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Quantum measurements are our eyes to the quantum systems consisting of a multitude of micro-
scopic degrees of freedom. However, the intrinsic uncertainty of quantum measurements and the
exponentially large Hilbert space pose natural barriers to simple interpretations of the measurement
outcomes. We propose a nonlinear “measurement energy” based upon the measurement outcomes
and an iterative effective-Hamiltonian approach to extract the most probable states (maximum like-
lihood estimates) in an efficient and general fashion, thus reconciling the non-commuting observables
and getting more out of the quantum measurements. We showcase the versatility and accuracy of
our perspective on random long-range fermion models and Kitaev quantum spin liquid models,
where smoking-gun signatures were lacking. Our study also paves the way towards concepts such
as nonlinear-operator Hamiltonian and applications such as parent Hamiltonian reconstruction.

Introduction —Quantum systems exhibit fascinating
and elusive quantum phenomena, such as quantum fluc-
tuations, strong correlations [1], quantum entanglements
[2–9], quantum anomalies [10–15], with no counterpart
in the macroscopic world [16]. Nontrivial spin and elec-
tronic systems like quantum spin liquid (QSL) [17–20],
superconductors [21–24], topological phases [11, 12, 25–
33], form a cornerstone of modern-day science and tech-
nology. While scientists have made much progress and
established physical pictures that are both simple and
beautiful, it is common that we scratch our heads over
their complex behaviors when encountering the vast and
intertwined charges, spins, lattices, etc., microscopic or
emergent degrees of freedom [34, 35].

Experiments on quantum systems are our window to
their microscopic world. However, analysis on quantum
measurements is intrinsically difficult since the principles
of quantum mechanics induce fluctuations that whenever
a general observable Ô =

∑
γ aγP̂γ is measured, the out-

come inevitably and stochastically picks one of the aγ
eigenvalues with probability 〈P̂γ〉 [36]. Fortunately, if
we measure the same target state repeatedly, through
either identical copies or relaxation, the resulting aver-
age suppresses the fluctuations and converges to the ex-
pectation value 〈Ô〉, which is non-stochastic [36] and of-
ten more physically meaningful. The investigation may
be further facilitated with a phenomenological picture or
microscopic model, whose predictions offer smoking-gun
signatures that we can look for and compare with the
quantum measurements. However, such a strategy may
also incur potential limitations: by presuming a model
or picture, we not only waste the seemingly unrelated
data but also risk carrying biases consciously or uncon-
sciously. In addition, exotic quantum matters such as
QSLs lack definitive signatures, compelling scientists to
resort to a negative-evidence stance [19, 37] that remains
controversial and less controlled to a degree.

In this letter, we discuss an alternative and general
strategy to determine the most probable quantum states
given the raw quantum measurement data. We inter-

pret the quantum measurements as nonlinear measure-
ment energy and offer an iterative effective-Hamiltonian
strategy to obtain the minimums in the Hilbert space
and thus locate the maximum likelihood estimate (MLE)
quantum states. Once we attain the target states, we
have all its information at disposal, including ones not
directly achievable from quantum measurements, such
as quantum entanglements [2–9] and certain topological
characters [7–11]. In this way, we can utilize all measure-
ment outcomes on a neutral and equal footing and remove
the necessity of a presumed model or picture that may
cause potential bias. We showcase the strategy’s gen-
erality and effectiveness on random long-range fermion
models and Kitaev spin liquid [18], neither of which has
any smoking-gun signature that can compare with the
quantum measurements. The more quantum measure-
ments we make, the more information we have, and the
more accurately we can locate the quantum states. Even
a single-shot quantum measurement matters, as its out-
come provides information, and we illustrate a successful
case where the quantum measurements consist of nothing
but the single shots. Quantum state tomography, which
aims to reconstruct the quantum state though quantum
measurements has been a long-standing topic in quantum
physics [38]. The recent introduction of neural-network-
based tomography [39, 40] and shadow tomography [41]
have achieved practical efficiency over multiple qubits.
However, the neural networks are approximate, and the
shadow tomography requires random tractable unitaries
before quantum measurements that can be hard to im-
plement. Our strategy does not need such compromises.

The measurement energy —Consider the a-priori prob-
ability distribution w(Φ) of all quantum states |Φ〉 span-
ning the Hilbert space, if a single-shot measurement of
observable Ô =

∑
γ aγP̂γ yields an outcome aγ′ , the pos-

terior probability after this measurement is:

w(Φ)→ p(Φ|γ′) = p(γ′|Φ)w(Φ)/p(γ′), (1)

following the Bayesian formula. Here, aγ and P̂γ are the
eigenvalues and the corresponding projection operators of
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the observable Ô, p(γ′|Φ) = 〈Φ|P̂γ′ |Φ〉 is the probability
of outcome aγ′ given the quantum state |Φ〉, and p(γ′)
offers normalization [42].

As the experiment progresses, we obtain a series of
results D = {γ1, γ2, ...} of single-shot measurements over
observables {Ô1, Ô2, ...}, and update the probability as:

w(Φ) ∝
∏
γ∈D

p(γ|Φ) =
∏
γ∈D
〈Φ|P̂γ |Φ〉. (2)

We define the “measurement energy”:

E(Φ) = −
∑
γ∈D

log 〈Φ|P̂γ |Φ〉 = −
∑
γ∈R

Nγ log 〈Φ|P̂γ |Φ〉,

(3)
so that w(Φ) ∝ exp[−E(Φ)] of a quantum state |Φ〉
becomes analogous to the Boltzmann distribution with
energy E(Φ) in unit of kBT . We note that unlike the
energy expectation value of a conventional Hamiltonian
of linear operators, the measurement energy here is ex-
plicitly nonlinear due to the log function. Therefore,
the probability distribution of a quantum state with
quantum-measurement outcomes offers realizations of ex-
otic nonlinear-operator Hamiltonian.

In the last step of Eq. 3, we have binned together
single-shot measurements with the same Ô → aγ , with
Nγ instances each. The result, further re-expressed as

E(Φ) = −
∑
γ∈RNÔfγ log 〈Φ|P̂γ |Φ〉, clearly describes

the measurement energy as the cross entropy between the
expected probability given a quantum state |Ψ〉 and the
measured probability fγ = Nγ/NÔ, further weighted by

the number of measurements NÔ on each observable Ô.
Next, We develop a simple protocol using self-consistent
effective Hamiltonians to locate the measurement-energy
minimums in the Hilbert space for the most probable
quantum states.

Measurement-energy minimums via iterative effective
Hamiltonians —For a generic nonlinear cost function
E = f(〈Ô〉) defined for the expectation values 〈Ôi〉 =
〈Φ|Ôi|Φ〉, its functional derivative with respect to |Φ〉
should vanish at the minimum:

δE =
∑
i

∂f(〈Ô〉)
∂〈Ôi〉

∣∣∣∣∣
〈Ô〉0

· δ〈Ôi〉0 = 0, (4)

where 〈Ôi〉0 are the expectation values at the minimum.
Commonly, this is a difficult problem; however, we note
that a Hamiltonian Ĥeff on the same Hilbert space and
consisting of the same linear operators:

Ĥeff =
∑
i

αiÔi, (5)

should possess a ground state |Φ′0〉 that satisfies
δ〈Ĥeff 〉 =

∑
i αi · δ〈Ôi〉0 = 0, which coincide with Eq. 4

if we set |Φ′0〉 = |Φ0〉 and:

αi =
∂f(〈Ô〉)
∂〈Ôi〉

∣∣∣∣∣
〈Ô〉0

. (6)

�𝐻𝐻0 ← 𝜆𝜆 �𝐻𝐻𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒 + �𝐻𝐻0

Solve �𝐻𝐻0 → |Φ0〉

𝒟𝒟 and Φ0 → �𝐻𝐻𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒

Unknown target 
state |Φ〉

Result
𝒟𝒟 = {𝛾𝛾1, … , 𝛾𝛾𝑛𝑛}

Quantum 
Measurement

*

FIG. 1. We outline our strategy for the MLE quantum state:
given the quantum measurement results, we iteratively solve
Ĥ0 for the state |Φ0〉 and update Ĥ0 with Ĥeff following∗

Eq. 7.

Eqs. 5 and 6 can be solved self-consistently.
Applying such protocol to the measurement energy in

Eq. 3, the effective Hamiltonian is:

Ĥeff =
∑
γ∈R

αγP̂γ , (7)

where αγ = −Nγ/〈Φ0|P̂γ |Φ0〉. This is one of the main
conclusions of the letter. Note that different observables
may contribute to the same projection operator. The self-
consistent ground state |Φ0〉 of Eq. 7 is our MLE quan-
tum state given the quantum measurements. In prac-
tice, we obtain |Φ0〉 as the ground state of Ĥ0 (instead of
Heff ) in each iteration and update Ĥ0 → Ĥ0+λĤeff for
stability and precision, where λ is a rate-controlling pa-
rameter. We summarize the strategy, partially inspired
by the optimization in supervised machine learning [43–
46], in Fig. 1.

To see the effect of this setup, let’s consider the
target state of a spin-1/2 spinor |Φ〉 = cos(θ/2)| ↑
〉 + sin(θ/2) exp(iϕ)| ↓〉 as a toy-model example. Af-
ter a sufficient number M of quantum measurements of
Ŝz = ~σz/2, the outcomes behave as:

lim
M→∞

M± = M〈Φ0|P̂±|Φ0〉 = M
(1± cos θ)

2
, (8)

where P̂± = (1 ± σz)/2 are the projection opera-
tors onto the σz = ±1 eigenspaces, respectively. For
an iteration state current at |Φ0〉 = cos(θ′/2)| ↑〉 +
sin(θ′/2) exp(iϕ′)| ↓〉, α± = −M(1 ± cos θ)/(1 ± cos θ′)
contributes the following terms to the next Ĥeff :

α+P̂+ + α−P̂− = −M cos θ − cos θ′

1− cos2 θ′
σz + const. (9)

It is straightforward to see that when θ′ > θ (θ′ < θ), the
coefficient of σz is negative (positive), giving preference
to a smaller (larger) θ′ for the next iteration, and so on so
forth toward the target state. We also note that the Ŝz
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measurements provide no information on ϕ. Therefore,
ϕ′ remains its initial value unless there are measurements
on observables that depend on ϕ, such as Ŝx and Ŝy.

However, there is a potential problem: as the iteration
state approaches the target state, 〈Φ|P̂γ |Φ〉 approaches

fγ , Ĥeff grows small, and its eigenstates become unsta-
ble to noises and fluctuations. For example, Eq. 9 van-
ishes (upto a trivial constant) when θ′ → θ. Therefore,
we would rather use Ĥeff as a gradient to update the

iteration model Ĥ0 → Ĥ0 +λĤeff for the better - a gra-
dient descent of a quantum Hamiltonian. Similar to su-
pervised machine learning [43–46], the gradient-descent
rate λ plays an important role in the performance at
convergence, which we discuss in further details in Sup-
plemental Materials.

Example: random long-range fermion model —Let’s
consider the ground state of the following Hamiltonian:

Ĥ = −
∑
ij

tij(c
†
i cj + c†jci)−

∑
i

µic
†
i ci, (10)

where 1 ≤ i, j ≤ L. We apply random tij ∈ [0, 1] between
arbitrary sites and µi ∈ [−0.5, 0.5] to deny the system
symmetries and locality. Still, our strategy can derive the
target states, placed in a black box and tangible only via
quantum measurements, even on relatively large systems.

It is high time we discussed the choices of observables
Ô. On the one hand, Ô is strongly limited by the quan-
tum measurements, e.g., quantum systems and appara-
tus; on the other hand, Ô plays an essential yet implicit
role in our story, as it determines the projection operators
P̂γ in Eq. 7. We note that an observable with more eigen-
values, e.g., c†xcy + c†ycx with three eigenvalues: {0,±1},
acts as a double-edge sword: they may incur cost and
difficulty in post-processing Ĥeff due to more complex

P̂γ , but also offer more information than the expecta-
tion value - a distribution carries more information than
the average alone, in similar spirit to shot-noise studies
[47, 48]. On the contrary, when we choose Ôx = c†xcx
and Ô′xy = (c†x + c†y)(cx + cy)/2 with eigenvalues {0, 1},
P̂γ and Ĥeff remain fermion-bilinear, and |Φ0〉 can be
obtained straightforwardly at each iteration.

Let’s say we measure each observable Ô =
∑
γ αγP̂γ

NÔ = M times on the target quantum state with Mγ

outcomes of αγ respectively. For benchmark, we first
consider the M → ∞ limit with fully suppressed fluctu-
ations, so that Mγ → M × 〈Pγ〉. Putting these results
from L = 100 systems into the iterative process in Eq. 7,
we summarize the results in Fig. 2. We observe a quick
convergence of the iteration state |Φ0〉 towards the target
state, as well as its average measurement energy E(|Φ0〉)
towards its lower bound min(E) = −

∑
γ∈RNÔfγ log fγ .

The infidelity spikes when an iteration state |Φ0〉 messes
up its particle number over the slight modifications.

The strategy also works for data laden with quantum
fluctuations from a finite number of quantum measure-

FIG. 2. Quickly in our iterations, the iteration state |Φ0〉
converges to the target quantum state (infidelity ∼ 6×10−4),
and the average measurement energy E(Φ0) converges to its
lower bound. The system size is L = 100. The inset shows the
obtained quantum states’ increasingly better convergence to
the target states after 1000 iterations when we include more
measurements, characterized by M , for different system sizes.
The shade and error bars are based upon 100 trials on different
target states.

ments and when the number of measurements differs be-
tween observables. More generally, we can measure Ôx
and Ô′xy observables on a generic quantum many-body
state, although this will constrain the iteration state |Φ0〉
to a search space of Hartree-Fock states away from the
target state, characterized by the extent of measurement
energy above its lower bound. We summarize these re-
sults in the inset of Fig. 2, and further in Supplemen-
tal Materials. More throughout analysis requires addi-
tional observables capable of capturing interactions and
leading to a more generic Ĥeff , where we shall need
numerical methods such as exact diagonalization (ED),
density-matrix renormalization group (DMRG) [49, 50],
and quantum Monte Carlo methods [51, 52].

Example: strongly-correlated Kitaev QSL state—Let’s
consider the nearest-neighbor spin Hamiltonian on the
honeycomb lattice:

Ĥ =
∑

〈ij〉∈αβ(γ)

[
J ~Si · ~Sj +KSγi S

γ
j + Γ

(
Sαi S

β
j + Sβi S

α
j

)]
,

(11)
which is a good description of the Kitaev physics in the
A2IrO3-family iridates [53] and Kitaev material RuCl3
[20]. K, J , and Γ are the amplitudes of the Kitaev in-
teraction, isotropic Heisenberg interaction, and the sym-
metric off-diagonal interactions, respectively. Depending
on the bond dimension, each bond is labeled by αβ(γ),
where γ = x, y, z is the spin direction in the Kitaev term,
and α, β are the two orthogonal spin directions in the Γ
term. We take the ground state of Ĥ with a dominant
Kitaev term on a 3 × 3 system with periodic boundary
condition, illustrated in Fig. 3, as our target quantum
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Target State

yz(x) xz(y)

xy(z)

Topological
Degeneracy

FIG. 3. The spectra and sketch of the Kitaev model in Eq. 11
on a honeycomb lattice consists of spin interactions depend-
ing on the bond directions, labeled by different colors. The
system size is 3 × 3 with periodic boundary conditions. The
spectra is for K = 1, J = 0.1, and Γ = 0.

state.

The pristine Kitaev model (J = Γ = 0) is analyti-
cally solvable with QSL ground states. QSL has received
much recent interest due to its exotic quantum origin,
topological nature and excitations, and potential con-
nection to unconventional superconductivity. However,
there have been difficulty and controversy in establishing
QSL within candidate quantum materials due to a lack of
smoking-gun signatures. Instead, we assume our strategy
and probe the target quantum states with seemingly triv-
ial quantum measurements. As we will see, these mea-
surements provide helpful information and lead us to the
target state and, in turn, its abstract natures including
QSL phase [7–9] and quantum entanglements [2–6].

To begin with, we set J = 0.1, K = 1. Due to the
finite-site effect, a small splitting appears between the
four topologically degenerate ground states, shown in
Fig. 3. For quantum measurements on σλi σ

λ
j of each

〈ij〉 bond on the lowest energy state, λ = x, y, z, we ob-
tain M±(ij, λ) = M×〈P̂±(ij, λ)〉 counts of ±1 outcomes,
respectively, in the large M → ∞ limit. P̂±(ij, λ) =
(1±σλi σλj )/2. Similar quantum measurements are poten-
tially available to QSL models in Rydberg-atom systems
[54, 55], or via electron spin resonance scanning tunnel-
ing microscopy experiments [56, 57], etc. Putting these
results into the iterations in Eq. 7, |Φ0〉 successfully con-
verges to the target state, see the inset of Fig. 4. Inter-
estingly, through measurements on a single ground state,
we also obtain the other three topologically degenerate
states as a by-product, and the overall manifold shows
high fidelity with that of the target model; see Supple-
mental Materials for more details on the ground-state
degeneracy [18, 29, 58]. On the one hand, these degen-
erate states share similar local properties and are indeed
equally qualified for the MLE states; on the other hand,

FIG. 4. With the measurement results on the ground state of
Eq. 11 (spectrum shown in Fig. 3), the measurement energy
E(Φ0) quickly saturates the lower bound, while the iteration
states |Φ0;trial〉 at the convergence show slight infidelity ∼
5 × 10−2 with the target state and visibly differ from each
other between different trials. Here, K = 1, J = 0.1, and
Γ ∈ [0, 0.1]. Inset: in comparison, for the same quantum
measurements yet on the ground state with Γ = 0, not only
the measurement energy E(Φ0) converges to the lower bound,
the iteration state |Φ0〉 converges quickly and uniquely to the
target state as well. The shade is the span over 10 trials with
different initialization.

the simultaneous presence of topological degeneracy im-
plies that Ĥ0 has inherited the topological information
that must have been present in the target ground state
[7–9].

Another interesting scenario is when the observables
involved are insufficient to distinguish the target state, as
there are multiple states that saturate the measurement
energy to the lower bound, e.g., the spinor states with
the target θ yet arbitrary φ given only Ŝz measurements.
For this intention, we carry over the same setup, namely,
σλi σ

λ
j , λ = x, y, z, and a large number M → ∞ of quan-

tum measurements, over more complicated ground states
with J = 0.1, K = 1 as before but an additional, ran-
dom Γ ∈ [0, 0.1] on each bond [59]. Given such data, the
iterations of 10 independent trials with different initial
H0 are summarized in Fig. 4. While all trials converge
fully and leave little measurement-energy residue above
the lower bound, the obtained MLE states |Φ0;trial〉 differ
from trial to trial, with an overlap ∼ 0.90. Unfortunately,
as all of these states satisfy the available information sim-
ilarly, we cannot tell which state is closer to the target
state and how close it is. It calls for additional observ-
ables that can bring new information or, when ambiguity
is not overwhelming, a common ground between |Φ0;trial〉
as a contingency plan, detailed in Supplemental Materi-
als. As before, the states topologically degenerate to the
target state also emerge.

Finally, we consider an unprecedented scenario to
showcase the adaptability of our strategy. We choose
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FIG. 5. Single-shot quantum measurements σn̂
i σ

n̂
j for n̂ along

random solid angles are laden with randomness and fluctu-
ations. Our perspective, however, allows a derivation of the
MLE states |Φ0〉 based upon such single-shot outcomes, which
converge before 1500 iterations and are asymptotically con-
sistent with the target states as the number of measurements
M increases. The target states are similar to those in Fig.
4, and the error bars are based upon 10 different trials. The
inset demonstrates the fidelity between the lowest four eigen-
states of the iteration Ĥ0 at convergence and the topological
degeneracy of the target system.

the σn̂i σ
n̂
j on nearest-neighbor bonds for n̂ along random

solid-angle directions, σni = ~n · ~σi, different from time
to time. Each observable is measured only once, yield-
ing a single outcome of ±1 according to the quantum
probability. Such results are intrinsically plagued with
such quantum fluctuation and randomness that there is
no well-defined statistics to speak of. However, we can
capitalize the information from such single-shot measure-
ments to unravel the underlying target state. We summa-
rize the results of this paramount demonstration in Fig.
5. Note that a measurement-energy lower bound is no
longer available for such single-shot outcomes. The more
single shots (M is the number of single shots per bond),
the more information at disposal, and the higher the fi-
delity of the MLE state |Φ0〉 to the target states. We note
that although our setup of random measurements resem-
bles the shadow tomography [60], it does not satisfy the
prerequisite randomness of the latter. Indeed, our strat-
egy is more generally applicable and does not rely on the
randomness, or any other scheme, of the measurements.

Discussions —In addition to our “gradient descent”
approach on the effective Hamiltonian, the maximum
likelihood estimates of Eq. 3 may also be obtainable via
numerical methods such as DMRG [49, 50], where vari-
ational quantum states are optimized with respect to a
cost function. On the other hand, the chosen variational
ansatz may constrain the search, e.g., the matrix prod-
uct states cannot capture the random long-range fermion
states due to its locality requirement [61]. In comparison,
while our strategy is indeed general, there exist barriers

in handling the effective Hamiltonian when it takes a
strongly correlated form. We may also process the itera-
tions using a hybrid algorithm with the help of a quan-
tum simulator [62–64], which evaluates the expectation
values for Eq. 7, while a classical computer takes care of
the rest.

We emphasize that as we have observed in our exam-
ples, the resulting Ĥ0 does not necessarily need to con-
nect with the original Hamiltonian harboring the target
state, as the mapping between Hamiltonians and eigen-
states is many-to-one. Interestingly, such Ĥ0 also paves
the way for parent Hamiltonian reconstruction [65, 66].
In addition, given different initializations and the gradi-
ent descent nature of the search, Ĥ0 may differ from trial
to trial - a unique advantage of this strategy that allows
exploring universality.

Considering the vast 2L-dimensional Hilbert space of a
quantum many-body system, we have offered a quantum
strategy to interpret quantum measurements in a general
and precise way. We note that the additive form of the
measurement energy in Eq. 3 means that every single-
shot quantum measurement counts. On the other hand,
for cases where the frequency of eigenvalues (measure-
ment outcomes) cannot be obtained directly, we can re-
verse engineer fγ from the expectation values 〈Ô〉, 〈Ô2〉,
· · · [36], and MÔ serves as a confidence measure. In the-
ory, the strategy can also be generalized to target mixed
states represented by density operators. Whether the
same thing can be said for quantum measurements con-
necting ground state and excited states, e.g., inelastic
spectroscopy experiments, remains an open question for
future research.
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