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Abstract

Quantum computing not only holds the potential to solve long-standing problems in quantum

physics, but also to offer speed-ups across a broad spectrum of other fields. Access to a com-

putational space that incorporates quantum effects, such as superposition and entanglement,

enables the derivation of promising quantum algorithms for important tasks, including prepar-

ing the ground state of a quantum system or predicting its evolution over time. Successfully

tackling these tasks promises insights into significant theoretical and technological questions,

such as superconductivity and the design of new materials.

The aim of quantum algorithms is to use a series of quantum operations, organized in a

quantum circuit, to solve a problem beyond the reach of classical computers. However, the

noise and limited scale of current quantum computers restricts these circuits to moderate

sizes and depths. As a result, many prominent algorithms are currently infeasible to run

for problem sizes of practical interest. In response, recent research focused on variational

quantum algorithms, which allow the selection of circuits that act within a quantum device’s

capabilities. Yet, these algorithms can require the execution of a large number of circuits,

leading to prohibitively long computation times.

This doctoral thesis develops two main techniques to reduce these quantum computa-

tional resource requirements, with the goal of scaling up application sizes on current quantum

processors. The first approach is based on stochastic approximations of computationally

costly quantities, such as quantum circuit gradients or the quantum geometric tensor (QGT).

The second method takes a different perspective on the QGT, leading to a potentially more

efficient description of time evolution on current quantum computers. Both techniques rely

on maintaining available information and only computing necessary corrections, instead of

re-computing possibly redundant data. The main focus of application for our algorithms is

the simulation of quantum systems, broadly defined as including the preparation of ground

and thermal states, and the real- and imaginary-time propagation of a system. The developed

subroutines, however, can further be utilized in the fields of optimization or machine learn-

ing. Our algorithms are benchmarked on a range of representative models, such as Ising or

Heisenberg spin models, both in numerical simulations and experiments on the hardware.

In combination with error mitigation techniques, the latter is scaled up to 27 qubits; into a

regime that variational quantum algorithms are challenging to scale to on noisy quantum

computers without our algorithms.
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Résumé

L’informatique quantique propose de résoudre des grands problèmes de la physique contem-

poraine et d’autres domaines en utilisant les lois de la mécanique quantique. En utilisant des

effets quantiques tels que la possibilité de superposer et d’intriquer les configurations d’un

système, de nouveaux types d’algorithmes peuvent être proposés pour des problèmes essen-

tiels comme, par exemple, préparer l’état d’énergie minimale d’un système quantique ainsi

que son évolution temporelle. La réalisation de ces objectifs complexes aurait de nombreuses

implications théoriques et technologiques, notamment en matière de supraconductivité et de

conception de nouveaux matériaux.

Le principe des algorithmes quantiques est d’utiliser une série d’opérations quantiques

dans un circuit informatique pour résoudre des problèmes dépassant les limites des or-

dinateurs classiques. Cependant, les technologies actuelles des ordinateurs quantiques re-

streignent ces circuits à des dimension modérées. En conséquence, des nombreux algorithmes

sont actuellement impossibles à exécuter pour des applications d’intérêt pratique. Pour cette

raison, la recherche dans ce domaine s’est concentrée sur une approche variationnelle des

algorithmes quantiques, qui permet de sélectionner des circuits opérant dans les limites des

capacités des processeurs quantiques. Malgré cela, ces méthodes peuvent nécessiter un grand

nombre de circuits et, en conséquence, un temps de calcul prohibitif.

Cette thèse de doctorat développe deux techniques principales pour réduire les ressources

de calcul quantique, avec l’objectif d’augmenter la dimension des applications avec les pro-

cesseurs quantiques actuels. La première méthode est basée sur des approximations stochas-

tiques de quantités coûteuses en calculs, telles que les gradients des circuits ou le tenseur

géométrique quantique (QGT en anglais). La seconde technique adopte un point de vue diffé-

rent sur le QGT, pouvant permettre une description plus efficace de l’évolution temporelle.

Nous présentons nos algorithmes pour une variété de problèmes, incluant la préparation des

états d’énergie minimale, des états thermiques, et la propagation en temps réel et imaginaire

d’un système. Les algorithmes développés trouvent d’autres applications dans les domaines

de l’optimisation ou de l’intelligence artificielle. Nos algorithmes sont évalués sur des modèles

représentatifs, notamment le modèle d’Ising et d’Heisenberg, par des simulations numériques

et directement sur des processeurs quantiques. En combinaison avec des techniques d’atté-

nuation des erreurs, ce dernier modèle est étudié avec jusqu’à 27 qubits dans un régime qui

présente des obstacles conséquents sans nos algorithmes.

iii





Publications

The following publications are covered in this thesis:

• J. Gacon, C. Zoufal, G. Carleo, and S. Woerner. “Simultaneous Perturbation Stochastic

Approximation of the Quantum Fisher Information”. In: Quantum 5 (2021), p. 567. DOI:

10.22331/q-2021-10-20-567

• J. Gacon, C. Zoufal, G. Carleo, and S. Woerner. “Stochastic Approximation of Varia-

tional Quantum Imaginary Time Evolution”. In: 2023 IEEE International Conference

on Quantum Computing and Engineering (QCE). vol. 03. 2023, pp. 129–139. DOI:

10.1109/QCE57702.2023.10367741 Best paper award (2nd place)

• J. Gacon, J. Nys, R. Rossi, S. Woerner, and G. Carleo. “Variational quantum time evolution

without the quantum geometric tensor”. In: Phys. Rev. Res. 6 (1 2024), p. 013143. DOI:

10.1103/PhysRevResearch.6.013143

• C. Zoufal, R. V. Mishmash, N. Sharma, N. Kumar, A. Sheshadri, A. Deshmukh, N. Ibrahim,

J. Gacon, and S. Woerner. “Variational quantum algorithm for unconstrained black box

binary optimization: Application to feature selection”. In: Quantum 7 (2023), p. 909.

DOI: 10.22331/q-2023-01-26-909

• T. Jones and J. Gacon. “Efficient calculation of gradients in classical simulations of

variational quantum algorithms”. 2020. arXiv: 2009.02823 [quant-ph]

The following research has been conducted during the thesis, but is not explicitly covered:

• J. Weidenfeller et al. “Scaling of the quantum approximate optimization algorithm on

superconducting qubit based hardware”. In: Quantum 6 (2022), p. 870. DOI: 10.22331/q-

2022-12-07-870

• A. Abbas et al. “Quantum Optimization: Potential, Challenges, and the Path Forward”.

2023. arXiv: 2312.02279 [quant-ph]

v

https://doi.org/10.22331/q-2021-10-20-567
https://doi.org/10.1109/QCE57702.2023.10367741
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.6.013143
https://doi.org/10.22331/q-2023-01-26-909
https://arxiv.org/abs/2009.02823
https://doi.org/10.22331/q-2022-12-07-870
https://doi.org/10.22331/q-2022-12-07-870
https://arxiv.org/abs/2312.02279




Acknowledgements

This thesis completes a collective journey—a path made possible by, and filled with good

memories thanks to, the support and contributions of many.

Stefan Woerner, my supervisor at IBM Quantum, has been instrumental to both my

academic and personal growth over the past years. Thank you for always finding time for

discussions, for supporting my individual path, and for your clear scientific insights. Giuseppe

Carleo, my professor at EPFL, enabled this thesis by guiding a non-physicist through the world

of quantum physics. I’ve learned a lot from your creative ideas and way of thinking (and I’m

grateful for your patience with my extensive use of Overleaf).

This work would not have been possible without my colleagues at EPFL and IBM. I owe

particular thanks to Christa Zoufal who has always been there to provide invaluable help with

scientific, administrative, and lifestyle questions. My appreciation also goes to Almudena

Carrera Vazquez whose expertise in mathematics and mountaineering improved both the

quality of this thesis and my mountain expeditions. The past years would not have been

half as much fun without traveling with Abby Mitchell, Max Rossmannek, Elena Peña Tapia,

Amira Abbas, and David Sutter—thank you! Furthermore, I’m particularly thankful to Ali

Javadi-Abhari for initiating this thesis with his collaboration and welcoming me onto the Qiskit

team. What started with fixing small bugs led to an incredibly enriching learning experience

and becoming a maintainer, allowing me to give back to the open-source community. Special

thanks to Kevin Krsulich, Matthew Treinish, and Jake Lishman for their open and enthusiastic

manner, and their patience in answering code-related questions. These acknowledgments

could go on and on, but, as I have to cover the printing costs of this thesis, I’ll come to an end.

A big thank you for scientific discussions and reviewing this thesis go to Jannes Nys, Stefano

Barison, Daniel Egger, Francesco Tacchino, Alexander Miessen, Matthis Lehmkuehler, Laurin

Fischer, Marc Drudis, Anthony Gandon, Samuele Piccinelli, Julian Schuhmacher, Riccardo

Rossi and Alberto Baiardi.

Finally, I would like to thank my parents, who gave me the confidence to tackle challenges

of academic and adventurous kind and fully supported me along the way. The same is true for

my partner, Anna Rind, who encouraged and motivated me with her overwhelming, positive

attitude. I’m also thankful for my friends, including Philip Verwegen, Jonas Kunath, Andreas

Mono, Jasper Jonker, Simon Galli, Tabitha Knoor, Christian Digel, and Max Deutsch (and to

whom I forgot: contact me for an apology cake).

Thank you all!

Julien

vii





Contents

Abstract (English/Français) i

Publications v

Acknowledgements vii

List of Figures xiii

List of Tables xvii

1 Introduction 1

1.1 Why quantum computing? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2

1.1.1 From a physics perspective . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2

1.1.2 From a computer science perspective . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5

1.2 How to quantum compute? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7

1.3 State of the art . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8

1.3.1 Limitations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9

1.3.2 Demonstrations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10

1.4 Outline . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11

2 Quantum computing basics 13

2.1 Quantum computing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14

2.1.1 Quantum bits . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14

2.1.2 Quantum circuits . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17

2.1.3 Measurements . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19

2.2 Simulating quantum systems . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21

2.2.1 Mapping quantum systems to qubits . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22

2.2.2 Product formulas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25

2.2.3 Implementing the Ising model . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26

2.3 Conclusion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29

3 Realizing a quantum computer 31

3.1 Superconducting qubits . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31

3.2 Error suppression & mitigation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39

3.2.1 Dynamical decoupling . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40

ix



CONTENTS

3.2.2 Measurement error mitigation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41

3.2.3 Pauli twirling . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43

3.2.4 Probabilistic error cancellation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44

3.2.5 Zero-noise extrapolation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46

3.3 Quantum computing stack . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47

3.4 Conclusion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50

4 Variational quantum algorithms 53

4.1 Variational ground-state preparation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 55

4.1.1 SPSA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 56

4.1.2 Quantum natural gradients . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 58

4.2 Variational quantum time evolution . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 60

4.2.1 Real-time evolution . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62

4.2.2 Imaginary-time evolution . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 63

4.3 Ansatz selection . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 66

4.3.1 Ansatz types . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 66

4.3.2 Trainability . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 71

4.4 Quantum circuit gradients . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 71

4.4.1 Finite differences . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 73

4.4.2 Parameter-shift rule . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 74

4.4.3 Linear combination of unitaries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 76

4.4.4 Stochastic approximation of gradients . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 79

4.4.5 Efficient classical quantum circuit gradients . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 81

4.5 Conclusion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 84

5 Quantum Natural SPSA 87

5.1 Stochastic approximation of the QGT . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 89

5.1.1 Measuring state fidelities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 91

5.2 Numerical experiments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 93

5.2.1 Convergence speed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 94

5.2.2 Convergence region . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 97

5.2.3 Influence of regularization . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 99

5.3 Applications . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100

5.3.1 Molecular ground states . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100

5.3.2 Quantum Boltzmann machines . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 101

5.3.3 Black box optimization . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 104

5.4 Conclusion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 105

6 Stochastic approximation of quantum time evolution 107

6.1 Stochastic estimation of the parameter dynamics . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 108

6.1.1 Improving estimator accuracy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 109

6.1.2 Stabilizing the linear system . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 110

6.2 Numerical experiments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 111

x



CONTENTS

6.2.1 Solving for the parameter update . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 112

6.2.2 Resource requirements . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 113

6.3 Applications . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 114

6.3.1 27-qubit imaginary-time evolution . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 114

6.3.2 Ground-state search . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 116

6.4 Conclusion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 119

7 Dual quantum time evolution 121

7.1 Dual formulation of variational quantum time evolution . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 122

7.1.1 Solving the dual objective . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 124

7.1.2 Trainability . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 125

7.1.3 Sample complexity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 126

7.2 Imaginary time evolution . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 127

7.2.1 Heisenberg model . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 127

7.2.2 Convergence . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 128

7.2.3 Sample complexity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 130

7.2.4 Calculating thermodynamics observables . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 131

7.3 Real time evolution . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 132

7.3.1 Heisenberg model . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 133

7.3.2 Error bounds . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 134

7.4 Conclusion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 135

8 Conclusion 137

8.1 Main results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 137

8.2 Outlook . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 138

A Quantum computing basics 139

A.1 (Quantum) logic gates . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 139

A.1.1 Three-qubit gates . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 140

A.2 Tensor product arithmetic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 141

B Quantum computing stack 143

B.1 Superconducting qubits . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 143

B.1.1 From quantum harmonic oscillator to charge qubit . . . . . . . . . . . . . 143

B.1.2 Virtual Z rotation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 145

B.2 Compiling a Trotter circuit . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 145

B.3 Measurement error mitigation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 149

B.4 Pauli twirling on ibm_cairo . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 150

C Variational quantum algorithms 151

C.1 Variational principles . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 151

C.1.1 Equivalence of variational principles . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 151

C.1.2 Failure of the TDVP . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 152

C.1.3 Derivation of McLachlan’s variational principle . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 153

xi



CONTENTS

C.2 Imaginary-time evolution . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 155

C.3 Gibbs state preparation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 157

C.4 Unitary coupled cluster ansatz . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 158

C.5 Derivation of gradient rules . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 159

C.5.1 Parameter-shift rule . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 159

C.5.2 Linear combination of unitaries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 160

C.5.3 Unbiased gradient samples . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 161

C.5.4 Unbiased Hessian samples . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 162

C.6 Derivation of the quantum natural gradient . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 163

C.7 Automatic differentiation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 165

C.8 Quantum time evolution by Taylor expansion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 168

D Quantum Natural SPSA 171

D.1 Runtime estimation on superconducting qubits . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 171

D.2 QGT via the fidelity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 172

E Dual quantum time evolution 173

E.1 Runtime on superconducting hardware . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 173

E.2 Derivation via quantum natural gradients . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 173

E.3 Selecting the time perturbation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 174

E.4 Sampling error . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 175

E.4.1 VarQTE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 175

E.4.2 DualQTE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 179

E.5 Gradient benchmark . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 180

E.6 Termination and warmstarting . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 181

E.6.1 Algorithm settings for resource benchmarks . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 182

Bibliography 207

xii



List of Figures

1.1 A classical computer program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5

1.2 A quantum computer program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7

1.3 Qubit platforms . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8

2.1 Qubit states on the Bloch sphere . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17

2.2 Description of a quantum circuit . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18

2.3 Qubit measurements . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20

2.4 Mapping of a quantum system to a quantum computer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22

2.5 Decomposition of an arbitrary Pauli rotation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26

2.6 Suzuki-Trotter expansion for an Ising model . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28

2.7 Hardware experiment results of a Suzuki-Trotter expansion . . . . . . . . . . . . 28

3.1 Harmonic and anharmonic oscillators with their energy levels . . . . . . . . . . 32

3.2 Basic setup of two superconducting charge qubits . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33

3.3 Rabi oscillations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34

3.4 Decomposition of an RZ X rotation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36

3.5 Heavy-hex qubit topology . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36

3.6 IQ measurement of a qubit state . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37

3.7 Dynamical decoupling sequences . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41

3.8 Effect of Pauli twirling . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44

3.9 Probabilistic error cancellation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45

3.10 Zero-noise extrapolation models . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46

3.11 Quantum computing stack . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47

3.12 Compiling a product formula circuit . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 49

4.1 Comparison of gradient descent and SPSA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 58

4.2 Comparison of gradient and quantum natural gradient descent . . . . . . . . . 59

4.3 Overview of quantum time evolution methods . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 61

4.4 McLachlan’s variational principle . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 63

4.5 Thermal state preparation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 64

4.6 Symmetry-preserving ansatz . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 68

4.7 Hardware-efficient ansatze . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 70

4.8 X Y gate decomposition . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 76

4.9 Linear combination of unitaries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 77

xiii



LIST OF FIGURES

4.10 Gradients via a linear combination of unitaries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 78

4.11 Hessians via a linear combination of unitaries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 78

4.12 QGT via a linear combination of unitaries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 78

4.13 LCU derivative of the RX gate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 79

4.14 Benchmark circuit for classical gradient evaluation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 82

5.1 QNG runtime estimates . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 88

5.2 Convergence of the QGT estimator . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 90

5.3 Swap test implementations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 91

5.4 Hadamard test implementation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 93

5.5 Unitary overlap implementation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 93

5.6 Pauli two-design circuit . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 94

5.7 QN-SPSA convergence of a local cost function . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 95

5.8 QAOA circuit for a challenging Max-Cut landscape . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 96

5.9 Challenging QAOA landscape . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 97

5.10 Simple circuit model for QN-SPSA convergence experiments . . . . . . . . . . . 98

5.11 Comparison of convergence regions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 98

5.12 Impact of the regularization on QN-SPSA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 99

5.13 Ansatz for LiH ground-state calculation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100

5.14 Ground-state approximation of LiH . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 101

5.15 Ansatz for Gibbs-state preparation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 103

5.16 Generative learning with VarQBMs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 103

6.1 Clifford evaluation of a circuit gradient . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 110

6.2 Ansatz for SA-QITE experiments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 112

6.3 Regularization techniques for SA-QITE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 112

6.4 Resource comparison of SA-QITE and VarQITE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 113

6.5 Hardware-efficient heavy-hex circuit . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 114

6.6 Hardware results for 27-qubit SA-QITE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 115

6.7 Error mitigation scheme in practice . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 116

6.8 Circular graph for Max-Cut . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 117

6.9 Max-Cut loss and optimal sample probabilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 118

7.1 Runtime estimation for VarQITE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 122

7.2 QGT vs. fidelity-based loss function . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 124

7.3 Convergence of DualQITE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 129

7.4 Resource scaling for DualQITE and VarQITE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 130

7.5 QMETTS for the Heisenberg model . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 132

7.6 Brickwall ansatz for a real-time evolution . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 133

7.7 Magnetization during a time evolution . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 134

7.8 Error of a real-time evolution . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 135

B.1 Energy levels of a Cooper pair box . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 145

xiv



LIST OF FIGURES

B.2 Detailed compilation workflow . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 147

B.3 Pulse schedule of a Suzuki-Trotter expansion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 148

C.1 Computational graph for automatic differentiation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 165

C.2 Quantum computational graph of an expectation value . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 168

E.1 Impact of δτ on DualQTE loss function . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 174

E.2 DualQTE error bounds of a product state . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 179

E.3 Gradient norms in the DualQTE optimization . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 181

E.4 Warmstarting DualQTE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 182

xv





List of Tables

4.1 Comparison of gradient and QGT methods . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 85

5.1 Comparison of fidelity methods . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 91

6.1 Algorithm settings for the SA-QITE resource estimation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 113

C.1 Comparison of variational principles . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 151

E.1 VarQITE and DualQITE settings for Fig. 7.3(b) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 182

E.2 VarQITE and DualQITE settings for Fig. 7.4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 183

xvii





1 Introduction

Computing power is a catalyst in advancing humankind’s capabilities. From science and

medicine to engineering and economics, modern society depends on the growing capacity of

our computing systems. For example, the ability to process large data sets is the foundation

of machine learning, which is applied in virtually every technological field. Solving large

systems of equations, on the other hand, enables the study of materials and the design of new

structures.

In the past, a reliable strategy to boost the computing power has been to increase the

number of transistors on a microchip. The growth of this number is famously summarized

by Moore’s law, stating that it doubles approximately every two years. So far, this is mainly

achieved by reducing the size of a single transistor. This trend, however, is slowly grinding to a

halt as transistor sizes reach physical limits where transistors are made up of just a few indi-

vidual atoms and quantum mechanical effects become significant. We inevitably encounter

the question: If transistors cannot be further miniaturized, how can we keep on solving harder

problems? But tackling more complex problems by increasing computational power repre-

sents only one possible, brute-force, approach—the development of faster algorithms and

more efficient computing platforms plays an equally crucial role. In machine learning, for

example, the implementation of the backpropagation algorithm [8] to train neural networks

has been critical to scale up to the large models we see today. Specialized hardware based on

application-specific integrated circuits (ASICs) or field programmable gate arrays (FPGAs), on

the other hand, promises an increase in speed and reduction of energy consumption [9, 10].

However, even if we were able to further scale up computational capabilities at the cur-

rent rate, some problems remain notoriously difficult. Quantum effects are not only limiting

transistor sizes, but they can also be enormously challenging to simulate on a conventional

computer. The state of a quantum system is described by a wave function, which captures

non-classical effects of entanglement and superposition, and scales exponentially in the sys-

tem size. Storing a single full wave function of a system of only 60 particles would require more

than 9 exabytes (EB) memory,1 much more than available even on the largest supercomputers

today [11]. In response to this prohibitive scaling on current computers, an entirely new com-

puting paradigm has been put forward by Feynman in the early 1980s. Instead of attempting

1The wave function of 60 spin-1/2 particles contains up to 260 complex amplitudes. Using single-point precision,
this equals 260 ×2×32 bits ≈ 9.22 EB.
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to mitigate the effects of quantum mechanics, it leverages them to build a computer playing

by its rules: a quantum computer [12].

A quantum computer is built of quantum bits (qubits), which are fundamental units

of information that obey the laws of quantum mechanics. As such, storing the state of 60

particles only requires a linear amount of qubits and enables an efficient representation of

the wave function. In addition to an efficient representation of the wave function, quantum

computers have access to a new operational space, which allows the development of novel

algorithms for applications beyond quantum mechanics. Among the most famous examples is

Shor’s algorithm [13] for prime number factorization, which achieves an exponential speedup

compared to known algorithms on classical computers. Other examples include Grover’s

algorithm [14], which could provide a quadratic speedup in an unstructured search, or the

HHL algorithm [15], which may solve specific sparse linear systems in exponentially less time

than classical algorithms.

Due to these promising theoretical results, recent years have seen tremendous techno-

logical advances in the physical realization of quantum computers. In the late 90s, the first

quantum algorithms were demonstrated, such as a 2-qubit Grover search [16] and a 3-qubit

quantum Fourier transform [17], implemented using nuclear magnetic resonance performed

on chloroform isotopes and alanine molecules, respectively. By now, quantum computers with

several 100 qubits are commonly available [18] with up to 1000-qubit chips being released [19].

These sizes would suffice to solve a wide range of open problems in physics, chemistry, mate-

rial sciences and optimization [7, 20, 21]—if the quantum computers were perfectly error-free.

However, current devices are subject to several sources of noise and only a limited number

of operations can be implemented to a high fidelity. This restricts the problems that today’s

quantum computers can solve to relatively small sizes and, so far, no advantage in a practically

relevant application has been demonstrated.

The goal of this thesis is to develop algorithms that enable the scaling of problems to

larger sizes on current, noisy quantum computers. This is achieved by understanding and

circumventing the limitations of the algorithms at hand, or deriving novel approaches. We

are mainly focusing on simulating quantum systems, such as approximating their real- and

imaginary-time dynamics and preparing their ground state, which is among the most natural

applications on quantum computers.

1.1 Why quantum computing?

In this section we provide a more quantitative motivation for quantum computing. We begin by

discussing the previously outlined problem of quantum simulation in more detail. But, since

quantum computing sits at the interface of computer science and physics, we additionally

motivate quantum computing from a purely computer-scientific perspective.

1.1.1 From a physics perspective

The change of a physical system is modeled by differential equations. The ability to solve

these equations to find the dynamics of a system is core to modern technologies. For ex-

2
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ample, humans venture into space on trajectories derived by Euler-Lagrange equations [22]

in spacecrafts that obey the rocket equation [23, 24] and are designed using Navier-Stokes

equations [25]. Finally, the majority of these equations are solved on computers based on

electric circuits which are again described by differential equations [26]. Reducing the scale

even further to the atomic and subatomic level, we reach the realm we are interested in in this

thesis: quantum mechanics. There, the (non-relativistic) dynamics can be described by the

Schrödinger equation, given by

iℏ
∂

∂t
|ψ〉 = H |ψ〉 , (1.1)

where ℏ = h/(2π) with the Plank constant h, |ψ〉 is the wave function encoding the current

configuration of the system, and H is the Hamiltonian describing the energy of the system [27].

The objects |ψ〉 and H will be formally introduced in Chapter 2. Further, we set ℏ≡ 1 in the

remainder of this thesis.

The Schrödinger equation is a first-order, linear differential equation. Depending on H ,

this type of equation is not particularly difficult to solve. For example, if H is diagonal or

tridiagonal we can solve for the derivative of |ψ〉 with a number of operations scaling linearly

with the dimension of |ψ〉. The challenge of simulating quantum mechanics, instead, lies

in the sheer size of the equation, which scales exponentially with the number of particles.

Assume we would like to simulate a spin-1/2 system, common in a variety of models, such

as the Hubbard and Ising models which are important to study, e.g., superconductivity and

ferromagnetism [28]. Being a quantum mechanical system, each spin can be described as a

superposition of “up” state, |↑〉, and “down” state, |↓〉, as

|ψ〉 = c↑ |↑〉+ c↓ |↓〉 , (1.2)

for complex coefficients c↑ and c↓. Note, that these coefficients have to fulfill a normalization

condition which we will also discuss in Chapter 2. Since particles obeying the laws of quantum

mechanics can be in arbitrary superpositions of their basis states, a system of n particles is

described a wave function with all possible 2n combinations of |↑〉 and |↓〉, that is

|ψ〉 = c↑···↑↑ |↑ · · · ↑↑〉+c↑···↑↓ |↑ · · · ↑↓〉+ · · ·+ c↓···↓↓ |↓ · · · ↓↓〉 . (1.3)

It will be useful to use a more concise notation for this state, given by

|ψ〉 =
2n−1∑
k=0

ck |k〉 , (1.4)

where |k〉 represents a spin basis state by associating 0 bits in the binary representation of k

with a spin up, |↑〉, and the 1 bits with spin down, |↓〉. For example, the value k = 6 represents

the following spin state,

|6〉 = |0 ·23 +1 ·22 +1 ·21 +0 ·20〉 ≡ |0110〉 ≡ |↑↓↓↑〉 . (1.5)

The basis states are time-independent and inserting this representation into the Schrödinger
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equation results in a linear system of an exponential number of equations for the time-

dependent coefficients ck = ck (t ), given by

∀ j ∈ {0, ...,2n −1} :
∂c j

∂t
=−i

2n−1∑
k=0

ck 〈 j |H |k〉 . (1.6)

The time-evolved state is then obtained by integrating the coefficients ck (t ) in time, where the

initial value is determined by the initial state of the system |ψ0〉 as ck (0) = 〈k|ψ0〉.
In a physical system, interactions between spins are typically local, i.e., the number of

partners a single particle interacts with does not scale with system size. Though this leads to a

sparse Hamiltonian H with a polynomial number of non-zero elements per row, there are still

O(2npoly(n)) entries due to the exponential number of rows. Directly solving the Schrödinger

equation by exactly diagonalizing the Hamiltonian is therefore only possible for small systems

or if only a few basis states are relevant.

Instead of directly solving for the coefficients of the wave function, recent years have

seen a surge of promising computational techniques to approximate solutions in specific

cases. Broadly, these can be categorized into stochastic and compression methods, which

are combined with a variational principle to determine the system dynamics. Stochastic

approaches, such as quantum Monte Carlo, rely on sampling relevant configurations of the

wave function [29–31]. These, however, struggle from a sign problem which can, for example,

occur in systems of strongly interacting fermions [32]. Compression techniques, on the other

hand, attempt to provide a memory-efficient representation of the wave function using tensor

networks [33, 34] or artificial neural networks [35]. While these computational techniques

excel at specific tasks, their general applicability is eventually limited by the exponentially

large Hilbert space the wave function lives in and there is a palette of important tasks that

remain unsolved, such as simulating frustrated models [36] or the precise phase diagram of

the Fermi-Hubbard model [37].

A solution that is as radically different as it is intuitive, was proposed by Richard Feyn-

man [12]: Instead of imposing the rules of quantum mechanics on a classical computer, could

we build a computer that inherently implements these properties? Could we build a computer

of particles that exhibit the quantum mechanical effects we would like to model? Such a

machine would be able to store an exponential number of complex-valued coefficients ck of

|ψ〉 in only n particles.2

Several years later, Seth Lloyd showed such a quantum computer would be able to solve the

Schrödinger equation efficiently for Hamiltonians H that act only locally [38]. Instead of solv-

ing a differential equation for the coefficients, we can now directly implement approximations

of the time-evolution operator

U (t ) = e−i H t , (1.7)

to evolve an initial state |ψ0〉 to |ψ(t )〉 = U (t) |ψ0〉, and solve the Schrödinger equation. In

Section 2.2 we discuss this decomposition in detail.

By leveraging efficient representations, quantum algorithms have been proposed for a

2assuming spin-1/2 particles
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plethora of hard tasks in quantum physics. Beyond implementing the real-time evolution

of a system, these also include determining the ground state, preparing thermal states or

performing imaginary-time evolution, to name a few. As such, quantum computing holds

enormous potential to solve hard tasks in quantum physics.

1.1.2 From a computer science perspective

Though originally proposed for the simulation of quantum physics, quantum computers

present an impactful computational paradigm able to formulate new algorithms for typically

classical tasks, such as period-finding or database search. To understand the difference to a

classical computer, let us focus on what novel operations a quantum computer has access to.

On a fundamental level, a classical computer represents data as binary information, or bits,

which can be in either the state 0 or 1. A program takes a set of such bits as input, acts on them

with logical operations, and returns their final state. A quantum computer may act in a similar

fashion. The qubits can initially be in either the 0 or 1 state and at the end of the quantum

computation, measuring yields classical bit values. The key difference is what operations a

quantum and classical computer have access to during the computation.

Figure 1.1: A classical program. (a) Irreversible circuit. (b) Reversible version with an additional
bit as scratch space. The basis state representation |k〉 of the bits is shown in each step of the
reversible computation. See Appendix A.1 for a definition of the logic gates.

At each point of the classical computer program the bits are in a deterministic state

bnbn−1 · · ·b1, with b j ∈ {0,1}. To illustrate the difference to a quantum computer, we assume

a reversible computational model, as shown in Fig. 1.1. This is not a restriction, as any

irreversible logic circuit can be translated into a reversible network [39]. Since the number of

bits remains constant at each step, we can write the binary state in an integer format, as

k =
n∑

j=1
2 j−1b j . (1.8)

Each state of the program can therefore be represented by a single integer with values in

{0, ...,2n −1} or, equivalently, as a 2n dimensional unit vector, where exactly one entry has value

1 and the remaining are 0. This allows to see the operations a classical computer has access to

as a permutation matrix P ∈ {0,1}2n×2n
, where each row and column have exactly one entry
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that is 1. For example, the initial state of the computation in Fig. 1.1 is b2b1b0 = 010, which is

|k〉 = |0 ·20 +1 ·21 +0 ·22〉 = |2〉 ≡



0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0


,

←2nd entry

(1.9)

where we counted indices starting from 0. The NOT operation acts as bitflip on bit b2 and as

identity I on the others, therefore the classical circuit performs the operation

0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0


︸ ︷︷ ︸

≡NOT⊗I⊗I



0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0


=



0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0


. (1.10)

Clearly, this is not an efficient manner to represent a computation. However, it allows

to outline the difference between a classical and quantum computation in a clear fashion:

a classical computer can only act with permutations on the bit-states, whereas a quantum

computer can perform any unitary operation U on the qubits. A unitary operation is repre-

sented by a matrix U ∈C2n×2n
, with U †U = 1 being the identity matrix of suitable dimension.

Permutations, since P †P = P 2 = 1, are a subset of the available operations on a quantum

computer which can implement a far larger class of operations. In fact, instead of having

access to a single unit vector |k〉 a quantum program can prepare, and perform computations

on, a linear combination (superposition) of all 2n states,

U |ψ〉 =
2n−1∑
k=0

ckU |k〉 . (1.11)

Such an operation is implemented with a single quantum operation U and acts on all states

simultaneously. Upon measurement, however, the quantum state collapses to a single basis

state, which is further discussed in Chapter 2. By repeating the operations and measurements

multiple times, the superpositions can be probed, but, to remain efficient, the number of

measurements cannot scale exponentially in the number of qubits. This measurement prob-

lem requires an reduction of the quantum state at the end of a computation to an efficiently

measurable state. For example, the quantum Fourier transform (QFT) of a 2n-dimensional

vector can be implemented with only O(n2) gate operations. The Fast Fourier Transform (FFT),

on the other hand, requires exponentially more classical operations, namely O(n2n) [40].
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While the results of the QFT cannot be directly read-out, it is the center piece of a variety of

quantum algorithms that promise a speed-up over classical algorithms [13, 41].

Figure 1.2: A quantum program. As the classical program, a quantum program can have a
classical input state and a classical output. In contrast to classical bits, however, which are
represented by a single unit vector, qubits can be in complex superpositions of basis states.
See Appendix A.1 for a definition of the gates.

In Fig. 1.2 we show an example of a quantum program. The states |ψ〉 at each point in the

computation can be understood as the likelihood of observing a sequence of bits if we were

to measure the qubits at this point. In classical computations, each state is a unit vector and

therefore the probability of observing the corresponding bits is 1. A quantum state has varying

probabilities for each basis states and repeating the measurements yields different outcomes

according to the distribution of the coefficients ck . This is explained further in Section 2.1.

From a computational perspective, quantum computing is a new paradigm with access to

a previously inaccessible operational space of exponential dimension 2n ×2n . However, since

both in- and output are still n bits, developing algorithms that outperform classical algorithms

is a difficult endeavor. Still, the potential advantage of this paradigm is demonstrated by

famous algorithms like Shor’s algorithm [13], which performs a prime factorization with

exponentially less quantum operations than classical operations, or Grover’s algorithm [14],

which promises a quadratic speedup for unstructured search problems.

1.2 How to quantum compute?

The fundamental unit of information in a quantum computer is a qubit, which can have can

have two states labeled |0〉 and |1〉—analogous to a classical bit taking on values 0 or 1. This

qubit must be realized by a quantum mechanical system since our quantum computer should

be able to leverage quantum mechanical effects, such as entanglement and superposition

of qubit states. In addition to defining a qubit state, we also need to be able to perform

computations on it and read out its state. These conditions, along with other requirements

that a universal quantum computer must meet, are summarized in the DiVincenzo criteria [42],

introduced in Chapter 2.

What, then, would be a suitable platform for a qubit? The state of a single nuclear spin

can be isolated and maintained for long times [43]. Plus, it certainly is a quantum mechanical

system that exhibits superposition and entanglement. However, this isolation also makes it

7
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hard to measure the spin’s state [44]. On the other end of the spectrum: a coin has two states,

which are easily measured by looking at it. But, this macroscopic system cannot maintain

superposition for a useful amount of time. Indeed, qubit requirements present an inherent

trade-off, as we desire the system to be both well-isolated, to store the quantum information,

and controllable, to perform computation. The question for the wide range of proposed

quantum computing platforms is therefore not whether they fulfill the DiVincenzo criteria,

but how well they do. We we list a selection of common platforms in Fig. 1.3 and discuss the

state of the art in Section 1.3.

PhotonsElectronic spins Natural atoms Superconducting circuits

Figure 1.3: Examples of qubit encodings using different platforms. Electronic spins in quantum
dots use spin energy levels, which are split using the Zeeman effect [45]. Natural atoms in
optical lattices can use two stable energy levels, such as the singlet ground state and the lowest
hyperfine state [46]. Photons can be used as qubit in numerous ways, e.g., by using different
polarizations (horizontal vs. vertical), different frequencies, or combinations thereof [47].
Superconducting qubits use energy levels of the non-linear resonant circuit [48].

A qubit type we will be focusing on lot a during this thesis is the superconducting qubit,

whose physical implementation is discussed in detail in Chapter 3. This qubit is based on

an anharmonic oscillator at sufficiently low temperatures and large enough dissipation such

that the energy levels become quantized. The lowest two energy levels E0 and E1 define a

qubit and by driving the oscillator with an electrical pulse at frequency ω= |E0 −E1|, we can

coherently change between the states |0〉 and |1〉. To create a non-classical superposition state,

the drive can be applied for a time that does not fully flip the state. A strong advantage of

superconducting qubits is their strong coupling to the external electrical field, which allows

for very fast gate operations and readout. However, they have short lifetimes in comparison

to other architectures like trapped ions systems—which, conversely, have slower operations.

Developing and executing quantum computations therefore requires careful considerations

of which qubit type is used.

1.3 State of the art

Due to the promises quantum computers hold in theory, tremendous effort has been un-

dertaken to build such devices. Since the first experimental demonstration of few-qubit

quantum algorithms, academic institutions and computing-centric companies have proposed

and realized increasingly larger quantum computers. Among the largest digital quantum

computers are, at time of writing this thesis, superconducting qubits systems that count 1121

qubits [19]. Ideal, noise-free quantum computers of this size would, in theory, already be able

8
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to outperform classical computers on tasks such as quantum simulation [21] or preparing

molecular ground states [20]. Current devices, however, are subject to a wide range of noise

sources which restrict the number of operations that can be applied in a circuit and reduce the

solution quality. In practice, demonstrations of practical quantum algorithms have therefore

only reached limited problem sizes, which are still in reach of classical algorithms.

1.3.1 Limitations

While classical computers are able to protect the computation to virtually error-free levels [49],

building a scalable, fault-tolerant quantum computer (FTQC) able to correct for errors oc-

curring to during the computation is more challenging due to the sensitivity of quantum

information with respect to its environment. In addition, quantum information cannot simply

be copied, therefore protection against errors cannot be achieved by performing operations

on redundant copies of the quantum state. Instead, quantum error correction uses an array of

n noisy, physical qubit to encode m(≤ n) logical qubits and performs intermediate stabilizer

measurements to detect if an error occurred. First implementations of the so-called surface

code have been demonstrated on superconducting hardware [50, 51] and natural atoms [52],

however, these do not yet preserve the qubit states for long enough to perform complex

operations. This holds especially true, as a FTQC is only able to implement a specific set of

discrete basis gates in a fault-tolerant fashion and compiling a target operation can result in

a high gate count [53, 54]. Another disadvantage of the surface code is a low rate r = m/n of

logical to physical qubits, which scales as n−1 as the code quality increases and, therefore,

becomes inefficient as an increasing number of errors must be corrected [55]. Recently, focus

therefore shifted to a different family of low-density parity check (LDPC) codes, which provide

a constant rate r , but introduce non-local interactions [55]. This overhead could be mitigated

by building code-specific hardware.

Until error-correcting codes can be reliably implemented, the complexity of quantum

circuits that can be executed on hardware is, thus, limited. To quantify the capability of

a given device, several holistic metrics have been introduced. Quality measures include

volumetric benchmarks [56], such as the Quantum Volume (QV) [57], which measure the

largest rectangular circuit of a certain type of operations that can be reliably executed, or the

Layer Fidelity (LF) [58], which characterizes the fidelity of layers of gate operations. In addition

to the quality and scale of a device, the execution speed plays a crucial role in the practicality

of quantum algorithms. This is captured by the Circuit Layer Operations Per Second (CLOPS)

metric [59], a quantum analog to the classical Floating-point Operations Per Second (FLOPS),

which is a measure for the number of operations executed in a given time frame. Importantly,

this includes overhead due to classical pre- and post-processing to provide a practical estimate

of an algorithm runtime.

As each qubit platform has its individual advantages and disadvantages, the performance

metrics can vary significantly in-between them. Superconducting qubit systems, for example,

scale to over 1000 qubits [19] and have fast gate times, leading to a large CLOPS. However

the short qubit lifetime limits the number of applicable operations. In contrast, a long qubit
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lifetime is an advantage of trapped ion systems, which can demonstrate large QV [60], but

these devices are currently not as scalable. To address the shortcomings of different qubit

types, there are proposals for hybrid schemes that aim to combine the advantages of different

architectures, e.g., using solid-state qubits for processing and phonons for state storage [61] or

photons for transmission [62].

Current error rates put quantum algorithms with provable advantage, such as Suzuki-

Trotter, Shor or Quantum Phase Estimation, out of reach of noisy quantum processors. For

instance, implementing the dynamics of a practically relevant system for times that are chal-

lenging on classical computers with a Suzuki-Trotter expansion yields estimates of 200 qubits

and 2.5 ·105 CX gates [21] or 121 qubits and 107 CX gates [63]. With CX error rates of 99.9%

achieved on superconducting qubits [48] or ions [64], the fidelity of the final state is virtually

0. As a result, research in recent years has focused on a variational algorithm paradigm [65],

which is discussed in-depth in Chapter 4. In a nutshell, this family of algorithms tunes free

parameters in an ansatz quantum circuit to solve a given task. The ability to select quantum

circuits that operate within the capability of a given device, makes variational algorithms a

promising candidate for noisy quantum computers. As we will see in Chapters 5 to 7, however,

these approaches introduce new bottlenecks that we aim at circumventing in this thesis.

1.3.2 Demonstrations

Though aforementioned metrics and device characteristics provide estimations for the prob-

lem dimensions a quantum computer could solve, only a practical implementation can truly

show the capability of a device. Such a demonstration typically focuses on a problem that is

particularly simple to implement on a given hardware but, ideally, is hard to solve classically.

In this context, "simple" refers to a problem that can be solved with shallow quantum circuits

on the specific device at hand, e.g., by using native gates or qubit connections that reflect the

device’s topology.

For the simulation of quantum dynamics, analog quantum computers (discussed in

Chapter 2) go a step further and recreate the system’s Hamiltonian in the lab. Using ultracold

Rydberg atoms in an optical lattice, this approach currently allows the largest demonstrations

of quantum dynamics for a transverse-field Ising model with 196 to 256 spins [66, 67]. Analog

quantum computers, however, are typically restricted to systems available in the lab and

realizing general systems involves significant overhead. Digital quantum computers are able

to solve paradigmatic model systems up to 127 qubits by leveraging an array of error mitigation

techniques [68–71]. Practically-relevant application models are typically restricted to smaller

sizes. Ground-state calculations of the standard Fermi-Hubbard model, to the best of our

knowledge, have been demonstrated3 for up to 8 spins (16 qubits) on a 2×4 lattice [72].

A related field concerned with classical Ising models, i.e., diagonal in the computational

basis, is quantum optimization. Here, a quantum computer is not advantageous in represent-

ing the solution of the system—which, per definition, is a single bitstring—but rather in how

3we only consider algorithms where the complete optimization/calculation has been performed on a quantum
computer
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the optimization is performed. Algorithms such as the annealing-based quantum approxima-

tion optimization algorithm (QAOA) [73] or quantum imaginary time evolution [74, 75] may

provide a better approach to finding solutions that classical heuristics. Such problems can

also be a useful test bed for quantum dynamics algorithms, since the Hamiltonian is closely

related to a quantum Ising model but is classically verifiable to multiple 100s of variables (a.k.a.

spins). Demonstrations of QAOA range from 40-qubits on 3-regular graphs [76], over 72 qubits

in a Sherrington-Kirkpatrick model [77], to up to 434 qubits on hardware-native graphs [78,

79] on superconducting devices.

1.4 Outline

This thesis is written to be mostly self-contained for readers with a backgrounds in physics or

computer science. In Chapters 2-4, we discuss the foundations of quantum computing and

algorithms, with a particular focus on current, noisy quantum computers. Readers already

familiar with the material may want to skip these chapters, or only skim over topics they are

interested in. The main contributions of this thesis are presented in Chapters 5-7, which are

based on Refs. [1–3], respectively. We summarize the main results in Chapter 8 and provide

an outlook on the field of simulating quantum systems. In the following we provide a brief

overview of each Chapter:

• In Chapter 2 we introduce the basic concepts of quantum computation. This includes

qubits, the fundamental unit of information in this paradigm, and how computations

are described in form of a quantum circuit. These, together with measurements and the

evaluation of expectation values, allow to formulate quantum algorithms. As example

of a quantum algorithm, we again take up the problem of simulating quantum dynam-

ics and formally introduce the Suzuki-Trotter decomposition for time evolution. The

chapter is concluded with a first experiment on quantum hardware.

• Chapter 3 complements the quantum computing theory by discussing practical consid-

erations for realizing a quantum computing system. We focus on a superconducting

architecture and explain the basic principles of how qubits, and operations thereon,

are implemented. This understanding reveals the noise sources in today’s hardware,

and we demonstrate how these can be reduced through error mitigation techniques.

Finally, every part of the computation is set into context by discussing how the quantum

computing stack transforms the input problem to executable instructions and extracts

the results.

• In Chapter 4, we introduce on the variational algorithm paradigm, ubiquitous approach

for on noisy quantum computers. In this context, we discuss approaches for ground-

state preparation and for simulating the real- and imaginary-time evolution of a quan-

tum system. These algorithms rely on computing the quantum geometric tensor (QGT)

and quantum circuit gradients, for which we review a wide spectrum of available tech-

niques.
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• Chapter 5 (based on Ref. [1]) focuses on reducing the computational cost of quantum

natural gradient descent, which is a promising algorithm to find the ground state of

a Hamiltonian. This information-geometric approach to optimization leverages the

QGT, which becomes computationally expensive to evaluate on quantum hardware as

the number of parameters in the variational circuit model increases. To circumvent

this scaling issue, we propose a routine to compute unbiased samples of the QGT

to construct a stochastic approximation at a constant cost. Since a large number of

iterations is performed in the optimization, only a few samples per step are sufficient and

we can significantly reduce the resource costs of the algorithm. We apply the resulting

algorithm for ground-state preparations for applications in physics, optimization and

machine learning.

• In Chapter 6 (based on Ref. [2]) we build upon the previously introduced stochastic

approximation of the QGT and extend it for quantum time evolution. The proposed

improvements also allow to speed up the convergence for optimization problems in

cases where the initial state is efficiently simulable classically, for example, as Clifford

circuit. We apply the algorithm for a classical optimization problem and perform an

experiment on quantum hardware to compute the imaginary-time evolution of a 27-

qubit Ising model.

• Chapter 7 (based on Ref. [3]) follows a different approach to variational time evolution.

Instead of sampling the QGT, we introduce a dual formulation that relies on evalu-

ating the infidelity of the variational ansatz for two sets of parameters. This leads to

an optimization problem that must be solved in each iteration. Leveraging available

information from previous timesteps, we show that the dual formulation promises an

asymptotic speedup for real- and imaginary-time evolution. To strengthen this state-

ment we derive bounds on the sample complexity of our algorithm and the standard

variational approach. We apply the algorithm for imaginary- and real-time evolution of

the Heisenberg model and to compute thermal averages using the quantum minimally

entangled typical thermal states algorithm.

• This thesis concludes in Chapter 8, where we review the novel results and reflect their

potential to scale up algorithms on noisy quantum computers. Finally, we discuss

further research directions and open questions related to the introduced methods.
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2 Quantum computing basics

Summary

In this chapter we review the basic principles of digital quantum computers and quantum

simulation. We introduce qubits, gates and measurements, and how they are composed

to describe an algorithm in form of a quantum circuits. Then, we explain how physical

systems are mapped to qubits, discuss product formulas for time evolution and apply

them to simulate an Ising model on a superconducting quantum processor.

Computers come in two flavors: analog and digital. An analog computer performs a computa-

tion by continuously modeling the physical target process. A famous example is Michelson’s

harmonic analyzer [80], which computes the Fourier coefficients of a function by using wheels

of different circumference. A digital computer, on the other hand, abstracts away its internal

mechanics and provides a set of discrete, logical operations. While both can, in theory, perform

universal computations analog computers are prone to the accumulations of errors due to

their continuous state and typically less flexible than digital computers. Digital computers

are also subject to errors, but due to their discrete states, these can be detected and corrected

more easily.

The same concepts apply to quantum computers. An analog quantum computer simulates

a quantum system by physically realizing a target environment in the lab, whereas a digital

quantum computer provides a set of basis instructions to perform universal quantum compu-

tation. A strength of analog quantum computers is that they have very little overhead for the

simulation of systems they are modeling and currently outperform their digital counterpart for

these systems [67]. Albeit analog platforms are universal [81, 82], digital quantum computers

are typically more flexible to program. In addition, digital processors are compatible with

quantum error correction, which would allow to control error rates as devices scale up [44].

Since we are interested in performing a variety of tasks, including non-physical processes

such as imaginary-time evolution, this thesis is focusing on digital quantum computers. In

the remainder of this work we are thus dropping the specifier "digital" and explicitly specify if

a quantum computer is analog.
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2.1 Quantum computing

In the introduction we have discussed that a quantum computer holds the potential to effi-

ciently implement certain operations that are challenging on a classical machine. For example,

to perform the time evolution of a quantum system a quantum computer could implement

the unitary operation on an n-particle system, given by

U (t ) = e−i H t , (2.1)

where H is the Hamiltonian of the system and t the simulation time, using a number of

operations scaling only polynomially in n—even though, for spin-1/2 particles, U (t ) can be

thought of a unitary matrix in C2n×2n
. In this section, we discuss the building blocks required

to realize such an operation and then demonstrate how it can be used to simulate quantum

mechanical systems in Section 2.2.

The fundamental unit of information in a quantum computer is a quantum bit, or qubit,

which we explain in detail in Section 2.1.1. In addition, we require the ability to apply op-

erations and read out information. The conditions for universal quantum computation are

summarized in the DiVincenzo criteria [42], which require a quantum computer to have

1. a scalable, well-defined qubit,

2. the ability to initialize the qubits in a desired (possibly simple) state,

3. gate times much shorter than the qubit lifetime,

4. a universal set of gates, and

5. the ability of measuring the qubits.

In Chapter 3 we will see how these criteria can be realized for superconducting qubits. In the

remainder of this section, we discuss the building blocks for defining programs on quantum

computer, namely qubits, gates and measurements. Together, they form a quantum circuit.

This is a central concept for quantum computing, as quantum algorithms attempt to outper-

form classical algorithm by making use of quantum circuits that are hard to simulate efficiently

classically.

2.1.1 Quantum bits

A qubit is a quantum mechanical two-level system. The two levels are the two computational

basis states |0〉 and |1〉 which span all possible qubit states. A classical bit also has access to

binary states, but the fact that a qubit is a quantum mechanical two level system means that

its state is described by a superposition, given by

|q〉 = c0 |0〉+ c1 |1〉 , (2.2)

with c0,c1 ∈ C and |c0|2 + |c1|2 = 1, whereas a classical state would always be strictly in one

of the two basis states. The qubit state |q〉 lives in a 2-dimensional complex vector space,
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therefore we can express it as vector in C2 by choosing vector representations of the basis

states. Using 2-dimensional unit vectors as basis provides a natural representation, which

allows to read off the coefficients from the vector representation. We have

|0〉 ≡
(

1

0

)
, |1〉 ≡

(
0

1

)
, |q〉 ≡

(
c0

c1

)
. (2.3)

States of multiple qubits are described using the tensor product of single qubit states, as

|ψ〉 = |qn〉⊗ |qn−1〉⊗ · · ·⊗ |q1〉 , (2.4)

where we typically drop the tensor product for brevity and write |ψ〉 = |qn · · ·q1〉. Since each

qubit belong to a 2-dimensional vector space, |ψ〉 is a 2n-dimensional object which can be

written as

|ψ〉 =
2n−1∑
k=0

ck |k〉 . (2.5)

The vector representation of Eq. (2.3) defines a vector for |k〉 by writing the integer k in binary

format with n bits. We have

|k〉 =
n⊗

m=1
|bin(k)m〉 , (2.6)

where bin(k)m is the mth bit in the binary representation of k. Via the Kronecker product [83],

|k〉 can then be identified with the kth unit vector of dimension 2n , as shown in an explicit

example in Appendix A.2.

A more general description of quantum states, which we seldom need in this thesis but

introduce for completeness, is given by density matrices. The density matrix ρ of a state |ψ〉 is

defined as

ρ = |ψ〉〈ψ| . (2.7)

If a given ρ can be written in such a way, it is called a pure state. In addition, density matrices

allow the description of so-called mixed states, which are a classical mixture of pure states,

given by

ρ =∑
k

pk |ψk〉〈ψk | , (2.8)

where pk ≥ 0 and
∑

k pk = 1. A density matrix can be associated with a positive semi-definite,

Hermitian matrix in C2n×2n
and has a trace of 1. We call a state maximally mixed if ρ ≡ 1/2n ,

which is an important state that plays a role, e.g., in Gibbs state preparation in Section 4.2.2 or

the trainability of variational quantum algorithms in Section 4.3.2. The vector space quantum

states belong to can be equipped with the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product,

(ρ1,ρ2) 7→ Tr(ρ†
1ρ2) = Tr(ρ1ρ2), (2.9)

to form a Hilbert space [44]. In the case of pure states, the inner product becomes

(|ψ1〉 , |ψ2〉) 7→ Tr
( |ψ1〉〈ψ1| |ψ2〉〈ψ2|

)= |〈ψ1|ψ2〉 |2, (2.10)
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which is called the fidelity between the states |ψ1〉 and |ψ2〉.
To measure properties of a quantum state we are frequently interested in evaluating

expectation values of an observable O. Observables are Hermitian operators, O =O†, which

represent measurable quantities of a quantum system. The expectation value of an observable

its average value over each possible quantum state, weighted by the probability of the state to

occur. It is given by

Eρ[O] = Tr(Oρ), (2.11)

for mixed states, which simplifies to

Eψ[O] = Tr(O |ψ〉〈ψ|) = 〈ψ|O|ψ〉 , (2.12)

for pure states. Note, that multiplying a pure state with a modulo 1 coefficient (i.e., of the form

exp(iϕ), ϕ ∈R) does not impact the expectation value. Such a factor is called a global phase

and typically dropped from a quantum state as it cannot be measured.

The Pauli operators are a useful tool to understand the space of single-qubit states. They

are defined as

X = |0〉〈1|+ |1〉〈0| ≡
(

0 1

1 0

)
,

Y = i |1〉〈0|− i |0〉〈1| ≡
(

0 −i

i 0

)
,

Z = |0〉〈0|− |1〉〈1| ≡
(

1 0

0 −1

)
,

(2.13)

and together with the identity matrix they form an orthonormal basis of the real vector space

of Hermitian 2×2 matrices1 and a Hilbert space with the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product. Since

a qubit state ρ has trace 1, it can be fully specified by computing the projection onto the Pauli

matrices. This defines a vector v ∈R3, as

v =

Tr(Xρ)

Tr(Y ρ)

Tr(Zρ)

 . (2.14)

Since both ρ and the Pauli matrices are Hermitian we can drop the complex conjugate in the

Hilbert-Schmidt inner product and the expectation values are ensured to be real numbers.

For pure states v is normalized, while mixed states have ∥v∥2 < 1.

In Fig. 2.1(a) we show a diagram of the possible single qubit states, which is also referred

to as the Bloch sphere. Instead of specifying |q〉 using the computational basis states |0〉 and

|1〉, which are the eigenstates of the Pauli-Z operator, any set of orthogonal states can be used.

Frequently used basis sets include the eigenstates of the Pauli-X operator

|+〉 = |0〉+ |1〉p
2

, |−〉 = |0〉− |1〉p
2

, (2.15)

1complex linear combinations of Pauli matrices form a basis for C2×2
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Figure 2.1: (a) A pure qubit state |q〉 on the Bloch sphere. Its position is determined by the
vector v = (v1 v2 v3)⊤. (b) A bitflip operation is implemented as π-rotation around the x-axis.

and of the Pauli-Y operator

|+i 〉 = |0〉+ i |1〉p
2

, |−i 〉 = |0〉− i |1〉p
2

. (2.16)

These states are indicated on the Bloch sphere in Fig. 2.1(a). Note that orthogonal basis states

are antiparallel on the Bloch sphere.

2.1.2 Quantum circuits

In a quantum computation, we apply operations onto a quantum state to construct a final

target state. Apart from measurements, which we will discuss in the following section, and

resets, which reset any qubit state to |0〉, we are mostly concerned with operations U that are

unitary, i.e., UU † = 1. These act on quantum states as

|ψ〉 7→U |ψ〉 ,

ρ 7→UρU †,
(2.17)

depending on how the state is represented. A collection of qubits and operations acting

thereon are organized in a quantum circuit, such as shown in Fig. 2.2. Visually, each qubit is

represented by a wire on which gates and measurements are applied from left to right.

Unitary operations can be written as exponentials of a Hermitian generator G , as e−iθG for

some θ ∈R. An important type of such operations are Pauli rotations, defined as

RP (θ) = e−iθ/2P , (2.18)

for P ∈ {X ,Y , Z }⊗n and with the convention of an additional factor 1/2. A bitflip operation

|0〉↔ |1〉, for example, represented by the Pauli-X operation can be implemented up to global
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Figure 2.2: A quantum circuit. Qubits, represented as wires, start in an initial state and are
acted on by gates. Gates can depend on parameters, such as the Pauli rotations RX and RZ Z .
To read out information, a qubit is measured and the doubled line represents a classical bit.
See Appendix A.1 for a definition of each gate.

phase, by

RX (π) = e−iπ/2X , (2.19)

which is visualized in Fig. 2.1(b). A series of three Pauli rotations allows to implement a general

single-qubit transformation, as

U (φ,θ,λ) = e i (φ+λ)/2RZ

(
φ− π

2

)
RY (θ)RZ

(
λ+ π

2

)
, (2.20)

though this decomposition is not unique. The matrix representation of these gates (and the

following ones) is shown in Appendix A.1.

Another important family of gates is the n-qubit Clifford group C, defined by the property

that they map the group of n-qubit Pauli operators P = {I , X ,Y , Z }⊗n onto itself. More formally,

∀C ∈ C ∀P ∈P : C PC † ∈P . (2.21)

Frequently used elements of the single-qubit Clifford group in this thesis are the Hadamard

gate H , defined by the action

H :

|0〉 7→ |+〉 ,

|1〉 7→ |−〉 ,
(2.22)

the phase gate S =p
Z and the

p
X gate. These can be used to transform between different

Pauli basis states, e.g.,

SH |0〉 = S |+〉 = |+i 〉 . (2.23)

In addition to single qubit gates, operations can act on multiple qubits simultaneously,

such as the controlled-NOT (CX) gate, which is defined as

•
: CX = |0〉〈0|⊗ I +|1〉〈1|⊗X . (2.24)

In the circuit gate representation the state of the top qubit controls whether the X gate is

applied on the bottom qubit. An interesting property of the CX gate is that it is also Clifford

and, together with H and S, generates any n-qubit Clifford group [84]. Some two-qubit gates
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are symmetric, i.e., the action does not change if top and bottom qubit are exchanged, which

is reflected in the circuit symbol. The controlled-Z (CZ) gate, for example, is

•
•

: CZ = |0〉〈0|⊗ I +|1〉〈1|⊗Z . (2.25)

A universal quantum computer requires a set of basis gates which allows to implement an

arbitrary unitary operation. For example, the general-single qubit rotation U together with

the CX gate is universal [85], or the commonly used set {RZ (θ),
p

X , X ,CX} on IBM’s super-

conducting hardware [18]. A basis can also consist of discrete basis gates, where no gate is

parameterized, such as Clifford gates in combination with the T gate. Such a decomposition

is, in general, only approximate and of importance mainly for fault-tolerant quantum comput-

ing [53, 54], not current quantum computers. The process of decomposing the operations to

the supported basis gates of a quantum computer is called compilation, which is discussed in

detail in Section 3.3.

2.1.3 Measurements

Retrieving information of a quantum state requires measurements. These can generally be

defined using a set of positive operator-valued measurements (POVM) {( j , M j )} j where the

measurement is represented by a positive semi-definite matrix M j ∈C2n×2n
and associated

with the outcome labeled as j . The likelihood of observing outcome j on a state described

by a density matrix ρ ∈ C2n×2n
is given by taking the expectation value of the measurement

operator p j = Tr(M jρ). The measurements further satisfy a completeness relation, defined by∑
j

M j = 1, (2.26)

The state after the measurement depends on the physical realization of the measurement

process.

A special class of POVMs we are focusing on are projective, single-qubit Pauli measure-

ments. For a Pauli operator P with eigenstates {|λ j 〉} j=1,2, the POVM matrices are given by

M j = |λ j 〉〈λ j | and the post-measurement state is |λ j 〉. For example, measuring a single qubit

state |q〉 in Pauli-Z basis, also called the computational basis, yields either of the eigenvalues

±1 of the Pauli-Z operator, according to the overlap with its eigenstates |0〉 or |1〉. Explicitly,

|q〉
measure
−−−−−→

|0〉 (outcome +1), with probability p0 = |〈q|0〉 |2,

|1〉 (outcome −1), with probability p1 = |〈q|1〉 |2.
(2.27)

This process has an intuitive visualization in the Bloch sphere, see Fig. 2.3(a). Though for

specific tasks general POVMs can be more efficient than projective Pauli measurements [86,

87], the latter are commonly supported natively by quantum hardware and sufficient for the

purposes of this thesis.

Per measurement only a single outcome is recorded. If the measured qubit is in an
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Figure 2.3: (a) Projection of the qubit state |q〉 onto the z-axis, corresponding to the POVM
{|0〉〈0| , |1〉〈1|}. The likelihood of observing the |0〉 state is given by p0, which is determined
by the location of the projection on the z-axis. (b) To estimate the likelihood of observing a
state in an experiment, the measurement process is repeated to obtain sampling statistics. (c)
A collection of n single-qubit measurements has 2n possible outcomes, corresponding to a
POVM with tensored single-qubit projectors. Here, we show an example distribution for n = 3.

eigenstate of a POVM operator, one measurement is sufficient to determine its state. Otherwise,

the circuit with its measurement is repeated multiple times to obtain sampling statistics of

the observed states as shown in Fig. 2.3(b-c). The probability pk of measuring state |k〉 is then

estimated by

pk ≈ p̂k = count(k)

N
, (2.28)

where N is the total number of times the circuit has been sampled.

Expectation values

With access to a sampling procedure of a quantum states, we can also evaluate expectation

values of an observable, 〈ψ|O|ψ〉. As quantum computing platforms typically only support

measurements in a specific Pauli basis we first have to decompose the observable O into a

suitable representation before measuring it. If we assume we are able to perform measure-

ments in the Pauli-Z basis, we have to write O as a sum of terms that can be diagonalized in

this basis. Since the observable is Hermitian, it can be expressed in the basis of n-qubit Pauli

operators,

O =∑
j
α j P j , (2.29)

for α j ∈R. We then regard the expectation value per Pauli term,

〈ψ|O|ψ〉 =∑
j
α j 〈ψ|P j |ψ〉 . (2.30)

20



2.2. SIMULATING QUANTUM SYSTEMS

Each of the Pauli operators can then be diagonalized using Clifford gates, as

X → Z = H X H

Y → Z = HS†Y SH ,
(2.31)

where I and Z are diagonal in the Z -basis. If B ∈ {I , H , HS†}⊗n describes the basis transforma-

tion on all n qubits, the Pauli P is diagonalized as

BPB † =Λ ∈ {I , Z }⊗n . (2.32)

This allows to reformulate the expectation value of each Pauli as expectation value of a diagonal

observable, i.e.,
〈ψ|P |ψ〉 = 〈ψ|B †ΛB |ψ〉

=
2n−1∑

k,k ′=0
c∗k ck ′ 〈k|Λ|k ′〉

=
2n−1∑
k=0

|ck |2λ(k),

(2.33)

where we expanded the basis-transformed state in the computational basis, B |ψ〉 =∑
k ck |k〉

andΛ |k〉 =λ(k) |k〉.
The probabilities pk = |ck |2 are obtained by sampling the state B |ψ〉 and the eigenvalues

λ(k) can be efficiently evaluated classically using the binary representation bin(k) of k. We

have
λ(k) = 〈k|Λn ⊗·· ·⊗Λ1|k〉

=
n∏

m=1
〈bin(k)m |Λm |bin(k)m〉

=
n∏

m=1

(−1)bin(k)m , ifΛm = Z ,

1, otherwise.

(2.34)

In this simple protocol, the state |ψ〉 must be measured with a new basis transformation B

for each Pauli term in the Hamiltonian. This can be drastically reduced by simultaneously

diagonalizing commuting operators [88]. However, in quantum chemistry applications Hamil-

tonians can consist of a large number of non-commuting Pauli terms, other POVMs than Pauli

terms might offer more efficient fashion to compute expectation values [87].

2.2 Simulating quantum systems

The study of a quantum system’s time evolution provides insights into important quantum

mechanical processes, including the behaviour of a system when it is driven out of its equi-

librium state and how it behaves in the long-time limit. For example, in a system accurately

described by classical mechanics we expect the ergodicity axiom to hold. This states that

an initial configuration entirely explores the available phase space and the long-term time

average of a local observable matches both the microcanoncial and Gibbs ensembles, i.e., it
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thermalizes [89, 90]. While there exist exceptions in classical systems, such as spin glasses [91],

quantum effects might further prevent ergodicity, e.g., by many-body localizations of the

system [92].

Figure 2.4: Steps involved in the simulation of a physical system on a quantum computer.
The Hamiltonian is mapped to Pauli operators using, e.g., a Jordan-Wigner (JW) [93] transfor-
mation, followed by a decomposition using a product formula to map the evolution onto a
quantum circuit. With permission, this figure is based on Ref. [94].

The dynamics of a quantum system are described by the Schrödinger equation,

∂

∂t
|ψ(t )〉 =−i H |ψ(t )〉 , (2.35)

for a quantum state |ψ(t )〉, describing the configuration of the system at time t , and the

Hamiltonian H , which is a Hermitian operator describing the total energy of the system. For a

static Hamiltonian, H ̸= H(t ), this equation is solved by

|ψ(t )〉 =U (t ) |ψ0〉 = e−i H t |ψ0〉 , (2.36)

for an initial state |ψ0〉 and evolution time t . In this section, we review the implementation

of the time evolution operator U (t ) on a quantum computer using product formulas. The is

performed in two steps, by

1. mapping the physical model onto a qubit model and Pauli algebra,

2. decomposing the Pauli Hamiltonian into circuit operations,

as outlined in Fig. 2.4.

2.2.1 Mapping quantum systems to qubits

To simulate a quantum mechanical system on a quantum computer its state must be expressed

using a set of qubits, say n, and the system Hamiltonian mapped to the in Pauli basis, as

H =∑
j
α j P j , (2.37)
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where P j ∈ {I , X ,Y , Z }⊗n ,α j ∈R. Systems of spin-1/2 particles are natural candidates for such

a mapping, as their spin algebra is already described by Pauli matrices and they have two basis

states which can directly be associated with qubit states, i.e.,

|↑〉 ≡ |0〉 ,

|↓〉 ≡ |1〉 .
(2.38)

For example, the transverse-field Ising model [28] on n particles in both the spin-1/2 and

qubit representation reads

H = J
∑
〈 j k〉

Z j Zk +h
n∑

j=1
X j , (2.39)

where J is the interaction strength, h the field strength, 〈 j k〉 sums over interacting particles j

and k and the subscript on the Paulis denotes which particle is acted on, meaning that

Z j = I ⊗·· ·⊗ I︸ ︷︷ ︸
×( j−1)

⊗Z ⊗ I ⊗·· ·⊗ I︸ ︷︷ ︸
×(n− j )

. (2.40)

Due to this natural mapping, we usually focus on spin-1/2 models in this thesis. However, for

completeness we discuss how to map more general systems to qubits.

A variety of encodings exist for particles with spins S ≥ 1/2, bosons and fermions. These

schemes typically trade off the number of qubits required for the encoding with the number

of Pauli terms and their locality. A single spin-S particle can, for example, be represented

using ⌈log2(2S + 1)⌉ [95] qubits, which we have also used for the S = 1/2 case so far. For

S > 1/2, a linear encoding using 2S +1 qubits can be beneficial, as it generates less dense Pauli

operators [95]. Here,e formulate a qubit basis of the spin-S space by mapping the eigenstates

of the spin SZ operator, {|mz〉 : mz ∈ {−S, ...,S}}, to a computational basis state given by

|mz = S −k〉 7→ |2k〉 = | 0 · · ·0︸ ︷︷ ︸
×(2S−k)

1 0 · · ·0︸ ︷︷ ︸
×k

〉 , (2.41)

where the qubit at index k +1 is in the state |1〉. This allows to write the SZ operator in qubit

form as

SZ =
S∑

mz=−S
mz

(Z + I )S+mz+1

2
=

S∑
mz=−S

mz

2
ZS+mz+1, (2.42)

where the identities cancel and it is easily verifiable that SZ |mz〉 = mz |mz〉. For concrete

forms of other spin operators we refer to Ref. [95]. Bosons can be encoded in a similar fashion

to spin-S particles. Using a cutoff of nmax bosons, the number of particles per site can be

counted using nmax+1 qubits as in Eq. (2.41) and the number operator takes on a form similar

to the SZ operator [96].

Fermions are less straightforward to encode, as the operators must obey the fermionic

anti-commutation rules,
{c†

j ,c†
j ′} = {c j ,c j ′} = 0,

{c j ,c†
j ′} = δ j j ′ ,

(2.43)
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where c j is the annihilation operator on site j and c†
j the creation operator. These are not

intrinsically reflected by the corresponding qubit operators, which instead obey the commuta-

tion rules
[σ+

j ,σ+
j ′ ] = [σ−

j ,σ−
j ′ ] = 0

[σ−
j ,σ+

j ′ ] = δ j j ′ Z j ,
(2.44)

where σ+ = |1〉〈0| = (X + i Y )/2 and σ− = |0〉〈1| = (X − i Y )/2 create or annihilate a qubit

excitation, respectively. Numerous techniques exist to enforce the anticommutation rules

on qubit operators, the most famous arguably being the Jordan-Wigner mapping [93], which

has already been introduced in the late 1920s. Here, each fermionic operator is mapped

onto the corresponding qubit operator, plus a series of Pauli-Z operations to ensure the

anticommutativity. The mapping reads

c j =σ−
j ⊗

(
j−1⊗
k=0

Zk

)
,

c†
j =σ+

j ⊗
(

j−1⊗
k=0

Zk

)
,

(2.45)

and requires picking a line (or “snaking”) on the spin topology, as indicated in the central

panel of Fig. 2.4. This mapping requires n qubits for n spinless fermions. To include spin, the

number of qubits can be increased such that each qubit excitation indicates whether a particle

of spin σ is present at site j . For example, the Fermi-Hubbard model [28, 37] on two sites for

spin-1/2 particles is

H =−J
∑

σ∈{↑,↓}

(
c†

1,σc2,σ+ c†
2,σc1,σ

)
+U

2∑
k=1

( ∏
σ∈{↑,↓}

c†
k,σck,σ

)
, (2.46)

where c(†)
k,σ annihilates (creates) a spin σ at site k, J is the hopping rate and U describes the

Coulomb interaction. Introducing a single index capturing both variables, we can map the

Hamiltonian as

H = J

2
(X1X2 +Y1Y2 +X3X4 +Y3Y4)+ U

4
(Z1 +Z2 +Z3 +Z4 +Z1Z4 +Z2Z3) , (2.47)

where qubit at index j is |1〉 if a fermion with spin σ is present at site k, i.e., the index mapping

is (k,σ) 7→ j = k +2δσ↑ [94].

The Jordan-Wigner mapping has the disadvantage that it may encode a local fermionic

interactions into non-local qubit operations and a range of results attempts to decrease

this effect [88, 97–99]. However, since the Hamiltonian is mapped onto physical qubits

with a specific connectivity determined by the quantum chip, interactions that are local on

paper might eventually result in non-local operations. Recent mapping algorithms therefore

minimize the non-locality with the hardware connectivity in mind [100].
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2.2.2 Product formulas

With a qubit-representation of the quantum system at hand, we now seek an efficient im-

plementation of quantum time evolution on a quantum computer. As outlined in the intro-

duction, the time evolution of a quantum state under a Hamiltonian H is determined by the

Schrödinger equation, that is
∂

∂t
|ψ(t )〉 =−i H |ψ(t )〉 , (2.48)

and for an initial state |ψ0〉 = |ψ(0)〉 the time-evolved state at time t is given by

|ψ(t )〉 =U (t ) |ψ0〉 = e−i H t |ψ0〉 . (2.49)

We now discuss how to find an efficient implementation of the time-evolution operator U (t ).

To find such a method, we assume the Hamiltonian can be written as finite sum of interac-

tions, i.e.,

H =
K∑

k=1
Hk . (2.50)

To decompose the exponential of this sum we leverage a product formula, such as the Suzuki-

Trotter expansion [101–103]. The first-order formula, also referred to as the Lie-Trotter expan-

sion, for two bounded operators A and B reads

e A+B = lim
N→∞

(
e A/N eB/N )N

. (2.51)

Clearly, if A and B commute it is already exact at N = 1. By applying the formula to the

Hamiltonian for a finite N , we obtain the first-order approximation

U (t ) =
(

K∏
k=1

e−iδt Hk

)N

+O(δt 2), (2.52)

where δt = t/N and we assume the norm of every commutator [Hk , Hk ′] is bounded. This

bound can be improved by, e.g., taking into account the values of the commutators, but

for our purposes the scaling in δt is sufficient to assess the convergence [104–106]. Higher,

order-p, expansions allow to reduce the error to O(δt p ) by repeating the number of products

for effectively smaller timesteps in a symmetrized manner [103]. To increase accuracy, so-

called multi-product formulas combine several expansions of the same order but at different

timesteps δt [107]. Alternatively, probabilistic versions of product formulas reduce the terms

in the expansion by selecting Pauli terms according to their coefficient [108].

We consider the expansion of U (t ) to be efficient if the number of qubit operations scales

at most polynomially in system size n. This is achieved if the number of Hamiltonian terms K

does not scale exponentially and each term exp(−iδt Hk ) must is implementable efficiently.

One important case where both conditions are typically satisfied is in physical systems where

particles can be modeled with local interactions, which implies a polynomial number of

Hamiltonian terms. An n-particle Ising model as in Eq. (2.39) on a square lattice, for example,
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has K = 3n−2
p

n Pauli terms. Each Pauli exponential on n > 1 qubits can then be implemented

using 2n CX gates, as shown in Fig. 2.5. Also see the following subsection for a concrete example

on the Suzuki-Trotter expansion of this model.

Figure 2.5: (a) Decomposition of Pauli exponentials e−iδtP for Paulis P ∈ {X ,Y , Z }⊗n . This
operation can be implemented by a chain of CX gates on the qubits in combination with a
basis transformation to the Z basis, as shown in Eq. (2.31). The dashed line in the CX gate
denotes that the pairwise CX connections continue. Note that identities in the exponential are
excluded. Other decompositions with different CX layouts are possible and can be leveraged
to optimize the circuit for different hardware topologies. (b) An example decomposition for
e−iδt X I Y Z .

The Suzuki-Trotter expansion allows a rigorous error analysis of the decomposition. How-

ever, the operations required to be executed on the quantum computer are determined by the

qubit Hamiltonian. Since for important physical systems, such as the Fermi-Hubbard model,

the qubit interactions are non-local, realizing even a single Suzuki-Trotter step can become a

challenge. In Chapter 4 we therefore follow a different approach to time evolution, based on

projecting the time evolution to variational parameters in a fixed-structure circuit.

2.2.3 Implementing the Ising model

As an example for the Suzuki-Trotter formula, we consider the Ising model on a periodic chain

in a tilted, transversal field, given by

H = J
n∑

i=1
Zi Zi+1 mod n +hZ

n∑
i=1

Zi︸ ︷︷ ︸
=HZ

+hX

n∑
i=1

Xi︸ ︷︷ ︸
=HX

, (2.53)

with J = 1, hX = (
p

5+5)/8 and hZ = (
p

5+1)/4. These settings are chosen such that the system

is robustly non-integrable [109]. The initial state is the ground state of the non-interacting

model (J = 0), which is the product state

|ψ0〉∝
(
(sin(θ)−1) |↑〉+cos(θ) |↓〉)⊗n , (2.54)

where θ = tan−1(hZ /hX ) and the state is normalized. Since we are dealing with spin-1/2

particles, this Hamiltonian is already in a suitable qubit formulation and we map the spin

state to a qubit state by identifying |↑〉 ≡ |0〉 and |↓〉 ≡ |1〉.
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Decomposing the evolution operator

To implement the evolution operator U (t ) = e−i t H on a quantum computer we are looking for

a decomposition in exponentials of Pauli terms only, e−i tP for P ∈ {I , X ,Y , Z }⊗n , which we can

implement efficiently using the circuit of Fig. 2.5. We observe that the Hamiltonian can be

split into two contributions, HZ and HX , which both consist of commuting terms only. Each

of these can therefore be directly decomposed into Pauli evolutions without any error, e.g.,

e−i t HX = e−i thX
∑n

j=1 X j =
n∏

j=1
e−i thX X j . (2.55)

To find an approximation of the non-commuting terms HX and HZ we can leverage a Suzuki-

Trotter expansion.

The first-order expansion of the time-evolved state |ψ(t )〉 at time t for N timesteps would

read

|ψ(t )〉 =
(
e−iδt HX e−iδt HZ

)N |ψ0〉+O(δt 2). (2.56)

However, we can also employ a second-order expansion, which, for two bounded, complex-

valued matrices A and B , is given by

e A+B = lim
N→∞

(
eB/(2N )e A/N eB/(2N ))N

= lim
N→∞

eB/(2N ) (e A/N eB/N )N−1
e A/N eB/(2N ).

(2.57)

Applied to the time evolution operator we obtain

e−i t H = e−
iδt

2 HX

(
e−iδt HZ e−iδt HX

)N−1
e−iδt HZ e−

iδt
2 HX +O(δt 3). (2.58)

Compared to the first-order expansion, the number of times the exponential of HZ is imple-

mented is still N but we have to implement an additional of the HX exponential. However,

this exponential is realized as layer of only single-qubit rotation gates which come at an negli-

gible overhead compared to the two-qubit evolutions in HZ . Hence, with the second-order

expansion we gain an order of magnitude improvement of the error rate at at close to zero

additional cost. In Fig. 2.6 we show the circuit decomposition of this expansion.

Implementation on quantum hardware

To demonstrate the behavior of the error, we integrate the Hamiltonian up to time T = 2 for

different timesteps δt and n = 12 spins. The smaller the timestep, the smaller the error, but

at the cost of more Trotter steps N = ⌈T /δt⌉. These additional Trotter steps do not pose an

error if the circuit could be executed without noise, however, on real hardware, the additional

operations increase the error. We therefore expect a trade-off between circuit error and Trotter

error, which leads to an optimal timestep δt∗.

We implement the circuits on ibm_auckland, which is an IBM Quantum Falcon pro-

cessor [18], and provides a 12-qubit circle that fits the spin topology. First, the circuits are
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Figure 2.6: The Suzuki-Trotter expansion of Eq. (2.58). For conciseness, the rotation angle
is shown as superscript and the coefficients of the Ising model are not shown. For example,
the red Rα

X gates represent a rotations of RX (hXα), whereas the green RZ rotations have an
additional factor hZ and the RZ Z rotation a factor J .

executed without any optimization or error mitigation. Then, to show the potential of error

mitigation, we use a pulse-efficient decomposition of the RZ Z evolutions for superconduct-

ing hardware [110] to reduce the length of the circuit pulse sequence, combined with Pauli

twirling [107] over 8 randomly selected twirling sequences, see Section 3.2 for more detail.

Each expectation value is averaged over 4000 measurements and we show mean and standard

deviation over 5 independent experiments. To quantify the error in the evolution we track the

value of the X0 observable throughout the evolution. Due to the translational invariance of

the model it does not matter which spin we pick.
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Figure 2.7: Absolute errors in the observable 〈X0〉 for a Suzuki-Trotter decomposition. We com-
pare noise-free simulations without sampling noise with hardware results on ibm_auckland.
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In Fig. 2.7 we show the results of the noise-free simulation and the hardware execution.

We find that in the simulation the error decreases as δt becomes smaller, but on hardware

δt∗ ≈ 0.3 yields the smallest error. In addition we find that the optimized and error-mitigated

circuits have a smaller error and standard deviation than the original circuits. The fact that the

circuit error increases for more timesteps N is a significant limitation of the Suzuki-Trotter

expansion on current, noisy devices.

2.3 Conclusion

In this chapter, we reviewed the fundamental principles of a digital quantum computer

and defined central vocabulary for the rest of this thesis, such as qubits, quantum circuits,

measurements and expectation values. We have seen how physical systems, described in terms

of spin-S particles or fermions, can be represented on a quantum computer in terms of qubits

and Pauli operators. This allows to use product formulas, such as the Suzuki-Trotter expansion,

to efficiently implement the time evolution operator of a locally interacting system in a

quantum circuit. Using this approach, we demonstrated the time evolution of an Ising model

with a tilted external field on 12 spins on the superconducting qubit chip ibm_auckland.

In the following chapter, we will dive into the details of how a specific quantum computer

architecture, based on superconducting resonant circuits, is realized. This gives insights into

the challenges of implementing quantum algorithms on current hardware and explains why

current demonstrations of practical algorithms do not yet leverage the full size of quantum

chips. In Chapter 4 we will then discuss a potentially more suitable family of algorithms for

noisy quantum computers.
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3 Realizing a quantum computer

Summary

In this chapter we review the superconducting qubit architecture, which is used in the

hardware experiments throughout this thesis. We show how qubits and operations

thereon are physically realized, discuss sources of noise and techniques to suppress

and mitigate errors. Finally, we show how quantum computers are accessed in practice

and describe the quantum computing stack from the input problem to obtaining the final

result.

While a fault-tolerant quantum computer is hardware agnostic and allows to work with qubits

as purely logical entities, the performance and limitations of near-term quantum computers

are closely tied to the underlying physical implementation. For example, the duration and

fidelity of gate operations varies significantly between different qubit architectures, or even on

the same quantum chip [111]. Different quantum processors might also allow for hardware-

specific optimization, which could allow to represent operations more efficiently than on

other hardware [110]. Scaling up demonstration therefore requires a detailed knowledge of

the hardware and in this chapter we outline the fundamental principles of superconducting

qubits.

3.1 Superconducting qubits

A qubit is a quantum mechanical system with two stable and uniquely addressable energy

states, which can be identified with the computational states |0〉 and |1〉. A possible candidate

to realize such a two-level system is a quantum harmonic oscillator like, for example, a

resonator circuit at sufficiently low temperature and dissipation such that the energy levels

discretize [48]. Since the oscillator is harmonic the resulting energy level spacings ∆E are

equidistant, as shown in Fig. 3.1(a). This implies that inducing a state transition of the oscillator

at energy ∆E could transfer between any two energy levels. To implement a qubit, however,

we require two levels with unique transitions, in order to knowingly change between them.

To create a superconducting (SC) qubit with unique energy level spacings, we can create an

anharmonic potential by replacing the linear inductance with a nonlinear inductance, such
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Figure 3.1: Energy levels of harmonic and anharmonic resonant circuits with their potential
energy as function of the reduced flux, see Appendix B.1. The structure of the circuits is shown
as inset, where the charge islands are marked grey, showing the voltage (V), capacitance
(C) and inductance (L). (a) Quantum harmonic oscillator with equidistant energy levels ∆E .
(b) Basic setup of a superconducting qubit using a Josephson junction as inductance. The
resulting energy levels are not equidistant and suitable to implement a qubit.

as a Josephson junction. We refer to Appendix B.1 to guide the reader from a harmonic to

an anharmonic potential. The resulting system is shown in Fig. 3.1(b), where the lowest two

energy levels are typically used as computational states |0〉 and |1〉.
The SC qubit setup in Fig. 3.1(b) is referred to as a charge qubit since the energy levels

correspond to the presence of electron pairs on the “charge island” in between the capacitance

and inductance [112, 113]. From an experimental perspective, this is a very fundamental

setup and there exist numerous variations that address shortcomings of this original archi-

tecture, like the transmon [114], Xmon [115] or fluxonium [116]. These evolutions allowed to

improve the qubit lifetime from the order of nanoseconds in the initial designs to more than

milliseconds [48].

With a qubit at hand, we now discuss how operations on the computational states |0〉 and

|1〉 can be realized. To implement any unitary operation on a set of n qubits it suffices to have

access to a universal basis gate set, such as arbitrary single qubit rotations U (φ,θ,λ) and the

CX gate [85]. These gates, as well as the readout of the state, can physically be realized by

driving the qubit with microwave pulses sent via lines coupled to the qubit via a capacitance.

We show the general setup in Fig. 3.2 for two charge qubits, each with its individual drive line

used to implement single- and two-qubit gates, a coupling resonator and a readout line. In

the following section we discuss each of these building blocks.

Single qubit gates

The action of a microwave pulse on a qubit at its resonance frequency ωq =∆E01 (remember

we are using units with ℏ≡ 1) can be described by the effective Hamiltonian

Hdrive(t ) =−ΩR s(t )

2

(
cos(φ)X + sin(φ)Y

)
, (3.1)
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Figure 3.2: Basic setup of two charge qubits coupled by a resonator (green). The drive lines
(blue) modulate the qubit states and are used for both single and two-qubit gates. For readout
of the qubit states, each charge qubit is coupled to a readout line via a resonator (yellow). Each
squiggly line represents a resonator cavity, i.e., a quantum harmonic oscillator with circuit
diagram as in Fig. 3.1(a).

whereΩR is called the Rabi frequency, s(t ) is the envelope of the pulse, φ its phase, and X and

Y are Pauli operators [48]. The envelope describes the amplitude of the pulse at each point in

time and can have different shapes, such as a Gaussian or Gaussian square pulse shown in

Appendix B.2. The Rabi frequency describes how strongly the qubit couples to the microwave

drive and determines how fast the qubit state can be changed. For SC qubits, as in natural

atoms, this coupling strength is determined by the electric dipole moment. A key difference

to natural atoms, however, is that SC qubits are built in a lab and their dipole moment can

be engineered to much larger values than occurring in nature [117]. This allows for very fast

qubit operations and is one of the strengths of the SC architecture.

Evolving the qubit under the drive Hamiltonian Hdrive allows to rotate the qubit around an

axis in the x − y plane determined by the phase φ about the angle

θ(t ) =−ΩR

∫ t

0
s(t ′)dt ′. (3.2)

This includes the RX rotation for φ= 0 and RY rotation for φ=π. The in-phase pulse (φ= 0)

causes the qubit to oscillate between the states |0〉 and |1〉, which is known as Rabi oscillations

and shown in Fig. 3.3. For θ(t ) =π, which is called a π-pulse, the operation acting on the qubit

is given by

RX (θ(t )) = exp

(
−i

∫ t

0
H (φ=0)

drive (t ′)dt ′
)
= e−iθ(t )/2X = e−iπ/2X , (3.3)

i.e., a π-pulse equals an X gate up to a global phase. By applying a shorter pulse, we can

implement fractional X gates and construct superpositions of the qubit states. For example, a
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Figure 3.3: Rabi oscillations starting from the state |0〉 as function of rotation angle θ(t ). After
a π/2-pulse the likelihood of the qubit have transitioned to |1〉 is 50%, and after a complete
π-pulse we have applied the action of an X gate.

π/2-pulse implements a
p

X gate, since

e−iπ/4X = RX

(π
2

)
= e−iπ/4

p
X . (3.4)

This gate can be used to create an equal superposition state,

p
X |0〉 = (1+ i ) |0〉+ (1− i ) |1〉

2
, (3.5)

and is equivalent to the Hadamard up to RZ rotations. That a π/2-pulse creates an equal

superposition state can be intuitively understood: a π-pulse performs a complete bitflip, but

after a π/2-pulse the qubit only has a 50% likelihood for having changed the state. This is also

schematically shown in Fig. 3.3.

While rotating around arbitrary axes in the x − y plane is already sufficient to implement

any single-qubit unitary [44], we also discuss how to implement a rotation around the z-

axis. This RZ operation can be practical, since it can be implemented without sending a

physical pulse to the qubit and can be convenient to define a basis gate set with minimal gate

calibrations. Being a diagonal gate in the computational basis, the RZ gate only affects the

relative phases of the qubit basis states. This leads to the special property that its effect can

only be measured if it is used in combination with other gates. We can leverage this property

to implicitly implement the RZ gate by shifting phases of the subsequent pulses—which is

also known as a virtual gate [118]. This can be illustrated in a simple example where we apply

an RZ rotation followed by an RX gate, which can be written as

RX (θ)RZ (φ) ≡ RZ (−φ)RX (θ)RZ (φ)

= e i φ2 Z e−i θ2 X e−i φ2 Z

= e−i θ2 (cos(φ)X+sin(φ)Y )

= Rφ(θ),

(3.6)
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where on the first line we inserted an additional RZ (−φ) gate which does not affect the

final measurement and Rφ(θ) describes a rotation on the Bloch sphere around the axis

(cos(φ), sin(φ), 0)⊤ about the angle θ. More generally, if we implement an RZ (φ) rotation in

between a set of pulses with rotation angles θ j around axes defined by the phases φ j , the

resulting operation can be decomposed as

Rφd (θd ) · · ·Rφ j (θ j )RZ (φ)Rφ j−1 (θ j−1) · · ·Rφ1 (θ1)

= RZ (−φ)Rφd+φ(θd ) · · ·Rφ j+φ(θ j )Rφ j−1 (θ j−1) · · ·Rφ1 (θ1).
(3.7)

See Appendix B.1.2 for the derivation.

The
p

X and virtual RZ gate together allow to implement arbitrary single qubit unitaries,

since a general unitary can be written as [118]

U (θ,φ,λ) = RZ

(
φ− π

2

)p
X RZ (π−θ)

p
X RZ

(
λ− π

2

)
. (3.8)

These two gates form a convenient basis gate set as it only requires calibrating the π/2-pulse

on the device, which comes at much smaller experimental overhead compared to providing

reliable pulse shapes for any angle. Indeed, {
p

X , X ,RZ } is a commonly used basis for single

qubit gates on SC qubits currently, for example, provided by IBM Quantum [18].

Two qubit gates

For a universal basis gate set we now lack a two-qubit gate. Depending on the specific qubit

implementation different types of two-qubit gates can be realized [48]. Here, we consider

the implementation of a CX gate by using a cross-resonance (CR) gate. A CR gate applies a

microwave pulse to the control qubit, but with the resonance frequency of the target qubit

and a phase φ=π. For a detailed discussion of this interaction, we refer to Refs. [119, 120], as

for our purposes the simplified, effective Hamiltonian suffices. It is given by

HCR = ωI X

2
I ⊗X + ωZ I

2
Z ⊗ I + ωI Z

2
I ⊗Z + ωZ Z

2
Z ⊗Z + ωZ X

2
Z ⊗X (3.9)

which acts on control and target qubits as exp(−i t HCR) |qcontrol〉⊗ |qtarget〉 [119, 120], where t

is the time of interaction. The coefficients ω depend, among other factors, on the coupling

strength of the two qubits and the difference in resonance frequencies (called detuning). To

synthesize a CX gate from the CR interaction, we would like to isolate only the ZX interaction,

since it can be used to create a CX as shown in Fig. 3.4.

One approach to suppress the undesired terms, in particular the ZZ interactions which

cannot be countered with single qubit gates, is to tune the coefficients ω of undesired terms to

be close to zero. Another approach is to echo the CR gate with a second CR pulse with flipped

amplitude and single-qubit rotations in between. This allows to cancel the ZZ interaction at

the expense of promoting other single qubit errors. The effective Hamiltonian of the echoed

CR (ECR) gate is given by [119]

HECR = ωI I

2
I ⊗ I + ωI Y

2
I ⊗Y + ωI Z

2
I ⊗Z + ωZ X

2
Z ⊗X . (3.10)
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RZ (π/2)
RZ X (π/4)

RX (π/2)
= •

Figure 3.4: The CX gate can be decomposed as an RZ X (π/4) rotation and single qubit gates,
up to a global phase.

Figure 3.5: The heavy-hex structure used in IBM Quantum devices. Each filled, black circle
represents a qubit and two-qubit gates are enabled between connected circles.

The main sources of errors for this two-qubit interaction are undesired terms in the CR

and ECR Hamiltonians and resonances of the microwave pulse with other qubit transition

frequencies [119]. To avoid such “cross-talk” it is crucial to tune the qubits to have distinct

transition frequencies, throughout as many energy levels as possible. This frequency splitting

problem becomes more problematic as the number of qubits on a single chip increases and

they become more interconnected. In frequency-tunable architectures, where the resonance

frequency of qubits can be tuned via an external magnetic field, this problem can, to some ex-

tent, be mitigated [121]. Another option is building chips with sparse qubit connectivity [122],

such as IBM’s heavy hex topology [123], shown in Fig. 3.5. A drawback of sparse connectivities,

however, is that implementing operations between qubits that are not natively connected

requires additional Swap gates, which increases the overall gate count and circuit error. This is

also discussed further in Section 3.3.
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Figure 3.6: (a) Transmission as a function of probing frequency ωm . The qubit frequency is far
detuned from the resonator frequency ωr , which is shifted by χ. The width of the Lorenzians
is given by the resonator linewidth. (b) (I , Q) data for prepared states |0〉 and |1〉 with a linear
separator. New measurements in the blue zone are classified as |0〉 and in the red zone as
|1〉. The plot shows 1000 single shot readouts on ibm_canberra [18], analyzed using Qiskit
Experiments [126].

Qubit readout

Beyond the ability to implement single- and two-qubit gates, a quantum computation requires

reliable and, ideally, fast measurements of the qubit states. It is often desirable to implement

a qubit readout as quantum non-demolition (QND) measurement, where the qubit state is

projected to the computational basis but not destroyed and the qubits can further used in the

collapsed states [124].

Superconducting qubits can implement QND measurements by dispersively coupling to a

resonator circuit, i.e., the detuning between the qubit and resonator frequencies ∆=ωq −ωr

is much larger than their coupling g and they are only weakly entangled. In this dispersive

coupling limit with |g /∆| ≪ 1, the resonance frequency of the readout resonator is shifted

depending on the state of the qubit [125], as

ω̃r =
ωr +χ, if |q〉 = |0〉 ,

ωr −χ, if |q〉 = |1〉 ,
(3.11)

where χ= g 2/∆ and |q〉 denotes the qubit state. This is schematically shown in Fig. 3.6(a).

To probe the resonance frequency of the readout resonator we send a microwave pulse

through the readout line, where it will be transmitted or reflected. After interaction with the

resonator, the envelope of the signal is given by

s(t ) = Am cos(ωm t +φm), (3.12)

where Am , ωm and φm describe the amplitude, frequency and phase of the measurement

signal, respectively. To determine the quantum state from this measurement, we write the
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signal in a complex-valued representation as

s(t ) = Re
(
(I + iQ)e iωm t ), (3.13)

where I = Am cos(φm) and Q = Am sin(φm) [48], plot the (I ,Q) values on a plane and perform

a classification, as shown in Fig. 3.6(b). To ensure a reliable labelling of the qubit states they

should be maximally separated, which can be achieved by tuning the measurement frequency

ωm [48].

For a high readout fidelity, fast probing of the resonator is crucial to ensure the qubit does

not decay during the process. This is particularly important since coupling the qubit to the

readout resonator can decrease the coherence time, which is known as the Purcell effect [127].

This issue can be mitigated by an intermediate Purcell filter in between the qubit and the

resonator to suppress transitions at the qubit frequency ωq [128, 129]. In some architectures

the readout line connects to readout resonators of multiple qubits which allows for joint

readout or the states [130].

Comparison to other qubit architectures

The fabrication of quantum dot spin qubits and SC qubits is building upon the highly-

developed semiconductor industry, potentially allowing to scale up to large devices quickly.

Indeed, SC qubit architectures are among the largest, currently available devices with up to

1121 qubits on a single chip [19]. Spin qubits, however, are in practice more challenging to

fabricate due to their significantly smaller size of ∼ 100nm [45]. Quantum computers based on

trapped ions are reaching sizes up to 30 operational qubits [131] and 49 for natural atoms [131].

Natural atoms have also been used as analog quantum computers for experiments of up to

256 spins [67] with up to 324 being reported as trapped in optical tweezers [132].

The gate fidelities of all aforementioned platforms can reach similar values. Single-qubit

gate fidelities are reliably around 99.9%, two-qubit fidelities are typically averaged around 99%,

as are measurement errors [18, 131, 133–135]. For two-qubit and readout errors, specifically

optimized, small devices have been able to demonstrate fidelities up to 99.9% [136, 137],

but larger devices suffer from more error sources. The two-qubit error is the bottleneck of

each architecture since usually a large number of two-qubit gates are applied in circuits. An

important difference concerning two-qubit gates across architectures is the available qubit

connectivity. While spin and SC qubits typically have a sparse, fixed connectivity, trapped ions

support interactions between arbitrary qubit pairs and natural atoms are able to change the

connectivity by physically moving the atoms in the optical lattice.

Devices also differ on the time scales they operate on. The coherence time describes

how long a qubit remains in a prepared basis states. It is measured in the typical decay time

T1, which describes the probability of remaining at the prepared state after a time t has

passed as 1−e−t/T1 . SC qubits have T1 times on the order of up to milliseconds [137], whereas

spin states can be preserved about 10 times longer [135]. This stands in contrast to natural

atoms and trapped ions, which reliably exhibit coherence times of a few seconds [133, 136]

or even minutes [131]. However, the duration of gates and readout are can be two to three
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magnitudes larger than on semiconductor-based devices [133, 136, 137], reducing the number

of operations that can be applied at a high fidelity.

As already discussed in the introduction, every quantum computing architecture has

individual trade-offs. Selecting the optimal qubit platform to run a particular application,

thus, depends on many factors, such as the required number of qubits, the circuit depth, the

connectivity, and the total number of circuits, to name a few. In the following chapters we will

see that this thesis is mainly concerned with a large number of circuits in an iterative workflow.

SC qubits are, thus, a suitable candidate, as they have fast single- and two-qubit gates with

high fidelities. The execution speed is also beneficial for error mitigation techniques, which

we discuss in the following section. One drawback of this choice is that the connectivity

of SC devices is often limited in order to reduce cross-talk, which requires care in selecting

a problem that can be mapped efficiently to the device. An additional advantage from a

more pragmatic perspective is that SC hardware is currently among most readily available

architectures. For IBM Quantum devices, which we use in this thesis, typical operation

fidelities are over 99.9% single-qubit gate fidelities, over 99% two-qubit gate fidelities and

approximately 99% measurement accuracy. The CX gate duration is on the order of 300ns and

qubit readout varies between 700ns and 5µs [18]. Qubits are arranged in the sparse heavy-hex

structure, shown in Fig. 3.5, and devices with up to 1121 qubits [19] exist.

3.2 Error suppression & mitigation

In an ideal scenario, we would have access to a fault-tolerant quantum computer (FTQC) with

the capability to correct any errors that occur during the circuit execution. This would allow

us to employ canonical algorithms with deep circuits, as for example required for product

formulas for time evolution or quantum phase estimation for ground state preparation, which

have established error bounds. However, FTQCs are built upon quantum error correcting

codes that necessitate a large number of qubits and low physical gate errors to a degree that is

typically not achieved by current devices [50, 55, 138]. Therefore, instead of fully correcting

errors, recent research is focusing on reducing errors with pre- and post-processing of the

circuits [68, 139–148].

We differentiate into two types of schemes: error suppression (ES) modifies the circuit to

counter the accumulation of errors during the circuit execution, while error mitigation (EM)

attempts to reduce the occurred errors by combining the outcomes of circuit ensembles. While

certain EM schemes are, in principle, able to fully remove the effect of errors, this comes at an

exponential classical cost [144, 149, 150]. Nevertheless, ES and EM schemes allow to extend

the reach of near-term quantum computers and enable demonstrations on the order of 100

qubits [68]. While these experiments do not present a quantum advantage [151, 152], but show

that noisy quantum computers are able to access regimes that are not trivially simulable. In the

following sections, we review common ES and EM techniques for noisy quantum computers,

focusing mainly on methods we apply in the hardware experiments in this thesis.
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3.2.1 Dynamical decoupling

Since qubits are not perfectly isolated, they accumulate errors from interactions with their

environment even while they are idle and not used in a computation. A well-known error

source, for example, is dephasing, where a qubit is prepared in a superposition |0〉+ e iα |1〉
but the phase information α is lost over time. Dynamical decoupling (DD) is a technique to

reduce such an accumulation of errors during idle times of the qubits by decoupling the qubit

from its environment. This method was among the first proposed ES techniques for quantum

computing systems and has since been demonstrated to extend the decoherence times of

qubits on a variety of platforms [153–156]. A key advantage of DD is that it decouples the qubit

by applying additional operations only during idle times of the qubits and can be used without

increasing the circuit depth.

From a more quantitative point of view, consider a qubit interacting with an environment

described by the following Hamiltonian,

H = HQ +HE +HQE, (3.14)

where HQ is the error-free qubit Hamiltonian, HE describes the environment and HQE induces

errors due to unwanted interactions of the qubit and the environment. In an ideal setting,

DD stroboscopically decouples the qubit and the environment by adding a sequence of

instantaneous pulses,

HDD (t ) ∝
m∑

k=1
δ(t − tk )HDk , (3.15)

where δ is the Dirac-Delta function, HDk is the Hamiltonian of the decoupling pulse and tk are

the times at which the pulses are applied. The evolution under H +HDD for time T =∑m
k=1∆tk

is given by

U (T ) =U (∆tm)DmU (∆tm−1)Dm−1 · · ·U (∆t1)D1, (3.16)

where U (∆tk ) = exp(−i∆tk H) evolves under H for the duration ∆tk = tk − tk−1 (with t0 = 0)

and Dk = exp(−iπ/2HDk ) is the evolution under the decoupling pulse. It can be shown that

this evolution can be written as

U (T ) =
(
e−i T HQ ⊗ 1E

)
e−i T (1Q⊗HE+Herror) ≈ e−i T HQ ⊗e−i T HE . (3.17)

By designing specific DD sequences, we can then try to minimize the error term, which leads

to an approximate separate evolution of the qubit and its environment.

For states close to the x − y plane, which can be described as |0〉+e iα |1〉, the qubit can be

optimally decoupled using a sequence of m X -pulses up to an error scaling as O(∆t m) [139].

The times of the pulses are distributed according to a sine-squared, as

tk = T sin2
(

kπ

2(m +1)

)
, (3.18)

for k ∈ {1, ...,m}. To account for arbitrary states, however, only X -pulses are not sufficient and
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they must be further combined with rotations around different axes. The simplest scheme

protecting any states up to order O(∆t) is the XY4 scheme, consisting of four equidistant,

alternating X and Y pulses. More elaborate, higher-order schemes, nest X and Y sequences

distributed as sine [157] or leverage rotations around arbitrary axes [158]. In Fig. 3.7 we show

an illustrative example of selected DD sequences.

Figure 3.7: A possible selection of DD sequences in a circuit. The top, orange sequence uses
a spacing of m = 6 X -pulses according to Eq. (3.18), as the qubit is known to be in the x − y
plane. The bottom, grey sequence applies the XY4 sequence, which protects arbitrary states.

3.2.2 Measurement error mitigation

On near-term quantum computers, errors in the qubit measurement operation contribute

significantly to the overall noise in the calculation. As previously discussed in Section 3.1,

readout fidelities are typically on the order of 99% on current SC hardware, which is below the

single- and two-qubit gate fidelities. The task of measurement EM is to reduce these readout

errors.

A direct approach to correcting errors in qubit measurements is to learn how errors

transform a given input state and then invert the process. For n qubits, the measurement

process can be described by a transfer matrix A ∈R2n×2n
with entries

A j k = Pr(|k〉→ | j 〉) (3.19)

that describe the probability of preparing state |k〉 and measuring | j 〉 for j ,k ∈ {0, ...,2n −1}.

The transfer matrix is a left-stochastic matrix, i.e., the entries in each column sum up to 1 and

each element is non-negative, A j k ≥ 0. For example, in a single qubit experiment we could

prepare the states |0〉 and |1〉 100 times each and record a transfer given by

A =
(

0.99 0.02

0.01 0.98

)
. (3.20)

In this experiment, the state |0〉 had a 99% likelihood of being measured correctly, but in 1%

of the cases the wrong state |1〉 was measured. Conversely, the |1〉 state had a 98% chance of

being classified correctly and a 2% chance of being measured as |0〉.
Using the transfer matrix, this measurement process can be described as

p̃ = Ap , (3.21)
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where p ∈R2n
describes the noise-free probability distribution of the qubit states and p̃ ∈R2n

are the noisy measurements. To revert the measurement errors, we can then invert the

transfer matrix, which is possible under the assumption of sufficiently low noise as A becomes

strictly diagonally dominant. If we apply the inversion to noisy probabilities p̃ the mitigated

probabilities are given by

q = A−1p̃ . (3.22)

where q ∈R2n
is a quasi-probability vector, since its entries sum up to 1 but are not necessarily

positive, as the inverse of a left-stochastic matrix may have negative entries but the columns

still sum up to 1 [159]. Note that A is constructed once using calibration measurements and

then applied to new, unseen measurements, for which the inversion will not perfectly correct

for errors. For example, inverting above A gives

A−1 ≈
(

1.01 −0.02

−0.01 1.02

)
, (3.23)

and mitigating the measurements p̃ = (1,0)⊤ yields q ≈ (1.01,−0.01)⊤.

Tensored measurement mitigation

Since constructing the full transfer matrix A requires evaluating an exponential number of

states, it can only be computed for limited system sizes. One possible approach to improve

the scalability is to only calibrate transfer matrices on single qubits and construct A as tensor

product. That is, A = An ⊗·· ·⊗ A1 with single-qubit transfer matrices given by

A j =
(

Pr(|0〉 j →|0〉 j ) Pr(|1〉 j →|0〉 j )

Pr(|0〉 j →|1〉 j ) Pr(|1〉 j →|1〉 j )

)
, (3.24)

where |0〉 j (|1〉 j ) denotes state |0〉 (|1〉) on qubit j . If the target observable is also a tensor

product of single-qubit operators, i.e., O =On ⊗·· ·⊗O1, the EM can be performed using only

O(n) operations and is efficiently implementable [141]. See Appendix B.3 for the derivation of

this result.

The tensored model, however, disregards correlations between errors and can become

imprecise in practice [160]. Several methods have been developed to circumvent these trun-

cations by including correlations [141] or considering corrections in a local subspace [140].

Another family of measurement EM techniques avoids assuming a model on the occurred er-

rors and attempts to remove the introduced bias through readout error by Pauli twirling [142],

a technique we discuss below.

Matrix-free measurement mitigation

Instead of constructing the full transfer matrix or assuming uncorrelated readout errors, the

matrix-free measurement mitigation (M3) [140] method constructs a truncated matrix A′ on

only those states that have been observed in the measurement p̃ . This approach is scalable
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in the sense that the computational overhead scales with the number of measurements N

instead of the dimension of the state space of the qubits. In addition, only corrections within

states that are close in Hamming distance hD can be considered. This distance measures the

number of bits that differ in two states, i.e.

hD ( j ,k) =
n∑

b=1

1, if bin( j )b ̸= bin(k)b ,

0, otherwise,
(3.25)

where j ,k ∈ {0, ...,2n −1}. In terms of the full matrix A, the entries of the M3 matrix are then

defined as

A′
j k ∝

A j k , if hD ( j ,k) ≤ D,

0, otherwise,
(3.26)

where the indices run only over non-zero entries in p̃ , or, more formally, j ,k ∈ {m : p̃m > 0}.

After the construction, the columns of A′ must be normalized to ensure the matrix is still

left-stochastic.

The dimension of A′ is limited by the number of measurements N and the selected

Hamming distance D. Depending on the value of these parameters, A′ might already be

small enough to invert it directly. However, to find the error-mitigated probabilities more

efficiently we can employ matrix-free, iterative algorithms, such as bi-conjugate gradient

descent [161]. These methods only require a subroutine to compute A′p̃ , which can be

evaluated without explicitly constructing the complete matrix and only accessing the required

indices directly.

To calibrate M3, a set of circuits with known states must be measured to obtain. Crucially,

we cannot iterate over 2n circuits to prepare all possible initial basis states. Instead, the authors

propose different techniques, such as calibrating only on |0〉⊗n and |1〉⊗n or on a balanced set

of states, where each qubit is set to |1〉 n times. In practice, and where possible, it might be

beneficial to construct the transfer matrix for circuits close to the circuit of interest that have

known computational basis states as output.

3.2.3 Pauli twirling

Pauli twirling (PT) allows to convert noise channels into stochastic Pauli errors by suppressing

coherent error contributions [162]. In terms of the Pauli transfer matrix, PT suppresses

the off-diagonal terms of the noise channel. While reducing coherent errors in itself can

already improve the result of quantum computations [143], PT is especially powerful in

combination with EM techniques which benefit from errors being incoherent, such as zero-

noise extrapolation [143, 163] discussed in Section 3.2.5.

To apply PT to a circuit, we independently twirl the operations U in the circuit by sand-

wiching it between random single qubit Pauli rotations. Importantly, the overall action of the

twirled operation remains the same, i.e., PT is a unitary-preserving operation. For n-qubit
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Figure 3.8: The effect of twirling on two-qubit noise on ibm_cairo. (a) The process tomogra-
phy without PT, performed with 1000 shots per circuit. (b) The same process but each RZ Z

gate is twirled 10 times.

Clifford operations C , we can choose twirls T,T ′ ∈ {I , X ,Y , Z }⊗n such that [162]

C = TC T ′. (3.27)

However, twirling can be generalized to non-Clifford operations by allowing to change the

sandwiched operation [143]. For example, twirling the RZ Z gate with T = T ′ = X ⊗Z requires

flipping its sign, as

RZ Z (θ) = (X ⊗Z )RZ Z (−θ)(X ⊗Z ), (3.28)

which we discuss is further discussed in Appendix B.4.

To build an intuitive understand of PT, we demonstrate its effect on the two qubit circuit

U =
(
RZ Z

(π
2

)
RZ Z

(
−π

2

))r
, (3.29)

for r = 10 executed on ibm_cairo. Since the angles are chosen to have opposite signs per RZ Z

pair, the overall action is the identity, and a noise-free Pauli process tomography [164] would

result in the identity matrix. In the presence of noise, the diagonal entries are damped and

off-diagonal terms appear, which is shown in Fig. 3.8(a). By twirling each RZ Z gate individually,

as described in detail in Appendix B.4, and averaging over 10 independent executions the

off-diagonal terms in the transfer matrix are reduced, see Fig. 3.8(b).

3.2.4 Probabilistic error cancellation

Probabilistic error cancellation (PEC) is among the earliest proposed methods to reduce errors

in shallow quantum circuits [165]. The underlying idea is intuitive; if we can learn a model

that describes the noise acting in the circuit, we can attempt to add operations to invert the

process in the circuit. More formally, if the ideal, noise-free operation acts on a state described
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Figure 3.9: Conceptual representation of probabilistic error cancellation. Note, that some
operations are implemented as averaging multiple circuits, such as the quasi-probability
decomposition ofΛ−1 or the Pauli twirling. (a) The inverted noise model aims at canceling the
noise in a specific circuit layer Ũ . (b) The noise is assumed to be Pauli noise, which can be
ensured by averaging over a Pauli-twirled noisy operations, as shown here for the case that U
is Clifford.

by a density matrix ρ as

U (ρ) =UρU †, (3.30)

the goal is to learn a noise channelΛ that describes the observed, noisy operation

Ũ (ρ) =U (Λ(ρ)), (3.31)

to then implement Λ−1 and reconstruct U (ρ) = Ũ (Λ−1(ρ)). Importantly, the inverse noise

modelΛ−1 is generally not a unitary operation, but can be implemented as a quasi-probabilistic

mixture of unitaries. This workflow is visualized in Fig. 3.9(a) for a single layer of operations U

and which must, in practice, be performed for each unique layer.

In Ref. [144], the error is assumed to be Pauli noise, which can be ensured by PT, as shown

schematically in Fig. 3.9(b). Such a noise process can be modeled with a Pauli-Lindblad

channel given byΛ(ρ) = exp[L](ρ) with the Lindblad generator

L(ρ) = ∑
P∈P

λP (PρP † −ρ), (3.32)

where P is a subset of n-qubit Pauli operators and λP ∈R≥0 describes the contribution of the

Pauli P to the noise channel. For an efficient decomposition, P is assumed to have poly(n)

elements of the 4n possible Paulis. The coefficients λP can be learned by measuring the

expectation value of Paulis at after repeatedly applying the noisy operation Ũ [144, 166, 167].

The inverse channel,Λ−1(ρ) = exp[−L](ρ), is then implemented through a quasi-probabilistic

sampling.

Under the assumption the learned noise model correctly represents the device, PEC allows

to obtain an unbiased estimator of an observable, but at the cost of a sampling overhead.

ImplementingΛ−1 increases the variance of observable estimation by a factor γ2, where

γ= e2
∑

P∈P λP ≥ 1 (3.33)

depends on the strength of the noise. Note that this factor is computed per mitigated layer

and the overall circuit overhead is obtained by multiplying all γ factors. While this sampling
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overhead can be small for few-qubit circuits [144], it can reach impractical values for large

circuits, e.g., γ2 is estimated to be of order 10128 for the 127-qubit circuit of CX depth 60

investigated in Ref. [68]. This leads to the pursuit of another strategy: instead of canceling the

noise, probabilistic error amplification (PEA) implements exp[αL] to amplify the noise by a

controlled factor α≥ 0. In combination with zero-noise extrapolation, which we discuss in the

next section, this technique allows to construct accurate expectation values without the γ2

overhead but at the cost of a bias.

3.2.5 Zero-noise extrapolation

In zero-noise extrapolation (ZNE) the error in a quantum computation is systematically

increased and then extrapolated in the opposite direction; to the zero-noise limit [165, 168].

In contrast to PEC, ZNE produces a biased estimator. This is, for example, due to imperfect

noise amplifications [143] or the extrapolation technique, which rely on heuristic models [145]

or Richardson extrapolation [169]. Despite this, ZNE is a frequently used tool on near-term

quantum computers due its simplicity and low overhead [2, 68, 107, 170]. However, it is

important to note that it is a sensitive tool, which is substantially affected by the chosen

extrapolation method and how errors are amplified.

Figure 3.10: (a) ZNE extrapolation for an exponential and linear model along with the exact
target value. Black circles show the noise-amplified observable evaluations for noise factors
{ζ1,ζ2,ζ3} and the extrapolation to 0 noise. (b) Noise amplification techniques for ZNE. Top
to bottom shows pulse stretching [163], repeating CX gate in a redundant fashion [145], and
amplifying the learned noise [143].

To systematically amplify the noise in a quantum computation, a variety of techniques

can be employed. Due to short decoherence times, one option is to slow down gate operations

by stretching the pulse sequences [171], if such low-level access to the hardware is available.

A more generally applicable technique is based on inserting redundant gates that act as

the identity [107, 172]. Typically, gates that already occur in the circuit are repeated. For

example, to increase the error of a CX gate it can be replaced by a sequence of 2m +1(m ∈N)

CX gates, or a two qubit Pauli gate RP1P2 , P1,P2 ∈ {X ,Y , Z } can be followed by canceling
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rotations, RP1P2 (θ)RP1P2 (−θ). A drawback of increasing noise with these techniques is that

they work independently of the underlying error processes and it is a-priori unknown how the

noise is actually amplified. PEA remedies this issue and allows to amplify the noise in a high-

controlled manner by learning the noise model [143]. In Fig. 3.10 we summarize different noise

amplification techniques and present a ZNE example for linear and exponential models, with

experimental data from Chapter 6 using ibm_peekskill and amplifying noise by introducing

redundant CX gates.

3.3 Quantum computing stack

In the previous sections we discussed how a set of few basis gates on connected qubits can be

implemented on SC hardware using microwave pulses, and how errors in the physical device

can be suppressed and mitigated. While it can be beneficial to design quantum algorithms with

a particular physical qubit implementation in mind, we often work on a higher, device-agnostic

level of abstraction. This allows to formulate algorithms independently of their physical

realization, verify their correctness in a simpler mathematical framework, and perform high-

level optimizations that might not be evident on lower levels. Working in different levels of

abstraction leads to a quantum computing stack that is closely related to classical computers:

each level has its own representation and we move in between levels using a set of a translation

rules, often contained in the form of a compiler [173, 174].

Figure 3.11: An implementation of a quantum computing stack.

In Fig. 3.11, we present the flowchart of a current quantum computing stack:

1. Initially, we select a quantum algorithm to solve our problem. The algorithm requires

executing a set of logical circuits, formulated using a device-agnostic set of operations.

2. These logical circuits are then compiled to the target device by translating and optimiz-

ing the operations to use a minimal number of supported basis gates.
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3. To obtain the physical device instructions, the basis gates are transformed into pulse

schedules according to the device’s calibrations.

4. Finally, the pulse schedule is executed on the device, once per shot. The measurements

and expectation values can then be error mitigated before the final result is returned to

the user.

The following sections discuss this workflow in more detail.

Problem

At the highest level of abstraction, quantum computers are one possible subroutine to solve a

given problem. This level is not only device-agnostic but also does not consider which circuits

are being generated or which quantum error correction or mitigation is employed. Instead,

users interact with the quantum computer via an interface or software package [175–180]

that provides a set of available operations to implement a quantum algorithm. On this level,

classical subroutines in established workflows can easily be replaced with quantum computing

methods without taking into account the physical implementation on the device.

To facilitate the following discussion about the quantum computing stack, we can consider

the concrete problem of implementing the real-time evolution of a pair of Bell states |ψ0〉 =
(|00〉+ |11〉)⊗2/2 under the Hamiltonian

H = Z3Z4 +Z1Z3 +Z1Z2 +X2X3 +Y1Y3, (3.34)

by means of a first-order Lie-Trotter product formula, which we discussed in Section 2.2.2.

Logical circuits

At this level, we are constructing quantum circuits using gates as mathematical operations—

irrespective of whether they are natively supported on the quantum computer we are later

running them on. This enables us to design quantum algorithms and investigate their theoret-

ical properties in an ideal, noise-free environment.

For example, the first-order Trotter step of the time evolution Hamiltonian above is given

by

e−iδt H ≈ e−iδt Z3 Z4 e−iδt Z1 Z3 e−iδt Z1 Z2 e−iδt X2 X3 e−iδtY1Y3 , (3.35)

for a small δt ∈R>0. These operations can be written as a logical circuit using two-qubit Pauli

rotations RP1,P2 , P1,2 ∈ {X ,Y , Z } as shown in Fig. 3.12(a). Here, we assume that gates can act on

arbitrary pairs of qubits, even though on most quantum computers this is not the case.

Physical circuits & pulse schedules

The physical circuit level is device-dependent and only allows to use operations natively

supported by the specific qubit implementation at hand. To transform the logical, device-

agnostic circuit to this representation we use a compiler, which maps the instructions to
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Figure 3.12: (a) A logical circuit implementing a first-order Suzuki-Trotter step on a pair of Bell
states. The wires have no labels q j : |0〉 as they have not been mapped to physical qubits yet.
(b) The compiled circuit for a basis gate set of {

p
X , X ,RZ ,CX} on a linear connectivity. The

qubit labels q j : |0〉 denote which physical qubit is acted on. Here, Rα
Z is a shorthand notation

for RZ (α). We allow algorithmic knowledge, e.g., re-ordering exponentials in the first-order
Lie-Trotter expansion. See Appendix B.2 for details on the involved compilation steps.

physical qubits and translates logical operations to a set of basis operations. These are then

implemented as a pulse schedule for qubit drive lines on the device according to the available

gate calibrations. The device might not natively support all required connections of the

logical circuit, especially if the qubit connections are sparse, such as in Fig. 3.5. In this case,

additional Swap gates can be inserted into the circuit to enable new connections in a process

called routing. While there are provably optimal routing strategies for specific settings, such

as creating an all-to-all connectivity on a line topology [6], finding the optimal solution is

NP-hard [181]. In practice, heuristic algorithms are therefore often used [182].

In addition to phrasing the logical circuit using physical gates, a compiler typically per-

forms a series of optimizations to reduce the number of operations applied in the circuit.

These optimization can be performed before the circuit is mapped to basis instructions, e.g.,

by leveraging high-level description of the gates to cancel or commute operations, or after

the mapping, which often enables optimizations by accumulating or canceling a series of

basis gates. If the hardware does not only expose a set of supported basis gates, but also the

physical implementation of how the pulses are applied, some gates can be mapped directly

to a pulse instead of a basis gate. For example, if a SC device is able to perform a CR pulse,

which drives a RZ X rotation, then two-qubit Pauli rotation can be expressed as a single CR

interaction [110]. This is more efficient than the standard decomposition using two CX gates,

which are implemented with two CR or ECR pulses in total.

Some EM techniques require a pre-processing of circuits, which can take place at different

levels of the circuit description. Typically, most changes are performed on the physical circuits

after redundant gates have been removed and the final structure is fixed. At this level, the

remaining two-qubit gates can be twirled or categorized into layers for noise learning. The
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idle times of all qubits are also determined and DD sequences can be inserted. At which level

the circuit has to be modified for ZNE depends on the noise amplification technique. If, for

example, noise is amplified by inserting redundant two-qubit gates, the additional circuit can

be generated at the physical circuit level, but stretching the microwave pulses happens in the

pulse schedules.

In Fig. 3.12(b) we show the Trotter circuit compiled to a basis gate set of {
p

X , X ,RZ ,CX},

which is common on IBM Quantum devices [18] and a linear connectivity, i.e., CX gates are

only supported in-between neighboring qubits. Here, we do not include any EM preparation

or pulse-level optimization. Appendix B.2 provides a detailed description of the performed

compilation steps, including the final pulse schedule.

Post-processing

At the lowest level of the stack, the pulse schedules are executed on the quantum processor

and the readout signal is mapped to a computational basis state. Note that this is repeated

once per shot, per measurement basis. The resulting probability distribution can then be

measurement-error-mitigated before computing the desired expectation values and applying

further EM techniques, such as ZNE. Finally, the error-mitigated results are combined to

obtain the problem solution.

3.4 Conclusion

This chapter reviewed the foundations of the superconducting qubit architecture, as well as

important practical considerations in performing quantum computations. Superconducting

qubits are based on superconducting resonant circuits and their states are manipulated using

microwave pulses. A range of undesired effects, such as spontaneous exchanges with the

environment, thermal excitations or cross-talk, lead to imperfect gate operations and readouts.

On current IBM Quantum devices used in this thesis, typical gate fidelities are around 99.9%

for single-qubit operations and 99% for two-qubit gates and measurements. Error suppression

and mitigation techniques attempt to reduce these error rates by modifying the quantum

circuits and combining the output of multiple copies. While fully eliminating the errors with

such methods is exponentially expensive in general [149, 150], error mitigation can still extend

the reach of current, noisy quantum computers. To close the gap to the high-level description

of quantum algorithms, such as the Suzuki-Trotter expansion in the previous chapter, we have

seen how abstract quantum circuits are compiled to machine-level instructions.

The execution of quantum algorithms at scale on noisy quantum computers is tightly

coupled to the physical realization the qubits. As quantum processors advance, we must

carefully consider which platform to use depending on the requirements of the algorithm,

such as the type of operations and the number of circuit executions. In addition, the compila-

tion becomes an increasingly important step as circuit sizes grow and manual optimization

becomes challenging. Recent techniques focus e.g. on taking into account individual gate

error rates [111] or reducing circuit depths by approximate compiling, which trades off gate

errors and errors due to incorrect compilation of the target unitary [183, 184].
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In the following chapter, we will focus on a prominent algorithm paradigm for current

quantum computers: variational quantum algorithms. These replace the deterministic con-

struction of a wave function with the optimization of parameters in a pre-defined circuit.

Crucially, this allows the manual selection of quantum circuits that are within the capabilities

of the device, but trades off guarantees on the solution quality.
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Summary

This chapter introduces the concept of variational quantum algorithms. These are a

ubiquitous family of algorithms on near-term quantum computers, since they allow to

select circuits that are within a device’s capabilities. In particular, we discuss approaches

for ground-state preparation and for simulating real- and imaginary-time evolution of a

quantum system. These algorithms rely on computing quantum circuit gradients and

the quantum geometric tensor, for which we introduce a wide spectrum of available

techniques.

Canonical quantum algorithms hold the promise of polynomial [14] or, in some cases, even

exponential speed-ups [13, 15, 38] over classical methods. These algorithms follow determinis-

tic circuit-construction rules, which are agnostic to the device they are executed on, to create

a target state that encodes the problem solution. As we have seen in the previous chapters,

these circuits quickly become infeasible to run on near-term quantum computers, since, for

practical problem sizes, they typically become too deep and have non-local interactions. To

leverage the full potential of devices available today, another promising strategy emerged over

the recent years: variational quantum algorithms (VQAs).

VQAs are a family of algorithms that use parameterized quantum states |φ(θ)〉 with tunable

parameters θ ∈ Rd to encode the solution of a problem. In contrast to canonical quantum

algorithms, VQAs are restricted to the available solution space provided by |φ(θ)〉 and attempt

to find the optimal parameters θ∗, such that |φ(θ∗)〉 is the best possible approximation of the

target state. Crucially, the parameterized quantum state |φ(θ)〉, called an “ansatz”, can be cho-

sen to operate within the limited capabilities of near-term quantum computers. The proposed

ansatz for a VQA generally depends on the problem, though adaptive and problem-agnostic

models exist, which we discuss further in Section 4.3. The VQA workflow was first proposed to

approximate ground states of quantum systems, dubbed the variational quantum eigensolver

(VQE) [185]. Since then, however, VQAs have been developed for virtually any problem class

that promises a potential quantum advantage, ranging from simulating quantum dynamics [2,

3, 186–193] over combinatorial optimization problems [73, 194–196] and quantum machine

learning [197–200] to quantum circuit compilation [183, 201, 202]. For a detailed review see
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Ref. [65].

Typically, the optimal parameters of a VQA are defined as the minimum of a loss function

L :Rd →R, that is

θ∗ = argminθ∈RdL(θ). (4.1)

This loss function can, in most cases, be written as

L(θ) =∑
k

fk (〈φk (θ)|Ok |φk (θ)〉), (4.2)

where Ok are observables, |φk (θ)〉 are the ansatz states (which may differ per observable)

and fk : R→ R are post-processing functions of the expectation values [65]. A quantum

computer is then used for the efficient evaluation of the expectation values 〈φk (θ)|Ok |φk (θ)〉—
a task which can be expensive on classical computers—while a classical subroutine optimizes

the parameters using e.g. gradient-free techniques, such as simplex methods [203–205],

pattern-search methods [206] or evolutionary algorithms [207, 208], or with gradient-based

methods [209–213].

Even though VQAs have shown a lot of advances in the recent years, they still face

formidable challenges. One of the main open issues is the definition of suitable ansatz

states, |φ(θ)〉, which is further discussed in Section 4.3, or providing convergence guarantees.

Both of these are no issues for canonical quantum algorithms, which provide a recipe for

constructing the required circuits and, in many cases, have a well-understood error scaling [15,

41, 106]. The error of a first-order Trotter expansion, for example, scales as O(T 2/N ), where

T is the simulation time and N the total number of timesteps [214]. Variational quantum

time evolution, which we introduce in Section 4.2, on the other hand currently only allows for

a-posteriori error bounds, which can be computationally costly to evaluate [3, 215, 216].

Applications of VQAs

In this thesis, we are focusing on finding ground states of quantum systems and evolving

quantum states in time. These, however, are merely two tasks for which VQAs have been

proposed. Before diving into these topics, we provide a wider view of available VQA flavors

and list a few examples of different loss functions:

• Ground state search. To find the ground state of a system described by the Hamiltonian

H , we can minimize its energy, i.e.,

L(θ) = 〈φ(θ)|H |φ(θ)〉 . (4.3)

This is discussed in detail in Section 4.1.

• Combinatorial optimization. Certain problems that seek to optimize a discrete, classical

cost function can be formulated as ground-state search of a specifically-constructed

Hamiltonian, which is diagonal in the computational basis [7, 73]. For example, a

quadratic unconstrained binary optimization (QUBO) problem corresponds to an Ising
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model with pairwise interactions.

• Black box optimization. The optimization of a black box binary function f : {0,1}n →R

can be implemented using

L(θ) =
2n−1∑
k=0

pk (θ) f (bin(k)), (4.4)

where pk (θ) = 〈φ(θ)|k〉〈k|φ(θ)〉 is the probability to measure state |k〉 and bin(k) is

the binary representation of k [4]. The function f , thus, implicitly defines a diagonal

Hamiltonian, see Section 5.3.3 for more details.

• Time evolution. To reduce the circuit depth of a Suzuki-Trotter expansion, each individ-

ual timestep can be projected onto a variational circuit by optimizing

L(θ) =
∣∣∣〈φ(θ)

∣∣∣e−iδt H
∣∣∣φ(

θ(t ))〉∣∣∣2
, (4.5)

where θ(t ) are the parameters at the previous timestep [188].

• Classification. The variational quantum classifier (VQC) is a supervised learning algo-

rithm for classification tasks [197]. Training this quantum machine learning model on a

dataset D = {(xk , yk )}k with features xk and labels yk can be implemented with the loss

function

L(θ) = ∑
(x ,y)∈D

|y −〈ψx |U †(θ)OU (θ)|ψx〉 |, (4.6)

where |ψx〉 is an initial state encoding the feature, U (θ) is a trainable unitary, and O

maps the state to the label. For example, in binary classification, O could be chosen as

the projector to states with odd or even parity.

4.1 Variational ground-state preparation

The ground state is the lowest energy eigenstate of a quantum system. Studying these states

provides insights into fundamental properties of the system, including the occurrence of

quantum phase transitions or the system’s stability. Since it is the state with minimal possible

energy, the following relation holds for the ground state |ψ0〉 and any quantum state |ψ〉 in the

system,

〈ψ|H |ψ〉 ≥ 〈ψ0|H |ψ0〉 = E0, (4.7)

where H is the system’s Hamiltonian and E0 is the energy of the ground state. We can leverage

this relation to approximate the ground state with a variational quantum state |φ(θ)〉 by tuning

the parameters θ to minimize the energy, that is

θ∗ = argminθE(θ), (4.8)
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where E(θ) = 〈φ(θ)|H |φ(θ)〉. This approach is known as the Rayleigh-Ritz variational princi-

ple [217].

Because the problem dimensionality grows exponentially with the size of the physical

system, defining a suitable ansatz |φ(θ)〉 and evaluating the variational energy E (θ) on classical

computers can pose a significant challenge—tasks that a quantum computer could potentially

perform efficiently. This gives rise to an iterative scheme called the variational quantum

eigensolver (VQE) [185, 218, 219], where the energies are evaluated on a quantum computer

and the parameters updated on a classical machine. The VQE is, thus, an archetype of VQAs

where the loss function is given by the system energy, L(θ) = E(θ), which has been used to

find the ground state of molecules [170, 171, 220–224], condensed matter systems, like the

Fermi-Hubbard model [72], and statistical physics models [225].

A common approach to optimizing the loss function is the family of gradient descent

(GD) algorithms, which have shown tremendous success in training large machine learning

models [226] and have provably better convergence properties than gradient-free methods in

certain settings [227]. Given an initial point θ(0) ∈Rd , GD iteratively moves into the direction

of the steepest descent in the loss landscape, that is

θ(k+1) = θ(k) −ηk∇∇∇L
(
θ(k)

)
, (4.9)

where ηk ∈ R>0 is a small learning rate. The parameter updates are then performed until a

maximal allowed number of iterations is reached, or until a convergence criterion, such as

a minimal gradient norm, is satisfied. Several modifications of this update rule exist, which

attempt to improve the convergence. These include momentum terms [210, 228], adaptive

learning rates [213], or preconditioning [229], to name a few. In this thesis, we focus on two

GD algorithms which solve two different fundamental shortcomings and are of particular

interest in context of near-term quantum computing: simultaneous perturbation stochastic

approximation (SPSA) and quantum natural gradients (QNG).

4.1.1 SPSA

Evaluating circuits on quantum computers entails a substantial overhead. As previously

discussed in Chapter 3, circuits must be compiled for the hardware, sent to the quantum

processor, and returned to the end-user. Noisy quantum computers may also require error

mitigation, which can further increase the number of circuits and required post-processing

of the results. In combination with a moderate number of available quantum computers

and slower processing speeds than classical computers, these factors collectively lead to a

limitation of the currently available quantum computing resources. Consequently, minimizing

the number of circuits is essential for enhancing variational quantum algorithms. Within the

VQE optimization, the computation of energy gradients is often the limiting factor, which

require the evaluation O(d) circuits, as discussed in detail in Section 4.4. Furthermore, while

these methods can provide the analytic gradient values, if the circuit are evaluated exactly, in

practice, the results are subject to noise from a finite number of measurements and the device

itself.
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Constructing stochastic approximations of the loss function gradients, instead, can offer

a resource-efficient alternative. The simultaneous perturbation stochastic approximation

(SPSA) algorithm [211, 230] is a stochastic formulation of GD, which has originally been

developed for stochastic optimization problems and is, thus, inherently compatible with a

noisy loss function. Its update rule is

θ(k+1) = θ(k) −ηk∇̂∇∇L(k)
, (4.10)

with learning rate ηk > 0. Instead of the exact gradient, SPSA uses a gradient sample

∇̂∇∇L(k) = L(θ(k) +ϵk∆)−L(θ(k) −ϵk∆)

2ϵk
∆−1, (4.11)

where∆ ∈Rd is a randomly sampled perturbation direction,∆−1 is an element-wise inverse,

and ϵk is the perturbation magnitude.

The idea of SPSA is that, since every gradient sample is unbiased (up to O(ϵ2
k )), it, on

average, has the same performance as GD. In fact, under certain conditions on the hyper-

parameters detailed in Refs. [211, 231], it can be shown that the iteration converges to the

optimal solution θ∗. Commonly used settings fulfilling these conditions are∆ ∈U ({1,−1}d ),

i.e., each entry is Bernoulli distributed over {1,−1}, and exponential decays for learning rate

and perturbation, that is
ηk = A(B +k)−α,

ϵk =C k−γ,
(4.12)

with hyperparameters A,B ,C ∈R>0 and decay rates α,γ ∈R>0. Asymptotically optimal values

for the decay rates are α = 1 and γ = 1/6 [231], however, if a lot of noise is present in the

loss function it is typically better to choose smaller values. Ref. [231] suggests α= 0.602 and

γ= 0.101, which still satisfy the conditions. The remaining hyperparameters can be calibrated

according to the loss function as, for example, done in Ref. [171]. See also Eq. (5.19) for more

detail.

Example

To obtain an intuition for SPSA we compare it against GD to find the ground state of H =
Z1Z2 + Z1Z3. Being a diagonal Hamiltonian in the computational basis it can be related

to a combinatorial optimization problem and we therefore use the ansatz of the Quantum

Approximate Optimization Algorithm (QAOA) [73]. This ansatz is defined as

|φ(θ)〉 = e−iθ1M e−iθ0 H |+〉⊗2 , (4.13)

where M = X1 +X2. If the initial parameter values of the optimization are set to 0, the initial

state is an equal superposition over all computational basis states and is, thus, guaranteed

to already have an overlap with the ground state. However, to avoid a saddle point at the

beginning of the optimization we use a slightly perturbed initial point θ(0) ≈ 0. The optimiza-
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tions with SPSA and GD are conducted twice: once for an ideal, noise-free evaluation of the

system energy, and a second time that include statistical noise from a finite number of circuit

measurements. The results are shown in Fig. 4.1.

We observe that GD moves into the direction of steepest descent, whereas SPSA “jumps”

around the GD trajectory according to the random direction∆. On average, however, SPSA

converges with the same number of iterations as GD while using only O(1) function evalua-

tions, in contrast to O(d) for GD. Unless loss function evaluations can be heavily parallelized,

SPSA typically converges more quickly, as each iteration is cheaper to implement [1, 232].

This property also holds if only noisy evaluations of the loss functions are available [233]. An

additional advantage of SPSA is that the random perturbation directions can help to escape

saddle points or local minima, which is shown in Chapter 5. These properties, in combination

with its simplicity, make SPSA a prominent optimization scheme on near-term quantum

computers.
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Figure 4.1: Comparison of GD and SPSA, which uses ∆ ∈ U ({1,−1}d ). (a) The path of 10
iterations at learning rate ηk = 0.05 and perturbation ϵk = 0.1 in a noise-free (exact) setting.
(b) The loss for 50 iterations and ηk = 0.01 using exact evaluations or shot noise with 100
measurements per expectation value. For SPSA, we show mean and standard deviation of 10
independent runs.

4.1.2 Quantum natural gradients

Taking on a geometric perspective, the direction of the GD update step is given by the gradient

and it’s magnitude is limited by the ℓ2 norm. This becomes clear upon rewriting the GD

iteration of Eq. (4.9) in the following, equivalent, form

θ(k+1) = argminθ

〈
θ−θ(k),∇∇∇L

(
θ(k)

)〉
+ 1

2ηk

∥∥∥θ−θ(k)
∥∥∥2

2
. (4.14)

The restriction of the Euclidean distance of the parameters reveals a crucial drawback of

GD: It does not consider the sensitivity of the underlying model |φ(θ)〉 with respect to the

parameters. If, for example, the loss function changes more significantly upon changing a

subset of parameters, but is insensitive to others, GD will require a small learning rate for
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stable convergence and will suffer from a slow convergence. To demonstrate this behavior we

investigate two experiments in Fig. 4.2. In the first setting, the model has similar sensitivities

in each parameter dimension and GD converges as expected. In the second however, the loss

function is more challenging and GD oscillates around the solution.
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Figure 4.2: Optimization of two Hamiltonians Ha and Hb on 3 qubits with the ansatz of
Eq. (4.13). (a) GD and QNG in a regular setting, Ha = Z0Z1+Z0Z2. (b) GD fails to converge due
to difference in parameter sensitivities, under the modified Hamiltonian Hb = Ha −2Z1Z2.

The quantum natural gradient (QNG) resolves these shortcomings of GD by limiting the

size of the update step by the change induced in the model [229, 234]. This change is quantified

by the Fubini-Study metric dFS, such that the update rule becomes

θ(k+1) = argminθ

〈
θ−θ(k),∇∇∇L

(
θ(k)

)〉
+ 1

2ηk
d 2

FS

(
θ,θ(k)

)
, (4.15)

with

dFS(θ,θ′) = arccos
(∣∣〈φ(θ)|φ(θ′)〉∣∣) . (4.16)

In principle, the QNG update step can be computed in this representation, which is the core

idea of Chapter 7.

In practice, however, a more direct formulation is common, which allows to view the QNG

as a pre-conditioned gradient. This derivation requires the assumption that the QNG update

step,

δθ(k) = θ(k+1) −θ(k), (4.17)

is small, which can be imposed, for example, with a small learning rate ηk . The Fubini-Study

metric can, then, be expanded as

d 2
FS(θ,θ+δθ) = arccos2 (∣∣〈φ(θ)|φ(θ+δθ)〉∣∣)

= 1− ∣∣〈φ(θ)|φ(θ+δθ)〉∣∣2 +O (∥δθ∥4
2

)
=δθ⊤g (θ)δθ+O (∥δθ∥3

2

)
,

(4.18)

where g (θ) = Re(G(θ)) is the real part of the quantum geometric tensor (QGT) [3, 234]. The
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QGT encodes the sensitivity of a parameterized quantum state |φ(θ)〉 with respect to perturba-

tion of its parameters. It is defined as

G j k (θ) = 〈∂ jφ(θ)|∂kφ(θ)〉−〈∂ jφ(θ)|φ(θ)〉〈φ(θ)|∂kφ(θ)〉 , (4.19)

where we introduce the notation ∂ j ≡ ∂/∂θ j . The QGT is an object that plays a central role

in this thesis, as it also determines the dynamics in a variational approach to quantum time

evolution. It is interesting to note that, despite its name and being self-adjoint, the QGT does

not implement a metric on the space of quantum states since G is only positive semi-definite.

Furthermore, the QGT is closely connected to the quantum Fisher information matrix (QFI),

which is given by 4g (θ). Thereby, the QGT is related to further applications e.g. in quantum

sensing or analyzing quantum machine learning models [235]. The imaginary part of the QGT,

on the other hand, is related to the Berry curvature [236].

Plugging the QGT formulation into Eq. (4.15) and solving the minimization we obtain the

common QNG representation

θ(k+1) = θ(k) −ηk g−1(θ(k))∇∇∇L(
θ(k)). (4.20)

While the QNG is often directly defined in this form in literature, we point out that this equation

only follows the true natural gradient dynamics up to an error of order ∥δθ(k)∥3
2. In a practical

implementation, where the evaluation of the gradient and QGT are subject to shot and device

noise, however, this approximation error might be negligible.

If we only consider the performance per update step, QNG is the superior choice to GD,

which becomes even clearer with its connection to imaginary-time evolution discussed in

the following section. A significant drawback, however, and a reason it is not frequently used

in practice, is that the QNG requires the calculation of the QGT in each update step, which

comes at a cost of evaluation O(d 2) circuits, compared to O(d) for GD and O(1) for SPSA. This

issue, and possible solutions, are the topic of Chapter 5.

4.2 Variational quantum time evolution

Variational approaches to quantum time evolution attempt to represent the time-evolved

state |ψ(t )〉 by a parameterized ansatz |φ(θ(t ))〉 with time-dependent parameters θ(t). A

fundamental technique we discuss in detail in the remainder of this section is based on

variational principles, that project the state dynamics ∂ |ψ(t )〉/∂t onto equations of motion

for the parameter dynamics ∂θ/∂t . However, a wide variety of other algorithms have been

put forward, which we briefly discuss and put into context here. We provide an overview in

Fig. 4.3, including contributions presented in this thesis: stochastic approximation to time

evolution (Chapter 6), and a dual formulation (Chapter 7).

Instead of deriving equations for the parameter dynamics, the Suzuki-Trotter step can be

directly projected onto the ansatz [188, 189, 239, 240]. For instance, in real-time evolution,

the restarted quantum dynamics (RQD) [239] or the projected variational quantum dynamics

(p-VQD) algorithm [188] might offer a scalable option for near-term devices, provided a Trotter
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Figure 4.3: Overview of time evolution algorithms. Superscripts indicate supported applica-
tions: (R)eal time evolution, (I)maginary time evolution or (T)hermal state preparation. Note,
that the ability to perform imaginary time evolution implies thermal state preparation. Varia-
tional principles are discussed in this section, and the quantum walks [237], qubitization [238]
and QITE [74] are not explicitly mentioned, but only set in the context for the reader familiar
with the topic. Arrows indicate algorithms that are part of this thesis, which are derived from
McLachlan’s variational principle. This map is not exhaustive, see also Ref. [193] for a review.

step can be efficiently executed. However, even a single step can become a bottleneck if the

Hamiltonian features long-distance interactions or a high number of Pauli terms, as seen e.g.

in molecular dynamics.

Other strategies focused on real-time evolution attempt to learn the unitary of the Suzuki-

Trotter expansion. Variational Fast Forwarding (VFF) methods [187, 241, 242], for example, aim

to diagonalize the evolution operator using a variational ansatz. Access to the diagonalization

would allow arbitrary long time evolution, however, determining the diagonalizing unitary is a

challenging task, which currently restricts its application to a limited number of qubits, and

may not be possible efficiently for some systems [243]. Classical pre-processing techniques,

on the other hand, variationally learn the evolution operator on a small, classically simulable

system. The solution is then systematically bootstrapped to larger system sizes by relying

on constraints such as translational invariance [244] or low entanglement [191]. While these

methods can be scaled up to larger systems within these specific contexts, they do not support

general quantum time evolution.

Instead of modeling the system dynamics, ground-state encodings prepare an artificial

system whose ground state allows to read out the evolved state. For real-time evolution, the

clock Hamiltonian [245, 246] uses auxiliary qubits to encode the time evolved states at discrete

target times. If we are instead interested in performing imaginary time evolution to prepare

thermal states (see Section 4.2.2), the time evolution could be avoided by directly optimizing

the Helmholtz free energy of the system, which is minimized by the system’s thermal state [247–

249]. Finding the ground state of a system allows to use different techniques than the direct

time evolution, but is generally not an easier task.
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4.2.1 Real-time evolution

The dynamics of a state |ψ(t )〉 under a Hamiltonian H are determined by the Schrödinger

equation,
∂

∂t
|ψ(t )〉 =−i H |ψ(t )〉 . (4.21)

If the initial state of the system is |ψ0〉, the time-evolved state after time t is given by

|ψ(t )〉 = e−i H t |ψ0〉 . (4.22)

Note that we assume a static Hamiltonian, but the following techniques can equally be applied

to time-dependent Hamiltonians. As previously discussed in Section 2.2.2, the time evolu-

tion can be approximated on a quantum computer using a Suzuki-Trotter expansion of the

evolution operator. This, however, may lead to deep and complex circuits, as the gates in the

circuits reflect the locality of the Hamiltonian and the depth increases with simulation time

and desired accuracy.

In this section we follow a different approach: instead of constructing a circuit to imple-

ment the evolution operator, we select a variational quantum state |φ(θ)〉 and attempt to find

the parameters θ = θ(t) ∈ Rd that optimally approximate |ψ(t )〉 at any time t . The goal of

variational (real) quantum time evolution (VarQRTE) is thus to solve the following equation as

precisely as possible
∂

∂t
|φ(θ)〉 ≈−i H |φ(θ)〉 , (4.23)

where the initial parameters θ(0) are determined by the condition |φ(θ(0))〉 = |ψ0〉. This ap-

proach can be thought of mapping the dynamics of the state onto parameters of the ansatz

state. Here, and in the following, we drop the explicit time-dependency of θ.

Variational projection

Solving Schrödinger’s equation for a variational state |φ(θ)〉 requires projecting the time evo-

lution from the complete Hilbert space onto the variational manifold1 M= {|φ(θ)〉 |θ ∈Rd },

which is schematically shown in Fig. 4.4. The projection can be determined with variational

principles (VPs), such as the Dirac-Frenkel [250], McLachlan [251], or time-dependent varia-

tional principle (TDVP) [252]. These principles differ in how the residual,

|r (θ)〉 = ∂

∂t
|φ(θ)〉− (−i H |φ(θ)〉)= (

∂

∂t
+ i H

)
|φ(θ)〉 , (4.24)

is minimized. A good overview is given in Refs. [186, 253].

In this thesis we focus McLachlan’s formulation [251], which minimizes the ℓ2-norm of

the residual, i.e., ∥|r (θ)〉∥2 =
√
〈r (θ)|r (θ)〉. The other VPs are discussed and compared in

1The state |φ(θ)〉 could, in theory, be engineered to not fulfill all conditions for a manifold using, e.g., specifically
constructed parameterizations or gates. Here we assume a setting where the ansatz forms a manifold.
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Figure 4.4: Projection of the time evolution onto the variational manifoldM= {|φ(θ)〉 | θ ∈Rd }.
McLachlan’s VP minimizes the residual norm

√
〈r (θ)|r (θ)〉.

Appendix C.1. By variation of the parameter derivatives θ̇ = ∂θ/∂t we then obtain the rule

g (θ)θ̇ = b(R)(θ), (4.25)

where g (θ) = Re(G(θ)) ∈Rd×d is the real part of the QGT, see Eq. (4.19), and we call b(R)(θ) the

evolution gradient for real-time evolution. It is given by

b(R)
k (θ) = Im

(〈∂kφ(θ)|H |φ(θ)〉−〈∂kφ(θ)|φ(θ)〉E(θ)
)

, (4.26)

where E(θ) = 〈φ(θ)|H |φ(θ)〉 is the system energy. The interested reader can find the explicit

derivation of McLachlan’s parameter dynamics in Appendix C.1.3.

4.2.2 Imaginary-time evolution

In the imaginary time-evolution we consider the Schrödinger equation under the variable

transformation τ= i t given by

∂

∂τ
|ψ(τ)〉 = (E(τ)−H) |ψ(τ)〉 , (4.27)

where E (τ) = 〈ψ(τ)|H |ψ(τ)〉. Though it is not a physical process, the imaginary-time evolution

is an important tool to understand quantum mechanical systems, as it allows to prepare

ground states or thermal states. Thermal states allow the calculation of thermodynamic

observables at finite temperature, used in the study of condensed matter systems [254], but

also find applications in machine learning, e.g., as a subroutine in quantum Boltzmann

machines [198, 255]. Ground-state preparation is an even more ubiquitous task used to

determine material properties [256–258], solve optimization problems [7] or even simulate

real-time dynamics [245, 246].

For an initial state |ψ0〉, the imaginary-time evolved state is defined as

|ψ(τ)〉 = e−τH |ψ0〉√
〈ψ0|e−2τH |ψ0〉

, (4.28)
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Figure 4.5: Schematics of thermal state preparation with imaginary-time evolution. Pairs of
qubits in system A and B are initially prepared in the Bell state (|0A0B 〉+ |1A1B 〉)/

p
2. The

imaginary time evolution is performed on the extended system for time β/2, such that after
tracing out system B , system A is in state ρG . Note that the time evolution operation here
includes normalization.

where the normalization is required as the exp(−τH) is not unitary. Written in the eigenbasis

{|λn〉}n≥0 of the Hamiltonian, the evolution is, up to normalization, given by

|ψ(τ)〉∝ c0 |λ0〉+
∑

n>0
cne−(En−E0)τ |λn〉 , (4.29)

where En are the ordered eigenstate energies, H |λn〉 = En |λn〉 with En ≤ En+1, cn = 〈λn |ψ0〉
and we assume c0 ̸= 0. Hence, whereas in real-time evolution the phase of each eigenstate is

oscillating with the frequency En , in the imaginary-time evolution each eigenstate is damped

exponentially according to its energy difference with the ground-state energy. Given that the

initial state has an overlap with the ground state, its imaginary time evolution converges to the

ground state with an exponential rate given by the spectral gap E1 −E0 (or to a superposition

of lowest energy states if the ground state is degenerate). See Appendix C.2 for the derivation

and details on the convergence.

Another application area of imaginary-time evolution is the preparation of thermal states

of a Hamiltonian H at temperature T > 0. The thermal state, also known as Gibbs-state, is a

mixed state defined as,

ρG (β) = e−βH

Z (β)
= 1

Z (β)

∑
n≥0

e−βEn |λn〉〈λn | , (4.30)

where β= (kBT )−1 is called the inverse temperature, kB is the Boltzmann constant and Z (β) =
Tr(exp(−βH)) =∑

n exp(−βEn) is the partition function.

The thermal state can be explicitly prepared with the setup presented in Fig. 4.5 by lever-

aging a second, auxiliary system [198], as shown explicitly in Appendix C.3. If, however, only

thermal averages of the form

〈A〉th = Tr
(
ρG A

)
, (4.31)

are required, the secondary system can be avoided using techniques such as QMETTS [74].

There, imaginary-time evolution is used as subroutine which is explained in detail in Chapter 7.
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Variational projection

Equations of motion for the parameter dynamics in the imaginary-time evolution can be

derived analogously to the real-time case. McLachlan’s VP for variational quantum imaginary-

time evolution (VarQITE) yields an update rule given by

g (θ)θ̇ = b(I )(θ), (4.32)

where

b(I )
k (θ) =−Re

(〈∂kφ(θ)|H |φ(θ)〉) , (4.33)

which is related to the energy gradient as b(I )(θ) =−∇∇∇E(θ)/2. Changing in-between real- and

imaginary-time evolution, thus, only requires computing a different right-hand side in the

equations of motion. The Dirac-Frenkel VP yields a similar update rule shown in Appendix C.1.

The TDVP forms an exception as, for circuits with only real parameters, it leads to purely

imaginary parameter derivatives and does not apply to imaginary-time evolution [186].

Relation to quantum natural gradients

McLachlan’s VP for imaginary-time evolution is closely related to the QNG. Integrated with a

Forward-Euler method, the parameters in the imaginary-time evolution are updated as

θ(τ+∆t ) = θ(τ)+∆t θ̇(τ)

= θ(τ)− ∆t

2
g−1(θ(τ))∇∇∇E(θ(τ)),

(4.34)

where we assume that g−1 exists—otherwise the inversion is to be understood as solving a

regularized system of equations with the right-hand side ∇∇∇E . This update rule coincides with

the QNG iteration in Eq. (4.20),

θ(k+1) = θ(k) −ηk g−1
(
θ(k)

)
∇∇∇L

(
θ(k)

)
,

if the loss function is the system energy, L≡ E , the learning rate is fixed at ηk =∆t /2, and by

identifying θ(k) = θ(k∆t ).

Since the imaginary-time evolution is guaranteed to converge to the ground state of a

system, given that the initial state has sufficient overlap with it, the connection to VarQITE

is a strong motivation for the convergence of QNG. It is important to highlight, however,

that the convergence is not guaranteed. Instead, it hinges on a sufficiently small timestep

and a suitable ansatz, such that the imaginary-time dynamics are correctly captured with

McLachlan’s VP. As, in practice, these conditions are typically not certain, the connection to

imaginary-time evolution generally only provides a motivation, rather than a convergence

guarantee.
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4.3 Ansatz selection

The ansatz is a key component impacting the solution quality and efficiency of a VQA. A

suitable ansatz for a given problem should be

• device compatible: this usually implies shallow circuits with local operations,

• sufficiently expressive: the ansatz should accurately approximate the target state,

• trainable: finding the optimal parameters is achievable in a reasonable amount of time.

These conditions present multiple trade-offs to navigate. For example, a circuit preparing a

highly expressive ansatz, which has a high chance to represent the target state, is often not

near-term compatible as it typically has a large gate count. In addition, a highly expressive

ansatz with a large number of parameters can be difficult to train, due to accessing sizable

parts of the exponentially large Hilbert space [259–262]. However, if the circuit becomes too

shallow it might not require a quantum computer to train it [151, 152, 263].

Finding compact, problem-specific, and trainable ansatz states is an active field of research.

We can broadly categorize a spectrum of states ranging from physically-motivated, which

are built on insights into the physical model, to hardware-efficient, which are aim at fully

leveraging the available device. In principle, the first category is desirable as it may allow for

theoretical guarantees and might be easier to train, however, these circuits can be costly to

implement on current devices to a high fidelity. In addition to the ansatz types discussed

below, recent works reduce the requirements of a single quantum processor by embedding

a quantum circuit model into a classical model [170, 264] or by re-combining the result of

multiple smaller quantum circuits to model a larger system [224, 265].

4.3.1 Ansatz types

We now review different families of ansatz circuits, ranging from physically-motivated to

hardware-efficient, and discuss their trade-offs.

Symmetry-preserving

Symmetries of a physical system describe its invariance under certain transformations. They

are integral tools to understanding a system, as symmetries give rise to conserved quantities in

both the real- and imaginary-time evolution of the system. More formally, if an observable C

commutes with the Hamiltonian, [H ,C ] = 0, it describes a conservation law. This can be seen

by considering an eigenstate |λ〉 of C with eigenvalue λ, which is preserved under real-time

evolution,

〈λ(t )|C |λ(t )〉 = 〈λ|e i H tCe−i H t |λ〉 = 〈λ|C |λ〉 =λ, (4.35)

and imaginary-time evolution

〈λ(τ)|C |λ(τ)〉 = 〈λ|e−HτCe−Hτ|λ〉
〈λ|e−2Hτ|λ〉 = 〈λ|e−2HτC |λ〉

〈λ|e−2Hτ|λ〉 = 〈λ|e−2Hτ|λ〉λ
〈λ|e−2Hτ|λ〉 =λ. (4.36)
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This also holds if |λ〉 is a superposition of degenerate eigenstates, that share the same eigen-

value.

We would now like to construct an ansatz that, like the time-evolution, preserves the

expectation value. To this end, we define a Hermitian operator G which generates states that

obey the conservation law, i.e.,

∀θ ∈R : 〈λ|e iθGCe−iθG |λ〉 =λ. (4.37)

This is always satisfied for generators that commute with the conserved observable, [C ,G] = 0.

An ansatz consisting of such building blocks allows to explore the space spanned by the state

|λ〉, while preserving the eigenvalue λ. The energy, however, is not generally preserved, which

makes these ansatz suitable for ground-state preparation.

We illustrate this concept for the conservation of the particle number which is, for example,

given in the Heisenberg model. The Hamiltonian, given by

H = ∑
〈 j k〉

(X j Xk +Y j Yk +Z j Zk )+∑
j

Z j , (4.38)

commutes with the number of spin (or qubit) excitations, defined by

N =∑
j

1+Z j

2
. (4.39)

The eigenstates of this operator are the computational basis states, where the eigenvalue

equals the number of qubits in the |1〉 state. The initial state |λ〉 could, thus, be chosen as

superposition of all basis states that have the desired number of qubit excitations. A possible

generator for this symmetry is the Swap operation between any two qubits, which can be

written as

Swap j k = X j Xk +Y j Yk

2
, (4.40)

and we have [N ,Swap j k ] = 0. We can now write a particle-conserving ansatz by using interac-

tions of the form

e−iθSwap = RX X (θ)RY Y (θ) ≡


1 0 0 0

0 cos(θ) −i sin(θ) 0

0 −i sin(θ) cos(θ) 0

0 0 0 1

 , (4.41)

which coherently change amplitudes of |01〉 ↔ |10〉. See Fig. 4.6 for an example structure,

which additionally uses RZ rotations that do not change the distribution of |0〉 and |1〉 states.

Circuits with these building blocks have been used to find the ground state of the J1-J2

model [266] or of chemistry Hamiltonians in the particle-hole picture [267], which are both

particle-preserving. Another notable example is the unitary coupled-cluster (UCC) ansatz,

which has successfully been employed in a variety of molecular ground state calculations. See

Appendix C.4 for more detail.
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Figure 4.6: An ansatz preserving the number of |1〉 in the initial state |λ〉. The RZ gates are
freely parameterized, but adjacent RX X RY Y pairs are coupled with the same parameter, as
indicated. As long as they are applied in pairs, the RX X RY Y gates can be applied on any qubit
pair. The dashed box can be repeated several times.

Implementing a state that obeys the system’s symmetries is a powerful ability and pro-

vides an intuition about the optimization process. This approach is used, for example, to

model molecular [264, 268, 269], fermionic [270] or strongly correlated systems [271], but also

finds applications in quantum machine learning to construct equivariant models [272, 273].

However, since these models are not developed with the hardware constraints in mind, they

typically lead to deep circuits once compiled and may be infeasible to execute on current

devices. Hence, we now turn to models which allow for shallower circuits.

Hamiltonian variations

Motivated by the UCC ansatz, which leverages exponentials of terms in the Hamiltonian,

the Hamiltonian variational ansatz (HVA) has been proposed [274]. This model attempts to

address shortcomings of the UCC approach, such as the large circuit depth, and in particular

focuses on modelling physical systems, where interactions are local. For a Hamiltonian

decomposed in non-commuting summands, given by

H =
K∑

k=1
Hk , (4.42)

with [Hk , Hk ′ ] ̸= 0 if k ̸= k ′, the HVA is defined as

|φ(θ)〉 =
(

r∏
j=1

K∏
k=1

e−iθk+ j K Hk

)
|ψ0〉 , (4.43)

where |ψ0〉 is an un-parameterized initial state and we call r the number of repetitions.

This circuit model is commonly used to prepare ground states of spin models, such as

the Ising [275], Heisenberg [276–278] or Hubbard [72, 274] model. To reduce the circuit

depth, adaptive models have been proposed [279], analogously to the adaptive UCC methods.

Other variations include term-wise diagonalizations of Hamiltonian terms via Fourier trans-
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formations to reduce the circuit depth [280, 281] or purposefully breaking symmetries of the

system [281, 282].

The HVA is a general model closely connected to different ansatz classes. Connecting to

the previous symmetry-preserving circuits, the HVA also respects a symmetry if it is satisfied

by each individual term Hk . By choosing such terms Hk and preparing an initial state |ψ0〉
with a desired quantum number, the HVA provides a flexible, symmetry-preserving circuit.

Annealing

Another strategy for the HVA initialization is based on quantum adiabatic annealing (QAA).

In QAA, we first prepare the ground state |ψ0〉 of a simple Hamiltonian H0 and then slowly

transition to a target Hamiltonian H1, whose ground state we are interested in. This is done by

evolving under the time-dependent Hamiltonian

H(t ) =
(
1−α

(
t

T

))
H0 +α

(
t

T

)
H1, (4.44)

with a bijective function α : [0,1] → [0,1] with boundary conditions α(0) = 0 and α(1) = 1. The

adiabatic theorem states that for a large enough annealing times T , which depends on the

eigenvalue spectrum of H (t ), and an overlap of the ground states of H0 and H1, the system will

remain in the ground state of H(t ) at all times. Thus, the evolution will end up in the ground

state of H1 at t = T [283].

The time evolution under H(t ) could be implemented using a time-series expansion

|ψ(T )〉 = lim
N→∞

(
N∏

j=1
e
−i T

N H
(

j T
N

))
|ψ0〉 , (4.45)

where each exponential is again decomposed using a Suzuki-Trotter expansion. While explic-

itly performing the time evolution of H(t ) can be costly, we can leverage the structure of this

Hamiltonian to define an annealing ansatz as

|φ(β,γ)〉 =
(

r∏
j=1

e−iβ j H0 e−iγ j H1

)
|ψ0〉 , (4.46)

for parameters β,γ ∈Rr . For finite r <∞ this implements a first-order approximation to the

annealing process, but this allows to control the circuit depth and find a heuristic annealing

schedule (β,γ). The annealing ansatz is related to HVA, as it equals the HVA of the Hamiltonian

H = H0 +H1 with the initial state |ψ0〉.
This ansatz has initially been introduced for combinatorial optimization as quantum

approximation optimization algorithm (QAOA) [73]. A common choice for the initial Hamil-

tonian, also referred to as “mixer”, is H0 =−∑n
j=1 X j , whose ground state is the product state

|+〉⊗n which is easily prepared on a quantum computer using a layer of Hadamard gates. Since

the Hamiltonian in a combinatorial optimization is diagonal in the computational basis, its

ground state is a single basis state and is guaranteed to have an (exponentially small) overlap
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with |ψ0〉. Several improvements to this initial version exist, including increasing the initial

overlap and to speed up the convergence [284], providing annealing-based initial values for

the parameter values (β,γ) [285] or introducing additional Hamiltonian terms to allow for

faster annealing [196, 286].

Hardware-efficient

Figure 4.7: Hardware-efficient ansatze, where the layers (marked grey) are repeated r times,
plus a final set of rotations. (a) An ansatz based on parameterized single qubit unitaries U and
shallow, unparameterized entangling layers. The unitary U can contain multiple parameters,
e.g. could be chosen as U = RY (θ j ) or U = RY (θ j )RZ (θ j+1). (b) A brickwall based on RX and
RZ Z rotations, e.g. for a transverse-field Ising model. Up to the last RX layer, this circuit is
equivalent to the HVA if the Ising model topology is a line.

Instead of constructing a problem-dependent ansatz, hardware-efficient ansatz circuits aim

at fully leveraging the available operational space of a given quantum chip. These circuits are

typically characterized by a large number of parameters in a densely packed set of gates that

are natively implemented in the hardware. A commonly used, generic structure is shown in

Fig. 4.7(a), where layers of parameterized, single-qubit rotation gates alternate with layers of

local entangling gates. This ansatz has been employed for a variety of applications, ranging

from molecular ground state search [171, 264, 287] to quantum machine learning [197].

It might still be advantageous to endow some intuition about the problem onto such a

generic circuit. For instance, if the wave function is known to only have real amplitudes,

this property can be imposed on the hardware efficient circuit by allowing only gates which

are represented by real matrices, such as RY rotation gates and CX or CZ entangling gates.

Another common approach for quantum dynamics, dubbed the “brickwall” ansatz and shown

in Fig. 4.7(b), is building the circuit out of gates appearing in a Suzuki-Trotter expansion [189,

288]. Note, however, that, unlike the time evolution, this ansatz does generally preserve

the energy. In contrast to physically-motivated ansatze, hardware-efficient circuits are not

classified by problem-specific properties but are rather categorized by generic properties,

such as their expressibility or entangling capacity [289].
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4.3.2 Trainability

In the previous subsection we discussed the ability of circuits to represent the solution and

the gate-cost of implementing them on a quantum computer. The third crucial property of an

ansatz is whether it can be efficiently optimized, meaning that we can find optimal parameters

θ∗ of the model within a reasonable amount of time. Note, that we here do not focus on the

absolute quality of the final solution, but only care about the best possible approximation

within the ansatz space. Intuitively, the more information about a problem is available to build

a specially tailored circuit that covers only a small region of the Hilbert space containing the

solution, the easier it should be to optimize. There is evidence supporting this intuition in

some cases for, e.g., HVA [290] or annealing-based circuits [291, 292]. For problem-agnostic

circuits, such as hardware-efficient ansatze, on the other hand, finding the optimum can be

significantly more challenging [293].

While classical neural networks can be engineered to perform well, even if little to no

structure of the problem is known, these techniques do not necessarily transfer to the opti-

mization of quantum circuits. In fact, a range of results show that, under certain conditions,

training loss functions of randomly initialized circuits can become exponentially difficult due

to their gradients vanishing exponentially in system size—a phenomenon dubbed barren

plateaus [259, 260, 294, 295]. For example, n-qubit circuits consisting of O(poly(n)) layers

of random 2-qubit gates form a 2-design, i.e., they match Haar-random unitaries up to the

second moment. They, therefore, prepare uniformly random states on the (2n−1)-dimensional

unit surface and both variance and the values of their gradients decay exponentially in n [259].

For expectation values of global observables this property can, in fact, already be shown for

circuits of constant depth [260]. Another cause of barren plateaus are random states that

exhibit a large amount of entanglement across the qubits, followed by tracing out the majority

of them. In the worst case, this leads to the observation of a maximally mixed state, which

does not contain sufficient information for efficient training. Beyond the choice of the circuit,

the presence of certain types of noise, such a depolarizing channels, on the quantum device

can cause the gradients of a loss function to vanish [295]. Non-unital noise, such as amplitude

damping, which drives the qubit to the |0〉 state, on the other hand, may help to avoid this

effect [296]. Strategies to mitigate barren plateaus induced by circuit properties attempt to

violate conditions like the random initialization or deep circuits. Techniques that initialize the

circuit as identity [297], perform a layer-wise training or prune operations [298], or split deep

circuits into a combination shallower copies [299] can be shown to avoid vanishing gradients.

When using such approaches, however, it is crucial to assess whether the resulting model still

requires a quantum computer to simulate. By sufficient restriction, in particular by limiting

the number of operations, the ansatz might become classically simulable [263, 300].

4.4 Quantum circuit gradients

As we have seen in the previous sections, evaluating gradients of quantum circuits is a core

subroutine in VQA. Beyond enabling gradient-based optimizations of the loss function, it is
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also a required component of variational algorithms for time evolution. In this section we

introduce a variety of methods to compute quantum circuit gradients and the QGT.

The gradient elements of the VQA loss function of Eq. (4.2) are

∂ jL(θ) =∑
k

f ′
k (〈φk (θ)|Ok |φk (θ)〉)∂ j 〈φk (θ)|Ok |φk (θ)〉 . (4.47)

Since the derivative f ′
k of the post-processing function fk is classical and efficiently com-

putable, e.g., by means of automatic differentiation, we here focus on the evaluation of the

non-classical part of the loss function: the gradient of the expectation values of form

ℓ(θ) = 〈φ(θ)|O|φ(θ)〉 , (4.48)

where we drop the subscript k of observable and state for convenience.

The gradient of an expectation value can also be written as

∂ jℓ(θ) = 〈∂ jφ(θ)|O|φ(θ)〉+〈φ(θ)|O|∂ jφ(θ)〉 = 2Re
(〈∂ jφ(θ)|O|φ(θ)〉), (4.49)

hence, for optimization of a VQA loss function, we are mainly concerned with the real part of

the expectation gradient. However, other applications, such as variational real-time evolution,

also require the imaginary part, Im(〈∂ jφ(θ)|O|φ(θ)〉).

Product and chain rule

Some gradient methods in this chapter, such as the parameter-shift rule in Section 4.4.2 or

the linear combination of unitaries in Section 4.4.3, assume only unique parameters in the

quantum circuit gates. In these cases, the product and chain rules can be used to reduce the

circuits to unique, single-parameter expressions.

Assume a gate U acting on an input state |ψ〉, where the gate angle f (θ) is a function of

the target parameter. Then, by the chain rule, the derivative is

∂

∂θ
U ( f (θ)) |ψ〉 = f ′(θ)

∂

∂ω
U (ω) |ψ〉 , (4.50)

with the substituted variable ω= f (θ). If a parameter impacts two distinct gates U1 and U2,

the derivative is given by the product rule as

∂

∂θ

(
U1(θ)U2(θ)

) |ψ〉 =
(
∂

∂θ
U1(θ)

)
U2(θ) |ψ〉+U1(θ)

(
∂

∂θ
U2(θ)

)
|ψ〉 . (4.51)

Illustrative example

Assume the parameterized quantum state

|φ(θ)〉 = RX (θ) |0〉 ≡
(

cos(θ/2)

−i sin(θ/2)

)
. (4.52)
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Its derivative is∣∣∣∣ ∂∂θφ(θ)

〉
= −i

2
RX (θ)X |0〉 ≡

(
∂
∂θ cos(θ/2)

−i ∂
∂θ sin(θ/2)

)
= −i

2

(
−i sin(θ/2)

cos(θ/2)

)
. (4.53)

Note, that the derivative is not a normalized state anymore. The expectation value gradient for

the observable Z is, then,

∂

∂θ
〈φ(θ)|Z |φ(θ)〉 = 2Re

(〈
∂

∂θ
φ(θ)

∣∣∣Z
∣∣∣φ(θ)

〉)
=−2cos

(
θ

2

)
sin

(
θ

2

)
.

(4.54)

4.4.1 Finite differences

Finite differences (FD) approximate the gradient of the loss function with a difference quotient

over a perturbation ϵ ∈R>0. By Taylor expansion of ℓ(θ), the central FD quotient is given by

∂ jℓ(θ) = ℓ(θ+ϵe j )−ℓ(θ−ϵe j )

2ϵ
+O(ϵ2), (4.55)

with the j th unit vector e j ∈ Rd and where the quadratic error scaling holds if ℓ is three

times differentiable. Forward or backward difference quotients only perturb one term of the

difference and have a larger error scaling of O(ϵ). However, if the unperturbed point ℓ(θ) can

be re-used, these formulas might be advantageous despite the increased error.

A considerable benefit of FD gradients, in comparison to analytic methods described

below, is that they are agnostic to the inner structure of the function. No product or chain rules

have to be taken into account and no derivatives of the post-processing functions f ′
k must

be computed. Only evaluations of the loss function are required, which makes this method

simple to implement. This simplicity, however, comes at the cost of a bias in terms of the

perturbation ϵ. Another limitation of FD gradients is that no decompositions are known to

compute the imaginary part of an expectation value gradient, Im(〈∂ jφ(θ)|O|φ(θ)〉).

Higher-order derivatives

Higher-order derivatives are obtained by nesting the finite difference shifts. Let { j1, . . . , jm} ⊂N
be an index set, then the finite difference approximation of the mth derivative of the loss

function is (
m∏

k=1
∂ jk

)
ℓ(θ) ≈

(
m∏

k=2
∂ jk

)
ℓ(θ+ϵe j1 )−ℓ(θ−ϵe j1 )

2ϵ

≈ ...

≈ 1

(2ϵ)m

∑
α∈{1,−1}m

(−1)#α=−1ℓ

(
θ+ϵ

m∑
k=1

αk e jk

)
,

(4.56)

where #α = −1 counts the occurrences of −1 in the vector α. Each element of an order-m

derivative tensor requires 2m loss function evaluations. Since derivative tensors are symmetric,
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the total number of evaluations is [301]

2m

(
m +d −1

m

)
. (4.57)

Quantum geometric tensor

Evaluating the QGT with a FD method requires to formulate it as derivative of a function. This

can be achieved for the real part of the QGT, which is the Hessian of the fidelity, i.e.,

g j k (θ) =−1

2
∂ j∂k F (θ′,θ)

∣∣
θ′=θ, (4.58)

with F (θ′,θ) = |〈φ(θ′)|φ(θ)〉 |2 [1]. Fixing θ′ for the differentiation and then plugging in the

value θ′ = θ, we obtain

g j k (θ) ≈− 1

8ϵ2

(
F (θ,θ+ϵ(e j +ek ))−F (θ,θ+ϵ(e j −ek ))

−F (θ,θ+ϵ(ek −e j ))+F (θ,θ−ϵ(e j +ek ))
)
.

(4.59)

Each off-diagonal element must be evaluated with all four summands, but the diagonal

requires only two fidelity evaluations since we can leverage F (θ,θ+ϵ(e j −e j )) = F (θ,θ) = 1.

Taking into account that g is symmetric, a finite difference approximation requires a total of

4
d(d −1)

2
+2d = 2d 2, (4.60)

fidelity evaluations. As for the expectation value gradient, there are no known forms to

compute the imaginary part of the QGT with FD.

4.4.2 Parameter-shift rule

The parameter-shift rule (PSR) is an analytic gradient formula, which means that in the

absence of measurement and device noise provides the exact gradient values. This technique

requires the same number of expectation value evaluations as FD, that is 2d , but does not

have a bias. However, analytic formulas require knowledge of the internal structure of the loss

function and, possibly, the implementation of chain and product rules to correctly compute

the gradients.

Deriving analytic formulas requires a unitary representation where each parameter acts

on a single unitary only, i.e.,

|φ(θ)〉 =VdUd (θd ) · · ·V1U1(θ1)V0 |0〉 , (4.61)

where U j is a unitary depending on a single parameter θ j and V j are non-parameterized

operations, all acting on n qubits. More generic cases, where parameters are repeated or are

wrapped in a function, can be reduced to this form by means of the product and chain rules
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for differentiation. Since the U j are unitary, they can be written in terms of a Hermitian matrix

G j ∈C2n×2n
, called the generator, such that U j (θ j ) = exp(−iθ j G j ).

For generators with two distinct eigenvalues ±λ, λ ∈R the parameter-shift rule states that

the gradients of the loss function are

∂ jℓ(θ) = λ

2

(
ℓ(θ+ se j )−ℓ(θ− se j )

)
, (4.62)

with the shift s = π/(4λ) [302]. The proof of this equation is given in Appendix C.5.1. For

generators that satisfy G2
j = I, such as the Pauli operators, the parameter shift rule can also be

evaluated as

∂ jℓ(θ) = ℓ(θ+ se j )−ℓ(θ− se j )

sin(s)
, (4.63)

where the shift s can be chosen to be any s ̸= kπ, k ∈Z [301]. Furthermore, the parameter-shift

rule can be generalized to unitaries whose generator has R equidistantly spaced eigenvalues,

which requires evaluating 2R shifted circuits [303]. In practice, however, the condition on the

generator spectrum is usually not a restriction. General unitaries can then be decomposed into

basis gate sets where only single-qubit gates are parameterized, such as {RZ (θ),
p

X , X ,CX}.

The only parameterized gate in this basis, RZ , has two distinct eigenvalues ±1, which allows to

directly apply Eq. (4.62).

Higher-order derivatives

Higher-order derivatives are obtained by nesting the parameter shifts, analogous to the FD

case in Eq. (4.56).

Quantum geometric tensor

Since the QGT is the Hessian of the Fubini-Study metric, it can be computed with a second-

order derivative formula. The result is similar to the FD equations, but with a different shift

and global coefficient. We have

g j k (θ) =−λ
2

8

(
F (θ,θ+ s(e j +ek ))−F (θ,θ+ s(e j −ek ))

−F (θ,θ+ s(ek −e j ))+F (θ,θ− s(e j +ek ))
)
,

(4.64)

with the appropriate parameter-shift s and generator eigenvalues ±λ. As in the FD case, the

PSR only allows to evaluate the real part of the QGT.

Examples

• An important family of gates with eigenvalues ±λ are the n-qubit Pauli rotations,

U (θ) = RP (θ),P ∈ {X ,Y , Z }⊗n , (4.65)
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which have the generator G = P/2 with eigenvalues ±1/2 and shift s = π/2. Note that

this does not include generators that are sums of Paulis.

• The controlled phase gate is a 2-qubit, non-Pauli rotation that can be implemented

natively on superconducting qubits hardware [304]. It is given by

CP(θ) = e−iθ|11〉〈11|, (4.66)

and it’s generator G = |11〉〈11| has eigenvalues (0,1). By applying a global phase of

exp(iθ/2) the generator becomes a diagonal matrix with entries (1/2,1/2,1/2,−1/2)

which allows to apply the parameter-shift rule with eigenvalues ±1/2.

• The parameter-shift rule is not directly applicable to the partial swap, or X Y gate [305],

X Y (θ) = e i θ2 (X X+Y Y ), (4.67)

whose generator has three distinct eigenvalues, (2,0,−2). This gate can be differenti-

ated either with a generalized parameter-shift rule for arbitrary generators [303] or by

decomposing it to Pauli rotations, such as shown in Fig. 4.8.

p
Y • • p

Y

S† RY (θ/2) S
.

Figure 4.8: The X Y gate can be decomposed to use only a single Pauli rotation gate.

4.4.3 Linear combination of unitaries

Quantum circuit gradients are terms of the form 〈∂ jφ(θ)|O|φ(θ)〉, which, if we have access to

the unitary U (θ) preparing the state |φ(θ)〉 =U (θ) |0〉, can be directly written as〈
0
∣∣(∂ jU (θ)

)† OU (θ)
∣∣0〉

. (4.68)

Instead of decomposing this gradient as sum of expectation values, which we leveraged in

the PSR, expressions with different unitaries A and B applied on the left and right of the

observable O, that is 〈ψ|A†OB |ψ〉, can be evaluated as a conditioned superposition, as shown

in Fig. 4.9. Before the measurement, the state prepared in the registers is

1p
2

(
|0〉 A |ψ〉+e iα |1〉B |ψ〉

)
, (4.69)

and evaluating the Pauli-X operator on the auxiliary qubit and the target observable on the

state register yields either the real or imaginary part of 〈ψ|A†OB |ψ〉, depending on the value

of the phase shift α.
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|0〉 H P (α) •
X ⊗O|ψ〉 A B

Figure 4.9: Circuit to evaluate the real (α= 0) or imaginary (α=π/2) parts of 〈ψ|A†OB |ψ〉. The
phase gate P acts as P (α) |1〉 = e iα |1〉 and leaves the |0〉 state unchanged.

To apply this decomposition for quantum circuit gradient evaluation, the term ∂ jU must

be expressed as linear combination of unitaries (LCU), as both A and B must be unitary

operators. Since ∂ jU is represented by a complex matrix, it can always be written as

∂ jU (θ) = c
[(

AR (θ)+ A†
R (θ)

)
+ i

(
AI (θ)+ A†

I (θ)
)]

, (4.70)

for unitary matrices AR and AI , based on the real and imaginary parts of ∂ jU , and a coefficient

c ∈R [302]. Each of the four expectation values can then be derived using the circuit shown in

Fig. 4.9. The circuit gradients for general unitaries U (θ) can thus be computed by plugging

the decomposition of the derivative as LCU into Eq. (4.68) and evaluating each of the four

expectation values with the circuit of Fig. 4.9.

In contrast to the PSR, the LCU method is more generally applicable, as it does not require

generators with only two distinct eigenvalues. In addition, LCU methods enable the evaluation

of the imaginary part of a gradient, which is a required subroutine for variational real-time

evolution. The LCU circuit for general unitaries needs both open and closed controls of these

unitaries, which can be costly to implement, especially on near-term hardware. Luckily, the

circuit can be significantly simplified for ansatze of the form in Eq. (4.61). The simplification

is based on the fact that it suffices to control the difference between the original unitary and

differentiated unitary, which allows to evaluate the gradients using the circuit in Fig. 4.10 with

phase shifts α chosen as
α= 0 → Im

(〈∂ jφ(θ)|O|φ(θ)〉),

α= π

2
→−Re

(〈∂ jφ(θ)|O|φ(θ)〉),
(4.71)

see Appendix C.5.2 for the derivation. If the generator G j is not unitary, it has to be decom-

posed into a linear combination of unitaries. Besides the circuit shown here, there exist

different implementations of the LCU circuit. Alternatively, for example, explicitly evaluate

the Z -expectation value [302] or use different auxiliary qubit observables [306], but they

implement the same operations.

Higher-order derivatives

Higher-order derivatives are obtained with a similar LCU technique, which, however, requires

a linear number of auxiliary qubits. For example, the quantum circuit to evaluate second-order

derivatives is shown in Fig. 4.11, where the real part of the Hessian is obtained for the phase

shifts α1 =α2 = 0. See Refs. [306, 307] for more details.
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|0〉 H P (α) · · · • · · · H
Z ⊗O

|0〉 V0 U1(θ1) · · · G j · · · Ud (θd ) Vd

Figure 4.10: The quantum circuit to compute expectation value gradients with a LCU. For
α= 0 the real part of the gradient is obtained and for α=π/2 the imaginary part. If O = I⊗n ,
all gates after the controlled-G j gate can be omitted.

|0〉 H P (α1) · · · • · · · · · · • H

Z ⊗Z ⊗O|0〉 H P (α2) · · · · · · • · · · H •
|0〉 V0 U1(θ1) · · · G j1 · · · G j2 · · · Ud (θd ) Vd

Figure 4.11: The quantum circuit to compute second-order derivatives of an expectation value.

Quantum geometric tensor

With the LCU technique, both the real and imaginary parts of the QGT can be evaluated directly

in the form of Eq. (4.19). The second part of the QGT terms, 〈∂ jφ(θ)|φ(θ)〉〈φ(θ)|∂ jφ(θ)〉, also

referred to as the phase-fix as it arises by taking into account global phase of the variational

state, can be evaluated with the circuit in Fig. 4.10 and using the identity as observable, O = I⊗n .

Remember that both the real and imaginary part have to be evaluated as

〈∂ jφ(θ)|φ(θ)〉 = Re(〈∂ jφ(θ)|φ(θ)〉)+ i Im(〈∂ jφ(θ)|φ(θ)〉). (4.72)

To obtain the first part of the QGT, the LCU circuit must be extended to prepare a superposition

of the two gradient states |∂ jφ(θ)〉 and |∂kφ(θ〉 instead of a gradient state and the unmodified

state. This is achieved by adding an open-control on the generator G j as shown in Fig. 4.12.

Leveraging the fact that the QGT is self-adjoint, the evaluation requires 2d LCU circuits for the

phase fix and (d +1)d/2 circuits for the first part.

|0〉 H P (α) · · · · · · • · · · H
Z ⊗O

|0〉 V0 U1(θ1) · · · G j · · · Gk · · · Ud (θd ) Vd

Figure 4.12: The LCU circuit to evaluate real or imaginary parts of 〈∂ jφ(θ)|O|∂kφ(θ)〉, where
we assume j ≤ k. If O = I⊗n , all gates after the controlled-Gk gate are obsolete, as explained in
Appendix C.5.2.
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Examples

• The generator of RX (θ) = e−iθX /2 is X /2. The gradient of the Z -expectation value can,

thus, be written as
i

2
〈0|(RX (θ)X )†Z RX (θ)|0〉 . (4.73)

This allows to use the conditioned superposition of Fig. 4.9 in it’s simplified form, and

we show the circuit to evaluate the real part of the gradient in Fig. 4.13. To obtain the

gradient, we have to evaluate the expectation value of the circuit and finally multiply

with a coefficient of i /2.

• The generator of the X Y gate is a sum of Paulis, G = X X +Y Y . While this gradient

cannot be directly evaluated with the PSR, by linearity of the expectation value, the

gradient of |φ(θ)〉 = X Y (θ) |0〉 can be evaluated with the LCU method by expanding the

generator into a linear combination of unitaries as∣∣∣∣ ∂∂θφ(θ)

〉
= X Y (θ)X X |0〉+X Y (θ)Y Y |0〉 . (4.74)

Plugging this into Eq. (C.52) yields four expectation values to compute for the gradient.

|0〉 H • H
Z ⊗Z

|0〉 RX (θ) X

Figure 4.13: Derivative of the RX . Note that the order of the CX and RX gates does not matter
as they commute.

4.4.4 Stochastic approximation of gradients

All gradient methods discussed so far require the evaluation of O(d) circuits per gradient

evaluation. For optimization of the loss function ℓ on noisy hardware, where circuit evalua-

tions come with a non-negligible overhead and results are subject to sampling error, using

analytic formulas is therefore not necessarily the best option. Instead, it is often sufficient

to construct a stochastic estimator of gradients at a cheaper cost. The previously introduced

SPSA technique [211, 230] allows to draw gradient samples at a O(1) cost by simultaneously

performing a FD estimation on all parameter dimensions. The sample is defined as

∇̂∇∇ℓ= ℓ(θ+ϵ∆)−ℓ(θ−ϵ∆)

2ϵ
∆−1, (4.75)

where ϵ ∈R>0 is the perturbation magnitude,∆ ∈Rd is a random perturbation direction and

∆−1 is an element-wise inverse.

Under certain conditions, detailed e.g. in Ref. [211], it can be shown that this estimator is

79



CHAPTER 4. VARIATIONAL QUANTUM ALGORITHMS

unbiased up to second order in ϵ, i.e.,

E
[
∇̂∇∇ℓ

]
=∇∇∇ℓ(θ)+O(ϵ2), (4.76)

see Appendix C.5.3 for the proof. The conditions include that ℓ is differentiable thrice and

the elements of∆ are independent, identically distributed (i.i.d.), symmetrically distributed

around 0 and the inverse moments E[|∆ j |−1] exist. A frequently-used distribution fulfilling

these criteria is the Bernoulli distribution over the set {1,−1}, each with probability 1/2. Note,

that some common continuous distributions, such as the normal distribution or uniform

distribution, do not fulfill the existence of inverse moments.

Higher-order derivatives

Higher-order gradients can be estimated by nesting the perturbations, similar to the finite

difference gradients in Section 4.4.1. Samples of the Hessian, for example, are obtained as

Ĥ = �∇∇∇∇∇∇⊤ℓ= δℓ

4ϵ2

(
1

2∆(∆′)⊤
+ 1

2∆′∆⊤

)
, (4.77)

where the matrix in the denominator is understood as element-wise inverse, and

δℓ= ℓ(θ+ϵ∆+ϵ∆′)−ℓ(θ+ϵ∆−ϵ∆′)−ℓ(θ−ϵ∆+ϵ∆′)+ℓ(θ−ϵ∆−ϵ∆′) (4.78)

is a measure for the curvature at the point θ [308]. The Hessian estimator reflects the symmetry

of the Hessian due to the sum of outer products of the perturbation directions∆ and∆′. This

is an unbiased estimator of the Hessian up to first order in ϵ, E[Ĥ ] = H +O(ϵ), as shown in

Appendix C.5.4.

Quantum geometric tensor

Since the real part of the QGT is the Hessian of the Fubini-Study metric, it can be approximated

with Eq. (4.77). Concretely, we have

ĝ =− δF

8ϵ2

(
1

2∆(∆′)⊤
+ 1

2∆′∆⊤

)
, (4.79)

with

δF = F (θ,θ+ϵ∆+ϵ∆′)−F (θ,θ+ϵ∆−ϵ∆′)−F (θ,θ−ϵ∆+ϵ∆′)+F (θ,θ−ϵ∆−ϵ∆′), (4.80)

and F (θ,θ′) = |〈φ(θ′)|φ(θ)〉 |2 [1]. This estimator requires only four evaluations of the fidelity,

independent of the number of parameters, and is further discussed in Chapter 5.
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4.4.5 Efficient classical quantum circuit gradients

Note

This section is based on the co-authored article "Efficient calculation of gradients in

classical simulations of variational quantum algorithms" by Jones and Gacon, available

on arXiv:2009.02823.

The first step in implementing variational workflows on a quantum computer is typically

a small-scale, classical simulation of the algorithm. In absence of sampling errors and de-

vice noise, the simulation allows the algorithm to be verified for correctness in a controlled

environment. This importance of classical simulation of quantum algorithms is reflected

by the growing effort in building high-performance quantum circuit simulators [176, 179,

180, 309–312]. State-vector simulations allow to directly construct the exponentially large

vectors |φ(θ)〉 and |∂ jφ(θ)〉 needed for the gradient evaluations of form 〈∂ jφ(θ)|O|φ(θ)〉. For

an ansatz of form Eq. (4.61) with d parameters, calculating the state vector requires O(d) gate

operations, which equals a total of O(d 2) operations for the full gradient vector. However,

quantum circuits are typically constructed of unitary (and thus reversible) operations, which

allows for asymptotically faster gradient simulations using only O(d) gate operations and two

state-vectors in memory.

The gradient of the expectation value for states of form Eq. (4.61) is

〈∂ jφ(θ)|O|φ(θ)〉 = 〈0|V †
0 U1(θ1) · · ·V †

j−1︸ ︷︷ ︸
=〈λ( j )|

iG j U †
j (θ j ) · · ·U †

d (θd )V †
d O |φ(θ)〉︸ ︷︷ ︸

=|ζ( j )〉

. (4.81)

The two intermediate states |λ( j )〉 and |ζ( j )〉 can be evaluated recursively using a constant

number of gate operations each

|φ( j−1)〉 =U †
j−1(θ j−1)V †

j−1 |φ( j )〉 ,

|ζ( j−1)〉 =U †
j−1(θ j−1)V †

j−1 |ζ( j )〉 .
(4.82)

The recursion is initialized with values |λ(d)〉 = |φ(θ)〉 and |ζ(d)〉 =O |λ(d)〉 and computes the

gradient entries as 〈∂ jφ(θ)|O|φ(θ)〉 = i 〈λ( j )|G j |ζ( j )〉, starting from k = d and iterating to k = 1.

The steps are explicitly stated in Algorithm 1. The total number of gate applications on the

state-vector, counting Uk ,Vk and O is 7d +2, plus d state-vector inner products.

In Fig. 4.14 we show a benchmark for the gradient calculation runtime of a hardware-

efficient ansatz circuit as a function of the number of parameters. We compare the reverse

mode to direct circuit simulation of the parameter-shift rule and the LCU method. The

benchmark clearly shows the improved scaling of the reverse gradient calculation, which only

applies O(d) unitaries, whereas the other techniques scale as O(d 2). The parameter-shift rule

has an offset from the LCU method, as it requires simulating two circuits per gradient and

LCU only a single circuit.

The same asymptotic cost as the algorithm introduced above can be derived via au-
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Algorithm 1 Recursive quantum circuit gradient calculation using O(d) gate operations.

Input: Circuit operations {Vd ,Ud , . . . ,V0}, operator O, generators G j of unitary U j

Output: Gradient g ∈Cd with g j = 〈∂ jφ(θ)|O|φ(θ)〉
|λ〉 =VdUd (θd ) · · ·U1(θ1)V0 |0〉 // state-vector allocation, O(d) gates
|ζ〉 =O |φ〉 // state-vector allocation, operator multiplication
for k = d ...1 do
|λ〉 =V †

k U †
k (θk ) |λ〉 // O(1) gates

|ζ〉 =V †
k U †

k (θk ) |ζ〉 // O(1) gate
gk = i 〈λ|Gk |ζ〉 // operator multiplication, vector-product

end for
return g

Figure 4.14: (a) Structure of the benchmark circuit. The dotted box is repeated r times and
each Pauli gate has a unique parameter, leading to a total of 2n(r +1) parameters for n qubits.
(b) Runtimes of the fast, recursive gradient calculation compared to simulations of LCU or
PSR gradient methods for n = 8 qubits and varying repetitions r . The observable for the
expectation value is O =∑

j Z j .
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tomatic differentiation (AD) [313–315], which is ubiquitous in classical machine learning

frameworks [8]. The “reverse mode” of AD allows to evaluate gradients of a function with M

computational nodes and d parameters usingO(d) operations and storingO(M) intermediate

states. If applied to state-vectors or a quantum system each intermediate state corresponds

to an exponentially large vector, which makes the standard form of the reverse AD mode

unsuitable for quantum circuit gradients. However, by leveraging the fact that quantum

circuit operations are reversible and applying techniques developed for reversible neural

networks [316], the memory overhead can be reduced to storing only a constant number of

state vectors [180]. See Appendix C.7 for an introduction to AD and a detailed discussion of

the application to quantum circuit gradients.

Quantum geometric tensor

The recursive gradient technique can be extended to computing the QGT at an asymptotic

cost of O(d 2) gate operations, instead of O(d 3) [317]. We consider the QGT, as defined in

Eq. (4.19), separately from its phase fix, which allows it to be formulated as

G = S −pp†, (4.83)

with S ∈Cd×d and p ∈Cd , defined as

S j ,k (θ) = 〈∂ jφ(θ)|∂kφ(θ)〉 ,

p j (θ) = 〈∂ jφ(θ)|φ(θ)〉 .
(4.84)

The phase fix vector p corresponds to an expectation value gradient with the identity as

observable and could be efficiently evaluated with the sweeping gradients of the previous

section. However, with the identity as observable, gates in the bra- and ket-vectors cancel and

we can compute p as a by-product of the symmetric S matrix.

To compute S in O(d 2) gate operations and with a constant number of state vectors in

memory, we expand the definition under the assumption of quantum states in the form of

Eq. (4.61). We obtain

S j ,k (θ) = 〈0|V †
0 · · · (iG jU j (θ j ))†V †

j · · ·U †
d (θd )V †

d VdUd (θd ) · · ·Vk (−iGkUk (θk )) · · ·V0|0〉
= 〈0|V †

0 · · ·︸ ︷︷ ︸
=〈λ( j )|

G†
j U †

j (θ j )V †
j · · ·U †

k+1(θk+1)V †
k+1GkVk−1Uk−1(θk−1) · · ·V0 |0〉︸ ︷︷ ︸
=|η(k: j )〉

, (4.85)

and

p j (θ) = i 〈0|V †
0 · · ·U †

j−1(θ j−1)V †
j−1G j V j−1U j−1(θ j−1) · · ·V0 |0〉 . (4.86)

In each iteration, starting from j = 1, we begin by computing the diagonal element at k = j .

Then, the rows are iterated upwards by transforming

|λ( j )〉→ |λ( j−1)〉 =V †
j−1U †

j−1(θ j−1) |λ( j )〉 ,

|η(k: j )〉→ |η(k: j−1)〉 =V †
j−1U †

j−1(θ j−1) |η(k: j )〉 ,
(4.87)

83



CHAPTER 4. VARIATIONAL QUANTUM ALGORITHMS

and evaluate the inner product S j ,k = 〈λ( j )|G†
j |η(k: j )〉. At the end of the row iteration we can

simply evaluate pk = i 〈η(k:1)|λ(1)〉. The full algorithm is formulated in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 Recursive quantum circuit gradient calculation using O(d) gate operations.

Input: Circuit operations {Vd ,Ud , . . . ,V0}, generators G j of unitary U j

Output: QGT G ∈Cd×d

|ψ〉 =V0 |0〉 // Add the initial unitary, next V jU j are applied in pairs only
for j = 1...d do
|λ〉 = |ψ〉 // copy of |ψ〉 we modify
|η〉 =G j |λ〉 // note this is not a normalized state as G j may not be unitary
S j , j = 〈η|η〉 // special case for the diagonal
for k = j −1...1 do
|λ〉 =V †

k U †
k (θk ) |λ〉 // shift the unitaries leftwards

|λ〉 =V †
k U †

k (θk ) |λ〉
S j ,k = 〈λ|G†

k |η〉
end for
p j = i 〈η|λ〉
|ψ〉 =V jU j (θ j ) |ψ〉

end for
G = L+LH

triu // Ltriu is upper triangular, without diagonal
G =G +pp H // outer vector product
return G

4.5 Conclusion

This chapter reviewed the concept of variational quantum algorithms (VQAs) with focus on

ground-state preparation and quantum time evolution. In the context of preparing ground

states we discussed how loss functions of VQAs can be optimized using gradient descent,

including some of its shortcomings. In response, we reviewed key concepts for the remainder

of this thesis, including simultaneous perturbation stochastic approximation (SPSA), which

allows to construct gradient samples at a constant cost, independent of the number of parame-

ters in the circuit, and the quantum natural gradient, which adjusts the gradient with respect to

the model sensitivity by leveraging the quantum geometric tensor (QGT). The QGT also plays a

central role in the variational formulation of quantum time evolution, which we derived using

McLachlan’s variational principle. Finally, we introduced a range of techniques to evaluate the

quantum circuit gradients and the QGT, and we provide an overview in Table 4.1.

An important open question for VQAs is the construction of suitable ansatz circuits, such

that the algorithm is able to represent the solution accurately, and the solution can be effi-

ciently determined. In contrast to canonical algorithms, such as product formulas for time

evolution or quantum phase estimation for ground-state preparation, convergence guarantees

are more challenging to provide. For variational ground-state preparation, lower bounds on

the minimal energy could provide insights into the solution quality [318]. The error of a varia-

tional time evolution, could be assessed using a-posteriori error bounds [215] or Hamiltonian
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FD PSR LCU SPSA

gradient cost O(d) O(d) O(d)+1 qubit 2∗

QGT cost O(d 2) O(d 2) O(d 2)+2 qubits 4∗

bias O(ϵ2) 0 0 O(ϵ2)
complex parts no no yes no

Table 4.1: Comparison of gradient and QGT calculations via finite difference (FD), parameter-
shift rules (PSR), linear combination of unitaries (LCU) and SPSA. Among all methods, LCU is
the only one which allows to compute both real and imaginary parts of the gradient and QGT.
The perturbation for FD and SPSA should be chosen as ϵ≥ N−1/2, where N is the number of
measurements to evaluate the expectation value. (∗) Cost per gradient or QGT sample.

learning [319]. Another interesting question for variational time evolution is how knowledge of

preserved quantities could be integrated into the variational principles, which is e.g. discussed

in Ref. [320].

With this chapter, the foundations for the novel research in this thesis are laid out. The

next chapter begins with the first research project with the goal to reduce the computational

requirements for quantum natural gradients, by applying SPSA techniques to the calculation

of the QGT.
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Summary

This chapter is based on the article "Simultaneous Perturbation Stochastic Approximation

of the Quantum Fisher Information" by Gacon et al., published in Quantum 5 567 (2021).

To remedy the prohibitive cost of computing the quantum geometric tensor, which scales

quadratically with the number of parameters in the circuit, we introduce a constant-cost,

unbiased stochastic estimator. We apply this estimator to quantum natural gradient

descent and show that this new method, called QN-SPSA, has the favorable properties of

natural gradients while requiring significantly less resources.

In the previous chapters we have seen that near-term quantum computers are subject

to imperfect quantum operations and short qubit decoherence times. Therefore, quantum

algorithms require careful selection of the quantum circuits that can be reliably executed,

which lead to the emergence of variational quantum algorithms as promising paradigm. In

this chapter, we focus on the quantum natural gradient (QNG) algorithm [234] for ground-

state preparation, which belongs to the family of gradient descent (GD) methods, but takes

on an information-geometric point of view. Compared to standard GD, this change comes

with advantages such as invariance under re-parameterization [229] and the ability to adjust

the learning rate with respect to parameter sensitivity in each dimension. As we have seen

in Section 4.2, another interesting property is that QNG is closely connected to variational

quantum imaginary time evolution (VarQITE) [75, 186].

A significant drawback of both VarQITE and QNG is that they require the evaluation of

the real part of the quantum geometric tensor (QGT) in every iteration. For a variational

ansatz |φ(θ)〉 depending on a d-dimensional parameter vector θ ∈Rd , this is a real, symmetric,

positive semi-definite (PSD) d ×d matrix with entries

g j k (θ) = Re
{〈∂ jφ(θ)|∂kφ(θ)〉−〈∂ jφ(θ)|φ(θ)〉〈φ(θ)|∂kφ(θ)〉} . (5.1)

Evaluating g (θ) requires evaluating a number of circuit scaling quadratically in the number of

parameters d , which quickly becomes expensive for large number of variational parameters.

To reduce this cost, some methods propose to approximate the QGT by a diagonal or block-
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diagonal matrix [234], however this approximation misses correlations in-between parameters

and might fail in systems where these are strong.

Figure 5.1: (a) Runtime estimates to perform QNG on a superconducting qubit chip as a func-
tion of the number of parameters in the circuit. (b) The ansatz circuit used in the benchmark
estimates.

In Fig. 5.1(a) we count the number of circuits required for a full QNG optimization and

estimate the runtime on a current superconducting qubit device. We assume the near-term-

friendly circuit structure in Fig. 5.1(b), which only has next-neighbor interactions and r =
⌈log2(n)⌉ layers for n qubits. For 300 QNG steps, the number of circuits to execute is already

of the order of 106 for only 100 parameters. Assuming an optimistic N = 103 measurements

per circuit and idealistic execution times for gate operations and qubit reset, which is detailed

in Appendix D.1, we find that the runtime of the optimization already exceeds 1 week for a

mere 200 parameters. With quantum processors reaching sizes over 1000 qubits [19], multiple

hundreds of parameters are reasonable circuit dimensions but such a a system is prohibitively

costly to simulate with QNG or VarQITE.

In this chapter, we propose a technique to reduce the cost of approximating the QGT to

constant in the number of parameters. The idea is to construct stochastic estimators by first

formulating g as Hessian and, then, applying simultaneous perturbation stochastic approxi-

mation (SPSA) [211] techniques to draw unbiased samples using only four circuit evaluations,

independent of the number of parameters. The resulting algorithm, quantum natural SPSA

(QN-SPSA), is a stochastic approximation of the QNG. We benchmark the algorithm and inves-

tigate its efficiency and convergence properties on various model systems. Then, we apply it to

more practically-relevant tasks including the ground-state preparation of a molecular system

on quantum hardware, a generative learning task, and black-box function optimization.
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5.1 Stochastic approximation of the QGT

In Section 4.4.4, we have seen the SPSA algorithm, which is a stochastic approximation of

gradient descent, and defines iterations as

θ(k+1) = θ(k) −ηk∇̂∇∇L(k)
, (5.2)

with learning rate ηk ∈R>0 and the gradient sample

∇̂∇∇L(k) = L(
θ(k) +ϵ∆)−L(

θ(k) −ϵ∆)
2ϵ

∆−1, (5.3)

for a small perturbation ϵ ∈ R>0 and a random ∆ ∈ Rd where each element has zero mean,

E[∆ j ] = 0, and existing inverse moment, E[|∆−1
j |] ≤∞. The inverse ∆−1 is to be understood

element-wise. A commonly used distribution is the Bernoulli distribution over {1,−1} for each

dimension.

In contrast to a gradient descent iteration, which requires O(d) circuit evaluations to

compute the gradient, SPSA only requires two—independent of the number of parameters d .

We can leverage the same technique to reduce the number of evaluations for the QNG, which

has the update rule

θ(k+1) = θ(k) −ηk g−1(θ(k))∇∇∇L(
θ(k)). (5.4)

The gradient of the loss function can directly be approximated with the SPSA formula above.

To extend the technique to the real part of the QGT, we formulate it as Hessian of the fidelity,

g (θ) =−1

2
∇∇∇∇∇∇⊤

θ F (θ′,θ)

∣∣∣∣∣
θ′=θ

, (5.5)

where F (θ′,θ) = |〈φ(θ′)|φ(θ)〉 |2 is the fidelity of the variational ansatz at two different parame-

ter points, θ′ and θ. See Appendix D.2 for the equivalence of this QGT formulations with the

previously given Eq. (5.1). Using the formula for stochastic approximations of Hessians, see

Section 4.4.4, we then define a sample of g at parameters θ as

ĝ =− δF

8ϵ2

(
1

2∆(∆′)⊤
+ 1

2∆′∆⊤

)
, (5.6)

with

δF = F (θ,θ+ϵ∆+ϵ∆′)−F (θ,θ+ϵ∆−ϵ∆′)−F (θ,θ−ϵ∆+ϵ∆′)+F (θ,θ−ϵ∆−ϵ∆′), (5.7)

for two random directions∆,∆′ ∈Rd . This is an unbiased estimator of the QGT, i.e., E(ĝ ) = g ,

since the second-order SPSA approximation produces unbiased Hessian samples (up to O(ϵ)).

Individual samples ĝ have rank ≤ 2 and are a poor approximation of the full matrix g . In

addition, the QNG requires the inversion of g to compute g−1(θ)∇∇∇L and using a single sample

ĝ is numerically unstable. The estimator could be improved by combining individually drawn
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samples as

ĝM = 1

M

M∑
m=1

ĝ(m). (5.8)

which converges to g with an error of O(M−0.5), as shown in an example in Fig. 5.2. However,

since the learning rate ηk is typically small and the QGT does not change significantly in

between QNG iterations, we can also combine the sample ĝ (k) at current parameters θ(k) with

samples of previous iterations [308]. The averaged estimator over all samples in the iteration is

ḡ (k) = 1

k +1

k∑
j=0

ĝ ( j ) = 1

k +1
ĝ (k) + k

k +1
ḡ (k−1). (5.9)

As initial value we use the identity, ĝ (0) = ḡ (0) = I, which equals to starting from standard,

first-order SPSA. To further improve the estimator, we next impose properties of the matrix g ,

namely that it is symmetric and PSD. The samples are already symmetric by construction and

the PSD-ness can, for example, be ensured by replacing the estimator with
√

ḡ (k)ḡ (k), which

amounts to replacing the eigenvalues of ḡ (k) with their absolute values [308].
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Figure 5.2: Convergence of the estimator ĝM . As discussed in Section 4.4.4, the SPSA estimator
for the Hessian has a O(ϵ) bias, which causes the error convergence to plateau.

Finally, the QN-SPSA update step is

θ(k+1) = θ(k) −ηk
(
ḡ (k))−1∇̂∇∇L(k)

, (5.10)

where the PSD-version of ḡ (k) is used. In practice, it is crucial to compute the inverse of the

QGT estimator in a numerically stable manner, e.g., by solving a linear system of equations

instead and by using an appropriate regularization, such as an L-curve method [321]. Solving

for the update step is discussed in more detail in Chapter 6, where an accurate solution at

minimal regularization is even more crucial as we are not only interested in the final, minimal

energy state, but in the precise state evolution at every timestep.
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5.1.1 Measuring state fidelities

Computing a sample ĝ requires the evaluation of the fidelity of the ansatz |φ(θ)〉 for two

different sets of parameters, θ and θ′. Evaluating such state overlaps is an ubiquitous task,

used, among other fields, in machine learning [197] or chemistry [322] applications, and

there a variety of techniques available to compute the fidelity on a quantum computer. In

the following paragraphs we outline different methods to then select the optimal version for

near-term quantum processors. A comparison of resource requirements in shown in Table 5.1.

unitary required complex parts depth width
Hadamard test [323] yes yes 2D (∗) n +1
swap test [324] no no D +O(n) 2n +1
swap in Bell basis [325] no no D +2(†) 2n
unitary overlap [197] yes no 2D n
randomized
measurements(‡) [326]

no no D n

Table 5.1: Overview of methods for fidelity evaluation. (∗) Can be reduced to D if the circuits
are prepared by the same unitary. (†) If pairwise connection between qubit pairs of the two
states do not require additional swaps. (‡) Requires O(2n) measurements.

Swap test

The Swap test [324] is a well-known algorithm that does not require explicit knowledge of

the state-preparing unitaries. For two input states |ψ1〉 and |ψ2〉 and the circuit shown in

Fig. 5.3(a), the probability to measure 0 on the auxiliary qubit is

p0 = 1+|〈ψ1|ψ2〉 |2
2

, (5.11)

which allows to determine the fidelity. An imminent drawback of the Swap test is the complex-

ity of implementing the series of controlled-Swap gates. While there is a direct implementation

of this gate in quantum optics [327], other platforms require a, typically expensive, decompo-

sition in terms of basis gates.

Figure 5.3: (a) Swap test using controlled Swap gates. (b) Swap test variation based on CX gates
and classical post-processing.
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By including additional, classical post-processing, the resource requirements of the Swap

test can be reduced to the circuit shown in Fig. 5.3(b) [325, 328]. This method, however, still

requires the implementation of CX gates across the state registers, which be challenging to

map onto near-term quantum computers efficiently due to the typically limited connectivity

between qubits.

Randomized measurements

The randomized measurements [326] approach for fidelity calculation requires the least

complex circuits, as it only applies local unitaries to the states |ψ1〉 and |ψ2〉 and measures

them separately. The fidelity for n-qubit states is calculated as

| 〈ψ1|ψ2〉 |2 = 2n
∑
s,s ′

(
−1

2

)dH (s,s ′) 1

|U |
∑

U∈U
ps (U |ψ1〉)ps ′(U |ψ2〉), (5.12)

where s, s ′ ∈ {0,1}n iterate over all computational basis states, ps (|ψ〉) is the probability to

measure the outcome s on state |ψ〉, U contains a number of random local unitaries and dH is

the Hamming distance defined as

dH (s, s ′) =
n∑

j=1
|s j − s′j |. (5.13)

The accuracy of this estimation depends number of measurements and number of random

unitaries. Due to the iteration over all basis states the randomized measurements approach

requires an exponential number of measurements, which makes it unsuitable to scale up to a

large number of qubits.

Hadamard test

The fidelity can be evaluated with a linear combination of unitaries technique, which we

previously applied to estimate quantum circuit gradients in Section 4.4.3. For the application

to the overlap of quantum states this approach is commonly referred to as the Hadamard

test [323]. To compute the overlap the Hadamard test requires knowledge of the state preparing

unitaries, |ψ1,2〉 =U1,2 |0〉. It then uses the LCU circuit (see Fig. 4.9) to evaluate

| 〈ψ1|ψ2〉 |2 = |〈0|U †
1U2|0〉 |2 = Re

(
〈0|U †

1U2|0〉
)2 + Im

(
〈0|U †

1U2|0〉
)2

, (5.14)

where real and imaginary parts are evaluated separately.

If the states are prepared by the same parameterized unitary with different sets or parame-

ters, the circuit for the Hadamard test can be significantly simplified. Instead of the open and

closed controls on the complete unitary, it is sufficient to only control the difference of the

two states. For example, if |ψ1〉 = |φ(θ)〉 and |ψ2〉 = |φ(θ′)〉 with

|φ(θ)〉 =VdUd (θd ) · · ·V1U1(θ1)V0 |0〉 , (5.15)
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the circuit simplifies to Fig. 5.4. While this simplification reduces the number of control and

total number of gates to be implemented, it still requires d controlled, generally non-local

operations, which makes it challenging to implement on near-term hardware.

|0〉 H P (α) • · · · • H
Z ⊗ I⊗n

|0〉⊗n V0 U1(θ1) U1(δθ1) · · · Ud (θd ) Ud (δθd ) Vd

Figure 5.4: The Hadamard test for a parameterized state with two different sets of parameters,
|φ(θ)〉 and |φ(θ′)〉, where δθ = θ′−θ. For α= 0 the real part of the overlap is computed and
for α=π/2 the imaginary part.

Unitary overlap

A possibly more near-term friendly method, that does not require qubit connections beyond

already present in the state preparation is the unitary-overlap technique, also referred to

as compute-uncompute [197]. The fidelity can be written as measurement of the all-zero

projector P0 = (|0〉〈0|)⊗n , as

| 〈ψ1|ψ2〉 |2 = |〈0|U †
1U2|0〉 |2 = 〈0|U †

1U2|0〉〈0|U †
2U1 |0〉︸ ︷︷ ︸
=|ψ12〉

= 〈ψ12|P0|ψ12〉 . (5.16)

Thus, measuring the fidelity amounts to preparing the state shown in Fig. 5.5 and measuring

the probability of all qubits being in state 0.

|0〉
U1 U †

2
...

...

|0〉

Figure 5.5: The circuit for unitary overlap. The fidelity is given by the probability to measure 0
on every qubit.

The drawback of this approach is still that it requires applying both unitaries sequentially.

However, since no additional qubits, non-local connections, or exponential numbers of

measurements are required, this is generally the most near-term compatible approach to

measuring the fidelity.

5.2 Numerical experiments

Two important metrics for the efficiency of an optimization algorithm are the convergence

speed and stability. How fast an algorithm converges can be measured, for example, in the

number of iterations, the wall-time or the consumed resources. The stability includes, e.g., the

sensitivity of the hyperparameters (does a slight change in the settings have a large impact on
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the convergence?) or dependence of the convergence to the initial point of the optimization. In

this section we investigate and benchmark the behavior of QN-SPSA in numerical simulations

with regard to these metrics. We compare the performance of QN-SPSA to plain SPSA, which

requires less resources per step but does not take into account information geometry, and the

non-stochastic versions of GD: standard, or “vanilla”, GD and QNG.

5.2.1 Convergence speed

In the first experiment we compare the speed of convergence as the value of the loss function

against the number of iterations and against the number of circuit executions. The loss

function is the expectation value of Hamiltonian H ,

L(θ) = 〈φ(θ)|H |φ(θ)〉 , (5.17)

where H is a local Pauli-Z Z operator and we use a Pauli two-design circuit as ansatz |φ(θ)〉,
as in Ref. [234]. The circuit, shown in Fig. 5.6, is initialized with a layer of RY (π/4) gates

followed by a series of rotation and entanglement layers. In the rotation layer single-qubit

Pauli rotations are applied, where the rotation axis is randomly selected from {X ,Y , Z }. The

entanglement layer consists of pairwise controlled-Z gates between neighboring qubits.

|0〉 RY
(
π
4

)
RP1 (θ1) • · · ·

|0〉 RY
(
π
4

)
RP2 (θ2) • • · · ·

|0〉 RY
(
π
4

)
RP3 (θ3) • • · · ·

|0〉 RY
(
π
4

)
RP4 (θ4) • • · · ·

|0〉 RY
(
π
4

)
RP5 (θ5) • · · ·

Figure 5.6: The Pauli two-design circuit shown here for n = 5 qubits. The dashed box is
repeated in each layer and a final layer of rotation gate RP j is added. The rotation axis P j is
chosen uniformly at random from {X ,Y , Z }.

In this experiment, we use n = 11 qubits with the Z Z operator acting on qubits 5 and 6,

that is H = Z5Z6. We repeat the rotation and entanglement layers 3 times, such that all qubits

contribute to the expectation value, and a add a final rotation layer, which leads to a total of

d = 44 parameters. All optimizers use a learning rate of η= 10−2 and the SPSA methods use

perturbation of ϵ= 10−2. SPSA and QN-SPSA use a single sample of the gradient (and QGT)

per step. For numerical stability in solving the QN-SPSA linear system, we add a regularization

of β= 10−3 to the diagonal of the QGT estimate. GD and QNG are run once, while for the SPSA

methods we show mean and one standard deviation over 25 independent experiments. All

optimizers start from the same initial point and each circuit execution is simulated with 8192

noise-free measurements in Qiskit [176].
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Figure 5.7: Investigation of the loss for the Pauli two-design circuit with 3 layers for the local
observable H = Z5Z6 on n = 11 qubits. (a) The loss as function of the number of iterations,
and (b) as number of executed circuits.

In Fig. 5.7(a) we show the convergence as function of the iterations for each method. As

previously observed in Ref. [234], QNG requires less iterations to converge compared to GD.

The jumps in the QNG convergence are caused by numerical instabilities in solving the linear

system. The mean of SPSA closely matches GD, which we expect as the SPSA gradient are

unbiased estimates of the true gradient. Importantly, we see that QN-SPSA outperforms the

first-order gradient optimizers, however, it does not match the QNG loss. This is due to the

additional regularization, which biases the parameter dynamics towards GD, as shown in

Section 5.2.3. Also, QN-SPSA exhibits a larger standard deviation than SPSA, that is likely

caused by the preconditioning of the gradient with a noisy, potentially low-rank matrix.

On near-term quantum computers, however, convergence in terms of numbers of iteration

is not necessarily the most important metric. Instead, the overall runtime is determined by

the number of circuit executions—at least until these can be massively parallelized. From this

point of view, Fig. 5.7(b) shows that both SPSA techniques clearly exceed the performance

of QNG and GD. Even though QN-SPSA performed worse in the per-iteration comparison,

it requires only 2100 circuits for the optimization whereas QNG evaluated 679’200, under

the favorable assumption that the LCU technique can be used to evaluate the QGT. Note,

that even for QN-SPSA, the number of measurements exceeds the dimension of the Hilbert

space and the ground state of the diagonal Hamiltonian could be found by enumeration

of all basis states. However, the goal of this experiment is to demonstrate the relation of

the different optimization algorithms. To outperform enumeration, we can consider larger

systems, optimize the algorithms’ hyperparameters or consider non-diagonal Hamiltonians.

In this simple example, SPSA and QN-SPSA require roughly the same number of circuits to

converge. However for loss functions that have different sensitivities to different parameters,

the natural gradient characteristic of QN-SPSA comes more into play. The following, more

challenging example displays the advantage of taking into account the information geometry.

95



CHAPTER 5. QUANTUM NATURAL SPSA

Challenging landscape

As a more difficult optimization landscape, we consider a Max-Cut problem on a random

graph with random integer weights on n = 5 nodes. The Hamiltonian for the specific instance

we investigate is

H = Z4Z5 +2.5Z3Z5 +2.5Z3Z4 −0.5Z2Z5 −0.5Z2Z3 −4.5Z1Z5 +3.5Z1Z3. (5.18)

To find the ground state of this Hamiltonian we use a QAOA ansatz [73] with a mixer Hamilto-

nian HM =∑n
j=1 X j /20. The circuit is shown in Fig. 5.8. The loss landscape of this optimization

problem has various local minima embedded in steep, narrow canyons that are surrounded by

flats. The gradients vary by several orders of magnitude in different parameter dimensions and

at different points, which makes this a challenging problem for geometry-agnostic optimizers.

|0〉 H P (2θ1) P (−9θ1) P (−θ1) P (5θ1) RX (θ2/10)

|0〉 H • P (5θ1) RX (θ2/10)

|0〉 H P (7θ1) P (−θ1) • • RX (θ2/10)

|0〉 H • • RX (θ2/10)

|0〉 H • • RX (θ2/10)

Figure 5.8: The QAOA ansatz for the specified Max-Cut problem.

We run QN-SPSA for η= 10−2 and ϵ= 10−2 and compare the parameter trajectory to SPSA

in Fig. 5.9(a). For SPSA we use three different sets of hyperparameters:

• The same as QN-SPSA, η= 10−2 and ϵ= 10−2.

• Exponential decays, ηk = Ak−0.602 and ϵk = C k−0.101, where C = 0.2 and A is chosen

such that the first update step has an approximate magnitude of δ=π/5 per parameter

dimension, as suggested in Ref. [171]. Explicitly, this means

A = δ∥∥∥E[∆̂L(
θ(0)

)]∥∥∥
1

d

≈ δ ·d ·
∥∥∥∥∥ 1

M

M∑
j=1

L(θ(0) +C∆( j ))−L(θ(0) −C∆( j ))

2C
∆−1

( j )

∥∥∥∥∥
1

, (5.19)

where∆( j ) ∈Rd are i.i.d. sampled perturbation directions and the inverse∆−1
( j ) is element-

wise, ∥ ·∥1 is the 1-norm and we used M = 25.

• Exponential decays with a manually tuned update step magnitude of δ= 0.1.

Only the SPSA settings with sufficiently small learning rate find the target minimum. The

calibration from Ref. [171] starts from a much too large learning rate and oscillates around the

loss landscape. The advantage of QN-SPSA is clearly shown in Fig. 5.9(b), where we show the

convergence as function of number of evaluated circuits.

96



5.2. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

Figure 5.9: (a) The QAOA loss landscape with the parameter trajectories of SPSA and QN-SPSA.
(b) The convergence as a function of number of circuit evaluations.

This experiment emphasises an additional advantage of natural gradients over standard

gradient descent: both GD and SPSA need careful, model-dependent hyperparameter tuning.

In addition, in some cases an efficient set of hyperparameters might not exist, since the

learning rate acts the same on all parameters but the model has different sensitivities in

different dimensions. Natural gradient approaches, the learning rate directly controls changes

in the model instead of the parameters and can, thus, often be set independent of the specific

model at hand. In all our experiments the value of η= 10−2 performed well.

5.2.2 Convergence region

While a faster convergence is a key advantage of natural gradients, it is not the only one.

Since QNG approximates VarQITE, as previously discussed in Section 4.2.2, it comes with

a convergence guarantee under idealized conditions, including that the initial state has a

sufficient overlap with the ground state, and that the ansatz and hyperparameter settings

allow to track the parameter dynamics sufficiently close. But, even if not all these criteria are

met, QNG and QN-SPSA benefit from superior convergence properties compared first-order

gradient techniques.

To demonstrate this, we investigate a simple two-qubit problem from Ref. [75], which

minimizes the energy of the diagonal Hamiltonian

H =


1 0 0 0

0 2 0 0

0 0 3 0

0 0 0 0

 ,

using the ansatz shown in Fig. 5.10. We investigate the convergence of GD, QNG, SPSA and

QN-SPSA for a grid of initial points in [−π,π]2 without shot noise. The hyperparameters use

the same settings as in Ref. [75], which are η= 0.886 for GD (and SPSA) and η= 0.225 for QNG

(and QN-SPSA). An optimization is marked as converged if the final value is within a distance

of 10−4 to the optimal value. Since SPSA and QN-SPSA are of stochastic nature, we repeat 10

runs per initial point and consider the experiment as successful if at least one run converged.
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|0〉 RX (θ1) •
|0〉 RY (θ2)

Figure 5.10: The ansatz to minimize the energy of the diagonal Hamiltonian. Note that
compared to Ref. [75] no explicit global phase parameter is needed as the QGT already accounts
for it.

Figure 5.11: Convergence regions of GD, QNG, SPSA and QN-SPSA. Initial points are labelled
blue, if the optimizer converged from it, and red otherwise.

In Fig. 5.11 we show the loss landscape where the initial points are labelled blue, if the

optimization converged from this point, and red otherwise. The results of GD and QNG match

the observations of Ref. [75]. The QNG optimization is successful for all initial points except

when one initial parameter is exactly zero, in which case the minimization cannot escape

the center lines as there is no orthogonal gradient contribution. In addition to these points,

GD fails to find the optimal solution in a diamond-shaped region around the center saddle

point at (0,0). SPSA and QN-SPSA largely match the behavior or GD and QNG, but suffer less

from the missing orthogonal gradient component. This is due to the fact that all gradient

components contribute to the magnitude of the randomly selected update direction, which

allows to move into directions where the gradient is zero. In conclusion, we find that QN-SPSA

has the largest convergence region of all the compared methods.
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5.2.3 Influence of regularization

The QGT matrix be easily singular, which causes the linear system, that needs to be solved

for the parameter derivative, to be ill-conditioned. For example, assume the simple Pauli

two-design circuit in Fig. 5.7 with only RY rotations on 2 qubits with r = 1 repetition at the

parameters θ = 0. The real part of the QGT for this circuit is

g (0) = 1

4


1 0 1/

p
2 0

0 1 0 1/
p

2

1/
p

2 0 1 1/2

0 1/
p

2 1/2 1

 , (5.20)

which is a singular matrix with null-space K = {x/
p

2,−x/
p

2,−x, x | x ∈R}.

In addition to the fact that the QGT can be singular, the QN-SPSA estimates ĝ are at most

rank-2 matrices, as they are proportional to the outer product (∆(∆′)⊤)−1 + (∆′∆⊤)−1. To

ensure the linear system can be solved in a stable manner, we add a regularization constant

β> 0 onto the diagonal of the QGT estimate. This diagonal shift, however, has an influence on

the parameter dynamics.

0 50 100 150 200 250 300
iterations

1.0
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0.4
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= 1
= 10 1
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Figure 5.12: Convergence of QN-SPSA for the Pauli two-design experiment for different regu-
larization constants β.

We assume a normalized diagonal shift as regularization, that is (g +β1)/(1+β), such that

for β= 0 there is no regularization and for β→∞ the estimate is the identity I. Without the

normalizing factor, increasing β would decrease the step size. From the limits we can see

that β interpolates between the QNG and GD, since using the identity as pre-conditioner

simply yields the standard gradient. This is reflected in the numerical experiment in Fig. 5.12,

where we repeat the Pauli two-design experiment of Section 5.2.1 for different regularization

constants. Using a small regularization, which provides a faithful approximation of the QGT

is prone to numerical instability. A large regularization, on the other hand, neglects the

information geometry and is closer to a standard gradient descent update.
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5.3 Applications

In the following sections we investigate QN-SPSA in the context of molecular ground state

search, generative learning, and black box optimization.

5.3.1 Molecular ground states

Finding ground states is a key subroutine in quantum chemistry, which we demonstrate in

this section for the lithium-hydride (LiH) molecule using QN-SPSA and the ibmq_montreal
device [18].

We describe the LiH molecule, at a bond distance of 2.5Å, with an STO3G basis set, which

results in six molecular orbitals. The one and two body integrals for the system are then

obtained using PySCF [329] to perform a Restricted Hartree-Fock calculation. To reduce the

number of qubits, we further restrict the simulated active space to three molecular orbitals

and map the excitation and annihilation operators to qubits using the parity mapping [88],

which leads to a 6-qubit Hamiltonian. Leveraging the properties of the parity mapping, we can

remove two additional qubits and finally obtain a 4-qubit description of the system. As ansatz

to model the wave function we use a hardware-efficient circuit shown in Fig. 5.13, which can

be mapped to the quantum chip without additional Swap gates.

|0〉 RY RZ • RY RZ

|0〉 RY RZ • RY RZ

|0〉 RY RZ • RY RZ

|0〉 RY RZ RY RZ

Figure 5.13: The ansatz used for the LiH calculation. Each Pauli rotation gate is parameterized
with an individual parameter.

In Fig. 5.14 we compare the performance of SPSA and QN-SPSA with learning rates

η = 10−2, perturbation of ϵ = 10−1 where each circuit is sampled with 1024 measurements.

QN-SPSA uses a regularization of β= 10−3 and starts with 100 QGT samples in the first two

iterations, for a good initial estimation, followed by two samples in the remaining optimization.

We use the same random initial point for both optimizers and show mean and standard devia-

tion over five independent runs, and observe that QN-SPSA converges faster both in number

of iterations and required circuit evaluations. The measured energies at final parameters

deviate from the exact value by 200mH, due to the hardware noise. This difference can likely

be overcome with error mitigation techniques, such as readout error mitigation and zero-noise

extrapolation.

Molecular Hamiltonians typically have a large number of Pauli terms, which affects the

number of circuit evaluations required to measure the energy gradient. The QGT, on the other

hand, only depends on the ansatz and each QGT sample uses only four fidelity evaluations

independent of the structure of the Hamiltonian. Thus, the overhead to perform a QN-SPSA
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Figure 5.14: Ground-state approximation of LiH, measured in Hartree (H) as function of (a)
the number of iterations and (b) the number of evaluated circuits.

sample on top of an SPSA gradient is

QN-SPSA

SPSA
= 4+2K

2K
=


3, diagonal Hamiltonian,

1.08, LiH in restricted space,

1.01, full LiH with 6-31G orbital basis,

(5.21)

where K is the number of basis that the circuit has to be measured in to evaluate the energy.

The more complex the Hamiltonian, the smaller the overhead of QN-SPSA and for K ≫ 1 the

natural gradient information can be included at a negligible overhead.

5.3.2 Quantum Boltzmann machines

A Boltzmann machines (BM) is a machine learning model, that can be expressed as stochastic

Ising model defined by

H =− ∑
〈 j k〉

W j k Z j Zk −
∑

j
h j Z j , (5.22)

where W j k are the model weights and h j the node biases. From a physics perspective, W j k

describes the interaction strength of spins j and k and h j is the magnetic field strength at site

j . BMs can be fully connected, in which case 〈 j k〉 iterates over all pairs, or restricted to certain

connections among the nodes.

BMs assign a probability distribution to a binary state z ∈ {−1,1}n given by the Boltzmann

distribution

pz (W,h) = e−βEz (W,h)

Z (β,W,h)
, (5.23)

where Ez is the energy,

Ez (W,h) = 〈z |H(W,h)|z〉 =− ∑
〈 j k〉

W j k z j zk −
∑

j
h j z j , (5.24)

and Z (β,W,h) is the partition function at inverse temperature β. For a sufficient number of

sites, BMs are universal function approximators and can represent any classical probability
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distribution. They have been used for a wide range of classical applications [330–332], but

also to model quantum systems [333]. Challenges of implementing a BM, however, include

the evaluation of the partition function and the evaluation of gradients, in particular for

unrestricted BMs. Since this machine learning model is inherently connected to a quantum

mechanical system, quantum Boltzmann machines (QBMs) have recently been suggested [198,

255] as a solution to these bottlenecks.

The probability distribution of a BM can be written in terms of a Gibbs state ρG , that is

pz (W,h) = Tr
(
ρG (W,h) |z〉〈z |) , (5.25)

with

ρG (W,h) = e−βH(W,h)

Z (β,W,h)
. (5.26)

The spin state |z〉 is identified with a computational basis state |x〉 , x ∈N by

|z〉 = |zn · · ·z1〉 ≡
∣∣∣∣1− zn

2
· · · 1− z1

2

〉
= |xn · · ·x1〉 = |x〉 , (5.27)

where z j ∈ {−1,1} and where x j ∈ {0,1} describes the binary representation of the integer x.

The Gibbs state can, for example, be prepared via quantum phase estimation [334, 335] or

minimizing the free energy of the system [247]. Here, we instead use the approach outlined

in Fig. 4.5, which relies on quantum imaginary time evolution of a maximally mixed state.

Since the QNG dynamics coincide with variational imaginary time evolution, we approximate

the imaginary time evolution with our QN-SPSA algorithm to obtain an efficient Gibbs-state

preparation.

We use the variational QBM (VarQBM) in an illustrative example to learn the distribution

of a Bell-state, (|00〉+ |11〉)/
p

2, defined by

p∗ =


1
2

0

0
1
2

 . (5.28)

The VarQBM is trained by optimizing the weights W and biases h, such that the Boltzmann

distribution at inverse temperature β = 1 matches the target distribution. To measure the

difference to the target distribution we use the cross entropy, such that the loss function is

L(W,h) =−
2n−1∑
x=0

p∗
x log

(
px (W,h)

)
, (5.29)

with the Boltzmann probability defined in Eq. (5.25) and n = 2. Each loss function evaluation

thus requires the preparation of a Gibbs state.

To prepare these Gibbs states, we use the ansatz |φ(θ)〉 shown in Fig. 5.15 with the initial
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parameters

θ(0)
j =

π
2 , if j ∈ {9,10},

0, otherwise,
(5.30)

such that tracing out subsystem B yields the maximally mixed state on subsystem A.. We

then perform imaginary time evolution up to time τ=β/2 = 0.5 by using QN-SPSA with the

adapted update rule,

θ(τ+∆τ) = θ(τ)−∆t ḡ−1(τ)
∇̂∇∇E(τ)

2
, (5.31)

with E(τ) = 〈φ(θ(τ))|H(W,h)|φ(θ(τ))〉. In the experiments we use 10 integration steps with

∆τ = 0.05, a perturbation of 10−2 and a regularization constant of 0.1. Since we are interested

accurately reproducing the dynamics, we re-sample the QGT and energy gradient 10 times in

each iteration, to increase the accuracy. This approach is further developed in Chapter 6.

|0A〉 RY (θ1) RZ (θ5) RY (θ9) RZ (θ13) •
|0A〉 RY (θ2) RZ (θ6) • RY (θ10) RZ (θ14) •
|0B 〉 RY (θ3) RZ (θ7) • RY (θ11) RZ (θ15)

|0B 〉 RY (θ4) RZ (θ8) • RY (θ12) RZ (θ16)

Figure 5.15: The parameterized circuit encoding the Gibbs state.

With the Gibbs preparation at hand, we optimize the Hamiltonian parameters W and h

with 100 SPSA iterations with a learning rate and perturbation of 0.1. The initial parameters

are chosen uniformly at random from [−2,2].

Figure 5.16: Generative learning with VarQBMs. (a) Comparison of the training loss using
two different subroutines for the Gibbs-state preparation: QN-SPSA and exact matrix expo-
nentiation. As target value we show the final value of the exact evolution method. For the
QN-SPSA training we show mean and standard deviation over 10 independent runs. (c) The
final probabilities of the trained Gibbs states. For each of the 10 optimization runs we prepare
the final state 10 times to approximate the standard deviation on the final sampling statistics.

In Fig. 5.16(a) we show the convergence of the cross entropy of the VarQBM, where we
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compare performing the imaginary time evolution with QN-SPSA against an exact, matrix-

based evolution. Even though the preparation via QN-SPSA is subject to sampling noise, the

VarQBM reliably converges to the target loss, and the final sampling statistics closely match

the target distribution, as seen in Fig. 5.16(b).

To further improve the results, we could improve the imaginary time evolution, by using

more QGT re-samplings and reducing the timestep ∆τ, or improve the QBM model. This

can be achieved by including additional hidden layers, i.e. additional spins that are not

representing the final state.

5.3.3 Black box optimization

Note

This subsection is based on the co-authored article "Variational quantum algorithm for

unconstrained black box binary optimization: Application to feature selection" by Zoufal

et al., published in Quantum 7 909 (2023).

In binary black box optimization we consider an objective function f : {0,1}n →R, which

can be evaluated efficiently on a classical computer, but beyond the evaluation no information

about the internal structure or any gradient information is available. The task is then to find

the optimal solution x∗, defined as

x∗ = argminx∈{0,1}n f (x). (5.32)

Without knowledge on the behavior of f or access to its gradient and an exponentially large

state space, it is challenging to optimize the objective function.

Here we propose a workflow to implement black box optimization problems on a quantum

computer and solve them using QNG, which has advantageous convergence properties over

classical optimization routines. As discussed before, these properties are derived from Var-

QITE, which, for a sufficiently expressive ansatz |φ(θ)〉, a small enough integration timestep

and an initial overlap with the ground state, guarantees a convergence to the lowest energy

of the system. Since the optimal solution is a computational basis state, an overlap with the

solution is easily prepared by initializing the optimization in the equal superposition state,

|φ0〉 = |+〉⊗n = 1p
2n

2n−1∑
x=0

|x〉 . (5.33)

The objective function can be formulated as expectation value of a diagonal Hamiltonian

with the each possible binary vector evaluated on the diagonal, that is

H =


f (0 · · ·00)

f (0 · · ·01)
. . .

f (1 · · ·11)

 . (5.34)
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Imaginary-time evolution starting from the initial state |φ0〉 under this diagonal Hamiltonian

leads to the ground state and the solution of the optimization problem. Constructing the

Hamiltonian, however, would require evaluating the objective for the entire 2n possible bit-

strings, which is an infeasible, exponential number and would already reveal the solution

through brute-force search.

To circumvent this issue, we can formulate the expectation value of the Hamiltonian using

only on-demand evaluations of a fixed number of bitstrings. Suppose an ansatz |φ(θ)〉 where

we seek the parameters θ ∈ Rd to minimize the energy of the above diagonal Hamiltonian,

which equals the loss function

L(θ) = 〈φ(θ)|H |φ(θ)〉

=
2n−1∑
x=0

px (θ) f (bin(x)),
(5.35)

where px (θ) = 〈φ(θ) |x〉〈x|φ(θ)〉 is the probability to measure the qubits in state x, bin(x)

returns the binary representation of the integer x. Instead of evaluating all exponential

bitstrings, we sample the ansatz N times and approximate the loss function as

L(θ) ≈ 1

N

N∑
j=1

f (bin(x( j ))), (5.36)

where x( j ) are integer-valued samples of the quantum state and in practice the samples are

first accumulated to avoid repetitive evaluations of the objective function for the same input.

With an efficient routine to evaluate the expectation value of the Hamiltonian at hand, we can

now use imaginary-time evolution or QNG to find the ground-state of the system.

In Ref. [4] we use our proposed workflow to solve a feature-selection problem on up

to 59 features on equally many qubits. Since a computing the QGT for this system size is

prohibitively expensive, we successfully use QN-SPSA to optimize the loss function. We refer to

the paper for more details and the results, which include a 20-qubit experiment on hardware

and a 59-qubit matrix-product-state simulation on a reduced ansatz to demonstrate the

scalability of our algorithm.

5.4 Conclusion

In this chapter, we derived a stochastic estimator for the quantum geometric tensor (QGT)

using techniques from simultaneous perturbation, stochastic approximation (SPSA) gradients.

Instead of calculating the QGT at a cost of O(d 2) circuit evaluations for a parameterized

circuit with d parameters, samples of this estimator can be obtained at a constant cost. With

this sampling approach we proposed a stochastic version of quantum natural gradients,

which we called QN-SPSA, which only requires O(1) circuit evaluations per iteration. In

detailed numerical experiments we find that this optimization routine inherits the favorable

convergence properties and robustness of natural gradients at the computational efficiency

of SPSA. As applications, we considered molecular ground-state preparation and generative

105



CHAPTER 5. QUANTUM NATURAL SPSA

learning using variational quantum Boltzmann machines. In particular for molecular ground

states we find a significant improvement in the number of required circuit measurements for

QN-SPSA. Our algorithm also contributed to the reported 120x speedup in the calculation of

the LiH dissociation curve using Qiskit Runtime [336]. The performance is likely amplified by

the fact that for Hamiltonian with a large number of terms, as is typically the case in molecular

systems, the overhead to implement QN-SPSA over SPSA is negligible.

The QN-SPSA algorithms allows the incorporation of a variety of improvements and hy-

perparameter tuning. These include improving the stability of the QGT estimator in the initial

iterations or discarding updates that increase the loss function due to numerical instabil-

ity. Further investigations into the optimal choice of these values, as well as the remaining

hyper-parameters, are interesting open questions. In addition, more in-depth comparisons

to budget-friendly optimization techniques, such as iCANS [337] or BayesMGD [72], could

provide insights into best practices for optimization of variational quantum algorithms. A

caveat of QN-SPSA could be the evaluation of the fidelity for the computation of a QGT sample,

which can require doubling either width or depth of the ansatz circuit.

To conclude, we provide a general procedure to approximate the QGT. In an optimization

context, this allows us to converge with less measurements and scale problems up to larger

sizes the previously possible. The introduced technique, however, is more widely applicable

and could provide a benefit for algorithms where the QGT evaluation is a bottleneck, such as

in variational quantum time evolution which we consider in in Chapter 6.
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6 Stochastic approximation
of quantum time evolution

Summary

This chapter is based on the article "Stochastic Approximation of Variational Quantum

Imaginary Time Evolution" by Gacon et al., in the proceedings of the 2023 IEEE Inter-

national Conference on Quantum Computing and Engineering (QCE). Building on the

previous chapter, we leverage the stochastic approximation of the quantum geometric

tensor to reduce the cost of variational quantum time evolution. Compared to QN-SPSA,

which solely aims to minimize the system energy, the here introduced modifications focus

on providing an accurate estimation at each timestep. As application, we perform the

imaginary-time evolution of a hardware-native Ising model on a complete 27 qubit chip.

As we have discussed earlier, quantum computers are a promising platform to efficiently

perform quantum time evolution (QTE)—a task that can be challenging for classical processors

due to the exponential scaling of the system’s wave function. Since near-term quantum

computers are noisy and have limited connectivities, we introduced variational quantum time

evolution (VarQTE) [186], which maps the state’s time evolution to the evolution of parameters

in a parameterized ansatz. Crucially, the ansatz can be restricted to circuit within the device’s

capabilities. We refer to Section 4.2 for the theory background used in this chapter.

Computing the parameter dynamics for VarQTE is based on quantum geometric tensor

(QGT) and evolution gradient. The QGT describes the sensitivity of the ansatz with respect to

its parameters and the evolution gradient encodes the direction of the parameter dynamics

on the variational manifold. For d ∈N variational parameters in the ansatz, calculating the

QGT and evolution gradient require evaluating a number of circuits scaling as O(d 2) and

O(d), respectively. In the previous chapter on quantum natural gradients (QNG), see Fig. 5.1,

we have seen that these evaluations quickly becomes a bottleneck for even moderately sized

circuits with a few 100 parameters. The same considerations hold for VarQTE as well, as the

QNG update step coincides with VarQTE for imaginary-time evolution, and the overhead

for real-time evolution is even greater. Due to this unfavorable scaling, a range of different

approaches to variational time evolution have been proposed, which we already reviewed in

Section 4.2.

The stochastic approach presented in this chapter allows to perform both real- and imag-
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inary quantum time evolution by extending the simultaneous perturbation, stochastic ap-

proximation techniques previously used for QNG [1, 211]. Instead of evaluating the QGT

and evolution gradients in each timestep, we use accurate initial values and iteratively up-

date the estimators with unbiased samples. Each sample can be obtained at a constant cost

independent of the number of parameters, i.e., O(1). In numerical benchmarks we provide ev-

idence that this stochastic approach requires fewer measurements than VarQTE to achieve the

same accuracy. This reduction in computational cost allows us to perform an imaginary-time

evolution on 27 qubits on an IBM Quantum processor [18].

6.1 Stochastic estimation of the parameter dynamics

As a solution to the prohibitive scaling of the computational costs involved in evaluating the

QGT for a large number of parameters, we propose to replace g with a stochastic estimate

ĝ that can be computed efficiently [1]. This estimator, introduced in Chapter 5, leverages

the fact that the QGT is the Hessian of the Fubini-Study metric, which allows to construct a

sample ĝ at point θ as

ĝ =− δF

8ϵ2

(
1

2∆(∆′)⊤
+ 1

2∆′∆⊤

)
, (6.1)

where∆,∆′ ∈Rd are random perturbation directions whose inverse is understood element-

wise, ϵ> 0 is a small perturbation, and δF is measure for the curvature defined as

δF = F (θ,θ+ϵ(∆+∆′))−F (θ,θ+ϵ(∆−∆′))−F (θ,θ+ϵ(∆′−∆))+F (θ,θ−ϵ(∆+∆′)). (6.2)

The fidelity F (θ,θ′) = |〈φ(θ)|φ(θ′)〉 |2 can be evaluated with a range of techniques explained

in Section 5.1.1. The perturbation directions must obey certain properties described in

Section 4.4.4, such as having zero mean and existing inverse moments. A commonly used

distribution fulfilling all requirements is the Bernoulli distribution with equal probabilities for

sampling 1 or −1 in each dimension, i.e.,∆,∆′ ∼U ({1,−1}d ).

In variational imaginary-time evolution, b is the gradient of the energy, which also can be

sampled from with only a single perturbation direction, that is

b̂ =−1

2

E(θ+ϵ∆)−E(θ−ϵ∆)

2ϵ∆
. (6.3)

Note that for real-time evolution, it is not known how to write the evolution gradient as the

gradient of a scalar function. Therfore it cannot be sampled from but has to be evaluated with

a cost of O(d).

As in both estimators, ĝ and b̂, all parameter dimensions are perturbed simultaneously,

the evaluation cost does not depend on the number of parameters d in the model. Instead of

O(d 2) circuits for g and O(d) circuits for b, only a constant number of circuits, O(1), have to

be evaluated per sample.
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6.1.1 Improving estimator accuracy

In the previous chapter on QN-SPSA we have seen that individual samples ĝ can have a very

low accuracy to approximate the QGT. To reduce the error, we therefore averaged over a set of

M samples and combined them into a global average with all previous samples (remember

Eqs. (5.8) and (5.9)). The task of time evolution, however, requires a higher accuracy than

ground-state search as we are not only interested in the final state, but aim to track the

dynamics as closely as possible throughout every timestep.

We therefore propose the following adaption of QN-SPSA to make it suitable for time

evolution. In addition to re-sampling the QGT, we also draw multiple samples of the evolution

gradient, such that the samples in every step are

ĝM = 1

M

M∑
m=1

ĝ(m),

b̂M = 1

M

M∑
m=1

b̂(m).

(6.4)

Further, a global average over all samples cannot correctly capture the dynamics of g and

b. Instead, we suggest to re-combine the samples via a momenta τ1,τ2 ∈ [0,1], such that the

estimators in timestep k are given by

ḡ (k) = τ1ḡ (k−1) + (1−τ1)ĝ (k)
M ,

b̄(k) = τ2b̄(k−1) + (1−τ2)b̂(k)
M .

(6.5)

Especially in the first few timesteps, the estimators are biased towards the initial values

ḡ (0) and b̄(0), thus, it is important to find high-accuracy initial estimates. These initial values

could be computed using a large number of samples M or even by paying the O(d 2) price to

use the analytic formulae for g and b. However, in many cases the circuit implementing the

variational ansatz |φ(θ)〉 and the initial point have a simple structure that allow to efficiently

evaluate the QGT and evolution gradient classically.

Circuits, for example, that are constructed from Pauli rotations and Clifford gates at

initial points that are integer multiples of π/2 require only the evaluation of Clifford circuits

to compute g and b. That is because in this case the QGT and evolution gradient can be

evaluated with the parameter-shift rules with a shift of π/2 and at angles kπ/2, k ∈Z, the Pauli

rotations themselves become Clifford, as they can be expressed as

RX

(π
2

)
= S†HS†,

RY

(π
2

)
= X H ,

RZ

(π
2

)
= HRX

(π
2

)
H ,

(6.6)

and RX ,Y ,Z (kπ/2) = Rk
X ,Y ,Z (π/2).

While this might seem restrictive, it includes a commonly used class of circuits used e.g. in
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|0〉 RY (0) • RY
(
π
2

) |+〉
|0〉 RY (0) • RY

(
π
2

) |+〉
|0〉 RY (0) • RY

(
π
2

) |+〉
|0〉 RY (0) RY

(
π
2

) |+〉

∂2→

|0〉 • H X

|0〉 H X • H X

|0〉 • H X

|0〉 H X

Figure 6.1: A hardware-efficient circuit used in a feature selection problem in Ref. [4] with
the initial circuit on the left, preparing the |+〉 state on all qubits, and the circuit to evaluate
b2(θ) ∝ ∂2E(θ) using the parameter-shift rule on the right, where all gates are written in their
Clifford representation. The parameter θ2 is the angle of the first RY on the second wire.

ground-state search for molecules, where the variational ansatz first prepares the Hartree-Fock

solution, followed by partial swaps [267], or in combinatorial optimization, which starts in the

equal superposition state |+〉 on all qubits by e.g. using a QAOA ansatz where all parameters

are initially set to zero [73] or a hardware-efficient ansatz with π/2 angles [4]. An example of

the latter is shown in Fig. 6.1.

6.1.2 Stabilizing the linear system

Solving the linear system g (θ)θ̇ = b(θ) for the parameter derivative is only numerically stable

for the exact values of the QGT and the evolution gradient [320]. The estimates ḡ (k) and b̄(k) we

have access to, however, are subject to sampling errors due to a finite number of SPSA-based

samples, a finite number of measurements in the evaluation of the fidelities and expectation

values, and an error due to hardware noise. Finding a stable solution of the noisy linear system

ḡ (k)θ̇ = b̄(k), (6.7)

therefore requires careful regularization.

A straightforward regularization approach is to add a diagonal shift to the QGT, that is

(ḡ (k) +δI)θ̇ = b̄(k), (6.8)

where δ> 0 is the magnitude of the shift and I ∈Rd×d is the identity matrix. In practice, it is

often useful to re-write the linear system as convex, quadratic program, i.e.,

θ̇ = argminθ̇
θ̇⊤(ḡ (k) +δI)θ̇

2
− θ̇⊤b̄(k),

and solve it with a minimization subroutine (in this work we use COBYLA [205]). This diagonal

shift is equivalent to adding an offset δ to the eigenvalues of the QGT estimate, which decreases

the condition number and results in a more stable linear system. As shown in Chapter 5 a

diagonal shift, however, has an impact on the parameter dynamics and can therefore be
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problematic for time evolution.

Another option to stabilize the linear system is to solve it only the stable subspace where

the eigenvalues of the QGT estimator are above a given threshold. Instead of damping the

magnitude of the update step, as under a diagonal shift, this regularization only takes parame-

ter dimensions into account that have sufficient contribution to the dynamics. Since the QGT

estimate is a real, symmetric matrix it can be diagonalized, and the linear system becomes

ḡ (k)θ̇ = BΛB⊤θ̇,

where B is an orthonormal matrix andΛ= diag(λ1,λ2, ...,λd ) is a diagonal matrix containing

the real eigenvalues {λ j }d
j=1 of ḡ (k). By defining the basis-transformed vectors θ̇B = B⊤θ̇ and

bB = B⊤b̄(k), we can write the linear system for the parameter update in a diagonal form, given

by

Λθ̇B = bB . (6.9)

We now solve this system but only consider the well-conditioned components, that is

θ̇B
j =

bB
j /λ j , if λ j ≥ δ,

0, otherwise,
(6.10)

and then transform the solution back to the original basis, as θ̇ = B θ̇B . The threshold δ> 0

should be chosen large enough to cut off noisy signals due to finite sampling and measure-

ment errors, but as small as possible to not ignore significant contributions to the parameter

dynamics.

6.2 Numerical experiments

In this section we benchmark the performance of SA-QITE compared to standard VarQITE on

a transverse field Ising model on n spin-1/2 particles, given by

H = J
n−1∑
j=1

Z j Z j+1 +h
n∑

j=1
Xi , (6.11)

for J = 1/2 and h = −1. We select a variational ansatz |φ(θ)〉 that is prepared by a circuit

reflecting the nearest-neighbor interactions of the system. The circuit, shown in Fig. 6.2,

consists of r repetitions of rotation layers, implemented by individually parameterized Pauli-

Y and -Z rotations, and entanglement layers made up of pairwise CX gates. This circuit has a

total of d = 2n(r +1) parameters. Before turning to the accuracy benchmarks, we investigate

which regularization method provides the most accurate approximation to the parameter

dynamics to improve the results of SA-QITE.
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|0〉 RY RZ • · · · RY RZ

|0〉 RY RZ • · · · RY RZ

|0〉 RY RZ • · · · RY RZ
...

...
...

...
...

|0〉 RY RZ · · · RY RZ

Figure 6.2: The circuit preparing |φ(θ)〉 in the following numerical experiments. The dashed
box is repeated r = ⌈log(n)⌉ times.

6.2.1 Solving for the parameter update

We conduct a numerical experiment to benchmark both regularization approaches and iden-

tify which provides the more accurate time evolution on the Ising Hamiltonian of Eq. (6.11)

with n = 8 spins. In Figure 6.3 we perform the imaginary time evolution up to time T = 1.5 for

different thresholds δ and compare the diagonal shift and stable subspace regularizations. We

measure the accuracy of a specific setting by measuring the fidelity F and average integrated

infidelity I , which is defined as

I(T ) = 1

T

∫ T

0

(
1−|〈φ(θ(t ))|Ψ(t )〉 |2)dt , (6.12)

where |Ψ(t )〉 is the exact time-evolved state and |φ(θ(t ))〉 is the SA-QITE solution. We find that

solving the linear system in the stable subspace at a threshold of δ= 10−2 provides the best

result and is less sensitive to changes, than using a diagonal shift of δ.

Figure 6.3: Comparison of techniques to solve for the parameter derivative. (a) Fidelity F
compared to the exact time-evolved state at each time t . (b) Integrated infidelity I for the
methods.
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Figure 6.4: Total number of measurements, Ntotal, required to achieve the target accuracy
for SA-QITE and VarQITE, along with the fraction of both resource counts. SA-QITE requires
≈ 10% of the number of measurements compared to VarQITE.

6.2.2 Resource requirements

To measure the performance of SA-QITE and VarQITE we implement the imaginary time

evolution up to T = 1.5 and count the total number of circuit measurements Ntotal required

to achieve an average integrated fidelity of I = 0.05. We repeat the experiment for n = 4 to 10

qubits, using r = ⌈logn⌉ repetitions of rotation and entangling layers. For each system size we

optimize the hyperparameters of both algorithms to use the least possible resources while

still maintaining the target accuracy. In Fig. 6.4(a) we present the resource counts for both

algorithms, along with the fraction of measurements taken by SA-QITE and VarQITE. We find

that the proposed SA-QITE approximately requires an order of magnitude less measurements

than VarQITE, as shown in Fig 6.4(b), but shows the same asymptotic scaling. In a setting,

where not all parameters contribute to the dynamics, however, we expect that SA-QITE needs

less samples to converge, while VarQITE requires O(d 2) measurements regardless. In Table 6.1

we detail the settings and visualize the achieved accuracies in Fig. 6.4(c).

n N δ

4 128 0.05
6 400 0.05
8 1024 0.01

10 2048 0.05

(a)

n N M τ1 τ2 δ

4 128 10 0.99 0.7 0.05
6 256 20 0.99 0.9 0.05
8 512 75 0.99 0.7 0.05

10 800 250 0.99 0.7 0.05

(b)

Table 6.1: Algorithm settings for the resource estimations for (a) VarQITE and (b) SA-QITE,
including the number of qubits n, the number of measurements per basis N , the number of
samples for the QGT and energy gradient M , the momenta τ1 and τ2, and the cutoff δ in the
stable subspace solver.
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6.3 Applications

6.3.1 27-qubit imaginary-time evolution

Since SA-QITE promises a resource reduction compared to VarQITE, we now scale the Ising

model up to a larger system size of n = 27 qubits and perform the imaginary-time evolution on

ibm_auckland, which is one of the IBM Quantum Falcon processors [18]. In this experiment

we consider spin interactions implemented by the coupling map of the quantum processor,

which is shown in Fig. 6.5, an interaction strength of J = 0.1 and transversal field strength of

h =−1. This choice enables us to efficiently implement an ansatz circuit that reflects the spin

interactions without introducing additional Swap gates upon compiling the circuit. Here, we

use the same structure as in the previous experiments with r = 1, see Fig. 6.2, but the pairwise

CX interactions are between all connections of the device’s coupling map. This circuit can be

implemented with a minimal CX depth of three.

We perform SA-QITE from the initial state |0〉⊗n , which is prepared by the initial parameters

θ0 = 0, and integrate up to time T = 2 with a timestep of ∆t = 10−2. In each timestep we

average over M = 10 samples of the QGT and evolution gradient and re-combine them with

previous samples using the momenta terms τ1 = 0.99 and τ2 = 0. Each circuit is measured with

N = 1024 shots. In Fig. 6.6 we show the evolution of the energy measured on the hardware and

compare to a classical reference calculation, based on a Taylor expansion of the imaginary-

time evolution operator, see Appendix C.8.

0 1 4 7 10 12 15 18 21 23

3 5 8 11 14 16 19 22 25 26

2 13 24

6 17

9 20

Figure 6.5: The coupling map of IBM’s 27-qubit Falcon processor. The connections are colored
depending on the CX layer they are executed in, and the arrows are pointing from control to
target qubit.

Even without any error mitigation (EM), the energies match the reference up to t ≈ 0.5,

but then proceed to converge to a plateau with constant offset to the final energy. To un-

derstand whether this offset is due to a faulty imaginary-time evolution or due to noise in

the energy evaluation, we evaluate the noisy parameters obtained by the experiment in an

exact, statevector-based calculation. We find that the energies closely follow the reference

calculation, which suggests that, despite the hardware noise, SA-QITE correctly tracked the

parameter dynamics and that with sufficient error-mitigation we can obtain an accurate

estimation of the correct energies.
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Figure 6.6: The energy E of the imaginary-time evolution as a function of time t . The black
reference line is obtained by a classical Taylor expansion, the red line shows mean and standard
deviation over five SA-QITE runs without any error mitigation, and the blue line are mean
and standard deviation of the noisy parameters with ideal, statevector-based evaluation.
The golden circles show the error-mitigated results including standard deviation over five
experiments.

To evaluate the energy to a higher accuracy at specific times we use a second 27-qubit

device, ibm_peekskill, and use a set of error mitigation techniques summarized in Fig. 6.7.

To mitigate measurement errors, which are especially dominant in shallow circuits as in this

experiment, we use the M3 measurement mitigation [140] calibrated on 1000 measurements.

As explained in detail in Section 3.2.2, this method is scalable to a large number of qubits as

the dimension of the transfer matrix Ã is limited by the number of taken measurements. We

then use zero-noise extrapolation (ZNE) [145] to first increase the hardware noise in the circuit

by repeating all CX gates, as

CX → CX2m+1, (6.13)

where we use m ∈ {0,1,2}, and then extrapolate to the zero-noise limit. For this so-called

gate-folding we expect an exponential increase in the error and therefore use an exponential

fit to extrapolate the errors, that is

E(ζ) = a +becζ, (6.14)

where ζ ∈ {1,3,5} is the number of CX gates and is extrapolated to E(ζ = 0). In practice,

ZNE performs best if combined with Pauli twirling [143], which is a technique to transform

coherent noise into stochastic noise. After repeating the CX gates, we therefore twirl the CX

block with random, but unitary-preserving Pauli gates and average over 25 repetitions. See

Section 3.2.5 for more detail. After applying the EM techniques, we find that indeed we are

able to closely match the reference calculations. This shows that SA-QITE can be executed

with no, or minimal, EM to obtain the variational parameters, followed by EM for the points of

interest.
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|0i RY RZ • RY RZ

|0i RY RZ • RY RZ

|0i RY RZ • RY RZ
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Figure 6.7: The error mitigation scheme used on ibm_peekskill. The CX gates are first
twirled, such that the total action remains unchanged, and then folded with m ∈ {0,1,2} to
increase the noise. Each energy evaluation is further measurement mitigated, before we
extrapolate to the final error-mitigated result.

6.3.2 Ground-state search

Imaginary-time evolution is guaranteed to converge to the ground state of a system, if the

initial state has sufficient overlap with it. Variational methods have additional conditions

to fulfill for this guarantee, including that the variational manifold is expressive enough to

correctly track the dynamics and that the time integration is sufficiently precise. Even without

these properties however, which are generally hard to verify, there is a strong motivation to use

variational imaginary time evolution for ground-state preparation. As previously discussed in

Chapter 5, these properties transfer to Quantum Natural Gradients.

In a ground-state search application the exact trajectory is not required, but we are only

interested in the final state. In this case, we can relax the number of samples M in SA-QITE to

trade-off the accuracy during the time evolution and resources. As an example, we solve the

Max-Cut problem on a circular graph with n = 15 nodes, shown in Fig. 6.8, using the Quantum

Approximate Optimization Algorithm (QAOA) [73].

The goal of Max-Cut is to group the nodes of a weighted graph into two groups, such that

the sum of the edge weights across the groups is maximized. This problem can be stated as

maximizing the following cost function

C (x) = ∑
〈 j k〉

w j k

2

(
x j (1−xk )+xk (1−x j )

)
, (6.15)

where x j ∈ {0,1} is a binary variable indicating the class of the node, w j k is the edge weight

between nodes j and k and 〈 j k〉 iterates over the connections of the graph. We can cast

this problem to an Ising Hamiltonian by replacing the binary variables x j with spin variables

z j ∈ {−1,1}, as

x j 7→ z j =
1−x j

2
, (6.16)
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Figure 6.8: The circular graph in the Max-Cut application. The edge weights are w1 = 20
on solid lines and w2 = −20 on dashed lines. The node colors show one of the six optimal
configurations. The other optimal solutions can be obtained by rotating the coloring, which
gives two additional configurations, and by inverting every solution, which gives additional
three solutions.

and then promoting the spin variable z j to a Pauli-Z operator acting on qubit j . Dropping all

constant terms, as they do not affect the solution, the cost Hamiltonian for the circular graph

is given by

HC = w1

n∑
j=1

Z j Z( j+1) mod n +w2

n∑
j=1

Z j Z( j+3) mod n ,

with w1 =−w2 = 20. The ground-state of this Hamiltonian encodes the solution of the Max-

Cut problem.

QAOA is a variational algorithm that minimizes the energy of HC by optimizing the param-

eters of a specific variational ansatz, defined as

|φ(γ,β)〉 =
(

1∏
p=r

e−iβp HM e−iγp HC

)
|+〉⊗n ,

with the mixer HM = −∑n
i=1 Xi , parameters γ,β ∈ Rr , and we choose r = 2. This form is

motivated by simulated annealing from HM to HC , where the ground-state of HM should be

easy to prepare, see also Section 4.3. In this experiment, the mixer’s ground state is |+〉⊗n

and can simply be constructed by Hadamard gates on all qubits and setting all variational

parameters to 0. The ansatz can be directly implemented on a gate-based quantum computer,

as exp(−βp HM ) equals a layer of RX gates, and exp(−γp HC ) can be implemented using RZ Z

gates.

In the first iteration of SA-QITE we use M0 = 10 samples, which we then reduce to Mk =
max{1,⌊(0.9)k M0⌋} in the kth iteration. We use a QGT momentum of τ1 = 0.99, but do not use

momentum on the evolution gradient, to avoid any bias once the optimization has converged.

At the initial values (β,γ) = (0,0) the circuit is Clifford for any parameter-shift of π/2, which

allows to evaluate the QGT and evolution gradients exactly on a classical computer. To stabilize
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Figure 6.9: (a) The energies E of the cost Hamiltonian as a function of total number of mea-
surements N for SPSA and the natural gradient adaptations. (b) The probability poptimal to
sample one of the optimal states as a function of N .

the linear system solution, we use a stable subspace regularization with a threshold of δ= 102,

which is approximately 0.5% of the largest eigenvalue of the initial QGT. As perturbation for the

finite-difference approximations we use ϵ= 10−2 at 8·103 measurements per circuit evaluation

and the perturbation directions are sampled from a Bernoulli distribution over {−1,1}, i.e.

∆,∆′ ∈U ({−1,1}2r ). We use a timestep of ∆t = 10−3 for the forward Euler integration.

We compare the performance of SA-QITE against two resource-efficient optimizers;

SPSA [211] and QN-SPSA [1], which have previously been introduced in Section 4.4.4 and

Chapter 5, respectively. Note that QN-SPSA equals SA-QITE without improvements of this

chapter, i.e., it uses a global average over all ĝ samples and initializes the estimator with the

identity, ḡ (0) = I. Both these optimizers use the same perturbation and number of shots as

SA-QITE and QN-SPSA uses the learning rate equivalent to SA-QITE’s timestep. We calibrate

SPSA’s learning rate to the largest, still converging possible value of η= 5 ·10−7. Due to the

symmetry of the QAOA loss landscape, we start the optimization from a small perturbation

at γ(0) = (10−3,10−3) and β(0) = (10−2,10−2), to ensure the optimizers converge to the same

minimum and can be compared fairly.

The energy as function of the circuit evaluations is shown in Fig. 6.9(a). Similar to the

Max-Cut experiment in Section 5.2.1, SPSA requires a small learning rate to reliably converge

in the challenging loss landscape. Both QN-SPSA and SA-QITE do not suffer from this issue

as they take into account the model sensitivity. Importantly, we further observe that SA-

QITE initially outperforms QN-SPSA due to the exact initialization and improved estimators.

Towards the end of the optimization, they show similar results. While the ground state encodes

the solution of the optimization problem, in combinatorial optimization it is usually sufficient

to measuring an optimal solution, even if the optimization is not yet fully converged. We

therefore measure the probability poptimal to sample one of the six optimal bitstrings and show

the results in Fig. 6.9(b). The improved performance of SA-QITE, especially in the beginning

of the optimization, amplifies the likelihood to measure an optimal solution significantly

faster than the other methods. To achieve a 1% probability, amplified from 2−15, SA-QITE only
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requires approximately 64% of the number of measurements of SPSA or QN-SPSA.

6.4 Conclusion

In this chapter we leveraged sampling access to the quantum geometric tensor (QGT), pre-

viously introduced in Chapter 5, to formulate a stochastic approach to variational quantum

imaginary time evolution (VarQITE), which we called SA-QITE. Instead of O(d 2) circuit eval-

uations per timestep, the number of circuit evaluations is O(M), where M is the number of

samples per iteration.

Using an exact initialization and momentum terms for the estimator of the QGT and energy

gradients, we find an empirical order of magnitude reduction in the number of measurements

of SA-QITE compared to the direct approach of VarQITE. We expect this advantage to further

increase for overparameterized circuits, where the QGT does not have a complex structure and

can be efficiently sampled instead of explicitly evaluated. To demonstrate the cost reduction

of SA-QITE enables scaling up to larger systems, we performed a hardware experiment on

27-qubit imaginary time evolution, which provided accurate results in combination with

error mitigation. Due to the connection of imaginary time evolution and natural gradients,

reducing the number of samples connects SA-QITE to QN-SPSA of Chapter 5. We show that

the improvements due to initialization and momentum introduced in this chapter also have

the potential to speed up ground-state preparations.

While we assumed fix schedules for the number of samples during the time evolution

and a fixed time step, the performance of SA-QITE could be further improved by adaptive

schemes. For example, during times where the system and the QGT do not change significantly,

less samples are sufficient. As with QN-SPSA, the dependence on evaluating the fidelity is a

drawback of our approach, especially on near-term quantum computers. Without adaptive

approaches, the correct setting of hyper-parameters, such as the number of samples, can also

be a caveat of our algorithm.

In conclusion, we extended the prominent approach of simultaneous perturbations to

variational quantum time evolution. This paves the way to scaling experiments up to larger

sizes and probe the limit of current devices.
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7 Dual quantum time evolution

Summary

This chapter is based on the article "Variational Quantum Time Evolution without the

Quantum Geometric Tensor" by Gacon et al., published in Phys. Rev. Research 6 013143

(2023). Instead of reducing the cost of variational quantum time evolution by leveraging

resource-efficient approximations of the quantum geometric tensor (QGT), we here intro-

duce a dual formulation that completely avoids it. We show in numerical experiments

and a sample complexity analysis that this new approach promises an asymptotic reduc-

tion of the number of measurements required for variational time evolution to converge.

As application, we implement the quantum minimally entangled typical thermal states

(QMETTS) algorithm to compute thermal averages, which uses imaginary time evolution

as subroutine.

In the previous chapters, we reduced the resource requirements for quantum time evolution

and quantum natural gradients (QNG) by approximating the quantum geometric tensor

(QGT) with stochastic samples. Stochastic approximations have the advantage that they only

require a constant number of circuits per sample, independent of the number of variational

parameters, and they have proven stable in presence of hardware noise. In this chapter, we

pursue a different approach: instead of finding efficient approximations of the QGT, we use

a dual formulation that does not require the QGT in the first place. This formulation solves

an optimization problem based on the fidelity and is applicable to real- and imaginary-time

evolution, and to the QNG.

We show that this new algorithm significantly reduces the number of measurements

required for these applications and, thereby, the expected runtimes on near-term quan-

tum processors. The estimated speedup is shown in Fig. 7.1, which compares the runtime

prognosis of variational quantum imaginary-time evolution (VarQITE) to our proposed dual

algorithm (DualQITE), assuming superconducting qubit processor specifications detailed

in Appendix E.1. For already 200 parameters in the circuit model we estimate DualQITE to

reduce the runtime from a week computation time to only a single day—a difference that

increases with system size.
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Figure 7.1: Runtime prognosis of VarQITE and the proposed dual approach (DualQITE) on
current superconducting hardware as a function of the number of parameters d in the varia-
tional circuit model.

7.1 Dual formulation of variational quantum time evolution

Under McLachlan’s variational principle, variational quantum time evolution (VarQTE) com-

putes the parameter dynamics θ̇ ∈Rd of the variational ansatz |φ(θ)〉 as

g (θ)θ̇ = b(θ), (7.1)

with the real part of the quantum geometric tensor (QGT),

g j k (θ) = Re
{〈∂ jφ(θ)|∂kφ(θ)〉−〈∂ jφ(θ)|φ(θ)〉〈φ(θ)|∂kφ(θ)〉} , (7.2)

and the evolution gradient b, which for real-time evolution (VarQRTE) is given by

b(R)
j (θ) = Im

(〈∂ jφ(θ)|H |φ(θ)〉−〈∂ jφ(θ)|φ(θ)〉E(θ)
)
, (7.3)

and for imaginary-time evolution (VarQITE) by

b(I )
j (θ) =−Re

(〈∂ jφ(θ)|H |φ(θ)〉)=−∂ j E(θ)

2
, (7.4)

with the energy E(θ) = 〈φ(θ)|H |φ(θ)〉. See also Section 4.2 for more details. In the following

we drop the superscript for the evolution gradient, as the techniques apply to both.

The idea of this chapter is based on solving the dual formulation of the linear system from

Eq. (7.1), defined as

θ̇ = argminθ̇
θ̇⊤g (θ)θ̇

2
− θ̇⊤b(θ). (7.5)

The term θ̇⊤g (θ)θ̇ is a metric describing the magnitude of the derivative θ̇ by how much
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change it induces in the ansatz |φ(θ)〉 and is derived from the Fubini-Study metric. For

infinitesimally small displacements δθ, the metric can be written as [234]

||δθ||2g (θ) =δθ⊤g (θ)δθ

= 1−F (θ,θ+δθ)+O(∥δθ∥3
2),

(7.6)

with the fidelity F (θ,θ′) = |〈φ(θ)|φ(θ′)〉 |2.

We can, thus, reformulate the quadratic optimization problems in terms of the fidelity by

explicitly writing the derivative as difference quotient, i.e. θ̇ =δθ/δτ, for a time perturbation

δτ> 0. We obtain the dual quantum time evolution (DualQTE) update rule

δθ ≈ argminδθ
1−F (θ,θ+δθ)

2(δτ)2 − δθ⊤b(θ)

δτ
= argminδθ

L(δθ)

(δτ)2 , (7.7)

where we introduce the loss function

L(δθ) = 1−F (θ,θ+δθ)

2
−δτ ·δθ⊤b(θ). (7.8)

The loss function can be optimized without the factor (δτ)−2, which, in practice, improves the

numerical stability as the quadratic term of the loss is not influenced by the time perturbation.

This dual formulation can also be derived from the QNG [234, 248], as shown in Appendix E.2.

Where VarQTE evaluates O(d 2) circuits per timestep to compute the QGT, the proposed

DualQTE algorithm optimizes a loss function based on the fidelity, which only requires the

evaluating of a single circuit. The efficiency of DualQTE thus depends on the number of

optimization steps required to minimize the loss function: if the optimal displacement δθ

can be found with less than O(d 2) circuit evaluation it improves over VarQTE. In the following

sections we show in numerical experiments and sampling complexity proof that this is indeed

the case and DualQTE requires asymptotically less samples to achieve the same accuracy as

VarQTE.

Illustrative example

To build an intuition for the relation of the QGT norm and the infidelity, we provide an

illustrative example using the ansatz |φ(θ)〉 = RZ(θ)RY(θ) |0〉 with a single parameter, and the

Hamiltonian H = Z . In Fig. 7.2(a) we visually compare the true loss functions, based on the

QGT, with the DualQTE loss function, based on the infidelity, for imaginary-time evolution at

the parameter value θ =π/4. The difference between the two function scales as δθ3, as shown

in Fig. 7.2(b) and at δθ = 0 both function coincide, since 0g (θ)0 = 1−F (θ,θ) = 0.

Since the infidelity is bounded in [0,1] but the linear term b⊤(θ)δθ is not, the DualQTE

loss function has an unbounded global minimum. To find the update step δθ, however, we

must find the local minimum that matches the minimum of the QGT-based loss function. By

using a local optimization routine, such as gradient descent (GD), we can ensure to find the

correct minimum.
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Figure 7.2: (a) Values of the loss function L for evaluation with the QGT metric in Eq. (7.5),
and with introduced infidelity approximation in Eq. (7.7) (b) Difference of the QGT metric and
infidelity as function of the perturbation δθ.

7.1.1 Solving the dual objective

The DualQTE loss function L is locally convex in the vicinity of δθ = 0 because its Hessian

∇∇∇∇∇∇⊤L(0) = g /2 and g is positive semi-definite. We take advantage of this property and employ

gradient descent as local optimization routine. This also allows the use of analytic gradient

formulas, which have demonstrated better stability in the presence of shot noise than a direct

optimization based on the loss function values or gradient approximations based on finite

differences [338]. This is due the fact that, for small timesteps, the fidelity is close to 1 and

the readout errors due finite sampling statistics or device noise can easily mask changes in

the cost function. Analytic gradient formulas are less prone to this issue, since the evaluate

the parameter-shift gradients suffer less from this problem, as they allow to evaluate the

cost function over larger perturbations, and do not amplify the noise by dividing by a small

constant.

The gradient of L must be calculated with respect to the parameter perturbation δθ and is

given by

∇∇∇δθL(δθ) =−∇∇∇δθF (θ,θ+δθ)

2
−δτ ·b(θ). (7.9)

The fidelity gradient can, for instance, be evaluated using a parameter-shift rule

∂F

∂(δθ) j
= λ

2

(
F (θ,θ+δθ+e j s)−F (θ,θ+δθ−e j s)

)
, (7.10)

where we assume that the gate of the j th parameter is implemented as exp(−iθ j G j ) for a

Hermitian generator G j with eigenvalues ±λ, s =π/(4λ) is the parameter shift and e j is the

j th unit vector. The gradient descent update step is then

δθ(k+1) =δθ(k) −ηk∇∇∇L
(
δθ(k)

)
, (7.11)

with the learning rate ηk > 0. Per timestep we perform gradient descent update until a
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maximum number of iterations or a convergence criterion, such as a threshold of the gradient

norm or a minimum change of the loss function, is met.

A natural initial point for the gradient descent iteration is δθ(0) = 0, i.e., no adjustment

in the parameters. A more efficient alternative might be to warmstart the optimization by

initializing the iteration with the final update step from the preceding timestep. This approach

is motivated by the fact that, particularly for brief timesteps, the parameter derivatives θ̇

usually do not vary substantially. This approach would be particularly efficient if the first

optimization can be omitted by solving for the parameter derivative with a classically efficient

technique, possible, for example, for circuits that require only of Clifford gates for the evolution

gradient and QGT at the initial parameter values [2].

Another important hyperparameter in the DualQTE loss function is the time perturbation

δτ, whose selection requires a trade-off: The QGT approximation error scales with (δτ)3

but, on the other hand, reducing the perturbation amplifies any errors in measuring the loss

function since the parameter derivative is computed as θ̇ =δθ/δτ. This trade-off is discussed

in detail in Appendix E.3 through an illustrative example.

7.1.2 Trainability

Recent studies have shown that, under specific conditions, the gradient of the loss function

for variational algorithms decreases exponentially to zero. As a result, efficient evaluation

becomes unfeasible since it would require an exponentially large number of measurements.

This phenomenon of flat regions in the optimization landscape, so-called barren plateaus can

arise from various scenarios [262]. For instance, they can occur when the loss function involves

measuring a global observable [260], if the quantum circuit preparing the parameterized

ansatz state is too expressive [259, 260] or generates too much entanglement [294], or if the

measurements are too noisy [295].

Variational quantum dynamics is steered by the evolution gradient defined Eqs. (7.3)

and (7.4) which can be affected by barren plateaus, which can lead to a failure in tracking the

evolution of the quantum state. A key condition for barren plateaus is that the gradients only

decay exponentially in system size on average when initialized randomly. In quantum time

evolution, however, the initial quantum state, and therefore the initial variational parameters,

are specifically selected. Moreover, the physical systems usually have local interactions, which

leads to Hamiltonians without global terms. By selecting a circuit depth that scales logarith-

mically with system size, the problem of barren plateaus can then be avoided. An alternative

approach is to use an application-tailored ansatz with a limited number of variational parame-

ters. This can help combat the challenges of barren plateaus. Examples include circuits based

on Hamiltonian evolutions [339, 340].

Besides the evolution gradient, the DualQTE loss function depends on the fidelity of the

variational state evaluated at two parameter points θ and θ′. The fidelity can be written as

F (θ,θ′) = |〈0|U †(θ)U (θ′)|0〉 |2 = 〈λ|P0|λ〉 , (7.12)

where U is the unitary preparing the ansatz and P0 = |0〉〈0|⊗n is the global projector on the
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all-zero state. The fidelity is, thus, a global observable and evaluating its gradient for random

parameters will, on average, yield exponentially small values. In DualQTE, the optimization

begins with zero perturbations, that is, θ = θ′. At this point, the unitary preparing the state we

measure for the fidelity evaluation is simply the identity, represented as |λ〉 =U †(θ)U (θ) |0〉 =
I |0〉. Notably, this type of initialization has been demonstrated to circumvent barren plateaus,

even when dealing with global cost functions [297].

In addition to a successful initialization, the loss function is locally convex and the distance

to the optimum can be controlled by the time perturbation δτ. While this does not prove

that the loss function can be efficiently optimized, it does provide a compelling motivation,

which we support with numerical evidence in Appendix E.5. There, we show that for a local

Hamiltonian and a circuit with logarithmic depth, neither the evolution gradient or the fidelity

gradients decay exponentially with system size.

7.1.3 Sample complexity

When implementing VarQTE on quantum hardware, several error sources appear:

• The model |φ(θ)〉 might not be expressive enough to accurately represent the dynamics,

• both the QGT and the evolution gradient can suffer from sampling errors due to a limited

number of measurements, and

• errors can arise from the time integration scheme,

• each circuit operation is subject to hardware noise.

We distinguish into the idea VarQTE parameters θ(t ), without errors due to a finite number of

samples or faulty operations, and the noisy parameters θ̃(t ). The error ε(t ) at time t can, then,

be split
ε(t ) = DB (φ(θ̃(t )),Ψ(t ))

≤ εM (t )+εS(t ),
(7.13)

where |Ψ(t )〉 is the exact time-evolved state and the error is measured in Bures distance

DB (ψ,φ) =√
2(1−|〈ψ|φ〉 |). (7.14)

Here, εM (t ) = DB (φ(θ(t )),Ψ(t )) describes the model error, due to missing expressitivity of the

variational ansatz and time integration error, and εS(t ) = DB (φ(θ̃(t )),φ(θ(t ))) is the error due

to a noisy VarQTE solution. While the introduced DualQTE algorithm promises a decrease

in the measurement expense of VarQTE, this chapter does not address issues related to the

choice of ansatz or hardware noise. Thus, our primary focus is to study the scaling behavior of

the sampling error. The model error, denoted as εM , can be constrained using a-posteriori

error bounds [215], which we further investigate in Sec. 7.3.

To determine a specific bound that relies on attributes like the system energy or number

of variational parameters, we must make certain assumptions about the circuit structure.

In this chapter, our analysis assumes a circuit where parameterized gates are exclusively
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Pauli rotations RP (θ j ), P ∈ {X ,Y , Z }, θ j ∈ R. In this setup, each parameter θ j is unique and

does not have any coefficients. These assumptions can be relaxed and the presented bounds

be modified to accommodate different circuit structures and parameterization methods.

Furthermore, we introduce an assumption of a minimum value cutoff, δc > 0, for the smallest

eigenvalue of g . This is a consequence of the regularization implemented in the linear system.

Under these assumptions, we can formulate the following upper bound on the number of

samples N needed to achieve a sampling error of εS ,

N ≤O
(

d 3E 2
max∆

2
t

δ4
cε

2
S

)
, (7.15)

where Emax is the largest eigenvalue of the Hamiltonian. In comparison to a similar work in

Ref. [216] which expresses an upper bound in terms of the QGT and evolution gradient, we

derive the bound in concrete terms, such as the number of variational parameters and the

system energy, which can be readily evaluated. We also improve the existing result and provide

a tighter bound by employing Latala’s theorem, a result from random matrix theory, to find an

upper bound on the sampling error in the QGT [341].

Since our proposed algorithm avoids the explicit construction of the QGT and only uses

the evolution gradient, we expect a reduction in sampling complexity by a factor of d , at the

additional cost of K optimization steps per timestep. In line with this, we can demonstrate the

following upper bound on the number of samples,

N ≤O
(

d 2K 2∆2
t

ε2
S

(
1

δτ
+Emax

)2
)

. (7.16)

Importantly, we empirically find that the number of iteration K can likely be chosen constant,

if the optimizations are warmstarted, for the systems we investigated, see Appendix E.6. How-

ever, K will generally depend on the system at hand and the optimization’s hyperparameters.

The bounds for VarQTE and DualQTE are derived in Appendix E.4. Though it is possible

to design circuits for which different parts of the bounds are tight, Sec. 7.2 illustrates that, in

practice, the actual number of samples needed is often less than the theoretical upper limit.

7.2 Imaginary time evolution

This section benchmarks DualQTE and VarQTE for imaginary-time evolution and compares

the required resources to achieve a target accuracy. We then use our proposed algorithm to

generate quantum minimally entangled typical thermal states (QMETTS) of the Heisenberg

model and compute thermodynamic observables.

7.2.1 Heisenberg model

As quantum mechanical system we consider the Heisenberg model on a n-qubit circular

topology with nearest-neighbor interactions and a transversal field. The Hamiltonian of this
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system is given by

H = J
∑
〈 j k〉

(
X j Xk +Y j Yk +Z j Zk

)+h
n∑

j=1
Z j , (7.17)

where J is the interaction strength, 〈 j k〉 iterates over neighboring pairs of qubits and h is the

transversal field strength. Throughout this chapter, we use J = 1/4 and h =−1. We consider a

hardware-efficient variational ansatz composed of rotation layers with Pauli-Y and -Z gates

that alternate with entangling layers using pairwise CX gates. A representation of the circuit

is shown in Fig. 6.2. The initial state for the evolution is an equal superposition of all qubits,

|+〉⊗n , which is achieved by setting the rotation angles of the final Pauli-Y layer to π/2, while

keeping the angles of the remaining layers at 0.

In DualQITE, the optimization problems in each timestep are solved using gradient descent

with a constant learning rate of η = 0.1 and a time perturbation set at δτ = 0.01. The first

iteration performs K0 = 100 update steps and the subsequent iterations use K>0 = 10 iterations,

as they benefit from a warm start. The values are heuristic and are chosen according to a

calibration described in Appendix E.6. We use fixed values for the iterations in the simulations

with shot noise, as defining a termination criterion is difficult with only access to a noisy

evaluations of loss functions and gradients. To integrate the parameters, we use an explicit

Euler scheme with a timestep of ∆t = 0.01, that is

θ(t +∆t ) = θ(t )+∆t θ̇(t ) = θ(t )+∆t
δθ

δτ
. (7.18)

We point out that the integration timestep ∆t , which affects the number of time steps and the

accuracy in the time integration, does not have to be the same as the time perturbation δτ,

which determines the QGT approximation error.

The performance of DualQITE is compared against VarQITE, which is implemented with

the same integration scheme. To ensure a stable solution of the linear system, we use an L-

curve regularization [321]. In Fig. 7.3(a) we show the energy throughout the time evolution for

n = 12 qubits and different numbers of shots, and compare them to the energies obtained with

exact diagonalization. Even with only 100 measurements per circuit evaluation, DualQITE can

implement the imaginary-time evolution and, until time t ≈ 1, is more accurate than VarQITE

using 1024 shots. Increasing the measurements of DualQITE to the same 1024 shots enables

our dual approach to faithfully follow the exact evolution towards the ground state, with a

higher accuracy than VarQITE with 8192 shots.

7.2.2 Convergence

In the previous experiment, DualQITE requires fewer circuit evaluations to reach the same

energy accuracy as VarQITE. For a more detailed performance comparison, we now investigate

the convergence of both algorithms measured in terms of the fidelity. Because the goal is

tracking the imaginary-time dynamics accurately at each timestep, instead of only finding the

final state, we measure the error of DualQITE as the integrated Bures distance to the exact
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Figure 7.3: (a) Mean and standard deviation, as average over 5 independent experiments,
for DualQITE and VarQITE for different number of shots. (b) The accuracy of DualQTE and
VarQTE, averaged over 5 independent experiments, measured in integrated Bures distance
IB (see Eq. (7.19)) as a function of total number of measurements N throughout the entire
evolution. The resources are shown for two different methods of evaluating the gradient and
QGT: the parameter-shift rule (dashed) and a linear combination of unitaries (sold lines).

time-evolved state |Ψ(t )〉, i.e.

IB (T ) = 1

T

∫ T

0
DB (φ(θ(t )),Ψ(t ))dt . (7.19)

The state fidelity in DB is evaluated exactly by computing the state vectors of |φ(θ)〉 and |Ψ(t )〉
and taking the inner product.

In Fig. 7.3(b) we present the results for an final time of T = 2. DualQITE consistently

achieves the same accuracy using about one order of magnitude less measurements. We

expect this difference to scale with the number of parameters in the ansatz, as DualQITE only

only requires the computation of small corrections in each timestep whereas VarQITE has to

compute the full QGT. This is also what the bounds on the sampling complexity in Eq. (7.16)

suggests.

In DualQITE, the resources are balanced between the number of measurements used

to evaluated the gradients and the number of optimization steps, whereas in VarQITE they

are only determined by the number of measurements. The settings of both algorithms for

the above experiments are listed in Appendix E.6.1. An additional factor for the resource

count is the selected gradient method. We here show number of measurements for both

parameter-shift (PSR) and linear combination of unitaries (LCU) approaches, which differ in

the structure and number of circuits executed. If the Hamiltonian contains P Pauli terms, the

total number of circuits C per timestep is

C VarQITE
LCU = d(d +5)

2
+Pd , C VarQITE

PSR = 2d(d +P +1), (7.20)

i.e., LCU uses less circuits, but requires an auxiliary qubit and non-local operations, which
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Figure 7.4: (a) The total number of measurements necessary for an accuracy of IB ≤ 0.1 over
an average of 5 independent runs. Polynomials fits are shown as dashed lines, which show
bumps as the number of parameters d depends on ⌈log2(n)⌉, which is discontinuous. For
VarQITE the n = 14 point is not evaluated as it requires too many measurements. (b) The
mean accuracy including standard deviation of each experiment, along with the model error
εM . The grey line shows the target accuracy, IB = 0.1.

PSR does not need but instead runs more circuits. For DualQITE, these numbers

C DualQITE
LCU = Pd +K d = C DualQITE

PSR

2
, (7.21)

where K is the number of gradient descent iterations per timestep. The total number of

measurements N is obtained by multiplying C by the number of shots per circuit evaluation.

7.2.3 Sample complexity

Next, we examine how the resource requirements scale with system size. We repeat the

experiments from before for a varying number of qubits from n = 4 to 12 and adjust the

number of circuit layer repetitions to r = ⌈log2(n)⌉. The settings of VarQITE and DualQITE

are tuned to achieve an average accuracy of IB ≤ 0.1 across 5 runs. This threshold equals a

per-timestep fidelity of 0.995.

In Fig. 7.4, we present the number of measurements required by both algorithms as a

function of system size. For small system sizes, which only have a fewer parameters and

computing the QGT is still cheap, VarQITE performs better than DualQITE. However, this

quickly changes as system size grows and from n = 8 qubits on the quadratic scaling of VarQITE

becomes a bottleneck, and DualQITE asymptotically performs better.

With this data we can verify the derived upper bounds on the number of measurements of

Sec. 7.1.3. Since the model error εM , shown in Fig. 7.4(b), is negligible, we have εS ≈ IB ≈ 0.1.

To evaluate the bound we require the maximal energy of the system, which for the Heisenberg

model on a chain scales with the number of qubits. As bound on the energy we can therefore

use Emax = O(n) ≤ O(n log(n)) = O(d). In total we obtain expected scalings of O(d 5) for
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VarQTE and O(d 4K ) for DualQTE. The experimental data, which is matched remarkably well

by polynomial fits, is considerably below the expected scaling at d 3.77 for VarQTE and d 2.37 for

DualQTE. As further discussed in Appendix E.4, this experiment suggests that the bounds are

valid but not yet tight.

7.2.4 Calculating thermodynamics observables

We use imaginary-time evolution to measure thermodynamic properties with the quantum

minimally entangled thermal states method (QMETTS) [74, 342]. The METTS approach is orig-

inally based on matrix product states (MPS), since it only computes imaginary-time evolution

of initially low-entangled states. However, classical methods struggle if a lot of entangle-

ment occurs during the evolution, as can be the case, e.g., in low-temperature, 2D systems.

Implementing the evolutions on a quantum computer is, thus, a promising application.

The QMETTS algorithm computes the ensemble average of an observable A at inverse

temperature β by averaging over samples {Am}m , as

〈A〉ens =
Tr(e−βH A)

Tr(e−βH )
≈ 1

M

M∑
m=1

Am . (7.22)

The samples Am are constructed using the following Markov chain protocol:

1. Start from a product state |φm(t = 0)〉.

2. Evolve up to imaginary time t =β/2

|φm(β/2)〉∝ e−βH/2 |φm(0)〉 .

3. Evaluate the observable to obtain the sample

Am = 〈φm(β/2)|A|φm(β/2)〉 .

4. Measure |φm(β/2)〉 in some basis to obtain the next random product state |φm+1(0)〉.

We compute the energy per site, 〈H〉/n, of the Heisenberg model on a chain of n = 6 spins,

with the system values J = 1/4 and h =−1. Switching the measurement basis in the Markov

chain can reduce the auto-correlation length of the samples and speed up the convergence

to the ensemble average. Here, we flip between the X and Y basis in between every sample.

We avoid using the Z basis since the Heisenberg Hamiltonian preserves the number of qubit

excitations. Evolving a Z -basis state would only allow for a narrow exploration of the available

states which increases the variance of the Markov chain.

The imaginary-time evolution is implemented with DualQITE using an ansatz similar to

Fig. 6.2, whose entangling CX gates reflect the system interactions. To evolve states prepared

in the X basis, i.e. |±〉, we use rotation layers with Pauli-Y and -Z rotations, whereas for the Y

basis states |±i 〉 we use Pauli-X and -Z gates. We prepare the initial product states |φm(0)〉 by
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Figure 7.5: Energy per site for the Heisenberg model on a 6-spin chain, comparing mean and
standard deviation of QMETTS with DualQITE (blue circle and errorbars) with a reference
METTS implementation (black line and grey shade).

tuning the parameter values in the final rotation layers to the following values, while leaving

the remaining angles at 0,

|±〉 = RY

(±π
2

)
RZ(0) |0〉

|+i 〉 = RX

(π
2

)
RZ(π) |0〉 ,

|−i 〉 = RX

(π
2

)
RZ(0) |0〉 .

(7.23)

The DualQITE optimization problems are solved with GD with K0 = 100 iterations in the

first timestep and K>0 = 10 in the following, each using a learning rate of η= 0.1 and a time

perturbation of δτ= 0.01. The parameters are integrated with a forward Euler method and a

timestep of ∆t = 0.01 and the circuits are evaluated with 1024 measurements.

In Fig. 7.5 we show the estimated energy per site, including standard deviation, for a range

of inverse temperatures β. With alternating X −Y bases, the Markov chain converges quickly

and only M = 25 samples are enough to obtain an accurate estimate. We compare QMETTS

with DualQITE as subroutine to a reference calculation where the imaginary-time evolutions

are implemented with exact diagonalization. Since the results obtained with DualQITE match

the reference closely, we conclude that the proposed algorithm can accurately reproduce the

required dynamics.

7.3 Real time evolution

The proposed DualQTE algorithm is of particular interest for the application to imaginary-time

evolution, due to a lack of efficiently implementable variational algorithms. Our algorithm

can equally be applied to real-time evolution, however previously suggested algorithms on

projecting variational quantum dynamics have a similar structure. The p-VQD [188] algorithm,
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for example, projects a single Suzuki-Trotter evolution step onto the variational model by

solving

θ(t +∆t ) = argmaxθ′
∣∣〈φ(θ′)|e−i H∆t |φ(θ(t ))〉 ∣∣2, (7.24)

which, like DualQRTE, is a fidelity-based optimization. Yet, there are key differences between

the approaches.

DualQRTE does not require the implementation of a Suzuki-Trotter step which, or Hamil-

tonians with many Pauli terms or long-range interactions, such as those arising in molecular

dynamics, can already lead to complex, non-local circuits. Furthermore, a-posteriori error

bounds can be evaluated at almost no overhead in DualQRTE. A drawback of our algorithm

is that it requires the LCU method to compute the imaginary part of the energy and state

gradients, using an auxiliary qubit and an additional entangling gate.

7.3.1 Heisenberg model

We investigate the real-time evolution under the same Heisenberg Hamiltonian as for the

imaginary-time before, but on a linear chain with n = 4 spins. The variational circuit is

motivated from the Suzuki-Trotter decomposition and consists of Pauli-X rotation layers,

alternating with Pauli-Z Z entangling gates that reflect the linear interactions. Finally, we

apply a layer of Pauli-Y rotations. The circuit is shown in Fig. 7.6 and in our experiments

we use r = 3 repetitions of the described circuit block. The initial state of the evolution is

|+〉⊗n , which can be prepared by setting the angles of the final Pauli-Y rotations to π/2 and

the remaining parameters to 0.

Figure 7.6: The variational ansatz used for the real-time evolution experiments. The dashed
part is repeated r = 3 times. Note that the RZ Z gates commute and can be aligned in a compact,
pairwise fashion.

We compare DualQRTE, p-VQD and VarQRTE by measuring the magnetization in X and Z

directions during the evolution, which are given by

〈X 〉 = 1

n

n∑
j=1

〈X j 〉 , 〈Z 〉 = 1

n

n∑
j=1

〈Z j 〉 . (7.25)

The Heisenberg Hamiltonian preserves the qubit excitations, therefore the Z expectation

value should remain at the initial value of 0 throughout the evolution. All algorithms evolve up

to T = 2 using an explicit Euler scheme with 100 equidistant timesteps.
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Figure 7.7: Mean X - and Z -magnetization during the real-time evolution for DualQRTE, p-
VQD and VarQRTE.

In Fig. 7.7 we present the results. We observe a similar performance of DualQRTE and p-

VQD, which show accurate results for only 200 shots per circuit. To achieve a similar accuracy,

VarQRTE requires 1024 shots.

7.3.2 Error bounds

The derivative of the model error ε̇M , which describes the error due to projection onto the

variational manifold, can, for real-time evolution, be expressed as

ε̇M :=
∥∥∥∥∥ d∑

k=1
θ̇k |∂kφ(θ)〉+ i H |φ(θ)〉

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

= Var(E)+ θ̇⊤g (θ)θ̇−2θ̇⊤b(θ),

(7.26)

where Var(E) = 〈φ(θ)|H 2|φ(θ)〉 − E 2(θ) [215]. By integrating the error rate, we obtain an

expression for the integrated Bures distance, as

DB (φ(θ(T )),Ψ(T )) ≤
∫ T

0
ε̇M (t )dt , (7.27)

with the exact time-evolved state |Ψ(t )〉 and the time-dependence of εM comes from the fact

that the parameters θ = θ(t ) are time dependent.

The model error rate matches the DualQRTE loss function, with exception of the additional

variance factor Var(E), since

ε̇M = Var(E)+ 1−F (θ,θ+δθ)

(δτ)2 − 2δθ⊤b(θ)

δτ
+O(δτ)

= Var(E)+ 2L(δθ)

(δτ)2 +O(δτ).

(7.28)

This allows us to evaluate ε̇M as a by-product of the DualQRTE evolution, with the only

overhead of evaluating the variance of the energy. A forward Euler integration of the model
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Figure 7.8: Error of the real-time evolution in Bures distance, plus error bounds obtained with
VarQRTE and DualQRTE.

error with a timestep of ∆t has an error scaling with O(∆t +Tδt ). For a meaningful estimate

we therefore have to choose δt ≪ T −1 =∆t , which highlights the difference of the two factors.

We compute the error bounds using with VarQRTE and DualQRTE for varying timesteps

∆t in exact, state vector simulations. DualQRTE uses a fixed time perturbation of δτ= 10−3.

The results, presented in Fig. 7.8, show that the bounds generally hold and are converge to

the true error for a decreasing timestep. We observe that the larger the difference of δτ and

∆t , the closer the approximate DualQRTE bound is to the VarQRTE result. This is because for

larger ∆t , the integration error in O(∆t +Tδτ) dominates, but the smaller the timestep is the

more the dual approximation error falls into weight.

7.4 Conclusion

In this chapter we use the intrinsic properties of the quantum geometric tensor (QGT) to

reformulate variational quantum time evolution in terms of the fidelity. In contrast to previous

chapters, which followed a stochastic approach to reduce the cost of computing the QGT, this

dual formulation circumvents the explicit QGT entirely and instead solves an optimization

problem in each timestep. In numerical experiments we show that the resulting algorithm,

DualQTE, requires less measurements than the direct variational approach, VarQTE, especially

as the dimension of the problem and the number of parameters in the ansatz increase. This

observation is supported by bounds on the sample complexity.

As applications, we consider the imaginary-time evolution of the Heisenberg model,

which we then use as subroutine to compute thermal averages via the quantum minimally

entangled typical thermal states (QMETTS) algorithm. We also perform an illustrative real-

time evolution and compare DualQTE to another resource-efficient algorithm based on a

variational projection of the Suzuki-Trotter step. A key difference of the dual approach is

that the dynamics are induced by the evolution gradient and no Suzuki-Trotter step has to

implemented, which could become a bottleneck for Hamiltonians with a large number of

Paulis or non-local interactions.
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While, in this chapter, we considered a gradient descent scheme with fixed learning rate to

solve the optimization problem in each timestep, we expect that more elaborate optimizers

could further improve DualQTE. In addition, it could be combined with exact initialization

of the QGT and evolution gradient introduced in Chapter 6 to skip the first timestep where

warm starting is not available. A potential drawback of DualQTE is that it relies on an accurate

evaluation of the fidelity, which can be costly to evaluate on near-term devices. Since we are

not interested in minimizing the fidelity itself, but rather the values of the fidelity close to the

minimum using local approximations of the fidelity is not an option. A possible resolution

could be the development of fidelity-specific error mitigation techniques or building surrogate

models, e.g., based on quasi-probability decompositions.

To conclude, we introduced a novel perspective to variational quantum time evolution

which promises a favorable scaling in the number of parameters compared to direct ap-

proaches. This cost reduction allows scaling variational time evolution up to larger problem

sizes and enables the investigation of a range of interesting tasks beyond pure time evolution,

such as mixed time evolution or the preparation of thermal states. Such resource reductions

are an important step to performing experiments on the full sizes of current and upcoming

quantum computers, and to advance to the demonstration of practically relevant applications.
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8 Conclusion

8.1 Main results

In this thesis, we investigate scalable variational quantum algorithms on noisy quantum

computers. We focus on the simulation of physical systems with the tasks of ground-state

preparation, and real- and imaginary-time evolution. In this context, the evaluation of the

quantum geometric tensor (QGT) becomes computationally prohibitively expensive and

hinders scaling up algorithms to practically relevant system sizes. Our main results are the

development of two novel techniques to reduce the resource costs. They are based on a

stochastic approximation of the QGT and on a dual formulation of variational quantum time

evolution.

In the stochastic approach, we introduce an unbiased estimator of the QGT which allows

to construct samples at a constant cost instead of scaling quadratically with the number of

parameters in the variational ansatz circuit. This allows to formulate novel, stochastic versions

of quantum natural gradient descent, called QN-SPSA, and of quantum time evolution, called

SA-QTE. Extensive numerical benchmarks show that these algorithms require significantly

less measurements than their non-stochastic counterparts, for both ground-state preparation

and time evolution. Due to this resource reduction, we are able to scale an imaginary-time

evolution up to a 27-qubit system on current quantum hardware, including error-mitigation

techniques.

In the dual formulation, we exploit the intrinsic connection of the QGT and the fidelity

to derive a QGT-free formulation of variational quantum time evolution, called DualQTE.

This algorithm relies on solving a fidelity-based optimization problem in each timestep and

is equally applicable to real- and imaginary-time evolution. In combination with a suitable

initialization, we observe that this approach requires asymptotically less measurements in

numerical benchmarks than the QGT-based approach to time evolution. This result is further

supported by bounds on the sampling complexity of both algorithms.

While the focus on time evolution and ground state preparation is motivated by the

simulation of physical systems, our algorithms find applications in other fields such as, for

example, optimization or machine learning. This is demonstrated by several experiments in

this thesis, such as solving Max-Cut problems, black-box optimizations or generative learning

tasks.
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8.2 Outlook

In theory, quantum computers are able to store and propagate a quantum system’s wave

function efficiently. Yet, in practice, a range of open problems currently limit the scale of

demonstrations either to hardware-tailored model-systems [67, 68] or small sizes [72]. Scaling

experiments up to practically relevant system sizes requires developments and synergies

across the quantum computing stack. Commencing at the lowest level, the main tunable

layers include the following.

• Improvements in quality (and scale) of quantum hardware: smaller gate errors and

longer coherence times allow for more complex circuits, and better connectivities reduce

the depth of the compiled circuit.

• Optimized circuit compilation: circuit results can be improved by minimizing the num-

ber of circuit operations, selecting the optimal qubits, and finding efficient mappings

from the circuit to the hardware. In addition, the wall-time to compile the circuit must

achieve reasonable runtimes for variational workflows.

• Algorithmic developments (this thesis): by finding hardware-friendly and resource-

efficient algorithms, larger problems can be tackled without relying on device improve-

ments.

• Problem-specific knowledge: with insights into the individual problem at hand, specific

ansatz circuits, initial parameter values, and error-mitigation techniques can impact

the trainability and solution quality.

In addition to algorithmic developments, we expect the last point to be especially important

for current variational quantum algorithms. The chosen ansatz influences not only the ability

to represent the solution and how challenging the algorithm is to simulate classically, but also

directly affects the runtime. Obeying the symmetries of a physical system, for instance, could

provide an expressive model with a limited number of tunable parameters. Such a model

could further enable problem-specific error mitigation by, for example, discarding samples

that break the symmetry [343].

A practical use of quantum computers for the simulation of physical systems can also

include synergies with classical methods. Embedding techniques, for instance, use a classical

algorithm in a regime where it finds a high-quality solution and uses a quantum computer

in a small, specifically selected subspace [264]. Another example is to solve bottlenecks of

previously classical methods, such as in Markov Chain Monte Carlo [344].

Finally, as the quality and scale of current quantum computers increase, understanding

their true potential and limitations requires performing experimental demonstrations. While

a rivalry to classical methods helps to push the limits of both computational paradigms, the

final goal remains a joint one: solving challenging tasks to uncover the laws of physics.
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A Quantum computing basics

A.1 (Quantum) logic gates

In this section, we list the matrix forms of commonly used gates. Some gates represent

classical logic gates; X (NOT), CX (reversible XOR) and Toffoli (reversible AND), which are used

in Fig. 1.1. Gates typically have a circuit symbol that labels their action, e.g., the Hadamard

gate H is represented as

H ,

however, if a gate has a special symbol it is denoted below.

Single-qubit operations

• The Pauli operations are

X ≡
(

0 1

1 0

)
, Y ≡

(
0 −i

i 0

)
, Z ≡

(
1 0

0 −1

)
. (A.1)

The X gate equals the classical NOT gate and is denoted with the symbol

.

• The explicit forms of Pauli rotations are

RX (θ) ≡
 cos

(
θ
2

)
−i sin

(
θ
2

)
−i sin

(
θ
2

)
cos

(
θ
2

)  , RY (θ) ≡
cos

(
θ
2

)
−sin

(
θ
2

)
sin

(
θ
2

)
cos

(
θ
2

)  , RZ (θ) ≡
(

e−i θ2 0

0 e i θ2

)
.

(A.2)

• The Hadamard gate H , the phase gate S, and the
p

X gate are defined as

H ≡ 1p
2

(
1 1

1 −1

)
, S ≡

(
1 0

0 i

)
,
p

X ≡ 1

2

(
1+ i 1− i

1− i 1+ i

)
. (A.3)
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• The matrix form of the general single-qubit gate is

U (θ,φ,λ) ≡
(

cos(θ/2) −i e iλ sin(θ/2)

−i e iφ sin(θ/2) e i (φ+λ) cos(θ/2)

)
. (A.4)

Two-qubit gates

• The controlled-X (CX) gate also corresponds to a reversible XOR gate. Its gate symbols

and matrix form are

•
: CX ≡


1 0 0 0

0 1 0 0

0 0 0 1

0 0 1 0

 . (A.5)

• The controlled-Z (CX) gate is invariant under exchange of control and target, which is

reflected by the circuits symbol. It implements the unitary given by

•
•

: CZ ≡


1 0 0 0

0 1 0 0

0 0 1 0

0 0 0 −1

. (A.6)

• The Swap gate is

×
×

: Swap ≡


1 0 0 0

0 0 1 0

0 1 0 0

0 0 0 1

 . (A.7)

A.1.1 Three-qubit gates

The Toffoli gate is a reversible AND gate, as it maintains the two inputs.

•
• : CZ ≡



1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0


. (A.8)
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A.2 Tensor product arithmetic

States of multiple qubits are described using the tensor product of single qubit states. We

usually drop the explicit tensor product for brevity and denote

|qn qn−1 · · ·q1〉 = |qn〉⊗ |qn−1〉⊗ · · ·⊗ |q1〉 . (A.9)

There exists a natural isomorphism of the tensor vector space (C2)⊗n to the complex vector

space C2n
, which is implemented with the Kronecker product. This allows to identify n-

qubit states as 2n-dimensional complex vectors and, analogously, operators on n qubits as

2n ×2n-dimensional complex matrices. See Appendix A.2 for an explicit example.

As an example for working with tensor products, we consider the expectation value of the

state |+〉⊗ |1〉 for the operator Z ⊗Z . Expanding both using the Kronecker product, we obtain

|+〉⊗ |1〉 = 1p
2

(
1

1

)
⊗

(
0

1

)
∼= 1p

2


1 ·

(
0

1

)

1 ·
(

0

1

)
= 1p

2


0

1

0

1

 , (A.10)

and

Z ⊗Z =
(

1 0

0 −1

)
⊗

(
1 0

0 −1

)
∼=


1 ·

(
1 0

0 −1

)
0 ·

(
1 0

0 −1

)

0 ·
(

1 0

0 −1

)
−1 ·

(
1 0

0 −1

)
=


1 0 0 0

0 −1 0 0

0 0 −1 0

0 0 0 1

 . (A.11)

Performing the matrix multiplications we obtain the expectation value

(〈+|⊗〈1|)(Z ⊗Z
)( |+〉⊗ |1〉)= 1

2

(
0 1 0 1

)


1 0 0 0

0 −1 0 0

0 0 −1 0

0 0 0 1




0

1

0

1

= 0. (A.12)

If readers do not have a penchant for large matrices, a more concise way to evaluate expecta-

tion values is typically to directly work with the tensor products, as(〈+|⊗〈1|)(Z ⊗Z
)( |+〉⊗ |1〉)= 〈+|Z |+〉 · 〈1|Z |1〉

= 〈0|Z |0〉+〈1|Z |0〉+〈0|Z |1〉+〈1|Z |1〉
2

· 〈1|Z |1〉

= 1+0+0−1

2
·1

= 0.

(A.13)
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B Quantum computing stack

B.1 Superconducting qubits

B.1.1 From quantum harmonic oscillator to charge qubit

In this section we use a different convention as in the rest of this thesis: quantum mechanical

operators are denoted with a hat and ℏ is explicitly stated. These exceptions are made to

distinguish between operators and variables with the same symbol and to match the common

nomenclature in the field.

A quantum harmonic oscillator, as shown in Fig. 3.1, is described by the Hamiltonian

Ĥ = Q̂2

2C
+ Φ̂

2

2L
, (B.1)

with inductance L, capacitance C , magnetic flux Φ through the inductance and charge Q

on the capacitance[345]. To compare this system to the anharmonic oscillator that will be

introduced later on, it is instructive to rewrite the Hamiltonian in terms of the reduced charge

n̂ = Q̂/(2e) and reduced flux ϕ̂= 2eΦ̂/ℏ. The operators ϕ̂ and n̂ are conjugate variables, i.e.,

they satisfy [ϕ̂, n̂] = i . Since at superconducting temperatures electrons occur only as Cooper

pairs, n describes the excess number of Cooper pairs on one side of the capacitance, a.k.a. the

“island”. In this picture, the Hamiltonian is

Ĥ = EC

2
n̂2 + EL

2
ϕ̂2, (B.2)

where EC = (2e)2/C is the energy required for a Cooper pair to hop on the island and EL =
(2e)−2/L is the inductive energy [345].

This Hamiltonian can be diagonalized by introducing operators that create or annihilate

excitations in the resonator circuit,

â = 1

2

(
ϕ̂

ϕ0
− i

n̂

n0

)
, (B.3)

with the zero-point fluctuations n0 = (EL/(4EC ))1/4 and ϕ0 = (EC /(4EL))1/4. Under this trans-
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formation, the Hamiltonian takes on the form

Ĥ = ℏωc

(
â†â + 1

2

)
, (B.4)

and we can read off the energy levels according to the number of excitations k as

Ek = ℏωc

(
k + 1

2

)
. (B.5)

The Hamiltonian in the anharmonic oscillator case, where we replace the inductance with

a Josephson junction is

Ĥ = EC

2
(n̂ −ng )2 −E J cos(ϕ̂), (B.6)

where ng is called the gate charge and describes the number of Cooper pairs on the island

due to the applied voltage V [114, 346]. This offset charge is not considered in the harmonic

case, as it does not have an impact on the differences of the energy levels. It is possible to solve

for the eigenvalues of the Hamiltonian analytically by representing the problem in the phase

basis and solving the Schrödinger equation. This approach yields solutions in terms of the

Mathieu characteristic values [347, 348].

Here, we follow a different approach by reformulating the Hamiltonian in the charge basis

{|n〉 |n ∈Z} and numerically diagonalizing the system. The contribution due to Cooper pairs

on the island is already in the right basis and the cosine term can be evaluated as

〈m|cos(ϕ̂) |n〉 = 〈m|(e i ϕ̂+e−i ϕ̂
) |n〉

2

= 〈m|n +1〉+〈m|n −1〉
2

,

(B.7)

where we used the relation exp(iℓϕ̂) |n〉 = |n +ℓ〉 for ℓ ∈Z, which is due to the operators n̂ and

ϕ̂ being conjugate [347]. The resulting representation has a tridiagonal shape and is defined

by

Ĥ =
∞∑

n=−∞

(
EC

2
(n −ng )2 |n〉〈n|− E J

2
(|n〉〈n +1|+ |n +1〉〈n|)

)
. (B.8)

To numerically solve this Hamiltonian, we only sum over n ∈ [−nmax,nmax] for a cutoff value

nmax. This approximation works well as we are only interested in the lowest energy eigenvalues,

which will be concentrated around n = 0, i.e. few Cooper pairs on the island.

In Fig. B.1 we show the energy levels of the Cooper pair box for different ng and fractions of

E J /EC . An ideal qubit has clearly distinct transition energies between the energy levels, which

can be achieved with a moderate fraction of E J /EC at a specific gate charge ng , or E J /EC ≫ 1.

Either approaches comes with other trade-offs. A system with large E J /EC has less energy

fluctuations due to noise in gate charge and greater coherence times, but the anharmonicity

in the energy level transitions ∆Ek = Ek+1 −Ek decreases. This can lead to reduced fidelities in

qubit operations or leakage [125].
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Figure B.1: The lowest 3 energy levels of the Cooper pair box for different fractions E J /EC and
gate charges ng . The energies are normalized by the transition energy from the k = 0 to 1
excitation at ng = 1/2.

B.1.2 Virtual Z rotation

We use the identity [118]

RZ (−φ)RX (θ)RZ (φ) = e i φ2 Z e−i θ2 X e−i φ2 Z = e−i θ2 (cos(φ)X+sin(φ)Y ) = Rφ(θ), (B.9)

to show Eq. (3.7). Assume a Z rotation with angle φ before two rotations with angles θ j and

rotation axis defined by φ j . Using the above identity we have

Rφ2 (θ2)Rφ1 (θ1)RZ (φ)

≡ RZ (−φ)Rφ2 (θ2)RZ (φ)RZ (−φ)Rφ1 (θ1)RZ (φ)

= RZ (−φ)RZ (−φ2)RZ (θ2)RZ (φ2)RZ (φ)RZ (−φ)RZ (−φ1)RX (θ1)RZ (φ1)RZ (φ)

= RZ (−φ−φ2)RZ (θ2)RZ (φ2 +φ)RZ (−φ−φ1)RX (θ1)RZ (φ1 +φ)

= Rφ2+φ(θ2)Rφ1+φ(θ1).

(B.10)

For any rotation following RZ (φ) the rotation axis obtains a φ-shift. Since the preceding gates

are unaffected, this shows Eq. (3.7).

B.2 Compiling a Trotter circuit

In this section we show the concrete steps performed to compile the circuit of Fig. 3.12.

Remember that we implement a single step of the first-order Trotter expansion of

H = Z3Z4 +Z1Z3 +Z1Z2 +X2X3 +Y1Y3, (B.11)

to evolve a pair of Bell states, |ψ0〉 = (|00〉+ |11〉)⊗2/2. The basis gate set we consider consists

of {
p

X ,RZ ,CX} on linear topology, i.e. CX gates on neighboring qubits are supported. Each

step of the compilation is illustrated in Fig. B.2.
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1. High-level optimization High-level descriptions of the gate operations and algorithmic

knowledge allows to perform optimizations.

• The RZ Z gates commute, which allows to pull the third RZ Z gate to the front to

reduce the circuit depth.

• Knowing that we perform a first-order Trotter expansion, the error scaling is not

affected by switching the RX X and RY Y gates. Grouping gates that act on the same

qubit connections allows for easier routing later on.

2. Routing The problem of mapping the logical qubits to physical qubits and routing

the circuit does not have a unique solution. In this particular case, we find an optimal

solution with only a single Swap gate and trivial routing: the j th logical qubit is mapped

to the j th physical qubit.

3. Basis translation We replace each non-basis gate with a decomposition in the device’s

basis.

4. Low-level optimization The low-level circuit allows for further optimizations which, in

this instance, are

• Adjoint C X gates cancel.

• Re-synthesize the single qubit chain

RZ (π/2)
p

X RZ (π/2)
p

X ,

into

e i 5π/4RZ (−π)
p

X RZ (π/2),

and drop the global phase.

• Optimize the equal superposition construction from RZ (π/2)
p

X RZ (π/2) |0〉 to

RZ (π/2)
p

X |0〉.
• Use that diagonal gates commute with control-operations.

• Remove RZ gates acting on |0〉, as they only apply a global phase.

• Remove diagonal gates (i.e. RZ ) before measurements, as they do not affect the

readout.

5. Pulse translation Finally, the basis gates are translated to a pulse schedule according to

the available device calibrations. This is shown in Fig. B.3.
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Initial circuit
|0〉 H •

RZ Z
RZ Z

RY Y|0〉
RX X|0〉 H •

RZ Z|0〉
High-level optimizations

|0〉 H •
RZ Z

RZ Z RY Y|0〉
RX X|0〉 H •

RZ Z|0〉
Routing

q0 : |0〉 H •
RZ Z RZ Z RY Y

q1 : |0〉 ×
RX X

q2 : |0〉 H •
RZ Z

×
q3 : |0〉

Basis translation

q0 : |0〉 R
π
2

Z

p
X R

π
2

Z
• • • • • p

X • • p
X

q1 : |0〉 RZ • • RZ
p

X RZ
p

X R
π
2

Z

p
X R

π
2

Z
• • R

π
2

Z

p
X R

π
2

Z

q2 : |0〉 R
π
2

Z

p
X R

π
2

Z
• • • • R

π
2

Z

p
X R

π
2

Z
RZ R

π
2

Z

p
X R

π
2

Z

q3 : |0〉 RZ

Low-level optimizations

q0 : |0〉 p
X Rπ/2

Z • • • p
X • • p

X

q1 : |0〉 • • RZ
p

X RZ Rπ/2
Z

p
X • • R−π/2

Z
p

X

q2 : |0〉 p
X Rπ/2

Z • • Rπ/2
Z

p
X Rπ/2

Z RZ Rπ/2
Z

p
X

q3 : |0〉

Figure B.2: Compilation workflow for the first-order Suzuki-Trotter example.
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Figure B.3: The pulse schedule for the physical Trotter circuit of Fig. 3.12(b) generated for ibm_cairo, which is an IBM Quantum Falcon
chip [18]. Each qubit has a single drive line, however the schedules are drawn separately for single qubit rotations (D0, D1, D2, D3) and CR
pulses (U0, U2, U6) for better readability. The Gaussian envelopes driving X and Y rotations are shown in blue and green and virtual Z
rotations are indicated as circular arrows. During the Gaussian square CR pulse on the control qubit, a cancellation tone CR is applied to the
target qubit to suppress undesired dynamics. Each pulse shows the shape of the I and Q parts of the envelope given by s(t ) = Re

(
(I + iQ)e iωd t

)
,

where ωd is the drive frequency. With some few exceptions, the π/2 pulses have half the amplitude of the π pulse and we omit to indicate the
signs of the rotations for visual clarity.

148
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B.3 Measurement error mitigation

We are interested in computing the expectation value of an observable O with respect to a given

state |ψ〉. For simplicity, we assume O is diagonal in the computational basis {|x〉}x —if it is not,

it can be decomposed into a sum of terms diagonalizable with single qubit transformations.

The expectation value can be written as

〈ψ|O|ψ〉 =
2n−1∑
x=0

c∗x cx 〈x|O|x〉 = ∑
x=0

pxO(x), (B.12)

where we expanded |ψ〉 = ∑
x cx |x〉, introduced the probability to sample the state |x〉 as

px = |cx |2 and used the notation O(x) = 〈x|O|x〉. To compute the error mitigated expectation

value, we evaluate the expectation value for the probabilities A−1p̃ , i.e.

〈ψ|O|ψ〉 =
2n−1∑
x=0

(
A−1p̃

)
x O(x). (B.13)

If we calculate the expectation value in an experiment, we only know the probabilities px

by sampling the state N times and measuring the outcome bitstrings {s j } j as

p̃x = 1

N

N∑
j=1

| 〈s j |x〉 |2. (B.14)

Plugging this definition into the error-mitigated expectation value we obtain

〈ψ|O|ψ〉 =
2n−1∑
x=0

(
2n−1∑
y=0

p̃y A−1 |y〉
)

x

O(x)

=
2n−1∑
x=0

2n−1∑
y=0

p̃y 〈x| A−1 |y〉O(x)

= 1

N

N∑
j=1

2n−1∑
x=0

2n−1∑
y=0

| 〈s j |y〉 |2 〈x| A−1 |y〉O(x)

= 1

N

N∑
j=1

2n−1∑
x=0

〈x| A−1 |s j 〉O(x),

(B.15)

where we used p̃ =∑
x p̃x |x〉 and 〈s j |x〉 = δs j ,x .

If we now express A = An⊗·· ·⊗A1 and O =On⊗·· ·⊗O1, then we can rewrite the expectation

value in a form using only a linear number of operations in n. Before exploiting the tensor-

product form, we rewrite the expectation value in a more convenient form, that is

〈ψ|O|ψ〉 = 1

N

N∑
j=1

2n−1∑
x=0

〈x|O A−1 |s j 〉

=
p

2n

N

N∑
j=1

〈+|⊗n O A−1 |s j 〉 ,

(B.16)
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where we exploited that O is diagonal, i.e. 〈x|O = 〈x|O(x) and |+〉 = (|0〉+ |1〉)/
p

2. Leveraging

that all states and operators are now product of single-qubit operations, we can write

〈ψ|O|ψ〉 =
p

2n

N

N∑
j=1

n∏
k=1

〈+|Ok A−1
k |sk

j 〉 , (B.17)

which only requires iterating over N n terms and can be done efficiently.

B.4 Pauli twirling on ibm_cairo

In the experiment of Fig. 3.8, we perform a Pauli process tomography on the circuit

U =
(
RZ Z

(π
2

)
RZ Z

(
−π

2

))r
, (B.18)

for r = 10 repetitions, whose noise-free Pauli process tomography should result in the identity

matrix. We twirl each RZ Z gate individually with a random two-qubit Pauli operation T =
P1 ⊗P2 as

RZ Z (θ) → T RZ Z ((−1)sT θ)T, (B.19)

where the sign of the rotation must be flipped if an odd number of Paulis does not commute

with RZ Z . More formally,

sT = ∏
P∈{P1,P2}

1, if [P, Z ] = 0,

−1, otherwise.
(B.20)

The sign (−1)sT must be adjusted to ensure the operation is twirled in a unitary-preserving

manner, e.g.
RZ Z (θ) = Y Y RZ Z (θ)Y Y ,

RZ Z (θ) = X Z RZ Z (−θ)X Z .
(B.21)

The Pauli process tomography is performed by preparing any possible combination of the

single-qubit initial states

{|0〉 , |1〉 , |+〉 , |i 〉}⊗2, (B.22)

where |+〉 = (|0〉+ |1〉)/
p

2 and |i 〉 = (|0〉+ i |1〉)/
p

2, and we measure in every possible Pauli

basis {I , X ,Y , Z }⊗2. For the twirled instance, the process tomography is repeated 10 times,

each with individual twirls, and then averaged.
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C Variational quantum algorithms

C.1 Variational principles

Table C.1 compares formulations and drawbacks of McLachlan’s VP, the TDVP, and Dirac-

Frenkel’s VP. They are defined in terms of the QGT,

G j k (θ) = 〈∂ jφ(θ)|∂kφ(θ)〉−〈∂ jφ(θ)|φ(θ)〉〈φ(θ)|∂kφ(θ)〉 , (C.1)

and the evolution gradient B ,

Bk (θ) = 〈∂kφ(θ)|H |φ(θ)〉−〈∂kφ(θ)|φ(θ)〉 . (C.2)

McLachlan’s VP for imaginary-time evolution has a different evolution gradient B (I ), given by

B (I )
k (θ) = 〈∂kφ(θ)|H |φ(θ)〉 . (C.3)

The TDVP for real parameters in not applicable for imaginary-time evolution, as the update

rule would yield purely imaginary parameters.

McLachlan TDVP Dirac-Frenkel

real Re(G)θ̇ = Im(B ) Im(G)θ̇ =−Re(B ) Gθ̇ =−i B
imaginary Re(G)θ̇ =−Re(B (I )) N.A. Gθ̇ =−B
drawbacks − unstable θ̇ is complex

misses dynamics more costly

Table C.1: Variational principles update rules and drawbacks.

Under certain conditions described in Appendix C.1.1, they are equivalent. However,

for real parameters simple cases can be constructed where they are not, as shown in Ap-

pendix C.1.2.

C.1.1 Equivalence of variational principles

This thesis focuses on McLachlan’s VP, due to practical drawbacks in implementing the TDVP

or Dirac-Frenkel VP. In this section we briefly outline the derivations of these two VPs and set
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all three into context.

The TDVP uses the Lagrangian formulation of the Schrödinger equation,

L(ψ,ψ̇) =
〈
ψ(t )

∣∣∣∣( d

dt
+ i H

)∣∣∣∣ψ(t )

〉
(C.4)

and seeks the stationary point of the action functional,

S[L] =
∫ t2

t1

L(ψ(t ),ψ̇(t ))dt . (C.5)

Solving the minimization for ψ(t ) = |φ(θ(t ))〉 leads to the equation

Im(G(θ))θ̇ = Re(B (θ)). (C.6)

The Dirac-Frenkel VP requires the residual |r (θ)〉 to be orthogonal to the tangent space of

the variational manifold at point θ [253],

〈δφ(θ)|r (θ)〉 = 0. (C.7)

This is equivalent to directly projecting the dynamics given by −i H |φ(θ)〉 onto the space of

the derivative ∂/∂t |φ(θ)〉 [186] and leads to

G(θ)θ̇ =−i B (θ). (C.8)

For a model with real parameters, the formulation due to Dirac and Frenkel requires truncation

of possibly complex parameters and additional resources to compute both real- and imaginary

parts of G and B .

If the parameters θ are complex, all three variational principles yield the same dynamics.

However, in quantum circuits the parameters are typically real, as they determine rotation

angles, in which case the variational principles may differ. McLachlan’s and the Dirac-Frenkel

VP coincide if the solution of the latter is real. The TDVP equals both if [253]

|∂ jφ(θ)〉 = i |∂kφ(θ)〉 , (C.9)

which is typically not satisfied in quantum circuit models [186].

C.1.2 Failure of the TDVP

The TDVP often produces an unstable linear system for real parameters as the diagonal of

the QGT is real. Solving for the parameter derivative, thus, requires a regularization which

comes at the cost of introducing a bias. In addition, the TDVP may fail to exhibit dynamics at

all, even for simple settings where the variational model allows to follow the dynamics exactly.

For example the Hamiltonian H = X with model

|φ(θ)〉 = RX (θ) |0〉 , (C.10)
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at point θ =π/2 has the QGT G = 1/4 and evolution gradient B = i /2. The TDVP attempts to

solve the equation 0θ̇ = 0. On a gate-based quantum computer, McLachlan’s VP is therefore

usually the most suitable method to implement variational time evolution.

C.1.3 Derivation of McLachlan’s variational principle

This section derives the parameter dynamics under real-time evolution using McLachlan’s

variational principle.

We consider a variational state with explicit global phase dependency,

|Φ(θ0,θ)〉 = e iθ0 |φ(θ)〉 , (C.11)

since the global phase affects the state derivative, and thus the dynamics, even though it

cannot be measured on the state itself. The time derivative of this state is

|Φ̇〉 := ∂

∂t
|Φ〉 = i θ̇0e iθ0 |φ〉+e iθ0

∑
k
θ̇k |∂kφ〉 , (C.12)

where we dropped explicit parameter dependencies of |Φ〉 and |φ〉 for convenience.

The norm of the residual |r 〉 is minimized by variation over the parameter derivatives θ̇

and θ̇0. Using the notation of variational calculus we write optimization as

0 = δ∥|r 〉∥2 = δ
∥∥∥∥(

∂

∂t
+ i H

)
|Φ〉

∥∥∥∥
2
= δ∥∥|Φ̇〉+ i H |Φ〉∥∥2 , (C.13)

where δ denotes the variation over the parameter derivatives. Note that, since we only vary the

parameter derivatives, the variation of |Φ〉 is 0, i.e. |δΦ〉 = 0. Since ∥|r 〉∥2 = 0 implies ∥|r 〉∥ = 0,

we minimize the squared residual and obtain

0 = δ〈r |r 〉
= δ(〈Φ̇|Φ̇〉+ i 〈Φ̇|H |Φ〉− i 〈Φ|H |Φ̇〉+〈Φ|H 2|Φ〉)
= 〈δΦ̇|Φ̇〉+〈Φ̇|δΦ̇〉+ i 〈δΦ̇|H |Φ〉− i 〈Φ|H |δΦ̇〉
=−i 〈δΦ̇|i Φ̇〉+ i 〈i Φ̇|δΦ̇〉+ i 〈δΦ̇|H |Φ〉− i 〈Φ|H |δΦ̇〉
=−i 〈δΦ̇|i Φ̇−HΦ〉+ i 〈i Φ̇−HΦ|δΦ̇〉
= 2Im

(〈δΦ̇|i Φ̇−HΦ〉) .

(C.14)

As remark, we would like to point out that this representation of McLachlan’s variational

principle allows an intuitive comparison to the TDVP, which can be written as

0 = Re
(〈δΦ̇|i Φ̇−HΦ〉) , (C.15)

and DF,

0 = (〈δΦ̇|i Φ̇−HΦ〉) . (C.16)

McLachlan’s principle and TDVP thus require different parts of the projection to vanish, and if
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the DF is satisfied it implies that both McLachlan and TDVP are also obeyed [253].

The variation of the time-derivative is

|δΦ̇〉 = iδθ̇0e iθ0 |φ〉+e iθ0
∑
k
δθ̇k |∂kφ〉 . (C.17)

Plugging the definitions of |Φ̇〉 and |δΦ̇〉 into Eq. (C.14) we obtain

0 = Im

(
i θ̇0δθ̇0 +δθ̇0

∑
k
θ̇k 〈φ|∂kφ〉+ iδθ̇0E − θ̇0

∑
k
δθ̇k 〈∂kφ|φ〉

+ i
∑
j ,k
δθ̇k θ̇ j 〈∂kφ|∂ jφ〉−

∑
k
δθ̇k 〈∂kφ|H |φ〉

)

= δθ̇0Im

(
θ̇0 +

∑
k
θ̇k 〈φ|∂kφ〉+E

)

+∑
k
δθ̇k Im

(
− θ̇0 〈∂kφ|φ〉+ i

∑
j
θ̇ j 〈∂kφ|∂ jφ〉−〈∂kφ|H |φ〉

)
.

(C.18)

where we used 〈φ|φ〉 = 1, E = 〈φ|H |φ〉 and that the parameter derivatives and it’s variations

are real. Since this expression must be satisfied for any variation, we set the δθ̇0 and δθ̇k terms

to 0.

The variation of δθ̇0 vanishing implies

θ̇0 =−∑
k
θ̇k Im

(〈φ|∂kφ〉
)−E , (C.19)

where we again used θ̇k ∈ R. Note that the derivative 〈φ|∂kφ〉 has no real part due to the

normalization of the state, as shown previously in Eq. (C.69). This allows to re-write the above

as

θ̇0 = i
∑
k
θ̇k 〈φ|∂kφ〉−E . (C.20)

Depending on how θ̇0 is defined we obtain two different, but equivalent, descriptions of θ̇. We

first show the result using the first definition, which results in a description that requires less

circuit evaluations, and then using the second one, which gives the form commonly used in

literature.

Inserting Eq. (C.19) into the variations of δθ̇k yields

0 = Im
(−θ̇0 〈∂kφ|φ〉

)+Re

(∑
j
θ̇ j 〈∂kφ|∂ jφ〉

)
− Im

(〈∂kφ|H |φ〉)
= Im

(∑
j
θ̇ j Im

(〈φ|∂ jφ〉
)〈∂kφ|φ〉

)
+EIm

(〈∂kφ|φ〉
)+∑

j
θ̇ j Re

(〈∂kφ|∂ jφ〉
)− Im

(〈∂kφ|H |φ〉)
=∑

j
θ̇ j

(
Re

(〈∂kφ|∂ jφ〉
)+ Im

(〈φ|∂ jφ〉
)

Im
(〈∂kφ|φ〉

))+ Im
(〈∂kφ|φ〉E −〈∂kφ|H |φ〉) ,

(C.21)
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where we reformulated Im(i z) = Re(z) for any z ∈C.

This defines a linear system of equations for θ̇,

Aθ̇ = b, (C.22)

with

A j k = Re
(〈∂kφ|∂ jφ〉

)+ Im
(〈φ|∂ jφ〉

)
Im

(〈∂kφ|φ〉
)

, (C.23)

and

bk = Im
(〈∂k |H |φ〉−〈∂kφ|φ〉E

)
. (C.24)

As pointed out before, this is not the same formulation as Eq. (4.25), since the definition of

A does not exactly match the real part of the QGT, g . This formulation is obtained by inserting

Eq. (C.20) into Eq. C.21, which gives

0 = Im

(
−i

∑
j
θ̇ j 〈φ|∂ jφ〉〈∂kφ|φ〉

)
+EIm

(〈∂kφ|φ〉
)+∑

j
θ̇ j Re

(〈∂kφ|∂ jφ〉
)− Im

(〈∂k |H |φ〉)
=∑

j
θ̇ j

(
Re

(〈∂kφ|∂ jφ〉
)−Re

(
∂kφ|φ〈φ|∂ jφ〉

))+ Im
(〈∂kφ|φ〉E −〈∂k |H |φ〉) .

(C.25)

This equals the expected linear system

g θ̇ = b. (C.26)

We emphasize that both formulations, via A and g , are equivalent and provide the same

dynamics θ̇. The formulation via the QGT exposes the connection of VarQTE and QNG and

allows to view the all three variational principles as components of the same equation. In

practice however, using Eq. (C.22) requires implementing less circuits, as only the imaginary

parts of 〈φ|∂kφ〉 are required, whereas Eq. (C.26) requires both real and imaginary parts to

correctly evaluate the product. If the gradients are evaluated with a LCU technique, both

equations use d(d +1)/2 circuits for the Re(〈∂kφ|∂ jφ〉) parts and Eq. (C.22) uses d for the

phase-fix part where Eq. (C.26) requires 2d . □

C.2 Imaginary-time evolution

The imaginary-time evolved state is

|ψ(τ)〉 = exp(−τH) |ψ0〉
Z (τ)

, (C.27)
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where Z (τ) =√〈ψ0|exp(−2τH)|ψ0〉. Expanding in the eigenbasis {λn}n≥0 of the Hamiltonian

with H |λn〉 = En |λn〉, we obtain

|ψ(τ)〉 = e−Hτ

Z (τ)

∑
n≥0

cn |λn〉

= 1

Z (τ)

∑
n≥0

cne−Enτ |λn〉

= e−E0τ

Z (τ)

(
c0 |λ0〉+

∑
n>0

cne−(En−E0)τ |λn〉
)

,

(C.28)

where cn = 〈λn |ψ0〉 Similarly, the normalization can be written as

Z (τ) =
( ∑

n≥0
|cn |2e−2Enτ

)1/2

= e−E0τ

(
|c0|2 +

∑
n≥0

|cn |2e−2(En−E0)τ
)1/2

.

(C.29)

The time-evolved state is then

|ψ(τ)〉 = c0 |λ0〉+∑
n>0 cne−(En−E0)τ |λn〉√

|c0|2 +∑
n≥0 |cn |2e−2(En−E0)τ

, (C.30)

which is stated in Eq. (4.29). Taking the long-time limit and assuming c0 ̸= 0, ordered energy

eigenstates, and a non-degenerate ground state E0 < E1, we obtain

lim
τ→∞ |ψ(τ)〉 = c0

|c0|
|λ0〉 , (C.31)

which converges at a rate E1 −E0.

More quantitatively, the fidelity of the ground state with the imaginary-time evolved state

is

|〈λ0|ψ(τ)〉|2 = |c0|2
|c0|2 +∑

n≥0 |cn |2e−2(En−E0)τ
. (C.32)

This expression can be lower bounded by assuming that, except for the overlap with the ground

state, the overlap with the first excited state is maximal. Since this term decays the slowest,

this maximizes the denominator and lower bounds the fidelity. We obtain

|〈λ0|ψ(τ)〉|2 ≥ |c0|2
|c0|2 +|c1|2e−2(E1−E0)τ

≥
(
1+ e−2(E1−E0)τ

|c0|2
)−1

,

(C.33)

where we further bounded the expression by setting |c1|2 = 1. The overlap is therefore lower

bounded depending on an exponential decay with a rate of the spectral gap, relative to the

initial overlap. polynomial time as long as the spectral gap is not exponentially small.
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C.3 Gibbs state preparation

Here, we show the circuit designed in Fig. 4.5 indeed prepares a Gibbs state. We consider

two n-qubit subsystems A and B and prepare Bell state pairs across the subsystems. This

constructs the state

|ψ1〉 = 1p
2n

(|0A0B 〉+ |1A1B 〉)⊗n

= 1p
2n

(|0A0B 0A0B · · · 0A0B 〉+ |0A0B 0A0B · · · 1A1B 〉+ · · ·+ |1A1B 1A1B · · · 1A1B 〉)

= 1p
2n

(|00 · · ·0A 00 · · ·0B 〉+ |00 · · ·1A 00 · · ·1B 〉+ · · ·+ |11 · · ·1A +11 · · ·1B 〉)

= 1p
2n

2n−1∑
x=0

|xA xB 〉 ,

(C.34)

where |x〉 := |bin(x)〉 is the binary representation of the state bin(x).

Onto this state we act with the operation

e−
β

2 HA⊗1B =∑
k

(
−β

2

)k (HA ⊗ 1B )k

k !

=∑
k

(
−β

2

)k H k
A ⊗ 1k

B

k !

=
(∑

k

(
−β

2

)k H k
A

k !

)
⊗ 1B

= e−
β

2 HA ⊗ 1B ,

(C.35)

such that we obtain

|ψ2〉 = 1p
2n

2n−1∑
x=0

(
e−

β

2 HA |xA〉
)
⊗|xB 〉 . (C.36)

Tracing out system B yields

ρ3 = TrB (|ψ2〉〈ψ2|)

= 1

2n

2n−1∑
m=0

2n−1∑
x,y=0

(
e−

β

2 HA |xA〉
)(
〈y A|e−

β

2 HA

)
〈mB |xB 〉〈yB |mB 〉

= 1

2n

2n−1∑
m=0

e−
β

2 HA |mA〉〈mA|e−
β

2 HA

= 1

2n e−
β

2 HA

(
2n−1∑
m=0

|mA〉〈mA|
)

e−
β

2 HA

= 1

2n e−βHA ,

(C.37)

using that
∑

m |m〉〈m| = 1 for any complete basis set {|m〉}m . The output state is normalized,
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thus, we finally have
ρ3

Tr(ρ3)
= e−βHA

Z (β)
, (C.38)

with Z (β) = Tr(exp(−βHA)), which is the Gibbs state ρG on subsystem A. □

C.4 Unitary coupled cluster ansatz

In this section, we introduce the unitary coupled cluster (UCC) ansatz, which is a symmetry-

preserving ansatz used primarily in molecular ground-state preparation. In a Born-Oppenheimer

approximation, the Hamiltonian in second quantization describes the number of electrons in

an orbital and is given by

H =∑
j k

h j k a†
j ak +

∑
j kℓm

h j kℓm a†
j a†

k aℓam , (C.39)

where h j k ,h j kℓm ∈R describe overlaps of the orbital basis functions and a j is the annihilation

operator of an electron is orbital j . Since the total number of electrons in the system is

conserved, the UCC ansatz leverages the cluster operators T which describe the exchange of

electrons in the orbitals and is defined as

T (θ) =∑
M

T (M)(θ),

T (M)(θ) = ∑
j1··· jM

k1···kM

θ
k1···kM
j1··· jM

a†
j1
· · ·a†

jM
akM · · ·ak1 , (C.40)

i.e., T (M) describes the simultaneous exchange of M electrons in between different orbitals.

To ensure the ansatz is unitary, the ansatz generator is taken to be T −T †, that is

|φ(θ)〉 = eT (θ)−T †(θ). (C.41)

The initial state should have the correct number of electrons, which can be obtained classi-

cally efficiently with the Hartree-Fock solution [349], which provides a single-configuration

approximation to the system’s ground state.

Commonly only the first few excitations are used, e.g. T (1) and T (2), which provides a

sufficiently good approximation at a reduced computational complexity [220, 350]. Since the

circuit are still prohibitively expensive as the molecule increases in size, adaptive techniques

recently gained a lot of interest, where excitations are added individually to the circuit based

on which provides the largest energy gradient at the current point in the optimization [351,

352].
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C.5 Derivation of gradient rules

C.5.1 Parameter-shift rule

This section proves Eq. (4.62) for the gradient calculation of quantum circuit expectation

values.

The j th derivative of the expectation value of the state |φ(θ)〉 of an observable O is

∂ jℓ(θ) = ∂ j 〈φ(θ)|O|φ(θ)〉
= 〈∂ jφ(θ)|O|φ(θ)〉+c.c.

= 〈0|V †
0 U †

1 (θ1) · · · iG jU †
j (θ j ) · · ·U †

d (θd )V †
d |O|φ(θ)〉+c.c.

= 〈φ( j )|iG j O( j )1|φ( j )〉+c.c.,

(C.42)

where we introduced

|φ( j )〉 =V j−1U j−1(θ j−1) · · ·U1(θ1)V0 |0〉 ,

O( j ) =U †
j (θ j )V †

j · · ·U †
d (θd )V †

d OVdUd (θd ) · · ·V jU j (θ j ).
(C.43)

Next, we use the following identity, which holds for any two operators A and B , and any state

|φ〉 [302]

〈φ|A†OB |φ〉+c.c. = 1

2

(
〈φ|(A+B)†O(A+B)|φ〉−〈φ|(A−B)†O(A−B)|φ〉

)
, (C.44)

and introduce a factor λ, whose role becomes clear later, to write

∂ jℓ(θ) =λ
〈
φ( j )

∣∣∣∣ iG j

λ
O( j )1

∣∣∣∣φ( j )
〉
+c.c.

= λ

2

(〈
φ( j )

∣∣∣∣∣
(
1− iG j

λ

)†

O( j )
(
1− iG j

λ

)∣∣∣∣∣φ( j )

〉
−

〈
φ( j )

∣∣∣∣∣
(
1+ iG j

λ

)†

O( j )
(
1+ iG j

λ

)∣∣∣∣∣φ( j )

〉)
.

(C.45)

We now assume that G j only has two distinct eigenvalues, which w.l.o.g. can be shifted to

±λ,λ ∈Rwith a global phase on the expectation value. Then the above expectations can be

evaluated for certain parameter values, which can be seen using G2 =λ21 and writing

U j (θ j ) = e−iθ j G j

=
∞∑

k=0

(−iθ j G j )k

k !

=
∞∑

k=0

(−iθ j G j )2k

(2k)!
+

∞∑
k=0

(−iθ j G j )2k+1

(2k +1)!

= 1
∞∑

k=0

(θ jλ)2k

(2k)!
− iG j

λ

∞∑
k=0

(−1)k (θ jλ)2k+1

(2k +1)!

= 1cos(θ jλ)− iG j

λ
sin(θ jλ).

(C.46)
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For the parameter value s =π/(4λ) we obtain

U j (±s) = 1p
2

(
1∓ iG j

λ

)
. (C.47)

Hence the gradient is

∂ jℓ(θ) = λ

2

(〈
φ( j )

∣∣∣U j (s)†O( j )U j (s)
∣∣∣φ( j )

〉
−

〈
φ( j )

∣∣∣U j (−s)†O( j )U j (−s)
∣∣∣φ( j )

〉)
= λ

2

(〈φ(θ+ se j )|O|φ(θ+ se j )〉−〈φ(θ− se j )|O|φ(θ− se j )〉) ,
(C.48)

where we used U j (θ j )U j (±s) =U j (θ j ± s). □

C.5.2 Linear combination of unitaries

This section shows the derivation of the LCU circuits in Fig. 4.10 for the gradient calculation of

quantum circuit expectation values.

Using a phase gate P (α), the auxiliary qubit is prepared in the state

|0〉+e iα |1〉p
2

. (C.49)

Applying the unitary gates and the controlled generator G we obtain the state

1p
2
|0〉(VdUd (θd ) · · ·V1U1(θ1) |0〉)+ e iα

p
2
|1〉(VdUd (θd ) · · ·V jU j (θ j )G j · · ·V1U1(θ1) |0〉)

= 1p
2
|0〉 |φ(θ)〉+ i e iα

p
2

|1〉 |∂ jφ(θ)〉 ,

(C.50)

where the additional complex phase appears since U j (θ j )G j = i∂U j (θ j ). By computing the

expectation value of the Pauli-Z operator on the auxiliary qubit this state can be used to

evaluate the gradient of a target observable O on the state register. After the Hadamard gate

on the auxiliary qubit the expectation value of the LCU circuit is

1

2

(〈+|〈φ(θ)|− i e−iα 〈−| |∂ jφ(θ)〉)(Z ⊗O
)( |+〉|φ(θ)〉+ i e iα |−〉|∂ jφ(θ)〉)

= i

2

(
e iα 〈φ(θ)|O|∂ jφ(θ)〉−e−iα 〈φ(θ)|O|∂ jφ(θ)〉

)
.

(C.51)

Depending on the value of α, this represents the real- or imaginary part of the expectation

value gradient, as

α= 0 → i

2

(〈φ(θ)|O|∂ jφ(θ)〉−〈∂ jφ(θ)|O|φ(θ)〉)= Im(〈∂ jφ(θ)|O|φ(θ)〉),

α= π

2
→−1

2

(〈∂ jφ(θ)|O|φ(θ)〉+〈∂ jφ(θ)|O|φ(θ)〉)=−Re(〈∂ jφ(θ)|O|φ(θ)〉).
(C.52)

□
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Quantum geometric tensor

The derivation for the QGT circuit in Fig. 4.12 is analogous to the gradient circuit, with one

additional open control to apply the derivative with respect to another parameter on the state

left of the observable.

Before the final Hadamard on the auxiliary qubit, the circuit prepares the state

ip
2
|0〉 |∂ jφ(θ)〉+ i e iα

p
2

|1〉 |∂kφ(θ)〉 . (C.53)

Applying the Hadamard and computing the expectation value with Pauli-Z on the auxiliary

qubit and the identity on the state register, we obtain

1

2

(
e iα 〈∂ jφ(θ)|∂kφ(θ)〉+e−iα 〈∂ jφ(θ)|∂kφ(θ)〉

)
, (C.54)

which for α= 0 yields Re(〈∂ jφ(θ)|∂kφ(θ)〉) and for for α=π/2 yields −Im(〈∂ jφ(θ)|∂kφ(θ)〉).

The LCU circuits for the QGT evaluations can be further simplified. Since the observable

measured on the state register is the identity, the gates after the last differentiated gates

cancels,

〈∂ jφ(θ)|φ(θ)〉 = i 〈0|V †
0 · · ·G j V j−1U j−1(θ j−1) · · ·V0|0〉

〈∂ jφ(θ)|∂kφ(θ)〉 = 〈0|V †
0 · · ·G j · · ·U †

k−1(θ j−1)V †
k−1GkVk−1Uk−1(θk−1) · · ·V0|0〉 . (w.l.o.g. j ≤ k)

(C.55)

□

C.5.3 Unbiased gradient samples

This section shows the SPSA gradient is an unbiased estimator up toO(ϵ2). By Taylor expansion

of the perturbation ϵ∆ the expectation value of the gradient estimator is

E
[
∇̂∇∇ℓ

]
= E

[
ℓ(θ+ϵ∆)−ℓ(θ−ϵ∆)

2ϵ
∆−1

]
= E

[
ℓ(θ)+ϵ∆⊤∇∇∇ℓ(θ)+ ϵ2

2 ∆
⊤H(θ)∆−ℓ(θ)+ϵ∆⊤∇∇∇ℓ(θ)− ϵ2

2 ∆
⊤H(θ)∆+O(ϵ3)

2ϵ
∆−1

]
= E[

∆⊤∇∇∇ℓ(θ)∆−1]+O(ϵ2),
(C.56)

where H(θ) =∇∇∇∇∇∇⊤ℓ(θ) is the Hessian of ℓ. Dropping the explicit parameter dependence of

∇∇∇ℓ, the j th entry of the expectation value is

E

[(
∇̂∇∇ℓ

)
j

]
= E

[
∇∇∇ℓ j +∆−1

j

∑
k ̸= j

∆k∇∇∇ℓk

]
+O(ϵ2)

=∇∇∇ℓ j +E
[
∆−1

j

] ∑
k ̸= j

E[∆k ]∇∇∇ℓk +O(ϵ2)

=∇∇∇ℓ j +O(ϵ2),

(C.57)
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where we used that all ∆ j are i.i.d., that E[∆ j ] = 0 and that E[∆−1
j ] ≤ E[|∆−1

j |] <∞. □

C.5.4 Unbiased Hessian samples

Analogous to the gradient samples, we can show the Hessian samples are unbiased up to

leading order in ϵ.

We remember the Hessian sample of a function f at parameters θ is defined as

Ĥ = δ f

4ϵ2

(
1

2∆(∆′)⊤
+ 1

2∆′∆⊤

)
, (C.58)

where the matrix in the denominator is understood as element-wise inverse, and with

δ f = ∑
s1,s1∈{1,−1}

s1s2 · f
(
θ+ϵ(s1∆+ s2∆

′)
)

. (C.59)

We expand each term in the curvature δ f as second-order Taylor series, that is

f (θ+ϵ(s1∆+ s2∆
′)) = f (θ)+ϵ(s1∆+ s2∆

′)∇∇∇ f (θ)

+ ϵ2

2
(s1∆+ s2∆

′)⊤H(θ)(s1∆+ s2∆
′)+O(ϵ3),

(C.60)

where H (θ) =∇∇∇∇∇∇⊤ f (θ) is the Hessian of f . Summing over the different perturbations, we find

that the first-order gradient contributions cancel and we obtain

δ f = 2ϵ2 (
∆⊤H(θ)∆′+ (∆′)⊤H(θ)∆

)+O(ϵ3). (C.61)

The expectation value of the Hessian sample is then

E
[
Ĥ

]= 2ϵ2

4ϵ2 E

[(
∆⊤H(θ)∆′+ (∆′)⊤H(θ)∆

)( 1

2∆(∆′)⊤
+ 1

2∆′∆⊤

)]
+O(ϵ)

= 1

4

(
E

[
∆⊤H(θ)∆′

∆(∆′)⊤

]
+E

[
∆⊤H(θ)∆′

∆′∆⊤

]
+E

[
(∆′)⊤H(θ)∆

∆(∆′)⊤

]
+E

[
(∆′)⊤H(θ)∆

∆′∆⊤

])
+O(ϵ).

(C.62)

We investigate the summands individually and write the (a,b)-th element of the first summand

as

E

[
1

∆a∆
′
b

∑
j k
∆ j∆

′
k H j k (θ)

]

= E
[

Hab(θ)+ 1

∆a∆
′
b

∑
j ̸=a
k ̸=b

∆ j∆
′
k H j k (θ)

]

= Hab(θ)+E[∆−1
a ]E[(∆′

b)−1]
∑
j ̸=a
k ̸=b

E[∆ j ]E[∆′
k ]H j k (θ)

= Hab(θ),

(C.63)

where, as in Appendix C.5.3, we used that all elements of ∆ and ∆′ are i.i.d. and that each
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element has zero mean and the inverse expectation exists. The other three terms can be

simplified analogously, such that we finally obtain

E
[
Ĥ

]= H(θ)+O(ϵ). (C.64)

□

C.6 Derivation of the quantum natural gradient

This section proves the QNG formula in two steps. First, we show that the Fubini-Study metric

can be locally approximated by the QGT, and then we show how the direct update rule is

derived from the minimization formulation.

Approximation of the Fubini-Study metric

By Taylor expansion we have

arccos2(
p

x) = 1−x +O (
(1−x)2) , (C.65)

where we identify x = |〈φ(θ)|φ(θ+δθ)〉 |2 =: F (θ,θ+δθ) as the fidelity. To understand the

quartic error term we expand the fidelity as Taylor series, that is

F (θ,θ+δθ) = F (θ,θ)+δθ⊤∇∇∇F (θ′,θ)
∣∣∣
θ′=θ+

1

2
δθ⊤

(
∇∇∇∇∇∇⊤F (θ′,θ)

∣∣∣
θ′=θ

)
δθ+O(∥δθ∥3

2)

= 1+ 1

2
δθHF (θ)δθ+O(∥δθ∥3

2),
(C.66)

since the fidelity is maximal at F (θ,θ) = 1, and HF denotes the Hessian of the fidelity. The

vertical line with subtext θ′ = θ means that we first take the derivative with respect to θ,

treating θ′ as independent variable, and inserting θ′ = θ after the differentiation.

Including only the constant term and ignoring the second-order Hessian term at an error

of O(∥δθ∥2
2) yields the first equality, as

arccos2
(√

F (θ,θ+δθ)
)
= 1−F (θ,θ+δθ)+O

((
1− (1+O(∥δθ∥2

2)
)2

)
= 1−F (θ,θ+δθ)+O (∥δθ∥4

2)
)

.
(C.67)

Note that only the fidelity in the error term is expanded to obtain an error in terms of the

perturbation δθ.

The second equality of Eq. (4.18) with the QGT is now follows by replacing the fidelity with

it’s second-order Taylor expansion and showing that HF =−2g .
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The Hessian elements are(
HF (θ)

)
j k = ∂ j∂k

∣∣〈φ(θ′)|φ(θ)〉∣∣2
∣∣∣
θ′=θ

= ∂ j∂k
(〈φ(θ)|φ(θ′)〉〈φ(θ′)|φ(θ)〉)∣∣∣

θ′=θ
= 2∂ j Re

(〈φ(θ)|φ(θ′)〉〈φ(θ′)|∂kφ(θ)〉)∣∣∣
θ′=θ

= 2Re
(〈∂ jφ(θ)|φ(θ)〉〈φ(θ)|∂kφ(θ)〉+〈φ(θ)|∂ j∂kφ(θ)〉)

(C.68)

The second-order derivative can be rewritten by using that the quantum state is normalized,

〈φ(θ)|φ(θ)〉 = 1. Differentiating both sides of this equation we obtain

0 = ∂k 〈φ(θ)|φ(θ)〉 = 2Re
(〈φ(θ)|∂kφ(θ)〉) . (C.69)

A second differentiation of 0 = Re(〈φ|∂kφ〉) yields

0 = Re
(〈∂ jφ(θ)|∂kφ(θ)〉+〈φ(θ)|∂ j∂kφ(θ)〉) , (C.70)

therefore

Re
(〈φ(θ)|∂ j∂kφ(θ)〉)=−Re

(〈∂ jφ(θ)|∂kφ(θ)〉) . (C.71)

Inserting this into the formula for the Hessian element we obtain(
HF (θ)

)
j k = 2Re

(〈∂ jφ(θ)|φ(θ)〉〈φ(θ)|∂kφ(θ)〉−〈∂ jφ(θ)|∂kφ(θ)〉)
=−2

(
g (θ)

)
j k .

(C.72)

Plugging the equality HF =−2g into the Taylor expansion, we have shown that

d 2
F S(θ,θ+δθ) = arccos2

(√
F (θ,θ+δθ)

)
= 1−F (θ,θ+δθ)+O (∥δθ∥4

2)
)

= 1−
(
1+ δθ⊤HF (θ)δθ

2
+O (∥δθ∥3

2

))+O (∥δθ∥4
2)

)
=δθ⊤g (θ)δθ+O (∥δθ∥3

2

)
.

(C.73)

□

Direct QNG update rule

For completeness, we show that the direct update rule, Eq. (4.20), is obtained by solving

Eq. (4.15). The extremal condition for the solution θ∗ of the minimization is that the gradient
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vanishes, i.e.,

0 =∇∇∇
(〈
θ∗−θ(k),∇∇∇L(

θ(k))〉+ 1

2ηk
d 2

F S

(
θ∗,θ(k)

))
≈∇∇∇

(〈
θ∗−θ(k),∇∇∇L(

θ(k))〉+ 1

2ηk
(θ∗−θ(k))⊤g

(
θ(k))(θ∗−θ(k))⊤

)
=∇∇∇L(

θ(k))+ 1

2ηk
2g

(
θ(k))(θ∗−θ(k)),

(C.74)

where on the second line we used Eq. (4.18) with δθ = θ−θ(k). Reshuffling the terms we obtain

the solution of the minimization as

θ∗ = θ(k+1) = θ(k) −ηk g−1(θ(k))∇∇∇L(
θ(k)). (C.75)

□

C.7 Automatic differentiation

Automatic differentiation (AD) describes a powerful strategy to evaluate derivatives of func-

tions that are described by computational graphs. A function f : Rn → Rm thus has n input

and m output nodes, and each node νi of a graph denotes an intermediate function value

after the application of a fundamental arithmetic operation. For example, the graph of the

function

f (θ1,θ2) = sin2(θ1)cos2(θ2), (C.76)

is shown in Fig. C.1.

·2
ν6

× ν5

sin
ν3

θ1

ν1

cos
ν4

θ2

ν2

Figure C.1: Computational graph for f (θ1,θ2) = sin2(θ1)cos2(θ2). The node ν5 describes the
operation × : x, y 7→ x y (order irrelevant as the inputs are scalars) and the node ν6 applies the
mapping ·2 : x 7→ x2.

The derivatives of f can then be computed by means of the chain rule and correctly

chaining the Jacobians of the nodes in the graph. By traversing the computational graph and

employing the chain rule on each node, the derivative ν̇k of each node is computed as

ν̇k = ∑
j∈pred(k)

∂νk

∂ν j
ν̇ j , (C.77)
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where ∂νk /∂ν j denotes the Jacobian of node νk with respect to the input node ν j . If node νk

has nk inputs and mk outputs, the Jacobian is a map from Rnk →Rmk , which depends on the

values of the input nodes.

In this, so-called forward mode of AD, the gradient to any input variable ∂ f /∂θ j can be

evaluated by setting θ̇ j = ν̇ j = 1 and the other inputs to 0. A single forward graph traversal (or

“sweep”) allows to compute the gradient with respect to a single input variable. To compute

the full gradient for d parameters, we therefore have to repeat the procedure d times. The

reverse mode of AD circumvents this overhead.

Instead of evaluating the chain rule starting from the input nodes, the reverse mode starts

from the output node. It recursively evaluates the adjoint variables ν̄k = ∂ f /∂νk as

ν̄k = ∑
j∈desc(k)

(
∂ν j

∂νk

)†

ν̄ j , (C.78)

where desc(k) is the set of all descendants of node νk and (∂ν j /∂νk )† is the adjoint of the

Jacobian. As initial value the adjoint of the output node is set to 1.

The advantage of the reverse mode is that a single sweep allows to compute the gradient

with respect to any input variable. However, this comes at a cost: The evaluation of the

adjoint variables ν̄k generally requires the values of the nodes νk . Since the values have to be

computed starting from the inputs, a reverse sweep requires a prior forward traversal of the

graph and to store all node values at an O(M) memory cost, where M is the number of nodes.

The forward AD mode does not have this limitation, since the value νk can be computed

in the same sweep as the derivatives νk . Which mode is more efficient therefore depends

on the function. Generally, for a multivariate function f : Rn → Rm , the forward mode is

more efficient if m ≥ n, that is if the number of outputs is smaller or about the number of

inputs. Due to the additional memory overhead, reverse mode is typically only more efficient

if n ≫ m [315].

Illustrative example

As an example we explicitly evaluate the gradients of the function in Fig. C.1 both with the

forward and reverse mode of AD. The graph describes the operations

ν1 = θ1,

ν2 = θ2,

ν3 = sin(ν1),

ν4 = cos(ν2),

ν5 = ν3ν4,

ν6 = ν2
5,

(C.79)

such the function value equals the final node, ν6 = f (θ1,θ2) = sin2(θ1)cos2(θ2).

The gradient ∂ f /∂θ1 using forward mode is obtained by setting ν̇1 = 1, ν̇2 = 0 and travers-
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ing the graph using Eq. (C.77) until the gradient of the final node, ν̇6 is reached. Explicitly,

ν̇3 = ∂ν3

∂ν1
ν̇1 = cos(ν1) ·1 = cos(ν1),

ν̇4 = ∂ν4

∂ν2
ν̇2 =−sin(ν2) ·0 = 0,

ν̇5 = ∂ν5

∂ν3
ν̇3 + ∂ν5

∂ν4
ν̇4 = ν4ν̇3 +ν3ν̇4 = cos(ν2)cos(ν1),

ν̇6 = ∂ν6

∂ν5
ν̇5 = 2ν5ν̇5 = 2sin(ν1)cos(ν2)cos(ν2)cos(ν1),

(C.80)

and plugging in the parameter values the derivative is ν̇6 = 2sin(θ1)cos(θ1)cos2(θ2).

For the reverse mode we require the adjoint of the Jacobians, which in the scalar case is

simply the derivative. Note that the adjoint might be more complex for vector- or matrix-

valued functions [353]. We start by seeding the sweep with ν̄6 = 1 and traverse the graph top to

bottom, computing the adjoints of each node via Eq. (C.78), as

ν̄5 = ∂ν6

∂ν5
ν̄6 = ν5 ·1,

ν̄4 = ∂ν5

∂ν4
ν̄5 = 2ν5ν3,

ν̄3 = ∂ν5

∂ν3
ν̄5 = 2ν5ν4,

ν̄2 = ∂ν4

∂ν2
ν̄4 =−2ν5ν3 sin(ν2),

ν̄1 = ∂ν3

∂ν1
ν̄3 = 2ν5ν4 cos(ν1),

(C.81)

where we used that in this case (∂νk /∂ν j )† = ∂νk /∂ν j . By plugging in all values we obtain

∂ f /∂θ1 = ν̄1 = 2sin(θ1)cos2(θ2)cos(θ1). In contrast to a forward mode sweep, we already have

all information available to also compute the derivative ∂ f /∂θ2 = ν̄2, however we require

storing the values of the nodes νk prior to the evaluation.

AD for quantum circuit simulation

For a loss function based on the expectation value of a parameterized quantum circuits there

is only one output dimension, which favors the reverse mode. An exemplary computational

graph is shown in Fig. C.2. However, storing the intermediate node values would require

storing the full state-vector of the circuit, which makes the standard reverse AD prohibitively

expensive.

Fortunately, this memory overhead can be significantly reduced by leveraging the re-

versibility of the quantum circuit graph. If the operations Ui are unitary, i.e. U †
kUk = 1 then the

value of node νk can be computed from the following node νk+1, as

νk =Uk · · ·U1 |0〉 =U †
k+1νk+1. (C.82)
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〈O〉

×
νd

×
ν3

×
ν2

×
ν1

|0〉 U1

θ1

U2

θ2

U3

θ3

Ud

θd

Figure C.2: Computational graph for a quantum circuit expectation value 〈φ(θ)|O|φ(θ)〉 for
a parameterized circuit |φ(θ)〉 =Ud (θd ) · · ·U1(θ1) |0〉. In comparison to the state of Eq. (4.61),
the unparameterized unitaries Vi have been absorbed into the Ui to simplify the graph. Nodes
with × denote multiplications of form × : L,R 7→ RL where R is the right input node and L the
left. The final node describes the operation 〈O〉 : |ψ〉 7→ 〈ψ|O|ψ〉.

A reverse AD sweep can therefore compute the each node value within the same reverse

graph traversal without requiring storing O(M) state-vectors. This technique is leveraged

by quantum computing simulators [180], and is has also been used in reversible neural

networks [316].

C.8 Quantum time evolution by Taylor expansion

If exact matrix exponentiation is not feasible anymore, such as in the 27-qubit experiments of

Chapter 6, we can instead approximate the quantum time evolution with a Taylor expansion.

For real-time evolution, we can express the Taylor expansion as unitary operation [354] by

writing
|ψ(t +∆t )〉 = e−i∆t H |ψ(t )〉

=
(
e i ∆t

2 H
)−1

e−i ∆t
2 H |ψ(t )〉

=
(
I+ i∆t

2
H

)−1 (
I− i∆t

2
H

)
|ψ(t )〉+O(∆3

t ),

(C.83)

where I is the identity matrix of appropriate dimension 2n × 2n . The unitary property is

straightforward to verify by the condition that if UU † = I the matrix U is unitary. We have

(
I+ i∆t

2
H

)−1 (
I− i∆t

2
H

)[(
I+ i∆t

2
H

)−1 (
I− i∆t

2
H

)]†

=
(
I+ i∆t

2
H

)−1 (
I− i∆t

2
H

)(
I+ i∆t

2
H

)(
I− i∆t

2
H

)−1

=
(
I+ i∆t

2
H

)−1 (
I+ i∆t

2
H

)(
I− i∆t

2
H

)(
I− i∆t

2
H

)−1

= I,

(C.84)
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where we have used that the inverse and complex conjugate are interchangeable and that for

any scalar c the terms (I+ cH) and (I− cH) commute. □
Instead of evaluating the inverse, in practice the equation is solved as implicit scheme,

that is (
I+ i∆t

2
H

)
|ψ(t +∆t )〉 =

(
I− i∆t

2
H

)
|ψ(t )〉 . (C.85)

For imaginary-time evolution, which is not unitary to begin with, we can simply use a first

order Taylor expansion and update the state as

|ψ̃(t +∆t )〉 = (I−∆t H) |ψ(t )〉

|ψ(t +∆t )〉 = |ψ̃(t +∆t )〉
∥|ψ̃(t +∆t )〉∥2

.

To ensure the timestep is chosen small enough, we run the full imaginary time evolution

for decreasing timesteps ∆t until a smaller timestep does no longer significantly change the

evolution of the energy. In the experiment of Chapter 6, for example, the calculation converged

for ∆t = 10−3.
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D Quantum Natural SPSA

D.1 Runtime estimation on superconducting qubits

To estimate the runtimes of QNG and VarQITE on superconducting hardware we translate

the circuit to a typical basis gate set on superconducting qubits, consisting of
p

X , X , RZ, and

CX gates, commonly used e.g. by IBM Quantum devices. This gate set allows to compile any

sequence of single qubit gates into 2
p

X gates, interleaved with 3 virtual RZ rotations. The

time for a single measurement of the circuit in Fig. 5.1(b) with r repetitions is then

tshot = 2r tCX +2(r +1)tpX + tmeas + treset, (D.1)

with the durations tCX, tpX , tmeas and treset of a CX gate, a
p

X gate, a measurement and a qubit

reset, respectively. In this qubit architecture, RZ rotations can be implemented as rotations of

the reference frame and do not contribute to the runtime, but only affect the following pulses.

For N shots, the overall runtime is then N tshot.

To calculate the number of circuits we assume a linear-combination of unitaries (LCU)

method can be used for both the QGT and energy gradient. This is an idealistic assumption,

since most superconducting devices have a sparse topology and using LCU typically requires

additional Swap gates which we omit here. For a Hamiltonian with P Pauli terms, the number

of circuits C per timestep is

CLCU = d(d +5)

2
+Pd , (D.2)

where d is the number of parameters in the circuit and we assume P = 2, which covers the

class of Ising Hamiltonians.

The exact gate durations and fidelities depend on the qubit implementation and even

varies within the family of superconducting qubits [48]. In our estimation we assume gate

times reported by ibm_peekskill (v2.6.5), which is an IBM Quantum Falcon processors [18],

of tC X = 451ns, tpX = 36ns and tmeas = 860ns. The qubit reset can be achieved in different

fashions, such as natural relaxation of active resets [355]. Here, we assume treset = 2µs, which

is possible to achieve using higher excited qubit states [124, 356].
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D.2 QGT via the fidelity

Eq. (5.6) shows a different representation of the QGT than introduced in Eq. (5.1). Here we

show their equivalence. A single element of the Fubini-Study metric tensor according to

Eq. (5.6) is

− ∂ j∂k

2
| 〈φ(θ′)|φ(θ)〉 |2

∣∣∣∣
θ′=θ

=−∂ j∂k

2
〈φ(θ)|φ(θ′)〉〈φ(θ′)|φ(θ)〉

∣∣∣∣
θ′=θ

=−∂ j Re
{〈φ(θ)|φ(θ′)〉〈φ(θ′)|∂kφ(θ)〉}∣∣∣∣

θ′=θ

=−Re
{〈φ(θ)|φ(θ′)〉〈φ(θ′)|∂ j∂kφ(θ)〉+〈∂ jφ(θ)|φ(θ′)〉〈φ(θ′)|∂kφ(θ)〉}∣∣∣∣

θ′=θ
= Re

{−〈φ(θ)|∂ j∂kφ(θ)〉−〈∂ jφ(θ)|φ(θ)〉〈φ(θ)|∂k (θ)〉} .

We can rewrite the first summand using the identity we obtain from differentiating both sides

of the equation 1 = 〈φ(θ)|φ(θ)〉 with respect to θ,

0 = ∂ j∂k 〈φ(θ)|φ(θ)〉
= 2Re

{
∂ j 〈∂kφ(θ)|φ(θ)〉}

= 2Re
{〈∂ j∂kφ(θ)|φ(θ)〉+〈∂ jφ(θ)|∂kφ(θ)〉}

⇔−Re
{〈∂ j∂kφ(θ)|φ(θ)〉}= Re

{〈∂ jφ(θ)|∂kφ(θ)〉} .

Replacing the second derivative of |φ(θ)〉 with the two first order derivatives we obtain

g j k (θ) = Re
{〈∂ jφ(θ)|∂kφ(θ)〉−〈∂ jφ(θ)|φ(θ)〉〈φ(θ)|∂kφ(θ)〉} ,

which is the same as Eq. (5.1).
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E Dual quantum time evolution

E.1 Runtime on superconducting hardware

We assume the same processor specification as described in Appendix C.6. The key difference

to the QNG resource estimation in Fig. 5.1 is that we now determine the number of shots based

on the required accuracy in the time evolution.

To estimate the total number of required measurements for VarQITE and DualQITE, we

extrapolate the Heisenberg benchmark of Fig. 7.4 to 50 qubits using the indicated scalings of

d 3.77 and d 2.37, respectively.

E.2 Derivation via quantum natural gradients

The QNG update rule is

θ(k+1) = θ(k) −ηk g−1(θ(k))∇∇∇L(θ(k)), (E.1)

which can be expressed in a dual formulation as

θ(k+1) = argminθ 〈∇∇∇L(θ(k),θ−θ(k))〉+ 1

2η
d 2(θ,θ(t )), (E.2)

where L is the loss function, ηk the learning rate and d is the Fubini-Study distance metric,

defined as

d(θ,θ′) = arccos | 〈φ(θ)|φ(θ′)〉 |. (E.3)

We can approximate the Fubini-Study distance metric locally for a small perturbation δθ

as
d 2(φ(θ),φ(θ+δθ)) = arccos2 | 〈φ(θ)|φ(θ+δθ)〉 |

= 1−F (θ,θ+δθ)+O(||δθ||42)

= 〈δθ, g (θ)δθ)〉+O(||δθ||32),

(E.4)

with F (θ,θ′) = |〈φ(θ)|φ(θ+δθ)〉 |2. The standard form of the QNG, as in Eq. (E.1), is obtained

by inserting the approximation in terms of the QGT into the Eq. (E.2) and solving the optimiza-

tion problem explicitly. The dual formulation, analogous to Eq. (7.7), appears by instead using

the second line of the approximation, which uses the infidelity.
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E.3 Selecting the time perturbation

Since the error in approximating the QGT inner product with the infidelity scales with the norm

of δθ, see e.g. (E.4), and θ̇ =δθ/δτ a smaller time perturbation δτ reduces the approximation

error. Because in practice, however, the loss function is subject to measurement noise we have

errors in the solution δθ, which are amplified by 1/δτ. This creates a trade-off between an

approximation error scaling as O((δτ)3) and an error amplification scaling as O((δτ)−1).

In Fig. E.1(a), the effect of δτ on the loss landscape is illustrated. For small time perturba-

tions, the landscapes of the QGT-based and DualQTE loss are almost identical. However, if δτ

is too large, they increasingly differ—up to the point wehere the DualQTE loss function does

not have a local minimum and the algorithm breaks down. Fig. E.1(b) shows that, if the loss

function is evaluated exactly with N →∞ measurements and no device noise, using the small-

est possible δτ provides the smallest error. However, if only a finite number of measurements

is used, which leads to an error in δτ, there is an optimal δτ that balances approximation error

and error amplification.

Figure E.1: (a) Loss landscapes and optimal solutions of the original, QGT-based loss function
and the dual loss function for different δτ. (b) Error in calculating the parameter derivative θ̇
depending on δτ and the number of measurements N .

To guarantee that DualQTE converges we have to ensure the local minimum exists, unlike

for the situation in Fig. E.1 for δτ= 2. We can derive an upper bound on the time perturbation

by using the necessary condition that ∇∇∇L= 0 at the minimum, which can be written as the

condition

∀ j ∈ {1, . . . ,d} :
1

2

∂

∂(δθ) j
F (θ,θ+δθ) =−δτ ·b j (θ). (E.5)

Since the fidelity gradient is bounded but the linear part −δτ ·b(
jθ) is not, there is a maximum

feasible range for the value of δτ. The bound depends on the maximum achievable value of the

fidelity gradient. For a circuit with unique parameters and only Pauli rotations gates, as used

in Chapter 7 for example, the gradient can be bounded to be in [−1/2,1/2] parameter-shift

rule (see also Appendix E.4). A necessary condition for δτ is, thus,

∀ j ∈ {1, . . . ,d} : δτ ∈
[ −1

4|b j (θ)| ,
1

4|b j (θ)|
]

, (E.6)
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which can be generalized other circuits. It is important to highlight that this is only a necessary

condition for the presence of a minimum, not a sufficient one. Depending on the circuit’s

architecture, the fidelity gradient might not span the complete range [−1/2,1/2].

E.4 Sampling error

Here, we derive the upper bound on the sample complexities of VarQTE and DualQTE to

achieve a target error given by

εS = 1

T

∫ T

0

√
2(1−|〈φ(θ)|φ(θ̃)〉 |)dt . (E.7)

We assume the parameters are integrated with a forward Euler integration, which allows to

write error as a function of the QGT, as

εS = 1

T

∫ T

0

√
2

(
1−

√
1−∆2

t∆θ̇
⊤g (θ)∆θ̇

)
dt

= 1

T

∫ T

0
∆t

√
∆θ̇g (θ)∆θ̇dt

≤ 1

T

∫ T

0
∆t∥g (θ)∥2∥∆θ̇∥2dt

≤∆t

√
λmax∥∆θ̇max∥2,

(E.8)

with ∆θ̇ = ˜̇θ− θ̇, λmax ≥ 0 describing the largest eigenvalue of g and, similarly, ∥∆θ̇max∥2 being

an upper bound on the norm ∆θ̇. In the first line, we omit terms scaling with∆3
t , in the second

line we approximate the inner square root with a first order Taylor-expansion and in the third

line bound the inner product with g using the definition of the operator.

E.4.1 VarQTE

Every VarQTE iterations comptues the parameter derivative as solution of a LSE, where both

the system matrix, given by the real part of the QGT, and the right-hand side, given by the

evolution gradient, are affected by sampling error. We write these noisy quantities as g̃ (θ) =
g (θ)+∆g (θ) and b̃(θ) = b(θ)+∆b(θ) and, then, must solve the noisy LSE

g̃ (θ) ˜̇θ = b̃(θ), (E.9)

where ˜̇θ = θ̇+∆θ̇ is the noisy solution. As discussed in the main part of the thesis, the LSE is

stabilized using a diagonal shift δc > 0 on g .
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The norm of the error in the LSE solution is

∥∆θ̇∥2 = ∥(g +∆g )−1(b +∆b)− g−1b∥2

≈ ∥(g−1 − g−1∆g g−1)(b +∆b)− g−1b∥2

= ∥g−1∆b − g−1∆g g−1b − g−1∆g−1g−1∆b∥2

≈ ∥g−1∆b − g−1∆g θ̇∥2

≤ ∥g−1∥2
(∥∆b∥2 +∥∆g∥2∥θ̇∥2

)
,

(E.10)

where we omit to explicitly state the parameter dependency to improve legibility. In the

second line we approximate (g +∆g )−1 = g−1−g−1∆g g−1+O(∥∆g∥2
2∥g−1∥3

2), which is the von

Neumann series, and on the fourth line we dropped quadratic error terms.

The following paragraphs derive bounds for the individual components of the above

equation to finally obtain an error bound in available quantities, such as the system energy or

the number of parameters.

QGT spectrum

The elements of the real part of the QGT can be computed as [1]

g j k (θ) =−1

2
∂ j∂k F (θ′,θ)

∣∣∣∣∣
θ′=θ

. (E.11)

Under the assumption of a circuit with unique parameters in Pauli rotation gates and no

coefficients, we can bound the entries using the parameter-shift rule by

g j k (θ) =−1

2

F (++)
j k −F (+−)

j k −F (−+)
j k +F (−−)

j k

4
∈

[
−1

4
,

1

4

]
, (E.12)

where we used the notation F (±±)
j k = F (θ,θ±e jπ/2±ekπ/2) with unit vectors e j and ek , and

we used that the fidelity is in [0,1]. As each entry of g is bounded, we can leverage Gershgorin’s

circle [357] theorem to bound the maximal eigenvalue λmax by the maximal sum over columns

or rows of the matrix, that is

λmax ≤
d∑

i=1

1

4
= d

4
. (E.13)

Note that this bound can easily be generalized to circuits with different parameter struc-

tures or gates by using chain and product rules. If, for example, we allow parameters to be

repeated m times, the bound on λmax becomes md/4.
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Norm of the update step

The norm of the parameter derivative can be bounded from above as ∥θ̇∥2 ≤ ∥g−1∥2∥b∥2,

where ∥g−1∥2 ≤ δ−1
c and ∥b∥2 can be bounded via the parameter-shift rule, as

|bk | =
|E (+)

k −E (−)
k |

2
≤

|E (+)
k |+ |E (−)

k |
2

≤ Emax, (E.14)

where E (±)
k = E(θ±ekπ/2) and Emax is the maximum absolute value of the system energy. For

the entire vector we have ∥b∥2 ≤
p

dEmax, which leads to

∥θ̇∥2 ≤
p

dEmax

δc
, (E.15)

for any θ ∈Rd .

Sampling errors in g and b

The error due to a finite number of samples is unbiased, which means that ∆g = g̃ − g is a

random variable with zero mean and i.i.d. entries. For such a random variable we can use

apply Latala’s theorem [341] to state

E[∥∆g∥2] ≤C

max
j

√√√√ d∑
k=1

E[(∆g )2
j k ]+max

k

√√√√ d∑
j=1

E[(∆g )2
j k ]+ 4

√√√√ d∑
j ,k=1

E[(∆g )4
j k ]

 , (E.16)

for a constant C ∈R.

In Ref. [358] the similar problem of sampling the matrix [F (x j , xk )]d
j ,k=1 for parameters

{x j }d
j=1 is investigated, where the matrix elements are Bernoulli-distributed with probability

F (x j , xk ). We can follow an analogous derivation by observing that the entries of g j k fol-

low a Poisson binomial distribution [359] with probabilities [F (++)
j k ,1−F (+−)

j k ,1−F (−+)
j k ,F (−−)

j k ]

over a shifted support [0,1,2,3,4] → [−2,−1,0,1,2]. Since the means of this distribution are

independent of the number of circuit parameters, we can show that

E[|(∆g ) j k |2] =O
(

1

N

)
and E[|(∆g ) j k |4] =O

(
1

N 2

)
, (E.17)

leading to

E[∥∆g∥2] =O
√

d

N

 . (E.18)

It suffices to bound ∥∆b∥2 by the sampling error, as the bound does not need to be tighter
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than ∥∆g∥2∥θ̇∥2. By the parameter-shift rule we have

|∆bk | = |b̃k −bk | =
|Ẽ (+)

k − Ẽ (−)
k −E (+)

k +E (−)
k |

2

≤
|Ẽ (+)

k −E (+)
k |+ |Ẽ (−)

k −E (−)
k |

2

=O


√

Var(E (+)
k )+

√
Var(E (−)

k )

2
p

N

 .

(E.19)

The variance of the energy can further be bounded by

Var(E) = 〈ψ|H 2|ψ〉−E 2 ≤ 〈ψ|H 2|ψ〉 ≤ E 2
max, (E.20)

for any state |ψ〉. By summing over all elements in the evolution gradient we obtain

∥∆bmax∥2 =O
(p

dEmaxp
N

)
. (E.21)

Final bound

Putting together the results from previous paragraphs into Eq. (E.10) and Eq. (E.8), we can

finally state

εS ≤O
(

d 3/2Emax∆t

δ2
c

p
N

)
. (E.22)

The same asymptotic bound can alternatively be derived with a moment expansion on the

expectation E[θ̇− ˜̇θ].

Illustrative example

To illustrate the above result, we present a simple product-state model. This example shows

the tightness of different bounds used in the derivation.

We consider the first timestep under an n-qubit Hamiltonian defined as H =∑n
j=1 Z j . The

chosen ansatz consists of a single layer of Pauli-Y rotations, with each rotation having its

distinct parameter. The initial state for this system is |+〉⊗n , which is achieved by setting every

parameter to π/2. For calculating each expectation value, N = 1000 measurements are used,

and the QGT is regularized with a diagonal shift of δc = 10−2. We keep track of different error

contributions for a varying number of qubits from n = 2 to 10. Due to the stochastic nature of

∆g and ∆b we average each experiment over 10 executions.

The QGT measures the correlation between parameter derivatives in the model and, as

there is no light-cone connecting any two parameterized gates in the product state ansatz, the

QGT is diagonal for this example. The QGT norm is, thus, ∥g∥2 = 1/4 independent of system

size. With this in mind, we find in Fig. E.2(a) that the bound on the Bures metric in Eq. (E.8)

is tight as εS ∝∥∆θ̇∥2. All bounds used in the proof are obeyed, though we observe that the
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bound on ∥θ̇∥2 in particular is loose: we upper bound the derivative with with
p

dEmax ∝ d 1.5,

but in this example only measure d 0.5 scaling. This suggests that the bound on the parameter

derivative could be further improved. We could, for example, consider that the magnitude

of the derivative is connected to the change induced of the evolution operator exp(−∆t H),

which is independent of the number of parameters d .

Figure E.2: Contributions to the error bound for a simple product state. The labels ∝ α

indicate a scaling with number of parameters as dα.

E.4.2 DualQTE

Under the assumption that DualQTE requires K steps to converge, the error in the parameter

update δθ is

∥∆(δθ)∥2 = ∥∆(δθ(K ))∥2 = ∥δ̃θ(K−1) −η∇̃∇∇L(δ̃θ
(K−1)

)−δθ(K−1) +η∇∇∇L(δθ(K−1))∥2

≤ ∥∆(δθ(K−1))∥2 +η∥∇̃∇∇L(δ̃θ
(K−1)

)−∇∇∇L(δθ(K−1))∥2

≤ ∥∆(δθ(K−1))∥2 +η∥∆(∇∇∇L)max∥2

≤ ηK ∥∆(∇∇∇L)max∥2,

(E.23)

where we used that initial error is zero, ∥∆(δθ(0)∥2 = 0. We write the error in measuring the

gradient of the loss function as

∥∆(∇∇∇L(δθ))∥2 =
∥∥∥∥∆(∇∇∇F (θ,θ+δθ))

2
+δτ∆b(θ)

∥∥∥∥
2

≤ ∥∆(∇∇∇F (θ,θ+δθ))∥
2

+δτ∥∆b(θ)∥2

≤ ∥∆(∇∇∇F )max∥
2

+δτ∥∆bmax∥2,

(E.24)

where ∆(∇∇∇F (θ,θ+δθ)) = ∇̃∇∇F (θ,θ+δθ)−∇∇∇F (θ,θ+δθ) and ∥∆(∇∇∇F )max∥2 is an upper bound

on the largest error the fidelity gradient can attain.
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The asymptotic error in ∇∇∇F can be quantified using the parameter-shift rule, as

|∆∂ j F | =
∆F (+)

j −∆F (−)
j

2

=O


√√√√Var(F (+)

j )

N
+

√√√√Var(F (−)
j )

N


=O

(
1p
N

)
,

(E.25)

where we used

Var(F ) = 〈ψ|P 2
0 |ψ〉−〈ψ|P0|ψ〉2 = 〈ψ|P0|ψ〉−〈ψ|P0|ψ〉2 = F (1−F ) ≤ 1

4
. (E.26)

The error of ∇∇∇F is, then,

∥∆(∇∇∇F )max∥2 =O
√

d

N

 . (E.27)

Since we already derived a bound ∥∆bmax∥2 we can state

∥∆(δθ)∥2 =O
(p

dK (1+δτEmax)p
N

)
, (E.28)

which can be translated to scaling of the integrated Bures distance by the definition θ̇ =δθ/δτ.

We obtain

εS ≤∆t

√
λmax

∥∆(δθ)∥2

δτ
=O

√
λmaxd

N

∆t K (1+δτEmax)

δτ

 . (E.29)

E.5 Gradient benchmark

In this section, we investigate the norm of the loss function gradient, given by

∇∇∇δθL(θ) =−∇∇∇δθF (θ,θ+δθ)

2
−δτ ·b(θ), (E.30)

behaves with changing number of qubits in the system. As discussed in Sec. 7.1.2, we expect

neither the fidelity gradients nor the evolution gradient to decay exponentially and we expect

the loss function to be measurable efficiently.

This is supported by the numerical evidence provided in Fig. E.3. Instead of decaying, ∥b∥2

in fact increases with system size, reflecting the property that the energy in the Heisenberg

model is extensive. The gradients only decay for large evolution times, which is expected as

the system converges to the stationary ground state. We observe a similar behavior for the

fidelity gradients, which are shown for three different snapshots at times t = 0, 1 and 2. If

present, barren plateaus would typically already manifest themselves for the system sizes
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Figure E.3: The ℓ2 norms the evolution gradient and fidelity gradients for varying number of
qubits n. Since the evolution gradient is computed only once per iteration, we can show it for
every time. The fidelity gradients are computed per GD step in every timestep, therefore we
present the behavior within the optimization iterations k at selected times t . The number of
points for ∇∇∇F differ because the number of GD iterations varies per experiments, see Table E.2.

presented here, see e.g. Ref. [259].

E.6 Termination and warmstarting

Termination criteria for gradient descent algorithms are typically based on two metrics: the

difference in the loss function in subsequent iterations or the gradient norm. If, however, we

only have access to noisy evaluations of the loss function these metrics cannot be reliably

verified. This is because, even though the algorithm may have converged, the noise exceeds

the convergence thresholds.

A potential workaround could be to track moving averages that takes into account a

selection of recent iterations. But, depending on the noise level, the batch size for a reliable

estimate could be large and require many iterations. In the context of DualQTE, where we

compute small corrections to the parameters, only a few iterations are required. This is

especially true if small timesteps are used and the parameters are warmstarted, i.e., initialized

with the previous solution.

We therefore pursue a heuristic approach using many iterations in the first timestep and a

fixed, small number in the remaining evolution. To calibrate the required number of steps—

and to demonstrate the effectiveness of warmstarting the optimizations—we investigate

DualQITE in an ideal, noise-free setting without exact state vector simulations. We perform

two simulations of the Heisenberg model of Sec. 7.2.1 for n = 12 qubits with r = 6 circuit

layer repetitions. In the first experiment, we always start the optimizations from δθ(0) = 0

(0-start), whereas in the second the initial guess is set to the solution of the previous iteration

(warmstart). In both experiments we perform GD iterations with η= 0.1 until the change in

the loss function drops below a set threshold of 10−6.

The number of iterations are for both approaches are shown in Fig. E.4(a). We find that

warmstarting significantly reduces the number of iterations needed to achieve the convergence

criterion. In Fig. E.4(b) the experiment is repeated for different system sizes and we observe
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that the number of iterations in the warmstarted iterations seems to be constant independent

of system size.
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Figure E.4: (a) The number of iterations per timestep needed to reach the convergence cri-
terion. (b) The number of iterations required in the warmstarting case, for both the initial
timestep and the following timesteps.

E.6.1 Algorithm settings for resource benchmarks

In this section we list the settings of VarQITE and DualQITE used in the experiments of Sec. 7.2.

Table E.1 corresponds to Fig. 7.3(b) and Table E.2 to Fig. 7.4.

IB shots N
1.601 100 ∼ 108

0.558 1024 ∼ 109

0.149 8192 ∼ 8 ·109

(a)

IB shots K0 K>0 N
0.937 100 100 10 ∼ 2.5 ·107

0.735 100 200 20 ∼ 5 ·107

0.305 1024 100 10 ∼ 2.5 ·108

0.236 1024 200 20 ∼ 5 ·108

0.153 2048 250 25 ∼ 109

(b)

Table E.1: The settings for the accuracy benchmark at fixed number of qubits n = 12 for (a)
VarQITE and (b) DualQITE. For each point we show the achieved integrated Bures distance,
IB , the number of shots per circuits, and the total number of measurements throughout the
evolution, N . For DualQITE, we additionally list the number of iterations in the first and
subsequent optimizations, K0 and K>0.
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n shots N
4 500 4.2 ·107

6 1500 4.2 ·108

8 2500 1.2 ·109

10 6000 6.7 ·109

12 8000 1.3 ·1010

(a)

n shots K0 K>0 η N
4 500 100 15 0.07 8.8 ·107

6 600 200 25 0.07 3.3 ·108

8 1000 100 20 0.1 6 ·108

10 1500 200 25 0.12 1.7 ·109

12 2500 200 25 0.1 3.5 ·109

14 3000 250 25 0.12 4.9 ·109

(b)

Table E.2: The settings for sample complexity experiments of (a) VarQITE and (b) DualQITE,
see Table E.1 for a description of the variables.
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