 0
O21 O22 0 0 0 0 O27 0 0
0 0 0 O34 0 O36 0 0 0
0 0 O43 0 O45 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 O54 0 O56 0 0 0
0 0 O63 0 O65 0 0 0 0
O71 O72 0 0 0 0 O77 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O89

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O98 0


(A1)

where the specific non-zero values are chosen according
to the SVD.

4. Following Steps

The state distribution used from the second step on-
ward is shown in Table VI. As before, when constructing
this table we chose to keep 11 superstates. The super-
state 1 is neutral, I = 0. The superstates 2, 3, 4, 5 are
corner states with I = 1, and 6, 7, 8, 9 are corner states
with I = −1. The superstates 10, 11 have I = ±2.

5. Current Count and Distribution

One may be worried about the suitability of the use of
corner states and the sensibility of truncating states with
net current larger than two when we perform subsequent
RG steps, since as the face of the supersite grows, larger
net currents are expected to pass through the face.

To check on this matter, we performed a simulation
of the RG0 model and measured the net current going
through the faces of cubes of various sizes. Table VII
shows, for each cube size l, the percentage of encountered
faces with a specific net current (absolute value).

We see that for l = 1 95% of the faces have zero net
current, and about 5% have |I| = 1. For l = 2, only
0.4% of the faces have |I| = 2. For l = 8, only 7.4%
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TABLE VII. Fraction of faces with a certain absolute value
of net current, in percent (%). Computed using RG0 model
on a 64× 64× 64 lattice and measured the net current going
through the faces of cubes of various sizes l × l × l.

l I = 0 |I| = 1 |I| = 2 |I| = 3 |I| = 4
1 94.7 5.3 0 0 0
2 86.6 13.0 0.4 0 0
4 72.2 25.6 2.1 0.1 0
8 52.4 39.2 7.4 0.9 0.1
16 33.9 44.0 16.7 4.4 0.9
32 21.9 37.2 23.3 11.3 4.4

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

0.2
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0.8

1.0

FIG. 17. Current distribution on faces of size 8 × 8 with
total current I = 1 in a simulation of model RG0 on lattice
size 64× 64× 64. Normalized so that the maximum is 1.

of the faces have |I| = 2, and less than 1% have |I| =
3. For l = 32, however, already 23% of the faces have
|I| = 2, and 11% of the faces have |I| = 3. This is
an indication that our truncation is reasonable for RG3,
which corresponds to l = 8, but that it becomes less
faithful as we continue to RG5. This may explain why
the corrections to scaling stop improving as we coarse
grain further, since states with higher net current are
necessary to accurately capture the current fluctuations
for large l.

Another interesting picture is the current distribution
on the face of a cube. Figure 17 shows the current distri-
bution for 8× 8-sized faces, averaged over configurations
with net current I = 1. We see that the current is mostly
localized on the edges and especially on the corners of the
face. This occurs since most of the closed worms are small
loops. Hence, they only produce a net current when they
pass near the edges or corners of the face. This further
supports the use of corner states.

4 2

5 3
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5
2
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2
4

FIG. 18. Permutation of x ↔ y swaps the corner states 3
and 4 on the z face.

6. Normalization

After each step, we normalize the tensors by dividing
by the largest element in the tensor:

T̃xx′yy′zz′ →
T̃xx′yy′zz′

max T̃xx′yy′zz′
(A2)

Without the normalization, the values of the tensors grow
after each coarse-graining step, which hinders numerics.
Since Monte Carlo simulations use only the ratios of the
tensors, the simulations are unaffected by the normaliza-
tion.

7. Symmetrization

Since we perform the coarse graining one axis at a time,
the resulting tensor is anisotropic. However, since we ex-
pect isotropic results, after each full RG step we perform
a symmetrization of the coarse-grained tensor.

The symmetrization is done by averaging over all the
possible permutations of the axes:

Tsym = T + T (xyz → yxz)

+T (xyz → zyx) + T (xyz → xzy)

+T (xyz → zxy) + T (xyz → yzx) (A3)

It is important to note that the axis permutations do
not amount only to index swaps, but they also alter the
states themselves, since the states are not invariant un-
der this kind of transformation. An example is shown in
Fig. 18, where an x ↔ y transformation also requires to
swap states the corner states 3 and 4 (and their corre-
sponding states with negative currents) on the z direc-
tion.

The symmetrization is easy to carry out because of the
predetermined corner states we use in the PTT. Since we
know the states we know how they transform under axis
permutations.
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Appendix B: Monte Carlo Methods

Our Monte Carlo simulations use a version of the worm
algorithm of Ref. 15 with the tensor network action. In
this Appendix, we describe how we perform importance
sampling on tensor networks based on the worm algo-
rithm. First, we describe the standard worm algorithm
[15], and then describe the tensor worm algorithm that
we use.

1. Worm Algorithm

The Worm algorithm is based on the high-temperature
expansion of the action, which is used to rewrite the ac-
tion as a sum over closed paths, as mentioned in Section
IIA. The worm algorithm samples the closed path con-
figurations by enlarging the state space to include states
with a single open worm. When the worm closes, the
system returns to the original state space.

The extension to open worms is achieved by inserting
a source and a drain at sites i1, i2 of the lattice, respec-
tively. The corresponding weight is:

w(i1 − i2) =

∫ (∏
i

dψi dψ
∗
i

)
ψi1ψ

∗
i2e

−HO(2)({ψi})

(B1)
which, after a high-temperature expansion, yields (in the
λ→ ∞ limit of the hard-spin XY model):

w(i1 − i2) =
∑
CP∗

(∏
b

gN
1
b+N

2
b

N1!N2!

)
. (B2)

This is similar to Eq. (3), except that the sum is over
all directed closed paths with one open path connecting
sites i1 and i2.

These weights can be used to define a Monte Carlo
algorithm. The states are determined by the points i1, i2
and the bond numbers N1

b , N
2
b on every bond b on the

lattice. The worm updates are as follows:

• If i1 = i2 perform a “move” step with probability p
or a “shift” step with probability 1 − p. If i1 ̸= i2
always perform a “shift”.

• A “move” step moves both i1 and i2 to a new ran-
dom lattice site. The acceptance ratio for such a
step is 1.

• A “shift” step shifts i1 to a random neighboring site
j along a bond b. It also selects at random whether
to add or remove current when moving from site
i1 to site j. Adding a current increases the bond
number N1

b by 1, indicating more current flowing
from i1 to j. Removing a current decreases the
bond number N2

b by 1, indicating less current flow-
ing from j to i1. In both cases, i1 is shifted to j.

The acceptance ratio for a “shift” step is

Psh(i1 → j;N1
b → N1

b + 1) = r
g

N1
b + 1

(B3)

Psh(i1 → j;N2
b → N2

b − 1) = r
N2
b

g
(B4)

where r is

r =


1/(1− p) i1 = i2 (worm opens)

(1− p) j = i2 (worm closes)

1 otherwise
(B5)

When the worm closes, we return to the state space of the
closed worm action. Then, we can calculate estimators.

2. Tensor Worm Algorithm and Edge Tensors

In Sec. IIA we wrote the worm partition function in the
language of tensor networks. Here we describe a Monte
Carlo algorithm based on the tensor partition function.
For simplicity, we explain it only on the square lattice,
but the algorithm is easily extended to higher dimensions.

In the tensor language the worm partition function is
written as a tensor network:

Z =
∑

{xi,yi}

∏
i

Txix′
iyiy

′
i

(B6)

where the tensors impose current conservation. To per-
form a worm algorithm, we also extend the tensor de-
scription to the open worm weights of Eq. (B2)

w(i1 − i2; i1 ̸= i2) =
∑

{xi,yi}

TE1
xi1x

′
i1
yi1y

′
i1

TE1
xi2x

′
i2
yi2y

′
i2

×

×
∏

i/∈{i1,i2}

Txix′
iyiy

′
i

(B7)

w(i1 − i2; i1 = i2) =
∑

{xi,yi}

TE0
xi1

x′
i1
yi1y

′
i1

∏
i̸=i1

Txix′
iyiy

′
i

(B8)
where TE0

xix′
iyiy

′
i
, TE1
xix′

iyiy
′
i

are “edge tensors”, describing
the weights of the edges of the worm. TE1

xix′
iyiy

′
i

are the
weights when the drain and the source are on separate
sites i1 ̸= i2, while TE0

xix′
iyiy

′
i

are the weights when the
drain and the source are on the same site i1 = i2. For
the XY model:

TE1
N1

b ,N
2
b
=

√√√√√ gJin+Jout∏
b∈site

N1
b !N

2
b !
δ
1,
∣∣Jin−Jout

∣∣ (B9)

TE0
N1

b ,N
2
b
=

√√√√√ gJin+Jout∏
b∈site

N1
b !N

2
b !
δJin,Jout (B10)
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Since the two kinds of edge tensors are nonzero for dif-
ferent currents, in practice we keep track of them using
a combined edge tensor:

TExix′
iyiy

′
i
= TE0

xix′
iyiy

′
i
+ TE1

xix′
iyiy

′
i

(B11)

where for any set of indices xix′iyiy′i at most one of the
terms is non-zero.

The steps of the tensor worm algorithm are similar to
the steps of the standard worm algorithm described in
the previous section, except that the acceptance ratios
are set by the tensors:

• If i1 = i2 suggest a “move” with probability p or
suggest a “shift” with probability 1− p. If i1 ̸= i2,
always suggest a “shift”.

• A “move” moves both i1 and i2 to another random
point on the lattice. The acceptance ratio for such
a step is 1.

• A “shift” shifts i1 to a random neighboring site. The
shift always increases the net current on the bond
between the sites, changing the current from J to
J +1. A random bond state with net current J +1
is chosen. For instance, the acceptance ratio for a
“shift” in the positive x direction (on the bond x′i)
with a new bond state ξ′i is

Psh(i→ j; i, j ̸= i2) = s
Txiξ′iyiy

′
i

TExix′
iyiy

′
i

TEξ′ix′
jyjy

′
j

Tx′
ix

′
jyjy

′
j

(B12)

where s is the ratio between the number of states
with current J + 1 and states with current J .
For the opening of a worm (if i1 = i2), the proba-
bility is:

Psh(i = i2 → j) = s
1

1− p

TExiξ′iyiy
′
i

TExix′
iyiy

′
i

TEξ′ix′
jyjy

′
j

Tx′
ix

′
jyjy

′
j

(B13)

For the closing of a worm (if j = i2), the probability
is:

Psh(i→ j = i2) = s(1− p)
Txiξ′iyiy

′
i

TExix′
iyiy

′
i

TEξ′ix′
jyjy

′
j

TEx′
ix

′
jyjy

′
j

(B14)

As in the standard worm algorithm, we calculate esti-
mators when the worm closes and we return to the closed-
worms state space.

a. Time Comparison with Standard Worm Algorithm

In this section, we compare the run times of the tensor
worm algorithm and the standard worm algorithm. We
use the results of several Monte Carlo simulations on a
14×14×14 lattice of each model at the critical point. For
each model, we calculated the average run time trun of

TABLE VIII. Run time comparison between the standard
worm algorithm and the tensor worm algorithm for various
RG stages at the critical point. The values of the time and
errors are arbitrary, only relative values are meaningful.

Algorithm Time (hours) δRx
Relative Time

Penalty
Standard 6.5 0.00018 1.0

Tensor RG0 13.0 0.00022 2.8
Tensor RG1 13.6 0.00018 2.0
Tensor RG3 11.1 0.00026 3.6
Tensor RG5 14.0 0.00028 5.1

the Monte Carlo and the average statistical errors of Rx,
δRx. We also calculated the relative time penalty factor,
defined as s = trun

t0run
( δRx

δR0
x
)2 where t0run and δR0

x are the run
time and error in Rx for the standard worm algorithm.
The relative time factor takes into account the errors
in observables, since errors in Monte Carlo simulations
decrease as 1√

trun
. Hence, s is the penalty factor needed

to obtain results with the same statistical errors as the
standard worm algorithm. The results are in Table VIII.

The time factor of RG0 represents the time penalty
of the worm algorithm compared to the standard worm
algorithm, before any coarse graining. By profiling the
code, we found that the primary source of the penalty
is the lookup time of the weights in the tensor T during
the worm steps. For other RG steps, some of the time
penalty may be due to the modification of the dynamics
by the coarse graining, which can affect the statistical
errors of observables at the critical point. It may be
possible to reduce the time penalty by a different choice
of edge tensors, which could be optimized to maximize
the efficiency of the method without biasing observables
that are measured in the state-space of closed worms.

3. Observables in the Coarse-Grained Tensor
Worm Algorithm

Measuring observables on the tensor worm algorithm
is different compared to the standard worm algorithm,
especially after performing RG steps.

a. Scalar Observables

Scalar observables are the easiest to measure. Similar
to the case of the standard XY model, we keep track
of the winding of currents around the lattice. Using the
winding numbers we can calculate these observables. The
calculation is the same for the tensor algorithm, since
current remains a good quantum number of the tensor
states.
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b. Two-Point Correlation Function

We can measure the two-point correlation function

c(r) = ⟨ψiψi+r⟩ (B15)

by using the open worm weight w(r) of Eq. (B2) for the
standard worm algorithm, and Eqs. (B7) and (B8) for the
tensor algorithm. Thus, the estimator is simply δi2−i1,r
[15].

Note that for the coarse-grained model we decimate the
edge to a specific site, so after one RG step the two-point
function corresponds to:

cRG1(r) = cRG0(2r) (B16)

and similarly for more RG steps. We find that the coarse
grained two-point function is aliased. Note that the func-
tions cRG1(r) and cRG0(r) above are on the same effective
lattice size, aka LRG0 = 2LRG1.

In momentum space the aliasing “folds” the correlation

function in all three dimensions:

c̃(1) (kx, ky, kz) = c̃(0)(
kx
2
,
ky
2
,
kz
2
) + c̃(0)(

π − kx
2

,
ky
2
,
kz
2
)

+c̃(0)(
kx
2
,
π − ky

2
,
kz
2
) + c̃(0)(

kx
2
,
ky
2
,
π − kz

2
)

+c̃(0)(
π − kx

2
,
π − ky

2
,
kz
2
) + c̃(0)(

kx
2
,
π − ky

2
,
π − kz

2
)

+c̃(0)(
π − kx

2
,
ky
2
,
π − kz

2
)

+c̃(0)(
π − kx

2
,
π − ky

2
,
π − kz

2
) (B17)

Appendix C: Other Scalar Observables at Criticality

In this section we show results for the scalar observ-
ables Rx and R2 that are described in Sec. III A. First,
in Fig. 19 we show the scalar observables vs lattice size
for each corase graining stage, similar to Fig. 5. Table IX
and Fig. 5 shows the values of R∗ and the corrections to
scaling amplitudes b1 and b2 found from the fits.

Next, we show the derivatives of these observables in
Fig. 20 , which is similar to Fig. 6 but for GRx

and GR2
.

Table IX and Fig. 6 shows the corrections to scaling am-
plitudes.
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Rx R2 GRx GR2

R∗ b1 b2 R∗ b1 b2 b1/R
∗ b2/R

∗ b1/R
∗ b2/R

∗

RG0 0.37859(4) −0.0319(6) 0.039(6) 0.26394(4) −0.0221(6) −0.015(6) 0.022(5) −0.51(6) 0.077(7) 0.10(8)
RG1 0.37871(3) −0.0272(4) 0.026(5) 0.26400(3) −0.0186(5) 0.000(5) 0.017(4) 0.15(4) 0.066(5) 0.23(5)
RG3 0.37876(4) −0.0082(7) 0.048(7) 0.26405(5) −0.0055(7) 0.028(7) 0.017(5) 0.29(6) 0.023(6) 0.22(7)
RG5 0.37862(3) 0.0007(4) 0.031(4) 0.26393(3) 0.0011(4) 0.011(4) 0.011(3) 0.35(3) 0.012(4) 0.14(4)

TABLE IX. Corrections to scaling. Values of R∗, b1 and b2 used in the fits of the dimensionless observables to Eq. (14) in
Fig. 19, and values of b1/R∗ and b2/R

∗ used in the fits of the derivative observables to Eq. (15) in Fig. 20.
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