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Abstract. This work discusses the solution of partial differential equations (PDEs)
using matrix product states (MPS). The study focuses on the search for the lowest
eigenstates of a Hamiltonian equation, for which five algorithms are introduced:
imaginary-time evolution, steepest gradient descent, an improved gradient descent,
an implicitly restarted Arnoldi method, and density matrix renormalization group
(DMRG) optimization. The first four methods are engineered using a framework
of limited-precision linear algebra, where operations between MPS and matrix
product operators (MPOs) are implemented with finite resources. All methods
are benchmarked using the PDE for a quantum harmonic oscillator in up to two
dimensions, over a regular grid with up to 22 points. Our study reveals that all MPS-
based techniques outperform exact diagonalization techniques based on vectors, with
respect to memory usage. Imaginary-time algorithms are shown to underperform any
type of gradient descent, both in terms of calibration needs and costs. Finally, Arnoldi-
like methods and DMRG asymptotically outperform all other methods, including exact
diagonalization, as problem size increases, with an exponential advantage in memory
and time usage.
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1. Introduction

Tensor network states (TNs) are a large family of quantum state representations which
use moderate classical resources—time and memory—to describe complex quantum
systems in scenarios of low entanglement. TNs have been successfully applied in the
study of quantum many-body physics [II, 2 B, 4, 5], approximating the low-energy
properties of quantum Hamiltonians [0} [7, 8, [0, [10], enabling the study of quantum phases
of matter |11} [12][13], or the simulation of spin, bosonic and fermionic systems in multiple
dimensions [14), 15 [16, 17, 18, 19l 20, 21]. The expressivity and efficiency of TNs have
made them ideal tools to develop new quantum-inspired algorithms that solve a large
variety of non-quantum problems. These applications include machine learning [22]—
e.g. unsupervised and supervised learning for the classification of images [23, 24|, 25, 26],
generative modeling [26], 27 28], reinforcement learning [29] 30], or the use of quantum
circuits based on TNs to machine learning tasks [31]—, the improvement of optimization
algorithms [32, B3] and, more recently, the development of novel approaches to large
numerical analysis problems [34].

Almost all TNs algorithms use these structures in variational schemes, many of
which translate to finding the lowest energy eigenstates of some Hermitian operator
H. The first TN algorithm for this task is the density matriz renormalization group
(DMRG) [9,10]. This algorithm can be interpreted as a local optimization of the tensors
in a matrix product state (MPS), sweeping various times over the whole system, until
convergence [35, 136, 37]. A popular alternative to DMRG is solving the imaginary-time
evolution problem 0y [¢)) = —H [¢), a task which is facilitated when the Hamiltonian is
local and one may apply time-evolving block decimation (TEBD) algorithm [0}, [7, ] for
a repeatedly local update of the matrix product state. Imaginary-time evolution can be
upgraded through the time-dependent variational principle (TDVP) [38, 39, 4], or by
combining DMRG-like methods with Taylor, Padé and Arnoldi approximations of the
evolution operator [40)], 41].

In this work, we revise the problem of operator diagonalization with TNs in
the context of quantum-inspired algorithms for numerical analysis [34]. In these
applications, sophisticated, highly non-local matrix product operators (MPO) can
represent partial differential equations (PDEs), while MPS or other TNs are used for
representing the solution of those equations. Focusing on a multidimensional harmonic
oscillator with squeezing, we study the four TNs techniques that can be most easily
applied to solving static PDEs: (i) imaginary-time evolution, (ii) gradient-descent type
methods, (iii) linear algebra approximate diagonalization techniques, and (iv) state-of-
the-art DMRG-like optimization of the tensors. Methods (i)-(iii) are all implemented in
a framework of approximate linear algebra, where MPS encode vectors and MPO encode
matrices, and matrix-vector products and vector-sum operations can be implemented
as fast, efficient optimization problems. In this framework, we find that imaginary-
time evolution algorithms are more costly than a simple gradient descent, in terms of
those elementary MPO-MPS operations. Moreover, we find that gradient descent can
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be upgraded to work in a Krylov basis of arbitrary size, formulating a variant of the
Arnoldi diagonalization method that outperforms methods (i) and (ii), even in scenarios
of limited precision. Finally, in comparing all methods with DMRG, we find that,
while the latter performs exponentially better in single-shot experiments, the Arnoldi
methods perform just as well if a renormalization strategy is applied—that is, solving the
same problem with increasing size—and can be generalized to MPOs of greater depth.
This study, therefore, establishes Arnoldi diagonalization as a powerful technique that
can address large-scale optimization problems, not only in quantum-inspired numerical
analysis but also possibly in other many-body and quantum chemistry applications.

The structure of the manuscript is as follows. Section [2] introduces the field of
quantum numerical analysis, motivating the efficient encoding of partial differential
equations and functions as MPO and MPS. Section [3|discusses the benchmark problem—
solving a harmonic oscillator with squeezing in multiple dimensions—and the methods
to solve it. These include different implementations of imaginary-time evolution (Section
3.1)), methods for approximate diagonalization based on gradient descent (Section
and improved gradient descent (Section [3.2.2)), and finally an Arnoldi-like method with
implicit restart (Section . We analyze the performance of these methods in
Section [4] and benchmark them using the one-dimensional quantum harmonic oscillator
PDE, concluding the superiority of approximate diagonalization over imaginary-time
evolution. Finally, in Section |5l we compare the best methods with DMRG, over a large-
scale 2D problem, providing evidence of the advantages of quantum-inspired methods,
as well as the best strategies to implement them. Finally, in Section [0] we draw the
conclusions from this work and outline future research lines.

2. Quantum-inspired numerical analysis

Quantum computers have been proposed as a viable platform to solve complex numerical
analysis in a scalable way. For example, it has been shown how PDEs can be solved
using both fault-tolerant [42], 43 44, [45] and noisy-intermediate scale quantum (NISQ)
algorithms [46], 47, 48, 149, 50, 5I]. These are algorithms that benefit both from an
efficient compression of data into the quantum computer—the quantum register encodes
highly differentiable functions with a precision that increases exponentially with the
number of qubits—, and the intrinsic speed-up of quantum algorithms such as phase
estimation or matrix inversion. However, despite this algorithmic progress, the fact
is that contemporary quantum computers have insufficient accuracy to encode even
rather simple problems [47]. It therefore makes sense to look back at the progress in
these quantum algorithms and understand what strategies can be reused in a classical,
quantum-inspired scenario—in particular, with tensor-network methods in mind.
There is a growing body of literature that explores the encoding and solution of
numerical problems using tensor networks of various types. In particular, matrix product
states (MPS) [I]—also known as tensor trains in applied mathematics—have been used
to solve parabolic PDEs [52, 53], parametric PDEs combined with the Galerkin method
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and Karhunen-Loeéve expansion [54] 55], high-dimensional nonlinear PDEs [56] using the
functional tensor train (FTT) representation [57], Hamilton Jacobi Bellman equations
[58, B9, 60], [61), [62], the Schrédinger equation using a gradient-descent algorithm [63],
among others. The FTT [57] stands out as an effective representation technique. Other
interesting TNs techniques for PDEs are the combination of Chebyshev interpolation and
spectral differentiation with low-rank tensor approximations to solve multidimensional
PDEs [64], or the use of automatic differentation [65].

In this section, we motivate a particular encoding of numerical analysis problems
using quantum registers and quantum operators, which can be upgraded to treat
numerous problems both in the quantum and quantum-inspired scenarios [34]. We
cover the representation of continuous functions using qubits (Section , and
the representation of potential and differential operators (Section as linear
transformations of those quantum states. In a natural way, we also discuss how the
representation in terms of quantum states and operators may be transformed into a
representation in terms of MPS and MPOs, which can be more efficiently manipulated
in a classical computer, and become the basis of quantum-inspired algorithms (Section

4).

2.1. Representation of functions

Our representation of continuous functions using quantum registers is inspired by Refs.

[66], 67]. Given a d-dimensional function f(x) = f(z1,21,...,2q), defined over intervals
x; € |a;, b;) of size L, = |b; —a;|, i =1,...,d, we discretize each dimension x; using 2™
points,

avgs)—al—l—sle 0, (1)

The grid positions xg on the discretization grid are labeled by a set of integer s; €
{0,1,...,2" —1}, each of them encoded using n; qubits out of a quantum register. This
allows us to store the discretized function {f(xs)} as the wavefunction of the quantum
register,

’ f(n)

Nm Zf xs) [s) . (2)

up to a normalization factor N 7, and where n =Y. n,.
This representation in position space can also be transformed into a representation
in frequency or momentum space using the multidimensional quantum Fourier transform

(QFT) operator F
7 =2 T s) ﬂ—nz TR (x) [8) = F W), ()

{37, {81

with

(ns) 2T S; for 0 < s; < 2mi71,
pi slv = ] X . . (4)
»Si sz(nl)Qni — 2™ otherwise.
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Figure 1. (a) Diagrammatic representation of an MPS with open boundary
conditions. (b) Scalar product (£]1) of two states |¢) ,|¢) in the MPS representation.
(¢) Contraction of an MPS and an MPO.

When expressed on the basis of qubit states, the states introduced above |f™)
and | f(")) both require an exponentially large number of parameters. This may be
a problem in a quantum computer, if the generation of those parameters requires
exponentially many operations, and is always a problem in classical algorithms, because
of the exponentially growing time and memory requirements. Fortunately, if the function
is differentiable enough, it will have a small entanglement content [34], satisfying an area
law, and becoming amenable to a tensor network representation.

The MPS representation we use is sketched in Figure (a). The exponentially many
coefficients of the wavefunction are recovered by contracting a set of tensors

’w> = Z Z(AzcllAle,OézAzg,ag R AZJX]_l,aN) ‘81> ® ‘82> ® ® |SN> ‘ (5)

{k} {a}
Each tensor A% , =~ € C?*PrxDrt1 has a bounded size, with dimensions Dy, that
depend on the entanglement content. Provided this is kept under bounds, the whole

representation requires only polynomial many resources O(N x 2 x D?).

2.2. Representation of operators

The encoding of functions in the quantum register induces a similar representation
for operators acting on those functions. The most common linear operators include
multiplication by some other function and differentiation. The multiplication by a
continuous function V(x) is a diagonal operator in the position basis

V(EM) =) V(x)|s)(s|. (6)

{si}
Differential operators of any order become diagonal operators in Fourier space
D(—iV):=F ') D(p)|s)(s| F. (7)

{si}
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Finite differences are a popular alternative to the spectral differentiation method, which
avoids the cost of the QFT. Building on finite-order approximations of derivatives,

Of(x) f(x+ Aze;) — f(x — Azge;)

2

one creates first and second-order derivate operators as linear combinations of
displacements ST on the quantum register [34]

1 R R
n)y ~ + _ 4 (n)
0,,1) = 53— (S5 =87) 15, (10)
1 R .
2 r()\ ~ _— + - _ (n)
ORI = 5 (87487 -2) ™). (11)

Just as we require MPS for compressing the wavefunction representation, the linear
operators for potentials and derivatives can be encoded using tensor-network methods.
Given a linear operator that has exponentially many coefficients in the qubit basis

O=) 03 [s1,cesn) (st sl (12)
S5k,S),
its matrix product operator (MPO) representation is a contraction of rank-4 tensors,

0= Z Z Wsll’siWSi’;,z...W;g’slN |S1, -y Sn)(S], -y Syl - (13)

Sk»S), B

Each tensor W;:;’ZH has two physical indices, relating the qubit degrees of freedom s
and s, and two internal indices, 3, and Sj41, that carry information about correlations.
When these correlations are small and independent of the problem size N, the complete
MPO requires only polynomially many components to be described O(N x 2 x D?).

@) (b)

1= Doy
i
51 Sk SN
| | |
X, =a-+ AI2N7151 55115'1 @— X5 = AIL’QNikSk 55101% @— XN | = Axsy 6SN‘5'N
| | |
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Figure 2. MPO elements for the 1D & operator with D = 2. The figure depicts the
non-zero tensors’ element of the MPO. Middle tensors (b) are rank-4 tensors, while
the first (a) and last (c) tensor have rank-3. If the tensor is equal to a delta function
it is represented as a straight line.
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Computing exactly the tensors for a generic linear operator is an exponentially
costly task. However, there exist finite-size, simple definitions for many operators, such
as the Fourier transform F, the differential operators D(—iV) and the S* introduced
above. For instance, as shown in Figure [2| the position operator & over a given set
of qubits uses tensors with bond dimension D = 2. This operator can be used as a
primitive to implement V' (x) or D(—iV). Similar representations are found for 5%, see
[34]. In general, we expect that a generalization of the T T-cross approximation can be
used to extrapolate some operators only using a polynomially large set of their elements
[68].

2.3. Finite-precision linear algebra

We can complete the MPS and MPO representations for vectors and operators in a
function space, with operations that allow us to implement linear algebra algorithms.
The first operations are the scalar product between states (1[¢) (Figure [I{b)) and the
matrix elements of an operator between possibly different states (¢|O[£). When 1), £
and O are expressed as tensor networks, these operations become contractions of quasi-
2D arrangements of tensors. These contractions—which enable us to compute distances
between vectors and projections and transformations of states—are stable if the MPS
and MPO are in canonical form, and are only limited by the finite precision of the
computer.

While scalar products are numerically exact operations, computing the action of
an MPO onto a state O [¢) (Figure [Ifc)) or estimating a linear combination of two
vectors « [1) + 5 |€) are tasks that, when implemented naively, can lead to a polynomial
increase in the tensors sizes. We address this in a canonical way, defining these problems
as optimization tasks, searching for the MPS that has a bounded tensor size, and which
best approximates either computation. As described in [Appendix A] we minimize the
distance to

|0) = argming \,,, [I16) — O}, (14)
or to

6) = argminge s, [[16) — o [¥0) = BIEI", (15)
with the space Mp of MPS with bounded resources D.

As described below, the solution of these nonlinear optimization problems enables
us to implement a finite-precision linear algebra approximation to many other tasks:
from estimating time evolution of states under continuous equations, to implementing
gradient descent or approximate diagonalization of Hermitian operators. While similar
strategies have been developed in the context of DMRG [40], a crucial difference is
in that the optimizations described above the states under consideration do not share
any tensors with the target states, O[¢), [¢) or |£). This means that we can, using L
matrix product states of bond-dimension D, implement an optimization that in DMRG
would require environments of size L x D and operations that scale as L? times worse,
in general [41].



Global optimization of MPS in quantum-inspired numerical analysis 8

2.4. Benchmark problem

In the sections below, we explore various algorithms to solve static PDEs of Hamiltonian
type, searching for the function f(x) that satisfies

[D(=iV) + V(x)]f (%) = Eof(x), (16)

where Ej is the lowest eigenvalue of the Hamiltonian operator H = D(—iV) + V (x).
In this work, we will explore algorithms for solving using harmonic oscillator
potentials as benchmark problems

1 1

Some benchmarks will be done in one dimension, where A = w? gives the frequency of the
fundamental mode. However, more generally, we will study two-dimensional problems
where the matrix A contains some degree of correlation. In this case, the matrix is a
two-dimensional squeezed harmonic oscillator, rotated an angle # and squeezed a factor
Omin/Omax, Where

1/od 0
A=07( max 0l 18
with the orthogonal transformation
cos(f)  sin(0)
00 = ) 19
() ( —sin(f) cos(0) (19)
For this matrix, the ground state energy is given by
1 1 1
P — — . 2
0079 <U2 + o? ) (20)

As we will see below, despite the apparent simplicity of the problem, which is gapped,

classical methods require an effort to compute the ground state f(x) and the eigenenergy
Ey that scales exponentially with the problem discretization size. The use of DMRG
in the context of finding the lowest eigenfunction of a single particle complex potentials
was also explored in [69] [70]

3. Hamiltonian diagonalization algorithms

In this section, we explore and re-engineer a spectrum of optimization algorithms,
designed to find the lowest eigenvalue of a Hermitian operator and solve the quantum-
inspired version of the PDE introduced above . The first methods introduced are
based on imaginary-time evolution [6] [7, 8, [71], and they seek the ground state of the
problem by small evolution times in a dissipative equation. We derive methods for
imaginary-time evolution that are better suited for non-local problems, and which are
based on a finite-precision linear algebra approach—i.e. reimplementations of Euler,
Runge-Kutta and other Taylor expansions of the evolution operator. We then describe
methods that directly address the energy functional, minimizing it through gradient
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search. By upgrading a gradient descent algorithm, we connect these techniques to
Arnoldi diagonalizations, in which the eigenvalues are sought using not one direction,
but a Krylov subspace of fixed dimension. We discuss how these algorithms can
be interpreted under the light of optimization methods, and thus implemented in a
numerically stable way in a context of finite precision.

3.1. Imaginary-time evolution

Imaginary-time evolution implies the solution of a Schrodinger equation in which the
change of variables ¢t — (—i/3) has been performed

Op [ () = —H |¢) - (21)

For a non-degenerate Hamiltonian with a gapped spectrum, the normalization of the
solution to this equation gives the solution to our Hamiltonian problem (16))

, 1
| fo) = BIEEOW [(B)) (22)

for any initial condition |¢(0)) that has a nonzero overlap with the solution |fy). This
may be seen from the expansion of the evolved state in the basis of eigenstates of the
Hamiltonian {f,}

[W(B)) =Y e on). (23)

Here, all states with energies E,, > FE, attenuate exponentially faster than the desired
state, which is the only one surviving in the limit 8 — oo after normalization.

Formally, is solved by the evolution operator U(3) = e ##. In practice, the
computation of [¢)(5)) is implemented by repeated application of some linear operator
that approximates U(Af) for brief periods of time. This is even more relevant in
scenarios where the MPO representation of H may be efficient, but its exponential may
have an exponential bond dimension [3].

Since we are focused on MPOs with long range and possibly multiple layers of
tensors (see for instance the QFT MPO in [34]), we will focus on algorithms that can
be approximated using the finite-precision linear algebra techniques described above. In
particular, we will compare four explicit methods that construct Taylor approximations
of the evolution operator at discrete times ¥y, = ¥(Fy)

(i) Euler method. This is an explicit, first-order Taylor approximation of the
evolution, with an error O(Af) and simple update with a fixed time-step [ =
kx AS

Yo =v(Po), (24)
Y1 = Y — ABH Yy, for k=0,1,...,N — 1.
(ii) Improved Euler or Heun method. This is a second order, fixed-step explicit
method which uses two matrix-vector multiplications to achieve an error O(A3?)

wk—i-l = wk — % [Ul + H(lpk - Aﬂvl)] ,With (25)

U1 = H’g/}k
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(iii) Fourth-order Runge-Kutta method. This popular algorithm achieves an error
O(AB*) using four matrix-vector multiplications and four linear combinations of
vectors

A
Yey1 = x + 76(111 + 2vy + 2v3 + vy), with (26)

(%1 = _H¢k7
A
vy =-—H <¢k + 7601) )

v =-—-H <¢k + %02) )

v = —H (Y + APv;) .

(iv) Runge-Kutta-Fehlberg method. This is an adaptative Runge-Kutta method
[72] that combines the fifth and fourth order Runge-Kutta methods to find the
error at each step, obtaining a method of order O(A3*) with an error estimator
of order O(Af®) used to tune AB. Good convergence requires a good initial step
size. Moreover, the theoretical cost of Runge-Kutta-Fehlberg (RKF) starts with
six evaluations of matrix-vector multiplication, plus repetitions of evolution steps
when the step size is rejected.

Higher-order methods, while approximating the imaginary-time evolution with lower
errors, also require a larger number of evaluations. Understanding how many operations,
and how many integration steps, is crucial to decide among all methods. These cost
considerations also led us to discard implicit methods—e.g. an Euler implicit formula,
(1 4+ AB/2H)Yr1 = (1 — AB/2)Hipp—which, even though can be implemented using
solvers [34], they have a very large and very uncontrolled cost per step.

Another important consideration of all explicit methods is stability. These methods
approximate U(Af) for a short evolution step, in a way in which it is intrinsically
unstable. To be more precise, the eigenvalues of the approximate transformation
W,(AB) ~ U(AB) + O(AS™) deviate from the contracting limit [A(W,,)| £ 1. Thus,
when Af is not well calibrated, a repeated application of the integration rule will lead to
a blow-up of the eigenstates that we wish to exponentially attenuate. In[Appendix B|we
present a discussion of this limitation and the stability of the imaginary-time evolution
methods.

There are alternative imaginary-time evolution techniques, such as using the
Suzuki-Trotter approximation to separately apply the potential V' (x) and the differential
D(—iV) terms [73] operators. However, this approximation is only useful if the
separate application of the operators is more efficient, which is not the case for our
non-local MPOs. Other possibilities are the application of second-order differencing
or Chebyshev polynomial expansion as propagation schemes for the time-dependent
Schrodinger equation [73] or the use of real-time evolution techniques [7]. These time
evolution methods have also been combined with the DMRG method [9, [10] leading to
time-dependent DMRG methods, enhancing the TEBD techniques [74], 35]. Finally, the
implementation of Runge-Kutta methods to approximate the time evolution within the
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DMRG algorithm [75] has also been studied. These Runge-Kutta methods, together
with other approximations of the evolution such as Padé, Arnoldi, or Lanczos methods,
have also been implemented for Matrix Product State variational ansatz (vMPS)
algorithms [41].

3.2. Approximate diagonalization methods

Imaginary-time evolution is designed to solve the imaginary-time equation. The fact
that the solution converges to the ground state of the problem is a lucky and useful
accident. However, we can find better optimization strategies by directly addressing the
energy functional associated to the equation we want to solve

fo = argmin,, E[y] = % (27)

Given this formulation of the problem, we can now devise various strategies to engineer
a trajectory |1(f3)) that aims at minimizing E[], such as the steepest gradient descent,
the momentum gradient descent, or the adaptative gradient algorithm (AdaGrad) [76].

3.2.1.  Gradient descent Our first proposal is to use the steepest gradient descent
optimization method, updating our estimate of the solution along the direction of fastest
energy decrease

oF

¢k+1:¢k+A55w-

The step AS < 0, known as the learning rate in machine learning, determines how

(28)

far we move along the direction of the functional gradient g—i. For a normalized state
|1(5)), the functional derivative of the energy has an analytical expression

oF
i (H — (H)I)ip, (29)
giving us a closed algorithm for the function’s update.

Note that similar techniques have been used in other areas, such as MPS-based
machine learning [77, [78, 32]. However, while in machine learning the learning rate
Ap is a meta-parameter of the algorithm, with delicate tuning, our functional admits
an exact choice that eagerly optimizes the cost functional at each step. The optimum
step is computed by substituting the update rule in the cost functional , and
minimizing analytically it with respect to Ag,

((H — (HN)D)*) — {(H — (N)D)*)* + 4((H — (H)1)*)*
2((H — (H)T)?) '

Compared to the imaginary-time evolution, the steepest descent algorithm provides

A = (30)

us with automatic calibration of the solution’s update, which aims directly at the ground
state. Besides this, compared to DMRG [9, [10], this type of steepest descent is a global
update of the MPS that can be easily implemented with MPS linear algebra techniques,
adaptable to very sophisticated MPOs.
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3.2.2. Improved gradient descent The update rule is a particular case of a more
general update that involves moving on the plane spanned by the previous solution v
and the derivative £ = Hy

VY1 = V¥ + v1€. (31)

In the steepest descent vg = 1—ApS (H) and v; = A, but we can improve this algorithm

by searching the optimal vector v = (

Vo, v1) that minimizes the total cost function.
Fortunately, the average energy on this two-dimensional subspace has a simple

expression, given by the ratio of two quadratic forms

'U]L v
Bl = Blo) = 222, (32)

with Hermitian matrices

A (W) WIHE  _( @IHW) (@) )
(ElHY) (€lHle) WIH2) (]H ) )

N ( (W) (wle) ) :< (W) (W) ) (34)

(€lv)y  (€l6) (WIH[Y) (WIH?Y)
The critical points of the cost function (32) satisfy
oF 1
= Av — E(v)Nv) = 0.
= = (Av— B(v)Nv) =0 (3)
This is a generalized eigenvalue equation
Av = ANw, (36)

where the minimum eigenvalue A = E(v) gives the optimal energy for the k-th step,
and the associated direction v provides the steepest descent on the plane.

This generalized eigenvalue problem can be solved analytically or numerically,
giving us both a new estimate of the energy and a new state |¢;;1). Unlike the gradient
descent, the cost of each step is dominated by the computation of the three expectation

values (H),(H?) and (H?®), plus the linear combination of MPS (31

3.2.8. Arnoldi iteration The improved gradient descent is a nonlinear optimization
on a two-dimensional Krylov space, spanned by Ko := lin{|¢y), H |[¢x)}. We
can improve on this method by enlarging the size of the Krylov basis ) =
lin{|yw), H |Wr) ..., HE71 [¢h) }, implementing an Arnoldi-like diagonalization method
[79). Just like in Section [3.2.2] the goal is to construct two matrices A and N that
keep track of the matrix elements of the Hamiltonian operator, and the scalar products
between Krylov vectors. Solving the generalized eigenvalue equation (36) provides a
vector v € CF with which to compute the next approximation to the problem ;.

Unlike conventional Arnoldi or Lanczos methods, we have to work in a scenario of
limited precision. This means that we cannot construct a perfectly orthogonal basis, or
orthogonalize a set of existing Krylov vectors in MPS form—any linear combination of
MPS is subject to some truncation and rounding errors—. The solution to this is to
keep track of the scalar products of the basis in a separate matrix V.
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However, there are other strategies from iterative methods that can be reused. In
particular, we implement the Arnoldi iteration with an implicit restart technique. In our
approach, the algorithm starts with one vector vy, and progressively we grow the Krylov
basis Iy from L = 1 up to a size which may be either L., or a smaller size, if we
detect that the approximate Krylov vector H% |¢}) is not exactly linearly independent
of the others, i.e.; the matrix N becomes singular for size L + 1. At this point, we solve
the generalized eigenvalue problem and use the best eigenstate as [1gy1).

Lanczos and Arnoldi methods have been previously applied to MPS states in
different frameworks. These methods, in combination with DMRG, are useful to
compute dynamical correlations functions [80], a technique later improved by the
introduction of an adaptive Lanczos-vector method [81, 82]. Lanczos and Arnoldi
methods have also been used within the context of the variational DMRG algorithm
[40], [41] for the evolution of one-dimensional quantum states. All these frameworks
focused principally in DMRG-like methodologies, potentially requiring MPS of a larger
bond dimension than the techniques presented here. On the same spirit as in this work,
one must remark a complementary technique, which is the use of Chebyshev filters
expansions [83] as iterative schemes that enable approximate diagonalization around
regions of the spectrum.

4. Method calibration and comparison

In this section, we compare the methods presented in Sections|3.1|and characterizing
their performance and practical cost. This study uses as benchmark the one-dimensional
quantum harmonic oscillator PDE , discretized using a finite-differences method of
order 2, over a spatial interval [—L/2, L/2] with L = 10, and a symmetric choice of
points around x = 0.

As figures of merit for the benchmark, we compare four values against the exact
ones obtained from the finite difference solution of the problem for the same interval
and discretization: (i) the difference between the energy obtained by the method E,,prox
and the one from an exact diagonalization Fj

€= |E0 - Eapprox|7 (37)

(i) the 1-norm distance of the approximated solution ©,pprox to the numerically exact
ground state ¢

[P0 = Yapproxll; - (38)
(iii) the infidelity with respect to g

1= F =1=[{oltapprox)| (39)
and (iv) the standard deviation of the energy on the final state,

o=+/(H? — (H)2. (40)

As mentioned before, different algorithms have a different cost in terms of expensive
MPS operations. Thus, rather than compare simulations in terms of steps, we compare
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Figure 3. Evolution of the figures of merit versus number of expensive MPS-MPS and
MPO-MPS operations, when solving the one-dimensional quantum harmonic oscillator
PDE over the interval « € [-L/2, L/2], with L = 10, using a discretization with n = 8
qubits and Az = L/(2™ — 1). We plot (a) the absolute error ¢ in the estimation of the
eigenvalue (37)), (b) the norm-1 distance and (d) infidelity with respect to
the numerically exact solution, and (c) the standard deviation of the Hamiltonian

over the computed eigenstate.

them in terms of a rescaled cost ¢, = C' x k, where C'is the number of MPS combinations
and MPO-MPS multiplications of each algorithm, and £ is the steps so far executed. The
factors C' are displayed in Table [1] for all imaginary-time and diagonalization methods.

Buler POV R ge Kutta RKEF PN p Aol
Euler descent
Cost 7 14 28 3 13 [6(ny — 2) + 13]/(ny — 1)

Table 1. Cost factors C of the numerical methods.

Figure 3] illustrates the four metrics as a function of the number of operations
performed, when solving a harmonic oscillator with an 8-qubit discretization, and no
bounds on the MPS size. This comparison is biased towards favoring the imaginary-time
evolution methods, because we use as time step A an optimal value, without including
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Figure 4. Computational cost of each algorithm, to estimate the Hamiltonian’s lowest
eigenvalue with an error below 10~!°, when solving one-dimensional harmonic
oscillator over the interval x € [—L/2,L/2], with L = 10 and a discretization of n
qubits, Ax = L/(2" —1).

the cost of this calibration in the analysis. Since all metrics exhibit similar behaviors,
we will focus on the error in the estimation of the energy ¢, a metric whose lowest value
is obtained for the implicitly restarted Arnoldi method with n, = 3.

We can reinterpret the same data, studying the cost to reach a given error in
the energy. Figure |4 explores the growth in the cost of all algorithms, for an error
tolerance ¢ < 1071°, as a function of the number of qubits in the discretization.
All the imaginary-time evolution algorithms perform worse than the approximate
diagonalization techniques, except the Euler method, which seems on par with the
improved gradient descent (or Arnoldi with n, = 2). However, the Euler method
requires extra fine-tuning since one need to find the optimum Ap. In our analysis, we
have neglected the cost of such extra fine-tuning step. Since approximate diagonalization
methods do not require any fine-tuning, we thus conclude that they constitute the best
overall choice for solving PDEs in a quantum-inspired way.



Global optimization of MPS in quantum-inspired numerical analysis 16

Arnoldi (n, = 3)

7 - 100 === 1070 == oM 81 %,
1074\ 108 —-e- 10712 NE .
- N .,
N S
W ‘E‘\.:‘~ _________________________ H 6 Nemermramneme *’.
101 )\ =
g
N N,
e v e et e e et s 51 '\.\
10713
(a) L B
0 1000 2000 3000 1071 1071 10
Steps Tolerance

Figure 5. Error in the estimation of the energy e for different truncation
tolerances in the MPS-MPS and MPO-MPS operations, for an Arnoldi diagonalization
with n, = 3 vectors and a discretization of n = 8 qubits. NE stands for numerically
exact, indicating that the truncation tolerance is the machine precision of floating point
operations.

The simulations in Figures [3] and [ were derived using MPS with arbitrary bond
dimension, where the truncation tolerance is set to the machine’s floating point precision,
i.e., they are numerically exact (NE). Figure [5|(a) shows that the methods remain stable
when we impose more strict truncation tolerances. A consequence of this reduction of
precision is also a reduction in the final error in the energy by a comparable magnitude.
However, the bond dimensions are also decreased, as shown in Figure [5[(b). This reveals
that the eigenvalue structure of the highly-differentiable functions is very favorable, and
possibly formed by exponentially decaying Schmidt numbers, which justifies the good
precision in the final computation.

5. Benchmark: squeezed harmonic oscillator

The simulations in the previous section were intentionally small, focusing on the
comparison between the MPS methods developed before. In this section we move to
larger problems, comparing the best method so far—the Arnoldi diagonalization—to two
state-of-the-art methods: (i) open-source Arnoldi and Lanczos diagonalization packages
(ARPACK [84] and Primme [85], 86]), and (ii) a DMRG-like algorithm [87] which seeks
the ground state through a local optimization of the MPS—which is possible because
the finite-differences MPO representation of the PDE is small. As benchmarks, we use
much larger problems, solving the two-dimensional quantum harmonic oscillator ,
with a rotation angle § = 7/4 and a large squeezing omin/0max = 0.5, both of which
increase the entanglement needs of the MPS function representation [34].

Since we do not have access to the intermediate steps of the open-source libraries,
we can only study the convergence of the energy for our Arnoldi method and our DMRG
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Figure 6. Error in the approximation of the ground state energy ¢ with the number
of steps for the squeezed harmonic oscillator with n = 9 qubits per dimension.

code. Figure [0] shows the decrease in the energy approximation error € as a function of
the algorithmic steps, for a problem discretized with n = 9 qubits per dimension. We
observe that both the DMRG and Arnoldi methods obtain low errors, but the Arnoldi
iteration needs more steps to converge. This is not intrinsic to the use of MPS, but it is
a consequence of the Arnoldi algorithm itself, as confirmed by implementing the same
computation with vectors instead of MPS. The minor discrepancies between MPS and
vectors can be attributed to the MPS truncation tolerance of 1071%, which is slightly
above the processor’s intrinsic precision.

Figures [7(a)-(b) present a more detailed comparison that takes into account the
relative costs, measured in comparison to the DMRG solution with n = 3 qubits
per dimension. Now, the ”vectors” algorithm refers to the state-of-the-art Arnoldi
algorithms in Arpack and Primme, both of which provide very similar metrics. The
time required by the MPS methods outperforms asymptotically the execution time of
the vector implementation (see figure [7j(a)), which can be explained by exponential
growth in memory for the vector representation, as compared to the bounded needs of
the MPS states (see memory costs in figure [7|(c)). Notably, in this problem in which the
MPO is very simple and does not have a large depth, the DMRG algorithm outperforms
all other methods, converging to the final solution in less steps and less time, and using
exponentially less memory.

We interpret this speed-up as a consequence of the renormalization steps implicit
in DMRG. Remember that DMRG solves the problem ”locally” in the tensor
representation, minimizing a quadratic representation of the energy functional with
respect to pairs of neighboring tensors. Mathematically this means that DMRG, when
sweeping from site 0 up to site 2n-1 is solving the problem along the X and the Y
directions, starting with the longest length scales first, and refining the solution within
each sweep, and between consecutive sweeps.
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Motivated by the DMRG success, we have repeated our simulations, but now using
the solution with n, after interpolation, as a better starting point for the problem

with n + 1 qubits per dimension (see [Appendix D| for the interpolation algorithm). In
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Figure [a) we observe the errors for each method. All Arnoldi and Lanczos methods
exhibit comparable accuracies, which are slightly surpassed by the DMRG optimization.
However, now the MPS Arnoldi method becomes competitive with DMRG in terms
of execution time, and has better asymptotic behavior than the vector-based Arnoldi
methods—which exhibit exponential growth in time to solution, due to the unavoidable
exponential growth in the memory required to store the intermediate vectors.

6. Conclusions

This work has explored the solution of partial differential equations of Hamiltonian
form using quantum-inspired algorithms, where functions and operators are encoded as
MPS and MPOs. Focusing on the search of ground-states of Hamiltonian PDEs, we have
developed four algorithms based on imaginary-time evolution, steepest gradient descent,
improved nonlinear gradient descent and Arnoldi diagonalization. These methods have
been compared over large problems with DMRG optimization of the functions encoded in
MPS, and with state-of-the-art exact diagonalization techniques (Arpack and Primme)
that work with vector representations of the problem.

The main conclusion is that all tensor-network based algorithms work adequately
and exhibit exponential advantages in memory over vector representations of the same
numerical analysis problems. Among TN methods, we find a surprising result, which
is that imaginary-time evolution is less efficient than a self-calibrated gradient descent,
when one considers the cost of operations. Moreover, gradient descent can be improved,
including multiple states in the optimization, developing an implicitly restarted Arnoldi
method that is stable under the finite precision MPS algebra. We also find that
for problems where the PDE can be encoded in a small MPO, DMRG excels at the
optimization of the state. Arnoldi-like methods can achieve a comparable performance
to DMRG and generalize to much more complex MPOs with the use of interpolation.
And all MPS-based diagonalization techniques perform exponentially better than vector-
based methods also in time.

Indeed, a particularly relevant aspect of the evolution and optimization algorithms
explained in this work is that they are based on a general framework of approximate
MPS-MPS and MPO-MPS operations. This framework is flexible and enables working
with long-range interactions. Given the good performance exhibited in this work, we
believe that these methods will become useful also in the study of many-body physics
problems, joining other techniques used for long-range interactions, such as Chebyshev
expansions [88], the generalized TDVP algorithm [89] [90], the MPO W method [71],
or the variational uniform matrix product state (VUMPS) [01] algorithm, that combines
the DMRG and MPS tangent space concepts.

This work also opens many different paths for optimization and generalization. A
rather obvious speedup would come from the parallelization of the MPS linear algebra
operations (e.g. linear combinations) or the construction of the Krylov basis in the
Arnoldi methods. These algorithms may also be improved in terms of precision and
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stability, extended to other tasks, such as diagonalization in other areas of the spectrum,
computation of excited states, or the inclusion of symmetries. The precision of the
quantum-inspired representation may also be enhanced, replacing finite differences with
Fourier interpolation [34] and an exponentially more efficient encoding of derivative
operators [47]. Finally, as described in , the techniques put forward in
this work can be extended to other PDESs, such as equations with sources, via suitable
reformulations that convert those equations into optimization problems.
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Appendix A. MPS algebra

In this work we implement many algorithms using MPS and MPOs. We consider MPS
as vectors within an algebra, constituted by the minimum set of operations to implement
any algorithm based on the application of quantum operators on quantum states and
the linear combination of quantum states.

The contraction of an MPO with an MPS increases the bond dimension of the
resulting MPS, and for large bond dimensions, this operation becomes very costly, as the
number of coefficients of the MPS increases quadratically with the bond dimension [I].
Thus, to efficiently apply quantum operators on quantum states, truncation algorithms
have been proposed to truncate the bond dimension of the tensors of the MPS, while
still representing the same quantum state up to a certain error. The simplest approach
is to directly truncate the Schmidt coefficients while performing the SVD [4]. More
stable and precise approaches are based on a variational truncation [4].

In our MPS methods we implement a two-site simplification algorithm to
approximate an MPS quantum state |¢) with bond dimension D, by projecting it
in the subspace of MPS with bond dimension D4, MPSp,, such that Dy < D,. The
resulting MPS |¢) € MPSp, is the state that minimizes the distance d(1, ¢)

o= argmin¢eMPSD¢d(¢7 ?), (A1)
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where

d(¥,0) = [v = ol = (¥|v) + (gle) — (V]g) — (lv) . (A.2)

This is a bilinear function with respect to any tensor in |¢), leading to a functional that
can be efficiently optimized via an iterative algorithm.

In this algorithm, we locally optimize the MPS to minimize the distance with
respect to a site D using its canonical form. The minimization condition is

0 0
oD, d(v,¢) = aTgﬂd(%@ =0. (A.3)
Then we can compute
O (0l6) = Uy o (016) = D (A4)
8DZB - Yo, 3Df:5 - Ha,B .

where U® is constructed from the contraction of the left environment L;, the right
environment R; and v;, and this leads to the approximation of ¢; for that given iteration,
os = Usp: (A.5)
A diagrammatic representation of one step of the algorithm is depicted in Figure In
practice, we use a two-site local optimization algorithm by contracting two neighboring
sites, as it adapts the bond dimension at each step to achieve greater accuracy and
stability. Both algorithms are implemented in the same way, by expressing the solution
.5 = Uls as an antilinear form that maps the local tensor D}, of [¢) to the scalar
product of (¢|y)). With this algorithm, we decrease the bond dimension of the MPS
while maintaining the precision up to a certain tolerance. This allows us to avoid the

exponential increase in the application of quantum operators as MPO.
We can extend this algorithm to the approximation of a linear combination of states,

i.e., to solve the problem

2

(A.6)

argmin ;e ps

N
Cb - Z O‘nwn
n=1

In this case we have an antilinear form for every scalar product (¢|¢,,), and the solution
is a weighted linear combination of the solution for each state

N
Dis=> o, U (A7)
n=1

Appendix B. Time step limitation in Runge-Kutta methods

In the imaginary-time evolution Runge-Kutta methods in Section|3.1] correctly choosing
the step size Af is key to optimize the convergence to the ground state. This convergence
is determined by the contraction ratio r,,,
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for MPS.
An(B, Em)

"™ = ~——— =, m > 0, B.1
)\0(67 EO) ( )

where A\(AfS, E,,) is the eigenvalue of the Runge-Kutta method for the nth energy level
and step size AS. The smaller this value, the faster the component of the corresponding
m-th energy level goes to zero. The form of the contraction ratio depends on how the
imaginary-time evolution method approximates the evolution operator, so the optimum
Ap varies for each numerical method. To study this, let us plot the contraction ratios
of the energy levels corresponding to the quantum harmonic oscillator 3-qubit
discretization for a range of values of Aj5. We represent them for r,, < |1|, as outside this
interval convergence is not assured. We observe that higher-order methods approximate
better the exact theoretical evolution, especially for the smallest AfSs, as expected due
to the smaller global error associated with them. However, although the Euler method
fails to reproduce the behavior of the evolution for larger values of Af, it can achieve
smaller contraction ratios and consequently faster convergence.
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Not only the step size AS, but also the initial state ¥ (), plays a key role in the
convergence. For ¢y = (po|t)(Bp)) = 0, the state cannot evolve to the ground state, so
we need to make sure that the initial state has ¢y # 0. In addition, if the ground state
has some ¢; = 0, i # 0, their corresponding contraction ratios will not be considered for
the computation of AfB,p. Thus, the optimum step size will depend on the initial state.

In general, the spectrum of the problem that we are aiming to solve is unknown, so
we cannot compute the contraction ratios or the ¢, coefficients. In these cases, we will
use a minimization algorithm that finds the optimum step size according to a certain
figure of merit acting as cost function. This algorithm requires applying the method as
many times as optimization steps necessary to reach the optimum step size but allows
us to find a better approximation than simple inspection in fewer executions of the
numerical method when a good initial approximation of AfS, is used.

Appendix C. Density matrix renormalization group

The density matrix renormalization group (DMRG) is a numerical algorithm originally
developed for the study of the low-energy physics of quantum many-body physics [9, [10].
This approach was adapted to the formalism of MPS [35], 36, 37], extending it to a
quantum information perspective. Since then, it constitutes one of the most important
MPS algorithms, as it performs an iterative variational optimization of the MPS. This
optimization procedure is mainly used to obtain the ground state of the Hamiltonian
of a quantum many-body system. Other applications are the computation of excited
states [92], 03], dynamical systems [94], or the real-time evolution of quantum systems
via time-dependent DMRG (tDMRG) [74], 95], 96].

The DMRG algorithm approximates the dominant eigenvector of the Hamiltonian
matrix H, where the eigenvector is written as an MPS. To perform this it uses the
variational method, i.e., for a given quantum state |1),
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g < WH) o

- W)
where FEj is the ground state energy and the inequality is saturated for |¢)) = |¢y),
where [t)g) is the ground state of H. The variation of the MPS is performed locally on
each site M, such that at each step the energy E

(W] Hyy [p1)
(WM Ny [ M1) 7

where [1)[M) is the MPS rewritten as a tensor, and Hj; and Nj; are the Hamiltonian

E= (C.2)

and normalization matrices, that correspond to the environments of tensors ¢! and
M for (| H |¢) and (¥|) [1]. Then, we solve the minimization problem for site M
at each step given by

min (1) Hyg [91) = X (0] Nag [21)) (C3)
By taking the derivative of the previous expression with respect to Q,D*[M] we obtain that
the minimization problem is equivalent to the following generalized eigenvalue problem

Hagp™) = ANy [p). (C4)

Therefore, we need to solve a system of equations at each step to obtain the optimized
site. This process is iteratively repeated on each site on the MPS, and several
sweeps of the MPS are performed until convergence, for which [¢)) is a high precision
approximation of the dominant eigenvector of H.

Appendix D. Interpolation

The previous description is a discrete approximation of continuous functions and
operators. We can increase its precision using interpolation. For functions that meet
the requirements for the spectral method, we can arbitrarily increase this precision—

—r2"), for analytic functions, where r is a problem-dependent constant

up to Ofe
[47]—using Fourier interpolation. This technique reconstructs the original continuous,
bandwidth-limited, infinitely differentiable function from the momentum space discrete

approximation

F(x) o< Y e (| FI ). (D.1)
{si}

We can also use the finite difference method to perform the interpolation. We
can reconstruct the (n 4 1)-qubit function from the n-qubit one by dividing the spatial
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discretization step Ax; by two, and approximating the middle points as

f(x+ Ax/2) zf(x)—i—%Vf(m—l—Ax/m (D.2)
%f(X)‘i‘ f(X—I—A;() _f(X)’ (D3)

where Ax = (Azy,...,Azy).

Appendix E. Extension of the global optimization to other PDEs

The global optimization methods can solve another type of PDEs as long as we can
rewrite them in the form of a cost function that will lead to the solution. A possible
application is the resolution of PDEs with a source term g(z),

Df(x) = g(x), f(x),9(z) € C". (E.1)
We solve ([E.1) by minimizing the cost functional C[f],

Clf] = IDf(x) — g(=)[|*. (E.2)
The gradient descent algorithm then follows the optimization path

forr = fu+ ABDY DS — g) = fu + ABDw, (E.3)
and using the optimum Ap for each step,

w|DD'|w
Aopt = — w|DD ) (E.4)

(w|DDtDDt|w)

The efficient resolution of PDEs with source terms is key, due to the multiple
applications of such equations. Some important source PDEs are Poisson’s equation
and the heat equation, which have many applications beyond their original use, as
many models can be reduced to them. An interesting example is the use of the heat
equation in finance, as the Black-Scholes equation [97] can be expressed in terms of it.
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