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In our previous studies [1, 2], we confirmed that a quantum annealer can be used for importance
sampling of gauge theories. In this paper, we extend the previous results to larger 2-dimensional
and 4-dimensional lattices to generate ensembles for U(3) gauge theory in the strong coupling limit.
We make use of the D-Wave quantum annealer to generate histograms for sub-lattices, and use
the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm to determine thermodynamic observables and their dependence
on the physical parameters on large volumes. We benchmark our results to those obtained from
classical Monte Carlo simulations.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum annealers are promising devices for
ensemble generation in statistical physics and field
theory. The examples of quantum sampling range
from boson sampling [3] to sampling proteins [4].
Also, many different methods are on the market for
quantum annealers: the noisy Gibbs sampler [5],
methods to investigate phase transition [6], hybrid
approach [7], and the annealer as a quantum ther-
mal sampler [8]. Quantum sampling of statistical
ensembles requires however an additional step to
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obtain ensembles according to the target equilib-
rium distribution that depends on the physical pa-
rameters of the investigated theory [9–11]. On a
classical computer, via a Monte Carlo, importance
sampling is realized e.g. by the Metropolis algo-
rithm. In our effective theory, which is governed
by a constraint on admissible configurations, en-
semble generation is a difficult task, specifically at
low temperature. In contrast, on a quantum an-
nealer, the admissible configurations can be gen-
erated easily with the so-called QUBO formalism
which is independent of the temperature.

The scope of this paper is to address larger
volumes compared to our previous studies [1, 2].
We use the D-wave advantage system that has the
Pegasus topology [12] and consists of 5600 phys-
ical qubits. This system can only accommodate
small lattice volumes. Large volumes, on the other
hand, require an alternative scheme that can sam-
ple smaller sub-volumes, or sub-lattices. The cen-
tral idea of our work is to make use of an iterative
scheme that embeds sub-lattices in parallel with
specific boundaries that are fixed by the previous
quantum sampling step. This scheme ultimately
allows us to generate larger volume configurations.

After short introduction about the effective
theory in Sec. II, we explain the technical aspects
to address large volumes in Sec. III. We present our
results on the volume and parameter dependence
of observables in Sec. IV.

II. EFFECTIVE THEORY OF LATTICE
QCD

Our effective theory is derived from staggered
fermions in the strong coupling limit, which is
well known to have a dual representation in terms
of integer-valued dual variables [13]. These dual
variables consist of so-called monomers m(n) and
dimers dν(n) (with n a lattice coordinate) for U(3)
gauge theory, and also baryonic world-lines, which
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have to be included for SU(3) gauge theory. We
have studied SU(3) in [2] but in this work we
restrict ourselves to U(3) for simplicity. As ex-
plained detail in [1], the integer-valued dual vari-
ables can be mapped to a binary vector x which
can be adapted for the quadratic unconstrained bi-
nary optimization (QUBO) formalism:

χ2 = xTQx ,

Q = W + p(ATA+ diag(2b ·A)) . (1)

Here Q is the quadratic QUBO matrix generated
by the weight matrix W that is determined from
the effective action, as well as A that incorporates
the constraints that stem from the Grassmann in-
tegration of the quarks. The penalty factor p fa-
vors (p ≫ 1) or disfavors (p ≪ 1) the constraint
over the weight matrix. As we explain in more de-
tail in the next section, we embed in parallel 2× 2
sub-lattices such that for each sub-lattice differ-
ent boundaries b are applied. More precisely, the
weight matrix of Q is determined for U(3) gauge
group via

M =

(
−2 log(2mq) + log(2) log(3)

0 − log(2mq)

)
(2)

Ds =

(
log(12) 0

0 log(3)

)
(3)

Dt =

(
log(12)− 4 log(γ) 0

0 log(3)− 2 log(γ)]

)
(4)

W = diag(M,M,M,M,Ds, Ds, Dt, Dt) (5)

and the constraint and boundary are given by

A =

 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 2 1 0 0
0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 2 1
0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 2 1 2 1 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 2 1 0 0 2 1


(6)

b = (3− d
(1)
ext, 3− d

(2)
ext, 3− d

(3)
ext, 3− d

(4)
ext) , (7)

where d
(x)
ext corresponds to the number of external

dimers. This quantity changes after each update
as explained in Sec. III A.

III. TECHNICAL DEVELOPMENT

In order to sample our effective theory on D-
wave, we have to map logical qubit x as in Eq. 1
to the physical qubits with connectivities given by
the Pegasus topology. This can be achieved by syn-
chronized combination of physical qubits (”chain”)
to form a logical qubit, as discussed in detail in [1].

With 5600 physical qubits available, only small vol-
umes can be sampled at once.

For larger volumes, we use an iterative scheme
that only samples disconnected sub-lattices, keep-
ing dimers that are not part of the sub-lattice fixed,
see Eq. 7. An example of the decomposition to
sub-lattices is given in Fig. 1. Only the degrees of
freedom inside the red boxes are sampled, and this
is done in parallel to maximize the use of qubits.

FIG. 1. Selecting 2× 2 sub volume with fixed bound-
ary condition. Black dots are monomers, blue lines are
dimers. Monomers and dimers inside of red boxes are
updated in parallel. The Grassmann constraint is re-
quired to be satisfied at each site.

A. Parallel Sampling scheme

In order to sample all degrees of freedom, we
scan all possible sub-lattices, defined by the base
point and all directions to span the volume by
the sub-lattices, as shown in Table I. We choose
the sub-lattices of size 2 × 2 (square sampling),
and of size 2 × 2 × 2 (cube sampling). Clearly,
the sub-lattice dimension ds has to be smaller
or equal to the dimension d of the lattice vol-
ume. For ds < d, we have to loop through

(
d
ds

)
sets of directions to sample the full volume. For
2 × 2 sub-lattices, 16 logical qubits are required
per sub-lattice and for 2 × 2 × 2 sub-lattice, 40
logical qubits. Since the number of sub-lattices is
V/Vsub, the number of logical qubits for lattice size

V = N
(d−1)
s ×Nt is 2V (1+d/2) with d the dimen-

sion of the volume. If the lattice is too large, we
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V Vsub ind. sub-lat. base points
4× 4 2× 2 4 4
8× 8 2× 2 16 4

16× 16 2× 2 64 4
32× 32 2× 2 256 4
4× 4× 4 2× 2 16 12

2× 2× 2 8 8
4× 4× 4× 4 2× 2 64 24

2× 2× 2 32 32
8× 8× 8× 4 2× 2 512 24

2× 2× 2 256 32

TABLE I. Parallelization by sub-lattice sampling. # of
ind. sub-lattices corresponds to the number of sub-
lattices sampled in parallel. # of base points is the
number of sites in sub-lattice. For one volume sweep,
it is required to sample sub-lattices in parallel for every
base point.

choose randomly a maximal subset of sub-lattices
(2 × 2: 170, 2 × 2 × 2: 45) to sample in parallel.
This results in a block-diagonal form of the QUBO
matrix Q. The quantum annealer then solves for x
in a fixed amount of time regardless of how many
qubits are used in the parallelization.

It is sufficient to sample every degree of free-
dom by sequentially going through all base points
that define the location of sub-lattice. The num-
ber of base points on a d-dimensional lattice is ob-
tained by the binomial coefficient

Vsub ×
(
d

ds

)
. (8)

The solution vector for a new base point depends
on the previous solution vector because the fixed

boundary b (d
(x)
ext) in Eq. (7) changes after each up-

date. For the square sampling, we have (Nc + 1)4

(256 for Nc = 3) and for cube sampling we have
(Nc + 1)8 (65536 for Nc = 3) distinct sets of b.
While sampling, we store all generated configu-
rations into histograms. This is feasible for the
square update (see Fig. 2), but for the cube up-
date the larger number of boundaries precludes us.

The quantum annealer produces a distribu-
tion of valid configurations that depend on the
penalty factor p of the QUBO matrix defined in
Eq. (1), as well as hyper parameters that we discuss
in detail in the next section. We classify the valid
solution vectors per sub-lattice into histograms for
each set of boundary conditions b, and sort them
by monomer number M and number of tempo-
ral dimers Dt, which encode the quark mass and
temperature dependence. As the set of generated
histograms hp(b,M,Dt) will depend on both the
physical parameters and in particular the penalty
factor p, the histogram is an estimate of the true
distribution htrue(b,M,Dt) that we obtain from
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FIG. 2. Number of configurations for each boundary
condition for the square sampling (b1, b2, b3, b4). The
color coding reflects the multiplicity of configurations
per boundary. For details see App. A

exact enumeration (see Fig. 2 and App. A. We will
discuss in Sec. III C and IIID two methods to cor-
rect the histograms to obtain valid results.


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N solution vectors measured

FIG. 3. Each column corresponds to a solution vector

of a block QUBO matrix. The x
(j)
i is a solution vector

for each sub-lattice. We collect x
(j)
i for fixed i from

j = 1, · · · , N with N solution vectors, and check the
validity (blue: valid, red: invalid), see Eq. (9)

To be more specific, we measure the N in-
dependent solution vectors x(j) (j = 1, · · · , N),

blocked in n separate sub-lattices x
(j)
i (i =

1, · · · , n), as shown in Fig. 3. The boundary con-
dition is the same for all j at fixed i. Since not
all configurations are valid in the sense that they
fulfill the constraint Eq. (6) (red entries), it may
happen that solutions vectors have invalid blocks.
N is typically large enough to ensure that for ev-
ery j there exists several valid sub-lattices i from
which we construct the histograms.

In Fig. 4, a comparison of the true his-
togram htrue(b) by exact enumeration and the his-
togram hb

p obtained by the D-Wave quantum an-



4

0 50 100 150 200 250
b.c.

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

di
st

in
ct

 c
on

fs

enumeration
D-wave, p=1
D-wave, p=2

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70
configuration

10 15

10 13

10 11

10 9

10 7

10 5

10 3

10 1

W
ei

gh
t

enumeration
D-wave, p=1
D-wave, p=2
D-wave, p=inf

FIG. 4. Comparison for 2 × 2 sub-lattices between exact histograms from enumeration with those generated
by D-wave for p = 1 and p = 2. Left: Comparison of the multiplicities for 256 different boundaries. Right:
Comparison of the weights for a specific boundary (3,3,3,3) for amq = 1.0 and γ = 0.1, with exact Boltzmann
distribution compared to approximate distributions from D-Wave.

nealer for penalty factors p = 1, 2,∞ is shown.
Here, b labels the 256 distinct boundary condi-
tions b = {b1, . . . b4} in lexicographical order (left).
The distribution for a specific boundary condition
b = (3, 3, 3, 3) (right) is shown for quark mass
amq = 1.0 and γ = 0.1, now sorted by the Boltz-
mann weight e−S . Both histograms are in good
agreement for p = 1, but this agreement deteri-
orates for larger p. This indicates that we have
good overlap between the true and the approxi-
mate distributions of the 2× 2 sub-lattices, which
is important to implement our strategy for large
lattice volumes. How to correct the distribution
for the small deviations is discussed in Sec. III C
and IIID.

B. Optimizing hyper parameters

To maximize the efficiency of the simulation
and obtain correct results, the hyper parameters
chain strength, num reads, annealing time
should be optimized. Since the mapping from
logical qubit to physical qubit is not trivial (we
use automatized embedding which uses on aver-
age less than 2 physical qubits per logical qubit)
it can happen that during the annealing process
the embedding becomes invalid and results in bro-
ken ”chains”. For submitting a problem to the
D-Wave system, one has to provide a value for the
chain strength, which can be chosen to reduce
the number of broken chains. However, we cannot
arbitrarily increase the value of chain strength
such that no broken chains occur, since too large
a value adversely affects the number of obtained
valid solutions. Thus some optimization is re-
quired.

We optimize the chain strength to maximize
the validity rate v, which is the number of valid
solution vectors over all solution vectors:

v =
1

Nn

N∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

x
(j)
i,valid . (9)

The QUBO matrix is rescaled by Qmax, which
is the maximum absolute value of any element
of the QUBO matrix before submitting to the
D-wave solver. This results in rescaling the
chain strength to order one. For small val-
ues of chain strength, the number of broken
chains is large. As shown in Fig. 5, this re-
sults in a small validity rate. With increasing
chain strength, the validity rate grows with max-
imum around chain strength is 1.0 to 1.2, de-
pending on penalty factor p. Note that the weight
matrix W in the QUBO matrix has a block-
diagonal structure, whereas the constraint matrix
A has long-range connectivity, requiring a larger
chain strength. However, if it is much larger
than 1, the validity rate drops again [1].

The number N of solution vectors x we re-
quest to be generated by the annealer is given
by the parameter num reads. As shown in
Fig. 5, we optimize the annealing time per sam-
ple. The validity rate is saturated after the an-
nealing time 100µs. As increasing the annealing
time, num reads should be deceased accordingly.
Hence we choose an annealing time of 100µs. Since
we have limited amount of quantum computing
time, to balance the quantum computing time con-
sumption and quality of the solution, we choose
num reads = 200. This allows us to generate his-
tograms for more physical parameters.
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FIG. 5. The validity rate v as a function of chain strength on 2×2 sub-lattice with ’3 3 3 3’ boundary condition.
For penalty factor p = 1, 2 and infinite. γ = 0.1, 1, amq = 0.1. Right: γ = 0.1, amq = 0.1

C. Metropolis and Metropolis-Hastings

Although we know the exact distributions of
the 2 × 2 sub-lattices from enumeration, this is
of no help with extending to finite periodic lat-
tices: First, analytically extending to larger sub-
lattices such as 4× 4 is not feasible due the expo-
nential growth of computation involved. Second, a
standard Metropolis algorithm attempting to glue
the sub-lattices together would produce extremely
small acceptance rates of about 0.1% independent
of the physical parameters. Alternative classical
algorithms such as the Metropolis algorithm using
the parallelization scheme as in Fig. 1 and sweeping
through the 4 base points gives acceptance rates of
about 20% for low temperatures γ = 0.1, with a
quark mass dependence as show in Fig. 6 (right).

In contrast, with the approximate distribu-
tion for 2 × 2 sub-lattices measured by D-Wave
for penalty factor p = 1, we cannot incorporate the
standard Metropolis algorithm, but have to use the
Metropolis-Hastings algorithm:

Paccept = e−Snew+Sold
hold

hnew
(10)

with e−Snew and e−Sold the Boltzmann factors for
the new/old configuration, and hnew and hold the
new/old histograms of the configuration. They are
non-trivial: although they have the same bound-
ary condition b, they differ in the specific distribu-
tion of monomers and dimers within the 2×2 sub-
lattice. The proposal probability Pproposal =

hold

hnew

for a set of 2 × 2 updates is not uniform as it is
drawn from the measured histogram. As pointed
out in Sec. III A, these histograms have good over-
lap with the true distribution. Hence we expect

that the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm will have a
much larger acceptance rate, in particular also for
low temperatures. The dependence of the accep-
tance probability on the penalty factors p is shown
in Fig. 6 (left). We can clearly see that p = 1
has the largest acceptance rate, and that large
p will decrease the acceptance rate. In the limit
p → ∞, the weight matrix will not contribute to
the QUBO matrix and the 2×2 histograms become
flat. Hence, due to hold = hnew, the proposal prob-
ability drops out in the Metropolis-Hastings, which
simplifies to standard Metropolis. The acceptance
rate will hence be minimal as there is poor over-
lap with the important configurations given by the
physical parameters. As shown in Fig. 6 (c), the
p = ∞ acceptance rate agrees with the classical
Metropolis algorithm. Recall that classical compu-
tations are in particular expensive for low temper-
atures (small γ), whereas the computational costs
for the histograms measured by D-wave do not de-
pend on γ. Also, the acceptance rate does not de-
pend much on the volume as shown in Fig. 6 (b),
as expected.

For the thermodynamic observables such as
the chiral condensate and energy density, we show
in Fig. 7 the p-dependence for p = 1, 2, 10,∞. We
clearly see in the inset of Fig. 7 (a) that p = 1
results in the smallest error, as it has the largest
acceptance rate. For the large volume results in
the next section, we hence always use p = 1. We
show in Fig. 8 for p = 1 the volume-dependence of
the chiral condensate and the energy density, for
V = 4× 4, 8× 8, 16× 16, 32× 32 and compare the
data with results from a classical computer using
the worm algorithm.
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FIG. 6. Comparison of the acceptance rate. Left: for a 4×4 lattice from Metropolis-Hastings, with 2×2 sub-lattice
histograms from D-Wave, for various penalty factors p. Center: illustrating independence of the acceptance rate
of the volume. Right: Metropolis from classical computation, for γ = 0.1, 1.0. Metropolis-Hastings for p = ∞
reproduces the classical Metropolis acceptance rate.
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FIG. 7. Results from the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm, all for γ = 0.1: chiral condensate (left) and energy
density (right) for different p-values. The solid lines are analytic results from an exact enumeration. The inset
figures show the difference between analytic and the numerical results. For any quark mass, p = 1 has the smallest
error.

D. Branching Strategy

Another promising method to correct the his-
tograms that D-Wave provides to obtain valid re-
sults is to repeatedly branch into sub-branches,
and statistically evaluate each branch to obtain ex-
pectation values for the chiral condensate and the
energy. The essential idea of the branching strat-
egy is to maximize quantum parallelization. While
in the Metropolis-Hastings the same accept-reject
step is required, the branching strategy performs
accept-reject at each branch.

We start with a specific boundary condition

(square sampling) with b = (3, 3, 3, 3), i.e. we
choose 2 × 2 sub-lattices with weights depending
on the physical parameters γ and amq, as shown
in Fig. 4 (right). The number of samples Nbranch

defines the branches. The same sample can be cho-
sen multiple times in extreme cases (e.g. amq very
large), although this is rare for physical param-
eters of interest (low temperatures, intermediate
and small quark masses).

If we restrict to 2 dimensions, as we have
4 base points for 2 × 2 sub-lattices, we have to
repeat the above procedure 4 times and obtain
further sub-branches, in total N4

branch branches,
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FIG. 8. Results of Metropolis-Hastings method for the chiral condensate for p = 1 at γ = 0.1 (left) and the energy
density (right) for p = 1 at amq = 0.3 for various 2-dimensional volumes.

each representing a valid configuration. While
branching into i sub-branches, the weight factor
wi = e−S[i]/hb

p,i for each sample with index of
depth i multiplies the weight factors for all exist-
ing branches, where hb

p is the entry of the measured
histogram, with b the specific boundary condition.
The final weight for each of the N4

branch branches
is

Wbranch = w1 × w2 × w3 × w4 (11)

Ultimately, to correct for bias, we must reweight
our observable O,

⟨OWbranch⟩/⟨Wbranch⟩ .

Unfortunately a limitation of this method so far is
that the memory requirement for branching grows
exponentially with Nbranch, preventing us from
presenting results at this point in time.

IV. RESULTS

We have compared different 2-dimensional lat-
tices in Sec. III C and extended to 4-dimensional
volumes for the thermodynamic observables, as
shown in Fig. 9, which includes a 43×4 and 83×4
lattice. We are particularly interested in the chiral
limit amq → 0 for the chiral condensate, and the
low temperature limit γ → 0 for the energy density,
as these limits are particularly interesting from the
physics point of view, and expensive with classi-
cal computers. We also present “extrapolated re-
sults”, for which we use a histogram at fixed quark
mass and temperature γ and run the Metropolis-
Hastings for smaller quark masses and/or temper-
atures, given that there is still sufficient overlap

with the corresponding target distributions. We
demonstrated that these extrapolations are under
control for all 2-dimensional volumes under inves-
tigation: the lattices 4× 4, 8× 8, 16× 16, 32× 32,
as shown in Fig. 10. As this works remarkably
well, we can reduce drastically the number of his-
tograms that have to be generated on the annealer
for the set of physical parameters.

V. CONCLUSION

We developed an algorithm to simulate U(3)
gauge theory in the strong coupling limit for large
2-dimensional and 4-dimensional volumes on a
quantum annealer. In particular, we made use
of an hybrid quantum/classical approach, whereby
we determined the histograms in the dual vari-
ables relevant to the QUBO formalism via the
D-Wave quantum annealer, and than ran the
Metropolis-Hastings algorithm based on these his-
tograms on a classical computer. We optimized
the hyper parameters to reduce the compute time
on the annealer, and found optimal values for
annealing time and chain strength. Also, the
penalty factor p that balances the weight matrix
and the constraint in the QUBO matrix, for which
the quality of the histograms is best was deter-
mined to be p = 1, resulting in large acceptance
rates.

Further improvements can be obtained by us-
ing the quantum parallelization more extensively
and efficiently while branching our sub-lattices.
This would require a better understanding of how
the number of branches can be optimized with re-
spect to compute time and memory requirement,
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FIG. 9. 4-dim. results on V = 4 × 4 × 4 × 4 and 8 × 8 × 8 × 4. Left: chiral condensate at γ = 0.1 for
amq = 0.05, 0.3, 1.0. Right: energy density at amq = 0.3 for γ = 0.05, 0.1, 0.4, 0.7, 1.0.
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(b) Low temperature extrapolation at amq = 0.3

FIG. 10. Chiral extrapolation (left) from histograms at amq = 0.05, γ = 0.1, p = 1, obtained via Metropolis-
Hastings for several quark masses amq ≤ 0.05 and various volumes. Right: low temperature extrapolation from
amq = 0.3, γ = 0.1, p = 1 for several γ ≤ 0.1. The bands are obtained by worm simulation on the classical
computer.

in particular in four dimension. We are actively
investigating this option.

Extending to SU(3) and including gauge cor-
rections are another important next step towards
a more realistic effective theory of lattice QCD.
The first aspect includes baryons while the second
aspect includes gluon propagation. The dual rep-
resentation is well established for both extensions,
and again can be mapped on binary vectors. How-
ever, these formulations will require more logical
qubits. Still, it remains feasible to map the logical
qubits required for the QUBO matrix to the physi-
cal qubits on the annealer. However, while the his-
tograms required for this work, given square sam-

pling, had 44 different boundaries to classify the
histograms, these generalizations will require up to
164 different boundaries, for which the histograms
can no longer be pre-computed on D-wave. In-
stead they need to be computed during Metroplis-
Hastings in between the updates, whenever re-
quired. Studying more realistic effective theories
will introduce two more physical parameters [14]:
the quark chemical potential µq, and the inverse
gauge coupling β that is related to the lattice spac-
ing a. We will report on our findings using the
same approach via histograms determined on the
annealer in a subsequent publication.
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Appendix A: Exact Enumeration

From exact enumeration, we obtain for 2 × 2
sub-lattices with fixed boundary conditions (the
building blocks of square sampling) in total 2350
distinct configurations, that are distributed over

256 distinct boundaries (b1, b2, b3, b4), with bi ∈
{0, 1, 2, 3}.

If we further distinguish the sub-lattice config-
urations by its monomer number M and number
of temporal dimers Dt, we obtain refined multi-
plicities. In the Tab. II we give the multiplicities
in these sectors M , Dt.

M Dt sum
0 1 2 3 4 5 6

0 16 18 17 10 6 2 1 70
1 48 60 48 28 12 4 0 200
2 92 110 82 40 14 2 0 340
3 132 148 96 40 8 0 0 424
4 153 154 88 26 3 0 0 424
5 148 132 60 12 0 0 0 352
6 124 92 32 4 0 0 0 252
7 88 52 12 0 0 0 0 152
8 54 24 3 0 0 0 0 81
9 28 8 0 0 0 0 0 36

10 12 2 0 0 0 0 0 14
11 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
12 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

sum 900 800 438 160 43 8 1 2350

TABLE II. Multiplicities from exact enumeration on
2×2 sub-lattices with fixed boundary conditions sorted
by monomer number M and temporal dimer Dt
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