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We present a cooling algorithm for ground state preparation of fermionic Hamiltonians. Our
algorithm makes use of the Hamiltonian simulation of the considered system coupled to an ancillary
fridge, which is regularly reset to its known ground state. We derive suitable interaction Hamil-
tonians that originate from ladder operators of the free theory and initiate resonant gaps between
system and fridge. We further propose a spectroscopic scan to find the relevant eigenenergies of
the system using energy measurements on the fridge. With these insights, we design a ground state
cooling algorithm for fermionic systems that is efficient, i.e. its runtime is polynomial in the system
size, as long as the initial state is prepared in a low energy sector of polynomial size. We achieve the
latter via a fast, quasi-adiabatic sweep from a parameter regime whose ground state can be easily
prepared. We generalize the algorithm to prepare thermal states and demonstrate our findings on
the Fermi-Hubbard model.

I. INTRODUCTION

Ground states of quantum many-body Hamiltonians
play a central role in condensed matter physics and of-
ten act as gateways to the solution of other classes of
problems, such as optimization problems [1]. Conse-
quently, the search for algorithms that efficiently prepare
them makes up a significant part of quantum algorith-
mic research. Due to the limitations of current or near-
term noisy quantum (NISQ) devices, hybrid quantum-
classical methods, such as variational quantum eigen-
solvers (VQE) [2], or generalizations thereof for Gibbs
states [3, 4], have shown potential despite the shortfalls
of imperfect hardware [5, 6].

However, flaws that might not be systematically sur-
mountable [7] have steered research into new, different
directions. Variational quantum algorithms suffer from
sampling challenges [8, 9], effects of noise on cost func-
tion evaluations [10] and barren plateaus during train-
ing [11–13]. The situation is especially challenging for
electronic structure Hamiltonians. Yet, these possess
tremendous potential for applications from chemistry
[14–16] to strongly-correlated electrons [17, 18], and have
therefore received significant attention in the context of
quantum simulation. Compounding the problems men-
tioned above – as discussed by Clinton et al. [19] – the
encoding of fermions to qubits is intrinsically non-local.
Consequently, while quantum chips with more than 100
qubits [20] have been developed, variational algorithms
for fermionic systems have not been demonstrated on
more than 12 qubits yet [21].

A switch to algorithms inspired by quantum many-
body physics thus seems inevitable in order to circum-
vent the uncertainties of variational quantum computing.
The price to pay is a scaling dependent on the physical
properties of the studied Hamiltonian. Adiabatic quan-
tum computing and its dependence on the energy gap of
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the time-dependent system of interest, for instance, was
thoroughly investigated in this context [22].
Another such algorithm originates from thermody-

namic cooling [23, 24] and ideas from quantum control.
Here, a system of interest is coupled to an ancillary sys-
tem, the fridge, which is initialized in its ground state
(or in a thermal state). Local excitations can be trans-
ported from the system to the fridge [25] (see Figure 2)
by simulation of the Hamiltonian

H = HS ⊗ 1F + 1S ⊗ ωHF + αV, (1)

with a system Hamiltonian HS whose ground state is to
be prepared, a two-level Hamiltonian HF describing the
dynamics of the fridge and an interaction V between the
two. The fridge gap ω and the interaction strength α
are tunable, but fixed during each evolution step. For
suitable α, regularly measuring the ancillary fridge after
an appropriate evolution time, and then re-initializing it
in its ground state extracts energy out of the system,
steering towards its ground state [26], or a thermal state
[27], if reset in a probabilistic manner [28]. Note the dif-
ference between this method and algorithmic cooling in
the context of quantum control [23, 29–31]. Recently, Mi
et al. [32] implemented this algorithm on a simple system.
Kishony et al. [33] also studied a (non-local) topological
de-excitation in this context. Past approaches, however,
make use of knowledge about the shape of excitations
within the spectrum, that is the shape of V [25], or rely
on the success of heuristic energy scans [26].
In this work, we introduce a model-agnostic approach

to cooling that enables us to find resonant transitions be-
tween system and fridge without prior knowledge about
the system’s spectrum. To this end, we find appropri-
ate interaction Hamiltonians V , which we call couplers
for simplicity. The couplers with sufficient overlap with
a swap of excitations, which is necessary for a resonant
transition, are derived from a solvable theory that is con-
nected to HS by a quench (for instance a non-interacting
limit). The second requirement to fulfill the resonance
condition is the tuning of the fridge gap ω. We measure
energy gaps of the spectrum of HS in a spectroscopic
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Figure 1. Schematic of the subspace thermalization algorithm. Initial state: the system is initialized in the easy-to-prepare
ground state |Ẽ0⟩ of a Hamiltonian H̃. Fast Sweep: A fast quasi-adiabatic sweep steers the state towards an imperfect
approximation of the desired ground state |E0⟩. Spectroscopy then Cooling: from this low-lying state, we perform the
ancilla controlled cooling algorithm to identify the array of relevant couplers and resonances A = {V, ω} within a small low-
energy sector of the spectrum, and use this information to cool the imperfect state prepared once again, performing, this time
around, the cooling steps directly on resonant frequencies. Final State: We obtain the desired ground state; this can be
extend to thermal states with large inverse temperature β, where they are far from the maximally-mixed state.

way, using information from the fridge temperature as
a witness for resonant transitions. The fridge is consid-
ered to be a single, resettable qubit. We assume that
methods to control the fridge are readily available and
that the reset of the fridge, encoded into qubits, happens
instantaneously and without error. This way, transition
energies of HS can be captured without prior knowledge
about the spectrum of the system.

As a first step towards electronic structure Hamilto-
nians, we focus on the Fermi-Hubbard model and dis-
cuss due adaptations for fermionic systems. We address
conceptual complications that arise from the fermionic
nature of the problem, for instance maintaining the par-
ticle number conserving subspace within the total Hilbert
space.

We also address a fundamental limitation of cooling
that originates in the initialization. A random initial
state will lead to an exponential complexity in the worst
case, since every energy transition needs to be cooled
separately. We propose a possible approach to prepare
an educated guess within a low energy subspace using a
fast quasi-adiabatic sweep [34, 35]. Given the polynomial
size of the low energy subspace, we restrict the algorithm
to a polynomial number of interaction Hamiltonians that
are engineered from the free Fermi-Hubbard model. This
reduction makes the algorithm efficient.

Our subspace cooling algorithm is summarized in Fig-
ure 1. After a fast sweep from the free model to the
Hamiltonian of interest, we start the cooling routine

starting from a low-energy subspace. In a first run, the
transition energies are captured from our spectroscopy
algorithm, which yields a list of transition energies for
every coupler Vk with respect to which a resonance is
hit. These can then be repeatedly used for cooling. The
advantage of obtaining the required energy gaps in a scan
before the cooling lies in the fact that the requirements of
spectroscopy and cooling are decoupled (see section VI).
We further generalize the algorithm to the prepara-

tion of thermal states of finite inverse temperature β,
which are known for their use in semi-definite program-
ming [36]. To this end, every coupler is drawn from a
probability distribution determined by the eigenenergies
of the system. In the limit β → ∞, we return to ground
state preparation.
The subspace cooling algorithm is efficient and guar-

anteed to be faster than either sweep or cooling alone
within a window in problem space, as we show in section
VI.

II. ALGORITHMIC COOLING FOR
FERMIONIC SYSTEMS

In this section, we review the Fermi-Hubbard model on
which we develop the cooling algorithm. We recap the
principal subroutine for a cooling step, which, for illus-
trative purposes, we describe assuming we have perfect
access to all information in the quantum system, includ-
ing its eigenbasis. We then generalize these results to a
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Figure 2. Simplified schematic of the cooling process. Initial setup: We start with a system with Hamiltonian HS and a
fridge with Hamiltonian HF . The system has, in this example, three energy levels, and starts in an arbitrary state, which is
to be cooled to the ground state (i.e. all population at E0). The fridge only has two energy levels; its energy gap ω is tunable,
and its own ground state is easily preparable. Set fridge gap: While both systems are decoupled, we initialize the fridge in its
ground state and tune its gap to match E2 − E0 = ωmax. Evolve coupled system: We couple both system with a coupling
term V and evolve the entire ensemble with the Hamiltonian HS + ωHF + αV for some time t. The cooling should eventually
happen here. Measure fridge: The fridge is decoupled from the system, measured and reset to its ground state. The gap is
then set to the smaller transition, which still needs to be cooled. Evolve: The evolution step is repeated to cool the second
transition. Desired outcome: When the process has been repeated enough times, one expects the system to be in its ground
state.

realistic case, in which our information is limited to what
is classically tractable. In the general case, in which the
ideal couplers are not known, we argue that, as long as
the system and fridge are weakly coupled, the rotating
wave approximation (RWA) holds, and the fundamental
cooling mechanisms are still functional. In fact, the cool-
ing algorithm can be extended through the RWA to work
for any set of couplers that admit constant overlap with
the ideal couplers. We discuss this in Appendix A 1.

A. The Fermi-Hubbard model

The Fermi-Hubbard Hamiltonian is an idealized model
aiming to describe the major dynamics of electrons mov-
ing in a lattice potential generated by the atomic nuclei.
One may obtain it from successive approximations ap-
plied to the full solid-state Hamiltonian, as is done, for
example, in Wecker et al. [16]. The resulting Hamiltonian
defines a lattice with at most one up- and one down-spin
fermion on each site. The two surviving dynamical terms
account for the momentum of fermions and the repulsion

between particles of opposite spin on one site,

H = −t
∑

⟨i,j⟩,σ

â†i,σâj,σ + U
∑
i

â†i,↑âi,↑â
†
j,↓âj,↓, (2)

where t is the hopping or tunneling rate, and U the

Coulomb interaction. The Fock operators âi and â
†
i an-

nihilate or create, respectively, a fermionic mode on lat-
tice site i. This model, although a massive simplification
from the full solid-state Hamiltonian, still draws interest
as it contains the smallest amount of structure necessary
to model strongly-correlated electrons [17, 18]. Find-
ing the ground state of a Fermi-Hubbard Hamiltonian is
known to be classically hard [37], and recent forays have
unearthed the practical challenges it poses on quantum
computing platforms [38].
The Fermi-Hubbard model follows the usual fermionic

statistics. It differs from spin models by the characteris-
tic partition of its Hilbert space. Indeed, for a given state,
the number of electrons present in the state is conserved,
meaning the Hamiltonian never creates or destroys elec-
trons. This implies that one is interested in solving par-
ticular realizations of the Hamiltonian, and furthermore
suggests that some spin configurations are more complex
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than others: for example, with a single fermion present,
one effectively cancels the onsite term; the dynamics of
the model become trivial. We thus consider the total
number of up and down fermions Nf , as an important
model parameter.

There exists a supplementary symmetry since the
Hamiltonian prohibits spin-flips. This means that every
occupation eigenspace is further divided into spin sec-
tors. In the present case, one must ensure, by choosing
equivariant couplers, that the cooling process keeps the
state in the proper subspace. There are multiple ways to
go about this task, though we will only present the one
we found most practical; the remaining possibilities are
presented in Appendix B.

We can straightforwardly compute the dimension d of
the restricted subspace. Since there are, for each spin sec-
tor, k↑,↓ electrons for n sites, one easily finds the number
of allowed computational states. Disregarding degenera-
cies, this translates to,

d =

(
n
k↑

)(
n
k↓

)
= O

 ∏
j∈{↑,↓}

(n− kj)
kjnn

(n− kj)nkj
kj

 , (3)

via Stirling’s approximation, where j indicates that we
are taking the product over each spin sector, which may
have differing occupations. In the half-filling case, where
kj = n/2, this scaling is exponential, d = O(2n).
Throughout this work, we use the Fock representation

to develop our ideas and define our algorithms. Porting
these to digital quantum computers requires converting
operators to discrete, gate-based operations on qubits,
which can be done by turning the fermionic operators
into Pauli operators, using available encodings, such as
Jordan-Wigner, Bravyi-Kitaev [39], or some local encod-
ings [40, 41].

Our couplers are described in the Fock basis, and thus
the full cooling Hamiltonian (1) can be straightforwardly
converted to a Pauli sum. One then uses a Trotter de-
composition to discretize the time evolution [42, 43]; one
can also further compress gate sequences for a specific
Hamiltonian [44, 45]. A brief survey can be found in
Appendix G.

B. The cooling step

Ground state cooling [24] consists of two repeated
steps, Hamiltonian simulation and reset (see Figure 2).
In the former, we have to implement a time evolution
generated by the Hamiltonian of Eq. (1), in which we
insert the Fermi-Hubbard Hamiltonian HS with eigen-
states |Ek⟩ for the system, and a one-qubit Hamiltonian
HF = −Z/2+1F /2 for the fridge, where Z is a Pauli and
1F the identity operator. HF has an easily preparable
ground state |0⟩. We then define a set of ideal couplers

V(k,0) := Vk = |E0⟩⟨Ek| ⊗ |1⟩⟨0|+H.c, (4)

in which each k is associated to an eigenenergy Ek and |0⟩
is the ground state of HF , while |1⟩ is its excited eigen-
state. These couplers swap excitations between system
and fridge in a simulation time t = O (π/α), but would re-
quire a full diagonalization ofHS to be constructed. Note
that the hermitian conjugate in Eq. (4) also includes a
heating term that raises the energy in the system. The
action of |0⟩⟨1| on the fridge ground state is trivial, such
that no heating is happening. This process is laid out in
the inset below, which defines the elementary subroutine
for cooling.

Subroutine 1 Cooling step

1: function CoolingStep(ρS , ρF , V, ω)
2: ρ← ρS ⊗ ρF
3: α← ω/W,W ≫ 1 ▷ Figure 2 panel 2

4: Evolve for t = π/α: ρ ← eiHtρe−iHt ▷ 3

5: Measure fridge: ρS , ⟨EF ⟩ ← TrF (ρ),Tr(ρEF ) ▷ 4
6: return ρS , ⟨EF ⟩
7: end function

C. Fermionic couplers

The ideal couplers Vk require perfect knowledge of the
target system, that is, its entire eigenbasis. This makes
the entire pursuit futile. Choosing an arbitrary Vk can,
however, also result in an effective cooling of the system,
provided it has non-vanishing overlap in operator space
with the ideal couplers of Eq. (4). Yet, the heating terms
will not vanish, as opposed to the ideal case. We show
in Appendix A, that these heating terms are suppressed,
however, if the fridge starts in its ground state |0⟩ and
the interaction strength α is sufficiently small. In the
following, we propose couplers that are close enough to
the ideal couplers to efficiently cool the system.

Although it suffices to have a non-vanishing overlap
to the ideal coupler, one still needs to make a reasoned
choice in practice, and cannot pick, for example, random
Pauli strings, whose overlap might be exponentially small
in system size. In the context of fermionic systems, a
random coupler will also not be equivariant with respect
to particle number and spin symmetry. We derive a set
of couplers that meet the desired properties, in a way
that is specific to fermionic models, and which consists in
making use of the related and analytically solvable non-
interacting Hamiltonian. For the Fermi-Hubbard model,
this means we set U = 0; in a generic case, we simply
discard any non-quadratic term, to arrive at

H̃ = −t
∑

⟨i,j⟩,σ

â†i,σâj,σ, (5)

also known as the free-fermion model. This Hamiltonian
can be diagonalized via a Bogoliubov transform [18] in
tractable time (O(N)), since the full Hamiltonian can, in
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one spin sector, be rewritten in N ×N matrix form

∑
i,j

cij â
†
i âj =

⃗̂a†M⃗̂a = U†

(∑
i

εib̂
†
i b̂i

)
U, (6)

where M is the matrix of hopping coefficients, which is
hermitian by definition. M is diagonalized by the uni-
tary U ; it implements the Bogoliubov transform to the

new Fock operators b̂i and b̂
†
i , with eigenvalues εi. The

matrices M and U are both N × N and ⃗̂a, is a length
N vector of Fock operators. We therefore have access to
the energies of the free-fermion model and its eigenstates,
the so-called Slater determinants.

In a specific occupation subspace, Slater determinants

can be created by using Nf Bogoliubov operators b̂† on

the vacuum, |Ẽj⟩ = b̂†nNf
(j)...b̂

†
n0(j)

|0⟩. For simplicity, let

us define the set of indices I(j) such that
∏
n∈I(j) b̂

†
n|0⟩ =

|Ẽj⟩ and
∑
I(j) εj = Ẽj . We use this to design more

advanced couplers,

|Ẽ0⟩⟨Ẽj | =
∏

n∈I(0)

b̂†n|0⟩⟨0|
∏

m∈I(j)

b̂m, (7)

which we call the free couplers. If we stay in the cor-
rect subspace at all times, we may rewrite the coupler

as |Ẽ0⟩⟨Ẽj | =
∏
n∈I(0) b̂

†
n

∏
m∈I(j) b̂m, from which we can

recover the Fock operators in the original basis, by apply-
ing the inverse transform on the Bogoliubov operators.
We can then obtain the desired Pauli strings by apply-
ing a fermion-to-qubit encoding. The ground state of
this non-interacting model is degenerate; there are there-
fore multiple ways to build the couplers. In practice,
the choice among those doesn’t impact their cooling ef-
ficiency; this also motivates our choice to neglect sup-
plementary notation to keep track of degeneracies in the
above expressions.

There is a straightforward improvement we notice right
away: since we also have the energies of the free-fermions
spectrum at hand, we can associate a gap Ẽj − Ẽ0 to

each coupler |Ẽ0⟩⟨Ẽj |, and, when cooling a specific en-
ergy gap, only use the couplers whose own energy gap is
close enough. This skips idle steps. We may now use the
free couplers as replacement for the ideal couplers. In
general, the energy gaps of the interacting system will be
different from the free gaps. Since an appropriate tuning
of the fridge gap ω makes transitions possible, we set our
focus, in the following section, on spectroscopy.

III. ANCILLA CONTROLLED COOLING

To capture the energy gaps, one could näıvely do a
very fine linear scan of the entire spectrum as is done
in Polla et al. [26], for instance. However, this approach
means searching an exponentially large spectrum. We

can improve on it by taking into account the information
contained in the energy expectation value of the fridge.
The energy EF of the fridge qubit, is defined as

EF = ω⟨HF ⟩Uj(|ψS⟩⊗|0F ⟩), (8)

where Uj is the time evolution due to the application the
coupler Vj (see Eq. (4)); it informs us whether a transi-
tion has happened. The scan must be fine grained where
needed, and fast around less important frequencies; we
thus allow for a variable speed of the scan that can be
controlled via EF . That is, we dynamically adapt the
scanning step size in order to hasten the scan far away
from resonances, and slow it down in the opposite situ-
ation. One starts the algorithm with the tunable gap at
a very large ω, larger than the largest energy gap of HS ,
and proceeds with a cooling step. If the fridge energy
has not climbed, we are far from a resonance; no cool-
ing is happening; we must move on: the control function
outputs a large δω, the dynamical step size. As we move
closer to a resonance, the fridge gets hotter, and the δω
smaller. At the end, when we reach a given threshold
ideally around E1 − E0, we interrupt the algorithm. In
practice, this happens by setting an upper bound on the
cooling step simulation time. There also exist estima-
tion methods for spectral gap bounds, which can help
determine a good stopping point [46].
Introducing a controlled scan through energy gaps not

only optimizes the time budget, it also enables a spec-
troscopic analysis of the energy curve. For every coupler
V(a,b) of some gap Eb − Ea, we can collect the energies

ω
(a,b)
µ , a > b, for which the fridge energy has a peak, as

those are energy gaps for which V(a,b) triggers a tran-
sition. The spectroscopic scan and cooling can be per-
formed together in one single run or in two subsequent
independent runs. The latter can have profound advan-
tages in real noisy devices, as discussed further in section
VI.
Pseudo-code describing the spectroscopic scan intro-

duced above is provided in algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Spectroscopy via ancilla controlled cooling

1: function Spectroscopy(ρS , ρF , {V(j,k)})
2: ω0 = (1 + δ)max(|Ek − E0|), δ ∈ R+

3: A ← {(V(j,k), {∅})} ▷ A(V(j,k)) = {ω(j,k)
µ }

4: while ωn ≥ E1 − E0 do
5: for all V ∈ {V(j,k)} do
6: ρS , EF ← CoolingStep(ρS , ρF , V, ωn)
7: Control function: δω = f(ωn, EF )
8: Get ωn+1 ← ωn − δω
9: if V has a resonance at ωn then

10: Add ωn to A(V )
11: end if
12: end for
13: end while
14: return ρS .A
15: end function

We have defined the fridge to be a one-qubit system,
with the single Pauli Z Hamiltonian HF = −Z/2+1F /2,
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Figure 3. Controlled cooling spectroscopy on a 2 × 2 fermion
lattice with the Fermi-Hubbard model at half-filling, that is,
with 2 up-spin electrons, and 2 down-spin ones, with t = 1,
U = 2. The system is initialized in a computational basis
state of the qubit representation with the number of excited
qubits equal to the number of considered fermions. The upper
subplot shows the evolution of the fidelity of the cooled state
with the ground state as the fridge gap ω is varied. The lower
subplot shows the energy of the fridge qubit EF as a function
of ω. The red-dashed lines represent the true energy gaps of
the system, within the correct subspace.

in order to fix the eigenlevels to 0 and 1, and the corre-
sponding eigenstates to |0⟩ and |1⟩. The fridge part of
the coupler is the ladder operator |1⟩⟨0|. Note that, for
all ensuing simulations, we use this same definition of the
fridge, although any choice of fridge is possible, as long
as the ground state is easily preparable, and resetting
is unexpensive. Moreover, an increase in the number of
fridge qubits can always be leveraged to parallelize the
cooling of different energy gaps.

Throughout the work, we use cirq [47] and
openfermion [48] for noiseless statevector simulation (al-
though noise is considered in Appendix C). Figure 3
shows algorithm 1 in action. It uses the controlled func-
tion on a Fermi-Hubbard model, with the free couplers
on the system. As the plot shows, we reach a fidelity
of 0.942 when the algorithm finishes. Even if the energy
gaps, represented by the dashed lines, were unknown, one
could still identify them, due to the peaks in EF ; this is
the expected spectroscopic quality of the controlled cool-
ing algorithm. Not all the energy gaps are detectable,
because the initial state may have no population in the re-
spective levels, and there is therefore no excitation trans-
fer. We start with a computational state in the fermionic
subspace, and the scan reveals its eigenbasis amplitude
decomposition. We discuss the control function used in
the simulations in Appendix A 2.

IV. A GOOD INITIAL STATE IS IMPORTANT

As discussed in the previous section, a swap of ex-
citations results in heating the fridge qubit. We start
in a state with population Pj in the jth excited state
that is to be cooled. If we used the ideal couplers
Vj = |E0⟩⟨Ej | ⊗ |1⟩⟨0| + H.c., the maximal energy of
the fridge would be bounded by this initial population
Pj (see Appendix A 2),

EF ≤ ω|⟨ψ(0)|Ej⟩|2 = ωPj , (9)

with EF as defined in Eq. (8). One intuitively under-
stands that, when cooling a given gap, the maximal en-
ergy that can be extracted from it is proportional to the
eigenstate population. In the most näıve case, we start
with a maximally mixed state, which has a population
Pj = d−1 that decays in the Hilbert space dimension
d, rendering the probability to extract energy from the
system exponentially small.
In practice, however, the coupler will not be ideal, but

admits overlaps with multiple transitions, such that the
upper bound in Eq. (9) is improved. Still, in the worst
case, Eq. (9) gives a sample overhead of 1/Pj . In order to
keep the populations polynomial in system size, we must
start in a state that concentrates the eigenstate popula-
tion to a subspace of polynomial size. An additional ben-
efit, although not necessary, comes when the subspace is
low-lying in the energy spectrum, as this means popu-
lations are more often cooled to the ground state rather
than to another excited state.
We consider a fast sweep as a pre-processing step to

the cooling algorithm. Here, by “fast” we mean that the
sweep time is dramatically reduced compared to adia-
batic sweeps, such that, in practice, its new total runtime
is a few orders of magnitude below the bound given by
the adiabatic theorem [49]. A more thorough definition is
discussed in Appendix D. The system is thus prepared in
an easy-to-prepare ground state. In the case of the Fermi-
Hubbard model, this can be, for example, the Slater de-
terminant (see section IIC) or the Coulomb state, which
is the ground state of the opposite t = 0 limit, which
we use in figure 4. Then, we steer this state towards
an imperfect approximation of the desired ground state,
so that we may then perform cooling on this imperfect
approximation.
The effect of this preparatory step on the algorithm

runtime is twofold: on the one hand, it brings the ini-
tial state closer to the target state, and, on the other, it
shrinks the spectrum which one needs to cool, by culling
the higher energy amplitudes.
Figure 4 shows the improvement in fidelity through the

use of a fast sweep, compared to starting in the corre-
sponding, non-swept, easy-to-prepare ground state. The
graph shows that using an initial fast sweep may dras-
tically reduce the spectrum to be scanned. The largest
performance improvements thus emerge from only scan-
ning a small sector of the eigenspectrum, where the fast
sweep makes a crucial difference in the final result of the
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Figure 4. Improvement to fidelity from an initial fast sweep
depending on the size of the cooled energy sector. dc indicates
the number of cooled energy gaps, as well as the number of
couplers used, and the y-axis shows the final fidelity of the
controlled cooling spectroscopy algorithm over the spectrum
up to the dc-th eigenlevel. The model is the same as in Fig-
ure 3, although we start here in the ground state of the t = 0
model, in which only the Coulomb interaction is present. The
fast sweep accounts for less than 0.01% of the total time bud-
get, in only 5 Trotter steps. The horizontal line shows the
maximal accuracy for a complete adiabatic sweep.

optimization, at almost no cost. A full adiabatic sweep
has higher fidelity than the fast sweep, but the difference
is barely discernible, due to the degeneracy of the ini-
tial ground states. We also display in Appendix D the
graph for the non-interacting or U = 0 limit. In that
case, the initial ground state is costlier to prepare [18],
whereas the ground state of the Coulomb is a computa-
tional basis state, which can be prepared with constant
depth.

V. PREPARATION OF THERMAL STATES

A slight generalization of the above cooling algorithm
leads us to the concept of thermal (or Gibbs) states,
which are states of the form

ρS(β) =
1

ZS(β)
e−βHS , ZS(β) = Tr

(
e−βHS

)
, (10)

Thermal states are relevant in finite temperature set-
tings, and are an important resource for quantum semi-
definite programming [36]. Therefore, preparing some of
the non-trivial thermal states that admit large β is of
particular interest. Of course, in the limit β → 0, we
return to the maximally mixed state as our target, which
is trivial to prepare.

If we wish to prepare a non-trivial thermal state with
inverse temperature βtarget from some initial state, we
only need to consider a few changes to the original cool-
ing process. First, instead of resetting the fridge to its
ground state |0⟩, we may reset it in a probabilistic man-
ner according to βtarget. Thus, after each measurement,
we set the fridge to be in |0⟩⟨0| with probability

p0 =
exp(βtargetω/2)

ZF (βtarget)
, (11)

or |1⟩⟨1| with probability p1 = 1 − p0. The derivation
of these probabilities are standard and restated in Ap-
pendix E. The second consideration one has to make re-
gards the energy gaps: whereas, in a cooling situation, we
are interested in pushing the entire population to a single
eigenlevel, thermal states are distributed over all eigen-
states. We ought then to consider all possible transitions
from any single level to any other.
Yet, thermal states may sometimes be easier to prepare

by cooling than ground states. Thermal states with non-
trivial values of β have a population Pj ∝ exp(−βEj) in
the j-th eigenstate. If we perform a fast sweep, as de-
scribed in section IV, we obtain an imperfect state whose
populations are inversely proportional to their respective
energy gaps and the sweep time [22]. Therefore, one has,
after the sweep, a state that is very amenable to ther-
mal states, even more so than to a ground state. This,
however, does not happen when the starting ground state
is degenerate: the population can spread among all ini-
tially degenerate eigenstates, leaving a distribution that
can significantly differ from the desired thermal distri-
bution. For instance in Figure 5, we find most of the
population in the first excited state. If the degenerate
subspace dimension is smaller than dc, one can still suc-
cessfully thermalize the state up to a satisfactory fidelity.
In the case of the Fermi-Hubbard model, we can reach

the desired thermal state with the free couplers meant for
cooling, drawn from a probability distribution that re-
flects the statistics of the thermal state populations and
is determined by the inverse temperature β and the res-
onant energy gaps within the low energy subspace (see
Appendix E 1).
Figure 5 shows that, using the information gained

through spectroscopy, one succeeds in approaching a non-
trivial target thermal state with βtargetE0 = 1 with a fi-
delity of 0.860. In this particular case, we aim for a sim-
ulation with minimal resources and few iteration steps.
Hence we use the energy gaps learned from the spec-
troscopy to keep the number of steps low, and for each
step pick a different coupler, as mentioned above.

VI. EFFICIENCY OF THE SUBSPACE
COOLING ALGORITHM

We now gather all the previously discussed topics to
formally study the efficiency of the subspace cooling al-
gorithm. Figure 1 breaks down the different parts and



8

0 10 20 30 40

Iteration step

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00
In

fi
d

el
it

y

Figure 5. Thermalization using the thermal step subroutine
2, with the free couplers, and information gained through a
spectroscopy scan akin to that if figure 3. The model is as in
figure 3; we however perform the fast sweep beforehand from
the t = 0 ground state, and from there target βtargetE0 = 1.
In this case, we cool 4 energy gaps

indicates the sections in which they are introduced, hint-
ing at the general structure of the subspace cooling algo-
rithm. For completeness, we provide a full text descrip-
tion of the algorithm in this section, and further expand
on the related theoretical scaling in Appendix D. In algo-
rithm 3, we lay out the generalization to thermal states
in pseudo-code.

We aim to find the ground state of a target Hamil-
tonian. The algorithm begins with the system in an
easily preparable ground state |Ẽ0⟩. Then, we proceed
with the fast sweep as described in section IV, obtain-
ing our first approximation of the target ground state
|Ê0⟩ =

√
1− ε|E0⟩+

√
ε|ψ⟩. Here, |ψ⟩ is a superposition

of excited states with coefficients decaying in energy dif-
ference [22] as long as tfs is constant. From this low en-
ergy state, we perform the controlled cooling algorithm
in a small sector of the energy spectrum, using all the
free couplers associated with gaps within this interval
V(j,0) = |Ẽ0⟩⟨Ẽk| ⊗ ρF , where ρF is the fridge part of the
coupler. When the algorithm is done, spectroscopy of
the couplers allows us to define sets of resonant gaps as-

sociated with each coupler, V(j,0) ↔ {ω(j,0)
1 , ω

(j,k)
2 , ...}. If

a coupler is found to have no particular resonances, it is
simply discarded. The resulting list of correspondences is
then passed on to the next step of the algorithm, during
which we prepare a trial state with the fast sweep again,
and may now use the information at hand to directly in-
teract with resonant energy gaps. In the end, we obtain
the desired ground state.

Although noiseless simulations enable us to perform
the spectroscopy of all couplers in a single sequence, and
to cool to the ground state in one fell swoop, we expect
that in a more realistic scenario, one obtains the informa-
tion about couplers and their resonance through multiple
applications of algorithm 1, in which the inputs {V(j,k)}
are subsets of all the desired couplers. In our simulations,
we show the result of cooling via spectroscopy as well as
the identified resonances, because it effectively displays
both sides of the subspace algorithm in a single graph.

Yet, we only need classical information from this process;
the subspace algorithm does not require cooling to suc-
ceed during spectroscopy. In a context where quantum
resources are more readily available, one may also use the
spectroscopy algorithm by itself on the full spectrum or
with a preceding fast sweep. For rather small systems,
one may use hybrid spectroscopy techniques such as the
one presented by Chan et al. [50].
In both ground and thermal state preparation, the sub-

space cooling algorithm can be faster than an individual
sweep or cooling algorithm. The total time of an adia-
batic sweep scales as

ts = O

(
K

α2∆

)
, (12)

where we specified an error threshold ε = α2

∆2 comparable
to the error of the RWA (see Appendix A 1). ∆ is the
smallest gap in the system, K = O(1) is a constant (see
Appendix D), and α ≪ ∆. The runtime of the cooling
algorithm scales with the Hilbert space dimension

tc = O

(
d(d− 1)

α

)
, (13)

if applied to a näıve initial state, whereas the cooling
algorithm with preceding sweep scales as

ts+c = O

(
K(dc − 1)

dc∆3
+
dc(dc − 1)

α

)
, (14)

where dc is the dimension of the low energy subspace
generated by the fast sweep. As we show in appendix
D, there is a window for dc within which the combined
algorithm is provably faster than the sweep or cooling
alone, dependent on the minimal gap ∆ of the system
and the desired accuracy of the state preparation,

d2c ≤
K

∆2

(
1√
ε
−

√
ε

)
. (15)

Note that in the case of the Fermi-Hubbard model at
half-filling, both the non-interacting (U = 0) as well as
the non-hopping (t = 0) model have degenerate ground
states, meaning ∆ → 0, and the adiabatic sweep always
fails, regardless of time. Instead, there will always be
population in the eigenstates adiabatically connected to
the degenerate ground state manifold. This is a case in
which quantum cooling can excel.

VII. OUTLOOK

In this work, we presented a hybrid algorithm for the
ground state preparation of fermionic Hamiltonians. To
this end, we combined the strength of quantum cooling
routines with that of adiabatic sweeps to first learn about
the spectrum of the system, and then systematically ex-
tract energy from the system. Our algorithm does not
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suffer from shortcomings known in variational algorithms
and improves on the performance of its individual mod-
ules, an adiabatic preparation or a cooling routine start-
ing with a random state.

We see several possibilities for further improvements.
Throughout the work, we only used a single ancilla fridge
for both our demonstrations and simulations. We fore-
see ways of reducing sample complexity by increasing
the number of ancillas. A straightforward way would be
assigning one ancilla for each coupler, which effectively
parallelizes the cooling routine, but more sophisticated
designs of the fridge are also conceivable.

Our simulations suggest that deviations from the RWA
can be beneficial in situations where multiple transitions
are cooled with a single coupler. In order to prove ef-
ficiency, however, we are limited to the RWA. A more

adequate choice of couplers, possibly taking into account
information about the form of excitations, or using per-
turbation theoretic treatment, is left for future research.
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Appendix A: Derivation of the cooling algorithm

We first recap the basic functionality of the cooling routine. Our aim is to prepare the ground state of a problem
Hamiltonian HS . If the system is coupled to a fridge, described by a Hamiltonian HF , via a coupler V , we can
simulate the full dynamics governed by the Hamiltonian

H = HS ⊗ 1F + 1S ⊗ ωHF + αV, H ∈ L(H) = L(HS ⊗HF ). (A1)

The constant α is a tunable coupling strength. We will consider system and fridge to be constructed from qubits.
For the sake of simplicity, we discuss a fridge that consists of a single qubit and a system consisting of n qubits. A
natural choice for the fridge Hamiltonian is thus HF = − 1

2 (ZF + 1F ). If we were to cool a specific energy gap in the
eigenspectrum, |Ej⟩ → |Ek⟩ with Ej > Ek, we can formally write down the coupler

V(j,k) = |Ek⟩⟨Ej | ⊗ |1⟩⟨0|+ |Ej⟩⟨Ek| ⊗ |0⟩⟨1|. (A2)

The second term is the hermitian conjugate of the first and ensures V to be hermitian. If we start the fridge in its
ground state |0⟩, only the first term will have an effect on the system for short enough times. As we are interested in
preparing the ground state of the system |E0⟩, the couplers that we aim for include the ladder operators Aj := |E0⟩⟨Ej |.
We could thus formally write down a suitable coupler V for Eq. (A1)

V =
∑
j

V(j,0) =
∑
j

(|E0⟩⟨Ej | ⊗ |1⟩⟨0|+ |Ej⟩⟨E0| ⊗ |0⟩⟨1|) . (A3)

1. Rotating wave approximation

Obviously, we have no access to the eigenstates |Ej⟩ a priori, which makes the coupler of the form of Eq. (A3)
unusable. If we instead assume no prior knowledge about the system, we have to start with a coupler that contains
cooling terms as in Eq. (A3), but also heating terms and diagonal terms. We can always expand the coupling term
in the energy eigenbasis, i.e.

V =

∑
j<k

cjk|Ej⟩⟨Ek|+ hjk|Ek⟩⟨Ej |+
∑
j

dj |Ej⟩⟨Ej |

⊗ |1⟩⟨0|+H.c., (A4)

where H.c. stands for hermitian conjugate and the cooling and heating coefficients cjk, hjk as well as the energy
corrections di are unknown, a priori. The cooling terms generate a swap of excitations between system and fridge,
while the heating terms raise the energy of the system, effectively acting as a heating channel [51] (see Figure 6). We
show that in the limit of weak coupling α ≪ ω, all processes except for those that lead to cooling are suppressed, as
we can make use of the rotating wave approximation [52, 53] and assume V to take the form of Eq. (A3). To do so,
first consider Eq. (A4) in the interaction picture

Ṽ (t) = eit(HS+ωHF )V e−it(HS+ωHF )

=

∑
j<k

cjke
it(ω−ωkj)|Ej⟩⟨Ek|+ hjke

it(ω+ωkj)|Ek⟩⟨Ej |+
∑
j

dje
itω|Ej⟩⟨Ej |

⊗ |1⟩⟨0|+H.c. (A5)

where we defined ωkj = Ek−Ej and assumed the eigenenergies to be ordered, i.e. Ej ≤ Ek if and only if j ≤ k. Note
that there is a remaining freedom of order within degenerate subspaces which is not of importance in the following.
Starting from the von Neumann equation

ρ̇ = −i [H, ρ] , (A6)

we can derive the dynamics of the two coupled systems. The formal solution reads ρ(t) = e−itHρ0e
itH and can be

treated perturbatively for α≪ ω. In this regime, ρ(t) can be written as

ρ(t) = e−it(HS+ωHF )

(
ρ0 − iα

∫ t

0

ds
[
Ṽ (s), ρ0

])
eit(HS+ωHF ) +O(α2). (A7)
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Figure 6. Possible actions of the coupler to the composite system. With the ideal couplers from Eq. (A3), as well as within the
rotating wave approxmation (α≪ 1), only option 1 happens.

For the sake of clarity, we omit the identity operators in HS ⊗ 1 ≡ HS (similar for HF ) and clarify the support of

the operators by the indices S and F . Let us focus on the operator
∫ t
0
dsṼ (s) that generates the dynamics in leading

order in the interaction picture ρ̃(t) = eit(HS+ωHF )ρ(t)e−it(HS+ωHF ). We integrate over oscillations whose frequencies
are given by resonance conditions between ω and ωkj (cf. Eq. (A5)).
Close to resonance, i.e. |ωkj − ω| ≪ ω + ωkj for one fixed pair k > j, the integrals over eiΩs will converge to Dirac

distributions δ(Ω) in the limit of long times t ≫ π
Ω . Thus, fixing t = π

α makes all oscillations negligible compared to
the oscillation with frequency ω − ωkj . For this remaining term, we find∫ t

0

dsṼ (s) ≈
∫ t

0

ds
(
cjke

is(ω−ωkj)|Ej⟩⟨Ek|+H.c.
)
= −icjk

eit(ω−ωkj) − 1

ω − ωkj
|Ej⟩⟨Ek| ⊗ |1⟩⟨0|+H.c.

= tcjk(|Ej⟩⟨Ek| ⊗ |1⟩⟨0|+ |Ek⟩⟨Ej | ⊗ |0⟩⟨1|) +O(ω − ωkj). (A8)

Finally, inserting Eq. (A8) into Eq. (A7) yields a leading order perturbative solution

ρ̃(t) = ρ0 − iπcjk
[
V(k,j), ρ0

]
+O(α2, α(ω − ωkj)), (A9)

where we inserted t = π/α. In our setting, we start the fridge in the ground state, ρ0 = ρS0 ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|, which ensures
the cooling process |Ej⟩⟨Ek| ⊗ |1⟩⟨0| to be dominant for t ∈ [0, πα ]. The above process has previously motivated other
works [25, 26, 32, 33] to follow a simple sequence of cycles consisting of two steps, namely Hamiltonian simulation for
t ∼ π

α and subsequent reset of the fridge to |0⟩⟨0|.

2. Theory of ancilla controlled cooling

While the rotating wave approximation frees us from knowing the correct eigenstates before actually finding them, it
relies on fine tuning of the parameters ω and α, which are dependent on the eigenspectrum of the problem Hamiltonian.
If we start with a maximally mixed state ρS0 = 1

d1, we need to cool all energy gaps; this has been implemented by
a sweep through the energy spectrum [26]. This is of course wasteful, since it performs many non-cooling steps,
and, depending on the step size δω, may miss some gaps. We discuss a novel, model-agnostic approach to solve this
remaining problem by judiciously sweeping quickly through non-cooling intervals, and radically slowing down around
resonances. We achieve this without disturbing the cooling process by measuring the energy of the fridge, a step that
is already necessary for its reset.

Let us consider again the Hamiltonian that generates the dynamics for cooling the gap Ej → E0

Hj = HS + ωHF + αc0j (|E0⟩⟨Ej | ⊗ |1⟩⟨0|+H.c.) . (A10)

Without loss of generality and to make things easier to read in the following, we shift the energy spectrum to
E0 = − 1

2ω. We assume that the fridge is resonant with the energy gap that is to be cooled, i.e. ω = Ej − E0 =
ωj0 =: ωj . In this case we can formally write down the four energy eigenstates of Hj corresponding to the subspace
span{|Ej⟩, |E0⟩} ⊗ span{|0⟩, |1⟩}

Hj |E0⟩ = −ω|E0⟩ Hj |E1⟩ = ω|E1⟩ Hj |E±⟩ = ±α|E±⟩

|E0⟩ = |E0⟩ ⊗ |0⟩ |E1⟩ = |Ej⟩ ⊗ |1⟩ |E±⟩ =
1√
2
(|E0⟩ ⊗ |1⟩ ± |Ej⟩ ⊗ |0⟩) (A11)
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If we start the system in an equal superposition 1√
2
(|Ej⟩+ |E0⟩) and the fridge in the ground state |0⟩, then the initial

state can be expanded into a superposition of energy eigenstates

|ψ(0)⟩ = 1√
2
|E0⟩+

1

2
(|E+⟩ − |E−⟩) =⇒ |ψ(t)⟩ = 1√

2
eiωt|E0⟩+

1

2
(e−iαt|E+⟩ − e−iαt|E−⟩). (A12)

If we measure the occupation number of the fridge, EF at time t (see Eq. (8)), we get

⟨HF ⟩|ψ(t)⟩ =
1

2

(
1− 1

2
(1 + cos(2αt))

)
=

1

4
(1− cos(2αt)), (A13)

which starts at ⟨HF ⟩|ψ(0)⟩ = 0 and has a peak at ⟨HF ⟩|ψ(t)⟩ = 1
2 at time t = π

2α . The peak value is dependent on
the initial state, in particular the initial occupations of |Ej⟩ and |E0⟩. If we start with the pure high energy state,
|Ej⟩⊗|0⟩, then ⟨HF ⟩ can reach its maximal value 1. This dependence on initial population of |Ej⟩ poses a problem for
naive cooling. If we know nothing about the system, we must start close to the maximally mixed state for which the
initial population and therefore the maximal excitation to swap is 1

d , which can get exponentially small. To resolve
this fundamental problem, we propose to start with an initial state that already lies in the low-energy sector. To this
end, we perform a fast sweep as a pre-processor (see section D).

In the case where ω is off-resonant from any energy gap, the total interaction V would be neglected in the weak
coupling limit. The eigenstates of H thus approximately decouple and the fridge state remains unchanged. So does
⟨HF ⟩|ψ(t)⟩.

We take this as motivation to consider a measurement of HF as a witness for the resonance condition. If we assume
no knowledge about the system for which we want to prepare the ground state, we will most probably start in a state
that admits population throughout the whole energy eigenspectrum. For the sake of simplicity, suppose we start in a
maximally mixed state ρ(t = 0) = 1

d1. The fridge energy can now be used to optimally control the speed of the sweep
of ω throughout the eigenspectrum, namely deceleration at resonance and acceleration otherwise. This spectroscopic
approach to algorithmic cooling is agnostic to model specific properties.

Starting in a value for ω that is larger than the spectral spread, we can iteratively and in a controlled way decrease
ω after each step. Consider the mth cooling step in which we used a fridge gap ω(m) and measured a final fridge

energy E
(m)
F (cf. Eq. (8)). The next energy gap can be chosen as

ω(m+1) = ω(m) − f
(
E

(m)
F

)
, (A14)

with a control function f that decelerates when the fridge energy is maximal, f(E
(m)
F = 1) = 0, and accelerates

whenever the fridge stays cool, f(E
(m)
F = 0) = ∆ωmax. There are a number of hyperparameters to be analyzed,

amongst others the choice of ∆ωmax and derivatives of f . Choosing ∆ωmax too small (or f ′(1) too large) slows down
the algorithm while a large value for ∆ωmax (or a small value for f ′(1)) leads to neglected energy gaps. Moreover,
the position Tc of the steepest point of f controls the population that is transferred to the ground state. Similarly, a
small Tc slows down the process while a large Tc tends to leave more population in the higher energy eigenstate. The
control function used in the simulations is defined as

f(EF ) = x1 exp

(
x2

(1− log10(EF )) + x3

)
(A15)

It is largely motivated by phenomenological observations, as a compromise between simulation (wall) time and accu-
racy. There are three parameters. The first, x1 control the overall scaling of the function, the second x2 the sensitivity
of the exponential, and the third x3, the baseline speed at which the ω are swept.

Appendix B: The role of couplers

In this section, we briefly discuss two supplementary methods to build couplers for the Fermi-Hubbard Hamiltonian,
and we then present a decomposition of each coupler’s individual role in the cooling process.

a. Symmetry-preserving couplers One may look at the Pauli representation of the Fock operators, for example
in the Jordan-Wigner encoding, from which one can extract terms such as XiXi+1 + YiYi+1, Zi or ZiZj for the
system, that indeed respect the desired fermionic symmetries as they somewhat correspond to physical operators in
the encoding (hopping, number operator, and onsite term, respectively). We can then build a coupler by tensoring
these expressions with some relevant Pauli matrix (or string) on the environment.
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b. Onsite couplers Similarly to the free couplers, one may consider the case where only the onsite term U is
present. We can build couplers by straightforwardly noticing that excited states are those where there are up and
down fermions on the same sites, and the multiple ground states are those in which they are completely kept separate.
It is then straightforward to build operators that move the fermions from one site to another.

Coupler Fidelity improvement

V(1,0) 0.0031

V(2,0) 0.0733

V(3,0) 0.0589

V(4,0) 0.0373

V(5,0) 0.0000

V(6,0) 0.0000

V(7,0) 0.0000

V(8,0) 0.0000

V(9,0) 0.0000

V(10,0) 0.0000

V(11,0) 0.0000

V(12,0) 0.0000

Coupler Fidelity improvement

V(13,0) 0.1286

V(14,0) 0.3846

V(15,0) 0.0110

V(16,0) 0.3528

V(17,0) 0.4415

V(18,0) 0.2341

V(19,0) 0.1952

V(20,0) 0.2774

V(21,0) 0.0301

V(22,0) 0.0465

V(23,0) 0.3382

Coupler Fidelity improvement

V(24,0) 0.0232

V(25,0) 0.0000

V(26,0) 0.0000

V(27,0) 0.0000

V(28,0) 0.0000

V(29,0) 0.0000

V(30,0) 0.0000

V(31,0) 0.0000

V(32,0) 0.0000

V(33,0) 0.0297

V(34,0) 0.4322

V(35,0) 0.0684

Table I. Fidelity improvement after a spectroscopy run using only the coupler V(k,0). The initial state has a fidelity of 0.4509
with the ground state.

Regardless of the choice of couplers, spectroscopy needs only to be run once. Since each coupler has specific and
unchanging resonances (which are not known beforehand), an analysis of the fridge energy provides the necessary
information to perform the ideal version of the algorithm afterwards (with non-ideal couplers). Table I illustrates
an interesting issue: one remarks the great discrepancy in performance, as some couplers are much more critical to
successful cooling than others; this, however, cannot be known in advance.

Appendix C: Noise in the cooling process

As discussed before, one may not avoid some heating elements during the process, especially for values of α that
stretch the RWA’s applicability. Therefore, we can assume all cooling runs are noisy, with a noise channel identified
with the suppressed heating process in Eq. A5. In experiments, when the RWA is respected, the heating channel is
suppressed and cooling dominates, and one may conclude the break-even point is passed. Heating at this level is,
however, suppressed by definition, so robustness to noise generated by external processes is not guaranteed in this
model.

We study two varieties of noise: totally depolarizing noise, which, during each cooling step, nudges the system
density matrix towards the maximally-mixed state, and fermionic-conserving noise, which respects the symmetries of
the system, and keeps the overall fermionic state in the same parity and number subspace, while nudging it towards
a mixed state over all correct fermionic occupations states.

The noise is applied after every cooling step, as the environment returns to its ground state, the system density
matrix is mixed with the maximally-mixed state of the considered subspace. After the nth cooling step,

ρsys,n+1 = (1− λ)ρsys,n +
1

Λ
λI (C1)

where λ ∈ [0, 1], and Λ is the normalization constant. In the case of the parity-conserving noise, we define the
maximally mixed state to be

ρmixed =
1

Λ

∑
j∈J(Nf )

|j⟩⟨j| (C2)

i.e. we sum over the states that have the correct up- and down-spin quantity, σ↑ and σ↓ respectively.
The effects of fully depolarizing noise can be avoided with the subspace cooling algorithm. It is obvious that an

algorithm whose runtime is short will perform better than one whose runtime is long; it is exactly what happens
here. If we perform noisy spectroscopy over the whole spectrum, many peaks appear, and the information we wish
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to acquire is hidden. However, if perform beforehand a fast sweep that can also be noisy, and then use the controlled
cooling algorithm over the subspace, depolarization noise becomes surmountable.
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Figure 7. Subspace cooling run with parameters as in figure 3. Depolarizing noise is applied at each cooling step, as well as
during the fast sweep, after each Trotter step, with parameter λ = 10−4. We start here with a Slater determinant

We display here noisy simulations: Figure 7 shows that subspace cooling is successful for fully depolarizing noise
when λ ≤ 10−4. In this case, the depolarizing channel sends the state towards the maximally-mixed state. For this
reason, we use the fast sweep, and cool over a restricted subspace; cooling steps need to be applied with moderation,
since each wasted step is now detrimental to cooling. We end with a fidelity of 0.954; without the fast sweep, we reach
0.877. This is not much worse than the noiseless case in figure 10 (where one reaches a fidelity of 0.994), implying
that the subspace cooling algorithm can withstand higher noise.
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Figure 8. Noisy controlled cooling, with a maximally-mixed state restricted to the correct fermionic subspace, i.e. with
ρ =

∑
k∈{n↑,n↓} |Ek⟩⟨Ek|, and λ = 10−5, and model parameters as in figure 3.

Figure 8 shows that, when we restrict the noise to only drive transitions within the correct fermionic subspace,
we can scan the whole energy spectrum without any difficulty. The main difference when compared to the noiseless
case is the presence of peaks on levels that are not initially populated. The action of noise diverts some of amplitude
towards them, which is then picked up by the cooling algorithm. Spectroscopy informs us of supplementary peaks
that need to be cooled precisely because of noise.
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Therefore, noise in the subspace increases the number of cooling steps needed, and we can maintain the ground
state indefinitely as long as we cool it. In the case of fully depolarizing noise, any state eventually decays to the
maximally-mixed state regardless of cooling attempts. The solution is to be fast enough to avoid it. One might also
consider building a Hamiltonian from the invariants to “cool” back from the non-symmetry subspace to the symmetry
subspace, using the same cooling algorithm. Young et al. [54] also discuss ideas for error correction by cooling.

1. Approximate noise threshold

We now derive an approximate bound for the depolarizing noise for a theoretical noisy quantum computer, above
which heating surpasses cooling, and the process fails. For simplicity, let us here assume that E0 = 0, such that the
largest energy gap simplifies to Emax − E0 = Emax.

We will specifically look at the heating and cooling channels γheat and γcool, which define the energies that enter
and leave the system during a single cooling step, using a single coupler. It takes a wall time of tcomp to simulate a
time tstep. For this single step, the heating channel is

γheat = (1− (1− p)tcomp)Emax/2, (C3)

where p is the depolarization noise factor, Emax the highest eigenenergy, contributing to γheat as the mean energy
Emax−E0

2 = Emax

2 introduced by the depolarizing channel. This approaches Emax/2 as tcomp → ∞, telling us that
the depolarizing channel pushes the system’s energy towards that of the maximally mixed state as time goes on. We
can break down tcomp into the Trotter depth DTrotter multiplied with a sample overhead SF = 1/Pj determined by
Eq. (9), necessary for the fridge to be excited once,

tcomp = DTrotter · SF . (C4)

We can also obtain a more explicit expression for the depth, from Suzuki [42]. We know the Trotter error follows

ε = δt · tstepE2
max, (C5)

where δt is the size of the time step. The depth follows DTrotter = tstep/δt, from which we extract DTrotter =
t2stepEmax/ε. We can allow for a Trotter error ε that is at the level of hardware noise ε ∼ DTrotterp. Inserting this
into Eq. (C5) yields DTrotter ∼ tstepEmax/

√
p. Recalling from appendix A 1 that tstep ∼ π/α, and in the limit p≪ 1,

we have γheat ∼ p · tcompEmax/2, such that we finally obtain

γheat ∼
√
p
π

Pjα

Emax
2

(C6)

The cooling channel is then γcool = EF , where EF is the energy of the fridge after the cooling step (see section III):
it is the energy that left the system. We can rewrite this as

γcool = Ej · Pj (C7)

with Ej the gap being cooled. In order to achieve a positive net cooling rate, we require γheat < γcool. Then,

√
p
π

Pjα

Emax
2

< EjPj (C8)

⇒ p <
4E2

j

W 2d4cE
2
maxπ

2
(C9)

where we used Pj ∼ 1/dc and divided Ej by a weakening factor W to ensure being in the RWA regime, α ∼ Ej/W .

The energy ratio
Ej

Emax
scales as O

(
1
n

)
in systems in which energy is an extensive quantity. Note that, in the case of

thermalization, this might actually contribute to move towards the target state, although this particular calculation
only concerns cooling.

Appendix D: Hybrid adiabatic cooling

Given the exponential scaling in the number of energy gaps of fermionic systems, one realizes that pure cooling
needs to be supplemented in order to remain tractable in larger systems (see discussion after Eq. (A13)). Ideally, one
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should either try to reduce the number of gaps to cool, by ensuring some levels are not populated at the start, or
manage to cool multiple gaps in a single step. In both cases, the desired outcome is an effective number of gaps with
better scaling.

Let us consider the adiabatic sweep as a natural companion to cooling that connects two arbitrary Hamiltonians
H1 and H2 via an evolution generated by the time-dependent Hamiltonian

H(s) = (1− λ(s))H1 + λ(s)H2, (D1)

and a switch function λ with λ(0) = 0 and λ(ts) = 1 for a fixed total time ts. It is known [22] that the error ε of the

sweep scales as ε = O
(

K
ts∆3

)
, with a constant K = O

(
maxs ∥∂sH(s)∥2

)
, which is typically O(1), and the minimal

gap ∆ = E1 − E0 of the system. The total time of the sweep is hence given by ts = O
(
K
ε∆3

)
. Assume the error is of

the order of O
(
α2

∆2

)
, just as the rotating wave approximation in the worst case, as discussed in section A1, then

ts = O

(
K

α2∆

)
. (D2)

In passages with gap closings, or in the presence of degeneracies, the adiabatic sweep alone is not a promising strategy
for ground state preparation. We suggest a hybrid algorithm making use of both routines, sweep and cooling, in
order to circumvent their respective problems. A näıve approach would be an adiabatic sweep on a system that is
simultaneously coupled to the fridge. In an ideal case, this can be considered an adiabatic sweep on an open quantum
system that undergoes a cooling channel. However, recent work has shown [55] that the adiabatic sweep is rendered
inefficient by this coupling at any finite temperature of the fridge.

We thus consider a separated version that tackles the individual problems of the sweep and cooling in a more
specific way. One runs an adiabatic sweep to prepare a more favorable starting state for the cooling process. The
preceding sweep can be performed rather fast such that the ground state population only spreads into the low energy
subspace. This way, the combined run of a fast sweep followed by the cooling routine can be faster than either of
them applied individually. If we only aim for an output state in the lower energy sector consisting of the dc lowest
energy eigenstates, we can allow for an error ε = dc−1

dc
assuming a maximally mixed state within the low energy sector

for the sake of simplicity. The time for the sweep becomes ts = O
(
K(dc−1)
dc∆3

)
.

The cooling routine, on the other hand, incorporates a quantum simulation with a time t = π
α between resets.

Assuming resets are instantaneous, the total time of the cooling routine is then just the number of cooled energy gaps
times t. Since we are restricted to the lowest dc energy eigenstates, this number is dc − 1. Another factor dc comes
into play that captures the mean number of repetitions to measure the fridge in the excited state (cf. Eq. (A13)). In

total, we have tc = O
(
dc(dc−1)

α

)
, that is for the combined sweep and cooling algorithm

ts+c = O

(
K(dc − 1)

dc∆3
+
dc(dc − 1)

α

)
. (D3)

The combined algorithm is faster for a fixed error threshold, if and only if the number of low energy states is bounded.
To get a feeling for this upper bound, we assume that both, the adiabatic sweep and the combined routine exhaust
the upper bounds for the total time that are derived above. In this case

ts+c ≤ ts ⇐⇒ K(dc − 1)

dc∆3
+ dc(dc − 1)

π

α
− K

α2∆
≤ 0 (D4)

Assuming that dc−1
dc

≈ 1, we get d2c ≤ K
∆

(
1
α − α

∆2

)
= K

∆2

(
1√
ε
−

√
ε
)
.

We show on figure 9 a full spectroscopy run with a fast sweep beforehand (not pictured). This correspond to a
single point in figure 4 or figure 10. In the upper subplot, we can see that the initial difference due to the fast sweep is
barely noticeable, but the state that results is then much more amenable to cooling; this translates into the significant
fidelity difference at the end of the scan.

In figure 10, we display the complementary case to figure 4, in which we start from the Coulomb or t = 0 limit.
Again, the fast sweep’s meagre advantage translates into a larger fidelity increase after cooling. The downside in
the U = 0 case is the preparation cost of the initial ground state, which scales polynomially with the number of
qubits, whereas the t = 0 is constant, since it is a computational state. Again, the complete adiabatic sweep performs
somewhat better than the combined algorithm, but saturates at a low fidelity, since the populations spread over the
degenerate subspace.
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Figure 9. Effect of an initial fast sweep on a controlled cooling run. Parameters are the same as figure 3; we only scan, however,
the lower end of the spectrum. The data in purple shows the result using the usual controlled cooling algorithm and starting
in the free ground state, whereas the green lines show the improvement due to a fast sweep performed before cooling begins,
from the free ground state to the interacting ground state. The time budget of the fast sweep is a hundredth of the normal
sweep time.
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Figure 10. Counterpart to figure 4. Here, the fast sweep starts from the U = 0 ground state, instead of the t = 0 ground state,
but all other parameters are the same. The red dashed line, which shows a pure adiabatic sweep, is barely above the fast sweep.



19

Appendix E: Thermal state preparation

A problem related to ground state cooling is the preparation of thermal state. In particular, we are interested in
sampling from the state

ρS(β) =
1

ZS(β)
e−βHS , ZS(β) = Tr

(
e−βHS

)
=
∑
j

e−βEj (E1)

given the Fermi-Hubbard Hamiltonian as a system Hamiltonian as described in section B. In the limit β → ∞, we
return to the ground state problem, whereas for β → 0 the target state is maximally mixed rendering the problem
trivial. Note that, since we restrict the Hilbert space to a particle number and spin conserving subspace, the state ρS
reads

ρS(β) =
1

ZS(β)

∑
j∈J(Nf )

e−βEj |Ej⟩⟨Ej |, (E2)

with J(Nf ) indexing the symmetry subspace. Just as in section A, we start with an accessible state such as ρS(0)
and couple it to an environment, in which we can control the temperature. Sticking to a single ancilla qubit with the
Hamiltonian HF = − 1

2 (ZF + 1F ), we can prepare the thermal state

ρF (β) =
1

ZF (β)

(
e

βω
2 0

0 e−
βω
2

)
=

e
βω
2

ZF (β)

(
1 0

0 e−βω

)
, (E3)

with ZF (β) = e
βω
2 +e−

βω
2 , if we probabilistically prepare either |0⟩⟨0| with probability e

βω
2

ZF (β) or |1⟩⟨1| with probability

e−
βω
2

ZF (β) . Let us start with a high temperature state in the system and a low temperature state in the fridge βS < βF
and couple the two systems with a two-level coupler V = |E0⟩⟨E1| ⊗ |1⟩⟨0| + H.c.. To begin with, we assume the
system to also be two-dimensional. The eigenstates and eigenvalues are the same as in Eq. (A11) given that the
coupler in on-resonant. As the thermal states are simplest in the eigenbases of the local Hamiltonians {|Ej⟩}j and
{|0⟩, |1⟩}, respectively, we write the time evolution operator U = exp (−it (HS + ωHF + αV )) in the tensor product
basis

U =


eitω 0 0 0

0 cos(αt) −i sin(αt) 0

0 −i sin(αt) cos(αt) 0

0 0 0 e−itω

 . (E4)

Now we can calculate the evolved state. We are interested in the effect on the system only and trace out the fridge.
We get

TrF
(
U(ρS(βS)⊗ ρF (βF ))U

†)
=

e
ω
2 (βS+βF )

ZS(βS)ZF (βF )

(
1 + e−βFω cos2(αt) + e−βSω sin2(αt) 0

0 e−
ω
2 (βS+βF ) + e−βSω cos2(αt) + e−βFω sin2(αt)

)
. (E5)

Comparing with the form of Eq. (E3), we find that the output state in Eq. (E5) is again a thermal state at t = π
2α .

In this case, the inverse temperature is given by β = βF . We thus made the whole swap of excitations as in section
A. The situation changes, however, if we consider the whole spectrum in the system instead of just the two lowest
energies. Let us repeat the calculation in the case, where the thermal state from Eq. (E2) has d non-vanishing terms.
If we leave the coupler unchanged, the dynamics will still be a swap of excitations within the two levels considered
in Eq. (E4) and a multiplication with relative phases e−it(Ej±ω

2 ) in the rest of the spectrum. We thus expect for the
output state at t = π

2α analogue to Eq. (E5)

TrF
(
U(ρS(βS)⊗ ρF (βF ))U

†) = 1

ZS(βS)



e
ω
2

(βS+βF )+e−βS
ω
2

ZF (βF )

1+e−
ω
2

(βF −βS)

ZF (βF )

. . .

e−βSEj

. . .


. (E6)
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This is no longer a thermal state, that is we cannot identify an inverse temperature with Eq. (E6). Instead, we can
look at the ratio of the ground state population P0 before and after

P after
0

P before
0

=
e

ω
2 (βS+βF ) + e−(βS−βF )ω

2

eβS
ω
2 ZF (βF )

=
1 + e−βSω

1 + e−βFω
> 1 ⇐⇒ βS < βF . (E7)

While the above process lowers the energy in the system, we are not yet at a thermal state. It quickly becomes clear
that we need to include all possible ladder operators between any two eigenenergies, including heating terms to allow
for a proper thermalization. Only in the limit β → ∞, the cooling transitions to the ground state become dominant.
We introduce the subroutine 2 as the thermal equivalent of subroutine 1. It uses the ProbabilisticReset function
defined in pseudo-code inset 4.

Subroutine 2 Thermalization Step

1: function ThermalizationStep(ρS , ρF , V, ω.β)
2: ρF ← ProbabilisticReset(β)
3: ρS ← CoolingStep(ρS , ρF , V, ω)
4: return ρS
5: end function

1. Circumventing the exponential scaling

We here discuss a different approach to thermal state preparation that does not require an exponential number of
transitions. In this case, the ancillary fridge is always prepared in its ground state, as opposed to the probabilistic
reset. The couplers V(j,k) = |Ek⟩⟨Ej | ⊗ |1⟩⟨0| + H.c. are chosen with probability v(j,k). In the end, we need the

population Pj = e−βEj

ZS(β) for the jth energy eigenstate. The populations Pj must satisfy the following set of rate

equations in the perfect case

Ṗj =
∑
k

(
v(k,j)Pk − v(j,k)Pj

)
∀j, (E8)

where we used that the maximal population that can be transferred is proportional to the initial population, cf.
Eq. (A13). In order to reach the desired steady state, the detailed balance condition has to hold∑

k

v(k,j)e
−βEk =

(∑
k

v(j,k)

)
e−βEj ∀j. (E9)

One possible choice is v(j,k) =
1
d−1

e−βEk

ZS(β) , for which the coupler towards state |Ek⟩ is drawn from its thermal probability

and the choice of the initial state with equal probability. The exponential factor d poses a problem similar to the
cooling case (cf. section A2), which can be resolved by preparing a better initial state with non-negligible population
only in a low-energy sector, for instance via a preceding fast sweep (see section D). Subroutine 3 is the result of these
improvements with respect to the ideal version.

Subroutine 3 Stochastic thermalization step

1: function StochThermStep(ρS , β, {(V(a,b), {ω(a,b))
µ }})

2: Pick random Vk ← V(ℓ,m) with prob. v(ℓ,m)

3: if ℓ > m then
4: ρF ← |0⟩⟨0|
5: else if ℓ < m then
6: ρF ← |1⟩⟨1|
7: end if ▷ Couplers are always from a level to another, ℓ ̸= m

8: for ωk ∈ {ω(ℓ,m)
µ } do

9: ρS ← CoolingStep(ρS , ρF , Vk, ωk)
10: end for
11: return ρ
12: end function

Depending on the temperature, the target state could already be close to a maximally mixed state, which renders
the task trivial. In this case, no thermalization is needed. In the case of low temperature, the target state only has
population in the low-energy sector, for which the sweep will prepare a good initial guess.
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Appendix F: Subspace thermalization algorithm

Here, we display a pseudo-code version of the subspace thermalization algorithm, the counterpart to subspace
cooling. The first inset, subroutines 4, defines two utilities function for use in the algorithm, and because of legibility
concerns, we have decided to give them their own space. The first function describes the FastSweep that we have
thoroughly used throughout this paper. These arguments are omitted in the pseudo-code, but, as for any sweep, one
requires an initial Hamiltonian, and a target Hamiltonian. In the end, one obtains an approximation whose accuracy
depends on the time spent in the sweep.

The second function covers the probabilistic reset needed for the thermalization step, in 2. One picks a random
float from a continuous uniform distribution and, if it is lower than an expression depending on β, returns the ground
state of the one-qubit Hamiltonian, or else the excited state. This of course equivalent to a coin flip where the heads
has a probability exp(βω/2)/ZF (β), and so on. This allows us to get a fridge that correspond to the effective inverse
temperature β that we are targeting.

Subroutines 4 Utility functions for thermalization and cooling

1: function FastSweep(|Ẽ0⟩, tfs)
2: Evolve for tfs: U(tfs)|Ẽ0⟩
3: return |Φ⟩⟨Φ|
4: end function

1: function Probabilistic reset(β)
2: Draw random x ∈ [0, 1]
3: if x < exp(βω/2)/ZF (β) then
4: return |0⟩⟨0|
5: else
6: return |1⟩⟨1|
7: end if
8: end function

In the function FastSweep, U(tfs) is the unitary implementing a curve in operator space, between two Hamilto-

nians H̃ and H, with time tfs, such that U(tfs)|Ẽ0⟩ = |E0⟩+
∑
i ci|Ei⟩, where |Ẽ0⟩ is the ground state of H̃, and the

|Ei⟩ are the eigenstate of H. The coefficient |ci|2 follows |ci|2 = O((Ei − E0)
−3(tfs)

−1).

This second inset describes the adapted controlled cooling algorithm in the case of thermalization. It works quite
similarly to the former program, with the notable differences being the use of the probabilistic reset akin to the
thermalization step, 2.

Algorithm 2 Spectroscopy in the case of thermalization

1: function SpectroscopyTherm(ρS , {V(a,b)}, β)
2: ρF ← Probabilistic reset(β)
3: ρ, A ← Spectroscopy(ρS , ρF , {V(a,b)})
4: return ρ, A
5: end function

The final lines of pseudo-code we present in this Appendix correspond to the algorithm we develop in section VI,
adapted for thermalization, in a version that fits within the pseudo-code style we have developed over the course of
the work. Figure 1 sketches the overall operation of the cooling case. The algorithm below gives a more structured
and exact picture, while also being much more concise. We again very briefly summarize the program. After the trial
state is created with a fast sweep, we perform a spectroscopy of the couplers in the low energy sector of the spectrum,
and create a list A of resonant couplers and their resonances. At the end, one uses the stochastic thermalization
algorithm to cool towards the target Gibbs state, using the information gained beforehand, in this case, the array A.
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Algorithm 3 Subspace thermalization

1: function SubspaceTherm(|Ẽ0⟩, tfs, β, dc)
2: ρ← FastSweep(|Ẽ0⟩, tfs)
3: ρ,A ← SpectroscopyTherm(ρS , {V(a,b)}, β)
4: ρ← FastSweep(|Ẽ0⟩, tfs)
5: ρ← StochTherm(ρS , β,A)
6: return ρ
7: end function

Appendix G: Digitalization of cooling

While this work does not delve deep into the digitalization of the various algorithm introduced, we make a few
remarks that can shine some light on the path to a fully working, gate-based version. As mentioned in section
II, time evolution can be straightforwardly ported with Trotterization [43], alongside methods for compression of
gate sequences, such as [44, 45]. This is a entire field by itself, but its solutions are independent of the problem at
hand. The entire success of gate-based cooling hinges on the conversion of the couplers, which, due to the nature
of fermionic systems, are non-local. As discussed in the couplers section IIC, the couplers being built in Fock space
means encodings are straightforwardly applicable, and we may discuss on an equal footing with general fermionic
dynamics, as is done for example in Cade et al. [56]. Therefore, one must then focus on and perhaps may learn from
the Pauli sums obtained from the encoded couplers. Indeed, the projectors considered throughout this work may
hide some symmetries that the Pauli sums may reveal. This might also pave the way for better, more local couplers,
although preliminary work has suggested that it is usually more effective to search for them, at least in the case of
fermions, in Fock space.
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Figure 11. Sorted coefficients of the free couplers’ Pauli strings. The x-axis represents an arbitrary Pauli string index (which
is not the same for each coupler as it is sorted), and the y-axis the absolute amplitude of each Pauli string in the normalized
sum. Each line refers to a particular coupler. In this case, we used Jordan-Wigner to encode the operators.

On figure 11 we show the Jordan-Wigner-encoded free couplers, in the form of the amplitudes of their Pauli strings;
the dominant Pauli string for each coupler is shown in table II. In a future application of the subspace cooling
algorithm to gate-based hardware, we would expect some truncation of the Pauli sums to be necessary: if the some
of the Pauli strings are dominant, then we may start to form strategies as to which Pauli strings to keep, whereas in
the opposite case, when all coefficients are equal, there is no optimal way to truncate. The free couplers’ coefficients
are spread over more than one order of magnitude: it seems there is hope to port the algorithm.
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Coupler Pauli String

V(1,0) X5Z6X7

V(2,0) Z1

V(3,0) Z5

V(4,0) Z1Z6Z7

V(5,0) Y1Z2X3Y5Z6X7

V(6,0) X4Z5X6

V(7,0) Y2X3Y6X7

V(8,0) Z1X4Z5X6

V(9,0) X2Z4Z5X6

V(10,0) Z1X2Z3Z4Z5X6Z7

V(11,0) Y1Y2Y3Z4X5Y6X7

V(12,0) Z0

Coupler Pauli String

V(13,0) X3Z4Z5X7

V(14,0) Z0Z1

V(15,0) Z0Z5

V(16,0) Z1Z6Z7

V(17,0) Z0Y1Z2X3Y5Z6X7

V(18,0) Z4

V(19,0) Z2X3Z4Z5Z6X7

V(20,0) Z1Z4

V(21,0) Z4Z5

V(22,0) Z1Z2Z7

V(23,0) Y1Z2X3Z4Y5Z6X7

Coupler Pauli String

V(24,0) Z0Z6Z7

V(25,0) Z0X3Z4Z5X7

V(26,0) Z0Z6Z7

V(27,0) Z0Z3Z6

V(28,0) Z0Z1Z6Z7

V(29,0) Z0Z1X3Z4Z5X7

V(30,0) Y0Z1X2Y4Z5X6

V(31,0) Y0Z1X2Y4Y5Y6X7

V(32,0) Y0X2Y4Z5X6

V(33,0) Y0Z1X2Y4X6

V(34,0) Z0Z1X2Z3Z4Z5X6Z7

V(35,0) Y0X1Y2X3Y4X5Y6X7

Table II. Pauli string with the highest coefficient for each of the free couplers. The pauli strings in this table correspond to the
index 0 coefficient in figure 11.
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