ph] 31 Mar 2004

arXiv:physics/0403146v1 [physics.comp

Quantum Monte Carlo method for the ground state of many-boson systems

Wirawan Purwante and Shiwei Zhany
Department of Physics, The College of William and Mary, Williamsburg, Virginia 23187
(Dated: April 17, 2024)

We formulate a quantum Monte Carlo (QMC) method for caléntathe ground state of many-boson systems.
The method is based on a field-theoretical approach, anaselgl related to existing fermion auxiliary-field
QMC methods which are applied in several fields of physice gitound-state projection is implemented as a
branching random walk in the space of permanents consisfifdgntical single-particle orbitals. Any single-
particle basis can be used, and the method is in principleteXé illustrate this method with a trapped atomic
boson gas, where the atoms interact via an attractive ofsigpucontact two-body potential. We choose as the
single-particle basis a real-space grid. We compare wilstaesults in small systems, and arbitrarily-sized sys-
tems of untrapped bosons with attractive interactions emaimension, where analytical solutions exist. We also
compare with the corresponding Gross-Pitaevskii (GP) riiedeh calculations for trapped atoms, and discuss
the close formal relation between our method and the GP approOur method provides a way to system-
atically improve upon GP while using the same frameworktwapg interaction and correlation effects with
a stochastic, coherent ensemble of non-interacting solsitiWe discuss various algorithmic issues, including
importance sampling and the back-propagation techniquedimputing observables, and illustrate them with
numerical studies. We show results for systems with up to 400 bosons.

I. INTRODUCTION of interacting many-body systems. The ground-state diffu-
sion Monte CarlollS] and the finite-temperature path-irdégr

Monte Carlo (PIMC) [B] methods, which work in many-

The study of many-body quantum systems has been a ve . . . . . :
challengingy researc¥1 fielg ?or many zears. Computationa'ﬁlart'de configuration space and in the first-quantized &am

methods have often been the way of choice to extract theoretwork.' have been successiully applied to a variety of borsldn an
cal understanding on such systems. Most computationalquagem:'on sy?teén]s. Indtr:_? Icontext of atljto|<|”r1|c ?r?'sgs,hKrayth [71,
tum mechanical studies are based on simpler mean-field the i:)u :(;eléllflﬂb[fo ’stir(;l fin?téTeargne?gturerarli) _el[rti]es 3\]{?@;”]'
ries such as the Gross-Pitaevskii (GP) equation for bosons osyons with ositivg scatterin P len thsp mF())deIin the t\g\)/o-
the Kohn-Sham density-functional theory (DFT) for fermson bodv int t'p by a hard- % 9 i ’ tial. Gl % d co-
Despite their remarkable success, the treatment of particl ody interactions by a hard-sphere potential. -5yde and co
interaction or correlation effects is only approximatehivit workers have stg?e_d‘ the ground state of trapped bosompsz als
these approaches, and can lead to incorrect results, aipeci by hard spheres [10, {1]. L_Jlmke and Scallefar .[12] did finite-
as the strength of particle interactions is increased.thtase- temperature QMC calculations on quantum spin systems and

fore necessary to develop alternative computational nastho the Bose-Hubbard model. In the latter calculation, a ham-c

that can describe the effect of interaction more accuratety re pulsive potential was assumed, Whl.Ch allowed a transdorm
reliably. tion of the problem into an XXZ spin-like problem that can be

] treated with a fermion QMC method.

In this paper we present a quantum Monte Carlo (QMC) . - .
method to study the ground state of many-boson systems, Our method is based on_the_guxmary field quantum Monte
The method is in principle exact. Our interest in the devel-carlo (AFQMC) approacH_LiQ, 14]. The AFQMC is a ﬂeld.'
opment and use of this method was motivated by the reaf’€oretical method, where many-body propagators resultin

ization of the Bose-Einstein condensation in ultracoldrito oM two-body interactions are transformed, by use of auxil

gases[ﬁl]. These are dilute gases consisting of interaating iary fields, into a many-dimensional integral over one-body

kali atoms. The interaction among the atoms is well desdribephrop"]‘g‘?‘mrS .éiS._. d6]. 'Lhe .many-dimenr;sional integfral is
by a simple two-body potential, either attractive or rejugls ~1"€N cOmputed using stochastic means. The AFQMC frame-

based on the scattering length. For weakly-interacting syswork IS appea_llng for se_veral reasons. Working in sec_ond-
it automatically imposes the proper pagticl

tems the mean-field GP approach has, as expected, performg'dantization’

extremely well [2; 3]. More recently, Fesbach resonangps [4P€mutation symmetry or antisymmetry. It provides a many-
- - H%ody method with close formal relation to mean-field ap-

proaches, as we discuss later. In addition, it allows coievin

strength of the interaction experimentally. This provides . . ;
9 P y P calculation of the observables and correlation functions.

source of rich physics, and increases the need for theatetic
methods which can benchmark GP and provide an alternative The AFQMC method has been widely employed to study
where GP is inadequate. fermion systems in condensed matter: [{7, {8, 19], nuclear
Several QMC methods exist for calculating the propertieghysics [20, 21], and lattice gauge theory. In this paper, we
generalize the fermion ground-state auxiliary-field quamt
Monte Carlo method:[19, 22] to many-boson systems. We
project the many-body boson ground-state from an initial tr
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identical single-particle orbitals, which was first suggesn
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a model calculation by Sugiyama and Kood_i'r_\' [14]. The many+eristics of our method. We carry out GP calculations on the
body ground state is projected frotn . i with open-ended, same Hamiltonian and compare the results with those from
branching random walks to sample the auxiliary fields. Weour QMC calculations. In sectioﬁ_k/l we comment on some
formulate an importance sampling scheme, which greatly imeharacteristics of the method, further discuss its ratatm
proves the efficiency of the method and makes possible simand differences from GP, and mention future directions and
ulations of large systems. We also discuss in detail the-backsome immediate applications of this method. Some comput-
propagation technique which allows convenient calcutetib  ing issues will also be discussed. Finally, in the appersdice
virtually any ground-state observables. we provide additional technical details of the method.

Our method retains all the advantages of AFQMC. It al-
lows the use of any single-particle basis, which in this pape

is chosen to be a real-space grid. As we discuss in{Sec. VI, it II. BACKGROUND
provides a means for true many-body calculations in a frame-
work which closely relates to the GP approach. The approach A. Many-body Hamiltonian

can be viewed as a stochastic collection of parallel GP-like

calculations whose “coherent” linear combination gives th  \yg yse the second quantized formalism throughout this pa-
interaction and correlation effects. per. We assume that an appropriate set of single-partisis ba
In this paper we present our QMC method for bosons and§ |ig has been chosen, in terms of which the wave func-
discuss its behavior and characteristics. We use a trappambns will be expanded. For simplicity, we assume that the
atomic boson gas as our test system, where the atoms intefingle-particle basis is orthonormal, although this is et
act via an attractive or repulsive contact two-body po#nti quired. The number of basis statestis The operators! and
A sufficiently detailed description of the method is given to c,, respectively, are the usual creation and annihila?iorr-ope
facilitate implementation. Compared to its fermionic c®rm  ator for the statej ;i They satisfy the commutation relation
part, our method here is formally simpler. It therefore also cod] = . Thils automatically imposes the symmetriza-
offers opportunities to study algorithmic issues. Becaafse tiaﬁ rjequirerﬁént of the many-body wave functions
the intense interest in methods for treating correlatetbsys We limit our discussion to a quantum-mechani(':al, many-

(fermions or bosons) and the relatively early stage of gpet : . . oA
of QMC methods, a second purpose of the paper is to us%ody system with two-body interactions. The Hamiltonian

the bosonic test ground to explore, discuss, and illustrete as a general form of
generic features of ground-state QMC methods based on aux-

iliary fields. An example is the case of repulsive interatsio

where a phase problem appears in a bosonic system, which n

provides a clean test ground to study methods for contgpllin Wherex  is the sum total of all the one-body operators (the
this problem [22], which is crucial for applications in feion ~ Kinetic energy and external potential energy),

H=K+V; 1)

systems. The majority of the applications in this paper el X
to systems where exact results are available for benchmark. K = K 15CCy 7
These include small systems, which can be diagonalized ex- i3

actly, and the case of untrapped bosons with attractive-inte . _ _ _
actions in one dimension, where analytical solutions exist andv contains the two-body interactions:

is worth emphasizing that the method scales gracefully-(sim X

ilar to GP) and allows calculations for a large numher) ( V= Vis01G CiG Q|

of bosons. We will show results for larger systems (000 ijkl

sites and hundreds of particles) in one- and three-dimasasio

to illustrate this. Our objective is to calculate the ground state properties of

Our paper is organized as follows. In section II, we es-Such a system, which contains a fixed number of particles,
tablish some conventions and review the basic ground-staf& -
projection and auxiliary-field quantum Monte Carlo method.
In section'Til, we introduce our new AFQMC implementa-

tion for bosons, including the formulation of an importance B.  Ground state projection
sampling scheme and the back-propagation technique fer con
venient calculation of virtually any ground-state obséfea. The ground state wave functiof ,i can be readily ex-

In section:_l)'/, we describe the implementation of our methodracted from a given trial solutiof . 1using the ground-state
to study the ground state of a trapped Bose atomic gas, whigbrojection operator

we model by by a Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian with an exter-

nal trapping potential. We also describe our implementatio Pgs € Heg B, (2)
of the GP approach to study the same Hamiltonian. In section

S/:, we present our computational results. We benchmark thevherek ; is the best guess of the ground-state energy, pro-
method in systems where exact results are available. We alsdded thatj .. iis not orthogonal toj ,i Applying the oper-
provide examples to illustrate the behavior and key characator P 45 repeatedly to the initial wave functiof , i would



exponentially attenuate the excited-state componenthef t where< is a one-body operator:
initial wave function, leaving only the ground state:

CPgs)nj Tin! !1 jOi; (3a) < 'OCYC :
Pgsj oi ! joi: (3b) ij

Because of its resemblance to the real-time propagator, the

operatorP 4 is also called the imaginary-time propagator. In The hermiticity of? allows us to decompose it into a sum

ground-state QMC methodB,g is evaluated by means of & of the square of one-body operatdis g (see, for example,
Monte Carlo sampling, resulting in a stochastic represima  Refs!1b and 45):

of the ground-state wave function.

V=3 % (6)

C. Basic auxiliary-field method

Two essential ingredients are needed in order to evaluate
P45 Within a reasonable computing time. The first is theBecause of this, we can always apply the Hubbard-
Trotter-Suzuki approximatiorﬂ_[_?&‘_, _'.24]. The propagator isStratonovich transformation on a general two-body poaénti
broken up into a product of exponential operators, which beeperator:
comes exact in the limit ! 0. The second-order form of
this approximation is

\% o i 2
(£ 7) I N e = & ol 9
e = 2 e e 2 (4) i
+ 0 3) v Z 4 e 1x? p_o , (7)
= dx;p—2e"* 1+ 0 ( )
The second ingredient is the Hubbard-Stratonovich (HS) i1 2

transformation,[15, 16], which allows us to reduce the two-

body propagator to a multidimensional integral i_nlvolvirrg;o ) . )
one-body operators, using the following identity:[25] g:r%?r:)?gal(' the )Trotter breakup incurs an additional syatem

Z 1
p— . . .
ez 9o p1: dxe XX 0, (5) Applying these two procedures, we obtain an approximate
2 1 expression of the ground-state projection operator:
( )
N 4 21 Pp— A
Pgs= e Er e K d-xip(xi)exl ez 4 O ( 2); (8)
. 1
1
wherep x) is the normalize aussian probabili ensi B, &): a product of the exponential one-body op-
h th lized G probability density product of th p tial body op
function with unit standard deviationp (x) plz=e 3x% erators arising from the aux}iliairy-field transformation.
This approach is applicable to both boson and fermion sys- From Eq. (B)E, &) s T

tems. It enables us to compute the exact ground state of a
guantum many-body system. To reduce the systematic er-
ror from the finite timestep , the so-called “Trotter er-
ror’, small timesteps are necessary. Often, calculations
are performed for several values, then an extrapolation to
! 0is made to remove the Trotter error.
For convenience we define the following notations:

E &): the product ofg, &) with all other one-body
exponential operators that do not depend on the aux-
iliary fields =, and all the necessary scalar prefac-
tors. For the projector in Equi(8F &) e ®*

et YEB ez K,

x  fxx,;:::g: the collection of all the auxiliary- ijth these notationsp 4, takes a generic form of a high-

fields. dimensional integral operator:
Q i . - :
p (%) ;p&;): a (normalized) multidimensional z
probability density function, which is the product of the Pgs dxp &)B (x) : 9)

one-dimensional probability density functiops; ).



4

D. Wave function representation important virtue of this representation is that the expenen
tial of a one-body operatak transform a single-permanent
We write our wave functions in terms of the basis functionswave functionj iinto another single-permanent wave func-

i ,i A single-particle wave function is written as tion 3 %i: [28]
X X .
Ji= "iJii= TP Y Pi fyi=3%: (12)
(10) ] J
A single-permanenty -Bosons wave function is given by In particularE' ) in Eq. {12) transforms a single permanent
j iinto another single permanent’s (In Appendix;A we
ji= A{ Ag ;;;Ag Pi: (11) include a brief summary of properties of wave functions in
IOR.)

In general, the exact ground state wave function is a superpo
sition of such permanents. Unlike the fermionic case, where
the particles occupy mutually orthogonal orbitals, theraa

such restriction on the orbitals here. We use this freedom in
our method to have all the bosons occupy the same orbital in
j 1, which greatly simplifies the computatidn{14]. We willre- ~ Standard AFQMC calculationg_ [14] employ Metropolis
fer to this asdentical orbital representation (IOR). The most  Monte Carlo to compute various ground-state observables,

E. Metropolis AFQMC

hAAJg — h Tj?gs gSAEPgS gSjPTi
h ;Pgs  gsB 1

R Q . AQ A .
_ D (f% iva9)P (% ivag)h ;3 B G )A B Gn)] o1
= T ) A~ < A . .
D (f%n i¥n 9P (f%n iva9)h .3 . B &) B @a)] 1 (13)

R . h (fx, @) I (Fya Q)i
D (Ex j¥n ) P (Exn ;vaQ)h (E 9)F (Eynq)i— o 992 ] E¥a )1
_ = h (f%, 9)] Eyva9)i

D (f2n i¥n9) P (Exn ;yn9)h (20 9)J (Evmg)i

where are several advantages in implementing the Monte Carlo sam-
0 0 pling as a random walk process. It is a true ground-state for-
D (f%n ;¥nQ) o O dyn ; malisms with open-ended random walks which allow projec-
. . tion to long enough imaginary-times. The sampling process
P (£2, ;¥n Q) Pem) POn); ) .
" " oo can be made much more efficient than in standard AFQMC,
and in the last line we have introduced the shorthand by virtue of importance sampling with , to guide the ran-

dom walks. It also leads to a universal approach for bosons

and fermions, where it is necessary to use the random walk
o . formalism in order to implement a constraint to deal with the

J Bl B Gn)d i sign and complex-phase probleriisi[19, 22].

(ONNIN
h (fxng)j th nB(Xn);

The Metropolis simulation is carried out by sampling the A key observation is that we can choose an IOR single-
probability density function defined by the integrand in thepermanent wave function as the initial wave functipn, i
denominator. Given the choice of, in the identical-orbital At each imaginary timestep n in the projection in
representation, this readily applies to bosons, whichvsthe  gq_(4), the wave function is stochastically sampled by a col
model calculation by Sugiyama and Koonjn:[14] was doney, i o single-permanent wave functios$ | 'ig, where
The total length of the imaginary time is predetermined bythe indexi (in Cursive letter) is different from the basis in-

and the number o operators in the product. dexi From Egs.9) and (12), we see that, with each walker
5 Piinitialized to § , iin IOR, the resulting projection will

lead to a superposition of single-permanent wave functions
III. NEW METHOD FOR BOSONS all of which are in IOR.

In this paper we formulate a new approach for ground-state Each permanent evolves by the stochastic application of
calculations of bosons with branching random walks. There 4, as follows: we randomly samptefrom the probability
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density functiorp (), then applyg' ¢<) onj | 'i: (outside of the statistical errorbar) and converges to taete
value asN , . is increased. In practice, however, the use-
3T Bed i (14) fulness of the ‘brute force” estimator is limited to smaller

systems. In general it will have large variances. Reducing
We will call these permanentsndom walkers. The collection  the variance is expensive becawﬁ'ébf scales a® ™ vflkr)’
of these random walkers at each imaginary-time step is alsgheren ,, 4, is the size of the population used to represent
referred to agpopulation. 3 o
The population must first be equilibrated so that the ground- The simplest approach to measuring the observables is the
state distribution is reached. After equilibrium the grdun mixed estimator, i.e.
state is given stochastically by the collection of single-

permanent wave functiorssj ; ig: My, = h o, K3 ol (18)
. X = h Tj Oi
Jot= Jits (15) For example, to compute the ground-state energy, we can in-

troduce the so-called local energy [ . ; I

Measurement of ground-state observables can then bectarrie b e

out. B [,; 1= 22232 (19)
The random walk process naturally causes the walker’s or- h, Ji

bitals to fluctugte. Iq order 1o increase samplmg e,ﬁ'c'enCyThe ground state energy is obtained from the weighted sum of
we may associateaeight factorw; to each walker ;i For the local energies associated with each walker:

example, we can use the walker’s amplitude as the weight fac- P
tor: EmiX: ih‘_ﬂ'jiiEL[T; i]
P —
s hijii:

(20)

hoo9ad

1

The local energy for each walker can be computed using the
A better definition of the weight will be introduced later whe  formula given in AppendixA.
we discuss importance sampling. We duplicate a walker when The mixed estimator in Eq, (18) is exact only if the operator
its weight exceeds a preset threshold. Conversely, walkerg commutes with the Hamiltonian. Otherwise, a systematic
with small weight (lower than a predetermined limit) should error arises. Nonetheless the mixed estimator often gines a

be removed with the corresponding probability. In this way,improvement over the purely variational estimator:
the walkers will have roughly the same weight. This results i

a branching random walk. hAAjT h . j’x 3 Tll : 21)
h rJ il
A. Measurement: “brute force”” and mixed estimators Two formulas are often employed to correct for the systemnati
error:
The ground-state value of an observgzﬁlis its expectation W ioqrapr 283 Ei (22)
value with the ground-state wave function: 2

~ oI
migs = —2 =2 (16) A1

h oJ ol . " .

00 The second formula is useful for quantities such as density
In principle, we can use the same Monte Carlo samples as botirofile, where it must be nonnegative everywhere. These cor-
h ojandj (i A “brute force” measurement on population rections are good only iff . i does not differ significantly

£5 | 'igat imaginary-time is then given by from J oi In general, we need the back-propagation scheme
to recover the correct ground-state properties. We will de-
O P 505 O scribe this method after introducing importance sampling.
Wiy (7)
ity Ja b

B. Importance sampling

and the estimata® 1 is the average of such measurements.

The “brute force” estimator is not useful in real-space dase In practice, the efficiency of the bare random walk de-
QMC methods such as diffusion Monte Carlo, because thacribed earlier is very low, because the random walks “ran-
overlaps between different walkers would lead téunctions. domly” sample the Hilbert space, and the weights of the walk-
Here the walkers are non-orthogonal mean-field wave funcers fluctuate greatly. This results in large statisticabaoiVe
tions, and Eq.,(17) is well defined in principle. The estima-formulate an importance sampling procedire [19, 22]—using
tor is exact for all observables in the limit of large, ..  the information provided by the trial wave function, i—

The ground-state energy estimated in this way is variatjonato guide the random walk into the region where the expected
namely, the computed energy lies higher than the exact valueontribution to the wave function is large.



1. Importance-sampled random walkers that the walkers propagate in the following manner:
. . L)L L)y
An importance-sampled walker also consists of a perma-  (+ ) _Js T Wi Js (26)
nent and a weight, although the weight will be redefined ac- * ho3i" 4 Y ho,il

cording to the projected overlap of the permanent with the
trial wave function. The purpose is to define a random walkFrom this requirement comes the second part of
process which will lead to a stochastic representation ef ththe modified propagator, which is the overlap ratio

ground-state wave function in the form h 3. " ’i=h ;3!’i This factor is obtained by
. o bringing the termh 3 | © ’iin Eq. (26) to the right-hand

jois w—3iT (24) side. It depends of . iand the specific path in auxiliary-
, hopJil field space, and will “guide” the random-walk toward the

region wheren . j ;iis large.
wherew ; is the new weight of the walker. The overlap enters Combining the two parts gives an importance-sampled
to redefine the weight factor such that walkers which havepropagator of the form
large overlap withj i will be considered “important” and Z
will tend to be sampled more. Such walkers will also have Bl ] AxpE)W x; )B & x); (27)
greater contributions in the measured observables. Shece t
permanent now appears as a ratipi=h . j ;i its normal-
ization is no longer relevant and can be discarded, unlike i
the unguided random walk. The only meaningful information o .
e h Be =)ji,,
in § ;iis its position in the permanent space. W ;) ,

there

mx(28)

h .31

is the aggregate of all the scalar prefactors in the modi-

2. Modified auxiliary-field transformation fied propagator. This propagator takes. ';5 | 'ig and

advances the population tow| * ;5. " ’ig, both of

. : i
Now we describe the random walk process for the modifiedvhich represent ,iin the form of Eq. [24).

walkers. The goal is to modifg 4 in Eq. {9) such that the  Monte Carlo sampling of the new propagaiy, is similar

random walk process leads to random walkers with the chato the one without importance samping. We sampfeom a

acteristics described above in Ef.i(24). The basic ideaeis thnormal Gaussian distribution, and apply the operdter  x)

same as that in Ref. 19. The main difference is that here we .y
. . £ < . o the current walker . But now we accumulate an extra
are dealing with bosons. In addition the HS fields in Ref. 19 N walkeg ; 1 Bu V(V\)N ) , ! X
e ) every time we apply

are discrete Ising-like, which allowed simplifications et muItig!}i.cf’;\tive weight factom ;.
importance sampling, while here the auxiliary fields are-con Eq. €-2- ):
tinuous and thus a more general formalism will be developed. o A O,
Our mathematical derivation here follows that of Ref. 22. Up Ji 1 Bl =x)3J; 1 (292)
to now we have assumed thiat .. § ;i is real and positive. [ Cyo O,

_ | that , ; . Wk w! (29b)
There is therefore no additional subtlety with the meanihg o
importance sarggllng and the correct form of the overlap tqere we use the customary notation of vector dot product, e.g
use, which _Ref.; 42 addressed in the context of fermionic cal-z x = xx:. Note that the weight factar ee; | ') de-
culations with general interactions. ) C+ )

. . . andfuture . walker
To _derive the importance-sampled propagator, we plu i i
Eq. (24) into Eq. (3b). We will focus on the two-body prop-
agator, which is evaluated stochastically and is theredfre
fected by importance sampling in a non-trivial way.

The modified propagatoE,,, consists of two parts. The
first partis the transformation introduced in EIQ (5), whigd
now rewrite in the following form:

(;

ends on both the current
%ositions.

3. The optimal choice for auxiliary-field shift x

The optimal importance sampling is achieved when each
random walker contributes equally to the estimator. Weether

1 Z o fore choosex to minimize the fluctuation in the weight factor
et Yo p dxe ¥ & i1Xe & X0 . o5y wi. The fluctuation inw; will be minimized if we minimize
1 the fluctuation in the prefactor Eq. _{28). We do so by reqgirin

) . - . the partial derivatives of this prefactor to vanish withpest
where we have added an arbitrary skifto the auxiliary field  to x, at its averagex(; = 0):

x in the auxiliary-field operator. This is a change of variable " n
in the integral on the right-hand side and does not alter the @ h.F& x5 .
result of the integral. The new propagat®y, must preserve ax, = — —l & ¥ 3r X =0:
the representation of , iin the form of Eq. {24); this dictates - Tt xi=0




It is sufficient to expand the exponentials in terms ofand C. Measurement: back propagation
require the termfinear ir; to vanish, since this is the leading
term, containing . The others contain higher-orderterms  yjith importance sampling, the mixed estimator in E_a_: (18)

and are vanishingly smallas ! 0. The best choice fo; s given by:
that satisfies this requirement is
b o X hoKjid
—h ;Jad p— Wi —
x; = —_— Vit (30) . h .3;i
h 3. i, = : (34)

This choice depends on the current walker position as well Wi

asj .1, which is to be expected, since the objective for the i

shift is to guide the random walk toward the region whereFor example, the ground-state energy is

h .3 'iis large. Withx determined, the algorithm for the

random walk, as given in Eci_.'§29), is now completely speci- Enix = "

fied. ime
As mentioned earlier, the normalization of is irrelevant be-
cause ; only appears in ratios in any formula that defines the

4. Local energy approximation algorithm: Eqgs.i(34), (48), (80), (33), and Ef.1(34). We can
(and should) normalize the permanent as needed, and discard
We can furthermore approximate the prefactorx; )in  the resulting normalization factor.

Eq. q_ig) to obtain a more elegant and compact expression. The mixed estimator is often inadequte for computing ob-

After rewriting the prefactor in the form of an exponential, servables whose operators do not commute with the Hamilto-

expandings x x)intermsof ,andignoringterms higher nian. In some cases the error due to this noncommutation is

iW]j;JEL[ T; i].

thano () in the exponent, we obtain unacceptable. For example, the condensate fraction intthe a
Y | S tractive trapped Bose-Hubbard model is greater than 100% if
e7 M XM viler Vi, (31) the Green’s functiomc! c;iis estimated using the mixed esti-
i mator. Therefore we have to propagate the wave functions on
where both the right- and the left-hand side of the operator:
) h . jﬁfj il . N h § bPHAAA ] ol
Vf n T j 1 : (32) hAibp _ T ¥ Jo . (35)

. o | | hood gl
The product is over the basis indexwhich should be dis- _ _ ! ° ) _
tinguished from the walker index The latter is held fixed This estimator approaches the exact expectation value in
here. The first exponential in EG: {31) can be ignored by notEd: (16)as, is increased. Zhang and co-workers proposed
ing that the average value af with respect to the Gaussian & back-propagation techniquig {19] that reuses the auyiliar
probability density function is unity. Setting? ! 1, i.e., feld“paths”from different segments of the simulation tc ob
evaluating the exponential at the mean vaiu@i, is justi- tainh t°5 h % »", while avoiding thev 2 scaling

fied because? and+v? do not change drastically within one of a brute-force evaluation with two separate populatiams f
timestep. We also note thgt Z- n 5 4i=h -5 4i h ¢jandj ¢i Here we give a more formal derivation and

. (V2 - - o i : .

which is the mixed-estimator of the potential energy with re desc.r|pt|0-n of th? technique, and |.mpllen.1(en)tl itto 9050”5-
spect to the walke ; i. Combining this term with the similar ~ Atimaginary-time , the population i3, “ig, which rep-
contribution from the kinetic propagator, we obtain a siegpl "€Sentsj oiin the form of Eq. [24). The propagator in the

approximate expression for E¢. (28): denominator can be viewed equivalently as operating on the
O - . left or the right. The latter view is precisely the “normal”
Woe; ;) e ®rEilaiady (33)  importance-sampled random walk fromto the future time
whereE, [ .; ;]is the local energy of ; as defined in + o Which consists Ofnbp pp= _ Steps.

Eq. (19). Note that, contrary to Ed;, {28), this form depends/Ve first assume that there is no branc_hipé (birth/death of
only on the current walker position and not the future, al_walke_r;), i.e., the weights are fully multiplied accorditeg
though in practice a symmetrized version can be used whickd: (}__2_). 'I_'he ra_ndom walk of each Wa_lker will generate a
replaces the local energy by the average of the two. For path in auxiliary-field space. F(()r)conven(le;nce We(VV)I|| denot
good trial wave function, the local energy fluctuates leghén  the path-dependent operatrx; ° == (; )1byB; ', and
random walk. If the trial wave function is the exact ground-weight factomi <! ’; |’y byw ,' . Further we will denote
state wave function, the local energy becomes a constant aRfe time-ordered product af ' from imaginary-time  to
the weight fluctuation is altogether eliminated. This bears g

0 A ( 0, ) H ()
close formal resemblance to the importance-sampled difus- PY B: ~  and correspondingly the product of; * by

sion Monte Carlo method. w ' . Each path defines a product
The algorithm resulting from Eq| (83) is ariternative to 1 o,
Eq. (28). The two are identical and exact in the limit ! 0, — W i( ’ )Bi( “hoL 1( i (36)

. L .
but can have different Trotter errors. h J; 1
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Collectively these products give a stochastic represientat 3. the populationt l‘ =) 15 is then generated by back-
e wof propagation using Eq. (89);

Replacing the operatos > in the numerator and de- _ L .
nominator of Eq.:fsj'S) with Eq:_-(_BG), and using the expression 4, th|s( r:opulatlpn is matched in g one-to-one manner to
for 3 oigiven by Eq. {24), we obtain £] ; ig, weighted by the weighut the later time,

w, ', and the estimator is formed.

P 0,

h . —L w8 . .

i - i Jp E TR i . In the back-propagation the propagators are, as shown in
Top F 1 (% n (%) (L (o, Eq. (39), idential to those in the forward direction, buté r

. (
h W B, w, J,; 1 - g i -
T . * o verse order in imaginary-time. As in the normal walk, the-nor

h Tj i
malization ofj 1( *»’1 does not enter in the estimator. Similar
Using the propagation relation in Edf {29), we can show that to the mi_xed estimatqr, _this pro_cedure can be_repeatgdcperio
- ically to improve statistics. Evidently this estimator isaet

oy O O5_ w05 (05, (38) in the limit of large | _.
i Wy Wi Jg EWy Jy b We have assumed that there is no branching within the in-

_ p . terval . In practice, a population control scheme is often
i.e., the denominator in Eq, (37) reduces to w, ’. This  used which causes birth/death of walkers. This does nattaffe
resultis to be expected, and can also be seen by completing tkhe derivation above or the basic algorithm. The effect @n th
n,, steps of the “normal” random walk we discussed aboveimplementation is that a list of ancestry links must be kept f

With importance sampling, the Monte Carlo estimate of thethe forward steps, which indicates the parent of each walker

%

denominator is simply given by the weights at tinfe at each step in the imaginary-time duratigp. As a result of
To simplify the numerator we associatéak-propagated  branching, two or mora Js may share the same segment of
wave function with each walkey | 'i the paths in their “past” and the same pargrjt i The esti-
h 5 mator remains exact for largg,, . Branching or weight fluctu-
5 l< bl B/\i( top )Y § i (39)  ation does have a more serious practical implication, hewev

As ., is increased, more and mate js will be traced back

Note that each of theses originates from the trial wave func- t0 the same parent { ’i Or equivalently, fewer and fewer

tion j . 1, and is propagated by applying tEgs in reverse permanents in the sétj i 'igwill contribute to the estimator.
order, as implied by the Hermitian conjugation. We may thenThis results in a loss of efficiency or an increase in variance

write Eq. {_-3_:7) in the following form: Better importance sampling will help improve the situation
often greatly, by reducing fluctuations in weights, althoug
X o h (bp>j§' (g the problem will always occur at large enougly. In our ap-
(90 Ji N
Wi T O plications to date we have rarely encountered the problem an
A i h, 3,1 (40) find that the computed observables converge quite rapiey (s
i = %X 5 : .= . .
P w' ) section, Y for illustrative results).
1
The estimators in Eqs;, (35) ar{d (40) parallel that of the-stan IV. TRAPPED BOSON GAS: MODEL AND
dard AFQMC estimator in Eqy (13). Thei's andh Js have IMPLEMENTATIONS OF QMC AND GP METHODS

similar meanings. The only difference lies in how the paths

are generated. Here an open-ended random walk is used to ad4n this section we discuss the model we use to describe

vance an ensemble of paths fronto ©, which resultin fluc- a single-species, Bose atomic gas with pair-wise contact

tuating weights that represent the path distribution. &mst interaction, confined in a harmonic trap in one- or three-

dard AFQMC a fixed length path (corresponding o+ <, dimensions. We then describe the implementations of both

with 4 being the minimum time for equilibriation or, failing our QMC method and the standard mean-field GP approach

that, the maximum time that can be managed by the calculae study this model. Numerical results will be presentedhe t

tion) is moved about by the Metropolis algorithm, which elim following section, Seq_.'l'\/.

inates branching by the acceptance/rejection step. Inr othe

words, the estimators in Ed}. {13) and Ef.i(40) are the same

except for the weights. A. Model

Eq. @gb) defines an algorithm for obtaining the estimate of

5. , via the following steps: We use an effective potential characterized by the low en-

ergy atom-atom scattering length,. The two-body interac-

1. A population is recorded & | ig; tion takes a simple form

2. as the random walk continues, the path history is kept U B) = 4 as~ . (41)
for a time interval ' :

bp?
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For this effective potential to be valid, several assunmgtiare  tion, although care must be taken to validate the conditions
made; for example, the dominant effect is frermvave scat-

tering, ands; jis much smaller than the average inter-particle  We now derive the Bose-Hubbard model from the standard
spacing. For more details we refer the reader to l_?ef. 3. In thenany-body Hamiltonian of the trapped boson problenatin
alkali gases these conditions are in general well met, aad thdimension. In the continuous, real space, the Hamiltorsan i
model potential can be expected to give quatitative infermagiven by:

Z
2
H=K+V= &r V) —rﬁ+%m!§1:2 )
2m
,Z 7 (42)
1 4 as~ 3 3 % ~y A A
+ > o d’'r;, d'r ;) ") @ B) ) «©):

The first term is the one-body Hamiltoniah, which consists L, in a simulation cell of volume2n, ). The lattice spacing is

of the kinetic energy and the (external) confinement potentherefores = 2n.=L. Further we will consider only a spheri-

tial. ¥V is the interaction Hamiltonian, which is the sum of all cally symmetric trap here for simplicity. We truncate thesi

the two-body potentials. The characteristic trap freqyasc ulation cell accordingly and assume that the wave funcson i

o, Wf‘@ph is related to the so-called oscillator length scgle b negligible outside the maximum sphere enclosed by the cell.

a,,= ~=m!,. (Generalization to inhomogeneous traps is straightfaidvyar
We introduce a real-space lattice, with a linear dimensfono  The discretized Hamiltonian corresponding to E_fq_l (42)is

8 9
Xx < h x i =

= X
H="  t dey 2dde +3 ¥ xmFde + 3U dode  do (43)

wherec] andc, are the usual creation and annihilation opera-terparticle spacing, but larger than the scattering length
tors at sitei. The Hubbard parametetsu, and are related

- 1=d .
to the real, physical parameters as follows: Fs] : (45)
With negativeas, the particles tend to “lump” together due to
. 1 442 the gain in the interaction energy. This is a situation where
Y (44a) we especially have to be aware of the validity of the effectiv
4 a, potential. As mentioned we will do a consistency check at
U= & (44b)  the end of the calculation to ensure that the occupancy of the
2 lattice points are less than unity.
&
=7 (44c)
a,
ho

B. Implementation of QMC
where for simplicity we have set= m = 1. The lattice co-

ordinater; is related to the real coordinate by= (L.=2n,)r;, Implementation of our QMC method for this model is
andr, is the lattice coordinate of the trap’s center. Note thatstraightforward. The number of basis is equal to the num-
as is the true scattering length only in three-dimensional sysher of lattice sites inside the truncated sphere of ragju$he
tems. Nonetheless we will retain the symbglin Eq. (44b)  two-body term in Eq..{43) is in the desired form of Ed. (6).
as a convenient measure of the interaction strength in any divith a negatives , the HS transformation in Equi(7) leads to
mension. M auxiliary fields, with one-body propagators in the form of
In the discretized model our resolution is limited by the lat exp ( I xan,), wheren; dq is the density opera-
tice spacing. This is consistent with the conditions ofdi@fi  tor. Our trial wave functiory . iis the Gross-Pitaevskii (GP)
of the model interaction in Eq} (41), as it in a sense “inte-wave function ., which we describe in the next subsection.
grates out” the short-range dynamics. In this model oucktt We mention here a technical point in the implementation.
constant must be much smaller compared to the average infhe ground-state projection in our method involves theiappl
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cation of one-body propagator in the formef on a single-  ground statej glg, i We thus obtain an updated densit;(})
permanent wave function i This usually translates into a znd a better Hamiltoniar ") . This procedure is iterated un-

matrix-vector multiplication in the computer program, @i | the desired convergence criterion is satisfied. We cBoos
generally cost® M ?). Often there are special properties of o convergence condition to be:

X that can be exploited to evaluate the one-body propagator R

more efficiently. In the Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian, the only dry &V @ 1O @)j
non-diagonal part of the Hamiltonian in real space is the ki- I R ary &1 (o) + 7 © ()5
netic operator irK . We can separate it from the other one- z
body operators and apply the kinetic propagatorin momentuRynere is a small number (usually on the orderf'® for
space. Wave functions are quickly translated between thesg, ple precision numbers).

two representations using the Fast Fourigr transform (FFT)  The second method we use to solve Ed” 48) avoids the
In this way, the actual application ef = ¥ involves only  diagonalization procedure. It is closely related to the QMC
diagonal matrices; thus the overall cost for eachi ¥ op-  method, both computationally and formally (see Q'e_'c. VI). We
eration is reduced to M logM ). We observe in our calcu- se the ground-state projecter Hep -

lations that the additional Trotter error is much smallerth

the error already introduced in the original breakup, I:::m. (4 e Ky, ) OFEE J apit (51)

; (50)

The initial wave function is arbitrary and can be, for exaepl
C. Implementation of Gross-Pitaevskii self-consistent equation chosen again as the solution with= 0. The feedback mech-
_ ) _ _ _ anism through the density profile, remains the same. By

The Gross-Pitaevskii (GP) wave function , is the single-  using the same Fast Fourier transform for the kinetic prapag

permanent wave function tor as described in subsection TV B, a speed gain is obtained,
., , especially for large systems. In practice we have oftendoun
cp Mirziiiimg ) =" (M)’ (r2) w14 (46)  this method to be a simpler and faster alternative to the first

which minimizes the expectation value of the ground-state e methodl?qf dliaggnaligation and iteration. Note t_hat.theaﬂcal
term $%-—=U ,n; does not affect the projection pro-

ergy. Such a wave function satisfies the self-consistens€sro 2 N R
Pitaevskii equationi [47, 28, 9] cess, but with it ., corresponds to the original many-body

, Hamiltonianinthat ., H ., cpi=h ¢p H J opi

@iy 5@ (47)
N 14 ag~?
+ = T of ©= ' @: V. RESULTS
N m
[We keep the prefactopy  1)=, since we will study both ~ In this section we present results from our QMC and GP
large and small values of .} calculations in one-, two-, and three-dimensions. To \etid

To compare our QMC results to those of mean-field, weour new QMC method and illustrate its behavior, the major-
carry out GP calculations on the same lattice systems. Théy of the calculations will be on systems where exact rasult

discretized GP Hamiltonian in the second-quantized form is @re available for benchmark. These include small lattices,
X % which can be diagonalized exactly, and the case of attectiv

Hep = t de,  2ddg _-function interactions in one dimension, where analytioso
tions exist. For the purpose of presenting the method téifaci

;e tate implementation, some numerical results and compasiso
+ 3 ¥ zfde (48)  are shown in detail to illustrate the behavior and charaster
i tics of the method.
. N 1U X nde in? : Most of the results we present here will be for attractive
N , o 27 interactions, where the method is exact and is free of any
: phase problem![22] from complex propagators (see subsec-
Heren; is the expectation value of the density operator: tionV.G). Such systems therefore provide a clean testground
for our new method. In addition, with attractive interacso
n, h gp FG] gpi . (49) the condensate in 3-D is believed to collapse beyond aalitic
h .pJgpd interaction strength or number of particles. Mean-field cal
culations 1'3_b] estimate the collapse critical point to beuwb

We have implemented two methods for solving the GPy a;=a,, = 0:575. The exact behavior of the condensate
equation. Thefirs is the usual self-consistent iterative ap- haar the critical point is, however, not completely clear, a

L . . (0 .

proach. We generate an initial density profil¢,’, by solving  many-body effects are expected to have an impact. At the end
the non-interacting Hamiltonian (with = 0). The densityis  of this section we will also show some preliminary results fo
fed back to construct the initial HamiltoniaﬁG‘OP) in ('43). Di-  larger systems with both attractive and repulsive intéoast

rect diagonalization of this one-body Hamiltonian yieltiss i in 3-D.
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We measure the ground-state expectation values of the fol- Trap Potential Energy
lowing quantities: the ground-state energy, kinetic eperg 0,850 ‘ ‘ QMC(‘ 20) ‘
A .. . N . . B r Trp=4.0) —— -
hTAj” external confining potentialv... 1, interaction energy Exact diag.
W,z 1, density profilem;i, and the condensate fraction (of- S
ten abbreviated “cond.frac.” in the tables and figures). The '
condensate fraction is defined as the largest eigenvaluneof t Total Energy
diagonalized density matri>i_:[3]. If we write the one-body 0830 | 098 e 1
Green’s function matrixacc;i in terms of its eigenvalues :0'99
fn gand eigenvectors ({)g: 0.820 |- 1'00 A
% -1.
heii=  n Y@ @) -1.01
3 0810 F 4 oo | 1 1 1 ] 1
. .o . A A
then the largest eigenvalue divided by the total number Bf pa 0.800 ° ?05 ° 01 b o2 1 1
ticles gives the condensate fraction. 0 0.05 0.1 0.1 02
At
A. Comparison with exact diagonalization: a; < 0 FIG. 1: Convergence of QMC observables with. The system has

the same parameters as in Tat:ble I. Exact results are shovoitad d

. - . . lines. Lines connecting QMC data are to aid the eye.
The many-body Hamiltoniar} (43) can be diagonalized ex-

actly for small systems to benchmark our QMC calculation.

We compare our QMC results with exact diagonalization forcomputed by QMC as a function of . Separate calculations

a one-dimensional lattice of 13 sites, and study its bemavioyere done for different values ogp_ For all calculations,

for different values of the interaction strengthand number 3 small  value of0:01 was used. We see that all quanti-

of particlesn . _ ties converge to the exact results rather quickly, Jy 2.
The first system we study has 5 bosons, with 2:676,  (The total energys iis of course exact forany _, including

U = 1538 = 03503. These values correspond to the e = 0.) As we see from the energy expectations, this is in

physical parameters,, = 8546 A anda, = 5292 fact a system with significant interaction effects. Alkajss

10 © A *. (Recall that, by our definitiona, in 1-D does  (ems af the experimental parameters often have significantl

not have the dimension of length, and is not the scatteringeaker interaction strengths and the convergence rate is ex
length itself.) Table:l shows the comparison of the quaatiti pected to be even faster.

computed using three methods: QMC, GP, and exact diag-
onalization (ED). The statistical uncertainty of QMC resul

! Total Energy Condensate Fraction (%)
are presented in parantheses. We see that the agreement be; - : — ; ;
tween QMC and ED is excellent. GP makes significant errors 100
here because of the sizable interaction strength as welleas t oo - 1 el omc —— |
small number of particles. o070 b 1 ol Bctrest ]
-0.80 - 4
-0.90 | 1T 1
TABLE I: Comparison of QMC calculation against exact diaglen 100 . = ey %L T ]
ization (ED) and Gross-Pitaveskii (GP). The system has t£3,sb Lo . .1 st . . ]
particles,t = 2676, U = 1538, = 0:3503. Inthe QMC cal- ° ! 2 ° : 2
culation we use = 0:01, ,, = 40, and the GP solution as the Kinetic Energy Trap Energy Interaction Energy
trial wave function. a4 ' ' _ ' ' 5 ' '
Type g.s.energyhfi Wiapi  HWos i cond.frac. +
4.2
ED 1009 4278 08427 6:129  9559%
QMC 1:008(2) 4279(3) 0:8423(5) 6:129(2) 9559% 40
GP 0493 3919  0:7504 5:162  100%
3.8:7
0 1 2 0 1 2 "o 1 2
To illustrate the convergence in imaginary-timestep we Tep

SQOW in Fig..il the total energy and the average trap energyg . Convergence of the computed observables versusThe
Wepi The former can be obtained exactly from the mixedsystem is the same as in Table I. The different panels show five
estimator while the latter requires back propagation. Tsh different observables. The horizontal axes are the backgwation
the Trotter error, we have deliberately done the calcutatiqpp ~ length. Exact results are shown as dotted lines, while Giltseas
torather large values. We see that both quantities convergedash-dotted lines. Solid lines are present only to aid tiee ey
to the exactresultsas ! 0.

To illustrate the convergence of observables in back- Our QMC method is exact and therefore independent of the
propagation length, we show in Fi_gj. 2 the various obsergabletrial wave function ., except for convergence rate and sta-
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tistical errors. In Figi,3 we show QMC results obtained us- Total Energy Interaction Energy
ing two different .’s, the noninteracting solution and the 0.0 ‘ 09 F ——
GP wave function. The convergence of condensate fraction 10 f —
and trap energy are shown versus back-propagation time T | R
for a system of 6 particles on 13 sites. The calculations lead 02 1 L2y - il
to the same results. The quality of,, however, does af- 03l ] ii |
fect the variances of the observables and their convergence QMC —— 15 QMC —— |
rates with ,_. For example, the noninteracting wave func- %) Bectdag — 1 4 Bxact dag, ——
tion, which disregards the two-body interaction, is more ex  -05.-—————— e
tended (in its density profile) than GP. Its mixed estimagor i 22 5N o8 23 5N6 e

therefore worse than that with the GP trial wave functione Th

mixed-estimator for the ground-state energy is exact ifnbot FiG. 4: Comparison of QMC, GP, and ED resuilts for differerg-sy

but the variance is slightly larger with the former. tems. Calculations were done along a GP isoline ™ 1) =
230t for up to nine particles in 13 sites. The graphs show the to-

tal and interaction energiegr particle. QMC and exact results are

('Tond‘ens‘ate ‘Fraftw"l (l%f) 13 : Tr?p ]?ner‘gy : indistinguishable. GP is accurate in the limit of weak clattien but
102 QMC (Pr=GP) —— | | % : deviates more from the exact results as the system becomes mo
QMC (W1 = nonint) —e— L )
- GP e ié I ] correlated. The solid lines are to aid the eye.
0.9 796 q
N 1 e = ¢ | o o
9% | 1 sl | In reality, the particles find a way to reduce interactionhwit
05 4 out statically confining to the central sites, resulting mere
I extended one-body profile.
0 05 1 15 2 25 3 35 4 0 05 1 15 2 25 3 35 4
Tep Tep
0.55
FIG. 3: Independence of QMC results on trial wave functi¢@(’ 050 |-
for Gross-Pitaevskii, “nonint” for noninteracting soloti). The sys- 045 |
tem is the same as in Talyle |, except that here we use 6 partide 0.40 I
horizontal axes are the back-propagation length. Linesiecimng 035 |

QMC data points are present only to aid the eye. 030

0.25

We now show results for different systems withfrom 2 to 020 -
9 bosons, and varying interaction strengths. We note th if 01s |
keep the produat ™ 1) constant, the Gross-Pitaevskii 010 |
equation predicts the samer-particle energies and densities. 005 -
For brevity, we shall refer to the curve in which 1) 0.00

is constant as th&P isoline. Deviation from the GP isoline
is therefore an indication of the effect of many-body corre-

lations. In order to show results on multiple systems at thg-|g 5. The normalized density profiles as an illustratiorpati-

. . . . .
same time we will scan GF’ isolines. Figure 4 ShOW_S the QMGle correlation effects. Results are for 13-site systemsgthe GP
and GP results as a function of the number of particles. Inth@&olineu ® 1) = 230t The normalized GP curve is iden-

GP calculations the per-particle quantities are constdrits tical for any number of particles along this line. QMC restdre
QMC results, on the other hand, capture the effect of correshown forn = 2 andN = 9. The QMC results have very small
lation. Both the total energy and the interaction energy arérrorbars and are indistinguishable from ED (not shownk QMC
lowered from the GP results. The exact results deviate fron§ensity profiles are more extended, although the interaetiergies
GP more as the system becomes more correlated along the @ lower than GP, as shown in Fig. 4.
isoline, i.e. wheru is increased or whex is decreased. Al-
thoughN is too small here because of the limitation of ED,
the results are representative of the general trend infagge
tems (see below).

Figure:b further illustrates the effect of particle correla B.  Comparison with analytic results in 1-D: as < 0
tion in this system. Although the exact interaction enesyy i
lower than that of GP, the exact density profile is more ex- The problem of an arbitrary number of untrapped bosons
tended. This is also manifested in the average trap potentignteracting with an attractive-potential in one dimension can
energyhv..., i=N , where the QMC results a®1981 @) and  be solved analyticall)i_[_?.l], yielding analytic expressdor
0:1605 (2) for N = 2 and9 particles, respectively, while the the total energy and density profile. In this section we carry
GP value is0:1501. In GP, interaction energy is lowered by out QMC and GP calculations and compare our results against
increasing particle overlap, namely by shrinking the peofil these analytic results, on systems of up to 400 bosons. The

Lattice site
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Hamiltonian in the continuous real space is

T T
-200 -100 0 100 200

' Analytic '
6.0 - —— 1.0e-02 GP ——mmm B
1® 2 1 X QMG ——i

= 3 2.2 -9 s x): (52) 50 - J
2 QxS 27 &
i=1 € > =1 [

The interaction consang (> 0) is related to our Hubbard pa- = “ory ]
rameters byy = tj The ground state of this Hamilto- &

nian is arN -boson bound state. By fixing the center of mass § sor |
atx = 0, we can eliminate the contribution from its overall g

motion, which leads to the following analytic expressioms f 8 *°[ i

the density profile}[32],

10 |

X1 N2 . gnN k2
(X)= %g ( 1j’1+1 DCN -) e

!

L L L
-300 -200 -100 0 100

i (53) 00

L
200 300

N 4+ n 1)
n=1 Distance (lattice unit)
and the total energy, FIG. 6: Comparison of calculated density profiles from QM@ an
GP with analytical results. The densities are normalizdte DMC
E= ZdNN2 1): (54) Y @

errorbars are displayed every five data points to avoidesiufy the
plot. The QMC prdfile is given by the dotted curve. The insetves
the same curves with logarithmic vertical scale, indiqatihat at
?arge distances the density is exponential.

In our QMC calculations, we again put the system on areal
space lattice. The lattice size is chosen to be large enaugh
that discretization errors are comparable to or smaller st
tistical errors. As the ground state of the system is a dtople

in the absence of the external confining potential, the cente

of mass can slide in the calculation due to random noise. W gm;tiiog)rrt:r 1“? ?hn;e(s; ;hfoigegr?é? al?ggr;h:sgs(ﬂ:gﬁ' Lr;e fSr){)Sm
therefore need to subtract the center-of-mass motion. -Tec 9y gnly

nically, this can be accomplished conveniently in the rando D% 105%.
walk by treating the system with respect to its center of mass

In Appendix:_B, we describe our method for this correction, -0.164 ' ' ' ' ' ' '
which is applicable in any situation where the center of mass
and relative motions need to be separated. In our calcaktio 0466 b e 8
the correction affects the kinetic and total energies a$ agel = ¥
the density profiles. The results shown below were all ob- « &
tained with such a correction applied. £ 0168 |
We first study a system of 20 particles with= 0:154. % 3
Table!]) shows the energies, and Fig. 6 the density profiles.z -0.170 | & ]
This is a system where mean-field makes significant errors.g i
Our QMC results are in excellent agreement with the exact ., | |
results. Analytic —o
-0.174 :I{ Q'\ég R
TABLE Il: Comparison of QMC and GP results to available exact . . . . . . .
results. The system has 20 particles gre 0:154. A lattice of 1024 0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400
sites was used, with = 0:01and , 6 = 25. N
Type g.s.energynr 1 Wos i cond.frac. FIG. 7. Comparison of the energy from QMC (crosses) with the
Analyticresult 1:971 - - - exact answer (dotted curve) for different number of paeticEnergy
QMC 1:964 (8) 2:044(8) 4007 4) 99:76% per particle is shown along the GP isolige ™ 1) = 4:20. The

GP result is the flat, dash-dotted line. We use a lattice ofi Ki@s,

GP 1:784 1:776 3:561 100% - 001 and bo = 40,

We next scan systems with various numbers of particles by We now study the system along a different line, holding the
following the GP isolineg 1) = 4:0. The energy interaction strength fixed while scanning the number of par-
per particle is shown as a function f in Fig.if, for up to  ticles, again up tai = 400 particles. Figure,9 shows the
400 particles. Fig-';:8 shows the density profiles for up to 10(ehavior of i=N 3 for up to 400 particles, witky = 0:0403.
particles. Again, the agreement between QMC and exact réAt large N , the total energy is roughly proportional to°.
sults is excellent. As the interaction strengtls increased or Compared to Figs'_.: 7 an'_dl 8, the interaction strength here is
asN is decreased, mean-field results deviate more and momgronger at larger and weaker at lowey , with the crossover
from the exact results. For example, as we go fepe 0:01  atN 100. Most of the calculations are therefore more
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C. Comparison with exact diagonalization: as > 0

We have shown that our new QMC algorithm is exact and
works well for a wide range of systems with attractive inter-
actions. If the interaction is repulsive{> 0, or equivalently
U > 0) the one-body propagators resulting from the HS trans-
formation becomeomplex, in the form ofexp (1 Ux;n,).

The same algorithm applies in this case as well. In principle
the complex one-body operator only requires a change to the
corresponding complex operations. But in practice a seriou
phase problem occurs, which causes the calculation to fose e
ficiency rapidly at larger interaction strengths. We disdigs
problem and how to control it below. Our initial studies indi
cate that, for moderate interaction strengths, the algyoris

is remains very efficient and gives accurate results, atigwi
reliable calculations for parameters corresponding t@gxp
mental situations in 3-D.

We benchmark our algorithm in one- and two-dimensional
systems with repulsive interactions against exact dialggana
tion. Table}lll shows results for a one-dimensional system,
with 13 sites and 4 particles. The agreement between QMC

FIG. 8: Comparison of the density profiles from QMC and GP with &nd exact result is excellent. Results from GP are also shown

analytic results. The normalized densities are shown atbadGP
isolineg ® 1) = 40 for severalN values. The system is the
same as that in Fig: 7. The GP density is the same foNamn the
isoline, and is given by the dash-dotted line.

The GP and QMC density profiles have roughly the same size,
as evident from the values h‘ﬁtrapj_ However, GP overesti-
mates the interaction energy because it does not take into ac
count the particle-particle correlation. In the mean fieilc p
ture, expanding the density profile is the only way to lower
the interaction energy, so that the particles overlap lags w

challenging numerically. Again QMC was able to completelyeach other. (Note that..., 1 is indeed slightly larger for

recover the correlation energy missed by GP. At laxge

GP.) In reality, particles can avoid each other more efietyi

smaller timesteps were used and more computing was negy means of many-body correlation. The QMC correctly re-

essary to reduce the statistical errors. (Note that thelmre

covers this correlation, which lowers the total energy with

appear larger at smaller in the plot because of the division gpreading the density as much as GP does.

byn 3.)
-1.60 T T T T T T T
i Analytic e
QMC +——
GP
6164 <
o
—
RS
]
g 168 x e 1
% % %X ¥
E3
1.72 L L L L L L L
0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400

N

FIG. 9: Comparison of computed ground-state energy foefit

numbers of particles . The interaction strength is held constant at

g= 0:0403. The total energy divided hy * is shown as a function

TABLE lll: Comparison of QMC results against exact diagare
tion (ED) and Gross-Pitaveskii (GP) in 1-D. Here we use l&ssiind

4 particles;t = 2676, U = +1:538, = 0:3503; = 001 and
bp = 25.
Type g.s.energyif i Wempi Nasi  cond.frac.
ED 424 1:18 1:793 1269 98:5%
QMC 424 2) 1:18(@2) 1:790(8) 1273 (8) 98:6%
GP 443 1:03 1:800 1:599 100%

Tableil\l shows results for bosons in a two-dimensional
trap, using & 4 lattice. The GP solution also exhibits the
same behavior as in the 1-D calculation, in that the density
profile is slightly more extended, and the interaction enésg
overestimated. As in other cases, the QMC statistical learor
on the condensate fraction was not computed directly, but we
estimate it to be on the last digit.

As mentioned earlier, the only modification necessary to
the algorithm in order to treat repulsive interactioas ¢ 0)

of N for QMC, GP and exact calculations. Conservative pararseteris to allow complex arithmetic. A more serious problem can

were used, with,,, = = 001forN < 200

and

40 in all case, and
= 0:005 otherwise.

occur, however. The orbitals and the walker weights become
complex numbers. Asymptotically the phase of these weights

will be uniformly distributed in the complex plane. The de-
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. _ _ _ exact density profile is tighter than in GP, as shown in Fig. 10
TABLE IV: Comparison of QMC calculations against exact diag - - .
onalization (ED) and Gross-Pitaveskii (GP) projection i a 4 The trend here appears different from what we observed in

lattice, with 4 bosons.t = 02534, U = +0:3184, = 3:700: small 1-D trapped systems in”Fig. 5, but consistent with the
- o0land ,_ = 25. large untrapped systems in Fig. 8. We are presently carrying
’ out more calculations to cover a wider range of parameters

and study the role of dimensionality.

Type g.s.energyif i Wempi Hosi  cond.frac.
ED 6:000 1818 38326 0:350 97:8%
QMC 6:005(6) 1:817((2) 3:8325(@2) 0:355(5) 97:8%
GP 6067 1:763 38359 0:469 100%

TABLE V: Comparisons of QMC and GP calculations for 175 parti
cles in a 3-D spherical trap, with, = 224 A anda,, = 8546 A.
The energies are displayed as per-particle quantitieh BetQMC
and GP results are extrapolated to ! 0.

nomitors in Eqs.(34) and (40) will be dominated by noise, ~ _TyPe g.s.energyf i Werpd WVop i cond.frac.
causing the Monte Carlo sampling efficiency to decay and ul-  QMC 16:979(6) 16:47(5) 654 (1) 6:03(4) 99:73%
timately destroying the algebraic scaling of QMC. This is th GP 17415 15:60  6:77 525 1002

so-called sign or phase problem [19; 22]. In real-space meth
ods this problem is connected to fermions, but here we have
a situation where a phase problem appears in the ground state
of a bosonic system. Physically, it is easy to see why a phase
problem must occur. Our many-body wave function is being
represented in IOR, with only one orbital in each walker.Wit 35
a repulsive interaction, the only way to reflect correlatdn
fects, i.e., particles avoiding each other, is to make théals
complex.

As we see below, our algorithm remains efficient and gives
accurate results for large systems with scattering lengghs
responding to experimental situations in 3-D. As the irtera
tion strengths become much stronger, the phase problem will
ultimately make the approach ineffective. We have done pre- 05
liminary calculations in which we control the phase problem
by applying a phaseless formalism described in B-g'af. 22. Our %2000 Z10000 0 10000 20000
results indicate that the systematic errors introducedhiey t Distance (A)
phaseless approximation are small for moderate interactio , , ,
strengths. We expect to therefore be able to obtain accurafd®: 10: Comparison of density profiles from the QMC and GP for
and reliable results for scattering lengths well into thpeax Ql\i g;ﬁﬂ,ﬁ'il?;:féi@fﬂﬁ tsi;mzr?ﬁfnezcgbed in Tablénd.
imental 'strong-interaction’ regime achievable by Festiba '
resonnance.

4.0

30 r

25 r

20 -

15

10

Normalized Density (x 107'% A%

We now turn to bosons with repulsive interactions in three-
dimensional trap. We againuse® 15 15lattice, and sim-
D. Realistic calculations in three-dimensions ulate 100 bosons. We choose a scattering Ien‘gﬁtmf 80 A.
This value is close to the experimerﬁ%t{_slinglet [33] or®’Rb
In this section we present some test results on realistitriplet E?’fl] scattering lengths. In Tabl'I_eT.VI we shqw_the cal-
Gulated energies and condensate fraction. For this irtterac

systems of trapped particles in three-dimensions. QMC reétrength, the impact of the phase problem on the statigreal

sults were obtained with back-propagation and consematlv, . i small, and the QMC calculation is very efficient. The

choices of  and convergence parameters. We expect t.h?rue condensate is, like in the 1-D repulsive case, tigihizn t
QMC results to be exact. We also carry out the correspondlng]at predicted by GP, with lower interaction energy.

Gross-Pitaevskii calculations, and make comparisonsiagai
our exact QMC results.

Tablel shows the result of a QMC calculation for 175 par-TagLE vi: QMC calculation of 100 particles in a three-diméarsal
ticles in a three-dimensional trap. We choose a trap with @rap. A lattice ofi5 15 15 was used. The parameters correspond
characteristic length, , = 8546 A. The trap was discretized to a,, = 8546 A anda, = 80 A. The quantities displayed are for
into al5 15 15 lattice, in a range that corresponds tgoer particle.
about5 g,. The scattering length is, =  22:4A. In
this regime the GP solution is a good approximation to the
exact ground-state wave function. We see that this is indeed QMC 24:687() 9:573(9) 11:933(5) 3:181(3) 99:80%
the case in TablgiV. The interaction energy is lowered in the GP 24922 9281 12:028 34612 100%
many-body calculation as expected. Interestingly, therex
potential energy is lower than in GP. Consistent with this, t

Type g.s.energyif i Weepi Hopi  cond.frac.
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VI. DISCUSSIONS The projection with Eq.(36) lowers the variational energy f
any initial 5 i and is stationary when iis the GP solution.
A. Connection between QMC and Gross-Pitaevskii projections ~ This is why GP is the best variational wave function that has
the form of a single permanent, and hence a reasonable trial

The QMC method we have presented allows us to go beVave function to use for most ofou.r QMC calculations..
yond mean-field and treat many-body effects. On the other 't iS also clear from the discussion above that the impor-
hand, it has a deep connection with the GP mean-field agNce sampling formalism allows us to have an optimal form
proach. Our approach uses an HS transformation which leadd HS transformation, in that the HS propaga#df” ™’ in-
to integrals of single-particle operators over auxilifigtds. ~ VOIVes only the difference:  v. In other words, although
The mean-field solution can be regarded as the leading terfi Ed: £f) we write the decomposition for the bare inter-
in the stationary-phase asymptotic expansion of the exact s Ction term, the importance sampling transformation effec
lution [35]. Our method evaluates this exact solution, \hic tively introduces a mean-field background based on the trial
is in the form of many-dimensional integrals, by Monte Carlo WaVve function and allows the HS to deal with only a residual

In this section we further comment on the formal connectiorflu@dratic interaction termg Y. _
between our importance-sampled QMC and the GP as done 10 Summarize, our QMC method reduces to GP if we eval-
by projection (the second of the two GP methods discussed iH2!€ the many-body propagator by the stationary-point ap-
subsection V). proximation, using only the centrmq of the Ga_ussmn. The
Let us reconsider the two-body propagator in the modifiedull method evaluates the many-dimensional integral over
AF transformation Eq/(25). Let us suppose that we are novipuXiliary-fields exactly by Monte Carlo. It captures the in-
taking our first Monte Carlo step, where our walkef is, and teraction and correla_\tlon effepts with a stochastic, ceher
we will also use the same wave functionas, i Following ensemble of mean-field solutions. The structure of the cal-

the discussion of the optimal choiceofin the same section, Cculation can be viewed as a superposition of the GP projec-
{Ii B, we know thatx = 0 is a stationary point with the choice 10ns that we have described. Our method therefore prowides
- way to systematically improve upon GP while using the same
p— P—h 7 i framework.
Xy = Vi —_—: (55)

* hji
We can approximate the integral in E{j.:(25) by the value of
the integrand ak = 0, which can be justified in the limit of

small . More explicitly,as ! 0, the Gaussian function i
plctty To Because of the structure of QMC as a superposition of GP

becomes the most rapidly varying term in the integrand. e ; .
exhibit the asymptotic befavior of this integral, we chatige projections, our method scales gracefully with system.size

As discussed in Set. IV B, the bulk of our method scales as

B. Computing

integration variable tg %, SO that the large parameter o ith the Slanificant dup f et Fast
1= appears in the Gaussian’s exponent: O M logM ), Wi € significant speedup Irom using ~as
Fourier transform. For example, the QMC calculation shown
L g (Lo vo) Za ev’i=2 @ o in TabIe.'_V_I required less than 8 hours on a single Alpha EV67
e’ =e : dy —P2—ey : processor. The 1024-sites QMC calculation shown in Table Il
Ny €

took about four hours to get good statistics, with very con-
The dominant contribution to the integral comes from theservative choices of and other convergence parameters.

maximum of the Gaussian function@t 0. The asymptotic It required about 1.3 gigabytes of memory, largely because
leading term of the importance-sampled many-body propagasf back-propagation path recording. In contrast, treatégl, f

tor is therefore: the latter problem would mean the diagonalization of a spars
P , Hermitian matrix containinggs  1¢**)2 elements. Although
e SR (56)  this can be reduced by exploiting symmetries, exact didgona

. _ o o ization of this problem is clearly not within reach with com-
whereK' is the one-body term in the original Hamiltonian. pyting capabilities in the foreseeable future.

Under this approximation, our random walk becomes deter- e typically use hundreds of walkers in our calculation.
ministic, needing only one walker. If for the next step we UseThe stochastic nature of QMC means the number of walkers
the updated wave functiof i to evaluate the newtvig in - fiyctuates due to branching and killing of walkers with very
Eq. (55), we obtain a self-consistent projection with 0oe  |arge and very small weights (see subsection IIl). The popu-
propagators. In fact, the one-body Hamiltonian in the expo1ation therefore must be controlled to ensure that it dogs no
nent of Eq. {56) is precisely the mean-field Hamlltoman_. Forgrow or decay too much, and that the walker weights have a
example, for Bose-Hubbard model the last two terms in thgeasonable distribution. Our method to control the pogarat

exponent lead to the GP mean-field potential is similar to that discussed in R&f.25.
X 1 We comment on the effect of the number of partiches,
v nifty  gni ¢ (57)  on scaling. Because of the use of IOR, the number of parti-
i cles does not enter in the propagation. It would then seem as

Apart from the factorel ~ 1)= which approaches unity in though the algorithm might have a super-scalingiin This
the limit of largeN , we have recovered the GP propagator.is not true, of course, since the projector ® depends on
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N . For example, the shift; has a factor ofi in front (see  treat strongly interacting fermion systems.
Appendix,A), and the local energy scales with As a result,

a smaller time-step must be used for larger The above ar-

guement suggests a linear reduction inasN is increased, Acknowledgments
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to select the range of to use. Extrapolations with separate
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9734041), ONR (grant NO0014-97-1-0049), and the Research
Corporation is gratefully acknowledged. SZ expresses his
gratitude to Prof.'s Ceperley and Richard Martin for theish
pitality during a sabbatical visit, where part of the worksva

In conclusion, we have presented a new auxiliary-fieldcarried out. We also thank the Center of Piezoelectric by De-
QMC algorithm for obtaining the many-body ground statesign (CPD), where part of our computing was performed.
of bosonic systems. The method, which is based upon the
field-theoretical framework and is essentially exact, fies
a means to treat interactions more accurately in many-body, ppENDIX A: IDENTICAL-ORBITAL REPRESENTATION
systems. Our method shares the same framework with the GP
approach, but captures interaction and correlation eff@ith
a stochastic ensemble of mean-field solutions. We have il-
lustrated our method in trapped and untrapped boson atom

ases in 1-, 2-, and 3-dimensions, using a real-space grid ; . :
g g P g atrix to represent a determinant, because the orbitalslmeus

single-particle basis which leads to a Bose-Hubbard mod wallv orth | Inthe b h this st
for these systems. We have demonstrated its ability to obtaiT utually orthogonal. in the boson case, however, tiSiestr
nis absent. The most general form of a many boson perma-

exact ground-state properties. We have also carried out tH® . Vet te. havi lexitpofi M !
GP mean-field calculations and compared the predictioris witNeNtis expensive to compute, having ComplexitpaN M ).

our exact QMC results. Our method is capable of handlingF_Ut we can choose '_[0 make all the orbitals identical. In ma-
large systems, thus providing the possibility to simulate- s rx Ia.nguage, we will have quy am -row .column vector.
tem sizes relevant to experimental situations. We expect th'Ve Will term this representatioientical-orbital representa-
method to complement GP and other approaches, and beco @n—IfORéEach mafr_1y|—dboslor;_ wav_? functlodn_t_ln IOR has the
a useful numerical and theoretical tool for studying trappe ormfo "‘;h_ rrr:e_an-tle b so_ukl)(l)n._ \3'10 COK‘A(':_KmStare ne.(t:.els'
atomic bosons, especially with the growing ability to tune t sary for this choice 1o beé viable in he QMC: that an ini a
interaction strengths experimentally and reach more gtyon trial wave function of this form is allowed and that successi
interacting regimes projections preserve the form. The only requirement for the

From the methodological point of view, more work remainséogg??é tt(r)w2(t)rlselsnggﬁ;-hb%\év?\éfgﬂggns(igtg I;Rd p{(l); Z?rgigz?f%-
to be done with the repulsive case to deal with the phase pro vard to show that Eq:_'(_12) holds for:ai in this form. More

lem. We have shown that our method as it stands can IOcom lex wave functions can always be generated by a linear
very useful for moderate interaction strengths. For steong comgination of such wave functio%s In ?act this is v>\l/hat we
interactions, our preliminary study indicates that the ggha accomplish through our Monte Carlo simulation,

less approximatiod_-LQZ], which eliminates the phase pmble | | . b f Lo
but introduces a systematic error, is very accurate fotescat h operator language, a singte-boson wave functiory i

ing lengths well into the Feshbach resonnance regime. We afe 9iven by

currently examining this more systematically to quantife t A o
extent of the bias. Because of the simplicity of these basoni ji= |y_y{Z_A§i Pi= Y Pi;
systems compared to electronic systems, they provide ah ide N

testbed, where for small sizes the problem is readily sabyed

: o P _
exact diagonalization. where Y ¢ . Inmatrix form,3 iwould bem N

A variety of applications are possible. The ground statematrix whose columns are identical. The overlap of two
of the Bose-Einstein condensates with both attractive end r such wave functions is given by

pulsive interatomic interactions can be studied for vagiou

teraction strengths, including the strongly interactiagime h ji=per T
reached by Fesbach resonance. They can also be studied in
different dimensions and under different conditions. Irtipa
ular, it would seem straightforward to generalize our pnése
framework to study rotations and vortices, since we are al
ready dealing with complex propagators and wave function
in the repulsive case. In addition, it will be interesting to
treat boson-fermion mixtures with our approach. As men- N _—

tioned, the auxiliary-field method is already widely used to h RJji=NIN (Y A )Y ) (A1)

C. Conclusion and Outlook

In this appendix we show that the matrix representation of
N -boson wave function in AFQMC can be made particu-
%rly simple. In fermion calculations, we must usedan N

=N )Yy

where the bold-phased symbolsand represent the single-
golumn vectors for and , respectively. Similarly, for any
one-body operatak,
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wherea is the matrix forX. The matrix element of a quartic free to slide, and the diffusive motion of the orbital’'s CM is
(two-body) operator is given by: no longer suppressed in the LAB frame. When we use the
usualtterm in the Hamiltonian in Eq:_(_ll3) to compute the ki-

I N 2
h Pobbji=NN N 1) 7 ) : netic energy, we obtain the totaf 1, in whichTo, Ko i
(A2) and the desiredt % are mixed. This leads to a spurious in-
crease in the estimate of the kinetic energy and consegquentl
APPENDIX B: DROPLET CENTER-OF-MASS the total energy. For example, thecorrected ground-state
CORRECTION energy for the system shown in Table Il would bel 887 (2)

with Hf'i = 2:092 (3); thus the total energy is overestimated
by 0.08 due to the contribution from, . Since we know the
nature of the CM motion, it is fairly straightforward to et

« and explicitly subtract it from the kinetic and total energy

1. Correcting the density broadening

To handle the droplet system given by the translationall a
. . ne drop y,- 9 yi C o Yestimates. Allowing the droplet to freely slide in the cddeu
invariant Hamiltonian in Eq.._(g‘oZ), an extra ingredient i€ne

essary in addition to the “basic” QMC algorithm that we havelion IS quivalent to having a spurious “propagater” =,
described. In a deterministic calculation, for example i G Whose effect on the wave function for the CM is described by
the motion of the center-of-mass (CM) can be simply elimi-the diffusion equation

nated by fixing it at the origin, as in Ed. _(53). In the QMC

calculation, however, the orbitals fluctuate as they ar@gro € e Ri )_ o L R; ):

gated byE x =), where the random fieldsare drawn from @ - '

a Gaussian probability density. Random noise will inewitab
cause the CM of the system to slide, undergoing a free diffu
sion whose average position is the origin.

Left unchecked, this spurious CM motion will lead to an
artificial broadening of the density profile. To correct for i .
in the density profile, we could simply shift the CM of every R=()i=b
walker back to the origin. However, the importance-sampled
propagator involves ratios of overlaps with the trial wawed- ~ We can obtairb by recording the quantityr 2 ( )i for a pe-
tionh . j i1, which would have to be corrected in the randomriod of time in the QMC simulation. The constaiis lin-
walk whenever a shift is made. early proportional tor,, . More specifically, the center-of-

Instead our solution to this diffusive motion is to let thiatr ~ mass Hubbard hopping parametgr can be extracted from
wave function slide along with the walkers. In other words, b
we rewrite the kinetic energy operator as

=T, + 1% (B1) tn = b=2: (B4)

Itis a well known property of such a diffusion process that th
averaged squared distange 2 ( )i grows linearly with the
(imaginary) time :

whereT., representsthe CM kinetic energy, afitthe inter-  This gives us the correct kinetic and total energies withioeit
nal kinetic energyn the CM frame. The total Hamiltonian is spurious center-of-mass motion:
given by

B = T + 1040 T + KO (82) H%= 1 B ol (B5a)

The quantities that we wish to compute are governed by the Hf %= K%+ Wpp s (B5b)
“internal” HamiltonianH °. SinceV involves only relative
coordinates among the particles, it commutes With ; or To conclude, there are two necessary modifications in the
more generally, QMC algorithm in order to treat quantum droplets which are

A A not confined:

o 7H %= 0 (B3)
In this way, the importance-sampled QMC propagationis de- 1. We let the trial wave function effectively “follow” the
termined byH °. The motion of the CM in each walker is QMC orbitals, by defining its CM with that of each
a separate free diffusion which is governedty, . In the QMC orbital.

random-walk process, we are now free to correct for the CM
motion by shifting the walkers back to the origin whenever 2. For each orbital, we keep track and accumulate all the

necessary. For consistency, this correction must be applie applied CM shifts in order to estimat& 2 ( )i This
both in the normal random walk and in the back-propagation gives us the fraction of CM kinetic energy through the
phase. constant, .

2. Separating the center-of-mass kinetic energy
These modifications in the QMC allows us to obtain the cor-

The moving trial wave function, however, poses a problenrect density profile and energies of a translationally-iraret
for the calculation of the kinetic energy. Now the orbitals a Hamiltonian.
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