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Abstract

The advent of logical quantum processors marks the beginning of the early stages
of error-corrected quantum computation. As a bridge between the noisy inter-
mediate scale quantum (NISQ) era and the fault-tolerant quantum computing
(FTQC) era, these devices and their successors have the potential to revolution-
ize the solution of classically challenging problems. An important application of
quantum computers is to calculate observables of quantum systems. This problem
is crucial for solving quantum many-body and optimization problems. However,
due to limited error correction capabilities, this new era are still susceptible to
noise, thereby necessitating new quantum algorithms with polynomial complexity
as well as noisy-resilency. This paper proposes a new noise-resilient and ansatz-
free algorithm, called Quantum Zeno Monte Carlo. It utilizes the quantum Zeno
effect and Monte Carlo integration for multi-step adiabatic transitions to the
target eigenstates. It can efficiently find static as well as dynamic physical prop-
erties such as ground state energy, excited state energies, and Green’s function
without the use of variational parameters. This algorithm offers a polynomial
computational cost and quantum circuit depth that is significantly lower than
the quantum phase estimation.
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1 The onset of the error-corrected quantum
computing era

The quantum computer [1–3] utilizes quantum algorithms to tackle computationally
challenging problems, offering potential solutions to classically hard problems. A sig-
nificant challenge lies in finding Hamiltonian eigenstates and their physical properties,
crucial for material design and quantum machine learning implementation. By pro-
viding an initial state sufficiently close to the target eigenstate, this problem can be
solved within polynomial quantum time [4, 5] with a fully fault-tolerant quantum
computer (FTQC) [6, 7]. However, the preceding decades have been marked by the
noisy intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) era [8] rather than the FTQC era. Due
to substantial device noise, quantum algorithms for NISQ systems prioritize noise
resilience, leading to the dominance of ansatz-based algorithms [9, 10] without provable
polynomial complexity.

The emergence of quantum devices with 48 logical qubits [11] marks the start of
error-corrected quantum computing. These devices, along with their future advance-
ments, have the potential to showcase quantum advantage, bridging the gap between
NISQ and FTQC eras. Early error-corrected quantum computers are expected to han-
dle longer quantum circuits than NISQ devices and execute quantum algorithms with
polynomial complexity. However, algorithms designed for the FTQC era may not be
suitable for early error-corrected quantum computers, as they still face device noise
due to limited error corrections. As a result, developing new quantum algorithms that
exhibit polynomial complexity and are resilient to noise shows promise for achieving
quantum advantage in early error-corrected quantum computers.

We introduce the quantum Zeno Monte Carlo (QZMC) algorithm. This algorithm
is robust against device noise as well as trotter error. Furthermore, this algorithm
enables the computation of static as well as dynamic physical properties for quan-
tum systems within polynomial quantum time. We validate its noise resilience by
implementing it on IBM’s NISQ devices for small systems. We also demonstrate its
polynomial complexity using analytical approach and numerical demonstration on a
noiseless quantum computer simulator. Interstingly, the maximum quantum circuit
depth required is notably shorter than that of the quantum phase estimation algo-
rithm [12, 13]. (See Supplementary Information for comparison with other methods
[14–16].)

2 Quantum Zeno methods

The Quantum Zeno Monte Carlo algorithm draws inspiration from the quantum Zeno
effect [17]. This is the phenomenon that repeated measurements slow down state tran-
sitions. We briefly outline this effect: A system varying with a continuous variable λ is
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represented by the state |ψλ⟩. Increasing λ to λ+∆λ yields the state |ψλ+∆λ⟩, which
remains |ψλ⟩ with a probability of | ⟨ψλ|ψλ+∆λ⟩ |2. Because its maximum is at ∆λ = 0,
this probability becomes 1−O((∆λ)2) for sufficiently small ∆λ. By dividing ∆λ into
N slices and measuring at each interval of ∆λ/N , the probability of measuring |ψλ⟩
at every step is 1 − O((∆λ)2/N). Increasing the measurement frequency N ensures
the system remains in its initial state |ψλ⟩.

While the original article [17] focused on state freezing through continuous mea-
surements, the principle can also be applied to obtain an energy eigenstate by varying
the Hamiltonian for each measurement [18–21]. Let’s denote our target Hamiltonian
as H, with its eigenstate as |Φ⟩. Suppose we have an easily preparable eigenstate |Φ0⟩
of H0 and the state is adiabatically connected to |Φ⟩. Due to the Van Vleck catastro-
phe [22, 23], |Φ0⟩ has very small overlap with |Φ⟩ in general, potentially requiring a
large number of measurements to obtain |Φ⟩ directly from |Φ0⟩. Instead, we consider
measuring Hα = (1 − α/Nα)H0 + (α/Nα)H consecutively for α = 1, . . . , Nα. Utiliz-
ing the quantum Zeno principle, we can obtain |Φ⟩ with very high probability as we
increase the number of consecutive measurements Nα.

3 Quantum Zeno Monte Carlo

The quantum Zeno principle can be implemented using projections, which is equivalent
to measurements. Let’s considerHα = (1−α/Nα)H0+(α/Nα)H, where α = 1, . . . , Nα,
and |Φ0⟩ is the eigenstate of H0 that can be readily prepared. For the eigenstate |Φα⟩
of Hα, the operator that projects onto |Φα⟩ is represented as |Φα⟩ ⟨Φα|. Then, the
consecutive projections Pα applied to |Φ0⟩ is

|Ψα⟩ = Pα |Φ0⟩ , Pα = |Φα⟩ ⟨Φα| . . . |Φ1⟩ ⟨Φ1| , (1)

which is equal to |Φα⟩ apart from the normalization. The quantum Zeno princi-
ple ensures that ⟨Ψα|Ψα⟩ = ⟨Φ0|P†

αPα|Φ0⟩ approaches 1 as Nα → ∞. For the
implementation of Pα, we use the approximate projection operator defined as

P β
H(E) =

∑
j

|j⟩ ⟨j| e−β2(Ej−E)2/2 = e−β2(H−E)2/2, (2)

while Ej and |j⟩ are energy eigenvalues and eigenstates for a Hamiltonian H. As
β increases, Eq. (2) becomes the projection onto the subspace with the energy E.
Its implementation on the quantum computer can be achieved by using the Fourier
expansion [24–27]

P β
H(E) =

1√
2πβ2

∫ ∞

−∞
e
− t2

2β2 e−i(H−E)tdt. (3)

The integrand in Eq. (3) represents the time evolution which can be implemented
within a polynomial quantum time [28, 29]. Then, the consecutive projection Pα can
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be approximated by

Pβ
α = P β

Hα
(Eα) . . . P

β
H1

(E1), (4)

while Eα is the energy eigenvalue ofHα corresponds to |Φα⟩. By substituting Pα by Pβ
α ,

consecutive projection transforms into a multidimensional integral of consecutive time
evolution, which can be computed using the Monte Carlo method [30]. Like recently
proposed algorithms [24, 25], our objective is to compute the expectation values ⟨O⟩
of observables rather than the state itself. By using |Ψα⟩, ⟨O⟩α = ⟨Φα|O|Φα⟩ can be
determined as

⟨O⟩α =
⟨Ψα|O|Ψα⟩
⟨Ψα|Ψα⟩

, (5)

where ⟨Ψα|A|Ψα⟩ for an arbitrary operator A is computed by the summation of
consecutive time evolutions,

1

Nν

∑
ν

⟨Φ0|e−iK1tν,2α · · · e−iKαtν,α+1Ae−iKαtν,α · · · e−iK1tν,1 |Φ0⟩ . (6)

Here, Kα′ = Hα′ − Eα′ for α′ = 1, . . . , α and we use Nν samples of tν =
[tν,1 tν,2 · · · tν,2α]T , where each tν,k is drawn from the gaussian distribution with a
standard deviation of β. Consequently, various static and dynamic properties of Hamil-
tonian eigenstates can be computed using the aforementioned quantum Zeno Monte
Carlo (QZMC) method. Figure 1 provides a summary of QZMC. Our approach lever-
ages the concept of the quantum Zeno effect, enabling the construction of unnormalized
eigenstate |Ψα⟩ of H from from easily preparable |Φ0⟩, as illustrated in Fig. 1a. Then,
we compute the observable ⟨Φα|O|Φα⟩ by expanding ⟨Ψα|O|Ψα⟩ and ⟨Ψα|Ψα⟩ as a
summation of the consecutive time evolutions (Fig. 1b).

The QZMC computation relies on prior knowledge of energy eigenvalues Eα. There-
fore, a practical method for their computation is necessary. Here, we propose the
predictor-corrector QZMC method for determining energy eigenvalues. Suppose we
know E0, E1, . . . Eα−1 and aim to compute Eα. Similar to the predictor-corrector
method used in solving differential equations [31], we begin with a rough estimate of
Eα, termed the predictor. Our predictor for Eα is the first-order perturbation approx-
imation [32], given by Eα = Eα−1 + ⟨Φα−1|hα−1|Φα−1⟩, where hα−1 = Hα − Hα−1.
Subsequently, using the predictor Eα, we compute a more accurate estimate of Eα,
termed the corrector. We determine the corrector based on the properties of the
consecutive projection,

Eα = Eα−1 +
⟨Ψα |Φα⟩ ⟨Φα|hα−1|Ψα−1⟩

∥Ψα∥2
(Corrector). (7)

This equation directly computes the energy difference Eα − Eα−1 using QZMC.
Compared to estimating the entire energy, this approach enhances robustness against
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|Φ0〉
|Φ1〉

|Φ2〉

|Φ3〉

|Φα〉

|Ψα〉 =|Φα〉〈Φα| · · ·
· · · |Φ1〉〈Φ1|Φ0〉

a b

Fig. 1 Overview of the Quantum Zeno Monte Carlo. a depicts the construction of the unnor-
malized eigenstate |Ψα⟩ of Hα from the eigenstate |Φ0⟩ of H0. Each |Φk⟩ represents the normalized
eigenstate of Hk. In b, we present a summary of our Quantum Zeno Monte Carlo for comput-
ing the expectation value of an observable (O). First, classical computer generates a time vector
tν = [tν,1 tν,2 · · · tν,2α]T , where tν,k follows Gaussian distribution. Next, quantum computer mea-
sure the expectation value with the given time vector. Finally, the sum over Nν Monte Carlo sampling
as well as the division is conducted by using classical conmputer. Here, Kα′ represents Hα′ − Eα′ .

noise by confining noise influences to the energy difference (Eα−Eα−1) alone. Based on
this insight, we employed Eq. (7), which can be computed as in Eq. (6) by substituting

|Φα⟩ ⟨Φα| by P β
H(Eα). More details of QZMC as well as its extension to compute

Green’s function are described in the Supplementary Information.

4 QZMC on NISQ devices

Here, we demonstrate the noise resilience of our algorithm by simulating several sys-
tems on NISQ devices. We begin with eigenstates of H0 = H(λ = 0). Then, we create
a discrete path from λ = 0 to λ = 1 with λα = α/Nα, where Nα = 10, and apply the
predictor-corrector QZMC for Hα = H(λα). The first system we consider (Figure 2)
is the two-level system with the Hamiltonian. H(λ) = X/2 + (2λ − 1)Z. Next, we
simulate the H2 molecule (Figure 3a) in the STO-3G basis [33], a typical testbed for
quantum algorithms [34, 35]. By constraining the electron number to be 2 and the
total spin to be 0 [36, 37], the system can be represented by a 2-qubit Hamiltonian.
We calculate the energy spectrum of H2 as a function of interatomic distance (R).
Lastly, we consider the 2-site Hubbard model [38]. The Hubbard dimer (Figure 3b-f)
at its half filling and singlet spin configuration can be mapped to a two-qubit Hamil-
tonian. Energy eigenvalues of the Hubbard dimer are computed by increasing onsite
Coulomb interaction(U).

The two-level system results are displayed in Fig.2. Ground state energy as
well as its expectation value of X, Y and Z operators are displayed in Fig.2 a
and b. Despite device noises in ibmq lima , measured observables match well with
exact values (dashed lines). As shown in Fig.2c, computed ground state fidelity,
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Fig. 2 A two level system. The energy eigenvalues of the ground (red) and the excited state
(blue) are plotted in a. In b, we plotted ⟨X⟩ (blue), ⟨Y ⟩ (green), and ⟨Z⟩ (red) calculated for the
ground states. c and d display the fidelity F and ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ for the ground state. In a-d, dotted lines
represent the exact result, boxes represent QZMC results with a noiseless simulator, and crosses
represent results with ibmq lima . We plotted ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩, ⟨Ψ|Z|Ψ⟩, and ⟨Z⟩ as a function of the noise
level in e and f, The calculations for e-f are conducted with the qiskit noisy simulator using the noise
model of ibmq lima . In this figure, we used β = 5 and Nν = 400.

Fα = | ⟨Φα|Ψα⟩ |2/ ⟨Ψα|Ψα⟩, demonstrates accurate projection to the desired state by
QZMC.

Interestingly, ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ from the NISQ device, deviates largely from its exact value
as well as the one from noiseless simulator, as shown in Fig.2d. This is in a sharp
contrast to the agreement in the observables. To understand this discrepancy, we
tested the dependence of the measured observables on the device noise magnitude
using the qiskit [39] aer simulator. As shown in Figure.2e-f, as the noise level increases,
⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ decreases. Simultaneously, the absolute value of ⟨Ψ|Z|Ψ⟩ (Fig.2e) also decreases.
Surprisingly, these noise-induced errors cancel each other through the ratio of ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩
and ⟨Ψ|Z|Ψ⟩, so that ⟨Z⟩ = ⟨Ψ|Z|Ψ⟩ / ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ (Fig.2f) remains robust against noise.
Since quantum circuits for computing the numerator and denominator are nearly
identical, division cancels out common noise effects, making the expectation value
resilient to noise (See Supplementary Information for quantum circuits [40–42]).

Figure 3 presents computational results for two-qubit systems: H2 and the Hubbard
dimer. We determined the energy eigenvalues of H2 within an error of 0.02Ha using
ibm lagos. Energy eigenvalues for the Hubbard dimer are calculated within an error
of 0.06 t on ibm perth , where t is electron hopping between two hubbard atoms. The
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Fig. 3 H2 and the Hubbard dimer. a plots energy eigenvalues of H2 in a STO-3G basis as a
function of the bond length. Here, we used β = 5 and NISQ device calculation is conducted with
ibm lagos. In b-f, we considered the Hubbard dimer. b shows energy eigenvalues as a function of the
Coulomb interaction U . In c, we compared ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ of the ground state calculated with the NISQ device
with exact values and noiseless QZMC results. d compares two energy estimator ⟨Hα⟩α and Eq. (7).
The spectral functions for two different crystal momentum k = 0 (e) and k = π (f) are plotted. For
the Hubbard dimer, we used β = 0.5 and ibm perth is used. In this figure, we used Nν = 100 Monte
Carlo samples for each α and and the spectral function is calculated with 300 Monte Carlo samples.

influences of device noise are much larger for two-qubit systems compared to one-
qubit systems, leading to significant deviations in ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ from exact values, as shown
in Figure 3c.

However, as depicted in Figures 3a-b, eigenenergies are accurately reproduced
despite large errors in ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩. This is partly due to the noise cancellation through
division. In addition to the noise cancellation effect demonstrated in Fig. 2 e-f, this
noise resilence also rooted in the energy difference estimator Eq. (7). Fig.3d shows
that the formula in Eq. (7) for the estimator results in a smoother line compared to
the formula for ⟨Hα⟩α. Lastly, we compute the electronic spectral function A(ω) [43]
of the Hubbard dimer with the NISQ device. Figures 3e-f displays A(ω) at k = 0 and
k = π, showing good agreements between exact values and measured values.

5 QZMC on large systems

We demomstrate polynomial complexity of our method by applying QZMC to large
system with noiseless qsim-cirq [44] quantum computer simulator. We considered the
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Hubbard model at the half-filling in various sizes. As H0, we choose dimer array,
featuring easily implementable non-degenerate ground state. We gradually increased
the inter-dimer hopping tinter from 0 to the desired value t as α increased. We explored
two geometries, chains and ladders, with periodic boundary conditions, as illustrated in
Figure 4a. For each geometry, we computed systems with 6, 8, and 10 sites when U/t =
5. For QZMC, we used β = 3, with Nα equal to the number of sites and Nν increases as
hα increases. For the time evolution, we used the first order Trotterization [28, 45, 46]
, adjusting the Trotter steps as system changes. (See Supplementary information for
the details on the choice of Nν and the number of Trotter steps).

Figure 4b illustrates the computed ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ for the 2 × 5 Hubbard model. Due to
errors in the Trotter time evolution, the calculated ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ significantly deviates from
exact values. However, the ground state energy remains robust against Trotter errors
due to the error cancellation through division, again. This robustness is comparable
to its resilience against device noises, as demonstrated in Figure 4c. The figure shows
that QZMC accurately reproduces the exact ground state energy across various con-
figurations, from 6 to 10 sites, in both chain and ladder arrangements. Finally, we
computed the local spectral function for Hubbard models and they are shown in in
Fig. 4d-g. Our results matches exact ones, accurately reproducing the positions and
widths of every peak in the spectral functions.

6 Computational complexity

We analyzed the theoretical computational complexity of our method. To facili-
tate analysis, we adopt a uniform discretization approach, represented by Hα =
H0 + (α/Nα)H

′ and focus solely on energy estimation complexity. The complexity of
other observable measurement can be derived similarly (See Supplementary Informa-
tion). Let’s first examine the computational complexity of Nν . Our energy difference
estimation in Eq. (7) involves a Monte Carlo summation of ⟨Φ0|U1H

′U2|Φ0⟩, where U1

and U2 denote consecutive time evolutions. Since time evolution is unitary, each term
in the summation is bounded by ∥H ′∥, resulting in a Monte Carlo error ϵ bouned by
∥H ′∥/

√
Nν . Hence, the appropriate number of Monte Carlo samplesNν is proportional

to ∥H ′∥2/ϵ2. In most cases, H ′ can be represented as the sum of a polynomial number
of Pauli strings [47], which gives O(poly(N)) upperbound of ∥H ′∥. Here N is the num-
ber of qubits. Therefore, we can state that Nν is O(poly(N))/ϵ2. Next, let’s consider
Nα which determines the total number of consecutive time evolutions. According to
perturbation theory [32], each projection degrades the norm by about (∆λ)2∥H ′∥2/∆2

g.
Therefore, for a finite norm, we must have Nα ∝ ∥H ′∥2/∆2

g. Lastly, let’s determine β,
the width of each projection. For each projection, perturbative analysis shows that a
projection error is about exp(−β2∆2

g/2)∥H ′∥/∆g. To ensure this quantity is smaller

than error ϵ, β must be proportional to ∆−1
g

√
log(∥H ′∥/(ϵ∆g)). Since the projection

error is relative to the quantity of interest, the energy calculation by using Eq. (7)
would have absoulte error ϵ if β is proportional to ∆−1

g

√
log(∥H ′∥2/(ϵ∆g)). Because

each of time evolution falls within the complexity class BQP (bounded-error quantum
polynomial time) [48], we can conclude that QZMC provides energy eigenvalues and
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Fig. 4 The Hubbard model in various sizes. a shows two geometries we considered. where
colord circles denote sites, solid lines indicate intra-dimer hopping tintra, and dotted lines represent
inter-dimer hopping tinter. b displays ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ for the 2× 5 Hubbard model as a function of tinter,while
c presents ground state energy eigenvalues computed from QZMC. In each subplot of c, red squares
denote energies for 6 × 1, 8 × 1, and 10 × 1 models with QZMC, with red dotted lines indicating
corersponding exact values. Blue squares and lines represent the same values for 2 × 3, 2 × 4, and
2× 5 cases. d-g depict the local spectral function for the Hubbard models.

various physical properties within a polynomial quantum time, as long as the energy
gap ∆g is finite.

7 Conclusion

In this work, we introduced the quantum Zeno Monte Carlo (QZMC) for the emerg-
ing stepping stone era of quantum computing [11]. This method computes static
and dynamical observables of quantum systems within a polynomial quantum time.
Leveraging the Quantum Zeno effect, we progressively approach the unknown eigen-
state from the readily solvable Hamiltonian’s eigenstate. This aspect distinguishes our
method from other methods for phase estimations, which necessitate an initial state
with significant overlap with the desired eigenstate [4, 5, 14, 16, 25, 26, 49]. Preparing
a state with substantial overlap with an eigenstate of an easily solvable Hamilto-
nian is much simpler than preparing an initial state with non-trivial overlap with the
unknown eigenstate, making our algorithm highly practical compared to other meth-
ods. Another characteristic of the algorithm is its computation of eigenstate properties
by dividing the properties of the unnormalized eigenstate by its norm squared (Eq. 5).
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We demonstrated that this approach effectively cancels out noise effects in both the
denominator and the numerator, rendering the method resilient to device noise as
well as Trotter error. This resilience arises from the similar noise levels experienced
by both the denominator and the numerator of observable expectation value, lead-
ing us to conclude that our approach is well-suited for homogeneous parallel quantum
computing.
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