arxiv:1201.3974v3 [cond-mat.str-el] 10 Apr 2012

Perfect Sampling with Unitary Tensor Networks

Andrew J. Ferri52 and Guifre Vidat 3

The University of Queensland, School of Mathematics angiPfiyQueensland 4072, Australia
’Departement de Physique, Universite de Sherbrookep€u&l1K 2R1, Canada
3Perimeter Institute for Theoretical Physics, Waterloo,t@io, N2L 2Y5, Canada

(Dated: February 6, 2022)

Tensor network states are powerful variational ansatzeémy-body ground states of quantum lattice mod-
els. The use of Monte Carlo sampling techniques in tensavarktapproaches significantly reduces the cost
of tensor contractions, potentially leading to a substditicrease in computational efficiency. Previous pro-
posals are based on a Markov chain Monte Carlo scheme geddnatocally updating configurations and, as
such, must deal with equilibration and autocorrelatioregiwhich result in a reduction of efficiency. Here we
propose perfect sampling schemes, with vanishing eqatlidon and autocorrelation times, for unitary tensor
networks — namely tensor networks based on efficiently egtible, unitary quantum circuits, such as unitary
versions of the matrix product state (MPS) and tree tenstwvark (TTN), and the multi-scale entanglement
renormalization ansatz (MERA). Configurations are digestimpled according to their probabilities in the
wave-function, without resorting to a Markov chain procegge consider both complete sampling, involving
all the relevant sites of the system, as well as incompletgbag, which only involves a subset of those sites,
and which can result in a dramatic (basis-dependent) rexfuct sampling error.

PACS numbers: 05.10.—a, 02.50.Ng, 03.67.—a, 74.40.Kb

I. INTRODUCTION derlies the efficiency of the approackesimportantly, how-
ever, this cost also grows ¥ x” ), that is as a power of the

To the computational physicist interested in one-dimensiony of the indices_connecti_ng the_ tensors _into a net-
dimensional quantum lattice models, the density matrixVOrk- On the one hand, this bond dimensiodetermines the
renormalization group (DMRGY is a dream come true. size of the tensors a_nd therefore the number of variaticaral p
It provides an essentially unbiased, extremely accuratk@meters contained in the tensor network ansatz. On the othe

variational approach to ground state properties of a large is also a measure of how much entanglement the tensor net-

class of local Hamiltonians in one dimensional lattices.WOTk can carry. It then follows that the cost of simulations

DMRG operates by approximating the ground state of thdncreases with the amount of entanglement in the groune stat
system with a matrix product state (MBS) which is a of the system. Entanglement is indeed the key factor ligitin

simple tensor network with tensors connected according t1€ range of applicability of tensor network approaches.

a one-dimensional array. In recent years, the success andMore specifically, for an MPS, a small powgr namely
broad applicability of DMRG has been understood to followp ws = 3, implies that very large values of (of up to a
from (i) the existence of a characteristic, universal pattf  few thousands) can be considered even with a high-end desk-
entanglement common to most ground states in one spatittp computer. Correspondingly, DMRG can address one-
dimension; and (ii) the ability of the MPS to reproduce this dimensional systems with robustly entangled ground states
universal pattern of entanglement, thanks to having itsden  contrast, the cost of two dimensional simulations with PEPS
connected into a one-dimensional geometry. and MERA scales with a much larger powgerof y, e.g.

The above insight has since then guided the developmeteers = 12in Ref.[14 ang e = 16 in Ref.[21, and this con-
of new tensor network approaches that aim to repeat, in oth&iderably reduces the affordable valuescofin other words,
geometries or physical regimes of interest, the unprededen PEPS and MERA calculations have so far been restricted to
success of DMR&27:8in one dimension. The recipe is quite Systems with relatively small amounts of ground state entan
simple: first, identify a pattern of entanglement common toglement. A major present challenge for these approaches is
a large class of ground states; then, connect tensors so tHgtobtain more efficient tensor contraction schemes thdticou
they can reproduce this pattern, and use the resulting tenstpwer their cost.
network as a variational ansatz. In this way the multi-scale A possible route to reducing the scaling of computational
layered pattern of entanglement observed in ground statesst withy in tensor network algorithms is by using Monte
near a continuous quantum phase transition motivated the pr Carlo sampling techniques, as proposed in Rég_zs, As
posal of the multi-scale entanglement renormalizatiom&ns reviewed in the next section, the cost of manipulating the te
(MERA)?1 to address quantum critical phenomena. Simi-sor network (for a single sample) is reducedty?), where
larly, the characteristic spatial pattern of entanglenienhhe ¢ is significantly smaller thap (typically of the order of/2).
ground states in two and higher dimensions motivated higherrhe proposals in Refd, 2324 are best suited for tensor net-
dimensional generalizations of both the MPS (known as proworks, such as MPS and PEPS, where the coefficients in the
jected entangled-pair states, PEPE) and the MERA®2. tensors are unconstrained. However, in the MERA, as well as

The cost of simulating a lattice df sites with any of the in other unitary tensor networks such as unitary versions of
above tensor networks is roughly proportionaltovhichun- ~ MPS (UMPS) and of tree tensor netw&t&’ (uTTN), tensors
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are subject to unitary constraints. I[I. BACKGROUND MATERIAL: SAMPLING IN TENSOR
NETWORK ALGORITHMS

The purpose of this paper is to address the use of Monte | ¢ s start by introducing our notation and by reviewing
Carlo sampling in the context of unitary tensor networks, in gome pasic concepts.

cluding uMPS, uTTN and MERA. [Notice that this excludes
tensor networks such as a periodic MPS or PEPS, which can-
not be generically re-expressed as a unitary tensor nefwork
An important difference with respect to Refs.|[23,24 is that
in a unitary tensor network, sampling is performed on an ef- . ] ]
fective lattice corresponding to the past causal cone othe L€t £ be a lattice made of. sites, with vector space
cal operator whose expectation value is being computed ThiVz = ©/;V, whereV is the d-dimensional vector space
means that sampling typically occurs over some reduced nun®f one site. Let¥) € V. denote the wave-function encoded
ber of sites (less than the system sl2e A second difference in the tensor network and let be a local operator of ¢. An

is that in unitary tensor networks there is no need to use énportant task in tensor network algorithms is to compuée th
Markov chain Monte Carlo scheme. Indeed, our main resulexpectation valué¥|A| ), which can be expressed as

is the proposal and benchmark of perfect sampling schemes

A. Exact contraction versus sampling

for unitary tensor networks, by means of which one can ob- <\1;|A|\1;> = Z<‘IJ|S><S|A|‘IJ>’ (1)
tain completely uncorrelated samples directly accordirtgé ses

correct probability. Therefore, one can sample withoutithc

ring additional computational costs due to equilibratiomla where|s) = |s1) ® |s2) ® --- ® |s.) denotes a product
autocorrelations times. This is particularly of interestina  state of theL sites of the lattice, withs; = 1,2,--- .d la-
qguantum phase transition, where equilibration and auteeor belling the elements of an orthonormal ba§is;)} on site:,
lation times diverge with system size We consider both i = 1,2,---, L. Here,S is the set of alld” possiblecon-
complete (perfect) sampling and incomplete (perfect) samfigurationss = (s1, s2,- -+ , s,) of the system. The expecta-

pling schemes. In the former, the indices for all sites of thetion value of Eq.[(IL) can be obtained exactly by contracting
effective lattice are sampled. In the latter, only the iediofa  the corresponding tensor network. However, a large compu-
subset of sites is sampled, while the indices of the reste$ si tational cost motivates the search for an alternative amtro
are contracted exactly, with an insignificant or minor ie  based on sampling.

of computational cost as far as the scalingy?) is concerned. In preparation for an approximate evaluation of the expec-
Importantly, the statistical variance (due to samplinglpof  tation value(¥|A|¥), let us first introduce the probability
expectation value obtained with incomplete sampling can deQ(s) = |(s|¥)|? of projecting statéW) into the product state

crease dramatically with a proper chose of sampling basis, 35) and the estimatori(s) = (s|A|¥)/(s|¥), and rewrite
illustrated in Fig[® with a drop of0~7 in error. Eq. () as

The paper is organized in sections as follows. First, in sec- (V]A]P) = Z Q(s)A(s). ©)
tion [l we briefly review the use of Monte Carlo sampling s€8

techniques to evaluate the expectation value of local epera]l_hiS expression emphasizes th‘ﬁ1/i|‘1’> canbe regardedas a

tors in context of tensor networks, and introduce the nation babilisti ¢ ot di h b
of complete and incomplete samplinThen in sedfidn 111 wePoPao! istic average of estimatd(s) according to the prob-
23

explain how the proposals of Refs.|[23,24 can be adapted @pilitiesQ(s), whereQ(s) = 0,3 ;¢ Q(s) = L.

the case of a unitary tensor network by sampling within the Let us replace the sum over the seof all |S| = d" con-
past causal cone of the local operator. In sedfidn IV we profigurationss with a sum over some subsgtC S containing
pose a complete perfect sampling scheme for unitary tensg¥ = |S| configurations, whereN < d*, that is

networks. Its performance is demonstrated for a uMPS with
the quantum Ising chain at criticality. In sectioh V we then (U|A]T) ~ 1 Z Q(s)A(s), A3)
present an incomplete perfect sampling scheme. We discuss Z

computational costs in sectignlVI. The conclusions in Sec-

tion[Vlland an Appendix analyzing the variance in different\ynere 7 = S .cs Q(s) is a normalization factor. Eq](3)

schemes close the paper. states that an approximate evaluation(&fA| ) is obtained
by considering a probabilistic sum ov&rconfigurations. If
dhe N configurations ir§ have been randomly chosen fran
according to the probabilitg)(s), then importance sampling
fllow us to replace the previous expression with

ses

We emphasize that this paper is only concerned with th
evaluation of local expectation values from a unitary tenso
network. That is, here we assume that the unitary tensor ne
work has already been optimized and focus on how to extract R 1
information from it. The optimization of unitary tensor net (P|A|P) = — ZA(S). (4)

. - - - N £~
works using variational Monte Carlo is discussed in Ref. 29. e
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FIG. 1: (Color online) Contraction of a tensor network. (@n3or
network corresponding to the expectation valli¢A|¥), with a sum
over (or exact contraction of) indices, sz, - - - , s¢ (exact contrac-

I(s;

) ¢
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‘Sl> ‘S:>‘33> |s) ‘SS> ‘Sﬁ>

tion). Contracting this tensor network has a cost that scde (y*)

with the bond index, for some powep. (b) Tensor networks corre-
sponding to(¥|s)(s|A|¥) for a given configuratios, correspond-
ing to a single sample. The cost of contracting these two oriisv
scales asD(x?) with the bond indexy, where powerg is smaller

than powep. (c) Tensor network corresponding i |s®) (s®| A| W)

for a given incomplete configuratics? = (s1, s2, s3) (these three
indices are being sampled), where in addition there is a stan(or
exact contraction of) indices,, s5 andss. The cost of contracting

this tensor network scales @s{xq/), with ¢’ somewhere between

andp.

Equation [(%) estimate§V|A|¥) by means ofV indepen-
dent samples of a random varialplé(s), Q(s)). By construc-

tion, the meard of this random variable,

A=Y Q(9)A(s),

seS

is given by the expectation valy@|A|¥) of operatord, see

(5)

Eq. (2). Notice that, in addition, its varianed, defined by

oh = D Qs)|Als) — 4P
Y Qs)AB)P — AP,

also equals the varian@@2 of operatorA,

o} = (9] (JA— (wlAjw)]) |9)
(WA W) - [(2]A|D) 2,

(6)
(7)

(8)
9)

3

standard deviation 4 /v/N of N independent samples, scales
with V as

ea(N) ~ | 4. (10)

Let us analyze in which sense the above Monte Carlo sam-
pling strategy could be of interest. The cost (i.e. computa-
tional time) of an exact contraction, Eql (1), scale$Xdg?)
with the bond dimensiog. On the other hand, notice that for
each specific configuratios) the contributiorf ¥ |s) (s| A| )
to (U|A|W) consists of two tensor networks, hamely one for
(W|s) and another fots|A|¥), whose contraction can be ac-
complished with a cosD(x?), for someq < p, see Fig.[1L.
[This is also the cost of computing@(s) andA(s) in Eqg. [2)].

If the number of samples required to obtain an acceptably
small errore4(N) is N ~ O(x?), the use of sampling in-
curs a computational cost GI(X‘”‘J') instead ofO(x?). We
conclude that ify + ¢’ < p, then (for largey) the sampling
strategy will have a lower computational cost than the exact
contraction.

B. Combining exact contraction with sampling:
Incomplete sampling

More generally, one can consider a hybrid strategy which
combines exact contraction and sampling. This is accom-
plished by sampling over only a subset of theéndices cor-
responding to thd. sites of latticeC, while performing an
exact contraction on the remaining sites. For instance, Fig
[d(c) considers a lattic€ made of, = 6 sites where the first
three sites are being sampled, with configuraftion sz, s3),
whereas the remaining three of sites are being addressed wit
an exact contraction.

If we denote bys® € S° a configuration of thd.® indices
to be sampledi(® < L), then Eq[L is replaced with

(UAw) = D (Ws°)(s°|A|P), (11)
s°eS°
We can again rewrite Eqﬂ]ll) as a probabilistic sum of an
estimatorA°(s®) = (¥[s®)(s®|A|¥)/|(¥|s°)|? according to
probabilitiesQ(s®) = [(¥|s®)|?,

(TIA[D) = )~ Q(s°)A°(s°). (12)
s°eSe

Similarly, we could generalize EJS[3-4 and apply imporéanc
sampling. We note that in this case the variange, defined

by

0he = D Q(s°)|A%(s%) — AJ? (13)
= > Q(s°)A(%)? - AP, (14)

that iso% = 0%, see Appendix. It follows that the error might be smaller than the variane@ of operatorA (Eq.
ea(N) in the approximation of Eq[{4), as measured by thdd), since a single incomplete sampl‘écorresponds to many



complete samples. [For instance, in the example of Fig. T
[@(c), the incomplete sampt = (s1, s2, s3) corresponds to (a) (b)
all complete samples = (s1, so, 53, 54, 55, 56) that coincide wl U ‘IIIC>

with s° in the first three sites.] In other words, the statistical £ | >

error might be reduced. This should not come as a surprise

After all, in the extreme case where no sampling at all is per-
formed (L° = 0) but all indices are exactly contracted, there
is no statistical error left.

|2)
1’21_

C. Markov chain Monte Carlo

In Refs.| 23,24 the random configuraticneere generated

by means of a Markov chain process based on local update: K

Given a stored configuratian let us denote; a configuration \I;

obtained froms by replacing in sitei the values; with s..

Then, visiting the sites sequentially= 1,2, --- , L, in what

is known as aweepa change on sitéis introduced according  FiG. 2: (Color online) Sampling in a unitary matrix producate
to the Metropolis probability (UMPS). (a) UMPS for a stae) of lattice £. Notice the (fictitious)

time direction, which provides each tensor with a sense dthvh
Q(sg) indices are incoming and which are outgoing. (b) The passaiau
Q(s)’ coneC of a local operator acting on a single site of (denoted by

a discontinuous circle) defines an effective lattiCe which is found
In this way, after one sweep a new configuraibis obtained i state]WC). Notice that the effective latticé is made of two types

froms, and by iteration a sequence of configurations of sites, namely sites already present in the originaldatiand one
' site not present i, with d-dimensional and-dimensional vector

spaces, respectively. (c) Tensor networks representing |¥) and
(WC|A|¥C). The inset shows unitarity reductions [EG.J(17)] used to

A ; Ci AgC
is produced. However, these configurations will in geneeal b ransform(W[A[¥) into (W= AJ¥T).
correlated. The numberof sweeps required between config-

. . AN )
urationss a_nds in order _for them to be essentially mqlepe_n versions of MPS (with open boundary conditions) and TTN,
dent to be independent is known as the autocorrelation time. ; ,

hich we will refer as uMPS and uTTX

Sweepingr times between samples is necessary in order fo Unitary tensor networks are special in that each tensor
the errore 4 (IV) to scale as in EQL{10), since that expression constrained to be unitary/isometric. Fidd. 2 &hd 3 exem-

for the error assumed the samples to be independent. (If Onglify the discussion for UMPS and uTTN respectively. Specif

a single sweep mediates the samples, the statistical error ically, we first note that in one such tensor network there is a
Eq. (10) increases by a factor which scales 48 due to au- wellyaefined direction of time throughout, see e.g. Figs) 2(
tocorrelations). In addition, the first samplavill be obtained and3(a). Each index of a tensoﬁsgeithe} an inc.:%.min in
after applyingr’ sweeps to some random initial configura dex (if time flows towards the tensor) or an outgoing index

tion. The equilibration time”’ is necessary in order to guaran- if time flows away from the tensor). The constraintmean
tee that the first sample is picked-up according to the ct)rre(%) way ) : . .
e expressed in the following way. Let us group all incoming

probability distribution. The autocorrelation timeand the indices ofu into a composite incoming index and all out-
equilibration timer’ are known to diverge with systems size .~ u ; P : g index
going indices ofu into a composite outgoing inde% so that

L for critical systems. : . . .
- . . . tensoru becomes a matrixg,. Then the unitary/isometric
Large equilibration and autocorrelation times, e.g. near o .
constraint on, reads

at a critical point, increase the cost of simulations. This i
crease can be prevented if somehow independent configura- Z(UT)aﬁuﬁa/ = S (17)
tions s can be directly generated according to probabilities 5
Q(s). In sectior TV we show how this is possible for a spe-
cific class of tensor networks, namely unitary tensor netaior A direct implication of this property is that the tensor net-
which are introduced next. work corresponding to the expectation valig A|¥) can be
replaced with a simplified tensor network where the pairs of
tensors(u, u!) outside the so-called past causal cchef A
I1l. SAMPLING OF UNITARY TENSOR NETWORKS have been removed, see Figs. 2(c)@nd 3(c). This new tensor
network can be interpreted to represent the expectatiareval
Let us specialize to the particular case of unitary tensor ne (¥€|A|¥C) of the local operatord on a statd U¢) € V¢
works, namely tensor networks that are based on a unitar§f an effective latticeC® defined by the causal coigeof the
guantum circuit. Examples include the MERA and unitaryoperatorA, see Figs.[J2(b) and 3(b), where by construction

1). (15)

Pchange = mln[

s—+s —s — ... (16)



(a) \ \11) ‘ \yC> (b) (a)

FIG. 3: (Color online) Sampling in a unitary tree tensor ratw

(UTTN). (a) uTTN for a state¢W) of lattice L. (b) Effective lattice

LC. (c) Tensor networks fot¥|O|¥) and (€| A|¥C). The inset  FIG. 4: (Color online) Graphical representation (@f¢|A|¥¢) =

shows a reduction due to the unitary constrain of tensoteinTTN. Zr€R<\1/C|r><r|A|\pC>_ In (a), the original staté®¥) was repre-
sented with an uMPS, see Figl 2. In (b), the original sf@tewas
represented with an uTTN, see F[d. 3. However, in both cdwes t

N N . ) . state| W) is represented by an uMPS that runs through the causal

(U|A|W) = (UC|A|TC). The effective latticeC® is made of  cone.

LC sites that can be of two types: those already contained in

the original latticeC, which are described by@&dimensional

vector space, and th_ose which did not belongCtowhich IV. PERFECT SAMPLING

are described by g-dimensional vector space. We use-=

(ry,72,--- ,rrc) to denote a configuration of the effective lat- ) ) ) ]

tice £€, and|r) = |r1) @ |r2) ®- - ® |ry.c) the corresponding In this section we describe how to randomly draw configu-
product vector, where for some sites= 1,2, --- ,d and for  rationsr according to probability>(r) in a unitary tensor net-
some others; = 1,2,---,y. We denoteR the set of all WOrk. We refer to this scheme as perfect sampling because, in
configurations:. contrast with Markov chain Monte Carlo, the present scheme

The exact contraction of the tensor network correspondin@roduces perfectly uncorrelated samples. We will alsorrefe
to (WC|A|WC), may still be very expensive and again we might '© this sc_heme as complete perfegt sampling, to d'StmgU.'Sh
be interested in exploring the use of sampling to lower the]‘romthe incomplete perfect sampling scheme discussein th

computational cost. For that purpose, we repeat the disruss next section, where sampling is performed only on a subset of

in sectior ). First we write the expectation val(i&| A|¥) as sites.
(WIANE) = 37w (e A0, 18)
rer A. Algorithm
see Fig[ 4 for uMPS and uTTN. Then we rewrite EqJ](18) in
terms of the estimatcoﬁc(r) = (r|A|¥€)/(r|T€) and proba-  Recall that as a quantum circuit, the tensor network is
bilities P(r) = |(r[T€)]?, equipped with a notion of (fictitious) time. From now on we
. c assume that the labeling of the sites in the effective kufic
(U|A[W) =" P(r)A%(r). (19)  has been chosen so as to progress forward with respect to this
reR notion of time. Thus, sité corresponds to the earliest time,

site2 corresponds to a later time, and so on, until gitecor-
responds to the latest time (when two sites correspond to the
same time, e.g. sites and5 in Fig.[4 (a), we order them
arbitrarily).
<\p|jl|\11> ~ 1 Z AC(r). (20) Our perfect sqmplingalgor_it_hm co_nsists _of sequ_ent@ally
N computing a series of conditional single-site density matr
ces{p1, p2(r1),- - - } and conditional single-site probabilities
The error in the approximation scales withas in Eq.[(ID). {P(r1), P(ra|r1),--- }. First we compute the reduced density

We can again limit the sum over configuratiant a subset
‘R containing justV configurations which, when chosen from
‘R randomly according to the probabilitié¥r), results in

reR
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FIG. 5: (Color online) Perfect sampling with a uMPS. The figur

shows a sequence of the tensor networks corresponding &uprte
portionality constant) tgi, P(r1), p2(r2), P(r2|r1), and so on,
see Eqs[(21=28). Importantly, all these tensor networksbeacon-
tracted with a cost that scales @$x?) with the bond dimensiory,

and are therefore computational less expensive than ah@xatcac-
tion, which has cosD(x?).

matrix p; for site 1 exactly, i.e. without sampling,

p1 = 1o pe { [T (TC[} (21)
from which we can compute the probabilities
P(r1) = (r1lp1lr1). (22)

We can then randomly choose a value fgraccording to

probability P(r1), and compute (exactly) the conditional re-
duced density matrixs (71 ) for site2, which is obtained from

the stater, |U¢) of sites2 to L,

1
P(r1)

tr..pe { (re W) (U r) } . (23)

p2(r1) =

Again, we can use the reduced density matrix to compute th

conditional probabilities

(24)

and we can therefore randomly select a value,ciccording

P(ra|r1) = (ra|p2(r1)|r2),

to probabilitiesP(r2|r1 ). Let us notice at this point that so far

we have randomly chosen values fgrandr, according to
the probability

P(r1,73) = P(r1)P(ra|r1) = [[{r1, m2|¥€)|.  (25)

and the conditional probabilities

P(rslri,r2) = (r3lps(ri,r2)|rs), (27)

and so on for the rest of sites in the effective latiiée In this
way, and since

P(r) = P(r1)P(ro|r1) - - P(rre|ri,re, - yrre_1), (28)

we end up indeed randomly choosing a configuraitos-
(ri,72,- - ,rre) With probability given precisely byP(r) =
[ (x| €)%

Fig. [3 illustrates the sequence of computations in the case
of a one-site operatot specifically for a UMPS, assuming as
in Figs. [2 and#(a) that the operatdris supported on the
fourth site of the original chain. This algorithm is similer
one used for thermal state sampling with MP8escribed in
Ref[28. Analogous computations for a uTTN are very similar,
since the causal cone of a single-site operaltds described
also by a uMPS, see Figl 3(b). For the case of a MERA, more
details on the implementation of Eqs.1P1}-28) can be found in
Ref.[29.

A key point is that, for unitary tensor networks such as
uMPS, uTTN, and MERA, the computational cost of gener-
ating the above sequence of density matrices and prolebilit
often does not exceed (to leading ordegiand effective size
L) the cost of a single sweep in Markov chain Monte C&tlo

B. Benchmark

To illustrate the performance of the perfect sampling
scheme and compare it to Markov chain Monte Carlo, we have
considered a duly optimized uMPS for the ground state
of the quantum Ising model with critical transverse magneti

field,
Huy=—Y 6767 =Y 67,
(i) i

on an open chain af spins2® The two sampling schemes are
then used in order to compute the expectation value of local
operators.
€ Fig. [@(a) and (b) show a history of 150 configurations of
a chain of L = 50 spins obtained with perfect sampling and
Markov chain Monte Carlo, respectively. The existence of
correlations in the second case is manifest.

Fig. [B(c) and (d) show the error in the expectation value
(U|655| W) and (¥ |55,|¥) for the local operators® ando™”
on site25, as a function of the number of sampl¥s In both
cases, the effect of autocorrelations in Markov chain Monte
Carlo results in an error larger than the error obtained with
perfect sampling, which is given by Ed. {10). The ratio be-
tween statistical errors, as given in terms of the autotaiosn

(29)

We can now iterate the above process, that is, compute tHéne 7 by 27 + 1, is seen to depend on the choice of local

conditional density matrix

1

— i \I/C \IJC
P(Tl,rz)u'"LC {1, r2[ WO (e, ma) }

(26)

pS(ThTQ) =

operator — this autocorrelation time is larger f@r|G5;| V)
than for(U |63, |¥).

Finally, Fig.[@ (e) and (f) explore the autocorrelation time
for 6% as a function of the sizé of the spin chain. In particu-
lar, Fig.[8 (f) reveals that grows linearly inL. This mean¥®
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FIG. 6: (Color online) Sampling of the ground state of theicai J)\

transverse Ising model in thebasis. Comparison between configu- {n] {n ‘(rz\

rations obtained using (a) the presented perfect samptimgnse and

(b) a Markov chain scheme (single sweep) on 50 sites. Blae sip- P(r) P(rz | 7’1) P(’b 5, r;)

resent spin up and yellow for spin down. The correlationsvben
configurations obtained using a Markov chain scheme arepeet I

by the appearance of domains of well defined color that extend %) E@J’
tically. In (c) we have calculated the expected statisterabr on Qb/

the estimate ofs*) for the perfect sampling (blue line) and Markov
chain sampling (blue dots). While with perfect sampling énsor
decreases with the usu&l—*/? factor, correlations between subse-

guent samples increase the error on the estimate in the Mahean responding (up to a proportionality constant P(r1), palrs),
scheme. In (d) we plot the same f@®) by projecting all the spins P(f2|r1), g%((:l) ) gndpP(rl - 7)“/3) necess)gtr?/ in(olrzje/;2t(o2g)en-
into thez basis. In this case the Markov scheme used utilizes a 2-sitg 510 5 corifigu;ratiomo _ (7"17 Ty, fs) with probability P(r°) —
update so as to be compatible with the wave-function symy#etin |(C[r°)|. Notice that the cos7t st7iII scales @ y?), as in the com-
(e) we present the correlations on the centre site (in thasis) after plete (perfect) sampling scheme. '

4 Markov chain sweeps usin)® samples for 50 sites (blue dots)
and 250 sites (black crosses). In the perfect sampling sel{blae
line), there are no correlations between configuration$f) hve plot
the estimated autocorrelation time for different systeresi V. INCOMPLETE PERFECT SAMPLING

FIG. 8: (Color online) Incomplete perfect sampling with a RS1
The figure shows a complete sequence of the tensor networks co

. . i N So far we have considered perfect sampling over the whole
that in order to ach|ev§ a fixed accuracy<m|aL/2|\If>, the causal cone, that is, over the i?\dices assorz:iatged to alitd® s
number of sample&’ with Markov chain Monte Carlo has to ¢ the effective latticecC. However, it is also possible to use
grow linearly in L, whereas a constant number of samples is;y incomplte perfect sampling scheme, which combines per-
enough with perfect sampling. fect sampling over most of the sites 6f and an exact con-

It is important to stress, however, that the Markov chaintraction over a small set of sites, without altering the iscal
Monte Carlo update scheme discussed here, based on singléx9) of the cost of a single sample. Because we are sam-
spin updates, is used as a reference only — more sophisticatpling over fewer indices, we can expect a decrease in the sta-
Markov chain Monte Carlo schemes, based e.g. on global spitistical error with little change in the cost. In some cages t
updates, could lead to smaller autocorrelation times. reduction in statistical uncertainty can be dramatic.
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A. Incomplete perfect sampling scheme scheme described in sectibn]IV. We notice, however, that
incomplete sampling can also be incorporated into Markov

The incomplete perfect sampling scheme is illustrated irfhain Monte Qarlo. _
Fig. [ for a uMPS. The first step is to rewrite the expectation As in section[IV, we proceed by constructing a se-

value (UC|A|TC) = (U|A|D) as quence of conditional single-site reduced density ma-
trices {p1,p2(r1),---} and conditional probabilities
(U|A|W) = Z (WCr°) (r°| A|WC), (30)  {P(r1),P(r2|r1),---}. However, in this occasion the
roeRO sequence concludes at sit&, after which we can already
o ) i , evaluate the estimatot®(r®). This is illustrated for the case
where R° is the set of |_ncomplete conflg_urat|on§ = ofauMPS in Fig[B, which is to be compared with Fid. 5.
(r1,7r9,--- ,rLe), WwhereL® is the number of sites over which

sampling takes place, with® < LC¢. For the case of the

uMPS illustrated in Fig.]7, one can perform an exact contrac-

tion on two sites ofc¢, namely the site on which the local C. Benchmark

operatorA is supported and the effective;dimensional site

corresponding to the bond index of the uMPS. Notice that now As in sectior 1Y, we use sampling to compute the expec-
the term(U° |r¢) (r°| A|UC) does not factorize into two terms, tation value of local observables from a uMPS with= 30

since(r®|UC) and(r®|A|TC) are no longer complex numbers that has been previously optimized to approximate the gfoun
but dy-dimensional vectors. state of the quantum Ising chain at criticality, Eg.1(29).eTh

We can still rewrite Eq[T30) as a probabilitistic sum of an €xact structure that we sample can bee seen in[Hig. 7. Fig-
estimatorA4° (r®) = (\I/C|r°><r°|A|\IJC>/|(\I/C|r<>>|2 accord- ure[9 show§ the sampling error, as aAfunct|0n of thg number of
ing to probabilities? (r*) = |(WC|r°) 2, samplesV, in the computation o{\11|q25|\11> and(U |63, |T)
in a chain ofL. = 50 spins. The error is seen to depend on two
(\I/|A|\IJ> _ Z P(r)A°(r°), (31) factors. On the one hand, it depends on which operéator (

or 6%) is being measured, as it did in sectfod IV. In addition,
) now it also drastically depends on which product b&his) }
limiting the sum over configurations’ to a subsefR°® con-  is used. In particular, we see that a very substantial réstuct
taining just N configurations, and use (perfect) importanceof sampling error, of seven orders of magnitude, is obtained

reeRe

sampling to obtain the estimate by measuring on the basis while computing¥|53;| ). It
1 should be noted that the two-site Markov chain update scheme
<\1/|A|\1;> ~ ~ Z A°(r°). (32)  used for ther-basis calculation® although appears competi-

tive, is more computationally demanding than the perfatt-sa

) . ) pling scheme and runs approximately 2—3 times slower.
An important difference between the incomplete perfect-sam

pling scheme and the comnplete perfect sampling scheme of
Egs. [IBE2D) is that the estimatdf, whose mean isl® =

(W|A|¥) as indicated in Eq[(31), has a variance,,

reeRe

VI. COMPUTATIONAL COSTS

0% = Z P(r°)|A°(r®) — A°|? (33) For completeness, we include a brief summary of the com-
POERO putational costs incurred in extracting, from a given urita
. tensor network, the expectation value of a local operator by
— < O (.02 _ o2 ’
- Z:a P(r)[A°(x%)] 42T, (34) using (i) exact contraction, (ii) Markov chain Monte Carlo
rOe <

and (iii) a perfect sampling scheme. For simplicity, we con-

that is no longer necessarily equal to the Variaﬂ%e of _sider only on(_a—site _Ioca_l operators. The scaling of thescost

Eq. [3), but is instead upper bounded bydit,, < o2, see in the bond dimensiory is presented in Tablé I. We empha-
. y o A’

the Appendix. In other words, the erros- (N) in the ap- size thgtlln the sampling schemes, we iny consider the cost
B . of obtaining one sample. A fair comparison of costs with an
proximation of Eq.[(3R), given by

exact contraction should also take into account the number o

02 samples required in order to approximate the exact restiit wi
€0 (N) = ]f\“; , (35)  some pre-agreed accuracy.

The table shows that for both a uMPS and the MERA, the
can be smaller than the errog (V) of a complete sampling cost of Markov chain Monte Carlo and perfect sampling scale
scheme. with the same power. Instead, for the uTTN, the of Markov

chain Monte Carlo is one power smaller than that of perfect
sampling. [The same would happen with uMPS if the local di-
B. Algorithm mension of each site was alg. More significant speed-ups
can be seen with the MERA, both for the computation of two-
We have implemented the incomplete perefect samplingoint correlators, and in systems in two dimensions (ndtén t
scheme in conjunction with the complete perfect samplingrable), where sampling techniques to increase computdtion



(a) . com l't ] TABLE I: The leading-order costs of contracting unitarygennet-
10 . .p,?.? Sampling 1 works with and without sampling techniques, with the goaésti-
partial sampling, z-pasjs mating the expectation value of a one-site operator. FOMBRA

we have also included the cost calculating arbitrary (lcamge) two-

point correlator£?

©

< Tensor Exact | Markov- | Perfect
10°} 1 network contractionchain MC sampling

_ UMPS (0pen BC) | O(x*) | O(*) | O(x*)

. Partial sampling, x-pas;s uTTN (binary) | O(xY) | 0% | OK®)

0 R 2 MERA (1D binary) | O(x°) Ox°) | O(x%)

10 10 10 2-point correlators O(x'2) | O(") | 0K
Number of samples — 2-point correlators O(x °) ) )

the other hand, although we have focused our analysis on the
evaluation of local expectation values, more complex tasks
volving a uMPS, such as the computation of entanglement en-
tropy, can exploit the perfect sampling schemes presented i
this paper at a cost significantly lower than that of an exact
contraction (see e.g. Ref.|31).

Number of samples

FIG. 9: (Color online) Sampling errors with the incompletfect VII. CONCLUSIONS

sampling scheme for a 50 site critical Ising chain, usindn lparfect

sampling (continuous lines) and Markov chain Monte Carlmsa

pling (dots). (a) Sampling errors in the computation(dfi53;| V). We have explained how to perform Monte Carlo sampling

With perfect sampling, errors in the incomplete perfect |siémg on unitary tensor networks such as the MERA, uMPS and
scheme are upper-bounded by the errors in a complete samplin '

scheme, as proven in the Appendix. Interestingly, for est® of UTTN. In order t9 compute the expectation valug A| W) of

(6.) the incomplete perfect sampling scheme obtains an éfrof a local operator, sa}mpling is performed on the past causal

times smaller by measuring in thebasis on siteg,2,--- , L°. (b) ~ coneC of operatorA. In addition, by exploiting the uni-

Sampling errors in the computation OF |555|¥). Again, the errors  tary character of the tensors, it is possible to directly giam

with incomplete perfect sampling are smaller than thosé w#m-  configurations: of the causal cone according to their weight

plete perfect sampling, and depend on the choice of procasisb i the wave-function, resulting in uncorrelated sample an
thus avoiding the equilibration and autocorrelation tinoés
Markov chain Monte Carlo schemes. This last property makes

o . . the perfect sampling scheme particularly interesting tol\st
efficiency are required most. The authors present an inRdeptyitical systems.

analysis of perfect sampling with the MERA in 29. o .
A further remark is in order. The above analysis assumes !N Principle, one can also proceed as in Egs] [21-28) for
that a tensor network has been provided in a unitary circuiffon-unitary tensor networks, e.g. PEPS, and obtain perfect
form. In particular, the costs in Table | do not include op- Sampling. However, in non-unitary tensor networks the cost
erations such as converting a non-unitary version of the terPf COMputing e.gp: is already the same as that of computing
sor network into its unitary form (typically through the QR- the expectation value¥ |A|¥) without sampling. Therefore
decomposition). In particular, the cost of QR-decompositi  Perfect sampling in non-unitary tensor networks seems to be
required to turn an MPS into a uMPS scales¥g?) —that ~ Of very limited interest.
is, the same scaling as an exact contraction. What is then the

cal | . ; i h ¢ MPS? Here we have only considered sampling in the context of
practical interest In a periect sampling scheme for a u computing expectation values. However, the same approach

On the one hand, the uMPS might conceivably have been 9€1an also be applied in order to optimize the variational emsa

erated through some procedure (e.g. along the lines of th s discussed in full detail in R&f. 129 for the MERA
algebraic Bethe Ansatz MPS constructions described in Ref. ISeu i " '

[30), with a cosO(x?) (notice that a uMPS tensor only con-  The authors thank Glen Evenbly for useful discussions.
tains O(x2) coefficients). In this case, the perfect samplingSupport from the Australian Research Council (FF0668731,
scheme would allow for a very efficient, approximate evalu-DP0878830, DP1092513), the visitor programme at Perime-
ation of expectation values without increasing this cosh O ter Institute, NSERC and FQRNT is acknowledged.



Appendix A: Variance with complete and incomplete sampling

Given a vectot¥) € V. and a local operatod, the expec-
tation value ofA is given by(¥|A|¥) and its variance is

g

(@] (14 - (] A|9)P) [w) (A1)

2,\
A

(A2)

(@] (14P) [w) = (@] A|w)[2.

1. Mean and variance with complete sampling

Consider the complex random varialble(s), P(s)), where
A(s) is the estimator

_ (Us)(s|A[®)  (s]A]D)
A= Ty T ) (A3
andQ(s) is the probability
Q(s) = (¥[s)(s|V). (A4)

Here{|s)} denotes an orthonormal basis in the vector space

V.. Notice that) " _ |s)(s| is a resolution of the identity iy -
and therefore__ Q(s) = (¥|¥) = 1.
The meand is given by the expectation valy@ |A| W),

B VY I T LIl
A = T aee) = s 6o gty
=) (Uls)(s|A|¥) = (V| A|D). (A5)
In turn, its variance?,
o} = (A6)

Y Qs)A(s) — AP

= > Qs)As)]* — AP, (A7)

equals the varianczeii of operatorA, as can be seen from

(W] Af[s)(s|A|W)

s s)?2 = s)(s
2 QMG = 3 (WIs)slV) =y

S

= S (wlATs)(s1Aw) = (w] (JA]?) [w).  (A8)

10
2. Mean and variance with incomplete sampling

Consider now a new complex random variable

(A(s), Q(s)), whereA(s) is the estimator

_ (¥n(s)A|¥)
4O = e (A9)
andQ(s) is the probability
Q(s) = (Ylm(s)[¥). (A10)

Here{n(s)} denotes a complete set of projectors on the vector
spaceV ., that isw(s)? = w(s), and)__ 7(s) is a resolution

of the identity inV ., so thaty__ Q(s) = (¥|¥) = 1. Notice
that if all the projectorsr(s) have rank one, then we recover
the situation analyzed in the previous subsection. Nolge a
that this more general setting includes the case addressed i
Sect[V in the context of incomplete sampling.

The meanA is again given by the expectation value
(W|A|D),

(¥|7(s)A|W)

4 (Wl (s))

Y Qs)A(s) =Y (Vln(s)|¥)

S

= > (Uln(s)A|W) = (V| A]D). (A11)

s

However, this time the varianeg, is only upper bounded by
the varianceff& of operatorA. This follows from,

> Qs)A®))?

- gy (AT ()| W) (Wlm(s) A ¥)
—;“" O e @)

V| Al 7 (s) |V (U |7 (s)A| W
:Z< | (<x13||7r(>s<)|\|11>() |¥)

< Y (W Ain(s)Alw) = (w] (J4P) ). (A12)

Here, the inequality follows fron|y) (y|x) < (z|z)(y|y)

with the identificationgz) = 7(s)A|¥) and|y) = n(s)|¥).
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