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Quantum electrodynamics in 1 + 1D (QED2) shares intriguing properties with QCD, including
confinement, string breaking, and interesting phase diagram when the non-trivial topological θ-term
is considered. Its lattice regularization is a commonly used toy model for quantum simulations of
gauge theories on near-term quantum devices. In this work, we address algorithms for adiabatic
state preparation in digital quantum simulations of QED2. We demonstrate that, for specific choices
of parameters, the existing adiabatic procedure leads to level crossing between states of different
charge sectors, preventing the correct preparation of the ground state. We further propose a new
adiabatic Hamiltonian and verify its efficiency in targeting systems with a nonzero topological θ-term
and in studying string breaking phenomena.

I. INTRODUCTION

The study of strongly coupled quantum many-body
systems poses unique challenges, often addressed through
numerical simulations. In particle physics, the archetyp-
ical example is provided by lattice Quantum Chromo-
dynamics (lattice QCD), a gauge theory describing the
strongly interacting sector of the Standard Model. Due
to the intrinsic non-perturbative nature of QCD, lattice
regularization is the only ab-initio approach to study this
gauge theory at low energies.

If we look beyond particle physics, gauge fields emerge
from the collective behavior of interacting particles, e.g.
in topological insulators or spin liquids [1–5]. Indepen-
dently of their origin, the real-time dynamics of gauge
theories, phase diagrams with non-zero topological θ-
term, and finite baryon density offer examples of sign
or complex action problems. Their complexity has led to
an intensive search for alternative methods, as they are
generally intractable on classical computers using con-
ventional simulation techniques for lattice gauge theories
(LGTs) in large volumes (see e.g. [6–8]).

Quantum simulations offer a new paradigm to study
gauge theories. This prospect motivates studies of many-
body systems with a variety of gauge symmetry groups,
representations, and dimensionalities to be built-up on
different platforms (see e.g. [9–35]). The abundance of
studied models, often in low space-time dimensions, pro-
vide a pathway towards quantum simulations of more
intricate theories, like QCD [36, 37].

In the case of digital quantum simulations, the degrees
of freedom are mapped into qubits that can be manipu-
lated to access static or dynamic properties. Regarding
static properties, protocols like Adiabatic State Prepara-
tion (ASP) can be used to study areas of the phase dia-
gram usually inaccessible through classical means [38–
40]. When it comes to dynamical properties, non-
equilibrium physical regimes of interest can be studied,
including, for example, thermalization [3, 41] or the dy-
namical properties of string breaking [3, 32–35].

Finally, the development of quantum-based approaches
for studying gauge theories has been accompanied by
novel numerical techniques operating directly in the

Hamiltonian formulation, including methods like quan-
tum Monte Carlo [42–45] and tensor networks [46–51].

In this work, we address the preparation of the
ground state in digital quantum simulations of the lat-
tice Schwinger Model (QED2). With the ultimate goal of
quantum simulations of the gauge theories of the Stan-
dard Model and beyond in mind, QED2 is an impor-
tant testing ground. It allows numerically cheaper and
conceptually simpler studies of phenomena relevant for
QCD, such as string breaking and phase diagram with a
non-trivial topological θ-term. Driven by, among others,
these motivations, there has been a recent surge of quan-
tum simulations of QED2 [41, 52–58], including studies
of non-zero topological angles [22, 38, 39, 59–73] aimed at
exploring phenomena such as topological transitions and
charge screening. QED2 is quantum-simulated in exper-
imental laboratories [74–77] and classically, using tensor
networks [78–80] and Euclidean LGT approaches [81].

We build on the existing algorithms for quantum sim-
ulations of QED2 and introduce a new method for adi-
abatic state preparation of its ground state. We argue
that conventional approaches to ASP [38, 39, 62, 68]
are not suited for a generic ground state preparation
of QED2 with non-zero θ angle. In QED2, with open
boundary conditions (which we use since they allow to
completely integrate out of gauge fields [82]) and for a
particular choice of the Hamiltonian’s parameters, the
lowest energy state will have a non-zero charge. The
usually applied ASP approaches preserve the charge of
the initial state of adiabatic evolution, and thus become
problematic once it is not in the charge sector of the true
ground state. Even worse, it is also possible that the
mentioned ASP approaches fail, due to some level cross-
ing, to prepare the correct ground state even in the case
that the initial state was in the correct charge sector. We
propose a new adiabatic Hamiltonian, which successfully
avoids the issues of level crossing and ground state prepa-
ration for arbitrary charge sectors. The new ASP pro-
cedure therefore allows us to explore the phase diagram
and string breaking for non-zero topological θ angles, in
both cases that we restrict to a given charge sector or we
look for the ground state of the whole Hilbert space.

The rest of the text is organized as follows: in Section
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II we review the formulation of the Schwinger Model with
θ-term, including the derivation of a lattice Hamiltonian
and the setup used to study the string breaking dynam-
ics. Section III introduces adiabatic state preparation
algorithms. Here, we review the existing procedure that
keeps the lattice charge operator fixed and discuss its
limitations. We then introduce a new adiabatic Hamilto-
nian based on the symmetries of the system, which mixes
states from different charge sectors and thus allows a re-
liable ground state estimation for a wide parameter set
of topological θ-angles and masses. In Section IV we
test the proposed method numerically and apply it to
study the string breaking dynamics in QED2, with final
remarks and outlook provided in Section V.

II. THE MODEL

A. The lattice Hamiltonian

We consider a lattice Hamiltonian of the Schwinger
Model [83–85], which is obtained from the Lagrangian
after a chiral rotation [38]

H =− i

N−1∑
n=1

(
w − (−1)n

m

2
sin θ

)
(
χ†
ne

iφnχn+1 − χ†
n+1e

−iφnχn

)
+m cos θ

N∑
n=1

(−1)nχ†
nχn + J

N−1∑
n=0

L2
n.

(1)

The bare parameters of this model are the gauge cou-
pling g, the fermion mass m, and the topological angle θ.
Additionally, w = 1/(2a) and J = g2a/2 depend on the
lattice spacing a. The lattice Hamiltonian (1) commutes
with a set of local operators,

Gn = (Ln − Ln−1)−
(
χ†
nχn − 1− (−1)n

2

)
, (2)

which also commute with each other. As a consequence,
the Hilbert space can be broken down into different sec-
tors where states are classified according to a Gauss’s
law Gn |ψ⟩ = ρn |ψ⟩. Here we will be interested in the
cases where ρn = 0 ∀n, or when two static charges (with
total charge zero) are present at two different sites, n+
and n−, i.e. ρn = qδnn+

− qδnn− . We will refer to these
sectors as physical sectors. In the latter expression, n+
(n−) is the position of the positive (negative) charge and
q ∈ Z. We will refer to m, g, θ, a, n±, q as the parame-
ters of our theory (QED2 parameters), where instead of
the lattice spacing a, we will occasionally use the lattice
extent L = a(N −1). Throughout the text, we set q = 1.
We will consider solely open boundary conditions, as

this choice allows to integrate out the gauge field degrees
of freedom by an iterative application of Gauss’s law,

Gn = qδnn+
− qδnn− , (3)

and results in

Ln =L0 +

n∑
k=1

(
χ†
kχk − 1− (−1)k

2

)
+ qΘ(n− n+)− qΘ(n− n−) .

(4)

Θ (n− n+) denotes the Heaviside step function with the
condition Θ (0) = 1. The model with (θ, L0) is equivalent
to the one with (θ + 2πL0, 0) [85] and we interpret the
θ-term as a background field. Therefore, without loss of
generality, we always set the first link to L0 = 0.
The angles φk can be absorbed in the fermionic vari-

ables through

χn →
(∏

l<n

e−iφl

)
χn, (5)

leaving (1) as a pure fermionic system with long-range
interactions. Such system can be further recast as a spin
system through the Jordan-Wigner transformation

χn =

(∏
l<n

−iZl

)
Xn − iYn

2
, (6)

which is well suited for the quantum computing frame-
work [38]. The QED2 Hamiltonian takes the form

HQED2 = HZZ +H± +HZ , (7)

with

HZZ =
J

2

N−1∑
n=2

∑
1≤k<ℓ≤n

ZkZℓ,

H± =
1

2

N−1∑
n=1

(
w − (−1)n

m

2
sin θ

)
(XnXn+1 + YnYn+1) ,

HZ =
m cos θ

2

N∑
n=1

(−1)nZn

+ J

N−1∑
n=1

v(n;n+, n−)
n∑

ℓ=1

Zℓ,

(8)

where

v(n;n+, n−) =− n mod 2

2
+ qΘ(n− n+)

− qΘ(n− n−)
(9)

is the only factor affected by the presence and position
of the external static charges. The all-to-all interaction
expressed in HZZ results from solving Gauss’s law us-
ing (4). We refer to [38] and references therein for a de-
tailed derivation of the lattice Hamiltonian (7) starting
from the QED2 Lagrangian in the continuum.
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B. Charge sectors

The charge operator on the lattice is given by

Q =
g

2

N∑
n=1

Zn, (10)

and commutes with the Hamiltonian for any choice of
QED2 parameters. We can classify eigenstates of HQED2

into different charge sectors. The charge eigenvalues
are {−Ng/2,−(N/2− 1)g, · · · , Ng/2}, which character-
ize the different charge sectors. We will always refer to
charge sectors in units of g.

With periodic boundary conditions, all physical states
are in the charge 0 sector. To be able to integrate out
the gauge fields, we use open boundary conditions in this
work. This no longer restricts physical states, includ-
ing the ground state, to be in the zero charge sector. It
is common, for the region 1 ≲ θ/π ≲ 3/2, to have the
ground state in the charge 1 sector. Additionally, the
presence (and position) of the static charges can influ-
ence the charge sector of the ground state as well. We
can therefore be interested in two situations: investigate
the ground state of the whole Hilbert space (that is, the
ground state across charge sectors), or restrict it to a
specific charge sector. For the latter, one can add to the
QED2 Hamiltonian the term

Hshift = λQ

(
Q

g
−Qt

)2

= λQ

(
−Qt

N∑
n=1

Zn +
1

2

N∑
n=2

n∑
l=1

ZnZl

)
,

(11)

where factors proportional to the identity were omitted
in the second line. The parameter Qt ∈ {−N/2,−N/2+
1, · · · , N/2} is an integer indicating the desired charge
sector and λQ ∈ R≥0 is an appropriate scaling factor. It
should be chosen large enough such that the ground state
of HQED2 +Hshift lies in the Qt charge sector.

C. String breaking

Ground state preparation allows us to study string
breaking, a key feature of gauge theories exhibiting con-
finement. This is particularly relevant when there is a
non-zero topological θ angle and standard classical ap-
proaches suffer from a sign problem. We study the
ground state of the QED2 Hamiltonian (7) for varying
positions n± of the static charges. For small θ, when
the distance d = a |n+ − n−| is small, increasing it will
lead to a cost of energy. If this energy becomes large
enough, one expects that pair-creation is favorable. This
will screen the static charges leading to a plateau of the
energy if the distance keeps being increased, signaling
string breaking.

While restrictions on current emulators and near-term
quantum hardware place us in a situation where d can
never be too large, and boundary effects are significant,
these sizes are enough to observe qualitative effects of
string breaking. Following [79] we keep track of two quan-
tities. The first one is the potential

V (d) := E0(d)− E0(0), (12)

where E0(d) is the ground state energy of the
QED2 Hamiltonian when the static charges are at a dis-
tance d. The second one is the charge on the first half of
the chain Q−, given by

Q− =
g

2

N/2∑
n=1

Zn. (13)

At θ = 0 the expected behavior for V (d) corresponds
to linear growth until pair creation becomes favorable,
plateauing afterward, as described above. Since V (d) is
strongly influenced by boundary effects (following [39]
the plateau occurs in a region where 1 ≪ gd ≪ gL),
we rely on Q− in order to look for evidence of string
breaking. If we place the two external static charges in
the middle of the chain and then move them towards the
respective boundaries, a pair-creation will be registered
by Q− as a jump in its value.

III. ADIABATIC STATE PREPARATION

We start this Section by briefly reviewing the adia-
batic condition. Afterward, we examine the standard
ASP procedure and elucidate why, for certain choices of
QED2 parameters, it fails to produce the lowest energy
state of the charge 0 sector. To conclude the Section,
we introduce a new adiabatic Hamiltonian more suited
to prepare both the true ground state and the lowest en-
ergy state within a target charge sector.

A. The adiabatic condition

The adiabatic theorem ensures that if we prepare our
system in an eigenstate of the Hamiltonian and vary the
latter slowly enough, the state will evolve in an eigenstate
at all times, as long as a gap to other states is preserved.
Concretely, let us consider a time-dependent Hamil-

tonian HA (t) with eigenstates |kt⟩. We further assume
the existence of a single ground state labeled by k = 0,
prepared at t = 0. It is posteriorly left to evolve, under
HA(t), until t = T . The adiabatic condition is fulfilled
as long as [86]

1

T
max
s∈[0,1]

∣∣∣〈0s·T ∣∣∣∂sH̃A(s)
∣∣∣ ks·T〉∣∣∣

∆(s)2
≪ 1, ∀k ̸= 0, (14)

where it is assumed that it is possible to write the Hamil-
tonian HA in a “timescale-independent” way, such that
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H̃A(s) = HA(sT ) with s ∈ [0, 1] does not depend on T .
We denote by ∆(s) := E1s − E0s the spectral gap.

If the adiabatic condition (14) is satisfied, the ground
state at T is approximated by

|0T ⟩ ≈ T exp

(
−i

∫ T

0

dtHA(t)

)
|00⟩ , (15)

with equality being given in the limit T → ∞. We ap-
proximate the time-ordered exponential by

|0T ⟩ ≈ |φT ⟩ := U(T )U(T − δt) · · ·U(2δt)U(δt)︸ ︷︷ ︸
M steps

|00⟩ ,

(16)
where U(τ) := exp(−iHA(τ)δt) and δt = T/M . We refer
to T,M, δt as the adiabatic parameters.

If the gap is small or closing, the adiabatic condition
is not satisfied. If the gap is small but non-vanishing, we
typically experience some leakage into the first excited
states, and the prepared state is a superposition of mul-
tiple eigenstates. The mixing does not occur if a sym-
metry of the adiabatic Hamiltonian protects the states
involved. However, in the latter case, the tracked state
might not be the true ground state.

B. ASP restricted to the 0 charge sector

An ASP procedure that conserves the charge of the
initial state is given by the Hamiltonian proposed by [38].
It corresponds to (7) with the substitutions

m→ m(t) := m0

(
1− t

T

)
+m

t

T

w → w(t) := w
t

T

θ → θ(t) := θ
t

T
,

(17)

for m0 ∈ R. Equivalently, this corresponds to

HA1(t) = HQED2

∣∣
m=m(t),w=w(t),θ=θ(t)

. (18)

Because [HA1(t), Q] = 0 ∀t, the adiabatic evolution will
conserve the total charge.

In the absence of static charges the ground state of
HA1(0) is (|0⟩ |1⟩)⊗N/2, which is a state with total charge
0 [38]. This adiabatic evolution is not well suited for
preparing the ground state of QED2, if the true ground
state will not remain in the charge 0 sector. For θ ̸= 0,
and depending on boundary conditions, this is not always
the case. The presence of static charges can potentially
worsen the situation: first of all, the adiabatic Hamilto-
nian is modified in a way that the ground state for t = 0
can no longer be simply determined. Concretely the term

v(n;n+, n−)
∑n

ℓ=1 Zℓ in

HA1(0) =
m0 cos(θ0)

2

N∑
n=1

(−1)nZn

+ J

N−1∑
n=1

v(n;n+, n−)
n∑

ℓ=1

Zℓ

+
J

2

N−1∑
n=2

∑
1≤k<ℓ≤n

ZkZℓ,

(19)

can become prominent. In the worst case determining the
ground state of (19) requires to check the 2N states form-
ing the computational basis. Additionally, when string
breaking happens, we typically observe that the ground
state of QED2 changes charge sector.
In our approach, we will prepare an initial state that is

in a superposition of all sectors of interest, addressing di-
rectly this first obvious obstacle of the original approach
outlined above.

C. ASP for states within arbitrary charge sectors

In order to address the issues raised above we introduce
the new adiabatic Hamiltonian

HA2(t) =

(
1− t

T

)
β

N∑
n=1

(−1)nXn +
t

T
HQED2, (20)

where β ∈ R>0 is a tunable parameter. It allows to
prepare states in different charge sectors, and therefore
can be used for different choices of QED2 parameters.
The new adiabatic path is of the form

HA(t) = g(t)H0 + h(t)Htarget, (21)

for g, h such that g(0) = h(T ) = 1, g(T ) = h(0) = 0. The
functions g, h can be explored in order to improve the
results and/or accelerate the convergence. Here we only
consider the linear case, h (t) = t/T and g (t) = 1−h (t).
The initial Hamiltonian is given by

H0 = β

N∑
n=1

(−1)nXn, (22)

which has ground state (|+⟩ |−⟩)⊗N/2, independently of
any choice of QED2 parameters. The adiabatic evolution
given by (20) does not preserve the charge for t ̸= T

[HA2(t), Q] = (−2i)

(
1− t

T

)
β
g

2

N∑
n=1

(−1)nYn, (23)

and therefore allows, in principle, for the preparation of
states in different charge sectors. We will observe that
(20) can produce the correct ground state for all choices
of parameters checked. A rigorous assertion regarding
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the effectiveness of HA2 requires proving that for any s ∈
[0, 1) the adiabatic Hamiltonian (20) has a non-zero gap,
thus making it possible to choose a finite T to satisfy the
adiabatic condition (14). This is typically a challenging
task, which is beyond the scope of this paper.

IV. RESULTS

In this Section we compare the vacuum expecta-
tion values (VEVs) obtained with the two adiabatic
procedures, and observe that, for arbitrary choices of
QED2 parameters, only the newly introduced adiabatic
Hamiltonian correctly reproduces the results of exact di-
agonalization.

A. Setup

In order to carry out the ASP procedure (16) we
first need to choose a Suzuki-Trotter decomposition for
Uj=1,2(τ), where Uj is the unitary evolution given by the
adiabatic Hamiltonian HAj . We choose the first order
Suzuki-Trotter decomposition [87], and U1,2 are given by

U1(τ) =
(
e−i(HZZ(τ)+HZ(τ))δte−iHY Y (τ)δt

e−iHXX(τ)δt
)
+O

(
δt2
)

U2(τ) =
(
e−i(HZZ+HZ)δt·τ/T e−iHY Y δt·τ/T

e−i(HXXδt·τ/T+H0δt·(1−τ/T ))
)
+O

(
δt2
)
,

(24)

where each exponential contains Pauli operators that are
all commuting with each other. A complete description
of the gates needed for producing the terms appearing in
the QED2 Hamiltonian is given in [38]. For implementing
U2 we additionally need a decomposition for exp(−iH0t)

e−iH0t =

N∏
n=1

e−i(−1)nβtXn

=

N∏
n=1

RXn ((−1)n2βt) ,

(25)

where RXn indicates the RX gate acting on qubit n.
The final state |φj,T ⟩ ≈ |0T ⟩, resulting from the ap-

plication of M steps of Uj(τ), is prepared on a register
of N qubits following (16). We compute the estimate of
the VEV ⟨O⟩φj,T

for different observables O. The results
for the ground state energy and the total charge (10) are
discussed in main text.

The simulations are carried out using IBM’s Qiskit
Python library [88]. We compare the simulation results
with exact diagonalization, obtained with the Python li-
brary QuSpin [89].

As mentioned above, β is the only tunable parameter of
the initial Hamiltonian (22). The efficacy of the approach

will depend on this choice, but it does not require fine-
tuning. One would expect that the best choice for β
would lie in an interval where the initial and final ground
states have similar energy. We find this to be the case
only when very expensive Suzuki-Trotter decompositions
are employed. The systematic study of the optimal choice
of β for arbitrary system sizes is beyond the scope of this
paper, but for the volumes studied here, we observe it to
lie in the interval βN ∈ [20, 40].

B. Numerical simulations

We first compute the ground state energy and the
charge VEV with HAj=1,2 for different choices of m, θ,
and we compare them with the results from exact diag-
onalization. The results for a lattice with N = 16 sites
are shown in Figure 1.
As expected from the discussion above, the state pre-

pared with HA1(t) never leaves the 0 charge sector. This
does not correspond to the ground state for a large re-
gion of the m-θ parameter space, where the ground state
is in the charge 1 sector. For HA1 we also notice that the
ground state energy estimation is the most inaccurate in
the region where θ > 1.5π, even though the ground state
is in the 0 charge sector. This is the result of the adia-
batic path starting at θ(0) = 0 and crossing the charge 1
region. Hence it is possible to prepare the correct ground
state for the θ > 1.5π region starting with θ(0) = 2π, but
ground state preparation in the charge 1 region remains
inaccessible forHA1. In turn, HA2 can reproduce the cor-
rect energy across different charge sectors, with a relative
error at worst of order 10−2.
We also study the effect of introducing static charges.

We start by placing them in the middle of the lattice,
n+ = N/2, n− = N/2 + 1, and increase their distance
by moving each of them one lattice site at a time. The
charge VEVs obtained with HA2, together with exact
diagonalization results, are presented in Figure 2. The
adiabatic procedure HA2 gives results that are in agree-
ment with exact diagonalization for most setups of the
static charges that were explored, and it does so inde-
pendently of the charge of the two regions. The charge
VEV from HA2 is only inaccurate around the bound-
aries of the two charge regions. This is because there the
gap between the ground states of the two charge sectors
is closing (and vanishes at the boundary). As a conse-
quence, there will be some leakage to the other sector. It
is interesting to note that this leakage can be detected
within this procedure, since it will result in a non-integer
charge expectation value. To improve the accuracy of the
result for that specific choice of parameters the ASP pro-
cedure should be repeated by choosing a larger T . The
charge expectation value can thus be used as a probe for
the success of the state preparation procedure. This is
illustrated in Figure 3, where we plot the relative error
in the ground state energy and the error in the charge
as a function of the gap. Figure 3 indicates that large
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FIG. 1. Expectation values of HQED2 (first row) and Q (second row) for a state prepared with HA1 (left column), HA2 (right
column) for different choices of m, θ. This can be compared with the result of exact diagonalization (center column). We
consider a lattice with 16 sites, L = 8.19, g = 1.8, in the absence of static charges. For HA2 we set βN = 30. For HA1 we
choose m0 = 0.5, θ0 = 0. For both adiabatic procedures we used M = 1000 steps and T = 60.
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FIG. 2. Comparison of the charge VEV obtained using HA2 with exact diagonalization for a lattice with 16 sites, and for
various positions of the static charges. All other QED2 and adiabatic parameters are identical to the setup described in Figure
1 (L = 8.19, g = 1.8, βN = 30, M = 1000, T = 60). The black lines refer to the boundaries of the charge regions obtained
from exact diagonalization.

errors in the estimations in the charge strongly correlate
with smaller gaps, but strong correlations are not observ-
able between the gap and relative error of the ground
state energy. Repeating the simulations including static
charges leads to similar behavior: larger gaps correlate
with larger errors in the estimation of the charge VEV,

but do not correlate with larger errors in the ground state
energy. We emphasize that this observation is possible
with HA2, while the same analysis cannot be performed
for states prepared with HA1, as leakage to other sectors
is by definition prohibited for HA1.

States prepared with HA2 can also be restricted to a
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FIG. 3. Top: relative error of ground state energy estimation
as a function of 1/∆, where ∆ is the gap of the QED2 Hamil-
tonian obtained from exact diagonalization. Bottom: dif-
ference between estimated and exact charge vev as a func-
tion of 1/∆. All parameters are identical as in Figure 1
(N = 16, L = 8.19, g = 1.8, βN = 30, M = 1000, T = 60).

given charge sector. We illustrate this by studying string
braking in the presence of static charges. To do this, we
consider the shifted QED2 Hamiltonian HQED2 + Hshift

(see Eq. (11)). The plots of V and Q−, as a function of d,
for different θ,m, are in Figure 4. As discussed in Section
II, boundary effects prevent us from obtaining the typical
shape of the potential that we would expect from string
breaking. On the other hand, Q− can be used to detect
the distance at which string breaking happens. Once it
occurs, we expect that charges are accumulated in half
of the lattice, even if the total charge of the system is
zero. This is observed for all topological angles that we
have probed, as long as the mass is small enough. For
angles close to 0 (or 2π), this change is abrupt provid-
ing a strong signal of string breaking. The results are in
agreement with exact diagonalization. We only get in-
accurate results for the points with θ = 0.44π,m = 3.60
and d/a = 9, 11, because, for λQ = 0 we are very close to
the boundary of the two charge regions, hence the gap is
smaller than usual. This issue can be resolved by choos-
ing a larger λQ and/or a larger T .

V. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

Adiabatic state preparation allows for the preparation
of ground states of strongly coupled systems. One of the
key factors for its success is the judicious choice of the
adiabatic path. If the system possesses a symmetry, its
spectrum is broken down into different symmetry sectors.

If this symmetry is present throughout the entire adia-
batic path, we are no longer guaranteed to find the true
ground state of the system, as level crossing can occur
across sectors. Preparing ground states of gauge theories
is bound to be an important task in understanding these
models beyond classical limitations. Such protocols will
enable the computation of static and dynamic properties,
where standard Monte Carlo encounters a sign problem.
The regimes studied in these papers are relevant in both
cases. Our protocol allows for the preparation of the
ground states for a generic θ-term, which is a source of
a sign problem. This can be done at the same time that
we add static charges, enabling the computation of other
static quantities like the string tension, addressing the
presence of confinement. Furthermore, it also allows for
the preparation of states to undergo a quench protocol.
In that case, we can have access to dynamical proper-
ties of string breaking, which is another paradigmatic
phenomenon of confining theories. Complementary to
recent notable experimental realizations [34, 35], our re-
sults enable the study of string-breaking quenching from
the system’s ground state across different θ angles and
within different charge sectors.

Concretely, we propose to use a new adiabatic Hamilto-
nian for preparing the ground state of the QED2 Hamil-
tonian. By not conserving charge until the very end of
the adiabatic path, we can prepare states with different
charges. This is crucial to allow for the preparation of
the ground state in the entire region of QED2 parameter
space. We validate the new approach by comparing the
VEVs of observables of interest with both the standard
adiabatic Hamiltonian present in the literature and the
results from exact diagonalization. We find that unlike
the standard procedure for ASP, the version proposed
in this work can reproduce the reference results for all
choices of QED2 parameters. This is particularly rele-
vant since a standard adiabatic path can fail to repro-
duce correct results at a finite θ angle. We also investi-
gate QED2 with external static charges. The new ASP
procedure performs well also in this case without any ad-
justment needed when compared to the absence of static
charges.

The fact that the ground state can be found in differ-
ent charge sectors in this work is a consequence of the
chosen boundary conditions, which allow for the integra-
tion of gauge fields. The new protocol for ASP is then
especially relevant in the case of open boundary condi-
tions. Another interesting application pertains to the use
of C∗ boundary conditions. Like open boundaries, these
boundary conditions allow for charged states but, in con-
trast to the open boundaries, the C∗ approach retains
translation invariance. For this reason, C∗-boundary
conditions are being used in state-of-the-art simulations
of QCD+QED [90], making it interesting to test our pro-
tocol against such a scenario in QED2. Finally, an impor-
tant step towards applying the proposed ASP protocol in
regimes with fewer classical methods available is the ex-
tension to higher dimensions and other gauge groups.
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FIG. 4. VEVs of potential V (d) (top row) and charge Q− (bottom row) for the lowest energy state of the charge 0 sector. The
QED2 parameters are N = 16, L = 8.19, g = 1.8, the “shift parameter” is λQ = 4, and the adiabatic parameters are M = 1000,
T = 60, βN = 30. The lines refer to the result from exact diagonalization, and the dots are obtained by the ASP procedure
with HA2.
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Appendix A: Convergence studies

In Figure S1 we plot the expectation values of HQED2

and Q for different choices of T and δt. We consider two
distinct situations. One where the QED2 parameters are
chosen such that the gap ∆ is large enough for the chosen
T to avoid leakage, showing good convergence. In the
other case, the QED2 parameters are such that we are
closer to where states of different charge cross and so the

gap is much smaller.

The energy estimations can be fitted to [86]

T 7→ E0,asymp + aT−k, (A1)
provided that we do so for a fixed δt. Here k is the
convergence rate. For most of the δt we considered the
convergence rate is k ≈ 2, whereas for the largest (ie δt =
0.125) the convergence rate is around k ≈ 1.7, hinting
at some residual preasymptotic behaviour (in δt). The
energy estimation E0,asymp will also be affected by the
trotterization error, that is E0,asymp = E0,asymp(δt), and
it is possible to obtain an estimation of E0,exact by fitting

δt 7→ E0,asymp(δt) = E0 + a′δtk
′
. (A2)

Once again we emphasize the importance of monitor-
ing the charge expectation value: in fact the convergence
plots of the energy look approximatively the same for
both large and small ∆, but in the first case also Q/g is
nicely converging to an integer value, whereas in the sec-
ond case there is barely a convergence, if any. In fact,
in the most severe cases the charge VEV remains al-
most precisely between two integer values. These results
hint at a superposition of two states from different charge
sectors, signaling thus that the chosen T was not large
enough to satisfy the adiabatic condition (14).
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A. Patella, and N. Tantalo (RCstar), First results on
QCD+QED with C∗ boundary conditions, JHEP 03,
012, arXiv:2209.13183 [hep-lat].

https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2109.11859
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2109.11859
https://arxiv.org/abs/2109.11859
https://arxiv.org/abs/2109.11859
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.3.020324
https://doi.org/10.1103/physrevx.3.041018
https://doi.org/10.1103/physrevx.3.041018
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.023015
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.023015
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.94.085018
https://arxiv.org/abs/1606.03385
https://arxiv.org/abs/1606.03385
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.6.041040
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.6.041040
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.18429
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2015.06.017
https://arxiv.org/abs/1502.05479
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.90.015002
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.2573505
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.2573505
https://quspin.github.io/QuSpin/
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2023)012
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2023)012
https://arxiv.org/abs/2209.13183

	Adiabatic state preparation for digital quantum simulations of QED in 1+1D
	Abstract
	Introduction
	The Model
	The lattice Hamiltonian
	Charge sectors
	String breaking

	Adiabatic state preparation
	The adiabatic condition
	ASP restricted to the 0 charge sector
	ASP for states within arbitrary charge sectors

	Results
	Setup
	Numerical simulations

	Conclusions and Outlook
	Convergence studies
	References


