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Calculating the ground state properties of a Hamiltonian can be mapped to the problem of finding
the ground state of a smaller Hamiltonian through the use of embedding methods. These embedding
techniques have the ability to drastically reduce the problem size, and hence the number of qubits
required when running on a quantum computer. However, the embedding process can produce a
relatively complicated Hamiltonian, leading to a more complex quantum algorithm. In this paper
we carry out a detailed study into how density matrix embedding theory (DMET) could be imple-
mented on a quantum computer to solve the Hubbard model. We consider the variational quantum
eigensolver (VQE) as the solver for the embedded Hamiltonian within the DMET algorithm. We
derive the exact form of the embedded Hamiltonian and use it to construct efficient ansatz circuits
and measurement schemes. We conduct detailed numerical simulations up to 16 qubits, the largest
to date, for a range of Hubbard model parameters and find that the combination of DMET and
VQE is effective for reproducing ground state properties of the model.

I. INTRODUCTION

Simulating quantum-mechanical systems relating to
quantum chemistry or solid-state physics is one of the
most important problems that quantum computers are
anticipated to tackle [1, 2]. Quantum computers could
make it possible to solve problems that will take an ex-
ponential amount of time and memory on classical com-
puters.

Current quantum hardware is considered to be in the
noisy intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) regime [3]. On
NISQ devices the number of qubits is too low to allow
for extensive error correction and the amount of noise
restricts the size of quantum circuits that can be run.
This has lead to an interest in hybrid quantum-classical
algorithms which, analogously to machine learning tech-
niques, employ classical optimisation routines to find
quantum circuits that best solve the problem at hand.
Of these, one of the most widely used – and the one we
will be considering in this paper – is the variational quan-
tum eigensolver (VQE), which is an algorithm that finds
the ground state of Hamiltonians [4–6].

Due to the limited number of qubits on NISQ devices,
embedding algorithms which reduce the size of the prob-
lem Hamiltonian could be very useful. Algorithms such
as density functional theory (DFT) and dynamical mean-
field theory (DMFT), which have been used for decades in
the classical simulation of solid-state systems, are gaining
popularity in the quantum computing community [7–10].

In this paper we study how density matrix embedding
theory (DMET) [11, 12] can be implemented on a quan-
tum computer with VQE. In the DMET algorithm a frag-
ment of the original system is retained, with the rest of it
being mapped to a bath that is the same size as the frag-
ment. DMET is well suited to be used with VQE since
it does not require the computation of any complicated

time- or frequency-dependent quantities such as Green’s
functions.

There have been a number of works over the past few
years that have combined DMET with VQE. Rubin [13]
investigated solving the 1D Hubbard model using a frag-
ment containing one site with unitary coupled cluster as
the VQE ansatz. Yamazaki et al. [14] conducted an anal-
ysis of DMET along with other embedded techniques for
alkanes using classical quantum chemistry simulations to
estimate qubit counts and sampling errors. More recently
there have been experiments done on quantum hard-
ware. Kawashima et al. [15] conducted an experiment
on a trapped-ion quantum computer using an embedded
Hamiltonian with two qubits to estimate the energy of
a ring of hydrogen atoms. Tilly et al. [16] solved the
Hubbard model on a Bethe lattice using energy-weighted
DMET with four qubits on IBM superconducting hard-
ware.

In this paper we aim to go beyond these small-scale
experiments with a more systematic study into the use
of DMET with VQE, using the Hubbard model as a test
case. The Hubbard model [17] is one of the simplest
models of interacting electrons in a grid. The 2D case
has remained unsolved and it is thought to be relevant
to applications such as high-temperature superconduc-
tivity [18]. Previous numerical simulations, and experi-
ments on quantum hardware, of DMET with VQE have
been limited to a fragment of one site. Here we consider
fragment sizes of up to four sites (16 qubits) for solving
the 1D and 2D Hubbard models, enabling us to draw
conclusions about the likely scaling of DMET for larger
problem sizes. Our numerical simulations include the use
of measurements that take into account statistical noise.

We develop efficient algorithms based on the use of
fermionic swap networks [19] to implement the VQE
ansatz circuit, and efficient procedures for reducing the
number of measurement rounds needed. These enable us
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Hubbard Fragment Ansatz depth Measurements

1D 1D Nfrag + 3 Nfrag + 2

2D 1D 2Nfrag 2Nfrag

2D 2D Nfrag+NE+Nx−2
Nfrag +NE

+(Ny − 4)
⌈
Nx−4

2

⌉
TABLE I. Number of layers of two-qubit gates required to
implement one layer of the ansatz, and circuit preparations
needed to measure all of the terms in the embedded Hamil-
tonian. Nfrag is the DMET fragment size and corresponds
to an embedded system with 4Nfrag qubits. For a 2D frag-
ment we take Nfrag = Nx × Ny where we assume Nx ≤ Ny.
NE = 2(Nx + Ny − 2) is the number of sites on the edge of
the 2D fragment.

to give the first full quantum circuit complexity analysis
of DMET with VQE. These results are given in Table I
for combinations of the Hubbard model dimension and
rectangular shaped fragments.

We find that DMET with VQE is an efficient and ac-
curate method for finding ground state properties of the
Hubbard model. In our experiments using VQE as an ap-
proximate solver, we were able to reproduce previous re-
sults based on exact diagonalisation (see Figures 4 and 5).
However, the circuits produced using DMET are more
complex than approaches based on direct truncation of
the lattice [20, 21].

For example, if we consider a quantum computer with
64 qubits then we could do a DMET calculation with 16
sites in the fragment. Taking the shape of the fragment to
be 4×4, one layer of the ansatz would require a two-qubit
gate depth of 30, and 32 preparations of the quantum
circuit would be needed to measure all of the expectation
terms. However, we could solve a 4 × 8 Hubbard model
with open boundary conditions using a two-qubit gate
depth of 9 per ansatz layer and 5 circuit preparations [20].

The outline of this paper is as follows. In Section II
we discuss the idea behind DMET, formally define the
problem of the Hubbard model that we solve and lay out
the steps of the variant of DMET we will be using – the
single-shot embedding algorithm [22]. We also explicitly
state what the form of the embedded Hamiltonian is (and
include a derivation in Appendix C) which is important
for the implementation of the VQE algorithm.

In Section III we briefly introduce the VQE algorithm
and the Hamiltonian variational (HV) ansatz [23]. We
then present schemes involving swap networks for effi-
ciently implementing the ansatz circuits on a quantum
computer and discuss how expectation values can be
measured.

Finally in Section IV we present the results from the
numerical simulations. We run simulations for a range of
parameters of the Hubbard model and find that the com-
bined DMET and VQE algorithm is effective for all of
the fragment sizes tested. We reproduce graphs from the
original DMET paper of Knizia and Chan [11] and com-
pare with exact Bethe ansatz results [24, 25] to demon-

strate that observables relevant to the Hubbard model
can be calculated to a high accuracy when using VQE
as the solver. Simulations involving measurements up to
a fragment size of two sites (8 qubits) are also run and
we discuss some of the additional complexities that can
occur when running on quantum hardware.

II. DENSITY MATRIX EMBEDDING

The idea behind embedding methods is that the prop-
erties of a Hamiltonian H can be reproduced using a
smaller embedded Hamiltonian. DMET is one method
for obtaining a suitable embedded Hamiltonian [11].

In general, states of a quantum system can be written
in terms of the basis states of two of its sub-systems.
For our purposes, let us call the first sub-system F the
fragment and the second sub-system E the environment.
For example, for a system that consists of electrons in a
grid, the fragment could be a subset of sites of the grid.
Any state |Ψ〉 of the system can be written as

|Ψ〉 =

NF∑
i=1

NE∑
j=1

Ψij |Fi〉|Ej〉, (1)

where |Fi〉, |Ej〉 are basis states of F and E, and NF/E
are the sizes of their respective Hilbert spaces. Using the
singular value decomposition for Ψij it can be rewritten
as

|Ψ〉 =

NF∑
i=1

NE∑
j=1

min(NF ,NE)∑
α=1

UiαλαV
†
αj |Fi〉|Ej〉

=

NF∑
α=1

λα|F ′α〉|Bα〉, (2)

where without loss of generality we have taken NE > NF .
The |Fi〉 states have been rotated to a new basis |F ′α〉 =∑
i Uiα|Fi〉 of the fragment. The |Bα〉 =

∑
j V
†
αj |Ej〉 are

a reduced set of states, called the bath, which represent
the portion of the environment needed to model interac-
tions with the fragment. This is the Schmidt decompo-
sition of |Ψ〉 [22].

If |Ψ〉 were the ground state of a Hamiltonian H in the
full system, then by construction it is also the ground
state of a smaller embedded Hamiltonian Hemb given by

Hemb = P†HP, (3)

with the projector P being

P =
∑
αβ

|F ′αBβ〉〈F ′αBβ |. (4)

In practice |Ψ〉 is not known so the exact embedding
procedure cannot take place. Instead we look to ap-
proximate P by taking the Schmidt decomposition of
another state |Φ〉 which is determined self-consistently.
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Typically, |Φ〉 is taken to be the ground state of a mean-
field quadratic Hamiltonian HMF , where HMF is an ap-
proximation to H, as this can be calculated efficiently.
Furthermore, depending on the variant of DMET, an al-
ternative to to equation (3) may be used to determine
the embedded Hamiltonian from P.

At the end of the self-consistency procedure, observ-
ables of Hemb are used to approximate observables of the
full Hamiltonian H. This is described in Section II B.

A. Single-shot embedding for the Hubbard model

There are many variants of the DMET procedure
which choose different mean-field Hamiltonians HMF ,
different ways of projecting onto the problem Hamil-
tonian H and different termination criteria for self-
consistency. Here we have chosen to focus on the simplest
form of DMET, single-shot embedding [22, 26]. This will
highlight the key issues that would be associated with im-
plementing any form of DMET on a quantum computer.
Single-shot embedding has been shown to be effective in
practice [14, 26] (see Appendix A) and has been suc-
cessfully used with the VQE algorithm [13, 15] for one
fragment site.

Here we will briefly lay out the steps in the single-
shot embedding algorithm in the context of the Hub-
bard model. A more detailed explanation is given in Ap-
pendix A. The Hubbard Hamiltonian is defined as

Hhub = −t
∑
〈i,j〉,σ

a†iσajσ + U
∑
i

ni↑ni↓ = T +W, (5)

where a†iσ and aiσ are the creation and annihilation op-
erators for a spin σ ∈ {↑, ↓} fermion in site i, and
niσ = a†iσaiσ. The notation 〈i, j〉 indicates that the sum
is performed over neighbouring sites i, j in the grid. T
describes the kinetic energy in the system; it contains the
single-particle hopping terms with t being the tunnelling
amplitude. W describes the interactions between parti-
cles in the system. It is often called the onsite term and
U is the Coulomb potential.

We will be considering the problem of finding proper-
ties of the ground state of the model on an infinite 1D
or 2D rectangular grid that has a fixed fraction of the
sites filled with electrons, with the same proportion of
up and down. In practice we will approximate the in-
finite grid by a large number of sites N with periodic
or anti-periodic boundary conditions1, occupied by Nocc
fermions split equally between up and down. The proce-
dure to reduce this problem to an embedded Hamiltonian
with Nfrag sites in the fragment using single-shot embed-
ding is as follows [22]:

1 Periodic boundary conditions introduce −ta†0σaNσ terms into
the Hamiltonian, anti-periodic boundary conditions introduce
ta†0σaNσ .

1. Calculate the ground state of the approximating
mean-field Hamiltonian which in this case is taken
to be the quadratic part of Hhub, HMF = T . HMF

can be solved efficiently and its ground state |Φ〉 is
a Slater determinant.

2. Construct the projector P from the one-particle re-
duced density matrix (1-RDM) of |Φ〉. These first
two steps are equivalent to taking the Schmidt de-
composition of |Φ〉 as described in the previous sec-
tion.

3. Use the projector to construct the embedded
Hamiltonian

Hemb = Temb +Wemb − µ
∑

i∈frag,σ

niσ. (6)

We use the non-interacting bath formulation to
construct the embedded Hamiltonian from P. This
involves only projecting the quadratic part of Hhub,
Temb = P†TP and taking Wemb to be the terms in
W that act on the fragment. µ is an added chemi-
cal potential term that governs the number of elec-
trons in the fragment – the “single-shot” refers to
this single free parameter.

4. Solve the embedded problem Hemb which is a
Hamiltonian on 4Nfrag orbitals (2Nfrag for each
spin’s fragment and bath sites). The ground state
|Φemb〉 of Hemb can be found using methods such
as exact diagonalisation, DMRG, or VQE.

5. Repeat from step 3, adjusting the chemical poten-
tial µ until the fraction of occupied orbitals in the
fragment matches the site occupancy of Hhub.

More general forms of DMET have an extra optimisa-
tion loop. A correlation potential V is introduced in the
mean-field Hamiltonian, giving HMF = T + V , which is
adjusted until the 1-RDMs of |Φ〉 and |Φemb〉 match [22].

B. Calculating observables from the embedded
Hamiltonian

Observables relevant to the original problem Hamilto-
nian Hhub can be calculated from the final |Φemb〉 given
by the DMET algorithm. The quantities of interest in
this paper are the energy and double occupancy per
site. These are calculated by taking expectation values
of |Φemb〉 on the fragment and fragment-bath. Contribu-
tions purely from the bath are ignored.

For example, the energy of the fragment is calculated
as [12, 27]

Efrag = 〈T frag
emb〉+

1

2
〈T frag-bath

emb 〉+ 〈Wemb〉, (7)

where T frag
emb and T frag-bath

emb are the terms of Temb that act
on the fragment-only, or between the fragment and bath,
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respectively. The energy per site is then obtained by
dividing by the number of sites in the fragment. Double
occupancy of the fragment is calculated as [28]

Dfrag =
∑
i∈frag

〈ni↑ni↓〉 =
〈Wemb〉
U

. (8)

C. Form of the embedded Hamiltonian

This section contains a summary of the structure
of the embedded Hamiltonian, which will be necessary
for developing efficient swap networks and measurement
schemes in Section III. Unlike when using a classical pro-
cedure such as exact diagonalisation, having more terms
in the embedded Hamiltonian results in a more compli-
cated circuit being run on the quantum computer and
requires more measurements to estimate the expectation
values.

In general, the embedded Hamiltonian from equa-
tion (6) can be written explicitly as

Hemb =
∑

i,j∈emb,i<j,σ

tij(a
†
iσajσ + a†jσaiσ)

+
∑

i∈bath,σ

tiiniσ + U
∑
i∈frag

ni↑ni↓ − µ
∑

i∈frag,σ

niσ.

(9)

Determining the form of Hemb now comes down to
knowing which terms are present in the Hamiltonian
(non-zero tij). Here we will state the structure of the
embedded Hamiltonian when the single-shot embedding
procedure is carried out for the 1D and 2D Hubbard mod-
els. These results are derived by considering the matrix
of coefficients of T and its projection Temb. This deriva-
tion has been made possible due to the simple structure
of T and properties of the Hubbard model such as trans-
lational invariance. The structure may be difficult to
calculate for a general quadratic Hamiltonian. Details
are provided in Appendix C.

There are three different types of terms to consider –
fragment-only terms, bath-only terms and fragment-bath
hopping terms. The fragment-only terms retain the same
structure as the Hubbard model and are nearest neigh-
bour hopping terms. For the fragment-bath interactions,
each fragment site on the edge of the fragment shares
a hopping term with all of the bath sites. In the 1D
Hubbard model, the edge sites are the first and last sites
of the fragment. For the 2D Hubbard model with a 1D
fragment all of the fragment sites are on the edge.

For the terms acting only on the bath, the tii are gen-
erally all non-zero. When using anti-periodic boundary
conditions with the Hubbard model and taking the num-
ber of electrons of one spin type (Nocc/2) to be even
(or with periodic boundary conditions and Nocc/2 odd),
the bath hopping terms in Hemb split into two groups –
even and odd numbered sites. Within each of these two
groups, every site has a hopping term with all the other

sites. If these conditions are not met then all of the bath
sites can interact with all of the other bath sites, increas-
ing the number of interactions.

The embedded Hamiltonian of the 2D Hubbard model
with a 1D fragment has the same structure of bath hop-
ping terms as the 1D model. However, when using a
2D fragment, the bath sites split into four groups where
within each group all possible interactions occur. Unlike
the 1D case there is no clear split (e.g. even/odd), but
the size of the groups are roughly equal. Conditions on
when this split into four groups occurs is discussed in
Appendix C.

From the standpoint of quantum circuit complexity, it
will always be advantageous to use a 2D shaped fragment
when solving the 2D Hubbard model. This is due to the
fact that both the fragment-bath and bath-only hopping
terms will be fewer in number than when using a 1D
fragment shape.

III. VARIATIONAL QUANTUM EIGENSOLVER

The VQE is a hybrid quantum-classical algorithm used
to produce the ground state of a Hamiltonian H. It relies
on the variational principle, which states that 〈ψ|H|ψ〉 ≥
Eg, where |ψ〉 is an arbitrary normalised state and Eg
is the ground energy of H. The steps of the algorithm
are [4, 5]:

1. Prepare a parameterised state |ψ(θ)〉 = U(θ)|ψ0〉
on the quantum computer. U(θ) is an ansatz cir-
cuit intended to reproduce the ground state and
|ψ0〉 is an initial starting state.

2. Measure the expectation value 〈ψ(θ)|H|ψ(θ)〉.

3. Use a classical optimisation method to determine a
new value for θ that will minimise the expectation
value.

4. Repeat steps 1-3 until the optimiser converges. The
final value of θ will parameterise the ground state
and give an expectation value equal to the ground
energy.

We will be using the VQE algorithm to find the ground
state of Hemb in equation (6). Hemb is a fermionic Hamil-
tonian and must first be expressed as a qubit Hamilto-
nian. We use the Jordan-Wigner encoding [29] which
introduces no overhead in qubit count, as each orbital
maps to one qubit. Note that the Jordan-Wigner encod-
ing requires us to choose an ordering for the orbitals as it
maps the fermionic modes to a line (e.g. order the frag-
ment sites before the bath sites and all the up orbitals
before the down).

The hopping terms between qubits are transformed as

a†iaj + a†jai 7→
1

2
(XiXj + YiYj)Zi+1 · · ·Zj−1, (10)
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where i < j without loss of generality, and Xi, Yi, Zi
are the Pauli matrices acting on qubit i. The number
operator terms become

ni = a†iai 7→
1

2
(I − Zi) = |1〉〈1|i, (11)

where I is the identity matrix, and the onsite terms be-
come

ninj 7→
1

4
(I − Zi)(I − Zj) = |11〉〈11|ij . (12)

A. Ansatz circuit implementation using swap
networks

In this paper we implement the Hamiltonian varia-
tional ansatz [23] which has been shown to be effective
for the Hubbard model [20, 21, 23, 30].

The initial state |ψ0〉 for this ansatz is the ground state
of the non-interacting (U = 0) part of Hemb. This is
a quadratic Hamiltonian which means its ground state
can be prepared efficiently on a quantum computer us-
ing Givens rotations [31]. Hemb can be split up as
Hemb =

∑
j Hj where the terms inside each Hj are com-

muting. The ansatz consists of applying evolutions of the
form eiθHj to the starting state, where θ is a parameter
to be determined in the VQE optimisation loop. The
parameterised state is

|ψ(θ)〉 =
∏
d

∏
j

eiθd,jHj |ψ0〉, (13)

where applying all the Hj evolutions makes up one layer
of the ansatz whose depth is indexed by d. The purpose
of Hj is to group together terms which will share the
same variational parameter θ.

In Section IV we will be considering the two extremes
of splitting Hemb into commuting groups Hj . In one case
we pick the groups so that there are as few as possible. In
the other, each Hj will contain only one term from Hemb
which leads to the maximum number of parameters per
layer. This has the effect of making the optimisation
routine more difficult but can reduce the ansatz depth
required to solve the problem.

Moving onto the implementation of eiθHj in terms of
quantum gates, there are three types of evolutions: hop-
ping terms, onsite terms and number operator terms.
It is important that the terms in Hj commute so that
the quantum circuit can be decomposed into these three
types of operations. The number terms eiθnj can be im-
plemented as a phase shift on qubit j and the onsite terms
eiθnjnk as a controlled phase shift between qubits j and
k. The hopping gate eiθ(a

†
jak+a

†
kaj) is a k − j + 1 qubit

gate due to the Z strings in the Jordan-Wigner encoding.
It can be decomposed as 2(k − j) + 1 two-qubit gates –
a series of controlled-Z (CZ) gates between qubit i and k
for i = j up to i = k−1, followed by a number preserving

rotation gate

Hopping(θ) =

1 0 0 0
0 cos θ i sin θ 0
0 i sin θ cos θ 0
0 0 0 1

 (14)

between qubits j and k and the same CZ gates repeated
in reverse [30].

This need for a relatively large numbers of gates to
implement hopping gates motivates the use of fermionic
swap networks [19]. FSWAP gates2 are used to swap
qubits around, changing the Jordan-Wigner ordering.
Now, for example, if qubits j and k are swapped so that
they are adjacent to each other in the ordering, the hop-
ping gate between them can be implemented more simply
as a two-qubit gate.

A particular example of a swap network described
in [19] is one that places every qubit adjacent to every
other qubit once. For n qubits, the entire network can be
implemented in n layers of FSWAP gates. Furthermore,
hopping gates can be folded into this swap network [20],
since

FSWAP·Hopping(θ) = (S†⊗S†)·Hopping(θ+π/2), (15)

where the S gate implements a π/2 phase shift. In total n
layers of two-qubit gates plus some one-qubit corrections
are required to implement all possible hopping interac-
tions between every pair of qubits.

Turning back to the embedded Hamiltonian Hemb, we
can restrict our analysis of the complexity of implement-
ing the hopping terms to one spin type since the two
spins are identical, making n = 2Nfrag in our case. 2Nfrag
layers of two-qubit gates is an upper bound since that ac-
counts for all possible hopping interactions. If we look to
the structure of the embedded Hamiltonian it is possible
to reduce the number of layers required.

In the rest of this section we present a scheme for the
1D model where all the hopping interactions are done in
Nfrag + 2 layers, giving almost a factor of 2 improvement
compared with the upper bound. The swap networks for
the 2D model with 1D and 2D shaped fragments are more
complex. The number of circuit layers required for these
is stated in Table I and full details of the swap networks
are given in Appendix D.

Recall from Section IIC that when Hhub is one-
dimensional, Hemb has nearest-neighbour hopping terms
on the fragment, the first and last fragment sites interact
with all of the bath sites, and the bath sites split into
odd/even groups where all the sites within a group in-
teract with each other. Note that the lower bound on
the layers of two-qubit gates required to implement all of
these hopping gates is Nfrag + 1, since each fragment site

2 The action of FSWAP on the basis states is |00〉 7→ |00〉, |01〉 7→
|10〉, |10〉 7→ |01〉 and |11〉 7→ −|11〉.
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on the edge needs to interact with its one neighbouring
fragment site and all Nfrag bath sites.

Let Fi denote fragment site i and Bi bath site i. We
take the Jordan-Wigner ordering for one spin type to be
one where the fragment edge sites F0 and FNfrag−1 start
close to the bath, and the even/odd bath sites are placed
next to each other. Let the ordering be

FNfrag−3 FNfrag−4 · · ·F2 F1 F0 FNfrag−2 FNfrag−1

B1B3 · · ·BNo
B0B2 · · ·BNe

, (16)

where if Nfrag is even, No = Nfrag−1 and Ne = Nfrag−2
and vice-versa if Nfrag is odd.

At the first layer of the swap network the hopping term
between FNfrag−1 and FNfrag−2 is carried out. For the
following Nfrag layers, combined FSWAP and hopping
gates are done between FNfrag−1 and the bath sites to
its right. This implements all of the hopping terms for
the fragment edge site FNfrag−1. Simultaneously, a sim-
ilar procedure can be carried out for the other edge site
F0. At the first layer the hopping term F0−F1 is imple-
mented, at the second layer an FSWAP is done between
F0 and FNfrag−2 to place F0 next to the bath sites, and
for the following Nfrag layers F0 interacts with all the
bath sites through combined FSWAP and hopping gates.
Therefore, Nfrag+2 layers of two-qubit gates are required
to implement all of the hopping gates associated to the
fragment edge sites.

The remaining fragment- and bath-only hopping terms
can be fitted within these Nfrag+2 layers. All of the frag-
ment hopping terms can be implemented in 2 layers [20]
except for FNfrag−2 − FNfrag−3 which need to be placed
adjacent to each other first. After the second layer of the
swap network, there are Nfrag − 4 qubits between them,
requiring d(Nfrag − 4)/2e layers of FSWAPs to bring the
two sites next to each other in the Jordan-Wigner order-
ing. The hopping terms between the even bath sites can
be implemented in dNfrag/2e layers using the standard
full swap network from [19]. FNfrag−1 takes bNfrag/2c+ 1
layers to interact with its neighbouring fragment site and
the odd bath sites, so the entire even bath swap net-
work can fit in these layers. Similarly, the odd bath swap
network requires bNfrag/2c layers of two-qubit gates and
these can all fit in the layers after they have interacted
with F0.

Figure 1 demonstrates this full procedure with frag-
ment size 6. Note that this swap network leaves the
qubits in a less structured order. To get the same two-
qubit gate depth of Nfrag +2, we simply reverse the swap
network at the next ansatz depth.

Finally, incorporating the onsite and number gates
brings the total two-qubit gate depth for one complete
layer of the ansatz to Nfrag + 3. All the onsite gates
need an additional layer to complete since they are all
two-qubit gates on disjoint pairs of qubits. The number
operator terms are one-qubit gates which can act on idle
qubits in the swap network.

1: F3 F2 F1 F0 F4 F5 B1 B3 B5 B0 B2 B4

2: F3 F2 F1 F0 F4 F5 B1 B3 B5 B2 B0 B4

3: F3 F2 F1 F4 F0 B1 F5 B3 B5 B2 B4 B0

4: F2 F3 F4 F1 B1 F0 B3 F5 B5 B2 B4 B0

5: F2 F3 F4 F1 B1 B3 F0 B5 F5 B2 B4 B0

6: F2 F3 F4 F1 B1 B3 B5 F0 B2 F5 B4 B0

7: F2 F3 F4 F1 B3 B1 B5 B2 F0 B4 F5 B0

8: F2 F3 F4 F1 B3 B5 B1 B2 B4 F0 B0 F5

FIG. 1. Demonstration of the swap network for the 1D model
using fragment size 6. The blue lines are hopping gates, the
orange are fermionic swap gates and the purple are combined
FSWAP and hopping gates between two neighbouring qubits.
The dashed lines are added to aid the eye and unused qubits
are greyed out.

B. Measuring expectation values

At the end of each run of the ansatz circuit we must
measure the energy of the ansatz state |ψ(θ)〉 with re-
spect to Hemb, ideally in as few preparations of the cir-
cuit as possible. All of the onsite and number operator
terms can be measured simultaneously by doing a com-
putational basis measurement on every qubit. From the
Jordan-Wigner forms given in equations (11) and (12),
the expectation 〈ni〉 is the probability of getting 1 when
measuring qubit i and 〈ninj〉 is the probability of mea-
suring a 1 on both qubit i and j.

Calculating the expectation values of all the hop-
ping terms 〈a†iaj + a†jai〉 requires multiple circuit prepa-
rations. To measure the hopping terms we use the
method from [20], where an operatorM that diagonalises
1
2 (XX + Y Y ) is applied to qubits i and j. Such an M is
given by

M =


1 0 0 0
0 1√

2
1√
2

0

0 1√
2
− 1√

2
0

0 0 0 1

 (17)

and can be implemented by a CNOT gate followed by
a controlled-Hadamard gate and another CNOT gate.
Computational basis measurements are then done on all
the qubits from i to j and their statistics processed [20].
Alternative techniques can be used such as transforming
into the Bell basis [32] or measuring the operators XX
and Y Y separately, but an advantage of this method
is that Hamming weights of the final state can also be
checked, allowing for a simple error detection proce-
dure [20].

Due to the application of M , two different hopping
terms that have the qubit i or j in common cannot be
measured at the same time. However, M has the prop-
erty that M†(Z ⊗ Z)M = Z ⊗ Z. In consequence, if the
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F3 F2 F1 F0 F4 F5 B1 B3 B5 B0 B2 B4

1: X X X X X X X X

2: X X X X X X X X

3: X X X X X X X X

4: X X X X X X

5: X X X X X X

6: X X X X

7: X X X X X X

FIG. 2. Demonstration of the measurement pattern for the
1D model using a fragment of size 6. The numbered lines
are different preparations of the circuit. On each line, Xs
of the same colour represent a hopping term that has been
measured, with the different colours showing which terms can
be measured simultaneously. Note thatM is applied on Xs of
the same colour and then computational basis measurements
are done on all the qubits.

qubits are ordered ijkl then the “non-crossing” hopping
terms between i− l and j − k can be measured simulta-
neously, but hopping terms i− k and j − l cannot. This
was used in [20] to measure all hopping terms in the 2D
Hubbard model in 4 measurement rounds.

As before, by taking into account the structure ofHemb
we can reduce the number of circuit preparations re-
quired. Restricting to one spin type, it is possible to
measure the hopping terms of Hemb for the 1D Hubbard
model in Nfrag + 1 circuit preparations. This is the min-
imum bound possible since the two fragment edge sites
each interact with Nfrag + 1 other sites.

Assuming the ordering in equation (16), in the first
circuit preparation we measure the terms F0 − BNe

and
FNfrag−1 −BNe−2. At subsequent preparations, we mea-
sure the fragment-bath terms by working our way down
the bath sites, i.e. at the second preparation we measure
F0−BNe−2 and FNfrag−1−BNe−4. It is clear to see that in
this way all of the hopping terms on the fragment edge
sites can be measured in Nfrag + 1 runs of the circuit.
The measurement of the remaining fragment- and bath-
only terms can fit within these runs – considering the
measurement of the odd bath hopping terms using the
general “rainbow” procedure described in Appendix E,
this takes bNfrag/2c preparations and can be completed
before the term FNfrag−1−BNo

is measured. This is best
demonstrated in Figure 2 with fragment size 6 as an ex-
ample.

The number of circuit preparations required to mea-
sure all of the terms for the 2D model is given in Table I.
We assume that the fragment- and bath-only hopping
terms can be measured within the runs required for the
fragment-bath terms. The fragment-bath terms can be
measured in Nfrag + NE − 1 preparations where NE is
the number of sites on the edge of the fragment. This is
according to the procedure described in Appendix E for

measuring all hopping terms between two sets of qubits.
Note that we do not consider swapping the qubit or-

dering whilst doing measurements [33] – in some cases
this can lead to fewer circuit preparations being required3

but leads to a higher gate depth. Another possibility
for reducing the number of preparations is to change the
Jordan-Wigner ordering of the bath sites at different cir-
cuit preparations [21]. We have also not considered this
since it would change the order that terms are imple-
mented in the ansatz. Numerical validation would be
required to check that the ansatz performs in the same
way.

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS

We ran numerical simulations up to a fragment size of
4 (16 qubits) for both the 1D and 2D Hubbard models
using exact values for the expectation 〈ψ(θ)|Hemb|ψ(θ)〉.
We ran simulations up to a fragment size of 2 using mea-
surements to estimate the expectation which will be dis-
cussed in Section IVA. The code was written in C++ and
the Quantum Exact Simulation Toolkit (QuEST) [34]
was used to simulate the quantum circuits.

We ran two variants of the HV ansatz – one with a
low number of parameters per depth (equal to the min-
imal number of sets of commuting terms in Hemb), and
one with a high number of parameters per depth (equal
to the number of terms in Hemb, but affixing the same
parameters to identical up and down terms). We call
these ansätze HV-min and HV-max. The number of pa-
rameters per ansatz depth for HV-min is O(Nfrag) and
for HV-max is O(N2

frag). Taking 1D fragment shapes as
an example, HV-min requires Nfrag + NE + 1 parame-
ters per depth. On the other hand, HV-max requires
4Nfrag+NENfrag+I(dNfrag/2e)+I(bNfrag/2c)−1 param-
eters where I(n) = n(n − 1)/2 is the maximum number
of hopping interactions between n qubits.

Simulations were run up to an ansatz depth of 10 and
5 for HV-min and -max respectively. At each layer of the
ansatz, we ran the onsite gates followed by the hopping
gates and then number gates. Gates were implemented
in the order that they would be in the swap network,
including the reversal of the circuit at every other depth
to fairly represent the behaviour of the actual quantum
circuit that would be implemented on hardware.

The Limited-memory Broyden-Fletcher-Goldfarb-
Shanno (L-BFGS) optimisation algorithm provided by
the nonlinear optimisation library NLopt [35] was used
for the VQE classical optimiser as we had found it to
be effective in previous work [20]. We used the very
simple secant method as a root-finding algorithm for µ

3 The hopping terms for the 2D model with the 1D fragment could
be measured in

⌈
3Nfrag/2

⌉
preparations rather than 2Nfrag − 1

if we could swap the bath sites into different positions with every
circuit preparation.
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in the DMET loop as it often converged within a few
iterations without requiring gradient information. We
set the secant method to terminate when within 0.1 of
the root.

The infinite 1D and 2D Hubbard models were ap-
proximated with a 240 site and 20 × 24 site finite size
model with anti-periodic boundary conditions. Simula-
tions were run with fragment sizes of 1, 2, 3 and 4. In
the 2D case with fragment size 4 we took the fragment
shape to be 2 × 2 and did not consider 1 × 4. Recall
that a fragment size of Nfrag requires 4Nfrag qubits, so
we simulated systems containing up to 16 qubits.

For each fragment size we fixed t = 1 and initially ran
experiments for U = 1, 2, 4 and 8 with quarter- and half-
filling, which correspond to a fermion site occupancy of
〈n〉 = 0.5 and 1. For each experiment using VQE as the
DMET solver we ran a corresponding one using exact
diagonalisation to compare the two solvers.

Tables II and III show the ansatz depths required to
reach a 1% relative error with the energy per site when
using exact diagonalisation as the solver. The calculation
of the energy per site at the end of the DMET algorithm
is stated in Section II B. The HV-max ansatz requires less
depth to reach the same error than HV-min. However,
this comes at a cost with the classical optimiser needing
extra circuit evaluations. For Nfrag = 2, the optimiser
took 5-10× more evaluations for the same ansatz depth.
For the larger fragment sizes this went up to 10-20× with
some extreme cases requiring up to 100× more circuit
runs.

Note that the tables do not include fragment size 1
as the depths required to reach 1% error were the same
for both the 1D and 2D models and both variants of
the HV ansatz. Depth 1 was required for U = 1, 2 and
U = 4 with 〈n〉 = 0.5, and depth 2 for U = 4 with 〈n〉 =
1 and U = 8. The number of parameters required for
the HV-min and -max ansätze were 3 and 4 respectively.
Due to its small size, the behaviour of the ansatz as the
depth increases was different from the larger fragment
sizes. At depth 1, the error was typically on the order of
10−1−10−3 (depending on the value of U and 〈n〉). This
error dropped to 10−6 − 10−8 for depth 2 and plateaued
for the other depths, meaning there is no benefit to going
beyond depth 2 for the HV ansatz with Nfrag = 1. This
is not the case for the other fragment sizes as increasing
the depth almost always resulted in a lower error – an
example of this can be seen in Figure 3 for a fragment
size of 2× 2.

We found that the depth required increased as U in-
creased, which is to be expected as the starting state for
the HV ansatz is the ground state for the U = 0 embed-
ded Hamiltonian. This can also be seen in Figure 3 for
solving the 2D model with a 2×2 fragment. The features
of these two graphs – that depth required increases as U
increases, that the depth required is higher for half-filling
than quarter-filling and that HV-max requires roughly 2-
3 fewer layers to get to the same accuracy as HV-min –
are representative of all the fragment sizes larger than 1.

Nfrag (Min params) Nfrag (Max params)

U 〈n〉 2 (5) 3 (6) 4 (7) 2 (11) 3 (18) 4 (25)

1 0.5 1 1 1 2 1 1
1 2 1 1 2 1 1

2 0.5 2 4 2 2 2 2
1 3 5 6 2 2 3

4 0.5 4 5 5 2 3 3
1 4 8 >10 3 4 >5

8 0.5 5 6 8 2 3 4
1 7 >10 >10 3 5 >5

TABLE II. Depth of the ansatz required to achieve 1% rela-
tive error against the ground energy per site, calculated with
exact diagonalisation as the DMET solver for the 1D model
using the HV ansatz with minimum and maximum number of
parameters. The number of parameters is shown in brackets.

Nfrag (Min params) Nfrag (Max params)

U 〈n〉 2 (5) 3 (7) 2× 2
(8)

2 (11) 3 (20) 2× 2
(32)

1 0.5 1 1 1 1 1 1
1 2 1 2 1 1 1

2 0.5 2 1 1 2 2 2
1 2 1 3 2 1 2

4 0.5 2 1 2 2 2 2
1 3 4 5 2 2 4

8 0.5 3 1 4 2 2 3
1 5 7 9 3 5 >5

TABLE III. Depth of the ansatz required to achieve 1% rela-
tive error with the ground energy for the 2D model.

The VQE algorithm is a nested optimisation loop provid-
ing imperfect solutions to Hemb within the larger DMET
optimisation loop. The fact that the error in the en-
ergy per site goes down exponentially with the number
of ansatz layers is an encouraging sign that the combina-
tion of DMET and VQE is effective.

After running the batch of experiments discussed
above, we carried out further experiments to compute
physical properties of the Hubbard model. Figure 4 is
a plot of energy per site against site occupancy for the
1D model for U = 1, 4, 8 and Nfrag = 1, 2, 4. The VQE
ansatz used was HV-min and the depths chosen for the
graph were those required for each U at half-filling to
reach 1% error (see Table II). The 1D Hubbard model
is exactly solvable using the Bethe ansatz [24, 25] and
has been plotted as a reference. The lines reproduce the
behaviour seen using DMET in the original paper from
Knizia and Chan [11].

A plot of double occupancy per site against U is shown
in Figure 5 for the 1D model for quarter- and half-filling
and Nfrag = 1, 2, 4. In the case of half-filling, the double
occupancy curve is not reproduced well even when using
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FIG. 3. Comparison of HV-min and -max ansätze for the 2D model with the largest fragment size of 2 × 2 for quarter- and
half-filling. The relative error is against the ground energy per site calculated with exact diagonalisation as the DMET solver.
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FIG. 4. Plot of energy per site against site occupancy for
the 1D model. The black line is the exact solution to the
1D Hubbard model calculated using the Bethe ansatz. The
coloured lines are the values found using VQE as the DMET
solver with 20 points taken between 〈n〉 = 0.05 and 1. The
ansatz used was HV-min. For Nfrag = 1, the VQE depth used
was 2, and for the other fragment sizes for each line we used
the depths required for the given U at half-filling in Table II
(or depth 10 in the cases where 1% relative error was not
reached).

a fragment size of 4. However, this deficiency is also
present when using exact diagonalisation as the single-
shot embedding solver, and is not a consequence of using
VQE.
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FIG. 5. Plot of double occupancy per site against U for the
1D model. The coloured lines are the values found using VQE
as the DMET solver with 16 points taken between U = 0.5
and 8. The ansatz used was HV-min. For Nfrag = 1, the
VQE depth used was 2, and for the other fragment sizes we
used the depths required for 1% relative error with the double
occupancy at U = 8, which was generally the same as the
depths in Table II except for Nfrag = 4, 〈n〉 = 0.5 where it
was depth 10.

A. Incorporating realistic measurements

We have shown that the VQE algorithm performs well
as the solver for DMET when exact values are taken for
the expectation values. Using exact values is a good test
bed for trying out different ansätze and checking if the
algorithm can work in principle, but we also need to con-
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FIG. 6. Plot of energy per site for the U = 4 1D Hubbard
model solved with fragment sizes 1 and 2 using exact diago-
nalisation and VQE (with measurements) as the solver. The
ansatz circuit is HV-min and the VQE depth is 2 for Nfrag = 1
and 4 for Nfrag = 2. 10 points were taken between 〈n〉 = 0.1
and 1. The solid lines show the mean of 10 DMET runs, with
the shaded region being the standard deviation.

sider the more practical aspects of quantum computers
such as measurements and noise. Here we run more ex-
periments but include sampling from the quantum com-
puter in the simulation. We do not consider any type of
noise, hence our simulations represent an ideal quantum
computer.

Repeated measurement of states were simulated by
storing the probability amplitudes of the state vector
and then sampling from that discrete distribution. We
picked a few representative simulations to re-run and
used the simultaneous perturbation stochastic approxi-
mation (SPSA) optimisation algorithm [36, 37] in place
of L-BFGS. SPSA is a form of stochastic gradient de-
scent where a gradient is taken in one random direction
(instead of all directions); it is designed to be robust to
noise and require fewer function evaluations. SPSA has
been shown to be effective with VQE [20, 38] and has
been used in experiments on quantum hardware [39–41].

We picked the U = 4 1D Hubbard model and ran the
HV-min ansatz up to a fragment size of 2 with a range
of fillings. The SPSA meta-parameters [36] were set to
be α = 0.602, γ = 0.101 (the theoretically optimal val-
ues [37]); c = 0.2 (from [20]); and a = 2, A = 10 (to
allow for fast convergence). Each term in the expecta-
tion 〈Hemb〉 was estimated using 104 samples and the
final state at the end of the SPSA algorithm with 105

samples. The maximum number of SPSA iterations was
set to be 2,000 for Nfrag = 1 and 10, 000 for Nfrag = 2. As
before we use the secant method to find µ in the DMET
optimisation loop but loosen the termination criteria to
stop if within 0.5 of the root.

Figure 6 is a plot of the energy per site against site oc-
cupancy when using VQE with sampling as the DMET
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FIG. 7. Sweeping through the chemical potential for 100 val-
ues between µ = 0 and 2. At each value of µ, the embed-
ded Hamiltonian is solved and the DMET function is calcu-
lated. The graph shows the U = 4 1D Hubbard model with
〈n〉 = 0.5 (Nocc = 120) and a fragment size of 1. The VQE
solver uses depth 2 HV-min as the ansatz circuit. Note that
although the DMET function is a straight line here, this is
not always the case.

solver. Solving fragment size 1 Hemb with VQE repro-
duces the exact diagonalisation results with on average
0.5-1.5% relative error. However the fragment size 2 VQE
curve has a larger relative error of around 2-5%. The fi-
delities4 of the ground states output from SPSA with
the ground state of Hemb were typically above 0.999 for
Nfrag = 1 and around 0.985-0.995 for Nfrag = 2. It is
likely that by changing the SPSA meta-parameters or
by using a different optimisation method, the fidelity for
fragment size 2 could be increased.

In addition to the problem of whether the optimisa-
tion method chosen for VQE will converge, we must also
consider whether the root-finding technique used to find
µ will be able to handle the extra statistical noise. Fig-
ure 7 demonstrates what happens to the DMET function
(see Appendix A) when using VQE with sampling as the
solver.

Despite the secant method having to deal with a nois-
ier function, we found that in practice it still performed
well most of the time and usually converged in less than
10 iterations. As a test for this we bypassed the secant
method by solving Hemb with the optimal value of µ us-
ing SPSA and found that the plot of the energy per site
was similar to Figure 6.

Occasionally we found that the secant method became
unstable and did not converge. This happened quite
rarely (for example for one filling and one run out of the

4 The fidelity of two quantum states |φ〉 and |ψ〉 is defined to be
F = |〈φ|ψ〉|2.
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10 runs) and so we re-ran the simulations where this oc-
curred. When running on quantum hardware this could
be dealt with by monitoring which values of µ the secant
method picks or by averaging multiple runs of SPSA for
a certain µ. Other possibilities include combining the
secant method with a curve fitting technique so that all
of the known information about the DMET function can
be effectively used, or squaring the function and using a
gradient descent algorithm to find the minimum.

V. CONCLUSION

We have carried out a detailed study into how single-
shot DMET could be used to solve the Hubbard model on
a quantum computer with VQE. We have used the form
of the embedded Hamiltonian to construct efficient swap
networks for implementing the HV ansatz, and measure-
ment schemes for estimating expectation values. These
constructions have assumed that we are using the Jordan-
Wigner encoding and the architecture of the quantum
device is fully-connected.

We also conducted numerical simulations up to a frag-
ment size of 4 (16 qubits) using exact expectation values
from the VQE, and up to fragment size 2 (8 qubits) in-
volving measurements. These are the largest simulations
done to date for the combination of DMET and VQE.
The VQE algorithm is a nested optimisation loop pro-
viding imperfect solutions to the embedded Hamiltonian
within the larger DMET optimisation loop. There is a
lot of scope for errors to propagate throughout the al-
gorithm, but despite this the simulations showed that
DMET with VQE was effective. The errors on the ob-
servables were shown to decrease exponentially with the
depth of the ansatz, meaning that it is possible to use a
lower depth ansatz if a high accuracy is not required.

DMET is an embedding method which can be used
to drastically reduce the number of qubits required to
find the ground state properties of a given Hamiltonian.
However, in the case of the Hubbard model, applying the
embedding procedure leads to an embedded Hamiltonian
with a higher complexity than the original one.

This suggests that DMET may be most appropriate
in the regime where quantum hardware has a low
number of qubits that are relatively noise free, allowing
circuits of high depth to be implemented. Complicated
molecules can require thousands of qubits to simulate; by
using DMET the qubit count could be greatly reduced
and using a quantum computer could allow access to
larger fragment sizes than is currently possible. There
have already been several small-scale demonstrations of
DMET on quantum hardware [15, 16] but more research
is needed into the effect of measurements and noise on
the DMET algorithm.

Data are available at the University of Bristol data
repository, data.bris [42].
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Appendix A: The single-shot embedding algorithm

Here we lay out the steps of the single-shot embedding
algorithm given in Section IIA in greater detail. The
algorithm presented here is from [22] where the steps of
a general DMET calculation are also explained. Recall
that we are reducing the problem of solving an N site
Hubbard model occupied by Nocc fermions to an embed-
ded problem with Nfrag sites in the fragment.

1. Calculate the ground state of the approximating
mean-field Hamiltonian
The simplest form the mean-field Hamiltonian can
take is the one-particle (quadratic) part of Hhub,

HMF = T = −t
∑
〈i,j〉,σ

a†iσajσ. (A1)

Note thatHMF could be chosen to be different from
T , which would lead to a different embedded Hamil-
tonian. We must find the 1-RDM of the ground
state of HMF . The 1-RDM expresses the relation-
ship between the behaviour of an electron at two
different sites and the diagonal contains electron
densities. For a state |ψ〉 it is defined to be

ρ(|ψ〉)ij = 〈ψ|a†jai|ψ〉. (A2)

HMF is a quadratic Hamiltonian which can be
solved efficiently and its ground state is a Slater
determinant. This ground state can be found by
taking the matrix C of coefficients of HMF . Re-
stricting to one spin type since in this case both
spins are identical, C is an N ×N matrix with the
(i, j)th element being the coefficient of a†i↑aj↑ in the
Hamiltonian. Without loss of generality we assume
that the orbitals have been ordered such that the
environment sites follow the fragment sites.
We then diagonalise C and put the eigenvectors
corresponding to the lowest Nocc/2 eigenvalues (re-
call that half of the electrons are spin up) into an
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N × Nocc/2 matrix Φ which now represents the
ground state Slater determinant (each column is
an occupied orbital written as a linear combination
of the original orbitals). Since Φ is a Slater deter-
minant, its 1-RDM can be simply calculated as

ρ(Φ) = ΦΦ†. (A3)

A derivation for this fact is provided in Appendix B.

2. Construct the projector from the mean-field ground
state
The 1-RDM of the ground state is used to con-
struct the projector that will reduce the environ-
ment orbitals to the bath orbitals. Delete the
first Nfrag rows and columns of the 1-RDM. We
are left with an Nenv × Nenv sub-matrix (where
Nenv = N − Nfrag) representing the environment
orbitals. Diagonalising this submatrix leads to 3
different scenarios:

• Eigenvalues of 0 correspond to unoccupied en-
vironment orbitals.

• Eigenvalues of 1 correspond to occupied envi-
ronment orbitals. Counting these tells us the
occupation number of the embedded Hamil-
tonian we will need to solve in step 4. If
there are m of these then the embedded oc-
cupation number including both spin types is
Nemb = Nocc − 2m.

• Eigenvalues between 0 and 1 have overlap on
the environment and the fragment. There will
be Nfrag of these and we will write the eigen-
vectors associated to them as vi.

The eigenvectors associated to eigenvalues of 0 and
1 are discarded and the rest are used to define the
projector

P =

(
I 0
0 v1...vNfrag

)
, (A4)

where I is the identity matrix of size Nfrag×Nfrag.
Note that this procedure outlined in steps 1 and 2
is equivalent to finding the Schmidt decomposition
of |Φ〉 to calculate the projector [22].

3. Construct the embedded Hamiltonian from the pro-
jector
The embedded Hamiltonian is constructed using
the non-interacting bath formulation [22] where
only the quadratic part of Hhub is projected and
higher order terms are only added back to the frag-
ment. This is a simpler construction than project-
ing the full Hamiltonian Hhub which can lead to
more complicated interaction terms.
The projection of the quadratic part T of Hhub into
the embedded basis is obtained as follows. Write
T = T ↑ + T ↓ and interpret each term as a matrix

of coefficients K↑ and K↓, similarly to C in step
1. Now project the matrices of coefficients into the
embedded basis to obtain

Kσ
emb = P †KσP, σ ∈ {↑, ↓}. (A5)

The Kσ
emb can then be re-interpreted as Hamiltoni-

ans Tσemb, which can be added up to obtain Temb.
Moving onto the two-particle interaction term in
the embedded Hamiltonian, this is simply set to be
the terms in W that act only on the fragment,

Wemb = U
∑
i∈frag

ni↑ni↓. (A6)

Finally, a chemical potential term µ that governs
the number of electrons in the fragment is also
added to the embedded Hamiltonian. This is the
only parameter that is determined self-consistently
in this variant of DMET and makes the embedded
Hamiltonian

Hemb = Temb +Wemb − µ
∑

i∈frag,σ

niσ. (A7)

4. Solve the embedded problem
Hemb is a Hamiltonian on 4Nfrag orbitals (2Nfrag for
each spin’s fragment and bath sites). The ground
state |Φemb〉 of Hemb occupied by Nemb electrons
can be found using methods such as exact diago-
nalisation, DMRG, or VQE.

5. Adjust the chemical potential until there are the cor-
rect number of particles in the fragment
Repeat from step 3, adjusting µ until the fraction of
occupied orbitals in the fragment matches the site
occupancy of Hhub. Since µ is only one parameter,
it can be fitted by finding roots of f(µ) = 0 where

f(µ) =
N

Nfrag

∑
i∈frag,σ

〈Φemb|niσ|Φemb〉 −Nocc. (A8)

In the paper we refer to this as the DMET func-
tion. f(µ) is equal to the number of electrons in
the fragment scaled up to fill the large model, mi-
nus the number of electrons in the Hubbard model
to be solved for.

In a general DMET calculation the system can be split
into multiple disjoint fragments, with the bath for each
fragment constructed from the union of the other frag-
ments. Consistency then has to be enforced between all
the separate fragment-bath systems [12, 22]. We do not
need to consider this as the Hubbard model is translation-
ally invariant. This makes the use of multiple fragments
redundant as they would all have the same properties.

We conclude this appendix with a demonstration of
the effectiveness of single-shot embedding for the Hub-
bard model. In Figure 8 we estimate the energy per site
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FIG. 8. Energy per site for the 1D U = 4 Hubbard model
solved with the Bethe ansatz, exact diagonalisation for small
models with periodic boundary conditions and single-shot em-
bedding.

for the infinite 1D Hubbard model using single-shot em-
bedding with fragment sizes of 1 and 4 (4 and 16 qubits),
and exact diagonalisation for small Hubbard models of
6 and 10 sites (12 and 20 qubits) with periodic bound-
ary conditions. On a small quantum computer it may
be preferable to run DMET as it can achieve a high ac-
curacy with a small number of sites. It is also possible
to input any fraction for 〈n〉 with DMET, whereas with
small models the site occupancy will be restricted to val-
ues for which there are a whole number of electrons.

Appendix B: Calculating the 1-RDM of a Slater
determinant

In this appendix we will show that the 1-RDM ρ of a
Slater determinant is ρ = ΦΦ†, where Φ is the matrix
representation of a Slater determinant (each column is
an occupied orbital written as a linear combination of
the original orbitals).

Let N be the number of spin-orbitals in a system, M
of which are occupied by fermions. An arbitrary Slater
determinant |Ψ〉 can be written as

|Ψ〉 =

M∏
µ=1

c†µ|vac〉, (B1)

where {c†µ}Mµ=1 are the occupied orbitals and |vac〉 is the
vacuum state. The occupied orbitals can be written in
terms of the original spin-orbitals {a†k}Nk=1,

c†µ =

N∑
k=1

a†kΦkµ (B2)

for µ = 1, . . . ,M , where Φ is an N ×M matrix of co-
efficients writing the occupied orbitals in terms of the

original orbitals [22]. The {a†k} form a basis for the sys-
tem, but the {c†µ} may not since there are only M ≤ N
of them. However, they can be expanded to form a ba-
sis by adding in N − M more linearly independent c†µ
so that equation (B2) now applies for µ = 1, . . . , N . A
consequence of this is that the original orbitals can now
be written in terms of the occupied orbitals as

a†k =

N∑
µ=1

c†µΦ∗µk and ak =

N∑
µ=1

cµΦkµ. (B3)

Now calculating the 1-RDM becomes

ρij = 〈Ψ|a†jai|Ψ〉

= 〈Ψ|
(

N∑
µ=1

c†µΦ∗µj

)(
N∑
ν=1

cνΦiν

)
|Ψ〉

=

N∑
µν

ΦiνΦ∗µj〈Ψ|c†µcν |Ψ〉

=

M∑
µν

ΦiνΦ∗µj = ΦΦ†,

since

〈Ψ|c†µcν |Ψ〉 =

{
1, if µ = ν and µ = 1, . . . ,M

0, otherwise
(B4)

from the definition of the Slater determinant in equa-
tion (B1).

Appendix C: Deriving the form of the embedded
Hamiltonian

In this Appendix we present a derivation for why the
embedded Hamiltonian takes the form that it does when
solving the 1D Hubbard model. In particular, we will ex-
plain why the bath hopping terms split into two groups
where in the first group all the even numbered sites in-
teract with each other, and in the second group odd sites
interact. We will show that this occurs using periodic
boundary conditions when Nocc/2 is odd, or with anti-
periodic boundary conditions when Nocc/2 is even. We
also briefly discuss the form of Hemb for the 2D model
and the conditions under which the bath sites split into
four groups.

1. 1D Hubbard model

We will be following through the first 3 steps of the
single-shot embedding algorithm from Appendix A. The
first step requires us to find the 1-RDM ρ of the ground
state of T which is done by considering K↑, the N ×N
coefficient matrix restricted to one spin type. For sim-
plicity of notation, we will refer to this matrix as T for
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the rest of this appendix. We will also take t = 1 in T
and let M = Nocc/2.

Let Φ = (v0, v1, . . . , vM−1) where vi are the eigenvec-
tors of T associated to the lowest M eigenvalues. The
1-RDM can be written as

ρ = ΦΦ† =

M−1∑
i=0

viv
†
i =

∑
λ

Pλ, (C1)

where the Pλ group together the viv
†
i where vi share the

same eigenvalue λ. If the vi contained in Pλ spans the full
eigenspace, then Pλ is a projector onto the full eigenspace
of λ.

Let us first consider the case where T is periodic,
i.e. Ti,i+1 = Ti+1,i = T0,N−1 = TN−1,0 = −1 for
i = 0, . . . , N − 2 and Tij = 0 otherwise. T is a cir-
culant matrix which therefore commutes with the cyclic
permutation matrix S given by Si+1,i = S0,N−1 = 1 for
i = 0, . . . , N − 2 and Sij = 0 otherwise. Commuting
matrices preserve each other’s eigenspaces and in par-
ticular commute with the projectors onto each other’s
eigenspaces. This means that S commutes with Pλ, and
therefore ρ, provided that the Pλ project onto whole
eigenspaces.

Whether the Pλ project onto whole eigenspaces de-
pends on M if there are eigenvalues with multiplicities
greater than 1. To determine this we need to find the
eigenvalues of T , which turns out to be a simple task
since the eigenvalues/vectors of circulant matrices are
well known [43]. The eigenvalues of T are given by
λj = −2 cos(2πj/N) for j = 0, . . . , N − 1. There is one
eigenvalue of -2 and one of 2 (if N is even), and the rest
all come in pairs. As a consequence M must be odd for
the eigenvector pairs to be included in Φ.

If M is odd, ρ commutes with S. A matrix is circulant
if and only if it commutes with S [43], therefore ρ is also
circulant. It is also trivial to show that it is symmetric
from ΦΦ†. These two properties of the 1-RDM will be
used when working through step 2 of the DMET algo-
rithm, but before proceeding we can perform a similar
analysis to find the structure of ρ in the anti-periodic
case.

Let T ′ be the matrix associated to the anti-periodic
model, i.e. T ′i,i+1 = T ′i+1,i = −1 for i = 0, . . . , N − 2,
T ′0,N−1 = T ′N−1,0 = 1 and T ′ij = 0 otherwise. T ′ is almost
circulant but a minus sign is introduced when an element
wraps back to the first column of the matrix. We will
refer to this as an almost-circulant matrix. T ′ commutes
with S′ where S′i+1,i = 1 for i = 0, . . . , N − 2, S′0,N−1 =

−1 and S′ij = 0 otherwise.
Following a similar argument to before, S′ will com-

mute with ρ if the Pλ project onto whole eigenspaces.
The eigenvalues of T ′ can be shown to be λ′j =
−2 cos((2j + 1)π/N) for j = 0, . . . , N − 1, which come
in pairs. Therefore M must be even for ρ to commute
with S′.

We must now determine what the structure of ρ is
using the fact that it commutes with S′. If we have

ρ = S′T ρS′ then we can match the right and left hand
sides to get ρi,j = ρi+1,j+1, ρN−1,i = −ρ0,i+1, ρi,N−1 =
−ρi+1,0 and ρN−1,N−1 = ρ00 for i, j = 0, . . . , N −2. This
implies that ρ is almost-circulant.

We have now shown that when (anti-)periodic bound-
ary conditions are combined with Nocc/2 (even)odd,
then the 1-RDM is (almost-)circulant and symmetric.
These matrices have another property, that they are both
Toeplitz. This follows from the (almost-)circulant prop-
erty, but some intuition for this is that the Hubbard
model is translationally invariant, therefore its 1-RDM
should depend only on the distance between sites. Sym-
metric Toeplitz matrices are well studied and have nice
properties that will allow us to find the form of the pro-
jector in step 2 of the DMET algorithm.

To calculate the projector P onto the embedded ba-
sis, we take the submatrix ρE of ρ that corresponds to
the environment and calculate its eigenvalues/vectors.
ρE has Nfrag eigenvalues between 0 and 1 and the rest
are either exactly 0 or 1 [22]. Since ρE is symmetric
Toeplitz, its eigenvectors will split as evenly as possible
into symmetric and skew-symmetric5. This equal split
of eigenvectors applies to the eigenspaces as well [44].
Therefore the eigenspaces associated to the eigenvalues
of 0 and 1 will split as evenly as possible into symmetric
and skew-symmetric, leaving an equal split of eigenvec-
tors for the eigenvalues between 0 and 1 as well. This
means that when the eigenvectors corresponding to the
eigenvalues between 0 and 1 are placed in P according to
equation (A4), half of them will be symmetric and half
skew-symmetric.

We can now move onto step 3 of the single-shot em-
bedding algorithm and project T using P to obtain

Temb = P †TP

=

(
I 0
0 V T

)(
AF B
BT AE

)(
I 0
0 V

)
=

(
AF BV

(BV )T V TAEV

)
, (C2)

where the definitions of the submatrices are as follows.
I is the identity matrix of size Nfrag and 0 is the matrix
of zeros. V is the matrix of eigenvectors of ρE that were
placed in P , it is of size Nenv × Nfrag and since ρE is
symmetric, V is real. AF/E are the matrices with −1s on
the off-diagonal and are of size Nfrag ×Nfrag and Nenv ×
Nenv respectively. B has a −1 in the bottom-left corner
and ±1 in the top-right (depending on which boundary
conditions are used for T ).

It can be seen from equation (C2) that AF defines the
fragment-only interactions, BV the fragment-bath and
V TAEV the bath-only interactions. The hopping terms
on the fragment have been preserved and are nearest-
neighbour. Due to the structure of B, BV has zeros

5 Let J be the N × N matrix Jij = δi,N−1−j . A vector v is
symmetric if Jv = v and skew-symmetric if Jv = −v.
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everywhere except the top and bottom row. This means
that the fragment sites on the ends of the fragment in-
teracting with every bath site.

Finally, we turn to the bath-only interactions. AE
preserves the space of symmetric and skew-symmetric
vectors, therefore the columns of AEV are all symmet-
ric or skew-symmetric. When the matrix multiplication
V TAEV is done, the symmetric rows of V T will can-
cel with the skew-symmetric columns of AEV (and vice-
versa), leading to zeroes in the bath part of Temb. This
corresponds to the bath sites splitting into two equal
sized groups, where inside each group all of the sites
share hopping terms. If we did not know that V con-
tained symmetric and skew-symmetric eigenvectors then
we could not show that the bath-only hopping terms have
this structure, and V TAEV could be completely dense.

We have observed in practice that when the eigenvec-
tors in V are ordered according to their eigenvalues, they
alternate symmetric and skew-symmetric. This is where
the split into even and odd bath sites comes in. This
property is called interleaving and in general is hard to
prove. For our purposes, it is sufficient to show the split
into equally sized groups for our purpose.

This analysis can be applied to any mean-field Hamil-
tonian that has a matrix of coefficients that is circulant
or almost-circulant. The multiplicities of the eigenvalues
of the Hamiltonian could lead to different restrictions on
Nocc. In addition, the types of fragment-bath interac-
tions that occur could be different, as this will depend
on the form of B. For example, for the Hubbard model
with next-nearest neighbour interactions, the two frag-
ment sites closest to each end will interact with all of the
bath sites.

2. 2D Hubbard model

Let Tn be the coefficient matrix of hopping terms for
the n site 1D Hubbard model with (anti-)periodic bound-
ary conditions. The hopping matrix T for the 2D n×m
model is T = Tn⊗ Im + In⊗Tm, where In is the identity
matrix of size n. If the eigenvalues of Tn are given by λni
and the eigenvectors by vni, then the eigenvalues of T are
λij = λni + λmj and the eigenvectors vij = vni ⊗ vmj .

Taking periodic boundary conditions as an example, it
is clear to see that T commutes with Sn⊗Sm where Sn is
the cyclic permutation matrix of size n×n. Similar to the
1D case, we find that if whole eigenspaces are included
in Φ then the 1-RDM also commutes with Sn ⊗ Sm and
it turns out to be block circulant with circulant blocks
(with the block sizes depending on n and m).

However, this structure does not remain in the subma-
trix ρE , making an analysis like the previous one very
difficult. We observed that when the fragment shape
is 1D, the bath sites split into odd and even groups.
When the shape of the fragment is 2D, the bath sites
split into four roughly equal groups and the grouping
of terms changes with different input parameters to the

model. These splits only happen when full eigenspaces
are included in Φ. Since the multiplicities of the eigen-
values λij depend on n and m, so do the allowed values
of Nocc.

Appendix D: Swap network for the 2D model

When Hhub is 2D but the shape of the fragment is
1D, recall from Section IIC that the structure of Hemb is
similar to that of the 1D model except now all of the frag-
ment sites interact with all of the bath sites. 2Nfrag − 1
layers of two-qubit gates are required to implement all
the necessary hopping terms. Consider two sets A and
B of NA and NB qubits. If every qubit in set A has
a hopping term with every qubit in B and the Jordan-
Wigner ordering has all the qubits in A followed by B,
then NA + NB − 1 layers of FSWAP gates are required
to do all the interactions by swapping the qubits in A
through B. Therefore all the fragment-bath interactions
for one spin type can be done in 2Nfrag − 1 layers and it
can be shown that the fragment- and bath-only hopping
terms can fit within these layers.

The more complicated case is when the shape of the
fragment is also 2D. As before, there are nearest neigh-
bour hopping terms in the fragment and each of the frag-
ment sites on the edge interacts with all of the bath sites.
However the bath-only hopping sites are split into four
groups, rather than two.

Let us take the fragment size to be Nfrag = Nx × Ny
and assume that Nx ≤ Ny. The fragment sites will be
ordered with the “snake” ordering [20, 31, 33] and will
be followed by the bath sites placed in their four groups.
All of the spin up sites will be followed by all spin down,
but we restrict our analysis of the swap network to one
spin type as before. We could use a different ordering,
but this has the advantage of simplicity and enables us
to use an efficient swap network for the fragment [20].

The general structure of the swap network is as follows.
The bath sites will be swapped through the fragment sites
(where the bath sites come across a fragment edge site a
combined FSWAP and hopping gate will be done, other-
wise just an FSWAP) and simultaneously fragment edge
sites will be moved along the snake towards the incoming
bath sites. During this, the nearest neighbour hopping
terms will be implemented using an efficient swap net-
work designed for the Hubbard model [20]. The four sets
of bath site hopping terms will be implemented using the
full swap network [19].

To determine the complexity of the circuit, we must
consider the different components that make up the net-
work separately. The fragment hopping terms (nearest
neighbour horizontal and vertical) can be completed in
2Nx or 2Nx + 1 layers of two-qubit gates for Nx even
or odd respectively [20]. If the four groups of bath sites
are of size Ni ≈ Nfrag/4 for i = 1, 2, 3, 4 then each of
their individual swap networks can complete in Ni lay-
ers [19]. Finally, if all the NE fragment edge sites where
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Layer 1: Layer 2:

(a) First two layers of the swap network for
Nx = 4.

Layer l: Layer l + 1:

(b) Selected layers of the swap network for Nx = 6.

FIG. 9. Sections of the swap network for a 2D fragment.
The dark blue circles represent fragment edge sites, the light
blue circles represent middle fragment sites and the orange
circles are bath sites. The dotted line shows the Jordan-
Wigner snake ordering; quantum gates can only happen along
this line. When acting between a bath site and a fragment
edge site, the arrows represent combined FSWAP and hop-
ping gates; otherwise they represent FSWAP gates.

NE = 2(Nx +Ny − 2) are placed next to the Nfrag bath
sites then Nfrag + NE − 1 layers of two-qubit gates are
required to carry out all the fragment-bath interactions.

We now combine these three different swap networks
together in as few layers as possible. Since the fragment-
bath interactions will require the most layers, let us first
consider how many will be required when the fragment
starts in the snake ordering. For Nx ≤ 4, it is possible to
use FSWAPs to move the middle fragment sites away in
time so that they never come into contact with the bath
sites, as can be seen in Figure 9a. In this case all the
fragment-bath interactions can be done in the minimum
Nfrag +NE − 1 layers of two-qubit gates.

For Nx > 4, the pattern that the fragment sites set-
tle into is: edge, middle, edge, Nx − 3 middle sites, re-
peated. When a bath site comes across this set of Nx−3
middle sites, it is not possible to swap them away in
time – see Figure 9b. Every time this occurs an extra
d(Nx − 4)/2e layers of FSWAPs is done to bring the bath
site to the next fragment edge site. This happens Ny − 4
times during the entire swap network since the row of
all fragment edge sites at the beginning and end of the
fragment creates a buffer of edge sites. This leads to
(Ny − 4) d(Nx − 4)/2e extra layers of two-qubit gates, as
compared to the Nx ≤ 4 case.

The next thing to check is whether the bath- and
fragment-only interactions can fit within these layers, or
if more will be required. Since Ni ≈ Nfrag/4, three of
the bath swap networks can complete before they inter-
act with the fragment sites, and the final one after its
associated bath sites have passed through the fragment.

This leaves the fragment hopping terms which require

2Nx layers to complete (taking Nx to be even for this
argument). In this time the bath sites can interact with
all the sites in the first two rows of the fragment, which
means that all the horizontal and vertical hopping terms
for the third row of the fragment onwards can be imple-
mented before they come into contact with bath sites.
However, the vertical hopping terms between the first
and second rows of the fragment will need to be carried
out after they have swapped through the bath sites, re-
quiring an extra Nx − 2 middle fragment sites to pass
through all of the bath sites. This adds Nx − 2 layers to
the swap network6, making the final count of layers

L = Nfrag +NE +Nx − 3 (D1)

for Nx ≤ 4, and

L+ (Ny − 4)

⌈
Nx − 4

2

⌉
(D2)

for Nx > 4.
At the next ansatz depth the swap network described

here is reversed, allowing us to get the same circuit com-
plexity at every depth.

Appendix E: Generic measurement schemes for
hopping terms

In this appendix we describe two generic schemes for
measuring hopping terms based on the measurement of
non-crossing pairs described in Section III B.

We first discuss how to measure hopping terms between
every pair of qubits for an arbitrary number of qubits n
in n preparations of the circuit. The idea is to produce a
sequence of measurement rounds where each round con-
tains at most two “rainbows”. A rainbow between qubits
i and j consists of the pairs

(i, j), (i+ 1, j − 1), . . . , ((i+ j − 1)/2, (i+ j + 1)/2)

when j − i is odd, and the pairs

(i, j), (i+ 1, j − 1), . . . , ((i+ j)/2− 1, (i+ j)/2 + 1)

when j−i is even, corresponding to all non-crossing pairs
between i and j centred at (i+ j)/2. Then the kth round
contains rainbows between qubits 1 and k − 1, and be-
tween qubits k and n (where we do not include rainbows
which have one end below qubit 1 or above qubit n).
Each pair of qubits is then included in exactly one rain-
bow centred at their midpoint. This is illustrated for
n = 6 in Figure 10a.

6 Despite the fragment swap network for Nx odd requiring an extra
layer, this does not translate into an extra layer for the 2D em-
bedded swap network. This is because the Jordan-Wigner snake
ordering can be chosen such that the vertical hopping term that
requires this extra layer is between the first two rows.
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FIG. 10. (a) Measuring all hopping terms on n qubits in n rounds via rainbows of non-crossing pairs. Each row corresponds
to a measurement round and each pair of qubits is included in exactly one round. (b) Measuring all hopping terms between
qubits in set A (blue) and qubits in set B (orange) in NA +NB − 1 circuit preparations.

We remark that Hamamura and Imamichi [32] have
developed a related procedure based on a heuristic al-
gorithm that chooses pairs of qubits to measure in the
Bell basis, in order to estimate the energy with respect
to terms in an arbitrary Hamiltonian described by Pauli
matrices. Many other techniques for reducing the num-
ber of measurement rounds required in VQE are known;
see [6] for a review.

We now turn to the situation where there are two sets
A and B of NA ≤ NB qubits where every qubit in set A
shares a hopping term with every qubit in set B. Assum-
ing the Jordan-Wigner ordering places A before B, then
all the hopping terms can be measured in NA + NB − 1

circuit preparations, saving one depth compared to the
previous case. The measurement of the fragment-bath
hopping terms is covered by this scenario.

At the first circuit preparation we measure all of the
qubits in A with the furthest NA qubits in B. At subse-
quent preparations we make our way down through the
qubits in B until the first qubit in A has been measured
with the first qubit in B. This requires NB circuit prepa-
rations. For the remainingNA−1 preparations, we switch
and measure the last qubits in B with the furthest pos-
sible qubits in A (that have not already been measured).
This is shown in Figure 10b for NA = NB = 3.
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