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Abstract

Using results from conformal field theory, we compute several universal am-
plitude ratios for the two-dimensional Ising model at criticality on a symmetric
torus. These include the correlation-length ratio x⋆ = limL→∞ ξ(L)/L and the
first four magnetization moment ratios V2n = 〈M2n〉/〈M2〉n. As a corollary
we get the renormalized four-point coupling constant for the massless theory
on a symmetric torus, G∗ = (3 − V4)/x

⋆2. We confirm these predictions by a
high-precision Monte Carlo simulation. The finite-size-scaling behavior of our
data is consistent with the prediction that the leading correction to finite-size
scaling in the susceptibility is the regular background. As a by-product, we also
analyze the dynamic critical behavior of the Swendsen-Wang algorithm for this
model: we find that the ratio τint,E/CH tends to infinity either as a logarithm
A logL+B or as a power-law ALp with a small power p ≈ 0.06.
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1 Introduction

A central concept in the theory of critical phenomena is the idea of universal-
ity , which states that phase-transition systems can be divided into a relatively small
number of “universality classes” (determined primarily by the system’s spatial dimen-
sionality and the symmetries of its order parameter) within which certain features of
critical behavior are universal. In the 1950s and 1960s it came to be understood that
critical exponents are universal in this sense [1]. Later, in the 1970s, it was learned
that certain dimensionless ratios of critical amplitudes are also universal [2].

The past quarter-century has seen enormous progress in the determination of
critical exponents for a wide variety of universality classes, including exact analytical
results for two-dimensional (2D) models [3, 4, 5, 6] and increasingly precise numerical
determinations for three-dimensional models by a variety of techniques (field-theoretic
renormalization group [7, 8], series extrapolation [9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16], Monte
Carlo [17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23]). As a result, attention has turned quite naturally
to universal amplitude ratios: these include amplitude ratios in infinite volume and
those in finite-size scaling (FSS). Though much numerical work has been done, few
exact results are known.1

The critical behavior of many 2D models can be studied analytically using confor-
mal field theory (CFT) [4, 5, 6]. Many critical exponents have been determined ex-
actly, along with a few universal amplitude ratios [40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49].
The main goal of the present paper is to compute, using CFT, a few more universal
amplitude ratios for the 2D Ising model and to test these predictions by a high-
precision Monte Carlo study. The amplitude ratios considered here arise in finite-size
scaling; they can be computed starting from the correlation functions of the critical
2D Ising model on a torus.

The first class of quantities we study concern the shape of the magnetization
distribution ρ(M) at criticality on a symmetric torus (Lx = Ly). We study the
rescaled shape of this distribution (i.e. normalizing by its width 〈M2〉1/2) as well as
the dimensionless ratios of its moments,

V2n =
〈M2n〉
〈M2〉n . (1.1)

We can also define the dimensionless cumulants

U2n ≡ 〈M2n〉conn
〈M2〉n . (1.2)

1 Among the models studied are 2D nonlinear σ-models [24, 25, 26, 27, 28], two- and three-
dimensional self-avoiding walks [19], the three-dimensional Ising model [29, 30, 20, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35],
three-dimensional O(N) spin models [18, 36, 37, 38, 16], and the 2D 4-state Potts model [39].
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For any symmetric distribution ρ(M) = ρ(−M) these satisfy2

U4 = V4 − 3 (1.3a)

U6 = V6 − 15V4 + 30 (1.3b)

U8 = V8 − 28V6 − 35V 2
4 + 420V4 − 630 (1.3c)

U10 = V10 − 45V8 − 210V4V6 + 1260V6 + 3150V 2
4 − 18900V4 + 22680 (1.3d)

...

Note that V4 and U4 are closely related to the so-called Binder cumulant [50]

U4,Binder ≡ 1− 〈M4〉
3〈M2〉2 = 1− V4

3
= −U4

3
. (1.4)

For β < βc the ratios V2n tend in the infinite-volume limit to those characteristic of
a Gaussian distribution,

V2n(Gaussian) = (2n− 1)!! (1.5a)

U2n(Gaussian) = 0 (1.5b)

while for β > βc they tend to those characteristic of a sum of two delta functions,

V2n(two deltas) = 1 (1.6a)

U2n(two deltas) =
22n−1(22n − 1)

n
B2n (1.6b)

where B2n = (−1)n−1(2n)! ζ(2n)/22n−1π2n is a Bernoulli number. At β = βc, however,
these ratios acquire non-trivial values in-between (1.5a) and (1.6a).3 These values,
which are universal, can in principle be computed by integrating the spin correlators
for the critical 2D Ising model on a torus, which were determined by Di Francesco et

al. [41, 42] using CFT. In practice, however, the formula for V2n rapidly gets more
complicated as n grows. Di Francesco et al. [41, 42] computed V4 to roughly three
decimal places by Monte Carlo integration. Here we shall improve this result by three
orders of magnitude, and shall also compute V6 to five decimal places, V8 to almost
four decimal places, and V10 to three decimal places:

V4 = 1.1679229± 0.0000047 (1.7)

V6 = 1.4556491± 0.0000072 (1.8)

V8 = 1.89252± 0.00018 (1.9)

V10 = 2.53956± 0.00034 (1.10)

2 These relations can be computed from the generating functions

∞∑

n=1

U2n

(2n)!
z2n = log

(
∞∑

n=0

V2n

(2n)!
z2n

)

with V0 = V2 = 1 and V2n+1 = 0.

3 The Schwarz inequality implies that V2n ≥ 1 for any model, and the Gaussian inequality [51, 52]
implies that V2n ≤ (2n − 1)!! for ferromagnetic Ising models. In particular, we have −2 ≤ U4 ≤
0. Moreover, Newman [53] and Shlosman [54] have proven, for ferromagnetic Ising models, that
(−1)n−1U2n ≥ 0 for all n; and Newman [53] has proven some additional inequalities on the U2n.

3



Finally, we shall measure the ratios V2n for 2 ≤ n ≤ 10 by Monte Carlo simulation,
with an accuracy that gradually deteriorates as n grows. For n = 2, 3, 4, 5 our Monte
Carlo estimates agree well with the theoretical predictions (but are of course less
precise).

Another interesting quantity is the second-moment correlation length ξ. It has
a sensible definition in finite volume (see Sections 2.1 and 4.2 for details), and its
expected FSS behavior is

ξ ∼ L
[
x⋆ + AL−∆ + · · ·

]
, (1.11)

where the leading coefficient
x⋆ = lim

L→∞
ξ/L (1.12)

is universal.4,5 Here we shall compute x⋆ for the 2D Ising model at criticality by
numerically integrating the known spin correlators [41, 42]; we find

x⋆ = 0.9050488292± 0.0000000004 . (1.13)

Our Monte Carlo data confirm this prediction. To our knowledge, this is the first
exact determination of x⋆ for any universality class. Monte Carlo estimates of x⋆ are
available for many other 2D models — including the 3-state Potts model [61], the
4-state Potts model [62, 63], the 3-state square-lattice Potts antiferromagnet [64, 65],
the XY model [66], and several points on the self-dual curve of the symmetric Ashkin–
Teller model [62] — and it would be very interesting to compute x⋆ analytically for
some of these models. Numerical estimates of x⋆ are also available for some three-
dimensional spin models [18, 30, 36].

Consider, finally, the dimensionless renormalized four-point coupling constant

g = − ū4
χ2ξd

= − U4

(ξ/L)d
. (1.14)

In the FSS limit L→ ∞, β → βc with ξ/L fixed, g is a nontrivial function of the FSS
variable ξ/L:

g = Fg(ξ/L) . (1.15)

Therefore, the function g(β, L) fails to be jointly continuous at (β, L) = (βc,∞); many
limiting values are possible depending on the mode of approach, and the massive and
massless scaling limits

g∗ = lim
β↑βc

lim
L→∞

g(β, L) (1.16)

G∗ = lim
L→∞

lim
β↑βc

g(β, L) = lim
L→∞

g(βc, L) (1.17)

4 The quantity x⋆ also plays an important role in a recently developed method for extrapolating
finite-volume Monte Carlo data to infinite volume [55, 56, 57, 26, 58].

5 An analogous situation holds in a cylindrical (L×∞) geometry for the exponential correlation
length in the longitudinal direction, ξexp(L) [which can be defined in terms of the logarithm of the
ratio of the two largest eigenvalues of the transfer matrix]. Privman and Fisher [59] showed that
lim

L→∞
ξexp(L)/L at criticality is universal, and Cardy [60] showed that for 2D conformal-invariant

systems it is equal to 1/(πη).
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correspond to the two extreme cases g∗ = Fg(0), G
∗ = Fg(x

⋆). As a corollary of our
computation of V4 and x

⋆, we obtain the value of g at criticality on a symmetric torus:

G∗ =
3− V4
x⋆2

= 2.2366587± 0.0000057 . (1.18)

We have also employed our Monte Carlo data to obtain information on the leading
correction-to-scaling exponent ∆, which has been the object of some discussion in the
literature [67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72]. Unfortunately, for most observables we find that the
corrections to FSS are extremely weak, which makes it very difficult to estimate the
exponent ∆ with any accuracy. For the susceptibility, our data are consistent with
the prediction of the simplest theoretical scenario — in which irrelevant operators
are absent, and the nonlinear scaling fields are independent of L — that the leading
correction to FSS is the regular background term (∆ = 7/4); however, the error
bars on ∆ are so large that many other possible values (e.g. 1, 4/3) are equally
compatible with the data. For the correlation length, the corrections to FSS are so
weak that no reliable conclusions can be drawn. For the cumulants ū4 and ū6, our
data are consistent with the prediction ∆ = 11/4 of the simplest theoretical scenario,
but the error bars are again large. For the observables V4, V6, V8 and V10, we can
exploit our exact knowledge of the leading amplitude to obtain improved estimates
of ∆; these indicate rather strongly that ∆ ≈ 7/4, in agreement with the simplest

theoretical scenario. Only for the Fortuin-Kasteleyn bond observables S4 and S
(2)
2

are the corrections to scaling reasonably strong; naive analysis of these data suggests
that ∆ ≈ 1, but they are also consistent with a dominant ∆ = 4/3 correction coming
from the vacancy operator [67, 71] combined with a subdominant ∆′ = 7/4 correction
coming from the regular background.

This paper is organized as follows: In Section 2 we review the main exact re-
sults available for the 2D Ising model, and we compute (by numerical integration)
the CFT prediction for the quantities x⋆, V4, V6, V8 and V10. In Section 3 we use
renormalization-group theory to discuss various scenarios for the corrections to scal-
ing, both in infinite volume and in FSS. In Section 4 we explain the Monte Carlo
algorithm we have used to simulate this model. In Section 5 we analyze our numer-
ical results for the static observables and compare them against the available exact
results; we also try to extract information concerning the corrections to scaling. In
Section 6 we analyze our numerical results for the Swendsen–Wang dynamics. Finally,
in Section 7 we present our final conclusions and discuss prospects for future work.
In Appendix A we summarize the definitions and principal properties of the Jacobi
theta functions, and in Appendix B we explain how we carried out the numerical
integrations involved in computing x⋆.

2 Exact Results

2.1 Definitions and notation

In this section we summarize some of the known exact results for the 2D nearest-
neighbor ferromagnetic Ising model on the square lattice. We use the non-standard
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normalization of β defined by

HIsing = −β
2

∑

〈ij〉

σiσj (2.1a)

= −β
∑

〈ij〉

δσi,σj + const , (2.1b)

which is of course motivated by considering the Ising model as a special case of the
q-state Potts model; it differs by a factor of 2 from the usual Ising normalization. In
our normalization, the critical point is at

βc = log(1 +
√
2) ≈ 0.881373587 . (2.2)

We shall study the Ising model on an L×L square lattice with periodic boundary
conditions. We define energy density E by6

E =
1

V

〈∑

〈ij〉

(1− δσi,σj)

〉
, (2.3)

where V = L2 is the number of lattice sites. We define the specific heat by7

CH = −∂E
∂β

. (2.4)

The correlation length on a periodic lattice of size L is defined to be

ξ =
1

2 sin(π/L)

(
χ

F
− 1

)1/2

, (2.5)

where χ is the susceptibility (i.e., the Fourier-transformed two-point correlation func-
tion at zero momentum) and F is the corresponding quantity at the smallest nonzero
momentum (2π/L, 0) [see (4.10)/(4.12) and (4.19)/(4.23) below for details]. This is
a finite-lattice generalization of the second-moment correlation length.

2.2 Critical exponents

The infinite-volume limits of the energy, specific heat, magnetization and exponen-
tial correlation length as a function of β are exactly known [73, 74, 75]. In addition,
the first few terms in the asymptotic expansion of the infinite-volume susceptibility
near criticality are known [40, 76, 70]. From these results one obtains the critical
exponents

α = 0× log (2.6a)

β = 1/8 (2.6b)

ν = 1 (2.6c)

γ = 7/4 (2.6d)

where 0×log means that the specific heat displays a logarithmic divergence at β = βc.

6 Our definition of the energy differs slightly from the literature: see also eqs. (4.6)/(4.15) below.
When quoting other authors’ results we have modified their formulae to agree with our notation.

7 This definition is somewhat nonstandard in that it omits a prefactor β2.
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2.3 Energy and specific heat

In infinite volume, the value of the energy at criticality is

Ec(∞) = 1− 1√
2

≈ 0.2928932188 . (2.7)

Ferdinand and Fisher [77] have computed exactly the energy and specific heat as a
function of β for the 2D Ising model on a finite torus of size Lx×Ly. In particular, they
gave explicit expressions for the energy and specific heat at criticality on a symmetric
torus of size L = Lx = Ly, and when L→ ∞ they obtained the following asymptotic
expansions8

Ec(L) = Ec(∞)− θ2(0)θ3(0)θ4(0)

θ2(0) + θ3(0) + θ4(0)

1

L
+O(L−2) (2.8a)

≈ 0.2928932188− 0.3112197304
1

L
+O(L−2) (2.8b)

CH(L) =
2

π
logL+

2

π

(
5

2
log 2− log π + γE − π

4

)

− 1

θ2(0) + θ3(0) + θ4(0)

[
4

π

4∑

ν=2

θν(0) log θν(0) +
θ2(0)

2 θ3(0)
2 θ4(0)

2

θ2(0) + θ3(0) + θ4(0)

]

− θ2(0)θ3(0)θ4(0)

θ2(0) + θ3(0) + θ4(0)

1√
2L

+ O(log3 L/L2) (2.9a)

≈ 0.6366197724 logL+ 0.1778399331− 0.2200655818
1

L
+O(log3 L/L2) (2.9b)

Here θν(0) (ν = 1, 2, 3, 4) denote the usual Jacobi θ-functions θν(z, τ) [see Appendix
A] evaluated at z = 0 and τ = i, and γE is the Euler constant γE ≈ 0.5772156649.
These expansions give not only the leading term, but also some of the corrections to
scaling.

To our knowledge, nothing is known analytically about the subsequent terms in
the asymptotic expansions (2.8) and (2.9). However, we can investigate this question
numerically by computing the exact Ec(L) and CH(L) using the Ferdinand–Fisher
formulae and then subtracting off the known terms of the asymptotic expansion.
For Ec(L) we find, surprisingly, that the next term is apparently not L−2, as would
normally be expected, but rather L−3. Moreover, the term L−4 seems to be missing
as well, and the deviations can be fitted well by AL−3+BL−5 with A ≈ 0.1033415669
and B ≈ 0.365347: see Figure 1, where L3[Ec(L) − (2.8a)] is plotted versus L−2 for

8 The exact expression for the finite-L energy (resp. specific heat) as a function of β is given in
eq. (2.6) [resp. eq. (2.7)] of ref. [77]; the asymptotic expression at large L of the energy (resp. specific
heat) as a function of β is given in eq. (4.13) [resp. eq. (4.16)]; and the specializations of the latter
formulae to β = βc are given in eq. (4.15) [resp. eq. (4.21)].
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16 ≤ L ≤ 4096.9 We have also checked that the next correction to the energy beyond
(2.8a) behaves as ∼ L−3 also for asymmetric tori of size 2L × L and 3L × L. For
CH(L), we find that the difference CH(L) − (2.9a) behaves approximately as L−2,
with no multiplicative logarithm. Moreover, the next term seems likely to be of order
L−3, again without a multiplicative logarithm. Indeed, the deviations from (2.9a)
can be fitted well by AL−2 + BL−3 with A ≈ 0.02427997036 and B ≈ 0.07308169:
see Figure 2, where L2[CH(L) − (2.9a)] is plotted versus L−1.10 The nature of the
subsequent terms in (2.8) and (2.9) is relevant to theoretical issues associated with
corrections to scaling (see Sections 3.3 and 3.4), so it would be useful to resolve it
analytically.

2.4 Spin correlators

Spin correlators for the critical 2D Ising continuum field theory on a torus were
obtained by Di Francesco et al. [41, 42] using an approach based on CFT. The result
is11

〈σz1 · · ·σz2n〉 =

∑4
ν=1 Zν〈σz1 · · ·σz2n〉ν∑4

ν=1 Zν
(2.10)

where

Zν =
|θν(0)|
2|η| (2.11)

and

Z2
ν 〈σz1 · · ·σz2n〉2ν =

1

2n+2|η|2
∑

ǫj=±1∑
j
ǫj=0

∣∣∣∣∣θν

(∑
j ǫjzj
2

)∣∣∣∣∣

2∏

i<j

∣∣∣∣∣
θ1(zi − zj)

θ′1(0)

∣∣∣∣∣

ǫiǫj/2

(2.12a)

9 We have considered all values of L between 16 and 100, all multiples of two between 100
and 1000, and all multiples of four between 1000 and 4096 (1309 different values in total). If we
arbitrarily assign error bars of size 10−15 to each data point, we get a good fit to the Ansatz Ec(L)−
(2.8a) = AL−3 +BL−5 for Lmin = 112. The coefficients are A = 0.1033415669± 0.0000000014 and
B = 0.365347± 0.000024, and χ2 = 4.59 (1217 DF, level = 100%). Of course, the χ2 value and the
error bars on A and B cannot be taken seriously, as the deviations from the Ansatz are not random.

10 Using the same set of values of L (see footnote 9) and again arbitrarily assigning error bars of size
10−15 to each data point, we get a good fit to the Ansatz CH(L)−(2.9a) = AL−2+BL−3 for Lmin =
700. The coefficients are A = 0.02427997036± 0.00000000024 and B = 0.07308169± 0.00000021,
and χ2 = 163.40 (923 DF, level = 100%). Again, the χ2 value and the error bars on A and B cannot
be taken seriously, as the deviations from the Ansatz are not random. If we allow in the fit an
additional term CL−3 logL, we obtain a very small coefficient C ≈ −2 × 10−5. Thus, we conclude
that this term is absent.

11 There is a misprint in the normalization of the 4-spin correlator in equation (9) of [42], and in the
normalization of the 2n-spin correlator in equation (6.6) of [41]. We have rederived both correlators
using the chiral bosonization prescription presented in [41]. With the correct normalization, shown
in (2.10)–(2.12) below, we are able to reproduce the numerical value of V4 reported in [42], as well
as the numerical estimates of V4, V6, V8 and V10 obtained in our simulation.
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=
θ′1(0)

n/2

2n+2|η|2
∑

ǫj=±1∑
j
ǫj=0

∣∣∣∣∣θν

(∑
j ǫjzj
2

)∣∣∣∣∣

2∏

i<j

|θ1(zi − zj)|ǫiǫj/2 (2.12b)

Here we have used the complex-number notation z = x1 + ix2; θ
′
1(0) ≈ 2.8486946040

is the derivative of θ1(z, τ) with respect to z evaluated at z = 0 and τ = i; and
η ≈ 0.7682254223 is the usual Dedekind function η(τ) evaluated at τ = i. Please
note that θ′1(0) = 2πη3 [cf. (A.13)]. Note also that the contribution of {ǫj} to (2.12)
is equal to that of {−ǫj}, so in the numerical evaluation of this expression we need
only take half the terms. The expression (2.10) gives the FSS limit for the Ising-
model correlation functions at criticality: here zi denotes the position in lattice units
divided by the lattice linear size L.

Remark. Although the sector ν = 1 does not contribute to the partition func-
tion [since Z1 ∼ θ1(0) = 0], it does contribute to the correlation functions [since
Z1〈σz1 · · ·σz2n〉1 6= 0]. So this sector cannot simply be discarded. See ref. [41] for
details.

The two correlators that are needed in the evaluation of the Binder cumulant are

Zν〈σz1σz2〉ν =
|θ′1(0)|1/4

2|η|

∣∣∣θν
(
z1−z2

2

)∣∣∣
|θ1(z1 − z2)|1/4

(2.13)

Zν〈σz1σz2σz3σz4〉ν =
|θ′1(0)|1/2
2
√
2|η|

{∣∣∣∣θν
(
z1 + z2 − z3 − z4

2

)∣∣∣∣
2

×
∣∣∣∣∣

θ1(z1 − z2)θ1(z3 − z4)

θ1(z1 − z3)θ1(z1 − z4)θ1(z2 − z3)θ1(z2 − z4)

∣∣∣∣∣

1/2

+ (2 ↔ 3) + (2 ↔ 4)
}1/2

(2.14)

We also need the 6-point correlator to compute V6. Its exact expression can be
deduced easily from the general equation (2.12):

Zν〈σz1σz2σz3σz4σz5σz6〉ν =
|θ′1(0)|3/4

4|η|

{∣∣∣∣θν
(
z1 + z2 + z3 − z4 − z5 − z6

2

)∣∣∣∣
2

×Ψ(z1, z2, z3, z4, z5, z6) + (2 ↔ 4) + (2 ↔ 5) + (2 ↔ 6)

+ (3 ↔ 4) + (3 ↔ 5) + (3 ↔ 6) + (2 ↔ 4; 3 ↔ 5)

+ (2 ↔ 4; 3 ↔ 6) + (2 ↔ 5; 3 ↔ 6)
}1/2

(2.15)

where the function Ψ is defined as

Ψ(z1, z2, z3, z4, z5, z6) =

(
θ1(z12)θ1(z13)θ1(z23)θ1(z45)θ1(z46)θ1(z56)∏

i=1,2,3;j=4,5,6 θ1(zij)

)1/2

(2.16)
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and we have used the shorthand notation zij ≡ zi − zj .
From these equations we can obtain the values of x⋆ = limL→∞ ξ/L and V2n by

numerical integration. In particular,

x⋆ =
1

2π

(
χ

F
− 1

)1/2
(2.17)

where

χ ∼
∫
d2z 〈σ0σz〉 (2.18)

F ∼
∫
d2z 〈σ0σz〉 cos(2πx1) (2.19)

and
∫
d2z =

∫ 1
0

∫ 1
0 dx1 dx2. The details of this computation are given in Appendix B.

We obtain
∫
d2z 〈σ0σz〉 = 1.55243295465± 0.00000000004 (2.20)

∫
d2z 〈σ0σz〉 cos(2πx1) = 0.04656744682± 0.00000000004 (2.21)

As a result, we obtain x⋆ with 10 digits of precision:

x⋆ = 0.9050488292± 0.0000000004 . (2.22)

We repeated the computation requiring 11 digits of precision in the integrals, and the
result was the same.

The universal moment ratio V4 is given by

V4 =

∫
d2z2 d

2z3 d
2z4 〈σ0σz2σz3σz4〉

[
∫
d2z 〈σ0σz〉]2

. (2.23)

Di Francesco et al. [41, 42] performed the integrals in numerator and denominator
by Monte Carlo and obtained

V4 = 1.168± 0.005 . (2.24)

We have improved this value, as follows: For the denominator of (2.23), we use the
very precise estimate (2.20) coming from deterministic numerical integration. For the
numerator, we performed a Monte Carlo integration using 109 measurements. Our
result is

V4 = 1.1679229± 0.0000047 , (2.25)

which is compatible with (2.24) but three orders of magnitude more precise. This
value also agrees closely with the estimate of Kamieniarz and Blöte [78] based on
extrapolation of the exact results (computed by transfer-matrix methods) for L ≤ 17:

V4 = 1.1679296± 0.0000014 , (2.26)

10



where the error bar is of course somewhat subjective.12

More generally, the universal moment ratio V2n is given by

V2n =

∫
d2z2 · · · d2z2n 〈σ0σz2 · · ·σz2n〉

[
∫
d2z 〈σ0σz〉]n

. (2.27)

We have been able to compute the (exact except for the numerical integration) values
of the ratios V6, V8 and V10. We performed the integrals in the numerator by Monte
Carlo, using 109 measurements for V6, 4 × 106 measurements for V8 and 2.5 × 106

measurements for V10. We obtain

V6 = 1.4556491± 0.0000072 (2.28)

V8 = 1.89252± 0.00018 (2.29)

V10 = 2.53956± 0.00034 (2.30)

In general, the formula for the 2n-point function contains (2n)!/[2(n!)2] terms [this
takes into account the {ǫj} ↔ {−ǫj} symmetry], and this grows asymptotically like
4n. Thus, in computing V4 (resp. V6, V8, V10) we had to include 3 (resp. 10, 35, 126)
terms, and the computation of V12 would require handling 462 terms. Moreover, the
numerator has to be integrated over a (4n− 2)-dimensional torus. These facts make
the high-precision numerical integration of V2n extremely time-consuming as soon as
n becomes moderately large.

Let us consider, finally, the dimensionless renormalized four-point coupling con-
stant g defined by

g = − ū4
χ2ξd

= − U4

(ξ/L)d
. (2.31)

In the FSS limit L → ∞, β → βc with ξ/L fixed, g becomes a nontrivial function of
the FSS variable ξ/L,

g = Fg(ξ/L) . (2.32)

(There is some evidence that it is a decreasing function of ξ/L.13) In particular, the

12 Unfortunately, Kamieniarz and Blöte [78] reported only meager details of the fits that led to
this extraordinarily precise estimate. That is a shame, as information on the presence or absence
of particular correction-to-scaling terms could be of considerable theoretical interest (see Section 3
below). It is remarkable that, even though their Ansätze (9)/(10) for the second and fourth field
derivatives of F (s) ≡ Ldfsing differ from ours (3.34e)/(3.34f), their final Ansatz for QL ≡ 1/V4

coincides with ours. The differences between their Ansätze (9)/(10) and ours (3.34e)/(3.34f) are
threefold: 1) Their amplitude A(1) in (9) should in fact vanish at criticality, according to us [cf.
(3.35) and footnote 22 below]. 2) They assume from the beginning that the scaling function A in

(7) [what we call W̃ ] does not depend on Lyhgh, while we initially allow for this dependence in the
Ansatz (3.33). This dependence adds extra subleading logarithmic terms to the FSS behavior of ū4

(and in fact all of the ū2n), in particular the second term in (3.34f). On the other hand, they are
probably right that such terms are in fact absent [see our Remark after (3.35)]. 3) They miss a term
proportional to L2yh+yt in (10), which arises from the mixing of h2 in the thermal field gt. This
term corresponds to the third term in our (3.34f).

13 Baker and Kawashima [79] conjecture that g(β, L) [resp. ξ(β, L)] is a decreasing [resp. increasing]
function of β for each fixed L < ∞; these two facts, if true, would immediately imply that Fg(ξ/L) is
a decreasing function of its argument ξ/L. Numerical data for the 2D [30, 80] and three-dimensional
[30, 79] Ising models clearly support the Baker–Kawashima conjecture.

11



massive and massless scaling limits

g∗ = lim
β↑βc

lim
L→∞

g(β, L) (2.33)

G∗ = lim
L→∞

lim
β↑βc

g(β, L) = lim
L→∞

g(βc, L) (2.34)

correspond to the two extreme cases g∗ = Fg(0), G
∗ = Fg(x

⋆). The best currently
available estimates for the 2D Ising model are

g∗ =





14.694± 0.002 by high-temperature expansion [81, 82]

14.66± 0.06 by expansion around d = 0 [83, 84]

14.2± 0.7 by Monte Carlo [30]

(2.35)

G∗ = 2.24± 0.01 by Monte Carlo [30] (2.36)

Our own Monte Carlo data, reported in Sections 5.5 [cf. (5.35a)] and 5.8 [cf. (5.58a)],
improve (2.36) to G∗ = 2.2345 ± 0.0014. From (2.22) and (2.25) we obtain the
theoretical prediction

G∗ =
3− V4
x⋆2

= 2.2366587± 0.0000057 . (2.37)

3 Corrections to Scaling

In the renormalization-group (RG) approach to critical phenomena, corrections
to scaling arise from two sources: 1) irrelevant operators [85, 86], and 2) the smooth
but in general nonlinear connection between the conventional thermodynamic param-
eters and the RG nonlinear scaling fields [85, 86, 68, 70]. These corrections to scaling
are conventionally designated as “non-analytic” and “analytic”, respectively (we em-
phasize, however, that the “non-analytic” corrections can have either non-integer or
integer exponents). In each case, the correction amplitudes are non-universal but
satisfy certain universal relations. However, these relations are different for the two
types of corrections, so they can in principle be distinguished even if the exponents
are integers.

3.1 Corrections to scaling in infinite volume

Consider, first, a d-dimensional system in infinite volume. We shall assume, for
concreteness, that there are exactly two relevant operators — corresponding roughly
to a thermal field t and a magnetic field h — and that the free energy is invariant
under h → −h. Then RG theory entails that the free energy per unit volume f can
generically be written (in the absence of marginal operators) as the sum of a singular
part fsing and a regular part freg, where the singular part satisfies the scaling relation

fsing(gt, gh, {guj}) = b−dfsing(b
ytgt, b

yhgh, {byjguj}) (3.1)

12



for all b > 0, where yt, yh > 0 are the thermal and magnetic exponents, and yj < 0
are the irrelevant exponents. Here gt, gh, guj are the nonlinear scaling fields associated
with the thermal field t ≡ βc({uj})− β, the magnetic field h and the irrelevant fields
uj:

gt = a0(t, u) + a2(t, u)h
2 + a4(t, u)h

4 + . . . (3.2a)

gh = b1(t, u)h + b3(t, u)h
3 + b5(t, u)h

5 + . . . (3.2b)

guj = cj0(t, u) + cj2(t, u)h
2 + cj4(t, u)h

4 + . . . (3.2c)

where the ak, bk, and cjk are smooth functions of t and u ≡ {uj} having small-t
asymptotic expansions

ak(t, u) ≃
∞∑

l=0

akl(u)t
l (3.3a)

bk(t, u) ≃
∞∑

l=0

bkl(u)t
l (3.3b)

cjk(t, u) ≃
∞∑

l=0

cjkl(u)t
l (3.3c)

with a00(u) = 0, a01(u) > 0 and b10(u) > 0. [That is, a0 ∼ t and b1 ∼ 1 for small t.]
It follows that the susceptibility, specific heat, magnetization and other observ-

ables pick up both analytic and non-analytic corrections to scaling. To see this in
detail, let us first choose b = |gt|−1/yt in (3.1): this gives the scaling formula

fsing(gt, gh, {guj}) = |gt|d/ytfsing(±1, gh/|gt|yh/yt , {guj |gt|−yj/yt}) (3.4a)

≡ |gt|d/ytY±(gh/|gt|yh/yt , {guj |gt|−yj/yt}) (3.4b)

where the ± refers to sgn gt = sgn t, and the Y± are smooth functions when their
arguments are near zero. In terms of the ordinary critical exponents, we have yt ≡
1/ν, d/yt ≡ dν = 2 − α, yh/yt ≡ β + γ and −yj/yt ≡ θj.

14 Let us now differentiate
(3.4) with respect to h either 0, 1 or 2 times and then restrict to h = 0. In the absence
of irrelevant operators we would have [68, 87, 70]15

f(t, h = 0) = Af±|t|2−αf0(t) + A0(t) (3.5a)

M(t, h = 0) = B0±|t|βm0(t) (3.5b)

χ(t, h = 0) = C0±|t|−γp0(t) + E0±|t|1−αe0(t) + D0(t) (3.5c)

where

Af± = a2−α01 Y±(0) (3.6a)

14 We trust that there is no danger of confusion between the critical exponent β and the inverse
temperature β.

15 Here we are defining M = ∂f/∂h and χ = ∂2f/∂h2.
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B0± = aβ01b10Y
′
±(0) (3.6b)

C0± = a−γ01 b
2
10Y

′′
±(0) (3.6c)

E0± = ±2(2 − α)a1−α01 a20Y±(0) (3.6d)

and f0, m0, p0, e0 are smooth functions normalized to unity at t = 0,

f0(t) =

(
a0(t)

a01t

)2−α
(3.7a)

m0(t) =

(
a0(t)

a01t

)β
b1(t)

b10
(3.7b)

p0(t) =

(
a0(t)

a01t

)−γ (
b1(t)

b10

)2
(3.7c)

e0(t) =

(
a0(t)

a01t

)1−α
a2(t)

a20
(3.7d)

(here we used the relation α + 2β + γ = 2), while A0 and D0 come from the regular
background:

A0(t) = freg(t, h = 0) (3.8a)

D0(t) =
∂2freg
∂h2

(t, h = 0) (3.8b)

(There is no regular background in the spontaneous magnetization: freg is a smooth
and even function of h, so ∂freg/∂h vanishes at h = 0.) Of course, we must have
B0+ = 0 [hence Y ′

+(0) = 0] in order that the spontaneous magnetization vanish for
t > 0. It follows from (3.7) that the analytic corrections to scaling in f , M and χ are
connected at all orders in t by the relation [87, 70]

p0(t) =
m0(t)

2

f0(t)
. (3.9)

Remark. Privman and collaborators [88, p. 12] [2, pp. 6–7] have asserted that freg
can be chosen to be independent of h. But this seems a priori implausible to us, as t
and h play qualitatively similar roles (the only difference is the symmetry h → −h).
Moreover, if it were true, it would imply that the regular background contribution
D0(t) to the susceptibility is absent, contrary to the rigorously established asymptotic
expansion (3.31) in the 2D Ising model, in which D0 6= 0 [76, 70].

Let us now include the effects of irrelevant variables. The results are as follows:

f(t, h = 0, u) = Af±(u)|t|2−αf0(t, u)

1 +

∑

j

A′
±,j(u)|t|θj + · · ·


 + A0(t, u)

(3.10a)
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M(t, h = 0, u) = B0±(u)|t|βm0(t, u)


1 +

∑

j

B′
±,j(u)|t|θj + · · ·


 (3.10b)

χ(t, h = 0, u) = C0±(u)|t|−γp0(t, u)

1 +

∑

j

C ′
±,j(u)|t|θj + · · ·




+E0±(u)|t|1−αe0(t, u)

1 +

∑

j

E ′
±,j(u)|t|θj + · · ·




+D0(t, u) (3.10c)

where the dots denote higher-order corrections to scaling (of orders |t|θj+1, |t|θj+2, . . .,
|t|θj+θk , |t|θj+θk+1, . . .). Here

Af±(u) = a01(u)
2−α Y

(0,0)
± (3.11a)

A′
±,j(u) = cj00(u) a01(u)

θj
Y

(0,1)
±

Y
(0,0)
±

(3.11b)

B0±(u) = a01(u)
β b10(u) Y

(1,0)
± (3.11c)

B′
±,j(u) = cj00(u) a01(u)

θj
Y

(1,1)
±

Y
(1,0)
±

(3.11d)

C0±(u) = a01(u)
−γ b10(u)

2 Y
(2,0)
± (3.11e)

C ′
±,j(u) = cj00(u) a01(u)

θj
Y

(2,1)
±

Y
(2,0)
±

(3.11f)

E0±(u) = ±2(2− α) a01(u)
1−α a20(u) Y

(0,0)
± (3.11g)

E ′
±,j(u) =

(
1 +

θj
2− α

)
A′

±,j(u) (3.11h)

where we have used the shorthand Y
(k,l)
± ≡ ∂k+lY±(x, z)/∂x

k∂zlj

∣∣∣
x=z=0

, and f0, m0,

p0, e0, A0 and D0 are smooth functions defined exactly as in (3.7)/(3.8) but restoring
the u-dependence. In particular, the functions f0, m0 and p0 satisfy the same relation
(3.9) as when the irrelevant variables are neglected. It follows that the correction-
to-scaling amplitudes corresponding to integer powers t, t2, . . . , tk are related by this
equation, provided that none of the quantities

∑
j njθj , γ+1−α+∑j njθj , α−2 or γ

equals an integer ≤ k, where the nj are integers ≥ 0. The first two conditions ensure
that the non-analytic corrections to scaling do not have integer exponents ≤ k, while
the last two conditions ensure that the regular background term does not make such
a contribution.

Let us note that the limiting ratio of fχ/M2 is universal (i.e. independent of u):

lim
t→0±

fχ

M2
(t, h = 0, u) =

Y
(0,0)
± Y

(2,0)
±

[Y
(1,0)
± ]2

. (3.12)
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Indeed, this equation would hold identically in t were it not for (a) irrelevant vari-
ables and (b) the regular background contribution. And let us note, finally, that
the ratios of correction-to-scaling amplitudes B′

±,j(u)/A
′
±,j(u), C

′
±,j(u)/A

′
±,j(u) and

E ′
±,j(u)/A

′
±,j(u) are universal: they are again given by ratios of derivatives of Y±

evaluated at (0,0) and/or of critical exponents.

3.2 Corrections to finite-size scaling

Let us now extend this framework to study finite-size scaling (FSS) in a system
of size Ld with periodic boundary conditions. To do this, it suffices to introduce a
scaling field gL = L−1 with (relevant) exponent yL = 1,16

fsing(gt, gh, {guj}, L−1) = b−dfsing(b
ytgt, b

yhgh, {byjguj}, bL−1) , (3.13)

and to generalize (3.2) to allow a possible smooth dependence on L−1 in the coefficients
ak, bk and cjk (but see below). Choosing b = L in (3.13), we obtain

fsing(gt, gh, {guj}, L−1) = L−dfsing(L
ytgt, L

yhgh, {Lyjguj}, 1) (3.14a)

≡ L−dW (Lytgt, L
yhgh, {Lyjguj}) (3.14b)

where W is a smooth function. Then, if we neglect the irrelevant scaling fields, the
observables at criticality (t = h = 0) are given by17

f(0, 0, L−1) = L−dA + A0(0, L
−1) (3.15a)

E(0, 0, L−1) = L(α−1)/νF(L−1) + F0(0, L
−1) (3.15b)

CH(0, 0, L
−1) = Lα/νG(L−1) + L(α−1)/νH(L−1) + G0(0, L

−1) (3.15c)

M(0, 0, L−1) = 0 (3.15d)

χ(0, 0, L−1) = Lγ/νC(L−1) + L(α−1)/νE(L−1) + D0(0, L
−1) (3.15e)

ū4(0, 0, L
−1) = L2γ/ν+dC4(L−1) + L(γ+1)/νE4(L−1)

+Lγ/νJ4(L
−1) + Lα/νK4(L

−1)

+L(α−1)/νL4(L
−1) + D0,4(0, L

−1) (3.15f)

ū2n(0, 0, L
−1) = Lnγ/ν+(n−1)dC2n(L−1)

16 One might imagine, by analogy with gt and gh, that gL should be given by a power series α1/L+
α2/L

2 + . . . . However, in periodic boundary conditions, it is reasonable to expect that gL is exactly
equal to 1/L, without higher-order corrections. This is because, in any reasonable renormalization
transformation with block size b (and periodic boundary conditions), the renormalized system size
should be L′ = L/b exactly (at least when L is a multiple of b). If we are wrong, and the scaling
field gL is a nontrivial power series in 1/L, this dependence would generate new corrections to FSS
given by integer powers of 1/L. Indeed, each L appearing in (3.14) and subsequent equations would
have to be replaced by 1/gL.

17 Here we are defining E = −∂f/∂β = ∂f/∂t, CH = −∂E/∂β = ∂2f/∂t2, M = ∂f/∂h,
χ = ∂2f/∂h2 and ūm ≡ ∂mf/∂hm = L−d〈Mm〉conn.
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+L(n−1)γ/ν+(n−2)d+1/νE2n(L−1)

+ · · · + D0,2n(0, L
−1) (3.15g)

ū2n+1(0, 0, L
−1) = 0 (3.15h)

where α = 2− dν and

A = W (0,0) (3.16a)

F(L−1) = a01(L
−1)W (1,0) (3.16b)

G(L−1) = a201(L
−1)W (2,0) (3.16c)

H(L−1) = 2 a02(L
−1)W (1,0) (3.16d)

C(L−1) = b10(L
−1)2W (0,2) (3.16e)

E(L−1) = 2 a20(L
−1)W (1,0) (3.16f)

C2n(L−1) = b10(L
−1)2nW (0,2n) (3.16g)

E2n(L−1) = 2n(2n− 1) b10(L
−1)2n−2 a20(L

−1)W (1,2n−2) (3.16h)

J4(L
−1) = 24 b10(L

−1) b30(L
−1)W (0,2) (3.16i)

K4(L
−1) = 12 a20(L

−1)2W (2,0) (3.16j)

L4(L
−1) = 24 a40(L

−1)W (1,0) (3.16k)

where we have used the shorthand W (k,l) ≡ ∂k+lW (x, y)/∂xk∂yl
∣∣∣
x=y=0

, and A0, F0,

G0, D0 and D0,2n come from the regular background in the obvious way [cf. (3.8)].
The dots in the expression for the cumulant ū2n correspond to contributions that
are suppressed by further powers of L−(γ−1)/ν−d or L−1/ν or both. Please note that
analytic corrections L−1, L−2, . . . arise (except in the leading term of the free energy)
in case the coefficient functions ak and bk have a dependence on L−1. In fact, Guo
and Jasnow [89] have argued, using the field-theoretic RG, that such mixing does
not occur; if they are right, then all such analytic corrections should be absent, i.e.
the functions F ,G, . . . should be constants. Similarly, Privman and collaborators
[88, p. 12] [2, p. 101] have argued that the regular background term freg should be
independent of L−1; if they are right, then analytic corrections to A0, F0, . . . should
likewise be absent. However, we shall refrain from assuming these behaviors, and shall
instead attempt to analyze our Monte Carlo data so as to check these assertions.

If there are irrelevant scaling fields the above equations generalize to

f(0, 0, u, L−1) = L−d


A+

∑

j

A′
j(u, L

−1)L−θj/ν + · · ·

 + A0(0, u, L

−1)

(3.17a)

E(0, 0, u, L−1) = L(α−1)/ν


F(u, L−1) +

∑

j

F ′
j(u, L

−1)L−θj/ν + · · ·



17



+F0(0, u, L
−1) + · · · (3.17b)

CH(0, 0, u, L
−1) = Lα/ν


G(u, L−1) +

∑

j

G ′
j(u, L

−1)L−θj/ν + · · ·



+L(α−1)/ν


H(u, L−1) +

∑

j

H′
j(u, L

−1)L−θj/ν + · · ·



+G0(0, u, L
−1) + · · · (3.17c)

M(0, 0, u, L−1) = 0 (3.17d)

χ(0, 0, u, L−1) = Lγ/ν


C(u, L−1) +

∑

j

C′
j(u, L

−1)L−θj/ν + · · ·



+L−d+1/ν


E(u, L−1) +

∑

j

E ′
j(u, L

−1)L−θj/ν + · · ·



+D0(0, u, L
−1) + · · · (3.17e)

ū2n(0, 0, u, L
−1) = Lnγ/ν+(n−1)d


C2n(u, L−1) +

∑

j

C′
2n,j(u, L

−1)L−θj/ν + · · ·



+L(n−1)γ/ν+(n−2)d+1/ν

×

E2n(u, L−1) +

∑

j

E ′
2n,j(u, L

−1)L−θj/ν + · · ·



+ · · · + D0,2n(0, u, L
−1) (3.17f)

ū2n+1(0, 0, u, L
−1) = 0 (3.17g)

where the dots inside the brackets stand for higher-order corrections L−(θj+θk)/ν , . . .,
while the final dots in the energy, specific heat and susceptibility stand for terms of
order L−d−θj/ν , L−d−(θj+θk)/ν , . . . [and analogously for ū2n]. The coefficients A, F , G,
H, C, E , C2n and E2n are given by (3.16) if we evaluate them with all the irrelevant
scaling fields set to zero. The remaining coefficients are given by

A′
j(u, L

−1) = cj00(u, L
−1)W

(0,0,1)
j (3.18a)

F ′
j(u, L

−1) = a01(u, L
−1) cj00(u, L

−1)W
(1,0,1)
j (3.18b)

G ′
j(u, L

−1) = a201(u, L
−1) cj00(u, L

−1)W
(2,0,1)
j (3.18c)

H′
j(u, L

−1) = 2[a02(u, L
−1) cj00(u, L

−1) + a01(u, L
−1) cj01(u)]W

(1,0,1)
j (3.18d)

C′
j(u, L

−1) = b10(u, L
−1)2 cj00(u, L

−1)W
(0,2,1)
j (3.18e)

E ′
j(u, L

−1) = 2a20(u, L
−1) cj00(u, L

−1)W
(1,0,1)
j (3.18f)

C′
2n,j(u, L

−1) = b10(u, L
−1)2n cj00(u, L

−1)W
(0,2n,1)
j (3.18g)
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E ′
2n,j(u, L

−1) = 2n(2n− 1)b10(u, L
−1)2n−2 a20(u, L

−1) cj00(u, L
−1)W

(1,2n−2,1)
j

(3.18h)

where we have used the shorthand W
(k,l,1)
j ≡ ∂k+l+1W (x, y, z)/∂xk∂yl∂zj

∣∣∣
x=y=z=0

.

It is clear from (3.17f) that the background contribution to ū2n is strongly sup-
pressed (i.e., by a factor L−nγ/ν−(n−1)d). However, this no longer true for the analogous
non-connected observables χ2n = V −n〈M2n〉, which are related to the connected ob-
servables ū2n by expressions similar to (1.3a). In particular, the expression for χ2n

contains a piece proportional to χn. Thus, we should expect in χ2n a correction term
L−γ/ν coming from the regular background contribution to χ = V −1〈M2〉.

Assuming that the functions C and C2n are independent of L−1, it follows that the
FSS of the cumulant ratios U2n = L(1−n)dū2n/χ

n is given by

U2n = U∞
2n


1 +

∑

j

U ′
2n,jL

−θj/ν + U ′′
2nL

−γ/ν + · · ·

 , (3.19)

where the coefficient U ′′
2n comes entirely from the regular background term in the

susceptibility:
U ′′
2n = −2nD0(0, u, L

−1)/C(u, L−1) . (3.20)

Similar expressions of course hold for the magnetization moment ratios V2n. On the
other hand, if C or C2n do depend on L−1, then we should expect additional corrections
of order L−1, L−2, . . . .

3.3 Models with logarithmic specific heat

The basic Ansätze (3.1)/(3.13) have to be modified in models where the specific
heat has a logarithmic singularity (like the 2D Ising model).18 The scaling Ansatz
(3.4b) should be replaced by [90, 68]

fsing(gt, gh, {guj}) = −g2t log |gt| Ỹ±(gh/|gt|yh/yt , {guj |gt|−yj/yt})
+ g2t Y±(gh/|gt|yh/yt , {guj |gt|−yj/yt}) (3.21)

where we have assumed α = 0 and hence dν = d/yt = 2. The scaling functions
Ỹ±(x, {zj}) and Y±(x, {zj}) must match appropriately when x → ∞ [68]. If we
neglect the irrelevant fields and follow the same steps as in the pure power-law case,
we arrive at similar formulae for the basic observables:

f(t, h = 0) = −Ãf±t2 log |t|f0(t) + A0(t) (3.22a)

E(t, h = 0) = −2t log |t|Ãf±f1(t) +B0(t) (3.22b)

18 The mechanism that causes the appearance of such logarithmic singularities can be described
alternatively as a resonance between the thermal operator and the identity operator (yI ≡ d =
2yt) [86, pp. 94–96], or as an interplay between the singular and regular parts of the free energy
[90, 91, 92, 93].
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CH(t, h = 0) = −2 log |t|Ãf±f2(t) +G0(t) (3.22c)

M(t, h = 0) = B0±|t|βm0(t) (3.22d)

χ(t, h = 0) = C0±|t|−γp0(t) − Ẽ0±|t| log |t|e0(t) + D0(t) (3.22e)

where

f1(t) = f0(t) +
t

2

df0
dt

(3.23a)

f2(t) = f0(t) + 2t
df0
dt

+
t2

2

d2f0
dt2

(3.23b)

Here the coefficients B0± and C0± are exactly the same as in the pure-power-law case;
the coefficients Ãf± and Ẽ0± are given by formulae similar to (3.11), except that α
should be set equal to zero and Y± should be replaced by Ỹ±; and the functions f0,
m0, p0, and e0 are the same as before. In deriving (3.22), we have assumed that

∂Ỹ (x)

∂x

∣∣∣∣∣
(0)

=
∂2Ỹ (x)

∂x2

∣∣∣∣∣
(0)

= 0 (3.24)

to ensure that there are no terms with multiplicative logarithms in the spontaneous
magnetization, as the exact solution of the 2D Ising model shows [74], and to ensure
there is no |t|−γ log |t| term in the susceptibility, as is also known [40, 76, 70]. Indeed,
Aharony and Fisher [68] conjecture that, in the 2D Ising model, the functions Ỹ±(x)
are in fact constants . If so, it follows from the analyticity of the free energy in t when
h 6= 0 that Ỹ+ = Ỹ−, and hence that Ẽ0+ = Ẽ0− [68].

If we allow irrelevant fields, the above formulae generalize to

f(t, h = 0, u) = −Ãf±(u)t2 log |t|f0(t, u)

1 +

∑

j

Ã′
±,j(u)|t|θj + · · ·




+ t2
∑

j

Â±,j(u)|t|θj + A0(t, u) (3.25a)

M(t, h = 0, u) = B0±(u)|t|βm0(t, u)


1 +

∑

j

B′
±,j(u)|t|θj + · · ·


 (3.25b)

χ(t, h = 0, u) = C0±(u)|t|−γp0(t, u)

1 +

∑

j

Ĉ ′
±,j(u)|t|θj + · · ·




− C̃0±|t|−γ log |t|
∑

j

C̃ ′
±,j(u)|t|θj

− Ẽ0±(u)|t| log |t|e0(t, u)

1 +

∑

j

Ẽ ′
±,j(u)|t|θj + · · ·




+E0±(u)
∑

j

E ′
±,j(u)|t|1+θj

+D0(t, u) + · · · (3.25c)
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Here we also have assumed

∂2Ỹ (x, {zk})
∂x∂zi

∣∣∣∣∣
(0,0)

=
∂3Ỹ (x, {zk})
∂x∂zi∂zj

∣∣∣∣∣
(0,0)

= · · · = 0 (3.26)

to ensure that there are no additional terms with multiplicative logarithms in the
spontaneous magnetization, as the exact solution shows [74]. Again the coefficients
B′

±,j and E
′
±,j are exactly the same as in the power-law-scaling case; and the coeffi-

cients Ã′
±,j and Ẽ

′
f±,j are obtained from (3.11) by replacing Y± by Ỹ±.

Let us now compare these expressions with the known results for the square-lattice
spin-1/2 nearest-neighbor Ising model. The exact expressions for the free energy [73]
and the spontaneous magnetization [74] can of course be Taylor-expanded in t; only
integer powers of t arise (along with multiplicative logarithms in the case of the free
energy). The results for the internal energy and spontaneous magnetization are19

E(t, h = 0) = −2t

π
log |t|

[
1 +

3

2
√
2
t +

17

12
t2 +

5

2
√
2
t3 +O(t4)

]

+B0(t) (3.27a)

M(t < 0, h = 0) = 25/16(−t)1/8
[
1 +

9

16
√
2
t +

1243

3072
t2

+
9259

16348
√
2
t3 +O(t4)

]
(3.27b)

M(t ≥ 0, h = 0) = 0 (3.27c)

where B0(t) is an analytic function near t = 0:

B0(t) = 1− 1√
2
+

(
−1

2
+

3 log 2

π

)
t

+

(
− 1√

2
− 1√

2π
+

9 log 2

2
√
2π

)
t2 +O(t3) (3.28)

By comparing the expansions (3.27) with the RG formulae (3.22b,d)/(3.23), we can
extract the first few terms of the functions f0(t) and m0(t), and thus of a0(t) and
b1(t). Assuming the normalization a01 = b10 = 1, the results are

a0(t) = t +
1

2
√
2
t2 +

7

24
t3 +

17

48
√
2
t4 + O(t5) (3.29a)

b1(t) = 1 +
1

2
√
2
t +

23

64
t2 +

191

384
√
2
t3 + O(t4) (3.29b)

19 The expansion for the internal energy is most easily obtained starting from its exact expression
[73] in terms of a complete elliptic integral of the first kind, K(k), and then using the expansion of
K(k) near k = 1:

K(k) = A(1 − k2) log(1− k2) + B(1− k2)

where A and B are analytic functions with explicitly known Taylor series at zero [94, eqs. 8.113.3
and 8.111.1] [95, pp. 46–55].
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Using (3.7c) [or equivalently (3.9)] one can obtain the prediction for the smooth
function p0(t) appearing in the susceptibility20:

p0(t) = 1 +
1

8
√
2
t +

151

768
t2 +

615

2048
√
2
t3 +O(t4) (3.30)

For the zero-field susceptibility, no exact solution is known, but the first three
coefficients of the asymptotic expansion

χ = C0±|t|−7/4 + C1±|t|−3/4 +D0 +O(|t|1/4 log |t|, |t|1/4) (3.31)

are known analytically [40, 76, 70], and several further terms of the expansion

χ0 = C0±|t|−7/4 + C1±|t|−3/4 +D0 + C2±|t|1/4 + Ẽ0t log |t|+D1t

+C3±|t|5/4 +O(|t|2 log |t|, |t|2) (3.32)

have been inferred from high-temperature and low-temperature series [70].21 (In
particular, the terms |t|1/4 log |t| and |t|5/4 log |t| are found to be absent or at least
to have very small coefficients.) Comparing the series for f , M and χ, Gartenhaus
and McCullough [70] found that the ratios Cn±/C0± for n = 1, 2, 3 are in perfect
agreement with the relation (3.30) based on the assumed absence of non-analytic
corrections to scaling. For some reason, the irrelevant operators seem to have zero

amplitude in the spin-1/2 nearest-neighbor 2D Ising model, at least up to θj ≈ 3.
Let us now consider FSS. For a system with a logarithmic specific heat, the Ansatz

(3.14b) has to be replaced by

fsing(gt, gh, {guj}, L−1) = L−2(logL)W̃ (Lytgt, L
yhgh, {Lyjguj})

+L−2W (Lytgt, L
yhgh, {Lyjguj}) (3.33)

(see also [93]), where W̃ andW are smooth functions, and we are assuming d = 2 and
α = 0. If we neglect the irrelevant fields, the observables at criticality (t = h = 0)
are given by

f(0, 0, L−1) = A0(0, L
−1) + L−2(logL)Ã+ L−2A (3.34a)

E(0, 0, L−1) = B0(0, L
−1) + L−1F(L−1) (3.34b)

CH(0, 0, L
−1) = (logL)G̃(L−1) +G0(0, L

−1) + L−1H(L−1) (3.34c)

M(0, 0, L−1) = 0 (3.34d)

χ(0, 0, L−1) = Lγ/νC(L−1) +D0(u, L
−1) + L−1E(L−1) (3.34e)

ū4(0, 0, L
−1) = L2γ/ν+dC4(L−1)

20 These results agree with those of Gartenhaus and McCullough [70, eq. (12)] once one notes
that t = βctGM = log(1 +

√
2)tGM , where tGM is the parameter t appearing in [70].

21 In particular, we have Ẽ0+ = Ẽ0− ≡ Ẽ0, in agreement with the prediction of Aharony and
Fisher [68].
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+ (logL)L(γ+1)/ν Ẽ4(L−1) + L(γ+1)/νE4(L−1)

+Lγ/νJ4(L
−1) + (logL)K̃4(L

−1) + K4(L
−1)

+D0,4(0, L
−1) + L−1L4(L

−1) (3.34f)

ū2n(0, 0, L
−1) = Lnγ/ν+2(n−1)C2n(L−1) + (logL)L(n−1)γ/ν+2(n−2)+1Ẽ2n(L−1)

+L(n−1)γ/ν+2(n−2)+1E2n(L−1) + · · ·+D0,2n (3.34g)

ū2n+1(0, 0, L
−1) = 0 (3.34h)

where the coefficients A,F ,G,H, C, E , C2n, E2n,J4,K4 and L4 are the same as in (3.16),
and the coefficients with a tilde are given by the same formulae with W replaced by
W̃ . We have also assumed that

∂W̃

∂x

∣∣∣∣∣
(0,0)

=
∂2nW̃

∂y2n

∣∣∣∣∣
(0,0)

= 0 (3.35)

The vanishing of ∂W̃ /∂x
∣∣∣
(0,0)

is needed in order to suppress the terms proportional to

L−1 logL in the energy and specific heat, which do not appear in the exact asymptotic
expansions (2.8a) and (2.9a) due to Ferdinand and Fisher [77].22 The vanishing of

∂2nW̃/∂y2n
∣∣∣
(0,0)

with n = 1 is needed in order to suppress the leading Lγ/ν logL term

in the susceptibility, and the analogous vanishing for n ≥ 2 is needed to suppress the
leading term Lnγ/ν+2(n−1) logL in the cumulants ū2n (the numerical data for χ and
ū2n fit nicely to a simple power law with no multiplicative logarithmic corrections:
see Sections 5.3 and 5.7 below).23

Remark. Since we have assumed in (3.35) that all the derivatives of the function
W̃ with respect to its second argument y vanish at x = y = 0, it is natural to go
slightly farther and assume that W̃ is in fact independent of y. (This is the FSS
analogue of the Aharony-Fisher conjecture that the functions Ỹ± are constants.) If
this is the case, then Ẽ and Ẽ2n vanish as well, so that the sub-leading term in ū2n
will not be of order (logL)L(n−1)γ/ν+2(n−2)+1 but rather L(n−1)γ/ν+2(n−2)+1.

The equations (3.34b,c) for the energy and specific heat can be compared directly
with the exact asymptotic expansions (2.8a)/(2.9a) obtained by Ferdinand and Fisher
[77]. In particular, the ratio of their L−1 coefficients is predicted to be

F(0)

H(0)
=

a01(L = ∞)

2a02(L = ∞)
=

√
2 (3.36)

from (3.29a). This is the same value we obtain from (2.8a)/(2.9a). This means either
that (a) there is no L−1 term in the background contributions B0 and G0, or (b) the

22 The FSS expressions (3.34e)/(3.34f) for the susceptibility and ū4 also contain terms of order

L−1 logL. However, their amplitude is proportional to ∂W̃/∂x
∣∣∣
(0,0)

, so they vanish in the 2D

nearest-neighbor Ising model.

23 The FSS expression (3.34f) for ū4 also contain a term of order Lγ/ν logL. However, its amplitude

is proportional to ∂2W̃/∂y2
∣∣∣
(0,0)

, so it vanishes in the 2D nearest-neighbor Ising model.
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L−1 contributions of the background are exactly in the ratio (3.36), or (c) there is a
miraculous conspiracy involving an irrelevant exponent θj = 1 (or θj + θk + · · · = 1).
The most plausible explanation, of course, is that L−1 terms in the background are
absent, as are contributions of irrelevant operators at least through order L−1.

If we consider also the irrelevant fields, we obtain

f(0, 0, u, L−1) = L−2(logL)


Ã+

∑

j

Ã′
j(u, L

−1)L−θj/ν + · · ·



+L−2


A+

∑

j

A′
j(u, L

−1)L−θj/ν + · · ·



+A0(0, u, L
−1) (3.37a)

E(0, 0, u, L−1) = L−1


F(u, L−1) +

∑

j

F ′
j(u, L

−1)L−θj/ν + · · ·



+L−1(logL)
∑

j

F̃j(u, L
−1)L−θj/ν + · · ·

+B0(0, u, L
−1) + · · · (3.37b)

CH(0, 0, u, L
−1) = (logL)


G̃(u, L−1) +

∑

j

G̃ ′
j(u, L

−1)L−θj/ν + · · ·



+L−1


H(u, L−1) +

∑

j

H′
j(u, L

−1)L−θj/ν + · · ·



+G0(0, u, L
−1) +

∑

j

G ′
j(u, L

−1)L−θj/ν + · · ·

+L−1(logL)
∑

j

H̃′
jL

−θj/ν + · · · (3.37c)

M(0, 0, u, L−1) = 0 (3.37d)

χ(0, 0, u, L−1) = Lγ/ν


C(u, L−1) +

∑

j

C′
j(u, L

−1)L−θj/ν + · · ·



+L−1


E(u, L−1) +

∑

j

E ′
j(u, L

−1)L−θj/ν + · · ·



+D0(0, u, L
−1) + Lγ/ν(logL)

∑

j

C̃′
jL

−θj/ν + · · ·

+L−1(logL)
∑

j

Ẽ ′
jL

−θj/ν + · · · (3.37e)

ū2n(0, 0, u, L
−1) = Lnγ/ν+(n−1)d


C2n(u, L−1) +

∑

j

C′
2n,j(u, L

−1)L−θj/ν + · · ·



+ (logL)L(n−1)γ/ν+(n−2)d+1/ν
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×

Ẽ2n(u, L−1) +

∑

j

Ẽ ′
2n,j(u, L

−1)L−θj/ν + · · ·



+L(n−1)γ/ν+(n−2)d+1/ν

×

E2n(u, L−1) +

∑

j

E ′
2n,j(u, L

−1)L−θj/ν + · · ·



+ · · · + D0,2n(0, u, L
−1) (3.37f)

ū2n+1(0, 0, u, L
−1) = 0 (3.37g)

where the coefficients A′
j, . . . are the same as in (3.18), and the coefficients Ã′

j, . . . are

obtained by replacing W by W̃ . The final dots represent higher-order terms of order
L−2−θj/ν logL, L−2−θj/ν , L−2−θj/ν−θk/ν logL, L−2−θj/ν−θk/ν , . . . .

By comparing the above results for the energy and the specific heat to the exact
asymptotic expansions (2.8a)/(2.9a), we can obtain lower bounds on the irrelevant
exponents θj/ν that contribute to these observables in the spin-1/2 nearest-neighbor
2D Ising model. Since the correction term for the energy (2.8a) is of order L−2 or
smaller, it follows that

θj/ν ≥ 1 (3.38)

unless
∂2W

∂x∂zj

∣∣∣∣∣
(0,0,0)

=
∂2W̃

∂x∂zj

∣∣∣∣∣
(0,0,0)

= 0 (3.39)

so that the amplitudes F ′
j and F̃j vanish; moreover, the strict equality θj/ν = 1 can

only occur if F ′
j = 0 (i.e., ∂2W/∂x∂zj |(0,0,0) = 0). Likewise, since the correction term

for the specific heat (2.9a) is of order log3 L/L2 or smaller, it follows that

θj/ν ≥ 2 (3.40)

unless
∂3W

∂x2∂zj

∣∣∣∣∣
(0,0,0)

=
∂3W̃

∂x2∂zj

∣∣∣∣∣
(0,0,0)

= 0 (3.41)

so that the amplitudes G ′
j and G̃ ′

j vanish.

Remarks. 1. By taking into account our numerical results on the next correction
terms for the energy and the specific heat (Section 2.3), the above bounds on θj/ν
can be strengthened. If the correction term for the energy (2.8a) is indeed of order
L−3, as our fit suggests, then the above reasoning implies that

θj/ν ≥ 2 (3.42)

unless F̃ ′
j and F ′

j vanish. The same bound is obtained from the specific heat if the
next term in (2.9a) is of order L−2.

2. Nienhuis [67] has derived exact formulae for the critical and tricritical exponents
of the 2D q-state Potts model (q ≤ 4) by mapping the dilute Potts model onto a
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Gaussian-like model (see also ref. [96]). This procedure gives also the next-to-leading
exponents, and it predicts for the 2D Ising model that

θj/ν =
4

3
. (3.43)

However, Nienhuis argues that this exponent does not appear as a correction to scaling
in the free energy itself, but only in its derivative with respect to q. Furthermore,
Blöte and den Nijs [71] studied the random-cluster-model representation of the Potts
model with q = 2 + ǫ states. They found evidence for an irrelevant operator with
θj/ν = 4/3 associated to vacancy excitations, as predicted by Nienhuis. Moreover,
the amplitude of this correction-to-scaling term was found to be of order ǫ, so that
it vanishes at the Ising model q = 2. On the other hand, they also considered other
models in the Ising universality class that are expected to have enhanced vacancy
excitations — the antiferromagnetic Ising model in a magnetic field and the Blume-
Capel model — and in both cases they found, somewhat surprisingly, that the leading
correction to scaling has θj/ν = 2. To make matters even more confusing, Barma
and Fisher [69] found evidence for a θj/ν = 4/3 correction in the double-Gaussian
and Klauder models.

In the Ising model q = 2, one might expect to see θj/ν = 4/3 corrections in

the Fortuin-Kasteleyn bond observables S
(2)
2 and S4 [defined in (4.13)/(4.14) and

(4.27)/(4.28) below], which are connected to the fourth-order magnetization invariants
〈M4〉 and 〈M′4〉 of the q-state Potts model by q-dependent formulae [see (4.33)/(4.34)].

3.4 Summary of scenarios for the two-dimensional Ising model

Let us summarize the above discussion by sketching the possible scenarios that
could occur in the 2D spin-1/2 nearest-neighbor Ising model. We define the exponent
∆ to be the leading correction-to-scaling exponent in each quantity, whether it arises
from non-analytic or analytic corrections or from the regular background.

First of all, the exact solutions (3.27) for the infinite-volume free energy and
spontaneous magnetization tell us that if there are irrelevant operators contributing
to these quantities with nonzero amplitude, then the corresponding exponents θj
must be integers. Moreover, if there are such corrections, then — barring miraculous
relations among the correction amplitudes — the relation (3.9) between the correction
terms in the free energy, spontaneous magnetization and susceptibility ought to fail
at order tθj . But Gartenhaus and McCullough [70] have verified numerically that
this relation holds at least through order t3, suggesting that irrelevant operators are
absent.

Let us now consider corrections to finite-size scaling. In FSS theory for systems
with periodic boundary conditions, three simplifying assumptions have frequently
been made:

(a) The regular part of the free energy, freg, is independent of L [88] (except possibly
for terms that are exponentially small in L).
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(b) The coefficients ak and bk (which arise in the scaling fields gt and gh) are inde-
pendent of L [89].

(c) gL equals L−1 exactly, with no corrections L−2, L−3, . . . [88].

Moreover, in the 2D spin-1/2 nearest-neighbor Ising model, there is evidence that

(d) There are no irrelevant operators [68, 70].

We then have the following possible scenarios:

(i) The simplest scenario is the one in which assumptions (a)–(d) all hold. Then
we expect ∆ = 7/4 for the susceptibility, higher magnetization moments 〈M2n〉
and magnetization ratios V2n; and we expect ∆ = 11/4 for the cumulants ū2n.
In this scenario, there would be no additional terms in the energy and specific
heat expansions beyond those shown explicitly in (2.8a)/(2.9a) [except perhaps
for terms that are exponentially small in L]. Unfortunately, our numerical
computations of L-dependence of the energy and specific-heat (Section 2.3)
contradict this latter prediction.

(ii) If there are no irrelevant fields and no L-dependence in the regular background,
but we allow a smooth L-dependence in the coefficients ak and bk, then we
expect ∆ = 1 corrections in all observables. (The same happens if the scaling
field gL has corrections of order L−2, L−3, . . . .) The asymptotic expansion (2.8a)
for the energy would contain additional terms L−2, L−3, . . . , and the expansion
(2.9a) for the specific heat would contain additional terms L−2 logL, L−2, . . . .
Note, however, that the L-dependence of G̃ is constrained by our knowledge
that no term L−1 logL appears in (2.9a); this suggests that further logarithmic
terms L−2 logL, L−3 logL, . . . might be absent as well, in agreement with our
numerical results (Section 2.3).

(iii) If there are irrelevant fields, but there is no L-dependence in either the coeffi-
cients ak, bk or the regular background, then

∆ = min
j

θj
ν
. (3.44)

Consistency with the Ferdinand-Fisher expansions (2.8a)/(2.9a) implies that
∆ ≥ 2 unless certain derivatives of the functions W and W̃ vanish at x = y =
z = 0 [cf. (3.39)/(3.41)].

(iv) If we allow irrelevant fields and a smooth L-dependence in all the coefficients,
then we have

∆ = min

(
1, min

j

θj
ν

)
. (3.45)

Finally, if we allow a smooth L-dependence in the regular background, then in all
four scenarios the value of ∆ would be unchanged; the alterations affect only the
subleading correction-to-scaling exponents. Note, however, that such a smooth L-
dependence of the regular background is possible only if the terms of order L−1 come
exactly in the ratio (3.36).

27



4 Description of the Simulations

4.1 Swendsen–Wang algorithm for the Potts model

The Swendsen–Wang algorithm [97] is defined for the ferromagnetic q-state Potts
model; the special case q = 2 corresponds to the Ising model.

The q-state Potts model assigns to each lattice site i a spin variable σi taking
values in the set {1, 2, . . . , q}; these spins interact through the reduced Hamiltonian

HPotts = −β
∑

〈ij〉

(δσi,σj − 1) , (4.1)

where the sum runs over all the nearest-neighbor pairs 〈ij〉. The partition function
is defined as

Z =
∑

{σ}

e−HPotts =
∑

{σ}

exp


β

∑

〈ij〉

(δσi,σj − 1)


 . (4.2)

Finally, the Boltzmann weight of a configuration {σ} is given by

WPotts({σ}) =
1

Z

∏

〈ij〉

eβ(δσi,σj−1) =
1

Z

∏

〈ij〉

(1− p+ pδσi,σj ) (4.3)

where p = 1− e−β.
The idea behind the Swendsen–Wang algorithm [97, 98, 99] is to decompose the

Boltzmann weight by introducing new dynamical variables nij = 0, 1 (living on the
bonds of the lattice), and to simulate the joint model of old and new variables by
alternately updating one set of variables conditional on the other set. The Boltzmann
weight of the joint model is

Wjoint({σ}, {n}) =
1

Z

∏

〈ij〉

[
(1− p)δnij ,0 + pδσi,σjδnij ,1

]
. (4.4)

The marginal distribution of (4.4) with respect to the spin variables reproduces the
Potts-model Boltzmann weight (4.3). The marginal distribution of (4.4) with respect
to the bond variables is the Fortuin–Kasteleyn [100, 101, 102] random-cluster model
with parameter q:

WRC({n}) =
1

Z


 ∏

〈ij〉: nij=1

p




 ∏

〈ij〉: nij=0

(1− p)


 qC({n}) , (4.5)

where C({n}) is the number of connected components (including one-site components)
in the graph whose edges are the bonds with nij = 1.

We can also consider the conditional probabilities of the joint distribution (4.4).
The conditional distribution of the {n} given the {σ} is as follows: Independently
for each bond 〈ij〉, one sets nij = 0 when σi 6= σj , and sets nij = 0 and 1 with
probabilities 1 − p and p when σi = σj . Finally, the conditional distribution of the
{σ} given the {n} is as follows: Independently for each connected cluster, one sets all
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the spins σi in that cluster equal to the same value, chosen with uniform probability
from the set {1, 2, . . . , q}.

The Swendsen–Wang algorithm simulates the joint probability distribution (4.4)
by alternately applying the two conditional distributions just described. That is, we
first erase the current {n} configuration, and generate a new {n} configuration from
the conditional distribution given {σ}; we then erase the current {σ} configuration,
and generate a new {σ} configuration from the conditional distribution given {n}.

4.2 Observables to be measured

We have performed simulations of the 2D Ising model at criticality on a periodic
square lattice of linear size L. As it is convenient to view the Ising model as the q = 2
case of the Potts model, we have used the Potts normalization throughout this paper.

We have measured the following basic observables:

• the energy density (i.e., the number of unsatisfied bonds)

E ≡
∑

〈xy〉

(1− δσx,σy) (4.6)

• the bond occupation
N ≡

∑

〈xy〉

nxy (4.7)

• the nearest-neighbor connectivity (which is an energy-like observable [61])

E ′ ≡
∑

〈xy〉

γxy , (4.8)

where γxy equals 1 if both ends of the bond 〈xy〉 belong to the same cluster, and
0 otherwise. More generally, the connectivity γij can be defined for an arbitrary
pair i, j of sites:

γij({n}) =

{
1 if i is connected to j
0 if i is not connected to j

(4.9)

• the squared magnetization

M2 =

(∑

x

σx

)2

(4.10a)

=
q

q − 1

q∑

α=1

(∑

x

δσx,α

)2

− V 2

q − 1
(4.10b)

where σx ≡ e(σx) ∈ Rq−1 is the Potts spin in the hypertetrahedral representa-
tion24 and V = L2 is the number of lattice sites

24 Let {e(α)}qα=1 be unit vectors in R
q−1 satisfying e

(α) · e(β) = (qδαβ − 1)/(q − 1), and let
σx ≡ e

(σx). For q = 2 this means σx = cos(πσx) = ±1.
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• powers of the squared magnetization

M2n = (M2)n (4.11)

• the square of the Fourier transform of the spin variable at the smallest allowed
non-zero momentum

F =
1

2



∣∣∣∣∣
∑

x

σx e
2πix1/L

∣∣∣∣∣

2

+

∣∣∣∣∣
∑

x

σx e
2πix2/L

∣∣∣∣∣

2

 (4.12a)

=
q

q − 1
× 1

2

q∑

α=1



∣∣∣∣∣
∑

x

δσx,α e
2πix1/L

∣∣∣∣∣

2

+

∣∣∣∣∣
∑

x

δσx,α e
2πix2/L

∣∣∣∣∣

2

 (4.12b)

where (x1, x2) are the Cartesian coordinates of point x. Note that F is normal-
ized to be comparable to its zero-momentum analogue M2.

• the mean-square and mean-fourth-power size of the clusters

S2 =
∑

C

#(C)2 (4.13)

S4 =
∑

C

#(C)4 (4.14)

where the sum is over all the clusters C of activated bonds and #(C) is the
number of sites in the cluster C.

From these observables we compute the following expectation values:

• the energy density E per spin

E =
1

V
〈E〉 (4.15)

• the specific heat

CH =
1

V
var(E) ≡ 1

V

[
〈E2〉 − 〈E〉2

]
(4.16)

• the bond density

N =
1

V
〈N 〉 (4.17)

• the nearest-neighbor connectivity density

E ′ =
1

V
〈E ′〉 (4.18)

• the magnetic susceptibility

χ =
1

V
〈M2〉 (4.19)
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• the higher magnetization moments

χ2n =
1

V n
〈M2n〉 (4.20)

• the higher magnetization cumulants

ū2n =
1

V
〈M2n〉conn (4.21)

• the magnetization moment ratios

V2n =
〈M2n〉
〈M2〉n (4.22)

• the correlation function at momentum (2π/L, 0)

F =
1

V
〈F〉 (4.23)

• the second-moment correlation length

ξ =
1

2 sin(π/L)

(
χ

F
− 1

)1/2

(4.24)

• the variant second-moment correlation length

ξ′ =
L

2π

(
χ

F
− 1

)1/2

, (4.25)

which differs from ξ only by correction-to-scaling terms of order L−2

• the normalized cluster-size moments

S2 =
1

V
〈S2〉 (4.26)

S
(2)
2 =

1

V 2
〈S2

2 〉 (4.27)

S4 =
1

V 2
〈S4〉 (4.28)

Remarks. 1. In the general q-state Potts model, there is, in addition to M4 ≡
(M2)2, a second fourth-order invariant of the magnetization:

M′4 =
1

q

q∑

α=1

(
e(α) ·

∑

x

σx

)4
, (4.29)

where e(α) are the hypertetrahedral unit vectors. However, in the Ising model q = 2,
we have M4 = M′4.
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2. Using the Fortuin–Kasteleyn identities [100, 101, 102, 99], it is not difficult to
show that

〈N 〉 = p(B − 〈E〉) (4.30)

〈E〉 =
q

q − 1
(B − 〈E ′〉) (4.31)

〈M2〉 = 〈S2〉 (4.32)

〈M4〉 =
q + 1

q − 1
〈S2

2 〉 −
2

q − 1
〈S4〉 (4.33)

〈M′4〉 =
3

(q − 1)2
〈S2

2 〉+
q2 − 6q + 6

(q − 1)3
〈S4〉 (4.34)

where p = 1 − e−β and B = 2V is the number of bonds in the lattice. (Note
that the coefficients in the formulae for 〈M4〉 and 〈M′4〉 coincide at q = 2, but
their first derivatives with respect to q differ.) As a check on the correctness of our
simulations, we have tested these identities to high precision, in the following way:
Instead of comparing directly the left and right sides of each equation, which are
strongly positively correlated in the Monte Carlo simulation, a more sensitive test is
to define new observables corresponding to the differences (i.e., N − p(B − E) and
so forth). Each such observable should have mean zero, and the error bars on the
sample mean can be estimated using the standard error analysis outlined below. The
comparison to zero yields the following χ2 values:

For (4.30): χ2 = 10.23 (14 DF, level = 75%) (4.35)

For (4.31): χ2 = 17.00 (14 DF, level = 26%) (4.36)

For (4.32): χ2 = 9.93 (14 DF, level = 77%) (4.37)

For (4.33)/(4.34): χ2 = 9.05 (14 DF, level = 83%) (4.38)

Here DF means the number of degrees of freedom, and “level” means the confidence
level of the fit (defined at the beginning of Section 5 below). The agreement is
excellent.

3. We also compared our data for V4 for L = 4, 6, 8, 12, 16 with the exact values
computed by Kamieniarz and Blöte [78] using transfer-matrix methods. We get χ2 =
5.14 (5 DF, level = 40%), indicating good agreement.

For each observable O discussed above we have measured its autocorrelation func-
tions in the Swendsen-Wang dynamics,

COO(t) = 〈OsOs+t〉 − 〈O〉2 (4.39)

ρOO(t) =
COO(t)

COO(0)
(4.40)

where the expectations are taken in equilibrium. From these functions we have esti-
mated the corresponding integrated autocorrelation time

τint,O =
1

2

∞∑

t=−∞

ρOO(t) (4.41a)
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=
1

2
+

∞∑

t=1

ρOO(t) (4.41b)

by the methods of Ref. [103, Appendix C], using a self-consistent truncation window
of width 6τint,O. This autocorrelation time is needed to compute the correct error bar
on the sample mean O. The integrated autocorrelation times for the observables N ,
E and E ′ satisfy the rigorous inequalities [61]

τint,N ≤ τint,E ≤ τint,E ′ . (4.42)

These inequalities are of course satisfied by our numerical data (see Table 4).

Remarks. 1. The estimation of the error bar for the specific heat is a little bit
more involved. The specific heat equals V −1 times the mean value of the observable
O = (E −µE)

2, where µE ≡ 〈E〉 is the true mean value of the energy. If one knows µE ,
then the error bar on O can be computed by the standard method. Unfortunately,
we do not know (in general) the value of µE , so we use instead the sample mean E
(which should be computed first). More details on the statistical theory can be found
in [61].

2. The error bar of the second-moment correlation length is computed by consid-
ering the random variable

O′ =
M2

µM2

− F
µF

, (4.43)

which automatically has zero mean. Then,

var(ξ̂)1/2 =
1

4 sin(π/L)

χ

F

(
χ

F
− 1

)−1/2

var(O′)1/2 , (4.44)

where ξ̂ denotes our Monte Carlo estimate of ξ. In practice, the values of µM2 and µF

are replaced by their corresponding sample means (which should be computed first).
3. The error bar on the ratio V2n is computed in a similar fashion:

var(V̂2n)
1/2 =

〈M2n〉
〈M2〉nvar(O

′′
2n)

1/2 , (4.45)

where V̂2n denotes our Monte Carlo estimate of V2n, and the observable O′′
2n is defined

as

O′′
2n =

M2n

µM2n

− n
M2

µM2

+ n− 1 (4.46)

and has mean zero. Again, the mean values µM2n and µM2 are replaced in practice
by their sample means.

4. The error bar on the Monte Carlo estimates of the connected cumulants

ū4 = L−d
(
〈M4〉 − 3〈M2〉2

)
(4.47a)

ū6 = L−d
(
〈M6〉 − 15〈M4〉〈M2〉+ 30〈M2〉3

)
(4.47b)
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are given by the following expression

var(̂̄u2n)1/2 = L−dµM2nvar(O′′′
2n)

1/2 (4.48)

where the auxiliary observables for n = 2, 3 are defined as follows

O′′′
4 =

M4

µM4

− 6

V4

M2

µM2

−
(
1− 6

V4

)
(4.49a)

O′′′
6 =

M6

µM6

− 15V4
V6

[
M4

µM4

+
M2

µM2

]
+

90

V6

M2

µM2

−
(
1− 30V4

V6
+

90

V6

)
(4.49b)

and the mean values µM2n and the ratios V2n = µM2n/µnM2 are replaced in practice
by their sample means.

5. As a further check on the correctness of our simulations, we have computed
both sides of the identity

ρNN (1) = 1− (1− p)(2− E)

pCH + (1− p)(2− E)
(4.50)

proven in [104, equation 7] (see also [61]).25 This is a highly nontrivial test, as it relates
static quantities (energy and specific heat) to a dynamic quantity (autocorrelation
function of the bond occupation at time lag 1). We have also checked with great
accuracy the identities [61]

CEE(t) =
1

p2
CNN (t+ 1) (4.51)

ρEE(t) =
ρNN (t+ 1)

ρNN (1)
(4.52)

CE ′E ′(t) =

(
q

q − 1

)2

CEE(t+ 1) (4.53)

ρE ′E ′(t) =
ρEE(t+ 1)

ρEE(1)
(4.54)

4.3 Summary of the simulations

We have run our Monte Carlo program on lattices with L ranging from 4 to 512
(see Table 1). In all cases the initial configuration was random, and for L ≤ 64 (resp.
L ≥ 96) we discarded the first 5 × 104 (resp. 105) iterations to allow the system to
reach equilibrium; this discard interval is in all cases greater than 104 τint,E .

26 The

25 Please note that [104] used a definition of energy that is slightly different from the one used
here: E(Ref. [104]) = (1/V )〈∑〈xy〉 δσx,σy

〉 = 2− E.

26 Such a discard interval might seem to be much larger than necessary: 102τint would usually be
more than enough. However, there is always the danger that the longest autocorrelation time in the
system may be much larger than the longest autocorrelation time that one has measured , because
one has failed to measure an observable having sufficiently strong overlap with the slowest mode. As
an undoubtedly overly conservative precaution against the possible (but unlikely) existence of such
a (vastly) slower mode, we decided to discard up to 2% of the entire run. This discard amounts to
reducing the accuracy on our final estimates by a mere 1%.
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total number of iterations ranges from 2.15 × 106 (L = 4) to 8.2 × 106 (L = 512),
and is selected to be approximately 106 τint,E . These statistics allow us to obtain a
high accuracy in our estimates of the static and dynamic quantities (error ∼< 0.17%
and ∼< 0.51%, respectively). The static data are displayed in Table 1 (E, CH , χ, F

and ξ), Table 2 (S
(2)
2 and S4) and Table 3 (the ratios V2n), while the dynamic data

(autocorrelation times) are displayed in Table 4.
The CPU time required by our program is approximately 6.3 L2 µs per iteration

on a Linux Pentium machine running at 166 MHz. The total CPU time used in the
project was approximately 7.5 months on this machine.

We have improved the precision of our analysis by supplementing our own Monte
Carlo data with comparable data from other authors:

1) We have used measurements of the susceptibility χ and the energy autocorre-
lation time τint,E due to Baillie and Coddington [105, 106], who made extensive sim-
ulations using the Swendsen–Wang algorithm on lattice sizes from L = 8 to L = 512
(see Table 5). They performed between 107 and 2 × 107 iterations on each lattice:
this corresponds to an effort ranging from ≈ 7 times ours (L = 8) to ≈ 1.5 times
ours (L = 128, 256, 512). Since they used exactly the same algorithm as we did, the
correct ratio of their error bar σ′(O) to ours σ(O) must be

σ′(O)

σ(O)
=

√
N

N ′
, (4.55)

where N (resp N ′) is our (resp. their) number of Swendsen-Wang iterations after
the discard interval. This relation applies to each lattice size L and each of the two
observables O = χ, τint,E . In Table 5, the first error bar shown for each observable
is the “corrected” error bar σ′(O) determined by using (4.55) together with our own
error bar σ(O) from Table 1 or 4; the error bar in parentheses is the one reported
in Ref. [105, 106]. For L = 50 and 100, for which we have no data, we obtained
the “corrected” error bar by using our runs at the nearby values L = 48 and 96.
For the susceptibility, the agreement between the two error bars is good. The small
discrepancies (∼< 20%) are understandable as statistical fluctuations arising from the
way the error bars were computed in Ref. [105, 106]: they split the whole data sample
into n = 16–20 independent batches and estimated the error bars from the dispersion
among the batch means, a technique that leads to statistical errors in the estimated
error bar of order 1/

√
n. (By contrast, our windowing method is roughly equivalent

to taking batches of size equal to the window width 6τint,O; as a result, the equivalent
number of batches is vastly larger, and the statistical fluctuations are much smaller.
We therefore believe that our “corrected” error bars are more accurate.) For τint,E ,
by contrast, there are large discrepancies (up to a factor of ≈ 2.5) between the two
error bars. We do not know the reason for these discrepancies, but we believe that
our own error bars are more reliable: they have σ(τint,E)/τint,E roughly proportional
to (τint,E/N)1/2, which is not the case for the error bars reported in Ref. [105, 106].

Comparison of the Baillie–Coddington raw data (with the “corrected” error bars)
to ours at the seven overlapping L values yields χ2 = 4.07 (7 DF, level = 77%) for the
susceptibility, and χ2 = 6.81 (7 DF, level = 45%) for the energy autocorrelation time.
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The two data sets are therefore compatible; the estimates resulting from merging
their data with ours (using the “corrected” error bars) are displayed in Table 6. Let
us emphasize that irrespective of whose absolute error bars (theirs or ours) are more
accurate, the correct way to merge the data is to use relative weights N : N ′, as we
have done.

2) We have also used measurements of the correlation length ξ obtained by Balles-
teros et al. [107], who performed single-cluster [108] simulations of the 2D site-diluted
Ising model at various concentrations p. Their data for p = 1 (i.e., the usual Ising
model) correspond to anywhere from 4 × 105 to 7 × 105 statistically independent
measurements at each lattice size from L = 12 to L = 512 (see Table 7). The sta-
tistical independence of two consecutive measurements was achieved by allowing 100
single-cluster moves between them. Their error bars are slightly larger than ours. As
a matter of fact, their error bars σ′(ξ) and our error bars σ(ξ) satisfy approximately
the relation

σ(ξ)

σ′(ξ)
=

√
2τint,O′N ′

N
, (4.56)

where N (resp. N ′) is the number of measurements of our (resp. their) work, and O′

is the observable (4.43) we used to compute the correct correlation-length error bar.
This supports the belief that their measurements are indeed essentially independent
and that their error bars are correctly computed. Comparison of their raw data to
ours at the eleven overlapping L values yields χ2 = 10.28 (11 DF, level = 51%). The
two data sets are therefore compatible. The corresponding merged data are shown in
Table 8.

5 Data Analysis: Static Quantities

For each quantity O, we carry out a variety of fits using the standard weighted
least-squares method. As a precaution against corrections to scaling, we impose a
lower cutoff L ≥ Lmin on the data points admitted in the fit, and we study systemat-
ically the effects of varying Lmin on the estimated parameters and on the χ2 value. In
general, our preferred fit corresponds to the smallest Lmin for which the goodness of
fit is reasonable (e.g., the confidence level27 is ∼> 10–20%) and for which subsequent
increases in Lmin do not cause the χ2 to drop vastly more than one unit per degree
of freedom (DF).

Let us note in advance a curious fact: Many (though not all) of our fits have an
unusually high confidence level, frequently well over 95%. The simplest explanation
for such behavior is that we have somehow overestimated our raw-data error bars.
But the good agreement between our error bars for χ and ξ and those of Baillie and
Coddington [105, 106] and Ballesteros et al. [107], respectively — who used different

27 “Confidence level” is the probability that χ2 would exceed the observed value, assuming that
the underlying statistical model is correct. An unusually low confidence level (e.g., less than 5%)
thus suggests that the underlying statistical model is incorrect — the most likely cause of which
would be corrections to scaling.
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statistical methods — suggests that any such overestimation, if it exists, is small (less
than 10–20%). So we really do not understand the reason for these unusually high
confidence levels.

5.1 Internal energy

Let us begin with the energy. We first compare our results against the exact
finite-volume solution due to Ferdinand and Fisher [77, eq. 2.6]. We obtain a good
agreement χ2 = 6.77 (14 DF, level = 94%).

We can also try to fit our data to the expected FSS behavior

E = E(∞) + A1L
−∆1 + A2L

−∆2 + . . . , (5.1)

truncating the series at various places. If we fit the results to a constant E(∞),
ignoring any correction term, we are unable to obtain any reasonable fit, as the
differences among the energies E(L) are much larger than the statistical error bars.
If we keep the first correction term but ignore higher-order terms, we can try to
simultaneously estimate the three parameters E(∞), A1 and ∆1 using a nonlinear
weighted-least-squares fit. Our preferred result corresponds to Lmin = 8:

E(∞) = 0.292893± 0.000011 (5.2a)

A1 = −0.3081± 0.0030 (5.2b)

∆1 = 0.9972± 0.0032 (5.2c)

with χ2 = 4.00 (9 DF, level = 91%). This is in perfect agreement with the theoretical
prediction (2.8b). If we impose ∆1 = 1, then we can estimate simultaneously the
parameters E(∞) and A1. The fit is already good for Lmin = 8, yielding

E(∞) = 0.2928860± 0.0000056 (5.3a)

A1 = −0.31045± 0.00077 (5.3b)

with χ2 = 4.65 (10 DF, level = 91%). Motivated by the fits of Ec(L) − (2.8a) in
Section 2.3, we can impose ∆1 = 1 and ∆2 = 3, and estimate simultaneously the
parameters E(∞), A1 and A2. The fit is already good for Lmin = 4, yielding

E(∞) = 0.2928880± 0.0000057 (5.4a)

A1 = −0.31099± 0.00083 (5.4b)

A2 = 0.135± 0.027 (5.4c)

with χ2 = 5.36 (11 DF, level = 91%). The second correction-to-scaling coefficient
is compatible within errors with the amplitude we obtained in Section 2.3: A2 ≈
0.1033415669.

5.2 Specific heat

Our specific-heat data also agree well with the exact finite-volume solution due to
Ferdinand and Fisher [77, eq. 2.7]: χ2 = 13.48 (14 DF, level = 49%).
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Since we expect a logarithmic L-dependence for the specific heat, we first fit our
data to CH = A logL+B. Our preferred fit corresponds to Lmin = 32:

A = 0.6384± 0.0017 (5.5a)

B = 0.1675± 0.0078 (5.5b)

with χ2 = 4.92 (6 DF, level = 55%). The agreement with the asymptotic expansion
(2.9b) is quite good. If we try to simultaneously estimate the first three terms in (2.9)
(i.e., CH = A logL+B + C/L), we obtain a reasonable fit for Lmin = 8:

A = 0.6359± 0.0018 (5.6a)

B = 0.1820± 0.0087 (5.6b)

C = −0.229± 0.048 (5.6c)

with χ2 = 6.58 (9 DF, level = 68%). These estimates agree within errors with the
exact result (2.9b).

5.3 Susceptibility

The expected FSS behavior for the susceptibility is

χ = Lγ/ν
[
A +BL−∆ + CL−∆′

+ · · ·
]

(5.7)

with γ/ν = 7/4. If we fit to a pure power law χ = ALγ/ν , a good fit is obtained for
Lmin = 16:

γ

ν
= 1.75043± 0.00016 (5.8)

with χ2 = 3.98 (8 DF, level = 86%). This result is 2.7 standard deviations away from
the theoretical value 7/4. If we impose γ/ν = 7/4 and fit χ/L7/4 to a constant A, a
good fit is obtained for Lmin = 48:

A = 1.09212± 0.00021 (5.9)

with χ2 = 3.35 (6 DF, level = 76%).
An estimate of ∆ can be obtained by fixing γ/ν to its theoretical value 7/4 and

fitting χ/L7/4 to A + BL−∆, ignoring higher-order corrections to scaling. A good fit
is obtained for Lmin = 8:

A = 1.09238± 0.00037 (5.10a)

∆ = 1.04± 0.41 (5.10b)

B = −0.033± 0.029 (5.10c)

with χ2 = 2.64 (9 DF, level = 98%). This estimate of ∆ is clearly consistent with
∆ = 1, but it is also consistent within one standard deviation with Nienhuis’ [67]
value ∆ = 4/3, and consistent within two standard deviations with ∆ = 7/4. The
main fact to be noted is that the coefficient of the correction-to-scaling term B is
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very small; indeed, it is compatible with zero within approximately one standard
deviation. This explains why the estimate of ∆ is so uncertain.

Let us see now the results of fitting the data to the Ansatz χ/L7/4 = A + BL−∆

with ∆ fixed to the three most natural candidates (1, 4/3, 7/4):

∆ = 1: A = 1.09241± 0.00022 B = −0.0305± 0.0046

(Lmin = 8, χ2 = 2.66, 10 DF, level = 99%) (5.11a)

∆ = 4/3: A = 1.09221± 0.00020 B = −0.0613± 0.0093

(Lmin = 8, χ2 = 3.07, 10 DF, level = 98%) (5.11b)

∆ = 7/4: A = 1.09215± 0.00017 B = −0.1726± 0.0063

(Lmin = 4, χ2 = 6.13, 12 DF, level = 91%) (5.11c)

These fits suggest that the exponent ∆ = 7/4 is slightly favored as it achieves a
similar confidence level with a smaller Lmin. This is in agreement with the simplest
scenario: no irrelevant variables (at least with θ/ν < 7/4), and no L-dependence of
the RG coefficients ak and bk (at least through order L−1).

Let us now redo the foregoing fits using the merged data of Table 6 (our data plus
that of Baillie and Coddington [105, 106]). A simple power-law fit gives

γ

ν
= 1.75013± 0.00017 (5.12)

for Lmin = 64 with χ2 = 1.92 (5 DF, level = 86%). A fit of χ/L7/4 to a constant gives

A = 1.09215± 0.00014 (5.13)

for the same Lmin with χ2 = 2.38 (6 DF, level = 88%). The three-parameter fit gives
for Lmin = 8:

A = 1.09223± 0.00019 (5.14a)

∆ = 1.35± 0.26 (5.14b)

B = −0.073± 0.038 (5.14c)

with χ2 = 5.35 (11 DF, level = 91%). These values are compatible within errors with
the previous determination using only our own data. Once again, the estimate of
the correction-to-scaling exponent ∆ is compatible within errors both with all three
possible values 1, 4/3 and 7/4; and the coefficient B is again quite small (this time it
is two standard deviations away from B = 0). Finally, if we perform the 2-parameter
fit χ/L7/4 = A+BL−∆ with ∆ fixed to 1, 4/3 and 7/4, we obtain

∆ = 1: A = 1.09236± 0.00015 B = −0.0288± 0.0021

(Lmin = 12, χ2 = 4.73, 11 DF, level = 94%) (5.15a)

∆ = 4/3: A = 1.09224± 0.00012 B = −0.0708± 0.0040

(Lmin = 8, χ2 = 5.35, 12 DF, level = 95%) (5.15b)

∆ = 7/4: A = 1.09210± 0.00011 B = −0.1708± 0.0054

(Lmin = 4, χ2 = 8.00, 14 DF, level = 89%) (5.15c)
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Again, the above fits slightly favor ∆ = 7/4 over the other two candidates.
In conclusion, we are able to extract very accurately the values of the critical

exponent γ/ν and the leading amplitude A. However, it is very hard to determine,
from the available Monte Carlo data, the correction-to-scaling exponent ∆. This is
due primarily to the smallness of the correction-to-scaling amplitude B.

5.4 Fourier-transformed two-point correlator at momentum

(2π/L, 0)

This observable is expected to have a FSS behavior similar to the susceptibility:

F = Lγ/ν
[
A +BL−∆ + CL−∆′

+ · · ·
]
. (5.16)

With a simple power-law Ansatz F = ALγ/ν , we get a good fit for Lmin = 32:

γ

ν
= 1.74998± 0.00050 (5.17)

with χ2 = 1.00 (6 DF, level = 99%). Note that a good fit is obtained here with a
much smaller Lmin than was the case for the susceptibility; this suggests that the
corrections to scaling are even smaller in F than in χ. Indeed, if we fit F/L7/4 to a
constant A, we obtain a good fit already for Lmin = 12:

A = 0.032718± 0.000012 (5.18)

with χ2 = 5.34 (9 DF, level = 87%). There is a large drop in the χ2 (by 3.4 units) at
Lmin = 32:

A = 0.032727± 0.000014 (5.19)

with χ2 = 1.00 (7 DF, level = 99%). However, the two estimates agree perfectly.
If we fix ∆ = 1, 4/3, 7/4 and perform the fit F/L7/4 = A + BL−∆, we get in all

cases values of the amplitude B compatible with zero within 1.5 standard deviations:

∆ = 1: A = 0.03274± 0.000018 B = −0.00112± 0.00076

(Lmin = 16, χ2 = 2.95, 8 DF, level = 94%) (5.20a)

∆ = 4/3: A = 0.032732± 0.000016 B = −0.0029± 0.0019

(Lmin = 16, χ2 = 2.86, 8 DF, level = 94%) (5.20b)

∆ = 7/4: A = 0.032729± 0.000015 B = −0.0093± 0.0062

(Lmin = 16, χ2 = 2.87, 8 DF, level = 94%) (5.20c)

We conclude that the corrections to scaling in the observable F are undetectably
small.
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5.5 Second-moment correlation length

The second-moment correlation length ξ and its variant ξ′ [cf. (4.24)/(4.25)] are
expected to behave as

{
ξ

ξ′

}
= Lp

[
x⋆ + AL−∆ + · · ·

]
(5.21)

with p = 1. We can estimate p by ignoring correction-to-scaling terms and performing
a simple power-law fit. We get

For ξ: p = 0.99974± 0.00036 (Lmin = 32, χ2 = 1.48, 6 DF, level = 96%)

(5.22)

For ξ′: p = 1.00018± 0.00036 (Lmin = 32, χ2 = 1.37, 6 DF, level = 97%)

(5.23)

The agreement with the theoretical prediction is excellent.
The value of the constant x⋆ can be estimated most simply by fitting the ratio

ξ/L or ξ′/L to a constant, ignoring corrections to scaling. We get

For ξ: x⋆ = 0.90577± 0.00028 (Lmin = 32, χ2 = 2.02, 7 DF, level = 96%)

(5.24)

For ξ′: x⋆ = 0.90557± 0.00026 (Lmin = 16, χ2 = 2.73, 9 DF, level = 97%)

(5.25)

The estimate based on ξ lies 2.6 standard deviations away from the value x⋆ ≈ 0.90505
predicted by CFT [cf. (2.22)]. The estimate based on ξ′ is slightly better: it lies two
standard deviations away from the theoretical prediction, and works also for smaller
Lmin. Indeed, the corrections to scaling in ξ′/L are negligible (compared to our
statistical error) already for L ≥ 16 (see the last column of Table 8).28 This fact
makes it almost hopeless to study corrections to FSS in ξ′.

If we fit ξ to (5.21), keeping the first correction-to-scaling term and trying to
estimate simultaneously the three parameters x⋆, A and ∆, a good fit is obtained for
Lmin = 8:

x⋆ = 0.90546± 0.00033 (5.26a)

A = 0.75± 0.30 (5.26b)

∆ = 1.76± 0.18 (5.26c)

with χ2 = 2.97 (9 DF, level = 97%). The value of x⋆ is again two standard deviations
away from the theoretical prediction (2.22). The estimate of ∆ is very close to 7/4,
is only 1.4 standard deviations away from 2, and is incompatible with 1; but perhaps
this estimate ought not be taken too seriously, as the correction-to-scaling amplitude

28 Table 8 is based on merging our data with that of Ballesteros et al. [107]; but virtually identical
results are obtained using our data alone.
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is only 2.5 standard deviations away from zero (a deviation that is, moreover, com-
parable to the discrepancy in x⋆). The analogous fit for ξ′ is even more hopeless
(the amplitude A is compatible with zero within 0.7 standard deviations), so we omit
the details. This correction-to-scaling exponent ∆ ≈ 2 can be understood as arising
simply from the ratio ξ/ξ′ ≡ [(L/π) sin(π/L)]−1 = 1+ (π2/6)L−2+ . . . . Indeed, if we
fit the data to the Ansatz ξ/L = x⋆ + AL−2 we get for Lmin = 8:

x⋆ = 0.90569± 0.00027 (5.27a)

A = 1.269± 0.064 (5.27b)

with χ2 = 4.56 (10 DF, level = 92%). Then, A/x⋆ ≈ 1.40, which is not far from
π2/6 ≈ 1.64.

Since the estimates (5.24)–(5.27) of x⋆ are manifestly compatible with the theo-
retical prediction (2.22), it makes sense to impose the theoretical value for x⋆ and
try to estimate the correction-to-scaling exponent and amplitude by performing a
standard two-parameter fit ξ/L−x⋆ = AL−∆. It goes without saying that the results
are unlikely to be definitive, since the “signal” ξ/L− x⋆ is comparable in magnitude
to its error bar (the statistical “noise”): indeed, ξ/L − x⋆ is less than two standard
deviations away from zero for L ≥ 32. There is an additional difficulty with such
fits: when ∆ is unknown, one actually performs the above fit by doing the linear fit
log(ξ/L− x⋆) = logA − ∆ logL, using a linear approximation to compute the error
bar of the left-hand side: σ(log(ξ/L − x⋆)) ≈ σ(ξ)/(ξ − Lx⋆). But if the error bar
on ξ/L − x⋆ is not much smaller than its central magnitude, the linear approxima-
tion gives an incorrect result, and thus the fit is also incorrect. (Indeed, when the
noise dominates, even the sign of ξ/L − x⋆ may vary from point to point, so that
the logarithm is ill-defined.) There is a way to (partly) overcome this difficulty: we
can consider the theoretical prediction for x⋆ (together with its corresponding error
bar coming from the numerical integration, which in this case is essentially zero) to
be an additional point at L = ∞. Then we perform the nonlinear 3-parameter fit
ξ/L = x⋆ + AL−∆ by minimizing the χ2; there are no logarithms involved, so the
statistical theory of the fit is sound. However, the error bars on the fit are based on
a linear approximation around the minimum, and thus are unreliable if the raw-data
error bars are large.

Using the first method we get estimates around ∆ ≈ 1.36 at Lmin ≤ 8 with
χ2 ≈ 11 (10–12 DF, level = 38%–50%). At Lmin = 12 there is a large drop in the χ2,
giving

A = 0.137± 0.060 (5.28a)

∆ = 1.08± 0.16 (5.28b)

with χ2 = 5.17 (9 DF, level = 82%). There is another noticeable drop in the χ2 at
Lmin = 32, and at this Lmin the estimates for A and ∆ are both compatible with zero
within errors. (This is unsurprising, as the constant fit ξ/L = A was good at the
same value of Lmin.) With the second method the fit is already good for Lmin = 8:

x⋆ = 0.9050488292± 0.0000000004 (5.29a)
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A = 0.58± 0.18 (5.29b)

∆ = 1.63± 0.14 (5.29c)

with χ2 = 4.46 (10 DF, level = 92%). These results are quite similar to those obtained
by the standard 3-parameter fit (5.26), but rather different from those obtained with
the first method (5.28). The discrepancy is presumably due to the problems discussed
above. For the reasons already discussed, we consider (5.29) more reliable than (5.28).

The analogous fits for ξ′ give an amplitude A that is consistent with zero whenever
the χ2 is reasonable (Lmin ≥ 6), so we omit them.

Finally, let us fix ∆ = 1, 4/3, 7/4, 2 and fit to ξ/L − x⋆ = AL−∆.29 The results
are:

∆ = 1: A = 0.050± 0.020 (Lmin = 32, χ2 = 2.32, 7 DF, level = 94%)

(5.30a)

∆ = 4/3: A = 0.259± 0.020 (Lmin = 12, χ2 = 4.86, 10 DF, level = 90%)

(5.30b)

∆ = 7/4: A = 0.769± 0.033 (Lmin = 8, χ2 = 5.21, 11 DF, level = 92%)

(5.30c)

∆ = 2: A = 1.765± 0.214 (Lmin = 16, χ2 = 5.22, 9 DF, level = 81%)

(5.30d)

As in the susceptibility, the value ∆ = 7/4 is slightly favored over the other candidates,
as it needs a somewhat smaller value of Lmin with similar values of the confidence
level. On the other hand, ∆ = 2 also gives a reasonable fit, and A/x⋆ ≈ 1.95 is not
terribly far from π2/6 ≈ 1.64.

We can improve the precision of our numerical estimates by using the merged data
of Table 8 (our data plus that of Ballesteros et al. [107]). The simple power-law fit
yields

For ξ: p = 1.00047± 0.00033 (Lmin = 48, χ2 = 0.86, 5 DF, level = 97%)

(5.31)

For ξ′: p = 1.00074± 0.00033 (Lmin = 48, χ2 = 0.82, 5 DF, level = 98%)

(5.32)

The fits to a constant give

For ξ: x⋆ = 0.90565± 0.00023 (Lmin = 48, χ2 = 2.92, 6 DF, level = 82%)

(5.33)

For ξ′: x⋆ = 0.90555± 0.00020 (Lmin = 16, χ2 = 6.99, 9 DF, level = 64%)

(5.34)

29 In this case we can safely perform the fits with any method (i.e., the 2-parameter fit ξ/L−x⋆ =
AL−∆ or the 3-parameter fit ξ/L = x⋆ + AL−∆ with the theoretical prediction for x⋆ added as an
additional point at L = ∞). Both methods give identical results, as there are no logarithms involved
in the computation.
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The three-parameter fit ξ/L = x⋆ + AL−∆ is good for Lmin = 8:

x⋆ = 0.90552± 0.00026 (5.35a)

A = 0.86± 0.29 (5.35b)

∆ = 1.82± 0.15 (5.35c)

with χ2 = 7.57 (9 DF, level = 58%). The analogous fit with ξ′ yields a correction-to-
scaling amplitude compatible with zero within errors.

If we fix x⋆ to its theoretical value (by adding its theoretical prediction as an
additional data point at L = ∞) and perform the 3-parameter fit ξ/L = x⋆ + AL−∆

we obtain for Lmin = 8:

x⋆ = 0.9050488292± 0.0000000004 (5.36a)

A = 0.63± 0.17 (5.36b)

∆ = 1.67± 0.12 (5.36c)

with χ2 = 10.66 (10 DF, level = 38%). The analogous fit with ξ′ yields a correction-
to-scaling amplitude compatible with zero within errors.

Finally, if we perform the 2-parameter fits ξ/L − x⋆ = AL−∆ with ∆ fixed, and
likewise for ξ′, we obtain for ξ:

∆ = 1: A = 0.029± 0.020 (Lmin = 48, χ2 = 7.62, 6 DF, level = 17%)

(5.37a)

∆ = 4/3: A = 0.096± 0.081 (Lmin = 48, χ2 = 8.26, 6 DF, level = 22%)

(5.37b)

∆ = 7/4: A = 0.767± 0.031 (Lmin = 8, χ2 = 11.16, 11 DF, level = 43%)

(5.37c)

∆ = 2: A = 2.067± 0.333 (Lmin = 24, χ2 = 9.94, 8 DF, level = 27%)

(5.37d)

Again, the above fits favor the value ∆ = 7/4 over the rest: the value of Lmin is three
times smaller than for the other candidates, and the confidence level is the best one.

In conclusion, one can extract accurate estimates of the critical exponent p and
the amplitude x⋆ using our Monte Carlo data; the results agree with the theoreti-
cal prediction (2.22) within two standard deviations. However, it is very difficult to
estimate from our numerical data the correction-to-scaling exponent (or the corre-
sponding amplitude), even if we exploit our knowledge of the exact x⋆. Indeed, for ξ′

the corrections to scaling are negligible (compared to our statistical error) for L ≥ 16.

5.6 The bond observables S4 and S
(2)
2

The Fortuin-Kasteleyn bond observables S4 and S
(2)
2 are expected to behave as

L2γ/ν plus corrections to scaling. Their q-dependent connection with the magnetiza-
tion moments 〈M4〉 and 〈M′4〉 in the q-state Potts model [cf. (4.33)/(4.34)] suggests
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that they might “feel” the vacancy operator ∆ = 4/3 that is predicted [67, 71] to
appear in the Potts model with q = 2 + ǫ. As explained in Section 3.2, we also
expect a correction term ∆ = 7/4 coming from the regular background contribution
to χ = V −1〈M2〉 and hence also to 〈M4〉 ≡ 〈M4〉conn + 3〈M2〉2.

Let us consider first S4. If we fit our numerical data (Table 2) to the Ansatz ALp,
we get a good fit for Lmin = 128:

p = 3.49999± 0.00078 (5.38)

with χ2 = 0.16 (2 DF, level = 92%). This value agrees perfectly with the theoretical
prediction 2γ/ν = 7/2. We can estimate the correction-to-scaling exponent ∆ by
fitting S4/L

7/2 to the Ansatz A +BL−∆. The fit is reasonably good for Lmin = 8:

A = 1.31776± 0.00069 (5.39a)

∆ = 1.023± 0.068 (5.39b)

B = −0.330± 0.047 (5.39c)

with χ2 = 2.87 (9 DF, level = 97%). The estimate for ∆ agrees very precisely with
∆ = 1 and it is many standard deviations away from the other conjectured values
(e.g., 4/3 and 7/4). Moreover, the correction amplitude B is reasonably large in
absolute magnitude, and is seven standard deviations away from zero. This contrasts
strongly with the weakness of the corrections to scaling in the other observables we
have examined.

Let us see now the results of fitting the data to the Ansatz S4/L
7/2 = A+BL−∆

with ∆ fixed to 1, 4/3 and 7/4:

∆ = 1: A = 1.31796± 0.00041 B = −0.3140± 0.0080

(Lmin = 8, χ2 = 2.99, 10 DF, level = 98%) (5.40a)

∆ = 4/3: A = 1.31688± 0.00048 B = −0.859± 0.076

(Lmin = 24, χ2 = 4.18, 7 DF, level = 76%) (5.40b)

∆ = 7/4: A = 1.31684± 0.00054 B = −5.13± 1.03

(Lmin = 48, χ2 = 2.98, 5 DF, level = 70%) (5.40c)

These results give strong apparent support to the conclusion that ∆ ≈ 1 for this
observable, which conflicts with our theoretical prediction that the leading corrections
should be ∆ = 4/3 and ∆ = 7/4. On the other hand, the exponent ∆ ≈ 1 could be
merely an effective exponent that imitates the sum of two correction-to-scaling terms
L−4/3 and L−7/4 with coefficients of opposite signs. To test this, let us try fitting to
the Ansatz S4/L

7/2 = A+BL−∆ + CL−7/4 with ∆ fixed to 1 or 4/3. We obtain:

∆ = 1: A = 1.31782± 0.00055 B = −0.301± 0.035 C = −0.063± 0.169

(Lmin = 8, χ2 = 2.85, 9 DF, level = 97%) (5.41a)

∆ = 4/3: A = 1.31704± 0.00049 B = −1.18± 0.14 C = 1.34± 0.33

(Lmin = 8, χ2 = 3.88, 9 DF, level = 92%) (5.41b)
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The data are thus consistent with the theoretical prediction, although they are also
consistent with other scenarios.

A similar analysis can be carried out for the observable S
(2)
2 . For a pure power

law, the first good fit is attained at Lmin = 128:

p = 3.49980± 0.00075 (5.42)

with χ2 = 0.18 (2 DF, level = 91%). The fit S
(2)
2 /L7/4 = A + BL−∆ yields, for

Lmin = 8:

A = 1.34282± 0.00063 (5.43a)

∆ = 1.097± 0.084 (5.43b)

B = −0.315± 0.056 (5.43c)

with χ2 = 3.01 (9 DF, level = 96%). Again, the estimate for ∆ is compatible within
one standard deviation with the value ∆ = 1; it is almost three standard deviations
away from ∆ = 4/3, and more than six standard deviations away from 7/4.

Let us see now the results of fitting the data to the Ansatz S
(2)
2 /L7/2 to A+BL−∆

with ∆ fixed to 1, 4/3 and 7/4:

∆ = 1: A = 1.34322± 0.00044 B = −0.246± 0.012

(Lmin = 12, χ2 = 2.83, 9 DF, level = 97%) (5.44a)

∆ = 4/3: A = 1.34214± 0.00043 B = −0.600± 0.044

(Lmin = 16, χ2 = 4.69, 7 DF, level = 79%) (5.44b)

∆ = 7/4: A = 1.34208± 0.00047 B = −3.08± 0.50

(Lmin = 32, χ2 = 3.76, 6 DF, level = 71%) (5.44c)

Again, the above results give strong apparent support to the conclusion that ∆ ≈ 1
for this observable. But if we fit S

(2)
2 /L7/2 = A + BL−∆ + CL−7/4 with ∆ fixed to 1

or 4/3, we obtain:

∆ = 1: A = 1.34299± 0.00054 B = −0.217± 0.034 C = 0.20± 0.16

(Lmin = 8, χ2 = 2.88, 9 DF, level = 97%) (5.45a)

∆ = 4/3: A = 1.34242± 0.00048 B = −0.84± 0.13 C = 0.80± 0.32

(Lmin = 8, χ2 = 3.62, 9 DF, level = 93%) (5.45b)

The data are again consistent with the theoretical prediction, although they are also
consistent with other scenarios.

In summary, the most favored scenarios are: a) there is a dominant ∆ = 1 cor-
rection (and little or no subdominant ∆′ = 7/4 correction); or b) there is a dominant
∆ = 4/3 correction plus a subdominant ∆′ = 7/4 correction with amplitudes of op-
posite signs. Scenario (b) is more plausible from a theoretical point of view, but we
admit that our numerical evidence in no way favors it over scenario (a).
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It is curious to note that, in the fits with a single correction term of fixed ∆, the
L−∆ correction amplitudes B in S4 and S

(2)
2 are in all cases (i.e., ∆ = 1, 4/3, 7/4)

in a ratio not far from 3/2 (i.e., 1.28, 1.43, 1.67, respectively). The same occurs in
the fits with three correction terms and ∆ = 1, 4/3 (1.39 and 1.40, respectively).
As a result, these correction terms nearly cancel when we form the combination
〈M4〉 = 3〈S2

2 〉 − 2〈S4〉.
Let us now test this idea by analyzing directly the observable χ4 = 〈M4〉/V 2 =

3S
(2)
2 − 2S4.

30 A simple power-law fit χ4 = ALp yields a good result for Lmin = 128:

p = 3.49930± 0.00080 (5.46)

with χ2 = 0.40 (2 DF, level = 82%). The 3-parameter fit χ4/L
7/2 = A + BL−∆ is

good for Lmin = 8:

A = 1.39319± 0.00055 (5.47a)

∆ = 1.46± 0.21 (5.47b)

B = −0.38± 0.17 (5.47c)

with χ2 = 3.74 (9 DF, level = 93%). The estimate for ∆ is close to ∆ = 4/3, is less
than 1.5 standard deviations away from ∆ = 7/4, and is 2.2 standard deviations away
from ∆ = 1. If we fix ∆ to any of these three values and perform the subsequent fits,
we obtain

∆ = 1: A = 1.39388± 0.00048 B = −0.117± 0.013

(Lmin = 12, χ2 = 3.50, 9 DF, level = 94%) (5.48a)

∆ = 4/3: A = 1.39343± 0.00040 B = −0.289± 0.018

(Lmin = 8, χ2 = 4.11, 10 DF, level = 94%) (5.48b)

∆ = 7/4: A = 1.39271± 0.00034 B = −0.699± 0.011

(Lmin = 4, χ2 = 6.58, 12 DF, level = 88%) (5.48c)

The above results suggest that ∆ = 7/4 is somewhat favored, as we can achieve
comparable values of the confidence levels with a smaller Lmin. This is consistent
with our theoretical expectation that the L−4/3 corrections in S

(2)
2 and S4 cancel out

exactly in the linear combination 3S
(2)
2 − 2S4 = χ4.

5.7 The cumulants ū4 and ū6

Before dealing with the ratios V2n, let us consider first the cumulants ū2n with
n = 2 and 3 in order to directly estimate their correction-to-scaling exponent ∆ and

30 As pointed out previously in Section 4.2, there is no statistically significant difference between
〈M4〉 and 〈3S2

2 − 2S4〉. In this section we shall deal only with the former; almost identical estimates
are obtained with the latter.
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compare the numerical results to the possible theoretical scenarios. The expected
FSS behavior of these observables is

ū2n = Lnγ/ν+(n−1)d
[
A+BL−∆ + · · ·

]
(5.49)

Let us begin with ū4. The simple power-law fit ū4 = ALp gives for Lmin = 8:

p = 5.50076± 0.00028 (5.50)

with χ2 = 2.93 (10 DF, level = 98%). This estimate agrees well with the expected
value 2γ/ν+2 = 11/2. If we fix p to its theoretical value and perform the 3-parameter
fit ū4/L

11/2 = A +BL−∆ we get for Lmin = 4:

A = −2.18512± 0.00092 (5.51a)

∆ = 2.04± 0.33 (5.51b)

B = 0.65± 0.31 (5.51c)

with χ2 = 5.95 (11 DF, level = 88%). There is a noticeable drop in the χ2 at
Lmin = 8, from 5.86 to 2.28; but the estimates for B and ∆ are then both compatible
with zero within errors. Indeed, this is expected from the fact that at Lmin = 8
the ū4 data are compatible with a pure power-law behavior. The estimate (5.51b)
for ∆ is two standard deviations away from the theoretically predicted value ∆ =
γ/ν + d − 1/ν = 11/4 [cf. (3.34g)]; it is one (resp. two, three) standard deviations
away from the other candidates ∆ = 7/4, 4/3, 1. As the error bar in the amplitude
B is quite large (∼ 50%), let us fix ∆ to the expected candidates and perform the
two-parameter fits ū4/L

11/2 = A+BL−∆:

∆ = 1: A = −2.18576± 0.00102 B = 0.058± 0.022

(Lmin = 8, χ2 = 2.88, 10 DF, level = 98%) (5.52a)

∆ = 4/3: A = −2.18532± 0.00094 B = 0.113± 0.044

(Lmin = 8, χ2 = 3.49, 10 DF, level = 97%) (5.52b)

∆ = 7/4: A = −2.18501± 0.00088 B = 0.260± 0.106

(Lmin = 8, χ2 = 4.22, 10 DF, level = 94%) (5.52c)

∆ = 2: A = −2.18517± 0.00079 B = 0.610± 0.043

(Lmin = 4, χ2 = 5.96, 12 DF, level = 92%) (5.52d)

∆ = 11/4: A = −2.18478± 0.00081 B = 2.396± 0.367

(Lmin = 6, χ2 = 5.89, 11 DF, level = 88%) (5.52e)

The larger values of ∆ (2, 11/4) are weakly favored as they achieve a similar confidence
level with smaller Lmin.

The simple power law-fit to ū6 gives for Lmin = 8:

p = 9.25116± 0.00043 (5.53)
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with χ2 = 2.91 (10 DF, level = 98%). This value agrees well with the expected value
3γ/ν + 4 = 37/4. The 3-parameter fit ū6/L

37/4 = A+BL−∆ gives for Lmin = 4:

A = 18.153± 0.012 (5.54a)

∆ = 2.03± 0.33 (5.54b)

B = −7.97± 3.83 (5.54c)

with χ2 = 5.94 (11 DF, level = 87%). As for ū4, there is a sharp drop in the χ2

at Lmin = 8; but the estimates for B and ∆ are then both compatible with zero
within errors. The estimate (5.54b) for ∆ is almost exactly equal to the estimate
(5.51b) obtained from analysis of ū4. If we perform the two-parameter fits ū6/L

37/4 =
A+BL−∆ with ∆ fixed, we get:

∆ = 1: A = 18.161± 0.013 B = −0.73± 0.27

(Lmin = 8, χ2 = 2.86, 10 DF, level = 98%) (5.55a)

∆ = 4/3: A = 18.156± 0.012 B = −1.42± 0.55

(Lmin = 8, χ2 = 3.47, 10 DF, level = 97%) (5.55b)

∆ = 7/4: A = 18.152± 0.011 B = −3.26± 1.33

(Lmin = 8, χ2 = 4.22, 12 DF, level = 94%) (5.55c)

∆ = 2: A = 18.154± 0.010 B = −7.63± 0.54

(Lmin = 4, χ2 = 5.95, 12 DF, level = 92%) (5.55d)

∆ = 11/4: A = 18.149± 0.011 B = −30.06± 4.60

(Lmin = 6, χ2 = 5.90, 11 DF, level = 88%) (5.55e)

Once again, the larger values of ∆ (2, 11/4) are weakly favored.
In conclusion, the value ∆ = 2 seems to be preferred by the numerical data for

both ū4 and ū6, as it achieves a similar confidence level with a smaller value of Lmin.
This could be interpreted as a purely analytic contribution to C2n(L−1), that is, to
b10:

b10(L
−1) = b100 + L−2b102 + · · · , (5.56)

or else as a contribution of an irrelevant operator with θj/ν ≈ 2. On the other hand,
if there are no irrelevant operators and no L-dependence in the coefficients ak and bk,
then we would expect ∆ = γ/ν + d− 1/ν = 11/4, which is certainly consistent with
our data.31

31 In (3.34g) there are two terms with ∆ = 11/4: the normal one, and another one with a
multiplicative logL. On the other hand, there is some reason to believe that the logarithmic term
has a vanishing amplitude: see the Remark after (3.35). If we fit the data to the 3-parameter Ansatz
ū2n/L

nγ/ν+(n−1)d = A2n + B2nL
−11/4 logL + C2nL

−11/4, we get estimates of the amplitudes A2n

and B2n with error bars so large that no reliable conclusions can be drawn.
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5.8 Magnetization moment ratios

If we study the magnetization distribution ρ(M) as L→ ∞ at fixed β, we expect
three distinct behaviors depending on the value of β:

(a) At β < βc, we are in the high-temperature regime, where correlations decay
exponentially. A variant of the central limit theorem [109] guarantees that the
finite-L distributions will converge, after rescaling by the factor

√
V χ, to a

Gaussian distribution of mean zero and unit variance.32

(b) At β > βc we are in the low-temperature regime, and the finite-L distributions
should converge, after rescaling by the factor VM0 (where M0 is the sponta-
neous magnetization), to the sum of two delta functions. There are Gaussian
fluctuations around these two delta functions, but their width is much smaller,
namely

√
V χ0, where χ0 is the susceptibility in a pure phase.

(c) At β = βc [or more generally, at fixed value of the FSS variable L1/ν(β − βc)],
the finite-L distributions will converge, after rescaling by the factor

√
V χ, to

some non-Gaussian distribution characteristic of the critical Ising model in a
finite box. This distribution is not, to our knowledge, known exactly.

We have computed the magnetization histograms at β = βc for L = 4, . . . , 512.
The sequence of histograms is expected to converge to a limiting distribution when
we normalize the magnetization by

√
V χ and normalize the height of the bins so

that the area enclosed by the histogram is 1. For L ∼> 64 the histograms converge
well to a limiting histogram (Figure 3). For L ∼< 48 small corrections to scaling are
observed: the peaks of the histogram are slightly taller than in the limiting histogram
(see Figure 4). The limiting distribution is symmetric and very strongly two-peaked
(with maxima at M/

√
V χ ≈ ±1.11); clearly the 2D Ising model at criticality in a

finite symmetric torus is very far from Gaussian (e.g., we will find V4 much closer to
1 than to 3).

In order to characterize quantitatively this limiting distribution, we have measured
its moments 〈M2n〉 for n = 1, . . . , 10 and have computed the corresponding ratios
V2n ≡ 〈M2n〉/〈M2〉n. We expect a behavior

V2n = V ∞
2n +B2nL

−∆ + C2nL
−∆′

+ · · · . (5.57)

For each n, we have fitted our numerical data (Table 3) in two ways: a one-parameter
fit to a constant V2n = V ∞

2n (fits marked with a C on the second column of Table 9)
and a three-parameter fit to V2n = V ∞

2n + B2nL
−∆ (fits marked P in Table 9). In

addition, for 2n = 4, 6, 8, 10 we have carried out fits V2n = V ∞
2n +B2nL

−∆ in which the
theoretical prediction (2.25)/(2.28)/(2.29)/(2.30) for V ∞

2n is imposed (fits marked P′ in

32 Previously this had been proven for finite subvolumes of an infinite system [110, 111], by a
technique using the FKG inequalities. It has recently been proven by Newman [109] also for finite
systems with periodic or free boundary conditions, by a different (but simple and elegant) method
using the GKS, GHS and Simon-Lieb inequalities. We thank Professor Newman for communicating
to us this unpublished result, which we hope he will someday publish.
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Table 9). Since these theoretical values are themselves Monte Carlo estimates arising
from the numerical integration, we have implemented this fit simply by considering
the theoretical prediction to be an additional data point, with its corresponding error
bar, at L = ∞. For 2n = 4, 6 the error bar on this L = ∞ point is vastly smaller
than the error bars on the other points, so this procedure is tantamount to imposing
the limiting value V ∞

2n . (However, as noted in Section 5.5, it is not equivalent to a
standard two-parameter fit V2n − V ∞

2n = B2nL
−∆, as no logarithm is involved.) For

2n = 8, 10, by contrast, the precision on the theoretical prediction is not much better
than that on our Monte Carlo data, so this procedure is really needed. In any case,
the “signal” V2n−V ∞

2n is less than two standard deviations away from zero for L ≥ 32
for n = 2, . . . , 5. Thus, we should make the same observations about the reliability
of the fits as in the correlation-length case (cf. Section 5.5).

As expected, the estimates of V ∞
2n lie in-between the values associated to a Gaus-

sian distribution (1.5) and those associated to a two-delta-function distribution (1.6).
However, they are much closer to the latter values, reflecting the strongly two-peaked
shape of the magnetization distribution.

The fits to a constant are excellent for Lmin ∼> 32–64; for 2n = 4, 6, 8, 10 the esti-
mates of V ∞

2n agree with the theoretical predictions within about 2.5 standard devia-
tions. The three-parameter fits are excellent already for Lmin = 8: the correction-to-
scaling amplitude B2n grows in magnitude with n, while the values of the correction-
to-scaling exponent ∆ are quite stable and are consistent with the theoretical predic-
tion ∆ = γ/ν = 7/4 [cf. (3.19)] within two standard deviations.

Let us now look more closely at V4. With the three-parameter fit, we obtain for
Lmin = 8:

V ∞
4 = 1.16777± 0.00013 (5.58a)

∆ = 2.01± 0.22 (5.58b)

B4 = −0.48± 0.23 (5.58c)

with χ2 = 1.53 (9 DF, level = 100%). The estimate of V ∞
4 is about one standard de-

viation away from the theoretical prediction V ∞
4 ≈ 1.16792 [cf. (2.25)]. The estimate

of ∆ is reasonably close to ∆ = 7/4; but since the estimated correction amplitude B4

is only 2 standard deviations away from zero, this estimate of ∆ should perhaps not
be taken too seriously.

Better estimates of ∆ and B4 can be obtained by imposing the theoretical value
of V ∞

4 (see row P′ in Table 9). The result is good for Lmin = 8:

V4 = 1.1679227± 0.0000047 (5.59a)

∆ = 1.87± 0.17 (5.59b)

B4 = −0.36± 0.14 (5.59c)

with χ2 = 2.91 (10 DF, level = 98%). These estimates are qualitatively similar to
(5.58). The estimate for ∆ is compatible with ∆ = 7/4 within one standard deviation.

Let us now look quickly at the analogous fits for V6, V8 and V10. The three-
parameter fits are all good for Lmin = 8:

V ∞
6 = 1.45517± 0.00037 (5.60a)
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∆ = 1.90± 0.16 (5.60b)

B6 = −1.39± 0.48 (5.60c)

χ2 = 1.66 (9 DF, level = 100%) (5.60d)

V ∞
8 = 1.89163± 0.00079 (5.61a)

∆ = 1.83± 0.13 (5.61b)

B8 = −3.04± 0.83 (5.61c)

χ2 = 1.86 (9 DF, level = 99%) (5.61d)

V ∞
10 = 2.5377± 0.0015 (5.62a)

∆ = 1.78± 0.11 (5.62b)

B10 = −5.9 ± 1.3 (5.62c)

χ2 = 2.06 (9 DF, level = 99%) (5.62d)

The estimates of V ∞
6 , V ∞

8 and V ∞
10 are compatible with the predicted exact values

(2.28)/(2.29)/(2.30) within 1.5, 1.3 and 1.2 standard deviations, respectively. The
estimates of the exponent ∆ are compatible with 7/4.

Better determinations of the parameters ∆ and B2n (n = 3, 4, 5) can be obtained
if we fix the value of V ∞

2n to its theoretical prediction (2.28)/(2.29)/(2.30) in the way
discussed at the beginning of this section. The three fits are again good for Lmin = 8
(see rows P′ in Table 9):

V ∞
6 = 1.4556489± 0.0000072 (5.63a)

∆ = 1.79± 0.12 (5.63b)

B6 = −1.11± 0.31 (5.63c)

χ2 = 3.24 (10 DF, level = 98%) (5.63d)

V ∞
8 = 1.89248± 0.00018 (5.64a)

∆ = 1.76± 0.10 (5.64b)

B8 = −2.61± 0.59 (5.64c)

χ2 = 3.03 (10 DF, level = 98%) (5.64d)

V ∞
10 = 2.53947± 0.00033 (5.65a)

∆ = 1.712± 0.083 (5.65b)

B10 = −5.14± 0.96 (5.65c)

χ2 = 3.49 (10 DF, level = 97%) (5.65d)
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These estimates agree fully with those coming from the standard 3-parameter fits
(5.60)–(5.62). In all three cases, the estimates for the correction-to-scaling exponent
support the conjecture ∆ = 7/4. And, as n grows, the estimate for ∆ is farther away
from ∆ = 2 (0.8 standard deviations for n = 2, 1.7 for n = 3, 2.4 for n = 4, and 3.5
for n = 5).

In summary, we have been able to estimate the limiting values V ∞
2n with great

accuracy; and in the cases where the exact values are known, our numerical estimates
agree with the theoretical predictions within less than two standard deviations. Our
numerical estimates for ∆ are compatible (within less than two standard deviations)
with ∆ = 7/4. With the knowledge of the exact value of V ∞

2n , the estimates for ∆
come closer to 7/4, with a smaller error bar. The numerical data thus support the
FSS behavior

V2n = V ∞
2n +B2nL

−7/4 + · · · , (5.66)

which is compatible with the simplest scenario (no irrelevant fields and no L-dependence
of the RG coefficients ak and bk). However, it is also compatible with the other scenar-
ios provided that the irrelevant exponents satisfy θj/ν > 7/4 and the L-dependence
in ak and bk starts at order L−2 or higher.

6 Data Analysis: Dynamic Quantities

The dynamic critical exponent associated to the observable O in the Swendsen-
Wang algorithm can be estimated by a simple power-law fit τint,O = AOL

zint,O . The
results are quite similar for the three “energy-like” observables N , E and E ′. The
estimates for Lmin = 192 are

zint,N = 0.2259± 0.0064 (χ2 = 0.35, 1 DF, level = 56%) (6.1a)

zint,E = 0.2186± 0.0068 (χ2 = 0.11, 1 DF, level = 74%) (6.1b)

zint,E ′ = 0.2216± 0.0069 (χ2 = 0.16, 1 DF, level = 69%) (6.1c)

These values of zint are compatible within errors. Thus, we expect the corresponding
autocorrelation times to be proportional for large L, and this is indeed the case:

τint,N
τint,E

= 0.8739± 0.0029 (Lmin = 32, χ2 = 2.23, 7 DF, level = 95%) (6.2a)

τint,E ′

τint,E
= 1.0218± 0.0033 (Lmin = 24, χ2 = 1.58, 8 DF, level = 99%) (6.2b)

Here the error bars were computed using the triangle inequality, and so are expected
to be overestimated; this explains the unusually high confidence levels. These three
observables are the slowest modes (of those we have studied) in the Swendsen-Wang
dynamics for this system. The autocorrelation times of the “susceptibility-like” ob-
servables M2 and F grow more slowly than those of of N , E and E ′, and a power-law
fit yields

zint,M2 = 0.1417± 0.0060 (Lmin = 192, χ2 = 0.052, 1 DF, level = 82%) (6.3a)

zint,F = 0.0650± 0.0023 (Lmin = 96, χ2 = 2.999, 3 DF, level = 39%) (6.3b)
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On the other hand, the data for τint of the “energy-like” observables are also
compatible with various forms of logarithmic growth. Indeed, the Li–Sokal bound
[104, 61] shows rigorously that τint,O/CH ≥ const for O = N , E , E ′, and it is of
interest to ask whether this bound is sharp. We will therefore investigate three types
of fits in addition to the pure power-law fit already considered: one in which the
Li–Sokal bound is sharp,

τint,O/CH = A+ . . . (6.4a)

τint,O = A′ logL+B′ + . . . (6.4b)

one in which it is sharp modulo a logarithm,

τint,O/CH = A logL+B + . . . (6.5a)

τint,O = A′ log2 L+B′ logL+ . . . (6.5b)

and one in which it is not sharp,

τint,O/CH = ALp [1 + . . .] (6.6a)

τint,O = A′Lp logL [1 + . . .] (6.6b)

We shall focus on τint,E , as the other two observables give similar results. In Table 10
we show the values of the ratio τint,O/CH obtained by merging our data with that of
Baillie and Coddington [105, 106]. We emphasize that we use the exact expression
for CH(L) from [77, eq. (2.7)], not the asymptotic expansion (2.9a)/(2.9b). We ob-
serve that the behavior of τint,O/CH as a function of L is strongly non-monotonic: it
decreases for 4 ∼< L ∼< 16, and grows for L ∼> 16.

1) Fits to sharp Li–Sokal bound. If we fit τint,E to the Ansatz A′ logL + B′, we
obtain a good fit for Lmin = 96:

A′ = 1.551± 0.025 (6.7a)

B′ = −1.65± 0.13 (6.7b)

with χ2 = 0.99 (3 DF, level = 80%). Alternatively, we can try to fit τint,E/CH to
a constant A, using here the exact value of the specific heat CH at lattice size L.
In all cases we obtain horrible fits (χ2/DF ∼> 28). This is unsurprising as τint,E/CH
is clearly non-constant (see Table 10). The result (6.7) suggests the existence of an
additive logarithmic correction: τint,E/CH = A + B/ logL. The fit to this Ansatz is
good for Lmin = 96:

A = 2.403± 0.038 (6.8a)

B = −2.93± 0.19 (6.8b)

with χ2 = 1.17 (3 DF, level = 76%). Note, however, that the correction amplitude
B is quite large; in particular, the correction B/(A logL) is ≈ 20% even for L = 512.
One could also try the Ansatz τint,E/CH = A+BL−∆. In this case we obtain the first
good fit for Lmin = 32 yielding ∆ = −0.164 ± 0.081 with χ2 = 3.33 (5 DF, level =
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65%). This result is inconsistent, as it means that the ratio τint,E/CH actually grows
like ∼ L0.164, instead of remaining bounded by a constant. There is a large drop
in the χ2 at Lmin = 64, but this time the three estimates are compatible with zero
within errors. So we conclude that our data is not compatible with a bounded ratio
τint,E/CH plus power-like corrections to scaling.

2) Fits to Li–Sokal bound sharp modulo a logarithm. If we fit τint,E to the Ansatz
A′ log2 L+B′ logL, we obtain a good fit for Lmin = 64:

A′ = 0.0584± 0.0036 (6.9a)

B′ = 0.926± 0.019 (6.9b)

with χ2 = 0.24 (4 DF, level = 99%). Alternatively, we can try to fit τint,E/CH to the
Ansatz A logL+B; we get a reasonable fit already for Lmin = 64:

A = 0.1047± 0.0054 (6.10a)

B = 1.289± 0.028 (6.10b)

with χ2 = 0.38 (4 DF, level = 98%). Note the smallness of the leading coefficient A′

or A.
3) Fits to non-sharp Li–Sokal bound. If we fit τint,E/CH to the Ansatz (6.6a), the

first good fit corresponds to Lmin = 64:

A = 1.361± 0.021 (6.11a)

p = 0.0571± 0.0029 (6.11b)

with χ2 = 0.81 (4 DF, level = 94%). A fit to the Ansatz (6.6b) yields similar results:

A′ = 0.960± 0.015 (6.12a)

p = 0.0475± 0.0030 (6.12b)

with Lmin = 64 and χ2 = 0.38 (4 DF, level = 98%). As in previous works [62, 61, 63],
we find that the Li-Sokal bound might be non-sharp by a small power p.

The χ2 values for the three fits are excellent: in all cases they are < 1 for 3–4
degrees of freedom. However, the Lmin needed to achieve our preferred fit differs
from one Ansatz to another. The non-sharp Ansätze (6.5) and (6.6) work with a
slightly smaller value of Lmin than the sharp Ansatz (6.4) or the pure power-law fit
(6.1b): Lmin = 64 for the former versus Lmin = 96, 192 for the latter ones. The
χ2 value associated to the non-sharp-by-a-logarithm Ansatz (6.5) is slightly better
than that associated to the non-sharp-by-a-power Ansatz (6.6), but the difference is
probably not significant. Thus, our data favor slightly the non-sharp-by-a-logarithm
Ansatz over the non-sharp-by-a-power Ansatz, while the sharp Ansatz and the pure
power-law Ansatz are least favored; but no definitive conclusion can be drawn.

This is in agreement with our previous findings in the Ashkin–Teller [62], 3-state
Potts [61] and 4-state Potts [63] models, where we concluded that the Li-Sokal bound
was either violated by a logarithm or by a small power p ≈ 0.060 [62]. However, we
were unable to distinguish between them.
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We can perform similar fits with the merged data (Table 6). A simple power-law
fit is good for Lmin = 192, yielding

zint,E = 0.2265± 0.0050 (6.13)

with χ2 = 0.017 (1 DF, level = 97%). The other fits are as follows:
1) Fits to sharp Li–Sokal bound. The fit τint,E = A′ logL + B′ is good only when

Lmin as high as 192:

A′ = 1.665± 0.037 (6.14a)

B′ = −2.28± 0.21 (6.14b)

with χ2 = 1.44 (1 DF, level = 23%). If try to fit the ratio τint,E/CH to a constant A,
we obtain horrible fits for all Lmin. If we include an additive logarithmic correction
τint,E/CH = A +B/ logL, we obtain a good fit for Lmin = 192:

A = 2.580± 0.056 (6.15a)

B = −3.92± 0.32 (6.15b)

with χ2 = 1.50 (1 DF, level = 22%).
2) Fits to Li–Sokal bound sharp modulo a logarithm. For the Ansätze (6.5a) and

(6.5b), a good fit is obtained already for Lmin = 96:

A = 0.1101± 0.0042 (6.16a)

B = 1.264± 0.022 (6.16b)

with χ2 = 1.47 (4 DF, level = 83%), and

A′ = 0.0627± 0.0028 (6.17a)

B′ = 0.906± 0.015 (6.17b)

with χ2 = 1.83 (4 DF, level = 77%), respectively.
3) Fits to non-sharp Li–Sokal bound. Likewise, for the Ansätze (6.6a) and (6.6b),

Lmin = 96 suffices:

A = 1.348± 0.0016 (6.18a)

p = 0.0593± 0.0023 (6.18b)

with χ2 = 0.97 (4 DF, level = 91%), and

A′ = 0.947± 0.0011 (6.19a)

p = 0.0504± 0.0023 (6.19b)

with χ2 = 1.35 (4 DF, level = 85%), respectively.
The conclusions are similar to those obtained using our data alone, but distin-

guish the Ansätze a bit more cleanly. In particular, the sharp Ansatz (6.4) is clearly
disfavored: it requires a much larger Lmin than the Ansätze (6.5) and (6.6) [192
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versus 96], and even so achieves a poorer confidence level [22–23% versus 77–91%].
The pure power-law fit (6.13) is also disfavored, as it requires Lmin = 192 (though
it then achieves an excellent χ2). Finally, the non-sharp-by-a-power Ansatz (6.6) is
now slightly favored over the non-sharp-by-a-logarithm Ansatz (6.5), but the differ-
ence is again probably not significant. We conclude that the Li-Sokal bound is likely
non-sharp, either by a small power p ≈ 0.06 or by a logarithm.

Remark. The integrated autocorrelation times for the “susceptibility-like” observ-
ables (O = M2,F) behave in a rather different way: the ratio τint,O/CH decreases as
L is increased.

7 Conclusions and Open Questions

7.1 Summary of our results

We have computed, using results from conformal field theory (CFT), the exact (ex-
cept for numerical integration) values of five universal amplitude ratios characterizing
the 2D Ising model at criticality on a symmetric torus: the correlation-length ratio x⋆

and the magnetization moment ratios V4, V6, V8 and V10. All except for V4 are new,
and we have improved previous CFT determinations of V4 by three orders of magni-
tude (reaching precision similar to that obtained by transfer-matrix approaches). As
a corollary, we have computed the exact value G∗ of the dimensionless renormalized
four-point coupling constant at criticality on a symmetric torus.

We have checked all these theoretical predictions by means of a high-precision
Monte Carlo simulation. Using finite-size-scaling (FSS) techniques, we have tried to
determine the leading term as well as the correction-to-scaling terms. We confirm
to very high precision the theoretically predicted critical exponents associated to the
susceptibility, the observable F , the correlation length, the cumulants ū4 and ū6, and
the bond observables S4 and S

(2)
2 (error bars ∼< 0.04%); we also measure to very high

precision the corresponding nonuniversal amplitudes (error bars ∼< 0.04%). Finally,
we confirm to high precision the theoretically predicted universal amplitude ratios x⋆,
V4, V6, V8 and V10 (error bars ∼< 0.06%).

The determination of the leading correction-to-scaling exponent ∆ has proved to
be very difficult. For nearly all observables, the correction-to-scaling amplitude is
extremely small, which makes it very difficult to estimate the exponent ∆ with any
accuracy.

The energy and the specific heat have been the easiest observables to analyze,
as the first two or three terms of their FSS expansions are exactly known [77]. Our
data are fully compatible with these exact asymptotic expansions, and in particular
with the L−1 correction in both observables. Moreover, our numerical calculations
using the exact Ferdinand–Fisher formulae (Section 2.3) have suggested what the
next terms in these expansions may be. The existence of such additional correction-
to-scaling terms implies that there is an L-dependence in the regular background freg
and/or that there is an L-dependence in the nonlinear scaling fields gt and gh and/or
that gL is not exactly 1/L.
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For the susceptibility, our data are consistent with the prediction of the simplest
theoretical scenario — in which irrelevant operators are absent, and there is no L-
dependence in the nonlinear scaling fields — that the leading correction to FSS is
the regular background term (∆ = 7/4). But the error bars on ∆ are so large that
many other possible values (e.g. 1, 4/3) are equally compatible with the data. The
correction-to-scaling amplitude is only 2 standard deviations away from zero.

For the modified correlation length ξ′, the corrections to FSS are so weak that
they are essentially invisible for L ≥ 16; and no reliable conclusions can be obtained
from our data for L = 4, 6, 8, 12. For the standard correlation length ξ, the lead-
ing correction to scaling might be ∆ = 7/4, or it might be ∆ = 2 arising from
ξ/ξ′ ≡ [(L/π) sin(π/L)]−1 = 1 + (π2/6)L−2 + . . . . Our knowledge of the exact
leading amplitude x⋆ does not, unfortunately, help much in determining the leading
correction-to-scaling exponent. However, we expect that the knowledge of x⋆ could
be very helpful for determining the correction-to-scaling exponent in other models in
the Ising universality class where the leading correction-to-scaling amplitude is not
so small.

For the cumulants ū4 and ū6, our data are consistent with the prediction ∆ = 11/4
of the simplest theoretical scenario, but the error bars are again large.

For the observables V4, V6, V8 and V10, we are in a somewhat better position,
as we can exploit our exact knowledge of the leading amplitude to obtain improved
estimates of ∆. These estimates indicate rather strongly that ∆ ≈ 7/4, once again
in agreement with the simplest theoretical scenario.

Only for the Fortuin-Kasteleyn bond observables S4 and S
(2)
2 are the corrections to

scaling reasonably strong: the amplitudes differ from zero by more than six standard
deviations. Naive analysis of these data suggests that ∆ ≈ 1 with an error bar
less than 0.1; but the data are also consistent with a dominant ∆ = 4/3 correction
combined with a subdominant ∆′ = 7/4 correction, with amplitudes of opposite signs.
The ∆ = 4/3 correction would arise [67, 71] from a vacancy operator in the q-state
Potts model with q = 2+ǫ that couples with an amplitude of order ǫ, and which would
be seen in S4 and S

(2)
2 because of their q-dependent connection with the fourth-order

magnetization invariants 〈M4〉 and 〈M′4〉 of the q-state Potts model. The ∆′ = 7/4
correction would come from the regular background contribution to the susceptibility.

7.2 Prospects for future work

Our work suggests some questions for future study:

1) It would be useful to understand analytically the terms beyond (2.8)/(2.9) in
the asymptotic expansions [77, 112] for the finite-volume energy and specific heat
at criticality (or more generally, at fixed values of the FSS variable x = Lt). In
particular, this could shed light on theoretical issues associated with corrections to
scaling (see Sections 3.3 and 3.4). Our numerical fits (Section 2.3) suggest strongly
that the next terms in the energy are L−3 and L−5 — surprisingly, the terms L−2 and
L−4 appear to be absent — and that the next terms in the specific heat are L−2 and
L−3, without multiplicative logarithms. The L−2 correction in the energy seems to
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be absent also in asymmetric tori.

2) In finite-size-scaling theory [88] for systems with periodic boundary conditions,
three simplifying assumptions have frequently been made:

(a) The regular part of the free energy, freg, is independent of L [88] (except possibly
for terms that are exponentially small in L).

(b) The scaling fields gt and gh are independent of L [89].

(c) gL equals L−1 exactly, with no corrections L−2, L−3, . . . [88].

Moreover, in the nearest-neighbor spin-1/2 2D Ising model, it has further been as-
sumed that

(d) There are no irrelevant operators [68, 70].

Unfortunately, the combination of these four assumptions implies that the asymptotic
expansions for the energy and specific heat at criticality terminate at order 1/L [cf.
(3.34b)/(3.34c)]; and our numerical computations (as well as elementary intuition)
show this to be false. The problem, therefore, is to determine which one(s) of these
assumptions are invalid, and why. Assumption (c) is extremely plausible from RG
considerations, at least for periodic boundary conditions (see footnote 16 above); and
assumption (d) has been confirmed numerically through order t3 at least as regards
the bulk behavior of the susceptibility [70]. So we suspect that the difficulty is in (a)
and/or (b).

3) By applying reweighting methods [113, 114, 115, 116] to our Monte Carlo
data at the critical temperature, we can obtain information away from the critical
temperature, throughout the FSS regime.33 In particular, we expect to be able to
determine the universal FSS functions to reasonably high accuracy. This work is
currently in progress [117].

4) The weakness of the corrections to FSS in the nearest-neighbor spin-1/2 2D
Ising model has made it very difficult to obtain information about them using Monte
Carlo. Two alternative approaches should be considered:

(a) Study other models in the Ising universality class, for which the corrections to
scaling might be stronger [69, 71].

(b) Use exact solutions for moderately-sized volumes, computed using transfer ma-
trices [78], instead of Monte Carlo.

33 The reweighting is of course always valid, in principle, no matter how large ∆β is; but the
statistical error bars on the reweighted data grow rapidly as |∆β| grows, and the maximum |∆β| for
which one can obtain a not-too-large error bar gets smaller for larger L:

|∆β| ∼<




L−d/2 near a non-phase-transition point
L−1/ν near a critical point
L−d near a first-order phase-transition point

In particular, near a critical point this corresponds exactly to the FSS regime.
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Indeed, the incredibly accurate estimate of V4 obtained by Kamieniarz and Blöte
[78], based on extrapolation of the exact results for L ≤ 17, suggests that it would be
useful to examine systematically, by the same methods, all the observables studied in
this paper, in order to extract the leading terms as well as the correction-to-scaling
terms. All the needed observables except the correlation length can be deduced from
the partition function ZL×L written as a polynomial in e−2J and e−2h. Moreover,
from this polynomial one can also study the thermal properties of the second-order
transition curve in the Ising antiferromagnet in a uniform magnetic field, and its zero-
temperature limit, the hard-square lattice gas34; these models are believed [71, 118]
to lie in the Ising universality class, but may well have stronger corrections to scaling
than the standard nearest-neighbor ferromagnet.

5) It would be interesting to extend the analytic computation of x⋆ to other two-
dimensional models, in particular those that can be mapped onto Gaussian models
via height representations (see e.g. [119, 120, 64]). This work is currently in progress
[121].

Let us conclude by observing that, a mere decade ago, the state of the art in Monte
Carlo investigations of critical phenomena was to obtain the leading critical exponent
to two decimal places; moreover, many of these studies were unreliable due to poor
statistics, sloppy statistical analysis, and inadequate consideration of finite-size effects
and corrections to scaling. Today, thanks to improved algorithms, more powerful
computers and increasing care in data analysis, it has become possible (in many
cases) to obtain the leading critical exponent to three decimal places and to begin
to extract information on universal amplitude ratios and on subleading exponents.
Indeed, our Monte Carlo work is now on the verge of pushing up against the limits
of our theoretical understanding of corrections to scaling, even in such well-studied
models as the nearest-neighbor spin-1/2 2D Ising model!

A Theta Functions

We use the following definitions for the Jacobi θ-functions [122, 94]:

θ1(z, τ) ≡ −i
∞∑

n=−∞

(−1)nyn+
1

2 q
1

2
(n+ 1

2
)
2

(A.1a)

= 2
∞∑

n=0

(−1)nq
1

2
(n+ 1

2
)
2

sin
(
2π
(
n +

1

2

)
z
)

(A.1b)

θ2(z, τ) ≡
∞∑

n=−∞

yn+
1

2 q
1

2
(n+ 1

2
)
2

(A.2a)

= 2
∞∑

n=0

q
1

2
(n+ 1

2
)
2

cos
(
2π
(
n +

1

2

)
z
)

(A.2b)

34 To study the magnetic properties of this model, it would be necessary to include in the Hamil-
tonian also a staggered magnetic field.
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θ3(z, τ) ≡
∞∑

n=−∞

ynq
1

2
n2

(A.3a)

= 1 + 2
∞∑

n=1

q
1

2
n2

cos(2πnz) (A.3b)

θ4(z, τ) ≡
∞∑

n=−∞

(−1)nynq
1

2
n2

(A.4a)

= 1 + 2
∞∑

n=1

(−1)nq
1

2
n2

cos(2πnz) (A.4b)

where

q = e2πiτ with |q| < 1 (A.5a)

y = e2πiz (A.5b)

We sometimes omit the argument τ when its value is clear from the context; in
particular, in the present paper we have usually τ = i. A prime on θν indicates the
derivative with respect to z.

The θ-functions satisfy certain symmetry properties

θ1(z ± 1) = −θ1(z) (A.6a)

θ2(z ± 1) = −θ2(z) (A.6b)

θ3(z ± 1) = θ3(z) (A.6c)

θ4(z ± 1) = θ4(z) (A.6d)

θ1

(
z ± 1

2

)
= ±θ2(z) (A.7a)

θ2

(
z ± 1

2

)
= ∓θ1(z) (A.7b)

θ3

(
z ± 1

2

)
= θ4(z) (A.7c)

θ4

(
z ± 1

2

)
= θ3(z) (A.7d)

θ1(z ± τ, τ) = −y∓1q−1/2θ1(z, τ) (A.8a)

θ2(z ± τ, τ) = y∓1q−1/2θ2(z, τ) (A.8b)

θ3(z ± τ, τ) = y∓1q−1/2θ3(z, τ) (A.8c)

θ4(z ± τ, τ) = −y∓1q−1/2θ4(z, τ) (A.8d)
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θ1

(
z ± τ

2
, τ
)

= ±iy∓1/2q−1/8θ4(z, τ) (A.9a)

θ2

(
z ± τ

2
, τ
)

= y∓1/2q−1/8θ3(z, τ) (A.9b)

θ3

(
z ± τ

2
, τ
)

= y∓1/2q−1/8θ2(z, τ) (A.9c)

θ4

(
z ± τ

2
, τ
)

= ±iy∓1/2q−1/8θ1(z, τ) (A.9d)

Finally, it is worth noticing that the modulus of a θ-function satisfies the relation

|θν(±x1 ± ix2)| = |θν(x1 + ix2)| (A.10)

for x1, x2 real and 0 ≤ q < 1.
The Dedekind η-function is defined as

η(τ) = q1/24
∞∏

n=1

(1− qn) (A.11)

and it satisfies the relations

θ2(0, τ)θ3(0, τ)θ4(0, τ) = 2η(τ)3 (A.12)

θ′1(0, τ) = 2πη(τ)3 (A.13)

B Computation of spin-correlator integrals

The computation of x⋆ = lim
L→∞

ξ/L involves computing numerically the integrals

I1 =
∫
d2z

4∑
ν=1

|θν(z/2)|
|θ1(z)|1/4

(B.1)

I2 =
∫
d2z

4∑
ν=1

|θν(z/2)|
|θ1(z)|1/4

cos(2πx1) (B.2)

where z = x1 + ix2 and
∫
d2z =

∫ 1
0

∫ 1
0 dx1 dx2.

Let us consider here I1, as I2 can be done in a similar fashion. Using the symmetry
properties of the θ-functions and their absolute values (see Appendix A), we reduce
the integral to

I1 = 4

1/2∫

0

1/2∫

0

dx1 dx2

4∑
ν=1

|θν(z/2)|
|θ1(z)|1/4

. (B.3)
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The integrand contains two pieces: One (coming from ν = 1) is finite at z = 0 and
its integral can be performed safely by standard deterministic numerical-integration
techniques (e.g. Mathematica’s NIntegrate), yielding

I1,1 ≡ 4

1/2∫

0

1/2∫

0

dx1 dx2
|θ1(z/2)|
|θ1(z)|1/4

= 0.5234826517± 0.0000000001 (B.4)

The other piece (coming from ν = 2, 3, 4) diverges at z = 0 like |θ1(z)|−1/4 ∼ |z|−1/4.
This singularity makes numerical integration a bit tricky. Since θ′1(0) = 2πη3 [see
(A.13)], the simple function

H(z) = 4

4∑
ν=2

|θν(0)|
|2πη3z|1/4 (B.5)

has exactly the same divergent behavior at z = 0. The integral of this function is
given by

4

1/2∫

0

1/2∫

0

dx1 dx2H(z) = 4

∑4
ν=2 |θν(0)|
(2πη3)1/4

∫ 1/2

0

∫ 1/2

0
dx1 dx2

1

(x21 + x22)
1/8

= 8

∑4
ν=2 |θν(0)|
(2πη3)1/4

∫ π/4

0
dψ

∫ 1/(2 cosψ)

0
dr r3/4

=
8 21/4

7

∑4
ν=2 |θν(0)|
(2πη3)1/4

∫ π/4

0
(cosψ)−7/4 dψ

≈ 2.95015472419465 (B.6)

Though we were unable to perform exactly the final angular integral, the integrand
cos−7/4 ψ is regular on the interval [0, π/4] and so the integral can be performed by
standard numerical-integration techniques.

Finally, we have to integrate the function

4

4∑
ν=2

|θν(z/2)|
|θ1(z)|1/4

− H(z) . (B.7)

This function does not diverge at z = 0 (or at any other point in the integration
domain), so its integral can again be performed using standard techniques. This last
integral is 0.007973883019± 0.000000000001, so the final result is

I1 = 3.4816112589± 0.0000000001 . (B.8)

The second integral I2 can be performed in the same way [and using the same
auxiliary function H(z)]. The final result is

I2 = 0.1044359092± 0.0000000001 . (B.9)
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[21] M.P. Nightingale and H.W.J. Blöte, Phys. Rev. B 54, 1001 (1996), cond-
mat/9602089.
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L MCS E CH χ F ξ

4 2.10 0.217211 ± 0.000349 1.0080 ± 0.0016 12.1825 ± 0.0065 0.4047 ± 0.0008 3.8146 ± 0.0051
6 2.70 0.241822 ± 0.000249 1.2869 ± 0.0017 24.9443 ± 0.0130 0.7728 ± 0.0013 5.5927 ± 0.0063
8 2.70 0.254133 ± 0.000210 1.4748 ± 0.0020 41.4214 ± 0.0228 1.2523 ± 0.0021 7.3998 ± 0.0084

12 3.25 0.266991 ± 0.000148 1.7450 ± 0.0022 84.3329 ± 0.0454 2.5330 ± 0.0038 10.9783 ± 0.0114
16 3.25 0.273522 ± 0.000123 1.9307 ± 0.0025 139.5946 ± 0.0786 4.1824 ± 0.0063 14.5832 ± 0.0154
24 4.00 0.279967 ± 0.000084 2.1905 ± 0.0028 284.0239 ± 0.1525 8.4942 ± 0.0118 21.8170 ± 0.0212
32 4.00 0.283221 ± 0.000068 2.3790 ± 0.0031 469.7765 ± 0.2612 14.0882 ± 0.0197 29.0118 ± 0.0288
48 5.00 0.286394 ± 0.000046 2.6404 ± 0.0033 955.5980 ± 0.4966 28.6641 ± 0.0365 43.4737 ± 0.0395
64 5.00 0.288056 ± 0.000037 2.8205 ± 0.0037 1580.9962 ± 0.8442 47.3931 ± 0.0610 57.9660 ± 0.0535
96 6.40 0.289657 ± 0.000024 3.0783 ± 0.0037 3214.3979 ± 1.5807 96.3939 ± 0.1118 86.9125 ± 0.0728

128 6.40 0.290427 ± 0.000019 3.2688 ± 0.0041 5322.9013 ± 2.6899 159.2797 ± 0.1869 116.0034 ± 0.0990
192 7.10 0.291268 ± 0.000013 3.5250 ± 0.0045 10817.0940 ± 5.3669 324.0912 ± 0.3656 173.8830 ± 0.1434
256 7.10 0.291671 ± 0.000011 3.7126 ± 0.0049 17898.9900 ± 9.0732 536.0673 ± 0.6115 231.8851 ± 0.1940
512 8.10 0.292283 ± 0.000006 4.1430 ± 0.0055 60184.2200 ± 29.9896 1804.1768 ± 1.9639 463.5381 ± 0.3745

Table 1: Values of the principal static observables for the 2D Ising model at criticality.
For each lattice size L we show the number of measurements (= Swendsen-Wang
iterations after the discard interval) in units of 106 (MCS), the internal energy E, the
specific heat CH , the susceptibility χ, the Fourier-transformed correlation function
F = G̃(2π/L, 0), and the second-moment correlation length ξ.
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L S
(2)
2 S4

4 161.64± 0.11 157.24± 0.12
6 685.10± 0.47 667.47± 0.48
8 1897.80± 1.41 1851.35± 1.45
12 7916.73± 5.88 7734.28± 6.02
16 21755.96± 17.13 21274.37± 17.51
24 90295.32± 69.18 88389.85± 70.56
32 247536.23± 198.35 242443.78± 202.14
48 1025353.73± 779.67 1004854.35± 793.96
64 2808361.37± 2211.02 2753081.75± 2250.34
96 11615083.32± 8508.21 11389683.00± 8651.98
128 31854262.68± 24172.95 31242457.91± 24572.72
192 131611502.59± 98784.46 129102074.27± 100402.79
256 360360856.78± 278200.32 353514278.09± 282682.98
512 4075767470.00± 3127010.50 3998597970.00± 3175167.80

Table 2: Values of the bond observables S
(2)
2 and S4 [cf. (4.27)/(4.28)].
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L V4 V6 V8 V10 V12

4 1.14827 ± 0.00041 1.38285 ± 0.00108 1.7100 ± 0.0021 2.1505 ± 0.0037 2.7358 ± 0.0061
6 1.15753 ± 0.00038 1.41690 ± 0.00102 1.7941 ± 0.0021 2.3258 ± 0.0037 3.0687 ± 0.0064
8 1.16042 ± 0.00039 1.42853 ± 0.00106 1.8247 ± 0.0022 2.3930 ± 0.0040 3.2026 ± 0.0069
12 1.16460 ± 0.00037 1.44302 ± 0.00103 1.8600 ± 0.0021 2.4675 ± 0.0039 3.3481 ± 0.0069
16 1.16586 ± 0.00038 1.44774 ± 0.00106 1.8721 ± 0.0022 2.4942 ± 0.0041 3.4020 ± 0.0073
24 1.16672 ± 0.00036 1.45126 ± 0.00100 1.8815 ± 0.0021 2.5151 ± 0.0039 3.4447 ± 0.0069
32 1.16756 ± 0.00037 1.45400 ± 0.00103 1.8880 ± 0.0022 2.5288 ± 0.0040 3.4717 ± 0.0072
48 1.16769 ± 0.00034 1.45475 ± 0.00094 1.8903 ± 0.0020 2.5342 ± 0.0037 3.4830 ± 0.0066
64 1.16777 ± 0.00034 1.45494 ± 0.00097 1.8907 ± 0.0020 2.5353 ± 0.0038 3.4854 ± 0.0068
96 1.16769 ± 0.00031 1.45493 ± 0.00088 1.8910 ± 0.0019 2.5363 ± 0.0035 3.4880 ± 0.0062

128 1.16763 ± 0.00032 1.45469 ± 0.00090 1.8904 ± 0.0019 2.5351 ± 0.0036 3.4857 ± 0.0063
192 1.16764 ± 0.00031 1.45474 ± 0.00087 1.8906 ± 0.0018 2.5356 ± 0.0035 3.4871 ± 0.0062
256 1.16777 ± 0.00031 1.45514 ± 0.00089 1.8914 ± 0.0019 2.5371 ± 0.0035 3.4895 ± 0.0063
512 1.16782 ± 0.00030 1.45526 ± 0.00086 1.8917 ± 0.0018 2.5376 ± 0.0034 3.4906 ± 0.0061
∞ 1.1679229(47) 1.4556491(72) 1.89252(18) 2.53956(34)

L V14 V16 V18 V20

4 3.509 ± 0.010 4.527 ± 0.015 5.866 ± 0.022 7.626 ± 0.033
6 4.105 ± 0.010 5.551 ± 0.017 7.575 ± 0.027 10.414 ± 0.042
8 4.356 ± 0.012 6.006 ± 0.019 8.374 ± 0.031 11.791 ± 0.049
12 4.628 ± 0.012 6.496 ± 0.020 9.241 ± 0.033 13.300 ± 0.054
16 4.731 ± 0.012 6.688 ± 0.021 9.589 ± 0.035 13.921 ± 0.058
24 4.814 ± 0.012 6.843 ± 0.020 9.874 ± 0.034 14.436 ± 0.057
32 4.864 ± 0.012 6.936 ± 0.021 10.040 ± 0.036 14.732 ± 0.060
48 4.887 ± 0.012 6.979 ± 0.020 10.123 ± 0.033 14.883 ± 0.056
64 4.892 ± 0.012 6.990 ± 0.020 10.143 ± 0.034 14.922 ± 0.058
96 4.898 ± 0.011 7.001 ± 0.019 10.165 ± 0.031 14.965 ± 0.053

128 4.894 ± 0.011 6.995 ± 0.019 10.154 ± 0.032 14.947 ± 0.054
192 4.897 ± 0.011 7.001 ± 0.018 10.166 ± 0.031 14.970 ± 0.053
256 4.901 ± 0.011 7.006 ± 0.019 10.175 ± 0.032 14.982 ± 0.054
512 4.903 ± 0.011 7.011 ± 0.018 10.183 ± 0.031 14.997 ± 0.052

Table 3: Values of the ratios V2n = 〈M2n〉/〈M2〉n for the 2D Ising model at criticality,
as a function of the lattice size L. The row L = ∞ shows the theoretical predictions
(2.25)/(2.28)/(2.29)/(2.30) for V4, V6, V8 and V10, respectively; they are exact except
for a numerical integration, the error bars of which are given in parentheses.
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L τint,N τint,E τint,E ′ τint,M2 τint,F

4 1.6193± 0.0072 2.027± 0.010 2.034± 0.010 2.021± 0.010 1.7361± 0.0081
6 1.9372± 0.0083 2.335± 0.011 2.344± 0.011 2.313± 0.011 1.7889± 0.0074
8 2.1887± 0.0101 2.594± 0.013 2.620± 0.013 2.551± 0.013 1.8447± 0.0079
12 2.5171± 0.0113 2.949± 0.014 2.982± 0.014 2.857± 0.014 1.9195± 0.0075
16 2.7757± 0.0129 3.239± 0.016 3.274± 0.016 3.102± 0.015 1.9790± 0.0078
24 3.2050± 0.0145 3.705± 0.018 3.761± 0.018 3.457± 0.016 2.0668± 0.0076
32 3.4700± 0.0161 4.002± 0.020 4.072± 0.021 3.689± 0.018 2.1345± 0.0078
48 3.9282± 0.0174 4.517± 0.022 4.602± 0.022 4.026± 0.018 2.2140± 0.0075
64 4.2417± 0.0195 4.864± 0.024 4.962± 0.025 4.248± 0.020 2.2639± 0.0077
96 4.7463± 0.0204 5.437± 0.025 5.554± 0.026 4.615± 0.019 2.3637± 0.0074
128 5.1330± 0.0228 5.876± 0.028 6.013± 0.029 4.875± 0.021 2.4143± 0.0075
192 5.6835± 0.0254 6.493± 0.031 6.657± 0.032 5.213± 0.022 2.4787± 0.0073
256 6.0871± 0.0280 6.929± 0.034 7.114± 0.035 5.437± 0.024 2.5353± 0.0077
512 7.0988± 0.0329 8.049± 0.040 8.277± 0.041 5.992± 0.025 2.6352± 0.0075

Table 4: Values of the dynamic observables for the 2D Ising model at criticality. For
each lattice size L we show the value of the integrated autocorrelation times for the
energy (τint,E), the bond occupation (τint,N ), the nearest-neighbor connectivity (τint,E ′),
the squared magnetization (τint,M2), and the Fourier-transformed correlation function
at the smallest nonzero momentum (τint,F). Note that the rigorous inequalities (4.42)
hold.
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L MCS χ τint,E

8 20 41.3920± 0.0084 ( 0.0080) 2.5890± 0.0047 (0.0050)
16 10 139.5800± 0.0448 ( 0.0400) 3.2580± 0.0093 (0.0050)
32 10 470.1200± 0.1652 ( 0.2000) 4.0160± 0.0128 (0.0050)
50 10 1025.9000± 0.3511 ( 0.4000) 4.5850± 0.0153 (0.0050)
64 20 1581.4000± 0.4221 ( 0.5000) 4.8990± 0.0120 (0.0100)
100 10 3453.7000± 1.2646 ( 1.4000) 5.5100± 0.0199 (0.0170)
128 10 5319.2000± 2.1519 ( 2.4000) 5.8740± 0.0224 (0.0160)
256 10 17900.0000± 7.6452 ( 7.0000) 6.9280± 0.0286 (0.0300)
512 12.8 60185.0000± 23.8566 (28.0000) 8.1440± 0.0317 (0.0550)

Table 5: Values of the magnetic susceptibility χ and the energy integrated autocorre-
lation time τint,E for the 2D Ising model at β = βc obtained by Baillie and Coddington
[105, 106]. The first error bar for each observable is the “corrected” error bar coming
from the scaling procedure outlined in Section 4.3; the error bar in parentheses is that
reported in Refs. [105, 106]. For each lattice size L we show also the total number of
Swendsen-Wang iterations performed, in units of 106 (MCS).

L χ τint,E

4 12.1825± 0.0065 2.0267± 0.0103
6 24.9443± 0.0130 2.3353± 0.0112
8 41.3955± 0.0079 2.5896± 0.0044
12 84.3329± 0.0454 2.9492± 0.0141
16 139.5836± 0.0389 3.2533± 0.0081
24 284.0239± 0.1525 3.7055± 0.0180
32 470.0219± 0.1396 4.0119± 0.0108
48 955.5980± 0.4966 4.5168± 0.0216
50 1025.9000± 0.3511 4.5850± 0.0153
64 1581.3192± 0.3775 4.8919± 0.0107
96 3214.3979± 1.5807 5.4369± 0.0249
100 3453.7000± 1.2646 5.5100± 0.0199
128 5320.6444± 1.6804 5.8747± 0.0175
192 10817.0940± 5.3669 6.4926± 0.0306
256 17899.5806± 5.8464 6.9283± 0.0218
512 60184.6977± 18.6698 8.1071± 0.0248

Table 6: Values of the magnetic susceptibility χ and the energy integrated autocor-
relation time τint,E for the 2D Ising model at β = βc obtained by merging our data
(see Tables 1 and 4) with that of Baillie and Coddington [105, 106] (see Table 5).
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L EIM ξ

12 0.4 10.976± 0.015
16 0.4 14.575± 0.019
24 0.6 21.791± 0.026
32 0.4 29.089± 0.038
48 0.6 43.448± 0.043
64 0.6 57.877± 0.056
96 0.6 86.87 ± 0.11
128 0.6 115.87 ± 0.12
192 0.5 174.06 ± 0.21
256 0.6 231.84 ± 0.31
512 0.7 464.8 ± 0.5

Table 7: Values of the correlation length ξ for the 2D Ising model at β = βc ob-
tained by Ballesteros et al. [107]. For each lattice size L we also show the number of
“effectively independent measurements” in units of 106 (EIM).

L ξ ξ/L ξ′/L

4 3.8146± 0.0051 0.95365± 0.00128 0.85859± 0.00115
6 5.5927± 0.0063 0.93212± 0.00105 0.89011± 0.00100
8 7.3998± 0.0084 0.92497± 0.00105 0.90138± 0.00102
12 10.9775± 0.0091 0.91479± 0.00076 0.90437± 0.00075
16 14.5799± 0.0120 0.91125± 0.00075 0.90540± 0.00074
24 21.8066± 0.0164 0.90861± 0.00068 0.90602± 0.00068
32 29.0400± 0.0230 0.90750± 0.00072 0.90604± 0.00072
48 43.4619± 0.0291 0.90546± 0.00061 0.90481± 0.00061
64 57.9235± 0.0387 0.90506± 0.00060 0.90469± 0.00060
96 86.8996± 0.0607 0.90520± 0.00063 0.90504± 0.00063
128 115.9494± 0.0764 0.90585± 0.00060 0.90576± 0.00060
192 173.9393± 0.1184 0.90593± 0.00062 0.90589± 0.00062
256 231.8724± 0.1645 0.90575± 0.00064 0.90573± 0.00064
512 463.9916± 0.2997 0.90623± 0.00059 0.90623± 0.00059
∞ 0.9050488 0.9050488

Table 8: Values of the correlation length ξ for the 2D Ising model at β = βc coming
from merging our data (see Table 1) with that of Ballesteros et al. [107] (see Table 7).
The second column shows the ratio ξ/L, and the last column shows the ratio ξ′/L.
The last row (L = ∞) shows the theoretical prediction (2.22) for the infinite-volume
limit of the ratios ξ/L and ξ′/L.
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2n Type V ∞
2n B ∆ Lmin χ2 DF level

4 C 1.16770 ± 0.00011 32 0.48 7 100%
P 1.16777 ± 0.00013 −0.477± 0.228 2.007± 0.223 8 1.53 9 100%
P′ 1.1679227± 0.0000047 −0.361± 0.140 1.866± 0.174 8 2.91 10 98%
T 1.1679229± 0.0000047

6 C 1.45484 ± 0.00032 32 1.09 7 99%
P 1.45517 ± 0.00037 −1.387± 0.476 1.901± 0.160 8 1.66 9 100%
P′ 1.4556489± 0.0000072 −1.111± 0.309 1.788± 0.124 8 3.24 10 98%
T 1.4556491± 0.0000072

8 C 1.89090 ± 0.00071 48 0.48 6 100%
P 1.89163 ± 0.00079 −3.037± 0.827 1.834± 0.127 8 1.86 9 99%
P′ 1.89248 ± 0.00018 −2.612± 0.589 1.757± 0.101 8 3.03 10 98%
T 1.89252 ± 0.00018

10 C 2.53593 ± 0.00135 48 0.69 6 99%
P 2.53769 ± 0.00151 −5.915± 1.341 1.784± 0.106 8 2.06 9 99%
P′ 2.53947 ± 0.00033 −5.136± 0.960 1.712± 0.083 8 3.49 10 97%
T 2.53956 ± 0.00034

12 C 3.48720 ± 0.00241 48 0.99 6 99%
P 3.49106 ± 0.00273 −10.819± 2.112 1.742± 0.091 8 2.29 9 99%

14 C 4.89621 ± 0.00418 48 1.37 6 97%
P 4.90419 ± 0.00479 −19.019± 3.264 1.705± 0.080 8 2.56 9 98%

16 C 6.99812 ± 0.00716 48 1.83 6 93%
P 7.01407 ± 0.00827 −32.544± 4.984 1.670± 0.072 8 2.86 9 97%

18 C 10.16503 ± 0.01303 64 0.97 5 97%
P 10.19047 ± 0.01416 −54.624± 7.553 1.635± 0.065 8 3.23 9 95%

20 C 14.96506 ± 0.02199 64 1.16 5 95%
P 15.01380 ± 0.02411 −90.377± 11.374 1.601± 0.059 8 3.69 9 93%

Table 9: Values of the infinite-volume-limit ratios V2n = 〈M2n〉/〈M2〉n for the 2D
Ising model at criticality. For each n we show the results of two different types of
fits: to a constant V2n = V ∞

2n (C), and to a constant plus a power-law correction-to-
scaling term V2n = V ∞

2n + B2nL
−∆ (P). In addition, for 2n = 4, 6, 8, 10 we show fits

V2n = V ∞
2n +B2nL

−∆ in which the theoretical prediction for V ∞
2n has been imposed as

explained in Section 5.8 (P′); we also show, for comparison, the theoretical prediction
itself (T). The values of Lmin, χ

2, the number of degrees of freedom (DF) and the
confidence level are also shown.
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L τint,E/CH

4 2.0100± 0.0102
6 1.8203± 0.0087
8 1.7560± 0.0030
12 1.6933± 0.0081
16 1.6862± 0.0042
24 1.6905± 0.0082
32 1.6875± 0.0045
48 1.7124± 0.0082
50 1.7211± 0.0057
64 1.7335± 0.0038
96 1.7645± 0.0081
100 1.7732± 0.0064
128 1.7993± 0.0054
192 1.8425± 0.0087
256 1.8689± 0.0059
512 1.9541± 0.0060

Table 10: Values of the ratio τint,E/CH for the 2D Ising model at criticality coming
from merging our data (see Table 4) with that of Baillie and Coddington (see Table 5).
The value of the specific heat is given by the exact formula of Ferdinand and Fisher
[77].
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Figure 1: Plot of L3[Ec(L) − (2.8a)] versus L−2, where Ec(L) is the exact value of
the energy at criticality for a lattice of linear size L. The line represents the fit
L3[Ec(L) − (2.8a)] = 0.1033415669 + 0.365347L−2. Points plotted run from L = 16
to 4096.
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Figure 2: Plot of L2[CH(L) − (2.9a)] versus L−1, where CH(L) is the exact value of
the specific heat at criticality for a lattice of linear size L. The line represents the
fit L2[CH(L) − (2.9a)] = 0.02427997036 + 0.07308169L−1. Points plotted run from
L = 16 to 4096.
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Figure 3: Magnetization histogram of the 2D Ising model at β = βc for L = 256. The
histogram is normalized such that the area enclosed is equal to unity.
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Figure 4: Magnetization histogram of the 2D Ising model at β = βc for L = 256
(solid thick line) and L = 16 (dotted thin line). Wide bins are employed to enhance
the visibility of the corrections to scaling. The histograms are normalized such that
the area enclosed is equal to unity.
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