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We present a variational quantum thermalizer (VQT), called quantum-VQT (qVQT), which extends the variational quantum eigensolver (VQE) to finite temperatures. The qVQT makes use of
an intermediate measurement between two variational circuits to encode a density matrix on a quantum device. A classical optimization provides the thermal state and, simultaneously, all associated
excited states of a quantum mechanical system. We demonstrate the capabilities of the qVQT for
two different spin systems. First, we analyze the performance of qVQT as a function of the circuit
depth and the temperature for a 1-dimensional Heisenberg chain. Second, we use the excited states
to map the complete, temperature dependent phase diagram of a 2-dimensional J1-J2 Heisenberg
model. The numerical experiments demonstrate the efficiency of our approach, which can be readily
applied to study various quantum many-body systems at finite temperatures on currently available
NISQ devices.

I.

INTRODUCTION

Recent advances in quantum computing have been
driving intense research in the development of quantum
algorithms that offer significant advantage over their classical counterparts. In particular, quantum algorithms
are used for studying interacting many-electron systems
that fundamentally govern the properties of materials
and molecules [1, 2]. In quantum chemistry and materials modeling, a quantum advantage [3] could be achieved
either by offering a significant, potentially exponential
acceleration of conventional methods to (approximately)
solve the electronic Schrödinger equation, or by improving accuracy by incorporating a better description of
the many-body effects of strongly correlated electronic
systems [4]. However, universal fault-tolerant quantum
hardware [5] is required to harness the full potential of
quantum computing, which is expected to be deployed
only within the next decade. Currently available experimental devices, so-called Noisy Intermediate-Scale Quantum computers (NISQ), are limited by their inherent circuit noise and their decoherence time, posing strong constraints with respect to the number of qubits, the circuit
depth, and the number of gate operations which can be
executed within quantum algorithms [6].
Due to these constraints, the execution of algorithms
like quantum phase estimation or quantum Fourier transform are impractical on NISQs, and most methods that
produce quantum circuits executable on available hardware are centered around hybrid quantum-classical algorithms. For example, the variational quantum eigensolver (VQE) [7–9] uses a quantum computer to store a
parametrized wave function and measure its energy, while
a classical, external minimization of the energy through
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variational parameters provides an approximation to the
ground-state of the system. Although the classical optimization in a VQE is challenging due to the presence
of local minima and barren plateaus [9–11], its utility
has already been experimentally demonstrated for small
molecular systems [1].
In addition to the ground states, many applications require the assessment of the thermal state at finite temperatures (Gibbs state) or the properties of excited states in
a system. The Gibbs state minimizes the Helmholtz free
energy F = E − T S at an inverse temperature β = 1/T
−1
(in units of kB
) with the energy E and the entropy S.
This state is mixed and can be formulated in terms of the
eigenstates |ϕi i and eigenenergies i of the Hamiltonian:
X
ρ̂Gibbs =
pi |ϕi i hϕi | ,
(1)
i=0

with
pi =

e−βi
,
Z

Z=

X

e−βi .

(2)

i

To date, two classes of algorithms have been developed
to compute the Gibbs state. The first class is based on
computing each eigenstate separately and subsequently
mixing them according to their probabilities pi in equation (1). Such algorithms usually start out by computing the ground-state using a VQE, followed by successively computing the excited (eigen-) states and projecting them out, or penalizing the already computed eigenstates [12, 13].
The second class prepares the Gibbs state itself on the
quantum device, which involves the explicit treatment of
the entropy S. The thermofield-double-states method,
for example, doubles the system and collapses it in order
to introduce entropy into the system [14–16]. However,
the measurement of the entropy is far from trivial: a
quantum computer can measure the expectation value
of an operator Ô on a state described by a density matrix ρ̂ by taking the trace Tr(Ôρ̂), but the expression
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for the entropy ρ̂ ln(ρ̂) is not linear in ρ̂, rendering the
corresponding measurement more demanding. On the
other hand, using imaginary time evolution to obtain
the Gibbs state requires complex quantum circuits which
are challenging to implement on NISQ devices [17, 18].
Verdon et al. [19] recently introduced a combination of
a machine-learning algorithm with a variational quantum circuit, called hybrid variational quantum thermalizer (hVQT), which generalizes the VQE towards finite
temperatures and involves a neural network that learns
the entropic probability distribution, while a quantum
circuit prepares the eigenstates of the Hamiltonian (see
also Ref. 20). However, this approach leads to an intimate interaction of classical and quantum computation,
which typically results in longer runtimes, and has thus
motivated the development of alternate algorithms [21].
To alleviate above issues of the hVQT and enable the
algorithm to maximally benefit from a possible advantage of quantum machine-learning [22, 23] we develop
an algorithm which transfers the generation of the entropic probability distribution directly onto the quantum computer, thereby allowing to fully assess the Gibbs
state in the quantum device. This approach, which we
call quantum-VQT (qVQT), offers significant advantages
over the hVQT: it minimizes the communication between
classical and quantum computer and is able to achieve
accurate results using significantly fewer measurements
by evaluating them according to the probability distribution. In the remainder of this manuscript we present
in detail the qVQT algorithm and demonstrate its performance by applying it to solve a 1-dimensional Heisenberg
chain, and by computing the complete, temperature dependent phase diagram of a 2-dimensional J1-J2 Heisenberg model.
II.
A.

METHOD

Principles of the qVQT

FIG. 1.
A schematic illustration of the qVQT algorithm,
showing in blue the part which is executed on the classical
computer (CPU) and includes the calculation of energy E and
entropy S to form the free energy F as well as a classical optimization routine. The red part shows the quantum circuit
which is evaluated using the quantum computer (QPU). It
consists of two variational circuits with an intermediate measurement for obtaining the entropy and a final measurement
to obtain the energy.


of the basis states |bi i produced by VQC1 ~φ collapses
to a probability distribution. ρ̂VQC1 in equation (3) represents the density
matrix after the first variational cir
cuit VQC1 ~φ , while ρ̂mm in equation (4) is the density
matrix after the intermediate measurement:
!
!
X
X


∗ ~
~
ρ̂VQC =
ai φ |bi i
a φ hbi |
(3)
i

1

The flowchart and the relevant components of the
qVQT algorithm are shown in Fig. 1. The fundamental idea of the qVQT is to use two separate variational
quantum circuits (VQC) and an intermediate measurement to obtain a mixed state on a quantum computer
(red block “QPU” in Fig. 1). A classical optimization
determines the parameters for which this mixed state
represents the Gibbs state (blue block “CPU” in Fig. 1).
Different flavors of VQC have been proposed in the literature, e.g., hardware efficient VQC, particle number conserving VQC, variational Hamilton Ansatz (VHA), etc.,
which can also be used in qVQT [8, 24, 25]. We denote
the parameters of the first VQC (VQC1 ) with ~φ, while
the parameters of the second VQC (VQC2 ) are referred
to as ~θ.

The first variational circuit VQC1 ~φ and the intermediate measurement generate a classical distribution
(see “QPU” in Fig. 1). Specifically, the superposition

i

ρ̂mm =

X

i

ai ~φ



2

|bi i hbi | .

(4)

i


The second variational circuit VQC2 ~θ maps the basis
states |bi i to a superposition of these basis states while
preserving the orthogonality, and prepares the state
ρ̂VQC2 =

X

ai ~φ



2



|ψi ~θ i hψi ~θ |

(5)

i

which has the same form as equation (1).
We obtain the free energy F by minimizing its value
over the parameter set (~φ, ~θ), a task which is performed classically using an arbitrary (local) optimizer
(see “CPU” in Fig. 1). The energy E is obtained by
measuring the expectation value of the Hamilton operator after the second variational circuit VQC2 , and the
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entropy S is obtained by the intermediate measurement
of VQC1 . From the probabilities pi of measuring the
basis state |bi i we obtain the entropy:
X
S=
pi ln(pi ),
(6)
i

B.

Computational Cost

To assess the resource cost and scaling of the qVQT we
first discuss the error estimate as a function of the number of measurements in section II B 1, then determine the
required memory resources in section II B 2, and finally
analyze the complexity of the qVQT in section II B 3.

A detailed derivation of above relations can be found in
appendix A.
When comparing the two error estimates from equations (8) and
√ (10), we see that in both cases the leading
order is 1/ N . However, the pre-factor in (8) shows an
additional energy term and an additional factor of 2n pi ,
which can increase the error dramatically. For example,
in the limit of β = 0 we see that both cases yield the
same pre-factor of the leading order. On the other hand,
in the limit of T = 0, the error in equation (10) decays
exponentially compared to (8), illustrating the advantage
of the qVQT.

2.
1.

Measurement Precision

Drawing N samples from a random distribution with
standard deviation σ yields a standard error of ∆ = √σN .
Hence, an algorithm which measures all eigenvalue
pi of a
Hamiltonian yields a standard error of ∆i = σi / N/2n
for each of these measurements, where σi is the standard
deviation of the measurement of the eigenvalue i and n
is the dimension of the system. The factor 2n arises from
splitting up the number of measurements among all 2n
eigenstates. The energy of the Gibbs state
E=

X
1 X −βi
e
i =
pi i
Z i
i=0

will then have an approximate error of
s X
1
2
2n
σi2 p2i (1 − βi (1 − pi )) ,
∆E = √
N
i

(7)

Memory Requirements

Computing the entropy requires the storage of all probabilities. Since the number of states grows exponentially
with the system size the memory requirement M grows
exponentially as well up to the point where the number
of measurements N limits the number of states which
are measured. This could be the case if there are excited states with probabilities comparable to 1/N . Since
the states and counts are stored in a dictionary, all states
which do not occur in the N measurements do not require
any memory, all other states require memory M (N ) to
store an integer smaller than N .
The qVQT can circumvent this issue if we allow the
first variational circuit to split the system into n/ns independent subsystems of size ns . In this case, we can
determine the total entropy from the entropies of the individual subsystems, thereby allowing the algorithm to
scale linearly with system size.

(8)

where the partition function and probabilities are computed from the energy measurements.
Within the qVQT, we measure the expectation value
of the thermal state directly with N measurements. The
precision depends on the measurement error ∆pi of the
probabilities and the measurement error ∆i of the eigenstates. The measurement error of pi can be calculated
from the associated standard deviation, while the error
of the energy eigenstate is given by the number of its
measurements pi N :
p
pi (1 − pi )
∆pi =
N
(9)
σi
∆i = √
.
pi N
This leads to an error of the energy of the Gibbs state
s

X
1
pi (1 − pi ) 2
2
∆E = √
σi pi +
i
(10)
N
N
i

M=

3.

n ns
2 · M (N )
ns

(11)

Complexity

The goal of the qVQT is to approximate a density matrix of a mixed state, which is a 2n × 2n -dimensional
complex and symmetric matrix with a trace of 1 for a
system of dimension n. Therefore, the qVQT has 22n − 1
degrees of freedom. An equivalent VQE only tries to find
a pure state and has hence 2n+1 − 2 degrees of freedom.
We assess whether the computational effort is comparable to a VQE with twice as many qubits or if it adds an
exponential pre-factor to the cost of a VQE in Appendix
B. For the rather small examples used in our numerical
experiments we find that the necessary number of parameters, and therefore the cost of the optimization, highly
depends on the variational circuits and we do not find
evidence for an exponential scaling compared to VQE.

4
RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

We demonstrate the utility of the qVQT by investigating two model systems: a 1-dimensional Heisenberg
chain and a 2-dimensional J1-J2 Heisenberg model. For
this purpose, we implement the qVQT algorithm using
toolchains provided by qiskit [26] and its associated quantum simulator. For all numerical experiments we consider three performance metrics (similar to Ref. 19). The
first one is given by the difference between the numerically computed and the exact free energy, while the second one is given by the fidelity as
2
 q
p
p
ρ̂1 ρ̂2 ρ̂1
.
f (ρ̂1 , ρ̂2 ) = Tr

(12)

To obtain a criteria which vanishes as the density matrix
ρ̂ approaches the Gibbs state ρ̂Gibbs we use the metric
fm = 1 − f (ρ̂, ρ̂Gibbs ). The third metric we use is the
trace distance:

q
1
T d(ρ̂, ρ̂Gibbs ) = Tr
(ρ̂ − ρ̂Gibbs )† (ρ̂ − ρ̂Gibbs )
2
(13)
All three metrics vanish in the limit of ideal performance.

A.

1D Heisenberg Chain with Transverse Fields

The first model system we investigate is the 1D Heisenberg chain with transverse fields and nearest neighbor
hopping, given by the Hamiltonian:
X 
 X
H=
J σix σjx + σiy σjy + σiz σjz +
[Jx σix + Jz σiz ] ,
i

hiji
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FIG. 2. Results of a 4-qubit 1D Heisenberg chain with transverse fields at β = 1.3, showing the top 20th percentiles of the
three performance metrics as a function of the total number of
parameters. The difference between the computed and exact
values of the free energy, the fm -fidelity measure between the
computed and exact density matrix, and the trace distance
between the computed and exact density matrix are shown in
green, red, and blue, respectively.

the limited-memory Broyden-Fletcher-Goldfarb-Shanno
bound optimizer (L BFGS B) [27, 28] as implemented
in qiskit with a target gradient tolerance of 1 × 10−3 .
The three performance metrics of these statistical experiments are shown in Fig. 2, illustrating that the qVQT
yields an approximation to the density matrix that can
be improved in accuracy by increasing the circuit depth
and the associated computational cost. The corresponding scaling with respect to the required number of variational parameters is linear, as suggested by our numerical
experiments (see appendix B).

(14)
{x,y,z}

where σi
denotes a Pauli {x, y, z} operator on qubit
i and the first sum runs over all pairs hiji of nearest neighbors. Verdon et. al [19] analyzed this particular model
for 4-qubits with J = −1, Jz = 0.2 and Jx = 0.3 using
the hVQT. To allow a direct comparison we employ the
same parameters and use the qVQT to calculate the thermal state at the inverse temperature of β = 1.3, which
Verdon et. al pointed out to be the most challenging.

1.

Required Circuit Depth

For a qVQT with a minimal entropy circuit, i.e., where
the circuit VQC1 only contains a Pauli x rotation on each
qubit, we already obtain accurate results with rapid convergence. Increasing the number of variational parameters for the energy circuit VQC2 further improves accuracy. We perform a statistical analysis with different
total number of variational parameters by conducting 100
runs starting from random initial parameters, and using

2.

Temperature Dependence

In Fig. 3 we show the dependence of the three performance metrics on the inverse temperature. In the
low-temperature limit (β  1) the ground state is dominant and the accuracy improves as the algorithm does
not need to calculate the excited states very precisely. In
the high-temperature limit (β  1), on the other hand,
the splitting of all eigenstates becomes less important in
comparison to the entropy. Clearly, temperatures around
β = 1 are the most challenging for the algorithm as both
classical and quantum-mechanical correlation need to be
correctly captured.
Since the qVQT algorithm is similar to a hVQT
and mainly differs by the method to produce the classical probability distribution, the temperature dependence above is comparable to the results of Verdon et
al. [19]. However, and most importantly, by switching
from hVQT to qVQT a significantly smaller number of
quantum circuits need to be executed on the quantum
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FIG. 3. The temperature dependence of a 4-qubit 1D Heisenberg chain with transverse fields, showing the three performance metrics as a function of the inverse temperature. The
color coding corresponds to the one in Fig. 2. The bottom line
within each criteria correponds to the best result obtained
from 100 runs starting from random parameters, using the
L BFGS B optimizer with a gradient tolerance of 1 × 10−3 .
The dark shaded region denotes the range of the best 20percentile of all runs, while the light shaded region denotes
the interval up to the average over all runs. The dashed vertical line denotes the value of β = 1.3 used in Sec. III A 1

device due to the intermediate measurement, a key advantage of the qVQT.

B.

2D J1-J2 Heisenberg Model

The second model system we investigate is the Heisenberg model with nearest and next-nearest neighbor interactions. Such systems have been extensively used to
simulate and better understand the behavior of real magnetic materials that can be mapped to a spin model [29].
The Hamiltonian of this model is given by:
H=

X
hi,ji

~i S
~j +
J1 S

X

~i S
~j ,
J2 S

(15)

hhi,jii

where the first and second summations run over nearest
and next-nearest neighbors, respectively. It is well known
that this system develops three phases, depending on the
relative interaction parameter α, defined as J1 = sin(α)
and J2 = cos(α), which introduces a normalization of
J12 + J22 = 1. When J2 > 0 and the next nearest neighbor interactions are stronger than the nearest neighbor
interactions, the spins form a stripe configuration. When
the nearest neighbor interactions are more important or
J2 < 0, the system turns ferromagnetic (FM) or antiferromagnetic (AFM) for J1 < 0 and J1 > 0, respectively.
To distinguish these three phases we construct two cor-

1
Nnnn

X

hσiz σjz i ,

(16)

hhi,jii

where c0 is the nearest neighbor correlation function averaged over all Nnn pairs of nearest neighbors, and, analogously, c1 is the next-nearest neighbor correlation function. Note that the Hamiltonian is symmetric for rotations of all spins in the same way, i.e., for every eigenstate
also the rotated states are eigenstates of the Hamiltonian
with the same energy. For the term used to calculate the
~i S
~j /3.
correlation functions this translates to σiz σjz = S
~i S
~j range between −3 and 1,
Because the eigenvalues of S
the correlation functions can assume values in the interval [−1, 1/3]. A correlation function which is greater than
zero means that the ferromagnetic contribution is dominating the antiferromagnetic one, while for a negative
correlation function the antiferromagnetic contribution
is dominant.
We perform qVQT experiments for a 4-qubit, twodimensional J1-J2 Heisenberg lattice at a range of parameter angles α and an inverse temperature of β = 1
to obtain the eigenstates of the Hamiltonian and, from
those, the phase diagram. At each value of α we perform
100 runs, starting with random initial parameters, again
using the L BFGS B optimizer with a gradient convergence tolerance of 1 × 10−3 . Our qVQT algorithm uses
two hardware efficient variational circuits with depths of
2 and 7 for VQC1 and VQC2 , respectively, which results
in a total of 76 variational parameter.
The exact correlation functions and the results obtained by the qVQT-experiments at β = 1 are shown in
Fig. 4. We clearly see the three phases together with the
corresponding phase transitions. For almost all parameter angles the numerical experiments match the exact values very well, except for the region near the phase transition between the ferromagnetic and the antiferromagnetic phase at J1 = 0 and J2 = −1. Remarkably, these
increased errors seem to be of similar order on both sides
of the transition and therefore do not influence the transition angle where the correlation function c0 becomes
zero, the point that we identify with the phase transition. Two possible explanations for this errors are that
(a) either the approximation of the classical probability
distribution breaks down in this regime, or (b) that the
splitting of the energy eigenstates cannot be performed
precisely when the ferromagnetic and antiferromagnetic
states are in the same energy domain.
Next, we compute the temperature dependent phase
diagram of the Heisenberg model. For this purpose we
use the results from our qVQT-calculation above at β = 1
and monitor the energy spectrum and calculate the correlation functions of each eigenstate independently. The
correlation functions c0 and c1 are then obtained by mixing the correlation functions of the eigenstates according

6
J2
corr. func.

J1

FIG. 4. Nearest neighbor c0 and next-nearest neighbor correlation function c1 of a 4-qubit 2D J1-J2 Heisenberg model
as a function of the parameter angle α at inverse temperature
β = 1. The lines are the results obtained by exact diagonalization, while the crosses denote the qVQT-results.

J2
exact
qVQT

Δc

T (β)

J1

FIG. 5.
The phase diagram of a 4-qubit 2D Heisenberg
model, obtained from a qVQT experiment (dashed red) together with the exact ground truth (solid yellow). The phase
transitions are given by the angles where the correlation functions vanish. The colormap indicates the combined deviation
of the correlation functions qVQT from the exact results,
QT
QT
∆c = |ctheo
− cqV
| + |ctheo
− cqV
|, with linear inter0
1
0
1
polation between all data points. The explicit qVQT results
are calculated on the white crosses at T = 1 and classically
extended to temperatures T 6= 1.

to the probabilities given in equation (1). This approach
has the advantage that the temperature-dependent results can be estimated without explicitly performing an
optimization at each temperature, but comes with the
drawback that the precision decreases when the temperature differs significantly from the original optimization
temperature.
This behavior is reflected in Fig. 5, which shows the
phase boundaries as a function of temperature computed
from our numerical experiments and the exact results obtained by diagonalization of the Hamiltonian. Note that
the agreement is excellent for β ≈ 1, while the accuracy
decreases as we deviate from this inverse temperature.
Nevertheless, the overall phase behavior is captured correctly, demonstrating that our extension from the qVQTcalculation at β = 1 captures the physics accurately.

IV.

CONCLUSIONS

In summary, we present a new variational quantum algorithm, called qVQT, which is an extension of the VQE
to finite temperatures. Our approach expands on the
idea of the hVQT, but implements both the entropic and
energetic contribution to the free energy on a quantum
circuit. In this way we effectively reduce communication
between classical and quantum device and the number of
executed quantum circuits to compute an accurate Gibbs
state.
We demonstrate the utility of the qVQT by performing
extensive numerical experiments on quantum simulators
for two model systems and show that our algorithm is
well suited to calculate finite temperature properties or
excited states on a quantum computer. The resource
requirements as well as the scaling behavior are comparable to VQEs (see also appendix C), and we expect our
algorithm to perform equally well for a given problem
size. Hence, the qVQT provides a powerful tool to study
quantum systems at finite temperature, producing useful
results with resources available on current NISQ devices
for a wide range of applications.
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S. Cross, J. Cruz-Benito, C. Culver, A. D. CórcolesGonzales, N. D, S. Dague, T. E. Dandachi, A. N. Dangwal, J. Daniel, M. Daniels, M. Dartiailh, A. R. Davila,
F. Debouni, A. Dekusar, A. Deshmukh, M. Deshpande,
D. Ding, J. Doi, E. M. Dow, P. Downing, E. Drechsler, E. Dumitrescu, K. Dumon, I. Duran, K. EL-Safty,
E. Eastman, G. Eberle, A. Ebrahimi, P. Eendebak,
D. Egger, ElePT, Emilio, A. Espiricueta, M. Everitt,
D. Facoetti, Farida, P. M. Fernández, S. Ferracin, D. Ferrari, A. H. Ferrera, R. Fouilland, A. Frisch, A. Fuhrer,
B. Fuller, M. GEORGE, J. Gacon, B. G. Gago, C. Gambella, J. M. Gambetta, A. Gammanpila, L. Garcia,
T. Garg, S. Garion, J. R. Garrison, J. Garrison, T. Gates,
H. Georgiev, L. Gil, A. Gilliam, A. Giridharan, J. GomezMosquera, Gonzalo, S. de la Puente González, J. Gorzinski, I. Gould, D. Greenberg, D. Grinko, W. Guan,
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Appendix A: Derivation of the Measurement
Precision

To compute the error of the thermal energy
X
1 X −βi
i =
pi i
e
Z i
i

(A1)

from N measurements, which are equally distributed
among the eigenstates, we use the approximation of error
propagation, which states that the standard deviation of
a function is given by the partial derivatives and standard
deviations of its arguments:
v
u

2
uX ∂E
t
σE =
σi .
∂i
i

(A2)

This relation is exact in the case where all i are independent variables. The statistical errors produced by
the measurement on the quantum computer are independent and hence justifies this error estimation. The partial
derivative of the energy is:
∂E
= pi (1 − βi ) + p2i βi = pi (1 − βi (1 − pi )) , (A3)
∂i
resulting in the standard error of the thermal energy:
s
2n X 2 2
2
σ p (1 − βi (1 − pi )) .
∆E =
(A4)
N i i i
The factor 2n /N stems from the fact that we measure
the eigenenergy i with N/2n shots.
With the qVQT the probabilities are obtained from
the intermediate measurement. Its standard error is obtained from summing over all possible outcomes of N
measurements:
σ pi =

N 
X
j=0



2
N j
j
pi (1 − pi )
pi (1−pi )(N −j) ·
− pi
=
,
N
N
j
(A5)

resulting in the standard error of pi and i :
p
pi (1 − pi )
∆pi =
N
σi
∆i = √
.
pi N

Appendix B: Number of Iterations for the 1D
Heisenberg Chain

In Fig. 6 we show the required number of iterations
to achieve a gradient smaller than 1 × 10−3 for the onedimensional Heisenberg chain with four qubits. One iteration includes both the evaluation of the free energy together with its gradient. Using, e.g., the parameter-shift
rule to obtain the gradient [30], a single measurement requires the evaluation of 2nvar +1 quantum circuits, where
nvar is the number of variational parameters. The data
presented in Fig. 6 suggests that the number of iterations
is roughly linear in the number of parameters, i.e., the
cost of a qVQT scales quadratically with the number of
parameters. Note that our results are obtained using the
L BFGS B optimizer of qiskit and could in general depend on the choice of the optimizer. However, the number of iterations scales in the same manner as long as
the optimization algorithm shows the same convergence
behavior as the L BFGS B algorithm with respect to the
condition number.

600
average number of iterations

E=

The sum of these errors yields the error of the thermal
energy:
s

X
pi (1 − pi ) 2
1
(A8)
∆E = √
σi2 pi +
i .
N
N
i
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FIG. 6.
Results of a 4-qubit 1D Heisenberg chain with
transverse fields, showing the average number of iterations as
a function of the total number of variational parameters. The
results were obtained from statistical averages over 100 runs
starting with random initial parameters, using the L BFGS B
optimizer until the gradients converged to a value of less than
1 × 10−3 .

The standard error of pi i is calculated using the
squared relative errors:


σi2
pi (1 − pi )
2
2 2
∆[pi i ] = pi i
+
2 p i N
p2i N 2
(A7)
 i

1
pi (1 − pi ) 2
2
=
σi pi +
i .
N
N

Appendix C: Scaling of the qVQT with System Size

Here we briefly discuss the scaling of the qVQT with
respect to system size by studying the 1D Heisenberg
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chain from section III A and by varying the chain length
N . In this numerical experiment we only keep a minimal first variational circuit VQC1 , which only contains
one rotation on the first qubit, and try to reproduce the
ground-state and the first excited state. In Fig. 7 we
show the first two energy differences defined as
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FIG. 7.
Results for a 1D Heisenberg chain with transverse fields, showing the two first energy differences depending on the total number of parameters for different lengths
of the chains N (indicated by the encircled integer numbers,
○).
N The results were obtained from statistical averages over
100 runs starting with random initial parameters, using the
L BFGS B optimizer until the gradients converged to a value
of less than 1 × 10−3 . The solid lines denote the 20th percentile of the runs and the dotted lines show the best runs.

i=0

pi |exp
− exact
|
i
i
,
Pk
n i=0 pi

(C1)

which are the weighted energy differences between the experimental eigenstates and the corresponding exact values, divided by the number of qubits n.
Based on our results, the required circuit depth for
the second variational circuit seems to grow linearly with
the chain length. The number of parameters per circuit layer additionally grows linearly with the number of
qubits, which yields an overall quadratic scaling of the
total number of parameters. For the results with 5, 6
and 7 qubits we see that the convergence of the classical optimization limits the quality of the results, but the
variational circuit is able to reproduce the correct states.
This behavior is comparable to the VQE where for growing number of qubits the classical optimization becomes
increasingly challenging [31].

