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Sampling tasks are a natural class of problems for quantum computers due to the probabilistic
nature of the Born rule. Sampling from useful distributions on noisy quantum hardware remains
a challenging problem. A recent paper [Layden, D. et al. Nature 619, 282–287 (2023)] proposed a
quantum-enhanced Markov chain Monte Carlo algorithm where moves are generated by a quantum
device and accepted or rejected by a classical algorithm. While this procedure is robust to noise
and control imperfections, its potential for quantum advantage is unclear. Here we show that there
is no speedup over classical sampling on a worst-case unstructured sampling problem. We present
an upper bound to the Markov gap that rules out a speedup for any unital quantum proposal.

Introduction. Quantum sampling algorithms offer a
promising application for small-scale quantum devices.
Sampling from certain distributions, achievable with lim-
ited qubits, is provably challenging for classical methods
[1]. These complexity results have motivated impressive
experimental demonstrations on current noisy processors
[2–7]. The distributions considered often do not possess
immediate practical relevance. Quantum algorithms for
sampling from a Boltzmann distribution, a much more
applicable task, have been shown to scale favourably as
compared to their classical counterparts for certain prob-
lems [8–21]. However, these algorithms rely on large,
fault-tolerant quantum computers. There has been a
recent effort to investigate sampling from a Boltzmann
distribution within the limitations of current near-term
devices [22–26].

Let S be the configuration space of a system of N dis-
crete spin variables xi = ±1. Here we are focused on
the task of sampling from the Boltzmann distribution of
a classical Hamiltonian Hc, of these spin variables. The
probability that the system will be in the configuration
x at a given temperature T = 1/β is given by the Boltz-
mann distribution,

π(x) =
1

Z e−βHc(x). (1)

Here Z is the partition function of the system,

Z =
∑

{x}

e−βHc(x), (2)

a typically intractable quantity. Sampling from a Boltz-
mann distribution is ubiquitous in statistical physics,
as it is often only possible to estimate thermodynamic
quantities using generated samples from this distribution.
However, this sampling task has broader significance in
fields such as machine learning and optimization.

A recently proposed near-term quantum algorithm,
quantum-enhanced Markov chain Monte Carlo, main-
tains convergence to a target equilibrium distribution,
even with errors in the quantum evolution, making it

well-suited for implementation on a near-term quantum
device [24]. Although this algorithm showcases promis-
ing error resilience, there is no formal proof of advan-
tage over classical methods. Numerical results presented
in Ref. [24] indicate empirically a polynomial speedup.
However, the numerical studies are limited to extremely
small systems of less than ten spins for a problem that
is known to have large finite-size effects. Without an
understanding of the possible mechanism underlying the
speedup, it is unclear whether this observed improvement
over the classical method would persist at larger scales
or for different systems. Here we present a simple exam-
ple where the quantum-enhanced Markov chain Monte
Carlo algorithm has provably no advantage over classical
sampling.

Classical Sampling. Markov chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) is the most common method for sampling from
a desired distribution, bypassing the need to explicitly
compute π(x). MCMC creates a Markov chain, a process
where the next configuration is chosen with a fixed prob-
ability dependent only on the current configuration of
the chain. A Markov chain is specified with a stochastic
transition matrix P whose elements describe the proba-
bility of moving between any two configurations. Suffi-
cient conditions for convergence to a stationary distribu-
tion are that the chain is irreducible, aperiodic, and that
it satisfies the detailed balance condition [27].

Often convergent chains are constructed through a
composition of two steps, a proposal step and an accep-
tance step. If the chain’s state is some configuration y, a
new configuration x is proposed with probability Q(x|y).
This new configuration is accepted as the new state of the
chain, with probability A(x|y), known as the acceptance
probability. As a result, off-diagonal elements of the tran-
sition matrix P are the product of these two probabilities,

P (x, y) = Q(x|y)A(x|y). (3)

The performance of an MCMC algorithm is determined
by the rate of convergence to the steady state distribu-
tion, defined as the number of steps required for the to-
tal variation distance to the stationary state π to be ǫ-
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small. The stationary distribution π is associated with
the eigenvalue 1 of P . Since the distribution of the chain
at time t is simply the repeated application of the tran-
sition matrix P , the spectral gap δ = 1− |λ2| determines
the rate of convergence to the stationary state. More
precisely, this property can be used to bound the mixing
time tmix,

(δ−1 − 1) ln

(

1

2ǫ

)

≤ tmix ≤ δ−1 ln

(

1

ǫπmin

)

(4)

where πmin = minx∈S π(x) [27].
Quantum-Enhanced MCMC. The quantum-enhanced

Markov chain Monte Carlo algorithm is a Markov chain
on the classical configuration space where new configu-
rations are proposed through a measured quantum evo-
lution. Specifically, the current classical state of the
Markov chain is prepared as a computational basis state
|x〉, evolved unitarily, and then measured in the computa-
tional basis. This procedure gives the following proposal
probability,

Q(x|y) = |〈x|U |y〉|2.

The focus will be on evolution of the form U = e−iHt

with the following time-independent Hamiltonian,

H = Hc + hHmix. (5)

Here, Hc is the classical Hamiltonian defining the desired
Boltzmann distribution, Hmix the quantum mixing term,
and h is a tunable parameter. Once a new configuration
is found, it is then accepted or rejected classically with
Metropolis-Hastings acceptance probability,

A(x|y) = min

(

1, e−β(Hc(x)−Hc(y))
Q(y|x)
Q(x|y)

)

. (6)

For any symmetric H (in the computational basis), the
proposal probability is symmetric, and Eq. (6) no longer
depends on the proposal strategy and can therefore be
easily calculated. This property also ensures that the
chain satisfies the detailed balance condition. Addition-
ally, if Q(x|y) > 0 ∀x, y the chain is also aperiodic and
irreducible, thus it converges to the steady state π [24].
Only errors in the evolution that break the needed sym-
metry of the proposal probability bias the MCMC sam-
pling. These can be mitigated through methods such as
state preparation and measurement twirling [24]. Other
errors may lead to longer mixing times, but the algorithm
will still converge to the wanted distribution.

The quantum proposal method has two free parame-
ters: h, which controls the relative weights of the two
Hamiltonian terms, and the evolution time t. The algo-
rithm was originally formulated with a proposal in which
h and t are chosen randomly in each MCMC step, elim-
inating the need to optimize the free parameters [24].
The performance of this strategy was explored through
exact spectral gap calculation and compared to local and

uniform classical proposal strategies for the Sherrington-
Kirkpatrick model. In the low-temperature regime, the
quantum proposal showed favourable mixing time scal-
ing compared to the classical methods for the numeri-
cally accessible system sizes [24]. It is suggested that
this speedup results from the quantum evolution propos-
ing states that are close in energy to the previous state
of the chain and hence are likely accepted while being
decorrelated due to thermalization. It should be noted
that the energy variance is hN since we start from a com-
putational basis state, suggesting the field might need to
be very weak to keep a small change in energy. In ad-
dition, for the system to dephase over states within an
energy window of the initial state’s energy, one would
have to evolve for a time that’s inversely proportional to
the width of the energy window. In hard problems, where
nearly degenerate states are prevalent, this energy win-
dow would be narrow, implying one may need to evolve
coherently on the quantum device for an exponentially
long time. To probe the behaviour of this algorithm,
consider the following simple setting.

Marked Item Sampling. Consider the problem of sam-
pling from a classical Hamiltonian with one marked state,

Hc = −αN |k〉〈k| . (7)

The scaling by the system size is chosen to ensure the
Hamiltonian is extensive. The competition between the
extensive energy gain by overlapping with the marked
state and the extensive entropy from the degenerate man-
ifold of all other states results in a first-order phase tran-
sition in the associated Gibbs distribution Eq. (1) at
Tc = α/ log(2). At temperature T > Tc, the Gibbs mea-
sure on the marked item is exponentially small, while
at T < Tc, the probability of finding the system in the
marked state tends to 1. Consequently, any classical al-
gorithm should take at least O(2N ) time to sample from
the Gibbs state below Tc because it can be used to solve
the associated unstructured optimization problem.

The exact spectral gap of certain MCMC methods
can be found for this distribution through methods de-
scribed in Appendix A. For example, the classical MCMC
method, where new configurations are chosen at random
and accepted with Metropolis-Hastings acceptance prob-
ability, has the following spectral gap,

δ =
1

2N

√

e−2Nβα(2N − 1)2 + 2e−Nβα(2N − 1) + 1. (8)

We will be focused on the low-temperature regime as the
quantum-enhanced Markov chain Monte Carlo showed
an improvement in mixing time only in that limit. As
expected, for large β, Eq. (8) scales inversely with the
dimension of the state space.

Grover Mixing. Consider the mixing Hamiltonian of
Eq. (5) to be,

Hmix = N |s〉〈s| , with |s〉 = 1√
2N

2N
∑

x=1

|x〉 , (9)
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which maps any input classical state to an equal super-
position over all states. Again, the factor N is added to
make the Hamiltonian extensive. As the marked state
is unknown, this choice is well justified as it unbiasedly
mixes the classical configurations. In addition, Hmix is
the generator of Grover’s diffusion operator. The spectral
gap of the transition matrix associated with this proposal
and Metropolis-Hastings acceptance probability can be
found exactly,

δ =

(

h sin(Nωt)

2Nω

)2
(

1 + e−Nβα(2N − 1)
)

, (10)

with ω = 1
2

√

(α+ h)2 − αh22−N . The derivation of this
spectral gap can be found in Appendix A. In the low
temperature limit, δ scales with O(2−2N ) for any t ≪
1/ω. For t ≈ π/(2Nω), one can increase the gap by
making the frequency as small as possible. At resonance,

h = − 1

1− 2−N
α, (11)

the frequency becomes exponentially small ω =

O(1/
√
2N ) such that the gap δ scales as O(2−N ). There-

fore, for all values of t and h, this quantum algorithm
has no mixing time scaling improvement over the naive
classical strategy.

General Mixing. The Hamiltonian mixing term con-
sidered above is non-local and could be difficult to im-
plement experimentally. Moreover, one might be worried
that the negative result is a consequence of the partic-
ular form of this Grover mixing. Alternatively to the
spectral gap, mixing properties can be analyzed by con-
sidering the bottlenecks of the chain. These are geomet-
ric features that restrict the flow of the chain and ul-
timately determine the mixing time. The equilibrium
flow between two configurations x and y is defined as
E(x, y) = π(x)P (x, y). For some S1, S2 ⊂ S, the flow
from S1 to S2 is

E(S1, S2) =
∑

x∈S1,y∈S2

E(x, y). (12)

After a minimization over possible sets S1, the flow from
S1 to its complement, relative to the product of the equi-
librium size of the sets, upper bounds the spectral gap
[27, 28],

δ ≤ min
S1:π(S1)≤1/2

E(S1, S
c
1)

π(S1)π(Sc
1)
. (13)

This bound is an intermediate step in the derivation of
Cheeger’s inequality which is often utilized to prove the
slow mixing of chains [27].

Consider the set S1 to be all configuration states except
the marked state |k〉. This results in the following upper
bound on the gap δ,

δ ≤ 1

2N − 1

(

1+e−Nβα(2N −1)
)

∑

x 6=k

Q(k|x)A(k|x). (14)
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FIG. 1. a) Exact time-averaged spectral gap for N = 10− 20

of quantum-enhanced MCMC with a Grover mixing term,
i.e. Hmix is given by Eq. (9). b) Exact spectral gap and
bottleneck upper bound of quantum-enhanced MCMC with
transverse field mixing term, i.e. Hmix is given by Eq. (15).
The exact spectral gap is displayed for N = 10 − 14 (dots),
while the solid lines show the upper bound of Eq. (13) for
N = 10− 20. The inverse temperature β = 5 in these figures.

This choice of S1 leads to a tight bound on the spec-
tral gap. For the Grover mixing case, the spectral gap
Eq. (10) saturates this bound. Additionally, consider a
transverse field mixing term,

Hmix =
∑

i

σx
i , (15)

which is the Hamiltonian term originally analyzed when
this algorithm was proposed [24]. As shown numerically
in Fig. 1, this upper bound is tight to the exact spectral
gap and allows for exploration of the behaviour of the
chain for large system sizes.

This upper bound makes the limitations of this quan-
tum proposal strategy evident. For any proposal prob-
ability generated through a measured unitary evolu-
tion, Q(k|x) is symmetric and the acceptance probability
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A(k|x) = 1, hence

∑

x 6=k

Q(k|x)A(k|x) ≤ 1. (16)

This condition drastically limits the effectiveness of this
algorithm. Specifically, in the low-temperature regime,
the spectral gap scales as O(2−N ) for any unitary pro-
posal. This analysis can also be extended to the more
general setting where new configurations are proposed
through an unital quantum channel, which are affine
combinations of unitary channels [29],

C(ρ) =
∑

i

λiUi ρU
†
i . (17)

Consequently the proposal probability Q(x|y) =
∑

i λiQi(x|y). Since the acceptance probability 0 ≤ A ≤
1, one can upper bound Eq. (14) by setting A = 1, and
the double stochasticity of unital channels thus implies
Eq. (16). As such, there is no scaling improvement over
the uniform classical MCMC method for any unital chan-
nel.

Conclusion. In this letter, we analyzed the mixing
properties of a quantum-enhanced Markov chain by fo-
cusing on a worst-case problem of sampling from a Gibbs
distribution of an unknown rank-1 Hamiltonian. At low
temperatures, the Gibbs measure is mostly supported on
the unknown target state and a Markov chain that sam-
ples from the Gibbs measure can thus be used to solve the
associated unstructured optimization problem. The lat-
ter implies any classical sampling algorithm takes Ω(2N )
time. Running a quantum computer to generate propos-
als through an unital channel does not improve the scal-
ing. We have shown this by explicit calculation and by
an analysis of the bottleneck of the chain. Future work
may extend our bottleneck analysis to problems that are
more structured, for which speedup is not ruled out.
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Appendix A: Spectral Gap Derivation

Let |X⊥〉 denote an equal superposition state over all but the marked item |k〉,

|X⊥〉 =
∑

n6=k

1√
2N − 1

|n〉 . (A1)

The Hamiltonian under which the system will evolve can be written in terms of spin operators the basis of {|X⊥〉 , |k〉},

H = hN

(

1− 1

2N

)

|X⊥〉〈X⊥|+N

(

−α+
h

2N

)

|0〉〈0|+ hN

√
2N − 1

2N

(

|X⊥〉〈0|+ |0〉〈X⊥|
)

,

=
N

2
(h− α)I + γn̂ · ~σ,

(A2)

where the vector n̂ is defined as

n̂ =
N

γ

(

1

2
(h+ α)− h

2N
, h

√
2N − 1

2N
, 0

)

(A3)

with

γ =
N

2

√

(α+ h)2 − αh22−N . (A4)

In this form, the time evolution of the system can easily be found,

U = I − |0〉〈0| − |X⊥〉〈X⊥|+ e−itϕ (cos(γt)I − i sin(γt)~n · ~σ) , (A5)

with ϕ = N(h − α)/2. In order to construct the transition matrix P , the proposal probabilities between classical
states are needed. Consider the case where x 6= k,

Q(k|x) = | 〈x|U |k〉 |2,

=
1

γ222N
N2h2 sin2(γt).

(A6)

The probability to propose an unmarked state x while in a different unmarked state y is,

Q(x|y) = | 〈y|U |x〉 |2

=
1

(2N − 1)2

[

1− 2 cos(ϕt) cos(γt) + cos2(γt) + 2nz sin(ϕt) sin(γt) + n2
z sin

2(γt)
]

=
K

(2N − 1)2
.

(A7)

Elements of the transition matrix describe the probability of moving from one state y to another x. Specifically,

P (y, x) =

{

Q(x|y)A(x|y), if x 6= y

1−∑{z 6=y} Q(x|z)A(x|z), if x = y
, (A8)
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where A(x|y) denotes the Metropolis-Hastings acceptance probability. Due to the structure of this distribution, this
matrix only has five unique elements. First, the probability of moving from an arbitrary state to the marked state is,

P (x, k) = Q(k|x), (A9)

whereas moving from the marked state to an arbitrary state is

P (k, x) = Q(x|k)e−Nβα = Q(k|x)e−Nβα. (A10)

The probability of staying in the marked state is then fixed through the stochasticity requirement of P ,

P (k, k) = 1− (2N − 1)Q(k|x)e−Nβα. (A11)

Moving between unmarked states is not penalized by the Metropolis-Hastings probability,

P (y, x) = Q(x|y), (A12)

and again requiring the matrix to be stochastic gives,

P (x, x) = 1− (2N − 1)Q(x|y)−Q(k|x). (A13)

The transition matrix, ordered such that the marked item is the first index, is then,

P =











P (k, k) P (k, x) P (k, x) ...
P (k, x) P (x, x) P (y, x) ...
P (k, x) P (y, x) P (x, x) ...

...











= P̃ + (P (x, x) − P (y, x))I (A14)

Where P̃ has the same spectral gap as P . Additionally, a similarity transformation on P̃ gives,











P (k, k) + P (y, x)− P (x, x) P (k, x)eNβα/2 P (k, x)eNβα/2 ...
P (k, x)eNβα/2 P (y, x) P (y, x) ...
P (k, x)eNβα/2 P (y, x) P (y, x) ...

...











= A |0〉〈0|+B
(

|X⊥〉〈0|+ |0〉〈X⊥|
)

+ C |X⊥〉〈X⊥| .

(A15)
This reduced the problem into a two-by-two matrix with elements,

A =
K

2N − 1
+

N2h2 sin2(γt)(2N − 1)

22Nγ2
(1− e−Nβα), (A16)

B = e−NβαN
2h2 sin2(γt)

√
2N − 1

22Nγ2
, (A17)

C =
K

2N − 1
. (A18)

The spectral gap of P is then,

δ =
√

4B2 + C2 − 2CA+A2 =

(

h sin(Nωt)

2Nω

)2
(

1 + e−Nβα(2N − 1)
)

(A19)

with ω = γ/N = 1
2

√

(α + h)2 − αh22−N .


