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Mitigating a discrete sign problem with extreme learning machines
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An extreme learning machine is a neural network in which only the weights in the last layer
are changed during training; for such networks training can be performed efficiently and determin-
istically. We use an extreme learning machine to construct a control variate that tames the sign
problem in the classical Ising model at imaginary external magnetic field. Using this control variate,
we directly compute the partition function at imaginary magnetic field in two and three dimensions,
yielding information on the positions of Lee-Yang zeros.

In seminal papers by Lee and Yang [1, 2], phase transi-
tions in many-body systems are investigated by studying
the location of zeros of the partition function in the com-
plex plane of a control parameter, such as the tempera-
ture or an external field. For example, the temperature at
which a phase transition occurs can be extracted by ex-
amining the location of the zeros as the thermodynamic
limit is taken. Given such a connection between the lo-
cations of zeros and properties of phase transitions, the
location of the Lee-Yang zeros has been studied in a vari-
ety of systems in both theory [3–14] and experiment [15–
18]. Of particular interest to this Letter, the location of
the Lee-Yang zeros of the classical Ising model has been
studied by the high cumulants of thermodynamic observ-
ables [6, 10], tensor networks [7], and on a complete and
random graph [9].

Direct computation of the Ising partition function at
imaginary external field is obstructed by the presence
of a sign problem, broadly similar to those that prevent
the simulation of real-time quantum dynamics via the
path integral and the computation of the nuclear equa-
tion of state at finite fermion density. A great collec-
tion of methods has been developed over the past few
decades to treat sign problems that occur in lattice sim-
ulations; among them complex Langevin [19], the den-
sity of states method [20], canonical methods [21, 22],
reweighting methods [23], series expansions in the chem-
ical potential [24], fermion bags [25], and analytic contin-
uation from imaginary chemical potentials [26], and con-
tour deformation methods [27]. Contour deformations
methods in particular have recently been combined with
machine learning approaches [28–33] including for the-
ories with complex couplings [34]; unfortunately, these
methods are unable to treat systems with discrete de-
grees of freedom.

In this Letter we introduce a machine learning ap-
proach for treating a lattice sign problem, inspired by
previous work on control variates [35–38], which does not
depend on the ability to analytically continue the action
and observables. (See [39] for another approach to gen-
eralizing contour deformation methods to spin systems.)
We demonstrate the method in studying the Lee-Yang

zeros of the classical Ising model on a lattice Λ, whose
partition function is given by

Z(J ;h) =
∑

s∈{0,1}|Λ|

exp

{
J
∑
⟨x,y⟩

sxsy + h
∑
x

sx

}
, (1)

where the first sum in the exponential is taken over all
pairs of neighboring lattice sites. We will use both a two-
dimensional square lattice and a three-dimensional cubic
lattice, each with periodic boundary conditions.
The partition function is polynomial in fugacity eh,

and at fixed J is therefore determined up to a constant
factor by the location of its zeros. The Lee-Yang theorem
states that all zeros lie on the imaginary h axis, on which
the partition function is purely real. At larger volumes
the zeros become more dense as a function of −ih, and
when J corresponds to the second-order phase transition
this line of zeros reaches the real axis in the infinite-
volume limit.
To find the zeros, we will operate at fixed J and com-

pute the ratio

Z(h; J)

ZQ(J)
=

〈
exp

{
h
∑
x

sx

}〉
Q

≡ ⟨O⟩Q, (2)

where the “quenched” expectation value of O is com-
puted relative to the Boltzmann distribution at h = 0.
This expectation value has a signal-to-noise problem re-
lated to the configuration-dependent phase ofO ≡ eh

∑
s:

the variance of the phase is always of order unity, while
the signal, as a ratio of partition functions, falls expo-
nentially with the volume.
We increase the signal-to-noise ratio by constructing

an appropriate control variate, as was done in [37, 40,
41] for other signal-to-noise problems, and in [35, 36] for
various sign problems. We will find a function f(s)—
termed the control variate—with vanishing expectation
value, so that ⟨O⟩ = ⟨O − f⟩. The variance of the new
observable is

Var(O − f) = ⟨O2⟩ − 2⟨Of⟩+ ⟨f2⟩+ ⟨O⟩2. (3)

Thus when f is strongly correlated with O, the new func-
tion Õ ≡ O − f has a smaller variance than the original
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observable O. We will refer to Õ as the variance-reduced
observable.

To avoid introducing any difficult-to-control bias in the
Monte Carlo calculation, we will construct f(s) in such a
way as to guarantee that its expectation value vanishes
exactly. Defining a discrete differentiation operator by

∇xg(s⃗) ≡ g(s)− g(s)|sx→−sx , (4)

we begin with a function g(s) and construct the control
variate f(s) according to

f(s)e−S ≡
∑
x

∇x=x0
g(Txs). (5)

Here the sum is taken over all lattice sites x and Tx is
the translation operator. The most general translation-
ally invariant control variate f(s) can be expressed in this
way—translational invariance is desirable in this case as
the observable of interest, O = e−ih

∑
s, is also transla-

tionally invariant. The choice of differentiation site x0 is
irrelevant due to the sum over translations.

Any choice of g(s) will yield a valid control variate, but
not all will improve the signal-to-noise ratio. As in [37],
we begin the optimization process by noting that given a
basis of candidate control variates Fi, the optimal linear
combination may be determined by measuring the corre-
lations Mij = ⟨FiFj⟩ and vi = ⟨OFi⟩, and computing

c = M−1v. (6)

The optimal control variate (within the chosen basis) is
now given by f =

∑
i ciFi.

To improve on the performance of a directly con-
structed basis of control variates, we take inspiration
from extreme learning machines [42]. An extreme learn-
ing machine (henceforth ELM) is a neural network in
which only the final layer is trained; all other weights are
left equal to their pseudorandomly initialized values. The
learning process is now linear regression, which is both
efficient and deterministic. The loss in expressivity from
the fact that most weights are fixed, is at least partially
compensated by the ability to have a far larger network
for the same computational cost.

In this Letter we define g(s) via an ELM with a single
hidden layer. The inputs are N functions hj(s), detailed
below. The hidden layer is of width WLd, where Ld is
the spacetime volume of the lattice and W is a tuneable
width scaling factor. We use the CELU function [43] for
the activation layer. Thus the ELM can be written in
the form

g(x) = ciσCELU(Aijxj). (7)

Only the parameters in the vector c are optimized. The
N×WLd matrix A is left in its randomly initialized state
for the entire procedure: each component of A is drawn

FIG. 1. Ratio of partition functions on an 8 × 8 lattice at
J = 0.4. The bottom panel shows the deviation from the
exact result, given by the transfer matrix method.

independently from the uniform distribution on the inter-
val [−L−d, L−d]. As an implementation detail, the differ-
entiation and averaging defined by Eq. (5) are performed
before multiplication by c. This allows the optimization
of the coefficients c to be performed by directly solving a
linear system, just as in [37].
In principle the spin configuration might be directly

used as an input to the ELM. In practice, as is often
the case in machine learning tasks, a large boost in per-
formance is seen when the inputs are augmented with
hand-crafted functions of the spin configuration. Here,
we select inputs to the ELM by trial and error.
First, from the spin configuration s we construct a

‘scaled’ version

s̃x = e−D(x)/D0sx, (8)

where the distance function D(x) is a measure of the
distance from x to the origin:

D(x) =

[
d∑

k=1

2− 2 cos

(
2πxk

L

)]1/2

. (9)

This construction has the effect of encouraging the ELM
to focus on short-distance physics. We take D0 = 0.5
throughout.
The input to the ELM consists of a total of 2 + 3Ld

elements. The scaled spin configuration s̃ accounts for Ld

of those. We also include the real and imaginary parts of
the phase of the Boltzmann factor (that is, cos ImS(s)
and sin ImS(s)). Finally, we include two scaled copies of
s̃: s̃ cos ImS(s) and s̃ sin ImS(s).
The detailed training procedure is as follows. The

weights of the ELM are independently drawn from the
uniform distribution specified above. We collect K sam-
ples from the Ising model Boltzmann factor at some J
(but h = 0), and these samples are split into two sets.
The first set, of size Klearn, is used only in fitting the
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FIG. 2. The performance of control variates constructed from
an ELM across lattice sizes and ELM widths, as measured by
the ratio of the magnitude of the expectation value of O to
the variance of the estimator. All calculations are performed
at J = 0.2 and an external field of h = 0.1i, with 5 × 104

samples used to train each ELM and 5×104 samples per data
point.

optimal weights of the ELM, while the second (of size
Kest = K − Klearn) is used for evaluating expectation
values. This separation is necessary to avoid bias in the
final computed expectation values. Throughout this let-
ter the two sets will be chosen to be of equal size.

On each sample the ELM gives WLd outputs, which
we will name gi(s). Each output is differentiated with
respect to the origin according to the finite differencing
operator defined above and summed over possible trans-
lations, defining a basis fi(s) of possible control variates.
The correlations Mij and ci are measured on the Klearn

samples, and from those measured values the optimal co-
efficients ci estimated. This defines the control variate to
be used, and the improved observable

Õ ≡ O −
∑
i

cifi (10)

is measured on the remaining samples.
One additional technical detail must be treated: the

correlation matrix M is typically ill-conditioned, with a
condition number that rises rapidly with the width pa-
rameter W . We regularize M by adding a small multiple
of the identity matrix (10−10 in this Letter).

To verify the correctness of this method, we first work
with the model in two dimensions. At modest values
of L, the partition function may be computed exactly
by means of the transfer matrix. Three calculations of
the partition function on an 8 × 8 lattice are shown in
Fig. 1. The data points are the Monte Carlo estimate
of the ratio in Eq. (2) with or without the variance re-
duction method applied. Each calculation is done with
Klearn = 5× 103 = Kest samples, and a width scaling of
W = 3. Both data agree with the exact result, while the
errors from the calculation with the variance reduction

FIG. 3. The partition function of the Ising model, as a func-
tion of complex magnetic field strength, for different volumes
in three spacetime dimensions (43, 53, and 63). The increas-
ing density of the zeros at larger volumes is clearly visible. At
larger volumes and magnetic field strengths, the raw data is
insufficient to distinguish the partition function from 0, mak-
ing it impossible to localize zeros further from the real axis;
the use of an ELM improves the situation somewhat, enabling
the location of zeros to be further constrained. Data points
within two standard deviations of 0 are hidden for readability.

are seen to be substantially smaller than those without
the reduction. The coupling of J = 0.4 is chosen to be
slightly hotter than the critical coupling in two dimen-
sions of Jc ≈ 0.441 [44].

Fig 2 shows the performance of the ELM, measured by
the variance of the estimator, as a function of the size of
the lattice. We select a high temperature and weak mag-
netic field, of J = 0.2 and h = 0.1, to avoid zeros of the
partition function and make this ratio meaningful. In ad-
ditional to the unimproved estimator, two computations
are shown, corresponding to ELM widths of L2, 3L2, and
8L2. We see that for any fixed size of ELM, there is no
exponential improvement in the variance, only a factor
which is fixed or decaying as L increases. The typical
improvement seen, a factor of ∼ 10, corresponds to an
advantage of 102 in computational time when high pre-
cision is desired.

Finally, in Fig. 3 we show the partition function at
imaginary magnetic field on a three-dimensional lattice,
at lattice sizes of L = 4, 5, 6. The largest lattice size, 63,
is beyond what can be computed via the transfer matrix
with reasonable computational resources. We take J =
0.2 to again be slightly hotter than the phase transition
(which sits at Jc ≈ 0.22 [45]). Each calculation is done
withKlearn = 2×104 = Kest samples, and a width scaling
of W = 5.

We have detailed a practical algorithm for mitigating
volume-scaling sign problems in lattice field theory. In
the context in which we have tested the method—the
Ising model at imaginary external magnetic field—it con-
sistently yields a speedup of two orders of magnitude over
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the naive approach. This approach is directly applicable
to spin systems and other models in which the degrees of
freedom in the path integral are discrete, a marked ad-
vantage over previous machine learning approaches that
make use of contour deformations; however, at this stage
we have not attained an exponential improvement in the
average phase. This deficiency may be expected to be a
fruitful direction for future work.

All results in this Letter make use of the JAX library
Equinox [46] for the implementation of the ELM. S.L. is
grateful to Frederic Koehler for originally suggesting ex-
treme learning as an technique of interest.
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