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The Shastry-Sutherland model is an effective model of the layered material SrCu2(BO3)2, which
exhibits an extremely rich phase diagram as a function of pressure and magnetic field. Motivated
by the recent controversy regarding its phase diagram at zero magnetic field, we perform large-scale
simulations based on infinite projected entangled-pair states (iPEPS), a two-dimensional tensor
network ansatz to represent the ground state directly in the thermodynamic limit. By employing
the latest optimization techniques, we obtain variational states with lower energy than previous
results obtained from other methods. Using systematic extrapolations to the exact infinite bond
dimension limit, our simulations reveal a narrow quantum spin liquid phase between the plaquette
and antiferromagnetic phases in the range 0.785(5) ≤ J ′/J ≤ 0.82(1).

Introduction.– The frustrated compound SrCu2(BO3)2
is arguably one of the most fascinating quantum mate-
rials. It exhibits extremely rich physics when subjected
to pressure and a magnetic field, including an intrigu-
ing sequence of magnetization plateaus [1–11], spin su-
persolid phases [9, 10], topological excitations [12, 13],
a critical point at finite temperature [14], and a prox-
imate deconfined quantum critical point (DQCP) [15].
As a function of pressure, experiments have identified a
phase transition between a dimer phase and a plaquette
phase [14, 16–21], followed by an antiferromagnetic (AF)
phase at higher pressure [14, 15, 18, 21] with the pos-
sibility of a narrow quantum spin liquid or a DQCP in
between [15].

Many of the properties of the compound are remark-
ably well captured by the Shastry-Sutherland model, [1,
22–31] a frustrated S = 1/2 spin model on an orthogonal
dimer lattice, given by the Hamiltonian

H = J
∑
⟨i,j⟩

Si · Sj + J ′ ∑
⟨⟨i,j⟩⟩

Si · Sj (1)

with J and J ′ the intra- and interdimer coupling
strength, respectively. For small values of J ′/J the
ground state is an exact product of dimer singlets [22].
In the J ′/J → ∞ limit, the model reduces to the square
lattice Heisenberg model with an AF ground state. For
intermediate J ′/J a valence-bond solid phase is realized,
with strong bonds forming around plaquettes [32–35].
An early infinite projected entangled-pair state (iPEPS)
study [35] identified the range of the plaquette phase to
be 0.675(2) < J ′/J < 0.765(15), with transitions being
strongly and weakly first order, respectively.

More recently, there have been new predictions regard-
ing the location and nature of the second transition. A
narrow quantum spin liquid phase between plaquette and
AF phase was predicted using the density matrix renor-
malization group (DMRG) on cylinders [36, 37], a pseud-
ofermion functional renormalization group approach [38],
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FIG. 1. Phase diagram of the Shastry-Sutherland model ob-
tained with iPEPS. A narrow quantum spin liquid (QSL)
phase is found between the plaquette and antiferromagnetic
phases. The thickness of a bond is proportional to the nega-
tive bond energy, and dashed lines indicate bonds with posi-
tive energies.

neural-network quantum states (NQS) [39], and varia-
tional Monte Carlo (VMC) [40]. Other DMRG [41] and
iPEPS [42] studies found a weak first-order transition
at a slightly higher value of J ′/J . Finally, a DQCP
was predicted in Ref. [43] based on field theory and in-
finite DMRG results, and in Ref. [44] based on varia-
tional Monte Carlo (VMC) combined with finite PEPS
(VMC-PEPS). Thus, a consensus on the phase diagram
is still lacking, highlighting the need for additional high-
precision data.

In this Letter, we revisit the SSM using large-scale
iPEPS simulations to resolve the controversial phase dia-
gram. By leveraging the latest methodological advances,
including more accurate and efficient optimization and
systematic extrapolation techniques, we can simulate the
model with unprecedented accuracy directly in the ther-
modynamic limit. Our results uncover a QSL phase
within a narrow window 0.785(5) < J ′/J < 0.82(1) be-
tween the plaquette and AF phases, as summarized in
Fig. 1. Our findings are consistent with the predictions
from DMRG [36, 37] and NQS [39] based on finite-size
data. Besides this, we demonstrate that iPEPS achieves
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lower variational energies than NQS while using over an
order of magnitude fewer variational parameters, demon-
strating the relevance of the variational space defined
by tensor networks and further establishing iPEPS as a
state-of-the-art tool for studying frustrated spin systems,
complementing finite-size 2D approaches.

Method.– An iPEPS is a two-dimensional tensor net-
work ansatz to represent 2D ground states directly in
the thermodynamic limit [45–47], which has been suc-
cessfully applied to a broad range of strongly correlated
systems, see e.g. Refs. [48–70]. It consists of a unit cell of
rank-5 tensors repeated on a square lattice, where each
tensor has four auxiliary legs with bond dimensionD con-
necting the neighboring tensors and one physical leg with
dimension d, representing the local Hilbert space. The
accuracy of the ansatz can be systematically controlled
by D. We consider two different setups: the dimer setup,
which uses one tensor per dimer (d = 4) and the single-
site setup, which uses one tensor per site (d = 2). To
improve the efficiency, we exploit the U(1) spin symme-
try of the model [71, 72]. The contraction of the tensor
network is performed using the corner transfer matrix
method [48, 73–75]. Its accuracy is controlled by the en-
vironment bond dimension χ, which we set sufficiently
large (up to χ = 500 for D = 10) to ensure that the con-
traction error of local observables is negligible. The ten-
sors are optimized by minimizing the energy of the ansatz
using automatic differentiation [76–78], which produces
more accurate tensors than methods based on imaginary
time evolution [79–81]. The extrapolation of the energy
to the infinite D limit is based on the energy variance,
computed using a newly developed technique [82, 83] (see
also Ref. [84]).

Benchmark comparison.– To demonstrate the compet-
itiveness of our approach, we first present a benchmark
comparison of the energy per site, Es, at J ′/J = 0.8
between our iPEPS results and data from NQS [39],
DMRG [36], VMC-PEPS [44], and VMC combined with
NQS [40]. In Fig. 2, the iPEPS energies in the thermo-
dynamic limit are plotted as a function of variance of the
energy per site, var = (⟨H2⟩ − ⟨H⟩2)/N . The lowest
variational energy for D = 10 with approximately 16’000
variational parameters is −0.44891 (in units of J), and
the extrapolated value is −0.44896(2). The NQS data
is based on a Vision Transformer (ViT) variational wave
function with approximately 300’000 variational param-
eters on periodic L × L lattices. The energy increases
with system size, reaching Es = −0.44885 for the largest
size, with an extrapolated value of −0.4486(2), which are
both higher than the D = 10 iPEPS result.

The DMRG data was obtained for 2L × L cylinders
with sizes up to L = 14 [36], with energies above −0.447
(not visible in the plot) and an extrapolated value of
−0.44837(30). The VMC results are based on finite
PEPS wavefunctions with open boundary conditions and
a fixed bond dimension of D = 8, for sizes up to L = 20.

FIG. 2. Comparison of the energy per site Es obtained with
different methods. The iPEPS data is plotted as a function
of the variance of the energy per site. The D = 10 iPEPS has
the lowest variational energy and lies close to the extrapolated
value in the infinite D limit.

The various extrapolations shown in Fig. 2 were obtained
by evaluating the energy on different clusters. They lie
within the range [−0.44882,−0.44874], which is compat-
ible with our D = 8 iPEPS result but higher than the
value in the infinite-D limit. This indicates that, to
obtain accurate thermodynamic estimates based on fi-
nite PEPS, extrapolations in both D and L are required,
rather than extrapolating only in L at a fixed D.

Phase transition at finite D.– We next discuss the re-
sults for the transition between the plaquette phase and
its adjacent phase at larger J ′/J for finite D, shown in
Fig 3(a) and Fig 3(b) for the dimer and single-site setups,
respectively. At finite D, the adjacent phase exhibits fi-
nite AF order, however, we will show further below that
the order vanishes in the infinite D limit, i.e. that the ad-
jacent phase is in fact a QSL. We consider the plaquette
order parameter given by the difference between the high
and low energy bonds, ∆ = max(Eb)−min(Eb) and the
local magnetic moment, m =

√
⟨Sx⟩2 + ⟨Sy⟩2 + ⟨Sz⟩2.

In the dimer setup, a sudden drop in the plaquette or-
der parameter is observed at the transition, consistent
with a first order transition. The AF order parame-
ter exhibits smoother behavior, suggesting either a con-
tinuous or weakly first-order transition. In the single-
site setup, both order parameters show smooth behavior
across the transition. In both setups, the location of the
transition initially shifts from J ′/J ∼ 0.77 for D = 4 to
J ′/J ∼ 0.785 for D = 6 where it remains for larger values
of D.

Extrapolations based on constrained ansätze.– The fact
that at finite D both order parameters are finite near
the phase transition makes it challenging to accurately
estimate the energy of the pure individual phases. To re-
solve this problem, we consider two different constrained
iPEPS ansätze based on the dimer setup, which respect
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FIG. 3. Plaquette order parameter ∆ (open symbols) and
local magnetic moment m (filled symbols) for different bond
dimensions as a function of J ′/J , obtained with the dimer
setup (a) and single-site setup (b). The transition initially
shifts to larger values of J ′/J with increasing D, but stabilizes
around J ′/J ∼ 0.785 for D ≥ 6.

the lattice and translational symmetries of the plaque-
tte phase and the AF phase, respectively. The plaquette
ansatz consists of a 2×2 unit cell built from a single tensor
A, which is rotated by 90 degrees between neighboring
sites of the 2× 2 cell. This ansatz is compatible with the
plaquette order but not with the AF order; i.e., the AF
order parameter is zero by construction. The AF ansatz
is parametrized by a single tensor that is mirror symmet-
ric with respect to the x- and y- axes on one sublattice,
and by its SU(2) conjugate (with flipped spin), rotated
by 90 degrees, on the other sublattice. This ansatz can
produce finite AF order but no plaquette order. We note
that both ansätze are also compatible with a potential
QSL phase.

By using these constrained ansätze, we can accurately
determine the energies of the individual phases and lo-
cate the transition from the intersection of their energies.
Figure 4(a) shows the order parameters in the vicinity of
the transition for the two ansätze at differentD, illustrat-
ing that we can obtain clean representations of the two
phases on both sides of the phase transition. Figure 4(b)
shows the energy difference between the plaquette and
AF states, from which the location of the phase tran-
sition can be determined. As previously observed, the

FIG. 4. Results based on two constrained iPEPS ansätze: the
plaquette (P) ansatz, which, by construction, can represent
the plaquette order but not the AF order, and the AF ansatz,
which can represent the AF order but not the plaquette or-
der. (a) Plaquette order parameter (open symbols) and local
magnetic moment (filled symbols) as a function of J ′/J for
different bond dimensions. (b) Energy difference between the
plaquette state and the AF state. The location of the phase
transition can be determined from the intersection with the
dashed EP − EAF = 0 line, which at large and infinite D, is
located around J ′/J ∼ 0.785(5). (c)-(e) Energies of the two
competing states for three different values of J ′/J around the
transition as a function of the energy variance per site.

phase transition shifts to larger values with increasing
D but stabilizes around J ′/J ∼ 0.785 at large D, also
when extrapolating the energies to the infinite D limit
based on the energy variance [85], see Figs. 4(c)-(e). The
extrapolated energies are found to be extremely close in
the range J ′/J ∈ [0.78, 0.79], with an energy difference
below 10−5J . Finally, we find that the plaquette order
parameter remains finite around the transition in the in-
finite D limit (see Fig. 5), which, along with the small
angle between the intersecting energies at the transition,
suggests that the transition is weakly first order.

Thus, based on these results, we conclude that the pla-
quette phase persists up to a value J ′/J ∼ 0.785(5),
which is compatible with the prediction from NQS
(J ′/J ∼ 0.78) and DMRG from Ref. [36] (J ′/J ∼ 0.79)
and Ref. [41] (J ′/J ∼ 0.785(5)), but incompatible with
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FIG. 5. Plaquette order parameter ∆ obtained with the pla-
quette ansatz, showing that the order parameter does not
vanish at the transition, compatible with a first-order phase
transition.

VMC-PEPS (J ′/J ∼ 0.828(5)), which may be due to the
fact that those results were based on finite-D data only.

Finite correlation length scaling.– We next turn our
focus on the AF order parameter m and perform a sys-
tematic finite correlation length scaling (FCLS) analy-
sis [62, 86, 87] to determine its value in the infinite D
limit. The main idea of FCLS [88, 89] for gapless sys-
tems is similar to conventional finite-size scaling, except
that the system size is replaced by the dominant cor-
relation length ξD extracted from the iPEPS ansatz for
each value of D. For the square lattice Heisenberg model,
which can be adiabatically connected to the AF phase in
the SSM, the asymptotic behavior of the order parameter
is m2(ξD) = m∞+α/ξD +O(1/ξ2D) [90]. To estimate ξD
we employ the extrapolation technique from Ref. [91].

Figure. 6(a) shows the data for m2 obtained with both
the dimer and single-site setup as a function of inverse
ξD. In the large J ′/J = 100 limit, the extrapolated re-
sult is compatible with the value from the square lattice
Heisenberg model [92], as expected. Upon decreasing
J ′/J the local magnetic moment decreases and vanishes
around J ′/J ∼ 0.812, before reaching the onset of the
plaquette phase. Omitting the smallest bond dimension
value D = 3 in the linear extrapolation yields a slightly
higher value of J ′/J ∼ 0.827.

Discussion.– The vanishing local magnetic moment m
and the absence of lattice and translational symmetry
breaking in the range J ′/J ∈ [0.785(5), 0.82(1)] are com-
patible with a QSL phase, consistent with previous re-
sults from NQS [39], DMRG [36], and VMC [40], which
predicted an algebraic QSL [93]. The fact that the order
parameter remains finite at finite D and only vanishes
in the infinite D limit is compatible with an algebraic
quantum spin liquid rather than a gapped one, as in
the J1-J2 Heisenberg model [62]. By fitting our data
at J ′/J = 0.8 to the expected power-law scaling form

m2(ξD) ∼ ξ
−(1+η)
D [39, 94], we extract values for η in the

interval [0.3, 0.5], depending on the fitting range, com-

FIG. 6. Finite correlation length scaling analysis of the
squared local magnetic moment. (a) Linear extrapolations of
the m2 data as a function of the inverse effective correlation
length ξD for different values of J ′/J , based on the combined
data from the dimer setup (triangles) and the single-site setup
(circles). The QMC result [92] for the square-lattice Heisen-
berg model in the infinite J ′/J limit is indicated by the black
diamond. (b) Extrapolated value of m2, which vanishes for
J ′/J ≲ 0.812, i.e. before the onset of the plaquette phase,
indicated by the vertical grey line. (c) Log-log plot of the m2

data in the QSL phase for J ′/J = 0.8, with linear fits based
on two different data ranges.

patible with the estimates η = 0.3 from DMRG [36] and
NQS [39], and η = 0.5 from VMC [40].

In summary, we revisited the phase diagram of the
SSM based on high-precision iPEPS simulations and
identified a QSL phase in the range 0.785(5) ≤ J ′/J ≤
0.82(1). Using constrained iPEPS ansätze enabled us
to accurately determine the weakly first-order transition
between the plaquette and QSL phase from the intersec-
tion of their energies. By performing a systematic FCLS
analysis of the AF order parameter, we located the con-
tinuous transition between the QSL and AF phases. Our
data complement previous finite-size variational data and
further support the algebraic nature of the QSL.

In future, refined experiments would be valuable
to explore the potential existence of a QSL phase in
SrCu2(BO3)2. On the theory side, it will be interest-
ing to investigate the robustness of our findings upon
incorporating additional interactions beyond the stan-
dard SSM, such as a weak interlayer coupling [24, 95–98],
Dzyaloshinskii-Moriya interactions [24, 99, 100], or small
distortions in the coupling strengths [101].
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[61] O. Gauthé, S. Capponi, M. Mambrini, and D. Poil-
blanc, Phys. Rev. B 101, 205144 (2020).

[62] J. Hasik, D. Poilblanc, and F. Becca, SciPost Physics
10, 012 (2021).

[63] W.-Y. Liu, J. Hasik, S.-S. Gong, D. Poilblanc, W.-Q.
Chen, and Z.-C. Gu, Phys. Rev. X 12, 031039 (2022).

[64] M. Peschke, B. Ponsioen, and P. Corboz, Phys. Rev. B
106, 205140 (2022).

[65] J. Hasik, M. Van Damme, D. Poilblanc, and L. Van-
derstraeten, Phys. Rev. Lett. 129, 177201 (2022).

[66] B. Ponsioen, S. S. Chung, and P. Corboz, Phys. Rev.
B 108, 205154 (2023).

[67] E. L. Weerda and M. Rizzi, arXiv:2309.12811 (2023).
[68] Y. Xu, S. Capponi, J.-Y. Chen, L. Vanderstraeten,

J. Hasik, A. H. Nevidomskyy, M. Mambrini, K. Penc,
and D. Poilblanc, Phys. Rev. B 108, 195153 (2023).

[69] J. Hasik and P. Corboz, Phys. Rev. Lett. 133, 176502

(2024).
[70] P. Schmoll, J. Naumann, J. Eisert, and Y. Iqbal,

arXiv:2407.07145 [cond-mat] (2024).
[71] S. Singh, R. N. C. Pfeifer, and G. Vidal, Phys. Rev. B

83, 115125 (2011).
[72] B. Bauer, P. Corboz, R. Orús, and M. Troyer, Phys.

Rev. B 83, 125106 (2011).
[73] T. Nishino and K. Okunishi, J. Phys. Soc. Jpn. 65, 891

(1996).
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