arXiv:2404.19274v2 [cond-mat.dis-nn] 20 May 2024

Journal of the Physical Society of Japan FULL PAPERS

Statistical Mechanics Calculations Using Variational Autoregressive Networks and Quantum Annealing

Yuta Tamura^1 and Masayuki Ohzeki^{1,2,3}

1Graduate School of Information Sciences, Tohoku University, Sendai 980-8564, Japan 2Department of Physics, Tokyo Institute of Technology, Meguro-ku, Tokyo 152-8551, Japan 3 Sigma-i Co., Ltd., Minato-ku, Tokyo 108-0075, Japan

In statistical mechanics, computing the partition function is generally difficult. An approximation method using a variational autoregressive network (VAN) has been proposed recently. This approach offers the advantage of directly calculating the generation probabilities while obtaining a significantly large number of samples. The present study introduces a novel approximation method that employs samples derived from quantum annealing machines in conjunction with VAN, which are empirically assumed to adhere to the Gibbs–Boltzmann distribution. When applied to the finitesize Sherrington–Kirkpatrick model, the proposed method demonstrates enhanced accuracy compared to the traditional VAN approach and other approximate methods, such as the widely utilized naive mean-field.

1. Introduction

Statistical mechanics investigates the microscopic components such as atoms and molecules, utilizing statistical methods to characterize their macroscopic behaviors. For instance, the analysis of magnetic materials involves considering spin as a microscopic component to discuss material properties based on their interactions. However, as the size of these microscopic systems increases, the components become more complex, necessitating rigorous calculations that demand extensive time and computational resources. Consequently, numerous approximate computational and sampling methods have been developed in this discipline.^{1–8)}

Among these, the naive mean-field (NMF) and Bethe approximations are prevalent.^{1–3)} These methods approximate the Gibbs–Boltzmann distribution, typically challenging to compute, by preparing variational trial distributions that are directly computable. The NMF approximation neglects correlations between spins, whereas the Bethe approximation accounts for the total interaction with neighboring spins. Nevertheless, these methods exhibit limitations in strongly coupled systems and graph structures characterized by numerous loops.

Recent advancements introduced variational autoregressive networks (VAN),^{9)} which is an extension of the variational NMF structure that reportedly achieved superior accuracy in obtaining physical quantities compared to both NMF and Bethe approximations. This method is independent of Markov chains and can enable the acquisition of simultaneous of multiple samples without autocorrelation and calculates upper bounds on the free energy. Despite these advantages, it encounters challenges in optimizing parameters such as the appropriate batch size and number of iterations.

An alternative approach to generating samples according to the Gibbs–Boltzmann distribution involves the Markov-Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) method and other approximate sampling techniques.^{4, 5)} Recent advancements in quantum computer hardware have prompted numerous attempts to utilize this technology for sampling the Gibbs–Boltzmann distribution.^{6–8)} Quantum annealing (QA) is a generic algorithm leveraging quantum fluctuations to address combinatorial optimization problems, has seen significant application.^{10, 11)} Specifically, the D-Wave quantum annealer developed by D- Wave Systems has facilitated commercial implementations of the QA protocol.

The introduction of the D-Wave quantum annealer has spurred efforts to identify practical applications of quantum computing. Notably, it has been employed to resolve optimization challenges in real-world contexts, including traffic flow,^{12–15)} maze generation,^{16)} finance,^{17, 18)} logistics,^{19)} manufacturing,^{20–22)} preprocessing in material experiments,^{23, 24)} marketing,^{25)} steel manufacturing,^{21)} and decoding problems.^{26, 27)}

Furthermore, model-based Bayesian optimization has been proposed to solve intractable problems.^{28)} Benchmark tests comparing the performance of quantum annealers have been conducted in solving optimization problems.^{29)} Prior discussion have highlighted that QA in the transverse field Ising model does not equitably sample optimal solutions when multiple such solutions exist.^{30–38)}

Due to inevitable environmental effects, the quantum annealer is deemed as a simulator for quantum many-body dynamics.^{39–41)} Additionally, the application of quantum annealing as an optimization algorithm in machine learning has been documented.^{42–50)}

However, the current D-Wave quantum annealer often yields incomplete solutions due to the non-absolute zero operating environment and finite time evolution. As reported earlier, the distribution of these incomplete solution candidates by the D-Wave quantum annealer approximates the Gibbs- Boltzmann distribution.^{51)} This characteristic has been leveraged in applications such as Boltzmann machine learning, where the expectation of the Gibbs–Boltzmann distribution is utilized.^{6–8)}

As an approach to statistical mechanics, variational autoregressive networks (VANs) have been extensively studied in recent years; nonetheless, challenges such as sampling efficiency, computational cost, and mode collapse persist.^{52–57)} Consequently, a method integrating quantum annealing (QA) with autoregressive networks has been proposed.^{58)} This technique involves training an autoregressive network with samples from the QA machine, demonstrating high efficiency in the two-dimensional spin glass model.

In this study, we propose a hybrid approach employing both QA and VAN. The innovation of this method lies in the direct use of raw samples from the QA as input to the autoregressive networks, unlike previous practices where QA samples were utilized solely for training neural networks. We compute the free energy for the Sherrington–Kirkpatrick (SK) model using two methodologies: the QA VAN, with samples from QA as input, and the MCMC VAN, with samples from MCMC as input.^{59)}

2. Method 2.1 Variational autoregressive networks

In the statistical mechanics model exemplified by the Ising model, the joint probability of spins s ∈ +1, −1^N adheres to the Boltzmann distribution,

p(s) = e^{−βE(s)} Z , (1)

where β = 1/T denotes the inverse temperature, and Z indicates the partition function. Given the complex computation of the partition function, variational approaches like the naive mean-field (NMF) and Bethe approximations are frequently utilized. These methods employ an approximate distribution q_θ(s), parameterised by variational parameters θ, which is simpler to compute. The objective is then to adjust θ such that q_θ(s) closely approximates the Boltzmann distribution p(s).

Generally, the Kullback–Leibler (KL) divergence is employed to measure the proximity between these two distributions:

D_{KL}(q_θ||p) = � s q_θ(s) ln � q_θ(s) p(s) � = β(F[q] − F), (2)

where

F[q] = 1 β � s q_θ(s) � βE(s) + ln q_θ(s) � , (3)

represents the variational free energy of q_θ(s) and F = −^1_β ln Z indicates the free energy. Based on Eq. (2), minimizing the variational free energy F[q] is equivalent to minimizing the KL divergence. In addition, as the KL divergence is non-zero, the variational free energy F[q] provides an upper bound on the true free energy.

Recent advancements in neural networks have facilitated the development of potent methods for representing this variational distribution q_θ(s). This VAN approach enables direct probability computation and efficient sampling. In VAN, the variational approximate distribution q_θ(s) is autoregressive, allowing each variable to be expressed as a product of conditional probabilities.^{9, 60, 61)}

q_θ(s) = N� i=1 q_θ(s_i|s_{<i}) = N� i=1 q_θ(s_i|s_1, ..., s_{i−1}), (4)

where N denotes the total number of spins. We note that in VAN, the distribution in Eq. (4) is represented by a neural network to compute statistical mechanics in a variational manner. The learning process in VAN is optimized using gradientbased machine learning algorithms such as Adam, which evaluate the gradient of the variational free energy as expressed in Eq. (5).

β∇_θF[q] = E_{s∼qθ (s)} � ∇_θ ln q_θ(s){ln q_θ(s) + βE(s)} � , (5)

VAN is distinguished by its capability to provide an upper bound on the true free energy compared to existing frameworks such as MCMC and tensor networks,^{62)} its efficiency in generating independent samples without the reliance on Markov chains, and its suitability for parallelization.

2.2 Variational autoregressive networks with prior distribution Previous studies have highlighted that VAN is a formidable approach to addressing statistical mechanics problems relative to traditional approximation methods like NMF and Bethe.^{9)} Nonetheless, several challenges persist, including the efficiency of the sampling and learning steps, the conditions under which learning is conducted, and the domains of applicability. For instance, in the learning phase of the gradient method, opportunities still exist for optimizing the annealing schedule.^{9)} The present method innovates by integrating VAN with a prior distribution p(s^′) to achieve a more accurate approximation.

q_θ(s) = � s^′

q_θ(s|s^′)p(s^′), (6)

q_θ(s|s^′) = N� i=1 q_θ(s_i|s_1, ..., s_{i−1}, s^′), (7)

The approximate distribution represented by Eq. (7) is variably trained by deploying it through a neural network, as depicted in Fig. 1. Here, the spin s^′ ∈ +1, −1^N is such that the prior distribution p(s^′) can be computed for any given oracle. For this prior distribution, we utilized samples from MCMC and QA.^{4, 5, 51)} In Fig. 1, the hidden layer h and the output layer ŝ are computed as follows:

h_i = σ � � � � � i> j

W^1_{i j} s_j + � j W^2_{i j} s^′_j � � � � , (8)

ŝ_i = σ � � � � � i≥ j

W^3_{i j}h_j � � � � , (9)

where W^1, W^2, and W^3 denote the weight matrices of the neural network and constitute the learning parameters. The spin configuration s determined by the output layer ŝ is governed by the binomial distribution as expressed in Eq. (10). Additionally, the spin configuration s^′ is obtained by sampling directly from the prior distribution p(s^′), as stated in Eq. (11).

s_i ∼ ŝ_i^{1+si2} (1 − ŝ_i)^{1−si2} , (10)

s^′ ∼ p(s^′), (11)

The variational free energy F[q] and its gradient ∇_θ F[q] can be calculated using Eqs. (3)-(7) by sampling similar to Eqs. (13)-(15).

F[q] = 1 β � s q_θ(s)(ln q_θ(s) + βH(s)) (12)

Fig. 1. Architectural diagram of an autoregressive network with a prior distribution. The spin configuration s and s^′ represent the inputs to the network, ŝ indicates the output of the network. h represents the hidden layer, and this quantity is arbitrary. The variational free energy F[q] is calculated by Eq. (3)

= 1 β � s � s^′

q_θ(s, s^′) (ln q_θ(s) + βH(s)) (13)

= 1 β E_{s,s}′_{∼qθ (s,s}′_) � ln q_θ(s) + βH(s) � , (14)

β∇_θF[q] = E_{s,s}′_{∼qθ (s,s}′_) � ∇_θ ln q_θ(s|s^′){ln q_θ(s) + βH(s)} � , (15) where

q_θ(s, s^′) = q_θ(s|s^′)p(s^′) (16)

represents the joint probability distribution of spin configuration s and s^′ . If the prior distribution p(s) is informed about the target distribution, a more accurate approximation can be anticipated by integrating the shape of the distribution. The computational cost of sampling with this method remains comparable to that of VAN, as it only requires an increase in the number of input variables.

2.3 Quantum annealing

QA is an algorithm designed to solve combinatorial optimization problems leveraging quantum effects.^{10)} Several of these optimization challenges can be represented by the problem of finding the ground state of the Ising model:

E(s) = − N� i=1 c_i s_i − � i> j

J_{i j} s_i s_j, (17)

where J_{i j} represents the interaction between adjacent spins, and c_i indicates the local longitudinal magnetic field acting on the i-th spin.

Although QA machines aim to find the ground state of the Ising model as depicted in Eq. (17), their real-world performance often yields solutions that deviate from the ground state owing to an imperfect operating environment and unresolved technical challenges. However, it has been reported that the output distribution p_{QA}(s^′) of their output solutions is approximate to the Gibbs–Boltzmann distribution.^{51, 63)} This resemblance has spurred interest in using QA outputs to train Boltzmann machines.^{6–8)} Such methodologies are promising for future advancements, as they are highly efficient and can effectively utilize samples that would otherwise be discarded

Fig. 2. Relative error obtained for SK model (N = 30). In the expectation of VANs, the calculation is performed for N_{batch} = 256.

in the pursuit of the ground state.

3. Results

To demonstrate the effectiveness of VANs with prior distribution in minimizing variational free energy, we conducted experiments on a specific instance of the Sherrington– Kirkpatrick (SK) model,^{59)} wherein spins are interconnected by couplings J_{i j} derived from a Gaussian distribution with variance 1/N. As prior distributions, we constructed approximate distributions using samples from QA machines (QA VAN) and MCMC (MCMC VAN). For QA VAN, the D-Wave Advantage 4.1 system was utilized for QA, and for MCMC VAN, the Metropolis–Hastings algorithm was employed.^{4, 5)} The interactions reflected those in the SK model instance under investigation. Additionally, for MCMC VAN, experiments were executed at high (β = 0.5) and low (β = 2.0) temperatures to assess the influence of the prior distribution. Neural networks were trained over 10,000 steps using the gradient-based optimization algorithm Adam.^{64)} To circumvent mode collapse,^{57)} the training started at an inverse temperature β = 0 and linearly and progressively increased to the desired value.

First, the results for the case where N = 30 and N_{batch} = 256, which is the number of samples used to calculate the expected value in Eq. (15), are displayed in Fig. 2. For all VANs, we use the structure without hidden layers. In addition, for the relative error^{F[q]−F}_F , F denotes the exact free energy added up for all 2^{30} configurations. Both QA VAN and MCMC VAN (β = 2.0) produced superior results compared to the conventional VAN method. At low temperatures, these methods outperformed other methods because the near-cold samples from QA and MCMC positively impacted the learning of VANs.

The QA VAN (β = 0.5) with samples from high temperatures displays significantly worse performance at low temperatures. Additionally, the better accuracy of the proposed VANs compared to naive VAN, although the number of samples used for the expected value calculation is as small as N_{batch} = 256, indicates the robustness of the proposed VANs.

Figure 3 depicts the results when a larger sample size of N_{batch} = 8192 is used. Figure 2 portrays that the lowtemperature MCMC VAN is superior to QA VAN. Thus, in this experiment, we considered only QA VAN for comparative analyses. As observed in Fig. 3, the accuracy of both VAN and QA VAN can be significantly improved, and the approx-

Fig. 3. Relative error obtained for SK model (N = 30). In the expectation of VANs, the calculation is performed for N_{batch} = 8192.

imation is stable and highly accurate for all inverse temperature β. For a small sample size, the performance of QA VAN is superior to that of all other methods in case of low temperatures. Conversely, as the temperature approaches lower temperatures, the performance of the VAN deteriorates significantly, which is apparently caused by the increase in the update range of the inverse temperature β during the learning step. We believe that the performance can be improved by adjusting the scheduling of the inverse temperature to minimize the effect of mode decay.

4. Conclusion

In this work, we elucidate the utility of VANs augmented by prior distributions. Specifically, when QA and lowtemperature MCMC are utilized for prior distribution, the free energy of the SK model can be computed with exceptional accuracy across various approximation methods, including NMF and Bethe approximation. Although previous frameworks have effectively utilized incomplete samples from QA, this study broadens the potential application to diverse statistical mechanics models. Moreover, the capability to directly calculate the free energy heralds the prospect of a novel framework employing QA. Nonetheless, this method operates as a black box owing to the inherent uncertainties associated with QA, highlighting the need for further empirical research on QA applications.

Our study received financial support from the programs for Bridging the gap between R&D and the IDeal society (society 5.0) and Generating Economic and social value (BRIDGE) and the Cross-ministerial Strategic Innovation Promotion Program (SIP) from Cabinet Office.

1) G. Z. J. T. e. a. Jordan, M.I.: Machine Learning 37 (1999) 183–233. 2) C. M. Bishop: Pattern Recognition and Machine Learning (Information Science and Statistics) (Springer-Verlag, New York, 2006).

3) H. A. Bethe: Royal Society (1935). 4) J. S. Speagle: arXiv: Other Statistics (2019).

5) S. Chib and E. Greenberg: The American Statistician 49 (1995) 327. 6) J. Liu, F. M. Spedalieri, K.-T. Yao, T. E. Potok, C. D. Schuman, S. R.

Young, R. M. Patton, G. S. Rose, and G. Chakma: Entropy 20 (2018). 7) V. Dixit, R. Selvarajan, M. A. Alam, T. S. Humble, and S. Kais: Frontiers in Physics 9 (2021).

8) D. Crawford, A. Levit, N. Ghadermarzy, J. S. Oberoi, and P. Ronagh.

Reinforcement Learning Using Quantum Boltzmann Machines, 2019.

9) D. Wu, L. Wang, and P. Zhang: Phys. Rev. Lett. 122 (2019) 080602. 10) T. Kadowaki and H. Nishimori: Phys. Rev. E 58 (1998) 5355. 11) : Journal of Computational and Theoretical Nanoscience 8 (2011). 12) F. Neukart, G. Compostella, C. Seidel, D. Von Dollen, S. Yarkoni, and B. Parney: Front. ICT 4 (2017) 29.

13) A. Hussain, V.-H. Bui, and H.-M. Kim: IEEE Transactions on Transportation Electrification 6 (2020) 453.

14) D. Inoue, A. Okada, T. Matsumori, K. Aihara, and H. Yoshida: Scientific reports 11 (2021) 1.

15) R. Shikanai, M. Ohzeki, and K. Tanaka. Traffic signal optimization using quantum annealing on real map, 2023.

16) Y. Ishikawa, T. Yoshihara, K. Okamura, and M. Ohzeki: Front. Comput.

Sci. 5 (2023).

17) G. Rosenberg, P. Haghnegahdar, P. Goddard, P. Carr, K. Wu, and M. L.

De Prado: IEEE J. Sel. Top. Signal Process. 10 (2016) 1053. 18) D. Venturelli and A. Kondratyev: Quantum Machine Intelligence 1 (2019) 17.

19) S. Mugel, C. Kuchkovsky, E. Sanchez, S. Fernandez-Lorenzo, J. Luis- Hita, E. Lizaso, and R. Orus: Physical Review Research 4 (2022) 013006. arXiv:2007.00017 [quant-ph, q-fin].

20) D. Venturelli, D. J. J. Marchand, and G. Rojo. Quantum Annealing Implementation of Job-Shop Scheduling, 2016.

21) K. Yonaga, M. Miyama, M. Ohzeki, K. Hirano, H. Kobayashi, and T. Kurokawa: ISIJ International 62 (2022) 1874.

22) R. Haba, M. Ohzeki, and K. Tanaka: Scientific Reports 12 (2022) 17753.

23) T. Tanaka, M. Sako, M. Chiba, C. Lee, H. Cha, and M. Ohzeki: Journal of the Physical Society of Japan 92 (2023) 023001.

24) M. Doi, Y. Nakao, T. Tanaka, M. Sako, and M. Ohzeki: Frontiers in Computer Science 5 (2023).

25) N. Nishimura, K. Tanahashi, K. Suganuma, M. J. Miyama, and M. Ohzeki: Front. Comput. Sci. 1 (2019) 2.

26) N. Ide, T. Asayama, H. Ueno, and M. Ohzeki: 2020 International Symposium on Information Theory and Its Applications (ISITA), 2020, pp. 91–95.

27) S. Arai, M. Ohzeki, and K. Tanaka: Phys. Rev. Research 3 (2021) 033006.

28) A. S. Koshikawa, M. Ohzeki, T. Kadowaki, and K. Tanaka: J. Phys. Soc.

Jpn. 90 (2021) 064001.

29) H. Oshiyama and M. Ohzeki: Sci. Rep. 12 (2022) 2146. 30) M. Yamamoto, M. Ohzeki, and K. Tanaka: J. Phys. Soc. Jpn. 89 (2020) 025002.

31) N. Maruyama, M. Ohzeki, and K. Tanaka: arXiv:2110.10930 (2021). 32) Y. Matsuda, H. Nishimori, and H. G. Katzgraber: Journal of Physics:

Conference Series 143 (2009) 012003.

33) M. S. Könz, G. Mazzola, A. J. Ochoa, H. G. Katzgraber, and M. Troyer:

Physical Review A 100 (2019) 030303.

34) S. Mandrà, Z. Zhu, and H. G. Katzgraber: Physical Review Letters 118 (2017) 070502.

35) Z. Zhu, A. J. Ochoa, and H. G. Katzgraber: Physical Review E 99 (2019) 063314.

36) S. Boixo, T. Albash, F. M. Spedalieri, N. Chancellor, and D. A. Lidar:

Nature Communications 4 (2013) 2067.

37) E. Pelofske, J. Golden, A. Bärtschi, D. O’Malley, and S. Eidenbenz:

2021 IEEE International Conference on Quantum Computing and Engineering (QCE), October 2021, pp. 207–217. arXiv:2107.06468 [condmat, physics:quant-ph].

38) B. H. Zhang, G. Wagenbreth, V. Martin-Mayor, and I. Hen: Scientific Reports 7 (2017) 1044.

39) Y. Bando, Y. Susa, H. Oshiyama, N. Shibata, M. Ohzeki, F. J. Gómez- Ruiz, D. A. Lidar, S. Suzuki, A. del Campo, and H. Nishimori: Phys. Rev. Research 2 (2020) 033369.

40) Y. Bando and H. Nishimori: Phys. Rev. A 104 (2021) 022607. 41) A. D. King, S. Suzuki, J. Raymond, A. Zucca, T. Lanting, F. Altomare, A. J. Berkley, S. Ejtemaee, E. Hoskinson, S. Huang, E. Ladizinsky, A. J. R. MacDonald, G. Marsden, T. Oh, G. Poulin-Lamarre, M. Reis, C. Rich, Y. Sato, J. D. Whittaker, J. Yao, R. Harris, D. A. Lidar, H. Nishimori, and M. H. Amin: Nature Physics 18 (2022) 1324.

42) H. Neven, V. S. Denchev, G. Rose, and W. G. Macready: Asian Conference on Machine Learning, 2012, pp. 333–348.

43) A. Khoshaman, W. Vinci, B. Denis, E. Andriyash, H. Sadeghi, and M. H. Amin: Quantum Science and Technology 4 (2018) 014001.

44) D. O’Malley, V. V. Vesselinov, B. S. Alexandrov, and L. B. Alexandrov:

PloS one 13 (2018) e0206653.

45) M. H. Amin, E. Andriyash, J. Rolfe, B. Kulchytskyy, and R. Melko:

Physical Review X 8 (2018).

46) V. Kumar, G. Bass, C. Tomlin, and J. Dulny: Quantum Information Processing 17 (2018) 39.

47) S. Arai, M. Ohzeki, and K. Tanaka: J. Phys. Soc. Jpn. 90 (2021) 074002. 48) T. Sato, M. Ohzeki, and K. Tanaka: Sci. Rep. 11 (2021) 13523. 49) M. Urushibata, M. Ohzeki, and K. Tanaka: Journal of the Physical Society of Japan 91 (2022) 074008.

50) Y. Hasegawa, H. Oshiyama, and M. Ohzeki. arXiv:2304.10144 [quantph].

51) M. H. Amin: Phys. Rev. A 92 (2015) 052323. 52) G. Scriva, E. Costa, B. McNaughton, and S. Pilati: (2022). 53) D. Wu, R. Rossi, and G. Carleo: ArXiv abs/2105.05650 (2021). 54) B. McNaughton, M. V. Milošević, A. Perali, and S. Pilati: Phys. Rev. E 101 (2020) 053312.

55) F. Pan, P. Zhou, H. Zhou, and P. Zhang: Physical review. E 103 1-1 (2021) 012103.

56) S. Ciarella, M. Chiappini, E. Boattini, M. Dijkstra, and L. Janssen: Machine Learning: Science and Technology 4 (2023).

57) H. Thanh-Tung and T. Tran. On Catastrophic Forgetting and Mode Collapse in Generative Adversarial Networks, 2020.

58) G. Scriva, E. Costa, B. McNaughton, and S. Pilati: SciPost Phys. 15 (2023) 018.

59) D. Sherrington and S. Kirkpatrick: Phys. Rev. Lett. 35 (1975) 1792. 60) B. Uria, M.-A. Côté, K. Gregor, I. Murray, and H. Larochelle: Journal of Machine Learning Research 17 (2016) 1.

61) M. Germain, K. Gregor, I. Murray, and H. Larochelle: In F. Bach and D. Blei (eds), Proceedings of the 32nd International Conference on Machine Learning, Vol. 37 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, 07–09 Jul 2015, pp. 881–889.

62) M. Levin and C. P. Nave: Phys. Rev. Lett. 99 (2007) 120601. 63) M. Benedetti, J. Realpe-Gómez, R. Biswas, and A. Perdomo-Ortiz:

Phys. Rev. A 94 (2016) 022308.

64) S. Ruder: CoRR abs/1609.04747 (2016).