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Neural quantum states (NQS) are a novel class of variational many-body wave functions that are
very flexible in approximating diverse quantum states. Optimization of an NQS ansatz requires
sampling from the corresponding probability distribution defined by squared wave function ampli-
tude. For this purpose we propose to use kinetic sampling protocols and demonstrate that in many
important cases such methods lead to much smaller autocorrelation times than Metropolis-Hastings
sampling algorithm while still allowing to easily implement lattice symmetries (unlike autoregres-
sive models). We also use Uniform Manifold Approximation and Projection algorithm to construct
two-dimensional isometric embedding of Markov chains and show that kinetic sampling helps attain
a more homogeneous and ergodic coverage of the Hilbert space basis.

The concept of neural quantum states (NQS) emerged
several years ago, when it was suggested that variational
wave functions possessing structure of simple neural net-
works – restricted Boltzmann machines – can be effi-
ciently optimized to approximate ground states of some
many-body quantum systems [1]. The idea of using an
ansatz of that type turned out to be very appealing be-
cause of neural networks’ flexibility in representing data:
instead of constructing a very specific trial function that
accounts for physical properties of the concrete model of
interest [2], one could hope to get away with a universal
neural approximator [3] that can automatically adjust
itself over the course of learning and approach ground
state of any local Hamiltonian. However, soon it became
clear that fermionic systems [4] (away from the neutral-
ity point) and frustrated quantum magnets are challeng-
ing for the NQS approach [5, 6], just as they are for
the more traditional and established methods [7]. This
posed a natural quest for improving upon this approach
and bringing it closer to the point when it can be suc-
cessfully applied to studying such models. Since then,
the method of NQS has evolved into a solid framework
embracing a number of optimization schemes and varia-
tional ansätze (going far beyond the originally proposed
shallow Boltzmann machines) [8–10], and considerable
progress has been made in understanding both strong
points and shortcomings of neural network wave func-
tions [11]. On the positive side, it was realized that
even the simplest NQS could host volume law entangle-
ment [12, 13] and, in fact, have great capacity to neatly
express a vast variety of many-body states, including
ground states of frustrated spin Hamiltonians [6]. For
instance, choosing a suitable NQS architecture combin-
ing the flexibility of a neural network with some prior
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knowledge about the model allowed to attain high accu-
racy in solving the J1 − J2 Heisenberg antiferromagnet
on square lattice and reveal a novel spin liquid phase of
its ground state [14, 15]. Some of the reasons why NQS
could not be blindly applied to highly frustrated systems
have been identified as well. The progress made in the
field encourages further improvement of the method to
make it suitable for studying many-body systems that
are currently beyond its scope of applicability.

An important aspect of all the NQS optimization al-
gorithms is Monte Carlo sampling. Since neural network
architectures are not amenable to full contraction, com-
puting loss functions (energies, fidelities) requires sam-
pling from the probability distribution defined on the
Hilbert space basis by the wave function amplitudes. At
this point, exceptionally high expressibility of NQS, while
being a clear advantage of the method, turns out to hold
a hidden danger. During the learning procedure, NQS
undergoes a sequence of weight updates, and the cor-
responding probability distribution evolves in a highly
non-trivial way. It could easily happen that the distribu-
tion acquires a form which is problematic to sample from
by means of Monte Carlo techniques. For example, if the
distribution constitutes a number of well-separated nar-
row peaks on the set of basis vectors, inaccurate sampling
could lead to ergodicity problems, incorrect estimates of
the distribution, and, as a result, the NQS following a
wrong direction on the optimization landscape.

Perhaps, the most promising way to overcome the non-
ergodicity issue is to employ a certain class of neural
architectures called generative models [16], as was re-
cently suggested. The most well-known example of gener-
ative models are autoregressive models [17]. These mod-
els are constructed to represent probability distributions
as products of conditional probabilities. In the context
of finite-dimensional lattice quantum models, the condi-
tional probabilities have the meaning of probabilities for
a subset of degrees of freedom, e.g. spins, to be in a
certain classical state given the state of the complement-
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ing degrees of freedom fixed. Such representation allows
to sample from the distribution exactly without resort-
ing to Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) techniques
[18]. The downside is that implementation of symmetries
becomes problematic. So far, only the basic constraints
such as the fixed total magnetization [19, 20] and trans-
lation invariance [21] have been formulated within the
framework of generative models.

Since using all the accessible symmetries, such as the
lattice symmetries, provides an essential advantage in
studying many-body quantum systems [15], it is natural
to ask whether there is an alternative way to bypass the
problem of correlated samples generated with MCMC.
In this paper, we propose an approach to sampling from
NQS probability distributions based on the concept of
continuous-time kinetic Monte Carlo. The idea behind
it is to substitute the discrete chain of “proposition-
acceptance” steps with a rejection-free process evolving
in continuous time [22]. Although well-appreciated in
many other domains of computational physics [23], it
has not been used within the domain of machine learn-
ing for quantum simulations, and here we make a step
in this direction. In particular, we focus on the min-
imal continuous-in-time sampling algorithm which we
shall call Zanella process following [24]. We consider sev-
eral classes of many-body quantum states such as ex-
act ground states of frustrated systems of up to 36 spins
(J1 − J2 Heisenberg antiferromagnet on square lattice,
and the nearest-neighbor Heisenberg antiferromagnet on
Kagome lattice), and neural quantum representations ob-
tained during ground state optimization for the same
models. For each state, we assess the quality of sampling
protocols. The two gauges we use are autocorrelation
time and the visualized coverage of configuration space
constructed with Uniform Manifold Approximation and
Projection (UMAP) dimension reduction algorithm [25].

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. I we outline
the implementation of lattice symmetries. In Sec. II,
we provide a pedagogical introduction to Zanella process
closely following Ref. [24]. Sec. III contains the main re-
sults regarding the use of sampling protocols for different
quantum states. We conclude with Sec. IV.

I. IMPLEMENTATION OF LATTICE
SYMMETRIES

In the context of NQS, the conventional way to take
into account symmetries of the lattice is to impose the
corresponding constraints on the architecture of neural
networks [26]. While it is rather straightforward to im-
plement translation invariance of a chain or a square lat-
tice in this way, for more general (especially non-Abelian)
point crystal symmetries, this approach becomes prob-
lematic. Instead, one can resort to operating within
symmetry-adapted Hilbert space basis, which is often
used in exact diagonalization [27] (see also [28, 29]). In
our study, we adopt this approach and for completeness
outline it here. We work under the assumption that the

symmetry group has at least one one-dimensional irre-
ducible representation, and the state of interest which
one is sampling from, can be expressed as a combination
of basis vectors from one of these representations.

Let H be the Hamiltonian and A be the finite sym-
metry group generated by the lattice symmetry oper-
ators {Tk}, i.e. operators which commute with the
Hamiltonian: [H, Tk] = 0. In σz product state basis,
spin configurations are represented as binary sequences
|σ〉 = |σ1σ2 . . . σn〉, σi = 0, 1. To define the symmetry-
adapted basis, we first introduce equivalence classes of
basis spin configurations under the group action as or-
bits orbit(|σ〉) = {g|σ〉|g ∈ A}. Every orbit is then
represented by the basis state |σ̃〉 ∈ orbit(|σ〉) which
has the minimal value when viewed as a binary repre-
sentation of an integer number: representative(|σ〉) =
|σ̃〉 = minint orbit(σ). For example, orbit of basis vector
|σ〉 = | ↓↓↑↑〉 ' {0011} = 22 + 23 = 12 in a periodic
4-spin chain would be represented by |σ̃〉 = | ↑↑↓↓〉 '
{1100} = 20 + 21 = 3.

To build the one-dimensional representation, we note
that, since A is finite, for every symmetry generator Tk,
there is a nk such that Tnk

k = 1, which is typically quite
small (at most of the order the of system size). Hence,
eigenvalues of each symmetry generator are roots of 1,
and Tk|0〉 = λk|0〉, |λk| = 1, where |0〉 is the ground state
of H. Thus for any g ∈ A, one can write g|0〉 = λg|0〉,
and λgh = λgλh for g, h ∈ A, which determines the one-
dimensional irreducible representation of the symmetry
group. Importantly, even if A itself is a non-Abelian
group, this construction is valid as long as its represen-
tation is Abelian. Although generally [Ti, Tj ] 6= 0, on the
ground state (as well as any other state |σ〉 belonging to
this representation): [Ti, Tj ]|σ〉 = 0.

For each |σ〉, there exists a g ∈ A such that 〈σ|0〉 =
〈σ̃|g†|0〉 = λ∗g〈σ̃|0〉. Thus

〈σ|0〉 · |σ〉 = λ∗g〈σ̃|0〉 · g|σ̃〉 = 〈σ̃|0〉 · λ∗gg|σ̃〉. (1)

This means that the standard basis expansion of |0〉 can
be rewritten as

|0〉 =
∑
σ

〈σ|0〉 · |σ〉 =
∑
σ̃

∑
g∈A

Nσ̃
|A| 〈σ̃|0〉 · λ

∗
gg|σ̃〉 = (2)

1

|A|
∑
σ̃

Nσ̃〈σ̃|0〉 ·
∑
g∈A

λ∗gg|σ̃〉,

where Nσ̃ ∈ N is the number of original basis elements
in the orbit of |σ̃〉; |A| denotes the number of elements in
the symmetry group A; the sum over σ runs over all basis
vectors of the Hilbert space, and the sum over σ̃ runs over
representatives of all orbits. Using (2), we define a new
basis:

|Sσ̃〉 =
1√
Nσ̃

∑
g∈A

λ∗g · g|σ̃〉 , (3)

where 1/
√
Nσ̃ coefficient is introduced to ensure proper

normalization.
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We can redefine the Hamiltonian H in the new basis.
Suppose that originally we had H|σ〉 =

∑
i ci|σi〉. Then

in the symmetry-adapted basis we get:

H|Sσ̃〉 =
∑
i

ci

√
Nσ̃i√
Nσ̃

λhi
· |Sσ̃i

〉. (4)

One should keep in mind that, when constructing the
symmetry-adapted basis, we used the ground state |0〉 for
illustrative purposes only, to make sure that the repre-
sentation we are dealing with includes |0〉. In a real world
scenario, one does not know the ground state beforehand,
and in fact it is not required to find characters λ of the
representation. If the group has several one-dimensional
irreducible representations, and it is unknown which one
the ground state belongs to, the optimization problem
should be solved separately in each of the corresponding
symmetry-adapted bases.

II. KINETIC MONTE CARLO

Metropolis-Hastings algorithm is the most popular
choice for Markov chain sampling from a probability dis-
tribution π(x) defined on a discrete set of elements X ,
such as the Hilbert space basis of a finite-dimensional
quantum system. At every iteration, state of the chain is
given by some x ∈ X . An element y from the vicinity ∂x
of x is then suggested, and the sampling process either
transitions to y or remains at x. The transition hap-

pens with probability p = min(1, π(y)π(x) ). Which elements

should be considered as belonging to ∂x depends on the
problem, but for closed quantum spin systems with fixed
magnetization, where every element is a product state
| ↑↓↑ . . . ↓↓〉, ∂x is often chosen to include elements that
differ from x by a binary spin flip that preserves total
magnetization.

If, for some x it turns out that π(x)� π(y) for the ma-
jority of y ∈ ∂x, acceptance rate becomes very low, and
the sampling process gets stuck at x for many iterations.
This negatively affects the quality of sampled sequence
making it too correlated and not accurately representing
the desired π(x) distribution. If π(x) has a number of
far-separated peaks of this kind, or if elements of X tend
to form clusters such that the Markov chain cannot leave
them once entered, the sampling could lead to severely
wrong results.

Zanella process [22, 24] is a natural way to bypass
this problem by using a rejection-free scheme instead of
the “acceptance-rejection” protocol. As before, at every
step the sampling process is located at some xi ∈ X .
Now however, even if this point is a local maximum
of the probability distribution and acceptance rate in
Metropolis-Hastings algorithm would be very low, the
process still jumps to an xi+1 from ∂xi. To preserve the
information about probability distribution we introduce
a waiting time. In other words, before jumping, the pro-
cess sits at xi for some time τi ∈ R which depends on

the probability ratio π(xi+1)/π(xi). Hence, instead of
getting stuck at xi for many steps, τi is set to a high
value and the process moves on. To be more precise, the
algorithm can be outlined as follows:

• At step i, compute normalization for the probabil-
ity of jumping away from xi (i.e. a “decay rate”)

λi =
∑
y∈∂xi

g

(
π(y)

π(xi)

)
,

where g is a function obeying g(l) = l · g(1/l), usu-
ally called a balancing function [24].

• Estimate waiting time τi by sampling it from the
exponential distribution

τi ∼ Exp(λi) ,

where the probability density function (PDF) of
Exp(λ) is f(x;λ) = λe−λx.

• Increase the overall running time

ti+1 = ti + τi .

• Choose a state y ∈ ∂xi with probability

p(y) =
1

λi
· g
(
π(y)

π(xi)

)
.

• Jump to xi+1 = y and repeat the scheme.

In this formulation, one can think of the sequence {xi}
of samples as if it were a piece-wise constant function of
time x(t). Expectation value of a function defined on X
can then be computed as follows:

Eπ [f(x)] = lim
T→∞

1

T

T∫
0

f(x(t))dt = (5)

lim
N→∞

N−1∑
k=0

tk+1 − tk
tN

f(xk) ' lim
N→∞

1

N

N−1∑
k=0

f(k∆t),

where ∆t = tN/N . Balancing function g plays a role
similar to the importance sampling in MCMC, but in
this paper we consider the simplest case of g = 1.

As we will see, already this simple algorithm allows to
drastically improve ergodicity of sampling from “prob-
lematic” distributions.

III. KINETIC SAMPLING VS.
METROPOLIS-HASTING

A. Assessment criteria

The standard way to estimate the quality of Monte
Carlo sampling is to compute autocorrelation time τcorr
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for some relevant quantity O. Autocorrelation time is the
characteristic decay time (number of steps in the Markov
chain) of the corresponding two-point correlation func-
tion [30]:

CO(t) = 〈O(t)O(0)〉 − 〈O(t)〉2,
CO(t)/CO(0) ' e−t/τcorr , for t� 1

In the context of sampling from probability distributions
given by many-body wave functions, two natural choices
of O are logarithmic probability log |ψ(S)|2 and local en-
ergy estimator Eloc(S) defined by the following equation:

E = 〈ψ|H|ψ〉 =
∑
S

〈S|H|ψ〉
〈S|ψ〉 · |〈S|ψ〉|

2 ≡∑
S
Eloc(S) · |〈S|ψ〉|2 ≈

∑
S∼|ψ|2

Eloc(S) .

Logarithmic probability is chosen instead of |ψ(S)|2 to
avoid numerical issues. In the following, we will use
Cψ(t) to denote autocorrelation function computed for
log |ψ(S(t))|2, and CE(t) — for Eloc(S(t)).

Although autocorrelation time is a well-established cri-
terion, it is not the only way to judge the quality of
drawn samples. In [18], authors used PCA [31] algo-
rithm to reduce the dimension of basis vectors. By vi-
sualizing the resulting 2D vectors, they were able to
compare Metropolis-Hastings algorithm to exact sam-
pling procedure of autoregressive neural network archi-
tectures and demonstrate that the latter leads to much
more homogeneous coverage of the Hilbert space basis.
For systems considered in this work, PCA does not seem
to reveal much additional information about the qual-
ity of samplers. Thus we suggest to use a more in-
volved but arguably also superior dimension reduction
algorithm called UMAP (Uniform Manifold Approxima-
tion and Projection) [25]. We refer the reader to the
original paper for a detailed motivation and description
of the algorithm (especially Sec. 3), but would still like
to briefly outline the procedure here.

UMAP algorithm operates on a discrete dataset {xi}
equipped with some metric d(xi, xj) which measures dis-
similarity between data points. In our case, the dataset
is a subset of Hilbert space basis sampled using either
Metropolis-Hastings or Zanella algorithm (excluding all
duplicates). The metric is simply the Hamming distance
between the corresponding spin sequences | ↑↓ . . . ↑↑〉.
The first stage of the algorithm is to equip the dataset
with a structure of a weighted undirected graph. One
fixes the number of nearest neighbours k every vertex
(basis vector) should be connected with. For our purpose,
it is natural to choose k . N , where N is the number of
spins in the system. Concretely, for 36-spin systems we
take k = 10. In the resulting graph, each edge is assigned
some weight wij which is a function of d and k. Once the
graph is constructed, UMAP algorithm projects it on a
low-dimensional space (usually the 2D plane) in a way
that approximately preserves the distances between the

vertices, such that the resulting visualization maximally
accurately represents the actual metric structure of the
dataset. Embedding into a 2D space allows to directly
compare quality of different samplers by contrasting sam-
pled sequences visually for different types of many-body
quantum states.

To represent Monte Carlo samples we adopt the fol-
lowing protocol:

• Using each of the two samplers (Metropolis-
Hastings and Zanella), generate a sequence of 105

vectors.

• Merge these two sequences and discard all repeti-
tions to obtain a set of unique basis vectors visited
by either of the samplers.

• Equip this set with Hamming distance and build its
UMAP embedding into the two-dimensional plane.

• Visualize the sequences within this embedding.

B. Benchmarks

First, we compare the Monte Carlo algorithms by sam-
pling from the exact ground states of three quantum spin
models: the J1 − J2 Heisenberg antiferromagnet on 6-
by-6 square lattice with periodic boundary conditions at
J2 = 0.0 (non-frustrated) and J2 = 0.55 (maximally
frustrated), and Heisenberg antiferromagnet on 36-site
Kagome cluster with periodic boundary conditions. For
exact ground states, energy autocorrelation functions are
not well-defined because Eloc(S) are identical for all basis
spin configurations S. We thus only compute the prob-
ability autocorrelation functions Cψ which are shown in
Fig. 1. For all three systems, Zanella process shows su-
perior performance. In the ground states, it allows to
reduce autocorrelation time by a factor of 2–7, and, as
will be shown below, for more generic states encountered
during NQS optimization the gain could be up to a factor
of 10–50. We expect this effect to increase even more for
larger systems.

Secondly, we analyze Zanella and Metropolis-Hastings
algorithms using UMAP dimension reduction. Defining
a metric on the symmetry-adapted basis is a non-trivial
task and is left for future studies. Instead, we do the
sampling in non-symmetrized basis. Dimension of the
Hilbert space is thus 9075135300 = O(1010) for all three
systems. Hamming distance acquires a very concrete
physical interpretation — it counts the minimal num-
ber of steps an algorithm needs to move from one ba-
sis state to another. In Fig. 2 we show relatively short
(800 steps) parts of Markov chains. They are taken from
the middle of the chain to ensure that thermalization ef-
fects do not disrupt the picture. Visual distance in the
figure approximately reflects the Hamming distance be-
tween points (of course, some aberrations caused by em-
bedding into a lower-dimensional space are unavoidable).
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FIG. 1. Autocorrelation function Cψ of Metropolis-Hastings and Zanella processes computed for the cases of sampling from
probability distributions corresponding to ground states of Heisenberg antiferromagnet on square lattice at J2 = 0 (left) and
J2 = 0.55 (middle) and Kagome lattice (right). Autocorrelation function was computed by averaging 300 chains of length 8000.

Square lattice, J2 = 0 Square lattice, J2 = 0.55 Kagome lattice

FIG. 2. UMAP visualization of sequences of basis elements produced by Metropolis-Hastings (dark blue) and Zanella (tan)
samplers. The sampled probability distributions correspond to ground states of Heisenberg antiferromagnets on square lattice
at J2 = 0 and J2 = 0.55 and Kagome lattice. Every point represents a vector from the non-symmetrized basis. For both
samplers 800 elements are shown.

One can see that for all three considered wave functions
the kinetic sampler explores the Hilbert space in a much
more ergodic and swift manner than Metropolis-Hastings
algorithm. Note also that for square lattice Metropolis-
Hastings algorithm samples more unique states and cov-
ers a bigger part of the basis for J2 = 0 than it does for
J2 = 0.55, even though its autocorrelation time is much
larger in the former case. Without UMAP algorithm one
would have ended up under the impression that the frus-
trated case was easier to sample.

Since we are mainly motivated by improving sam-
pling in the context of NQS, it is instructive to com-
pare quality of the methods in a realistic learning sce-
nario. To perform this test, we run Stochastic Reconfig-
uration optimization [1, 32] of simple neural-networks in
the symmetry-adapted basis aiming at finding good ap-
proximations to ground states of the J1 − J2 model on a
6-by-6 square lattice with periodic boundary conditions
at J2 = 0 and J2 = 0.55. Kagome lattice is still be-
yond the scope of applicability of the NQS method and
we do not consider it here. We represent absolute values

and signs of the wave function coefficients with two inde-
pendent 1-hidden-layer dense networks with 4 · 36 = 144
hidden neurons. To make the comparison unbiased, to
optimize the NQS, we use neither of the Monte Carlo
samplers, but rather compute energies of the variational
states and the weight updates at every epoch by means of
exact sampling. We view squared amplitudes of the wave
as a discrete probability distribution and sample from it
directly using standard textbook algorithms [33]. After
the optimization, we go through obtained neural quan-
tum states at every epoch of training and sample from
them using Metropolis-Hastings and Zanella algorithms.
Corresponding autocorrelation times are shown in Fig. 3.
One can see that autocorrelation times computed from
both energy and probability correlation functions CE and
Cψ are significantly smaller for the Zanella process. Upon
approaching the ground state, “probabilistic” autocorre-
lation time of the Zanella process tends to increase, but
using kinetic sampling remains highly advantageous at
all stages of optimization. In Fig.4, we show UMAP vi-
sualization of Metropolis-Hastings and Zanella Markov
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FIG. 3. Evolution of autocorrelation time during the NQS training procedure for Heisenberg antiferromagnet on 6-by-6 square
lattice with J2 = 0 (left) and J2 = 0.55 (right). Autocorrelation times were estimated from 200 chains of length 7000. Upon
approaching the ground state, the advantage of Zanella process becomes less significant, but over the course of learning it
outperforms Metropolis-Hasting sampling by at least an order of magnitude.

800 steps 2000 steps 10000 steps

FIG. 4. UMAP visualization of sequences of basis elements produced by Metropolis-Hastings (dark blue) and Zanella (tan)
samplers. The sampled probability distribution corresponds to a typical undertrained NQS (Heisenberg antiferromagnet on
6-by-6 square lattice with J2 = 0.55, epoch № 86). Every point represents a vector from the non-symmetrized basis. As before,
the parts of Markov chains are taken from the middle of the chain to ensure proper thermalization.

chains in the case of sampling from a typical NQS en-
countered during the learning process. The advantage of
kinetic sampling over the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm
is evident.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In most of the NQS optimization algorithms, unless
one is using generative models, Monte Carlo sampling
is required to compute observables and gradients which
makes it a crucial part of the learning scheme. In this pa-
per, we have analyzed how the quality of sampling from
probability distributions defined by many-body wave
functions can be improved by using a kinetic Monte Carlo
algorithm, — continuous-in-time Zanella process, — in-
stead of the conventional Metropolis-Hastings algorithm.
Being extremely easy to implement, Zanella process gives
a substantial improvement in autocorrelation times. To

further assess the quality of sampling, we proposed to em-
ploy UMAP embedding algorithm which constructs vi-
sualizations of high-dimensional datasets approximately
preserving distances between elements. It thus serves
as a much better source of geometric intuition about the
dataset structure than, for example, principal component
analysis. As follows from UMAP analysis, on top of hav-
ing smaller autocorrelation times, Zanella process gives
a more uniform coverage of the Hilbert space basis.

Possibly, the main research domain where the advan-
tage provided by kinetic sampling could be of high impor-
tance is NQS application to real-time dynamics of non-
equilibrium quantum many-body systems. In settings
of that kind, not only does the resulting quality of ap-
proximation matter, but every single step of the simula-
tion should conform with energy-preserving Hamiltonian
evolution. Slight non-ergodicity of the sampler could in-
troduce deviations from the proper evolution trajectory
that would eventually lead to accumulation of large er-
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rors. In this context, employing a sampling algorithm
that generates high-quality uncorrelated sequences could
be as important as using neural network architectures
with good expressibility and generalization properties.

Although even the simplest Zanella algorithm ap-
pears to be superior to Metropolis-Hastings algorithm,
further improvements are possible. Using rejection-
free continuous-in-time process allows to avoid getting
trapped at the same point for many iterations. However,
another possible danger is localization of Markov chain
within a small subset of the space X . If the process en-
ters a region of high probabilities, it could start wander-
ing along short closed trajectories within this region such
as x → y → z → x → . . . , which would negatively af-
fect ergodicity. For probability distributions of this kind,
an algorithm that forbids back-tracking might be desir-
able. Recently, an extension of Zanella process has been
suggested which approximately avoids back-tracking on
short-to-medium time scales. This is done by promoting
Zanella process to a non-Markovian metaheuristic which
combines ideas of kinetic Monte Carlo and self-avoiding
walks. The new algorithm was named Tabu sampler [24].

When applied to sampling from probability distributions
on large graphs, Tabu sampler was shown to decrease
autocorrelation times by one or two orders of magnitude
compared to Zanella process. Implementing it for sam-
pling from many-body wave functions is straightforward
if lattice symmetries of the quantum system are not taken
into account. However, the algorithm requires non-trivial
modifications to be applied in the symmetry-adapted ba-
sis, which is a direction for future research.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Authors thank Olle Eriksson, Mikhail Katsnelson and
Danny Thonig for useful discussions. The work of
T.W. was supported by European Research Council via
Synergy Grant 854843 - FASTCORR. A.A.I. acknowl-
edges financial support from Dutch Science Foundation
NWO/FOM under Grant No. 16PR1024. A.A.B. ac-
knowledges support from the Russian Science Founda-
tion, Grant No. 18-12-00185. This work was partially
supported by Knut and Alice Wallenberg Foundation
through Grant No. 2018.0060. This work was carried
out on the Dutch national e-infrastructure with the sup-
port of SURF Cooperative.

[1] Giuseppe Carleo and Matthias Troyer, “Solving the
quantum many-body problem with artificial neural net-
works,” Science 355 (2017) 602

[2] Takahiro Misawa, Satoshi Morita, Kazuyoshi Yoshimi,
Mitsuaki Kawamura, Yuichi Motoyama, Kota Ido,
Takahiro Ohgoe, Masatoshi Imada, and Takeo Kato,
“mVMC—Open-source software for many-variable vari-
ational Monte Carlo method,” Computer Physics Com-
munications 235 (2019): 447-462

[3] Kurt Hornik, Maxwell Stinchcombe, and Halbert White,
“Multilayer feedforward networks are universal approxi-
mators,” Neural networks 2, no. 5 (1989): 359-366

[4] Di Luo and Bryan K. Clark, “Backflow Transformations
via Neural Networks for Quantum Many-Body Wave
Functions,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 122 (2019) 226401

[5] Kenny Choo, Titus Neupert, and Giuseppe Carleo,
“Two-dimensional frustrated J1 −J2 model studied with
neural network quantum states,” Phys. Rev. B 100 (2019)
125124

[6] Tom Westerhout, Nikita Astrakhantsev, Konstantin S.
Tikhonov, Mikhail I. Katsnelson, and Andrey A. Bagrov,
“Generalization properties of neural network approxima-
tions to frustrated magnet ground states,” Nat. Comm.
11 (2020): 1-8.

[7] Claudine Lacroix, Philippe Mendels, and Frédéric Mila,
eds. Introduction to frustrated magnetism: materials, ex-
periments, theory. Vol. 164. Springer Science and Busi-
ness Media, 2011.

[8] Yusuke Nomura, Andrew S. Darmawan, Youhei Yamaji,
and Masatoshi Imada, “Restricted Boltzmann machine
learning for solving strongly correlated quantum sys-
tems,” Phys. Rev. B 96 (2017): 205152

[9] Yannic Rath, Aldo Glielmo, and George H. Booth, “A
Bayesian inference framework for compression and pre-

diction of quantum states,” The Journal of Chemical
Physics 153.12 (2020): 124108

[10] Xiao Liang, Shao-Jun Dong, and Lixin He, “Hybrid con-
volutional neural network and PEPS wave functions for
quantum many-particle states,” [arXiv:2009.14370 [cond-
mat.str-el]]
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