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Computing the subleading logarithmic term in the entanglement entropy (EE) of (2+1)d quantum many-
body systems remains a significant challenge, despite its critical role in revealing universal information about
quantum states and quantum critical points (QCPs). Capitalizing on recent algorithmic advances that enable the
stable calculation of EE as an exponential observable [1-3], we develop a bubble basis projector quantum Monte
Carlo (QMC) algorithm to precisely and efficiently compute the universal corner EE along a parameter trajectory
connecting the Ising and Gaussian QCPs; where in the latter case there exists an analytic value to benchmark
with [4, 5]. Our approach eliminates the dominant area-law term directly within the QMC sampling, thereby
promoting the coveted subleading logarithmic term to the leading contribution. We apply this technique to
calculate the EE in a (2+1)d square-lattice transverse-field Ising model augmented with a four-body interaction,
tracing a path from the Ising to the Gaussian QCPs and then to the first-order transition. The consistent values
obtained for the universal corner EE along the path validate the reliability and precision of our approach for
extracting challenging entanglement properties. These results establish the long-sought connection between the
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universal values of an exactly solvable limit and those of a strongly correlated regime at (2+1)d.

I. INTRODUCTION

Entanglement is the quintessential property of quantum me-
chanics [6-8]. As the investigation of quantum many-body
states of matter advances, precise computation and quantifi-
cation of the quantum entanglement therein becomes an ur-
gent task [9, 10]. Among the many available entanglement
measures, the entanglement entropy (EE) plays a central role,
having already deepened our understanding and refined the
classification of quantum states of matter [11-18]. For exam-
ple, in (1+1)d systems, the sublinear scaling of EE with sub-
system size underpins the efficiency of matrix product state
representations [19]. In (2+1)d, universal contribution to EE
was first identified in exactly solvable models [20, 21], and
later measured in prototypical interacting models using quan-
tum Monte Carlo (QMC) methods [12, 22]. It enabled direct
probes of long-range entanglement, the structure of topolog-
ical order, and the nature of the emergent fractionalized de-
grees of freedom.

However, a fully generic EE computation scheme for
(2+1)d quantum many-body systems remains a major chal-
lenge, primarily due to the exponential complexity in access-
ing the wave function. An important feature of EE in (2+1)d
quantum critical states is the universal corner term, i.e. the
subleading logarithmic contribution to the EE. To date, ana-
lytical results for this universal term have been obtained only
in free theories at (2+1)d [4, 5], for both Rényi and von Neu-
mann entropies. For interacting theories, analytically con-
trolled calculations have only been performed for O(N) criti-
cal point in the large N approximation for the von Neumann
entropy [23].
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Over the years, numerous efforts have been made in devel-
oping QMC algorithm for high-precision computation of EE
to extract the universal corner term at the (2+1)d Ising and
O(N) critical points [3, 15, 24-27]. Despite the progress, the
current state of the art is still not fully satisfactory, for the fol-
lowing reasons

e These universal terms are subleading to the dominant
area-law contribution that scales extensively with the
subsystem size. Isolating the subleading contribution
directly from the finite-size EE data often suffers from
substantial error bars, limiting their numerical preci-
sion.

e There has been no attempt to perform benchmark study
against the exactly solvable results for free theories and
then compute EE across the interacting (2+1)d critical
points within one set of QMC simulation. Such a setup
would allow one to first quantitatively validate the QMC
algorithm on reproducing the free-theory results, and
only then place further confidence in the extraction of
universal corner terms for the interacting quantum crit-
ical points, including a quantitative assessment of their
distance from the Gaussian (free-theory) results.

It is due to these issues that the overall status of the precise
computation of the universal corner coefficient for interacting
QCPs remains somewhat ambiguous.

To address these challenges, we introduce in this work
an advanced projector QMC (PQMC) framework based on
a bubble basis. This development significantly improves
the efficiency of the incremental SWAP algorithm for EE
computation—a method recently advanced by our group [1,
3]—compared to conventional PQMC approach that employs
a standard o* basis [24]. Furthermore, we successfully
integrate the subtracted corner entanglement entropy tech-
nique [3] into this new framework. The combination of these
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FIG. 1. Model, phase diagram and the universal corner EE from Ising to Gaussian QCPs. (a) Phase transition on & — K plane. The light
pink line represents the continuous phase transition, while the blue line indicates the first-order phase transition. The dots indicate the points
where we performed the crossing-point analysis to determine the locations of the phase transitions. The PQMC determined Gaussian fixed
point is identified as the yellow star. The top left inset in (a) illustrates the entanglement regions. In a L x L square lattice, the entangled region
A has the dimension LXxL/2 (orange background) and it has a smooth boundary [Eq. (3)]. The region A, has a L/2xL/2 (blue background) and
it has four 90° corners contribution [Eq. (4)]. The lattice is periodic along both directions (denoted by the dotted lines), and the entanglement
regions A; and A, have the same boundary length. The bottom right inset in (a) illustrates the action of K-term in the Hamiltonian of Eq. (1).
(b) Scaling of the subtracted entanglement entropy S ;. The dependence of S, on In(L) at the phase transition boundary for selected values of
K =0,5, 10, K., 160 and 320 are shown, where K. = 16.02(6) is the Gaussian QCP. (c¢) The universal log-coefficient s, extracted from the
data in (b), as a function of K. (d), (e), and (f) show the extrapolation for K = 0, K = 5, and K = 10 at their corresponding (2+1)d Ising QCPs.
The computed corner log-coefficients converge to a universal average value of s = 0.020(1) as Ly,;, increases. (g) corresponds to the Gaussian
fixed point at K., where the corner log-coefficient converges to the universal value of s = 0.025(1). (h) is for K = 320 at its first-order phase

transition point; here, the computed corner log-coefficients vanishes as s = 0.000(1).

methods allows the dominant area-law term in the EE to be
directly eliminated during the QMC sampling process. As a
result, the coveted subleading logarithmic term becomes the
leading contribution in the simulation output, enabling a pre-
cise and direct extraction of the universal corner coefficient.

We design a (2+1)d square lattice transverse-field Ising
model (TFIM) augmented with a four-body interaction term.
By tuning the relative strength between the two-spin and four-
spin couplings, a continuous parameter path can be realized,
connecting the Ising and Gaussian (free-theory) QCPs and
ending in a first-order transition. Applying our bubble basis
incremental SWAP algorithm along this path, we extract the
universal corner contribution to the EE. At the Gaussian fixed
point, the resulting logarithmic coefficient for four 90° corners
agrees perfectly with the analytical value of s = 0.02567 [4] —
our QMC estimate is s = 0.025(1) — the number in parenthe-
ses indicates the uncertainty in the last significant digit. This
value is clearly distinguishable from the Ising universal coef-
ficient obtained along the same path, s = 0.020(1) for four 90°
corners. The accurate determination of these universal terms
across the (2+1)d QCPs — from the Ising to the Gaussian uni-
versality class — demonstrates the reliability of our approach

in capturing challenging entanglement properties. It provides
a high-precision benchmark for future EE computations and
establishes a long-missing link between exactly solvable lim-
its and strongly correlated regimes in (2+1) dimensions.

II. RESULTS

We directly start with explaining the main results of the pa-
per: our model design (Sec. IT A), and then our PQMC results
of the phase diagram (Sec. II B) and the computed EE along
the parameter path from Ising to Gaussian QCPs, to monitor
the changes of the universal corner log-coefficients (Sec. I1 C).
The detailed explanation of the analytic computation at the
Gaussian fixed point and our algorithmic advancements of
Bubble basis PQMC and the superior EE computation therein,
will be given in the next section.



A. From Ising to Gaussian at (2+1)d

The Hamiltonian of a TFIM on a square lattice, augmented
with a four-body K interaction term, is given as

H=—J) oioi~h) of =K ) (i +D(ojoi+ D,
(@) i (a,d)(b,c) 0

where o = {0, 0¥, 0} denotes the Pauli matrices, i labels a
lattice site, and (i, j) denotes a nearest-neighbor pair of sites.
The system has N = L x L sites in total, where L is the linear
size. We consider the ferromagnetic case, set J = 1 as the
energy unit, and take & to be the transverse-field strength. To
realize the Gaussian fixed point, we consider a K-term into
the TFIM where (a,d) and (b, ¢) denote two distinct bonds in
a plaquette, as illustrated in the lower right inset of Fig. I (a).

According to the RG flow analysis provided in the Sec. I
of Supplemental Material (SM) [28], at (2+1)d the turning
of the K-term controls the value of the A4-term in the field
theory. When A4 > 0, turning the &/J corresponds to tune
from m> < 0 to m*> > 0 and the system experience a (2+1)d
Ising QCP from ferromagnetic (FM) to paramagnetic (PM)
phases. When A4 < 0, turning the 4/J would generate a first
order transition from FM to PM phases. The fine-tuned point
of A4 = 0 will give rise to a Gaussian fixed point between the
ferromagentic and PM phases, as a function of 4/J. Of course,
the microscopic value of the K in the lattice model upon which
the coupling constant A4 vanishes in the field theory is not
known a priori, and that is why the unbiased QMC simulation
is needed to determine the phase diagram in Fig. I (a) in the
first place.

B. Phase Diagram

Fig. 2 (a), (d) and (g) show the analysis of the Binder cumu-
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lant Uy = % (1 - %) for various values of the tuning pa-

rameter h at K = 5, K = 16.02, and K = 320, with the linear
system sizes from L = 4 up to L = 64. The Binder cumulants
approach 1 at small 4 and O at large A for all three K values,
indicating a transition from a FM to a PM phase with increas-
ing h. The nature of this transition, however, depends on the
value of K. For K = 5 and K = 16.02, the Binder cumulant
exhibits behavior characteristic of a continuous phase transi-
tion. In contrast, for K = 320, the transition is first-order, as
evidenced by the emergence of negative values in the Binder
cumulant [29, 30] to the right of the critical point for L > 10.

To further classify the universality classes of the continu-
ous transitions, we performed a finite-size scaling analysis.
For the continuous transition at K = 5, the data collapse was
successfully achieved using the (2+1)d Ising critical exponent
(correlation length exponent v = 0.63), as illustrated in Fig. 2
(b), confirming that it belongs to the Ising universality class
and give rise h. = 23.9(5). For K = 16.02, a satisfactory data
collapse was obtained only when using Gaussian exponent
(correlation length exponent v = 1/2), shown in Fig. 2 (e),
indicating its affiliation with the Gaussian universality class,

and the corresponding /. = 67.57(4). For the first-order tran-
sition at K = 320, attempts to collapse the data using either
(2+1)d Ising or Gaussian exponents were unsuccessful (Fig. 2
(h) and (i)), which provides additional support for the first-
order nature of the transition at this point. The very large
value of K was selected specifically to distance the system
from the Gaussian critical point, thereby cleanly isolating and
demonstrating the characteristic first-order behavior.

We also set the position of the QCP (%.) and the correlation
length exponent (v) as free parameters and record the coeffi-
cient of determination, R, of the data collapse with each set of
(h¢, v) such that the optimized collapse can be determined with
the optimized choice of the (h.,v) for different K cuts. The
corresponding heatmap are shown in Fig. 2 (c¢) and (f). It is
obvious from these analyses that for K = 5, the optimized data
collapse can be obtained only when the v = 0.63(5) which
correspond to the (2+1)d Ising QCP, whereas for K = 16.02,
the optimized data collapse can be only be obtained when
v = 0.52(5), which correspond to the Gaussian QCP.

The raw data presented in Fig. 2 were acquired using the
PQMC method in the o, basis. This choice was made be-
cause, as will be discussed in the Secs. III B and I C, the o,
basis PQMC demonstrates better efficiency than bubble basis
PQMC for calculating standard physical observables such as
energy, magnetization, and the Binder cumulant, but worse ef-
ficiency in computing the exponential observables [2], such as
EE and free energy.

C. Universal terms in the EE

In a finite-size system, the EE is found to adhere to the area
law, expressed as

S% =aly - sIn(ly) +c, )

where 4 is the boundary length of the entanglement region
(typically proportional to the linear system size L, as illus-
trated in the inset of Fig. I (a)), a is a non-universal coefficient
associated with the area-law term, s is a universal coefficient
quantifying the subleading logarithmic correction, which de-
pends on the presence of sharp corners in the entanglement
region and the ground state properties, and c is a constant.

At the Gaussian point, the logarithmic correction arising
from sharp corners is well-established and considered exactly
solvable, as discussed in Sec. III A. For the entanglement re-
gion shown in the inset of Fig. I (a), which contains four 90°
corners, the universal coefficient of this logarithmic correction
at the Gaussian point is known to be s = 0.02567 [4, 5] (cf.
Fig. 3).

In this study, we employ the bubble basis PQMC method
to compute the EE of the TFIM, augmented with a K term,
precisely at its critical point (K., 4.). The entropy calculation
utilizes the advanced incremental method [1, 17], enhanced
further by the subtracted corner entanglement entropy (SCEE)
technique [3, 15, 18]. The SCEE technique is specifically
designed to isolate the universal log-coefficients originating
from sharp corners on the entanglement boundary during one
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FIG. 2. Finite-size scaling analysis of the phase transitions driven by transverse field / at different values of parameter K. (a-c) K = 5:
(a) Binder cumulant U, as a function of 4 for different system sizes up to L = 64. The crossing point of the curves determines the critical
field h5=5 = 23.9(5). (b) Data collapse of U, using the finite-size scaling relation U ~ (h/h. — 1)L'/” with the 3D Ising universality critical
exponent v = 0.63. The high quality of the collapse confirms a continuous phase transition. (c) Heat map of the R statistic for the data
collapse, evaluated over a range of v and A, values. The optimal region of high R aligns with v = 0.63, providing further evidence that the
continuous phase transition belongs to the 3D Ising universality. (d-f) K = 16.02: (d) Binder cumulant U, versus h for different L up to 64.
The intersection point identifies #X=1992 = 67.57(4). (e) Data collapse of U; using the Gaussian (free) universality critical exponent v = 0.5,
indicating a continuous phase transition belonging to this class. (f) Heat map based on the R criterion for the finite-size scaling relation,
exploring different values of v and /.. The bright region confirming the best data collapse includes v = 0.5, consistent with the Gaussian
universality. (g-i) K = 320: (g) Binder cumulant U, as a function of & for different L up to 16. The emergence of negative U, values for
L =12 and L = 16 at certain values of / is a signature of a first-order phase transition. (h) Attempted data collapse of U}, using the 3D Ising
critical exponent (v = 0.63) fails. (i) Attempted data collapse using the Gaussian critical exponent (v = 0.5) also fails. The poor quality of
both collapse attempts provides additional evidence for a first-order phase transition at this parameter.

QMC simulation. These coefficients are vital for characteriz-
ing quantum criticalities and their underlying conformal field
theories. This is achieved by calculating the difference be-
tween the EEs of two strategically chosen subregions, A; and
A, within the same system, as depicted in the upper inset of
Fig. I (a). Subregion A; possesses a smooth boundary, and its
EE follows the form

S9' = ala, +y1. 3)
while subregion A;, which contains corners, exhibits an EE
given by
“)

S?Z =aly, — slnly, +ys.

The subregions are selected such that their boundary lengths
are equal: l4, = l4, = 2L. The SCEE is then defined as the

difference between S/;‘ and S ’;2:

S,=85" =83 =sInL+y, (5)

where v = y; — v». This differential approach inherently can-
cels the dominant, non-universal area-law term in the entan-
glement entropy. Consequently, the universal corner contribu-
tion emerges as the leading term in the scaling analysis, en-
abling its precise and straightforward extraction. Moreover,
the quantity S can be obtained directly in the QMC simu-
lation. This approach is more efficient and yields better pre-

cision than first calculating S ;“ and S ;‘2 separately and then



subtracting them, as it avoids the accumulation of errors from
the subtraction operation, which was performed in previous
QMC works [24-27].

Fig. I (b) demonstrate the S ; versus In(L) along the criti-
cal boundary in Fig. I (a) for various K values. L. takes
values of 40, 38, 38, 36, 14, and 14 for K = 0, 5, 10, K,
160, and 320, respectively. We found as L increases, the
expected Sy ~ sln(L) behavior (Eq. (5)) manifests, and for
K =0,5,10 < K, i.e., the (2+1)d Ising QCPs, the curves are
all parallel (although their intercepts are different) which im-
plies the equal value of the universal log-coefficient s. Then in
Fig. I (d), (e) and (f), we performed the extrapolation of s by
gradually removing the smallest system size L,,;, in the fitting
process, and one sees that s of there curves nicely yield the
s = 0.020(1). We note that for all extrapolations, the process
is stopped once the two smallest values of 1/L,,;, converge.
The final converged slope is obtained by averaging the results
from the last two points.

At K = K., i.e., at the Gaussian fixed point, it is interest-
ing to see that the slope in Fig. I (b) is distinctively differ-
ent from those Ising QCPs. Here we put the analytic value
of s = 0.02567 by hand in the figure, and one sees the data
follow the expectation perfectly. Moreover, in Fig. I (g), we
performed the same 1/L,,;, extrapolation and found that con-
verged s = 0.025(1) steadily land at the theoretical value for
the Gaussian fixed point (red dashed line). We emphasize that
without our bubble PQMC and the incremental SWAP im-
plementation in this basis, and the SCEE cancellation of the
area-law term in QMC sampling, the 1/1000 difference of the
s = 0.020(1) for (2+1)d Ising QCP and the s = 0.025(1) for
(2+1)d Gaussian QCP, were not possible with conventional
computations.

For K = 160,320 > K, the system exhibits a first-order
phase transition, characterized by the coexistence of PM and
FM phases. Our numerical results demonstrate that the uni-
versal corner coefficient s vanishes, as shown in Fig. I(c) and
its extrapolation in Fig. I(h). This observation can be under-
stood from the superposition of the contributions from the PM
and FM phases, both of which are product states with gapped
spectra and expected to have vanishing individual corner co-
efficients. Consequently, at the first-order transition point, the
overall value is found to be s = 0.

The summary of the converged universal corner log-term
along the Ising to Gaussian and eventually 1st order phase
boundary, is given in Fig. I (c).
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FIG. 3. Universal corner term in a free theory. In 2d square lattice
with the entanglement area having four 90° corners, one can compute
the universal term s in Eq. (10) and extrapolate the value with the
inverse linear size of the region 1/L,,;,, the extrapolated the value
is s = 0.02567. The red dashed line is the reference value from
literature [4, 5].

III. ANALYTIC RESULTS AND ALGORITHMIC
ADVANCES OF THE BUBBLE PQMC

We now explain the analytic computation of the universal
corner EE at the Gaussian fixed point (Sec. [II A), and algo-
rithmic advancements of bubble basis PQMC (Sec. I1I B) and
the superior incremental SWAP EE computation in the bubble
basis (Sec. III C), over the previous o*-basis.

A. EE for free theory in a lattice

Following Refs. [4, 5, 31], here we perform a calculation of
the universal corner log-term in EE for a free scalar theory on
a square lattice. To this end, we evaluate the Rényi entropy
for a massless real scalar with the Hamiltonian

H= %Zﬂ?+%2(¢i_¢j)2
i (i)}

%Z”? + % Z¢iMi,j¢j,
i W

where ¢; and 7; are the free boson field and its canonical mo-
mentum, with the canonical commutation relation [¢;, ;] =
i6; . The model is placed on a Lx L lattice, and M is the NXN
(with N = L?) lattice Laplacian matrix. In order to avoid zero
mode, we impose anti-periodic boundary condition for ¢ in
the y direction (and periodic in x). From the Hamiltonian, we
find the following correlators

(6)

1
1
Pij = (mimj) = E(Ml/z)ij- ®)

The entanglement entropy can be obtained using the fol-
lowing method. Denote the restriction of X to a region A by
X, (and similarly define P4). Diagonalize the matrix VX4 Py,
with eigenvalues €,. The 2nd Rényi EE is given by

S? == ; In ((En + %)2 - (fn - %)2) == ; 1n(2€n). (9)

In order to cancel the leading perimeter term, we also em-
ploy the SCEE scheme and take the difference between them:

S,=85(L)-SP(L) =slnL+y+0(1/L).  (10)

We gradually skip the smaller system sizes in the fitting,
i.e., by throwing away linear size L < L,,;,, the converged
universal corner term s = 0.02567 for four 90° corners, is
obtained as shown in Fig. 3. This is the reference value we
used to compare the s from QMC simulation at the (2+1)d
Ising and Gaussian QCPs, in fact, our Gaussian QCP from
PQMC simulaiton at K = K, indeed recovers this number, as
shown in Fig. I (b), (c) and (g).



B. Projector quantum Monte Carlo in Bubble basis

The PQMC method for bosonic/spin system was intro-
duced by Sandvik in 2005 for SU(2) quantum spins using the
valence-bond basis [32]; later, a combined spin and valence-
bond basis for SU(2) quantum spins was proposed to enable
more efficient simulations [33]. In 2013, Inglis and Melko
adapted PQMC to the TFIM in the o, basis, enabling the cal-
culation of the Rényi EE in such basis [24].

In the ground state, the expectation value of an operator O
is

1
Oy = ZWllow"), (11
where |°) is the unnormalized ground state wavefunction and

Z = °ly°) is the normalization. In PQMC framework, [°)
is estimated by a projection procedure on a trial state |@°) as

(—H)m|a’0) - |lﬁ0> ,as m — oo.

To understand this projection procedure, one can write |a”)
as linear superposition of energy eigenstates of Hamiltonian

la®) = 3; cily'), then
(=H)Y"a") = (=Eo)" [COIlﬁ >+C1( ) 'y - ] 12)

where we assume that Ej has the largest magnitude among
all E; and this can be ensured by adding a sufficiently large
negative constant to H. Then, for large enough m, one can
obtain (O) as,

(&}|(=H)"O(-H)"|a))

o
‘9= (I(=H)"(~H)"|a?)

13)

where (a?| and |a?) represent the left and right trial wavefunc-
tions, they may be identical or distinct as there is no need for
orthogonalisation.

To introduce the PQMC sampling, we rewrite the Hamilto-
nian (up to an additive constant) as,

H=—JZHJ—hZHh—KZHK, (14)

where H; = (O'ZO' + I) is the bond operator and H), = (o +
o; +1) is the site operator with ot = (c* +io¥Y)/2 and o =
(o-" —i0Y)/2, Hk = (0,0 + D(o,07 + ) represents the four-
body operator, and I the identity operator. For a 2D system,
N; = 2N is the total number of bonds, Ny = N and N, = N

We sample the operators H,, with a € {J, h, K} by evaluat-
ing

Siea? I TTE, Ha,Ol_["-q H, la?)

m Ha, | CKO >

B 2y WO,
Z{c}<010| H Z{cl W,
where ¢ = {a;,ay, - ,agm} is a configuration representing

a set of operators in 2m projection space, the configuration
weight is given as

)=

. (15)

2m

—wqﬂmm> (16)

and the estimator is

m

%ﬂmﬂﬂmmww (17)

=1 j=1

In principle, the PQMC framework is basis-independent.
In practice, however, the choice of basis is critical for con-
structing a trial wavefunction that, when acted upon by the
operator H,, avoids branching, and ensures the weights ‘W,
remain non-negative thereby circumventing the sign problem.
As demonstrated in Ref. [24], the o, basis meets these re-
quirements, leading to an algorithm with overall computa-
tional complexity scaling as O(m). However, precise calcu-
lation of the Rényi EE, which is recognized as an exponential
observable [2], often necessitates specialized techniques like
the incremental approach to overcome severe statistical insta-
bility in direct sampling [1, 2, 17]. Applying this incremental
technique within the conventional o, basis PQMC framework
for computing the EE of the TFIM entails a significant in-
crease in computational complexity. As we analyze below, the
total cost escalates disadvantageously to O(m? + mN), which
severely restricts the system sizes for which reliable EE anal-
ysis is feasible.

To enable accurate EE calculation for considerably larger
systems, thereby allowing more robust finite-size scaling and
credible revelation of universal properties, we introduce a new
PQMC framework formulated in a bubble basis. As shown
below, when combined with the incremental technique, our
bubble basis PQMC substantially reduces the computational
overhead to O(mP), where P scales as a power-law in the lin-
ear system size L in the FM phase and at the critical point,
but remains O(1) in the PM phase, as shown in Fig. 7. This
improvement dramatically enhances the efficiency of precise
EE computations.

As illustrated in Fig. 4, a state |@°) in bubble basis is em-
ployed as the trial wave function. The term “bubble” is used
because, when visualizing the evolution of the state, the loops
formed by different lattice sites resemble bubbles floating in
the configuration space. Within a single bubble, all sites
share the same spin orientation, either all up or all down. In
other words, a bubble state is a superposition of o* prod-
uct states. For example, for the right trail wave function
in Fig. 5, in a four-sites system with four bubbles, we have
) = 1T + DY@ + XTI + DXT + D). Itis straightfor-
ward to verify that the application of a bond operator Hy, a
site operator Hj, or a four-body operator Hg to a bubble state
results in another bubble state, with no branching occurring,
as shown in panels (a)-(h) in Fig. 4.

It is straightforward to verify that the overlap of two bubble
states is

(alBy = 2", (18)

where Np is the number of link-bubbles formed by connecting
the bubbles between (a| and |8) via their one-to-one site corre-
spoding nodes and an example is shown in Fig. 6. To estimate
the observable {(a|O|B), one can first propagate O|B) to a new
bubble state |y) then calculate the overlap (a|y). Alternatively,
one can revert to the o basis, as defined for bubble states.
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FIG. 4. Illustration of the bubble basis and its operator evolution.
The Hy acts on a square of four spins, but for illustration purposes,
it is compressed and shown as a one-dimensional bar here. a) and b)
show the action of H;, c) and d) show the action of H), and e) - h)
show the action of Hy on the bubble basis. After acting the operators
on the basis, they would give different constants as described in Eq.
(16) and these constants are also shown next to the bubbles.
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FIG. 5. Propagation of the operators. This graph gives a pictorial
representation of Eq. (19). It shows a configuration with m = 2
and the operators H,, - H,, are H;, Hy,, H; and H; respectively. The
actions of different operators on the bubble basis are illustrated in

Fig. I, and the constants are neglected here.

To update a configuration c to ¢’ according to the Metropo-
lis algorithm within PQMC, calculating the configuration
weight ratio W, /W, is a key step. This ratio determines
the acceptance probability for the proposed move. A direct
calculation of the individual weights W, and ‘W, using the
explicit Eq. (16) typically involves computations for projec-

NB:3

FIG. 6. Illustration of the overlap of bubble basis. Here (a| = ((TT
+ LD+ DA+ Dland 18) = (T + DT+ DT+ DT + 1)). The

dash lines represent the one-to-one site corresponding notes. In this
example, the black solid lines are the link-bubbles and the number of
independent link-bubbles is Ng = 3.

tion evolution and the state overlaps. For a local update of the
configuration—where only a single operator H,, is changed to
H,_ atthe j-th projection time slice, leaving all other operators
unchanged-this direct approach can lead to a computational
complexity of O(m + N). Here m and N come from projec-
tion evolution and the state overlaps, separately. To achieve a
more efficient calculation, the recently developed propagating
update strategy by us [1] is used.

The key idea of the propagating update strategy is that, for
a local update, Eq. (16) can be reformulated as,

2m
(][]
i=1

where the value of n{ ! is determined by the sequence of op-

a9> _ o) (] "H, o™ ), (19)

erator actions encountered during the projector process (a{ ! [,
which evolves from (a?| I—[l]:_l1 H,,, as illustrated in Fig. 5. Ac-
cording to Fig. 4, each operator action corresponding to panels

(a), (b), and (d) increments n{_l by 1. Actions represented
by panel (c) contribute 0, while those shown in panels (e)
to (h) increment n{_] by 2. Conversely, nfm_j represents an
analogous count for the process Iafmfj ), which evolves from
[17%%41 Hajlap).

For a local update from H,, to H, ;/_, the weight ratio can be
calculated straightforwardly as

-1 Im—j
We <al |H;/’ |y >
- ._1 2 3 .
We <a'; |Ha‘f|arm j>

(20)

Since this approach avoids recomputing the entire propaga-
tion, the computational complexity for a local update is re-
duced from O(m + N) to O(N), where O(N) arises from the
overlap calculation. The evaluation of the ratio can be further
accelerated by introducing an auxiliary state, leading to the



reformulated expression,
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As illustrated in Fig. 4, the action of a bond operator H;
either merges two bubbles into one or leaves a bubble un-
changed. If we express the overlap as <a{_1 |Hd/.|afm_’ > =2Ns
and <a{_1|afm_1 > = 25 then the difference N}, — Np is ei-
ther —1 or 0. Consequently, <a{_1|de|afm_J > / <a;_l Q" >
takes a value of 27" or 2° when H,, represents a bond op-
erator. Similarly, a site operator H, either splits one bubble
into two or leaves it unchanged, resulting in possible values
of 2! or 2° for (a] ' |Ha,la;" ™) / (] 'le;"™) when H,, rep-
resents a site operator. A four-body K-term operator can be
treated as the product of two bond operators. Furthermore,
determining the value of Nj — Np only requires consideration
of the link-bubbles that contain the sites involved in the op-
erator. Therefor, the computational complexity of the weight
ratio calculation via the accelerated Eq. (21) can be expressed
as O(P), where P denotes the statistical average of the number
of lattice sites within the link-bubbles connected to the opera-
tor being updated.

—— Ferromagnetic: P=1.05L%%1°
—— Phase Transition: P=0.9811°8%7

—— Paramagnetic: P=1.2100%
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FIG. 7. Complexity analysis of different phases at K = 0. Inside
the FM phase P ~ L, at the Ising QCP P ~ L% and inside the PM
phase P ~ L% is almost a constant.

As illustrated in Fig. 7, P exhibits a power-law scaling with
the system size L in the FM phase and at the critical point,
while it remains O(1) in the PM phase. In the FM phase, the
tendency for all lattice sites to form a single collective “bub-
ble” implies that the weight ratio calculation must account for
the entire lattice. This is consistent with the observed scal-
ing P ~ L?, which equals the total number of lattice sites N.
Conversely, in the PM phase, individual sites or small local
clusters tend to form independent bubbles. Consequently, the
value of P becomes a constant independent of L. Notably, at
the critical point, numerical results indicate that P also follows
a power-law scaling with L, but with a reduced exponent of

approximately 0.8. This leads to a significant computational
speedup compared to the FM phase. When considering the
full projection time slice, the total computational complex-
ity of the PQMC method with the bubble basis is therefore
O(mP), where m is the number of time slices.

a)
® (o0 @ (0 o 0 o |0
b)

SWAPAl(Z)
® [ ® ([ ] (] o [ ®

FIG. 8. SWAP operator actions on bubble basis. An eight-site
chain with two interacting copies (blue and red color sites) before
(a) and after (b) S WAP,. The green dotted line circles the entangled
region A. The bubbles in the graph follow the same definition as in
the main text.

We have successfully applied the developed PQMC algo-
rithm in the bubble basis to compute the phase diagram of the
transverse field Ising model, as shown in Sec. III of SM [28].
Our results indicate that a continuous phase transition from a
FM to a PM state occurs at a critical field of h. = 3.044(2).
The critical exponents obtained numerically demonstrate that
this phase transition belongs to the (2+1)d Ising universality
class, which is consistent with previous literature [34-36].

C. EE computation in the Bubble PQMC

As discussed above, the total computational complexity of
PQMC with the bubble basis is O(mP). In the PM phase,
P ~ 1, whereas in the FM phase and at QMC, P ~ L®. In our
case, @ = 2 in the FM phase and @ = 0.8 at QCP (cf. Fig. 7).
The PQMC with the o, basis developed in Ref. [24] has com-
putational complexity O(m) across all phases. Consequently,
our method is as efficient as the o, basis PQMC in the PM
phase, but it is less efficient in the FM phase and at the QCP.
However, for computing the Refyi EE, our method offers a
significant efficiency advantage. We reduce the O(m> + mN)
complexity for EE computation in o, basis to O(mP) in bubble
basis, as we explain below.

The 2nd Renlyi EE can be estimated by the expectation
value of SWAP, operator using a replica trick in QMC [24,
37, 38],

St Zieiier) Wiz (SWAP, /W)
Zienens Wiz

where Wy, = W, W,, is the weight product of two replicas,
A is the entanglement region as shown in the inset of Fig. I (a)
and

(22)

m m
SWAP, = (@), [ | Hapt Ho nSWAPA | | Hoyo1 Ha 1)),
i=1 j=1

(23)



where <a’212| = (a?JI ® (agzl and |“(r),1z> = |a21> ® |‘122> are the
left and right trail wavefunctions of a system containing two
replicas, respectively.

Recent studies have established that EE is an exponen-
tial observable [1, 2, 17], and directly evaluating SWAP, is
plagued by convergence problems. To overcome these is-
sues, the power incremental algorithm provides an elegant and
straightforward operational approach [1, 17]. Rather than es-
timating SWAP, directly, one should compute it in an incre-
mental form

54 Z()Z(2)  Zk+1) Z(n)
Tz zZk Zm-1)

(24)

where Z (k) = Z[c,ucz;(le(SWAPA/(le)k/"- Here integer
k indexes the k-th increment out of a total of n increments.
The value of n can be quantitatively determined based on
the scaling of log(SWAP,). With Z(0) = (.} c,) W12 and
Z(n) = Yienie) W12(SWAP, /W12), the final product natu-
rally yields the definition of the 2nd Rényi EE. Each incre-
mental ratio can then be evaluated in parallel with PQMC as
follows

ZU+ D) Zieied Wiy " (SWAPL) " (SWAPA /W) /"

Z{) Sientes Wiy " (SWAP )"
(25)
To evaluate the expectation value of 251 for the TFIM

Z(k
within a specific configuration using a 0'1—(b)asis PQMC sim-
ulation, one must first construct clusters for the off-diagonal
update. The value is then determined by counting the num-
ber of independent clusters that cross the central time-slice, as
detailed in Ref. [24]. When calculating the incremental ratio
Z(Zk(z)l) within this o*-basis framework, the swap operator con-
tributes to the update weight. Consequently, for every local
update at any projection time slice, it is necessary to perform
a projection evolution to the middle time-slice and reconstruct
the clusters to count the crossing clusters. This process results
in a total computational complexity of O(m? + mN), which is
highly inefficient.

In contrast, the bubble basis PQMC approach offers a sig-
nificant advantage. The action of the SWAP operator on a
bubble state generates a new, well-defined bubble state, as
illustrated in Fig. 8. This property allows for the use of a
propagating update strategy based on Eq. (21), which can be
directly applied to the SWAP operator during updates. As a
result, the total computational complexity for obtaining Z(Zk(:)l)
remains O(mP), making the bubble basis PQMC method sig-
nificantly faster than the o*-basis approach.

IV. DISCUSSION

Based on the description in Secs. II and III, as for the two
questions that were asked in the introduction, that,

e it is difficult to access the intensive and subleading uni-
versal term of corner coefficient from the extensive re-
sults of the EE computation,

o there exists no previous attempt that within one QMC
computation, the analytically known results of these
universal terms can be recovered consistently and then
extend the computation to the strongly coupling regime,
at (2+1)d,

we believe these two questions are solved satisfactorily in this
work.

By designing a lattice model that hosts QCPs from (2+1)d
Ising to Gaussian, and by efficiently computing the EE with
the incremental SWAP method such that the leading area-
law contributions are eliminated within one simulation and
the sub-leading logarithmic term is promoted to the leading
term. We obtained the precise quantitative values of the uni-
versal corner log-coefficient in EE for the (2+1)d Ising and
Gaussian QCPs. We find that these two universalities are dis-
tinguishably different in their universal term of EE, through
our high precision measurements, of 0.020(1) for the former
and 0.025(1) for the latter for four 90° corners of the entangle
area. The exact matching with the analytic results [4, 5] at the
Gaussian QCP, implies that our Ising value is by far the most
accurate one among all the previous attempts.

The significance of this work can be appreciated in a
broader perspective. Our computation scheme gives the fu-
ture QMC computation of the EE a solid foundation, and
the further methodology developments, either in the projector
QMC or path-integral QMC, can now use the present results
and computational complexity as the necessary benchmark to
evaluate the performance of their simulations.

Looking ahead, it is now the time to extend such a
comparison between the analytic results at Gaussian CFT
and the numerical results from large-scale computation
to other entanglement measurements, such as multipartite
entanglement [39-41], quantum Fisher information [42—44]
and even quantum conditional mutual information for mixed
state [45]. With the hope that at (2+1) dimension or higher,
these entanglement properties can bridge the fundamental
entanglement concepts from precise analytic calculation for
often-time weakly interacting systems, to practical model
computations for strongly correlated systems and eventually
applications to realistic experiments for quantum materials.
In this way, exotic quantum critical points and emerging
quantum many-body phases, and their associated theory,
computation, and experimental verification, could be ex-
pected to unite from the entanglement perspective.
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Supplemental Material for ‘‘Precise computation of universal corner entanglement entropy at 2+1
dimension: From Ising to Gaussian quantum critical points”

In Sec. I, we provide the details in the RG flow analysis from the Gaussian fixed point to the Ising CFT.

In Sec. II, we provide the details of non-equilibrium method in finite temperature stochastic series expansion QMC framework,
which are another method that can steadily extract the subtracted corner entanglement entropy (SCEE). We would introduce the
details of the method, empirical scaling study of quench and benchmarking the results in main text against the result obtained
via non-equilibrium method at K = 160 and 320.

In Sec. I1I, we compare the results of physical observables in the conventional o, basis and bubble basis in the transverse field
Ising model to prove the correctness of the bubble basis.

I. RG FLOW FROM THE GAUSSIAN FIXED POINT TO THE ISING CFT

In this section, we review the standard picture for the RG flow from the Gaussian fixed point to the Ising CFT. We first discuss
Landau’s mean field theory analysis [48]. Since we are dealing with spontaneous Z, symmetry breaking, we can approximate
the free energy as

2 A A
F@)= 50"+ Tt + 20+ (SD)

Here ¢ is the order parameter for the symmetry breaking. Assume Ag > 0. When m? > 0, the free energy has a single minimum,
corresponding to the disordered phase (PM phase). When m? < 0, the free energy have two minima, corresponding to the Z,
symmetry breaking phase (FM phase). The order of the phase transition depends on the sign of 14. When 44 > 0, the phase
transition is second order. When A4 < 0, the phase transition is first order. This phase diagram from Landau’s theory agrees with
the phase diagram in Fig. I (a) from our numerical simulation. Changing m? and A4 corresponds to moving perpendicularly or
parallel to the phase separation line respectively.

Laudau’s mean field theory analysis does not take into account the thermal/quantum fluctuations. To take them into account
we should instead use the language of quantum field theory. This was first understood in the seminal paper by Wilson and
Fisher [49], where they studied the renormalization group flow of the field theory:

S = f de%(V,-gb)z + %m2¢2 + %/14¢4. (S2)

in D = 4 — e dimensions. Setting m> = 0, the beta function of the coupling constant A is

dAy 3,
[— =€y — —= A4+ . S3
ar ~ T 16 (53
Here [ is the characteristic length scale. The beta function tells us how the coupling constant evolves as we change the length
scale. The thermal dynamic limit of lattice models corresponds to large scale physics, that is / — oco. Higher order coupling
terms, such as ¢° terms can be neglected because they are irrelevant, and becomes less important in the [ — co. The beta function
have two fixed points

1672
3

The fixed point at 44 = 0 is a Gaussian fixed point, which corresponds to the tricritical point in Fig. I (a). The second fixed
point is genuinely interacting, which corresponds to 2nd order Ising phase transition line in Fig. I (a). To study the physics in the
physical dimension, we need to set € = 1. At the Gaussian point, the logarithmic correction to the entanglement entropy arising
from sharp corners is well-established [4, 5], due to the fact that Gaussian theories are easier to deal with. At the interacting
point, on the other hand, we are not aware of any reliable theoretical calculation to get the logarithmic correction. We benchmark
our algorithm at the Gaussian fixed point, and then measure this quantity at the Ising fixed point.

/14 = 0, and /14 =

E. (S4)

II. NON-EQUILIBRIUM METHOD
A. Details of extracting SCEE with non-equilibrium method

Here, we demonstrate the details of the non-equilibrium method. The discussion of this section follows closely with those in
Refs [3, 13, 15, 18, 22].



We introduce a partition function definition Z4,_4,(1) parameterized by A, where Z(1) is defined as the summation of collec-
tions for partition function Zg weighted by binomial factor g4 (1, Ng) = AV5(1 — 1)V ~N22=Ne where in the context of lattice
model, N4, is the number of sites in entanglement region A; and Nj is the number of sites in the growing region. Typically,
Np < N4, — Nga,. The definitions of A, and A; are illustrated in Fig. I (a).

The partition function can therefore be written as,

Zpa= > AN - VN Nz = N a4 Np)Zs i, (S5)

BC(A1-Az) BC(A1-A2)
With the definition Eq. (S5), the SCEE can therefore be written as S, = —1n &fl) and it can be further rewritten it to an
q Z(a=0)
. . 1 . .
integral expression Sy = — fo dﬂ%. On the other hand, as the free energy F of a canonical ensemble can be written as

F = —[—13 In(Z), where 8 = kELT The ratio of Z(A = 1) and Z(A = 0) can be expressed as,

Z(1=1
o PAF ( )

= . S6
Z1=0) (56)
By Jarzynski’s equality [50], (¢ #W4) = ¢#2F we can rewrite the expression (S6) as follows,
iy L Zd=D
ZA=0)
) Za=1)
~In((e?")) =-In|="—=],
n ((e >) n (Z(/l - O))
S, =-In((?)), (S7)
and the total work done W, in the tunneling process from Z(1 = 0) to Z(1 = 1) is,
1
dA d1n g (A1), Np(1)
LW, = dt— S8
gy = [ TR (s8)

where % is set to 1 throughout this section.

B. Empirical scaling study of quench time in non-equilibrium method

As mentioned in Sec II A, under the non-equilibrium method framework, the SCEE is related to the total work performed.
This relationship is illustrated in Eq. (S8) along the tunneling process from Z(A = 0) to Z(1 = 1). The number of steps used to
discretize the integral in Eq. (S8) is hereafter referred to as the quench steps. The total number of quench steps Q; ~ 107, for
all L in Refs. [3, 22]. Nevertheless, the quench steps are relatively large for smaller L. We have conducted an empirical scaling
study of quench steps and L to establish a benchmark for controlling the coefficient of variation (CV) to a sufficiently small value
with an appropriate number of quench steps for a given L, i.e. Q,(L, CV).

The approximated expression of the coefficient of variation (CV) derivation follows closely the discussion in Ref. [1]. The
workdone —8W in the non-equilibrium framework and the SCEE S ; are related as e ™5+ = (¢#"1) and the coefficient of variation
(CV) of e75+ is defined as the ratio of population standard deviation o,-s, to the population mean ,-s, of ¢S+, where CV[e™5+] =
7% We then denote o _pw, and p_gw, as the population standard deviation and population mean of —8W, respectively. If

|tp-s 5 |
—BW, follows normal distribution, which is shown in Fig. S1, we can express the CV[e™S+] in terms of o _pw, and p_gw, as
follows,

\/(eo—%/’WA _ l)e(zﬂfﬁWA +(r3/5WA)
CV[e™] =

e'“fﬁwAmz
[ 2
_ e(r*#WA _1

—ﬁWA/Z
- \/(1 F 02+ 1
x O_gw- (S9)




The final step of Eq. (S9) is obtained by truncating the higher-order terms. Given the number of quench steps we employed, this
approach is justified because o_gy, is significantly less than 1. After that , we denote s_gw, as the sample standard deviation of
—BW,. Since s_gw, is an unbiased estimator of o_gw, and from Eq. (S9), we know that s_gw, ~ C V[e™$+] and we will replace
CV[e™5:] by s_gw, in the following analysis.
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FIG. S1. Distribution of the work done. Example plot of —fW, distribution with Q, = 5000 of L = 12 system at K = 320, 7 = 1260 (along
the phase boundary in Fig. I (a)). The distribution of —fW, follows roughly a normal distribution.
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FIG. S2. Result of the empirical scaling analysis study (a) The sample standard deviation s_gy, against the total number of quench steps
Q,. The average slope in (a) of the linear fitting @ = —0.431(5). (b) The intercept b(L) in (a) as a function of L. The slope obtained from linear
fitting is b,, = 1.03(1), and the intercept is by = 0.67(2).

By observing the log-log plot in Fig. S2, we can conclude the the empirical relation between the total number of quench steps
and s_gw, (or CV) as In(s_gw,) = aln Q; + b,; In L + by. Rearranging the terms and putting the relation s_gw, ~ CV[e 5] back,
we will get the Q,(L,CV) = (CV[e Ss]e” 0 L=bm)1/a We set CV[e S+] = % for all L and estimate the total number of quench
steps O, needed for K = 320 data in (b) of Fig. S3. We also notice that the quench step requirement are more stringent for larger
K. Therefore, using the quench steps estimated at K = 320 in smaller K simulation would be sufficient.



C. Benchmarking the non-equilibrium methods against projector quantum Monte Carlo result

To examine the correctness the of PQMC result at large K regime in the main text, we employ the non-equilibrium method
to extract the subtracted entanglement entropy S ;. We perform the simulation at phase transition 4, of K = 160 and K = 320,
which are i, = 633 and A, = 1260, respectively. The results are shown in Fig. S3. From the figure, we can see that the results in
main text and the result obtained via the non-equilibrium method are fairly close.

0.21
s % 3333
w 0.1
s K=160-PQMC
& K=320-PQMC
z K =160 - Non-equilibrium method
z K =320 - Non-equilibrium method
0.0 - -
0 1 2 3

In(L)

FIG. S3. Comparing the result in main text and the result of the non-equilibrium method. The subtracted entanglement entropy S, are
extracted at (K., h.) = (160,633) and (K., h.) = (320, 1260) with both non-equilibrium and PQMC method. L,;, = 4 and L,,,, = 14 for both
simulations performed at K = 160 and 320.

III. BENCHMARK OF o, AND BUBBLE BASES OF TRANSVERSE FIELD ISING MODEL WITH PQMC

In this section, we provide the benchmark results of the phase transition with both o, basis and the bubble basis, in the PQMC.

A. Definition

The expectation value of magnetization in PQMC is defined as follows:
(S10)

For the spin o, basis, it is trivial to evaluate this expectation value. However, in the bubble basis, if one evaluates this value
directly, results of M = 0 would be obtained for every possible states which doesn’t give any useful information. Therefore, to
tackle this problem, an extra step is added to obtain this value. A bubble, was first in a superposition of sites of up spins and
down spins. By collapsing the bubble into up spins or down spins with P(T) = 1/2 and P(}) = 1/2, (M) = [-1, 1] instead of 0.
In this way, the expectation of magnetization can be sampled correctly. For a more practical sample, please refer to Fig. S4.

B. Comparison between the Bubble and Spin Basis

To examine the correctness of the TFIM in the Bubble Basis, the Binder cumulant was evaluated in the Bubble Basis and was
used to find the phase transition point of the TFIM. The &, and v of (2 + 1)D TFIM is known to be 3.044 and 0.629 respectively.
The results are given in Fig. S5, where Fig. S5 (a) shows the Binder cumulant vs h graph near the phase transtion point, the
crossing point of the Binder cumulant is at 2 =~ 3.01 compare with the 4, = 3.044 of (2+1)D TFIM denotes by a vertical grey
dotted line. It is fairly close to the expected result, and Fig. S5 (b) shows the heat map of the R statistic for the data collapse,
evaluated over a range of v and h. From the heat map, it can be seen that the #, = 3.01 and v = 0.62, these results match nicely
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FIG. S4. A figure demonstrates how the states in Bubble basis are collapsing into Spin basis. At the left-most panel, the bubbles represent
the states in terms of Bubble Basis. Then a step of merging the {a/,| and |,y was performed. However, if (M) was calculated directly in this
step, it can be easily seen that it equals 0 no matter what the state is. Therefore, an extra step of collapsing was added. By randomly selecting
the state of a bubble to all up spins or to all down spins with P(T) = 1/2 and P(]) = 1/2 and by adding all the spins together, a sample of (M)
can then be obtained as in Spin basis.

with the expected results for the (2+1)d Ising QCP. [34, 35]. It is one of the evidence that the Bubble Basis is able to give correct

results.
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FIG. S5. Finite-size scaling analysis of the (2+1)d Ising QCP sampled with bubble basis. (a) Binder cumulant U, as a function of 4 for
different system sizes up to L = 16. The crossing point of the curves determines the critical field (b) Heat map of the R statistic for the data
collapse, evaluated over a range of v and A, values. The optimal region of high R aligns with v = 0.63.



	Precise computation of universal corner entanglement entropy at 2+1 dimension: From Ising to Gaussian quantum critical points
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Results
	From Ising to Gaussian at (2+1)d
	Phase Diagram
	Universal terms in the EE

	Analytic results and Algorithmic advances of the Bubble PQMC
	EE for free theory in a lattice
	Projector quantum Monte Carlo in Bubble basis
	EE computation in the Bubble PQMC

	Discussion
	Acknowledgments
	References
	RG flow from the Gaussian fixed point to the Ising CFT
	Non-equilibrium method
	Details of extracting SCEE with non-equilibrium method
	Empirical scaling study of quench time in non-equilibrium method
	Benchmarking the non-equilibrium methods against projector quantum Monte Carlo result

	Benchmark of z and Bubble bases of Transverse Field Ising Model with PQMC
	Definition
	Comparison between the Bubble and Spin Basis



