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We review a recent approach for the simulation of many-badgracting systems based on
an efficient generalization of the Lanczos method for Quaritonte Carlo simulations. This
technique allows to perform systematic corrections to @&mivariational wavefunction, that
allow to estimate exact energies and correlation functiavieenever the starting variational
wavefunction is a qualitatively correct description of p@und state. The stability of the
variational wavefunction against possible phases , natridesi at the variational level can be
tested by using the "effective Hamiltonian” approach. lotflonte Carlo methods, such as
the "fixed node approximation” and the present "generalizadczos technique” (Phys. Rev.
B 64,024512, 2001) allow to obtain exact ground state pt@seof an effective Hamiltonian,
chosen to be as close as possible to the exact Hamiltonias,ytblding the most reasonable
estimates of correlation functions. We also describe a lffiegh one-parameter scheme that
improve substantially the efficiency of the generalized dzs method. This is tested on the
t — J model, with a special effort to obtain accurate pairing elations, and provide a possible
non-phonon mechanism for High temperature supercondhyctiv

1 Introduction

Despite the tremendous progress of computer performanegeneral task of determining
the ground state wavefunction of a many-electron systetilis from being settled For
instance, even for simplified models on a lattice, there igganeral consensus on the
ground state properties of a system of abauit0 electrons onL 100 sites. The most
striking example is the so called— J model: This model is still a subject of intense
numerical studies, due to its possible relevance for Higrsdjgerconductivity?. The
Hamiltonian reads:

H=17) (si .S — innj) —t > e (1)
(i,9) (i,5),0
wheree! , = & (1-nis), iy = 3, 7. is the electron density on site S; =
ZO_J, 61707070/61-70/ is the spin operator and, ,» are Pauli matrices. In the following
we considetV electrons orl sites, with periodic boundary conditions,(PBC), in order t
minimize size effects.

After many years of intense numerical and theoretical &fftirere is no general con-
sensus on the properties of this simple Hamiltonian andefélated Hubbard model. In
particular according to density matrix renormalizatioouy (DMRG) studies, d-wave
superconductivity is not stable in this model, whereas aiggdostate non uniform in den-
sity (with so called "stripes”) is found. Several QMC stuslfovide controversial results,
most of them indicating a superconducting behavior, andesofrthen?, indicating the
opposite.
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The reason of the above controversy, can be easily explaiitleith the straightforward
variational approach. Whenever a model Hamiltonian cabaatolved exactly either nu-
merically (with no sign problem) or analytically, the mostgral and reasonable approach
is an approximate minimization of the energy within a paitic class of wavefunctions,
for instance also DMRG can be considered a variational amprwith a particularly com-
plicated variational wavefunction obtained by DMRG itéyas. However, within the vari-
ational approach, one faces the following problem: fordasgstem sizd. the gap to the
first excited state scales generally to zero quite rapidth Wi Thus between the ground
state energy and the variational energy there maybe a vegg lumber of states with
completely different correlation functions. In this wayeocan generally obtain different
variational wavefunctions with almost similar energy pigz,sout with completely differ-
ent correlation functions. It is easily understood thathimi a straightforward variational
technique, there is no hope to obtain sensible results fge laystem size, unless for for
system with a finite gap to all excitations, such as spin tiéjubr band insulators..

In the following we are trying to argue that a possible soluto the previous limitation
of the variational technique is provided by what we call ie fbllowing "the effective
Hamiltonian approach”.

This approach relies on the following assumption:

"Among similar Hamiltonians with local interactions theogind state correlation func-
tions depend weakly on the details of the Hamiltonian, inresed¢hat similar Hamiltonians
should provide similar correlation functions™. In this wéhe ground state of an effective
Hamiltonian (such as the fixed node Hamiltoriipthat can be solved exactly by Quantum
Monte Carlo schemes can be used as a variational state oédired Hamiltonian, in this
way providing not only a good variational energy but the measonable estimate of cor-
relation functions, as long as the variational energy olgtgis close -but not terribly close
as in the straightforward variational approach- to the egemund state energy.

The paper is based therefore on the recent numerical advédoicsolving approxi-
mately model Hamiltonians on a lattice: the fixed ntdend the "generalized Lanczos
technique?, that allows to improve systematically the variationalrgiyeprovided by the
effective Hamiltonian approach, by combining in an effitieay the power of the Lanc-
zos variational technique with the "effective Hamiltonapproach”. Trough all the paper
and pictures we will use "FN” to indicate the "fixed node apmb”, , whereas "SR "will
indicate the . "stochastic reconfiguration method” usegfuyathe "generalized Lanczos”
scheme. In the first part we describe the Lanczos technihee, we derive the effec-
tive Hamiltonian approach in a slightly more general waynttize standard "fixed node”
method. Finally we show that the mentioned "generalizedckas method” represents a
very efficient implementation of both the previous techeispl_anczos and fixed node- on
a lattice. We also point out some slight but important imgroents and simplifications
to the most recent formulation of the "generalized Lancateme?®. In the last section
before the conclusion we show some example on the t-J moHetathe "effective Hamil-
tonian approach” is clearly useful, as the pairing corretefunctions appear to be rather
independent from the initial variational guess, even fogéassystem sizé ~ 50 and small
J/t.



2 ThelLanczostechnique

The Lanczos technique represents a remarkable improverhira power method used to
filter out systematically the ground state component of aminitial wavefunctionyg by
an iterative technique. The power method is based on thexolh equation:

Yo) ~ (A — H)|¢pa) 2)
whereA is a suitable large shift to ensure convergence to the gretatd for largep, I
is the identity matrix andk)) the ground state off. At a given iteratiorp, after apply-
ing justp powers of the Hamiltonian, a much better wavefunctigncan be obtained by

combining, with proper coefficientsy,, the states obtained with the power method in the
previous iterations:

p
) = (1w ) @)
k=1
with parameters{«;} for & = 1,---,p minimizing the energy expectation value

(1| H |1by) [ (hp|tp). For anyp it is simple to show that the wavefunction (3) corre-
sponds exactly to apply Lanczos step iterations to the initial wavefunctign;). The
H —polynomial of degree which is applied to the initial state¢, can be generally fac-
torized in terms of its roots;:
p p
(1 +Zakﬂk) = [Ja - a/2) (4)
k=1 i=1
This decomposition will be particular important for applgistatistically the Lanczos tech-
nigue with the Stochastic Reconfiguration (see later). #ssatear from Fig. (1), the Lanc-
zos method converges very quickly to the ground state waetifan especially when a
particularly good "guess” is used fgi.
Whenever the ground state wavefunction is approaghed, )|* / (¢, |1p)* = 1—¢,,
with ¢, — 0 for largerp, with the energy approaching the exact value with correstio
=~ ¢,. On the other hand, the varianeg of the Hamiltonian on the approximate staitg

0127 = <1/’p|H2|1/’p> - <1/’p|H|¢p>2 = O(Ep)

is going to zero in the limit wheugp,, is the exact eigenstatg, with the same corrections
proportional toe,.: It is clear therefore that a very stable evaluation of thergy can be
done by using few Lanczos steps values of the energy and thesponding variance.
Then, by performing simple extrapolation (linear or evetypomial), the exact ground
state result is easily estimated provided the energy-veeiaalues are close to the lin-
ear regime (see Fig.1). The same scheme can be applied eveorrfelation function§
and represents one of the most simple and effective metlwodstimate exact correla-
tion functions with few Lanczos steps (i.e. with a minor cantgtional effort) whenever
the variational wavefunctioths is particularly good, i.e. is close to the linear energy vs.
variance regime. Such property of the variational wavefionccan be satisfied even for
system size. ~ 1005.

The initial wavefunction to which the Lanczos and the foliogvtechniques will be
applied can be written as follows§:

lYG) = |[p—o) = Py PxJ|D). (5)
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Figure 1. Energy< H > vs. variance< H? > — < H >?2 of the Lanczos technique for different initial
wavefunction). Heren represents the number of iterations. Lower variance isyavedtained for largen.
The zero variance limit is the exact results.

where|D) is a BCS wavefunction, which is an exact eigenstate of tHeviihg Hamilto-
nian:

. . A . )
Hpos = Hy + BTCS(AT +A) (6)
At=3% M;(e,a, +a,e ) (7)

(i,5)

Whereﬁo =Y e 62,0_6@, is the free electron tight binding nearest-neighbor Hamilt

k,o
nian, e, = —2(cosk, + cosk,) — p, p is the free-electron chemical potential and
creates all possible singlet bonds with d-wave symmetradpéf; ;, M, ; not restricted
to nearest neighbors, but exhaustively parametrized wittaaonable number of varia-
tional parameters as describedinPy and P, are the projectors over the subspaces with
a fixed numberV of particles and no doubly occupied states. Finally therdastactor

J =exp (1/2 > vli— j)ﬁmj) couples the holes via the density operatorand con-



tains other few variational parameters. We note here thgidsforming a particle-hole
transformation on the spin dow?rii,i — (=1)%¢; , the ground state of the BCS Hamil-
tonian is just a Slater-determinant with = L particles'!. This is the reason why this
variational wavefunction can be considered of the genastrdw-Slater form, a standard
variational wavefunction used in QMC. All the mentionediational parameters are ob-
tained by minimizing the energy expectation valugbbvery 3.

Using the particle-hole transformation, it is also posstblcontrol exactly the spurious
finite system divergences related to the nodes of the d-waler parameter.

3 The effective Hamiltonian approach

In a discrete Hilbert space defined for instance by confignmat: of electrons with defi-
nite positions and spins we considery HamiltonianH with real matrix elements#{, .,
andanyreal wavefunction) () assumed to be non zero for each configuration

By means of the wavefunctiong-hereafter called the guiding wavefunction- we can
define a two parameter class of Hamiltonidh$,, depending ony andr:

Hyp+ (1+7)Vss(z) + (1 +v)er(x) for o' =
H}y = Hy oy ifa' £z and Vg (2" )Hy o /Va(z) <0
—vHy ifa' #x and Vg (2" )Hy o /Va(x) > 0

(8)

where the local energy;, () is defined by:

er(r) = Vo) He o/ tc(x) €)

and the so called sign-flip terd, s (z) introduced in® is given by considering the sum of
all the positiveoff-diagonal matrix elements appearing in the local enefige effective
Hamiltonian H” has thesamematrix elements of the HamiltoniaHl for all off-diagonal
matrix elements that do not frustrate the guiding functigms, the other ones are taken
into account by proper modification of the diagonal term.

The following properties are almost an immediate consecgi@fh the above defini-
tions:

i) fory = -1 H=Hjy,.

i) for r = —1/(1 + v) andy # —1 the ground state off - ; is the guiding wavefunction
itself with zero ground state energy, namély. ;|v¢) = 0.

) H = Hypy — (1+7) ks

V) Er(z) =Y, va(@)Hiy/Va(z) = er(z)(1 +r(1 +~)) whereEy () is the local
energy of the effective HamiltoniaH ., whereas;,(z) = > va(2')H /(). the
corresponding one faff. Moreover:

(v) for v > 0 the ground state)t™ (z) of H}.,, may be chosen to have the same signs
of the guiding wavefunction, namely:(z)yrn(x) > 0 for any configurationz. This
follows by doing a unitary transformation of the bafgis>= Sign [)q (x)]|z >, in which
the off-diagonal matrix elements of the Hamiltonii.; ., , < 0 are non-positive. Thus



the Perron-Frobenius theorem holds implying that a grotatg svavefunction (in prin-
ciple there maybe degeneracy) can be chosen to satfsi(z) > 0 in the new basis ,
which finally proves (v) in the original basis. The statem@)isuggests that the effective
HamiltonianH . ,; represents the lattice counterpart of the fixed node (FN)ltaman, a
well known approximation for continuous modélg&urthermore, provided the matrix ele-
ments of the hamiltonia or H ¥V satisfy an ergodicity property (namely that any two
arbitrary configurations andz’ can be always connected by a suitable large numbef
hamiltonian powersz’| H |z) # 0), then a more restrictive property holds: the ground
state is unique for any > 0. This implies immediately that:

(vi) the ground state energy(~) of the fixed node hamiltoniaf ;. is an analytic func-
tion of v, due to the finite size gap separating the unique groundfstatethe first excited
state. We assume in the following that this very general @rygholds for the given hamil-
tonian a condition which is not restrictive, also considgthat if ergodicity is not satisfied,
all previous and the following considerations hold in a# ubspaces of configurations
ergodically connected by the powers of the hamiltonian.

By using Green Function Monte Carlo the ground state enéf@y) can be very
efficiently computed fory > 0 as all the matrix elements of the importance sampled
Green functionGL"Y, = ¢a(2') [Adwr o — (Hpy)ar 2] /90 (x) are all positive for large
enough constant shift. This is obtained by averaging the local energy;, (x) > over
the configurations: generated statistically by the Green functiGfi™¥ with a standard
algorithm?:12:13 Notice also that, by property (iv), the local enetBy of this fixed node
hamiltonian is proportional to the local energy of H and therefore this computation
satisfy the so called zero variance property: bbthande;, have zero statistical variance
if 1 is an exact eigenstate &f.

Forr = 0 H}., reduces to the standard fixed node hamiltonian definéd in = 0)
and extended tgy # 0 in 4. Thus a rigorous theorem holds relating the ground state
energyE(~) of the fixed node ground staig}.,, of H}.,, to its variational expectation
value Ef'N (v) = (¢} | H ¢} ) on the hamiltoniarf :

EfN(y) < B(y) < (WelH|ve) (10)

Using property (i) we therefore notice that by increasing thlue ofr from the vari-
ational valuer = —1/(1 + v) up tor = 0 the ground state of the fixed node hamiltonian
Hj}., becomes a variational state with lower energy expectagdurev This implies imme-
diately that the fixed node effective hamiltonian is morerappate to describe the ground
state ofH.

In the continuous casecannot be extended to positive values because the locajyener
er, may assume arbitrary large negative values close to theshadd the best variational
energy can be actually obtained just for= 0 (since forr = 0 the fixed node gives the
lowest possible energy compatible with the nodes of theiggifiinction). In a lattice case
such a theorem is missing, and there is no reason to expéat tha is just the optimal
value.

A simple and efficient scheme to compute a variational uppant of the energy for



anyr is described in the following paragraphs. Using propeity (i

Y
Ern(7) = hy[HY = (1+7) d]jlf;N [Win) = E(y) — (1+ 7)% (11)

where in the latter equality the Hellmann-Feynmann thedrasbeen used. By using that
H7. depends linearly on, the well known convexity property df(~y) holds'® :

d*E(v)

~—

<0 12
e (12)
Therefore the expectation vald&-x () of the hamiltonianH on the fixed node state is a
monotonically increasing function ef), as clearly‘mziw =—(1+ 7)% > 0. The

best variational estimate is obtained thereforeyfer 0, as in the conventional scheme.

The extension to finite is however convenient to provide better variational estasna
of EJ, which in fact maybe sizable lower than the standard estiiaty (0) < E(0)
for r = 0. This extension allows also to make a rigorous upper bourfd)of also in the
caser > 0, without missing the zero variance property. In fact, alsvy the convexity
property ofE(7y),

. A < —
dvy |'y—0 = ~ (13)
we finally get that at the best variational conditipa= 0
Epn(0) < E(0) — (E(y) — £(0))/7- (14)

Forr = 0 the above upper bound improves also the previously knowrev@dl0), at least
for v small enough where the above inequality becomes a strietliégu

In practice, since the energy as a functionyak almost linear a very good estimate
can be obtained using the above inequality evemfor 1, as shown in Fig.(2) for a
test example on the— J model, where it is also clear that the variational energylman
improved by turning on the parameter

4 Thegeneralized Lanczos

The optimization of the parameteiis rather problematic within the scheme of the previ-
ous section especially when few Lanczos steps are applide tguiding function and the
dependence of the energy as a functiom onnot be resolved within available statistical
errors. Though the energy maybe rather insensitive tbe behavior of correlation func-
tions, may strongly depend on it, especially when the gagidimction shows some insta-
bility towards different phases not described at the viaria level. Within this approach
the instability of the guiding function is characterizedthg existence of a considerable
number of configurations with local energye, (=) much below the average and with cor-
relation properties much different than the average. Byeiasingr these configurations
will have larger and larger weight in the fixed node groundests. ,; (since they have
much lower-energy diagonal term) and will display clealg possible instabilities of the
variational wavefunction)¢.

The sign-flip termV,¢(z) is divergent whenever the guiding function is exceedingly
small (i.e. close to the nodes or finite-size lattice psenoddes ofy ), thus requiring



= -0.77751 26 sites 4 holes| | } ]
= JIt=0.5 ]
S 5 s
< -0.7780] {1 ]
m| §\ ] %/ &
—_— \ 1 ﬁ//
= 3 L
& -0.7785] . ] ]
~ . I —
x ]
e ] —A— r=0
= -0.7790 ® =05 | ] IS r=0.15 |1
] —@— r=0.3
i || % sR
0779555767 02 0300 05 1.0

r Y

Figure 2. Variational energy of the t-J hamiltonian as a fiamcof the parameters and~, for the BCS-guiding
function (5), without any Lanczos improvement. The- 0 limit in the right panel corresponds to the expectation
value EFN (y) = (¢, |H|wE ) for v = 0 wherey}, ; is the ground state of the effective hamiltoniéld. ;.
Each point, due to inequality (14), represents an upperdémE N (v = 0) and, clearly, for the ground state
of H. All the estimates reported here are much better than tinelatdr = 0 lattice fixed node upper bound
E(y =0)8 for EFN(y = 0): E(y = 0) = —0.77580(2) much above the upper energy scale. The value (SR)
obtained with the "generalized Lanczos” described in thieviong sections is also shown for comparison.

an infinite shiftA'4, because for the statistical implementation of the powethowthe
diagonal term\ — (H}.x)ze = A — Hy o — (1 4+ 7)Vss(z) — (1 + v)er(z) (see Eq.8)
has to be non negative. Fer= —1/(1 + ), in the variational case, a better approach,
but similar in spirit, is obtained by samplifgthe square of the variational wavefunction
¢ with a different Green function. This following importansampled Green function is
used for the statistical implementation of the power method

G,

z/,x

L(A- ra’ =x

L () )arae (@) for o # 2



wherez, is a normalization factor obtained by settihg,, z, G, . = z,, namely:.

2= A —ep(x) + (1+7)Ves() (16)
In this way it is straightforward to show that:
Y Gl le@))” = [ba()? (17)

Thus the importance-sampled Green functish maybe used to generate configurations
that sample the variational wavefunction square. The adgaof the present approach is
evident since the diagonal term of the Green function do¢samtain the sign-flip term,
and a finite reasonablé can be used. For instance in the- J model A can be set to
zero. Instead a zero shift is not allowed for the importaraeeed Green function of the
effective hamiltonian itself:

Grn = ve(@) [A = (Hiy)ae o] [Ya(@) (18)

which performs the same task for= —1/(1 + ), but with a less efficient infinite\
schemé*.

In the following, within the spirit of the "effective hamdhian approach”, the varia-
tional wavefunction is improved by tuning a parametgroportional to the local energy,
in order to modify and improve the effective hamiltoni&i. ., whose ground state is just
¥ forr = —1/(1+ ). This parameter is then changed in order to be as close ablgoss
to the true hamiltonian foty > 0, when computations free of sign problem are possible.
Indeed in order to improv& . ; it is very useful to notice thal/}. ,, = H, the exact hamil-
tonian, fory = —1 and any non-zere. Thus at finite positivey an optimal variational
parameter can be used, that on a lattice, maybe significantly diffeiremh the fixed node
valuer = 0, since this value represents the optimal one only in a coatis model, when
there exists a rigorous proof that= 0 provides the minimum possible energy.

In order to determine a feasible scheme for the optimizaifonin the lattice case, we
need to implement small modifications of the Green functids).(\We notice that there are
two important changes of this Green function that are easiplemented:

4.1 Onelanczos step improvement

In this case the Green function (15) is modified by:
G’lyLS = Tr’Gz/,z/Tm (19)

wherer, = 1+aer(x). After applying statistically the above Green functiorigah large
number of iterations the configuratiomswill be distributed according to the weight (not
necessarily positive):

Yoz (x)

where

1= (1 +aH)|pe) =Y rata(@)) (20)

is the first Lanczos step wavefunction as described in Eq.Sihce the Lanczos iteration
improves the wavefunction and the factqrhas not a definite sign on each configuration



z, it is clear that the phases of the ground state wavefunetiermuch better represented
by the signs of-, ¢ (z) rather than by the ones corresponding/te(z). The parameter
a = a1 /ag can be determined by satisfying the SR conditfons

(Ya|H(ao + arer)|vn) = (Ve H(A — H)|bn)
(Yal(ao + arern)[tn) = (Yal(A — H)|n) (21)

whereq;, i = 0,1 are computed statistically at any given iteratioim order to improve
the SR stater, 1, (x), until convergence is reached for large In this casey, (z) is
independent of. and statistically equal to, whereas will converge (statistically) to the
exact one Lanczos step value. Once this value is deterniiegitergy expectation value
overiyn can be evaluated by statistically averaging the local gnergz) corresponding
to v (and not toy,), providing a substantial reduction of computational gffdn this
case, since the value ¢fis immaterial for the statistical averages, it is more conmet to
usey = 1, that minimizes statistical fluctuations.

In general, the use of the SR conditidralows to obtain the energy and correlation
expectation values of the—Lanczos step wavefunctiaf,, by using a guiding function
1 containing onlyp — 1 powers of the Hamiltonian, e.gly¢) — |¢p—1). The use
of [¢,_1) as a guiding function for sampling, may not be the optimal choice. In the
following we describe a guiding function with better nodeart:,_; but with the same
numberp — 1 of hamiltonian powers, that will be used in the following seas whenever
the method SR will be applied,

Using the root decomposition (4) of tlié — polynomial defining thep—Lanczos step
wavefunction|ty,), we can single out any real roef and similarly to the first Lanczos
step case:

Up(x) = rove(x)  with
re = 1 —ep(x)/2

o) = [0 = H/z)lva) (22)
i#k
The new local energy;, (), obtained with the new guiding function, will keep into ac-
count the phases of the- Lanczos step wavefunction exactly. In this way, within this
decomposition, it is clear that the best guiding functign of the previous form, is ob-
tained by choosing the real rogt such that:

<l—ep(z)/z > (23)

is as far as possible (on average ovel) from the zero value. This condition (23) will min-
imize the sign changes gf; (x) to obtaim), (z) = (1 — e (x)/zx)Ya(x), thus providing
the best possible phases that we can safely obtainavithl powers of the hamiltonian
applied to the baré.

4.2 Fixed nodeimprovement

In this case the Green function is modified similarly:

Grn = 1o Gy o/ Sgn(rz) (24)
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It is easily obtained that for, = 1 — Wq(m) and large shiftA, the effective
hamiltonianH ., (8) is indeed considered, as far— oo the matrix elements off 7
(18) coincide with the ones defined above A&’ .. up toO( ).

In particular forr = 0, andy = 0 we recover the standard fixed nddeNotice also
that, if the hamiltonian is free of sign problemi;(z) = 0 and the fixed node is exact.
Then the choice = 0 provides the exact sampling of the ground staté&/adven for finite
A, as the factor,, is proportional toz,, (16) and simplifies in (18,15).

4.3 Generalized Lanczos

Using the above Green function (24), the parameter “Aai/a0)=1 g single param-

eter at any ordep of the Lanczos iterations, is optimized using the SR cood#{21)
with ¢, now depending explicitly om and differing from the initial guiding function
Yot ren(x) = (Gry)"a. These conditions provide, as mentioned beforg,aq
statistically>: However, in this case, the parameterdetermined by the SR condition,
may not coincide with the lowest possible energy conditidfiurther modification of the
Green functiof

J— 17
G =1 Gl Ira " Sqn(rs) (25)

that interpolates between the Lanczos limit (19)foe 0 (when the SR conditions coin-
cide with the Euler condition of minimum energy) and the fixedie limit (24) forn = 1
allows to overcome this difficulty, as we get closer but naatly equal to the Lanczos
limit, and one can obtain even lower variational energdies.

For thet — J model we avoid to consider here this extra-complicatiom¢esithe SR
conditions (21) have been tested to coincide almost exagtlythe Euler conditions of
minimum energy (see Fig.2) even fipe= 1 at least forA = 0. As shown in the same figure
the SR may also provide a slightly lower energy than the spoading one obtained by the
bestr effective hamiltoniarff ., because for small the factor, in Eq.(24) may change
sign and can correct also the phases of the wavefunctionatrahty the amplitudes. This
is also the reason to work with the minimum possible shiftin principle it is possible
to further improve the variational energy and the nodes efsimpled wavefunction, by
performing the reconfiguration scheme eaglsteps, with an effective Green function:

b =ra (G ) Sgn(r,) (26)

Fory = 1, it is possible to work withk, > 1 and with reasonable statistical fluctua-
tions (that increase obviously witt),). By increasingk, the factorr, provides non triv-
ial changes to the phase of the wavefunction with corresipgrichprovement in energy
expectation value. We have not systematically studiedpgbssible modification of the
method so far. This extension kg > 1 should be clearly useful for model hamiltonians,
such as the Hubbard model at strong coupling, when a lardie &h$ required for the
convergence of the method.

For A = 0 or finite, the coefficient in the factorr, may have little to do with the
coefficient appearing i}, ;,, but, even at finite\, an effective hamiltonian can be still
defined, which is qualitatively similar ta4}. .. In the following discussions we will not
consider the difference between the finkteeffective hamiltonian and the infinité one
(8) because it is irrelevant for our purposes.
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At each iteratiorp of the generalized Lanczos the special guiding functiorcidesd
in Eqg. (22) is used, yielding optimal phases as close as lplessi thep—Lanczos step
wavefunction. As far as the remaining parametethis is restricted to be positive for
statistical reasons (no sign problem). Clearly from prop@r2), the smaller is, the better
is the variational energy but increased fluctuations odmursomputing the SR conditions
(21). On the other hand, the Green-function shifhas to be taken as small as possible,
compatibly withA — H, , > 0 for anyz. in order to further improve the efficiency of
the power method. Within the SR method by minimizing at bbetgarameters and
A (or increasingk,) we can further improve this technique, in a practical soheihe
optimization of the parameter since it affects a change in the effective hamiltoni&his
particularly important for correlation functions. Insteall the other parameters (including
1 or k, for instance) may help to obtain slightly lower variatiomalergies, but are in
general much less important. The variational SR resultthit — .J model, described in
the following sections, are obtained with= 1/4 andA = 0 and refer to the fixed node
Green function (24), whereas the symbol FN will always rébethe standard fixed-node
caseA — oo,y =1 =0.

5 Resultson thet-J model

We consider the pairing correlations in the- J model for square clusters with periodic
boundary conditions:

P jika = <AZ,jAk,l)
Al j=did + iej 27)

AZTJ. creates a singlet pair in the siteg. On each lattice we take the first nearest neigh-
bor pairi, j fixed and movek, [ parallel or perpendicular to the directioyy. In all cases
studied the parallel correlations are positive and thegratjrular ones are negative, con-
sistent with adl—wave symmetry of the pairing. The existence of phase cokergnthe
thermodynamic limit is obtained whenevEy ;.. ; remains finite for large distance sepa-
ration between the pair j andk, . A systematic study has been reportet! inrHere we
focus only on few test cases to show the power of the methabthenimportance to work
with an effective hamiltoniat?}. ,, with a single variational parameteras described in
the previous section. For all cluster used the distancedsipairi, j and pairk, [ refers

to the minimum one betweg®; — Ry|, |R; — Ri|, |R; — Rx| and|R; — R;|. Only for the
62:6 we use the so called Manhattan distatiaey)| = |x|+ |y|, since the paifk, [) in this
case is moved in both perpendicular directions. First thie(gal) is translated parallel to
the z-axis up to the maximum distance allowed by PBC, and thentffe6x6) the pair
(k,1) is moved parallel to thg— axis.

First of all, whenever the initial variational wavefunatiased is qualitatively correct
(5), few Lanczos iterations are really enough to obtain egemund state properties. This
is clearly shown in Fig.(3) where the exact results coinewithin few error bars with the
variance extrapolated results, thatin turn are very closedp = 2 Lanczos wavefunction
results. However for larger system when the solution is nowkn, few Lanczos iterations,
though systematically improving the energy, cannot chapgditatively the pairing corre-
lations of the initial wavefunction, and in general the a#icnal approach is not reliable.
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Figure 3. Pairing correlations in ti26 lattice for4 holes in the//¢ = 0.5 t—.J model for the variational Lanczos
technique as compared with the exact result obtained wibtakagonalization. The variance extrapolated values
are obtained using only the= 0, 1, 2 results available with the statistical algorithm also farah larger system
size.

In order to show this effect, we have used two different vameal wavefunctions on
a6 x 6 4-holesJ/t = 0.5 cluster, and improved both initializations with the method
described in the previous section: the pure variationalckasa technique, the standard
fixed node (FN) and the "generalized Lanczos method” (SRhiwthe simplified scheme
considered before. For one wavefunction initializatidre BCS variational parameters
are optimized by minimizing the energy, for the other one wedreduced to a very small
value~ 10~* the corresponding variational paramefescs in (6), just in order to remove
the degeneracy of the free-electron determinant irsitée This choice yields a variational
wavefunction with definite quantum numbers and with smatipg correlations.

We see in Fig.(4), top panels, that the Lanczos techniquerismuch dependent on
the two different initial choices, even though the energiniboth cases very much im-
proved by few Lanczos iterations. As shown in Fig.(5), thearece extrapolated results
of the energy are consistent for both initial wavefunctioBs the other hand the pairing
correlations remain inconsistent for about a factor twaege distance.

In this example we clearly see the limitation of the strédigitward variational tech-
nigue: within a very similar energy (e.g. the extrapolatees) the pairing correlations
maybe even qualitatively different.

A completely different behavior is obtained as soon as thésRlpplied (middle panels
in Fig. 4). The energy improvement within this techniquegparently marginal compared

13
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Figure 4. Pairing correlations in thex6 lattice for 4 holes in theJ/¢ = 0.5 ¢t — J model. Left panels and
right panels refer to two different initial guiding functis with or with vanishing small d-wave order parameter
respectively. The latter is used in order to remove the degen of the free electron Slater-determinant. The
panels at different raws refer to different methods, as atfon p of the hamiltonian powers used to evaluate
the local energy, required by all the methods: the largerpsthe more (LP for p > 2) computationally
demanding is the calculation. The VMC values (red trangies)plotted in all panels for comparison.

to the standard Lanczos technique (see Fig. 5). Insteadethevbor of pairing correlations
is much better, and already the simple fixed node approximatpplied to the pairing
correlations is rather independent of the initial wavetiore The only drawback of this
technique is that when systematic improvements to theti@ni wavefunction are imple-
mented ( largep in the figure), the convergence properties are not behadagasurately,
as one could expect from the convergence of the energy exportFig.(5). In partic-
ular, even at the most accurate level of this fixed-node agmration -namely the fixed
node over the two Lanczos step wavefunction- the two diffeirgtializations give pair-
ing correlations differing by abo@0% at the largest distance. This is much better than
the straightforward Lanczos variational technique (thifetence was about0% for the
corresponding two Lanczos step wavefunctions) but is rtetfaatory enough.

The reason of such behavior is easily understood in terntseoéffective hamiltonian
approach. In a lattice case it appears really importantdaretation functions to optimize
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Figure 5. Variational energies obtained with various methas a function of the variance per sit¢/L? of the
p—Lanczos step wavefunction (VMC), which is improved eithé@hwtandard fixed node (FN) or the generalized
Lanczos (SR), with the simplified and efficient scheme dbsdriin the previous section. The values at zero
variance are extrapolations with a quadratic least square fi

the parameter appearing in the effective hamiltonian (8) and not justigkhe FN ansatz
r = 0. This optimization scheme is particularly important whesresome correlations
that are not included at the variational level (or much dsgped as in the case studied)
are increasing as we go down in energy with the help of theawvgdp — 1 (p > 1)
Lanczos step guiding function. In general for largeghe parameter increases, thus the
SR scheme provides correlation functions substantiafferdint and more accurate than
the FN. In the bottom panels it is remarkable that, after yipglonly 3—steps of the
SR technique, both initializationsovide the same results within error bars (3%) at
the largest distanceThese results can be considered benchmark accurateatadosl| of
pairing correlations in théz6 cluster. These pairing correlations clearly indicate aisbb
d—wave superconducting ground state intheJ model, at least for thid/¢ ratio. In this
example we notice that correlation functions, in the effechamiltonian approach, begin
to be consistent withia% whenever the variational energy is accurate within %, that
is at least one order of magnitude better than a straightfawariational technique like
the Lanczos one.

Of course for larger size, consistent correlation fundjare. independent from the
initial wavefunction with or withoutA p¢5, can be obtained for a larger numbeof SR-
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Figure 6. Pairing correlations in tH# site lattice for8 holes in theJ/t = 0.1 ¢t — J model. Left panels and
right panels refers to different initial guiding functioritivor without d-wave order parameter respectively. The
pairing correlations for both calculations are considgesinall at the most accurate level of approximation (SR

p=3).

iterations. Here we report a sample case for a 50 site claswnallJ/¢ = 0.1. We see
in Fig.(6) that the sizable pairing correlations presernhvariational wavefunction with
Apcs # 0, represents just an artifact of the variational calcutatiat the third step, of
the SR technique, when, as shown in Fig.(7) we reach an amciranergy belowl %
(assuming that the variance extrapolated energies-baoi$istent- are exact), the pairing
correlations are again consistent within few error barsl erarly vanishingly small at
large distance.

6 Conclusions

We have shown that within a brute force variational techejguich as the Lanczos method
for few iterations, it is hard to obtain accurate values ofelation functions unless the en-
ergy accuracy is far from the present possibilities, attlgatsvo dimensions. An accuracy
of about one part over0? in the energy would be probably possible with at least
Lanczos steps o 00000 states in DMRG 2D calculations for systems of abtif sites
with periodic boundary conditions. This kind of accuracyytm@enough to obtain consis-
tent correlation functions even within these two variatiomethods, but is far from being
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Figure 7. Variational energy as a function of the variancesjte o2 /L2 for the p—Lanczos step wavefunction
(VMC), which is improved by the "generalized Lanczos meth(8R). The best variational SR = 3 energies
are indicated by the arrows.

possible at present.

We have shown instead that a qualitatively different and/ y@omising approach,
based on the optimization of an effective hamiltonian,eathan adding more variational
parameters in a brute force variational scheme, appeassvery useful to control corre-
lation functions. The idea is based on the "effective hamilin approach” described in
the introduction.In this scheme it is assumed that betwimeites Hamiltonians, the corre-
lation functions of their ground states should be also simirhe SR technique, allows to
systematically improve the effective hamiltonian considieeven compared to the lattice
fixed node ong with an iterative scheme very similar to the Lanczos ones the name
"generalized Lanczos”.

Within this scheme it is clear that there are robust pairiogedations in thet — J
model at sizable but not unphysical value.bft'!”. However there exists a critical value
(J/t). > 0.1 below which pairing correlations are clearly suppressetie &xistence
of such a critical(J/t). is clearly understood because .Att = 0, the ferromagnetic
instability takes place even at large dopirig
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