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Multiproposal Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithms choose from multiple proposals at each

iteration in order to sample from challenging target distributions more efficiently. Recent work demonstrates

the possibility of quadratic quantum speedups for one such multiproposal MCMC algorithm. Using 𝑃 proposals,

this quantum parallel MCMC (QPMCMC) algorithm requires only O(
√
𝑃) target evaluations at each step. Here,

we present a fast new quantum multiproposal MCMC strategy, QPMCMC2, that only requires O(1) target
evaluations and O(log 𝑃) qubits. Unlike its slower predecessor, the QPMCMC2 Markov kernel (1) maintains

detailed balance exactly and (2) is fully explicit for a large class of graphical models. We demonstrate this

flexibility by applying QPMCMC2 to novel Ising-type models built on bacterial evolutionary networks and obtain

significant speedups for Bayesian ancestral trait reconstruction for 248 observed salmonella bacteria.

1 INTRODUCTION
In their many forms, multiproposal MCMC methods [1–6] use multiple proposals to gain advantage

over traditional MCMC algorithms [7, 8] that only generate a single proposal at each step. After

generating a number proposals, these methods randomly select the next Markov chain state

from a set containing all 𝑃 proposals and the current state with selection probabilities involving

the target and proposal density (mass) functions. Calculation of proposal probabilities typically

scales O(𝑃2), so recent efforts [9, 10] focus on efficient joint proposal structures that lead to

computationally efficient O(𝑃)-time proposal selection probabilities. Even after incorporating

efficient joint proposals such as the Tjelmeland correction (Section 2.2), selection probabilities still

require evaluation of the target function at each of the 𝑃 proposals. [11] uses the Gumbel-max trick

to turn the proposal selection task into a discrete optimization procedure amenable to established

quantum optimization techniques [12, 13]. On the one hand, the resulting QPMCMC algorithm

facilitates quadratic speedups, only requiring O(
√
𝑃) target evaluations. On the other hand, these

target evaluations take the form of generic oracle calls embeddedwithin successive Grover iterations

[14], the circuit depth of which is not clear. Worse still, the fact that the optimization algorithms

of [12, 13] sometimes fail to obtain the optimum means that the QPMCMC Markov kernel fails to

maintain detailed balance with non-negligible probability. The relationship between the algorithm’s

stationary distribution (if it exists) and the target distribution is unclear as a result.

Our QPMCMC2 algorithm (Section 3.2) also combines multiproposal MCMC with quantum com-

puting but improves upon QPMCMC in multiple ways. First, the QPMCMC2 circuit depth is O(1), i.e.,
it does not grow with the number of proposals 𝑃 . Second, the QPMCMC2Markov kernel maintains

detailed balance exactly, so the algorithm obtains ergodicity and provides asymptotically exact

estimators with the usual guarantees [15]. Third, the QPMCMC2 circuit is fully explicit for a large class
of graphical models, making it possible to quantify circuit depth and the O(log 𝑃) circuit width.
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Our algorithm uses the same efficient multiproposal structures as QPMCMC to simplify selection

probabilities, but this is where similarities cease. Instead of indirectly choosing the next Markov

chain state via quantum optimization, we directly obtain selection probabilities as quantum prob-

ability amplitudes that provide weights for superposed proposal states. Collapsing the quantum

state results in easy proposal selection.

We apply QPMCMC2 to ancestral trait reconstruction on bacterial evolutionary networks, the

irregularity of which serves as a naturally arising test of the algorithm’s flexibility. Phylogenetic

comparative methods [16] investigate the shared evolution of biological traits and their mutual asso-

ciations within or across species. Recent statistical efforts in comparative phylogenetics emphasize

big data scalability and the application of increasingly complex models that condition on—or jointly

infer—phylogenetic trees describing shared evolutionary histories between observed taxa [17]. For

example, [18, 19] develop a statistical computing framework for learning dependencies between

high-dimensional discrete traits and apply their methods to the Bayesian analysis of, e.g., nearly

1,000 H1N1 influenza viruses. Unfortunately, these methods are ill-suited for bacterial ancestral trait

reconstruction. First, their dynamic programming routines for fast likelihood and log-likelihood

gradient calculations rely on the tree structure that directly characterizes the shared evolutionary

history of the observed specimens, and the phylogenetic tree fails to capture the reticulate evolution

that arises from the exchange of genetic material between microbes. Second, the methods of [18, 19]

rely on Gaussianity assumptions in order to efficiently integrate over unobserved ancestral traits

and obtain a reduced likelihood describing only the traits of observed specimens.

Given these shortcomings, we instead define novel Ising-type models on Neighbor-Net phyloge-

netic networks [20] that directly account for bacterial reticulate evolution. Within these models,

exterior nodes represent observed bacteria, internal nodes represent unobserved ancestors and

spins represent biological traits. Bayesian ancestral trait reconstruction then amounts to sampling

interior spins while keeping exterior spins fixed. We apply our QPMCMC2 to this sampling task for

single- and multi-trait Ising models that arise from a Neighbor-Net network characterizing the

evolutionary history shared by 248 salmonella bacteria. Notably, this same microbial collection

features prominently in high-impact studies [21, 22] of the evolution and development of antibiotic

resistances in salmonella bacteria, a matter of pressing societal concern.

2 PRELIMINARIES
We present the limited introductions to the methods and ideas that are central to our development

and exposition of QPMCMC2, including MCMC, multiproposal MCMC, quantum computing and our

Ising-type phylogenetic network models.

2.1 MCMC and Barker’s algorithm
Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) constitutes a class of algorithms that are useful for sampling

from probability distributions in situations where direct sampling is otherwise untenable. Key

applications of MCMC include inference of high-dimensional model parameters within Bayesian

inference [23] and simulation of physical many-body systems [7, 24]. In the following, we consider

the application of MCMC to discrete-valued models, but the framework applies equally to both

discrete and continuous contexts. Letting A denote some finite or countably-infinite index set, we

consider the discrete set {𝜽𝛼 }𝛼∈A . We identify our target distribution 𝜋 with a probability mass

function 𝜋 (·) defined with respect to the counting measure on the power set 2
A
. The probability

measure 𝜋 may be, e.g., a posterior distribution in Bayesian inference or a Boltzmann distribution

in statistical mechanics. In this context, Monte Carlo methods generate (pseudo)random samples in

order to obtain estimates of expectations 𝐸𝜋 (𝑓 ) < ∞ for arbitrary bounded functions 𝑓 defined

on the set {𝜽𝛼 }𝛼∈A . Whereas classical Monte Carlo techniques such as rejection sampling tend
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Algorithm 1MCMC with Barker Acceptances and Symmetric Proposals

Input: An initial Markov chain state 𝜽 (0) ; a routine for evaluating target distribution 𝜋 (·); a
routine for sampling 𝜽 ′ from a proposal distribution 𝑞(𝜽 , 𝜽 ′) symmetric in 𝜽 and 𝜽 ′; a routine
for sampling from a discrete distribution 𝐷𝑖𝑠𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑡𝑒 (·) parameterized by arbitrary probability

vector; the number of samples to generate 𝑆 .

1: for 𝑠 ∈ 1, . . . , 𝑆 do
2: 𝜽0 ← 𝜽 (𝑠−1)

; 𝜽 1 ∼ 𝑞(𝜽 0, ·);
3: 𝝅 = (𝜋0, 𝜋1)𝑇 where 𝜋0 ← 𝜋 (𝜽0) and 𝜋1 ← 𝜋 (𝜽1);
4: 𝑝 ∼ 𝐷𝑖𝑠𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑡𝑒 (𝝅/𝝅𝑇 1); 𝜽 (𝒔) ← 𝜽�̂� ;
5: end for
6: return 𝜽 (1) , . . . , 𝜽 (𝑺 )

.

to break down in high dimensions, MCMC effectively generates samples from high-dimensional

distributions by constructing a Markov chain with transition kernel𝑄 (·, ·) that maintains the target

distribution 𝜋 as a stationary distribution, i.e.,

𝜋 (𝛼) =
∑︁
𝛼 ′

𝜋 (𝛼 ′)𝑄 (𝛼 ′, 𝛼), ∀𝛼, 𝛼 ′ ∈ A . (1)

When designing such Markov kernels 𝑄 , it is helpful to note that the detailed balance condition

𝜋 (𝛼 ′)𝑄 (𝛼 ′, 𝛼) = 𝜋 (𝛼)𝑄 (𝛼, 𝛼 ′), ∀𝛼, 𝛼 ′ ∈ A (2)

guarantees the kernel 𝑄 ’s satisfaction of (1), while at the same time verifying more easily than (1).

The Metropolis-Hastings kernel [7] maintains detailed balance using two steps: first, it generates

a random proposal 𝜽 1 ∼ 𝑞(𝜽 0, 𝜽 1), where 𝜽 0 := 𝜽 (𝑠−1)
is the current state of the Markov chain;

second, it accepts the proposal with probability 𝑎𝑀𝐻 (𝜽 0, 𝜽 1) or remains in the current state for one

more iteration.

In fact, other acceptance probabilities besides 𝑎𝑀𝐻 also maintain detailed balance when coupled

with proposals of the form 𝑞(𝜽 0, 𝜽 1). We are particularly interested in the Barker [25] acceptance

probability

𝑎𝐵 :=
𝜋 (𝜽𝑝 )𝑞(𝜽𝑝 , 𝜽 |𝑝−1 | )∑

1

𝑝′=0
𝜋 (𝜽𝑝′ )𝑞(𝜽𝑝′ , 𝜽 |𝑝′−1 | )

, 𝑝 ∈ {0, 1}. (3)

When 𝑞(·, ·) is symmetric in its two arguments, (3) takes the salient form

𝜋 (𝜽𝑝 )∑
1

𝑝′=0
𝜋 (𝜽𝑝′ )

=: 𝜋𝑝 , 𝑝 ∈ {0, 1}, (4)

leading to Algorithm 1. The notation of (3) and (4) extends to the multiple proposal case. Here, the

development of symmetric joint proposals and simplified acceptances 𝜋𝑝 is less straightforward

but leads to significant computational efficiencies.

2.2 Multiproposal MCMC and the Tjelmeland correction
Multiproposal MCMC algorithms use multiple proposals at each iteration to explore target distri-

butions more efficiently. Recently, [9] present general measure theoretic foundations for the many

different multiproposal MCMC algorithms that already exist. Among many other important contri-

butions, this abstract multiproposal MCMC framework incorporates: bothMetropolis-Hastings-type

and Barker-type multiproposal MCMC acceptance criteria; and efficient joint proposal structures

[1, 10] called Tjelmeland corrections. We follow [10, 11] and consider a multiproposal MCMC

algorithm that combines Barker-type acceptance criteria with the Tjelmeland correction.
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Algorithm 2Multiproposal MCMC with Barker Acceptances and the Tjelmeland Correction

Input: An initial Markov chain state 𝜽 (0) ; a routine for evaluating target distribution 𝜋 (·); a routine
for sampling 𝜽 ′ from a Tjelmeland distribution 𝑞(𝜽 , 𝜽 ′) symmetric in 𝜽 and 𝜽 ′; a routine for
sampling from a discrete distribution 𝐷𝑖𝑠𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑡𝑒 (·) parameterized by arbitrary probability vector;

the number of samples to generate 𝑆 ; the number of proposals 𝑃 .

1: for 𝑠 ∈ 1, . . . , 𝑆 do
2: 𝜽0 ← 𝜽 (𝑠−1)

;
¯𝜽 ∼ 𝑞(𝜽 0, ·); 𝜽 1, . . . , 𝜽𝑃

𝑖𝑖𝑑∼ 𝑞( ¯𝜽 , ·);
3: 𝝅 = (𝜋0, 𝜋1, . . . , 𝜋𝑃 )𝑇 where 𝜋𝑝 ← 𝜋 (𝜽𝒑), 𝑝 ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 𝑃};
4: 𝑝 ∼ 𝐷𝑖𝑠𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑡𝑒 (𝝅/𝝅𝑇 1); 𝜽 (𝒔) ← 𝜽�̂� ;
5: end for
6: return 𝜽 (1) , . . . , 𝜽 (𝑺 )

.

Again letting 𝜽 0 := 𝜽 (𝑠−1)
denote the current state of the Markov chain, one version of multipro-

posal MCMC proceeds by generating 𝑃 proposals (𝜽 1, . . . , 𝜽𝑃 ) =: 𝚯−0 from some joint distribution

with probability mass function 𝑞(𝜽 0,𝚯−0) and randomly selecting the next Markov chain state

from among the current and proposed states with probabilities

𝜋𝑝 :=
𝜋 (𝜽𝑝 )𝑞(𝜽𝑝 ,𝚯−𝑝 )∑𝑃

𝑝′=0
𝜋 (𝜽𝑝′ )𝑞(𝜽𝑝′ ,𝚯−𝑝′ )

, 𝑝 ∈ {0, . . . , 𝑃}, (5)

where 𝚯−𝑝 is the 𝑃-columned matrix that results when one extracts the vector 𝜽𝑝 from the matrix

(𝜽 0, 𝜽 1, . . . , 𝜽𝑃 ). Given the burdensome O(𝑃2) floating-point operations required to evaluate all

𝑃 + 1 joint mass functions 𝑞(𝜽𝑝 ,𝚯−𝑝 ), [10] recommends using joint proposal strategies that enforce

the higher-order symmetry relation

𝑞(𝜽 0,𝚯−0) = 𝑞(𝜽 1,𝚯−1) = · · · = 𝑞(𝜽𝑃 ,𝚯−𝑃 ) (6)

and lead to simplified acceptance probabilities

𝜋𝑝 =
𝜋 (𝜽𝑝 )∑𝑃

𝑝′=0
𝜋 (𝜽𝑝′ )

, 𝑝 ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 𝑃}. (7)

To this end, [10] shows that an elegant joint proposal structure put forth by [1] leads to (6). This

Tjelmeland correction uses a symmetric probability distribution with mass function satisfying

𝑞(𝜽 , 𝜽 ′) = 𝑞(𝜽 ′, 𝜽 ) to first generate a random offset
¯𝜽 ∼ 𝑞(𝜽 0, ·) and then generate 𝑃 proposals

𝜽 1, . . . , 𝜽𝑃
𝑖𝑖𝑑∼ 𝑞( ¯𝜽 , ·). Because

𝑞(𝜽 0,𝚯−0) =
∑̄︁
𝜽

𝑞(𝜽 0, ¯𝜽 )
∏
𝑝′≠0

𝑞( ¯𝜽 , 𝜽𝑝′ ) =
∑̄︁
𝜽

𝑞(𝜽𝑝 , ¯𝜽 )
∏
𝑝′≠𝑝

𝑞( ¯𝜽 , 𝜽𝑝′ ) = 𝑞(𝜽𝑝 ,𝚯−𝑝 ) ,

this joint proposal strategy satisfies (6) and leads to the simple multiproposal MCMC routine shown

in Algorithm 2. In the following, we refer to 𝑞(·, ·) as a Tjelmeland kernel and 𝑞(𝜽 , ·) as a Tjelmeland

distribution.

2.3 An introduction to quantum computing
In this section, we provide an introduction to quantum computing, which comprises three parts.

First, we introduce quantum bits (qubits), analogous to classical bits that store information. Second,

we present the unitary operator, which manipulates qubits as a quantum logic gate. Third, we

describe the rules of measurement in quantum computing.
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2.3.1 Qubits and quantum states. Quantum computers perform operations on one-dimensional

complex unit vectors called quantum bits or qubits. One may write any qubit𝜓 as a linear combi-

nation, or superposition, of the computational basis states |0⟩ and |1⟩, i.e.,

|𝜓 ⟩ = 𝜓0 |0⟩ +𝜓1 |1⟩ ,

for𝜓0,𝜓1 ∈ C satisfying |𝜓0 |2 + |𝜓1 |2 = 1.

When we have 𝑛 qubits, each of them can be in state |0⟩ or state |1⟩. Thus, there are 2
𝑛 𝑛-qubit

basis states

|00 . . . 0⟩, |00 . . . 1⟩, . . . , |11 . . . 1⟩,

which one may also denote

|0⟩, |1⟩, . . . , |2𝑛 − 1⟩ .

Therefore, one may write a general 𝑛-qubit quantum state as a superposition

|𝜓 ⟩ =
2
𝑛−1∑︁
𝑘=0

𝜓𝑘 |𝑘⟩ , (8)

where𝜓𝑘 ∈ C such that

∑
2
𝑛−1

𝑘=0
|𝜓𝑘 |2 = 1.

2.3.2 Quantum operations. In the domain of quantum computation, qubits undergo manipulation

via the application of unitary operators to quantum states. A unitary operator𝑈 is a linear operator

that, when acting upon a quantum superposition state, adheres to the equation:

𝑈 |𝜓 ⟩ =
2
𝑛−1∑︁
𝑘=0

𝜓𝑘𝑈 |𝑘⟩ .

We denote the time complexity for implementing𝑈 as 𝑇 (𝑈 ) in the following context. Moreover,

a unitary operator conserves the magnitude of the quantum state, preserving its norm at 1: Two

unitary operations pertinent to this study are duly acknowledged.

We first introduce an operation that enables the implementation of any classical function within

a quantum computer [26]. In this context, a unitary operator 𝑈𝑓 , operating on two registers X and

Y, performs computations based on a well-defined classical function 𝑓 : 𝑋 → 𝑌 for two finite sets

𝑋 and 𝑌 (defined in X and Y) as follows:

𝑈𝑓 |𝑥⟩X |𝑦⟩Y = |𝑥⟩X |𝑦 ⊕ 𝑓 (𝑥)⟩Y ,

where 𝑥 ∈ 𝑋 and 𝑦 ∈ 𝑌 . Here,𝑈𝑓 is designated to accept a query 𝑥 in the register X and generate a

response 𝑓 (𝑥) in the register Y.
Secondly, we introduce a control rotation gate 𝑅 that operates on three registers X, Y, andZ

in the following manner: 𝑅 receives a query 𝑥 from register X and responds by mapping |0⟩Y
to

√
1 − 𝑥 |0⟩Y +

√
𝑥 |1⟩Y while being controlled by a state |𝑧⟩Z . This implies that 𝑅 performs a

rotation operation on |0⟩Y only when the state in theZ register is |𝑧⟩.

2.3.3 Measurement. Although we can achieve a superposition state on a quantum computer, we

cannot extract all the information contained in this quantum state through a single measurement.

When measuring the quantum state (8) in the computational basis, the state collapses into one of

the basis states |𝑘⟩ with a probability given by |𝜓𝑘 |2. In other words, we can only read out one of

the computational basis states at a time.
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Fig. 1. This phylogenetic tree G has𝑀𝑜 = 3 leaf nodes,𝑀𝑜−1 = 2 = 𝑀𝑎 internal nodes and 2𝑀𝑜−1 = 5 = 𝑀𝑡𝑜𝑡

total nodes. Leaf nodes represent observed taxa, and internal nodes are unobserved ancestors. We observe a
binary trait variable 𝜎𝑚 for each of the leaf nodes and model all (both observed and unobserved) traits 𝜎𝑚
using an Ising model with interactions 𝑗𝑚𝑚′ which condition on inferred weights𝑤𝑚𝑚′ > 0.

Fig. 2. Reticulate evolution. This stylized bacterial phylogenetic network includes a reticulation (dashed line)
that characterizes the exchange of genetic material between microbes. Whereas the network deviates from
the bifurcating tree hypothesis of Figure 1, the problem of ancestral trait reconstruction is still meaningful.

2.4 Comparative phylogenetics and ancestral trait reconstruction
Sampling algorithms are essential to the field of comparative phylogenetics, in general, and Bayesian

phylogenetics [27], in particular. Here, we start with a fixed phylogenetic tree structure and the

traits of observed biological specimens (Figure 1). We make the basic assumption that closely related

taxa tend to share the same traits and establish a phylogenetic Ising model to predict the trait

combinations of unobserved ancestors. We also adapt this model to deviations from the basic tree

graph structure in the context of bacterial reticulate evolution and extend this model to incorporate

multiple traits.

Specifically, suppose we assume a phylogenetic tree G (Fig 1) structure describes the shared

evolutionary history giving rise to 𝑀𝑜 observed taxa indexed𝑚 ∈ {𝑀𝑜 − 1, . . . , 2𝑀𝑜 − 1 = 𝑀tot}.
This phylogenetic tree is a rooted, undirected, bifurcating and weighted graph that contains

𝑀tot = 2𝑀𝑜 −1 nodes,𝑀𝑜 of which (corresponding to observed taxa) are leaf nodes, and𝑀𝑎 = 𝑀𝑜 −1
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are internal nodes. This graph also contains 2𝑀𝑜 − 2 edges, each of which has its own weight

𝑤𝑚𝑚′ > 0. If no edge exists between the node pair𝑚,𝑚′, we say 𝑤𝑚,𝑚′ = ∞. When edges exist,

these weights are often proportional to the length of time spanning the existence of two organisms.

Furthermore, suppose that we observe a binary trait 𝜎𝑚 ∈ {−1, 1} for each of our observed taxa.

We then may use a simple Ising model [28] to describe the joint distribution over observed and

unobserved traits 𝝈 = (𝜎0, . . . , 𝜎𝑀tot−1):

𝑃𝑟 (𝝈 |𝛽,𝛾,G) ∝ exp

{(
𝛽

∑︁
𝑚,𝑚′

𝑗𝑚𝑚′𝜎𝑚𝜎𝑚′

)}
, where 𝑗𝑚𝑚′ = 𝑓𝛾

(
1

𝑤𝑚𝑚′

)
(9)

and 𝛽 > 0, 𝑓𝛾 : [0,∞) → [0,∞), 𝑓𝛾 (0) = 0 and 𝑓𝛾 is an increasing function. For example, 𝑓𝛾 (𝑥) = 𝛾
√
𝑥

for 𝛾 > 0 is one of many possibilities. In the following, we treat 𝛾 and 𝛽 as fixed, but one may learn

them simultaneously with the rest of the model parameters in the context of Bayesian inference.

From (9), we obtain the likelihood for the observed traits 𝝈𝑜 = (𝜎𝑀𝑎
, . . . , 𝜎𝑀tot−1) by conditioning

on unobserved ancestral traits 𝝈𝑎 = (𝜎0, . . . , 𝜎𝑀𝑎−1):

𝑃𝑟 (𝝈𝑜 |𝝈𝑎, 𝛽, 𝛾,G) ∝ exp

{(
𝛽

∑︁
𝑚,𝑚′

𝑗𝑚,𝑚′𝜎𝑚𝜎𝑚′

)}
. (10)

Placing the uniform prior on the ancestral traits 𝑃𝑟 (𝝈𝑎) ∝ 1, the posterior distribution for ancestral

traits conditioned on observed traits becomes

𝑃𝑟 (𝝈𝑎 |𝝈𝑜 , 𝛽, 𝛾,G) ∝ 𝑃𝑟 (𝝈𝑜 |𝝈𝑎, 𝛽, 𝛾,G) · 𝑃𝑟 (𝝈𝑎) ∝ exp

{(
𝛽

∑︁
𝑚,𝑚′

𝑗𝑚,𝑚′𝜎𝑚𝜎𝑚′

)}
. (11)

Within the Bayesian paradigm of statistical inference (Gelman et al., 1995), the problem of inferring

unobserved ancestral traits𝝈𝑎 reduces to simulating from the Isingmodel (3) while keeping observed

traits 𝝈𝑜 fixed. Note that it is relatively simple to infer the joint posterior 𝑝 (𝝈𝑎, 𝛽, 𝛾 |𝝈𝑜 ,G), although
we do not consider this task here.

We build on this core model in two orthogonal ways. First, we consider the multi-trait scenario

and model 𝑇 binary traits by allotting the𝑚th specimen a spin of the form 𝝈𝑚 = (𝜎𝑚,1, . . . , 𝜎𝑚,𝑇 ).
Following a development analogous to that of (9), (10) and (11), we specify a multi-trait phylogenetic

Ising model that leads to the posterior distribution

𝑃𝑟 (𝝈𝑎 |𝝈𝑜 , 𝛽, 𝛾,G) ∝ exp

{(
𝛽

∑︁
𝑚,𝑚′

𝑗𝑚,𝑚′𝝈𝑚 · 𝝈𝑚′

)}
, (12)

and 𝝈𝑎 = (𝝈0, . . . ,𝝈𝑀𝑎−1). Second, we consider failures of the bifurcating evolutionary tree hy-

pothesis. Bacterial reticulate evolution (Figure 2) arises from the exchange of genetic material

between microbes. In this context, it is appropriate to model evolution using a phylogenetic network.

The Neighbor-net [20] algorithm is a popular algorithm for phylogenetic network construction

that uses distances between genetic sequences to construct a planar splits graph. In this graph,

extremal nodes are observed specimens, and interior nodes are potential ancestors. Whereas this

evolutionary network model does not represent an explicit history of individual reticulations, it

does represent conflicting signals regarding potential reticulations. These candidate reticulations

take the form of the interior boxes that manifest in Figure 3.

On the one hand, using such a phylogenetic network as the base lattice structure in phylogenetic

Ising models does not alter the mathematical details of the posterior distributions (11) and (12).

On the other hand, the existence of cycles in the splits graph makes sampling these distributions

significantly more difficult. [11] shows Algorithm 7’s potential for sampling from such challenging

target distributions and advances QPMCMC, which approximately performs this algorithm. In the
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following, we present QPMCMC2 and its massive speedups over the O(𝑃) complexity of Algorithm 2

and the O(
√
𝑃) complexity of QPMCMC.

3 MAIN RESULT: NEW VERSION OF QUANTUM PARALLEL MCMC
In this section, we introduce our main result, which presents a novel quantum algorithm that

surpasses Algorithm 2. Subsequently, we will delineate the technical contribution. Moreover, we

will illustrate its significance in addressing the bottleneck identified in Algorithm 2. Finally, a

comprehensive elucidation of our algorithm will be presented in detail.

Theorem 3.1. There exists a quantummultiproposal Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithm
that takes inputs as detailed in Algorithm 2, with a running time:

2𝑇 (𝑂𝑞) +𝑇 (𝑂𝜋 ) + O(1)
min𝛼∈A (𝜋 (𝜽𝛼 ))

.

Here, 𝑂𝑞 and 𝑂𝜋 represent the quantum operations characterized by 𝑞(𝜽 , 𝜽 ′) and 𝜋 (·) respectively1,
which is irrelevant to number of the proposal P.

The primary technique relies on parallel computation within a quantum superposition state. In

contrast to classical computers, quantum circuits allow us to prepare superposition states. When a

unitary operation is applied to this superposition state, it simultaneously affects each state within

the superposition. Building upon this foundational concept, it becomes evident that preparing a

superposition state representing all 𝑃 proposals could enhance computation speed. This approach

enables the simultaneous processing of calculations for various proposals.

3.1 Significance
3.1.1 Solving the Computation Bottleneck of Multiproposal MCMC. Previous studies have demon-

strated the advantages of multiproposal MCMC algorithms over, e.g., the Metropolis-Hastings

algorithm. Specifically, an increase in the number of proposals 𝑃 per Markov chain in Algorithm 2

leads to expedited convergence in the sampling process.

However, this accelerated convergence speed comes with a certain drawback. Typically, the

bottleneck in each iteration of the Markov chain, as outlined in Algorithm 2, lies in the computation

of 𝜋 . The heightened number of 𝜋𝑝 computations required by this multiproposal MCMC algorithm

demands significant computational resources when augmenting the proposal number 𝑃 per iteration.

In Algorithm 2, achieving a singleMarkov chain iteration through classical computation necessitates

a time complexity of O(𝑃).
Conversely, a quantum circuit can execute parallel calculations across different proposals con-

currently. This encompasses the generation of proposal sets, evaluation of 𝜋𝑝s and the selection

of samples among them. This quantum approach holds promise in mitigating the bottleneck of

the multiproposal MCMC algorithm, thereby expediting the convergence process. By concur-

rently processing multiple proposals, this quantum multiproposal MCMC algorithm becomes more

competitive in comparison to traditional algorithms that relie on a single proposal.

3.1.2 Comparison with State of the Art Quantum Algorithm. In reality, this work is not the first to

utilize quantum circuits in an endeavor to expedite Algorithm 2. In a prior investigation conducted

by Holbrook [11], the employment of the Grover search approach and the Gumbel-Max trick aimed

to devise a quantum algorithm (QPMCMC) for substituting lines 3-4 in Algorithm 2, thereby enhancing

the time complexity of these steps from O(𝑃) to O(
√
𝑃). It is noteworthy that, in that study, the

1
See Section 2.3.2 for a detailed description.
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Algorithm 3 Quantum accelerated multiproposal MCMC (QPMCMC2)

Input: An initial Markov chain state 𝜽 (0) ; an oracle 𝑂𝜋 for evaluating target distribution 𝜋 (·); an
oracle 𝑂𝑞 for sampling 𝜽 ′ from a Tjelmeland distribution 𝑞(𝜽 , 𝜽 ′) symmetric in 𝜽 and 𝜽 ′; a
control rotation operator 𝑅(𝜃 ); the number of samples to generate 𝑆 ; the number of proposals

𝑃 .

1: for 𝑠 ∈ 1, . . . , 𝑆 do
2: Prepare a quantum state |𝜓0⟩ = |0⟩P |0⟩H0

|0⟩H1

|0⟩H2

|0⟩Π |0⟩𝑆
3: Encode 𝜽 (𝑠−1)

inH0.

4: Apply 𝑂𝑞 , which takes query fromH0 and responses inH1

5: Make a uniform superposition state in P
6: Apply 𝑂𝑞 , which takes a query fromH1, and responses inH2 on each state

7: Apply 𝑂𝜋 , which takes a query fromH2, and responses in Π on each state

8: Apply a control rotation gate 𝑅 (controlled by each |𝑝⟩P ), which takes a query from Π and

9: maps |0⟩S to

√︁
1 − 𝜋 (𝜽𝑝 ) |0⟩𝑆 +

√︁
𝜋 (𝜽𝑝 ) |1⟩𝑆

10: Make a measurement;

11: if S register is 0 then: restart form line 3.

12: end if
13: 𝜽 (𝑠 ) ← the data inH2

14: end for
15: return 𝜽 (1) , . . . , 𝜽 (𝑺 )

.

acceleration did not extend to the process of generating 𝑃 proposal sets (line 2, Algorithm 2),

maintaining the overall complexity for a QPMCMC iteration at O(𝑃).
Upon comparing this work to the previously mentioned study, it becomes evident that our

approach signifies a notable advancement over the state-of-the-art work. We achieve an exponential

speedup in terms of the proposal count 𝑃 when contrasted with Algorithm 2.

3.2 AQuantum Parallel MCMC and its time complexity
In this subsection, we initially provide a detailed description of a quantum parallel MCMC algorithm

(Algorithm 3). Subsequently, we establish its correctness and analyze its time complexity.

Algorithm 3 takes the following inputs: An initial Markov chain state 𝜽 0, the number of samples

to generate 𝑆 , and the number of proposals 𝑃 . The implementation of Algorithm 3 also necessitates

the oracles 𝑂𝑞 and 𝑂𝜋 , which simulate classical functions 𝑞(𝜽 , 𝜽 ′) and 𝜋 (·) used in Algorithm 2,

respectively. Furthermore, it requires a rotation operation 𝑅. These quantum operations are defined

in Section 2.3.2.

The quantum algorithm begins by initializing several quantum registers according to the follow-

ing scheme:

• The first register, denoted asP, is encodedwith the labels of proposals {0, · · · , 𝑃} as specified
in Algorithm 2.

• The second register, labeledH0, is encoded with the selected state 𝜽 (𝑠−1)
from the preceding

Markov chain.

• The third register, termedH1, is encoded with the random offset
¯𝜽 as described in Algo-

rithm 2.

• The fourth register, denoted asH2, is encoded with the proposals 𝜽𝑝
𝑖.𝑖 .𝑑.∼ 𝑞(𝜽 , 𝜽 ′) for each

label of proposal 𝑝 ∈ {0, · · · , 𝑃}.
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• The fifth register, denoted as Π, is encoded with the evaluated value from the target distri-

bution 𝜋 (·) for each label of proposal 𝑝 .

• The last register, designated as S, is a register indicating whether the implementation of

the Markov chain is successful or not.

For the 𝑠 th Markov chain iteration, the quantum algorithm commences by initializing these

quantum registers to hold zero and subsequently executing five steps.

Initially, Algorithm 3 encodes the initial Markov chain state 𝜽 0, defined as the selected state 𝜽
(𝑠−1)

from the preceding Markov chain, into the registerH0. This operation necessitates approximately

O(log( |A|)) controlled-NOT gate operations where A is the parameter space (introduced in

Section 2.1).

Secondly, Algorithm 3 considers an operator 𝑂𝑞 characterized by the proposal distribution

𝑞(𝜽 0, ·). This operation selects a state
¯𝜽 from the distribution 𝑞(𝜽 0, ·) and encodes this state into

the registerH1. The resulting state is represented as:

|0⟩P
���𝜽 (𝑠−1)

〉
H0

��¯𝜽 〉
H1

|0⟩H2

|0⟩Π |0⟩𝑆 ,

where
¯𝜽 ∼ 𝑞 (𝜽 0, ·). The time required for this step is 𝑇 (𝑂𝑞).

Thirdly, Algorithm 3 creates a uniformly distributed superposition in register P such that each

state is entangled with the proposal states 𝜽𝑝 encoded in registerH2. This process can be achieved

by employing approximately O(log(𝑃)) Hadamard gate operations on register P, followed by an

operation 𝑂𝑞 controlled by each |𝑝⟩P . This operation receives a query fromH1 and responds in

H2. The resultant state is given by:

1

√
𝑃 + 1

𝑃∑︁
𝑝=0

|𝑝⟩P
���𝜽 (𝑠−1)

〉
H0

��¯𝜽 〉
H1

��𝜽𝑝

〉
H2

|0⟩Π |0⟩𝑆 ,

where 𝜽 1, . . . , 𝜽𝑃
𝑖.𝑖 .𝑑.∼ 𝑞( ¯𝜃, ·). It’s important to note that the time complexity for this operation is

𝑇 (𝑂𝑞) + O(1).
The fifth step involves encoding the evaluated value from the target distribution 𝜋 (·) for each

proposal label into the prefactor of each state. This task comprises two operations: the first is an

oracle𝑂𝜋 that accepts queries fromH2 and responds with the answer in theΠ register. Subsequently,

a controlled rotation operator 𝑅 receives a query from Π and rotates the qubit in S. The resulting
state is expressed as:

1

√
𝑃 + 1

𝑃∑︁
𝑝=0

|𝑝⟩P
���𝜽 (𝑠−1)

〉
H0

��¯𝜽 〉
H1

��𝜽𝑝

〉
H2

��𝜋 (𝜽𝑝 )
〉
Π

(√︃
1 − 𝜋 (𝜽𝑝 ) |0⟩𝑆 +

√︃
𝜋 (𝜽𝑝 ) |1⟩𝑆

)
.

The time complexity of this task is 𝑇 (𝑂𝜋 ) + O(1).
In the final step, Algorithm 3 executes two measurements: the initial measurement targets the S

register, followed by a subsequent measurement on theH2 register. Should the qubit within the S
register yield a state of 1, the resultant state is altered to:

𝑃∑︁
𝑝′=0

√︄
𝜋 (𝜽𝑝 )∑𝑃

𝑝′=0
𝜋 (𝜽𝑝′ )

|𝑝⟩P
���𝜽 (𝑠−1)

〉
H0

��¯𝜽 〉
H1

��𝜽𝑝

〉
H2

��𝜋 (𝜽𝑝 )
〉
Π
|1⟩𝑆 .

Subsequently, Algorithm 3 performs a measurement on theH2 register, denoting the outcome as

𝜽 (𝑠 ) , representing the selected state in the 𝑠 th Markov chain. Next, we give a proof of Theorem 3.1.

Proof. The correctness of this process follows from the correctness of Algorithm 2 if the register

S holds the qubit 1. Therefore, the time complexity is the summation of the time complexity
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described above multiplied by 1/𝑅, where 𝑅 is the probability of the event that the measurement in

the register S yields 1, which is lower bounded as follows:

𝑅 =

∑𝑃
𝑝′=0

𝜋 (𝜽𝑝′ )
𝑃 + 1

≥ min

𝑝∈{0,· · · ,𝑃 }
(𝜋 (𝜃𝑝 )) ≥ min

𝜽 ∈A
(𝜋 (𝜽 )), (13)

where A is the parameter space, and the last inequality uses the fact that {𝜽𝑝 }𝑃𝑝=0
⊂ A. It’s

noteworthy that this lower bound is independent of the number of proposals 𝑃 . Consequently,

Theorem 3.1 follows. □

4 CASE STUDY: INFERRING TRAITS ON A PHYLOGENETIC NETWORK
The learning of ancestral traits (Section 2.4) within a known phylogenetic network illustrates our

algorithm’s speed, flexibility and fully-explicit nature. Consider a phylogenetic network G(𝑉 , 𝐸),
where𝑉 denotes a set of𝑀tot vertices and 𝐸 represents a set of edges. Let𝑉𝑜 be a designated subset

of 𝑉 signifying the observed taxa within this context, and 𝑉𝑎 = 𝑉 \𝑉𝑜 be the complement set of 𝑉𝑜 .

For the network shown in Figure 2, we have𝑀𝑡𝑜𝑡 = |𝑉 | = 11, 𝑉𝑜 = {5, . . . , 10} and 𝑉𝑎 = {0, . . . , 4}.
Using the notation of Sections 2.1, 2.2 and 3, we identify any Markov chain state with a collection

of ancestral traits thus:

𝜽 = (𝝈0,𝝈1, . . . ,𝝈𝑀𝑎−1) , (14)

where 𝝈𝑚 = (𝜎𝑚,1, . . . , 𝜎𝑚,𝑇 ) for 𝜎𝑚,𝑡 ∈ {−1, 1}. Assuming that each (𝑚,𝑚′) ∈ 𝐸 possesses an

identical weight 𝐽 , we rewrite the posterior (12) as

𝑃𝑟 (𝝈𝑎 |𝝈𝑜 , 𝐽 ,G) ∝ exp

𝐽
∑︁

(𝑚,𝑚′ ) ∈𝐸
𝝈𝑚 · 𝝈𝑚′

 and set 𝜋 (𝜽 ) := 𝑃𝑟 (𝝈𝑎 |𝝈𝑜 , 𝐽 ,G) . (15)

Fixing the observed traits and sampling unobserved ancestral traits using QPMCMC2 amounts to

efficient posterior inference.

In the following, we specify the Tjelmeland kernel 𝑞(·, ·) and detail the target distribution 𝜋 (·) for
the phylogenetic Ising model. Next, we analyze the qubit requirements when applying Algorithm 3

for this specific inferential task. Finally, the acceptance rate 𝑅 of Algorithm 3 in this application

scenario is introduced.

4.1 Tjelmeland kernel 𝑞(·, ·)
We specify the symmetric Tjelmeland kernel 𝑞(·, ·) by defining the distribution 𝑞(𝜽 , ·) centered at a

generic state (14). For each 𝑡 ∈ {1, . . . ,𝑇 } = T and𝑚 ∈ {0, . . . , 𝑀𝑎 − 1} = 𝑉𝑎 , we define the result

state

𝜽𝑚,𝑡 = (𝝈0, . . . 𝝈
′
𝑚, . . . ,𝝈𝑀𝑎−1), (16)

where 𝝈 ′𝑚 = (𝜎𝑚,1, . . . − 𝜎𝑚,𝑡 , . . . , 𝜎𝑚,𝑇 ). The vectors 𝜽 and 𝜽𝑚,𝑡 only differ by a negative sign at

the trait (𝑡,𝑚). Since there are 𝑀𝑎𝑇 = (𝑀tot −𝑀𝑜 )𝑇 possibilities of 𝜽𝑚,𝑡 , we write down 𝑞(𝜽 , 𝜽 ′)
formally as

𝑞(𝜽 , 𝜽 ′) =
{

1

𝑀𝑎𝑇+1 if 𝜽 ′ ∈ 𝚯
0 otherwise ,

(17)

where 𝚯 = {𝜽𝑚,𝑡 : 𝑡 ∈ T and𝑚 ∈ 𝑉𝑎} ∪ {𝜽 }. In words, 𝑞(𝜽 , ·) is a uniform distribution over the

nearest neighbors to 𝜽 and 𝜽 itself.
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4.2 Target function 𝜋 (·)
When using the Tjelmeland distribution (17) within Algorithm 3, each proposal state 𝜽𝑝 has at

most one trait that is different from the intermediate state
¯𝜽 . We can, therefore, derive a simpler

form of the function 𝜋 (·) for such proposals.

𝜋𝑝 ∝
𝜋 (𝜽𝑝 )
𝜋 ( ¯𝜽 )

=

{
exp

{
−2𝐽

∑
𝑚;(𝑚,𝑚𝑝 ) ∈𝐸 𝜎𝑚𝑝 ,𝑡𝑝 · 𝜎𝑚,𝑡𝑝

}
if 𝜽𝑝 ≠ ¯𝜽

1 otherwise ,
(18)

where the (𝑚𝑝 , 𝑡𝑝 ) are the flipped trait in proposal 𝑝 , and the 𝜎𝑚,𝑡𝑝 represent the 𝑡 th𝑝 trait spin of

vertex𝑚 adjacent to proposed vertex𝑚𝑝 in the intermediate state
¯𝜽 .

But we need to refine this representation in order to use it within Algorithm 3. We must ensure

that each 𝜋𝑝 inhabits the domain [0, 1]. Therefore, the above equation is multiplied by a factor

exp(deg(G)), then Eq. (18) becomes 𝜋𝑝 = exp

{
−2𝐽 𝑓 (𝑚𝑝 , 𝑡𝑝 ;

¯𝜽 )
}
where

𝑓 (𝑚𝑝 , 𝑡𝑝 ;
¯𝜽 ) =

{∑
𝑚;(𝑚,𝑚𝑝 ) ∈𝐸 𝜎𝑚𝑝 ,𝑡𝑝 · 𝜎𝑚,𝑡𝑝 + deg(G) if 𝜽𝑝 ≠ ¯𝜽

deg(G) otherwise ,
(19)

We observe that 𝑓 (𝑚𝑝 , 𝑡𝑝 ;
¯𝜽 ) ≥ 0, and that each 𝜋𝑝 satisfies 0 ≤ 𝜋𝑝 ≤ 1 which enables the

implementing line 9 in Algorithm 3.

4.3 Circuit reduction
By giving the specific form of functions 𝑞(·) and 𝜋 (·), we are already able to construct full circuit

for Algorithm 2 and Algorithm 3. Here, we want to provide a furthur reduction on resources when

we implementing this algorithm in this Ising model sampling problem.

First, from the inspiration of Eq. (19), we see that 𝜋𝑝 is determined by 𝑓 (𝑚𝑝 , 𝑡𝑝 ;
¯𝜽 ). With this idea,

we could replace 𝜽𝑝 with a pair of number (𝑚𝑝 , 𝑡𝑝 ) that describe the trait we’re flipping (𝑚𝑝 , 𝑡𝑝 )
from the intermediate state

¯𝜽 forming the proposal state. Thus the qubits requirement for the

registerH2 in Algorithm 3 can be reduced from ⌈𝑇𝑀𝑎𝑙𝑜𝑔2 (𝑇𝑀𝑎)⌉ to ⌈𝑙𝑜𝑔2 (𝑇𝑀𝑎)⌉.
Next, notice that we’re able to avoid the calculation of function 𝜋 (·) in this trait inferring problem.

When it comes to computing 𝜋𝑝 in Algorithm 3, although it is theoretically available for us to

construct an quantum oracle that calculate this exponential function (19) from known 𝑓 (𝑡𝑝 ,𝑚𝑝 ;
¯𝜽 ),

it is relatively hard for nowadays quantum device to do it. Hopefully, due to the fact that the degree

of the phylogenetic network G is small in practical applications, the number of the possibilities of

𝜋𝑝 , which is 2deg(G) + 1, is also limited. Therefore, we could encode these 𝜋𝑝 on one lookup table

in advance, which consumes 𝑂 (deg(G)) time complexity, then 𝜋 (𝜽𝑝 ) can be calculated by this

table. This reduction avoid the calculation in Eq. (19) for each proposal and for each Markov chain.

These two reductions are applicable in both Algorithm 2 and Algorithm 3. It’s worth noting

that these reductions do not notably reduce the scale of time and space complexity, thus may not

be significant on classical computers. However, they are crucial for implementation on quantum

computers. Given the current scarcity and noisy nature of qubits, the requirements for depth and

space in quantum algorithms that can be practically implemented are extremely stringent. In fact,

few quantum devices have more than thousands of qubits, yet in many phylogenetic graphs,𝑀𝑡𝑜𝑡

can easily exceed ten thousands. Furthermore, computing complicated functions is still a challenge

on current noisy quantum devices, whereas a one to one corresponding rotation gate are relatively

much simpler. These two reductions significantly reduce the qubits requirement and the depth of

the quantum circuit, making Algorithm 3 more viable for practical implementation.
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4.4 Acceptance rate analysis for sampling Ising model
In this section, we will provided further discussion about the acceptance rate 𝑅Ising when sampling

state according to Ising model based on this tree graph G(𝑉 , 𝐸).

Theorem 4.1. Let the previous state be 𝜽 0. 𝑇 is the number of traits and 𝑀tot is the number of
vertices in G. For a large number of proposal 𝑃 and a large number of traits 𝑇𝑀tot, if the number of
taxa vertices 𝑀𝑎 << 𝑀𝑡𝑜𝑡 , the approximate lower bound for 𝐸 (𝑅Ising) is 𝑃𝑟 (𝜽 0)−4/𝑇𝑀tot · 𝑒−2𝐽 deg(G) ,
which can be further bounded by lower bound 𝑒−4𝐽 deg(G) .

Proof. Now we start the proof of theorem 4.1. In our cases, we have relative possibility of each

proposal as

𝜋𝑝 = 𝑒−2𝐽 𝑓 (𝑚𝑝 ,𝑡𝑝 ;
¯𝜽 ) , where 𝑓 (𝑚𝑝 , 𝑡𝑝 ;

¯𝜽 ) =
∑︁

𝑚;(𝑚,𝑚𝑝 ) ∈𝐸
𝜎𝑚𝑝 ,𝑡𝑝 · 𝜎𝑡𝑝 ,𝑚 + 𝑑𝑒𝑔(G). (20)

First observe that 0 ≤ 𝑓 (𝑚𝑝 , 𝑡𝑝 ) ≤ 2deg(G). Based on the acceptance rate analysis of general

QPMCMC (13), we have a more tight lower bound for this trait inferring problem. When generating

(𝑚𝑝 , 𝑡𝑝 ) for each proposal, we randomly draw traits uniformly over the graph and over all traits

through the given 𝑞. Utilizing the above equation, we can further calculate the average of 𝑅Ising
among all cases selecting different combinations of proposals in each iteration as

𝐸 (𝑅Ising) =
∑

𝑡 ∈T
∑

𝑚∈𝑉𝑎𝜋 (𝑡,𝑚)
𝑇𝑀𝑎

(𝑃/𝑃 + 1) + 𝜋𝑡0,𝑚0
(1/(𝑃 + 1)), (21)

where 𝜋 (𝑡,𝑚) = 𝑒−2𝐽 𝑓 (𝑡,𝑚;
¯𝜽 )
. Notice that we care more about the cases of a large 𝑃 , so we could have

𝑃/(𝑃 + 1) ∼ 1 and 1/(𝑃 + 1) ∼ 0. Also, for a graph G, if the fixed taxas 𝑀𝑎 << 𝑀tot, the vertices

set 𝑉𝑜 ∼ 𝑉 . Combining the mentioned condition, with the AM-GM inequality, we could have the

approximate lower bound of 𝑅Potts as

𝐸 (𝑅Ising) ≈
∑𝑇

𝑡=1

∑𝑀tot−1

𝑚=0
𝜋 (𝑡,𝑚)

𝑇𝑀tot

≥ (𝑒−2𝐽
∑𝑇

𝑡=1

∑𝑀
tot
−1

𝑚=0
𝑓 (𝑡,𝑚;

¯𝜽 ) )1/𝑇𝑀tot . (22)

Notice that from (20), 𝑓 (𝑡,𝑚;
¯𝜽 ) are considering all edges around vertices (𝑡,𝑚), so summing

over all vertices among the graph would result in counting the contribution of all edges twice.

Inspiring with this thoughts, we are able to link 𝑓 (𝑡,𝑚;
¯𝜽 ) with 𝑃𝑟 (𝜽 ) described in (Eq. (12)) as

(𝑒−2𝐽
∑𝑇

𝑡=1

∑𝑀
tot
−1

𝑚=0
𝑓 (𝑡,𝑚;

¯𝜽 ) ) = 𝑒−2𝐽𝑇𝑀totdeg(G) · 𝑃𝑟 ( ¯𝜽 )4. (23)

For a large amount of traits 𝑇𝑀tot >> 1, we could make a reasonable approximation that 𝑃𝑟 ( ¯𝜽 )
∼ 𝑃𝑟 (𝜽 0). Now we could rewrite the lower bound with

𝐸 (𝑅Ising) ≈
∑𝑇

𝑡=1

∑𝑀tot−1

𝑚=0
𝜋 (𝑡,𝑚)

𝑇𝑀tot

≥ 𝑃𝑟 (𝜽 0)−4/𝑇𝑀tot · 𝑒−2𝐽 deg(G) ≥ 𝑒−4𝐽 deg(G) . (24)

We can see that the expected acceptance rate 𝐸 (𝑅Ising) depends on the probability of the interme-

diate state 𝑃𝑟 ( ¯𝜽 ), which is very closed to the previous sampled state 𝑃𝑟 (𝜽 0). While the sampling

process converged at a higher probability state, the lower bound of 𝐸 (𝑅Ising) decreased, but still
greater than the general bound 𝑒−4𝐽 deg(G)

. Notice that these bounds are still independent of proposal

number 𝑃 , but it do cause implementing problems when the 𝐽 is large.

□
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Fig. 3. A Neighbor-net phylogenetic network describes the shared evolutionary history of 248 salmonella
bacteria. The extremal nodes correspond to the 248 observed isolates, and the 𝑀𝑎 = 3,065 interior nodes
correspond to unobserved ancestors. Interior squares are potential reticulation events. Colors (red, resistance;
blue, no resistance) are observed and posterior mode resistances to the antibiotic ampicillin for observed
microbes and unobserved ancestors, respectively.

5 APPLICATION: SALMONELLA AND ANTIBIOTIC RESISTANCE
Conditioning on antibacterial drug resistance scores for 248 salmonella bacterial isolates, we apply

our QPMCMC2 to the Bayesian inference of ancestral traits on a Neighbor-net phylogenetic network

(Section 2.4). [21, 22] previously use this biological sample to analyze the development of antibiotic

resistances within the genus salmonella but do not account for bacterial reticulate evolution. Our

phylogenetic network, denoted as Gsal (𝑉 , 𝐸), comprises𝑀𝑡𝑜𝑡 = 3,313 vertices with |𝐸 | = 5,945 edges.

Among all the vertices, there are 𝑀𝑜 = 248 observed taxa, representing the observed biological

isolates with known traits. Pertinent to the theoretical developments of Section 4, the degree of our

network is deg(Gsal) = 8. In this section, we use a classical simulator to execute Algorithm 3 and

ascertain its efficiency. We apply our algorithm to two separate cases, the single-trait case 𝑇 = 1

and the multi-trait case 𝑇 = 4.

We use ampicillin resistance as the binary trait for the single-trait experiment. We set the initial

state as 𝜽 0 = (𝜎0, . . . , 𝜎𝑀𝑎−1), with ancestral traits set to 𝜎𝑚 = (−1)𝑚 . Starting from this initial

state, we apply QPMCMC2 with various proposal numbers 𝑃 to sample ancestral traits. Figure 3

shows node-specific posterior modes obtained using 150,000 MCMC iterations with proposal count

𝑃 = 128. The modes correspond to the final 130,000 samples thinned at a rate of 500 to 1. From the

relationships shows in the plot (a) of (Fig. 4), it is evident that by calculating more proposals in a

single iteration, QPMCMC2 converges faster and is capable of converging to a significantly higher-

probability states. This demonstrates the value of the algorithm: in our approach, by replacing

Algorithm 2with Algorithm 3, we are able to compute in parallel all 𝑃 proposals with𝑂 (log 𝑃) qubits
during each iteration. With the help of quantum computing, multiproposal MCMC has a better

chance to outperform the traditional single proposal MCMC algorithm such as Metropolis-Hastings

or Barker’s algorithm (Algorithm 1). We also apply QPMCMC2 to a phylogenetic network Ising model

with multiple traits (ampicillin, chloramphenicol, ciprofloxacin and furazolidone resistances). Plot
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(a) Single-trait Ising model traces (b) Four-trait Ising model traces

Fig. 4. Trace plots generated by the QPMCMC2 algorithm for different numbers of proposals 𝑃 . For both the
single-trait and multi-trait problem, increasing 𝑃 accelerates convergence to higher posterior probability
states. Better still, the QPMCMC2 algorithm pays no penalty for the use of additional proposals (Figure 5).

(b) in Fig. 4 shows the trace plot for the corresponding log-posterior 𝑇 = 4. When the number of

the parallel proposals 𝑃 increases, the ancestral trait configuration also tends to converge to states

with higher posterior probabilities according to Eq. (12). As one might expect, the algorithm seems

to require 𝑇 times the number of iterations required when 𝑇 = 1.

Another important indicator of sampling efficiency is the effective sample size (ESS):

ESS :=
𝑆∑∞

𝑠=−∞ 𝜌 (𝑠) ,

where 𝑆 is the number of MCMC samples, and 𝜌 (𝑠) is the autocorrelation of a univariate time series

at lag 𝑠 . An effective sampler generally exhibits lower autocorrelation for key model summary

statistics, resulting in a larger ESS. The ESS provides a measure of how many independent samples

the correlated chain is equivalent to: it gives you an idea of the true amount of information your

sample contains, taking into account the correlation between sample points. We estimate ESS using

the Python package ArviZ [29]. Fig. 5 shows that the ESS per 10k oracles is increased when we use

a larger proposal count 𝑃 for QPMCMC2. The same is not true for the classical PMCMC (Algorithm

2). Almost every quantum oracle we use in our implementation is the quantum equivalent of the

corresponding classical operator. The only difference is that during each iteration, QPMCMC2 requires
reruns and the PMCMC requires 𝑃 times the number of oracle calls since it evaluates the target at

each proposal separately. In Fig. 4, we can see that when the 𝑃 increases, we obtain a larger ESS

using QPMCMC2 per oracles due to quantum parallelism.

In both the single- and the multi-trait experiment, we can observe the advantage of having a

large proposal count 𝑃 when applying multiproposal MCMC in the convergence process. This

highlights two major strengths of the quantum algorithm we propose:

(1) Making an exponential speed up. For large 𝑃 in multiproposal MCMC algorithms, we can

reduce the dependence of 𝑃 of the time complexity from O(𝑃) to O(1) with O(log(𝑃))
ancillary qubits. This is an exponential speed up for the dependence of 𝑃 which solves the

bottleneck of the original Algorithm 2.

(2) Accelerated sampling for real-world problems. We have demonstrated the benefits for our

quantum algorithm in accelerating sampling for a realistic and non-trivial class of graphical

models. This quantum algorithm shows the potential to accelerate Bayesian inference for

this important problem in biomedicine.
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Fig. 5. Effective sample size (ESS) for the log posterior per 10,000 oracle calls for different numbers of proposals
𝑃 . Since QPMCMC2 pays no penalty for additional proposals 𝑃 , it does not exhibit the decreasing performance
suffered by the classical implementation (PMCMC).
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