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1Departament de F́ısica, Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona, 08193 Bellaterra, Spain
2Barcelona Supercomputing Center, 08034 Barcelona, Spain

3Departament de F́ısica Quàntica i Astrof́ısica, Universitat de Barcelona, 08028 Barcelona, Spain
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Simulating a physical system with variational quantum algorithms is a well-studied approach but
challenging to implement in current devices due to demands in qubit number and circuit depth. We
show how limited knowledge of the system, namely the entropy of its subsystems or its entanglement
structure, can be used to reduce the cost of these algorithms with entanglement forging. To do so,
we simulate a Fermi-Hubbard one-dimensional chain with a parametrized hopping term, as well as
atomic nuclei 28Ne and 60Ti with the nuclear shell model. Using an adaptive variational quantum
eigensolver we find significant reductions in both the maximum number of qubits (up to one fourth)
and the amount of two-qubit gates (over an order of magnitude) required in the quantum circuits.
Our findings indicate that our method, entropy-driven entanglement forging, can be used to adjust
quantum simulations to the limitations of current noisy intermediate-scale quantum devices.

I. INTRODUCTION

In modern quantum devices, the number of available
qubits and low-error quantum gates imposes a strong lim-
itation in the accuracy of the final results not only in
fault-tolerant schemes but also in current noisy simula-
tions. Since quantum algorithms are applied to complex
quantum many-body problems [1, 2], including quan-
tum chemistry [3–5], condensed matter [6, 7] and nu-
clear physics [8–10], this constraint has been the source
of many techniques that aim to simulate large systems
with smaller but equivalent ones needing fewer quantum
resources. Some encoding methods aim to reduce the
dimension of the input data, like quantum autoencod-
ing [11] or other physically-inspired frameworks [12]. On
the other hand, other approaches focus directly on cir-
cuits to run equivalent simulations using fewer qubits.
The best-known of them, circuit knitting [13, 14], takes
advantage of circuits with sparsely-connected subsections
in order to break them apart into smaller ones. More re-
cently, an alternative approach has also been explored:
one can train small circuits to prepare local states, and
then recover the global solution with post-processing.
Both types of techniques are commonly used on varia-
tional quantum algorithms (VQA) [1, 2].

Entanglement forging [15] is an example of the lat-
ter approach. However, a challenge faced by this frame-
work is to find which terms and corresponding weights
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are more relevant in the entanglement-forging decompo-
sition. Recently, a solution was proposed using a genera-
tive neural network [16]. Instead, in this work we argue in
favour of a physically-motivated approach. In particular,
we aim to exploit information about the entanglement
structure of the target system [17] or, more generally,
the entropy of its subsystems. These properties can indi-
cate how to apply the decomposition and even guide the
weight distribution of the product states.

We call this novel approach Entropy-Driven Entangle-
ment Forging (EDEF). Figure 1 illustrates the EDEF al-
gorithm, which can be applied to a physical system (mid-
dle panel) that, once encoded into qubits, can be solved
with a VQA (left panel). When two low-entanglement
subsystems A and B can be identified, they define a bi-
partition of the system where entanglement forging can
be applied efficiently (right panel). In this alternative ap-
proach, the VQA is simplified into smaller circuits with
fewer qubits that output local states on each subsystem
after optimization. Finally, we recover the ground state
of the entire system with a linear combination of the local
states.

We showcase our proposal studying two many-body
systems. First, we describe the one-dimensional (1D)
Fermi-Hubbard (FH) model. Here we explore the per-
formance of the EDEF algorithm across a wide range of
values for the different parameters of the Hamiltonian,
which lets us identify partitions with different levels of
entropy. Second, we simulate the ground states of atomic
nuclei using the nuclear shell model (NSM). This ap-
proach has already been the subject of several works us-
ing quantum computing tools [16, 18–24], which point out
the need for a significant amount of quantum-computing
resources to simulate medium-mass nuclei [24, 25]. For
both systems, we implement EDEF onto an Adaptive
Derivative-Assembled Pseudo-Trotter ansatz-Variational
Quantum Eigensolver (ADAPT-VQE), which has previ-
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FIG. 1. Schematic application of the Entropy-Driven Entanglement Forging (EDEF) method to two physical systems: the
Fermi-Hubbard and the nuclear shell model. In the middle, the initial configuration is encoded into a qubit quantum state.
Then –left panel– a variational quantum algorithm (VQA) can be used to obtain the system’s ground-state by optimizing the
ansatz parameters. Alternatively (right panel) the VQA is used with EDEF: knowledge of the entropy of the system is used to
find a suitable partition, and thus the ground state is obtained with a few smaller circuits instead of a single large circuit.

ously shown to be effective both for the FH model [26]
and the NSM [7, 18]. Nonetheless, our approach can be
integrated with other VQAs in a straightforward way. As
illustrated in Fig. 1, we expect that the EDEF algorithm
allows us to reduce both the number of qubits and the
depth of the circuits of our FH and NSM many-body
simulations.

II. ENTANGLEMENT PATTERNS AND
PHYSICAL MODELS

A. Entropy-driven entanglement forging

For any possible bipartition of a quantum system, bi-
partite entanglement [27] quantifies how correlated the
two parts are – albeit with some subtleties that distin-
guish quantum effects from classical correlations [28].
In a pure quantum state, |ψ⟩, with density matrix,
ρ = |ψ⟩ ⟨ψ|, subsystems A and B of ρ are not entan-
gled when they can be written down as a tensor product,
ρ = ρA ⊗ ρB . Otherwise, one can use the von Neumann
entropy, S, defined as

S(ρ) = −Tr(ρ log2 ρ) = −
∑
i

ρi log2 ρi, (1)

where ρi are the eigenvalues of ρ. Specifically, for a
pure state, S(|ψ⟩ ⟨ψ|) = 0, while for a reduced matrix
ρA = trB(ρ), S(ρA) = S(ρB) = S(trA(ρ)) quantifies the
entanglement between A and B.
The Schmidt decomposition of a quantum state [29]

for the same bipartition A,B,

|ψ⟩ =
χ∑
i

λi |ψi⟩A ⊗ |ψi⟩B , (2)

is useful to calculate the entropy because ρi = λ2i . More
importantly, it also describes exactly how to assemble
in entanglement forging the subcircuits that describe the
two parts, |ψi⟩A and |ψi⟩B , into the full state, |ψ⟩. For
an exact simulation, the amount of subcircuits needed
corresponds to the Schmidt number χ, which is bound
by the amount of basis elements in the smallest partition.
On the other hand, χ is the number of terms in the sum
of Eq. (1), which maximizes the entropy when all ρi are
equal and Tr(ρ) = 1, with S = log2(χ). Therefore, for an
equipartite Nq-qubit system such as the ones we consider
in this work, we have

2S ≤ χ ≤ 2Nq/2. (3)

Quantum systems that are fully separable on a bipar-
tition only need one state for each part, therefore, en-
tanglement forging is simplest for these systems. For low
entanglement between the two parts, only a few instances
χcut of each subsystem are necessary to simulate it ac-
curately, since there is a tail of terms with very small
coefficients λi that contribute negligibly to the fidelity.
In contrast, for strongly-entangled subsystems one needs
exponentially many states with the smallest number of
qubits in one of the subsystems. Thus, in a general set-
ting of entanglement forging, one must find a favourable
bipartition, decide how many subcircuits to run, and op-
timize the coefficients for each of them to recover the
full quantum state. Since the number of possible bipar-
titions in a system scales exponentially with the number
of qubits Nq, entanglement forging is best suited when it
is physically driven, for instance when knowledge of the
system indicates low entanglement across specific sectors.

In this work, we illustrate EDEF by studying the 1D
FH model with a tunable hopping term between the two
central sites. This model allows us to test different levels
of entropy and their impact on the quality of the results
after applying one layer of EDEF. In addition, the low
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entanglement present between the protons and neutrons
of atomic nuclei studied with the NSM [30, 31] provides
an ideal practical testbed for EDEF. While we focus on
the ADAPT-VQE algorithm, other VQAs can also be
applied to the local circuits.

For a general physical system, we define Entropy-
Driven Entanglement Forging as the following algo-
rithm:

Algorithm Entropy-Driven Entanglement Forging

1: procedure Preparation
2: for each of l layers of EDEF do
3: Identify low entropy bipartition A,B
4: Define initial basis of states

∣∣ψ0
i

〉
A
,
∣∣ψ0

i

〉
B

5: Tie degenerate coefficients λi using symmetry
6: Set cutoff number of product states χcut

7: procedure Training
8: Define state |ψ⟩ =

∑χcut
i λi

∣∣ψ0
i

〉
A
⊗

∣∣ψ0
i

〉
B

9: while ε′ > threshold do
10: Optimize U i

A(θ),U i
B(θ) independently on circ. i

11: Compute UA

⊗
UB → UV QA

12: Compute ε′(UV QA, |ψ⟩)

In this pseudocode, A, B denote the two partitions of the
system, the unitaries U i

A, U i
B are applied individually to

circuit i of the decomposition on the corresponding parti-
tion, and ε′ is the ground-state energy found with EDEF.
The bases in the fourth step must have well-defined quan-
tum numbers according to the model Hamiltonian and
the partition. Throughout this work, we refer to the ap-
plication of l layers of EDEF as l-cut EDEF.

B. Fermi-Hubbard model

The Fermi-Hubbard model describes fermions on a lat-
tice and serves as a simplified model to simulate valence
electrons on a crystal and fermionic ultracold gases in
optical lattices [32]. In its simplest 1D form, the FH
Hamiltonian includes a hopping term, t, accounting for
the tunneling of fermions between adjacent sites, and an
interaction term, U , which adds energy whenever a spin-
up and a spin-down fermion occupy the same site. Here
we consider a 1D lattice with an even number of sites,
labeled i = 1, · · · , Ns, and a tunable hopping, tm, be-
tween the two middle sites: i = Ns/2, Ns/2 + 1. The
Hamiltonian reads,

H0 =− t
∑

⟨i,j⟩,σ

(
a†iσajσ + a†jσaiσ

)
+ U

∑
i

ni↑ni↓

− (tm − t)
∑
σ

(
a†imσajmσ + a†jmσaimσ

)
,

(4)

where ajmσ (a†jmσ) are the annihilation (creation) opera-
tors for a fermion at site j and spin σ, with j = 1, · · · , Ns

and σ =↑, ↓; niσ = a†jmσajmσ is the number operator,

while ⟨i, j⟩ indicates pairs of first-neighbor sites, and
im = Ns/2, jm = im + 1 the two middle sites. We

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

FIG. 2. Normalized entropy S/Smax (black solid line) and
infidelities In corresponding to normalized Schmidt decom-
positions with n = 1, · · · , 8 product states (red dashed lines,
from top to bottom) as a function of the hopping tm between
the two middle sites for a FH model with four sites and t = U .

consider repulsive interactions, U > 0, with t > 0,
tm > 0. Here, we set t as our energy unit and vary
tm and U , while fixing the number of particles for each
spin, Nσ. The regular FH Hamiltonian corresponds to
tm = t, while smaller (larger) values of tm couple more
weakly (strongly) the left and right parts of the lattice,
thus reducing (enhancing) their entanglement. In a stan-
dard Jordan-Wigner mapping [33] with Nq = 2Ns qubits
where odd ones (i = 1, · · · , 2Ns − 1) correspond to spin-
up sites and even qubits (i = 2, · · · , 2Ns) to spin-down
sites, the entanglement is given by the von Neumann en-
tropy in Eq. (1), S, between the first and second halves of
qubits. Following Eq. (3), the entropy is upper bounded
by Smax = Ns. Figure 2 shows S/Smax as a function
of tm for a lattice with Ns = 4 sites, U = t, and half-
filling, N↑ = N↓ = 2. The entropy at tm = 0 vanishes
as the Hamiltonian can be written as a tensor product of
two parts involving only the left or right Ns/2 sites. As
tm increases, the entropy grows up to S/Smax = 0.60 at
tm = 2t. For larger tm (not shown in Fig. 2), the entropy
keeps growing and then slightly decreases, converging to
S/Smax = 0.75 as tm → ∞.
The entropy can also be written in terms of Schmidt

coefficients λi as in Eq. (2),

S = −
∑
i

λ2i log2(λ
2
i ). (5)

Related to this expression, we can compute the infidelity,
In, of a Schmidt decomposition cut off at the n-th sin-
gular value and normalized to one, |ψn⟩, when compared
to the exact ground state, |ψχ⟩,

In =1− |⟨ψχ|ψn⟩|2 = 1−
n∑
i

λ2i . (6)

In always decreases for larger n, as the singular values
λ2i are non-negative real numbers sorted in decreasing or-
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der. Figure 2 also shows the infidelities for n = 1, · · · , 8
(dashed red lines) as a function of tm, for the FH model
described in the above paragraph. For tm = 0, there is
only one singular value λ1 = 1 and all In = 0. As tm
increases, the In’s grow at different rates. This indicates
that depending on the target infidelity and tm value, a
different cutoff n will be needed, and if In is good enough
for our purpose, then EDEF with χcut = n provides a
suitable approximation. Nonetheless, the large gap be-
tween I4 and I5 for middle hoppings tm ≲ t, makes n = 5
a particularly efficient cutoff.

This feature can be understood by the spin and parity
symmetries of the FH Hamiltonian: Eq. (4) is invariant
under the exchange of spin-up and spin-down operators,
σ ↔ σ̄, and under exchanging each operator acting on
site i by its mirror operator, i ↔ Ns + 1 − i. There-
fore, product states in the Schmidt decomposition re-
lated by these transformations have degenerate singular
values. Figure 3 illustrates this degeneracy by showing
the first eight singular values for three different middle
hopping values, tm = t/2, t, 2t, and two different interac-
tions, U = t, 3t. In all cases, a first large, non-degenerate,
singular value is followed by four small degenerate ones,
while the sixth singular value is very suppressed. The
first singular value corresponds to an even distribution
of particles and spins between the left and right parti-
tions, labeled (↑↓, ↑↓). For this symmetric distribution
the interactions minimize double occupation of the same
site, and the hopping term delocalizes fermions. The next
four degenerate singular values correspond to the parti-
tions related by spin and parity transformations: (↑↑↓, ↓),
(↓, ↑↑↓), (↓↓↑, ↑), and (↑, ↓↓↑). Thus, the gap between I4
and I5 in Fig. 2 appears because once the fifth prod-
uct state is added, the sum of singular values suddenly
approaches 1, suppressing the infidelity. The following
singular values are much smaller making the correspond-
ing infidelities relatively close to I5. This feature is more
prominent as tm decreases, so that a weaker central hop-
ping makes the n = 5 cutoff more efficient. Interactions
U do not change notably the singular-value structure.

In the following, we fix the number of sites to Ns = 4
and use the same set of central hopping terms tm and
interactions U of Fig. 3 to illustrate the performance of
EDEF in different settings. Nonetheless, the distribution
of spin-up and spin-down fermions discussed in this sec-
tion, N↑ and N↓, generalizes to lattices with more sites
(eg Ns = 6, Ns = 8) and particles, as long as interactions
U are not large (eg U = t) and N↑ = N↓ is even. In
these cases, the first product state consists of N↑/2 and
N↓/2 in each side, while the following four product states
are four-fold degenerate, corresponding to N↑/2− 1 and
N↓/2 + 1 on the left, and the corresponding degenerate
product states obtained by left/right and spin-up/spin-
down exchanges.
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□ □ □ □
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FIG. 3. First eight singular values, λi, of the Schmidt decom-
position into left and right sites of the ground state of the FH
model with 4 particles, for different interaction strengths, U ,
and central hopping terms, tm, labeled as (tm, U). Empty
(solid) symbols indicate U = t (U = 3t) singular values. As
the central hopping is reduced, the values i ≥ 2 get smaller.

C. Nuclear shell model

The nuclear shell model (NSM), or configuration-
interaction method, is one of the most successful frame-
works to study nuclear structure [34–39]. Much alike
its atomic counterpart, the NSM characterizes nuclear
dynamics in a restricted configuration space, also called
valence space, where nucleons effectively interact. The
valence space is bounded by single-particle states which,
if completely filled with nucleons, lead to magic numbers
that characterize especially stable configurations associ-
ated with large energy gaps. As the nuclear interaction
is rotationally invariant and nucleons are fermions, the
single-particle basis states are labelled by the quantum
numbers plj and m, where p is the principal quantum
number, l the orbital angular momentum – usually given
in spectroscopic notation – and j the total angular mo-
mentum with third-component projection m. As illus-
trated in Fig. 4, single-particle states with the same plj
and different m are degenerate in energy. The effective
Hamiltonian in the valence space is

Heff =
∑
i

εia
†
iai +

1

4

∑
ijkl

v̄ijkla
†
ia

†
jalak, (7)

where ai (a
†
i ) annihilate (create) a nucleon in the single-

particle state i with energy εi. The antisymmetrized two-
body matrix elements v̄ijkl = vijkl − vijlk are obtained
from the full-space nucleon-nucleon interaction. In this
work, we use the standard USDB interaction [40] in the
sd shell for neon, and KB3G [41] in the pf shell for tita-
nium. Figure 4 shows the orbitals comprising these va-
lence spaces: 0d5/2, 1s1/2 and 0d3/2 for the sd shell and
0f7/2, 1p3/2, 1p1/2 and 0f5/2 for the pf shell, ordered
according to their single-particle energy.
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0f5/2
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Protons

2nd cut, 60Ti

0f5/2

1p1/2

1p3/2

0f7/2
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23 22 21 2024252627
30 29 2831

37 36 3538

33 32

3439

Neutrons

2nd cut, 60Ti

1st cut

FIG. 4. Partitions used in the first and second layers of EDEF (labelled as 1st and 2nd cut) for the nuclear shell model in the sd
and pf valence spaces. The number on top of each single-particle state labels the qubit for the implementation in ADAPT-VQE
under a Jordan–Wigner mapping. The first cut always separates the proton and neutron sectors, while the second cut aims to
separate orbitals according to their energy (orbitals are ordered by their energy, with lowest-energy ones at the bottom).

For a nucleus with Z protons and N neutrons, one can
expand the nuclear states in the many-body basis of the
M -scheme, or Slater determinants,

|JMTTz⟩ =
∑
α

aα|α;MTz⟩, (8)

whereM is the projection of the total angular momentum
of the nucleus, J , and Tz = (N−Z)/2 the one of the total
nuclear isospin, T . The coefficients aα are obtained by di-
agonalizing the Hamiltonian in the many-body basis and
guarantee that nuclear states have good J and T quan-
tum numbers. State-of-the-art nuclear shell-model codes
[42–45] face the challenge to build and diagonalize the
Hamiltonian matrix for heavy nuclei. This is because the
many-body basis, formed by the exponentially-growing
set of all possible configurations for protons and neutrons
in the valence space, becomes untractable for classical
computers when nucleons fill about half the valence-space
single-particle states.

In the advent of quantum computers, alternative quan-
tum algorithms have been proposed to find ground states
within the NSM [16, 18–25]. In parallel, recent works
provide nuclear structure insights by analyzing nuclei
in terms of quantum information measures such as the
von Neumann entropy [20, 46–50]. Notably, among all
possible bipartitions, separating proton and neutron or-
bitals has the lowest von Neumann entropy [31], and
proton-neutron entanglement decreases further for more
neutron-rich systems [30]. In fact, these properties have
been used to improve nuclear-structure calculations using
classical methods [51, 52].

Here we apply these insights into the Schmidt decom-
position of Eq. (2). Figure 5 shows the first eight singular
values for various beryllium (calculated with the Cohen-
Kurath interaction [53] in the 0p3/2, 0p1/2 valence space),
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■
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FIG. 5. First eight singular values, λi, of the Schmidt decom-
position of into protons and neutrons for the NSM ground
state of various beryllium (p shell), neon (sd shell) and ti-
tanium (pf shell) nuclei. In all cases a first large singular
value is followed by much smaller five-fold degenerate second
to seventh singular values, specially for neutron-rich isotopes.

neon, and titanium isotopes. In all nuclei, the singular
values become smaller exponentially, especially for the
most neutron-rich nuclei 28Ne and 60Ti, and consist of a
first large non-degenerate value followed by five degen-
erate ones. This degeneracy can be associated with five
product states with opposite M in the proton and neu-
tron states, denoted |M (p)⟩ ⊗ |M (n)⟩: | ± 2⟩ ⊗ | ∓ 2⟩,
| ± 1⟩ ⊗ | ∓ 1⟩, and |0⟩ ⊗ |0⟩. These results suggests that
nuclear ground states, especially for neutron-rich nuclei,
can be well approximated within six separate product
states of only protons and neutrons. Due to degeneracy
and normalization, just a single coefficient is needed.
In addition, nuclear entanglement can also be partly

understood in terms of subshell closures and occupation
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numbers. Nuclei with proton or neutron orbitals mostly
empty or fully-occupied present very low entanglement
of these orbitals with the rest. This feature motivates
to apply entanglement forging in an iterative fashion:
firstly, using a proton-neutron partition; and secondly us-
ing an energy-based subpartition, separating the higher-
and lower-energy single-particle states for each proton
and neutron subsystem. Figure 4 illustrates the two par-
titions and the corresponding cuts used for 28Ne and 60Ti.
For the latter nucleus, a bipartition into subsystems of
the same size requires separating the energy-degenerate
single-particle states of the 1p3/2 orbital.

III. ENTROPY-DRIVEN ENTANGLEMENT
FORGING WITH ADAPT-VQE

ADAPT-VQE [54–58] is a variational quantum algo-
rithm which updates iteratively a user-defined ansatz,
rather than optimizing a fixed number of parameters as
the UCC-VQE [3, 19, 20]. Each iteration k adds a new
unitary operator, Ak = eiθkTk , to the ansatz, with a new
parameter, θk, and a hermitian operator from a prede-
fined pool, Tk. Then, all parameters, θ = {θ1, · · · , θk},
are optimized simultaneously to minimize the energy,

EADAPT-VQE = min
θ

⟨ψ(θ)|Heff |ψ(θ)⟩
⟨ψ(θ)|ψ(θ)⟩

. (9)

This optimization starts with the values for θ1, · · · , θk−1

from the minimization of the previous k−1 iteration and
θk = 0. The operator Tk is chosen such that the energy
gradient with respect to θk,

∂E(n)

∂θk

∣∣∣∣
θk=0

= i⟨ψ(θ)|[Heff , Ak]|ψ(θ)⟩|θk=0 , (10)

is maximum. Thus, by starting from the minimum in
the (k−1)-dimensional parameter space and maximizing
the gradient in the new dimension, the algorithm gradu-
ally increases the parameter space while always decreas-
ing the energy. ADAPT-VQE was originally proposed
to solve the electronic structure of the ground state of
molecules [59, 60], and since then it has been applied
to a broad variety of quantum many-body systems, in-
cluding lattice quantum chromodynamics [61, 62], the
NSM [18, 25], algebraic nuclear models [18, 63] and nu-
clear pairing [64]. In addition to the novel FH simula-
tions, we build on our previous work [25, 31] and opti-
mize the ADAPT-VQE algorithm to solve NSM ground
states with fewer quantum resources by using EDEF.

ADAPT-VQE requires a choice of reference state and
a pool of operators. For the latter, we take all the two-
body hopping operators,

T pq
rs = i(a†pa

†
qaras − a†ra

†
sapaq), (11)

with the restriction that they conserve the Hamiltonian
symmetries: the spin for the FH and M,Tz for the NSM.

For the FH, in addition, we also include one-body oper-
ators,

T r
s = i(a†ras − a†sar). (12)

As a reference state, with the standard ADAPT-VQE
we choose the lowest-energy Slater determinant in the
Fock basis of the particular FH lattice or nucleus, as it
can be implemented with only one-qubit gates with the
Jordan-Wigner mapping. With EDEF, however, we can
exploit other physical arguments, for example the degen-
eracies in the Schmidt decomposition. In the case of the
FH model, the best choice is a symmetric distribution
of up and down spins between the left (l) and right (r)
parts of the lattice:

|ψ⟩ =λ0|l↑↓⟩ ⊗ |r↑↓⟩+ λ1

(
|l↑↑↓⟩ ⊗ |r↓⟩+ |l↓⟩ ⊗ |r↑↑↓⟩

+ |l↑↓↓⟩ ⊗ |r↑⟩+ |l↑⟩ ⊗ |r↑↓↓⟩
)
.

(13)
In turn, for the NSM we use eigenstates of the Jz oper-

ator in the proton (pM ) and neutron (nM ) sectors, with
the pattern described in Sec. II C,

|ψ⟩ =λ0|p̃0⟩ ⊗ |ñ0⟩+ λ1

(
|p−2⟩ ⊗ |n2⟩+ |p−1⟩ ⊗ |n1⟩

+ |p0⟩ ⊗ |n0⟩+ |p1⟩ ⊗ |n−1⟩+ |p2⟩ ⊗ |n−2⟩
)
.

(14)
The operator pool preserves the quantum numbers for
each subsystem. In order to ensure orthogonality in the
NSM when M (p) and M (n) are common, we start from
two orthogonal Slater determinants and use the same
choice of operators for both states. The second layer of
EDEF splits the proton (neutron) nuclear ground state
into symmetric distributions of protons (neutrons) and
proton holes (neutron holes). Appendix A gives further
details on the properties of these states and their corre-
sponding coefficients, illustrated with examples.

IV. RESULTS USING ENTROPY-DRIVEN
ENTANGLEMENT FORGING

A. Fermi-Hubbard model

In the FH model we can study systems with a wide
range of entanglement and analyze the impact of the
EDEF method. For this purpose, like in Sec. II B and
Fig. 3, we simulate systems with three different central
hopping values, tm = 0.25t, t, 2t, and two interactions,
U = t, 3t. We obtain the ground state of these systems
using two methods: the regular ADAPT-VQE and an
optimized version using EDEF, as described in Sec. III.
For their comparison, we focus on the infidelities of each
approach with respect to the exact ground state,

I = 1− |⟨ψADAPT-VQE|ψexact⟩|2 . (15)
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FIG. 6. Infidelity as a number of ADAPT-VQE iterations for the same FH model parameters (middle hopping tm, interaction
U) as in Fig. 3. ADAPT-VQE without entanglement forging (solid red lines) is compared with one layer of EDEF (labelled “1
cut”, dashed blue lines). Horizontal lines indicate the infidelity minimum set by the Schmidt-decomposition cutoff.

An alternative analysis of the ground-state energy rela-
tive error,

ϵE =

∣∣∣∣EADAPT−VQE − Eexact

Eexact

∣∣∣∣ , (16)

gives very similar results.
Figure 6 compares the infidelities obtained with

the regular ADAPT-VQE without entanglement forging
(solid red line) and with EDEF with one layer, or “1-
cut” (dashed blue line), keeping five singular values. The
central hopping strength increases from left to right pan-
els. Bottom panels correspond to a stronger interaction
U , which causes the regular ADAPT-VQE to converge
slower, but makes no difference for the 1-cut EDEF re-
sults. Horizontal lines mark the lower bound for our
ansatz infidelities, given by the ones corresponding to
the Schmidt decomposition of the ground state with cut-
off at the fifth product state, Eq. (13). Almost all 1-cut
EDEF simulations converge to this bound, highlighting
the good performance of the variational optimization.

Figure 6 shows that for weakly linked FH lattices,
tm = 0.25t, one layer of EDEF offers a clear advantage
for U = 3t and target infidelities ϵE ≳ 10−4. For a weaker
interaction U = t, the 1-cut EDEF infidelities also im-
prove over regular ADAPT-VQE ones up to I ∼ 10−2 (or
seven iterations). Beyond this point, ADAPT-VQE con-
verges faster. For the canonical FH lattice, tm = t, the
entropy is still low – see Fig. 2 – and Fig. 6 indicates that
1-cut EDEF reaches almost I ∼ 10−2, although converg-
ing more slowly than the regular ADAPT-VQE. How-
ever, Fig. 6 shows that, when tm > t, EDEF starts to fail
due to the higher entropy. For these systems, reaching
I ≲ 10−3 would require to train more than eight copies

of the circuit, which would no be a clear advantage over
using all qubits like in the regular ADAPT-VQE.
Table I (top rows) quantifies the resources and perfor-

mance of the FH simulations using regular ADAPT-VQE
and the EDEF optimization. It lists the number of iter-
ations, Nit, and the infidelity, Iconv, and energy relative
error, ϵE , once the optimization has converged. Table I
also presents the convergence rate, defined as

r ≡ − log(Iconv)

Nit
. (17)

Consistently with Fig. 6, the 1-cut EDEF convergence
rates are higher for weaker central hopping values, but
in general they are lower than for the regular ADAPT-
VQE. Nonetheless, Table I also highlights that all 1-cut
simulations require half the qubits and converge with
just 14 iterations, while all regular ADAPT-VQE opti-
mizations need all qubits and more iterations – but they
reach I ≤ 10−5. Moreover, circuits with half as many
qubits constrain fermion operators to be more local, and
therefore involve fewer quantum gates, which is another
advantage of the EDEF implementation.

B. Nuclear shell model

We then apply our method to study neutron-rich nuclei
28Ne and 60Ti withing the NSM. These are ideal systems
for EDEF because of their low entanglement between
neutrons and protons, as shown in Fig. 5. Also, they
present a challenge for the regular ADAPT-VQE due to
relatively large number of nucleons and single-particle
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cuts Nq Nit ϵE Iconv r

(1,0.25)
0 8 16 7.4× 10−6 5.6× 10−6 0.74

1 4 14 1.1× 10−4 9.9× 10−5 0.61

(1,1)
0 8 24 1.4× 10−5 8.0× 10−6 0.47

1 4 14 1.9× 10−2 1.9× 10−2 0.26

(1,2)
0 8 19 1.6× 10−5 9.5× 10−6 0.58

1 4 14 1.2× 10−1 1.3× 10−1 0.13

(3,0.25)
0 8 24 1.8× 10−5 9.4× 10−6 0.46

1 4 14 1.5× 10−4 1.4× 10−4 0.59

(3,1)
0 8 31 2.0× 10−5 5.4× 10−6 0.35

1 4 14 3.2× 10−2 3.5× 10−2 0.22

(3,2)
0 8 34 3.2× 10−6 3.7× 10−6 0.37

1 4 14 3.8× 10−1 5.6× 10−1 0.039

28Ne
0 24 100 6.2× 10−3 1.0× 10−1 0.023

1 12 85 6.0× 10−4 2.9× 10−3 0.069

2 6 48 9.8× 10−3 5.1× 10−2 0.062

60Ti
1 12 57 1.7× 10−1 2.5× 10−1 0.024

2 6 42 1.6× 10−1 8.2× 10−2 0.059

TABLE I. Number of qubits (Nq) per circuit used to simulate
the system with regular (0 cuts) and EDEF optimized (1 or
2 cuts) ADAPT-VQE, as well as the number of iterations
(Nit), relative error in the energy (ϵE), infidelity (Iconv) and
convergence rate (r) once the algorithm has either converged
(Iconv < 10−5 for ADAPT-VQE) or reached the maximum
number of iterations imposed. Top: Results for FH lattices
labeled as (U , tm). Bottom: Results for the NSM simulations
of 28Ne and 60Ti.

states involved. In fact, in our previous work [25] we
were not able to simulate 60Ti with ADAPT-VQE.

We explore the performance of EDEF using various
layers. In particular, we use ADAPT-VQE with circuits
with Nq (regular ADAPT-VQE), Nq/2 (EDEF with one
layer), and Nq/4 (EDEF with two layers) qubits. As
indicated in Fig. 4, Nq is the number of single-particle
states in the valence space, so that Nq = 24 for 28Ne
and Nq = 40 for 60Ti. Like in Sec. IVA, we present our
results in terms of the infidelity with respect to the exact
ground state obtained with each approach.

The top panel of Fig. 7 presents the 28Ne infidelities as
a function of the number of ADAPT-VQE iterations for
the regular ADAPT-VQE (solid red line), 1-cut EDEF
(dashed blue line) and 2-cut EDEF (dashed-dotted yel-
low line). Like for the FH model, the infidelities for one
and two layers of EDEF converge very close to the lower
bounds defined by the Schmidt decomposition (horizon-
tal lines of the same color). The two EDEF variants
converge faster than the regular ADAPT-VQE, meaning
that with the same number of parameters, and half or
one quarter of the qubits per circuit, EDEF outperforms
ADAPT-VQE. The 1-cut EDEF reaches much lower infi-
delities, I ∼ 10−3, than the 2-cut EDEF simulation, but
after significantly more iterations. Indeed, the results in
Table I indicate that the convergence rate is similar in
both cases.

FIG. 7. Infidelities as a function of the number of ADAPT-
VQE iterations for NSM simulations of 28Ne (top) and 60Ti
(bottom), using the regular ADAPT-VQE (0 cuts, solid red
line) and the optimized EDEF with one (1 cut, dashed blue
lines) or two (2 cuts, dashed-dotted yellow lines) layers. Hor-
izontal lines with the same color code indicate the infidelities
set by the Schmidt decompositions cut off consistently with
each EDEF simulation.

The bottom panel of Fig. 7 shows the results for 60Ti
with one and two layers of EDEF, with the same line and
color code as the upper panel. For this nucleus, standard
ADAPT-VQE with no cuts exceeds our computational
capabilities. While the infidelity for 1-cut EDEF shows
good convergence up to ∼ 50 iterations, at this point,
when I is still well above the limit set by the Schmidt
decomposition, the computation becomes too slow. In
contrast, the 2-cut EDEF converges to a high-quality lo-
cal minimum at the 42nd iteration, with I = 0.082 (the
relative error in the energy is ϵE = 0.16). Consistently,
Table I indicates a better convergence for the 2-cut sim-
ulation.

In principle, EDEF can also be applied to less neutron-
rich nuclei, but this implies larger proton-neutron entan-
glement and thus reduced efficiency. For example, 26Ne
shows more complex structure in terms of product states
than 28Ne. Nonetheless, the one-layer EDEF achieves
only marginally poorer infidelity and relative energy er-
ror than the regular ADAPT-VQE using half as many
qubits. The results for 26Ne are given in Appendix B.
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C. Number of CNOT gates in EDEF NSM
simulations

An important factor for the implementation of the cur-
rent algorithm in quantum computers is the depth of the
circuit, which is largely dependent on the number of two-
qubit gates needed. This is specially relevant for NSM
simulations, which already for medium-mass nuclei re-
quire a very significant amount of resources well beyond
current capabilities [24, 25].

Figure 8 compares the number of CNOT gates re-
quired in the NSM simulation of 28Ne and 60Ti in the
case of regular ADAPT-VQE and EDEF with one or
two layers. Since the latter cases involve several circuits,
Fig. 8 selects the one with maximum number of CNOT
gates. The top panel shows that, for 28Ne, the number
of CNOTs in the 24-qubit circuit (ADAPT-VQE, solid
red line) is drastically reduced in one order of magni-
tude throughout the whole optimization by EDEF with
one layer using 12 qubits (1-cut EDEF, dashed blue line).
The 6-qubit EDEF with two layers (2-cut EDEF, dotted-
dashed yellow line) reduces the number of CNOTs in an
additional order of magnitude. Consistently, the bot-
tom panel of Fig. 8 indicates that for 60Ti the num-
ber of CNOTs is smaller in the 2-cut EDEF, which uses
10-qubit circuits, than in the 1-cut EDEF involving 20
qubits. These results highlight that for these systems,
our EDEF approach, in addition to having better per-
formance than the regular ADAPT-VQE as shown in
Sec. IVB, is also better suited to be implemented in near-
future quantum devices.

The reason for the reduction of CNOT gates with
EDEF is twofold. First, each additional EDEF cut makes
circuits much shallower because at each iteration an op-
erator is added to a single circuit, distributing the CNOT
gates among all circuits rather than accumulating them
in a single one. Moreover, circuits with fewer qubits
constrain the fermionic operators in the ADAPT-VQE
pool to be more local, requiring less CNOT gates in the
Jordan-Wigner mapping.

Among EDEF circuits, both for 60Ti and 28Ne, the
ones with most CNOT gates are those simulating the
first, non-degnerate, product state in the Schmidt de-
composition, λ0|p̃0⟩ ⊗ |ñ0⟩ in Eq. (14). This is because
the ADAPT-VQE algorithm finds, in most iterations,
largest gradients for operators added to the first, Jz = 0
proton-neutron product state. This is expected from
the Schmidt decomposition, as the first singular value is
much larger than the rest and should contribute most to
lowering the ground-state energy. Moreover, we find that
ADAPT-VQE chooses the same circuit for many contigu-
ous iterations, showing plateaus that indicate a constant
number of CNOTs in all but one circuit during various
iterations. More details on the specifics of the ADAPT-
VQE optimization with EDEF are given in Appendix C,
which also gives additional details about the number of
CNOT gates in each of the circuits that appear in the
EDEF approach.

0 20 40 60 80 100

FIG. 8. Number of CNOT gates for the circuit with maximum
number for the simulation of 28Ne (top) and 60Ti (bottom) as
a function of the ADAPT-VQE iterations. Results for regular
ADAPT-VQE (0 cuts, solid red line), EDEF with one layer (1
cut, blue dashed line) and two layers (2 cuts, dashed-dotted
yellow lines).

V. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

We present a novel procedure, entropy-driven entan-
glement forging (EDEF), that optimizes the solution of
many-body problems in quantum computers using vari-
ational quantum algorithms (VQAs). Our approach is
based on entanglement forging, which reduces the num-
ber of qubits and quantum gates needed to solve the
problem. Crucially, in order to decide on the correspond-
ing partitions and coefficients, EDEF adds criteria asso-
ciated with the entropy between partitions of the system.

With this technique, we have successfully simulated
ground states of Fermi-Hubbard (FH) lattices with vari-
ous central hoppings and interactions, and of the isotopes
28Ne and 60Ti calculated with the nuclear shell model
(NSM), in both cases using EDEF with ADAPT-VQE.
For these systems, EDEF exploits the low entanglement
between the left and right parts of FH lattices or be-
tween protons and neutrons in the NSM, and this knowl-
edge is combined with the singular-value degeneracy in
the Schmidt decomposition of the ground states. Our
EDEF simulations with one layer of EDEF – separating
the system in two bipartitions – only need half as many
qubits as the regular ADAPT-VQE, and they describe
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nuclei with an order of magnitude fewer CNOT gates.
Nuclei simulated with two EDEF layers – each biparti-
tion additionally separated into two parts corresponding
to higher- and lower-energy single-particle states – need
a quarter of the regular ADAPT-VQE qubits and an ad-
ditional order of magnitude fewer CNOTs.

In terms of performance, in FH lattices EDEF con-
verges better than regular ADAPT-VQE for weak cen-
tral hopping, and it still works well as long as long as the
central hopping equals the other hoppings, tm ≈ t. In
the NSM, for 28Ne, one layer of EDEF using 8 circuits
is more efficient than the regular ADAPT-VQE, while
in 26Ne EDEF performs slightly worse due to the larger
proton-neutron entanglement. Furthermore, EDEF al-
lows us to simulate 60Ti, which is beyond our capabili-
ties with the standard ADAPT-VQE. For this nucleus,
the two layer EDEF reaches a lower infidelity than the
1-cut EDEF.

In summary, EDEF is ideal to adapting to qubit
and CNOT number limitations present in current
intermediate-scale noisy devices. In particular, EDEF al-
lows one to adjust the algorithm to produce shallower cir-
cuits mitigating the impact of errors. This reduction can
be further improved by the adaptability of the trained

parameters expected for a variational algorithm. Fur-
thermore, by reducing the number of qubits EDEF al-
lows one us to use smaller devices with lower error rates.
In principle, these advantages can be exploited further
by identifying low-entanglement partitions in successive
EDEF layers. Beyond the first applications studied in
this work, EDEF can optimize other algorithms, as well
as other many-body systems for which low-entropy sub-
systems are identified.
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Appendix A: Initial states and coefficients of EDEF

In the main text we outlined the initial states needed
for EDEF. In this section we give extended detail and a
few examples for both the first layer and second layer of
EDEF.

1. First layer of entanglement forging

For a FH lattice of four sites, we use five pairs of cir-
cuits with four qubits, instead of a single circuit with
eight qubits. Each circuit simulates a quantum state
term in the product of the truncated (and renormalized)
Schmidt decomposition:

|ψ⟩ =λ0|l↑↓⟩ ⊗ |r↑↓⟩+ λ1
(
|l↑↑↓⟩ ⊗ |r↓⟩+ |l↓⟩ ⊗ |r↑↑↓⟩

+ |l↑↓↓⟩ ⊗ |r↑⟩+ |l↑⟩ ⊗ |r↑↓↓⟩
)
.

(A1)
A single circuit of four qubits, for example, simulates the
state |l↑↓⟩ in the first product state, which simulates the
left part of the lattice, labeled with l, and which has one
spin up fermion and one with spin down, labeled in the
subindex as ↑↓. Note that all states are naturally orthog-
onal as they involve different distributions of particles
and spins. This orthogonality is maintained as operators
from the pool, which conserve spin and particle number,
are added to each circuit.
For the nuclear shell model and for all isotopes consid-

ered, with one layer of entanglement forging we separate
the proton and neutrons degrees of freedom as shown in
Fig. 4 and thus reduce by half the number of qubits of
the simulating circuits. As observed in Fig. 5, the nu-
clear state can be, to a very good approximation, be ap-
proximated using the following truncation in the Schmidt
decomposition

|ψ⟩ =λ0|p̃0⟩ ⊗ |ñ0⟩+ λ1
(
|p−2⟩ ⊗ |n2⟩+ |p−1⟩ ⊗ |n1⟩

+ |p0⟩ ⊗ |n0⟩+ |p1⟩ ⊗ |n−1⟩+ |p2⟩ ⊗ |n−2⟩
)
.
(A2)

With one circuit, for example, we simulate the state
|p−2⟩, which corresponds to a superposition of Slater
determinants containing only proton orbitals and with
expected third component of total angular momentum
⟨p−2|Jz|p−2⟩ = −2. We need to ensure these states are
orthogonal. All states that have different Jz expected
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value in each partition are already orthogonal, and will
continue to be considering the operators in our pool,
but this is not the case for |p̃0⟩ ⊗ |ñ0⟩ and |p0⟩ ⊗ |n0⟩.
For these, we start with different (orthogonal) Slater de-

terminants, |ψ0⟩, |ψ̃0⟩, and then apply the same uni-
taries to both states to keep them orthogonal, that is,
⟨ψ̃0|e−iθT eiθT |ψ0⟩ = ⟨ψ̃0|ψ0⟩ = 0.
At each iteration the gradients are computed for each

of the terms in Eqs. (13) and (14) separately, except
for |p̃0⟩ ⊗ |ñ0⟩ and |p0⟩ ⊗ |n0⟩, as they both have the
same parameters. In this case |ψc⟩ in Eq. (10) repre-
sents λ0|p̃0⟩⊗ |ñ0⟩+λ1|p0⟩⊗ |n0⟩. Once all the gradients
are computed, the largest one determines which operator
from the pool is chosen and in which circuit is imple-
mented. To compute the energy, we extract the stat-
evector from each circuit, make the corresponding tensor
products between proton and neutron states, add them
up as in Eq. (14), and compute the expected value of the
Hamiltonian with the obtained statevector. The energy
computation in an actual quantum computer could be
implemented as proposed in [25], with the exception of
crossed statistics in the two non-orthogonal states.

We also notice that, considering the normalization of
the truncated state, we only have one free parameter
λ. We can include λ as another parameter in the op-
timizer when classically finding the minimum of the en-
ergy surface. In this work, we fix λ to the value given
by the Schmidt decomposition, to speed up testing of
entanglement forging and focus on the VQE part. De-
generate states are also related by symmetry. For the
FH decomposition, Eq. (13), the four degenerate states
are related by spin and parity transformations. There-
fore, only two independent product states and four cir-
cuits need to be optimized, for example |l↑↓⟩ ⊗ |r↑↓⟩ and
|l↑↑↓⟩⊗|r↓⟩. Similarly, the five degenerate product states
in Eq. (14) are related by parity. Slater determinants
with same angular momentum j and opposite m satisfy

|j,m⟩ = (−1)j−m|j,−m⟩, with |j,m⟩ ≡ a†j,m|0⟩. We can

then simulate only |p−2⟩ ⊗ |n2⟩, |p−1⟩ ⊗ |n1⟩, |p0⟩ ⊗ |n0⟩,
and obtain |p1⟩ ⊗ |n−1⟩, |p2⟩ ⊗ |n−2⟩ through a parity
transformation. Thus we need a total of four product
states and eight circuits.

2. Second layer of entanglement forging

For the FH model, we do not consider a second layer
of entanglement forging as there is no clear partition to
take advantage of, and the effects of the barrier can be
properly studied with just the first layer.

We can apply the same procedure to each of the cir-
cuits simulating states with only proton or neutron or-
bitals, and consequently use circuits with one fourth as
many qubits as orbitals there are in the shell. As a sec-
ond decomposition we choose to split each proton and
neutron partition into low and high energy subshells. In
the case of the sd -shell, the bottom half consists of the
lowest subshell, 0d5/2, while the upper half includes sub-

shells 1s1/2 and 0d3/2. For the pf -shell, this second cut
involves splitting the subshell 1p3/2 in half, as shown in
Fig. 4.
This division is useful to test our approach beyond one-

cut, but it is not as good as the proton-neutron separa-
tion in terms of entropy. Ideally, physical systems that
exhibit more sectors with low entanglement would be bet-
ter suited for a larger amount of cuts, including divisions
into t circuits instead of successive cuts in 2. Also, in
contrast to the first decomposition, where we have de-
generate Schmidt coefficients for product states with well
defined spin Jz and isospin Tz, in this second decompo-
sition we are free to choose the particular distribution of
product states. In this case we decompose each product
state into states with a different particle number distribu-
tion between the bottom and top orbitals. For example,
if we have two valence protons, we can have both protons
in the bottom subshells and none in the others, labeled
as (2,0), one in each partition, (1,1), or both protons in
the upper subshells, (0,2). These are all the possibilities
to distribute the protons in all the neon and titanium
isotopes. For 28Ne and 60Ti we have 10 and 18 valence
neutrons respectively, implying two holes in both nuclei.
We can distribute these holes as (0,2), (1,1) and (2,0).
To add only few more parameters to the ansatz we

decompose each of the previous statevectors with well
defined spin and isospin into only two terms with different
particle distributions. For the first term in Eq. 14, with

S
(p)
z = S

(n)
z = 0 and labeled |ψ00⟩, we consider two terms

with a symmetric distribution of protons in the lower
and higher energy orbitals, of (2, 0) and (0, 2). For the
corresponding neutron states, the distribution of neutron
holes is (0, 2) and (2, 0),

|ψ00⟩ ≡λ0|p̃0⟩ ⊗ |ñ0⟩
=(b1|p20⟩+ b2|p02⟩)⊗ (b′1|n20⟩+ b′2|n02⟩)

=
(
b1|p(b)2 ⟩ ⊗ |p(t)0 ⟩+ b2|p(b)0 ⟩ ⊗ |p(t)2 ⟩

)
⊗

(
b′1|n

(b)
0 ⟩ ⊗ |n(t)2 ⟩+ b′2|n

(b)
2 ⟩ ⊗ |n(t)0 ⟩

)
.

(A3)

In the other five states, we assume a distribution of (2, 0),
(1, 1) for protons, and (0, 2), (1, 1) for neutron holes.
That is, the most energetically favorable one.
Considering two terms also allows to not have to im-

pose a normalization condition, since one of the coef-
ficients is determined by the other. We only impose
bounds on b1, b2 such that these coefficients can be nor-
malized to λ0 or λ1, which are again fixed to the val-
ues given by the Schmidt decomposition. For example,√
b21 + b22 =

√
λ0, and the same for the normalization of

|n0⟩,
√
b′1

2 + b′2
2 =

√
λ0 such that their product is nor-

malized to λ0. This also displays the training procedure
for the coefficients that we propose for general use.
In Appendix C we show other more technical improve-

ments in the optimization of 60Ti, which go beyond split-
ting the circuits into halves and fourths and which allow
to speed up the simulation.
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FIG. 9. Relative errors in energy ϵE for the same FH simulations with interaction U , middle hopping tm pairs and ”cuts” as
shown in Fig. 6. Horizontal lines mark the errors ϵE determined by the corresponding Schmidt decompositions of the given
layer (lower blue line). These errors can also be seen to decrease substantially as tm and entanglement diminish.

Appendix B: Further details on the convergence of
EDEF in the nuclear shell model

In the main text we showed the convergence of the
infidelity in our examples as the most appropriate metric
to test the method. The training, however, is based on
minimizing the energy. For this reason, we also include
here the relative errors in the energy, ϵE , as the iterations
of the optimization progress. Namely, in Fig. 9 we show
the counterpart to Fig. 6, and in Fig. 10 the counterpart
to Fig. 7. We can see that in both physical systems
the behaviour of this error is qualitatively the same as
that of infidelity, commented on the main text. In this
case, relative energy errors given by the corresponding
Schmidt decompositions, marked with horizontal lines,
do not define a lower bound. In fact, for the 28Ne 1-cut
EDEF simulation, the converged ϵE is slighlty lower than
its corresponding Schmidt decomposition ϵE .

We also extend the amount of detail in the CNOT
counts, NCNOT, by taking into account the effect of each
subcircuit. Fig. 11 shows the number of CNOTs for regu-
lar ADAPT-VQE (solid black line on the top of the plot),
together with NCNOT for each circuit in the simulation
with one layer of entanglement forging. NCNOT for all 1-
cut EDEF circuits are notably lower throughout all the
evolution. Within single-cut EDEF lines we distinguish
two-scales, NCNOT ≃ 2 × 103 for subcircuits simulating
the first product state, with largest singular value, and
NCNOT ≲ 103 for the rest of subcircuit.
In Fig. 12 we show similarly the CNOT counts for all

subcircuit with 2-cut EDEF. The leading circuit is the
neutron state with Sz = 0.
The simulations of 60Ti show similar results to 28Ne

FIG. 10. Relative errors in ground state energy for 28Ne (top
panel) and 60Ti (bottom pane) as a function of the number
of ADAPT-VQE iterations for 0-, 1-, and 2-cuts EDEF sim-
ulations.

in terms of number of CNOTs. Specifically, 60Ti with
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20 40 60 80 100

FIG. 11. CNOT count in each circuit for the simulation of
60Ti as function of ADAPT-VQE iterations for one cut.

FIG. 12. CNOT count in each circuit for the simulation of
60Ti as function of ADAPT-VQE iterations for one cut.

one cut also shows a large difference between NCNOT for
Sz = 0 and Sz = 1, 2 circuits. The former are of the
order of 103 for each proton and neutron circuits after
40 iterations, where ADAPT-VQE is not yet converged,
see Fig. 13. This is similar to the neon isotopes, where
ADAPT-VQE chooses in most of the iterations to apply
an operator to one of the circuits corresponding to the
first product state.

CNOT counts for 60Ti with two cuts are plotted in
Fig. 14. The circuits with most CNOTs are much shal-
lower than 1-cut ADAPT-VQE with the same number of
iterations. In this case circuit with largest NCNOT is the
one for neutrons with Sz = 0 corresponding to the top
subshells, which contains 660 CNOTs.

Finally, in the main text we briefly mentioned how re-
sults of 28Ne compare to those of 26Ne, as an example
with less particle/hole symmetry than the simulations in
the main text, but for which the first layer of entangle-
ment forging also performs well. We include here such

20 40 60 80 100

FIG. 13. CNOT count in each circuit for the simulation of
60Ti as function of ADAPT-VQE iterations for one cut.

0 5 10 15 20 25 30
0

200

400
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800
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FIG. 14. Number of CNOTs in each circuit for 60Ti as func-
tion of ADAPT-VQE iterations for two cuts.

simulation for completeness.
We plot the same errors as in section IVB for 0- and

1-cuts simulations for 26Ne in Fig. 15 with solid red and
dashed blue lines, respectively. In this case both lines
have a very similar behaviour, decreasing gradually down
to ϵE = 0.013, I = 0.11, for 0 cuts, and to ϵE = 0.016,
I = 0.16 for 1 cut. Neither ADAPT-VQE has converged
into a local minimum at the 100th iteration, and in
the case of of 1-cut ADAPT-VQE, the infidelity and
errors are still well above the values obtained from the
decomposition of the exact solution into six product

states, ϵ
(1)
E = 0.011 and I(1) = 0.044.

Appendix C: Optimization improvements

The implementation of a variational algorithm such as
ADAPT-VQE can fall short even when the ansatz and
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FIG. 15. ϵE (top plot) and I (bottom plot) for 26Ne as a
function of the number iterations for 0 and 1 cuts.

operator pool are adequate for the physical problem due
to the necessity of training the parameters. Different
implementations of the gradient descent work better for
specific problems, but in general they will all run into
resource problems as we try to deal with bigger systems.
In this section, we present some optimization techniques
that we implemented to increase the size of simulatable
systems given a specific resource budget, and were spe-
cially useful to extend the simulation of the 60Ti nucleus
into more layers.

Firstly, the more expensive step is often the param-
eter tuning. However, the parameters found after the

update are in general quite close to the previous step.
Instead of optimizing over all parameters each time, one
can find the optimal parameter only for the last opera-
tor that was added, and perform a complete update of
all parameters every l rounds. Because now the operator
with the biggest gradient is found with different parame-
ters, the list of chosen operators may vary from the usual
approach (equivalent to l ̸= 1), making l an hyperparam-
eter l that needs tuning. Despite this, we found that the
precision of the training after the same amount of steps
was close with high probability, even with a different set
of chosen operators – this is consistent with the fact that
the same ground state can be reached with different com-
positions of unitaries, due to non-uniqueness of unitary
decomposition. While performance increases with l, one
cannot make it too large because with fixed parameters,
even if close to the optimal value, the error can only be
decreased by adding extra operators, and a deep circuit
becomes exponentially expensive to simulate.

In our entanglement forging approach to ADAPT-
VQE, we find that the main circuit, the one with the
leading coefficient on the Schmidt decomposition, is of-
ten prioritized by the operator choice. As we have men-
tioned, deep circuits are harder to simulate, so one can
exhaust the resources available by always choosing the
optimal operator even if some of the subleading circuits
are almost empty. If we sometimes choose to place an
operator in a circuit that is shallow (and therefore easy
to compute), we can improve our error with a relatively
inexpensive step (specifically, relative to the progress in
the algorithm). In addition, since gradients are evalu-
ated at a fixed point and the optimization happens over
all parameter space, the error can decrease more on a
single step by adding operators that have a non-optimal
gradient. This makes this technique have an even bigger
impact, as some of these steps will be more efficient and
also more effective. We implemented this idea by exclud-
ing the “full” circuit from the choice of operators. This
was done with an ad-hoc heuristic based on the optimi-
sation duration in the specific setup used, but can also
be generalized into an hyperparameter φ.
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