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Projected entangled-pair states (PEPS) have become a powerful tool for studying quantum many-body sys-
tems in the condensed matter and quantum materials context, particularly with advances in variational energy
optimization methods. A key challenge within this framework is the computational cost associated with the con-
traction of the two-dimensional lattice, crucial for calculating state vector norms and expectation values. The
conventional approach, using the corner transfer matrix renormalization group (CTMRG), involves combining
two tensor network layers, resulting in significant time and memory demands. In this work, we introduce an
alternative “split-CTMRG” algorithm, which maintains separate PEPS layers and leverages new environment
tensors, reducing computational complexity while preserving accuracy. Benchmarks on quantum lattice mod-
els demonstrate substantial speedups for variational energy optimization, rendering this method valuable for
large-scale PEPS simulations.

I. INTRODUCTION

One of the main challenges in condensed matter physics
is developing tools to predict the properties of interacting
quantum matter classically. A versatile and important fam-
ily of classical simulation methods is provided by tensor net-
works [1–4] – a set of techniques that has originated from
the early development of the density matrix renormalization
group approach [5, 6] and that has matured into a large body
of powerful methods. Of those methods, two-dimensional
tensor networks in the form of infinite projected entangled-
pair states (PEPS) [7] have substantially matured in recent
years due to the development of variational energy optimiza-
tion techniques, paving the way for them to become one of
the most important tools in the study of quantum many-body
systems and two-dimensional quantum materials. While the
gradient of the energy expectation value used in the opti-
mization was constructed manually by summing up a large
number of relevant tensor network diagrams in the pioneering
works [8, 9], the more modern approach performs this task
in an automated way – typically by utilizing automatic differ-
entiation (AD) [10–12]. These developments have boosted
both the accuracy as well as the applicability of PEPS in
the study of intricate frustrated quantum magnetism [13–18],
topologically ordered phases [19–21], or itinerant electron
systems [22]. However, it has already been pointed out that
the high computational cost of the variational optimization
can be a limitation for variational PEPS studies of particularly
complex models [23].

One of the key steps in any numerical PEPS simulation
is the contraction of the two-dimensional tensor network,
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required to compute the norm of the state vector as well
as expectation values. Various methods, such as boundary
MPS [24–26] and tensor coarse-graining techniques [27–30]
have been developed to address this challenge. However, the
corner transfer matrix renormalization group (CTMRG) al-
gorithm [31–37] has emerged as the most widely used ap-
proach, particularly when combined with automatic differen-
tiation and energy optimization. Despite that, it is precisely
this CTMRG part that is still the primary bottleneck in the
calculations, both in time and memory. This is because (i) it
implements a computationally expensive iterative renormal-
ization procedure to find the fixed-point tensors representing
the (approximate) contraction of the infinite lattice, and (ii) it
has to be performed in each evaluation of the energy, which
happens at least once – but likely multiple times – during ev-
ery optimization step.

In the original formulation of CTMRG, the norm of the
PEPS state vector is computed by combining the two TN lay-
ers for dual vector ⟨ψ| and state vectors |ψ⟩ into an effective
double-layer network. While this results in an empirically sta-
ble and robust algorithm, it leads to a high computational cost
due to the effective squaring of the PEPS bond dimension.
Here, we instead propose an alternative split-CTMRG scheme
that gains an advantage in terms of computational complexity
by keeping the two layers of the PEPS separate, and defining
individual fixed-point environment tensors for them.

In the past, several proposals were made to improve the
efficiency of the CTMRG scheme. Refs. [38, 39] have pro-
posed a substantially more computationally efficient contrac-
tion algorithm by flattening the double-layer tensor network
for the norm into a single-layer structure, at the cost of ex-
panding the elementary unit cell. More recently, Ref. [40]
presented a variant of the CTMRG algorithm, in which the
PEPS tensors and their conjugates are sequentially absorbed
into conventional CTMRG environment tensors. Both of these
approaches were proposed and tested only in the context of
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ground state search with imaginary-time evolution, i.e., the
simple or full update [24, 41].

However, when moving to variational PEPS optimization
we are confronted with specific requirements. This is because
the variational PEPS framework not only has the most to gain
from reducing the computational cost of computing environ-
ment tensors but also imposes the strictest accuracy require-
ments on expectation value calculations. These strict require-
ments are due to the fact that variational PEPS optimization
relies on accurate calculations of the energy gradient. With-
out an accurate energy approximation, the optimization will
be ineffective, especially near the targeted minimum. In or-
der to achieve the optimal accuracy, the projectors used in the
CTMRG scheme are of crucial importance. In this work, we
therefore employ the philosophy of the best established pro-
jectors from the conventional CTMRG [34–36] to define the
new projectors for the split-CTMRG algorithm. We show that
this yields ve+äry precise expectation values, while substan-
tially reducing the cost of the algorithm compared to the con-
ventional CTRMG, allowing us to push the limits and appli-
cability of the infinite PEPS ansatz.

This work is structured as follows: In Sec. II, we briefly
outline the conventional CTMRG algorithm and introduce
the new split-CTMRG version, highlighting important differ-
ences and sources of efficiency improvements. In Sec. III,
we then provide numerical benchmarks on a quantum lattice
model, demonstrating state-of-the-art accuracy and showcas-
ing improved results due to significantly reduced computa-
tional costs. Finally, we conclude this work in Sec. IV.

II. METHOD

Before presenting our alternative version of the CTMRG
algorithm in Sec. II B, we briefly revise the context of infinite
projected entangled-pair states and the general task of com-
puting their norms in Sec. II A.

A. Infinite PEPS and the CTMRG

Infinite projected entangled-pair states (PEPS) are an ansatz
class of variational many-body state vectors of quantum lattice
models

|ψ⟩ =
∑

{si}
C{si} |{si}⟩ , (1)

in which the the coefficient tensorC{si} is presumed to have a
substructure of a tensor network with two dimensional planar
connectivity. On a square lattice, this tensor network consists

of rank-five tensors, which are periodically repeated

C{si} =

χB

. . . . . .

. . . . . .

. . . . . .

. .
.

. .
.

. .
.

. .
.

. .
.

. .
.

. (2)

While we show here a fully translational invariant network,
it is also possible to define a non-trivial unit cell of tensors
that is periodically repeated. The open legs of the tensors in
Eq. (2) correspond to the physical indices of the coefficient
tensor, while the virtual horizontal and vertical indices con-
nect the tensors and mediate quantum correlations in the sys-
tem. The dimension of those virtual indices, denoted by the
integer bulk bond dimension χB , is the primary refinement pa-
rameter in the system, controlling how accurately the infinite
PEPS ansatz can represent a given target state.

When employing the infinite PEPS state vectors as a vari-
ational ansatz for the numerical investigation of two dimen-
sional quantum lattice models, a central mathematical object
is a double-layer network – built from the local tensors – that
upon contraction yields the norm

⟨ψ|ψ⟩ = tTr
(∏

iAi · (Ai)
∗)

=

. . . . . .

. . . . . .

. . . . . .

. .
.

. .
.

. .
.

. .
.

. .
.

. .
.

(3)

of the state vector expressed as a tensor network. In this ex-
pression, the product runs over the sites in the infinite lattice,
and the tensor trace (tTr) implements the contraction of all
virtual indices, which is represented graphically in the second
line.

⟨ψ|ψ⟩ ≈
p

χB

χE

ψx,y

ψ∗
x,y

C1 T1 C2

T2

C3T3C4

T4

Figure 1. Norm of the PEPS state vector computed from effec-
tive fixed-point environment tensors in the conventional double-layer
CTMRG. The environment bond dimension χE controls the degree
of approximations in the contractions of the infinite lattice.
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Performing this contraction is computationally hard already
in the case of finite PEPS, but generically impossible in the
case of an infinite, translational invariant PEPS ansatz. There
are several approaches of approximately contracting this net-
work, that can be broadly categorized as scale-transformation
or coarse-graining methods [42, 43] and power-type-methods
like VUMPS [25] or the corner transfer matrix renormal-
ization group (CTMRG) [31–37]. The CTMRG method is
used to compute effective fixed-point environment tensors,
cf. Fig. 1, that describe semi-infinite parts of the contracted
network and which are generated in an iterative absorption
scheme that for natural models converges to a fixed point.
Employing those environment tensors, the norm of the state
vector can then be evaluated according to Fig. 1. Detailed de-
scriptions of the double-layer CTMRG method can be found
in Refs. [11, 33, 35, 44]. The unavoidable approximations in
the contraction of the infinite PEPS network are controlled by
a second refinement parameter, the environment bond dimen-
sion χE .

B. Increasing numerical efficiency: split-CTMRG algorithm

p

χB

χE

χI

ψx,y

ψ∗
x,y

C1 T ket
1 T bra

1 C2

T ket
2

T bra
2

C3T bra
3T ket

3
C4

T bra
4

T ket
4

Figure 2. Definition of the fixed-point environment tensors for a
PEPS site ψx,y at position [x, y] in the split-CTMRG algorithm.
Here χB denotes the PEPS bulk bond dimension, χE the CTMRG
environment refinement parameter and p the physical dimension.
The additional link introduced in this work between the split transfer
tensors T bra and T ket is indicated as dashed lines with the new refine-
ment parameter χI . We note that the splitting also allows for a gauge
transformation to be inserted on these contracted legs.

In this section, we introduce a variation of the well-
established CTMRG scheme that utilizes a different, yet re-
lated, set of effective environment tensors, which can be cre-
ated in an algorithm with a lower computational complexity.
The new set of environment tensors is illustrated in Fig. 2. It
differs from the conventional setup, outlined in Sec. II A, in
that we define two different transfer tensors T for the bra- and
ket-layer of the double-layer network, so for the dual and state
vectors. As usual, these are defined for every local PEPS ten-
sor and for each direction (top, right, bottom, left). The two
transfer tensors for the bra- and ket-layers are connected by a
new virtual bond of dimension χI , the interlayer environment
bond dimension. Graphically, we represent this virtual inter-
layer bond as a dashed line, as opposed to the regular, solid

environment links with bond dimension χE . The physical in-
dex is illustrated with a wiggly line. A contraction of the bra-
and ket-layer transfer tensors over this new virtual interlayer
bond yields the conventional environment tensors, as defined
in the conventional CTMRG.

The heuristic advantage of the definition of the split ef-
fective environment tensors is of numerical nature. In line
with the general mindset of tensor networks, the new method
goes further with decomposing larger tensors into structured
smaller ones. Following this line of thought, the four-index
tensors T of the conventional CTMRG are decomposed into
products of two three-index tensors, which will generically
result in more efficient contractions. Furthermore, the separa-
tion into bra- and ket-layer also naturally suggests a sequential
absorption and renormalization of the two layers, which can
additionally reduce the computational cost.

We now proceed with defining the full split-CTMRG al-
gorithm. It produces environment tensors that can be used
to very accurately approximate local observables, while sig-
nificantly reducing the algorithmic complexity of generating
them compared to the conventional CTMRG algorithm. Here,
we present the steps of the algorithm corresponding to a left
move only. A complete (directional) split-CTMRG step, how-
ever, includes analogous moves in the other three directions
as well. These full split-CTMRG steps are then iterated until
the environment tensors converge to a fixed-point.

The left move of the split-CTMRG algorithm consists of
the absorption of tensors into the left environment tensors,
and the subsequent use of projectors to reduce the connec-
tivity and bond dimension. In contrast to the conventional
CTMRG algorithm however, the absorption and projection is
done separately for the bra- and ket-layer. In the following
we show this procedure of absorption and projection in detail
first for the corner- and then for the transfer tensors. A full,
diagrammatic representation of a complete left move can be
found in App. A. We discuss how to obtain the optimal choice
of projectors in the next section.

Corner tensors. When updating the corner tensorsC1 and
C4 of the split-CTMRG environment (cf. Fig. 2) during the
left move, we sequentially absorb the transfer tensors of the
ket- and bra-layer into them, and project after each absorption.
Concretely, the procedure for C1 in a left move is given by

C1[x,y]
T ket
1[x,y]

T bra
1[x,y]

=

C ′
1[x,y+1]

. (4)

Here, we first absorb the transfer tensors from the ket-layer,
T ket
1 , into the corner tensors C1 and project the enlarged index

from χE · χB back to χE with the help of the green projector
illustrated in Eq. (4). After that, we proceed with the absorp-
tion of the transfer tensors of the bra-layer, T bra

1 , followed
by a truncation using the teal colored projectors in Eq. (4)
to project the enlarged index of the corner tensor C1 back to
their original size χE . The procedure for the left move for C4
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works completely analogously and is given by

T bra
3[x,y]

T ket
3[x,y]

C4[x,y]

=

C ′
4[x,y+1]

. (5)

Transfer tensors. In order to update the transfer tensors
T ket
4 and T bra

4 , shown in Fig. 2, we absorb the local tensor
from the ket-layer into T ket

4 and only afterwards the local ten-
sor from the bra-layer into T bra

4 . Unlike in the conventional
CTMRG algorithm, the physical index now takes active part
in the renormalization, i.e., the projection step, as it connects
the bra- and ket-layer PEPS tensors. Furthermore, it is nec-
essary to keep consistent basis choices for the environment
tensors such that their contraction for the calculation of local
observables is well defined and meaningful.

Let us first examine the expression for the updated T ket
4 in a

left move, given by

ψx,y

T ket
4[x,y]

=
T

′ket
4[x,y+1]

. (6)

Here, the absorption of the local ket-layer PEPS tensor is fol-
lowed by a first renormalization step, in which we use the yel-
low (green) projectors to truncate the vertical legs from bond
dimension χI · χB (χE · χB) back to χI (χE). After this
first projection, the physical leg that connects to the bra-layer
remains open and is truncated in the next step. During the
absorption of the bra-layer no tensors are explicitly absorbed
into T ket

4 , but due to the remaining physical leg and the neces-
sity to keep a consistent basis for the resulting new environ-
ment tensors, we apply the second layer of red (teal) projec-
tors to truncate to the final desired bond dimensions χI (χE).
This concludes a left move for the tensor T ket

4 . We highlight
the unusual fact, that the red projector in Eq. (6) truncates the
physical space together with the virtual spaces from the local
and environment tensors into a new virtual index of dimen-
sion χI . The physical index is never explicitly projected in
the conventional CTMRG algorithm, as it is contracted while
absorbing the bra- and ket-layer PEPS tensors simultaneously.

The left move of the split-CTMRG algorithm for the trans-
fer tensor from the bra-layer T bra

4 works along very similar
lines,

ψ∗
x,y

T bra
4[x,y]

=
T

′bra
4[x,y+1]

. (7)

This time, there is no tensor explicitly absorbed into T bra
4 dur-

ing the absorption of the ket-layer, so that we apply the green
(yellow) projectors in Eq. (7) only to keep a consistent choice

of basis during the left move. When we subsequently absorb
the bra-layer, we use the red (teal) projectors to truncate to
the final desired environment bond dimensions. Again we
truncate the physical leg together with virtual legs in the red
projector, to the new virtual index of the interlayer bond di-
mension χI .

Having explained the absorption step of the left move
above, we now present the calculations of the corresponding
projectors below. Constructing the projectors in a way that is
both computationally efficient and accurate is central to the
success of the CTMRG algorithm, both in the conventional
formulation as well as in the new split-CTMRG variation pro-
posed here. The construction we propose here follows the
general philosophy of defining projectors in the conventional
CTMRG, that has proven to be very accurate in many practical
applications.

We begin by constructing the green projectors shown in the
equations above, which are applied during the projection step
following the absorption of the ket-layer. To do so, we define
the objects ρBgreen and ρTgreen as shown in Fig. 3(a), which are
built from a patch of local PEPS tensors with their respective
environment tensors, such that their contraction approximates
a large part of the double-layer network. Importantly, those
networks are chosen such that their open indices include those
indices that we wish to renormalize by applying the projector
to them.

We then use the two initial networks to construct a matrix

Mgreen := ρBgreenρ
T
green = UgreenSgreenV

†
green, (8)

by contracting over the indices of ρBgreen and ρTgreen that corre-
spond to the vector spaces we aim to truncate with the pro-
jectors we are defining. We further perform a singular value
decomposition (SVD) of Mgreen as shown in Fig. 3(b). The
goal is to obtain a pair of projectors PB and PT , computed
such that their insertion into the bonds to be truncated only
changes Mgreen minimally, i.e.,

M̃green = ρBgreenPBPT ρ
T
green ≈ Mgreen. (9)

To this end use the singular value decomposition of Mgreen to
approximate its inverse with a matrix of the rank we want to
truncate to (typically χI or χE). With this at hand, we can
construct the projectors by creating an approximate expres-
sion for the identity

M−1
green = (ρTgreen)

−1(ρBgreen)
−1 ≈ ṼgreenS̃

−1
greenŨ

†
green

=⇒ 1 ≈ ρTgreenṼgreenS̃
−1
greenŨ

†
greenρ

B
green,

(10)

where S̃green represents the matrix with the truncated singular
values and Ṽgreen and Ũgreen indicate we truncated the corre-
sponding singular vectors. The resulting projectors are illus-
trated in Fig. 3(c). We stress again that this type of construc-
tion of the projectors has been established to be very accurate
in many practical state-of-the-art infinite PEPS calculations.

The remaining projectors shown in Sec. II B are built using
the same philosophy, with adjustments to the initial networks
chosen for ρB and ρT to ensure that they encompass the spe-
cific vector spaces targeted for truncation by these projectors.
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(a)

ψx,y

ψ∗
x,y

C1[x,y]
T ket
1[x,y]

T bra
1[x,y] C2[x,y]

T ket
2[x,y]

T bra
2[x,y]

T bra
4[x,y]

T ket
4[x,y]ρTgreen =

ψx+1,y

ψ∗
x+1,y

T ket
2[x+1,y]

T bra
2[x+1,y]

C3[x+1,y]T bra
3[x+1,y]

T ket
3[x+1,y]

C4[x+1,y]

T bra
4[x+1,y]

T ket
4[x+1,y]

ρBgreen =

(b)

Mgreen =

ρTgreen

ρBgreen

=

Ugreen

Sgreen

V †
green

(c)

1 ≈

PT

PB

=

Ṽgreen

S̃
−1/2
green

S̃
−1/2
green

Ũ†
green

ρBgreen

ρTgreen

Figure 3. Calculation of the green projectors in a left absorption step. (a) Initial networks ρBgreen and ρTgreen used as a starting point for the
calculation. (b) The product of ρBgreen and ρTgreen over the bonds we wish to renormalize is decomposed using a singular value decomposition.
(c) Finally, the green projectors can be defined from the tensors in (a) and (b) as an approximate resolution of the identity. The singular values
are truncated to the desired bond dimension χE . The calculation of the other three projectors (teal, yellow, red) is performed along similar
schemes and is described in App. A.

We note that this process requires the projectors for the bra-
layer to incorporate those of the ket-layer into the definitions
of ρB and ρT , as detailed in App. A.

As in the conventional CTMRG, the computational bottle-
neck in the split-CTMRG algorithm remains the construction
of the projectors, as it involves computationally expensive ten-
sor contractions and decompositions. Assuming a small phys-
ical dimension (i.e., p < χB), the conventional CTMRG has
a scaling of

O(χ3
Eχ

6
B)

χE ≈χ2
B−−−−−→ O(χ12

B ) (11)

in terms of bulk bond dimension χB and environment bond
dimension χE . In contrast, the scaling of the split-CTMRG
scheme introduced here is

O(χ3
Eχ

4
B)

χE ≈χ2
B−−−−−→ O(χ10

B ), (12)

which is the cost of constructing the teal colored projectors.
We note that this leading cost can be further reduced by mod-
ifying the projectors, which we discuss in App. B.

III. NUMERICAL ANALYSIS AND BENCHMARKING

In this section we demonstrate the retained numerical ac-
curacy as well as the advantageous computational complexity
of the split-CTMRG algorithm, as described in Sec. II B. We
further show how this enables variational PEPS optimization
at higher bond dimensions, thereby pushing its applicability
to largely unexplored regimes. Concretely, we benchmark

our algorithm on the antiferromagnetic spin-1/2 Heisenberg
model

H =
∑

⟨i,j⟩
S⃗i · S⃗j (13)

on the honeycomb lattice, where ⟨i, j⟩ denotes nearest neigh-
boring pairs. To simulate this system using a single-site PEPS
ansatz, we coarse-grain two physical sites, thereby effectively
increasing the local Hilbert space dimension to p = 4.

Setting aside any variational optimization, we first present
the calculation of local observables to demonstrate the accu-
racy of the split-CTMRG in comparison to the established,
conventional CTMRG. For the latter, we use the state-of-
the-art projectors introduced in Refs. [34, 35] as a trustwor-
thy benchmark. In Fig. 4(a), we show the energy expecta-
tion value ⟨Ĥ⟩(χE , χI) for a low-energy state of the hon-
eycomb Heisenberg model at different environment and in-
terlayer bond dimensions. In this comparison, we choose
χI = χE , while the freedom to choose those two bond dimen-
sions independently will be discussed later. Our results show
that both the conventional as well as the split-CTMRG algo-
rithm converge to the same expectation value in practice. This
demonstrates that the split-CTMRG algorithm can compute
local observables with state-of-the-art accuracy, a crucial pre-
requisite for any method that aims to improve the efficiency of
gradient-based variational optimization. As mentioned above,
the definition of the split-CTMRG environment tensors (cf.
Fig. 2) introduces an additional interlayer bond dimension χI .
In order to find a reasonable choice for this auxiliary tensor
index, we again compare the numerical energies obtained via
the split-CTMRG at varying χI to those obtained by the con-
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(a) (b)
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Conventional CTMRG
split-CTMRG
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10−8

10−7

10−6

10−5

χI (at fixed χE = 130)
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lit
⟩−

⟨E
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nv
⟩|
/
|⟨
E

co
nv
⟩|

Figure 4. Accuracy benchmarks for the split-CTMRG algorithm. We use a low-energy honeycomb Heisenberg state at bulk bond dimension
χB = 8 for the analysis. (a) Relative energy difference between the split-CTMRG and the conventional CTMRG, takingEconv at χEmax = 280
as the reference value. In the split-CTMRG, the interlayer bond dimension is equal to the environment bond dimension, i.e., χE = χI . (b)
Dependence of the energy expectation value on the interlayer bond dimension χI in the split-CTMRG algorithm, fixing χE = 130. The
relative difference drops to 10−8 when the two approach each other, which justifies the choice of χI in panel (a) and other numerical tests.

(a) (b)

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

101

102

103

104

χB (at fixed χE = χI = 170)

Ti
m

e
(s

)o
fs

in
gl

e
ab

so
rp

tio
n

st
ep Conventional CTMRG

split-CTMRG
Linear fit: χB

6.0±0.2

Linear fit: χB
3.0±0.2

0 50 100 150 200 250

−0.5445

−0.5444

Time (h)

⟨E
⟩

Conventional CTMRG
split-CTMRG

Figure 5. Efficiency benchmarks for the split-CTMRG algorithm. (a) Time for a single split-CTMRG absorption step for different bulk bond
dimensions χB at fixed χE = χI = 170. The reduced complexity compared to the conventional double-layer approach results in different
scaling laws for large bulk bond dimensions. For the linear fit in the log-log scale the data points for χB ≥ 6 have been considered. (b)
Energy expectation value of the honeycomb Heisenberg model over time for a variational optimization at bulk bond dimension χB = 10 and
χE = χI = 100, started from the same initial preconverged state.

ventional CTMRG. The results are shown in Fig. 4(b) and re-
veal only minimal relative energy differences, which are on
the order of 10−8 if the two bond dimensions coincide. We
therefore fix χI = χE as a rather conservative choice in the
remainder of our benchmarks, and note that smaller values
may suffice in practical calculations. This choice is particu-
larly appreciable, as the maximal theoretical value would be
χI = χE · χB if one were to directly decompose the con-
ventional edge environment tensors to split them (cf. Fig. 1).
The significant reduction of χI is only achievable because the
projectors inserted between the bra- and ket-layers effectively

renormalize the tensors to the most relevant subspaces. This
is a crucial ingredient of the split-CTMRG method.

Having established the numerical accuracy of the split-
CTMRG algorithm, we next move towards numerically an-
alyzing its computational cost. The reduced complexity, as
discussed in Sec. II B, manifests itself in a different scaling
of the computational time for the contraction of the infinite
PEPS network at different bond dimensions χB , for fixed en-
vironment bond dimensions (χE , χI ). In Fig. 5(a), we show
evidence that the two methods indeed follow different scal-
ing laws for their computational complexity. We observe that
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the computational time scales as O(χ6
B) for the conventional

CTMRG, as expected. For the split-CTMRG we find a scaling
closer to χ3

B . The reason for this is that the dominant contri-
bution to the scaling in the split-CTMRG algorithm is given
by the construction of the teal projectors, which only have to
be constructed once (per tensor in the unit cell) in each it-
eration step. All other components of the algorithm have a
more favorable scaling and dominate for bond dimensions up
to χB = 10. We thus expect that the leading scaling contri-
bution becomes visible only at even larger bulk bond dimen-
sions.

Transitioning to the realm of gradient-based variational en-
ergy optimization, the computational advantages reveal the
full potential of our algorithm. This is because the approx-
imate contraction of the infinite lattice, e.g., by using the
(split)-CTMRG, has to be performed at least once (but pos-
sibly also multiple times) per optimization step, along with
the calculation of the energy gradient [8, 9]. When employ-
ing reverse-mode automatic differentiation for this task [10–
12, 22], the computational complexity for generating the gra-
dient is identical to the complexity of the CTMRG. Thus by
using the split-CTMRG algorithm, the gradient calculation
benefits from the same improvements. Therefore, the contrac-
tion of the infinite lattice is the central bottleneck that limits
the variational energy optimization at larger bond dimensions
χB .

In practice, simulations are typically constrained to
χB ≲ 8, as long as no global symmetries can be exploited
in the tensor network. In contrast, the split-CTMRG method
allows us to push the variational optimization up to bond di-
mension χB = 10 at least. To demonstrate this, we show all
optimization steps performed over a fixed time interval and
the corresponding energy expectation values in Fig. 5(b). For
the fixed duration of ten days, the gradient-based optimiza-
tion procedure using a conventional CTMRG performed only
three optimization steps. In contrast, the optimization using
the split-CTMRG algorithm was able to perform 44 optimiza-
tion steps and already tends to converge in the energy. To
eliminate some bias, both simulations were initialized with the
same preconverged PEPS state and optimized with χB = 10
and χE = 100. The drastic increase in the number of op-
timization steps together with the retained accuracy of the
evaluation of the energy density reveals the potential of the
split-CTMRG for its application in state-of-the-art calcula-
tions with the PEPS ansatz. It furthermore has the potential
to benefit post-optimization analysis of variational PEPS sim-
ulations, such as finite-entanglement scaling [45–47], where
large environment bond dimensions can be required.

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

In this work, we have introduced what we call the split-
CTMRG algorithm, a revised and more efficient approach for
contracting infinite PEPS at large bond dimensions. This
applies both in principle as a matter of scaling as well as
in practical use of the algorithm. To achieve this, we have
maintained separate environment tensors for each layer in the

double-layer PEPS network. The method addresses a key bot-
tleneck in the computational task of variational energy opti-
mization by reducing the contraction complexity while pre-
serving established accuracies. A numerical benchmark for
the honeycomb lattice antiferromagnetic Heisenberg model
showcases the algorithm’s enhanced efficiency in optimiz-
ing PEPS at large bond dimensions. This not only leads to
lower achievable variational energies in practice, but also in-
creases the amount of accessible data for post-optimization
finite-entanglement scaling analysis. Therefore, our approach
represents a substantial step forward in computational meth-
ods for two-dimensional strongly correlated quantum many-
body systems in the context of condensed matter physics and
quantum materials using projected entangled-pair states.

The split-CTMRG framework is readily compatible with
the implementation of global symmetries [48–51], as well as
its combination with the spiral PEPS ansatz [52]. Further-
more, the method can potentially extend to other algorithms
based on the CTMRG, such as the calculation of excited
states [22, 53–55] and structure factors [56–58]. A scheme
following the idea of the split-CTMRG algorithm could also
improve CTMRG-based schemes in three-dimensional set-
tings [59, 60]. It is the hope that such method development,
as the one proposed here, pushes the boundary of what two-
dimensional condensed matter and quantum materials systems
can be classically reliably simulated.

Algorithm and open source code. An implementation
of the proposed algorithm is available in our open source
variPEPS library [61, 62].

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

E. L. W. thanks the Studienstiftung des deutschen Volkes
for support. This work has been funded by the Deutsche
Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Founda-
tion) under the project number 277101999 – CRC 183
(projects A04 and B01), for which this constitutes an inter-
node publication involving both Cologne and Berlin, and the
BMBF (MUNIQC-Atoms, FermiQP). It has also received
funding from the Cluster of Excellence MATH+, from the
Quantum Flagship (PasQuans2), and Berlin Quantum. We
would like to thank the ZEDV (IT support) of the physics
department, Freie Universität Berlin, for computing time and
their technical support, particularly we thank Jörg Behrmann,
Cornelius Hoffmann and Jens Dreger. We also acknowledge
the computing time provided by the HPC Service of FUB-IT,
Freie Universität Berlin [63].

The authors gratefully acknowledge the Gauss Centre for
Supercomputing e.V. (www.gauss-centre.eu) for funding this
project by providing computing time through the John von
Neumann Institute for Computing (NIC) on the GCS Super-
computer JUWELS [64] (Grant NeTeNeSyQuMa) and the FZ
Jülich for computing time on JURECA [65] (institute project
PGI-8) at Jülich Supercomputing Centre (JSC). This work has
been initiated during the workshop “Entanglement in Strongly
Correlated Systems (2023)” at the Centro de Ciencias de Be-
nasque Pedro Pascual. We thank the organizers and the venue



8

for their hospitality.

Appendix A: Construction of projectors

ψx,y

ψ∗
x,y

C1[x,y]
T ket
1[x,y]

T bra
1[x,y]

T bra
3[x,y]

T ket
3[x,y]

C4[x,y]

T bra
4[x,y]

T ket
4[x,y]

C′
1[x,y+1]

T
′ket
4[x,y+1]

T
′bra
4[x,y+1]

C′
4[x,y+1]

Figure 6. Left absorption step for the split-transfer CTMRG with
full renormalization. A column of PEPS and environment tensors
is absorbed into the left environment tensors C1, T ket

4 , T bra
4 and C4

while using the projectors discussed in detail in the text.

In the following, we describe the construction of the pro-
jectors that were not explicitly discussed in the main text.
For reference, Fig. 6 illustrates the role of the four different
projectors in a full left move of the split-CTMRG step. The
projectors used in the other directional absorption steps (top,
right, bottom) are constructed analogously.

The first projectors we focus on are the teal projectors in
Fig. 6, which are applied after absorbing the bra-layer to trun-
cate vector spaces that have already been projected using the
green projectors. Consequently, a suitable tensor network for
defining ρBteal and ρTteal, already incorporating these green pro-
jectors, is shown in Fig. 7. Following the same approach as
for the projectors discussed so far, the teal projectors are con-
structed via a singular value decomposition of the product of
ρBteal and ρTteal, as illustrated in Fig. 7. Here, the singular values
are truncated to the environment bond dimension χE .

The two remaining projectors that we need for a full left
move, i.e., the yellow and red projectors, have one notable
difference to the ones we have discussed so far. This is due to
the fact that they are inserted between the bra- and ket-layer
transfer tensors to truncate to the newly introduced interlayer
environment bond dimension χI . While the yellow projectors
do not renormalize the physical Hilbert spaces of the PEPS
tensors, they however do appear as open indices in the canon-
ical choice of the initial networks for ρByellow and ρTyellow, as
shown in Fig. 8. The spaces we do want to truncate with those
yellow projectors are then contracted followed by a singular

value decomposition of the resulting tensor, ultimately result-
ing in the final projectors. Here, the singular values are trun-
cated to the interlayer bond dimension χI . We note that it is
computationally advantageous to perform a singular value de-
composition on tensors ρByellow and ρTyellow before multiplying
them together. While a similar step has been introduced in
Ref. [36] to achieve a better precondition for the inversion of
the singular values, here it has the additional benefit of reduc-
ing the computational cost of a subsequent operation. In fact,
since ρByellow and ρTyellow only have rank χI · χB , we can trun-
cate to this bond dimension using the two preceding decom-
positions. This leads to a reduced cost in the successive SVD,
from which the final projectors are computed (cf. Fig. 8).

Lastly, the red projectors in the left absorption step of Fig. 6
act on vector spaces that have already undergone projection
with the yellow projectors. Hence, analogous to the teal pro-
jectors, we define the networks for ρBred and ρTred with these
yellow projectors included, as shown in Fig. 9. The red
projects then renormalize the enlarged space back to the in-
terlayer bond dimension χI . Contrary to the three previous
one however, they are the only ones to include the local phys-
ical Hilbert spaces in the truncation.

Appendix B: Complexity and alternative projectors

The leading complexity of the split-CTMRG algorithm can
be reduced even further by moving to an analog to of the half
projectors [11] for the construction of the teal projectors, as
this construction is the only one containing operations which
scale as

O(χ3
Eχ

4
B)

χE ≈χ2
B−−−−−→ O(χ10

B ). (B1)

Half projectors provide computationally more efficient alter-
native to the presented full projectors, while possibly being
less accurate. They can be useful even in variational opti-
mization, as long as sufficiently high environment bond di-
mensions are accessible, or in order to preconverge the simu-
lations before moving to the more accurate projectors for final
convergence. The corresponding adapted networks for ρBteal
and ρTteal are shown in Fig. 10. The smaller initial size of the
networks already reduces their contraction cost to

O(χ3
Iχ

3
Bp)

χI ≈χ2
B−−−−−→ O(χ9

Bp), (B2)

so that the new leading cost now becomes the singular value
decomposition of the Myellow and Mred matrices, that is given
by

O(χ3
Iχ

3
Bp

3)
χI ≈χ2

B−−−−−→ O(χ9
Bp

3). (B3)

However, this computational cost can be further reduced by
switching the order of absorption of the physical legs. Specifi-
cally, incorporating the physical leg directly in the yellow pro-
jectors instead of the red projectors, as done in our initial pro-
posal. In this scenario, the dependence of the scaling on the
physical Hilbert space dimension p in Eq. (B3) is eliminated.
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−1/2
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−1/2
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Ũ†
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Figure 7. Construction of the teal projectors used in the left absorption step in Fig. 6. The initial networks for ρBteal and ρTteal already contain the
green projectors from the preceding absorption of the ket-layer. A truncated SVD of Mteal is used to generate an approximate resolution of the
identity, from which the final projectors are defined.

ψx,y
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Ũ†
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Figure 8. Construction of the yellow projectors used in the left absorption step in Fig. 6. A truncated SVD of Myellow is used to generate an
approximate resolution of the identity, from which the final projectors are defined.

Thus, the leading cost again becomes the one in Eq. (B2). The alternative constructions for the yellow and red projectors are
presented in Fig. 11 and Fig. 12, respectively.
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