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Quantum Monte Carlo (QMC) methods for the frustrated quantum spin systems occasionally
suffer from the negative sign problem, which makes simulations exponentially harder for larger
systems at lower temperatures and severely limits QMC’s application across a wide range of spin
systems. This problem is known to depend on the choice of representation basis. We propose a
systematic approach for mitigating the sign problem independent of the given Hamiltonian or lattice
structure. We first introduce the concept of negativity to characterize the severity of the negative
sign problem. We then demonstrate the existence of a locally defined quantity, the L1 adaptive loss
function, which effectively approximates negativity, especially in frustration-free systems. Using the
proposed loss function, we demonstrate that optimizing the representation basis can mitigate the
negative sign. This is evidenced by several frustration-free models and other important quantum spin
systems. Furthermore, we compare the effectiveness of unitary transformations against the standard
orthogonal transformation and reveal that unitary transformations can effectively mitigate the sign
problem in certain cases.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum Monte Carlo (QMC) methods are powerful
computational tools for studying quantum many-body
systems [1–3]. The QMC methods map a d-dimensional
quantum system onto a (d + 1)-dimensional classical
counterpart via the Suzuki-Trotter decomposition, which
allows for the effective simulation of quantum spin sys-
tems. The QMC method is particularly advantageous
because it can handle large, strongly correlated systems
with high computational efficiency, scaling linearly with
the number of lattice sites and the inverse temperature
in ideal cases.

Among various QMC algorithms, the loop algo-
rithm [4, 5] and its generalization, the worm algo-
rithm [6, 7], are noteworthy. The worm algorithm, in
particular, is based on the stochastic series expansion
(SSE) [8] and is designed to handle the complexities
of quantum spin systems by creating and manipulating
loops within the lattice. This method improves the effi-
ciency of sampling configurations and has become a ro-
bust, standard approach in QMC simulations.

Despite the advantages of QMC methods, they are sig-
nificantly hindered by the negative sign problem. To be
more specific, in the case of quantum spin systems, the
negative sign problem arises when the Hamiltonian ma-
trix involves positive off-diagonal elements. This notori-
ous problem makes the direct application of QMC sam-
pling impossible in many intriguing cases, as the Boltz-
mann weight becomes negative and can not be inter-
preted as a (unnormalized) probability. To address this
issue, a common strategy is simulating a system with
a well-behaved virtual Hamiltonian that closely resem-
bles the original one but has no positive off-diagonal ele-
ments and then compensating for the difference through
the average sign [9–11]. Approximately, the average sign
is given by ⟨S⟩ ∝ e−β∆F , where β is the inverse tempera-
ture and ∆F is the difference in the free energy between

the original and virtual systems. Thus, the sampling effi-
ciency degrades exponentially with the number of lattice
sites and the inverse temperature, making simulations
increasingly difficult for larger systems at lower temper-
atures.

So far, several approaches have been explored to al-
leviate this problem. One approach focuses on the se-
lection of better virtual Hamiltonians. In Refs. 9–11,
the authors argued that the condition for good virtual
Hamiltonians is that ∆F is small, meaning the average
sign ⟨S⟩ is close to 1, and the virtual Hamiltonians are
constructed based on this strategy. On the other hand,
most modern approaches rely on the representation ba-
sis dependencies of the negative sign problem and try to
find a negative-sign-free basis for conducting QMC simu-
lations [12–22]. Actually, there are several known exam-
ples that completely cure the negative sign problem with
this approach, including canonical cluster basis [23], and
dimer-like basis rotations [16–20, 23–26]. Although these
methods can eliminate the negative sign problem, they
are model-specific and rely on physical intuition to con-
struct the negative-sign-free basis, making them difficult
to formulate systematically. In response to these issues,
the current trend is to systematically mitigate the nega-
tive sign by optimizing local orthogonal basis transforma-
tion with respect to certain loss functions [12, 15, 21, 22].
These approaches take full advantage of computational
power, offering the benefit of reducing the negative sign
problem without restricting the target physical systems.

In this paper, we first introduce the concept of “neg-
ativity” to characterize the severity of the negative sign
problem and formulate the optimization problem of the
negative sign using this negativity as a loss function. By
analyzing this quantity, we show that the conventional
strategy for choosing the virtual Hamiltonian, that is,
simply using the absolute value of the weight of the orig-
inal Hamiltonian, is always the best in this formulation,
reducing the problem to simply the optimization of the
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representation basis. Ideally, there should be no con-
straints on the basis transformation, but practically, the
transformation matrix should be limited to those rep-
resented as a product of local transformations. Other-
wise, the optimization becomes infeasible. Therefore, in
the latter part, we discuss approaches to optimize local
transformations using the negativity as the loss function.

In particular, we introduce the L1 adaptive loss func-
tion as a computationally efficient approximation of the
negativity to optimize the local basis instead of directly
optimizing the negativity itself, which is computation-
ally intractable. We also show that the L1 adaptive loss
function approximates the negativity well in so-called
frustration-free quantum spin systems and gives an up-
per bound. This fact highlights the importance of the
frustration-free property in mitigating the negative sign
problem, as seen in the fact that most of the known quan-
tum spin systems with negative-sign-free basis become
frustration-free in some parameter regime [17–20, 24].1

Most previous studies on local basis transformations
have focused only on orthogonal transformations. How-
ever, unitary transformations can also be utilized in
QMC methods. In this study, we also explore whether
unitary transformations have the potential to mitigate
the negative sign problem further.

The outline of this paper is as follows: In Section II,
we review the negative sign problem in the QMC meth-
ods and the cause of the negative sign problem. In Sec-
tion III, we discuss quantifying the negative sign prob-
lem by introducing the concept of negativity. In Sec-
tion IV, we introduce the L1 adaptive loss function as
a good approximation of the negativity and discuss the
optimization problem of the local basis transformation
using this quantity. In Section V, we present numerical
results demonstrating the effectiveness of our approach
on the frustration-free quantum spin models as well as
for the various non-frustration-free models. After that, in
Section VI, we compare the performance of the orthogo-
nal and unitary transformations. Finally, in Section VII,
we summarize our findings and potential directions for
future research.

II. QUANTUM MONTE CARLO WITH
NEGATIVE WEIGHT

First, we review the QMC method and the conven-
tional approach when the Hamiltonian contains positive
off-diagonal elements. In the formalism of SSE, the parti-
tion function is calculated by summing weights of all pos-
sible configurations of the extended (d + 1)-dimensional
classical system. Let’s assume our system Hamiltonian
can be expressed as H =

∑
b∈B hb. Here, hb is a local

1 It should be noted that frustration-free models are not always
free of the negative sign problem. The details will be discussed
later.

Hamiltonian acting on a single bond b, and B is the set of
all bonds in the system. In the following, we use G ≡ −H
and gb ≡ −hb for b ∈ B to simplify the notation. Then,
the partition function is represented as

Z = Tr [exp(βG)] ≈
∑
ψ1

⟨ψ1|
M∏
k=1

(1 +
β

M
G) |ψ1⟩

=
∑
{ψk}

⟨ψ1| (1 +
β

M
G) |ψ2⟩ · · · ⟨ψM | (1 + β

M
G) |ψ1⟩

=
∑
{ψk}

∑
{bk}

⟨ψ1| (1 +
β

M
gb1) |ψ2⟩ · · ·

× ⟨ψM | (1 + β

M
gbM ) |ψ1⟩ .

(1)

Here, |ψ⟩ is the basis of the Hilbert space of the system
and the collections of states and bonds, ψ1, . . . , ψM and
b1, . . . , bM , define a single configuration of the system,
cM . Note that in the actual QMC simulation, we can
rigorously take the infinite M limit, and the simulation
becomes unbiased, thus, we will express the configuration
without the label M to indicate the infinite M limit in
the following. Finally, by expressing the weight of a con-
figuration c as W (c), we can write the partition function
as the sum of weights of all configurations:

Z =
∑
c∈C

W (c). (2)

Here, C is the set of all configurations of the system.
Usually, with above definition ofW (c), the expectation

of an observable O can be expressed as

⟨O⟩ = 1

Z

∑
c∈C

W (c)O(c). (3)

In QMC, Eq. (3) is interpreted as sample average over
distribution W (c)/

∑
c∈C W (c) as long as all weights are

non-negative. On the flip side, the situation becomes
exponentially more complex in the case of W (c) taking
negative values. In this case,W (c)/Z cannot be regarded
as a probability distribution, and the so-called reweight-
ing approach is used as a workaround. More concretely,
instead of simulating the Hamiltonian G, we simulate a
virtual Hamiltonian Gv, where off-diagonal elements are
all positive and then reweight the results afterward as
follows:

⟨O⟩ =

∑
c∈C

Wv(c)
W (c)

Wv(c)
O(c)

∑
c∈C

Wv(c)
W (c)

Wv(c)

=
⟨SO⟩v
⟨S⟩v

. (4)

Here, ⟨A⟩v denotes the expectation value of A evalu-
ated for the virtual Hamiltonian Gv. We also defined
the reweighting factor S(c) = W (c)/Wv(c). The expec-
tation value of the reweighting factor is often called the
average sign.
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III. QUANTIFICATION OF NEGATIVE SIGN
PROBLEM

Simple analytical calculation of the statistical error of
the estimator Eq. (4) tells that temperature dependency
of the statistical error is fully characterized by the relative
error of the average sign, η =

√
⟨|S|2⟩v /| ⟨S⟩v |2. In the

following, we call this quantity the negativity, and by
optimizing η either via basis transformation or choice of
a virtual Hamiltonian, we try to mitigate the effect of the
negative sign problem. Interestingly, however, as for the
choice of the virtual Hamiltonian, we can confirm that
the standard choice Gv = G+, the so-called stoquastic of
G, where each non-diagonal element in G is replaced by
its absolute value, always achieves the optimal negativity
as shown in the following proposition:

Proposition 1 (Optimal virtual Hamiltonian). We first
express the negativity using the weight W (c) and Wv(c):

η2 =

〈
|S|2

〉
v

| ⟨S⟩v |2
=

∑
c∈C

|W (c)|2/Wv(c)∑
c∈C

Wv(c)
·

∣∣∣∑
c∈C

Wv(c)
∣∣∣2∣∣∣∑

c∈C
W (c)

∣∣∣2

=

[∑
c∈C

|W (c)|2/Wv(c)
]
·
[∑
c∈C

Wv(c)
]

[∑
c∈C

W (c)
]2

≥

[∑
c∈C

√
|W (c)|2/Wv(c) ·

√
Wv(c)

]2
[∑
c∈C

W (c)
]2

=

[∑
c∈C

|W (c)|
]2

[∑
c∈C

W (c)
]2 =

[
Tr [exp(βG+)]

Tr [exp(βG)]

]2
.

(5)

Here, we used the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality between√
Wv(c) and

√
|W (c)|2/Wv(c) to obtain inequality from

the second line to the third line. We also use Wv(c) > 0
∀c and

∑
c∈C W (c) = Z > 0. The equality on the third

line is achieved whenWv(c) = |W (c)|, which is equivalent
to Gv = G+.

This proposition claims that we do not have to care
about the virtual Hamiltonian in the first place. By
choosing Gv = G+, the negativity reduces to η =
| ⟨S⟩v |−1, i.e., the severity of the negative sign problem
is characterized by the average sign. Similar discussion
is also done in Refs. 12 and 13.

(a)

(b)

FIG. 1. Illustration of the unitary transformation and the
choice of cells for quantum spin chains. Here, we consider two
types of cells to which the same local unitary transformation
is applied.

IV. LOCAL BASIS TRANSFORMATION

A. Negativity in low temperature limit

When both G and G+ have unique ground state, the
average sign has the following asymptotic form

η = | ⟨S⟩v |
−1 =

∑
c∈C

Wv(c)∣∣∣∑
c∈C

Wv(c) ·
W (c)

Wv(c)

∣∣∣
=

∑
c∈C

Wv(c)∑
c∈C

W (c)
≈ eβ(λ

+(G)−λ(G))

(6)

for large β. Here, λ(G) and λ+(G) denote the largest
eigenvalue of G and G+, respectively. Since the aver-
age sign approaches zero exponentially for larger β, it is
sometimes more convenient to use η′ ≡ λ+(G)− λ(G) as
a loss function. We call this quantity the gap negativ-
ity. Since the negative sign problem becomes critical at
lower temperatures, the gap negativity can be regarded
as a temperature-independent quantity that character-
izes its severity. Note that λ(G) is independent of the
choice of representation basis. Therefore, our aim now is
to simply minimize the largest eigenvalue of G+.

B. Frustration-Free Systems

Although the formulation based on the negativity or
the gap negativity is straightforward, the actual compu-
tational cost to evaluate Eq. (6) is exponentially high
without further approximation or assumption. First, as
a fundamental and natural requirement, we limit the uni-
tary matrices for the basis transformation to those that
can be expressed as a product of local unitary transfor-
mations. Mathematically, this requirement is expressed
as

U = ⊗iui, (7)
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where ui is the local unitary transformation acting on the
cell labeled by i. Theoretically, the cell can be chosen ar-
bitrarily, and we can apply different unitary on each cell.
However, in practice, we often select the cells as small
repeating units, and the same local unitary transforma-
tion is shared across all cells. An example of the choice
of cells is shown in Fig. 1.

To derive an approximation of the loss function, we
additionally assume that the Hamiltonian under consid-
eration possesses the frustration-free property [27–31].
While this assumption might appear overly restrictive
at first glance, it is reasonable when considering the im-
provement of the negative sign problem through local
basis transformations. Indeed, upon re-examining previ-
ous studies on analytical local transformation methods,
it becomes apparent that the frustration-free property
plays a crucial role in all spin models in which local basis
transformation can eliminate the negative sign problem.
Thus, for now, we will derive an approximation for the
L1 adaptive loss under two assumptions: (1) local unitary
transformations and (2) the frustration-free property.

The definition of frustration-free property is fairly sim-
ple:

Definition 1 (Frustration-free Hamiltonian). Consider
a Hamiltonian written as G =

∑
b∈B gb, with e0b being

the ground state energy (or the largest eigenvalue) of gb.
If the ground state energy of the system is

∑
b∈B e

0
b , then

the Hamiltonian with this local Hamiltonian decomposi-
tion is called frustration-free.

Lemma 1 (Property of frustration-free Hamiltonian).
If G =

∑
b∈B gb is a frustration-free Hamiltonian, then

its ground state (or the eigenstate associated with the
largest eigenvalue) |ψG⟩ is also the ground state of gb,
i.e., gb |ψG⟩ = e0b |ψG⟩. Conversely, if there is a state |ψ⟩
such that gb |ψ⟩ = e0b |ψ⟩ for all b, G is a frustration-free
Hamiltonian and |ψ⟩ is the ground state of G. The proof
of this lemma is given in Ref. 32.

It is important to note that frustration-free property
is always defined with respect to the Hamiltonian G and
its local Hamiltonian decomposition G =

∑
b∈B gb.

C. L1 Adaptive Loss

Although this may seem somewhat ad hoc, we define
the L1 adaptive loss as follows:

Definition 2 (L1 adaptive loss). Let G =
∑
b∈B gb be a

Hamiltonian and u be a local unitary matrix acting uni-
formly on all sites. Then, the L1 adaptive loss is defined
as

LL1(G, u) =
1

|B|
∑
b∈B

λ+((u⊗ u)gb(u
† ⊗ u†))− λ(gb)

= max|ψ⟩
1

|B|
∑
b∈B

∑
i,j

ψiψ
∗
j |((u⊗ u)gb(u

† ⊗ u†))ij |

+ const,

(8)

where |B| is the number of bonds in the set of bonds
B and |ψ⟩ is any normalized state of the system, i.e.,∑
i |ψi|2 = 1. From the Perron-Frobenius theorem [33],

as the eigenstate corresponding to the largest eigenvalue
of A+ can always be taken as a non-negative valued vec-
tor, we can assume that |ψ⟩i is also non-negative with-
out loss of generality. Embodying this, we can interpret
Eq. (8) as a Min-Max optimization problem to minimize
the L1 norm of the local Hamiltonian UgU† with each
element weighted by ψiψ

∗
j . Since the vector |ψ⟩ changes

over time, we call this loss the L1 adaptive loss. Remem-
ber that λ(A) is the largest eigenvalue of A and λ+(A)
is defined as λ(A+), i.e., the largest eigenvalue of A+.
Another important property of this loss function is that
when the Hamiltonian has translational symmetry, this
quantity can be defined independently of the system size.
This property allows us to optimize local unitary trans-
formation efficiently.

Remark 1. It is important to note that the stoquastic of
G is not always expressed in the sum of stoquastic local
Hamiltonians. This is because stoquastic operation in-
volves taking absolute value element-wisely, which does
not adhere to the distributive law. As a result, trans-
forming the entire Hamiltonian into its stoquastic form
is not equivalent to simply summing the stoquastic forms
of its local components:

G+ ̸=
∑
b∈B

g+b . (9)

Since the inconsistency between the left and right-hand
sides in Eq. (10) is raised only at the overlapping sites
of the local Hamiltonians, the difference between the two
depends on the lattice connectivity, or more precisely, the
ratio between area and volume of cells. This fact suggests
that by taking large cells, the effect of the overlapping
sites will be suppressed. It is important to note that
in cases where the lattice connectivity is restricted to
neighbors, we can still express G+ as a sum of stoquastic
local Hamiltonians. This is represented in the following
equation:

G+ =
∑

n(b)∈B

(
g̃n(b)

)+
. (10)

Here, n(b) denotes the set of all nearest neighbors in-
volved in the bond b, and g̃n(b) is a local Hamiltonian
that includes all the off-diagonal elements acting on b.
In other words, it servers as a local Hamiltonian con-
taining all the action supported on b. For the sake of
simplicity, we will replace gb with this local term in the
following discussion. A detailed discussion of this remark
can be found in the supplementary material of Ref. 12.

Although the L1 adaptive loss might appear to be in-
sufficient in capturing the essence of the system, the fol-
lowing theorem guarantees that it provides a good ap-
proximation in the case of frustration-free quantum spin
models.
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Theorem 1. The L1 adaptive loss gives the upper bound
of gap negativity:

LL1(G, u) ≥ λ+(G)− λ(G). (11)

Proof. Since G+ is a sum of local Hamiltonians g+b , we
have

λ+(G) ≤
∑
b∈B

λ+(gb). (12)

Then, since the Hamiltonian is frustration-free, the fol-
lowing inequality is derived:∑

b

λ(gb)− λ+(gb) ≥ λ(G)− λ+(G) ≥ 0. (13)

By using Definition 2, we can prove Theorem 1.

In deriving the L1 adaptive loss, we initially assumed
the frustration-free property. However, even in cases
where the Hamiltonian is not strictly frustration-free,
this quantity is expected to serve as a good approxima-
tion of the average sign, particularly when the system’s
ground state closely resembles that of the local Hamil-
tonians. In other words, the L1 adaptive loss remains a
good approximation when the original Hamiltonian has
a certain frustration-freeness [34]. Furthermore, by rec-
ognizing that all previously studied loss functions can be
expressed as

∑
ij |(u ⊗ u)gb(u

† ⊗ u†)|ij , which is essen-
tially the L1 loss of the local Hamiltonians, we can iden-
tify a key distinction: Previous loss functions assumed
that the ground state is a uniform wave function in the
transformed basis, whereas the L1 adaptive loss recalcu-
lates the ground state at each iteration, hence, providing
a more accurate approximation.

V. NUMERICAL RESULT

Based on the above discussion, we will demonstrate
through numerical optimization that the negative sign
problem can indeed be mitigated. Before actually exam-
ining the research results, let us briefly explain the envi-
ronmental settings and approaches used in the numerical
calculations. It should be noted that our optimization
method is independent of the specific choice of Markov
chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) [35–37] sampling algorithm
employed. In our case, we used the modified worm algo-
rithm to simulate local degrees of freedom beyond binary
values by accommodating general integer degrees of free-
dom. The transition kernel of the worm algorithm is
designed to minimize the rejection rate during the worm
updating process as explained in Ref. 38. Additionally,
our generalized worm algorithm incorporates warp up-
dates to introduce single-site updates [39]. Regarding
the optimization method using local basis transforma-
tions, we employed the Riemannian gradient descent al-
gorithm [40–43] and used Adam as the optimizer [44].

This section is structured as follows: First, we demon-
strate a proof of concept by applying our optimization
method to artificially constructed one-dimensional (1D)
and two-dimensional (2D) frustration-free models. Fol-
lowing this, we present the results of our method for mod-
els studied in previous analytical research, which use local
basis transformations based on physical intuition to elim-
inate the negative sign problem, including the J0-J1-J2-
J3 model, bilinear-biquadratic chain, frustrated ladder,
and Shastry-Sutherland model. Finally, we show that it
is also possible to mitigate the negative sign problem to
some extent in the kagome Heisenberg model, which has
strong frustrations.

A. Randomly Generated Frustration-Free Model

As the derivation of the L1 adaptive loss function,
Eq. (8), highly depends on the frustration-free property
of the Hamiltonian, we demonstrate the applicability of
our optimization scheme to randomly generated Hamil-
tonians belonging to this class.
First, we consider frustration-free models defined on a

chain lattice. For simplicity, only the model Hamiltoni-
ans with translational invariance and periodic boundary
conditions (PBC) will be our primal test cases. To gen-
erate 1D frustration-free models, we exploit the concept
of the parent Hamiltonian [45, 46] that can be defined as
a matrix product state (MPS) [47]. In the present sim-
ulation, we construct frustration-free models as a parent
Hamiltonian of random matrix product state with bond
dimension χ = 2 defined on chain lattice with three-
dimensional local Hilbert space. By construction, the
local Hamiltonian is a projection matrix. Thus, the loss
function can always be in the range [0, 1]. As a bench-
mark, first, we perform our algorithm on 1,000 random
1D frustration-free models and plot the histogram of the
gap negativity before and after optimization in Fig. 2.
One can see that the red histogram (optimized) is more
concentrated and distributed in lower negativity regions,
while the blue histogram (original) is more spread out.
This outcome effectively demonstrates the performance
of our algorithm in systematically reducing the negativity
in 1D randomly generated frustration-free models.
Next, Fig. 3 shows the relation between the negativity

and the L1 adaptive loss function. The figure illustrates
the change in the negativity and the L1 adaptive loss
function before and after the optimization. The data
points in the upper right corner indicate a significant
reduction in the L1 adaptive loss function compared to
its pre-optimization value and a substantial alleviation
of the negative sign in the system Hamiltonian. A no-
table characteristic of this plot is the linear correlation
observed across the data, suggesting that negativity acts
as a decreasing function of the L1 adaptive loss function.
This linear relationship is indeed a consequence of The-
orem 1, in this specific instance with L = 6. In the plot,
there is a black line representing y = 6x. The coefficient
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Optimized 
Original

FIG. 2. Histogram of gap negativity η′ before and after the
optimization for 1D random frustration-free models with L =
6. The blue histogram represents the gap negativity of the
original Hamiltonian, and the red histogram represents the
gap negativity of the optimized Hamiltonian. Optimization
is done by minimizing the L1 adaptive loss function for cell
type (a) in Fig. 1. Evaluation of the gap negativity is done
by exact diagonalization of the system Hamiltonian and its
stoquastic.

6 comes from the fact |B| = 6. One can observe most
of the points are indeed below this line, while there are
some points exceeding this line. This happens due to the
fact that the local Hamiltonian we optimized here is not
g̃+ [Eq. (9)]. However, this extra negativity will be less
influential in cell type (b) in Fig. 1, where the unitary
transformation is applied to two sites. One can indeed
confirm this by noting that red points are more concen-
trated below the black line. This is because the effect of
the sign problem existing at the edges of the cells con-
tributes less to the entire negativity in cell type (b). See
the discussion in Remark 1.

We also demonstrate the effectiveness of our method
for 2D frustration-free models. We generate 1,000 Pro-
jected Entangled Pair States (PEPS) [48] and construct
their parent Hamiltonians based on the idea explained
in Refs. 49 and 50. In constructing the parent Hamil-
tonians, it is necessary to set the bond dimension to at
least 8 (it is three in the 1D case). Consequently, our 2D
frustration-free models defined on a square lattice have
a local Hilbert space with dimension 8. A histogram il-
lustrating the extent to which our optimization method
has mitigated the negative sign compared to the original
2D frustration-free Hamiltonians is presented in Fig. 4.
As observed in the figure, the gap negativity η′ after the
optimization is significantly reduced compared to η′ for
the original Hamiltonians. Note η′ = 0 means that the
negative sign is removed completely. This reduction of
the gap negativity indicates improvement in the negative
sign by our method, demonstrating its effectiveness in ad-
dressing the negative sign problem of 2D quantum spin
systems as well. Considering that previous studies on the
negative sign problem have scarcely reported results on
mitigating in 2D models, the present outcome has sig-
nificant importance. Indeed, the only previously known
result about reducing the sign problem for the 2D case is
Ref. 19, and thus, the present result is a major advance
in that it provides a robust methodology for addressing

𝜂 !
"#
$%
"

&
−
𝜂 '

#(
"%

&

𝐿!"#$%"	 − 𝐿'#("%

Optimized ( type (a) cell ) 
Optimized ( type (b) cell ) 
Linear line ( 𝑦 = 6𝑥	)	

FIG. 3. Scatter plot of improvements in gap negativity
(vertical axis) and L1 adaptive loss function (horizontal axis)
for 1D random frustration-free models with L = 6. The im-
provement of gap negativity and loss function is defined as
η′
before − η′

after and Lbefore − Lafter, respectively. Blue dots
show the results using cell type (a) in Fig. 1 and red dots
with cell type (b).

𝜂!

FIG. 4. Histogram of gap negativity η′ for original Hamilto-
nian (blue) and for optimized Hamiltonian (red) for 2D ran-
dom frustration-free models.

this complex challenge in quantum simulation.

B. Benchmark on Models with Known
Negative-Sign-Free Transformations

There are several frustration-free models for which lo-
cal basis transformations that eliminate the negative sign
are known analytically. As described in Section IVB, our
proposed loss function is inspired by the frustration-free
property. This background on the design of the loss func-
tion suggests that optimizing the L1 adaptive loss func-
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𝐽!

𝐽"

𝐽# 𝐽$ 𝑂(𝜃)

FIG. 5. Lattice structure and cell for basis transformation
for the J0-J1-J2-J3 model. We only consider the case when
J0 = J1 = 1.

FIG. 6. Gap negativity η′ ≈ log(η)/β (left) and L1 adap-
tive loss function (right) before (bottom) and after (top) the
optimization for the J0-J1-J2-J3 model at β = 4. The next
nearest neighbor interactions J0 and J1 are fixed to unity, and
the heat map is plotted for various J2 and J3. Simulation is
done for L = 10. Color gradients indicate the magnitude of
log(η)/β or the L1 adaptive loss function: The lighter the
color, the better.

tion should be able to reconstruct the analytically derived
local basis transformations or other optimal transforma-
tions similar to it. In this section, we rigorously examine
this postulation by applying our methodology to various
quantum spin models and compare with established the-
oretical predictions.

1. J0-J1-J2-J3 Model

First, we apply our method to the J0-J1-J2-J3 model,
which is a spin-1/2 Heisenberg chain with nearest-
neighbor antiferromagnetic interactions J2 and J3 and
next-nearest-neighbor antiferromagnetic interactions J0
and J1. We choose the cells for local orthogonal ba-
sis transformation as shown in Fig. 5. In the simula-
tion, J0 and J1 are fixed to unity. The result is shown
in Fig. 6. In Ref. 17, the authors analytically found
that the negative sign can be completely removed when

FIG. 7. Gap negativity η′ ≈ log(η)/β (left) and L1 adaptive
loss function (right) before (bottom) and after (top) the op-
timization for the J0-J1-J2-J3 model at β = 8.

J3 > J1 + J0 = 2 with dimer-like basis rotation. In
Fig. 6, the negative sign is mitigated for J3 < J2, while
the region J3 > 2 ∩ J3 > J2 still appears to be af-
fected by the negative sign. The reason for the apparent
persistence of the negative sign in this region is that,
although log(η)/β reaches the minimum value after op-
timization, the degeneracy of the ground state increases
compared to the original Hamiltonian G. The reason
for the apparent persistence of the negative sign in this
region is that, although log(η)/β reaches the minimum
value after optimization, the degeneracy of the ground
state increases compared to the original Hamiltonian G.
However, since this degeneracy only affects the negative
sign by a constant factor, the average sign does not di-
verge at low temperatures. This implies that we are not
fundamentally facing the negative sign problem in this
region. This can also be seen from Figs. 6 and 7, where
log(η)/β approaches zero as the temperature decreases.
Thus, we conclude that the negative sign problem has
been resolved for J3 > 2 ∪ J3 < J2, which includes the
results in Ref. 17.

2. Bilinear-Biquadratic Chain

Next, we consider the S = 1 bilinear-biquadratic
(BLBQ) chain model. The Hamiltonian encapsulates a
range of significant models, with the parameter α tun-
ing the system through various quantum states from
the nearest-neighbor antiferromagnetic Heisenberg chain
(α = 0) to the AKLT model (α = 1/3) and even to the
intriguing SU(3) chain, which can be solved exactly by
the Bethe ansatz [51], at α = 1. The Hamiltonian of the
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S = 1 BLBQ chain is defined as

G =
∑
i

gi,i+1, (14)

where the local interaction term gi,i+1 is given by

gi,i+1 = −Si · Si+1 − α[(Si · Si+1)
2 − 1]. (15)

Here, S represents the S = 1 spin operator.
In our simulation, we employ cell type (a) in Fig. 1.

Building upon the original definition of the BLBQ model,
we also examine the case where a finite transverse mag-
netic field hx is applied. Typically, the transverse mag-
netic field is known to induce negative signs. Since we
know from the previous work that local unitary trans-
formation can remove the negative sign, we can expect
our method to also work well at the AKLT point and
surrounding region (α < 1). The heat map of the nega-
tivity and loss function before and after the optimization
is depicted in Fig. 8. First, as analytically predicted,
the negative sign is completely removed for α < 1, as
illustrated in the hx = 0 section of Fig. 8. While this
result aligns perfectly with expectations, it does come as
a bit of a surprise to us. The reason is that the local ba-
sis transformation theoretically identified in Ref. 20 is a
unitary matrix, including complex elements, whereas, in
the present study, we explore orthogonal matrices only.
Furthermore, we empirically confirm that our algorithm
can get rid of the negative signs due to the transverse
magnetic field, which can also be seen in regions α < 1
with hx > 0 in Fig. 8. This finding demonstrates that
our method can be applied to a broader range of models
than just the frustration-free system.

3. Shastry-Sutherland Model

As a final example of the frustration-free models,
we examine the Shastry-Sutherland model, a 2D frus-
trated spin model with known negative-sign-free local
basis transformation [19, 24]. The lattice structure and
the cell for the local basis transformation are shown in
Fig. 9. This model exhibits a wide variety of quan-
tum phases, including dimer-singlet, spin liquid, Néel or-
der, and plaquette-singlet [52, 53], making it one of the
most important examples in 2D frustrated systems. It
is known that, in the parameter region where J1/Jd and
J2/Jd are small, the system becomes frustration-free, and
the ground state is a unique dimer-singlet product state.
We choose the cells for the local basis transformation as
shown in Fig. 9. As seen in Fig. 10, for the parameter
region with smaller J1/Jd and J2/Jd, we observe the neg-
ativity is completely removed. This is an expected result
as the system becomes frustration-free around this pa-
rameter region. Also, we confirm that the parameter of
J1 = J2 does not suffer from the negative sign problem
with the analytical dimer basis as well as with our opti-
mized basis. The only apparent difference between the

FIG. 8. Gap negativity η′ ≈ log(η)/β (left) and L1 adaptive
loss function (right) before (bottom) and after (top) the op-
timization for the BLBQ model at β = 4. Simulation is done
for L = 10 with open boundary conditions. Color gradients
indicate the magnitude of log(η)/β or the L1 adaptive loss
function: The lighter the color, the better.

FIG. 9. Shastry-Sutherland model defined on the 2D square
lattice. The black, pink, and blue edges denote the Heisen-
berg interaction with coupling constant Jd, J1, and J2, respec-
tively. The cells for two-site basis transformation are denoted
by dashed orange rectangles.

analytical solution (dimer basis) and our optimized basis
is that the region deviated from the diagonal line J1 = J2.
In the dimer basis, the negativity remains small in a wide
region around J1 = J2. In our optimized basis, however,
the negativity becomes unity only when J1 = J2.
The observed difference between the dimer-product ba-

sis and the optimized basis can be attributed to the na-
ture of our loss function, which is not guaranteed to
approximate the average sign when the system is not
frustration-free. Conversely, this result can also be in-
terpreted as evidence that even a small deviation from
the diagonal line J1 = J2 causes the Shustry-Sutherland
model to deviate significantly from the frustration-free
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FIG. 10. Gap negativity η′ ≈ log(η)/β (left) and L1 adaptive
loss function (right) before (bottom) and after (middle) the
optimization for the Shastry-Sutherland model at β = 4 with
N = 4 × 4. For comparison, the results using the dimer-
product basis are also presented in the top row.

property. Nevertheless, it is important to note that the
analytically derived basis also suffers from the sign prob-
lem at low temperatures in the parameter region slightly
off the diagonal line, as shown in Fig. 11. This means
that both the analytically derived basis and our opti-
mized basis behave similarly at low temperatures.

C. Kagome Heisenberg Model

Lastly, we apply our method to the Heisenberg model
on the kagome lattice as a promising candidate to ex-
hibit exotic quantum-dynamical behavior such as spin
liquid [54]. The precise nature of its ground state, as
well as finite temperature properties, however, remains
actively debated, with proposed possibilities including
valence bond crystals ground states [55]. From a compu-
tational perspective, the kagome Heisenberg model poses
significant difficulties due to frustrating interactions and
its intrinsic 2D structure. While some techniques like ex-
act diagonalization are limited to small system sizes, and
density matrix renormalization group studies have re-
lied on the quasi-1D approximation of cylinders or strips,
QMC stands out in its potential ability to simulate large

FIG. 11. Gap negativity η′ ≈ log(η)/β, of the Shastry-
Sutherland model at different temperatures. The first row is
the result using the dimer-product basis, and the second row
is the result using the optimized basis. Note that even for
the analytically derived basis, the parameter region, except
for the diagonal line and the bottom-left square exhibits the
severe negative sign problem at low temperatures. For exam-
ple, log(η)/β = 0.345 at J1 = 0.8, J2 = 1.0, and this is about
η−1 = ⟨S⟩ = 0.0317 at β = 10, which requires around 1,000
times more Monte Carlo steps to achieve the same accuracy
as the one without negative sign problem.

2D kagome lattices. Unfortunately, the presence of frus-
trating antiferromagnetic interactions makes the QMC
simulation of the kagome Heisenberg model a challeng-
ing task [56].

There is previous research on alleviating the nega-
tive sign problem for the kagome Heisenberg model. In
Ref. 57, we confirmed that with a strong transverse mag-
netic field (hx/J ∼ 4), the negative sign disappears at low
temperatures, without any basis transformation. This
can be understood from the fact that for any model,
the negative sign vanishes in limits where the transverse
field becomes dominant. While an interesting result, es-
pecially showing the phenomenon of the sign disappear-
ing only at low temperatures, as seen in the Shastry-
Sutherland model, this approach has greatly limited ap-
plicability. In the present numerical experiments, there
is no transverse magnetic field, or only a weak field is
applied. The cell is taken to contain three sites as shown
in Fig. 12. We analyze the cases where the interaction
is anisotropic: Jz is fixed to unity, while Jx and Jy are
changed from -2 to 2. We confirm that the negative sign
is alleviated in certain parameter region Fig. 11. These
results also lead to an intriguing conjecture: our method
almost entirely eliminates the negative sign caused by the
transverse magnetic field. In fact, by comparing (a) and
(c) with (b) and (d) in Fig. 11, we can see that the effect
of the magnetic field on the negative sign is removed to
a large extent. Another noteworthy observation is that,
without a transverse magnetic field, the model is invari-
ant under the exchange between Jx and Jy. However, in
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(a) Simulation at β = 0.25, hx = 0

(b) Simulation of β = 0.25, hx = 0.5

(c) Simulation at β = 0.5, hx = 0

(d) Simulation at β = 0.5, hx = 0.5

FIG. 11. Gap negativity η′ ≈ log(η)/β (left) and L1 adap-
tive loss function (right) before (bottom) and after (top) the
optimization for the anisotoropic kagome Heisenberg model
at (β, hx) = (0.25, 0) (a), (0.25, 0.5) (b), (0.5, 0) (c), and
(0.5, 0.5) (d). The coupling constant Jz is fixed to 1, with
the vertical axis representing Jy and the horizontal axis rep-
resenting Jx, both ranging from -2 to 2. Each heatmap should
be interpreted in the same way as in the other figures. The
system size is N = 5× 5. We confirmed that N = 4× 4 and
6× 6 system sizes give similar results.

FIG. 12. Lattice structure of the kagome Heisenberg model
and cell for three-site basis transformation. In the figure, we
combine the three sites into a single cell.

our results, this symmetry is broken, as seen clearly in
Fig. 11. This issue, which is explored in more detail in
the next section, arises because we permit only orthogo-
nal transformations as the local basis transformations.
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FIG. 13. Comparison of L1 adaptive loss function with
unitary and orthogonal transformations after optimization for
the kagome Heisenberg Model at Jz = 1 and hx = 0. The left
figure is the result of the orthogonal transformation, and the
right figure is the result of the unitary transformation. Orange
circle indicate the region where the negativity is removed only
by the unitary transformation.

VI. ORTHOGONAL VS UNITARY
TRANSFORMATIONS

The numerical experiments in the previous sections
as well as in previous studies [12, 15, 21], only orthog-
onal transformations were considered as local transfor-
mations. However, it is worth noting that in QMC, the
weights can be complex values, which allows for the use of
unitary transformations. Here, we explore the possibility
that utilizing unitary transformations could further mit-
igate the negative sign problem. We demonstrate it by
comparing the results of unitary and orthogonal trans-
formations applied to the kagome Heisenberg Model. As
seen in Fig. 11 in Section VC, if we optimize within or-
thogonal transformations, the inherent symmetry under
the exchange of Jx and Jy was broken. However, when
allowing for transformations that include unitary trans-
formations, the symmetry is restored as shown in Fig. 13.
This is a highly intriguing result, indicating that even
though the original Hamiltonian is a real symmetric ma-
trix, using unitary matrices instead of orthogonal ones
can break the real symmetry to potentially mitigate the
negative sign problem even more.

VII. CONCLUSION

In the present study, we first introduced a unified met-
ric specifically designed to represent the severity of the

negative sign problem. This metric not only facilitates a
cohesive treatment of both reweighting and basis trans-
formation methods, but it also serves as a definitive in-
dicator of the severity of the negative sign. All other
metrics employed to address the negative sign problem
in the future should ideally be derived from this founda-
tional measure, ensuring a consistent and comprehensive
approach to quantifying and mitigating the issue. A key
finding from our investigation was the realization that
employing the stoquastic form of Hamiltonian G+ as a
virtual Hamiltonian Gv in reweighting is always the op-
timal selection in terms of negativity.
Particularly, we formulated the basis transformation

methods as an optimization problem, and focused mainly
on the L1 adaptive loss function we devised under the as-
sumption of the frustration-free property. This property
is a commonly observed characteristic in quantum spin
models where local basis transformation methods are an-
alytically known to function effectively. We then applied
this optimized approach to several quantum spin mod-
els. Our method demonstrated excellent performance,
single-handedly reproducing almost all previously discov-
ered basis transformations found in various studies. The
implications of this research are substantial, offering a
new lens through which the negative sign problem can be
approached and potentially mitigated, even in quantum
spin systems where analytical solutions are unknown.
However, the study also revealed certain limitations.

Although our method performed more than expected in
some models with no relation to the frustration-free prop-
erty, the method does not guarantee the improvement of
the negative sign problem and shows potential inaccu-
racies when applied outside the frustration-free domain.
Additionally, we found that the method exhibited lower
improvement rates in 2D systems compared to its great
success in 1D systems. These limitations likely stem from
the approximate nature of the L1 adaptive loss function,
which may not fully encapsulate the complexities of lat-
tice structures.
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