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While physics-based computing can offer speed and energy efficiency compared to digital computing,
it also is subject to errors that must be mitigated. For example, many error mitigation methods have been
proposed for quantum computing. However this error mitigation framework has yet to be applied to other
physics-based computing paradigms. In this work, we consider thermodynamic computing, which has re-
cently captured attention due to its relevance to artificial intelligence (AI) applications, such as probabilis-
tic AI and generative AI. A key source of errors in this paradigm is the imprecision of the analog hardware
components. Here, we introduce a method that reduces the overall error from a linear to a quadratic de-
pendence (from ϵ to ϵ2) on the imprecision ϵ, for Gaussian sampling and linear algebra applications. The
method involves sampling from an ensemble of imprecise distributions associated with various rounding
events and then merging these samples. We numerically demonstrate the scalability of this method for
dimensions greater than 1000. Finally, we implement this method on an actual thermodynamic computer
and show 20% error reduction for matrix inversion; the first thermodynamic error mitigation experiment.

Introduction.—Physics-based computing has a rich
history. For example, classical analog computing,
which was the dominant form of computing in the
early 1900s, can be viewed as physics-based, as it typ-
ically uses classical dynamical systems to solve dif-
ferential equations. However, digital computers sup-
planted analog ones in the late 20th century due to
their reliability and lack of errors. Unlike digital com-
puting, dealing with errors is a key issue for physics-
based computing.

Certainly this is the most important issue that quan-
tum computing currently faces [1]. Hence, quantum
computing researchers have proposed a host of strate-
gies to reduce the impact of errors, called error miti-
gation methods [2, 3]. Error mitigation is largely data-
driven [4–6]; the basic idea is shown in Fig. 1(a). For
a given physical computing device, multiple inputs
are sent in, the outputs are collected, and then data
is post-processed (typically on a classical digital com-
puter) to obtain a high quality result. For example,
collecting data at various noise levels and extrapolat-
ing to the zero-noise limit is called Zero-Noise Extrap-
olation [7–9], shown in Fig. 1(b). Similarly, Clifford
Data Regression involves collecting data for Clifford
quantum circuits that are close to a target circuit and
performing regression to infer the target expectation
value [10]. In the same spirit, Probabilistic Error Can-
cellation takes a linear combination of data from var-
ious noisy circuits to cancel out the effect of intrinsic
hardware noise [7]. These error mitigation methods
are central to obtaining quantum advantage in era be-
fore fault-tolerant quantum computing [11, 12].

However, error mitigation has received very little at-
tention outside the field of quantum computing. Very
few error mitigation methods have been proposed for
classical analog computing, as most strategies to re-
duce errors have been at the hardware level rather than
at the data-processing level. Meanwhile, classical ana-
log computing is recently making a comeback in light

of its suitability for artificial intelligence (AI) appli-
cations [13]. One of the most important areas of AI
is probabilistic AI [14], which includes generative AI
algorithms like diffusion models, Monte Carlo infer-
ence algorithms, and Bayesian neural networks.

Recently, it was argued that thermodynamic com-
puters are the natural match for probabilistic AI ap-
plications [15]. Such computers are analog devices
that utilize naturally occurring stochastic fluctuations
to generate novel samples (e.g., for generative AI).
Because noise is intentionally used a resource in this
paradigm, thermodynamic computers are largely ro-
bust to (unintentional) noise like thermal noise. This
is clearly distinct from standard analog computing,
where noise is an issue. However, like standard analog
computing, thermodynamic computers do face preci-
sion issues, where the precision of the physical com-
ponents determines the accuracy of the computation.

Thermodynamic computing (TC) [15–22] repre-
sents a promising, new physics-based paradigm for
accelerating AI [15] and linear algebra [17, 18]. How-
ever, it remains a young field, where very little is
known about its capabilities, and only recently was the
first thermodynamic computer built [22]. In this arti-
cle, we present the first error mitigation method for
TC. Our method is aimed at addressing the key issue
that limits the accuracy of TC, namely, imprecision.
Thermodynamic computers are sampling devices, and
for concreteness we focus here on the task of sam-
pling from multivariate Gaussian distributions. Nev-
ertheless, our analysis will have implications for sam-
pling from non-Gaussian distributions as well as for
sampling in the context of generative AI. Moreover,
Gaussian sampling is a subroutine in thermodynamic
linear algebra algorithms [17]; hence our error mitiga-
tion method is directly applicable to such algorithms.

As noted in Fig. 1(c), our method is based on merg-
ing the samples from multiple imprecise distributions
associated with probabilistically either rounding up
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FIG. 1. Overview of Error Mitigation. (a) The general
framework for error mitigation involves probing the phys-
ical computing device with multiple inputs {x(i)}i, where
such inputs are typically related to the target in some way
(e.g., some perturbation of the target input). The collec-
tion of outputs {y(i)}i are then post-processed to obtain
a high quality output y∗. (b) A plethora of error mitiga-
tion methods have been developed for quantum computers.
Here we show a common one, Zero-Noise Extrapolation,
where the noise level of the device is varied and the result-
ing expectation values {⟨O(i)⟩}i are fit with a curve that
extrapolates to the zero noise limit, leading to the improved
expectation value ⟨O∗⟩. (c) In thermodynamic computing,
the goal is to sample from a target probability distribution
N (0,Σ) with an imprecise physical device. Our error miti-
gation method, Thermies, randomly samples from multiple
distributions {N (0,Σ(i))}i that are close to the target and
then merges the obtained samples {X(i)}i to obtain a high
quality set of samples X∗ for the target distribution.

or rounding down covariance matrix elements. Our
method, called Thermies (THERMIES = THermody-
namic ERror Mitigation via Imprecise Ensemble Sam-
pling), reduces the scaling from ε (without error mit-
igation) to ε2, where ε quantifies the degree of im-
precision. This quadratic scaling implies that small
levels of imprecision do not perturb the distribution,
leading to a significant gain in the accuracy of thermo-
dynamic computers. We numerically test our method
for dimensions greater than 1000, demonstrating its
scalability to large dimensions. Moreover, we show
that only a small number of ensemble draws (i.e., a
small number of imprecise distributions) is needed to
significantly reduce the error, and this number is es-
sentially independent of dimension. Finally, we im-
plement Thermies on a real thermodynamic computer
(from Ref. [22]), demonstrating a performance im-
provement for matrix inversion on an actual device.

Problem Setup.—The basic primitive that thermo-
dynamic computers perform is sampling from some
target probability distribution p(x). Thinking of
p(x) ∝ exp(−U(x)) as the exponential of a function

U(x), thermodynamic computers encode U(x) in the
energy (i.e., the Hamiltonian) of a physical system.
This physical system is allowed to relax to thermal
equilibrium. Then the Boltzmann distribution corre-
sponds to the target distribution p(x), and hence sam-
ples can be drawn from this Boltzmann distribution.

When p(x) is a Gaussian distribution, U(x) =
1
2
xTΣ−1x is a quadratic form with Σ being the co-

variance matrix [23]. Thus, mapping a Gaussian dis-
tribution to a thermodynamic computer involves map-
ping the covariance matrix Σ to the values of hardware
components, such as resistances, capacitances, or in-
ductances in the case of electrical hardware [24]. We
assume that Σ is initially stored in a high precision
form on a digital device. One then needs to upload
this matrix to the thermodynamic computer. After up-
loading the matrix, the thermodynamic computer will
typically evolve under Langevin dynamics, and hence
one will employ a Langevin Monte Carlo algorithm to
sample from the relevant probability distribution.

Digital devices allow up to 52 bits of precision,
whereas the properties of analog components are rep-
resented with much lower precision (e.g., over the
range of 3 bits to 10 bits) [25]. This leads to infor-
mation loss, which impacts the distribution that one
samples from on the thermodynamic computer. Per-
haps the simplest approach would be to round the ma-
trix elements in order to map the high precision matrix
to a low precision matrix. This results in an erroneous
matrix, for example:

Σa = Σt + εR, (1)

where Σt is the true covariance matrix, R is a matrix
that represents the error due to rounding, and ε quan-
tifies the rounding error (note that ε serves as a quan-
titative measure of the imprecision, assuming R has
unit norm). One can show that this simple protocol, of
substituting the true matrix with a low precision surro-
gate, leads to a first-order correction to the probability
distribution. That is, the distance of the low-precision
distribution to the true distribution scales in propor-
tion to ε, for small ε. This scaling is undesirable as it
implies that even small imprecision levels will perturb
the distribution that one samples from.

Univariate Thermies.—Let us now introduce the
Thermies error mitigation method. We begin with the
one-dimensional case to explain the essential concept.
Imagine a Gaussian sampling device that is capable of
realizing a random variable X whose probability den-
sity function is

fm(x) =
1√

2πεm
exp

(
−1

2

x2

εm

)
,m ∈ {1, 2, . . . }.

(2)
That is, the device can sample a mean-zero normally
distributed random variable whose variance is a mul-
tiple of ε. In practice, one might require samples from
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FIG. 2. Univariate Thermies. A target distribution ft with
variance σ2

t = 1.5ε is approximated by interpolating be-
tween f1 and f2 whose variances are respectively ε and 2ε.
While ft, f1, and f2 are Gaussian, fa is a Gaussian mixture.

a distribution having a variance that is not a multiple
of ε. For example, suppose we would like to sample
the normal distribution N [0, 1.5ε], i.e., with variance
1.5ε. This distribution is the solid black line in Fig. 2.

In order to (approximately) sample this distribution,
we carry out the following procedure, which is the ba-
sis of the Thermies method (shown here for the special
case of equal probabilities for illustration):

Univariate Thermies Protocol

1. Sample a Bernoulli random variable
B ∈ {0, 1} with Pr(B = 0) = 1/2
and Pr(B = 1) = 1/2.

2. If the outcome is B = 0, sample
N [0, ε], and if the outcome is B = 1,
sample N [0, 2ε].

3. Record the result as a realization of ran-
dom variable X , without storing the out-
come of the Bernoulli trial.

The probability density function of the random vari-
able X is then

fa(x) =
1

2
f1(x) +

1

2
f2(x), (3)

where the subscript a signifies that this distribution is
an approximation to a target distribution ft. As the
distributions f1 and f2 are both zero mean, fa is zero

mean as well. Moreover, the variance of fa is

σ2
a =

∫ ∞

−∞
dxfa(x)x

2 (4)

=
1

2

∫ ∞

−∞
dxf1(x)x

2 +
1

2

∫ ∞

−∞
dxf2(x)x

2 (5)

=
1

2
(ε) +

1

2
(2ε) = 1.5ε. (6)

For this example, the fa distribution is plotted in Fig. 2
as the red dashed line, which matches the target distri-
bution better than either f1 and f2 do.

It is straightforward to see that if we instead form a
mixture fa = (1 − w)fm + wfm+1 with w ∈ [0, 1],
the variance of fa is

σ2
a = (m+ w)ε, (7)

which means that we can choose w and m to obtain
arbitrary σ2

a ⩾ ε, so we can ensure that σ2
a = σ2

t ,
which we refer to as variance-matching. Obtaining an
approximating distribution with σ2

a < ε is problem-
atic, an issue which we will revisit later [26].

Multivariate Thermies.—We now consider a
thermodynamic computer that can sample a d-
dimensional zero-mean multivariate normal distribu-
tion:

f0;Σ(x) =
1

(2π)d/2 |Σ|1/2
exp

(
−1

2
x⊺Σ−1x

)
,

(8)
whose covariance matrix has elements that are multi-
ples of the imprecision parameter ε. That is, one can
sample any distribution N [0, εΣ̃] with

Σ̃ ∈ PSDd(Z), (9)

with PSDd(Z) the set of integer positive semi-definite
d × d matrices. Equation (9) is the multidimensional
generalization of the constraint in Eq. (2). To extend
Thermies to the multidimensional setting, we would
like to match the covariance matrix of a target normal
distribution N [0,Σt] using an ensemble of realizable
distributions N [0, εΣ̃] where Σ̃ ∈ PSDd(Z). We now
give a procedure for achieving this:

Multivariate Thermies Protocol

1. Compute the residual matrix R =
Σt/ε− ⌊Σt/ε⌋.

2. For each pair (i, j) ∈ {1, 2 . . . d}2 with
i ⩽ j, draw a realization of the Bernoulli
random variable Bij which has proba-
bilities Pr(Bij = 0) = 1 − Rij and
Pr(Bij = 1) = Rij . Also define Bji =
Bij , resulting in a matrix of realizations
B ∈ {0, 1}d×d.
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3. Construct the matrix ΣB = ε(⌊Σt/ε⌋+
B), and draw a sample from the normal
distribution N [0,ΣB].

4. Record the resulting sample as a real-
ization of the random vector X , without
storing the results of the Bernoulli trials.

The procedure just described differs from the uni-
variate procedure in requiring many Bernoulli random
variables to be sampled for each error mitigated sam-
ple of the vector X , whereas a single Bernoulli ran-
dom variable was needed in the univariate case. Let
D = (d2 + d)/2 be the number of Bernoulli random
variables drawn. If we vectorize the matrix B, then
B⃗ belongs to the D-dimensional hypercube’s vertex
set {0, 1}D. (See Fig. 3a for an example of this hy-
percube.) There are therefore 2D possible outcomes
of the set of Bernoulli trials, resulting in 2D possible
covariance matrices ΣB . The resulting sample of X
which is obtained can then be seen as arising from a
Gaussian mixture,

fa =
∑

b⃗∈{0,1}D

wbf0;Σb , (10)

where the parameters wb (which we call the weights)
are joint probabilities, wb = Pr(B = b). As all of the
components of the mixture are mean zero, ⟨X⟩ = 0,
and we again see that the covariance of the mixture is
given by the corresponding convex combination of the
components’ covariances,

Σa
ij =

∫ ∞

−∞
ddxfa(x)xixj (11)

=
∑

b⃗∈{0,1}D

wb

∫ ∞

−∞
ddxf0;Σb(x)xixj (12)

=
∑

b⃗∈{0,1}D

wbΣ
b
ij. (13)

We may then write the above as Σa = ⟨ΣB⟩, where
the expected value is understood as being taken with
respect to the weights wb. Here we note that, by con-
struction, each matrix Σb is of the form εΣ̃b, with
Σ̃b ∈ Symd(Z). This means that the elements of Σb

can be encoded in imprecise hardware. However, in
order for these matrices to represent physically realiz-
able distributions, we must also have Σ̃b ∈ PSDd(Z).
This is not guaranteed for arbitrary target distribu-
tions, an issue which we return to later. In what fol-
lows, we refer to the matrices Σb as the nearest neigh-
bors of the target covariance matrix Σt, and similarly
the associated normal distributions f0;Σb are nearest
neighbors of the target distribution f0;Σt .

As shown in the Supplemental Material, Thermies
results in an approximate distribution that satisfies a

(a)

−3 −2 −1 0 1 2
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−1

0
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3

y

2D Covariance Matching

Nearest neighbors

Target covariance

Approximating covariance

(b)

FIG. 3. Two-Dimensional Example. (a) The hypercube
(in this case a cube) representation of the nearest neighbor
ensemble is shown for a two-dimensional target covariance
matrix Σt. The red dot is Σt and the blue dots are (im-
precise) approximations of the target. The target is inside
the convex hull of its nearest neighbors, so it can be ex-
pressed as a convex combination of them. (b) The covari-
ance ellipses are shown for the target covariance (black), the
8 nearest neighbor covariances (blue), and the convex com-
bination of the nearest neighbor covariances (red dashed).
The target and approximating covariances exactly coincide
due to the covariance matching property of Thermies.

covariance matching condition:

Σa = Σt. (14)

For illustration, we show a two-dimensional example
of Thermies in Figure 3. Figure 3a displays the hy-
percube (in this case a cube) of the nearest neighbor
ensemble, while Fig. 3b shows the covariance ellipses
for this ensemble and illustrates the idea of covariance
matching. The details of this example are given in the
Supplemental Material.

Imprecision Dependence.—It is desirable for the
quality of samples to be insensitive to the precision of
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the hardware implementation. Fortunately, the Ther-
mies protocol eliminates the first order dependence of
the approximate distribution on ε as ε goes to zero.
We formally state this as follows.

Proposition 1. Given some Σt ∈ PSDd(R), suppose
that there exist weights w1 . . . wN ∈ R⩾0 and matri-
ces Σ1 . . .ΣN ∈ PSDd(R) such that

∑
i wi = 1 and∑

i wiΣ
i = Σt. Then define

P i =
1

ε
(Σi − Σt), (15)

so Σb = Σt + εP b. Define the function

fa(x) =
∑

b

wbNb exp

(
−1

2
x⊺(Σt + εP b)−1x

)
,

(16)

where Nb =
[
(2π)d/2

√
|Σt + εP b|

]−1

. Then

lim
ε′→0

∂εfa(x; ε)|ε′ = 0. (17)

A proof of Prop. 1 is given in the Supplemental Ma-
terial. It follows immediately from Prop. 1 that the
Lebesgue L1 norm of the difference between the ap-
proximate distribution fa and the target distribution ft
has vanishing first-order dependence on ε as ε goes to
zero. However, this is not the case if the Thermies pro-
tocol is not used. Figure 4 shows the L∞ distance be-
tween fa and ft with and without Thermies error mit-
igation. While in the error-mitigated case, the slope
vanishes at ε = 0, evidently the slope does not vanish
at ε = 0 in the unmitigated case. This numerical result
provides evidence that Thermies (or a similar method)
is necessary to eliminate sensitivity of sample quality
to hardware imprecision.

Extension to differentiable functions.—As stated in
the previous section, our error mitigation protocol
eliminates the first-order dependence of the probabil-
ity density on ε as ε goes to zero. In fact, a more
general result can be shown, which states that the first-
order dependence on ε is also eliminated for arbitrary
differentiable functions of the covariance matrix.

Proposition 2. Suppose g : PSDd(R) → R is dif-
ferentiable at Σ = Σt, and define ĝ =

∑
i wig(Σ

i).
Then ĝ = g(Σt) when ε = 0 and

lim
ε′→0

∂ĝ

∂ε

∣∣∣∣
ε′
= 0. (18)

Proof. To see this explicitly, we compute

∂ĝ

∂ε
=

∂

∂ε

∑

i

wig
(
Σi
)

(19)

=
∑

ijk

wi

∂g(Σ)

∂Σjk

∣∣∣∣
Σi

∂Σi
jk

∂ε
(20)

10−4 10−3 10−2 10−1 100

ε

10−9

10−8

10−7

10−6

10−5

|f t
−
f a
| ∞

∝ ε ∝ ε2

d = 1

d = 2

d = 3

d = 4

FIG. 4. Imprecision Dependence. The L∞ distance be-
tween the approximate distribution fa and the target ft is
plotted versus ε for dimensions 1 to 4 with error mitiga-
tion (solid lines) and without error mitigation (dashed lines).
With error mitigation, the error is proportional to ε2 near
ε = 0, so the first order dependence is zero as ε goes to
zero. Without error mitigation the error is proportional to ε
for small ε, so the error is sensitive to imprecision.

When ε = 0, Σi = Σt for all i, so

∂ĝ

∂ε

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

=
∑

ijk

wi

∂g(Σ)

∂Σjk

∣∣∣∣
Σt

∂Σi
jk

∂ε
(21)

=
∑

jk

∂g(Σ)

∂Σjk

∣∣∣∣
Σt

∂

∂ε

(∑

i

wiΣ
i
jk

)
(22)

= 0, (23)

where the last line is achieved using the fact that∑
i wiΣ

i = Σt, by definition. Clearly when ε = 0
we have ĝ = g(Σt).

The implication of this simple calculation is that ĝ
may be used as an estimate for any differentiable func-
tion g. Note that g does not have to be differentiable
everywhere, it is sufficient that g is differentiable at
Σt. The Thermies method can therefore be used to
eliminate first-order dependence on imprecision in a
variety of thermodynamic algorithms; these include,
for example, solving a linear system of equations, in-
verting a matrix, solving the Lyapunov equation, esti-
mating of the determinant of a matrix, and exponen-
tiating a matrix [17, 18]. Also note that Prop. 1 is
implied as a special case of Prop. 2 (hence giving an
alternative proof of Prop. 1), as the probability den-
sity function is differentiable with respect to elements
of the covariance matrix.
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FIG. 5. Sampling Complexity. The Root Mean Square
(RMS) error between Σt and the average of M covariance
matrices drawn from the nearest neighbor ensemble is plot-
ted versus M . The RMS error shows a dependence of
roughly M−1/2. This behavior is independent of d.

Sampling Complexity.—The Thermies protocol de-
scribed above has the advantage of eliminating the
first-order dependence of the approximate distribu-
tion on the imprecision parameter, and moreover al-
lows for perfectly matching the covariance matrix of
the target distribution. However, the method has the
disadvantage that one must draw a covariance ma-
trix from the ensemble of nearest neighbors for each
new sample which is required. Naturally, the ques-
tion arises of whether high-quality samples can be ob-
tained with fewer draws from the nearest neighbor en-
semble. To address this, we construct the Thermies
protocol with repetition (see Supplemental Material
for elaboration), which requires fewer draws from the
ensemble of nearest neighbors, and analyze its per-
formance. The only difference between the Ther-
mies method given before and this new one is that
now n samples are drawn from the normal distribution
N [0,ΣB] instead of only 1. If the Thermies protocol
with repetition is carried out M times consecutively,
then we end up with a sequence of N = Mn realiza-
tions of X . Given that the nearest neighbor ensemble
may be very large (in fact comprising 2(d

2+d)/2 ele-
ments), one might be led to wonder whether a rela-
tively very small selection of M elements can provide
a representative sample of this ensemble. In fact it can,
which simply follows from Hoeffding’s inequality, as
we show in the Supplemental Material. In particular,
let Σ̄ be the sample mean of a sequence of covariance
matrices Σ1 . . .ΣM drawn from the nearest-neighbor
ensemble of a target covariance matrix Σt:

Σ̄ =
1

M

M∑

m=1

Σm. (24)

Choosing some δ > 0, Hoeffding’s inequality says
[27, 28]

Pr
(
|Σ̄ij − Σt

ij| ⩾ δ
)
⩽ 2 exp

(
−2

Mδ2

ε2

)
. (25)

103 104

Number of samples

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1.0

||Σ̂
−

Σ
t
|| ∞

Thermies (M = 4)

Nearest

FIG. 6. Implementation. We show the results for imple-
menting Thermies with 4 ensemble draws on a thermody-
namic computer for the task of 8x8 matrix inversion. The
solid lines represent the mean of the results from 10 repeti-
tions while the shaded regions represent the standard devi-
ation. The final error is reduced by ∼ 20% with Thermies
(red curve) relative to the case of no error mitigation (blue
curve).

If we hold the left side of (25) constant and vary
M (while also holding ε constant), we see that δ ∝
M−1/2, which implies that the elementwise difference
between Σ̄ and Σt goes with M−1/2. Importantly,
as there are no factors in (25) which involve d, this
behavior is independent of dimension. In fact this is
exactly what we see when random realizations of the
nearest neighbor ensemble are realized and Σ̄ is eval-
uated, as Fig. 5 shows. We also see that a relatively
small number of samples from the nearest neighbor
ensemble is needed to get a good estimate of Σt.

Feasibility for Ill-conditioned Matrices.—In the
Supplemental Material, we delve into the question of
how the condition number κ of the target covariance
matrix impacts the feasibility of applying the Ther-
mies method. Namely, we derive a fundamental re-
lation between κ, the dimension d, and the impreci-
sion ε, and this relation provides the region of “space”
(space here refers to the coordinates (κ, d, ε)) in
which Thermies can be successfully applied. Quali-
tatively, coordinates (κ, d, ε) that are closer to the ori-
gin are more amenable to the feasibility of Thermies,
although we provide the precise quantitative relation-
ship in the Supplemental Material.

Implementation.—As a proof of concept, we imple-
mented Thermies on a real thermodynamic computer,
namely, the computer presented in Ref. [22], which is
composed of 8 fully connected unit cells on a printed
circuit board. The results are shown in Fig. 6. Here
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we employ Gaussian sampling as a subroutine for ma-
trix inversion (see Ref. [17] for the thermodynamic
matrix inversion algorithm). Hence, the task shown
in Fig. 6 is inverting an 8x8 matrix. The matrix in-
version error naturally goes down with the number of
samples gathered. However, the final error is signifi-
cantly less (∼ 20% error reduction) for the case where
Thermies is applied (red curve), versus the case with
no error mitigation (blue curve). We emphasize that
the device from Ref. [22] is relatively low precision,
and even better performance for Thermies is expected
in the high-precision limit. More details on this imple-
mentation are presented in the Supplemental Material.

Conclusion.—We have presented the first error mit-
igation method for Thermodynamic Computing. We
targeted the dominant source of error in the paradigm:
imprecision of hardware components. Without er-
ror mitigation, the distribution error grows linearly
with imprecision ε, whereas the distribution is unaf-
fected (i.e., has zero derivative) in the small ε limit
when employing our method. The convergence of the
sample-average covariance matrix Σ̄ is dimension in-
dependent, demonstrating the potential for scalability
to large dimensions. A natural future direction will be
to extend this method to non-Gaussian sampling.
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Supplemental Material for
“Error Mitigation for Thermodynamic Computing”

Overview

In this Supplemental Material, we discuss and elaborate on the following topics:

• Analysis of the Multivarate Thermies Method

• Details on the Two-dimensional Example

• Proof of Proposition 1

• Thermies Protocol with Repetition

• Convergence of Thermies method via Hoeffding’s bound

• Implementation on thermodynamic hardware

Analysis of the Multivarate Thermies Method

Here we give a more detailed analysis of the multivariate Thermies method. It is helpful to first introduce the
following notation for various sets of matrices:

• Symd(R) is the set of real symmetric d × d matrices. We denote by Symd(Z) and Symd({0, 1}) respec-
tively the sets of symmetric matrices with integer and binary entries.

• A matrix A ∈ Symd(R) may be “vectorized”, or treated as a vector A⃗ ∈ R(d2+d)/2. The vector is formed
by appending the rows of the upper triangle of A together in order, i.e.

A⃗ = (A11, A12, . . . A1d, A22, A23, . . . A2d, . . . )
⊺. (26)

As Symd({0, 1}) ⊂ Symd(Z) ⊂ Symd(R), the same notation may be used for integer and binary sym-
metric matrices.
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• PSDd(R) is the set of real positive semi-definite d× d matrices, defined as [29]

PSDd(R) = {A ∈ Symd(R) : x
⊺Ax ⩾ 0∀x ∈ Rd \ 0}, (27)

and similarly, PSDd(Z) = PSDd(R) ∩ Zd×d.

A d-dimensional multivariate normal distribution is described by a mean vector µ ∈ Rd and a covariance
matrix Σ ∈ PSDd(R). If X is a normally distributed random vector we write X ∼ N [µ,Σ], and denote the
associated probability density function by fµ;Σ, which is given by [30]

fµ;Σ(x) =
1

(2π)d/2 |Σ|1/2
exp

(
−1

2
(x− µ)⊺Σ−1(x− µ)

)
. (28)

We now suppose that there is a device (i.e., a thermodynamic computer) which can sample a d-dimensional
zero-mean multivariate normal distribution whose covariance matrix has elements that are multiples of the im-
precision parameter ε. That is, we are able to sample any distribution N [0, εΣ̃] with

Σ̃ ∈ PSDd(Z). (29)

Equation (29) can be viewed as the multidimensional generalization of the constraint given in Eq. (3). The goal
of the multivariate Thermies method is to match the covariance matrix of a target normal distribution N [0,Σt]

using an ensemble of realizable distributions N [0, εΣ̃] where Σ̃ ∈ PSDd(Z).
In the main text, we presented the multivariate Thermies protocol. Recall from the main text that this protocol

requires many Bernoulli random variables to be sampled for each error mitigated sample of the vector X . Let
D = (d2 + d)/2 be the number of Bernoulli random variables drawn. If we vectorize the matrix B, then B⃗
belongs to the D-dimensional hypercube’s vertex set {0, 1}D. There are therefore 2D possible outcomes of the
set of Bernoulli trials, resulting in 2D possible covariance matrices ΣB . The resulting sample of X which is
obtained can then be seen as arising from a Gaussian mixture,

fa =
∑

b⃗∈{0,1}D

wbf0;Σb , (30)

where the weights wb are joint probabilities, wb = Pr(B = b). As all of the components of the mixture are
mean zero, ⟨X⟩ = 0, and we again see that the covariance of the mixture is given by the corresponding convex
combination of the components’ covariances,

Σa
ij =

∑

b⃗∈{0,1}D

wbΣ
b
ij. (31)

We may then write Σa = ⟨ΣB⟩, where the expected value is understood as being taken with respect to the
weights wb.

Continuing the analysis of the Thermies protocol, we notice that each matrix element ΣB
ij depends only on

a single Bernoulli random variable Bij , and therefore the elements of ΣB
ij are independent random variables,

whose probability distributions are

Pr
(
ΣB

ij = ε⌊Σt
ij/ε⌋

)
= 1−Rij, (32)

Pr
(
ΣB

ij = ε⌊Σt
ij/ε⌋+ ε

)
= Rij. (33)

The expected value of each matrix element is

⟨ΣB
ij⟩ = Pr

(
ΣB

ij = ε⌊Σt
ij/ε⌋

) (
ε⌊Σt

ij/ε⌋
)
+ Pr

(
ΣB

ij = ε⌊Σt
ij/ε⌋+ ε

) (
ε⌊Σt

ij/ε⌋+ ε
)

(34)

= (1−Rij)
(
ε⌊Σt

ij/ε⌋
)
+Rij

(
ε⌊Σt

ij/ε⌋+ ε
)

(35)

= (1 + ⌊Σt
ij/ε⌋ − Σt

ij/ε)
(
ε⌊Σt

ij/ε⌋
)
+
(
Σt

ij/ε− ⌊Σt
ij/ε⌋

) (
ε⌊Σt

ij/ε⌋+ ε
)

(36)

= Σt
ij. (37)

Therefore the approximate distribution satisfies a covariance-matching condition,

Σa = Σt. (38)
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We may also write the average ⟨ΣB⟩ by summing over the joint distribution for all elements of B simultane-
ously. Each weight wb can be expressed as product over matrix elements as

wb =
d∏

i=1

d∏

j⩾i

{
1−Rij bij = 0

Rij bij = 1
, (39)

or in vectorized notation as

wb =
D∏

i=1

{
1− R⃗i b⃗i = 0

R⃗i b⃗i = 1
. (40)

As the weights are probabilities, they satisfy wb ⩾ 0 and
∑

b wb = 1, meaning Σa is a convex combination
of the matrices Σb for b⃗ ∈ {0, 1}D. Note that because ΣB is related to B by a scaling and translation, the
vectors Σ⃗b comprise the vertex set of a hypercube as well. The convex hull of the vertex set of a hypercube is the
hypercube itself [31], meaning that for the appropriate choice of weights wb, any point may be obtained within
a D-dimensional hypercube

∑

b⃗∈{0,1}D

wbΣ
b ∈

d∏

i=1

d∏

j⩾i

[⌊Σt
ij/ε⌋, ⌊Σt

ij/ε⌋+ ε]. (41)

The particular choice of Eq. (39) corresponds to the well known multilinear interpolation formula [32], and
results in the covariance matching condition (38). With this picture in mind, we refer to the matrices Σb as the
nearest neighbors of the target covariance matrix Σt, and similarly the associated normal distributions f0;Σb are
nearest neighbors of the target distribution f0;Σt .

Details on the Two-dimensional Example

For additional clarity, we include an example of the Thermies method for the case d = 2, as illustrated in
Fig. 3. Specifically, we describe the use of the protocol elaborated in the previous section to sample the normal
distribution N [0,Σt], with covariance matrix

Σt =

(
3.6 1.3
1.3 3.5

)
. (42)

We set ε = 1, so

ε⌊Σ/ε⌋ =
(
3 1
1 3

)
. (43)

Using the vectorized notation, we write the nearest neighbor covariance matrices Σb⃗ as

Σ000 =

(
3 1
1 3

)
, Σ001 =

(
3 1
1 4

)
, Σ010 =

(
3 2
2 3

)
, Σ011 =

(
3 2
2 4

)
, (44)

Σ100 =

(
4 1
1 3

)
, Σ101 =

(
4 1
1 4

)
, Σ110 =

(
4 2
2 3

)
, Σ111 =

(
4 2
2 4

)
. (45)

These matrices are portrayed graphically as the vertices of a hypercube, which is a cube in this case, in Figure 3a.
Evaluating the weights using Eq. (40), we find

w000 = 0.14, w001 = 0.14, w010 = 0.06, w011 = 0.06 (46)
w100 = 0.21, w101 = 0.21, w110 = 0.09, w111 = 0.09. (47)

It is easily verified that the covariance matching condition is satisfied, that is
∑

b⃗∈{0,1}3

wb⃗Σ
b⃗ = Σt. (48)
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FIG. 7. The feasible region for Thermies error mitigation for bit depth of 8, 16, and 32. At fixed precision, there is a tradeoff
between dimension and condition number of the target covariance matrix. The point (5, 25.6) is plotted for reference, which
corresponds to the matrix given in Eq. (60).

Feasibility for Ill-conditioned Matrices

Suppose the target covariance matrix Σt has condition number at most κ, meaning [33]

|λmax| ⩽ κ |λmin| , (49)

where λmax is the eigenvalue having the largest absolute value and λmin is the eigenvalue having the smallest
absolute value. Note that in dividing by |λmin|, we are implicitly assuming Σt is non-singular. The target
covariance matrix may be scaled freely, so we can assume without loss of generality that

|λmin| = dε, (50)

which means |λmax| ⩽ κdε. Suppose Σb belongs to the set of nearest neighbors of Σt. Then any element Σb
ij

differs from Σt
ij by at most ε. Let δ = Σb − Σt. We then have

x⊺Σbx = x⊺(Σt + δ)x (51)

= x⊺Σtx+ x⊺δx (52)
⩾ x⊺Σx− ∥δ∥∞ (53)
⩾ x⊺Σx− dε ⩾ 0. (54)

This shows that all nearest neighbors Σb of Σt are positive semi-definite. Recall the equivalence of matrix norms,

∥Σt∥∞ ⩽
√
d∥Σt∥2 =

√
dλmax, (55)

where we have used the fact that Σt ∈ PSDd(R). This gives an upper bound on the magnitudes of all elements
of the matrix,

∣∣Σt
ij

∣∣ ⩽
√
dλmax. (56)

So, by the above reasoning,
∣∣Σt

ij

∣∣ ⩽ κd3/2ε. (57)

It follows that the nearest neighbors of Σt have elements whose absolute values are at most κd3/2ε+ε. It follows
that the bit depth ξ of the (signed) covariances must be such that

2ξ−1 − 1 ⩾ κd3/2 + 1, (58)

so

ξ = ⌈log2(2κd3/2 + 4)⌉. (59)
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If we take ε = 1, we can ensure that the neighbors are positive semi-definite by multiplying Σt by a constant
such that its largest element is κd3/2. An example of a covariance matrix describing the price fluctuations in a
collection of financial instruments is taken from Ref. [34], which reads

Σ =




1 0.652132 0.785365 0.608046 0.77665
0.652132 1 0.768745 0.544411 0.793887
0.785365 0.768745 1 0.640743 0.847228
0.608046 0.544411 0.640743 1 0.616502
0.77665 0.793887 0.847227 0.616502 1


 . (60)

The matrix in Eq. (60) has dimension d = 5 and condition number κ = 25.6. The constraint of Eq. (59) is
shown graphically in Fig. 7, and the point (5, 25.6) is plotted for reference.

Proof of Proposition 1

Recall that the the covariance matching constraint is

Σt =
∑

b

wbΣ
b. (61)

We define the perturbation matrices

P b =
1

ε
(Σb − Σt), (62)

and consequently Σb = Σt + εP b. In this form, the covariance-matching constraint is written
∑

b

wbP
b = 0 (63)

fa(x) =
∑

b

wbNb exp

(
−1

2
x⊺(Σt + εP b)−1x

)
, (64)

where the normalization factor Nb is

Nb =
1

(2π)d/2
√
|Σt + εP b|

. (65)

In evaluating the derivative ∂εfa(x), there are terms which arise due to the normalization factors Nb as well as
terms which arise due to the exponential,

∂εfa(x) =
∑

b

wb(∂εNb) exp(. . . ) +
∑

b

wbNb∂ε exp(. . . ). (66)

When we evaluate the derivative at ε = 0, the factor which is not differentiated in each sum does not depend on
b so it can be pulled out of the sum, giving

∂εfa(x)|ε=0 = exp(. . . )
∑

b

wb ∂εNb|ε=0 +N
∑

b

wb ∂ε exp(. . . )|ε=0 . (67)

We first evaluate the normalization terms,

∂εNb(ε) = ∂ε

1

(2π)d/2|Σt + εP b| (68)

= − 1

2(2π)d/2|Σt + εP b|3/2∂ε|Σt + εP b| (69)

= − 1

2(2π)d/2|Σt + εP b|3/2 |Σ
t + εP b| tr{(Σt + εP b)−1)P b}, (70)

where we have used Jacobi’s formula. Evaluating at zero, we have

∂εNb(ε)|ε=0 = − 1

2(2π)d/2|Σt|1/2 tr{
(
Σt
)−1

P b} (71)
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Therefore the first sum in Eq. (67) is
∑

b

wb ∂εNb|ε=0 = − 1

2(2π)d/2|Σt|1/2
∑

b

wbtr{(Σt)−1P b} (72)

= − 1

2(2π)d/2|Σt|1/2 tr

{
(Σt)−1

∑

b

wbP
b

}
(73)

= 0, (74)

where the last line follows from the covariance matching constraint (63). Next we consider the derivative of the
exponential factor. First note that the covariance matrix Σt can be expanded in its eigenbasis as

Σt =
∑

j

λjvjv
⊺
j . (75)

We then have, to first order in ε,

exp

(
−1

2
x⊺(Σt + εP b)−1x

)
= exp


−1

2
x⊺

(∑

j

λjvjv
⊺
j + εP b

)−1

x


 (76)

= exp


−1

2
x⊺

(∑

j

(λj + εv⊺j P
bvj)vjv

⊺
j

)−1

x


 (77)

= exp

(
−1

2
x⊺

(∑

j

1

λj + εv⊺j P
bvj

vjv
⊺
j

)
x

)
(78)

= exp

(
−1

2
x⊺

(∑

j

[
1

λj

− εv⊺j P
bvj

(λj + εv⊺j P
bvj)2

]
vjv

⊺
j

)
x

)
(79)

Therefore the derivative with respect to ε is

∂ε exp

(
−1

2
x⊺(Σt + εP b)−1x

)
= exp(. . . )

(
1

2
x⊺

(∑

j

v⊺j P
bvj

(λj + εv⊺j P
bvj)2

vjv
⊺
j

)
x

)
. (80)

We can now compute the second sum in Eq. (67), which is

∑

b

wb ∂ε exp(. . . )|ε=0 =
∑

b

wb exp(. . . )

(
1

2
x⊺

(∑

j

v⊺j P
bvj

λ2
j

vjv
⊺
j

)
x

)
(81)

= exp(. . . )

(
1

2
x⊺

(∑

j

v⊺j
(∑

b wbP
b
)
vj

λ2
j

vjv
⊺
j

)
x

)
(82)

= 0, (83)

where the last line again follows from the covariance matching constraint (63). This completes the proof that the
covariance matching constraint is sufficient for the elimination of the first order dependence of fa(x) on ε for
ε → 0.

Thermies Protocol with Repetition

The Thermies protocol described in the main text has the advantage of eliminating the first-order dependence
of the approximate distribution on the imprecision parameter, and moreover allows for perfectly matching the
covariance matrix of the target distribution. However, the method has the disadvantage that one must draw a
covariance matrix from the ensemble of nearest neighbors for each new sample which is required. Naturally,
the question arises of whether high-quality samples can be obtained with fewer draws from the nearest neighbor
ensemble. Here we present a version of the Thermies protocol which requires fewer samples from the nearest
neighbor distribution, and analyze its performance. We call it the Thermies Protocol with Repetition.
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Thermies Protocol with Repetition

1. Compute the residual matrix R = Σt/ε− ⌊Σt/ε⌋.

2. For each pair (i, j) ∈ {1, 2 . . . d}2 with i ⩽ j, draw a realization of the Bernoulli random variable
Bij which has probabilities Pr(Bij = 0) = 1 − Rij and Pr(Bij = 1) = Rij . Also define
Bji = Bij , resulting in a matrix of realizations B ∈ {0, 1}d×d.

3. Construct the matrix ΣB = ε(⌊Σt/ε⌋ + B), and draw n samples from the normal distribution
N [0,ΣB].

4. Record the resulting samples as a realizations of the random vector X , without storing the results
of the Bernoulli trials.

The only difference between the Thermies method given before and this new one is that now n samples are
drawn from the normal distribution N [0,ΣB] instead of only 1. If the Thermies protocol with repetition is
carried out M times consecutively, then we end up with a sequence of N = Mn realizations of X . Given
that the nearest neighbor ensemble may be very large (in fact comprising 2(d

2+d)/2 elements), one might be led
to wonder whether a relatively very small selection of M elements can provide a representative sample of this
ensemble. In fact it can, which simply follows from Hoeffding’s inequality, as we show in the next section. In
particular, let Σ̄ be the sample mean of a sequence of covariance matrices Σ1 . . .ΣM drawn from the nearest-
neighbor ensemble of a target covariance matrix Σt.

Σ̄ =
1

M

M∑

m=1

Σm. (84)

Choosing some δ > 0, Hoeffding’s inequality says [27, 28]

Pr
(
|Σ̄ij − Σt

ij| ⩾ δ
)
⩽ 2 exp

(
−2

Mδ2

ε2

)
. (85)

If we hold the left-hand side of Eq. (25) constant, and vary M (while also holding ε constant, we see that
δ ∝ M−1/2, which implies that the elementwise difference between Σ̄ and Σt goes with M−1/2. Importantly,
as there are no factors in Eq. (25) which involve d, this behavior is independent of dimension. In fact this is
exactly what we see when random realizations of the nearest neighbor ensemble are realized and Σ̄ is evaluated,
as Fig. 5 shows. We also see that a relatively small number of samples from the nearest neighbor ensemble is
needed to get a good estimate of Σt.

This established, we consider the sample covariance of a sequence of samples obtained using the Thermies
protocol with repetition. The sample covariance matrix is defined as

Σ̂ij =
1

N − 1

N∑

k=1

Xk
i X

k
j .s (86)

We would like the sample covariance matrix to converge towards the target covariance matrix Σt as N increases.
We show in the next section that this occurs, the relevant inequality being

Pr
(
|Σ̂ij − Σt

ij| ⩽ δ
)
⩾

(
1− 4S̄ij

Nδ2

)(
1− 2 exp

(
−Mδ2

2ε2

))
, (87)

where δ > 0 and

S̄ij =
1

M

M∑

k

(Σk
ij)

2 +Σk
iiΣ

k
jj. (88)
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FIG. 8. Infinity norm error between the sample covariance matrix Σ̂ and the target covariance matrix Σt for a sequence
of N = 2160 samples, as a function of M , the number of covariance matrices drawn from the nearest neighbor ensemble.
Σt is a random positive diagonal matrix. Results averaged over 10 random covariance matrices. Dashed lines show the
infinity norm error between the target covariance and a sample covariance of a sequence drawn from the target distribution
(equivalent to setting M = N ).

Convergence of Thermies method via Hoeffding’s bound

First suppose we draw a sequence of samples X(1) . . . X(n) from a normal distribution N [0,Σ]. We may then
compute a sample covariance for this sequence, defined as

Σ̂ij =
1

n− 1

n∑

k=1

Xk
i X

k
j ≈ 1

n

n∑

k=1

Xk
i X

k
j , (89)

where the approximate expression on the right-hand side is valid in the limit of large n. If this experiment is
repeated many times, different outcomes will be obtained for Σ̂, and we may ask what is the variance of this
estimator. Because Σ̂ij is the mean of a sequence of independent identically-distributed random variables, using
the central limit theorem we can approximate it as a normally distributed random variable whose variance is the
sum of the variances of the summands. Let Sij be the variance of ⟨XiXj⟩,

Sij = ⟨(Xi)
2(Xj)

2⟩ − ⟨XiXj⟩2 . (90)

The central limit theorem then gives

Σ̂ij ∼ N
[
Σij,

Sij

n

]
. (91)

Note that because Xk is normally distributed, Sij can be expressed as

Sij = (Σij)
2 +ΣiiΣjj. (92)

Now, imagine that we carry out the above procedure M times, and each time we draw a different covariance
matrix Σm from the nearest neighbor ensemble of some target covariance matrix Σt. The total number of samples
is then N = nM , and the sample covariance for the N samples is

Σ̂ij =
1

N − 1

M∑

m=1

n∑

k=1

X
(m)k
i X

(m)k
j ≈ 1

N

M∑

m=1

n∑

k=1

X
(m)k
i X

(m)k
j . (93)

We can then write the sample covariance matrix as the average of M separate contributions Σ̂1 . . . Σ̂M , one for
each matrix drawn from the nearest neighbor ensemble

Σ̂ij ≈
1

N

M∑

m=1

nΣ̂m
ij =

1

M

M∑

m=1

Σ̂m
ij . (94)
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Therefore by the above analysis, the sample covariance matrix Σ̂ is the mean of M normally-distributed random
variables Σ̂m

ij ∼ N
[
Σm, Sm

ij /n
]
. By the central limit theorem we then have

Σ̂ij ∼ N
[
Σ̄,

S̄ij

N

]
, (95)

where Σ̄ = 1
M

∑M
m=1 Σ

m and S̄ = 1
M

∑M
m=1 S

m. According to Chebyshev’s inequality [35, 36],

Pr


|Σ̂ij − Σ̄ij| ⩾ k

√
S̄ij

N


 ⩽

1

k2
, (96)

which implies that the distance between Σ̂ and Σ̄ goes as N−1/2 elementwise. The proximity of Σ̄ to the target
distribution Σt can be bounded using Hoeffding’s inequality. Note that the random variable Σm

ij is bounded to
an interval of length ε. Therefore Hoeffding’s inequality says

Pr
(
|Σ̄ij − Σt

ij| ⩾ δ
)
⩽ 2 exp

(
−2

Mδ2

ε2

)
. (97)

Setting δ = k
√

S̄ij

N
in Hoeffding’s inequality gives

Pr


|Σ̄ij − Σt

ij| ⩾ k

√
S̄ij

N


 ⩽ 2 exp

(
−2

k2S̄ij

nε2

)
. (98)

Equation (98) captures the intuitive notion that if each member of the ensemble is reused a large number of times
(i.e. n is large), the convergence of the sample covariance matrix is slower. Putting together Eqs. (96) and (98),
we find

Pr


|Σ̂ij − Σ̄ij| ⩽ k

√
S̄ij

N
and |Σ̄ij − Σt

ij| ⩽ k

√
S̄ij

N


 ⩾

(
1− 1

k2

)(
1− 2 exp

(
−2

k2S̄ij

nε2

))
. (99)

If we then set k
√
S̄ij/N = δ/2, we get

Pr
(
|Σ̂ij − Σ̄ij| ⩽ δ/2 and |Σ̄ij − Σt

ij| ⩽ δ/2
)
⩾

(
1− 4S̄ij

Nδ2

)(
1− 2 exp

(
−Mδ2

2ε2

))
. (100)

Using the triangle inequality we can write

Pr
(
|Σ̂ij − Σt

ij| ⩽ δ
)
⩾

(
1− 4S̄ij

Nδ2

)(
1− 2 exp

(
−Mδ2

2ε2

))
. (101)

The above analysis implies that the error δ roughly goes with M−1/2 when N is held constant, which can be
seen by holding the left-hand side of (101) constant and varying δ.

Implementation on thermodynamic hardware

Here we elaborate on our implementation of the Thermies protocol on the thermodynamic computing hardware
described in Ref. [22]. This hardware is composed of 8 unit cells (i.e., 8 RLC circuits) that are all-to-all coupled
to each other. It was used in Ref. [22] to invert 8x8 matrices, and that is the primitive that we focus on applying
Thermies to here in this work.

This hardware encodes the covariance matrix Σ (or precision matrix Σ−1) in the values of its capacitances
that can only take on specific values. Specifically, the device can only sample from zero-mean Gaussian dis-
tributions of covariance matrices with diagonal elements in {1.0, 3.2, 4.3, 6.5} and off-diagonal elements in
{−0.47, 0.0, 0.47}.

Due to the relatively low precision and specific construction of this device, the Thermies protocol needs to be
modified slightly to accommodate. The difference between the protocol as described in the main text and the
one needed for the experimental realization is that the imprecision, ε, is not uniform and has limited range.

The variant of the Thermies protocol used on this device is as follows:
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• Scale the precise target matrix such that all the elements are within the hardware limits.

• Determine the pair of nearest neighbors for each element. That is, the closest hardware values that are
above and below each precise element.

• Calculate the weights for each element as

wij =
|σt

ij − σb−
ij |

σb+
ij − σb−

ij

,

where σt
ij are the target matrix elements, while σb+

ij (σb−
ij ) are the nearest higher (lower) imprecise matrix

elements.

• Draw a member of the nearest neighbor matrices by transforming the precise target matrix into the impre-
cise matrix by probabilistically rounding up each element with probability wij . Repeat this M times.

• Gather n samples from each member of the M members of the ensemble.

• Combine all nM samples and compute their covariance matrix.

For the specific implementation shown in Fig. 6, we employ the thermodynamic matrix inversion algorithm
from Ref. [17], which involves estimating the covariance matrix for a collection of samples in order to invert the
precision matrix. When applying Thermies to this task, we employ 4 ensemble draws (i.e., 4 draws from the set
of nearest neighbors) and then average over those ensembles draws to obtain the results.
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