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Systems in thermal equilibrium at non-zero temperature are described by
their Gibbs state. For classical many-body systems, the Metropolis-Hastings
algorithm gives a Markov process with a local update rule that samples from
the Gibbs distribution. For quantum systems, sampling from the Gibbs
state is significantly more challenging. Many algorithms have been proposed,
but these are more complex than the simple local update rule of classical
Metropolis sampling, requiring non-trivial quantum algorithms such as phase
estimation as a subroutine.

Here, we show that a dissipative quantum algorithm with a simple, local
update rule is able to sample from the quantum Gibbs state. In contrast to
the classical case, the quantum Gibbs state is not generated by converging
to the fixed point of a Markov process, but by the states generated at the
stopping time of a conditionally stopped process. This gives a new answer to
the long-sought-after quantum analogue of Metropolis sampling. Compared
to previous quantum Gibbs sampling algorithms, the local update rule of
the process has a simple implementation, which may make it more amenable
to near-term implementation on suitable quantum hardware. This dissipa-
tive Gibbs sampler works for arbitrary quantum Hamiltonians, without any
assumptions on or knowledge of its properties, and comes with certifiable pre-
cision and run-time bounds. We also show that the algorithm benefits from
some measure of built-in resilience to faults and errors (“fault resilience”).

Finally, we also demonstrate how the stopping statistics of an ensemble of
runs of the dissipative Gibbs sampler can be used to estimate the partition
function.
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1 Introduction

Physical systems at thermal equilibrium are expected to be in their Gibbs state. For
quantum mechanical systems, this is the state given by the Boltzmann distribution over
its energy eigenstates: ρG = e−βH/Z for a system with Hamiltonian H at inverse-
temperature β = 1/kBT , where T is the temperature, kB is Boltzmann’s constant
(conventionally set to kB = 1 in natural units), and Z = tr(e−βH) is the partition
function. Gibbs states therefore play an essential role in thermal physics and statistical
mechanics. Significant research has been devoted to methods for computing or gener-
ating Gibbs states on a quantum computer, in particular of many-body Hamiltonians
H =

∑

i hi made up of local (i.e. few-body) interactions hi.
Sampling from the Gibbs distribution of a classical many-body Hamiltonian up to

relative error is contained in the complexity class BPPNP. For quantum systems, there is
evidence it is complexity-theoretically even harder [Bra+21], and is at least QMA-hard.
Thus, we do not expect to be able to generate Gibbs states efficiently in general; the
run-time must scale exponentially in the number of particles n for certain Hamiltonians.

For classical statistical mechanics systems, there exists a famous algorithm for sam-
pling from the Gibbs distribution: the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm [Met+53; Has70].
The Hamiltonian in this case is a real, scalar function H(x) of the (classical) many-
body state x = (xi). In rough outline, the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm applied to
many-body Gibbs distributions consists in starting from some arbitrary initial state,
then repeatedly: (i) proposing a new state x′ from a symmetric proposal distribu-
tion q(x′|x), e.g. by randomly flipping the state xi of a randomly chosen subsystem
i, (ii) computing p = e−βH(x′)/e−βH(x), and (iii) accepting the new state x′ with proba-
bility min(p, 1). If H(x) is a sum of local terms each depending only on few of the xi,
computing e−βH(x′)/e−βH(x) only requires the evaluation of the local terms depending on
the flipped subsystem xi. This means that, for such systems, not only the state updates
but also the transition probability calculations are local. This algorithm provably sam-
ples from the Gibbs state in the long run: it generates a Markov chain whose fixed point
is the Gibbs distribution. Therefore, once the Markov chain has converged, the states
x that it generates will be distributed according to Pr(x) = e−βH/Z, as required. The
mixing time of this Markov chain (the time required to converge to the fixed point) is
in general exponential in the number of particles n (as it must be given the complexity-
theoretic considerations discussed above). Nonetheless, in practice, the algorithm often
converges faster than this and is widely used.

Sampling from quantum Gibbs states is harder still. The key step in the Metropolis-
Hastings algorithm involves evaluating the energy H(x) on a state x. For quantum
states |ψ〉, this means measuring the energy 〈ψ|H|ψ〉 given only a single copy of |ψ〉.
This can be done, but it requires quantum phase estimation which is already a non-
trivial quantum algorithm acting on the entire quantum state, not just locally on the ith

particle. Moreover, the algorithm needs to probabilistically either accept the proposed
new state |ψ′〉 or revert to the previous state |ψ〉. But measuring the energy using
phase estimation collapses the state to an energy eigenstate, so it is not obvious how
to recover the state |ψ′〉 afterwards, nor how to revert to |ψ〉. These obstacles were
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overcome in Ref. [Tem+11] using a “rewinding trick” originally developed in a different
context [MW05], to give the first quantum generalisation of the Metropolis-Hastings
algorithm.

However, this came at a price: whereas the classical Metropolis-Hastings algorithm
is a simple Markov chain with local update rules, the quantum Metropolis algorithm
of [Tem+11] requires running a complex quantum circuit, likely requiring a large-scale,
fault-tolerant quantum computer before it can be implemented in practice.

Many subsequent works have sought to improve on the original quantumMetropolis al-
gorithm and construct something closer to the simple, local Markov chain of the classical
Metropolis algorithm. The pros and cons of these approaches mirror the corresponding
approaches to ground state preparation (summarised in some detail in Ref. [Cub23].) See
also [Che+23] for a recent comparison of existing quantum Gibbs sampling algorithms.

Some of the oldest proposals involve emulating on a quantum computer a model of
the physical thermalisation process, by repeatedly coupling the system to a “thermal
bath” of ancilla qubits, allowing these to interact, and discarding the ancillas [TD00;
SN16; Met+20]. In suitable limits of weak system-bath interactions or (equivalently)
small time-steps, Davies [Dav74; Dav76] showed that these dynamics are described by a
Lindblad master equation – called a Davies generator – that thermalises the system in
the large-time limit. Implementing this dynamics on a quantum computer either requires
implementing time-evolution under the large system-bath Hamiltonian via Hamiltonian
simulation algorithms, as well as a large supply of fresh ancilla qubits [TD00]. Or
it requires implementing the Davies generator directly on the system, which requires
quantum phase estimation [RWW22] or related quantum algorithms such as the operator
Fourier transform [Che+23].

Using Grover’s algorithm or related quantum algorithmic techniques can give a quadratic
speedup over the direct implementation [PW09; CW10]. Further polynomial speedups
are possible using modern quantum algorithm approaches [BB10; YA12; ORR13; CS16;
WT21]. Analogous to the classical case, adapting classical coupling-from-the-past [PW96]
allows quantum Metropolis methods to sample from the exact Gibbs distribution, rather
than an approximation [Fra17]. Nonetheless, all of these algorithms require implement-
ing large, global quantum circuits across the whole system, rather than the simple, local
updates of classical Metropolis sampling.

Methods based on Quantum/Probabilistic Imaginary Time Evolution (QITE and
PITE) involve finding and implementing a large (in general, poly log in the system size)
quantum circuit implementing a unitary approximation to the Trotterized imaginary-
time evolution [Mot+20; Tan20; Sil+21].

Variational approaches to Gibbs state preparation [War+22; Lee+22; Get+23; Con+23],
as well as variational imaginary-time evolution [McA+19], quantum Boltzmann ma-
chines [ZLW21] and Quantum Approximate Optimisation Algorithm (QAOA)-based ap-
proaches [WH19; Zhu+20] have similar limitations to the Variation Quantum Eigensolver
(VQE) ground-state algorithm: they can work well in practice for some systems, but
they involve a computationally non-trivial classical optimisation over quantum circuits.
They are moreover heuristic approaches that have no guarantee of outputting the correct
state.
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Given the practical infeasibility of many of these algorithms on near-term quantum
hardware, some effort has been devoted to reducing the resource requirements for specific
classes of Hamiltonians or Hamiltonians obeying certain assumptions [Coh+20; SM21],
and estimating observables at thermal equilibrium [LBC21].

A different section of the literature studies thermalisation and Davies generators from
the rigorous mathematical physics perspective, proving rapid convergence to the Gibbs
state under certain conditions, such as commuting Hamiltonians [KB16; Bar+23]. These
results are closely connected with non-commutative generalisations of log-Sobolev in-
equalities [CRF20; Bar+21].

Recently, one of us developed a quantum algorithm, based on a local quantum Markov
process constructed from the local terms of the Hamiltonian, which provably converges
to the ground state of any quantum Hamiltonian [Cub23]. Specifically, the algorithm
(termed the “dissipative quantum eigensolver” or DQE), proceeds by repeatedly per-
forming weak measurements of the local terms in the Hamiltonian. In addition to using
weak measurements, the key insight in DQE was not to run the quantum Markov chain
until it converges to its fixed point, but rather to select a stopping rule conditioned on
the measurement outcomes, such that the stopped process generates (a good approxi-
mation to) the ground state at the stopping time. Ref. [Cub23] shows that, despite the
ground state not being generated as a fixed point, the DQE algorithm benefits from
many of the same advantages as fixed-point Markov algorithms.

Here, we show that a similar local quantum Markov process can be used to sample
from the Gibbs state. By choosing a suitable probabilistic stopping rule, exactly the
same family of algorithms that generates the ground state in [Cub23] can be adapted to
instead produce (a good approximation to) the Gibbs state. We call this the “dissipative
Gibbs sampler” (DGS). As in the ground state case, the key insight that allows us
to overcome previous obstacles to constructing a local quantum Markov process that
samples from the Gibbs state is that the Gibbs state does not appear as the fixed-point
of the process, but rather as the state generated at the stopping time of a conditionally
stopped process. Additionally we prove that the dissipative Gibbs sampler inherently
benefits from a limited form of resilience to noise and faulty implementation, without
any additional overhead, provided the error rate is less than a threshold.

Finally, we also demonstrate how the stopping statistics of an ensemble of runs of the
dissipative Gibbs sampler can be used to obtain an estimate of the partition function
of the system, up to multiplicative error. Note that, in order to estimate an observable
of the Gibbs state, one would generically need to run the dissipative Gibbs sampler
multiple times in any case and hence in practical applications one obtains an estimate
of the partition function for free.

2 Dissipative Quantum Gibbs Sampling

We first give a general but precise definition of the dissipative Gibbs sampling (DGS)
family of algorithms. Throughout, we will use ‖·‖ to denote the operator norm and
‖·‖1 the trace norm. We measure distances between quantum channels with the induced
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1-norm ‖E‖1 := maxρ6=0‖E(ρ)‖1/‖ρ‖1. If the Hamiltonian is not clear from context,

we write the Gibbs state explicitly as ρG(H) = e−βH

Z
and the partition function as

Z(H) = tr(e−βH). Where it is clear from context, we abbreviate these by ρG and Z.

Algorithm 1 (Dissipative Gibbs Sampler). Let H =
∑m

i=1 hi be a local Hamiltonian,
and {E0, E1} be the quantum instrument defined by

E0(ρ) = KρK, E1(ρ) = (1− tr (KρK)) ρ0, (1)

where K is a Hermitian operator satisfying K2 ≤ 1 and ‖K−f(H)‖ ≤ ǫ for an injective
function f . Let 0 ≤ rn ≤ 1 for n ∈ N0. The DGS algorithm consists of successively
applying the quantum instrument {E0, E1} to an initial state ρ0 and, after a run of n
zeros, stopping with probability rn or continuing running with probability 1− rn.

We will show that, for suitable choices of parameters, the DGS Algorithm 1 samples
from the Gibbs state ρG(H).

Theorem 2. Consider the process of Algorithm 1, and choose

K =

m
∏

i=1

(

(1− ǫ)1+ ǫκiki

)

1
∏

i=m

(

(1− ǫ)1+ ǫκiki

)

(2)

where

ki =
1− hi/‖hi‖

2
, κ =

∑

i

‖hi‖, κi =
‖hi‖
κ

. (3)

Further, choose the probabilities:

rn =

λ2n

(2n)!

cosh(λ)−∑n−1
j=0

λ2j

(2j)!

(4)

where λ = βκ
ǫ(1−ǫ)2m−1 , and the initial state ρ0 =

1

D
. Then the expected state E[ρτ ] at the

stopping time τ satisfies:
‖E[ρτ ]− ρG‖1 = O(βǫκm2), (5)

and the expected stopping time E[τ ] is given by:

E[τ ] =
cosh(λ) tr

(

1
1−K2

)

tr(cosh(λK))
−

tr
(

K2 cosh(λK)
1−K2

)

tr(cosh(λK))
≤ 6

ǫ
e

2βκm

(1−ǫ)2m−1 . (6)

We emphasise that takingK as in Theorem 2 implies that the quantum instrument has
the desirable property of consisting of weak-measuring local terms in the Hamiltonian
in sequence. Cubitt [Cub23, Section 9] presents explicit circuit implementations of K in
the case where H is a local qubit Hamiltonian.

The run-time bound for the DGS algorithm, in particular the linear scaling with 1/ǫ, is
competitive with the recent results of [Che+23] which are claimed to be optimal in terms
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of the scaling with precision. Furthermore, in the case of DGS, there is no dependence
on any (unknown and hard to determine) mixing time, and the algorithm itself has a
simple, local implementation.

Note that if we consider the infinite temperature case β = 0 the parameter λ becomes
zero and hence cosh(λ) = 1 and cosh(λK) = 1 and the expected run time is

τ |β=0 =
tr
[

1
1−K−2 + 1

1−K2

]

tr1
=

tr1

tr1
= 1, (7)

as expected.
Our strategy to prove Theorem 2 is as follows. In Lemma 3 we first derive an expression

for the expected state of Algorithm 1 in full generality, before specialising to a specific
choice of probabilities {rn} in Corollary 4 and Lemma 5. In Lemma 6 we then show
that the expected state obtained from running Algorithm 1 with these probabilities and
an idealised Kraus operator K is close (in a way we make precise) to the Gibbs state.
This idealised K, however, is only implementable via global measurements. Combined
with two useful Lemmas 8 and 9 on the perturbation of the Gibbs state around a given
Hamiltonian, and the closeness of the locally implementable K in Theorem 2 to the
idealised one in Lemma 6, we arrive at the final result. Throughout, we accompany the
results on the expected state with corresponding expressions for the expected stopping
time of Algorithm 1.

Lemma 3. The expected output state of Algorithm 1 is given by

E[ρτ ] =

∑∞
n=0 rnRnEn

0 (ρ0)
∑∞

n=0 rnRn tr En
0 (ρ0)

, (8)

where Rn =
∏n−1

j=0 (1− rj).

Proof. We compute the expected state recursively, using the fact that if we measure 1 at
any point, Algorithm 1 dictates we reset to the maximally mixed state ρ0 and begin the
process all over again. The stopped process may be visualised as the probability tree in
Fig. 1, where we have replaced each ρ0 we reset to after measuring 1 with ρτ . We have:

E[ρτ ] = r0ρ0 + (1− r0)

(

1− tr E0(ρ0)
tr ρ0

)

E[ρτ ]

+ (1− r0)r1
E0(ρ0)
tr ρ0

+ (1− r0)(1 − r1)

(

tr E0(ρ0)
tr ρ0

− tr E2
0 (ρ0)

tr ρ0

)

E[ρτ ]

+ (1− r0)(1 − r1)r2
E2
0 (ρ0)

tr ρ0
+ (1− r0)(1− r1)(1− r2)

(

tr E2
0 (ρ0)

tr ρ0
− tr E3

0 (ρ0)

tr ρ0

)

E[ρτ ]

+ . . .

=
∞
∑

n=0

rnRn
En
0 (ρ0)

tr ρ0
+E[ρτ ]

∞
∑

n=0

Rn+1

(

tr En
0 (ρ0)

tr ρ0
− tr En+1

0 (ρ0)

tr ρ0

)

,

(9)
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ρ0

n = 0 : ρ0
E0(ρ0)

tr E0(ρ0)

ρτ

r0
(1− r0)

tr E0(ρ0)
tr ρ0

(1− r0)
(

1− tr E0(ρ0)
tr ρ0

)

n = 1 :
E0(ρ0)

tr E0(ρ0) E2
0 (ρ0)

tr E2
0 (ρ0)

ρτ

r1

(1− r1)
tr E2

0 (ρ0)
tr E0(ρ0)

(1− r1)
(

1− tr E2
0 (ρ0)

tr E0(ρ0)

)

n = 2 :
E2
0 (ρ0)

tr E2
0 (ρ0) E3

0 (ρ0)

tr E3
0 (ρ0)

ρτ

r2

(1− r2)
tr E3

0 (ρ0)

tr E2
0 (ρ0)

(1− r2)
(

1− tr E3
0 (ρ0)

tr E2
0 (ρ0)

)

Figure 1: Stopped process probability tree

where for convenience we define Rn =
∏n−1

l=0 (1− rl). Noting that

∑

n=0

Rn+1

(

tr En
0 (ρ0)− tr En+1

0 (ρ0)
)

=
∑

n=0

Rn(1− rn) tr En
0 (ρ0)−

∑

n=0

Rn tr En
0 (ρ0) +R0 tr ρ0

= −
∑

n=0

rnRn tr En
0 (ρ0) + tr ρ0

(10)

and tr ρ0 = 1, we arrive at Eq. (8) as claimed.

The following Corollary follows immediately.

Corollary 4. If the probabilities {rn} are chosen such that rnRn ∝ λ2n

(2n)! and ρ0 = 1/D,
then the expected state produced by Algorithm 1 is

E[ρτ ] =
cosh(λK)

tr cosh(λK)
. (11)

We show that such a choice of {rn} exists in the following Lemma.
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Lemma 5. If we choose the {rn} as

rn =

λ2n

(2n)!

cosh(λ)−∑n−1
j=0

λ2j

(2j)!

(12)

then we have that rnRn = λ2n

(2n)! cosh λ
, as required in Corollary 4.

Proof. Demanding that rnRn ∝ λ2n

(2n)! is equivalent to

rn+1
∏n

j=0(1− rj)

rn
∏n−1

j=0 (1− rj)
= rn+1

1− rn
rn

=
λ2

(2n + 2)(2n + 1)
. (13)

Straightforward induction shows that this recursive formula for rn is solved by

rn =
r0

λ2n

(2n)!

1−∑n−1
j=0 r0

λ2j

(2j)!

. (14)

Additionally, recall that the {rn} must satisfy 0 ≤ rn ≤ 1 for all n. It is simple to
check that this condition is satisfied if and only if r0 ≤ 1

cosh(λ) . We will later see, and

it is also intuitively clear, that the expected stopping time is minimised if the {rn} are
maximal. As the {rn} are increasing with r0, we choose r0 =

1
cosh(λ) to minimize the run

time.

As an intermediate step, we now show that running Algorithm 1 with an idealised K
requiring global measurements produces an expected state close to ρG. We will later show
that one can approximate this idealised K sufficiently accurately by weak-measuring local
terms in the Hamiltonian in sequence.

Lemma 6. If we use K = (1− ǫ)2m−1(1− ǫ
κ
H) and λ = βκ

ǫ(1−ǫ)2m−1 in Corollary 4, the

expected output state of Algorithm 1 satisfies

‖E[ρτ ]− ρG‖1 = O(e−
βκ
ǫ ). (15)

Proof. Plugging K and λ as above into Corollary 4 allows us to calculate

E[ρτ ] =
cosh(λK)

tr cosh(λK)
=

e
βκ

ǫ
−βH + e−

βκ

ǫ
+βH

tr
(

e
βκ

ǫ
−βH + e−

βκ

ǫ
+βH

)

=
ρG

1 + e−
2βκ

ǫ
tr(eβH)
tr e−βH

+
e−

2βκ

ǫ eβH

tr(e−βH + e−
2βκ

ǫ eβH)
,

(16)

which implies

‖E[ρτ ]− ρG‖1 =

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

ρG

(

e−
2βκ

ǫ tr eβH

tr e−βH
+ o
(

e−
2βκ
ǫ

)

)

+
e−

2βκ

ǫ eβH

tr
(

e−βH + e−
2βκ

ǫ eβH
)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

. (17)
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The desired result then follows from noting:

‖ρG‖1 = 1 and De−βκ ≤ tr eβH ≤ Deβκ, (18)

and the usual operator norm inequalities.

We also prove an explicit general expression for the expected stopping time of our
algorithm.

Lemma 7. The expected stopping time of Algorithm 1 is

E[τ ] =

∑∞
n=0Rn tr En

0 (ρ0)
∑∞

n=0 rnRn tr En
0 (ρ0)

(19)

Proof. This proceeds similarly to the derivation of the expected state. Consider again
Fig. 1, but replace each leaf on the nth level on the left with n+ 1 (the number of steps
from the root) and the leaf on the right with E[τ ] + n + 1. The expected run time is
then given by summing over the values of all leaves weighted by the probability of the
path to reach them:

E[τ ] =
∑

n=0

(n+1)rnRn
tr En

0 (ρ0)

tr ρ0
+ (E[τ ] + n+1)Rn+1

(

tr En
0 (ρ0)

tr ρ0
− tr En+1

0 (ρ0)

tr ρ0

)

(20)

and thus

E[τ ] =

∑

n=0(n+ 1)rnRn tr En
0 (ρ0) + (n+ 1)Rn+1(tr En

0 (ρ0)− tr En+1
0 (ρ0))

tr ρ0 −
∑

n=0Rn+1(tr En
0 (ρ0)− tr En+1

0 (ρ0))
. (21)

The denominator may be simplified identically as in Lemma 3, and the numerator by
using Rn+1 = (1− rn)Rn and shifting the summation index of the last term:

∑

n=0

(n+ 1)rnRn tr En
0 (ρ0)+(n+ 1)Rn(1− rn) tr En

0 (ρ0)− nRn tr En
0 (ρ0)

=
∑

n=0

Rn tr En
0 (ρ0).

(22)

Note that Eq. (21) is indeed well defined—i.e. the numerator and denominator are both
finite—for E0 corresponding to the operator K in both Theorem 2 and Lemma 6. This
is because, by construction, the eigenvalues of K are ∈ (0, 1) for any Hamiltonian with
more than one term (i.e. m > 1). Thus we can bound trK2n ≤ Dλ2nmax, and hence if
λmax < 1 then both numerator and denominator converge as rnRn and Rn are bounded
by 1.

To prove Theorem 2 we will also need the following two lemmas from [PW09] and [Cub23].
They will enable us to show that implementing the quantum instrument in Theorem 2
consisting of weak measurements of local terms in the Hamiltonian produces a state
close (in a sense which we make precise) to ρG.
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Lemma 8 ([PW09, Appendix C]). Let H,H ′ be two Hamiltonians such that ‖H−H ′‖ ≤
ǫ. Then

F (ρG(H
′), ρG(H)) ≥ e−βǫ. (23)

A simple consequence of this is that, using standard bounds of the trace norm in terms
of the fidelity, we may bound

‖ρG(H)− ρG(H
′)‖1 ≤

√

1− e−βǫ = O(βǫ) (24)

if ‖H ′ −H‖ ≤ ǫ.

Lemma 9 ([Cub23, Proposition 12]). Let

K̃ = (1− ǫ)2m−1(1− ǫ
κ
H) (25)

and

K =
m
∏

i=1

(

(1− ǫ)1+ ǫκiki

)

1
∏

i=m

(

(1− ǫ)1+ ǫκiki

)

(26)

with κi and ki as in Theorem 2. Then

‖K̃ −K‖ = O(ǫ2(1− ǫ)2m−2m2) (27)

We are now in a position to prove the main theorem.

Proof of Theorem 2. Let K̃ and K be as in Lemma 9; this is also the same K as in
Theorem 2. We use Lemma 9 to implicitly define Q via K − K̃ = ǫ2(1 − ǫ)2m−2m2Q
with ‖Q‖ = O(1) and hence write

H ′ = H +
ǫκm2

1− ǫ
Q and K = (1− ǫ)2m−1(1− ǫ

κ
H ′). (28)

Lemma 6 asserts that running Algorithm 1 with E0(ρ) = KρK† and the {rn} from
Lemma 5 produces an expected state E[ρτ ] satisfying

∥

∥

E[ρτ ]− ρG(H
′)
∥

∥

1
= O(e−

βκ

ǫ ). (29)

Furthermore, Eq. (24) together with Eq. (28) imply that

‖ρG(H ′)− ρG(H)‖1 = O(βǫκm2), (30)

which combined with Eq. (29) and the triangle inequality finally yields

‖E[ρτ ]− ρG(H)‖1 = O(βǫκm2) +O(e−
βκ

ǫ ). (31)

This proves the first part of Theorem 2.
To compute the expected stopping time, recall from Lemma 7 that

E[τ ] =

∑∞
n=0Rn trK

2n

∑∞
n=0 rnRn trK2n

, (32)
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and from Lemma 5 that, using the {rn} from Corollary 4,

∑

n

rnRnK
2n =

cosh(λK)

cosh(λ)
. (33)

Using Rn+1 = Rn − rnRn we find that

∞
∑

n=0

RnK
2n = K−2

∞
∑

n=0

Rn+1K
2n+2 +

∞
∑

n=0

rnRnK
2n, (34)

so that

(1−K−2)
∞
∑

n=0

RnK
2n =

∞
∑

n=0

rnRnK
2n −K−2. (35)

Thus
∞
∑

n=0

RnK
2n =

∑∞
n=0 rnRnK

2n −K−2

1−K−2
. (36)

Evaluating Eq. (32) by substituting in Eqs. (33) and (36), we arrive at

E[τ ] =
tr
(

cosh(λK)−cosh(λ)K−2

1−K−2

)

tr(cosh(λK))
, (37)

demonstrating the exact run-time claimed in the second part of Theorem 2.

Finally, we can also upper-bound the expected run time in terms of the parameters of
the system, which gives the run-time bound claimed in Theorem 2.

Proposition 10. The expected run time E[τ ] of Algorithm 1 for the choice of K, λ, rn
and ρ0 of Theorem 2 is bounded by

E[τ ] ≤
cosh λ

cosh(λ(1−ǫ)2m)

1−
(

1− m−1
m
ǫ
)4m − (1− ǫ)4m

1− (1− ǫ)4m
:= τmax. (38)

Further,

τmax ≤
me

2βκm

(1−ǫ)2m−1

(

1 + 2e−
2βκ

ǫ e2βκ
)

(m− 1)ǫ
≤ 6

ǫ
e

2βκm

(1−ǫ)2m−1 . (39)

Proof. Using the submultiplicativity of the operator norm,

‖K‖ ≤
[

m
∏

i=1

(1− ǫ) + ǫ
‖hi‖
κ

]2

≤
[

1

m

(

m
∑

i=1

(1− ǫ) + ǫ
‖hi‖
κ

)]2m

, (40)

where the second inequality follows from the arithmetic-geometric mean inequality. As
κ =

∑

i ‖hi‖, it follows that

(1− ǫ)2m ≤ K ≤
(

1− m− 1

m
ǫ

)2m

, (41)
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where the lower bound follows from the super-multiplicativity of minimal eigenvalues
and 0 ≤ ki for all i. Now rewriting E[τ ] as

E[τ ] =
coshλ

∑∞
n=0 tr(K

2n)−∑∞
n=0 tr(cosh(λK)K2+2n)

tr (cosh(λK))

≤ coshλ
∑∞

n=0D
(

1− m−1
m
ǫ
)4mn −∑∞

n=0D cosh(λ(1− ǫ)2m)(1 − ǫ)4m(n+1)

D cosh(λ(1− ǫ)2m)

=

cosh λ
cosh(λ(1−ǫ)2m)

1−
(

1− m−1
m
ǫ
)4m − (1− ǫ)4m

1− (1− ǫ)4m

(42)

gives the desired upper bound. The coarse upper bound follows easily after neglecting
the second term.

3 Partition Functions & General States

We now discuss some additional applications of our algorithm. Namely, we describe how
to produce an estimate for the partition function Z(H), as well as sample from a more
general class of density matrices which are functions of K (and thus H).

First we note that, in a realistic setting, in order to estimate the properties of the
Gibbs state, one would need to perform multiple runs of Algorithm 1 to obtain multiple
samples from the Gibbs state. If we keep track of the stopping statistics throughout these
runs, the next Proposition demonstrates that we can use these to obtain an estimate for
the partition function.

Proposition 11. We can estimate the partition function Z = tr e−βH from the stopping
statistics of an ensemble of runs of Algorithm 1 with the {rn} and K as in Theorem 2,
up to multiplicative error O(βǫκm2). More precisely

∣

∣

∣

∣

Deβκ(2m−1)
E

[

# runs

# state resets

]

−Z(H)

∣

∣

∣

∣

= O(Z(H)ǫκm2β). (43)

Here, “# state resets” is the number of times the state was reset to maximally mixed
state (counting both resetting due to obtaining the measurement outcome 1, and starting
a new run of the algorithm). “# runs” is the number of times Algorithm 1 was run.

The proof of Proposition 11 is structured similarly to that of Theorem 2. We first

consider the idealised K̃ from Lemma 9 and show the desired result holds up to e−
βκ

ǫ .
We then extend this result to K from Theorem 2 by absorbing the difference between
K̃ and K into H and using the following Lemma.

Lemma 12 ([PW09, Appendix B]). Let H, H ′ be two Hamiltonians such that ‖H −H ′‖ ≤
ǫ. Then

e−βǫZ(H ′) ≤ Z(H) ≤ eβǫZ(H ′). (44)

12



Assuming that βǫ≪ 1 (as we do throughout this work) this can be rewritten as

|Z(H)−Z(H ′)| = O(Z(H)βǫ) (45)

by Taylor expanding e±βǫ to first order in βǫ in both inequalities.

Proof of Proposition 11. Considering the paths ending in leaves on the left-hand side of
Fig. 1 one can see that the probability to reset the state and then stop after n steps (as
opposed to having to reset the state again by getting the wrong measurement outcome,
i.e. measuring 1) is given by

Pr(stop at n) = rnRn tr En
0 (ρ0). (46)

With the {rn} and E0 as in Theorem 2 and using Lemma 5 this becomes

Pr(stop at n) =
λ2n

(2n)! cosh(λ)

trK2n

D
. (47)

This means that the total probability that Algorithm 1 produces a sample after the
state was reset, before the state is reset again due to a measurement outcome of 1 from
applying the instrument Eq. (1) is:

Pr(produce a sample) =
∑

n

Pr(stop at n)

=
∑

n

λ2n

(2n)! cosh(λ)

trK2n

D

=
tr cosh(λK)

D cosh(λ)
.

(48)

Estimating the probability that we successfully produce a sample after resetting the
state is trivial:

E

[

# runs

# state resets

]

= Pr(produce a sample) =
tr cosh(λK)

D cosh(λ)
. (49)

Expanding the cosh(λK) in terms of exponentials, remembering thatK = (1−ǫ)2m−1(1−
ǫ
κ
H) and λ = βκ

ǫ(1−ǫ)2m−1 , one can solve for Z = tr e−βH :

Z = 2D cosh(λ)e−
βκ

ǫ
E

[

# runs

# state resets

]

− e−2βκ

ǫ tr eβH . (50)

The K from Theorem 2 is not exactly of the desired form K = (1− ǫ)2m−1(1− ǫ
κ
H),

but using Lemma 9 we can write

H ′ = H +
ǫκm2

1− ǫ
Q and K = (1− ǫ)2m−1(1− ǫ

κ
H ′) (51)

13



with ‖Q‖ ≤ 1. Eq. (45) implies then

|Z(H)−Z(H ′)| = O(Z(H)ǫκm2β). (52)

Taking this together with Eq. (50), expanding the cosh(λ) in Eq. (50) in terms of expo-
nentials we obtain:

∣

∣

∣

∣

Deβκ(2m−1)
E

[

# runs

# state resets

]

−Z(H)

∣

∣

∣

∣

= O(Z(H)ǫκm2β) (53)

as claimed.

Another interesting consequence of our analysis is that by choosing the coin-flip prob-
abilities {rn} appropriately in Lemma 3, the expected state of Algorithm 1 can produce:

E[ρτ ] =
f(K)

tr f(K)
, (54)

where f is a function obeying certain conditions which we characterise below. Thus, if
one wants to prepare a state whose density matrix is proportional to a function g(H) of
H, one needs to choose such an f obeying f(K) = f(1 − ǫH) ∝∼ g(H), where ∝∼ means
proportional, up to O(ǫ) terms. Running Algorithm 1 with the modified probabilities
{rn}, one can then produce (an approximation to) the desired state. In the case of the
Gibbs state this is equivalent to the statement: cosh

(

β
ǫ
(1− ǫH)

) ∝∼ e−βH .

Proposition 13. Let f(x) be an even function with power series f(x) =
∑∞

n=0 anx
2n.

Then there exists a choice of coin-flip probabilities {rn} such that rn ∈ [0, 1] and rnRn ∝
an for all n, if and only if either ai ≥ 0 for all i ∈ N0, or ai ≤ 0 for all i ∈ N0, and
further

∑∞
i=0 ai = A, where A is a finite constant. Running Algorithm 1 with these {rn}

produces a state E[ρτ ] ∝ f(K). Additionally, these probabilities are given by:

rn =
can

1− c
∑n−1

i=0 ai
, (55)

where c ≤ 1
A

if ai ≥ 0 and c ≥ 1
A

if ai ≤ 0. Since the rn are monotonic in c, choosing
c = 1

A
minimises the run time.

Proof. Let us first prove sufficiency. If Eq. (55) holds then rnRn = can follows easily by
induction. Further, if all the can ≥ 0 and cA ≤ 1 then this implies rn ∈ [0, 1] for all n.

We now prove necessity. Solving rnRn = can again leads to Eq. (55). Demanding
that rn ∈ [0, 1] for all n ∈ N0 in succession implies that we must have can ≥ 0 and
c
∑n−1

i=0 ai ≤ 1 for all n. Together, these imply the conditions specified.

4 Faults and Errors

Algorithm 1 not only has a similar implementation to the dissipative quantum eigen-
solver, it also inherits some of its fault-resilience. As a noise model we assume that

14



instead of perfectly implementing E0 : ρ 7→ KρK we only have access to a noisy or per-
turbed channel E ′

0 with noise rate ‖E0−E ′
0‖1 = δ. We also assume that perfectly replacing

the state with the maximally mixed one is possible, so that E ′
1 : ρ 7→ (1 − E ′

0(ρ))1/D.
Note that this error model does not assume that the same error occurs with each ap-
plication of E0, but only that the distribution over possible errors is the same in each
step. It encompasses external noise maps where E ′

0 = N ◦ E as well as mixed channels

E ′
0 =

∑

i piE
(i)
0 for some ensemble {piE(i)

0 }.

Theorem 14. Let E0 : ρ 7→ KρK be as in Algorithm 1 and Theorem 2 and E ′
0 be a

perturbed implementation of that channel s.t. the noise rate is ‖E0 − E ′
0‖1 = δ with

δ < ǫ
βκ

. Let E ′
1 : ρ 7→ (1 − E ′

0(ρ))1/D be the corresponding perturbed implementation of

E ′
1, i.e. we assume perfectly resampling to the maximally mixed state. Then the expected

state E[ρτ ] produced by Algorithm 1 and Theorem 2 and the expected state E[ρ′τ ] produced
with the perturbed implementation {E ′

0, E ′
1} satisfy

‖E[ρ′τ ]−E[ρτ ]‖1 = O

(

δβκ

ǫ
min

{

D, e2βκ
}

)

. (56)

Theorem 14 tells us that, as long as the noise rate δ is smaller than ǫ
βκ

, the output state
of Algorithm 1 and Theorem 2 is O(δ)-close to the output of a noiseless implementation.
The output error is not explicitly dependent on the run-time of the algorithm. However
it does scale with inverse-temperature β, desired precision ǫ, and the problem parameters
κ, D. Because the run-time of DGS also depends on these parameters, this output error
is not strictly-speaking independent of the run-time of the algorithm in all parameter
regimes. It is still a non-trivial bound, and in certain parameter regimes (e.g. eβκ ≫ D),
it does scale favourably compared to the total run-time.

The proof of Theorem 14 consists of collecting useful bounds on the error of the
perturbed state in Lemma 15 and then using these together with bounding techniques
already used for the proof of Theorem 2.

Lemma 15. Let E be a completely positive, trace non-increasing map s.t. 0 ≤ µmin tr(ρ) ≤
tr(E(ρ)) ≤ µmax tr(ρ) for all positive ρ and E ′ be a perturbed implementation of that chan-
nel s.t. that in the induced 1-norm ‖E − E ′‖1 = δ. Then the following inequalities hold:

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∞
∑

n=0

λ2n

(2n)!
En(1/D)−

∞
∑

n=0

λ2n

(2n)!
E ′n(1/D)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

≤ λδ

2
√
µmax + δ

sinh(λ
√

µmax + δ) (57a)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

tr

[

∞
∑

n=0

λ2n

(2n)!
En(1/D)−

∞
∑

n=0

λ2n

(2n)!
E ′n(1/D)

]
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ λδ

2
√
µmax + δ

sinh(λ
√

µmax + δ) (57b)

tr

[

∞
∑

n=0

λ2n

(2n)!
En(1/D)

]

≥ max

{

cosh(λ
√
µmax)

D
, cosh(λ

√
µmin)

}

(57c)

Proof. We first prove Eq. (57a). Equation (57b) is then a simple corollary, and Eq. (57c)
will follow from the definition of µmax and µmin.
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First, note that for any square matrices A and B and submultiplicative matrix norm
‖·‖ we have

‖An −Bn‖ =

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

n−1
∑

k=0

Ak(A−B)Bn−1−k

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤
n−1
∑

k=0

∥

∥

∥
Ak(A−B)Bn−1−k

∥

∥

∥

≤
n−1
∑

k=0

‖A‖k ‖A−B‖ ‖B‖n−1−k ≤ n‖A−B‖max{‖A‖, B‖‖}n−1.

(58)

Using this and that ‖E ′‖1 ≤ µmax + δ by the triangle inequality we can show

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∞
∑

n=0

λ2n

(2n)!
(En − E ′n)(1/D)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

≤
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∞
∑

n=0

λ2n

(2n)!
(En − E ′n)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

≤
∞
∑

n=0

λ2n

(2n)!
n‖E − E ′‖1 max{‖E‖, ‖E ′‖}n−1

≤ λδ

2

∞
∑

n=1

λ2n−1

(2n− 1)!
(µmax + δ)n−1.

(59)

Summing the last line then gives Eq. (57a) as desired.
Equation (57b) follows from Eq. (57a) and the 1-norm bound ‖A‖1 ≥ tr(A) that is

true for any hermitian A.
To show Eq. (57c) we can on the one hand lower bound tr [En(1/D)] by µnmax/D to

obtain
∞
∑

n=0

λ2n

(2n)!
tr [En(1/D)] ≥ cosh(λ

√
µmax)

D
, (60)

or also lower bound it by µnmin to get

∞
∑

n=0

λ2n

(2n)!
tr [En(1/D)] ≥ cosh(λ

√
µmin). (61)

Taken together, these last two inequalities imply Eq. (57c).

With the inequalities collected in Lemma 15 we can now prove the fault resilience
result stated in Theorem 14.

Proof of Theorem 14. Let E0, λ and E ′
0 be as in Algorithm 1 and Theorems 2 and 14.

For notational convenience let ρ =
∑∞

n=0
λ2n

(2n)!En
0 (1/D) and ρ =

∑∞
n=0

λ2n

(2n)!E ′n
0 (1/D) be

the un-normalised expected states produced by the noiseless and noisy DGS algorithm.
We also denote their difference by ∆ρ = ρ−ρ′ and can now bound the difference between
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the normalised expected output states as follows:

‖E[ρ′τ ]−E[ρτ ]‖1 =
∥

∥

∥

∥

ρ′ +∆ρ

tr(ρ′ +∆ρ)
− ρ′

tr ρ′

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

=

∥

∥

∥

∥

∆ρ tr ρ′ − ρ′ tr∆ρ

tr ρ′ tr(ρ′ +∆ρ)

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

≤ ‖∆ρ‖1
tr(ρ′ +∆ρ)

+
| tr∆ρ|

tr(ρ′ +∆ρ)

‖ρ′‖1
tr ρ′

=
‖∆ρ‖1 + | tr∆ρ|

tr(ρ′ +∆ρ)
=

‖∆ρ‖1 + | tr∆ρ|
tr ρ

(62)

We now invoke Lemma 15 with E = E0 and E ′ = E ′
0 to upper bound ‖∆ρ‖1 using

Eq. (57a), | tr∆ρ| with Eq. (57b) and lower bound tr ρ by Eq. (57c) to obtain

‖E[ρ′τ ]−E[ρτ ]‖1 ≤ λδ√
µmax + δ

min

{

D sinh(λ
√
µmax + δ)

cosh(λ
√
µmax)

,
sinh(λ

√
µmax + δ)

cosh(λ
√
µmin)

}

. (63)

In Eq. (41) we showed that (1 − ǫ)2m ≤ K ≤ (1 − m−1
m
ǫ)2m which implies for the

map E0 : ρ 7→ KρK that (1 − ǫ)2m ≤ √
µmin and

√
µmax ≤ (1 − m−1

m
ǫ)2m and hence√

µmax−
√
µmin ≤ 2ǫ. Using this and keeping only the dominant terms in sinh, cosh and√

µmax + δ as well as δ < λ−1 we obtain the desired result:

‖E[ρ′τ ]−E[ρτ ]‖1 = O
(

λδmin
{

Deλδ, e2λǫ
})

= O

(

δβκ

ǫ
min

{

D, e2βκ
}

)

.
(64)

5 Conclusions

In this work, we have described an algorithm which provably samples from the Gibbs
state of a generic local Hamiltonian, with certifiable expected run-time and accuracy.
It has numerous desirable properties over previous Gibbs sampling methods, such as
not requiring any promise on the Hamiltonian itself, nor any choice of ansatz or costly
parameter optimisation, as well as only requiring measurements of local terms in the
Hamiltonian.

The DGS algorithm is an adaption of the DQE algorithm from [Cub23] to the problem
of Gibbs sampling, and therefore shares many of its desirable properties. For example,
in the case of lattice Hamiltonians with finite range interactions, the Hamiltonian can
be split into O(1) sub-Hamiltonians that only consist of terms acting on disjoint sets of
qubits. All terms in such a sub-Hamiltonian can then be measured in parallel, reducing
the time needed for a single step of the DGS algorithm from O(m) to O(1). Additionally,
as in the DQE algorithm, the DGS algorithm is particularly well-suited to hardware
architectures with “flying” qubits which can be readily cycled through the same circuit
and have reliable mid-circuit measurements. See [Cub23, Section 9] for more detailed
implementation discussion.

17



6 Acknowledgements

This work was funded by and carried out at Phasecraft Ltd. T.S.C. and J.L.B were
supported by EPSRC grant EP/S516090/1. D.Z. is also supported by a Junior Research
Fellowship from St. John’s College, Oxford.

References

[Bar+21] Ivan Bardet et al.
“On the modified logarithmic Sobolev inequality for the heat-bath dynamics for 1D systems”.
Journal of Mathematical Physics 62.6 (2021), p. 061901.

[Bar+23] Ivan Bardet et al.
“Rapid thermalization of spin chain commuting Hamiltonians”. Physical
Review Letters 130.6 (2023), p. 060401.

[BB10] Ersen Bilgin and Sergio Boixo.
“Preparing thermal states of quantum systems by dimension reduction”.
Physical review letters 105.17 (2010), p. 170405.

[Bra+21] Sergey Bravyi et al. On the complexity of quantum partition functions .
arXiv preprint arXiv:2110.15466. 2021.

[Che+23] Chi-Fang Chen et al. “Quantum Thermal State Preparation”.
arxiv:2303.18224 (2023).

[Coh+20] Jeffrey Cohn et al.
“Minimal effective Gibbs ansatz: A simple protocol for extracting an accurate thermal representation for quantum simulation”.
Physical Review A 102.2 (2020), p. 022622.

[Con+23] Mirko Consiglio et al.
“Variational Gibbs State Preparation on NISQ devices”. arXiv:2303.11276
(2023).

[CRF20] Angela Capel, Cambyse Rouzé, and Daniel Stilck França.
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