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In this work, we propose to simulate many-body
thermodynamics of infinite-size quantum lattice
models by few-body models of only O(10) sites,
which we coin as quantum entanglement simulators
(QES’s). The boundary interactions in the QES
are optimized by the tensor network methods to
mimic the entanglement between the bulk and
environment. The performance of the QES is
testified on the 1D XY chain comparing with the
exact solution of the infinite-size chain, and on
the 2D Heisenberg model on honeycomb lattice
comparing with quantum Monte Carlo results by
the extrapolation to infinite size. Our work sheds
light on modeling few-body systems to simulate
or purposefully reproduce the thermodynamics of
quantum many-body systems.

Simulating quantum many-body physics is one of the central
tasks in condensed matter physics and the related fields such
as quantum information and quantum simulation. While the
analytical solutions are extremely rare, one important method to
study a many-body system is by classical simulations. Paradigm
approaches include the exact diagonalization (cf. (1)), quantum
Monte Carlo (QMC) (2, 3), density matrix renormalization group
(DMRG) (4, 5), and tensor network (TN) methods (6-11).
However, due to the high complexity of the quantum many body
problems, there are still many unsettled issues that cannot be
reliably accessed by classical simulations. For instance, the
possible candidate models for quantum spin liquids (/2-15) in
two and higher dimensions, as well as efficient algorithms to
simulate their thermodynamics (16-24) are still under very hot
debate.

Even for the many-body systems that are theoretically well
understood, it is still a challenge to realize them in a controllable
manner, or to demonstrate certain targeted many-body features

in experiments. A common way to do it is to search for
materials occurring naturally. To name a few, the compounds
a-RuCl;s (25), YbMgGaOy4 (26) and ZnCu3(OH)gFBr (27) are
the rare examples of spin-liquid candidates, which can be
described by Kitaev model on honeycomb lattice, Heisenberg
model on triangular and kagome lattices, respectively. Without
natural materials, it is extremely difficult to realize the targeted
many-body features in experiments by purposefully designing
microscopic interactions in a material.

A much more flexible approach is to use quantum simula-
tors (c.f. (28-32)), which are defined as the controllable and
simple quantum systems that mimic quantum models of high
complexity. This approach allows to design different interactions
with the same experimental platform such as cold, or ultra-
cold atoms/ions. Various phenomena have been successfully
simulated by quantum simulators, including Bose-Einstein con-
densation (e.g., (33, 34)), quantum magnets (e.g., (35)), strongly
correlated electrons (e.g., (36)), and so on. Quantum simulators
offer a promising way two realize the targeted physics in
controllable systems. One bottleneck for simulating lattice
models is the difficulty of reaching large sizes, which hinders the
exploration of the physics in the thermodynamic limit.

In this work, we show that with the few-body systems of
only O(10) sites, coined as quantum entanglement simulators
(QES’s), the thermodynamics of infinite-size many-body systems
in one and two dimensions can be accurately simulated. The
key idea is to introduce the so-called entanglement-bath sites on
the boundary, and optimize their interactions with the physical
sites (37) (Fig. 1). The Hamiltonian of a QES reads

>

(i€bulk,n Ebath)

Haes = > HE4 Hlml, )

(i,5) €bulk

HU:) denotes the two-body Hamiltonian on the i- and j-th
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Figure 1: (Color online) Illustrations of the quantum entangle-
ment simulators of 1D (upper-right inset) and 2D systems.

physical sites in the bulk, and H[i7] denotes the two-body
Hamiltonian between the ¢-th physical and n-th bath sites. Here,
we restrain ourselves to the nearest-neighboring interactions.

The aim is to mimic the thermodynamics of the infinite-size
model
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The entanglement bath sites in a QES mimic the entanglement
between the finite-size bulk and the rest in the infinite-size
system, so that the physics of the target model can be accurately
simulated (37). To be specific, the physical information is
extracted from the reduced density matrix

p = Troanm | V) (¥, 3
with |U) the ground state of ﬁQES and Try,y the trace over the
degrees of freedom of the bath sites.

The physical-bath interactions A are optimized by the
infinite DMRG algorithm (4, 5), or its variants on infinite-size
tree TN (38, 39). The current algorithms allow only to optimize
the nearest-neighbor Flin] ’s, but there should not be essential
obstacles to introduce and optimize short-range Hlnlg,

After obtaining H, QEs, the simulation of the infinite-size model
becomes that of the finite-size one. Since the size of fIQEs is
small and the interactions are only two-body nearest neighbors,
one way to simulate ﬁQES is to use techniques such as cold
atoms to do quantum simulations. Here, we generalize the
linearized tensor renormalization group (LTRG) algorithm (40)
with sufficiently large bond dimensions (y = 400 ~ 600) to
numerically simulate the fIQEs.

The performance of the QES’s are testified on one- and two-
dimensional quantum lattice models, i.e, the XY chain and the
Heisenberg model on honeycomb lattice. The accuracy of the
QES’s is shown to be one or two orders of magnitude higher
than the models of the same size but without the entanglement
bath. Our work provides a theoretical scheme of modeling novel
quantum simulators that can accurately reproduce the targeted
many-body features in the thermodynamic limit by a small
number of sites. The QES’s can be considered as prototype
models to simulate strongly correlated systems of infinite size.
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Figure 2: (Color online) The errors of the QES’s that simulate
the infinite-size 1D XY chain, comparing with the exact solution
and the finite-size models without entanglement bath. The error
versus the inverse temperature /5 for different (a) sizes L, (b)
entanglement-bath dimensions D, and (c) Trotter steps 7 are
testified.

Results

We firstly simulate the infinite-size XY chain as a benchmark,
where the Hamiltonian reads H = 21(5‘51 Shtil S‘E] S’y[fﬂ})
with S’B] is the o component of the spin-1/2 operators (o = z, ¥,
z). Its thermodynamics can be analytically solved (41). Fig. 2 (a)
shows the error of energy per site | E — Fexae| at different inverse
temperature 5. We take the bath dimension D = 2, so that the
bath sites are effectively spin-1/2’s. When taking the same size,
the accuracy of the QES is about one order of magnitude higher
than that of the normal finite-size chain. In other words, the QES
with 6 spins performs even slightly better than the normal chain
with 20 spins. Note that the deeps of the curves are due to the
change of the signs of £ — Eexact-

The accuracy can be improved by increasing the bath dimen-
sion D, as shown in Fig. 2 (b). We take four physical sites
as the bulk and two bath sites on the boundary. The reason is
that the QES with a higher D can capture more correlations and
entanglement. Using the time matrix product state, it is known
that £ o< D¢ with ¢ the upper bound of the dynamic correlation
length the QES can capture and c a state-dependent positive
constant (42, 43). Therefore, a finite D might lead to the loss
of the long-range correlations, which we call the bath correlation
error.

For D > 8, the error converges to be around 0(107%).
This is in fact the Trotter error [~O(7?)] (44, 45), as in LTRG
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Figure 3: (Color online) The (14+12) and (18+12) QES’s for the
Heisenberg model on honeycomb lattice.

we take the finite-temperature density operator as p(8) =
exp(=B Y HIW) = [[Texp(—rHE)E + O(r2) with 8 =
K. Unlike the bath correlation error that is the error of the
QES itself, Trotter error is a computational error of the LTRG
algorithm that appears in the numerical simulations of the QES’s.
Fig. 2 (c) shows the error of different 7’s. Note that the
computational cost increases linearly with 1/7. The results are
consistent with the fact that the Trotter error accumulates as
[ increases and finally converges to the Trotter error at zero
temperature (ground state).

There exists one more error related to the dynamic correlation
length. In a QES, we fixed the physical-bath Hamiltonians
H[1] to be the same for all temperatures. This is a reasonable
assumption so that the QES is described by a well-defined
Hamiltonian. If the dynamic correlation length £ is much
shorter than the inverse temperature /3, H57] should indeed be
temperature-independent. But H[#7] should depend on 3 when 3
is comparable to &. It is responsible to the peak of the error near
the crossover point (see Fig. 2). One way to improve the accuracy
is to optimize Hin] according to the targeted temperature by
using, e.g., the imaginary-time sweep algorithm (/9). We opt
not to do so because the QES will not have a well-defined
Hamiltonian if 7" is temperature-dependent. We dub the error
from the temperature independence as thermal correlation error.
The bath and thermal correlation errors are together coined as the
correlation errors.

For two-dimensional systems, we simulate the Heisenberg
model on infinite-size honeycomb lattice, where the Hamiltonian
reads H = i (SMSJ] + 8l 4 g8l We construct
three QES’s of dlfferent numbers of physical and bath sites,
dubbed as (8+8), (14+12), and (18+12) QES’s (Figs. 1 and 3).

Fig. 4 shows the discrepancy of the energy per site between
the results of the QES’s by LTRG and QMC. In this work, all
the QMC results are obtained by extrapolating the size to infinity.
Fig. 4 (a) shows the discrepancy with different bond dimensions
x of LTRG. Our results imply that the computational error of
LTRG due to the finiteness of y, called the truncation error,
is much more significant than the 1D cases. By increasing x
to the maximum that our computational resources can tolerate,
the energy discrepancy is O(10~2) near the crossover point, and
O(1073) at the low temperatures. Note that the QES, if realized
by quantum simulation or quantum computation, will not suffer
the computational errors and the accuracy should be much more
higher than our numerical results.

Besides the errors of the QES’s of 1D chains, there exists
the structure error for 2D systems that can be understood as
the following. Considering that the coordination number of

honeycomb lattice is z = 3, one can define a super lattice called
Bethe lattice (46) also with z = 3. If one checks only locally
(e.g., one site and its neighbors), there will be no difference
between these two lattices. The differences appear when one
meets the loops in the honeycomb lattice, as there are no loopy
structures in the Bethe lattice. This means that the models
defined on the z = 3 Bethe lattice is a zero-loop approximation
of that on honeycomb lattice (sometimes known as the Bethe
approximation, or simple update scheme in the sense of the TN-
states variational methods (47)), where the error is due to the
destructions of loopy structures (/9). For the Bethe lattice, the
entanglement bath sites as well as the physical-bath interactions
H[1%s can be efficiently calculated by the renormalization group
(RG) flows using a generalized DMRG algorithm (38, 39). The
dimension of the RG flow is the dimension of the entanglement
bath site D (37,48). Such H["’s are put on the boundary of
a QES, meaning that the environment is approximated by Bethe
lattice, suffering from the structure error. Within the bulk, all
interactions are fully considered, implying there is no structure
error inside. This is why the QES possesses a higher accuracy
than the Bethe approximation.

The results shown in Fig. 4 (b) support the above analyses.
The Bethe approximations even with D = 24 show the
highest discrepancy in our simulations. By using the super-
orthogonalization (SO) trick (/7), the optimal point of the Bethe
approximation is better reached and the discrepancy is slightly
lowered. For the (8+8) QES only with D = 2, the discrepancy
near the crossover temperature is comparable with the Bethe
approximation of D = 24 and is much smaller as /3 increases. It
indicates the structure error is lowered due to the loopy structure
inside the bulk of the (8+8) QES.

When we increase the bath dimension to D = 4 for the
(8+8) QES, the discrepancy near the crossover temperature is
considerably lowered. This is due to the decrease of the
bath correlation error (since other errors should not change by
increasing D). The discrepancy at lower temperatures becomes
larger. This should be due to the increase of the truncation error
of LTRG. When we increase the size to (14+12) and (18+12),
more loops are contained in the bulk (see Fig. 3), but the
discrepancy near the crossover temperature only changes slightly.
This implies that the dominant error is no longer structure error
but the thermal correlation error. At lower temperatures, the
thermal correlation error rapidly decreases as discussed above,
where the structure and truncation errors dominate. Note that at
lower temperatures, the D = 2 (8+8) QES seems to give the
lowest discrepancy. This should be due to the canceling of the
errors of different signs, which is not controllable.

Without the #[""’s for comparison, the finite-size effects in
2D are much more severe than those in 1D. If we take the
finite lattices with the same sizes of the QES’s, the discrepancy
increases with /3 and converges to about 0.16 (8+8 sites) and 0.11
(18+12 sites), which are one or two orders of magnitude higher
than the QES’s. To reach small discrepancies, the size has to be
very large. For instance, the discrepancy will reach O(10~%) with
0(103) sites.

The temperature dependence of the errors is illustrated in Fig.
5. At very high temperatures, the system is less correlated or
entangled, thus there exit almost no errors except for certain
Trotter error. As the temperature decreases, the system gains
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Figure 4: (Color online) The energy discrepancy of the
g gy pancy

Heisenberg model on honeycomb lattice by comparing with
QMC results (extrapolated to infinite size). In (a), we show
the discrepancy of the (18+12) QES (D = 4) with different
dimension cut-offs x of the LTRG. (b) We present the results
of (8+8), (14+12) and (18+12) QES’s with D = 2 and 4. The
results by the Bethe approximations (with and without super-
orthogonalization) are also presented for comparison. We take
7 =0.01 and x > 400 for the LTRG simulations.

more and more dynamic correlations and entanglement. Then
there appears the thermal correlation error. While approaching
the crossover temperature, the correlation errors dominate be-
cause the dynamic correlation length reaches the maximum in
this region and becomes (relatively) comparable to the inverse
temperature. At the low temperatures, the thermal correlation
error decays rapidly as [ is much larger than the dynamic
correlation length. Trotter error accumulates as the temperature
decreases and may dominate depending on the value of 7.

Another error that may dominate near and below the crossover
temperature is the truncation error. For 1D simulations, we take
x = 400 ~ 600, where the results converge with x and the
truncation error is ignorable. For 2D simulations, the required
x increases with the bath dimension D and the size of the QES.
The truncation error is more severe than the 1D simulations and
dominates at finite and low temperatures with the maximal x that
can be reached by our computers.

The structure error (only for 2D cases) reaches the maximum
near the crossover point. At low temperatures, the structure error
still exists, but is sub-leading compared with the truncation or
Trotter errors.

We shall stress that the truncation and Trotter errors are the
computational errors of the LTRG algorithm, not from the QES
itself. While our numerical simulations are accurate and reliable,
the results can be further improved if one uses better algorithms
or quantum simulations that do not suffer from the computational
errors.
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Figure 5: (Color online) The illustration of the errors of a QES,
which are (bath and thermal) correlation errors, structure error,
Trotter error and truncation error. See the main text for details.

Methods

The construction and optimization of the physical-bath interac-
tions H“"’s for the QES’s were originally proposed in Refs.
(37,48) for simulating ground states. For optimizing the QES’s of
1D systems, we employ the infinitt DMRG (iDMRG) algorithm
(4,5). For the QES’s of 2D systems, the Hlinl g are optimized
by using a variant of iDMRG that is developed to simulate the
infinite-size models on Bethe lattices (38, 39). In this sense, the
environment in the regular lattice (such as honeycomb lattice)
is approximated by that of the Bethe lattice. Note that such an
approximation can be understood mathematically by the rank-1
decomposition of higher-order tensors (/9).

To numerically simulate the thermodynamic properties of the
QES’s, we use the LTRG algorithm. LTRG was originally
proposed to simulate the thermodynamic properties of infinite-
size 1D systems (40). The idea is to implement the imaginary-
time evolution based on the so-called matrix product operator
(MPO) form (49-52). In the 1D cases, the QES’s are finite chains.
Thus, the LTRG is modified on such systems to do imaginary-
time evolutions with finite-size MPO’s. In the 2D cases, the
QES’s are finite-size 2D models. We borrow the idea of 2D
DMRG algorithm (53-55) to do the simulations. Specifically
speaking, a 1D zig-zag path is chosen to cover the finite-size 2D
lattice, and the MPO is defined along such a path. The same as
the 2D DMRG, the trade-off of this trick is that some nearest-
neighbor couplings in the original 2D lattice become long-range
in the 1D path. To consider these long-range couplings and
capture the (purified) entanglement of the 2D system by the 1D
MPO (in fact a thermal state), one will have to face a higher
computational complexity and need larger bond dimensions in the
LTRG simulations compared with the 1D cases. Note that similar
idea was used in Ref. (56) to construct 2D Hamiltonians instead
of finite-temperature thermal states. Our data show that reliable
results for small 2D systems (e.g., of O(10) sites) are within the
reach of our current computational resources by LTRG.

For the infinite-size XY chain, we use the exact solution
by Lieb et al (41). For the infinite-size Heisenberg model on
honeycomb lattice, we use the QMC algorithm, where the size
is extrapolated to infinity. In detail, we use the continuous-
time worldline QMC method with “worm” update, which was
first developed by Prokofev and co-workers (57, 58). The
“worm” update can efficiently treat the critical slowing-down
problem, and there is no Trotter error caused by imaginary-time
discretization (59, 60).



Experimental implementations

The approach discussed in this paper is particularly suitable for
experimental implementations. For the spin models considered,
one needs small-size systems to realize “simple” two-body
interactions in the “small” bulk, and less complicated two-body
interactions at the boundary. The state-of-the-art experimental
platforms can access about O(10) sites and be used to construct
the QES’s. According to our numerical simulations, the QES’s
will largely reduce the finite-size effects that appear in the normal
models (without the 7:[’3) of such sizes.

e Ultracold ions These systems allow for local control of
interactions and thus designing sophisticated spin models,
both in continuous time (cf. (67) with 54 qubits) as well as
in digital approach (cf. (62) with 20 qubits)

o Rydberg atoms These systems have similar possibilities (cf.
(63) with 51 atoms), and can mimic spin systems with long
range interactions with local control of interactions.

e Ultracold atoms in optical lattices These systems are better
suitable to simulate Hubbard models (cf. (64) with about 80
sites). Achieving local control of interactions and tunnelings
in these systems is more trick, but can be achieved by local
control of magnetic fields and thus Feshbach resonances, or
appropriate laser induced hopping and lattice shaking (for
some ideas in the context of realising dynamics in curved
space via the local control of hoping, see (65)).

e Superconducting qubits / existing quantum processors
Finally, one could use existing quantum simulators, such
as those offered by D-Wave, Google, IMB, Microsoft, etc.
(66), adapting their architectures to the problems of interest,
or mapping the problems of interest onto the available
architecture.

Discussions and prospective

This work offers a novel way to model quantum simulators
(dubbed as QES) for the thermodynamic properties of infinite-
size 1D and 2D quantum lattice models. The QES overcomes
the size problem for experimental realizations, i.e., only O(10)
sites are needed to implement accurate simulations. The idea is
to optimize the interactions on the boundary by TN methods so
that the Hamiltonians of the QES can mimic the entanglement
between the bulk and the infinite-size environment.

The total Hamiltonian of a QES has a simple form [see Eq.
(1)]. The bulk only consists of the physical interactions of the
original model, and the physical-bath interactions on the bound-
ary are only two-body and nearest-neighbor. Therefore, QES
provides a promising way to design the quantum simulators in
experiments to simulate infinite-size strongly-correlated systems,
and to purposefully realize many-body features in the bulk of
small interacting systems.

To improve the accuracy of the QES at a given temperature,
one possible way is to optimize the physical-bath interactions
depending on the temperature by, e.g., the imaginary-time
sweeping algorithm (/9). But, there will be no Hamiltonian like
Eq. (1) since different temperatures give different Hamiltonians.

To compute the thermodynamics of a QES more accurately
by classical computers, one may employ the series expansion
algorithm (67) that is Trotter-error-free. For 2D simulations, one
may generalize the pure finite-size projected entangled pair states
(68) to thermal states, where the TN ansatz will respect more the
2D nature of the model. The so-called full update algorithms
(e.g.,iTEBD (69, 70), CTMRG (71), etc.) can be employed in the
same spirit to optimize the Hamiltonians of the QES’s in order to
better mimic the environment by the bath sites (for instance with
the bath-bath interactions).

In principle, the QES can accurately simulate the physics in
equilibrium as long as the correlation and structure (only for 2D
cases) errors are well controlled. For those out of equilibrium,
the simulation could be reliable when the time is much shorter
than the dynamic correlation length that the QES captures. For
simulating the long-time dynamics by a QES, time-dependent
optimization of the physical-bath interactions should work (see
Ref. (72) as an inspiring example for 1D cases).
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