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Abstract Quantum computing technologies are mak-
ing steady progress. This has opened new opportuni-
ties for tackling problems whose complexity prevents
their description on classical computers. A prototypi-
cal example of these complex problems are interacting
quantum many-body systems: on the one hand, these
systems are known to become rapidly prohibitive to
describe using classical computers when their size in-
creases. On the other hand, these systems are precisely
those which are used in the laboratory to build quan-
tum computing platforms. This arguably makes them
one of the most promising early use cases of quantum
computing.

In this review, we explain how quantum many-body sys-
tems are used to build quantum processors, and how,
in turn, current and future quantum processors can be
used to describe large many-body systems of fermions
such as electrons and nucleons. The review includes an
introduction to analog and digital quantum devices, the
mapping of Fermi systems and their Hamiltonians onto
qubit registers, as well as an overview of methods to
access their static and dynamical properties. We also
highlight some aspects related to entanglement, and
touch on the description, influence and processing of
decoherence in quantum devices.
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1 Introduction

For decades since they were envisioned by Richard
Feynman in the 1980s [1], quantum computers have
been imagined as futuristic objects overcoming the
limitations of classical devices. Today, with significant
progress in the manipulations of various quantum sys-
tems [2], the possibility of using them as a computa-
tional unit is becoming a reality [3, 4]. The race towards
proving "quantum advantage" is now underway [5–7].
The ultimate challenge of this race is to provide one
or several reliable quantum processing units (QPUs)
with unprecedented capabilities in terms of hard mem-
ory storage or the ability to solve specific complex prob-
lems in record time [8, 9].

Quantum computing is now at a turning point in its
practical development thanks to the growing availabil-
ity of quantum machines [10]. Yet, these machines have
a limited quality: The noise that degrades each opera-
tion of a quantum circuit strongly constrains the com-
plexity and types of algorithms that can be used today,
and requires specific denoising methods [11, 12]. This
had led to the notion of Noisy Intermediate Scale Quan-
tum (NISQ) [13–15] processors to describe this interme-
diate stage of development. Despite the limitations of
the NISQ era, the possibility to experiment with actual
quantum devices has led to intensive scientific emula-
tion to test the capacity of current computers, propose
new quantum algorithms, and ultimately prepare for
the coming second quantum revolution and surpass the
limitations of classical algorithms.

Quantum many-body systems—formed by a set of par-
ticles interacting with one another—appear as natural
test benches for quantum platforms [16–21]. This class
of problems is characterized by a Hilbert space size that
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increases steeply when the number of one-body degrees
of freedom (the number of particles or accessible single-
particle space or both) increases. This large size leads
to severe restrictions in the class of many-body systems
that one can solve exactly on classical computers.

This increase in complexity is common to all fields of
physics or chemistry. In particular, it applies to quan-
tum devices themselves: assemblies of quantum bits
or "qubits" are also characterized by an exponential
growth of the spanned Hilbert space, as it is of size 2nq

where nq is the number of qubits. What is a hindrance
for the classical description of many-body systems may
thus become a blessing: the fact that they contain an
exponential complexity a priori makes quantum com-
puters suitable for tackling many-body (and thus also
exponentially complex) systems, provided such systems
can be accurately encoded and probed via a precise
manipulation of qubits. This is facilitated by the fact
that particles treated in the formalism of second quan-
tization share many formal aspects with qubits (as will
be described in section 4). Many-body systems such as
those encountered in quantum chemistry [17–19, 21–
23], condensed-matter physics [24], atomic physics [25–
28], astrophysics [29–33], or nuclear physics [34–38],
have thus become key application domains of quantum
computing.

The primary goal of the present article is to introduce
quantum computing from a double many-body physics
perspective: quantum computers are many-body sys-
tems that can help understand (among others) many-
body problems. We start by highlighting some specific
aspects of selected many-body systems one might find
in nature and underline their common features (section
2) with a focus on the complexity of treating them using
classical computers. Section 3 introduces different types
of quantum computing devices, namely, analog and dig-
ital, to the nonexpert reader. This section is not only a
discussion of the basic concepts in quantum computa-
tion but also an opportunity to underline the fact that
quantum computers are built upon many-body inter-
acting systems. In section 4, we discuss various aspects
related to the solution of quantum many-body prob-
lems with quantum computers. We introduce selected
quantum algorithms to solve these problems, be it with
post-NISQ (section 5) or NISQ (section 6) processors.
In section 7, we briefly discuss how entanglement in
many-body systems can be described on a quantum
computer. Finally, in section 8, we discuss the mod-
eling of the noise impacting quantum hardware, how
its effect can be mitigated on current machines as well
as the main principles of error correction, which could
bring about fault tolerance in the long term.

Fig. 1.1 Illustration of some of the many-body systems
where quantum computing is now being explored as a dis-
ruptive technique compared to classical computing: quantum
chemistry, condensed matter, nuclear and neutrino physics.

2 Quantum Many-body problems

In this section, we discuss various types of many-body
systems where quantum computing could be of help.
The reader interested mainly in quantum computing
aspects can skip this section and directly go to section
3.
Many-body systems are encountered in many fields of
physics. They are ruled in all generality by a Hamilto-
nian that reads, in a second-quantized form:

H = H1−body +H2−body +H3−body + · · ·

=
∑
αβ

hαβc
†
αcβ +

1

2

∑
αβγδ

vαβγδc
†
αc

†
βcγcδ + · · · , (2.1)

where α, β, γ, δ are multi-indices whose components de-
pend on the specific many-body system at hand. As we
will see, depending on the system, one may not need
terms involving more than two particles.
The defining feature of many-body problems is that
they cannot be solved within the mean-field approxi-
mation. This approximation is obtained, at the level of
Hamiltonian (up to constant terms), by replacing all
operators but one by its average value in each term.
In other words, in a many-body system, the correla-
tions between its key constituents—be they electrons,
nucleons, or spins—must be handled with sophisticated
methods, hence their other name of many-body sys-
tems: strongly correlated systems.
In the following subsections, we introduce a few fields—
illustrated in Fig. 1.1—where many-body problems are
found, with a focus on the form of the Hamiltonians
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that describe them, and the typical classical methods
that are used to investigate their properties.

2.1 The electronic structure problem: electrons in
solids and quantum chemistry

Electrons in solids or molecules are interacting parti-
cles. In many solids, the Coulomb interaction can be
dealt with in an averaged fashion because electrons do
not come too close to each other due to the Pauli princi-
ple. Due to this, Hartree-Fock (HF) theory, where elec-
trons are treated as independent particles in an average
field, is often used as the building block for more com-
plex theoretical methods to treat many-body effects.
Another powerful technique that allows treating a priori
all correlations while keeping the independent particle
or quasi-particle picture is Density Functional Theory
(DFT) [39].

However, in some solids and most molecules, such an
averaged description of Coulomb interactions leads to
wrong predictions. For instance, in solids where valence
electrons are of d or f character (namely very localized),
neither HF nor DFT can predict the transition from a
metallic Fermi liquid to a Mott insulator. In such insu-
lators, Coulomb interactions freeze the charge degree of
freedom. This type of solids has received much attention
in the past forty years since the high-temperature su-
perconductors discovered in the mid-1980s are believed
to be doped Mott insulators. Despite prolonged efforts
to crack this problem, a complete theoretical account of
the origin of high-Tc superconductivity—and numerous
other phenomena, especially when driving these sys-
tems out of equilibrium—is still missing. This lack of
explanation is due to the complexity of dealing with
such systems beyond mean field.

The simplest model describing such strongly-correlated
solid-state systems is the so-called (Fermi) Hubbard
model, which, in its single-band version, reads:

H = −t
∑
⟨ij⟩

c†iσcjσ + U
∑
i

ni↑ni↓ − µ
∑
iσ

niσ, (2.2)

where i, j = 1 . . . N denote lattice sites (N is typi-
cally infinite in a solid; ⟨ij⟩ denote nearest neighbors
on the lattice), t denotes a tunneling or hopping term,
U the on-site Coulomb interaction and µ the chemi-
cal potential. The fermionic creation and annihilation
operators c†iσ and ciσ typically create and annihilate
electrons in localized orbitals ϕi(r) (sometimes called
Wannier orbitals). niσ is a density operator which reads
niσ = c†iσciσ. µ = U/2 corresponds to half-filling (un-
doped case), namely, one electron per site. Despite its

apparent simplicity, this "spherical cow" of strongly-
correlated electronic systems is difficult to solve on a
classical computer in physically "interesting" regimes,
like the doped, low-temperature regime in two spatial
dimensions and the thermodynamical limit (N →∞).
The Hubbard model can either be tackled "directly"
via exact diagonalization (ED), quantum Monte-Carlo
(MC) or tensor-network methods, or "indirectly" via
embedding methods, which map the model to a smaller
many-body problem as will be described in subsection
4.2. The exponentially growing size of the Hilbert space
with N quickly makes ED prohibitive, although ad-
vanced versions like Krylov or Lanczos methods can
help reach relatively large sizes [40]. An exponential
sign problem typically plagues MC methods; namely,
the statistical error bar of MC methods grows exponen-
tially with system size and decreasing temperature, re-
quiring an exponential number of samples and hence ex-
ponential run time. Tensor-network methods (like Ma-
trix Product States, MPS) [41–43] can also be used but
usually require a space complexity (memory usage) that
scales exponentially with the so-called entanglement en-
tropy S (see section 7 for a more in-depth discussion).
These methods are potent when S is constrained to
small values, as happens e.g in one dimension. How-
ever, in two and more dimensions, S usually grows in a
way that makes these methods difficult to apply.
The Hubbard model proves insufficient to describe
molecules in quantum chemistry, as chemical systems
are less prone to screening and thus cannot be described
by on-site interactions only. Thus, one typically deals
with the following more general Hamiltonian:

H =
∑
pq,σ

hpqc
†
pσcqσ+

1

2

∑
pqrs

∑
σσ′

vpqrsc
†
pσc

†
qσ′crσ′csσ (2.3)

where p, q, r, s = 1 . . . N denote orbitals ϕq(r) (typically
molecular orbitals obtained after a first Hartree-Fock
computation). The one- and two-body matrix elements
hpq and vpqrs are computed as integrals over the molec-
ular orbitals. Typically, N is of the order of 10− 100.
The exact diagonalization of this Hamiltonian (ED,
usually called Full Configuration Interaction – FCI – in
a quantum chemical context [44]) is limited to a small
number N of orbitals. Variational methods that opti-
mize parameterized wave-functions to minimize the en-
ergy are less costly than FCI. One simple example of
such variational approaches is the HF method itself.
Another illustration of a widely used variational ap-
proach in chemistry is the multi-configurational self-
consistent field (MCSCF) method [45–48]. Alterna-
tively, non-variational methods based on systematic ex-
pansions on top of the HF wave-function, like many-
body perturbation theory (MBPT) [49, 50], are also less
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costly than FCI. A prominent example of such meth-
ods is the Coupled Cluster (CC) method, based on the
parametric many-body state (here limited to single and
double excitations) [49, 51, 52]

|Ψ(θ⃗)⟩ = eT1+T2 |ΨHF⟩

= e

∑
ia,σ

θa
i c

†
iσcaσ+

∑
ijab,σσ′

θab
ij c†iσc

†
jσ′caσ′cbσ

|ΨHF⟩ ,
(2.4)

with i, j (resp. a, b) empty (resp. occupied) orbitals. The
non-variational nature of the CC method comes from
the non-unitary character of the so-called excitation op-
erator eT1+T2 , which implies that the variational prin-
ciple does not hold. A unitary, variational variant of the
CC method, called unitary coupled cluster (UCC), has
been investigated for quantum computing and is tackled
in 6.2.5. This method is regarded as one of the most ad-
vanced methods in chemistry (for systems with dynami-
cal correlations, as opposed to systems with large static
correlations, where methods based on Matrix Product
States [see section 7] are among the most advanced
[53]). It can be combined with active-space methods,
whose goal is to reduce the number of relevant (or cor-
related or active) degrees of freedom, similar to em-
bedding methods for solids. This selection of degrees of
freedom will be further discussed in subsection 4.2.

2.2 Nuclear physics

Atomic nuclei are self-bound, strongly interacting sys-
tems with a wide range of numbers of particles, from
very few (2 for the deuteron) to several hundreds for
the heaviest nuclear systems existing in nature. Nucle-
ons organize themselves to form quantum droplets with
a large variety of static and dynamical physical phe-
nomena [54]. These phenomena can be observed in the
laboratory through the use of accelerators. The many-
body treatment of nuclei is particularly complex due to
the non-perturbative nature of the two-body interac-
tion with a strong repulsion at short distances between
particles.
The nuclear Hamiltonian is of the form (2.1) where the
multi-indices (α, β, γ, δ) = 1, ..., N label single-particle
states characterized by the usual quantum numbers
n, l,m, σ, as well as an isospin component τ . These
states can for instance be 3-dimensional harmonic oscil-
lators (HO) states with ϕα(r) = ϕnlmστ (r) (τ = −1/2
and +1/2 for neutrons and protons respectively), where
the strength of the HO is optimized to reproduce nuclei
sizes [55]. Due to the presence of spin-orbit coupling, it
is usual to introduce the angular momentum j⃗ = l⃗+ s⃗,
and relabel the state with (nljmστ). Since there is no

external field, the one-body term only contains the ki-
netic component. The two-body interaction contains
nuclear (short-range) and Coulomb (long-range) inter-
actions. The Coulomb part acts only on protons, while
the nuclear part, which depends on the spin of the parti-
cles, acts on all nucleons. Note that the latter is almost
the same for all particles, a property know as isospin
symmetry of the nuclear force. Altogether, vαβγδ is both
spin and isospin-dependent. In addition, the existence
of 3-body and, more generally, multi-body interactions
was recognized only recently with the recent advances
in Effective-Field-Theory to construct nuclear interac-
tions [56–60]. The presence of multi-body interactions
is an extra complication compared with the electronic
structure Hamiltonian (2.3), and even in the most ad-
vanced many-body techniques, such interactions are
usually treated only approximately.
Despite this complexity, a variety of simplified Hamilto-
nians have been proposed to understand specific proper-
ties of nuclei. A typical example is the Lipkin-Meshkov-
Glick model [61], which is often used to understand
the concept of spontaneous symmetry breaking in fi-
nite systems. Another example is the pairing, also called
Richardson [62], Hamiltonian that is often used to un-
derstand superconducting effects. This Hamiltonian can
be justified by (i) assuming that only a set of parti-
cles, typically close to the Fermi energy are active, (ii)
the interaction between them is constant, and (iii) it is
non-negligible only when pairs of time-reversed states,
denoted by (i, ī), are involved. These states are often
taken as opposite spin particles or as particles with spin
projection jz = m and −m when a single j-shell is con-
sidered as active. The Hamiltonian then reduces to:

H =
∑
i

εi(c
†
i ci + c†

ī
cī)− g

∑
ij

c†i c
†
ī
cj̄cj . (2.5)

These simple, schematic Hamiltonians are studied to-
day on quantum computers as first steps towards future
applications.
An overview of the microscopic approaches used to de-
scribe atomic nuclei can be found in Ref. [63]. The only
approach able to describe the large variety of phenom-
ena ranging from static (nuclear structure), dynamical
(nuclear dynamics), and thermodynamical properties is
nuclear Density Functional Theory, often referred to as
Energy Density Functional (EDF) theory [64–66]. An-
other powerful approach, restricted to studying nuclear
structure properties, consists of performing a direct CI
method in a restricted subspace of single-particle states
forming the valence space [67, 68]. In this approach, of-
ten referred to as the Shell Model, the effective interac-
tion is fine-tuned to account for the truncation of the
model space. One of the main difficulties that forces
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the restriction to a set of active valence particles is the
size of the many-body Hilbert space when the number
of single-particle states increases. The current scope of
restricted CI approaches is the treatment of eigenvalue
problems in spaces with 1011 − 1012 states. These val-
ues are still far from the requirements to treat the whole
nuclear chart with all single-particle active states.
Another breakthrough in the most recent description
of interactions lies in the possibility of getting rid of
the hard core and using soft interactions for low-energy
nuclear physics problems [69]. Such interactions have
opened the way to the so-called ab-initio method that
aims at treating the nuclear many-body problem di-
rectly, starting from the bare Hamiltonian (2.1). This
advance has led to a significant boost in applying sev-
eral many-body techniques, some already mentioned
in section 2.1. One can, in particular, mention the
use of the full CI technique—known, in this context,
as the no-core shell-model [70, 71], the Green’s Func-
tion Monte-Carlo method [72–74], the Self-Consistent
Green Function method [75, 76], the Coupled-Cluster
method [51, 77], or Many-Body Perturbation Theory
[78], among others. One specific aspect of atomic nuclei
is the necessity to generalize some of these theories to
allow for possible spontaneous symmetry breaking like
particle number or rotational symmetries (see, for in-
stance, a few examples of extensions in Refs. [79–83]).
This generalization is fundamental to describing open-
shell nuclei.
Although significant progress has been made in recent
years, ab-initio methods are still applied to study the
nuclear structure effects in a limited region of the nu-
clear chart or to nuclear reactions involving only very
light systems. This limitation is due to the increment
in the complexity of the problem when the number of
particles increases. For now, very few quantum comput-
ing pilot applications on real devices have been made,
and these have been limited to rather simplistic nu-
clear Hamiltonians [84–86]. However, the use of quan-
tum computers for nuclear many-body problems has
recently gained momentum [35, 36, 38, 87–102].

2.3 Common difficulties

A defining property of many-body systems is that they
are exponentially difficult to solve on classical com-
puters. As we will see in this section, this exponen-
tial difficulty may trivially arise from the size of the
Hilbert space. However, most classical methods strive
to circumvent this difficulty by either using the struc-
ture of the problem to merely reduce the number of
relevant degrees of freedom or by adopting another

representation—shifting the exponential difficulty from
the size of the Hilbert space to other parameters, like,
for instance, the severity of the Monte-Carlo sign prob-
lem or the internal dimension of a tensor network.

One standard strategy to circumvent the exponential
complexity is to use parameterized variational wave
function ansätze. Another strategy—based on so-called
reduced density matrices—relies on the assumption that
some degrees of freedom contain more information than
others. A typical starting point is to assume that one-
body degrees of freedom are the most relevant. The
information on them is contained in the one-body re-
duced density matrix (1-RDM). Reducing the infor-
mation to these DoFs leads to Hartree-Fock (HF) or
mean-field theory. Usually, such simplified approaches
miss significant correlation effects, and approximations
beyond the mean-field are necessary to describe many-
body systems accurately. For instance, this description
can be done by truncating the Bogolyubov-Born-Green-
Kirkwood-Yvon (BBGKY) hierarchy and treating 2-
body or higher DoFs explicitly through the two-body
reduced density matrix (2-RDM) or higher-order re-
duced density matrices [103] (see also the discussion
of embedding or active-space methods in section 4.2).

Despite the dimensionality reduction that the afore-
mentioned approximate methods afford, they always,
at some point, reach a computational limit on classical
computers. Quantum computers—provided fermionic
problems can be turned into spin or qubit problems
(see section 4.1)—can a priori overcome these limita-
tions provided enough qubits can be efficiently ma-
nipulated. Interestingly, quantum computers do not
start from a blank page: many quantum algorithms
are strongly guided by the accumulated expertise and
methods gained on classical devices. An illustration of
that will be discussed in section 4.

Besides the above general considerations on many-body
systems, each physical system has specificities that will
render its encoding on quantum computers more or
less difficult. For instance, electrons can have two spin
components (spin up and down), while nucleons can
have both spin and isospin (neutron and proton compo-
nents). Some physical systems, such as solids or atomic
ones, can be suitably described on a lattice, sometimes
with only nearest neighbor two-body interaction. This
case is advantageous when encoding such a problem on
a set of qubits with limited connectivity. Some other
systems might be more complex, like atomic nuclei,
with long-range two-body or, more generally, multi-
body interactions or the necessity to describe unbound
states. A prerequisite to the success of future applica-
tions is the efficient transposition of a given many-body
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problem with good mapping of its characteristics into
an analog or a digital quantum computer (see section
4). The complexity of this transposition will strongly
depend on the problem itself, but many-body problems
will undoubtedly be among the first stringent bench-
marks for current and future quantum technologies.

The exponential size of the Hilbert space is not a suf-
ficient condition for making a problem computation-
ally hard from classical computers. For instance, the
ground state of quadratic fermionic Hamiltonians—
namely Hamiltonians that are bilinear in the creation
and annihilation operators—can be found in polyno-
mial time on a classical computer (see e.g [104]). The
problem becomes complicated only when terms be-
yond quadratic terms are added. This result explains
why certain classes of time evolutions—quantum cir-
cuits (see section 3.1.2 below for a definition) stemming
from a quadratic Hamiltonian, with so-called match-
gates—are also simulatable classically in polynomial
time. Interestingly, other circuits, this time unrelated
to "uncorrelated systems", are efficiently simulatable.
For instance, Clifford circuits, with gates belonging only
to the Clifford group [105], are simulatable with time
and space complexity O(n2) (with n the number of
qubits), a result known as the Gottesman-Knill theo-
rem [106, 107]. This result holds even though these cir-
cuits can generate highly entangled states. The key idea
behind the efficiency of the simulation of such circuits
is that the states generated by Clifford circuits can be
represented in a compact (polynomial) fashion.

Leveraging a compact representation is also very com-
mon in many-body classical methods. For instance,
some Monte-Carlo methods decouple quartic (interac-
tion) terms in the Hamiltonian to eliminate this term at
the expense of an additional auxiliary field [108]. Then,
the exponential difficulty is shifted from the size of the
Hilbert space to the Monte-Carlo sign problem. In ten-
sor network methods, like Matrix Product States [41],
the accuracy of the representation is tuned by the size of
the internal indices (often called the bond dimension),
which is related to the degree of entanglement of the
state at stake (see section 7.3).

2.4 A few quantum complexity considerations

In this section, we comment on the formal expectations
regarding speedups that quantum computers can bring
when solving many-body problems. For general reviews
on the topic, we refer the reader to e.g [9, 109].

Classical computational problems with a yes/no an-
swer (decision problems) are classified using complexity

QMA

BQP

P

NP

NP 
complete

QMA 
completeNP-

hard

QMA-
hard

factoring

traveling salesman

k-local Hamiltonian 
ground state 
estimation

Fig. 2.1 Computational complexity classes and selected
problems. The three crosses indicate three examples of com-
plex problems. The "factoring" and "traveling salesman" are
common problems often quoted in complexity theories. The
"k-local Hamiltonian ground state estimation" is a common
problem in many-body systems (see text).

classes. For instance, finding the ground state energy of
a Hamiltonian H acting on n qubits (fermions) can be
formulated as a decision problem by picking numbers a
and b such that ϵ ≡ b− a > 1/poly(n) defines a region
where it is promised that the ground state energy does
not lie in, and asking whether E0 < a or E0 > b (see
e.g., [110] and references therein).

The two main classes of classical complexity are P and
NP, which describe problems that can be solved in poly-
nomial time or whose solution can be verified in polyno-
mial time. NP-hard problems are problems at least as
hard as any problem in NP, and NP-complete prob-
lems are the NP-hard problems that belong to NP.
NP-complete problems are very likely (that is unless
P=NP) not to have a polynomial-time solution, i.e.,
they are colloquially referred to as exponentially hard
problems.

One central question is whether quantum comput-
ers can reduce the complexity of solving many-body
problems [111]. To answer this question systematically,
two quantum complexity classes, BQP (bounded-error
quantum polynomial time) and QMA (quantum Mer-
lin–Arthur), have been designed as quantum counter-
parts to P and NP, respectively: the computer that
solves the problem or, respectively, certifies the solution
of the problem is a quantum computer. Fig 2.1 illus-
trates these classes and the connection between quan-
tum and classical complexity classifications.

A significant result is that NP-complete problems are
very likely not in BQP. In other words, it is improbable
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that quantum computers can solve exponentially hard
classical problems in polynomial time. The fact that the
factoring problem can be solved using Shor’s algorithm
[112] with an exponential speedup is possible because
factoring is not a NP-complete problem. Importantly,
this also does not mean that quantum computers are
not helpful for NP-complete problems: quantum heuris-
tics (polynomial algorithms with no quality guarantee)
can still reach better solutions than classical heuristics.

A natural question to know what to expect from quan-
tum computers for many-body problems is to which
complexity class they belong. The ground state estima-
tion problem is QMA-complete for k-local (spin) Hamil-
tonians (Hamiltonians whose terms act on at most k
qubits, see Eq. (5.5) below) as long as k ≥ 2 [113].
QMA-completeness is retained for the ground state es-
timation problem of geometrically 2-local Hamiltonians
– that is to say 2-local Hamiltonians only involving pairs
of adjacent qubits – in a square lattice qubit layout (aka
a quantum spin glass) [114]. These statements hold for
general values of the couplings of the spin Hamiltonians
mentioned above. Restrictions on the coefficients can
lead to a reduction in computational complexity. For in-
stance, the transverse Ising model with negative trans-
verse field and ferromagnetic interactions (i.e., Eq. (3.4)
below with Ω < 0 and C < 0 [which is not the case for
Rydberg atoms, where C > 0]) is a so-called stoquastic
Hamiltonian. Its ground state energy can be approxi-
mated polynomially in the system size n and 1/ϵ [115].

As for fermionic and bosonic models, [116] showed that
the Fermi-Hubbard model with local magnetic fields
(with an additional

∑
i σi·Bi term in Eq. (2.2)) is QMA-

complete, while [117] showed that the Bose-Hubbard
model is QMA-complete.

These formal considerations call for two comments.
First, despite these hardness results, the ground state
energy of the models cited above can be determined
with great accuracy on classical computers in special
regimes, i.e., for certain classes of parameters. For in-
stance, this is the case of the Fermi-Hubbard model
on a bipartite lattice, whose solution with quantum
Monte-Carlo does not suffer from a sign problem at
half-filling (see, e.g., [118]). The existence of these spe-
cial regimes means that one must be careful to look for
truly hard classical computational regimes to identify
a useful application of quantum computers. In other
words, classical methods make the most of any symme-
try or structure of the problem to overcome the under-
lying exponential complexity of the many-body prob-
lem so that truly hard regimes are hard to come by. In
these regimes, quantum computers ought to also lever-

age these symmetries and structures in order to outper-
form classical computers.
Second, even in those regimes where classical comput-
ers fail to reach an accurate enough result, the QMA-
completeness of the problem is a strong indication that
the problem will also be hard to solve on a quantum
computer. In other words, classical and quantum algo-
rithms likely end up running into an exponential wall
(see, e.g., [119] for a concrete example). This limita-
tion is not necessarily a showstopper: what matters is
whether quantum computers can reach regimes inac-
cessible to classical computers before they run into said
wall.
Lastly, complexity theory can also be used to appraise,
at least formally, the feasibility of hybrid quantum-
classical algorithms like the Variational Quantum
Eigensolver (see section 6.1.1 below). For instance, the
classical optimization procedure of the energy E(θ) in
VQE is generically a challenging computational prob-
lem [120]. In practice, this does not exclude the exis-
tence of heuristics for finding accurate enough varia-
tional parameters for concrete (as opposed to generic)
problems. What is more, the classical counterpart—
an entirely classical variational algorithm—also suffers
from the same problems. Ultimately, what matters is
whether quantum processors can accelerate parts of the
computation relative to the best classical algorithm.

3 Quantum computers: artificial many-body
systems

This section explains how to investigate the many-
body problems mentioned above by building an artifi-
cial many-body system with a similar Hamiltonian (aka
analog quantum computers or quantum simulators) or,
still starting from a many-body system, but with indi-
vidual control over the particles/degrees of freedom, by
building a gate-based (digital) quantum computer (sub-
section 3.1). We then explain the basic building blocks
and rules of ideal quantum computers.

3.1 From analog to digital

Quantum computers are essentially synthetic many-
body systems whose state can be manipulated accord-
ing to some predefined plan—aka a quantum program—
and measured to learn something.
Depending on the level of control of this quantum
system, one speaks of quantum simulators (or analog
quantum computers) or quantum computers (or dig-
ital quantum computers). While (analog) simulators
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offer only a limited and specific set of controls, (dig-
ital) computers offer controls—usually called gates—
that are universal. This universality allows them to
reach, in principle, any state of the Hilbert space by
performing any unitary operation.

3.1.1 Analog quantum computers (aka quantum
simulators)

The term analog quantum computer refers to any syn-
thetic many-body system with a certain amount of con-
trol over its degrees of freedom. Each analog computer
is characterized (in the absence of defects) by a many-
body HamiltonianH(t) whose time-dependence is "pro-
grammed" more or less at will, depending on the exper-
imental constraints. This Hamiltonian is usually chosen
as close as possible to the "real-life" Hamiltonians in-
troduced in the previous section. Thus, by measuring
the properties of the analog simulator, one hopes to get
insights into the physics of real-life systems. We high-
light below some illustrations of physical systems used
as analog simulators.
Ultracold atoms can be described as implementing
a Fermi- or Bose-Hubbard model, depending on the
atomic isotopes used [121]. For instance, the Bose-
Hubbard model reads:

H(t) =
U(t)

2

∑
i

ni(ni − 1)− J(t)
∑
⟨ij⟩

b†i bj . (3.1)

Here, the creation and annihilation operators b†i and bi
create and annihilate (bosonic) atoms in orbitals ϕi(r)
and ni = b†i bi; J(t) is the tunneling between two neigh-
boring "sites" ⟨ij⟩ of the optical lattice, and U(t) is
the on-site repulsion between two atoms. Both U and
J can be temporally modulated by changing the am-
plitudes of the lasers creating the lattice. In addition,
the interaction U(t) can also be tuned by changing the
background magnetic field using a phenomenon known
as the Feshbach resonance [121].
Spin qubits, which are essentially electrons trapped
in quantum dots, can also be described by a Fermi-
Hubbard model or, when neglecting charge fluctuations,
by a Heisenberg model [122]:

H(t) = Jex(t)
∑
⟨ij⟩

(XiXj + YiYj + ZiZj) +
∑
i

H
(i)
loc,

(3.2)

with (Xi, Yi, Zi) denoting the Pauli matrices acting on
the ith spin, and with

H
(i)
loc =

ω
(i)
0 − δi(t)

2
Zi +Ωi(t) cos

(
ω(i)
c t+ ϕi(t)

)
Xi.(3.3)

The exchange constant Jex ∼ 4J(t)2/U can be turned
on and off via the tuning of the tunneling term J(t)

between two dots using a gate voltage. The local term
Hloc can, for instance, come from a magnetic field with
a static (Zi term) and a rotating (Xi term) component.
Depending on which atomic levels they target, plat-
forms of Rydberg atoms (see, e.g., [123, 124]) may im-
plement an Ising Hamiltonian:

H(t) =
∑
ij,i ̸=j

C

|ri − rj |6
ninj

+
Ω(t)

2

∑
i

Xi − δ(t)
∑
i

Zi, (3.4)

with ni = (1− Zi)/2, or a XY Hamiltonian:

H(t) = 2
∑
ij,i ̸=j

C

|ri − rj |3
(XiXj + YiYj)

+Ω(t)
∑
i

Xi −
δ(t)

2

∑
i

Zi. (3.5)

Superconducting qubits, which are usually thought of as
(digital) computers, can also be seen as analog com-
puters realizing a Bose-Hubbard model (see Eq. (3.1)).
There, the creation and annihilation operators refer to
bosonic excitations relative to the charge and flux vari-
ables inside Josephson junctions.
All these Hamiltonians are of many-body nature ow-
ing to the coupling terms (first term of each equation).
Thanks to their closeness to the many-body Hamilto-
nians encountered when studying quantum matter (see
previous section, 2), these Hamiltonians have long been
used as proxies (or simulators) for the many-body sys-
tems one wants to understand.
By nature, quantum simulators are very specific in that
(i) they implement (or "simulate") only one class of
Hamiltonians, and (ii) they usually implement partial
(often only global) control of their degrees of freedom.
This limitation is both temporal and spatial: e.g., in
Eq. (3.4), the coupling term cannot be made time-
dependent as it corresponds to a van der Waals inter-
action that cannot be switched off or decreased, except
by moving the atoms, a very slow operation. Also, the
second (Rabi) and third (detuning) terms can most of-
ten not be controlled at an individual site level (i.e., Ω
and δ are the same for all atoms).
Analog platforms have advantages and drawbacks.
Their primary advantage is that the limited degree of
control usually allows them to work with significantly
more degrees of freedom (atoms, spins, ions, junctions,
and other building blocks). The major drawback is that
their scope is limited according to the specific resource
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Fig. 3.1 Analog computation (a) vs. digital computation
(b). In analog computation, one directly specifies the (ana-
log) parameters (here Ω(t) and δ(t), see, e.g., (3.3), (3.4), or
(3.5)). These controls are not necessarily local (as in (3.4) or
(3.5)). In digital computations, the user discretely describes
the sought-after evolution with quantum gates, which are usu-
ally local, i.e., act only on a few qubits (lines in the diagram).
Internally, each gate is performed using an analog description.

Hamiltonian at hand, whose terms might not be tunable
at will. Experimental platforms endowed with reason-
ably good levels of temporal and spatial control earn
the qualification of gate-based quantum computers.

3.1.2 Digital (aka gate-based) quantum computers

Digital, or gate-based quantum computers, refer to
physical setups (i) whose description can be narrowed
to an assembly of interacting d-level quantum systems
and (ii) whose Hamiltonian can be controlled at a local
level.

In this review, we focus on the qubit case d = 2, but
note that qudit approaches, where d > 2, were also
developed [125–127].

Two-level quantum systems: qubits. Let us focus on cri-
terion (i). For instance, among the systems cited above,
Rydberg atoms or spin qubits are already naturally de-
scribed as two-level systems: two atomic levels for Ryd-
berg atoms and two spin levels for spin qubits. In pho-
tonic platforms, the photon’s two polarizations can play
the role of the two levels. Superconducting platforms,
which are naturally described with bosonic variables,
can be restricted to a two-level subspace by tuning
their parameters so that "leakage" out of the two lowest
levels—called computational subspace—is very improb-
able. The two levels of the computational subspace are
usually denoted as |0⟩ and |1⟩. Hence, the wavefunction
of a single two-level system, or qubit, is, in general, the
superposition:

|ψ⟩ = a0 |0⟩+ a1 |1⟩ , (3.6)

with ai ∈ C and |a0|2 + |a1|2 = 1. More generally, a n-
qubit wavefunction |Ψ⟩ is the superposition of 2n com-
putational basis states |00 . . . 0⟩, |00 . . . 01⟩, . . . |11 . . . 1⟩.
We see that all states can be written as |bn−1, · · · , b0⟩ =

⊗n−1
i=0 |bi⟩ where |bi⟩ = |0i⟩ or |1i⟩ refers to the state of

the ith qubit. Below, we will use the same convention
as in Eq. (3.4), and operators that act on this qubit
will be labeled by i like, for instance, the Pauli opera-
tors (Xi, Yi, Zi). Each state |bn−1, · · · , b0⟩ can also be
labeled by a single integer k =

∑
i bi2

i.

Manipulating qubits: gates. Criterion (ii) ensures that
one can reach any state of this Hilbert space using op-
erations called quantum gates. Mathematically, these
gates are unitary operations U acting on the wavefunc-
tion |Ψ⟩: |Ψ ′⟩ = U |Ψ⟩. Such operations are performed
by letting the system evolve under a given Hamiltonian.
For instance, let us consider a n-qubit system described
by the (non-interacting) Hamiltonian

H =

n∑
i=1

H
(i)
loc, (3.7)

with H
(i)
loc defined in Eq. (3.3). ω(i)

0 is the ith qubit’s
frequency (energy difference between the two levels),
and ω(i)

c is the drive frequency. δi(t), gi(t) and ϕi(t) in
Eq. (3.3) are controllable fields. If one switches off all
but the ith qubit’s field, one goes to the frame rotat-
ing at frequency ω(i)

0 , one drives at resonance (namely
ω
(i)
c = ω

(i)
0 ), and one neglects terms oscillating as 2ω

(i)
0

(so-called rotating wave approximation), the Hamilto-
nian reads, up to terms acting on the other qubits, as

H
ω

(i)
0

= −δi(t)
2

Zi+
Ωi(t)

2
[cos(ϕi)Xi + sin(ϕi)Yi] . (3.8)

If we turn off the Rabi term Ωi, solving the
Schrödinger equation yields a wavefunction |ψ(t)⟩ =

R
(i)
z (θ(t)) |ψ(0)⟩ with R

(i)
z (θ) ≡ e−i θ

2Zi and θ(t) =

−
∫ t

0
δi(τ)dτ . Thus, we have operated a rotation of an-

gle θ(t) around axis z for the ith qubit. Similarly, if we
turn off the "detuning" term δi, we are going to effect
a rotation along axes x (ϕ = 0) and y (ϕ = π/2).
Such a time evolution is illustrated in Fig. 3.2, using
the standard Bloch sphere representation [9]. We show
the evolution of a one-qubit state under a Rabi drive
Ω(t) and a detuning drive δ(t) (see Fig. 3.1), with ϕ =

0 (green trajectory). The area under the Rabi curve
−Ω(t) is chosen to effect a −π/2 rotation, but as a
consequence of the detuning being not strictly zero, a
small z-axis rotation is effected in addition to the x-
rotation. We will explain what happens when the qubit
is affected by decoherence (red trajectory) in a later
section (section 8).
To produce entanglement, we need a Hamiltonian with
interacting spins. For instance, if we can switch on a
term JZiZj in Hamiltonian (3.7) (a term similar to
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Table 1 Summary of some standard single-qubit quantum gates. The Clifford group mentioned in section 2.3 is depicted in
purple and can be generated using the H, S = P (π/2) and CNOT gates (see Table 2). The purple and green hatches on the
phase gate P (φ) reflect that it is Clifford only for φ = ±π/2. Table adapted from [128].

Table 2 Summary of some common two-qubit quantum gates. We use the convention where the uppermost qubit line cor-
responds to the least significant bit in the binary representation of the computational state. This convention corresponds to
the so-called "little endian" convention used for bit/qubit storing. We will use this convention systematically throughout the
article for circuit representation. The A matrix presented from a) to d) in the Table is equal to

( a00 a01
a10 a11

)
. Some circuits are

adapted from [129].

the van der Waals term in Eq. (3.4)), we can perform
operations of the type e−i θ

2ZiZj . Such operations can
create entanglement between qubits i and j.

Universal quantum gates It turns out that, with the
one-qubit rotations Rx (θ), Ry (θ), and Rz (θ) presented
in Table 1, together with, for instance, a two-qubit gate
called “CNOT” presented in Table 2, one can achieve
any unitary operation U acting on n-qubits as a finite
sequence of these gates (a result known as the Solovay-
Kitaev theorem [9, 130]). Therefore, one calls this gate
set a universal gate set. The Clifford group (see section
2.3) can become universal if a T gate is added (with
T = P (π/4), see Table 1). Below, we briefly discuss the
fundamentals of digital quantum computation; for more

advanced considerations, we refer to different textbooks
[9, 131–133].

Quantum circuits A standard digital quantum compu-
tation is a sequence of simple manipulations of the sys-
tem’s Hamiltonian; each described as a quantum gate.
The computation usually starts from an initial state
corresponding to all qubits in state |0⟩. In other words,
the "quantum register" is in state |0⟩⊗n. One then
applies gates U1, U2, . . . , Um. This sequence of gates
is usually represented as a so-called quantum circuit,
where each line stands for a qubit (time flowing from
left to right) and each gate is pictured by a symbol
that acts only on a subset of these lines. Table 1 and
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Fig. 3.2 Bloch sphere with the North and South pole corre-
sponding to |0⟩ and |1⟩, respectively. The other poles shown
in the figure are decomposed in terms of |0⟩ and |1⟩ as
|+⟩ = 1√

2
(|0⟩+ |1⟩) and |i+⟩ = 1√

2
(|0⟩+ i|1⟩). The green

and red trajectories represent the evolution of a one-qubit
state, starting from |0⟩, when subject to a Rx(−π/2) rota-
tion. Green curve: noiseless (pure state) evolution. This evo-
lution approximately realizes a Rx(−π/2) rotation (it would
be exactly such a rotation if the detuning drive δ(t) were rig-
orously 0). Red curve: noisy evolution under dephasing and
relaxation noise, see section 8.

2 respectively give examples of the most common gates
acting on one or two qubits.

Quantum measurements After applying the gates, the
register is in its final state |Ψ⟩ = UmUm−1 · · ·U1|0⟩⊗n

and one can measure some observable. In most plat-
forms, one can only measure the observable Zi (or a ten-
sor product Zi1 ⊗· · ·⊗Zik if one "measures" k qubits).
One can translate a measurement in the X or Y basis
into a measurement in the Z basis using the insertion of
one or two gates before the measurement, as pictured
in Table 3.
The outcome of a measurement of Zi1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Zik is a
bitstring bi1 . . . bik , with bi ∈ {0, 1}. This bitstring is
obtained with a probability given by Born’s rule,

p(bi1 . . . bik) = ⟨Ψ |Pbi1 ...bik
|Ψ⟩, (3.9)

with Pbi1 ...bik
= |bi1⟩⟨bi1 | ⊗ · · · ⊗ |bik⟩⟨bik | (we do not

explicitly write identities for qubits that are not be-
ing measured). The measurement projects the regis-
ter to the state Pbi1 ...bik

|Ψ⟩/
√
p(bi1 . . . bik), so that if

one wants to measure another observable that does not
commute with Zi1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Zik , one needs to rerun the
circuit.
The estimation of the expectation value of an observ-
able (hermitian operator), like ⟨O⟩ = ⟨Ψ |O |Ψ⟩, is typi-

Table 3 Conversion of measurements in X or Y bases into
measurements in the Z basis.

cally done by measuring the given observable a number
nshots of times, resulting in values {ok}k=1,nshots

that
can be averaged to yield the estimator

O =
1

nshots

nshots∑
k=1

ok. (3.10)

In the limit nshots →∞, this estimate converges to ⟨O⟩.
Due to the central limit theorem, O(1/ε2) samples are
needed to reach an accuracy ε.

Quantum circuits can also be used to compute the aver-
age value of any unitary operator, as shown in Table 4.
This table also shows how to measure time-dependent
correlation functions of the form ⟨Pl(t)Pk(t

′)⟩ (using
fermion-spin transforms, this type of circuit can be used
to compute fermionic correlation functions).

DiVincenzo criteria The principles introduced above
have been gathered in a list of five criteria known as
the DiVincenzo criteria [134]:

1. The ability to work with a scalable number of two-
level systems (qubits) without "leakage" out of the
computational subspace.

2. The capacity to initialize and reset qubits in a reli-
able (usually fast enough) fashion.

3. A long coherence time (compared to the typical time
scales of gates, measurements, and resets, i.e., com-
pared to the "clock time" of the processor).

4. A universal set of gates (with the possibility to par-
allelize operations on disjoint sets of qubits).

5. Reliable qubit-wise measurements.

Current quantum processors are strongly impacted by
decoherence effects, as will be explicited in section 8. As
a result, they do not meet all five criteria. However, they
help develop and test algorithms in real-life conditions.

Before reviewing these algorithms, we describe how
many-body problems can be translated to forms
amenable to quantum computing.
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Table 4 Here we present some standard interferometry circuits which allow computing overlaps by making measurements on
an ancillary qubit. The first circuit evaluates quantities of the form ⟨Ψ |U |Ψ⟩ where UU† = I, e.g., the overlap between a state
and its time-evolved counterpart. The second circuit enables to retrieve two-time correlators of the form ⟨Ψ |A(t)B(t′)|Ψ⟩, with
A(t) = U†(t, 0)PkU(t, 0) and B(t′) = U†(t′, 0)PlU(t′, 0) (where Pi denotes a Pauli operator). On the right, ⟨O0⟩C indicates
that the ancillary qubit (labeled by convention as the "0th" qubit) is to be measured in the O ∈ {X,Y, Z} basis after the
execution of the circuit C drawn on the left.

4 Mapping a many-body problem to a
quantum computer

This section explains how to go from the many-body
problem at hand to the one that the quantum com-
puter models. In particular, if we focus on digital (gate-
based) quantum platforms, such devices usually have
constraints: (i) they have qubits (two-level systems),
not fermions/bosons; (section 4.1), (ii) they have a lim-
ited number of qubits (section 4.2), and (iii) they have
a limited coherence (section 8.1). Thus, one needs to
transform, reduce or/and map the original problem so
that the quantum computer can give insights into the
properties of the original many-body problem.

4.1 From fermions to qubits

The treatment of fermions on a quantum computer can
be made starting from the first or from the second quan-
tization [17]. While we mainly focus in this review on
the second option, the two strategies, i.e., first or second
quantization as a starting point, are briefly discussed
below.

4.1.1 Encoding fermions as qubits in second
quantization

To perform any Hamiltonian simulation written in sec-
ond quantized form on a quantum computer, one must
map the fermion Hamiltonian to a spin Hamiltonian.
This mapping is not unique. The most standard map-
ping techniques are the Jordan-Wigner (JW) transfor-

mation [135], the Bravyi-Kitaev (BK) [136] or the par-
ity mapping [137] (for a comprehensive discussion see
[17, 138, 139]). We illustrate the JW case that is often
retained for many-body applications due to its relative
simplicity.

Let us consider a set of fermions associated with the
creation/annihilation operators (a†p, ap) where p labels
a complete basis of single-particle states ϕp(r). These
operators act on the many-body vacuum by changing
the occupation of orbital p. In the JW fermion-to-qubit
mapping, the occupation (resp. vacancy) of a state is
usually encoded as the state |1⟩p (resp. |0⟩p). Then, the
operator Q+

p = |1⟩p⟨0|p = 1
2 (Xp − iYp) and its her-

mitian conjugate Q−
p can be seen as the qubit equiva-

lents of the creation/annihilation operators. The diffi-
culty is that these sets of operators commute between
each other for different qubits while they should anti-
commute for fermions. One solution to this issue is to
choose a specific ordering for the one-to-one correspon-
dence between the single-particle state and the qubits
and use the following prescription:

a†p ←→
p−1⊗
k=1

Zk ⊗Q+
p , ap ←→

p−1⊗
k=1

Zk ⊗Q−
p . (4.1)

In this transformation, the fermionic sign (which comes
from the anticommutation rules of fermions) is kept
track of via the string

⊗p−1
k=1 Zk of Pauli-Z operators.

At the circuit level, this means that operations that are
one-body at a fermionic level (like exp(−it{c†0c1+h.c}))
might become a multi-qubit operation. For instance,
a†3a1 leads to a term Q†

3Z2Q1 that acts on the three
qubits (1, 2, 3).
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The fermion–to–qubit mapping corresponds to the
mapping of a set of ñ single-particle orbitals obeying
fermionic anticommutation rules to a set of n qubits.
The mapping is not unique, and depending on which
choice is made the number of qubits n may not be
identical to the number of spin-orbitals ñ. Furthermore,
the locality d (a d-local Hamiltonian can be expressed
as the sum of Hamiltonian terms acting upon at most
d qubits) is usually not conserved upon encoding. For
instance, in the Jordan-Wigner mapping, ñ = n and
d̃ = O(ñ), while another transform called the Bravyi-
Kitaev transformation that also has ñ = n achieves a
better locality, namely d̃ = O(log2 ñ). Note that in gen-
eral it is advantageous to use the Bravyi-Kitaev encod-
ing compared to the Jordan-Wigner encoding in terms
of circuit depth [140]. Despite this, the Jordan-Wigner
mapping is often used in practice due to its relative
simplicity. Another example is the so-called superfast
fermionic encoding [141], which requires ñ = O(md)

and achieves d̃ = O(d). Here m represents the num-
ber of Fermi modes, such that each mode can be either
empty or occupied by a fermionic particle.

Note that we have implicitly referred to SU(2) fermions
only, but SU(N) fermions can also be handled. For in-
stance, the JW mapping scheme presented above read-
ily generalizes to SU(N) fermions [142].

4.1.2 Encoding fermions in first quantization

One major drawback of the encoding based on second
quantization is that the many-body problem is encod-
ing directly in the entire Fock space, whose size grows
exponentially with the number of considered orbitals
n as 2n. On the other hand, we know that a problem
of A interacting particles described on n single-particle
states requires at most CA

n many-body states, just by
invoking the particle number conservation. Additional
symmetries can further reduce the size of the relevant
Hilbert space. Said differently, second quantization ap-
plied to many-body problems leads to a significant dark
sector that might ultimately reduce quantum advan-
tage. First quantization, which was the original formu-
lation of quantum mechanics, has been explored as a
possible solution to this problem. An exhaustive discus-
sion of the particles–to–qubit encoding using first quan-
tization is out of the scope of the present review and
we only give some brief guidelines. For more details, see
for instance Ref. [17] and the historical overview given
in Fig. 5 of Ref. [18].

First quantization directly relies on the wave-function
representation of the problem of interacting particles
without invoking the machinery associated with Fock

space and creation/annihilation operators. Some antic-
ipated advantages of this formulation are underlined
below. We start from a Hamiltonian describing a set of
particles i = 1, . . . , N and written in first quantization
as:

H =

N∑
i=1

h(i) +

N∑
i<j=1

V (i, j), (4.2)

where h(i) is a one-body Hamiltonian acting on the ith
particle, and V (i, j) denotes the interaction between
particles i and j. Two main strategies have been used to
encode the problem directly starting from Hamiltonian
(4.2):

1. Grid-based method: Let us assume that the particle
is described by a certain set of coordinates {q}, for
instance, its position and spin, i.e., q = (x, y, z, σ).
Then, the many-body wave-function, denoted by
|ΨN ⟩, can be decomposed as

|ΨN ⟩ =
∫
d3NΩΨN (q1, · · · ,qN )|q1, · · ·qN ⟩. (4.3)

Here
∫
d3NΩ denotes the integral over the 3N di-

mensional space and the sum over the 2N spin
components. One advantage of this representation
is that the state |q1, · · ·qN ⟩ can already contain
the antisymmetry property [143]. Continuous vari-
ables like position or momentum are generally not
bounded and application requires specific discretiza-
tion schemes on a grid. The possibility to describe
quantum systems on a grid using quantum comput-
ers has been explored already in pioneering arti-
cles [144, 145]. The encoding can be made by as-
suming that each (x, y, z) component is discretized
on a mesh with L points. As discussed in de-
tail in Ref. [17], the description of a wave-function
given by (4.3) requires storing L3N × 2N ampli-
tudes and, therefore, becomes rapidly prohibitive
on a classical computer. Brute-force few-body prob-
lems treated on a classical computer are usually re-
stricted to small number of particles N . Assuming
that L = 2m−1, such amplitudes can be stored on
(3m + 1)N qubits. Such encoding becomes more
compact and automatically treats the problem in
the proper space of wave-function having N parti-
cles. Using grid-based methods, the different oper-
ators entering in (4.2) can be encoded in the basis
by rewriting them as:
h(i) =

∑
p,q

⟨p|h|q⟩ (|p⟩⟨q|)i

V (i, j) =
∑

p,q,r,s

⟨p, r|V |q, s⟩ (|p⟩⟨q|)i (|r⟩⟨s|)j ,
(4.4)
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where we use the notation [146]

(|p⟩⟨q|)i ≡ |p⟩i⟨q|i
⊗
k ̸=i

Ik.

With these expressions, we see that each term of the
one- and two-body components will only couple one
state of the computational basis to a single state of
the same basis. Following this discretization tech-
nique, a number of quantum algorithms eventually
taking advantage of the sparsity of the Hamiltonian
have been proposed [146–149] (see also [17, 18]).

2. Basis set method or restricted CI method: the di-
rect solution of a many-body problem directly on
a mesh is rather challenging and requires a good
control of the precision both on the quantum algo-
rithm and on the discretization scheme itself [146].
As discussed in the introduction and further elab-
orated in section 4.2, classical algorithms based on
CI techniques are built using a set of Ma "active"
single-particle states {|ϕl⟩l=1,Ma

} where a number
Mp of particles can be distributed to form Slater
determinants. If Mp identifies with the total num-
ber of particles N and a sufficient number of single-
particle states are considered the CI calculation is
said unrestricted; otherwise, it is referred to as re-
stricted CI. One can then write the Hamiltonian
components in a similar way as in Eq. (4.4) replac-
ing the states |p⟩ by the new single-particles states.
The number of many-body states to consider is CMp

Ma

and the Hamiltonian is sparse in this basis. As pro-
posed in Ref. [150], one can label a given state as
|m1, · · · ,mN ⟩ with ml = 0,Ma − 1 denoting the
orbital that the particle l is occupying. Let us as-
sume simply that Ma = 2na , then, a set of inte-
gers ml = 0,Ma − 1 can be encoded on na qubits
[151]. Accordingly, the set of states |m1, · · · ,mN ⟩
can be encoded on N log2(Ma) qubits. Illustrations
of quantum algorithms using this technique can be
found in [17, 150].

4.2 Reducing the number of degrees of freedom

NISQ devices come with a limited number of qubits
and limited coherence. These constraints limit the num-
ber of degrees of freedom (typically orbitals) of the
system one wants to study. Nevertheless, many-body
condensed matter, quantum chemistry, or nuclear prob-
lems typically comprise tens or hundreds of orbitals. Di-
rectly tackling these large model spaces with a quantum
processor appears unfeasible, if not ill-advised. Indeed,
over the last century, numerous classical many-body
methods have been devised to reduce the number of

Fig. 4.1 Embedding methods (a) and active-space selection
(b). In embedding methods, an extended (lattice) model is
self-consistently mapped to a local (impurity or embedded)
model. In active-space methods, a subset of orbitals (usu-
ally partially filled ones) is selected to construct the active
space Hamiltonian, while the other orbitals are treated at
the mean-field (Hartree-Fock) level. Due to their smaller size,
the embedded or active-space models are better suited for a
solution with today’s quantum computers.

truly correlated—sometimes called "ultra quantum"—
degrees of freedom. These classical methods then rely
on advanced algorithms to solve the "reduced model".
Despite its reduced complexity, this model is usually
hard to tackle in some physically relevant regimes due
to its strongly-correlated character. This is where quan-
tum coprocessors could be used to extend the power of
classical algorithms. We highlight below a few classical-
inspired methods that were used to reduce the number
of qubits for many-body systems treated on quantum
computers. These methods are illustrated in Fig. 4.1.

4.2.1 Embedding methods

Typical condensed-matter problems are formulated on
a lattice of atomic sites (e.g., the Hubbard model in-
troduced in Eq. (2.2)). The number of sites needed to
observe collective phenomena like phase transitions typ-
ically exceeds the capacity of exact diagonalization or
Monte-Carlo methods. Classical methods collected un-
der the term embedding methods have been developed
to overcome this limitation. They draw inspiration from
mean-field methods in that they self-consistently map
the original, extended problem onto a smaller, more
local many-body problem (sometimes called fragment)
"embedded" in a (usually) non-interacting environment
(also called bath). One can then leverage the fact that
this embedded problem has fewer correlated degrees of
freedom to tackle it with classical or, if need be, quan-
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tum methods [138]. An illustration for these methods
is provided in Figure 4.1 (a).
Examples of embedding methods include, but are
not limited to, Dynamical Mean Field Theory
(DMFT)[152], the Gutzwiller or Rotationally-Invariant
Slave Boson (RISB)[153] method, and the Density-
Matrix Embedding Theory (DMET)[154] method.
Generically, the embedded problem has the form:

H =

Nc∑
i=1

Unc
i↑n

c
i↓ − µ

Nc∑
i=1

∑
σ

nciσ (4.5)

+

Nb∑
p=1

Nc∑
i=1

∑
σ

(
Vpc

†
iσapσ + h.c

)
+

Nb∑
p=1

∑
σ

εpa
†
pσapσ,

(4.6)

where a†pσ creates electrons in the bath (of size Nb),
while c†iσ creates electrons in the correlated orbitals
(nciσ = c†iσciσ). Compared to the Hubbard model,
Eq. (4.6) has fewer (Nc) interacting sites (the Nb bath
sites are uncorrelated). However, it is still a compli-
cated many-body problem. Typically, Nc is adapted to
the spatial resolution one wants. For regimes with con-
siderable correlation lengths, it can exceed the reach of
advanced Monte-Carlo methods.
The embedding methods mentioned above differ by the
number of bath sites, the observables that need to be
computed (generally, Green’s functions on the impu-
rity or reduced density matrices), and the way the self-
consistent parameters (εp and Vp) are updated. For in-
stance, within RISB and DMET, Nb = Nc; this results
in the embedded model being much smaller than the
original Hubbard model.
Recent works have used quantum processors to tackle
the embedded model within an embedding method
[155–160]. They are limited so far to small sizes (Nc ≤
2) due to NISQ limitations. Until now, classical meth-
ods still outperform quantum methods in solving these
problems.

4.2.2 Active space methods

In quantum chemistry, like in condensed matter or nu-
clear physics problems, the number of degrees of free-
dom can be reduced to the genuinely complicated de-
grees of freedom. These are usually called active or-
bitals. Instead of handling all orbitals at the same level
of theory, orbitals are divided into active ones—which
require an advanced many-body method—and inac-
tive ones—for which mean-field (Hartree-Fock) meth-
ods will be sufficient. The active space selection can be
based on the occupation level of molecular orbitals (the

orbitals resulting from a Hartree-Fock optimization).
Empty and occupied orbitals (with occupation num-
bers close to 0 or 1, respectively) are inactive, while
partially-filled orbitals are considered active. The ac-
tive space size is adjusted according to the sought-after
accuracy, available computational capacity, or both.
The so-obtained active space Hamiltonian has the same
form as the original Hamiltonian, which is given by
Eq. (2.3). However, it usually has a much smaller num-
ber of orbitals: N is reduced to Na. Then, with a classi-
cal computer, one can tackle this reduced problem with
advanced methods like FCI (if Na is very small) or CC
otherwise. The simplification of a many-body problem’s
solution by selecting some active space without degrad-
ing the quality of an approach is a complex and delicate
issue where one can take advantage of quantum infor-
mation concepts to make the selection of relevant states
[161, 162].

With a quantum coprocessor, the reduction from N to
Na orbitals directly translates, via fermion-spin trans-
forms (see section 4.1, to a reduced number of required
qubits (namely Na). An illustration for these methods
is provided in Figure 4.1 (b).

Many recent works use this active space selection to
reduce the number of required qubits, see, e.g., [163], or
to explore the resource requirements on future quantum
computers [164, 165].

5 Ideal algorithms

Here, we discuss some textbook methods to simulate a
quantum system and solve the eigenvalue problems on
a quantum computer [9].

5.1 Quantum Phase Estimation for the eigenvalue
problem

Description Quantum Phase Estimation (QPE), also
called Phase Estimation Algorithm, is a generic method
to shed light on the spectrum of a unitary operator
with a quantum computer [9, 133]. It is already well
documented, and we only give here the key ingredients
of the approach.

Suppose that the operator U has a set of eigenvalues
{e2πiϕα}. We assume that for all α, we have 0 ≤ ϕα <

1 and denote by {|α⟩} the corresponding eigenvectors.
The system’s initial state can be decomposed as:

|Ψ⟩ =
∑
α

cα|α⟩. (5.1)
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Fig. 5.1 Illustration of the QPE circuit used to get the eigen-
values of an arbitrary unitary operator U . The QPE circuit
uses the inverse Quantum Fourier Transform (QFT−1) [9].
The QPE requires na additional ancillary qubits. The preci-
sion of the method will directly depend on na.

The QPE method consists of the following schematic
sequence:

|Ψ⟩ QPE−−−→
∑
α

cα|α⟩ ⊗ |ϕ̃α⟩ Measure−−−−−→ |α⟩ ⊗ |ϕ̃α⟩, (5.2)

where the bitstring ϕ̃α = ϕαna−1 . . . ϕ
α
0 (ϕαi ∈ {0, 1} be-

ing the result of the measurement of the ancillary qubit
i) encodes an estimation of the phase ϕα as the binary

fraction 0.ϕα0 · · ·ϕαna−1 ≡
na−1∑
j=0

ϕα
j

2j+1 . We will use the no-

tation 0.ϕ̃α for this number, although the order of the
bits is reversed. A schematic view of the QPE circuit is
shown in Fig. 5.1.
The effect of QPE is twofold: the initial state is pro-
jected into one eigenstate (or a set of degenerate states)
having non-vanishing overlap with the initial state, and
the associated eigenvalue is retrieved with a precision
|ϕα−0.ϕ̃α| ≤ 1/2na , which improves exponentially with
na. Note that the projection is only approximate unless
the binary fraction of ϕα is finite and the number na is
sufficient to have ϕα = 0.ϕ̃α. This projection effect was
used recently in a many-body system to restore broken
symmetries (see [88, 97]).
For many-body problems, QPE can be seen as a gold
standard to solve the eigenvalue problem for the Hamil-
tonian H in a large Hilbert space. In this case, the op-
erator U can be chosen as the propagator itself, with

U(τ) = e−2πiτ(H−E0), (5.3)

where τ and E0 are parameters chosen to map the spec-
trum of H into elements of [0, 1[. The circuit to prepare
the unitary U starting from a given H is usually ob-
tained via trotterization, a method summarized in sec-
tion 5.2.
A key feature of the QPE algorithm is that its com-
plexity for finding the phase ϕα associated with the

0.0
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(a) na = 4 Ground state
Excited states
QPE

0.0
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(b) na = 6
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E/ e
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100
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(c) na = 8

Fig. 5.2 Illustration of the QPE algorithm applied to the
Hartree-Fock state |ψ⟩ = |00001111⟩ of a Pairing Hamil-
tonian, Eq. (2.5), with one body energies at levels j,
εj=0,1,...,nq−1 = j∆e, g = 0.5∆e and ∆e = 1 [97]. p is
the probability of measuring the energy value E in the ancil-
lary register. The ancillary qubits na used for the QPE were
4 (a), 6 (b), and 8 (c). The vertical green and black lines
correspond to the ground and excited energies of the Hamil-
tonian, respectively. The figure has been adapted from [97].
Note that panel (c) is shown in linear-log scale.

eigenstate |α⟩ with additive error ϵ scales as:

O
(

poly(nq)
ϵS2

)
. (5.4)

Here, S denotes the overlap between the initial state
|Ψ⟩ and |α⟩, i.e., S = |⟨α|Ψ⟩|. For large systems, S is
generically small because it becomes exponentially dif-
ficult to attain a high overlap value due to the expo-
nential expansion of the Hilbert space, a phenomenon
known as the orthogonality catastrophe [119, 166]. It is
important to note that the cost of preparing the ini-
tial state |Ψ⟩ has not been included in this analysis, as
we assume that a cost-efficient approach is used: the
term 1/S2 simply reflects the scaling of the number of
measurements required to identify ϕα. In the general
case, however, preparing an arbitrary initial state has
exponential scaling with respect to nq.
Since ϵ ∼ 1/2na , the term 1/ϵ is linked both to the
number of ancilla qubits required for a specified pre-
cision and to the circuit depth, given that there are
na controlled-U gates and O(n2a) operations are needed
for the inverse Quantum Fourier Transform. Typically,
the U gates exhibit polynomial scaling with respect to
the number of system qubits nq, i.e., O(poly(nq)), and
for electronic structure problems, this scaling is com-
monly O(n5q). Furthermore, as highlighted in a later
section (5.2) and due to the no fast-forwarding theorem
[167], the complexity of the U gates generally scales lin-
early with the evolution time t. This implies that the
application of a sequence of controlled-U2k gates will
usually result in exponential complexity, given that the
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total evolution time needed to execute the algorithm is
τ(2na − 1).

These scalings illustrate the advantages and shortcom-
ings of the “perfect” QPE (i.e., performed on a fault-
tolerant quantum computer). On the flip side, it means
that QPE requires an input state that reasonably over-
laps the actual eigenstate. One could, for instance, re-
sort to adiabatic state preparation [168] to rotate some
simple initial state into a state exhibiting a significant
overlap with the eigenstate of interest. This requirement
over the overlap becomes problematic in high dimen-
sion for many-body problems due to the orthogonal-
ity catastrophe referred to above. Note that this initial
state problem can be cleverly handled in some cases. A
case in point is Shor’s factoring algorithm [112], which
uses QPE as the main ingredient after a clever state
preparation, providing an exponential speedup over the
classical version of the factoring algorithm.

On the bright side, the 1/ϵ scaling is much better than
the 1/ϵ2 typical of classical Monte-Carlo methods. This
advantage is used in "quantum Monte-Carlo" methods.
These techniques use QPE as a critical building block
within another algorithm called quantum amplitude
estimation [169]. We point out that these techniques
should not be confused with the many-body quantum
Monte-Carlo methods, which refer to purely classical
methods to solve quantum many-body problems. We
also note in passing that recent proposals have been
made to hybridize "classical" quantum Monte-Carlo
methods such as Auxiliary-Field Quantum Monte-Carlo
(AFQMC) or Full-Configuration-Interaction-Quantum-
Monte-Carlo (FCIQMC) with quantum algorithms
[170–172].

On NISQ processors, QPE is hardly applicable owing to
the number of operations required (whether the previ-
ously mentioned 2na depth or those of the QFT). Esti-
mates for chemical problems yield tremendous numbers
[173], not compatible with the number of qubits and er-
ror rates of current and near-term machines.

Today, intensive efforts are being made to provide less
costly methods for Hamiltonian eigenvalue problems.
Some of them will be further reviewed in section 6.

5.2 Trotterization

Description Trotterization is a technique to implement
a time evolution U = e−iHt on digital quantum hard-
ware [145], i.e., as a sequence of few-qubit gates.

Most many-body Hamiltonians are k-local, meaning
they can be decomposed as a sum of terms acting on at

most k qubits:

H =

m∑
j=1

λjPj , (5.5)

with Pj a product of at most k Pauli operators.

Trotterization approximates the exponential of a sum
e−iHt as the product of the individual terms. The so-
called first-order Trotter-Suzuki formula [145] reads

e−iHt =
(∏m

j=1 e
−iλjPj

t
nt

)nt

+O
(

m2t2

nt

)
(5.6)

where nt is the number of Trotter steps. The rationale
behind formula (5.6) is that the whole Hamiltonian evo-
lution is carried out in the form of repeated sequences
of step-wise evolutions e−iλjPj

t
nt . Each such evolution

can be simplified as a sequence of one- and two-qubit
gates.

Notably, the number nt of Trotter steps must be in-
creased when t increases: the circuit structure is not
fixed with t; instead, its complexity grows linearly with
t. In some cases, a sublinear scaling can be proposed,
but this is not generally the case because of the no fast-
forwarding theorem [167]. In the QPE described in the
previous section, this implies that a unitary operator
of the form U2n = exp(−iH2nt) has depth O(2n), ex-
plaining the exponential scalings of QPE.

Beyond standard trotterization The possibility of re-
ducing the significant scaling associated with the
Trotter-Suzuki methods is an active field of research.
Several alternative methods have been proposed: the
Variational Fast-Forwarding [174, 175], Incremental
Structure Learning [176], the Adaptive Product For-
mula [177], and the Variational Time Dependent Phase
Estimation [178], to quote some of them.

6 NISQ Algorithms

Quantum algorithms like the QPE presented above re-
quire, in general, a large number of qubits or gates, or
both. Because of the limitations of current quantum
platforms in qubit and gate counts, these algorithms
cannot be used in the presence of noise. Specific algo-
rithms have been designed to circumvent those limita-
tions and study the applicability of today’s quantum
processors to concrete problems. These algorithms are
designed, for instance, to reduce the circuit depth by al-
locating only a specific task to the quantum computer
or, as when using variational methods, to allow better
control of these states.
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6.1 Variational algorithms

Variational methods are standard tools for many-body
physicists using classical computers [143]. In recent
years, they have emerged as a tool of choice for ap-
plications on quantum platforms, and are an important
part of the broader class of hybrid quantum-classical
methods [14, 15].

6.1.1 Variational Quantum Eigensolver (VQE)(and
VQS [179])

The VQE algorithm, first introduced in [180], aims at
finding the approximate ground-state energy and wave-
function of a Hamiltonian H by minimizing the energy
over a parameterized trial space (also called ansatz ),
i.e.:

EVQE = minθ [⟨Ψ (θ) |H|Ψ (θ)⟩] ≡ minθ [E(θ)] , (6.1)

where θ ≡ {θp} is a set of parameters that defines the
trial state |Ψ(θ)⟩. In most applications, the preparation
of the trial state vector is made using a unitary trans-
formation U(θ) of the qubit vacuum, denoted hereafter
by |0⟩ ≡ |0, . . . , 0⟩ with:

|Ψ(θ)⟩ = U(θ)|0⟩. (6.2)

Some illustrative examples of trial state vectors and as-
sociated unitary transformation will be given in section
6.2.
The parameterized observable E(θ) is further decom-
posed into observables that are directly measurable on
the quantum device. To do so, being provided a fermion-
to-qubit mapping (see paragraph 4.1), one can write H
as qubit operator

H =
∑
k

αkPk, (6.3)

where each Pk corresponds to a string of Pauli opera-
tors. The expectation value of each operator over the
trial state can be evaluated via sampling in the com-
putational basis (Z measurements) with negligible gate
overhead (as illustrated on Table 3). E(θ) is then ob-
tained by classically aggregating the expectation value
of each of the Pauli strings:

E(θ) =
∑
k

αk⟨Pk⟩θ (6.4)

where we use the shorthand notation ⟨.⟩θ ≡
⟨Ψ (θ) |.|Ψ (θ)⟩.
The expectation value ⟨Pk⟩ is computed by sampling
many instances of the parameterized quantum circuit
to gather enough statistics to curb statistical or "shot"

noise. Numerous strategies to limit the sampling over-
head incurred by VQE have been put forward (like
term-grouping strategies, see, e.g., [181]). Note that the
associated time burden of the algorithm can also be
partly alleviated by running these circuits in parallel
on several quantum devices or parts of a large chip.

In VQE, the optimization of parameters is delegated
to classical computers using standard optimization
methods, either gradient-free (like the Nelder-Mead
or COBYLA method) or gradient-based (like gradi-
ent descent). In order to compute the gradients within
gradient-based methods, one can apply either finite dif-
ference methods, utilizing the generating function from
Eq. (6.28) (notably, this method might be challenging
for NISQ devices due to the requisite precision), or ’an-
alytical’ gradients. The computation of the first deriva-
tive needed in those methods can be done either with a
Hadamard-test-like circuit or with the parameter shift-
rule technique [182–184]. The latter method tends to be
more suitable for noisy devices as it typically necessi-
tates running the original circuit twice while adjusting
a single parameter. However, in more general cases, the
employment of a gate conditioned on an ancilla qubit
may be needed. Some optimization methods are par-
ticularly well-suited in that they are more robust to
the shot noise mentioned above, like the SPSA method
or the parameter-shift-rule-based "rotosolve" method
[185, 186].

A schematic view of the VQE hybrid method is given
in Fig. 6.1.

Quantum Processor
state preparation

Classical  Processor

Construction of the cost function

Iterative optimization of parameters

Fig. 6.1 Schematic illustration of the VQE approach. A set
of expectation values of Pauli strings {Pk} is obtained upon
measurements on a quantum processor, while the cost func-
tion reconstruction and the parameter optimization are made
through classical processing. The unitary Uk(θ) comprises
both the ansatz circuit instance U(θ) as well as the additional
basis rotation gates necessary to access the expectation value
of operator Pk as described in Table 3.
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The implementation of the VQE algorithm on current
noisy devices faces several challenges. To mention some
important ones: the preparation of the initial state (in
the presence of noise), the accurate estimation of ex-
pectation values (Eq. (6.1)) (despite shot noise), and
the (classical) optimization of the set of parameters θ

to find the minimum of EVQE. VQE’s main advantage
is the flexibility in the choice of the unitary transfor-
mation.

Variational methods like VQE are not limited to digital
quantum processors. Elementary operations {URj

(θj)}
of the "resource" Hamiltonian of an analog quantum
computer can also be assembled into a parameterized
ansatz circuit UR1

(θ1)UR2
(θ2) · · ·URk

(θk) in order to
minimize the energy of the target Hamiltonian in the
final state. This method is called generically Varia-
tional Quantum Simulation (VQS, [179]). It has been
applied e.g to the Schwinger model on trapped-ion pro-
cessors [179] or to simple molecules on Rydberg proces-
sors [187].

Some refinements of VQE are highlighted below.

6.1.2 Advanced VQE schemes

Various refined algorithmic schemes have been pro-
posed to either extend the scope of or overcome some
limitations of plain-vanilla VQE.

Penalty methods Other types of states than the ground
state can be valuable to prepare, such as excited states.
VQE schemes with an alternative cost function have
thus been proposed to enforce the exploration of spe-
cific subspaces of interest. For instance, leveraging the
orthogonality of the eigenvectors of the Hamiltonian,
one can prepare a sequence of eigenstates by supple-
menting the cost function with penalty terms propor-
tional to the overlaps (inner products) between the
trial state Ψ(θ)⟩ and the eigenstates already prepared
{|Ψ(θ∗

j )⟩}: C(θ) = E(θ)+
∑

j λj⟨Ψ(θ∗
j )|Ψ(θ)⟩. This ap-

proach was dubbed the Variational Quantum Deflation
scheme [188]. More generally, penalty terms chosen ac-
cordingly can focus the variational search on, e.g., a
specific spin sector [189].

Subspace-search VQE A significant inconvenience of
the penalty methods listed above is the need to eval-
uate inner products. Hence, the proposal in [190] to
leverage the preservation of the inner product under
unitary transformation to look for the circuit that best
maps a set of orthogonal states to the Hamiltonian’s
eigenstates.

ctrl-VQE VQE can be applied more fundamentally by
optimizing the control pulses which underlie quantum
operations (see Fig. 3.1) [191]. This low-level optimiza-
tion allows to address the time-limited character of co-
herence in NISQ devices.

Orbital-rotating VQE schemes To use shorter circuits,
one had better work in a suitable one-particle or-
bital basis, depending on the target state. Some VQE
schemes were proposed to tailor the basis to the prob-
lem. We can distinguish two different approaches: (i) a
"classical dressing" of the Hamiltonian observable with
a general orbital rotation whose parameters must be de-
termined along with the circuit’s parameters (Orbital
Optimized-VQE [192, 193]), and (ii) iterative basis up-
dates: a converged variational state in the current basis
(starting from the usual site-spin basis in lattice models
for instance) is leveraged to extract ground state fea-
tures, setting forth advantageous updates to the single-
particle basis. The terms of the Hamiltonian are trans-
formed accordingly before a new VQE optimization is
run. The latter strategy was applied in two different set-
tings. The first one—dubbed permVQE [194]—consists
in mere single-particle basis permutations guided by
the form of the current converged state’s mutual infor-
mation matrix. This matrix measures the information
shared by pairs of qubits. For a nearest-neighbor qubit
topology, one aims at concentrating its high magnitude
coefficients around the diagonal so as to lower the count
of entangling gates required. The second one—called
NOization [159]—performs general basis updates aimed
at iteratively reaching a specific, state-dependent basis
known as the Natural Orbitals basis. This basis is as-
sociated with a compact state representation, namely
the one encompassing the lowest number of computa-
tional basis states (Slater determinants). In this case,
the quantity being monitored is the 1-RDM, whose
eigenbasis provides the new basis for the subsequent
VQE run.

Projective Quantum Eigensolver (PQE) The PQE
method [195] minimizes the residuals (that measure the
non-orthogonality of excited states to the ground state
manifold) instead of the energy, yielding accuracies on
a par with VQE’s using fewer resources, and with less
size-dependence.

State-Average VQE : A possible way to access excited
states as well as to handle degeneracies is to use the
quantum equivalent of the state-averaged complete ac-
tive space self-consistent field used in classical com-
puters [196]. This method, dubbed State-Average-VQE



20

(SA-VQE) [197] provides a way to obtain excited states
in a reduced Hilbert space that can be used even in
presence of degeneracies.

6.1.3 On the use of variational principles in quantum
computers

Although it is slightly out of the scope of the present
review, we want to mention broader applications of vari-
ational principles in quantum computing.
One can, for instance, use McLachlan’s variational prin-
ciple (MVP) [198] to obtain approximate quantum sys-
tems’ unitary evolutions. In that case, the MVP takes
the form:

δ ∥(iℏ∂/∂t−H) |Ψ(t)⟩∥ = 0, (6.5)

where ∥|Ψ⟩∥ ≡
√
⟨Ψ |Ψ⟩. This variational principle can

be interpreted as a cost function which, given a para-
metric form for the trial state, minimizes the deviation
of the approximate evolution iℏ∂t|Ψ(t)⟩ from the true
evolution H|Ψ⟩. This principle can be connected with
other variational principles generally used in many-
body problems [143]. A complete discussion of the MVP
and its manipulation is out of the scope of the present
article but can be found in Ref. [199] in the quantum
computing context. Still, it is interesting to mention
that the MVP is not restricted to real-time unitary evo-
lution but can be adapted to other problems involving
non-unitary motion or mixed-state evolution.
Mixed state evolution: The approximate solution of a
density matrix evolution that could differ from that of
a pure state density can be obtained from the MVP:

δ ∥iℏdρ/dt− L(ρ)∥2 = 0, (6.6)

where ρ is the density matrix (see section 8.1 for a
definition), and the Liouvillian L(ρ) is a general func-
tional of the density. This variational principle can be
used to find an approximation of iℏρ̇ = L(ρ). The pure
state Hamiltonian evolution can be recovered by setting
ρ = |Ψ⟩⟨Ψ | and L(ρ) = [H, ρ]. Besides this case, it can
also be used to simulate dissipative processes using a
Lindblad-type equation (see section 8) for L(ρ) [200].
Imaginary-time propagation When the real-time evolu-
tion is replaced by an imaginary-time evolution (t →
iτ), an initial state with a good enough overlap with
the exact ground state is projected to the exact ground
state by the evolution operator U(τ) = e−τH . This
method is a standard practical one to obtain the low-
est energies and associated eigenstates of the Hamilto-
nian on a classical computer. The operator U(τ) is non-
unitary and cannot a priori be directly implemented on

Fig. 6.2 Ground state preparation of |Ψ(1)
0 ⟩ from a simple-

to-prepare ground state |Ψ(0)
0 ⟩, either via adiabatic state

preparation or variational state preparation. The optimal
variational state is represented with a dot in the variational
manifold. It is the one with the highest overlap with |Ψ(1)

0 ⟩. Its
distance to the target state |Ψ(1)

0 ⟩ measures the expressivity
of the ansatz. The orange sphere materializes the variability
on the state obtained upon optimization of the variational
ansatz, due to (i) the optimization being done with regards
to an energetic criterion rather than the overlap (ii) the pres-
ence of local minima in the optimization landscape, (iii) shot
noise (all of which incur solely errors making the state move in
the variational manifold), and (iv) hardware noise (possibly
also incurring errors kicking the state out of the variational
manifold).

a quantum computer. This problem was overcome in
Ref. [17, 201] using the following variant of the MVP:

δ ∥(∂τ + [H − ⟨H⟩τ ]) |Ψ(τ)⟩∥ = 0. (6.7)

This approach is called Quantum Imaginary-Time Evo-
lution (QITE). It can be variational if |Ψ⟩ is parame-
terized by variational parameters, or not [202].
It is interesting to mention that variational techniques,
that are fundamental tools in many-body systems, have
also been exported to general learning problems. Such
techniques are a growing field of interest today [182,
203–208].

6.2 Variational ansätze for many-body problems

6.2.1 Adiabatic state preparation vs. variational state
preparation

The adiabatic state preparation method is an essen-
tial inspiration to many variational state preparation
techniques that we will describe. Its goal is reach the
ground state |ψ(1)

0 ⟩ of a Hamiltonian H1 by starting
from the (easy-to-prepare) ground state |ψ(0)

0 ⟩ of an ini-
tial Hamiltonian H0.
This is achieved by designing a time-dependent Hamil-
tonian:

H(t) = (1− s(t))H0 + s(t)H1, (6.8)
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where s denotes a "schedule" such that s(t = 0) = 0

and s(t = T ) = 1. Typically, |ψ(0)
0 ⟩ can be a Slater

determinant.
The adiabatic theorem guarantees that provided one
proceeds slowly enough (adiabatically) with regards to
the spectral gap along the path, the system remains
in the ground state of the instantaneous Hamiltonian
H(t). This property is linked to the so-called Gell-
Mann and Low theorem [209, 210]. Upon trotteriz-
ing the evolution under perturbed Hamiltonians, one
thus has a general—but costly—recipe for ground state
preparation: adiabatic state preparation (ASP) [168].
This method was used in, e.g., [138], which furthermore
makes use of QPE (see paragraph 5.1 for a discussion
on the limitations of QPE for state preparation) to pin
the state into the ground state of the perturbed Hamil-
tonian.
By construction, ASP gives rise to long time evolutions
and hence deep circuits, which is a problem for NISQ
processors. It can nevertheless be used as a formal in-
spiration to design variational states to be used in the
variational methods described above: these can be re-
garded as a way to find unitary "shortcuts" (sometimes
called diabatic evolution) to go from a simple initial
state |ψ(0)

0 ⟩ to a target ground state |ψ(1)
0 ⟩, as pictured

on Fig. 6.2.
The general strategy to borrow from ASP to design
VQE states is the following: Hamiltonian (6.8) in-
duces a unitary evolution that can be trotterized as∏nt

k=1 e
−i(1−s(tk))H0δte−is(tk)H1δt, with δt = T/nt and

tk = kδt. This unitary evolution can be transformed
into a variational circuit

U(θ) =
∏
k

e−iθ2kH0e−iθ2k+1H1 . (6.9)

In the following subsections, we consider ansätze
with increasing complexity starting from a rather
academic methodology (Hartree-Fock approach, Bo-
golyubov transformation) and then present the recent
efforts to craft more minimal ansätze so that they avoid
running into the usual limitations of VQE (limited co-
herence time of NISQ devices, or the barren plateaus
encountered in numerous-parameter ansatz optimiza-
tions [211]).

6.2.2 Uncorrelated ansätze

Hartree-Fock theory and Slater determinants In many-
body problems, a complete basis of the Fock space is
given by the set of Slater determinants:

|δnq−1, . . . , δ0⟩ =
∏
k

[
a†k

]δk
|0⟩, (6.10)

where {a†k}k=0,nq−1 correspond to the creation opera-
tors associated with a complete set of single-particle
states {|k⟩}. Here it is assumed that the one-body
Hilbert space is finite with dimension nq. For a set of
A particles, the Hartree-Fock procedure consists in es-
timating the ground state energy of a (possibly corre-
lated) Hamiltonian H as EHF = ⟨ΨHF|H|ΨHF⟩ assum-
ing that the trial wave-function is a Slater determinant
given by

|ΨHF⟩ =
∏
α

[
b†α
]γα |0⟩. (6.11)

In this equation, only A coefficients γα are equal to 1

(corresponding to particles below the Fermi level) while
nq −A of them are equal to zero (particle states). The
creations operators {b†α} are associated to a complete
basis {|α⟩}, with the relationship:

|α⟩ =
∑
k

|k⟩⟨k|α⟩ −→ b†α =
∑
k

a†kUkα, (6.12)

with Ukα = ⟨k|α⟩ a unitary transformation to be vari-
ationally determined. In other words, the HF proce-
dure consists in variationally finding the best Slater de-
terminant approximation to the target ground state.
It is a very simple mean-field approach to the origi-
nal problem: it replaces the many-body problem with a
set of particles influencing one another through a self-
consistent, average one-body potential (or mean field),
instead of actual interactions. Practical aspects of find-
ing the HF solution, which consists in minimizing the
energy with respect to the variations of unitary matrix
U , are standard.
Below, we focus on the implementation of HF on a
quantum computer because the preparation of arbi-
trary Slater determinants is the starting point of many
more advanced methods (indeed, implementing HF on
a quantum computer is per se not useful as HF can be
implemented efficiently—i.e in polynomial time—on a
classical computer).
When the Jordan-Wigner transformation is used to
map the Fock space to qubit space (see section
4.1), the set of Slater determinants, given by Eq.
(6.10), directly identifies with the computational ba-
sis {|δnq−1, . . . , δ0⟩} with {δk = 0, 1}k=0,nq−1, that we
can rewrite as:

|δnq−1, . . . , δ0⟩ =
∏
k

[Xk]
δk |0⟩. (6.13)

The key ingredient to implementing the HF theory on a
quantum computer is to be able to realize a general uni-
tary transformation U on the fermionic modes, as de-
fined in Equation (6.12), using a parametric circuit and
the possibility to prepare a state equivalent to (6.11)
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with exactly A particles. The technique that has been
employed, for instance, in Ref. [84, 212], is based on the
use of the Thouless theorem [213] (see also Appendix E
of Ref. [55]). Starting from one of the Slater determi-
nants given in (6.10) and denoted generically as |Ψ0⟩,
one can generate an ensemble of new Slater determi-
nants given by

|Ψ(Z)⟩ ≡ ei
∑

ij Zija
†
iaj |Ψ0⟩, (6.14)

where Z is supposed to be hermitian. These states iden-
tify with the form (6.11) with b†α(Z) =

∑
k(e

iZ)αka
†
k,

i.e. U∗ = eiZ . The circuit that performs the Thouless
transformation starting from a product state as given
by Eq. (6.13) is discussed in detail in Ref. [212]. Addi-
tional discussion on the application of HF can be found
in Refs. [17, 173].

General quasi-particle vacuum The transformation
(6.12) and the Thouless method can be generalized to
a larger class of trial states known as quasi-particle
vacua (also known as Gaussian states in other con-
texts). Below, such vacuum states are written generi-
cally as |Ψβ⟩ ∝

∏
βα|0⟩, where {βα, β†

α} denotes a com-
plete set of quasi-particles creation/annihilation opera-
tors. These operators can be connected through a gen-
eralization of Eq. (6.12) given by [55, 143]:

β†
k =

∑
k

[
a†kUkα + akVkα

]
. (6.15)

Using general quasi-particle vacua instead of restrict-
ing to Slater determinants leads to the Hartree-Fock-
Bogolyubov (HFB) theory, where the U(1) symmetry,
associated with particle number conservation, is bro-
ken. The advantage of breaking this symmetry is the
possibility to describe superfluid systems [214].
The quantum state preparation of a general quasi-
particle vacuum using the Thouless transformation, as
done at the HF level in [212], was addressed in, e.g.,
[215] and relies on two main arguments. First, the
mapping between Thouless’ transformation U(Z) =

ei
∑

ij Zijγiγj (where the γi denote Majorana modes, i.e.,
γ2k = ak + a†k and γ2k+1 = −i(ak − a†k)) and quantum
gates can be found by leveraging the decomposition of
R = eiZ as a product of elementary Givens rotations
[216]. Let M be the number of fermionic modes (and

hence, qubits), then R =
(2M2 )∏
k=1

rk(θk), where the Givens

rotations consist of M local phase rotations which can
be implemented as Rz gates and 2M(M − 1) SO(4)

rotations acting non-trivially only on two modes. The
SO(4) rotations can be rendered in a quantum circuit
by means of matchgates [217, 218] and SWAP gates.

All in all, Thouless’ transformation can be implemented
as a nearest-neighbour matchgate circuit with depth
O(M).
Several applications have also been explored in quan-
tum computers using a Bardeen–Cooper–Schrieffer
(BCS)-like ansatz given by:

|Ψ⟩ =
∏
k

(
uk + vka

†
ka

†
k̄

)
|0⟩, (6.16)

where (k, k̄) refers to two single-particle states forming
a pair of time-reversed states, and where u2k + v2k = 1.
The encoding of such a state on a qubit register is not
unique. If the brute force JWT is used to make a direct
mapping between single-particle states and qubits, the
trial state can be written as:

|Ψ(θ)⟩ =
⊗
k

[sin(θk)|00⟩k + cos(θk)|11⟩k] , (6.17)

where we made the identification uk = sin(θk) and
vk = cos(θk). To map Eq. (6.16) into Eq. (6.17), time-
reversed states are assumed to be represented by adja-
cent qubits, and |.⟩k denotes the two qubits associated
with these states. We recognize a generalized Bell state
that can be obtained by performing a Ry(θk) rotation
on one of the qubits followed by a CNOT operation with
the second qubit. Such encoding was used, for instance,
in [88, 219–223].
This encoding is general and allows treatment of sys-
tems where one or several pairs are broken (usually re-
ferred to as nonzero seniority [214]) as illustrated in
Ref. [88] for instance, to treat odd systems. If we re-
strict to the situation with seniority 0, i.e., when no
pairs are broken, one can reduce the number of qubits
by directly encoding the occupation of the two adja-
cent time-reversed states onto one qubit. In this case,
the state |1⟩k or |0⟩k represents the simultaneous occu-
pation or not of the two time-reversed particles (k, k̄).
This technique, used in Refs. [94, 97, 222], has the ad-
vantage of reducing by a factor of 2 the required number
of qubits compared to the case where one particle is en-
coded on one qubit. It also avoids the use of controlled
operations since we have, for this encoding scheme:

|Ψ(θ)⟩ =
⊗
k

[sin θk|0⟩k + cos θk|1⟩k]

=
∏
k

R(k)
y (π − 2θk) |0⟩. (6.18)

Quasiparticle-like states have been extensively explored
in quantum computers [224, 225] (see also [215]), as well
as their experimental implementation, [212].
We focused here on relatively standard quasi-particle
vacuum states that play a particular role in many-body
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systems and lead to the HF and HFB frameworks. Be-
low is a selection of other ansätze that are widely dis-
cussed today in the literature.

6.2.3 Hamiltonian Variational Ansatz

Inspired both from adiabatic state preparation (ASP,
see Fig. 6.2) and the Quantum Approximate Opti-
mization Algorithm circuit (QAOA [226]), which is
ubiquitous in quantum combinatorial optimization, the
Hamiltonian Variational Ansatz (HVA [227]) state
reads

|Ψ(θ)⟩ =
L∏

l=1

(∏
k

e−iθl
kHk

)
|Ψ0⟩ , (6.19)

where the terms Hk come from decomposing H as
H =

∑
kHk, with [Hk, Hk′ ] ̸= 0 for k ̸= k′. The di-

mension L of index l is referred to as the depth of the
ansatz. The initial state |Ψ0⟩ is the ground state of some
Hk0

that is taken not to act first on |Ψ0⟩. Optimizing
the HVA parameters amounts to optimizing the Hamil-
tonian schedule s of ASP (as introduced in Eq. (6.8)).
HVA was applied, e.g. to the study of the 1-D Hubbard
model in [228].

6.2.4 Hardware-Efficient Ansatz (HEA)

Today’s quantum computers are not uniformly accu-
rate in performing different operations. Knowing the
strength or weaknesses of a given platform, one might
adapt the ansatz to the operations most efficiently re-
alized. The HEA technique consists in writing the trial
state from a set of operations that are "native" in the
quantum processor. This heuristic approach can opti-
mize the trial state construction with respect to the
specific hardware, but also restricts the type of trial
states that can be constructed [229, 230]. One issue with
the HEA is that the classical optimization of the varia-
tional parameters can become difficult due to gradients
that vanish exponentially with the number of qubits, a
phenomenon dubbed the barren plateau problem [231].
Interestingly, it was observed on the other hand that be-
yond a certain depth at a given number of qubits, gra-
dients increased again for e.g. the transverse-field Ising
model as well as for the Sachdev-Ye-Kitaev model [232].
This phenomenon is general, and is easier to understand
with the help of the concept of overparametrization
[233]. Moreover, HEA are typically defined with gates
taken from the native gateset of the specific technol-
ogy that is used, and are therefore strongly hardware-
driven. This might in practice lead to quantum circuits

that do not respect some of the symmetries of the phys-
ical problem of interest, leading to specific additional
difficulties.

6.2.5 Unitary coupled cluster (UCC)

The UCC offers a framework that naturally extends the
HF method based on the Thouless approach described
in section 6.2.2 (see also section 2.1). The trial wave-
function is written in a generalized form [211]:

|ΨUCC(θ)⟩ = eT (θ)−T †(θ)|Ψ0⟩ ≡ U(θ)|Ψ0⟩, (6.20)

where T can be expanded as a set of operators of in-
creasing complexity with T = T1+T2+. . . . Here, T1, T2,
... stands for single, double, ... particle-hole excitation
operators with respect to the state |Ψ0⟩, with

T1 =
∑
i,j

T
(1)
ij a†iaj , (6.21)

T2 =
∑
i,j

T
(2)
ij,kla

†
ia

†
jalak, (6.22)

· · ·

We see, in particular, that the HF is recovered by us-
ing a Slater determinant and restricting T to single
excitations. After truncation, the state prepared us-
ing Eq. (6.20) is used as a trial state in the VQE ap-
proach discussed in section 6.1.1. This technique is cur-
rently widely applied in quantum chemistry (see the
recent review [234] and references therein) , but mostly
in noise-free simulations. The reason is that whereas
it has the capacity to yield highly accurate results,
the very large depth of the UCC ansatz circuit leads
to degraded performances on real quantum platforms.
Ways around this prohibitive gate count include cir-
cuit compilation—tailoring the implementation to the
subspace under scrutiny, as in Ref. [84], as well as adap-
tive approaches, for instance as applied to atomic nuclei
in Ref. [86]. Finally, the possibility of combining such
an approach with U(1) symmetry that is relevant for
strongly interacting systems like nuclei is of current in-
terest [81, 235] and is currently explored on quantum
computers too [222, 223].

6.2.6 The Low-Depth Circuit Ansatz (LDCA)

Elaborating on the general quasiparticle vacua prepa-
ration routine reviewed in paragraph 6.2.2, the LDCA
circuit [215] (standing for Low-Depth Circuit Ansatz )
possibly allows reaching any state due to the insertion of
Rzz rotation gates into to the Hartree-Fock-Bogolyubov
circuit. It also allows the replication of similar layers
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in the ansatz to increase its representability systemat-
ically. Intuitively, Rzz(θ) ≡ e−iθ/2ZpZq gates generate
correlated states as these gates correspond to density-
density interactions within a Jordan-Wigner encoding:
the density operator of orbital p, np ≡ a†pap, maps to
the qubit operator I−Zp

2 ; therefore nqnp interactions
translate into ZpZq terms.
The LDCA is competitive compared to the UCC ap-
proach in terms of circuit depth, especially when double
or higher excitations are considered. Despite its gentle
scaling in terms of the number of quantum operations,
it still incurs a prohibitive gate count with respect to
NISQ capacities, e.g., [159].

6.2.7 Projected Ansätze

An important cornerstone for future applications, espe-
cially in nuclear systems, is the possibility of making, for
instance, symmetry restoration after symmetry break-
ing. A discussion for the particle number symmetry was
made in section 6.2.2. Assume, for instance, that a state
|Ψ(θ)⟩ can be prepared on a quantum computer and
that such state does not respect the symmetry of the
physical problem that is encoded in the Hamiltonian
H. Instead of using |Ψ(θ)⟩ in the variational principle,
one can use the projected wavefunction:

|Ψ ′
P(θ)⟩ =

1√
⟨Ψ(θ)|PS |Ψ(θ)⟩

PS |Ψ(θ)⟩. (6.23)

Here, PS is a projector onto the subspace of the Hilbert
space containing states with the desired property (for
instance, the proper symmetries). Such a strategy is
used in many-body physics to grasp specific correlations
between particles or strongly entangled states that are
hard to describe otherwise [55, 143]. One difficulty is
that the projector is a non-unitary operation and can-
not be directly implemented on a quantum computer.
Several methods have been proposed recently to con-
struct projected states [88, 236]. These methods have
been combined with VQE in Ref. [97], leading to the
Quantum-Variation After Projection (Q-VAP) frame-
work.

6.2.8 Adapt-VQE

Plain-vanilla VQE takes a fixed variational state as an
input to the computation. This incurs the risk of over-
fitting the target state if the variational manifold is too
large. The ADAPT-VQE method iteratively constructs
this ansatz instead. It relies on a predefined operator
pool from which operators are drawn adaptively along
the optimization procedure. Typically one selects the

operator maximizing the gradient at the current step
so that its addition to the circuit has the most sig-
nificant effect on the variational energy. The aim is
to reduce the number of parameters of the ansatz at
the expense of an increased measurement overhead due
to the gradients. In the initial proposal (ADAPT-VQE
[237])), the operators in the pool were fermionic, but the
large gate overheads resulting from long Jordan-Wigner
strings can be avoided by directly using qubit operators
instead (qubit-ADAPT VQE [238]). This method can
reach chemical accuracy at a relatively low gate count,
at least with noiseless computers (see, e.g., [239] for an
example with large molecules).

6.2.9 Tensor-network-inspired quantum circuits

Tensor-network states refer to widely used representa-
tions of the wave function |Ψ⟩ of a many-body prob-
lem. Instead of storing the information contained in a
n-qubit wavefunction in a multi-array ab1,b2,...bn (with
storage cost 2n complex floating-point numbers), one
assumes a particular factorization of this multi-array,
with the hope that storing the different factors will be
less costly. The Matrix Product State (MPS) class is
a widespread subclass of tensor networks. It consists
in factorizing the multi-array as a product of matrices
[A(k)]bk :

ab1,b2,...bn =
∑

α1,...αn−1

[A(1)]b1α1
[A(2)]b2α1,α2

· · · [A(n)]bnαn−1

(6.24)

The internal indices αk have a dimension called the
bond dimension, which is usually denoted as χ. As we
will see in section 7.3, this parameter is closely con-
nected to the degree of entanglement one can access
with such a state.

MPS can be used as an inspiration or starting point
for quantum computations. Specifically, methods have
been proposed to convert a given MPS to a quantum
circuit [42, 240]. Paragraph 7.3.3 presents an outline of
the quantum circuitry involved. An important outcome
is that MPS with a given bond dimension requires a cir-
cuit with a logarithmic depth in χ, resulting in a com-
plexity gain and thus the possibility to use a quantum
computer to generate states with an entanglement level
inaccessible to classical computers due to too large a
bond dimension. The conversion from MPS to a circuit
can also be used to warm-start a variational quantum
computation [241].

Other tensor networks can also be used as a compari-
son point or inspiration to quantum circuit design, like
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Tree Tensor Networks [242], the Multiscale Entangle-
ment Renormalization Ansatz [243], or Projected En-
tangled Pair States [43].

6.3 Beyond variational methods

As described in section 6.1.1, variational methods usu-
ally target the search of approximate ground states.
Here, we discuss several methods that can give access
to excited states too. Previously (section 5.1), we saw
that the QPE could be a tool of choice to obtain energy
eigenvalues and associated eigenvectors. Unfortunately,
it cannot be used in current devices, and probably, it
will take some time before the fidelity of quantum ma-
chines becomes sufficiently high to apply it. The search
for alternative methods, less costly in terms of quantum
resources, is therefore an intensive domain of activity
today. We report below some of the methods that have
been proposed to access excited state properties. Note
that these methods sometimes only give access to the
energies, not the states associated with them.

6.3.1 Quantum Subspace Expansion methods

A common strategy used in classical computers to ob-
tain the approximate solution of a diagonalization prob-
lem when a complete CI solution is prohibitive consists
of iteratively constructing subspaces of the total Hilbert
space H of increasing complexity. In many cases, at a
given level M of complexity, a subspace is generated by
a set of states {|Ψ0⟩, . . . , |ΨM−1⟩} that spans a subspace
denoted as HM . The method to obtain the states is
usually iterative in the sense that |Ψk+1⟩ is constructed
from |Ψk⟩ using specific operations. Arnoldi or Lanczos
methods are famous examples widely used on classi-
cal computers [40]. The generic strategy of using an
increasing number of states to form a subspace of the
Hilbert space will be called hereafter Quantum Sub-
space Expansion (QSE) [244]. A schematic view of the
QSE strategy is shown in Fig. 6.3. This strategy’s suc-
cess depends on its capacity to construct the relevant
subspace for a given problem. Key ingredients are the
seed state |Ψ0⟩ and the rules for the iterative generation
of states.

The generated states are usually not orthogonal with
one another. Any state belonging to the reduced space

HM can be written as |Ψ⟩ =
M−1∑
K=0

cK |ΨK⟩. An approx-

imate eigenvalue E in this space can be obtained by
solving the generalized eigenvalue problem written as a

<latexit sha1_base64="GVjl4nBEur7ZmGHceOAZnHc8TZM="></latexit>| 1i <latexit sha1_base64="FMvF819MbS/kLLVAvyinGq/qH50="></latexit>| M�1i
<latexit sha1_base64="t9sAqyfPEJ4yCJ3lQyR0f1g/8Qc="></latexit>| 0i

<latexit sha1_base64="6pAL51BUPUup0LGzqbXsSRUpQZ8="></latexit>· · ·

<latexit sha1_base64="GVAI9vRlLmu4G3YSWG2B78wtLwc="></latexit>H1

<latexit sha1_base64="nqtwxh+ztFqHVU61O7JJj0itaXU="></latexit>HM

<latexit sha1_base64="snUqYTy8PvdyqTltE+FY38a6aJI="></latexit>H

Fig. 6.3 Illustration of QSE philosophy where the eigenvalue
problem is considered in a subspace with increasing dimen-
sion.

set of K = 0,M − 1 equations given by:

M−1∑
K′=0

cK′HKK′ = E

M−1∑
K′=0

cK′OKK′ , (6.25)

with HKK′ = ⟨ΨK |H|ΨK′⟩ and OKK′ = ⟨ΨK |ΨK′⟩ the
overlap matrix. Such equations can be solved in a two-
step process by first diagonalizing the overlap matrix
prior to the Hamiltonian diagonalization. Potentially,
in HM , M approximate eigenstates can be obtained,
which makes the method quite attractive.
On classical computers, a typical choice for the states
is the Krylov basis where |Ψk+1⟩ = H|Ψk⟩. Great effort
is currently devoted to the possibility of extending the
Krylov space technique to quantum computers. Then,
the strategy is to compute the matrix elements of the
two matrices O and H in the reduced space using the
quantum computer. Subsequently, this matrix is diag-
onalized via classical methods [245]. A discussion on
the possibility of obtaining the strict equivalent of the
Krylov basis using derivatives of the generating func-
tion F (t) introduced below in Eq. (6.28) was scrutinized
in Ref. [94]. This analysis was made using the fact that
HKK′ = ⟨Ψ0|HK+K′+1|Ψ0⟩ and that F (t) is the gener-
ating function of the Hamiltonian moments. However,
this method is exceptionally susceptible to numerical
noise.
Alternatively, one can generate the states using uni-
tary transformation of the seed state such that |ΨK⟩ =
UK |Ψ0⟩. This approach is particularly well adapted to
quantum computing, where circuits are automatically
unitary. In the Quantum Krylov technique, the hamil-
tonian propagator itself is used such that UK ≡ e−iHτK

where a set of times {τK}K=0,...,M has been assumed
with the convention τ0 = 0. The possibility of using
Krylov-inspired techniques on quantum computers has
more generally attracted much attention in recent years
[97, 129, 244–254] (see also the survey [255]).
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6.3.2 QPE-inspired quantum algorithms

Different methods inspired by the QPE algorithm have
been proposed to reduce the quantum resources in an-
cilla qubits or the number of operations in the quantum
circuit. For instance, the methods we will discuss subse-
quently use only one ancilla qubit and, contrary to the
QPE algorithm, do not require the inverse quantum
Fourier Transform. Ref. [17] discusses a comprehensive
list of these methods.

As an alternative to the standard phase estimation, Ki-
taev’s algorithm [256] and the iterative QPE algorithm
based on the semiclassical quantum Fourier transform
[257, 258] (see also [259, 260]) were proposed to find the
eigenvalue of a single eigenstate. More recently, further
progress has been made with the Rodeo algorithm [261]
that appears as a practical tool in the NISQ context
[262, 263]. We briefly describe below how these itera-
tive techniques can be implemented.

Fig. 6.4 Circuit used for the Rodeo algorithm [261]. Given
that there are no entangling gates between the ancillary
qubits, it is possible to use a procedure where only one is
used and measured multiple times.

We consider again an initial state |Ψ⟩ that decomposes
onto the Hamiltonian eigenstates {|α⟩} (associated to
a set of eigenvalues {Eα}) as |Ψ⟩ =

∑
α cα|α⟩. Pro-

vided that the initial state is prepared on a quantum
register, the circuit depicted in Fig. 6.4 is applied, and
the ensemble of ancilla qubits is measured. The param-
eter E appearing as a scaling factor in the phase ro-
tations shown in Fig. 6.4 can be freely varied. Given
that there are no entangling gates between the ancilla
wires in Fig. 6.4, it is possible to see this circuit as a
consecutive series of measurements on a single qubit,
similar to the iterative QPE procedure [258]. To be
more specific, assuming na indirect measurements, a
set of times (τ1, . . . , τna

) are considered and the con-
trolled operation of the jth measurement is made using
U(τj) = e−iHτj with H the Hamiltonian. It can then
be shown [261, 262] that the probability to obtain only

the |0⟩ state in all of the consecutive na measurements
of the ancilla qubits is:

p0na (E, {τi}) =
∑
α

|cα|2
na∏
i=1

cos2
(
(Eα − E)

τi
2

)
.(6.26)

As the number of repetitions na increases, the above
function of E peaks around the Eα values. The flexibil-
ity in choosing the {τi} values can be further used to
improve the convergence. Below, we discuss two main
options:
(i) Fixed times prescription: We can assume that we
have τi = τ/2i−1 and τ = π2na−2

|Eup−Elow| where Eup (resp.
Elow) is an upper bound (resp. lower bound) on the
spectrum of the Hamiltonian. An example of the result-
ing probability p0na given by Eq. (6.26) at various E is
shown in Fig. 6.5. From the positions of the peaks in the
distribution, as well as their amplitude, we can extract
approximate eigenenergies and the weights of the as-
sociated eigenstates in the decomposition of |Ψ⟩, |cα|2.
(ii) Rodeo prescription: The key idea behind the Rodeo
method is to assume a Gaussian statistical ensemble of
times {τi} with an adjustable Gaussian width σ. Aver-
aging over the statistical ensemble gives the probability:

p0na (E) =
∑
α

|cα|2
[
1 + e−(Eα−E)2σ2/2

2

]na

, (6.27)

that is also strongly peaked around the eigenenergies.
An illustration of the Rodeo prescription is also given in
Fig. 6.5. The Rodeo method has two advantages com-
pared to the fixed times’ (original Kitaev method) ap-
proach. First, the probabilities are flattened away from
the energies, which helps to identify peaks. Second, the
extra parameter σ can be used as a resolution to rapidly
scan a given energy range (see [262]).

Accelerated-VQE Finally, let us mention a proposal to
take the "best of both worlds" of QPE and VQE by in-
terpolating between these two regimes [264]. The idea
is to tune an interpolation parameter α ∈ [0, 1[ to
achieve an optimal trade-off between measurement vari-
ance and circuit depth.

6.3.3 Response and Green’s function methods

Starting from the decomposition (5.1), a direct method
on a classical computer to get both the amplitude |cα|2
and the eigenvalues Eα would be to compute the func-
tion:

F (t) = ⟨Ψ |e−itH |Ψ⟩, (6.28)
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Fig. 6.5 Illustration of the iterative methods using the fixed
times (black line) and Rodeo (blue line) prescriptions dis-
cussed in the text. The red bars indicate the (exact) de-
composition of the initial wave function in the eigenbasis
of the Hamiltonian {|α⟩}, i.e., the points (|cα|2, Eα) from
|ψ⟩ =

∑
α cα|α⟩. Here the system is assumed to have two

eigenvalues, and na = 3 is used. Note that in the Rodeo case,
each eigenstate k contributes to a flat background propor-
tional to |cα|2/2na (see Eq. (6.27)). Contrary to the fixed
times case, this background being flat cannot be misinter-
preted as an eigenstate contribution.

and perform its classical Fourier transform, leading to

F̃ (E) ∝
∑
k

|cα|2δ(E − Eα). (6.29)

The function F (t) is called a generating function for
reasons that will become apparent hereafter. In con-
trast, F̃ (E) is named response function in analogy to
the response of a system to an external field. Two es-
sential conditions are necessary to extract the energies
from this technique accurately. The first one is the pos-
sibility of computing the propagator entering in Eq.
(6.28). For complex systems like many-body systems,
quantum computers seem appropriate platforms. For
these reasons, a hybrid method where (6.28) is esti-
mated on a quantum device while the Fourier is per-
formed classically has been advertised in Ref. [94] (see
also discussion in [265]). One clear advantage is that
the real and imaginary parts of F at a given time t

can be obtained using standard techniques with a sin-
gle Hadamard-like test, as pictured in Table 4. An il-
lustration of such a function was given in Ref. [94] for
superfluid systems and the Hubbard model.

A second constraint is that the energy resolution
achieved in Eq. (6.29) will strongly depend on the max-
imal time τmax over which F is known due to the
Heisenberg uncertainty relation between time and en-
ergy. Such a long-time evolution requirement prevents
using the response function technique in the NISQ pe-
riod.

Along the same line, with performant quantum com-
puters, one can also imagine a priori to access Green’s
function in many-body systems without approximation.
For instance, the one-body Green’s function matrix el-
ements can be defined as [210]:

Gij(t, t
′) = ⟨Ψ(0)|T

[
a†j(t)ai(t

′)
]
|Ψ(0)⟩. (6.30)

Here, |Ψ(0)⟩ is the initial state we suppose normal-
ized. T is the time-ordering operator, and we use
the Heisenberg interaction representation, i.e., a†i (t) =
U†(t)a†iU(t), with U(t) = e−iHt. Provided that the
propagator can be efficiently implemented on a digi-
tal quantum platform, the Green’s function matrix el-
ements can be obtained using, for instance, a circuit
similar to the one shown in the bottom part of Table
4. The possibility of computing Green’s functions on
quantum computers is now being explored [266–270].

7 Entanglement and quantum entropy

One promise of quantum computing is the possibility to
construct quantum states that include complex internal
correlations between particles. Hence, a question of ut-
most importance underpinning the design of quantum
circuits is their ability to generate entanglement beyond
classical correlations. Here, we describe some figures of
merit to measure the level of entanglement exhibited by
a state and how to connect this degree of entanglement
to requirements on the depth of a state-preparation cir-
cuit or the complexity and expressive power of a quan-
tum ansatz.

7.1 Basic aspects of entanglement and some measures
of it

Entanglement is one branch of quantum information
theory that is a vast subject of research [9, 271]. This
subsection briefly introduces how to measure entangle-
ment between two systems, starting from the von Neu-
mann entropy concept.

7.1.1 Measures of entanglement

The entanglement degree is relative to a partition of
a quantum system into subsystems, denoted by A and
B. It measures how far the state of the entire system
{A+B} is from being factorized into a product of the
states of its subparts A and B.



28

Von Neumann entanglement entropy Let us assume
that the total system is described by a density ma-
trix ρAB (see section 8 for more details about density
matrices); the densities of the two subsystems can be
obtained by performing partial traces:

ρA = TrB(ρAB), ρB = TrA(ρAB), (7.1)

where ρA (resp. ρB) is the density of the system A (resp.
B). If the two subsystems are not entangled, then we
have the simple property:

ρAB = ρA ⊗ ρB . (7.2)

One key aspect of quantum computing is the possibil-
ity to control the degree of entanglement between two
subsets of the complete qubit register. Entanglement is
a specific feature of quantum mechanics that does not
exist in classical mechanics. Quantum algorithms, as
opposed to classical algorithms, generally use entangle-
ment as a tool. This is, for instance, the case of most
algorithms discussed in section 5. In the many-body
context, when one qubit represents one orbital, the pos-
sibility of a given ansatz to produce entanglement be-
tween qubits should also be linked to the onset of cor-
relation between particles. Therefore, the possibility of
generating and controlling entanglement is essential. A
possible measure of the entanglement between two sub-
systems is based on the von Neumann entropy, defined
for a given density ρx as:

Sx = −Tr(ρx log2 ρx). (7.3)

Using x = AB, A, or B, we obtain three entropies
SAB , SA, and SB associated with the total system or
with either subsystem (SA and SB are called biparti-
tion entropies). These entropies are real positive num-
bers. They can quantify the complexity, disorder or en-
tanglement in a system. An interesting property of the
entanglement entropy is the so-called subadditivity con-
dition [272]:

SAB ≤ SA + SB , (7.4)

where the equality holds strictly when Eq. (7.2) is ver-
ified, i.e., when the two systems are not entangled.
One can also define the entanglement entropy Smax of
a system as the maximum bipartition entropy over all
the possible bipartitions of the system.

Mutual information Another measure of entanglement
is given by the so-called mutual information MAB , de-
fined as:

MAB = SA + SB − SAB . (7.5)

This quantity is the crux of the algorithm developed in
Ref. [194] to limit circuit depth by adapting the qubit
order to the chip’s topology according to the leading
correlations among qubit pairs (there, A is chosen to be
the Hilbert space of individual qubits A = {i} or qubit
pairs A = {i, j}). It is also used in different fields of
physics and chemistry to characterize the entanglement
between particles (see, for instance, [273–276]). We also
mention that the concepts of entanglement and mutual
information can be used to reduce the complexity of
solving a many-body problem, like in the case of active
space selection [161, 162].

7.1.2 Schmidt decomposition

Here, we restrict ourselves to the specific case where
the total system is a pure state |Ψ⟩, which is the case
for all ansätze discussed in section 6.2. In this case,
we have ρAB = |Ψ⟩⟨Ψ | and SAB = 0. Splitting the
system into two subsystems and introducing the two
bases {|α⟩}α=1,NA

and {|β⟩}β=1,NB
of subsystem A and

B respectively, one can decompose the total state as:

|Ψ⟩ =
∑
α,β

cαβ |α⟩ ⊗ |β⟩ . (7.6)

One can then interpret cαβ the matrix element of a
NA×NB matrix C and use the Singular Value Decom-
position (SVD) to rewrite is as

cαβ =

χ∑
k=1

UαkskV
†
kβ (7.7)

with sk > 0 and χ ≤ min(NA,NB). The normalization

of state |Ψ⟩ ensures that
χ∑

k=1

s2k = 1. χ, the number of

nonzero singular values, and is called, in this context,
the Schmidt rank. The sk are the Schmidt coefficients.
They define the entanglement spectrum of the state,
from which the entropy of each subsystem can be ob-
tained. For a total pure state, we have:

SA = SB = −
χ∑

k=1

s2k log2(s
2
k). (7.8)

Such a decomposition is useful to provide upper limits
to the subsystems’ entropies. For instance, in the case
of a factorized state (Eq. (7.2)), there is only one coeffi-
cient sk in the Schmidt decomposition, therefore χ = 1

and SA = SB = 0.
Perhaps more importantly, the upper bound on the en-
tanglement entropy at a fixed number of Schmidt coef-
ficients χ corresponds to a flat singular value spectrum
(sk = 1/

√
χ for all k). In this case, SA/B = log2(χ).

Thus, in general,

SA/B ≤ log2(χ) ≤ log2 [min(NA,NB)] . (7.9)
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Fig. 7.1 (a) Schematic illustration of a separation of a qubit
register into two subsystems where a set of k qubits (i1, · · · ik)
from a subsystem A, while B contains all other qubits of the
total register (A+B). (b) schematic view of how a general
tensor is decomposed to give an MPS form.

7.2 Gaussian qubit states

In section 6.2, we discussed the case of uncorrelated an-
sätze like HF states or, more generally, Gaussian states.
Disregarding the extra complexity induced by the Pauli
principle, we consider here such a state. More precisely,
taking inspiration from a many-body density obtained
usually for a set of non-interacting particles at thermal
equilibrium, we consider a qubit register whose density
matrix is given by:

ρ =
1

Z
exp

(
−

n−1∑
i=0

αiQ
+
i Q

−
i

)
, (7.10)

where Z is a normalization factor ensuring that Tr(ρ) =
1. Here Q+

i (resp. Q−
i ) are the operators acting on qubit

i. Using a technique similar to the one used in the Fock
space to treat non-interacting fermions in the grand
canonical ensemble, we deduce that the density can be
rewritten as:

ρ =

n−1⊗
i=0

[(1− pi)|0i⟩⟨0i|+ pi|1i⟩⟨1i|] , (7.11)

with pi = (1 + eαi)−1. The mixed-state equivalent of
the HF pure state case is obtained when all the pi are
either equal to 0 or 1.

We then consider that the total register is separated
into two sets of qubits as depicted schematically in
Fig. 7.1-a forming the subsystems A and B discussed
previously. We then denote by S(i1,...,ik) the entropy
associated to the subsystem containing the qubits
(i1, . . . , ik). Because of the tensor structure of the total
density, Eq. (7.11), this entropy verifies:

S(i1,...,ik) =
∑

m=1,k

S(im), (7.12)

where S(i) denotes the entropy of a subsystem formed
by the single qubit i. This entropy is given by:

S(i) = − [pi ln pi + (1− pi) ln(1− pi)] . (7.13)

Eq. (7.12) implies that the mutual information MAB of
any partition of the total register is zero independently
of the number of qubits or which qubits are included in
each subsystem. Said differently, there is no entangle-
ment when a density like (7.10) is considered.

7.3 Understanding entanglement generation with the
Matrix Product State representation

Information flow along a circuit can be described as
causal, ‘light’ cones relating a local action on a sub-
set of qubits to its effects on other qubits at a later
stage. Lieb-Robinson bounds limit the speed at which
quantum correlations, aka entanglement, can be gener-
ated [277]. When translated into the language of digital
quantum circuits, these bounds prescribe that a cer-
tain depth is required to reach a certain amount of en-
tanglement. A natural framework to better understand
this is the Matrix Product State (MPS) representation
[41, 278] and the associated quantum circuits [279] (see
section 6.2.9).

7.3.1 Constructing the MPS representation of any
state |Ψ⟩

In this section, we briefly review a standard derivation
(see also [41]), that of the MPS representation starting
from any pure state, to shed light on the link between
the MPS representation and entanglement entropy.
Let us consider a general state of n qubits |Ψ⟩ =∑

σi=0,1 cσ1...σn
|σ1, . . . , σn⟩. The complex amplitudes

cσ1...σn
, understood as elements of a tensor of rank 2n,

can be written as a MPS as given by Eq. (6.24). The
proof briefly recalled below uses a strategy schemat-
ically represented in Fig. 7.1-b. It corresponds to an
iterative set of separations of the full register in two
subsystems together with applications of singular value
decompositions (SVDs). This proof can be summarized
as follows:
(i) Consider cσ1···σn

as a 2 × 2n−1 matrix cσ1,(σ2···σn)

and perform a SVD of it:

cσ1,(σ2...σn) =

r1−1∑
a1=0

Uσ1a1
sa1

V †
a1,(σ2...σn)

, (7.14)

where sa1
are the nonzero eigenvalues whose num-

ber, i.e., the Schmidt rank, is denoted by r1. It ver-
ifies r1 ≤ 2. One can then introduce the notation
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[A(1)]σ1
1,a1

= Uσ1,a1 and absorb the sa1 in V to give:

cσ1···σn ≡
∑
a1

[A(1)]σ1
1,a1

G(a1,σ2),(σ3,...,σn). (7.15)

(ii) The matrix G has the dimension (2r1)× 2n−2. We
can then redo an SVD on the matrix G giving a num-
ber r2 of nonzero eigenvalues with r2 ≤ min(2r1, 2

n−2).
The process is then iterated until the amplitudes get
rewritten as contractions over a tensor train compris-
ing n tensors with rank one (vectors) or two (matrices):

cσ1···σn
≡
(
[A(1)]σ1

)(
[A(2)]σ2

)
· · ·
(
[A(n)]σn

)
=

∑
{ai=0,
...,ri−1}

[A(1)]σ1
1,a1

[A(2)]σ2
a1,a2

· · · [A(n)]σn
an−1,1

.(7.16)

The indices not summed over (the σj) are referred to
as the physical indices. Here, each can take two dif-
ferent values. On the other hand, internal indices that
are summed over (the ai) correspond to so-called vir-
tual indices. The different ranks {ri} verify ri+1 ≤
min(2ri, 2

n−i−1) ≤ 2n/2 and χ = maxi(ri) is nothing
but the bond dimension (BD) discussed in section 6.2.9.
A corollary of the above demonstration is the following
inequality:

2Smax ≤ χ ≤ 2n/2, (7.17)

that is a consequence of Eq. (7.9).

7.3.2 Entanglement in various systems

In some systems, such as the ground state of gapped, lo-
cal Hamiltonians, the bond dimension scales favorably
with system size n in virtue of the area law [280]: the
bipartition entropy increases as the area ∝ nd−1 of the
bipartition (d refers to the dimension) rather than the
volumes ∝ nd of the subsystems. For such systems, the
MPS representation thus offers a tractable way to store
the wave function. Conversely, other systems require
exponentially-big BDs, and it may be advantageous to
turn to a quantum computer to represent them, for in-
stance, for ground states of 2D local Hamiltonians. A
counterexample is the time-evolving state of a quenched
many-body problem, which typically displays a ballis-
tic growth of entanglement with time t, S ∝ t: then, χ
needs to scale exponentially with t.
Due to their properties, MPS can be used to simu-
late quantum computers that generate weakly entan-
gled states [281] or that are plagued with a finite fi-
delity [282, 283]. MPS are also more and more used to
study quantum chemical system despite the nonlocal
character of the Coulomb interaction tensor [53].
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Fig. 7.2 Entanglement entropy displayed by the ground
state of the half-filled (µ = U/2) Hubbard dimer, i.e., with
two doubly degenerated sites, as a function of the ratio
U/t of the Hamiltonian defined in Eq. (2.2). In the site-
spin basis, the entanglement entropy saturates the upper
bound at U/t = 0. At high U/t, local charge fluctuations are
suppressed, pinning the entanglement entropy to a nonzero
asymptotic value. Turning to the reciprocal Fourier basis –
the diagonalization basis of the quadratic/single-particle part
of the Hamiltonian –, one sees that the ground state exhibits
no entanglement at U/t = 0 and monotonically increases to
the asymptotic value. This fact illustrates the strong depen-
dence of the entanglement entropy on the single-particle basis
used. Note that here, we have calculated S using the natural
logarithm ln rather than log2.

Let us also mention that the entanglement entropy, and
thus the size of the MPS representation, is heavily basis-
dependent. This dependence is illustrated in Figure 7.2
where the ground state entanglement entropy of the
half-filled Hubbard dimer is plotted as a function of the
ratio U/t, which is a measure of correlations in the sys-
tem. In the original basis, the Hubbard Hamiltonian is
written (denoted here as the site-spin basis), the entan-
glement entropy is maximal (and saturates the bound)
at U/t = 0 and decreases to a non-vanishing asymp-
totic value as U/t → ∞. Conversely, in the Fourier-
transformed basis, the entanglement entropy vanishes
at U/t = 0 and increases monotonically to the asymp-
totic value as U/t→∞. This asymptotic value can be
understood from the form of the ground state, which
tends to the superposition 1√

2
(|↑↓⟩+ |↓↑⟩) as U/t in-

creases.

7.3.3 Generating an MPS with a quantum computer

Above a specific entanglement entropy and correspond-
ingly a certain MPS bond dimension, Matrix Product
States become impractical to store on a classical com-
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puter. This subsection explains how MPS can be gen-
erated using a quantum computer.
The MPS is entirely characterized by the set of ten-
sors [A(i)]σi

ai,ai+1. In Fig. 7.3, we show a simple cir-
cuit to create a MPS with a uniform χ = 2. MPS
with such a bond dimension are, for instance, Green-
berger–Horne–Zeilinger (GHZ) states and so-called |W ⟩
states [284, 285].

Fig. 7.3 Illustration of a one-layer set of quantum gates used
to create an MPS circuit (adapted from [279]). The ensemble
of gates G[i] has been constructed by truncating the SVD de-
composition of the tensors in Eq. (7.16) following the method
described in [286]. This MPS has χ = 2. Higher χ can be con-
structed by repeating the sequence as a set of layers.

The MPS example shows that the bond dimension χ

controls the entanglement entropy and prescribes a cer-
tain depth for the quantum circuit preparing the MPS
on a linearly-connected chip. Indeed, applying a two-
qubit gate on qubits with local BD χk yields an MPS
with local BD χ′

k ≤ 2χk. This result is illustrated in
Figure 7.4 with tensor network formalism. As a conse-
quence, to prepare a MPS with BD 2n, one has to resort
to a circuit of depth n.
The possibility of designing complex trial states and
controlling the degree of entanglement is an active field

Fig. 7.4 Schematic representation of the effect of a two-qubit
gate on the associated local bond dimension of an MPS. The
tensor network’s bonds (horizontal edges, standing for the
summation over virtual indices) and legs (vertical edges, rep-
resenting physical indices) are represented by their dimen-
sionality. After contraction over the internal indices, an MPS
form is retrieved with an SVD.

of research today. The tensor network discussed here
is beneficial to understand the link between the gate
structure used in a circuit and the achieved complexity
in entangling particles in many-body systems. The ca-
pability of layered ansätze to encompass some physical
Hamiltonian ground states, as well as the BD of the
converged wavefunction they yield, was studied in, e.g.,
Ref [287].

8 Noise in quantum processors

Quantum computers are imperfect and noisy. Per-
forming calculations with quantum devices today
means being able to accommodate these imperfec-
tions. Enormous efforts are being made today to un-
derstand/correct the different sources of noise. In the
meantime, methods are developed to obtain accept-
able results despite the various noise sources. Here, we
present a brief discussion on (i) how imperfect quantum
computing can be understood and might affect the evo-
lution of a quantum system and on (ii) some methods
that are used today to, at least partially, get rid of the
effects of noise. The discussion below is not explicitly
dedicated to application in the many-body sector but
applies to any quantum computing problem.
We refer the reader to e.g [288] for an more in-depth
review of decoherence, and to [289] for mathematical
aspects of noisy quantum computations.

8.1 Decoherence in NISQ processors

Imperfections on current quantum processors can be
broken down into two categories: coherent and incoher-
ent errors. Coherent errors are systematic errors like
calibration errors. For instance, if the qubit’s frequency
is not known precisely (say it is ω0 + ϵ instead of ω0),
executing a z-rotation gate as described in section 3.1.2
with a drive frequency ωc = ω0 will result in an over
z-rotation of angle ϵt. Coherent errors can thus be de-
scribed as additional unwanted unitary operations. In
theory, they are reversible since a unitary operation U

can be undone by applying the hermitian conjugate op-
erator U†.
Incoherent errors, on the other hand, are stochastic.
They come from the uncertainty on the quantum pro-
cessor’s state brought by its interaction with the outside
world, often called the environment. In principle, they
cannot be undone and are thus irreversible. The only
way to avoid decoherence induced by the environment
is to isolate as much as possible the quantum computer
from the rest of the world.
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In this section, we focus on describing incoherent er-
rors and their modeling in analog and digital quantum
processors.

8.1.1 Describing the state of a noisy quantum
computer: the density matrix

Thus far, we have described the state of a quantum pro-
cessor, whether analog or digital, by its wavefunction
|Ψ⟩. Gates and measurements have been introduced as
acting on this object.
In noisy computers, unwanted interactions with the en-
vironment lead to a loss of information on the system’s
state. To capture this uncertainty, the state of the quan-
tum system can no longer be described as a single wave-
function |Ψ⟩, but as a statistical mixture of wavefunc-
tions: the system is said to be in states {|Ψi⟩}i with
probabilities {pi}i. Thus, the average of an observable is
no longer ⟨O⟩ = ⟨Ψ |O |Ψ⟩ but ⟨O⟩ = ∑

i pi ⟨Ψi|O |Ψi⟩.
A convenient object to manipulate this uncertain (or
mixed) state is the so-called density matrix ρ:

ρ =
∑
i

pi |Ψi⟩ ⟨Ψi| . (8.1)

This object completely describes the state of a noisy
quantum computer. For instance, one can check that
the expectation value ⟨O⟩ given above can be recovered
as Tr[ρO].
The density matrix has important properties: hermi-
tian, positive semidefinite, and unit trace [272]. These
properties ensure it can describe a statistical mixture.
In the absence of noise, the state of the quantum pro-
cessor becomes deterministic: ρ is given by ρ = |Ψ⟩ ⟨Ψ |.
The state is called "pure", and the Schrödinger equa-
tion describes its evolution. For a given ρ, one can tell
whether it corresponds to a pure state or a mixed state
by looking at the rank of the operator (rank one is a
pure state) or at a quantity called purity, P = Trρ2.
The state is pure if P = 1. Otherwise, P < 1.
Let us now describe how (possibly noisy) operations act
on a noisy processor’s state ρ.

8.1.2 Describing noise in analog processors: Lindblad
master equation

Schrödinger’s equation describes the temporal evolu-
tion of perfect analog processors. In theory, one could
describe the temporal evolution of noisy analog pro-
cessors by describing the state of the processor and
of the environment as a single wavefunction |Ψtot⟩.
Its evolution would be driven by a total Hamiltonian

Htot = H +Henv +Hcoupling (where Henv is the Hamil-
tonian of the environment andHcoupling that of the cou-
pling between the processor and the environment). One
could then recover, e.g., average values of the proces-
sor’s observables by computing ⟨Ψtot|O |Ψtot⟩, or, equiv-
alently, Tr[ρO] with ρ defined by "eliminating" the envi-
ronmental degrees of freedom via a partial trace opera-
tion. This operation is denoted as ρ = Trenv |Ψtot⟩ ⟨Ψtot|.
However, this strategy is often impractical because
the environment generically comprises many degrees
of freedom that (i) one cannot describe individually
and (ii) one cannot solve the corresponding Schrödinger
equation because of the huge size of the total Hilbert
space. One thus looks for time-evolution equations that
directly focus on the minimal description of the noisy
quantum processor, namely the reduced density matrix
of the processor, ρ (instead of |Ψtot⟩). Such equations go
under the name of "master equations". One of them—
the so-called Lindblad equation [272] (also known as
Gorini–Kossakowski–Sudarshan–Lindblad equation)—
is of particular interest since it guarantees that the time
evolution of the density matrix will preserve the essen-
tial properties of ρ, namely its unit trace and its positive
semidefinite character. It reads:

iℏ
dρ

dt
= [H(t), ρ]− i

2

∑
m

[{
L†
mLm, ρ

}
− 2LmρL

†
m

]
.(8.2)

Here, the Lm operators are known as Lindblad or
"jump" operators. They are responsible for decoher-
ence. In the absence of these operators, the system fol-
lows a unitary evolution (and the equation is called
the Liouville - von Neumann equation). In the pres-
ence of these operators, the density matrix evolution
becomes non-unitary with dissipation induced by the
second term in the right-hand side of Eq. (8.2).
For instance, for a one-qubit system with idle qubits
(H = 0) and L =

√
γφ/2Z, the density matrix evolves

as

ρ(t) =

[
ρ00(t = 0) ρ01(t = 0)e−γφt

ρ01(t = 0)∗e−γφt (1− ρ00(t = 0))

]
. (8.3)

The off-diagonal elements of ρ (sometimes called "co-
herences") become negligibly small with a characteristic
"dephasing" time Tφ = 1/γφ. For t ≫ Tφ, the state of
the quantum system becomes ρ ≈ ρ00|0⟩⟨0|+ ρ11|1⟩⟨1|.
If one starts from a superposed pure state |ψ⟩ = (|0⟩+
|1⟩)/

√
2, i.e ρij(t = 0) = 1/2, for all (i, j), one ends

up in state ρ = 1/2|0⟩⟨0| + 1/2|1⟩⟨1|. In other words,
under this dephasing noise, we went from a system in
a (quantum) state 0 AND 1 to a (classical-like) state 0

OR 1.
Other Lindblad operators lead to different types of
noise; for instance, L =

√
γ1Q

− leads to a kind of
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noise called relaxation (or "amplitude damping") noise,
which causes the qubit to lose energy to its environment
by "relaxing" to its "ground state" ρ = |0⟩⟨0|:

ρ(t) =

[
1− ρ11(t = 0)e−γ1t ρ01(t = 0)e−γ1t/2

ρ10(t = 0)e−γ1t/2 ρ11(t = 0)e−γ1t

]
. (8.4)

The characteristic time is T1 = 1/γ1.

Putting these two noise models together yields the time
evolution:

ρ(t) =

[
1− ρ11(t = 0)e−t/T1 ρ01(t = 0)e−t/T2

ρ10(t = 0)e−t/T2 ρ11(t = 0)e−t/T1

]
(8.5)

with the characteristic times:

1

T1
= γ1, (8.6)

1

T2
= γφ +

γ1
2

=
1

Tφ
+

1

2T1
. (8.7)

These times can be measured experimentally on real
hardware by conducting Rabi experiments (for T1) and
Ramsey experiments (for T2) (see e.g [290]). In real
hardware, the t-dependence of the off-diagonal term is
generally not as simple as an exponential decay because
noise is usually not white (contrary to the assumptions
leading to the Lindblad equation) [291].

The effect of dephasing and relaxation noise is illus-
trated in Fig. 3.2: the red trajectory represents the
evolution of ρ(t) under a Rabi and detuning drive and
Lindblad jump operators of the dephasing and relax-
ation type. Relaxation pushes states towards the North
pole (since it tends to relax states to |0⟩), while de-
phasing pushes states towards the vertical axis of the
sphere (it destroys superposed states, which sit on the
equator of the sphere). These effects are visible in the
figure, where the red trajectory is deformed towards the
vertical axis and the North pole of the Bloch sphere.

In practice, these two coherence times are handy to
crudely assess the number of gates that can be executed
on a given hardware platform. Since the quantum ex-
ecution time τrun ∝ τgate must be much shorter than
the coherence time T , the allowed depth is≪ T/τrun ∝
T/τgate. Thus a rough quality factor for a quantum al-
gorithm is the ratio T/τgate (as opposed to the sole
coherence time).

As already mentioned, the Lindblad master equation
is itself an approximate evolution equation. It assumes
that the coupling between the environment and the pro-
cessor is weak and that the environment has no memory
effect, a property called Markovianity. In other words,
it can only describe "white" noise, i.e., noise with-
out temporal correlations. This description may not be

sufficient for some architectures. A prominent exam-
ple is superconducting qubits, where dephasing noise is
known to be "pink", i.e., its autocorrelation function
decays as 1/f [292] (instead of being a constant in fre-
quency for white noise). Other more complex equations
can be used to describe dissipative and decoherence ef-
fects, particularly non-Markovian effects [272, 293, 294].
Such effects can be incorporated at the price of a signif-
icant increase in the numerical effort, the nature of the
stochastic jumps, or both (see, for instance, [295–298]),
and are in general not incorporated to describe noisy
qubits.

8.1.3 Describing noise in digital processors: quantum
channels.

Noisy gates In digital quantum processors, the time
evolution of the quantum state is specified by a se-
quence of gates. One usually does not have direct access
to the underlying Hamiltonian H(t): for each gate, the
Hamiltonian is tuned by the hardware maker to reach
a target unitary operator U . Because of this discrete
description of the time evolution, the Lindblad equa-
tion introduced in the previous subsection is not the
most convenient way to study the time evolution of the
quantum state.

The most straightforward way to translate the perfect
unitary evolution of the wavefunction |Ψ⟩ induced by
quantum gates into a noisy evolution is to describe
each operation (gate) as a transformation of the den-
sity matrix ρ introduced in subsection 8.1.1. Owing
to the linear nature of the Schrödinger equation, this
transformation—that we shall call E—is linear. It must
preserve the critical properties of ρ, namely its unit
trace (E is said to be "trace-preserving" (TP)) and pos-
itive semidefinite character (E is then said to be "posi-
tive"). The mapping must also be such that any exten-
sion E⊗I to a larger space is positive, a property called
"complete positivity". Thus, a noisy quantum gate is a
completely positive, trace-preserving (CPTP) map act-
ing on density matrices. It is also called a quantum
channel.

Quantum channels have several equivalent representa-
tions that are used in different contexts. A widespread
representation is the Kraus, or operator-sum represen-
tation [299, 300]:

E(ρ) =
K∑

k=1

EkρE
†
k. (8.8)

The Ek operators are called Kraus operators. K is
called the Kraus rank. Trace preservation imposes
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Fig. 8.1 Two equivalent ways (via the Lindblad equation
[solid blue arrow] or Kraus operators [solid black arrow]) to
describe the evolution of the density matrix from time t to
time t+ dt, compared to unitary evolution (dashed green ar-
row).

∑
k E

†
kEk = I. The K = 1 case corresponds to a uni-

tary evolution since, in this case, E†
1E1 = I and the

density matrix transforms as ρ → E1ρE
†
1, i.e., a pure

state |Ψ⟩ is mapped to a pure state E1 |Ψ⟩.
Alternative representations that can be used include
the Pauli transfer matrix (PTM, [301]), the matrix rep-
resentation of the linear map written on the basis of
Pauli matrices. The matrix representation is sometimes
called the superoperator (or S-matrix) representation
when expressed on the canonical matrix basis. One can
also mention the χ-matrix (or process) representation
[302], the Choi-Jamiolkovski representation [303, 304],
and the Stinespring dilation [305]. Graphical represen-
tations of these equivalent variants are given in [306].

The time-dependent approach presented in section 8.1.2
to describe the effect of noise and the one presented
here are related. Assuming a certain density at time t,
denoted by ρ(t), the Lindblad equation makes the evo-
lution in the presence of noise. Said differently, through
the solution of the Lindblad equation, for a given time
dt > 0, we obtain ρ(t + dt). For a given dt, one can
introduce a set of Kraus operators {Ek(dt)} that can
be related to the Hamiltonian and Lindblad operators
(see, e.g., [307]). A schematic view of the connection
between the Lindblad and Kraus techniques is given in
Fig. 8.1.

In a quantum computer, each noisy quantum gate is
entirely described by its Kraus operators (or any other
representation of the quantum channel). This descrip-
tion also includes "idling noise", namely the noise that
qubits incur when left idle between two gate applica-
tions: idling noise merely corresponds to a "noisy iden-
tity" map. In their simplest form, quantum channels
act only on the qubits operated on by the gate at stake.
However, crosstalk effects—the fact that the gate acts
on other qubits than the intended ones—can, in prin-
ciple, be taken into account by extending the channel’s
support. Finally, let us note that non-Markovian effects
(temporal correlations) are not captured by such a dis-

Fig. 8.2 Schematic representation of a noisy circuit. Instead
of a global quantum channel acting on all qubits of the initial
state, followed by a global POVM, one can (approximately)
break down the noisy evolution as a succession of more or less
local quantum channels applied on a factorized initial state
followed by local two-outcome POVMs.

crete description of noise: the quantum channel that
comes after a given noisy gate is not modified by the
preceding quantum channels.

Noisy circuits In all generality, a noisy quantum cir-
cuit is a n-qubit quantum channel E that turns an
initial state ρini into a final state ρf = E(ρini). In
practice, as illustrated in Fig. 8.2, one can approxi-
mate this "global" channel by a sequence of local chan-
nels (EH, ECNOT, etc in the figure) acting on an ini-
tial state that can be approximated as a product state:
ρini = ρ0⊗ρ1⊗ρ2 [308]. If a gate is known to suffer from
crosstalk (like the X gate in the figure), one can take
this into account by assuming that the corresponding
channel acts on more qubits than expected from the
ideal gate. Noise also affects "idle" qubits: this is il-
lustrated by the E I boxes in Fig. 8.2. Typically, if the
"idling noise" is of dephasing and amplitude damping
type, then the action of these CPTP maps is defined
by the expression of Eq. (8.5). Equivalently, this corre-
sponds to the following Kraus operators:

E
(PD)
0 =

[
1√

1− p(PD)

]
, E

(PD)
1 =

[
0 √

p(PD)

]
,

(8.9)

E
(AD)
0 =

[
1 0

0
√

1− p(AD)

]
, E

(AD)
1 =

[
0
√
p(AD)

0 0

]
(8.10)
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with the pure dephasing and amplitude damping prob-
abilities p(PD)(τ) = 1 − e−2τ/Tφ and p(AD)(τ) = 1 −
e−τ/T1 (in a Markovian/white noise approximation).
The "local" Kraus operators corresponding to the lo-
cal quantum channels can be determined by so-called
quantum process tomography methods (a "process" is
another name for transforming the density matrix).
They are methods for experimentally characterizing
the quantum channel by measuring the output dis-
tribution of a noisy gate for a well-chosen set of in-
puts. Since these inputs are prepared using a priori un-
known noisy gates, one has to resort to self-consistent
schemes to solve this chicken-and-egg problem. Such
schemes go under the broad name of gate-set tomogra-
phy (GST [309–311]).
In the absence of tomography, one can also resort to
generic quantum channels to study the effect of noise
on the execution of quantum circuits. Such channels
include the amplitude damping (or relaxation) men-
tioned above and pure-dephasing channels, as well as
the depolarizing channel and the bit-flip channel [9].
For instance, the depolarizing channel is defined by the
expression:

E(ρ) = (1− p)ρ+ p
I

2n
, (8.11)

where n is the number of qubits. It leaves the density
matrix unchanged with probability 1 − p and turns it
into the “maximally mixed state” I/2n with probability
p.

Noisy measurements From a mathematical perspec-
tive, measurements are so-called positive operator-
valued measures (POVM), defined as a set of so-called
POVM elements {Fi}, which are positive semi-definite
matrices summing to identity (

∑
i Fi = I) and such

that the probability of getting the outcome i is given
by Born’s rule,

P (i) = Tr [ρFi] . (8.12)

In the description of perfect quantum computers (sec-
tion 3.1.2), we introduced the measurement of observ-
able "Z". In general, the measurement of an observable
O and the corresponding POVM is given by the decom-
position O =

∑
i oiFi. For instance, for O = Z, we have

F0 = |0⟩⟨0|, F1 = |1⟩⟨1| and o0 = 1, o1 = −1. Z is a
particular example of two-outcome POVM. Generally,
a noisy two-outcome POVM is completely determined
by a matrix F0 (the other given by F1 = I − F0).
Typically, one can suppose that the final measure-
ments on each qubit are independent, and thus, since
they are also two-outcome, completely determined by
{F (k)

0 }k=0...n−1 (see Fig. 8.2).

8.1.4 Decoherence and fidelity

Noise in quantum circuits has a dramatic influence on
the fidelity F of the output states. F measures the sim-
ilarity of the state ρ that is actually output by the
(noisy) processor with the state |Ψ⟩ that would have
been output by a perfect computer, F = ⟨Ψ |ρ|Ψ⟩.
A heuristic law relates the average error rate εk of indi-
vidual operations (gates, measurements...) to the final
fidelity [6]:

F =

Nops∏
k=1

(1− ϵk) ≈ exp(−ϵNops), (8.13)

with Nops the total number of operations, and we have
assumed an identical error rate in deriving the approx-
imate scaling.
In other words, the output fidelity falls exponentially
with the individual error rate and the number of oper-
ations. This law is also heuristically observed when the
errors come from compression algorithms in random cir-
cuits [282, 283]. It is exact in the case of depolarizing
noise (see Eq. (8.11)). For other noise models or as-
sumptions, more complex inequalities relate individual
error characteristics and total errors (see, e.g., [312]).
This exponential decay puts strong constraints on quan-
tum processors’ capability to outperform classical pro-
cessors without quantum error correction.

8.2 Quantum Error Mitigation

In the absence of an error-correcting scheme (see sub-
section 8.3), one can try to limit the effect of the inco-
herent errors accumulated during the execution of the
circuit on the estimation of observables: this is the scope
of error mitigation. Error mitigation does not require
more physical qubits but instead trades possibly large
sampling overheads for enhanced accuracy. We review
a few methods here and refer the reader to [313] for a
more extensive review.

8.2.1 Post-selection and purification

In most applications, the output state (or a related ob-
servable) respects some mathematical properties. For
instance, using the JWT technique, for a problem where
particle number is conserved, the number of 1 measured
is constant and equal to the particle number. Discard-
ing measured states that do not respect the symmetries
enforced by the circuit (in the example given, sampled
states that have a number of 1 different from the total



36

number of particles) provides a straightforward error
mitigation scheme.
In addition, it is sometimes possible to map a noisy
quantity to the pure one it represents (or at least a close
approximation), a procedure referred to as purification.
Purification can be based on so-called fermionic N -
representability conditions [314]. For instance, a (well-
conditioned) noisy density matrix ρ can be mapped
to a pure density matrix (satisfying the idempotency
criterion ρ2 = ρ) through repeated application of the
McWeeny "purification" polynomial PMW(ρ) = 3ρ2 −
2ρ3 [315]. However, as the number of qubits increases,
full density matrix tomography becomes cumbersome.
Part of this complexity can be bypassed by consider-
ing the marginals of the density matrix, namely the 1-
and 2-RDM that contain all the information on one-
and two-body observables. Then, the methods can also
be tweaked by approximate N -representability condi-
tions. This process requires, however, more advanced
schemes than McWeeny purification. A notable excep-
tion is the preparation of a Slater determinant, e.g.,
within the Hartree-Fock procedure, where an idempo-
tent 1-RDM is expected: McWeeny purification applies
to the 1-RDM, providing dramatic increases in the ac-
curacy [212]. However, the Hartree-Fock procedure is
trivial on a classical computer, and the idempotency of
the 1-RDM breaks down as soon as a non-Slater state
is targeted.

8.2.2 Zero-noise extrapolation (ZNE)

Within ZNE, the departure of the observable as mea-
sured ⟨O⟩meas from its noise-free counterpart ⟨O⟩perfect
is assumed to depend on a single parameter, an error
rate ϵphys. Assuming some ansatz for the precise form of
how these two are related, one can infer an estimation
of ⟨O⟩perfect from a set of measurements corresponding
to different effective error rates ϵ = f(ϵphys, r) where r
is a tunable parameter.
A ZNE-specific challenge is to find a way to explore
different error rates, which depend on the noise pro-
cesses at play. Typically, the noise to be mitigated is
the one stemming from the two-qubit gate of the set,
say G, and the ’rescaling’ of the error rate is obtained
by inserting decompositions of the identity under the
form GG† after each occurrence of G [316]. This pro-
cess does not change the state encoded by the circuit.
However, it makes it more error-prone: under the as-
sumption that a depolarizing channel can model the
two-qubit gates errors, r insertions correspond to in-
flating the (two-qubit gate) error rate from its physical
value ϵ(2)phys to ϵ(r) = (2r + 1)ϵ

(2)
phys, and a noise-free ob-

servable can subsequently be inferred by extrapolating

Fig. 8.3 Principle of zero-noise extrapolation illustrated
with a linear ansatz for inference. Occurrences of two-qubit
gates G are followed by a number r of resolutions of the iden-
tity I = GG† to scale the noise to a factor (2r+1). A noiseless
observable value can be inferred from the noisy observables
measured on the original circuit and the circuit with r = 1
by linearly extrapolating to r = −1/2.

to the r = −1/2 regime, see Figure 8.3. Alternatively,
one can resort to pulse stretches rather than identity
insertions to increase the noise picked along the execu-
tion of the circuit [317]: the only underlying assumption
is that the noise is time-invariant.

8.2.3 Clifford data regression

Clifford data regression (CDR) [318] is a learning-
based method (and is thus sometimes referred to as
Learning-Based Error Mitigation [319]) where an ansatz
is trained to map noisy values to noise-free ones. It ap-
plies only to digital quantum computers.

For instance, one can look for a relation of the form

⟨O⟩perfect = a⟨O⟩noisy + b (8.14)

by fitting on a set of tuples (⟨O⟩Cj

noisy, ⟨O⟩
Cj

perfect). The
training set {Cj} comprises circuits that are easy to sim-
ulate classically. In the original method, near-Clifford
circuits were used to this end, and we will stick to this
example in what follows. Alternatively, one can sum-
mon another class of easily-simulable circuits to study
fermionic systems: gaussian circuits [320]. To ensure the
predictive character of Equation (8.14) (namely, that
coefficients a and b obtained by fitting over the train-
ing set give good predictions for the value of ⟨O⟩Cnoisy
for the circuit C of interest), the training set is ob-
tained by replacing some of the non-Clifford gates in
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Fig. 8.4 Principle of Clifford data regression illustrated with
a linear ansatz for interpolation. A number K (here K = 2)
of non-Clifford gates from the original circuit are replaced by
Clifford gates (in light purple) to obtain circuits that can be
simulated classically. A linear ansatz linking noisy observable
measurements to noiseless values is then trained on the set
of circuits obtained so. A noise-free observable can finally be
inferred by interpolating from the noisy measurement result
obtained on the original circuit.

the original circuit with Clifford gates. Assume a uni-
versal gate set made of single-qubit rotations and the
CNOT gate; this could be done by compiling the circuit
replacing the Rz(θ) gates – that are Clifford only for
θn = nπ/2, n ∈ [0, 1, 2, 3] because they correspond to
the phase gate to the power of n, Sn – by some Rz(θn).
The number of gates that are replaced acts as a re-
finement parameter. The non-Clifford gates to replace
and their Clifford gates replacements are chosen out
of a distance criterion. Alternatively, a Markov Chain
Monte Carlo (MCMC) technique can be employed.
A significant obstacle in successfully implementing
CDR is that there is no known recipe for designing
the training set optimally. A method dubbed variable
noise CDR (vnCDR) was proposed, which mixes ZNE
and CDR features. A training set’s element in vnCDR
is defined by both a circuit and a noise strength. The
scheme consists in guiding the ZNE with CDR, cutting
the need for precise knowledge of the noise strength.
Note that CDR and ZNE, along with a third technique
not reviewed here – Virtual Distillation [321], employ-
ing more qubits than the state fits in – can be subsumed
and combined in a unified framework [322].

8.2.4 Quasiprobability method

The Quasi Probability Error Mitigation (QPEM)
method, introduced in [323], originates from the so-
called Quasi Probability Decomposition (QPD) of a

Fig. 8.5 Principle of quasiprobability error mitigation. Each
perfect gate (represented, e.g., as a Pauli transfer matrix
[PTM]) is decomposed onto available (noisy) operations (see
Eq. (8.15)). The perfect observable ⟨O⟩perfect is then sam-
pled, with a sampling overhead of e2ηtot compared to the noisy
observable, but with no bias.

perfect quantum channel Eperfect onto a set of the noisy
quantum channels {Ek} that are implemented by the
hardware:

Eperfect(ρ) =
∑

k∈available ops

qkEk(ρ). (8.15)

The set of coefficients {qk} denote the "quasiprobabil-
ities": trace preservation ensures

∑
k qk = 1, but the

qk may take negative values. The "negativity" of the
channel is defined as η = −∑k,qk<0 qk.

Measuring the expectation value of an observable
O output by channel Ek picked with probability

|qk|∑
k |qk| thus provides an unbiased estimator of ⟨O⟩ ≡

Tr(OE(ρ)) as C⟨sgn(qk)Tr(OEk(ρ))⟩k. Here we have de-
fined C =

∑
k |qk| = 1 + 2η. This factor measures the

sampling overhead incurred by the QPEM procedure:
to maintain a given variance, one needs O(C2) more
shots to evaluate ⟨O⟩ with QPEM than would be re-
quired if one were able to implement the quantum chan-
nel E perfectly.

Usually, the quasiprobability decomposition is obtained
at the level of individual gates since performing the de-
composition at the circuit level would be exponentially
costly. The resulting C-factor will be the product of the
individual ones: Ctot =

∏Ng

l=1 Cl. Since, on the other
hand, Cl = 1 + 2ηl ≈ e2ηl (assuming weak negativ-
ity), we see that the method incurs a cost exponential
in ηtot =

∑Ng

l=1 ηl ≈ Ngη if η is uniform. This fact is
illustrated in Fig. 8.5.

The sampling overhead can be reduced by reintroducing
some bias in the estimator of ⟨O⟩, using approximate
QPDs [324, 325].
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Fig. 8.6 Schematic view of the principle behind the quantum
error correction (see text for more details).

Similarly to the ZNE, it requires a good knowledge of
the noise processes at work in the hardware. The quan-
tum channels (in the form, e.g., of Pauli transfer ma-
trices) for each operation can be obtained via so-called
gate set tomography [311, 326] as done in Ref. [327].
This process assumes that noise is both local (mean-
ing that crosstalk between qubits can be neglected)
and Markovian (time-invariant); see discussion in sec-
tion 8.1.3.

8.3 Quantum error correction (QEC) and fault
tolerance (FT) in a nutshell

8.3.1 Quantum error correction

In analogy to classical computers, quantum computers
can benefit from error correction by using redundancy,
namely by encoding the information of one (quantum)
bit, called a "logical qubit", into several physical qubits
(see [328] for a recent reference). Encoded states live in
a subspace C (called codespace) of the physical Hilbert
space designed in such a way that errors (described by a
quantum channel E , see subsection 8.1.1 above) can be
detected and then corrected using a recovery operation
R such that R ◦ E(ρ) = ρ, with ρ ∈ C. The encoding
(or code) C is chosen based on the error model E . The
following necessary and sufficient conditions, known as
QEC or Knill-Laflamme conditions [329], ensure the ex-
istence of a recovery operation:

PCE
†
kElPC = βkδklPC , ∀k, l (8.16)

with {Ek} the Kraus operators associated with E , PC
the projector onto the codespace, and βk > 0.
The principle of QEC is illustrated in Fig. 8.6. A
state |ψL⟩ of the codespace undergoes an error map
E and thus becomes a mixed state ρ = E(|ψL⟩⟨ψL|) =

∑
k Ek|ψL⟩⟨ψL|E†

k. In other words, there is uncertainty
as to which error Ek occurred. Measurements of so-
called "syndromes" project the state into one of the er-
ror code spaces and also allow us to determine in which
error code space the state was projected. The design of
these measurements is subtle due to the wave function
collapse: one wants to learn information about the er-
ror that occurred without learning information on the
quantum state that was corrupted (lest information on
the data qubit is lost). Experimentally, this is achieved
by measuring ancilla qubits entangled with the "data"
qubits.
As a last step, thanks to the syndrome information, the
proper recovery operation is applied to recover the ini-
tial state |ψL⟩. Finding the recovery operation given a
syndrome can be a complex (classical) computational
task. Designing good heuristics for finding the best
recovery operation is an active research topic for ad-
vanced codes.
A consequence of the QEC conditions is that the recov-
ery operation can correct any error that is a linear com-
bination of the Kraus operators that satisfy the QEC
condition. This fact implies that a code and recovery
built to protect against one-qubit Pauli noise is enough
for correcting any one-qubit noise (since its Kraus oper-
ators can be decomposed on the Pauli basis). This pro-
cedure is known as the "digitization" of errors. Well-
known codes include so-called stabilizer codes [330],
which generalize classical linear codes and are partic-
ularly well-suited for one-qubit Pauli errors.

8.3.2 Fault tolerance

While QEC is meant to preserve quantum information,
fault tolerance (FT) is the ability to perform quantum
circuits without propagating errors.

The influence of errors during recovery One simple
context where errors need to be considered is the re-
covery operation. If recovery were made with perfect
gates, a code able to correct a number t of errors would
have an error per gate probability of p1 = cϵt+1 after
correction, for an error per gate before correction of
p0 = ϵ. Thus, one could reach arbitrarily small error
rates by choosing a large enough t. In practice, how-
ever, recovery is made with noisy gates. If recovery in-
volves O(tα) gates, then the error probability becomes
p̃1 = c(tαϵ)t+1. This function is monotonic for t: at
a certain point, a larger t means that recovery brings
more errors than it corrects. There is thus an optimal
t. At the optimal t, one finds a minimal error proba-
bility p̃min

1 (ϵ, α). This probability is an increasing func-
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Fig. 8.7 Logical error as a function of physical error in a
concatenated code for a threshold pth = 0.1.

tion of the physical error rate ϵ. To ensure that no er-
ror occurs for a circuit of length Ng, one must choose
Ngp̃

min
1 (ϵ, α) < 1. This in turn requires ϵ < ϵ0, with

ϵ0 ∝
1

log(cNg)α
. (8.17)

The rate ϵ0 is much more favorable than that one would
have obtained in the absence of error correction, namely
ϵ0 ∝ 1/Ng.

Concatenation and the threshold theorem [331, 332]
In the reasoning above, with a fixed error ϵ, one still
reaches a limit in terms of the circuit length one can
execute without error. One way to solve this issue is
concatenation, a method where the code is replicated
several times, similar to a kind of renormalization group
flow or fractal structure. Using L nested levels of en-
coding, the error probability (with t = 1) becomes
pL = (cϵ)2

L

/c. To reach an accuracy ϵ for a circuit
with Ng gates, i.e. an accuracy per gate ϵ/Ng, we need
to use L such that pL ≤ ϵ/Ng. Such a L exists provided
ϵ ≤ pth ≡ 1/c. Summarizing: after L levels of concate-
nation, starting from a physical error rate ϵ, one can
achieve an error rate of

pL = pth

(
ϵ

pth

)2L

. (8.18)

Provided the physical error rate is below a threshold
value pth, the error rate after concatenation is reduced
doubly exponentially. This fact is illustrated in Fig. 8.7.
At the same time, the circuit length is increased expo-
nentially (we have a length NL

g after concatenation).

Surface and color codes In practice, concatenation of-
ten requires long-range two-qubit gates, which are un-
available in current and near-term hardware. This issue
is addressed by, e.g., surface codes [333–335], and color
codes [336, 337], which are subclasses of stabilizer codes
with good locality properties and are thus more suitable
for actual hardware. A threshold theorem also holds for
these codes, except one does not scale the number of
concatenation levels but the size of the lattice in which
the codes live. The error rate scales exponentially with
the lattice size (instead of the double exponential of
concatenated codes) for the surface code. In contrast,
the circuit length scales linearly with the size (instead
of exponentially).
First implementations of QEC with logical error rates
close or slightly below the threshold have been demon-
strated recently with surface codes on superconducting
qubits [338, 339], and color codes on trapped ions [340].
Interestingly, new types of superconductor-based hard-
ware implementations are being developed specifically
to perform more robust and/or economical quantum
error correction [341].

9 Conclusions

Many-body systems are among the hardest problems to
solve with classical computers. Their defining property
is an exponential difficulty that can appear in many
guises: the sheer size of the relevant portion of the
Hilbert space, the Monte-Carlo sign problem, or a bond
dimension exponential in the entanglement.
In the last century, scientists have accumulated deep ex-
pertise in solving this problem in many areas of physics
and chemistry on classical computers despite the afore-
mentioned exponential wall: a plethora of heuristic
methods to gain insights into the exotic physics of these
systems has been designed. These methods usually re-
sort to the most advanced numerical techniques and are
thus a difficult target for nascent quantum processors.
However, there are some regimes where the complexity
of the problems at stake still prevents these classical
methods from uncovering the critical physical mecha-
nisms at play.
Quantum computers can be regarded as promising com-
plementary tools to tackle such problems in difficult
regimes. Indeed, as illustrated in this review, quantum
processors are physical many-body systems, contrary
to classical computers. Therefore, at least on paper,
they appear as an ideal tool for understanding many-
body phenomena. We presented several methods pro-
posed in recent years to leverage this many-body na-
ture with many different computational paradigms. In
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theory, these methods offer interesting solutions to the
exponential wall. Yet, contrary to classical computers,
today’s quantum processors must also reckon with deco-
herence. This hurdle is also generically, in the absence
of error correction, of exponential nature. Therefore,
the practical gain of using quantum processors needs
to be carefully assessed by factoring in the advantages
of exploiting inherent many-body phenomena together
with the corresponding weaknesses.

Today’s efforts have not yet converged to an exam-
ple of a many-body problem that can be solved more
efficiently with a quantum processor’s (maybe par-
tial) help. However, steady experimental and theoreti-
cal progress gives reasonable hope that such examples
will emerge. More importantly, the fact that natural
many-body systems can exhibit large-scale entangled
states (like high-temperature superconductivity, super-
fluidity, etc.) despite decoherence is a quite robust in-
dication that quantum processors—that is, synthetic
many-body systems—can also be engineered to gener-
ate, and therefore gain insights into, phenomena with
large-scale entanglement.

While the possibility of performing accurate enough
computations with quantum computers or proving
quantum advantage is still uncertain [119], there is no
doubt that this domain is progressing very fast both in
terms of technology and in terms of algorithms.
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