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In this paper, we present a general framework for quantum many-body simulations called the op-
erator learning renormalization group (OLRG). Inspired by machine learning perspectives, OLRG
is a generalization of Wilson’s numerical renormalization group and White’s density matrix renor-
malization group, which recursively builds a simulatable system to approximate a target system of
the same number of sites via operator maps. OLRG uses a loss function to minimize the error of a
target property directly by learning the operator map in lieu of a state ansatz. This loss function
is designed by a scaling consistency condition that also provides a provable bound for real-time
evolution. We implement two versions of the operator maps for classical and quantum simulations.
The former, which we call the Operator Matrix Map, can be implemented via neural networks on
classical computers. The latter, which we call the Hamiltonian Expression Map, generates device
pulse sequences to leverage the capabilities of quantum computing hardware. We illustrate the
performance of both maps for calculating time-dependent quantities in the quantum Ising model
Hamiltonian.

I. INTRODUCTION

Simulating quantum many-body systems is a funda-
mental problem in physics with many applications, in-
cluding the understanding and design of quantum mate-
rials, molecules and matter [1–3]. However, the general
simulation problem has been proven to be hard [4, 5].
This has motivated the development of various clas-
sical frameworks to tackle the problem heuristically,
including Wilson’s Numerical Renormalization Group
(NRG) [6], White’s Density Matrix Renormalization
Group (DMRG) [7, 8] and Variational Monte Carlo
(VMC) [9, 10]. It has also motivated strategies for lever-
aging quantum hardware for simulation, where frame-
works such as quantum phase estimation [11, 12], Hamil-
tonian simulation [13–15] and variational quantum algo-
rithms (VQA) [16–18] have been proposed to take advan-
tage of devices with potential quantum advantage.

Despite the hardness of the problem, a useful observa-
tion is that, upon scaling the system size, many proper-
ties of interest (i.e., observables, entanglement entropy,
spectrum, etc.) can exhibit minimal fluctuations and
demonstrate consistent behavior across adjacent system
sizes. [19–21]. This hints that, given an oracle to query
observable properties from the n−1, n−2, · · · , 1-site sys-
tem with tractable cost, predicting a property in n-site
system might be possible. Technically, predicting larger
system properties by solving smaller system properties
is an appealing direction, allowing the observations and
theory relevant to small-system solvers to be transferred
into large-scale many-body system solvers. Historically,
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numerical renormalization formulations such as NRG and
DMRG have been motivated by this observation.

The success of NRG and especially DMRG relies
largely on the linear ansatz for the operator map and the
loss function of the spectrum error or average expecta-
tion error of a chosen state [6–8, 22], which can be solved
directly using an eigensolver. Linearity is one of the key
reasons behind the fast convergence of DMRG, where the
local optimal point of the loss function can be identified
directly using an eigensolver. However, this linearity also
limits the expressiveness, leading to the limitations en-
countered by matrix product states (MPS) in simulating
high-dimensional systems or long-time dynamics. While
the tensor network formalism [23–36] has been developed
to address this issue, it is possible that the limitation
of expressiveness in linear functions may be fundamen-
tal [37–44]. As for the loss function, the spectrum error
or average expectation error of a chosen state is a natural
choice. However, compared to optimizing the error of the
target property directly, the spectrum error or average
expectation error of a chosen state may introduce a bias
when these are not the target property themselves [10].
Given these arguments, it is natural to ask whether one
could generalize the NRG and DMRG algorithms, such
that instead of using a linear operator map for an inter-
mediate target, an arbitrary operator map can be used
as an ansatz for the final target.

We view this question through a modern machine
learning perspective. For both ground state and dy-
namics, predicting properties of a n-site system from
smaller system properties can be framed as a machine-
learning task. An algorithm can learn from a data set of
n − 1, · · · , 1-site properties and predict the n-site prop-
erty. Looking closely at NRG and DMRG, the algorithms
take a set of n-site operators as input and generate a com-
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FIG. 1. Workflow of NRG, DMRG, and OLRG. The colored circles represent the relevant set of operators for each framework.
Left is real and right is virtual. (red) NRG keep track of the Hamiltonian operator; (orange) DMRG keep track of operators
relevant to construct a superblock; X → V †XV is the basis transform into low-energy spectrum subspace or chosen-state
subspace used in NRG and DMRG; (blue) OLRG generalizes to set of relevant operators and arbitrary operator maps.

pact representation of these operators as output. Then,
the compact operators are grown by one site and used as
the operators for an n+1-site system as shown in Fig. 1.
From a learning perspective, aside from the details of the
loss function for a specific problem, this can be seen as a
generative learning procedure, where the model tries to
generate a set of virtual compact operators relevant to
calculating the target property. Thus, we take as the key
idea of our algorithm the perspective of learning operator
maps, i.e., generalizations of the linear operator maps in
NRG and DMRG, as opposed to learning parameterized
states as in the tensor network formalism.

We call the algorithm thus introduced in this paper
the Operator Learning Renormalization Group (OLRG).
In a similar spirit to the renormalization group and em-
bedding theory [45–47], the OLRG framework provides
a route to leverage the techniques developed for small-
system solvers for large-scale many-body systems. While
our framework is general enough to address arbitrary
simulation problems, we prove in particular rigorous
bounds for the loss function of real-time dynamics. The
loss function is designed to minimize the error of a target
property directly instead of an intermediate target. The
philosophy of removing intermediate steps is commensu-
rate with end-to-end (e2e) learning [48, 49], which has
been a core concept in the success of modern deep learn-
ing, leading to many state-of-the-art results [50–53]. As
a result, instead of modeling a quantum state, arbitrary
operator maps are allowed as ansatzes by this variational
principle. For classical simulation, the operator map is
called an Operator Matrix Map (OMM). In this paper,
we will focus on demonstrating OMM implemented by
a neural network. Furthermore, this variational princi-
ple has a broader application when considering operators
not represented by matrices, such as a pulse sequence in
a real quantum device. Considering an operator map
of a problem Hamiltonian to a device Hamiltonian ex-

pression, this leads to an alternative quantum simulation
algorithm for near-term devices that are not fully fault-
tolerant [54–57], which we call the Hamiltonian Expres-
sion Map (HEM).

This paper is organized as follows. We first review the
NRG and DMRG algorithms in their traditional setting
in Section II. In Section III, we introduce the general
framework of OLRG, including the scaling consistency
condition, a general principle guiding the design of the
loss function. Then, we explore the concrete scaling con-
sistency condition for the real-time evolution of a geomet-
rically local Hamiltonian. In Section IV, we introduce
two variant algorithms of OLRG for classical and quan-
tum simulation of real-time dynamics. By viewing the
operator map as OMM, we discuss using OLRG as a vari-
ational algorithm on conventional computers. By viewing
the operator map as HEM, we discuss using OLRG as
a variational quantum algorithm for near-term digital-
analog quantum devices. In Section V, we study the
two-point correlation function of a one-dimensional (1D)
Transverse Field Ising Model (TFIM) to demonstrate our
theory and the effects of different hyperparameters for
OMM and HEM. Finally, we discuss open questions and
potential improvements in Section VI.

II. NRG AND DMRG IN THE TRADITIONAL
FORMULATION

To further understand the motivation and thought pro-
cess of the NRG and DMRG algorithms, we will review
them in their traditional formulations from an operator
map perspective. Wilson’s NRG starts with a simple
idea: to obtain the low-energy properties of a N -site sys-
tem, where N is a large number or infinity. We can start
by dividing the N -site system into identical n-site small
systems named a block, assuming N = 2qn. Then, the
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block Hamiltonian HSn
on a small system Sn of n sites

can be compressed from 2n × 2n to some size M × M
by finding an approximation of the matrix HSn

. Wil-
son proposed to use a low-rank approximation of the
Hamiltonian V †

nHSn
Vn such that V †

nHSn
Vn preserves the

low-energy eigenstates of HSn
. Naturally, Vn are the

M lowest eigenstates of HSn
, which preserves the low-

energy spectrum. Then, we can grow the system by
copying the n-site system to form a 2n-site system and
repeat the process. For single particle models such as
HSn =

∑
iXi, this is relatively straightforward. Since

each small system of n sites does not interact with each
other, the 2n-site Hamiltonian HSnHSn can be written
as HSn ⊗ I + I ⊗HSn , and with the compressed Hamil-
tonian V †

nHSnVn ⊗ I + I ⊗ V †
nHSnVn. With q steps, this

process should eventually lead to a n2q-site system, ap-
proximating an infinite system. In summary, NRG uses
the error of the low-energy spectrum as the optimization
target and a basis transform Vn as the ansatz. Thus, at
each step, we produce a virtual Hamiltonian V †

nHSn
Vn

to replace the original one. However, such approxima-
tion is sub-optimal for two reasons: (i) the choice of low-
energy eigenstates is suboptimal when the only properties
of interest are the ground-state properties. (ii) copying
the small system does not reflect the effect of boundary
conditions. As a result, NRG works well for low-energy
spectrum problems without a strong effect on boundary
condition [6] but fails for more general quantum lattice
ground-state problems in real-space form [58].

Historically, White’s DMRG was presented as a gen-
eralization of NRG. We will explain the process using
1D TFIM Hamiltonian Hn =

∑
i ZiZi+1 + h

∑
iXi. As-

suming a chain of “good” compression V1, V2, · · · , VN−1

in a similar RG process has been found but for arbi-
trary ground state observables in the infinite system.
Then, given a n-site system Sn and environment En,
Vn+1 should produce a good approximation of Sn • •En

named a superblock, where • means a new physical site,
and its Hamiltonian is written as HSn ⊗ In+2 +HSn• +
H•• +H•En + In+2 ⊗HEn , and without compression

HSn• = I⊗n−1 ⊗ Z ⊗ Z ⊗ I⊗n+1

H•• = I⊗n ⊗ Z ⊗ Z ⊗ I⊗n

H•En = I⊗n+1 ⊗ Z ⊗ Z ⊗ I⊗n−1

(1)

The construction of Sn ••En requires addressing the effect
of a neighboring site at the boundary Sn• then addressing
the effect of environment bath •En. Thus, a superblock
can be a good test of the boundary and environment
effect. Then, applying Vn+1 on Sn• and •En will result
in a virtual Sn • •En system. Comparing an arbitrary
ground state observable A on Sn• results in the following
error estimation,∥∥∥tr(ρSn•A)− tr

(
V †
n+1ρSn•AVn+1

)∥∥∥ (2)

where ρ = tr• En
(|ψ0⟩) is the ground state on Sn•. Since

A is an arbitrary observable, the optimal Vn+1 should

Method Loss function RG transformation

NRG [6] low-energy spectrum error isometry

DMRG [7, 8] ∥ρ− ρ̂∥F rank ρ̂ ≤M isometry

OLRG scaling consistency arbitrary

TABLE I. A review of previous RG-like variational methods
by loss function at each scale and RG transformation. H
denotes the Hamiltonian. ρ denotes the density matrix. ∥·∥F
is the trace norm (Frobenius norm). M denotes the maximum
rank of the low-rank approximation.

be the isometric map to the low-rank approximation of
ρ [7, 22], namely a basis transform into the ground state
subspace. To build the Hamiltonian of the next 2n+4-site
superblock, except the virtual Hamiltonian from the n+
1-site system and environment, we also need the virtual
operator HSn+1•, H• • and H• En+1 , which are I⊗n ⊗ Z,
Z⊗I⊗n and I⊗n+1 in the n+1-site space. Then, one can
repeat this process until the target system size is N . In
summary, in DMRG, the superblock is used instead of a
block to test the effect of boundary and bath. Besides the
Hamiltonian itself, we keep track of some extra virtual
operators to build the superblock. The transform Vn+1

is then optimized based on the loss function defined on
the superblock. A comparison of loss functions is shown
in Table I. This thought process of generating virtual
operators describing the same n-site system is the key
idea of our generalization.

III. OPERATOR LEARNING RG FRAMEWORK

The procedure in Section II can be summarised as fol-
lows:

Instead of considering all n-site operators and having a
static definition of operators in the block object, we only
focus on the subset of operators required to calculate the

target output.

We call these operators as the set of “relevant” operators
and denote them as a set Sn for a n-site system. And

denote S
(0)
n as the ground truth without altering any rel-

evant operators. In NRG, this is only the Hamiltonian
Sn = {Hn}, and in our 1D TFIM DMRG example, this
is Sn = {Hn, I

⊗n−1 ⊗ Z,Z ⊗ I⊗n−1}. We then look at
the target output and rough RG procedure to trace back
the minimum required operations by removing the details
from Section II.
First, we denote the target output at n-site system cal-

culated by these operators as pn[Sn], where pn is called a
property function. Here by “property function”, we mean
a function that maps the set Sn to a scalar value, such as
the ground state energy, the two-point correlation func-
tion, the entanglement entropy, etc. A formal definition
of pn is introduced in Appendix A. Denote the operator
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FIG. 2. Illustration of three OLRG growing steps starts from a 3-site system. Gl denotes the operation of adding k sites
into the system. fθ

n denotes the operator map of n-site system with parameters θ. (Left) When fθ
n is an isometric matrix,

this process is equivalent to a canonical MPS. The red circles mark the physical legs, and the blue triangle denotes the
isometric matrix. (Middle) The blue box depicts the set of operators that are used to calculate the target property. The
dashed box denotes the grown box. The arrow represents the operator map fθ

n. (Right) The flow chart of this process.

S
(2)
5 = G1[S

(2)
4 ] = (G1 ◦ fθ

4 )[S
(1)
4 ] = (G1 ◦ fθ

4 ◦G1 ◦ fθ
3 )[S

(0)
3 ].

map as fθn : An → An, where An is the space of Hermi-
tian operators and θ are the parameters. The operator
map fθn maps a Hermitian operator to another Hermitian
operator of the same number of sites. For example, when
pn is the expectation of a two-point correlator at time T
evolved by the TFIM Hamiltonian,

S(0)
n = {ρ0, Hn, Bn, O

ab
n } (3)

where Bn = I⊗n−1Z, applying fθn onto S
(0)
n result in

S(1)
n = fθn[S

(0)
n ] = {fθn[ρ0], fθn[Hn], f

θ
n[Bn], f

θ
n[O

ab
n ]} (4)

In NRG and DMRG, this is the basis transform
fθn[X] = V †

nXVn. Constructing a n+1-site operator from
a n-site operator is denoted as G1. In DMRG, this cor-
responds to the step that adds one site •. Then, starting
from an operator X in n-site system, we can write down
the output operator in the N -site system after perform-
ing the entire RG process asG1 ◦ fθN−1 ◦ · · · ◦G1 ◦ fθn︸ ︷︷ ︸

q times

[X].

This is the corresponding virtual operator in the N -site
system, where N = n + q. We can then obtain the en-
tire set of virtual relevant operators in the N -site sys-

tem, denoted as S
(q)
N = G1 ◦ fθN−1 ◦ · · · ◦G1 ◦ fθn︸ ︷︷ ︸

q times

[S
(0)
n ],

where (q) means we transformed the system for q times

by applying fθn, · · · , fθN−1. Thus the error of output is∥∥∥pN (S
(0)
N )− pN (S

(q)
N )

∥∥∥, where S(0)
N = Gq

1[S
(0)
n ] by defini-

tion. If we can minimize this error, we will obtain a set of

virtual operators S
(q)
N resulting a similar property value.

In summary, it doesn’t matter if our set of virtual oper-

ators S
(q)
N is a complete set of real operators describing

the N -site system properties. As long as it can compute
the property pN with a good error, it is probably a set
of real operators.

Thus, instead of approximating states, the NRG and
DMRG algorithms can be viewed as generative learning
algorithms [59] that generate a set of virtual relevant op-
erators at each scale. As shown in Fig. 2 (right), (1)

starting from S
(0)
3 = {H(0)

3 , ρ
(0)
3 , O

(0)
3 , · · · }, we generate

S
(1)
3 = fθ3 [S

(0)
3 ] = {H(1)

3 , ρ
(1)
3 , O

(1)
3 , · · · }. Assuming this

new set of operators is sufficient to approximate the prop-
erties we would like to calculate, we use this set of opera-
tors as if they were the ground truth. If they are “good”
approximations, we should be allowed to grow the vir-
tual system by 1 site (marked by a dashed box). We can

obtain the next 4-site system as S
(1)
4 = G1[S

(1)
3 ]. (2) We

then use S
(1)
4 as the input to generate another set of op-

erators S
(2)
4 = fθ4 [S

(1)
4 ] and grow it into S

(2)
5 to calculate

p5[S
(2)
5 ] as an approximation of p5[S

(0)
5 ].
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In the case of classical simulation, the virtual relevant
operators should use less storage than the original to keep
the algorithm running within a constant memory. Thus
in NRG and DMRG, they are generated by linear isomet-
ric functions fθnq

(X) = V †
nq
XVnq

, nq = n, n + 1, · · · , N .
These functions take the matrix of the original operator
and return a compressed matrix at each scale. As shown
in Fig. 2 (left), the chain of fnq forms the canonical MPS.

Next, the functions fθnq
are optimized by a loss function

that is defined on the data of block (NRG) or superblock
(DMRG) generated by a small-system solver, e.g., the
low-energy spectrum error or average expectation error
of a chosen state. The loss function heuristically con-
trols the final error. Thanks to the linear nature of fθnq

,
the optimal point of such loss functions can be identified
directly using an eigensolver without actually generat-
ing the whole data set of operators. This loss function

heuristically allows the set S
(1)
n = fθn[S

(0)
n ] to grow into

the set S
(2)
n+1 = G1[S

(1)
n ] with the final error controlled.

Thus, the learning process can be repeated until the tar-
get system size is reached.

This perspective further guides us to investigate the
requirement of implementing proper loss functions, such
that the requirement of a linear fθn can be extended. As
a result, we suggest a fundamental principle for creating
such loss functions, which we call the scaling consistency
condition. This principle is outlined and compared with
other heuristic approaches in Table I. In the following, we
define this process and its underlying concepts through
formal definitions and corresponding examples. Then,
we introduce the error upper bound due to satisfying the
scaling consistency condition. Next, we look into the
real-time evolution of a geometrically local Hamiltonian
and further reduce the loss function to local-observable
errors. Last, we discuss these local observables and the
corresponding evaluation of the loss function. In fact,
this paradigm above shares the same philosophy as so-
called duck typing in programming languages [60, 61]
(e.g as used in a DMRG tutorial [62]). By way of defini-
tion,

If it looks like a duck, swims like a duck, and quacks like
a duck, then it probably is a duck.

A. The Scaling Consistency Condition

Next, we explain how to define a tractable loss func-
tion such that for arbitrary fθn we can (a) preserve the
properties we want to calculate in the target system and
(b) allow the system to grow to the target size with final
error controlled. This is the main goal of the following
definitions and theorems. We first need to formally de-
fine Gl to understand what it means to grow the system
by l sites. Before diving into the formal definition, we
can look at how one rewrites the n-site Hamiltonian Hn

of the 1D TFIM as the n− 1-site Hamiltonian

Example 1 (Growing the TFIM Hamiltonian). For ex-
ample, for the 1D TFIM model, the Hamiltonian of an
n-site 1D system is constructed by extending the Hamil-
tonian of an n− 1-site 1D system and adding terms that
incorporate the n-th site:

Hn = G1[Hn−1]

= Hn−1 ⊗ I + I⊗n−1 ⊗ Z ⊗ Z︸ ︷︷ ︸
new site interaction

+ hI⊗n ⊗X︸ ︷︷ ︸
new site field

, (5)

and more generally we can rewrite the n+l-site 1D TFIM
Hamiltonian as n-site 1D TFIM Hamiltonian as follows

Hn+l =Hn ⊗ I⊗l + I⊗n−1 ⊗ Z ⊗ Z ⊗ I⊗l−1 + · · ·+︸ ︷︷ ︸
l − 2 terms

I⊗n+l−2 ⊗ Z ⊗ Z + I⊗n ⊗ h ·X ⊗ I⊗l−1+

I⊗n ⊗ h ·X ⊗ I⊗l−1 + · · ·+︸ ︷︷ ︸
l − 2 terms

I⊗n+l−1 ⊗ h ·X

(6)

We can see the Eq. (5) as breaking the entire system
into 1-site fragment, then each time Gl is applied, it puts
l fragments back. Naturally, one can define the growing
operator as a building operation that puts l fragments
back after dividing the total N -site operator. This is the
main idea of the following definition.

Definition 1 (Growing operator, informal). A growing
operator Gl is a superoperator that increases the size of
the system by l-sites. This superoperator formalizes how
one grows a given operator An of n sites by l sites. In
general, Gl can be represented as follows,

Gl[An] = An ⊗R[An] +
∑
i

Bi
n ⊗R[Bi

n], (7)

where Bi
n and R[Bi

n] are pairs of operators that connect
the n-site system and the l-site environment. We call
the operators Bi

n the boundary operators. The index
i goes over all possible decomposition and thus can be
exponentially large in the most general case. A more
detailed definition will be given in Appendix A.

In summary, the concept of a growing operator is piv-
otal in understanding how an operator of a n+ l-site sys-
tem can be expressed in terms of an operator of a n-site
system by first dividing the total system of N sites into
N/l fragments. This will be particularly clear to those
familiar with tensor networks: the growing operator can
be analogously represented as a tensor within the Tensor
Network Operator (TNO) formalism [63, 64]. Each time
applying the tensor creates a few new physical legs. How-
ever, in our subsequent theorem, we opt not to use the
TNO formalism. Our rationale is to present our proof
from an algebraic standpoint, which we find more suit-
able for our generalization purposes. To further elucidate
this concept, the growing operator can also be applied to
other operators, such as the density matrix operator of
the zero-state.
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Example 2 (Growing the zero state). ρn = (|0⟩ ⟨0|)⊗n

can be written as,

ρn = G1[ρn−1] = ρn−1 ⊗ |0⟩ ⟨0| . (8)

As mentioned, the growing operator is defined by di-
viding the total system into fragments and combining
them. The two-point correlation function is a typical
example of an operator that requires dividing the total
system into fragments otherwise the definition of the two-
point correlation function could be ambiguous.

Example 3 (Growing the two-point correlator). In a
similar vein, and without loss of generality, consider a
two-point correlator expressed as

Oxy
n = I⊗x ⊗X ⊗ I⊗y ⊗ Y ⊗ I⊗n−x−y−2. (9)

The growing operator from a smaller size n−1 to a larger
size n can be written as

Oxy
n = G1[O

xy
n−1] =



Oxy
n−1 ⊗ I if n < x

or x < n < y

or n > y

Oxy
n−1 ⊗X if n = x

Oxy
n−1 ⊗ Y if n = y

(10)

The e2e-style loss function can be written as the error∥∥∥pN [S
(0)
N ]− pN [S

(q)
N ]

∥∥∥, as demonstrated in Fig. 2 (blue

nodes). Then, our goal will be minimizing this loss func-
tion by optimizing the parameters θ in the OLRG steps.
The parameters θ can appear in two places: (a) the
operator map fθnq

itself, similar to NRG and DMRG;

(b) the output operator fθnq
[X]. We will discuss them

in Section IV. However, this quantity, as the loss func-
tion, is infeasible to calculate. We wish to simplify it
into a more tractable form within each growing step.
Naively, as shown in Fig. 2 (blue nodes), for calculat-
ing 5-site system starting from 3-site system, one may

use
∥∥∥p3[S(0)

3 ]− p3[S
(1)
3 ]

∥∥∥ +
∥∥∥p4[S(1)

4 ]− p4[S
(2)
4 ]

∥∥∥ as the

loss function instead. However, this does not necessarily
bound the final error. In fact, we show that such a loss
function fails to bound the error in Section V as the 0th-
order loss function in our theory. This motivates us to
introduce the following definition and theorem.

Definition 2 (ϵ-scaling consistency). An operator map
fθn : An → An is said to satisfy ϵ-scaling consistency for
a set of relevant operators Sn and property pN where
N ≥ n, if ∃ϵ > 0,∀q = 1, 2, · · · , (N − n)/l we always
have ∥∥pN [Gq

l [Sn]]− pN [(Gq
l ◦ fθn)[Sn]]

∥∥ ≤ ϵ. (11)

The ϵ-scaling consistency condition measures the er-
ror caused by applying the operator map fθnq

at each
OLRG step. This error appears because the n-site part
within a N -site system is transformed by fθn, thus re-
sulting in an error between two N -site systems (Gq

l [Sn]

𝑆(0)3

𝑆(0)4

𝑆(0)5

𝑆(1)3

𝑆(1)4

𝑆(1)5

𝑆(2)4

𝑆(2)5

𝐺𝑙

𝐺𝑙

𝐺𝑙

𝐺𝑙 𝐺𝑙

𝑓𝜃3

𝑓𝜃4

𝑝 𝑝 𝑝

‖ ○ −○ ‖ ≤ 𝜀 ‖ ○ −○ ‖ ≤ 𝜀

𝑝(𝑆(0)5 ) 𝑝(𝑆(1)5 ) 𝑝(𝑆(2)5 )

FIG. 3. Comparing 2 OLRG growing steps and the ground

truth starts from a 2-site system. Denote S
(q)
n as the system

of size n by applying Dl for q times. Green nodes depict the
ground truth. Blue nodes represent algorithm growing steps.
Orange nodes represent the 5-site system applying only fθ

3 .
The red nodes denote the computed property at each 5-site

system p(Gl[S
(q)
n ]).

and (Gq
l ◦ fθn)[Sn]). It is worth noting that the con-

ceptualization of growing operators shares numerous
commonalities with Density Matrix Embedding Theory
(DMET) [45, 46]. For readers versed in DMET, the ter-
minology of “scaling consistency” also takes inspiration
from the self-consistency principle in DMET. In OLRG,
the optimization of the operator map is directed not to-
ward aligning the properties of individual fragments with
the original system but rather toward achieving consis-
tency in properties across varying scales. Denote one step
of growing and transforming as Dl = Gl ◦ fθnq

called an
OLRG step. For convenience, we let nq being adaptive
to the number of sites in Dl. The target property can
be written as pN (Dq

l [Sn]). Then we have the following
theorem:

Theorem 1 (System scaling error). For target system
size N and starting system size n, where N ≥ n, if for
nq = n, n + l, · · · , N , the operator map fθnq

satisfy the
ϵ-scaling consistency condition for Sn, Sn+1, · · · , SN−1,
and q = (N − n)/l then ∃ϵ > 0 such that

∥pN [Gq
l [Sn]]− pN [Dq

l [Sn]]∥ ≤ qϵ. (12)

Proof. This is obvious by inserting zeros of neighbor-
ing values p(Gq−j

l Dj
l [Sn])− p(Gq−j

l Dj
l [Sn]) into the left-

hand-side then use triangular inequality. A visual proof
is shown in Fig. 3. Appendix A provides a more detailed
proof.

Theorem 1 suggests that to implement an e2e-style loss
function rather than minimizing the differences in prop-
erties at the current system size, one should optimize the
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discrepancy between properties at the target system size
N at each OLRG step. This concept is exemplified by
the error observed between the last blocks of each column
in Fig. 3. Instead of optimizing properties from the blue

blocks (S
(0)
3 and S

(1)
3 , S

(1)
4 and S

(2)
4 ), one should optimize

the properties from the blocks at the bottom (S
(0)
5 and

S
(1)
5 , S

(1)
5 and S

(2)
5 ). With Theorem 1, we convert the

problem of reducing the error ∥p(Gq
l [Sn])− p(Dq

l [Sn])∥
into reducing the error defined by ϵ-scaling consistency
(Definition 2). While the quantity in ϵ-scaling consis-
tency is still infeasible to evaluate, intuitively, such error
is caused by applying fθn to the n-site system. Thus, the
error must come from the change of some operators in
the n-site system. To control the error, we only need
to expand our set of relevant operators to include these
operators. In the next subsection, while the rigorous ϵ-
scaling consistency condition for the ground state and
imaginary time dynamics remains an open question, we
show what kind of operators in the n-site system will
contribute to this error for the real-time evolution of a
geometrically local Hamiltonian.

B. Loss Function for Real-Time Evolution

Nevertheless, when we look closer to a more realistic
system, it is usually geometrically local. More specifi-
cally, geometrically w-local means given a Hamiltonian
of the form Hn =

∑
aHa, each term Ha can only act on

neighboring w sites geometrically. In this case, applying
Gl for q times will result in the following equation, where
by definition, Gq

l = Gql and,

Gql[Hn] =

Hn ⊗ I⊗kq +
∑

i∈(∂Hn)
Gl

Bi
n ⊗R(Bi

n) + I⊗n ⊗K,

(13)
where (∂Hn)

Gl denotes a set of operators acting on the
boundary of Hn. The set (∂Hn)

Gl will saturate once the
growing operator applies outside the system boundary
as demonstrated in Fig. 4. The size of (∂Hn)

Gl is pro-
portional to the boundary size of the system Sn and the
number of operators Bi

n ⊗ R[Bi
n], as previously defined

in the context of a growing operator Gl (depicted in the
yellow band in Fig. 4). Furthermore, K represents the
Hamiltonian of the environment. A more detailed and
formal discussion about the set (∂Hn)

Gl is included in
Appendix B, where the geometrically local Hamiltonian
is generalized into the geometrically local Hamiltonian
with constant non-geometrically local terms, such as sys-
tems with periodic boundary condition. This approach
simplifies the criterion for scaling consistency, necessi-
tating consistency only within (∂Hn)

Gl , since geomet-
rically, the operator transformation fθn affects only op-
erators within this range. This leads to the following
proposition.

𝐺𝑙 𝐺𝑙

environment

(𝜕𝐻𝑛)
𝐺system

FIG. 4. For a geometrically w-local Hamiltonian, the grow-
ing operator stops changing the system after it grows outside
the boundary band of stretch w after applyingG2

l = G2l. This
results in a saturated yellow band where only terms within
this yellow band interact with the system Hamiltonian.

Proposition 1. If we can effectively break down the
property function pN (Gq

l [Sn]) and pN (Gq
l [f

θ
n(Sn)]) into

expectation values separately on system and environ-
ment, this might offer a more practical way to develop
the e2e-style loss function:

pN (Gq
l [Sn]) =

∞∑
i=0

αi ⟨Ai⟩ ⟨Bi⟩

pN (Gq
l [f

θ
n(Sn)]) =

∞∑
i=0

αi ⟨A′
i⟩ ⟨Bi⟩

(14)

where i is the index of the series expansion, αi repre-
sents the scalar factor at each order, ⟨Ai⟩ represents
observables on the n-site system and ⟨Bi⟩ corresponds
to observables on the kq-site environment. ⟨A′

i⟩ is the
transformed observable on the n-site system. For ex-
ample, if ⟨Ai⟩ = tr(ρ0 exp{itHn}Ai exp{−itHn}) is the
expectation of a time evolved observable, then ⟨A′

i⟩ =
tr(fθn[ρ0]U

′(t)†fθn[Ai]U
′(t)) is the expectation value re-

calculated using the virtual operators, where U ′(t) =
exp

{
−itfθn[Hn]

}
. If we optimize our operator mapping

function such that ∥⟨Ai⟩ − ⟨A′
i⟩∥ ≤ ϵ, it follows that∥∥∥p(Gq

l [S
(0)
n ])− p(Gq

l [f
θ
n(S

(0)
n )])

∥∥∥ ≤ ϵ
∑∞

i=0 αi ⟨Bi⟩. Pro-

vided that
∑∞

i=0 αi ⟨Bi⟩ converges to a finite value, the
convergence of the e2e-style loss function can be ensured.

We further explore the expectation value of an ob-
servable On(T ) in the Heisenberg picture On(T ) =
eiTHnOne

−iTHn , where T is the total evolution time, Hn

is a geometrically local Hamiltonian, with a product state
ρn as initial state,

p(Sn) = tr(ρ0e
iHnTOne

−iHnT ). (15)

Without loss of generality, we assume On is local and
Gl(On) = On ⊗ R[On]. Because ρn is a product state
such that Gk(ρn) = ρn ⊗ R[ρn]. This expectation p(Sn)
can expand into a series of expectation values in the n-site
system and the environment (detailed in Appendix C).
Thus, we find the desired series expansion proposed in
Proposition 1. This leads us to the subsequent theorem:
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Theorem 2 (Real-time ϵ-scaling consistency). Given
that a w-local Hamiltonian Hn and its growing opera-
tor Gl will saturate, denote the set as (∂Hn)

Gl . ∃ϵ > 0
and expectation values χ(Sn), such that if ∀χ we have∥∥χ(Sn)− χ(fθn[Sn])

∥∥ ≤ ϵ. (16)

For Sn = {Hn, B
i
n, ρ = ρn⊗R[ρn], O = On⊗R[On]} and

N = n + kq then the error of expectation pN [Gq
k[Sn]] =〈

ρeiTHNOe−iTHN
〉
is bounded by∥∥pN [Gq

l [Sn]]− pN [(Gq
l ◦ fθn)[Sn]]

∥∥
≤ ϵC exp

{
T
∥∥(∂Hn)

Gl
∥∥C/2}, (17)

where C is a constant, T is the total evolution time. A
detailed theorem and its proof can be found in Appendix C

Theorem 2 gives a single step error, thus combined
with Theorem 1, we have the total error of q steps upper
bounded by

qϵC exp
{
T
∥∥(∂Hn)

Gl
∥∥C/2}. (18)

This indicates that if we can optimize the error of these
expectations χ at nq = n, n+ l, · · · , N -site system due to
applying fθnq

, we should be able to optimize the error of
the target property at the target system sizeN . Since the
norm

∥∥(∂Hn)
Gl
∥∥ is a constant, this error is independent

of system size N and only accumulates linearly with the
number of OLRG steps.

Thus, we can tailor the loss function’s design for real-
time evolution by considering it as the cumulative error
of all observables, as detailed in Theorem 2 with an order
cutoff in the series. Then Theorem 2 can guarantee as we
increase the order the output will directly move towards
the ground truth. This aligns with the e2e learning.
Theorem 2 has a very similar bound as Lieb-Robinson
bound [19] and other results derived from it [65]. Intu-
itively, the reason why real-time dynamics can have this
bound is also due to the limitation of propagating corre-
lations. However, we do not use Lieb-Robinson bound in
our proof in Appendix C. It is interesting to see if we can
derive a similar bound using the Lieb-Robinson bound.
This will provide a more general understanding of the
error bound in our framework.

Next, based on the proof in Appendix C, we introduce
the definition of χ. Denote the operator Bi

n from Eq. (13)
in the Heisenberg picture as Bi

n(t) = eiHntBi
ne

−iHnt

where 0 ≤ t ≤ T . The proof of this theorem reveals that
the observables are essentially time correlation functions
defined on the operator Bi

n(t) and the part of our target
observable on the system On(T ). We refer to these as the
Time-Ordered Boundary Correlation (TOBC) denoted as
χ:

⟨χi,t,σ(Sn, T )⟩ = tr(ρn
∏
i,t,σ

adBi
n(t),σ

[On(T )]), (19)

where ρn is the initial state of the system, the multi-
index i, t, σ = i1, i2, · · · , ik, t1, t2, · · · , tk, σ1, σ2, · · · , σk,

t1

0 1 2 3 4 5

t 2

0

1

2

3

4

5
𝜒i,t,{ + , + }

t1

0 1 2 3 4 5

t 2

0

1

2

3

4

5
𝜒i,t,{ + , − }

t1

0 1 2 3 4 5

t 2

0

1

2

3

4

5
𝜒i,t,{ − , + }

t1

0 1 2 3 4 5

t 2

0

1

2

3

4

5
𝜒i,t,{ − , − }

0.0

0.2

0.4

FIG. 5. 2nd-order TOBC for 5-site 1D TFIM at T = 5.0 for
the two-point correlation function ⟨Z1Z2⟩T=5.0 with |00000⟩
as the initial state and h = 1.0.

each index in i iterates over (∂H)G, t are the check-
points in the time evolution, and σ = ±1. As men-
tioned, the input Sn denotes the set of relevant oper-
ators at n-site system. For TOBC specifically, Sn are
the primitive operators required to calculate TOBCs de-
fined as Sn = {ρ,On, Hn, B

i
n} where Bi

n ∈ (∂Hn)
Gl .

The notation adA,σ(B) = AB + σBA and adA,+1(B) =
{A,B} = AB + BA, adA,−1(B) = [A,B] = AB − BA,
their composition denotes the recursive commutators
and anti-commutators adA,+1adB,+1(C) = {A, {B,C}},
adA,−1adB,+1(C) = [A, {B,C}]. For the kth-order
TOBC, the notion of

∏
i,m,σ denotes the following prod-

uct

ad
B

i1
n (t1),σ1

ad
B

i2
n (t2),σ2

· · · ad
B

ik
n (tk),σk

[On(T )]. (20)

For example, we can write down the TOBC at different
orders. For the 0-th order, this refers to the observable
On(T ). For the 1st order, for 0 ≤ t ≤ T , we have,

χi,t,−1(Sn, T ) = [Bi
n(t), On(T )]

χi,t,+1(Sn, T ) = {Bi
n(t), On(T )}.

(21)

For the 2nd order, for 0 ≤ t1 ≤ t2 ≤ T , we have,

χi,t,{−1,−1}(Sn, T ) = [Bi1
n (t1), [B

i2
n (t2), On(T )]]

χi,t,{−1,+1}(Sn, T ) = [Bi1
n (t1), {Bi2

n (t2), On(T )}]
χi,t,{+1,+1}(Sn, T ) = {Bi1

n (t1), {Bi2
n (t2), On(T )}}

χi,t,{+1,−1}(Sn, T ) = {Bi1
n (t1), [B

i2
n (t2), On(T )]}.

(22)

In practice, the time points t1, t2, · · · are checkpoints
from the small-system solver. Many correlators in this
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setup are nearly zero. These can be further pinpointed
by introducing a specific Hamiltonian and observables
into the correlator expression. For example, for a 5-site
1D TFIM model, where B1

5 = Z5 = I⊗4 ⊗ Z, two of its
2nd order TOBC,

⟨[Z5(t1), {Z5(t2), (Z1Z2)(5.0)}]⟩ ≈ 0

⟨{Z5(t1), [Z5(t2), (Z1Z2)(5.0)]}⟩ ≈ 0,
(23)

are nearly zero, as shown in Fig. 5. However, in a worst-
case scenario, the number of potentially non-zero TOBC
increases exponentially with the order l. Assuming there
areM checkpoints, there are O(2M∥(∂Hn)

Gl∥)l TOBCs.
This exponential rise renders a comprehensive evaluation
of the entire loss function at higher orders impractical. A
uniform sampling at each order without time ordering is
proposed as an effective solution. This is because we opti-
mize a summation of the correlators’ error, thus resulting
in a uniform distribution. When the original dynamics
are faithfully approximated, the extra correlators not in
time order should also have a small error. In practical
terms, this approach involves selecting a batch of opera-
tors for sampling, akin to using data batches in Stochas-
tic Gradient Descent (SGD) in conventional deep learn-
ing algorithms. Significantly, this sampling technique is
highly compatible with advanced accelerated computing
frameworks, such as CUDA [66], which are designed for
batch operations.

There might be concerns regarding the typically large
value of M and the consequent size of each operator
batch, potentially leading to an extensive sampling re-
quirement. As shown in Fig. 5, for nonzero TOBC, in
practice, many points are nearly zero and thus contribute
little to the loss function. Thus, since M is only a factor
in the loss function rather than the small-system solver,
if the dynamics of interest are smooth, a fine step size is
not necessary in practice to obtain satisfactory results.
In Appendix K3, we include some additional results on
the step size of the TOBC sampling, which does not show
a significant difference in the final relative error.

IV. OLRG ALGORITHMS

We have successfully relaxed the linearity constraint
on the functions fθnq

, nq = n, n+ l · · · , N − l for a specific

observable ON at N -site system. Since fθnq
can now be

an arbitrary operator map, it can act as the map between
operator matrices, as well as the map between operator
expressions. This allows parameterized fθnq

or parame-

terized output fθnq
[X] when the output is an expression.

This leads to the classical and quantum algorithms we
introduce in this section.

One can then search for the optimal parameters for
fθnq

or the output fθnq
[X]. For special fθnq

or fθnq
[X], like

the linear map in NRG and DMRG, the optimal point
can be identified directly. In the general case, we employ
gradient-based optimization [67] to search for optimal pa-
rameters θ. The gradient can be obtained using modern

differentiable programming frameworks [68–76] and their
automatic differentiation algorithms [77–81] that work
not only on classical computers but also on quantum de-
vices. This leads to the following general variational al-
gorithm (Algorithm 1) that starts with a small system
and iteratively enlarges the system until it reaches the
target system size (the blue blocks in Fig. 3).

Algorithm 1 OLRG Algorithm

Require: target size N , initial system Sn, small classical or
quantum solver, batch size b, growing size l, MAX ITER-
ATION
i, q ← 0
fθ
n ← θ
while i < MAX ITERATION do
L ← 0
while n+ ql ≤ N do

S
(q+1)
n+ql ← fθ

n(S
(q)
n+ql) ▷ obtain virtual operators

Sample i, t, σ for TOBCs χi,t,σ on S
(q)
n+ql and S

(q+1)
n+ql

Evaluate χi,t,σ(S
(q)
n+ql, T ) and χi,t,σ(S

(q+1)
n+ql , T )

Lq ← 1
b

∑
i,t,σ

∥∥∥χi,t,σ(S
(q)
n+ql, T )− χi,t,σ(S

(q+1)
n+ql , T )

∥∥∥
L ← L+ Lq

S
(q+1)

n+(q+1)l ← Gl(S
(q+1)
n+ql ) ▷ grow

q ← q + 1
end while
Optimize θ to minimize L by calling an optimizer

end while

The OLRG algorithm is a general variational algorithm
that can be applied to both classical and quantum sys-
tems. Before introducing more details about the operator
map fθn for the classical and quantum cases, to illustrate
the algorithm further, we will go through a concrete ex-
ample of the algorithm in the context of calculating the
real-time evolution of the two-point correlation function
⟨Z1Z2⟩T in a 1D TFIM model. Starting from a 2-site sys-
tem, the relevant operators are S2 = {H2, B2 = IZ, ρ2 =
|00⟩ ⟨00| , O2 = ZZ}. Applying our operator map fθ2
we have fθ2 [S2] = {fθ2 [H2], f

θ
2 [IZ], f

θ
2 [|00⟩ ⟨00|], fθ2 [ZZ]},

then we can sample a batch of indices i, t, σ with batch
size b, evaluate the TOBCs by solving the Heisenberg
equation of IZ, ZZ for the 2-site system. One must save
the checkpoints at t for the boundary operator IZ. This
allows us to calculate the loss function

L2 =
1

b

∑
i,t,σ

∥∥χi,t,σ(S2, T )− χi,t,σ(f
θ
2 (S2), T )

∥∥. (24)

This batch of sampled TOBCs is usually referred as
the mini-batch in deep learning. The size of this batch
is a crucial hyperparameter controlling the variance of
the gradient and thus impacts the optimizer’s behavior.
When b = 1, the algorithm is called Stochastic Gradi-
ent Descent (SGD), and when b is all the TOBCs, the
algorithm is plain gradient descent. Then, assuming we
are taking the simplest growing strategy that grows the
system by 1 site at each step, we can grow the relevant
operators using G1, resulting in a new set of relevant
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operators S3 = {H3, B3, ρ3, O3} defined as,

H3 = G1[f
θ
2 [H2]]

= fθ2 [H2]⊗ I + fθ2 [B2]⊗ Z + I ⊗ (h ·X)

B3 = I ⊗ Z

ρ3 = fθ2 [|00⟩ ⟨00|]⊗ |0⟩ ⟨0|
O3 = fθ2 [O2]⊗ I.

(25)

Here, we assume fθ2 [I] = I, thus applying I without cal-
culating fθ2 [I] in B3. I automatically adjusts to the size
of the corresponding system, e.g. B3 = I ⊗ Z; I should
share the same size as fθ2 [ZZ], and in O3, I should share
the same size as |0⟩ ⟨0|. Then we can repeat the previous
steps to obtain L3, and S4 until we get L10 and S10. We
then calculate the total loss as L = L2+· · ·+L10. Finally,
we can differentiate the loss function L with respect to
the parameters θ and update the parameters θ using a
gradient-based optimizer. This is called one epoch of the
algorithm. We can repeat the above steps until the loss
function converges.

However, this training process directly optimizes to-
wards a target observable at time T . If one is interested
in the time points 0 ≤ t1 ≤ t2 ≤ · · · ≤ T , a transfer
learning [82] strategy can be employed. We can optimize
the parameters θ at the first time point t1 resulting in
the optimized parameters θt1 . Then, we use θt1 as the
initial point for optimizing t2, and so on. This method is
similar to the strategy employed in other variational algo-
rithms, such as MPS time-dependent variational princi-
ple (TDVP) and time-dependent VMC [83–86]. However,
in our setup, the parameters θ do not always represent
an explicit state. In other variational algorithms, the
states are passed through to the next time point explic-
itly by evolving in the parameter space. In our setup,
the states are implicitly passed through as the param-
eters θ. In special cases, an explicit state can be con-
structed from fθnq

, which results in a similar algorithm as
MPS TDVP. This therefore leads to potential improve-
ments of the MPS TDVP algorithm to address long-time
correlations. The detailed relation between this trans-
fer learning strategy and the MPS TDVP algorithm is
discussed in Appendix I.

Based on how one defines fθnq
and the representation of

operators, the general algorithm can find different appli-
cations. In the following, we will introduce two specific
algorithms for the classical and quantum case. For the
classical case, we will use fθnq

as a parameterized Opera-

tor Matrix Map (OMM). For the quantum case, we will
use fθnq

as a map from the problem Hamiltonian expres-
sion to the device Hamiltonian expression with parame-
ters, namely Hamiltonian Expression Map (HEM).

A. Classical Algorithm: Operator Matrix Map

The simulation challenge is more pronounced in real-
time dynamics on conventional computers than in ground

state, where no efficient classical algorithm is known for
simulating the general real-time evolution of a quantum
system. This further motivates the development of pre-
vious variational frameworks for real-time dynamics by
employing a variational ansatz to model the system’s
state and subsequently evolving this ansatz over time by
optimizing the variational parameters through the time-
dependent variational principle (TDVP) [83–85]. Born
from the development of DMRG, the matrix product
state (MPS) TDVP is the most successful strategy for
solving 1D many-body physics. A holy grail of the field is
to find an algorithm that performs as well in D > 1, with
contenders like tensor network states (TNS) [23–36] and
neural network states (NNS) [86–100] continually making
progress.

Our approach mirrors the workflows of NRG and
DMRG but relaxes the linearity constraint on the op-
erator map fθnq

, allowing for a more expressive operator
map. We also propose a loss function that directly min-
imizes the error of the target property, thus allowing us
to use the same workflow for real-time dynamics. This
is achieved by optimizing the error of the TOBCs, as
detailed in Section III B.

In the same spirit as DMRG, we design fθnq
as a param-

X 𝒩(0, 1)

QR

𝑉 †𝑋𝑉

𝑆𝑛

𝐺𝑙
𝑆𝑛+𝑙

FIG. 6. Illustration of neural OMM. X is a batch of input
relevant operators, QR is the QR decomposition, V †XV is a
batch of output relevant operators by applying the batch of
isometric matrices onto X. Gl is the growing operator, Sn is
the input set of relevant operators and Sn+l is the output set
of relevant operators
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eterized compression function OMMθ
nq
[X] of the operator

matrices X and parameters θ. However, if OMMθ
nq
[X]

is a dense linear function with a fixed size, the operator
map is equivalent to an MPS, thus providing no advan-
tage in expressiveness over MPS. From a physics perspec-
tive, approximating a larger pure system using a smaller
pure system is not always possible. On the other hand,
from the expressiveness perspective, the sum of matrix
product states requires exponentially more parameters
to represent the same state, despite that in certain cases
when the tensors contain more structure, one can further
compress the MPS via singular value decomposition [27].

Both suggest that letting OMMθ
nq
[X] be an ensemble of

linear maps, which creates an ensemble of small pure
systems, will be more expressive. This shares the idea of
using an ensemble of MPS generated by a recurrent neu-
ral network to represent the wave function in VMC [101].
In summary, instead of generating a single set of relevant
operators from input Sn, we will generate an ensemble of
relevant operators sampled by a probability based on the
input Sn. Starting from z copies of the pure system, we
can sample a single set of relevant operators from each
copy and then forward them to the next step. This allows
us to sample a chain of ensemble systems while growing
the system size. For example, in our previous 1D TFIM
example, we can start with 10 copies of the 2-site system
S2, then applying OMMθ

2 to each copy will sample a cor-

responding OMMθ
2[S2]. This results in 10 sets of relevant

operators OMMθ
2[S2] based on a probability distribution

defined by OMMθ
2. The loss function L2 is instead eval-

uated as the average the sampled index batch b of these
10 systems

L2 =

1

10b

∑
S2

∑
i,t,σ

∥∥∥χi,t,σ(S2, T )− χi,t,σ(OMMθ
2[S2], T )

∥∥∥.
(26)

Then, we can applyG1 to the 10 sets of relevant operators
to obtain the ensemble of 3 sites. Other steps stay the
same as the general algorithm.

Treating fθnq
as a compression function from an in-

put operator matrix to an output operator matrix aligns
well with the idea of generative models in deep learn-
ing, where the model generates a set of outputs from
a given input and a noise, which models a conditional
probability distribution. For readers familiar with com-
puter vision, this problem is similar to an image com-
pression, generation, or manipulation problem, where we
generate a new image based on an input image. Un-
der this context, the linear map in NRG and DMRG
can be seen as a similar method of principal compo-
nent analysis (PCA) for image compression [102]. More
modern image generation in deep learning utilize more
powerful generative models including Generative Adver-
sarial Networks (GANs) [59], Variational AutoEncoders
(VAEs) [103], normalizing flows [104, 105] and diffusion
models [106, 107].

In our demonstration, For simplicity, we use the
same neural network for each step of the OLRG, thus
OMMθ

nq
= OMMθ. This requires the compression func-

tion always reduce the size from 2n+l×2n+l to 2n×2n to
match the input size for next OLRG step. As depicted in
Fig. 6, we employ the simplest toy neural network archi-
tecture used in GAN [59] that takes the operator matrix
X and a noise vector z sampled from Gaussian distribu-
tion N (0, 1) as input and generates an isometric matrix
V as output. The isometric matrix V then applies to the
operator matrix X to generate the transformed operator.
This guarantees the function does not change I and the
trace of the operator. Thus, it may have better numerical
stability. In the following, we denote this operator map
as OMMθ(X, z). The neural network part of the opera-
tor map is a feed-forward neural network (FFNN) using
ReLu [108, 109] activation, each layer layeri(x) defined
as following

layeri(x) = ReLU(Wix+ bi), (27)

where Wi and bi are the weight matrix and bias vector
of the i-th layer. The neural network’s input is the op-
erator matrix reshaped into a vector concatenated with
the noise vector sampled from the Gaussian distribution.
The neural network’s output is reshaped into a square
matrix and then performs QR decomposition to generate
an isometric matrix V . Then V is applied to the input
operator as V †XV .

In evaluating the loss function, the exact solver for
solving TOBCs is an Ordinary Differential Equation
(ODE) solver. Thus, because the same OMMθ

nq
is shared

as OMMθ between OLRG steps Dl, the automatic differ-
entiation needs to go through an ODE solver. Practi-
cally, this differentiation is typically achieved using the
adjoint method, as detailed in various sources [78, 110–

113]. If OMMθ
nq

is not shared then only trivial linear
algebra rules are needed for automatic differentiation.

We opted for a product state as the initial state, pri-
marily due to the clear and well-defined nature of the
growing operator in this context. This decision was influ-
enced by the straightforward representation of a n+k-site
product state as a composition of smaller system prod-
uct states. For instance, a n + k-site zero state can be
written as the following composition of a smaller system
and thus defines its growing operator:

Gk(|0 · · · 0⟩ ⟨0 · · · 0|︸ ︷︷ ︸
n sites

) = |0 · · · 0⟩ ⟨0 · · · 0|︸ ︷︷ ︸
n sites

⊗ |0 · · · 0⟩ ⟨0 · · · 0|︸ ︷︷ ︸
k sites

.

(28)

It is unclear how to write a n + l-site state for a non-
trivial state as the composition of smaller system states.
Intuitively, MPS might be suitable for constructing such
a formalism.
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FIG. 7. Illustration of HEM. (a) In the initialization step,
HEM maps the emulation of n0-site problem Hamiltonian dy-
namics into the n0-site device Hamiltonian dynamics. Then
the device dynamics is used to build grown system Sn0+l, for-
warding to recursive steps; (b) In recursive steps, HEM maps
dynamics UG

n+l = exp
[
−itGl[H

dev
n ]

]
to the device Hamilto-

nian dynamics Udev
n+l = exp

[
Hdev

n+l

]
. Bi are the w-qubit digital

gates, L =
∥∥(∂Hn)

Gl
∥∥ is the size of saturated boundary. Udev

n

is the dynamics of n-site device Hamiltonian.

B. Quantum Algorithm: Hamiltonian Expression
Map

An alternative approach to simulate the real-time dy-
namics of quantum many-body systems is to use a quan-
tum computer. The development of quantum simula-
tion [114–117] demonstrated that a quantum computer
can efficiently simulate the real-time evolution of a quan-
tum system. While algorithms based on Hamiltonian
simulation [13–15, 118–121] have been proposed with rig-
orous bounds and polynomial complexity, the resource
requirement [122] of these algorithms is beyond the capa-
bilities of near-term intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ)
computers [123]. For example, the requirement of circuit
depth and noise level are still beyond the capabilities of
current devices [54, 57, 124–126]. As a result, heuris-

tic algorithms such as variational quantum algorithms
(VQA) [16, 18, 127–148] have been proposed for near-
term devices. Notably, digital, analog, and logical re-
sources typically coexist in near-term devices. Evidence
in digital-analog quantum algorithms (DAQA) [149–151]
show the potential advantages of using the entire device
capabilities. Yet, achieving practical quantum advantage
remains an open problem for these heuristic algorithms.
These challenges motivate us to search for an alternative
framework that can inherit the advantages of the above
frameworks and potentially lead to different perspectives
on the simulation problem.

In our quantum algorithm, because one can utilize real
quantum dynamics, the storage complexity is no longer
a concern. Instead, the main objective is to translate
the problem of Hamiltonian dynamics into the dynamics
of the quantum device. This involves finding the ap-
propriate control parameters of the device Hamiltonian
that can closely replicate the dynamics of the problem
Hamiltonian. Rather than viewing fθnq

as an Operator

Matrix Map, fθnq
= HEMnq

now maps the input expres-
sion of a Hamiltonian into device Hamiltonian expres-
sion at each system size nq = n, n + l, · · · , N , leaving
other operators untouched. The expressions are param-
eterized by control parameters in the device pulse se-
quence. The process begins with the relevant set of oper-
ators for n-site problem Sn = {Hn, B

i
n, ρn, On}, applying

HEMn, we have HEMn[Sn] = {Hdev
n (θn, tn), B

i
n, ρn, On}.

Hdev
n (θn, tn) is the device Hamiltonian with control pa-

rameters θn and an input time tn. Thus the effect of
HEMn is swapping the operator expression from Hn to
Hdev

n (θn, tn). Then we can sample a batch of indices
i, t, σ with batch size b, evaluate the TOBCs by run-
ning a classical solver for the problem Hamiltonian and
the device Hamiltonian to compute the first loss func-
tion Ln. Next, applying the growing operator Gl on
HEMn[Sn] result in Sn+l = {Hn+l, Bn+l, ρn+l, On+l},
where Bn+l, ρn+l, On+l stays the same as problem sys-
tem, and Hn+l is defined by following,

Hn+l = Gl[H
dev
n (θn, tn)]

= Hdev
n (θn, tn)⊗ I +

∑
i

Bi
n ⊗Rl(B

i
n).

(29)

From the second step, we can evaluate the TOBCs
for the dynamics described by Hn+l using the quantum
device. If l ≪ n, then a large component of the dynamics
is governed by the device Hamiltonian. We can then use
a product formula, such as trotterization to simulate the
dynamics of Hn+l using the quantum circuit depicted in
Fig. 7. Each trotter step results in the following unitary

exp
(
−iδGl[H

dev
n (θn, tn)]

)
= [exp

(
−iδHdev

n (θn, tn)
)
⊗ I] ·

∏
i

exp
(
−iδBi

n ⊗Rl(B
i
n)
)
.

(30)
If the problem system is w-local, then Bi

n⊗Rl[B
i
n] only

applies on w qubits. Thus, the circuit only requires w-
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qubit high-quality gates at the boundary of the n-site sys-
tem. Next, we can evaluate the TOBCs for the dynam-
ics described by Gl[H

dev
n (θn, tn)] and H

dev
n+l(θn+l, tn+l) to

obtain the next loss function Ln+l. Other steps stay the
same as the general algorithm. In summary, the quantum
device here plays the role of an exact solver, and HEMnq

generates the parameterized device Hamiltonian expres-
sions. The control parameters in the device Hamiltonian
expressions are optimized to minimize the error of the
target property.

Like previous, we explain this algorithm by simulat-
ing the real-time dynamics of two-point correlation func-
tion ⟨Z1Z2⟩T in 1D TFIM using a Rydberg atom de-
vice, as described in recent experimental demonstra-
tions [124, 125]. The 2-level Rydberg Hamiltonian is
defined as follows

Hryd
n (θn, tn)

=
∑
⟨i,j⟩

V θn
ij ninj +Ωθn(tn)

∑
i

Xi −∆θn(tn)
∑
i

ni (31)

where V θ
ij denote the strength of interaction, and Ωθ(t)

and ∆θ(t) are two time-dependent functions, commonly
called pulse functions. Note that the 2-level Rydberg
Hamiltonian is not universal and thus is restricted in the
expressiveness of representing arbitrary dynamics. We
begin with the set of relevant operators for the 2-site
system S2 = {H2, B2 = IZ, ρ2 = |00⟩ ⟨00| , O2 = ZZ},
where H2 is the 2-site TFIM Hamiltonian with h = 1.0.
We use two FFNNs as the parameterized pulse func-
tion Ωθ(t) and ∆θ(t) and another FFNN representing
the strength V θ

i,j so that the effective duration of the de-
vice can be controlled. Thus our HEMnq

now maps a
given Hamiltonian to a 1D Rydberg Hamiltonian with
the pulse functions V θ

i,j , Ω
θ(t) and ∆θ(t). We first run

a classical ODE solver to evaluate the TOBCs. This
results in the same loss function in Eq. (24), where
χi,t,σ(HEM2(S2), T ) is the TOBCs for the 2-site pa-
rameterized Rydberg Hamiltonian. Next, we apply the
growing operator G1 to the 2-site parameterized Ryd-
berg Hamiltonian to obtain the set of relevant operators
for the 3-site system S3 = {H3, B3, ρ3, O3}, where,

H3 = G1[H
ryd
2 (θ2, t2)]

= Hryd
2 (θ2, t2)⊗ I +B2 ⊗ Z + I ⊗ (h ·X)

B3 = I⊗2 ⊗ Z

ρ3 = |000⟩ ⟨000|
O3 = ZZ ⊗ I.

(32)

Next, we apply HEM3 on S3 result in

HEM3[S3] = {Hryd
3 (θ3, t3), B3, ρ3, O3}. (33)

The TOBCs for HEM3[S3] can be evaluated on a stan-
dard analog Rydberg atom device. We use the circuit in

Fig. 7 to evaluate the TOBCs of H3 = G1[H
ryd
2 (θ2, t2)].

Each trotter step results in the following unitary

exp
(
−iδG1[H

ryd
2 (θ2, t2)]

)
=[exp

(
−iδHryd

2 (θ2, t2)
)
⊗ I]·

[I ⊗ exp(−iδZ ⊗ Z)]·
[I⊗2 ⊗ exp(−iδh ·X)].

(34)

Denote UG(t) = exp
(
−itG1[H

ryd
2 (θ2, t2)]

)
. We can write

down the 1st order TOBC
〈
χi,t,{−}

〉
as an example of the

full circuit〈
χi,t,{−}

〉
(S3, T )

= tr
[
ρ3UG(t2)

†Z3UG(T − t2)
†Z1Z2UG(T )

]
−

tr
[
ρ3UG(T )

†Z1Z2UG(T − t2)Z3UG(t2)
]
.

(35)

After obtaining the TOBCs for S3, we can calculate
the loss function L3 and repeat the steps until we reach
our target size. Like the general algorithm, we optimize
the total loss function until convergence to search for
the optimal pulse functions. The HEM-based OLRG is
not limited to the product state because the operator
map HEMnq

does not alter the state operator. Thus, we
do not need an explicit growing operator for the state
operator.

Through HEM, OLRG allows us to leverage large ana-
log and a few digital resources. Moreover, by adjusting
the l in the growing operator, we can trade off the digital-
analog resources. For example, if we grow the system by
1 site at each step, the algorithm is closer to a VQA, and
if we grow the system by 1 ≪ l sites at each step, the
algorithm is closer to a product formula. Lastly, OLRG
also bridges classical algorithms for simulating dynamics
in the first step. Instead of competing with classical al-
gorithms, HEM-based OLRG allows us to use the results
from classical algorithms in n-site system as a starting
point and then use the quantum device to grow into N -
site system where n < N . Thus, improvements in the
first-step classical simulation will improve HEM-based
OLRG, allowing both communities to push the limits of
quantum dynamics simulation together.

C. Error and Resource Estimation

Theoretically, the source of error in our framework
originates from the estimation and optimization of the
e2e-style loss function, as well as the expressiveness of
operator maps. This aligns with e2e learning. However,
it is important to note that the error bound presented in
Theorem 2 is not a tight bound. In practice, it intends
to predict a large error. Combined with the truncation
error arising from estimating the series expansion, the
actual error estimation is often inaccurate in our current
algorithm. The primary purpose of the theorem is to di-
rect us toward defining a systematically improvable loss
function rather than to provide an exact error estima-
tion. A more precise error estimation requires finding a
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tighter bound in Theorem 2. We discuss intuitions and
potential methods to improve this in Appendix E.

In the OMM-based OLRG, denote the time complex-
ity of the evaluation of OMM as WOMMθ and the time
complexity of the small-system solver as Q, for L growing
steps, the time complexity of evaluating the loss function
is O(L(WOMMθ +2Q)). The time complexity of evaluat-
ing the derivative of the loss function depends on whether
OMMθ is shared between different scales. We denote the
time complexity of differentiating the operator map eval-
uation as W ′

OMMθ and the adjoint method as Q′. Heuris-

tically, Q′ = 2Q [113]. Thus, if OMMθ is shared, the
time complexity of evaluating the derivative of the loss
function is O(L(W ′

OMMθ +2Q′)) ≈ O(L(W ′
OMMθ +4Q)).

However, if OMMθ is not shared, then there is no need to
differentiate through the exact solver. The time complex-
ity becomes O(LW ′

OMMθ ). In terms of storage complex-

ity, aside from the batch and sampling size, we denote
the storage complexity of evaluating OMMθ as SOMMθ .

If OMMθ is shared, since the pure system ODE is re-
versible, the best algorithm solving the derivative has a
constant overhead by using reversibility [77, 113]. We
denote this constant overhead as CQ. The total stor-
age complexity is only O(SOMMθ + CQL). However, if

OMMθ is not shared, the storage complexity becomes
O(LSOMMθ ). Thus, in the OMM-based OLRG, one can
trade storage for time complexity and vice versa by de-
ciding how many OMMθ are shared. For simplicity, we
do not discuss the complexity of estimating the k-th or-
der TOBCs in the OMM-based OLRG here because it
only requires O(k) times matrix multiplication in the
small system. When considering the batch and sam-
pling size, they create a constant factor over the time
and storage complexity. It is worth noting that the over-
head created by batch and sampling size can be easily
reduced by parallelization and distributed storage due
to their simplicity. This fits well into the modern pro-
cessor architecture designed for single-program-multiple-
data (SPMD) [66, 152].

In HEM-based OLRG, the classical computation com-
ponents are relatively cheaper. Thus, we focus on dis-
cussing the cost of quantum operations. Because our
algorithm involves analog circuits, we use the effective
pulse duration (i.e., the scaling of the pulse duration
to execute the circuit) as the measure instead of using
circuit depth. We assume that the optimization only
creates a constant prefactor in terms of the pulse du-
ration for simulating Gl(Hn) as Cθτ(

∥∥(∂Hn)
Gl
∥∥). Cθ

is the overhead caused by variational optimized pulse se-
quence. τ(

∥∥(∂Hn)
Gl
∥∥) is the overhead caused by product

formula, e.g. for 1st-order trotterization τ(
∥∥(∂Hn)

Gl
∥∥) =∥∥(∂Hn)

Gl
∥∥. And there are M ≫ 1 checkpoints and total

time T , for evaluating one k-th order TOBC using 1st-
order trotterization, the average effective pulse duration
is O(Cθ

∥∥(∂Hn)
Gl
∥∥kT ) and the worst effective pulse dura-

tion is O(2Cθ

∥∥(∂Hn)
Gl
∥∥kT ) (see the detailed derivation

in Appendix D). Due to our Hamiltonian has a large com-
ponent of the dynamics governed by the device Hamilto-
nian, there is no dependencies of the total number of sites
N in the effective pulse duration. However, this does not
mean we break existing gate depth bounds [121]. This
complexity is moved into Cθ. Further analysis is required
to understand Cθ in our effective pulse duration after
reaching the optimal point. As for the digital resources,
our HEM circuit requires O(

∥∥(∂Hn)
Gl
∥∥T ) digital gates

on w qubits at the boundary depicted in Fig. 7.
Next, we discuss the complexity of shots. For each

k-th order TOBC, there are O(2k) expectations to eval-
uate. Thus for batch size b there are O(b2k) expecta-
tions to evaluate. Assuming each expectation requires E
shots for L growing steps, the total number of shots re-
quired is O(bLE2k). Last, without loss of generality, we
discuss the complexity of evaluating the gradients using
the parameter shift rule or finite difference. For other
ways of evaluating the gradients [153, 154], one can de-
rive in the same fashion. The complexity of evaluating
the gradient of the loss function using finite difference
depends on the number of parameters in device Hamilto-
nian, such as the Ω and ∆ in our Rydberg Hamiltonian
case. The rest of the parameters in the classical pulse
function can be calculated via classical automatic differ-
entiation. Thus, for P parameters in device Hamiltonian,
we require O(bLEP2k+1) shots in total.

V. RESULTS

To illustrate the convergence of OLRG as a varia-
tional principle and the associated classical and quan-
tum algorithms, we applied our algorithm to the TFIM
model as previously discussed. We investigated various
hyperparameters to understand the algorithm’s perfor-
mance better. The implementation is available at the
author’s GitHub repository as an early-stage Python
package [155]. Additionally, for other hyperparameters
and training dynamics, we discuss the training dynam-
ics in Appendix K1 for different orders of loss functions.
For other hyperparameters without much impact on our
reported results, we include the extra results in tun-
ing batch and sampling sizes in Appendix K2 and the
training using different step sizes of checkpoints in Ap-
pendix K3.

A. OMM

For our implementation of OMM, we initialize the sys-
tem size at n = 4 and aim for a target system size of
N = 10, setting the field parameter at critical point
h = 1.0. The initial state is ρ0 = |0000⟩. The results
of observable predictions are taken at the epoch with
minimum moving average loss of window size 10. OMM
is implemented by a neural network as discussed in Sec-
tion IVA, referred to as neural OMM in the following.
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FIG. 8. Comparison of OMM optimized at different loss
function orders. (a) two-point correlation function ⟨Sz

1S
z
2 ⟩;

(b) The relative error of the two-point correlation function
⟨Sz

1S
z
2 ⟩.

The loss function is optimized via the gradient obtained
from the adjoint method via jax.experimental.ode.
The simulation utilizes only a single GPU. Our results are
obtained from various different GPUs, including P100,
V100, and A100.

We first evaluate the performance of loss functions at
different TOBC orders. Theoretically, increasing the or-
der should enhance the precision of the loss function in
estimating discrepancies, thus resulting in better perfor-
mance. To test this, we measure the relative error of
the time-evolved two-point correlation function ⟨S1

zS
2
z ⟩t

against the exact result. In our study, the depth of neu-
ral OMM is 8. We train the neural OMM with 6000
epochs at each time point, starting from randomly ini-
tialized parameters. As depicted in Fig. 8, we observed
that at short-time intervals, the order of the loss func-
tion does not significantly impact the results. However,
at longer times, the 0-order and 1-order loss functions
failed to produce the correct results in the OMM-based
OLRG.

In neural OMM, the depth of the neural network cor-
responds to the expressiveness of the operator map. As
depicted in Fig. 9, we find that the depth of the neural
network influences the relative error as well as the speed
of convergence as shown in Fig. 10. Deeper networks tend
to converge faster and with a lower relative error. This is
likely because deeper networks are more expressive and
have better local minimums, thus allowing the algorithm
to converge to a better solution faster.

B. HEM

For our implementation of HEM, we initialize the sys-
tem size at n = 2 and aim for a target system size
of N = 6, setting the field parameter at critical point
h = 1.0. The initial state is chosen as ρ0 = |0 · · · 0⟩. The
results of observable predictions are taken at the epoch
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FIG. 9. Comparison of different depths of the neural network
in OMM optimized with 2nd order loss function. (a) The two-
point correlation function ⟨Sz
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2 ⟩; (b) The relative error of the
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2 ⟩.
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FIG. 10. The loss function of different depths of neural
OMM with 2nd order loss function at T = 2.0 with a moving
average of window size 5.

with the minimum moving average loss with window size
10. We use a 2-level Rydberg Hamiltonian as the target
device Hamiltonian. The pulse function is represented by
a small feedforward neural network that takes the clock
t as input and returns the corresponding pulse value at
time t. The simulation of the HEM algorithm is con-
ducted on a single CPU. The loss function is also opti-
mized via the gradient obtained from the adjoint method
via jax.experimental.ode. In practice, the gradient could
also utilize quantum gradient [153, 154, 156–158], finite
difference, or other optimization algorithms suitable for
the real device.

We also evaluate the performance of HEM at different
orders of the loss function. As depicted in Fig. 11, similar
to the classical algorithm, we observe that at short-time
intervals, the order of the loss function does not signif-
icantly impact the results. At longer times, the 0-order
loss functions drifts more from the exact result. However,
the 3-order loss also drifts in t = 1.9, 2.0. We suspect this
is due to insufficient optimization, because higher orders
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requires optimizing more discrepancies.
For HEM, the expressiveness of representing a quan-

tum dynamical process is mainly provided by the device
Hamiltonian. Thus, the hyperparameters of the neural
network affect the optimization rather than the expres-
siveness. We conduct a comparative analysis of the neu-
ral network’s width and depth. As illustrated in Fig. 12,
we find that the width of the neural network (set at
a depth of 4) does not significantly influence the algo-
rithm’s performance. In contrast, the depth of the neural
network (set at a width of 4) shows a notable impact. As
depicted in Fig. 13, a deeper neural network leads to di-
minished performance, likely due to a vanishing gradient
that does not provide a better landscape. Conversely,
shallower networks are more successful in identifying an
appropriate pulse function. All the results of HEM start
drifting after T = 1.1. We hypothesize that this is due
to the 2-level Rydberg Hamiltonian not being universal.

C. Transfer Learning between Time Points

We investigate the transfer learning between time
points with uniformly training each time point for a fixed
number of epochs. For neural OMM, we allocated 1000
epochs at each time point, while for HEM, we allocate
500 epochs. As depicted in Fig. 14, this approach re-
duces the number of epochs needed compared to initial-
ization from random parameters, yet it still delivers sim-
ilar performance levels. Additionally, initializing from
the parameters of the previous time point results in the
lower order loss function achieving a better relative er-
ror than when starting from random parameters. This
improved performance can be attributed to the smooth
nature of this specific time evolution, which allows high-
order correlations to propagate through the parameter
initialization. In contrast, when OMM represents a pure
isometry, it is possible to express an explicit state as a
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MPS. Therefore, initializing from the parameters of the
previous time point can be viewed as utilizing an implicit
quantum state as input.

VI. DISCUSSION

In this work, we have introduced an algorithmic frame-
work named OLRG, an alternative variational principle
that generalizes Wilson’s NRG and White’s DMRG. The
algorithm’s e2e-style loss function directly bounds the
real-time dynamics of target observables. The OLRG
framework allows us to introduce different categories of
ansatzes for an operator map between a real and a virtual
system. We designed operator maps for real-time dy-
namics simulation on conventional computers and quan-
tum devices. This includes the Operator Matrix Map
(OMM) and the Hamiltonian Expression Map (HEM).
OMM opens up new possibilities to provide more ex-
pressiveness than the linear operator map in NRG and
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FIG. 14. Transfer learning to different time points. Com-
pared by a different order of loss function. The y-axis is the
ratio between the relative error of initialization from previous
time point ϵprevious and random initialization ϵrand. Above
the line y = 100 means random initialization is better; below
the line means initialization from the previous time point is
better. (a) neural OMM; (b) HEM targeting Rydberg Hamil-
tonian;

DMRG. This could lead to opportunities to explore chal-
lenging real-time dynamics problems, e.g. in higher di-
mension lattices, by exploring different forms of the grow-
ing operator Gk (Appendix H). As a side product of this
work, we also see OLRG as a potentially complemen-
tary variational principle to address high-order and long-
time correlations for Matrix Product State (MPS) time-
dependent variational principle (TDVP) in Appendix I.
In addition, our HEM-based OLRG provides a digital-
analog quantum algorithm that integrates the product
formula, VQA, and classical simulators for simulating
quantum dynamics. Finally, we discussed tuning differ-
ent hyperparameters and training schedules to improve
the algorithm’s performance in calculating two-point cor-
relations for TFIM undergoing real-time dynamics.

Advancement to the OLRG framework can be made
by enhancing the operator map and loss function. For
the loss function, one could derive a more specific loss
function for the target problem and further explore the
relationship between superblock formalism from DMRG
and series expansion (Appendix E). Because Theorem 1
is general for any properties. Another future direction
is finding the loss function directly for other properties
such as ground state properties, phase transition points,
entanglement entropy, etc. (Appendix G). This will align
the framework further with e2e learning for calculating
other properties. Such loss functions likely exist due to
the success of NRG and DMRG in evaluating various
properties especially in solving ground-state problems.

For the operator map, as a further step one can con-
sider the implementation of OMM including tensor net-
work ensembles and deep neural network architectures.
The target device Hamiltonian of HEM could be ex-
panded to universal neutral atom arrays, ion traps, and

superconducting circuits with different control capabili-
ties. We discuss various ansatz designs under the OLRG
framework in Appendix F. In this paper, we only investi-
gated the simplest OMM implemented by a feedforward
neural network and a HEM targeting the non-universal
2-level Rydberg Hamiltonian. More powerful operator
maps remain to be explored in future research. For
real quantum devices, skipping the step of compiling the
Hamiltonian terms into gates and directly using the pulse
sequence may result in a non-trivial pulse sequence that
is more efficient than 1 or 2-qubit gates. This is because,
for real devices, certain global unitaries are easier to im-
plement with shorter pulse sequences than decomposing
into gates [159]. Thus, one may expect the effective pulse
duration to be shorter than performing small-qubit gate
compilation. The HEM-based OLRG can thus be also
viewed as a quantum-assisted quantum compilation al-
gorithm [160]. A future direction is to benchmark the
effective pulse duration in this case. Another interest-
ing direction is exploring the generalization capability of
the operator map for a larger system size trained at a
small system size. By utilizing previous theoretical work
about finite size error [21], one may derive the e2e-style
loss function for infinite-size systems. Then, one could
attempt to train the operator map to predict properties
directly for infinite-size systems.
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Supplementary Material

Appendix A: Scaling Consistency

The scaling consistency condition is generic to arbitrary properties of the system. To demonstrate this, we first
introduce the definition of a system, property function, connecting operator, growing operator, and scaling consistency.
Then, we prove the error upper bound of the OLRG process

Definition 3 (Many-body Hilbert space). Denote the many-body Hilbert space with d local states and n sites as
H(Cd)⊗n and the self-adjoint operators on H(Cd)⊗n as An.

Definition 4 (Property function). A property function pn is a function that maps a set of self-adjoint operators to
a real value quantity, denoting the domain of p as dom(pn) ⊆ An × · · · × An, we have pn : dom(pn) → R.

Property functions include the expectation value of an observable, the correlation function, the entanglement
entropy, energy, etc. As an example, the two-point correlation function on 1st and 2nd sites at time T is defined as

⟨Z1Z2⟩T = tr
(
ρ0U(T )†Z1Z2U(T )

)
(A1)

where ρ0 is the initial state, U(T ) is the time-evolution operator, and Z1, Z2 are the Pauli operators acting on the 1st
and 2nd sites respectively. Thus, it can be defined as a function on An ×An where one input operator is the initial
state ρ0 and the other is the Hamiltonian H.

Definition 5 (Connecting operator). A connecting operator is the superoperator Rl : An → Al such that given an
operator L ∈ An we have R[L] ∈ Al. The expression L⊗Rl[L] characterizes the connection between the n-site system
and l-site system.

To elucidate this concept, consider the following 1D TFIM Hamiltonian:

H =
∑
i

ZiZi+1 + h
∑

Xi (A2)

For 1D TFIM, given a n+ l-site TFIM, the connection between n-site TFIM and l-site TFIM is ZnZn+1, and the
operator on the n-site TFIM is L = Zn = I⊗n−1 ⊗ Z, thus the connecting operator on this operator is defined as
R1(L) = Z. Similarly, for the Heisenberg Model:

H =
∑
i

XiXj + YiYj + ZiZj (A3)

There are three types of connections thus L = Xn, Yn, Zn, and the connecting operators are defined as R1(L) = X,Y, Z
respectively. It is worth noting that although the name ”Connecting Operator” was not mentioned in the literature to
the best of our knowledge, the concept of the connecting operator has been widely used in the implementation of the
DMRG algorithm [62, 161]. The connecting operator describes how one can add new physical sites into an existing
system, thus this allows the definition of the growing operator.

Definition 6 (Growing operator). A growing operator is the superoperator Gl : An → An+l such that given an
operator X ∈ An we have Gl[X] ∈ An+l. The growing operator has a general form defined using connecting operator
Rl as:

Gl[X] = X ⊗Rl[X] +
∑
i

Bi ⊗Rl[Bi] (A4)

where {Bi ∈ Sn | Gl(X) ∈ H(Cd)⊗n+l}, and we call Bi the boundary operators.

The growing operator is defined with a connecting operator Rl. The summation
∑

i does not limit the number of
Bi. Thus, such decomposition exists for any operator X. For a Hamiltonian with a general form of n such as the
TFIM or Heisenberg Hamiltonian, where the Hamiltonian has a definition over arbitrary n sites, the definition of the
growing operator is straightforward.
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Corollary 1. For finite operators with definition on a fixed number of sites, because assuming there exists
X0, X1, · · · , Xn and X0 ∈ H(Cd), we have the following relationship

X1 = X0R1[X0] +
∑
i

L1
iR1[L

1
i ]

X2 = X1R1[X1] +
∑
i

L2
iR1[L

2
i ]

· · ·
Xn = Xn−1R1[Xn−1] +

∑
i

R1[L
n
i ]

(A5)

thus, the final operator Xn is a summation of single operator strings. Without limiting the summation
∑

i to be
polynomial, we can always decompose a given operator on the summation of n single operator strings denoted as Xn.
This allows the definition of all previous operators X0, · · · , Xn−1. Thus, following this procedure, we can define the
growing operator for any operator X on a fixed number of sites, such as the two-point correlation function on n-site
system at a specific location i, j as we introduced in Section III.

From a different perspective, inspired by DMET [45, 47], one can see such definition as a process of creating
fragments of the operator like in DMET. We define the growing operator as the process of adding fragments back.
This leads to the definition of the rescalable operator.

Definition 7 (Rescalable Operator). With connecting operator Rl and growing operator Gl, we can define the
rescalable operator Xn as the set Xn = {Xn, ∂Xn, Rl}, where Xn is the operator at current scale, ∂Xn is a set of
operators describing the effect of environment on the system, and thus the growing operator Gl of such operator can
be recursively defined as

Gl[Xn] = Xn ⊗ I⊗l +
∑

B∈∂Xn

B ⊗Rl[B] (A6)

where X0 is a constant operator, B ∈ ∂Xn.

For example, we can define the rescalable Hamiltonian Hn as the set Hn = {Hn, ∂Hn, Rl}, where Hn is the
Hamiltonian at current scale, ∂Hn is a set of operators describing the effect of environment on the system referred
as the boundary set in the following context, and thus the growing operator Gl of such Hamiltonian operator can be
recursively defined as

Gl[Hn] = Hn ⊗ I⊗l +
∑

B∈∂Hn

B ⊗Rl[B] (A7)

where H0 is a constant operator, B ∈ ∂Hn.

Definition 8 (Rescalable System). Given a property pN , where N is the number of sites, we can define the system
SN as a set of operators such that SN ∈ dom(pN ). Then for n ≤ N , we can define the rescalable system Sn as the
set Sn = {Sn, ∂Sn, Rl}, where Sn is the operator at current scale, ∂Sn is a set of boundary operators, and thus the
growing operator Gl of such system can be recursively defined as

Sn+l = Gl[Sn] = {Gl[X] | X ∈ Sn} (A8)

For example, for the two-point correlation function ⟨Z1Z2⟩T at time T for 4-site 1D TFIM with |0 · · · 0⟩ as initial
state, we have

S4 = {|0000⟩ ⟨0000| , H4, Z ⊗ Z ⊗ I ⊗ I} ∂S4 = {Z4}
S3 = {|000⟩ ⟨000| , H3, Z ⊗ Z ⊗ I} ∂S3 = {Z3}
S2 = {|00⟩ ⟨00| , H2, Z ⊗ Z} ∂S2 = {Z2}
S1 = {|0⟩ ⟨0| , H1, Z} ∂S1 = {Z1}

(A9)

where Hi, i = 1, 2, 3, 4 is the TFIM Hamiltonian of i sites. The boundary set ∂Si, i = 1, 2, 3, 4 only contains the ∂Hi

because |0 · · · 0⟩ ⟨0 · · · 0| and Z,Z ⊗Z,Z ⊗Z ⊗ I, Z ⊗Z ⊗ I ⊗ I have no boundary operators. Now, with the definition
of the rescalable system, we can study the behavior of an operator map fθn : An → An where θ is the parameter of
the operator map.
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Definition 9 (OLRG step). Given an operator map fθn : An → An, we define the one OLRG step Dk as applying
fθn on all operators in Sn and then growing the system to Sn+l, thus we have Dl = Gl ◦ fθn. Here we assume Dl is
adaptive on the system size n.

Definition 10 (ϵ-scaling consistency). An operator map fθn : An → An is said to satisfy ϵ-scaling consistency for
system Sn and property pN where N ≥ n, if ∃ϵ > 0,∀q = 1, 2, · · · , (N − n)/l we always have∥∥∥pN [Gq

l [Sn]]− pN [(Gq−1
l ◦Dl)[Sn]]

∥∥∥ ≤ ϵ (A10)

The ϵ-scaling consistency condition allows us to bound the error of the OLRG process. While the OLRG process
does not necessarily use the same fθnq

at each step Dl, without loss of generality, we present the following theorem by

assuming fθnq
= fθ is the same between Sn and Sn+l for convenience.

Theorem 3 (System scaling error). For target system size N and starting system size n, where N ≥ n, if the operator
map fθ satisfy the ϵ-scaling consistency condition for Sn, Sn+1, · · · , SN−1, and q = (N − n)/l then

∥pN [Gq
l [Sn]]− pN [Dq

l [Sn]]∥ ≤ qϵ (A11)

Proof. denote ηi = pN [(Gq−i
l ◦Di

l)[Sn]], where G
q−i
l = Gl ◦ · · · ◦Gl︸ ︷︷ ︸

q−i times

and Di
l = Dl ◦ · · · ◦Dl︸ ︷︷ ︸

i times

= ∥η0 − ηq∥ = ∥η0 − η1 + η1 − ηq∥ (A12)

=

∥∥∥∥∥
q−1∑
i=0

ηi − ηi+1

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤
q−1∑
i=0

∥ηi − ηi+1∥ = qϵ (triangular inequality) (A13)

The above theorem breaks the system error of OLRG into errors between each step at target size N . This allows
us to further bound the error of the OLRG process by looking at more specific Hamiltonians and properties.

Appendix B: Growing Operator of Rescalable Local Hamiltonians

In general, the ϵ-scaling consistency cannot be evaluated on a small system directly because Theorem 3 requires
evaluating the property function at size N . However, intuitively, the discrepancy caused by applying f on system Sn

can be traced back to the change of some operators in the system of size n. If the interaction of the Hamiltonian is local,
the propagation of the discrepancy should not be far. This motivates us to study the rescalable local Hamiltonians
defined as follows.

Corollary 2 (Rescalable Local Hamiltonian). For a rescalable Hamiltonian Hn, if ∀B ∈ ∂Hn, B act on x sites and
R(B) acts on w − x sites for x = 0, 1, · · · , w, then this Hamiltonian is a w-local Hamiltonian at every scale.

Notably, for local Hamiltonian, I⊗n ∈ ∂H because R[B] can act on m at most. Physically, this represents the terms
that only affect the environment but not the system. For example, in the TFIM, the h ·X term only appears in the
environment.

Corollary 3 (Local Hamiltonian). For w-local Hamiltonian of N sites, one can always define the corresponding
rescalable w-local Hamiltonian up to N sites.

This is because one can always cut the N -site w-local Hamiltonian into fragments, then we can create the definition
of Hn recursively by defining H1. Define the H1 as one fragment, ∂H1 as the interaction terms between H1 and
another fragment. Thus, we define H2 as the composition of two fragments and repeat until we have HN .

Lemma 1 (Boundary set of geometrically local Hamiltonian). For a geometrically local Hamiltonian Hn+l, the
boundary set ∂Hn+l has the following form

∂Hn+l = {I⊗l ⊗Bi | Bi ∈ ∂Hn} (B1)
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Proof. Without loss of generality, we can always assume B =
⊗x

i=1Xi where Xi ∈ H(Cd)⊗, because if B is not a
tensor product, we can always decompose it onto Pauli basis with coefficients B =

∑
b cb ·Pb1 ⊗Pb2 ⊗· · ·⊗Pbx , where

Pi is a Pauli operator. Thus resulting redefinition of B as cb · Pb1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Pbx . The effect of the environment will
not change by rescaling, and new terms cannot be applied outside of the m sites at the boundary by the definition of
geometrically local, thus ∂Hn+l = {I⊗l ⊗Bi | Bi ∈ ∂Hn}

As shown in Fig. 4, for geometrically w-local Hamiltonian, applying the growing operator q > w times on the
Hamiltonian will saturate the boundary set. This motivates us to define the following concept.

Corollary 4 (Saturated Boundary Set for geometrically local Hamiltonian). For a geometrically w-local Hamiltonian
H, the boundary set (∂Hn) will saturate for Gl as l increases. Denote as (∂Hn)

Gl . For l > w,
∥∥(∂H)Gl

∥∥ scales with
the boundary size for geometrically local Hamiltonians as

O(nLn−1) (B2)

where L = max |dimi|, i = 1, · · · , n, e.g in 1D it scales as O(1), and in 2D scales as O(2L).

For 1-D geometrically w-local Hamiltonian, with Gl always adding sites on one side of the original system, we have∥∥(∂Hn)
Gl
∥∥ =

{
l∥∂Hn∥ l < w − 1

(w − 1)∥∂Hn∥ l ≥ w − 1
(B3)

where m is the number of species of connecting operators in Gl.

Corollary 5. the growing operator Gq
l defined on a geometrically w-local Hamiltonian can be rewritten as the

following form

Gq
l [Hn] = H ⊗ I⊗ql +

∑
Bi∈(∂H)Gl

Bi ⊗R[Bi] + I⊗n ⊗K
(B4)

In Section III B, we mention this is a property of geometrically local Hamiltonian, which can be generalized to
rescalable local Hamiltonian with constant non-geometrically local terms. This can be shown by constructing a
system with periodic boundary conditions, where the interaction term at the boundary is not geometrically local.
Still, there are only a constant number of them. Thus, we have the following example

Example 4 (Saturated Boundary Set for Periodic Boundary). Consider the 1D periodic boundary TFIM Hamiltonian
of n sites

Hn =

n−1∑
i=1

ZiZi+1 + ZnZ1 + h ·
∑
i

Xi (B5)

We can define G1 as follows

G1[Hn] =Hn ⊗ I + I⊗n−1 ⊗ Z ⊗ Z︸ ︷︷ ︸
connection with new site

+ I⊗n ⊗ h ·X︸ ︷︷ ︸
field term on the new site

− Z ⊗ I⊗n−2 ⊗ Z ⊗ I︸ ︷︷ ︸
old interaction at n − 1-site boundary

+ Z ⊗ I⊗n−1 ⊗ Z︸ ︷︷ ︸
new interaction at n-site boundary

(B6)

applying G1 twice, we have

G2
1[Hn] =Hn ⊗ I⊗2 + I⊗n−1 ⊗ Z ⊗ Z ⊗ I + I⊗n ⊗ Z ⊗ Z︸ ︷︷ ︸

connection with new site

+ I⊗n ⊗ h ·X + I⊗n+1 ⊗ h ·X︸ ︷︷ ︸
field term on the new site

− Z ⊗ I⊗n−2 ⊗ Z ⊗ I⊗2︸ ︷︷ ︸
old interaction at n − 1-site boundary

+ Z ⊗ I⊗n ⊗ Z︸ ︷︷ ︸
new interaction at n-site boundary

(B7)

which still results in a saturated boundary set, equivalent to the saturated boundary set for open boundary 1D TFIM
Hamiltonian (the geometrically local Hamiltonian) plus the operator at n-site periodic boundary {−Z ⊗ I⊗n−2 ⊗
Z,Z ⊗ I⊗n−1}. Note that, unlike geometrically local Hamiltonian, in this case, the result of connecting the operator
on R(Z ⊗ I⊗n−1) is changing as the system grows I ⊗ Z, I⊗2 ⊗ Z, · · · . But this will not affect the set of Bi on the
system’s boundary.

Thus, for a more general case, we have the following

Corollary 6 (Saturated Boundary Set of Rescalable Local Hamiltonian). For the rescalable w-local Hamiltonian Hn,
if there is only a constant number of non-geometrically local terms in ∂Hn, then applying Gq

l for arbitrary q times,
will result in a saturated set (∂Hn)

Gl .
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Appendix C: Scaling Consistency Condition for Real Time Evolution

To prove the scaling consistency condition for real-time evolution, we need to find a series expansion for our time-
evolved observables. We first introduce the following notation of commutators and anti-commutators.

Notation 1 (Adjoint). We denote the commutator for operator A,B as adA,−1(B) = [A,B] = AB − BA, and the
anti-commutator as adA,+1(B) = {A,B} = AB +BA, and for σ = ±1, we denote adA,σ(B) = AB + σBA.

Then we have the following lemma due to linearity of the commutator and anti-commutator.

Lemma 2 (Adjoint expansion). We can expand the adjoint of the sum of operators
∑n

i=1Ai with an operator B as
following:

ad∑n
i=1 Ai,σ(B) =

n∑
i=1

adA,σ(B) (C1)

Proof. This is due to the linearity of the commutator and anti-commutator.

Furthermore, we can denote the composition of the adjoints as following

Notation 2 (Composition of Adjoints). We have the following notation for the adjoint of the composition of operators

adA,σ(adB,σ(C)) = adA,σadB,σ(C) (C2)

adkA,σ(B) = adA,σ(ad
k−1
A,σ (B)) (C3)

And we have the following lemma

Lemma 3 (Adjoint power). We can expand the power of the adjoint of the sum of operators
∑n

i=1Ai with an operator
B as following:

adk∑n
i=1 Ai,σ

(B) =
∑

k1,··· ,kn

n∏
i=1

adAki
,σ = (

n∑
k=1

adAk,σ)
k (C4)

Proof.

adk∑n
i=1 Ai,σ

(B) (C5)

= adk−1∑n
i=1 Ai,σ

(ad∑n
k1=1 Ak1

,σ(B)) (C6)

=

n∑
k1=1

adk−1∑n
i=1 Ai,σ

(adAk1
,σ(B)) (C7)

=

n∑
k1=1

· · ·
n∑

kn=1

(

k∏
i=1

adAki
,σ)(B) (C8)

We can verify the correctness by checking for k = 2, n = 2, σ = −1, denote adA,−1 = adA, we have

(adA1
+ adA2

)2 (C9)

= ad2A1
+ ad2A2

+ adA1
adA2

+ adA2
adA1

(C10)

ad2A1+A2
(B) (C11)

= adA1+A2(adA1+A2(B)) (C12)

= adA1+A2
(adA1

(B) + adA2
(B)) (C13)

= adA1+A2
(adA1

(B)) + adA1+A2
(adA2

(B)) (C14)

= ad2A1
(B) + adA2

adA1
(B) + adA1

adA2
(B) + ad2A2

(B) (C15)
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Lemma 4 (Adjoint of Tensor Product). The power of adjoint of tensor product of operators adkA⊗B,σ can be expanded
as following:

adkA⊗B,σ =
1

2k

∑
σ1,σ2,··· ,σk∈{+,−}

(

k∏
i=1

adA,σi
)⊗ (

k∏
i=1

adB,σσi
)

=
1

2k
(

∑
σi∈{+,−}

adA,σi
⊗ adB,σσi

)k
(C16)

where adA ⊗ adB is defined as adA(X)⊗ adB(Y ) = (adA ⊗ adB)(X ⊗ Y )

Proof. It can be checked that

adA⊗C,σ(B ⊗D) =
1

2

∑
σ=+,−

adA,σ(B)⊗ adC,σσ(D) (C17)

by iterating this equation,

adA⊗C,σ(adA,σ1(B)⊗ adC,σσ1(D))

=
1

2

∑
σ2=+,−

adA,σ2
(adA,σ1

(B))⊗ adC,σσ2
(adC,σσ1

(D)) (C18)

we can get

adkA⊗C,σ(B ⊗D)

=
1

2k

∑
σ1,σ2,··· ,σk

(

k∏
i=1

adA,σi
)(B)⊗ (

k∏
i=1

adC,σσi
)(D)

=
1

2k
(
∑
σi

adA,σi ⊗ adC,σσi)
k(B ⊗D)

(C19)

Lemma 5 (Lie-Trotter product formula [162]). For arbitrary operators A,B ∈ H(Cd)⊗n, we have

exp[A+B] = lim
n→∞

(exp[A/n] exp[B/n])n (C20)

where exp[A] =
∑∞

k=0
Ak

k! .

Lemma 6 (Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff formula [163]). For arbitrary operators X,Y ∈ H(Cd)⊗n, we have

exp[X]Y exp[−X] =

∞∑
k=0

1

k!
adkX,−(Y ) (C21)

Lemma 7 (Von Neumann’s trace inequality [164]). if A,B are complex n× n matrices with singular values

α1 ≥ α2 ≥ · · · ≥ αn ≥ 0, β1 ≥ β2 ≥ · · · ≥ βn ≥ 0 (C22)

then

|tr(AB)| ≤
n∑

i=1

αiβi (C23)

Equipped with the above lemmas, we can now prove an important series expansion for the time-evolved observable
that splits the observable into system and environment parts. Although the following lemma can be seen as a variant
of the Dyson series on operators. To the best of our knowledge, we did not find a similar lemma in the literature.
Thus, we will introduce the proof of this lemma in the following.
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Lemma 8 (Growing Dyson series). Given observable defined as OS ⊗ OE where OS ∈ An is the observable of
the system and OE ∈ AN−n is the observable of the environment. Providing the rescalable local Hamiltonian
Hn = {Hn, ∂Hn, Rl}, denote the corresponding growing operator as Gl

Gl[Hn] = Hn ⊗ I +
∑

Bi∈∂Hn

Bi ⊗Rl[Bi] + I⊗n ⊗K (C24)

and total evolution time as T , we can expand the time-evolved observable OS(T )⊗OE(T ) as following:

exp{iTGl[Hn]}OS ⊗OE exp{−iTGl[Hn]} = lim
M→∞

∑
k

δk

2kk!
(

M−1∑
m=0

TB(mδ))
k(OS(T )⊗OE(T )) (C25)

where δ = t/M , TB(t) =
∑

i,σ adBi(t),σ ⊗ adRl[Bi](t),−σ, and ∀t1 ≤ t2 ∈ R we define TB(t2)TB(t1) = TB(t1)TB(t2), thus
the product of T is time-ordered. And

OS(T ) = exp{itH}OS exp{−itH}, OE(T ) = exp{itK}OE exp{−itK}
Bi(t) = exp{itHn}Bi exp{−itHn}, R[Bi](t) = exp{itK}R[Bi] exp{−itK} (C26)

Proof. The proof uses previous lemmas to expand the operator onto system and environment parts, then simplify the
series by reorganizing the summation. First by using Lemma 5, we divide our evolution into small time steps t/M

eitGl[Hn]OS ⊗OEe
−itGl[Hn] = lim

M→∞
(eit/MGl[Hn])MOS ⊗OE(e

−it/MGl[Hn])M (C27)

We can see this product as M steps of time evolution with time step δ = t/M .

lim
M→∞

eiδGl[Hn](eiδGl[Hn] · · · (eiδGl[Hn]OS ⊗OEe
−iδGl[Hn]) · · · e−iδGl[Hn])e−iδGl[Hn] (C28)

Because δ → 0, we can move the terms only depending on the system or environment onto the observables, leaving
only the boundary terms in the time evolution.

eiδGl[Hn]OS ⊗OEe
−iδGl[Hn] = eiδ

∑
i Bi⊗Rl[Bi]OS(δ)⊗OE(δ)e

−iδ
∑

i Bi⊗Rl[Bi] (C29)

to further expand the boundary terms, using Lemma 6 we have

=
∑
k

(iδ)k

k!
adk∑

i Bi⊗Rl[Bi],−(OS(δ)⊗OE(δ)) (C30)

and Lemma 4 we have

=
∑
k

(iδ)k

2kk!
(
∑
i,σ

adBi,σ ⊗ adRl[Bi],−σ)
k(OS(δ)⊗OE(δ)) =

∑
k

(iδ)k

2kk!
T k
B(0)(OS(δ)⊗OE(δ)) (C31)

and because the product of T is time-ordered, we always do the multiplication in the order of time steps, making
the product commutative. Now, if we apply eiδGl[Hn]Xe−iδGl[Hn] again, because e−itHn cancels eitHn , they can be
merged into the time evolution of each separate system. Resulting in the following∑

k1,k2

(iδ)k1+k2

2k1+k2k1!k2!
T k2

B(0)T
k1

B(δ)(OL(2δ)⊗OR(2δ)) (C32)

Because the product of T is commutative, reorganizing the summation index as k = k1 + k2 we have

=
∑
k

(iδ)k

2kk!
(TB(0) + TB(δ))

k(OL(2δ)⊗OR(2δ)) (C33)

By re-using Eq. (C33) iteratively, we reach the general form

exp{itGl[Hn]}OS ⊗OE exp{−itGl[Hn]} = lim
M→∞

∑
k

δk

2kk!
(

M−1∑
m=0

TB(mδ))
k(OS(t)⊗OE(t)) (C34)
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Lemma 8 is exactly the series expansion we are looking for. Before proceeding into the proof, we introduce the
notion of multi-index for convenience.

Notation 3 (Multi-index). The multi-index sum and product are defined as the following∑
i

=
∑

i1,i2,··· ,ik∏
i

Ai = Ai1Ai2 · · ·Aik∑
i

∏
i

Ai =
∑

i1,i2,··· ,ik

Ai1Ai2 · · ·Aik

(C35)

Now, we can check if summing up the components of the environment converges to a value.

Definition 11 (Time-Ordered Boundary Correlator). Given a rescalable Hamiltonian Hn = {Hn, ∂Hn, Rl} and an
observable O and an initial state ρ on the current scale, denote the corresponding growing operator as Gl, the total
evolution time as T , we can define the k-th order Time-Ordered Boundary Correlator (TOBC) as following:

⟨χi,t,σ(Sn, T )⟩ = ⟨χi,t,σ(ρ,Hn, O, T )⟩ = tr(ρ[T
∏
i,t,σ

adBi(t),σ]O(T )) (C36)

where Sn is the corresponding rescalable system, Bi ∈ (∂Hn)
Gl , t ∈ [0, T ], σ ∈ {+1,−1}, and i, t, σ is a multi-index

of size k. The product is time-ordered, i.e. adBi(t1),σ1
adBj(t2),σ2

= adBj(t2),σ2
adBi(t1),σ1

for t1 > t2.

From a physics perspective, TOBC describes how the environment affects the system. Higher order TOBC corre-
sponds to longer-time, longer-distance correlations. It is derived from the following theorem.

Theorem 4 (Real-time ϵ-scaling consistency). Given a w-local rescalable Hamiltonian Hn = {Hn, ∂Hn, Rk} that has
a saturated boundary set (∂Hn)

Gl . If ∃ϵ > 0 for ρ = ρS ⊗ ρE , O = OS ⊗OE and ∀i, t, σ such that∥∥⟨χi,t,σ(Sn, T )⟩ −
〈
χi,t,σ(f

θ[Sn], T )
〉∥∥ ≤ ϵ (C37)

then for N = n+ kq, the error of expectation pN [Gq
k[Sn]] =

〈
ρeitHNOe−itHN

〉
is bounded by∥∥∥pN [Gq

k[Sn]]− pN [(Gq−1
k ◦Dk)[Sn]]

∥∥∥ ≤ ϵC exp
{
T
∥∥(∂Hn)

Gl
∥∥C/2} (C38)

where C is the maximum of max{∥R[Bi]∥∞ | Bi ∈ ∂Hn} and ∥OR∥∞.

Proof. Using Lemma 8 and Corollary 5 on Gq
l we have

exp(itGq
l [Hn])OS ⊗OE exp(−itGq

l [Hn]) =
∑
k

(iδ)k

2kk!
(

M−1∑
m=0

TB(mδ))
k(OS(T )⊗OE(T )) (C39)

where Bi ∈ (∂Hn)
Gl instead of ∂Hn, checking the k-th order, where the T on the right denotes the products are

time-ordered, we have

(

M−1∑
m=0

TB(mδ))
k = T (

∑
i,m,σ

adBi(mδ),σ ⊗ adR[Bi](mδ),−σ)
k (C40)

we can expand the power of sum into the sum of tensor products on the system and environment∑
i,m,σ

T
∏

i,m,σ

adBi(mδ),σ ⊗ adR[Bi](mδ),−σ (C41)

here, the multi-index notion is defined as the following∑
i,m,σ

T
∏

i,m,σ

Ai,m,σ =
∑

i1,i2,··· ,ik

∑
m1,m2,··· ,mk

∑
σ1,σ2,··· ,σk

T Ai1,m1,σ1
Ai2,m2,σ2

· · ·Aik,mk,σk
(C42)
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applying the k-th order back to the observable OS(T ) ⊗ OR(T ), we obtained the observables on the system and
environment ∑

i,m,σ

[T
∏

i,m,σ

adBi(mδ),σ(OS(T ))]⊗ [T
∏

i,m,σ

adR[Bi](mδ),−σ(OE(T ))] (C43)

taking the expectation, the left-hand side of the tensor product is the k-th order TOBC, which we assume to be
bounded by ϵ, and the right-hand side is the observable on the environment. Thus, we can write the expectation as

pN [Gq
k[Sn]] = tr([ρE ⊗ ρS ] exp(itG

q
k[Hn])[OS ⊗OE ] exp(−itGq

k[Hn]))

=
∑
k

(iδ)k

2kk!

∑
i,m,σ

tr[ρST
∏

i,m,σ

adBi(mδ),σ(OS(T ))] · tr[ρET
∏

i,m,σ

adR[Bi](mδ),−σ(OE(T ))]

=
∑
k

(iδ)k

2kk!

∑
i,m,σ

⟨χi,m,σ(Sn, T )⟩ · tr[ρET
∏

i,m,σ

adR[Bi](mδ),−σ(OE(T ))]

(C44)

Next, because fθ only applies to the operators in the system, leaving the environment untouched, we can write the
error of expectation as∥∥∥pN [Gq

k[Sn]]− pN [(Gq−1
k ◦Dk)[Sn]]

∥∥∥ =∥∥∥∥∥∥
∑
k

(iδ)k

2kk!

∑
i,m,σ

(⟨χi,t,σ(Sn, T )⟩ −
〈
χi,t,σ(f

θ[Sn], T )
〉
) · tr[ρET

∏
i,m,σ

adR[Bi](mδ),−σ(OE(T ))]

∥∥∥∥∥∥
(C45)

Using triangular inequality, we have∥∥∥pN [Gq
k[Sn]]− pN [(Gq−1

k ◦Dk)[Sn]]
∥∥∥ ≤

∑
k

δk

2kk!

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∑

i,m,σ

(⟨χi,t,σ(Sn, T )⟩ −
〈
χi,t,σ(f

θ[Sn], T )
〉
) · tr[ρET

∏
i,m,σ

adR[Bi](mδ),−σ(OE(T ))]

∥∥∥∥∥∥
(C46)

Because we assume the TOBC is bounded by ϵ > 0 and ∥a · b∥ = ∥a∥ · ∥b∥, we have

∥∥∥pN [Gq
k[Sn]]− pN [(Gq−1

k ◦Dk)[Sn]]
∥∥∥ ≤ ϵ

∑
k

δk

2kk!

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∑

i,m,σ

tr[ρET
∏

i,m,σ

adR[Bi](mδ),−σ(OE(T ))]

∥∥∥∥∥∥ (C47)

Notice that sum over all possible commutator and anti-commutator in
∑

i,m,σ recovers the product of operators in
application order. Applying the triangular inequality again, we have∥∥∥∥∥∥

∑
i,m,σ

tr[ρET
∏

i,m,σ

adR[Bi](mδ),−σ(OE(T ))]

∥∥∥∥∥∥ ≤
∑
i,m

∥∥∥∥∥∥tr[ρET (
∏
i,m

R[Bi](mδ))OE(T )]

∥∥∥∥∥∥ (C48)

Using Lemma 7 on the trace, we have∥∥∥∥∥∥tr[ρET (
∏
i,m

R[Bi](mδ))OE(T )]

∥∥∥∥∥∥ ≤
∑
a

αaβa (C49)

where αa is the eigenvalues of ρE and
∑

a αa = 1 by definition of density matrix, βa is the eigenvalues of
T ∏

i,m,σ adR[Bi](mδ),−σ(OE(T )), taking the maximum of βa we have∥∥∥∥∥∥tr[ρET (
∏
i,m

R[Bi](mδ))OE(T )]

∥∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ βmax

∑
a

αa = βmax (C50)
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βmax is equivalent to the operator 2-norm of the operator, thus

∥∥∥pN [Gq
k[Sn]]− pN [(Gq−1

k ◦Dk)[Sn]]
∥∥∥ ≤ ϵ

∑
k

δk

2kk!

∑
i,m

∥∥∥∥∥∥T (
∏
i,m

R[Bi](mδ))OE(T )

∥∥∥∥∥∥
op

(C51)

Next, we can replace the variable δ → δ
2 and rescale the environment Hamiltonian K → 2K, thus R[Bi](mδ) →

R[Bi](mδ/2) and OE(T ) → OE(T/2), this allows us to remove the factor of 2k in the summation so that we can find
the summation later, now we have

∥∥∥pN [Gq
k[Sn]]− pN [(Gq−1

k ◦Dk)[Sn]]
∥∥∥ ≤ ϵ

∑
k

(δ/2)k

k!

∑
i,m

∥∥∥∥∥∥T (
∏
i,m

R[Bi](mδ))OE(T )

∥∥∥∥∥∥
op

(C52)

note that the Hamiltonian for R[Bi](mδ/2) and OE(T/2) here is 2K instead of K. Next, we can use the sub-
multiplicative of norm ∥AB∥ ≤ ∥A∥∥B∥ This allows us further to break the product into the norm of each operator∥∥∥pN [Gq

k[Sn]]− pN [(Gq−1
k ◦Dk)[Sn]]

∥∥∥ ≤ ϵ
∑
k

(δ/2)k

k!

∑
i,m

T (
∏
i,m

∥R[Bi](mδ/2)∥op)∥OE(T/2)∥op (C53)

Because time evolution is unitary, the norm of the operator is preserved, thus ∥R[Bi](mδ/2)∥op = ∥R[Bi]∥op, and
∥OE(T/2)∥op = ∥OE(T )∥op, thus if we have C = max{∥R[Bi]∥op | Bi ∈ ∂Hn} and ∥OR∥op, we have∥∥∥pN [Gq

k[Sn]]− pN [(Gq−1
k ◦Dk)[Sn]]

∥∥∥ ≤ ϵ
∑
k

(δ/2)k

k!

∑
i,m

Ck+1 (C54)

Now we can sum over the multi-index i,m, the sum of m is Mk and the sum of i is |∂Hn|k, thus we have∥∥∥pN [Gq
k[Sn]]− pN [(Gq−1

k ◦Dk)[Sn]]
∥∥∥ ≤ ϵC

∑
k

(δM/2)k

k!
(|∂Hn|C)k = ϵC exp

{
T
∥∥(∂Hn)

G
∥∥C/2} (C55)

Appendix D: Effective Pulse Duration for the Quantum Algorithm

Denote the checkpoints for k-th order TOBC as t1, · · · , tk, and assuming the constant overhead in product for-
mula for implementing O(

∥∥(∂Hn)
Gl
∥∥) number of w-qubit gates result in total. The total effective pulse duration is

O(Cθτ(
∥∥(∂Hn)

Gl
∥∥)t) for the evolution exp

{
−itGl(H

dev
n )

}
. Cθ is the overhead due to variational optimized pulse in

effective pulse duration. The prefactor τ(
∥∥(∂Hn)

Gl
∥∥) depends on the product formula, e.g for 1st-order trotterization

τ(
∥∥(∂Hn)

Gl
∥∥) =

∥∥(∂Hn)
Gl
∥∥. Thus the total effective pulse duration for a single k-th order TOBC with 1st-order

trotterization is Cθ

∥∥(∂Hn)
Gl
∥∥(2t1 + 2t2 + · · · + tk + T − tk + T ) = Cθ

∥∥(∂Hn)
Gl
∥∥(2T + 2

∑k−1
i=1 ti). The worst case

effective pulse duration is O(2Cθ

∥∥(∂Hn)
Gl
∥∥kT ). Because we are sampling b TOBCs for each loss function, we now

analyze the average effective pulse duration for a single loss function. For M checkpoints, the average effective pulse

duration is Cθ

∥∥(∂Hn)
Gl
∥∥ 2T+2

∑k−1
i=1 ti

Mk thus summing over all the k-th order TOBCs, we have

∑
t1,··· ,tk

2T + 2
∑k−1

i=1 ti
Mk

=
∑

t2,··· ,tk

2MT + 2(T (1 +M)/2 +M
∑k−1

i=2 ti)

Mk

=
∑

t3,··· ,tk

2M2T + 2(TM(1 +M)/2 + TM(1 +M)/2 +M2
∑k−1

i=3 ti)

Mk

=
2MkT + (k − 1)TMk−1(1 +M)

Mk
= (2 + (k − 1)

1 +M

M
)T

(D1)

TakingM ≫ 1, we have the average effective pulse duration as O(Cθ

∥∥(∂Hn)
Gl
∥∥(k+1)T ) = O(Cθ

∥∥(∂Hn)
Gl
∥∥kT ) when

using 1st order trotterization. This removes n from the effective pulse duration when comparing to pure trotterization.
However, this does not mean we break the optimal bounds such as [121]. Part of the complexity is moved into Cθ

which becomes heuristic.
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Appendix E: Improving Loss Function

The theoretical bounds we present for real-time evolution in Theorem 2 is a general estimation for arbitrary
geometrically local Hamiltonian. Thus, it is rather a loose bound considering more specific system properties. We
believe that a tighter bound can be established for specific system properties. This may result in a better loss function
and a more efficient algorithm. Furthermore, the global loss function and modeling by e2e provide advantages in that
every learning step optimizes the target problem but also has limitations [165]. The usage of e2e heavily relies on
optimization and thus may result in a slow convergence and ill-conditioned optimization. Our framework also allows
theoretical improvements through a better theoretical understanding of the problem, such as the analytical or heuristic
understanding of the TOBCs. This will incorporate the theoretical knowledge into the loss function and thus may
potentially improve the algorithm’s efficiency. For example, as shown in Fig. 5 and Fig. 15, some TOBCs can be
almost perfectly zero, and the nonzero TOBCs are also very sparse in 1D TFIM dynamics, where many points are
relatively small thus result in a small contribution to the loss function. This suggests that by looking into specific
Hamiltonian and TOBCs, we may be able to design a better loss function that can be more efficient in practice.
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FIG. 15. 3rd-order TOBC for 5-site 1D TFIM at T = 5.0 for the two-point correlation function ⟨Z1Z2⟩T=5.0 with |00000⟩ as
initial state and h = 1.0. We fix t3 = 2.5 and plot the TOBC for t1, t2 ∈ [0, 5.0].

On the other hand, there is a different possible style of constructing the loss function by reusing existing scales.
Using the same superblock construction as DMRG, one can see such loss function as the following concept. If we can
prepare good representations of the systems at size n1, n2, then concatenating them into a system at size n1 + n2
should be a good representation of the system at size n1 + n2. This is a very natural assumption, and it is also the
core idea of superblocks. From a series expansion perspective, assuming we have the series expansion of a property p
as

p(Sn1
⊗ Sn2

) =

∞∑
i=0

αi⟨Ai⟩⟨Bi⟩ (E1)

Here, we can use the infinite DMRG style loss function as an example. If we are promised to have a good representation
of Sn1

, copying it then the concatenating system Sn1
⊗ Sn1

should be a good representation of 2n1 system. This is
exactly the description of infinite DMRG [22] in the traditional fashion. If we assume the property we are calculating
is the same observable. The series expansion becomes a sum of square expressions:

p(Sn1 ⊗ Sn1) =

∞∑
i=0

αi⟨Ai⟩2 (E2)
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If the loss function is then set as the error of observables on this superblock, we can see we are optimizing the error
of some high-order terms in the Dyson series.

L =
∥∥p(Sn1 ⊗ Sn1)− p(S′

n1
⊗ S′

n1
)
∥∥

=

∥∥∥∥∥
∞∑
i=0

αi⟨Ai⟩2 −
∞∑
i=0

αi⟨A′
i⟩2

∥∥∥∥∥ (E3)

However, it remains uncertain whether this loss function is upper-bounded in a manner that would rigorously ensure
the scaling consistency condition. Utilizing superblocks in practice will improve the efficiency of evaluating the loss
function, as now one does not need to solve time-evolved operators but can directly evaluate the discrepancies between
expectation values in superblocks instead. This is similar to using the superblock in DMRG to evaluate the system’s
energy.

Appendix F: Improving Operator Maps

Like all other variational algorithms, the expressiveness of the operator map is crucial to the algorithm’s perfor-
mance. In our current implementation, we only use some vanilla operator maps without much careful design.

For OMM, the power of optimizing operator maps, such as deep neural networks or tensor network ensembles, is
yet to be explored. Furthermore, one can use different operator maps for larger system sizes for different scales and
only share at closer scales. This naturally creates a hierarchical structure of the operator map, similar to how depth
of neural networks are used in deep learning [166]. As we now utilize an operator map for operator mapping rather
than a state, the expressiveness of such an operator mapping remains to be determined. More specifically, although
our neural OMM has the potential of expressiveness representing MPS with exponential large bonds. Because they
are no longer ansatzes for states, it is unclear what the limit of such operator maps is.

For HEM, we only use a simple and small neural network to parameterize the pulse, which does not consider more
realistic pulse shapes. Thus, the result pulse shape does not necessarily execute on real hardware due to violation
of hardware constraints. On the other hand, our HEM targets a non-universal Hamiltonian, thus resulting in worse
performance over a longer time despite increasing the order. It is important to explore more realistic pulse shapes,
universal Hamiltonians, and more detailed device capabilities to develop a better understanding of the algorithm.

Appendix G: Finding the Loss Function for Other Properties

We have demonstrated the existence of a loss function that effectively bounds the real-time dynamics of local
observables. However, this methodology might not be entirely end-to-end (e2e) when dealing with target properties
that are complex functions not directly derived from local observables, such as phase transition points or entanglement
entropy. Additionally, our Theorem 2 does not extend to imaginary-time evolution or ground-state simulations.
Because the series expansion we derived does not hold in these cases. Despite these limitations, our framework is not
intrinsically confined to real-time dynamics alone, as suggested by Theorem 1. The proven effectiveness of NRG and
DMRG inspires the possibility that suitable loss functions for imaginary time and ground state challenges may also
exist. To further follow the e2e principle in solving real-world quantum many-body simulation problems, we seek if
there is a loss function that guarantees scaling consistency for other properties such as entanglement entropy, phase
transition points, etc.

Appendix H: Higher Dimension Lattice and Other Geometry

While our numerical results are confined to a 1D lattice in Section V, it’s important to note that, like NRG and
DMRG, the variational principle, OLRG framework is not inherently limited to this geometry. Indeed, the OLRG
framework can be applied to any geometric configuration. However, in geometries other than 1D, the implementation
of the growing operator presents a range of alternative strategies that have yet to be fully explored. Moreover,
by incorporating the growing scheme into the loss function, our operator map no longer necessitates an exponential
increase in storage, provided that fθnq

is not a dense isometric map. Consequently, techniques developed for navigating

1D ansatzes, such as Matrix Product State (MPS) [167] and autoregressive neural networks [95], could be adapted
and prove beneficial in 2D and other configurations within this framework.
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Appendix I: Relation with MPS TDVP

When fθnq
is a linear map, the OLRG framework is equivalent to a tensor network. For example, if fθnq

is not shared

by each OLRG step, and denoting fθnq
for q-th OLRG step, the set {fθnq

} represents the tensors in an MPS as shown

in the left column of Fig. 2. On the other hand, the MPS TDVP algorithm projects an MPS |ψ(t)⟩ at time t to
the MPS |ψ(t+ δ)⟩ at time t + δ by solving the Schrödinger equation in the subspace of MPS. Assuming the bond
dimension does not change from |ψ(t)⟩ to |ψ(t+ δ)⟩, the MPS TDVP should find the optimal MPS representation for
|ψ(t+ δ)⟩. By optimal |ψ(t+ δ)⟩ we mean this state has the minimum error for arbitrary observables at t+ δ. Thus,
this is equivalent to optimizing support of observables at t + δ using OLRG starting from the initial point |ψ(t)⟩,
which is the transfer learning algorithm we introduced in Section VC.

From this perspective, plugging the small duration δ into Theorem 4, we can see that the loss function of the MPS
TDVP algorithm directs the optimization towards the t+ δ time observables instead of the final time T observables.
Thus, only the error of χi,t={δ},σ(Sn, t + δ) are optimized in the MPS TDVP algorithm for an arbitrary observable
O(t), thus missing longer time correlations in the optimization target. This is consistent with the recent analysis of
the MPS TDVP algorithm in the ancillary Krylov subspace TDVP [168].

With this observation, we can see that the OLRG framework can be a complementary approach to the MPS
TDVP algorithm. A potential improvement to the MPS TDVP algorithm is to add the loss function of the OLRG
framework as a regularization term for long-time TOBCs, and thus help the MPS TDVP algorithm to include long-
time correlations in the optimization target and increase the efficiency of the MPS TDVP algorithm for longer time
by increasing the step size δ. However, the gradient-based optimization in OLRG also has its limitations, as it may
not be able to adjust bond dimension variationally, thus for pure MPS, it can only be used as a regularization term
instead of the main optimization target.

Appendix J: Implementation

Both classical and quantum algorithms were optimized using the ADAM optimizer [169] and implemented via the
recent automatic differentiation frameworks and GPU computing jax [68] and flax [170] frameworks. Due to the
absence of sufficient sparse matrix support when the author implements the software in jax, a brute-force solver was
employed to compute the observables. This limitation restricted the quantum algorithm’s simulation to no more than
6 sites due to memory limitation. The classical algorithms use single NVIDIA GPUs, while the quantum algorithms
are executed on 1 CPU cores. From an implementation perspective, the OLRG framework opens the door to adapting
good small-system solvers to larger systems. Thus, like DMRG, all the technologies developed for small-system solvers
can be transferred into large system calculations. We believe that by integrating with better small-system solvers, the
practical performance of the OLRG framework can be further improved. We thank the support of the open-source
community in the development of the following software, they contributed directly in producing our results: jax [68],
flax [170], optax [171], tqdm, wandb, matplotlib [172], Yao [75], Makie [173].
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Appendix K: Additional Results

1. Training History

The training history at different orders of OMM and HEM are shown in Fig. 16 and Fig. 17. The left column is
OMM, and the right is HEM. Each row is ordered by time. In a short time, there isn’t a significant difference between
each order. However, with time increase, the higher order loss function approaches higher precision faster and can
reach significantly higher precision over a long time than the lower order loss function.

We also show the history of the loss function when we reuse the previous time point’s parameters in Fig. 18. The
left column is the OMM, and the right is the HEM. Each row is ordered by time. The loss function is larger at higher
order, we suspect the higher order TOBC is harder to optimize because the search space is larger than the lower order
thus resulting in a worse absolute value of the loss function but a better relative error.
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FIG. 16. Training history of relative error. Left is the training history of the classical algorithm, and right is the training
history of the quantum algorithm.
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FIG. 17. Training history of the loss function. Left is the training history of the classical algorithm, and right is the training
history of the quantum algorithm.
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FIG. 18. Training history of the training by reusing previous time point’s parameters. (a) The history of loss function for
OMM. (b) The history of loss function for HEM.
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2. Batch and Sampling Size

We also compared the batch size and sampling size. The batch size controls the sampling error of the neural OMM.
Increasing batch size will increase the precision of gradient estimation. We did not observe a significant difference in
tuning batch size. The results are shown in Fig. 19. The sampling size controls how many observables are sampled
to estimate the loss function at each evaluation. Increasing the sampling size should decrease the variance in the
gradient. We did not observe a significant difference in tuning sampling size. The results are shown in Fig. 20. We
hypothesize that the variance of the loss function is useful for SGD exploring better minimum. On the other hand,
the toy problem we ran our simulation with might be too simple to demonstrate the difference between these two
hyperparameters.
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FIG. 20. Comparison of different sampling sizes at order
2, with depth 8 for OMM. (a) The value of ⟨Sz
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3. Step Size

As for the step size δ in the sampling, we tune the number of checkpoints M in an ODE solver, which controls the
step size as δ = T/M . While smaller step size generally increases the precision of the loss function, we did not observe
a significant difference in tuning step size. The results are shown in Fig. 22. As discussed in Section III, this is likely
because the TOBC in 1D TFIM has many zeros and is quite smooth. Thus, the loss function is not sensitive to the
step size.
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FIG. 22. Comparison of different step sizes δ at order 2, with depth 8.
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