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Discovering pragmatic and efficient approaches to synthesize 𝜀-approximations to quantum oper-
ators such as real (imaginary) time-evolution propagators in terms of the basic quantum operations
(gates) is challenging. These invaluable 𝜀-approximations enable the compilation of classical and
quantum algorithms modeling, e.g., dynamical properties. In parallel, symmetries are powerful tools
concisely describing the fundamental laws of nature; the symmetrical underpinnings of physical laws
having consistently provided profound insights and substantially increased predictive power. In this
work, we consider the interplay between 𝜀-approximations processes and symmetries in a semi-
coherent context–where measurements occur at each logical clock cycle. We draw inspiration from
Pascual Jordan’s groundbreaking formulation of non-associative, but commutative, algebraic forms.
Our symmetrized formalism is applied in various domains such as quantum random walks, real-
time-evolutions, variational algorithms ansatzes, and efficient entanglement verification. Our work
paves the way for a deeper understanding and greater appreciation of how symmetries can be used
to control quantum dynamics in the near-term.

I. INTRODUCTION

Block encoded quantum operators enable linear com-
bination of unitaries (LCU) [1], as well as su(2) [2]
and su(1, 1) [3] quantum signal processing. They also
facilitate the generalizations of su(2) qubitization [4],
and more recently, simulations of open quantum dynam-
ics [5, 6]. Numerous optimizations of these algorithms ex-
ist [7–10]. When used in a fully coherent manner, quan-
tum resources offer theoretical gold-standard speedups
with respect to precision scalings [11]. However, the re-
sources necessary to dynamically evolve the system over
long time scales in a fully coherent manner are not cur-
rently available in present or near-term quantum devices.
This motivates us to take a more pragmatic approach and
ask: what applications are realizable with more near-
term semi-coherent quantum dynamics due to quantum
channels with interleaved unitaries and measurement op-
erations?

Hale Trotter’s operator splitting decomposition
method [12, 13] for approximating non-commutative
semi-group dynamics is a natural starting choice for
integrating the unitary Lie group dynamics of the
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Schrödinger equation 𝑖ℏ 𝜕
𝜕𝑡 |Ψ(𝑡)⟩ = 𝐻 |Ψ(𝑡)⟩ and

factorizing the non-unitary thermal density operator
𝑒−𝐻/(𝑘B𝑇 ) for imaginary time evolutions. In both cases,
the Hamiltonian operator 𝐻 can be split into at least
two terms 𝐻 = 𝐻𝐴 + 𝐻𝐵 , where the individual factors
𝐻𝐴 and 𝐻𝐵 can be exactly or efficiently exponentiated.
In fact, the study of Trotter factorization errors [14] has
continued to grow like Hilbert spaces: exponentially.
Hence, it is desirable to develop an analytical theory
for Trotter formulas and optimize them with regards
to precision and cost. This applies to applications in
both classical and quantum computing [10, 15–17].
Throughout these studies, Trotter formulas exhibit a
time-reversal inversion symmetric (TRIS) partner 𝑈(−𝑡)
such that 𝑈(−𝑡)𝑈(𝑡) = 1, which corresponds to the
approximate integrator 𝑈(𝑡), formulated by Suzuki [18].

In this work, we apply symmetrical forms1 that com-
bine important features of block encodings and algebraic
symmetries to quantum processes spanning from dynam-
ics to entanglement verification. This work is organized
as follows. Section II defines the algebraic methodologies,
culminating Eq. (7), which is the generator of the sym-
metry gadget depicted by the quantum circuit in Fig. 1.
The symmetry gadget can be concatenated in iterative
algorithms even though the Jordan product ∘, on which
the gadget is based, is non-associative. In Sec. III, we
adapt our protocol for a variety of quantum comput-
ing applications through variations of the symmetry gad-
get. First, we synthesize symmetrized non-unitary time-
evolution operators, such as 1

2 (𝑒
−𝑖𝑡𝐻 ± 𝑒+𝑖𝑡𝐻), to nat-

urally encode semi-coherent symmetric quantum walks
(Sec. IIIA). Through projective measurements, the gad-

1 This includes both symmetry and anti-symmetry, with +1 and
−1 eigenvalue, respectively.
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get steers the quantum state to eigenstates of the con-
trol Hamiltonian since they are the absorbing states of
the symmetrical-walk and thus can be used to prepare
eigenstates. Next, we propose a second-order Trotter
form given by the commutative Jordan product [19]:
𝑒𝑖𝑡𝐻𝐴 ∘ 𝑒𝑖𝑡𝐻𝐵 ≡ (𝑒𝑖𝑡𝐻𝐴𝑒𝑖𝑡𝐻𝐵 + 𝑒𝑖𝑡𝐻𝐵𝑒𝑖𝑡𝐻𝐴)/2 (Sec. III B).
By preserving the algebraic inversion symmetry 𝐴 ↔ 𝐵
of the 𝐴 and 𝐵 sub-parts (sub-lattices) we show system-
atic improvements in factorizations of random and deter-
ministic dynamics and also in variational ansatz conver-
gence (Sec. III C). Reducing the measurement complexity
of entanglement verification protocols is the last applica-
tion presented in Sec. IIID before a concluding discussion
in Sec. IV.

II. EXCHANGE FACTORIZATION

A. Higher-Order Precision Extrapolation

To simplify notation we write 𝐻 = 𝐴 + 𝐵. To then
approximate the global integrator (over the time-path
parameter 𝑡 ∈ R), with split-term integrators 𝑒𝑡𝐴 and
𝑒𝑡𝐵 , the first order Trotter formula reads 𝑒𝑡𝐻 ≈ 𝑒𝑡𝐴𝑒𝑡𝐵 +
𝒪(𝑡2[𝐴,𝐵]) or 𝑒𝑡𝐵𝑒𝑡𝐴 +𝒪(𝑡2[𝐴,𝐵]). To synthesize more
accurate approximations one idea is to combine counter-
driving terms that destructively interfere with the error
contributions at leading orders in the operator expansion.

Additional time evolution terms can be introduced
at the end of full time evolution path or sandwiched
between fractional points of the path, in either addi-
tive or multiplicative forms to eliminate leading order
commutators. For example, the well-known Zassen-
haus formula [20] adds a multiplicative correction to
the end of the path, whereas Lie-Trotter-Suzuki formu-
las [18] incorporate multiplicative correction through-
out a fractal path. Therefore, to increase the order
of the Trotter-formula and simultaneously reduce fluc-
tuations from truncated higher order which contribute
to the overall error norm, we investigate symmetrizing
across 𝐴 and 𝐵 using an additive (commutator) form
(𝑒𝑡𝐴𝑒𝑡𝐵 + (−)𝑒𝑡𝐵𝑒𝑡𝐴)/2. The proposed methods are de-
tailed in the investigation below.

The Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff (BCH) formula is a
formal Lie series solution to 𝑧 in the equation 𝑒𝐴𝑒𝐵 =
𝑒𝑧(𝐴,𝐵), where 𝐴 and 𝐵 do not necessarily commute.

Given (𝑒−𝐴𝑒−𝐵)−1 = 𝑒𝐵𝑒𝐴 implies that [𝑒𝑧(−𝐴,−𝐵)]−1 =
𝑒−𝑧(−𝐴,−𝐵) = 𝑒𝑧(𝐵,𝐴), an algebraic symmetry of the BCH
series expansion exists: 𝑧(𝐵,𝐴) = −𝑧(−𝐴,−𝐵). This
symmetry manifests as a combination of time-reversal
and inversion symmetry (TRIS), expressed by the equa-
tion:

𝑧(𝑡𝐵, 𝑡𝐴) = −𝑧((−𝑡)𝐴, (−𝑡)𝐵),

whenever a time variable 𝑡 is explicitly introduced. Note
that the BCH formula is not symmetric under either
time-reversal (TR) or inversion (I) individually but only
under the product TRIS.

The Lieb-Robinson-Haah [15] construction utilizes
backward time evolution, minimizing errors. Backward-
time evolution is also essential in Lie-Trotter-Suzuki for-
mulas, as highlighted in Theorem 3 in Ref. [18], except for
the first and second order Trotter formulas. In examples
involving LCU, certain coefficients within the linear com-
bination must be negative [1]. This introduces instability
in the success probability of the unitary approximations.

If we express 𝑧(𝐴,𝐵) as 𝑧(𝐴,𝐵) =
∑︀∞

𝑛=1 𝑧𝑛(𝐴,𝐵),
where 𝑧𝑛(𝐴,𝐵) represents a homogeneous degree-
𝑛 polynomial of 𝐴 and 𝐵, expressed in terms of
(𝑛 − 1)-level nested commutators of 𝐴 and 𝐵, we
can derive some key relationships. Specifically, the
sum of the odd-degree terms of the expansion, de-
noted as 𝑧odd(𝐴,𝐵) =

∑︀
odd 𝑛 𝑧𝑛(𝐴,𝐵), satisfies

𝑧odd(𝐴,𝐵) = 𝑧odd(𝐵,𝐴) due to the I-symmetry
𝑧𝑛(𝐴,𝐵) = 𝑧𝑛(𝐵,𝐴) for odd 𝑛. Meanwhile, the sum of
the even-degree terms, denoted as 𝑧even(𝐴,𝐵), fulfills
an inversion anti-symmetry 𝑧even(𝐴,𝐵) = −𝑧even(𝐵,𝐴),
as a consequence of 𝑧𝑛(𝐴,𝐵) = −𝑧𝑛(𝐵,𝐴) for even 𝑛.
The algebraic symmetry 𝑧𝑛(𝐴,𝐵) = (−1)𝑛−1𝑧𝑛(𝐵,𝐴)
is part of Theorem 1 in Goldberg’s work [21]. An-
other way to see this is to explicitly pull out the
Abelian time-path −𝑡 factor; noting the TRIS
must also hold for every order of 𝑡𝑛. That is
𝑧𝑛(𝐵,𝐴)𝑡

𝑛 = 𝑧𝑛(𝑡𝐵, 𝑡𝐴) = −𝑧𝑛((−𝑡)𝐴, (−𝑡)𝐵) =
−(−𝑡)𝑛𝑧𝑛(𝐴,𝐵) = (−1)𝑛−1𝑧𝑛(𝐴,𝐵)𝑡𝑛, so that
𝑧𝑛(𝐴,𝐵) = (−1)𝑛−1𝑧𝑛(𝐵,𝐴). Finally, for every
Trotter evolution 𝑒𝑡𝐵𝑒𝑡𝐴 (with Zassenhaus generator
𝑧(𝐴,𝐵)), its time-reversal conjugate is the expected her-
mitian conjugate 𝑒−𝑡𝐴𝑒−𝑡𝐵 (with Zassenhaus generator
𝑧(−𝐵,−𝐴)) obeying the TRIS 𝑧(−𝐵,−𝐴)+𝑧(𝐴,𝐵) = 0.

𝑧(𝐴,𝐵) ≡ 𝐴 ♦𝐵 ≡ log
(︀
𝑒𝐴𝑒𝐵

)︀
(1)

= (𝐴+𝐵) +
1

2
[𝐴,𝐵] +

1

12
([𝐴, [𝐴,𝐵]] + [𝐵, [𝐵,𝐴]]) +

1

24
[𝐴, [𝐵, [𝐵,𝐴]]] + · · · (2)

≡ 𝑧1(𝐴,𝐵) + 𝑧2(𝐴,𝐵) + 𝑧3(𝐴,𝐵) + 𝑧4(𝐴,𝐵) + · · · (3)

=
∑︁

odd 𝑛 > 0

𝑧𝑛(𝐴,𝐵) +
∑︁

even 𝑛 > 0

𝑧𝑛(𝐴,𝐵) ≡ 𝑧odd(𝐴,𝐵) + 𝑧even(𝐴,𝐵), (4)
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where the binary product “♦” is borrowed from Ref. 22
(p115) with 𝑧1(𝐴,𝐵) = 𝐴+𝐵, 𝑧2(𝐴,𝐵) = 1

2 (𝐴𝐵−𝐵𝐴),
𝑧3(𝐴,𝐵) = 1

12 (𝐴
2𝐵 + 𝐵𝐴2 + 𝐵2𝐴 + 𝐴𝐵2 − 2𝐴𝐵𝐴 −

2𝐵𝐴𝐵), 𝑧4(𝐴,𝐵) = 1
24 (𝐴

2𝐵2 − 𝐵2𝐴2 − 2𝐴𝐵𝐴𝐵 +
2𝐵𝐴𝐵𝐴), etc. The term 𝑧𝑛(𝐴,𝐵) is uniquely expressed
in the form of polynomials but the commutator form is
not unique due to Jacobi identity of the Lie algebra. In
the above, rearranging the odd-degree and even-degree
terms into two sums implies the assumption that the orig-
inal series is absolutely convergent.

Let us move on to consider the symmetric Jordan-
Trotter product form, defined as the symmetrized prod-
uct (denoted as “∘”) within an associative algebra (𝒜, ·)

For any 𝑈, 𝑉 ∈ 𝒜, the not necessarily associative, but
commutative, ∘ operation between 𝑈 and 𝑉 is defined as

𝑈 ∘ 𝑉 :=
1

2
{𝑈, 𝑉 } ≡ 1

2
(𝑈𝑉 + 𝑉 𝑈). (5)

The above defines a special Jordan algebra (𝒜+, ∘). (If 𝒜
is non-associative, the above defines an exceptional Jor-
dan algebra.) This symmetric-Jordan-Trotter product
form is a tool to expand the order of a Trotter sequence
from 2𝑝 to 2𝑝 + 1, taking the error from 𝒪(𝑡2𝑝+1) →
𝒪(𝑡2𝑝+2). Specifically, we begin with a first order se-
quence and analytically eliminate the first order synthesis
error. For example, 𝑒𝐴+𝐵 ≈ 𝑒𝑧+(𝐴,𝐵), where

𝑧+(𝐴,𝐵) = log
(︀
𝑒𝐴 ∘ 𝑒𝐵

)︀
≡ log

[︂
1

2

(︀
𝑒𝐴𝑒𝐵 + 𝑒𝐵𝑒𝐴

)︀]︂
(6)

= (𝐴+𝐵) +
1

12
([𝐴, [𝐴,𝐵]] + [𝐵, [𝐵,𝐴]]) +

1

8
[𝐴,𝐵]2 + · · · , (7)

which can be compared with

𝑧odd(𝐴,𝐵) = 𝐴 ∘♦ 𝐵 ≡ 1

2
(𝐴 ♦𝐵 +𝐵 ♦𝐴) (8)

=
1

2
[𝑧(𝐴,𝐵) + 𝑧(𝐵,𝐴)] (9)

=
1

2

[︀
log
(︀
𝑒𝐴𝑒𝐵

)︀
+ log

(︀
𝑒𝐵𝑒𝐴

)︀]︀
(10)

= (𝐴+𝐵) +
1

12
([𝐴, [𝐴,𝐵]] + [𝐵, [𝐵,𝐴]]) + · · · , (11)

where “∘♦” denotes a special Jordan algebra derived from
the ♦ product.

Eq. (11) only has odd degree terms, so the first term
omitted in the ellipse is the degree-5 term. Eqs. (7)
and (11) agree up to the degree-3 terms. In Eq. (7),
the coefficient of degree-4 term is not a nested commuta-
tor. This is because [𝐴,𝐵]2 does not belong to the free
Lie algebra, as indicated by the criterion in the Dynkin-
Specht-Wever Lemma/Theorem [22, 23]. However, for a
given representation, such as the defining matrix repre-
sentation of the Lie algebra, it is possible that [𝐴,𝐵]2

can be written as a Lie algebra element or even nested
commutators only involving 𝐴 and 𝐵 (consider the Pauli
matrix representation of su(2) as an example). Due to
the commutativity of the Jordan product, Eq. (7) has
the symmetry 𝑧+(𝐴,𝐵) = 𝑧+(𝐵,𝐴), while the TRIS is
broken at fourth order since 𝑧+(𝐴,𝐵) + 𝑧+(−𝐵,−𝐴) =
1
4 [𝐴,𝐵]2 ̸= 0 for non-commutative 𝐴 and 𝐵. We define

𝑈±(𝑡) =
1

2

(︀
𝑒𝑡𝐴𝑒𝑡𝐵 ± 𝑒𝑡𝐴𝑒𝑡𝐵

)︀
. (12)

So 𝑈+(𝑡) = 𝑒𝑧+(𝑡), but the analogous 𝑧− is not well de-
fined since 𝑈− is not close to identity operator as 𝑡→ 0.

Our discussion so far has been opaque with regards
to the implementation details defining how these opera-
tors are synthesized on quantum computers. In the next
two subsections we consider different implementation and
their repercussions regarding BCH expansion synthesis.

We first demonstrate that the gadget in Fig. 1 gives
our symmetrized operator. Subsequently, we examine
the success probability of each scattering trajectory of
the ancilla qubit |0⟩𝑎 → |0⟩𝑎 (|1⟩𝑎). These trajecto-
ries correspond to the term with the + (−) phase factor
in front of 𝑉 below. The terms are essentially “kicked
back” from the sign of interference matrix elements
⟨0 |−⟩⟨−| 0⟩𝑎 (⟨1 |−⟩⟨−| 0⟩𝑎) of the ancilla qubit. Here,
|±⟩𝑎 = (|0⟩𝑎 ± |1⟩𝑎)/

√
2 are the eigenstates of the 𝑋𝑎

operator, and |+⟩𝑎 = 𝐻𝑎 |0⟩𝑎 and |−⟩𝑎 = 𝐻𝑎 |1⟩𝑎, where
𝐻𝑎 = (𝑋𝑎 +𝑍𝑎)/

√
2 is the Hadamard gate acting on the

ancilla qubit. The following calculation is essentially the
same as that for Lemma 2 (specifically 𝜅 = 1) in Ref. [1].
Representing the final measurements as a complete sum
of projection operators 1𝑎 ⊗ 1 = |0⟩⟨0|𝑎 ⊗ 1+ |1⟩⟨1|𝑎 ⊗ 1

for the initial state |0⟩𝑎 ⊗ |Ψ⟩, we show that the gadget
performs the unitary transformation as follows.
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|0⟩𝑎 𝐻 ∙ 𝐻

{︃
|0⟩ ↦→ 𝑈+𝑉

2
≡ 𝑈+

|1⟩ ↦→ 𝑈−𝑉
2

≡ 𝑈−

|Ψ⟩ 𝑈 𝑉
𝑈±|Ψ⟩

‖𝑈±|Ψ⟩‖

FIG. 1. Selecting 𝑈 = 𝑉 † = 𝑒−𝑖𝑡𝐻 we define a random spectral walk (Sec. IIIA). Using 𝑈 = 𝑒𝑡𝐴𝑒𝑡𝐵 and 𝑉 = 𝑒𝑡𝐵𝑒𝑡𝐴,
the quantum circuit acts by the BCH series that is symmetric with respect to 𝐴 ↔ 𝐵. This is used to factorize time-
evolution(Sec. III B). Setting different times (𝑡 → 𝜃1, 𝜃2) enables a symmetric variational ansatze (Sec. III C). Last, setting
𝑈 = 𝑋𝑙 and 𝑉 = 𝑖𝑌𝑙 for an array of qubits {𝑞𝑙}𝑁𝑙=1 and concatenating the gadget 𝑁 -times performs the measurement of
Mermin polynomial 𝑀𝑁 with a linear depth circuit (Sec. IIID). The symmetry of the operator applied to |Ψ⟩ is contingent
on a measurement an ancillary qubit in the (|1⟩) |0⟩ state. Note that 𝑈± are not unitary and that the principle system’s final
state 𝑈± |Ψ⟩ is normalized upon measurement of the ancilla qubit, due to the measurement postulate.

(︁
|0⟩⟨0|𝑎 ⊗ 1+ |1⟩⟨1|𝑎 ⊗ 1

)︁
(𝐻𝑎 ⊗ 1)

(︁
|0⟩⟨0|𝑎 ⊗ 1+ |1⟩⟨1|𝑎 ⊗ 𝑉

)︁(︁
|0⟩⟨0|𝑎 ⊗ 𝑈 + |1⟩⟨1|𝑎 ⊗ 1

)︁
(𝐻𝑎 ⊗ 1)(|0⟩𝑎 ⊗ |Ψ⟩)

=
(︁
|0⟩⟨0|𝑎 ⊗ 1+ |1⟩⟨1|𝑎 ⊗ 1

)︁(︁
|+⟩⟨+|𝑎 ⊗ 𝑈 + |−⟩⟨−|𝑎 ⊗ 𝑉

)︁
(|0⟩𝑎 ⊗ |Ψ⟩)

=
(︁
|0⟩⟨0|𝑎 ⊗ 1+ |1⟩⟨1|𝑎 ⊗ 1

)︁(︁
|+⟩𝑎 ⊗ ⟨+|0⟩𝑎 𝑈 |Ψ⟩+ |−⟩𝑎 ⊗ ⟨−|0⟩𝑎 𝑉 |Ψ⟩

)︁

= |0⟩𝑎 ⊗
(︁
⟨0 |+⟩⟨+| 0⟩𝑎 𝑈 + ⟨0 |−⟩⟨−| 0⟩𝑎 𝑉

)︁
|Ψ⟩+ |1⟩𝑎 ⊗

(︁
⟨1 |+⟩⟨+| 0⟩𝑎 𝑈 + ⟨1 |−⟩⟨−| 0⟩𝑎 𝑉

)︁
|Ψ⟩

= |0⟩𝑎 ⊗
𝑈 + 𝑉

2
|Ψ⟩+ |1⟩𝑎 ⊗

𝑈 − 𝑉

2
|Ψ⟩

≡ |0⟩𝑎 ⊗ 𝑈+ |Ψ⟩+ |1⟩𝑎 ⊗ 𝑈− |Ψ⟩ .

Thus, given an initial state of |0⟩𝑎 ⊗ |Ψ⟩, the scattered
final (normalized) state before the ancilla qubit measure-
ment is

|0⟩𝑎 ⊗ 𝑈+ |Ψ⟩+ |1⟩𝑎 ⊗ 𝑈− |Ψ⟩ . (13)

During the ancilla qubit measurement, the transition
probability 𝑃0→0 (𝑃0→1) for |0⟩𝑎 → |0⟩𝑎 (|1⟩𝑎) is given
by squared norms of the interference amplitudes:

𝑃0→0 = ‖𝑈+ |Ψ⟩‖2 =

⟨
Ψ

⃒⃒
⃒⃒ (𝑈

† + 𝑉 †)(𝑈 + 𝑉 )

4

⃒⃒
⃒⃒Ψ
⟩

(14)

=
1

2

(︀
1 + Re ⟨Ψ|𝑉 †𝑈 |Ψ⟩

)︀
≤ 1, (15)

𝑃0→1 = ‖𝑈− |Ψ⟩‖2 =

⟨
Ψ

⃒⃒
⃒⃒ (𝑈

† − 𝑉 †)(𝑈 − 𝑉 )

4

⃒⃒
⃒⃒Ψ
⟩

(16)

=
1

2

(︀
1− Re ⟨Ψ|𝑉 †𝑈 |Ψ⟩

)︀
≤ 1

4
‖𝑈 − 𝑉 ‖2. (17)

Since 𝑃0→0 + 𝑃0→1 = 1, we have 𝑃0→0 ≥ 1 −
‖𝑈 − 𝑉 ‖2/4. Consider the unitary operators 𝑈 = 𝑒𝑡𝐴𝑒𝑡𝐵

and 𝑉 = 𝑒𝑡𝐵𝑒𝑡𝐴, with 𝑉 † = 𝑉 −1 = 𝑒−𝑡𝐴𝑒−𝑡𝐵 . Then as
𝑡→ 0, we have

𝑈 − 𝑉 = [𝐴,𝐵]𝑡2 +𝒪
(︀
𝑡3
)︀
, with (18)

𝑃0→1 ≤ ‖𝑈 − 𝑉 ‖2/4 ≈ ‖[𝐴,𝐵]‖2𝑡4/4, and (19)

𝑃0→0 ≥ 1− ‖𝑈 − 𝑉 ‖2/4 ≈ 1− ‖[𝐴,𝐵]‖2𝑡4/4. (20)

Similarly, given an initial state |1⟩𝑎⊗|Ψ⟩, the scattered
final (normalized) state before the ancilla qubit measure-
ment is

|0⟩𝑎 ⊗ 𝑈− |Ψ⟩+ |1⟩𝑎 ⊗ 𝑈+ |Ψ⟩ , (21)

and thus we have 𝑃1→1 = 𝑃0→0 and 𝑃1→0 = 𝑃0→1.
When the gadget is repeatedly applied, the ancilla

measurement outcomes (𝑏1, 𝑏2, . . . , 𝑏𝜅, . . . ), with 𝑏𝜅 ∈
{0, 1}, constitute a time-varying Markov chain with the
time-dependent transition probability matrix Γ𝜅 (left
stochastic matrix convention)

Prob(𝑏𝜅 → 𝑏𝜅+1) ≡ Γ𝜅 =

(︂
𝑃0𝜅→0𝜅+1 𝑃1𝜅→0𝜅+1

𝑃0𝜅→1𝜅+1 𝑃1𝜅→1𝜅+1

)︂
,

(22)

𝑃0𝜅→0𝜅+1 = 𝑃1𝜅→1𝜅+1 = ‖𝑈+ |Ψ𝜅⟩‖2, (23)

𝑃0𝜅→1𝜅+1
= 𝑃1𝜅→0𝜅+1

= ‖𝑈− |Ψ𝜅⟩‖2. (24)

The Γ is also known as the rate matrix (hence
the use of the symbol Γ). The quantum states
(|Ψ1⟩ , |Ψ2⟩ , . . . , |Ψ𝜅⟩ , . . . ) essentially also constitute a
Markov chain with state transitions |Ψ𝜅+1⟩ = 𝑈± |Ψ𝜅⟩
and corresponding transition probabilities ‖𝑈± |Ψ𝜅⟩‖2.
Combined with (𝑏1, 𝑏2, . . . , 𝑏𝜅, . . . ), our system becomes
a hidden quantum Markov model [24].

As a side note, a general LCU of 𝑈 and 𝑉 can be con-
structed by replacing the first (second) Hadamard gate
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with a general unitary operator 𝐺̂ =
∑︀

𝑎,𝑏∈{0,1} 𝑔𝑎𝑏 |𝑎⟩⟨𝑏|
(𝐺̂†). The result is

|0⟩𝑎 ⊗ |Ψ⟩ ↦→ |0⟩𝑎 ⊗
[︀
|𝑔00|2𝑈 + (1− |𝑔00|2)𝑉

]︀
|Ψ⟩+

|1⟩𝑎 ⊗ [𝑔00𝑔
*
01(𝑈 − 𝑉 )] |Ψ⟩ , (25)

|1⟩𝑎 ⊗ |Ψ⟩ ↦→ |1⟩𝑎 ⊗
[︀
|𝑔01|2𝑈 + (1− |𝑔01|2)𝑉

]︀
|Ψ⟩+

|0⟩𝑎 ⊗ [𝑔*00𝑔01(𝑈 − 𝑉 )] |Ψ⟩ , (26)

𝑃0→1 = 𝑃1→0 = 2|𝑔00|2|𝑔01|2
(︀
1− Re ⟨Ψ|𝑉 †𝑈 |Ψ⟩

)︀
, (27)

𝑃0→0 = 𝑃1→1 = 1− 𝑃0→1. (28)

In the above, we used the unitary property 𝐺̂†𝐺̂ = 1.
Specifically, |𝑔00|2 + |𝑔10|2 = |𝑔01|2 + |𝑔11|2 = 1 and
𝑔00𝑔

*
01 + 𝑔10𝑔

*
11 = 𝑔01𝑔

*
00 + 𝑔11𝑔

*
10 = 0. Since 𝐺̂𝐺̂† = 1

is also true, it follows that |𝑔00|2 + |𝑔01|2 = 1. Addition-
ally, we obtain 𝑃0→1 = 𝑃1→0 ≤ 1

2 (|𝑔00|2 + |𝑔01|2)2(1 −
Re ⟨Ψ|𝑉 †𝑈 |Ψ⟩) = 1

2 (1− Re ⟨Ψ|𝑉 †𝑈 |Ψ⟩) for any 𝐺̂, with
the maximal value achieved whenever |𝑔00| = |𝑔01| =

|𝑔10| = |𝑔11| = 1/
√
2. In particular, the Hadamard gate

case corresponds to (𝑔00, 𝑔01, 𝑔10, 𝑔11) = (1, 1, 1,−1)/
√
2

with a maximal 𝑃0→1 = 𝑃1→0 (and hence a minimal
𝑃0→0 = 𝑃1→1) for any fixed 𝑈 , 𝑉 , and |Ψ⟩.

III. APPLICATIONS

A. TRIS (Breaking) Spectral Walk

In addition to the quantum simulation of complex ob-
jects, quantum computers offer an avenue to probe fun-
damental concepts such as the emergence or breaking of
a symmetry [25]. Time-reversal is one such symmetry
whose presence has fundamental consequences for the re-
sulting spectra (Kramers’ Theorem) and dynamics. An
operator is time-reversal inversion symmetric (TRIS) if
it is invariant under 𝑡→ −𝑡.

We use this fact and the Jordan-product to define an
algorithm for TRIS (breaking) quantum random walks.
Motivated by near-term resource limitations, we focus
on the stabilization of a TRIS random walk. Then we
discuss the extent to which random coherent imprecision
can break the time reversal symmetry. Steps to recover
TRIS are discussed as well.

1. Analysis of a single step

Consider the Jordan forms as the linear operators com-
prised of forward and backwards time evolutions:

𝑈+(𝑡) =
𝑈(𝑡) + 𝑈(−𝑡)

2
=
𝑒−𝑖𝐻𝑡 + 𝑒𝑖𝐻𝑡

2
= +cos(𝐻𝑡),

𝑈−(𝑡) =
𝑈(𝑡)− 𝑈(−𝑡)

2
=
𝑒−𝑖𝐻𝑡 − 𝑒𝑖𝐻𝑡

2
= −𝑖 sin(𝐻𝑡).

In this special example, where 𝑉 = [𝑈(𝑡)]† = 𝑈(−𝑡),
the time-reversed evolutions interfere such that the over-
lap factors becomes Re ⟨Ψ|𝑉 †𝑈 |Ψ⟩ = Re ⟨Ψ|𝑈2|Ψ⟩ =
⟨Ψ|cos 2𝐻𝑡|Ψ⟩ ≡ cos 2𝐸𝑡 (for small |𝑡| and 𝐸 ≈
⟨Ψ|𝐻2|Ψ⟩1/2). The ancilla transition probabilities then
encode the trigonometric power reduction relations,
namely 𝑃0→0 = (1 + cos 2𝐸𝑡)/2 = cos2𝐸𝑡 and similarly,
𝑃0→1 = (1− cos 2𝐸𝑡)/2 = sin2𝐸𝑡.

2. Spectral projection by random walks

The principal system evolves the normalized state
|Φ⟩ = cos(𝐻𝑡) |Ψ⟩ /√𝑃0→0 (−𝑖 sin(𝐻𝑡) |Ψ⟩ /√𝑃0→1)
with probability 𝑃0→0 (𝑃0→1). For a single step walk,
the mixed state density operator, which begins as a pure
initial state 𝜌(0) ≡ 𝜌 ≡ |Ψ⟩⟨Ψ|, is

𝜌(𝑡) = cos(𝐻𝑡)𝜌 cos(𝐻𝑡) + sin(𝐻𝑡)𝜌 sin(𝐻𝑡) (29)
≡ 𝒦0,𝑡(𝜌) +𝒦1,𝑡(𝜌) = ℋcs

𝑡 (𝜌) (30)

is used to describe the measurements of an observable 𝑂̂
on the principal system with many shots. The evolution
above is non-unitary, but rather described by a Lindblad
evolution process, as a sum of Kraus maps 𝒦0,𝑡(𝜌) =
cos(𝐻𝑡)𝜌 cos(𝐻𝑡) and 𝒦1,𝑡(𝜌) = sin(𝐻𝑡)𝜌 sin(𝐻𝑡). Since
the density operator under unitary evolution channel is

𝜌𝑈 (𝑡) = ℋ𝑡(𝜌) = 𝑒−𝑖𝐻𝑡𝜌𝑒𝑖𝐻𝑡 (31)
= cos(𝐻𝑡)𝜌 cos(𝐻𝑡) + sin(𝐻𝑡)𝜌 sin(𝐻𝑡)

+𝑖 cos(𝐻𝑡)𝜌 sin(𝐻𝑡)− 𝑖 sin(𝐻𝑡)𝜌 cos(𝐻𝑡), (32)

we have 𝜌(𝑡) = [𝜌𝑈 (𝑡) + 𝜌𝑈 (−𝑡)]/2. To prove that eigen-
states are fixed points of the spectral walk dynamics, we
refer to the proof of Ref. 26, where we use 𝑝1 = 1/2 = 𝑝2
and 𝑈1 = 𝑈(𝑡), 𝑈2 = 𝑈†

1 = 𝑈(−𝑡). This means that
our time evolution channel given by Eq. (29) is TRIS if
we do not post-select the ancilla measurement outcome
strings. In addition, it conserves the energy Tr(𝜌(𝑡)𝐻) =
Tr(𝜌(0)𝐻) = ⟨Ψ|𝐻|Ψ⟩.

In the energy eigenbasis of the Hermitian Hamilto-
nian, {(𝜔𝑛, |𝑛⟩)}, where 𝐻 |𝑛⟩ = 𝜔𝑛 |𝑛⟩ with 𝜔𝑛 ∈ R,
the initial pure state is |Ψ⟩ =

∑︀
𝑛 𝑐𝑛 |𝑛⟩. The density

matrix is then 𝜌 =
∑︀

𝑛,𝑚 𝑐𝑛𝑐
*
𝑚 |𝑛⟩⟨𝑚| =∑︀𝑘 |𝑐𝑘|2 |𝑘⟩⟨𝑘|+∑︀

𝑛 ̸=𝑚 𝑐𝑛𝑐
*
𝑚 |𝑛⟩⟨𝑚| ≡ 𝜌d + 𝜌od, where 𝜌d (𝜌od) is the di-

agonal (off-diagonal) part of the density operator in the
energy eigenbasis. We can assume that there is no de-
generacy in 𝜌od part, i.e., 𝜔𝑛 ̸= 𝜔𝑚 for 𝑛 ̸= 𝑚2. The

2 Should there be any degeneracy, a unitary transformation within
the degenerate subspace can put those terms into the 𝜌d part,
while all new basis states are still energy eigenstates. In the case
of pure-state density operator |Ψ⟩⟨Ψ| with |Ψ⟩ =

∑︀
𝑛 𝑐𝑛 |𝑛⟩, this

transformation can be simply done by grouping all degenerate
eigenstates corresponding to the same eigenenergy into a new
eigenstate with a proper normalization.
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operator 𝜌d does not evolve with time since ℋcs
𝑡 (𝜌d) =

ℋ𝑡(𝜌
d) = 𝜌d. In other words, 𝜌d is a fixed point for both

ℋcs
𝑡 and ℋ𝑡, however the corresponding stability of this

fixed point is different. To see this, for a short time |𝑡|,
comparing

𝜌𝑈 (𝑡) = 𝜌− 𝑖𝑡[𝐻, 𝜌]− 𝑡2

2
[𝐻, [𝐻, 𝜌]] +𝒪

(︀
𝑡3
)︀

= 𝜌d + 𝜌od − 𝑖𝑡[𝐻, 𝜌od]− 𝑡2

2
[𝐻, [𝐻, 𝜌od]] +𝒪

(︀
𝑡3
)︀
,

with

𝜌(𝑡) =
𝜌𝑈 (𝑡) + 𝜌𝑈 (−𝑡)

2
= 𝜌− 𝑡2

2
[𝐻, [𝐻, 𝜌]] +𝒪

(︀
𝑡4
)︀

= 𝜌d + 𝜌od − 𝑡2

2
[𝐻, [𝐻, 𝜌od]] +𝒪

(︀
𝑡4
)︀
,

and using

𝜌od − 𝑖𝑡[𝐻, 𝜌od]

=
∑︁

𝑛 ̸=𝑚

[1− 𝑖𝑡(𝜔𝑛 − 𝜔𝑚)]𝑐𝑛𝑐
*
𝑚 |𝑛⟩⟨𝑚| , (33)

𝜌od − 𝑡2

2
[𝐻, [𝐻, 𝜌od]]

=
∑︁

𝑛 ̸=𝑚

[︂
1− 𝑡2(𝜔𝑛 − 𝜔𝑚)2

2

]︂
𝑐𝑛𝑐

*
𝑚 |𝑛⟩⟨𝑚| , (34)

we find that the off-diagonal part of time-evolved density
operator 𝜌(𝑡) contracting but not the off-diagonal part of
𝜌𝑈 (𝑡) due to the first order term. Therefore, if we apply
the channel ℋcs

𝑡 iteratively as
∏︀𝑟

𝜅=1 ℋcs
𝑡𝜅 =

∏︀𝑟
𝜅=1(𝒦0,𝑡𝜅 +

𝒦1,𝑡𝜅), then the final density matrix will contract to the
fixed point 𝜌d =

∑︀
𝑘 |𝑐𝑘|2 |𝑘⟩⟨𝑘| without any remaining

interference terms from 𝜌od.

For a multi-step random walk, discussed below in
Sec. III A 3, with a definitive path indicated by the
ancilla measurement outcome 𝑟-bit string, such as
b = (𝑏1, 𝑏2, . . . , 𝑏𝑟) = (0, 1, . . . , 1), a single term∏︀𝑟

𝜅=1 𝒦𝑏𝜅,𝑡𝜅 ≡ 𝒦b,t from the series product should
be applied instead. The specific form for 𝒦b,t

is 𝒦b,t(𝜌) = (𝐾𝑏𝑟,𝑡𝑟 · · ·𝐾𝑏1,𝑡1)𝜌(𝐾
†
𝑏1,𝑡1

· · ·𝐾†
𝑏𝑟,𝑡𝑟

) ≡
𝐾b,t(𝜌)𝐾

†
b,t, where 𝐾0,𝑡 = cos(𝐻𝑡) and 𝐾1,𝑡 =

sin(𝐻𝑡). This results in a pure-state density ma-
trix 𝜌b,t = 𝐾b,t(|Ψ⟩⟨Ψ|)𝐾†

b,t/𝑃 (b, t), where 𝑃 (b, t) =

⟨Ψ|𝐾†
b,t𝐾b,t|Ψ⟩.

For sufficiently large 𝑟 and b ∈ 𝐵 ⊂ {0, 1}𝑟, we
have 𝜌d

b = |𝑘b⟩⟨𝑘b|, where |𝑘b⟩ is one of the energy
eigenstates projected out after the random walk along
the path b (from now on, we suppress the t depen-
dence). Numerical experiments seem to indicate |𝐵| ∼
|{0, 1}𝑟| = 2𝑟, i.e.,

∑︀
b∈𝐵 𝑃 (b) ∼ 1. Since the sum of all

2𝑟 paths recovers
∑︀

b 𝑃 (b)𝜌b =
∑︀

b 𝒦b(|Ψ⟩⟨Ψ|) = 𝜌d =∑︀
𝑘 |𝑐𝑘|2 |𝑘⟩⟨𝑘| and

∑︀
b 𝑃 (b)𝜌b ∼ ∑︀b∈𝐵 𝑃 (b) |𝑘b⟩⟨𝑘b| =

∑︀
𝑘

(︀∑︀
b∈𝐵𝑘

𝑃 (b)
)︀
|𝑘⟩⟨𝑘|, where

⋃︀
𝑘 𝐵𝑘 = 𝐵, we conclude

that there should be ≈ |𝐵||𝑐𝑘|2 paths that project out
the energy eigenstate |𝑘⟩, or equivalently, the probability
𝑃 (|𝑘⟩ | b ∈ 𝐵) =

∑︀
b∈𝐵𝑘

𝑃 (b) = |𝑐𝑘|2.
To efficiently project out the eigenenergy spectrum,

we need to choose proper time step sizes {𝑡𝜅}𝑟𝜅=1. First,
for very short time evolution step sizes, 𝑃0→0 ≫ 𝑃0→1.
In this case, consecutive cos(𝐻𝑡) operators are applied
to the state with high probability and the resulting op-
erator cos𝑟(𝐻𝑡) = 𝑒𝑟 log[cos(𝐻𝑡)] ≈ 𝑒−𝑟𝐻2𝑡2/2 projects
out the ground state (assume the spectrum is shifted
to ≥ 0 and there is finite overlap between the ground
state and initial state [27–29]). Therefore, we can ap-
ply this algorithm to prepare ground state by frequently
measuring the ancilla. However, too frequent measure-
ments would result in non-evolving initial state due to
quantum Zeno effect (QZE). If this happens, we would
have a quadratically stronger QZE (i.e., slower evolu-
tion) due to the time evolution operator cos(𝐻𝑡) instead
of the usual 𝑒−𝑖𝐻𝑡. We check this in Appendix A by
computing lim𝑛→∞ 𝑆𝑛(𝑇/𝑛), conditioned that the ancilla
measurement is always 0, where the survival probability
𝑆𝑛(𝑇/𝑛) = |⟨Ψ|Φ⟩|2 and the time evolved final state is
|Φ⟩ = cos𝑛(𝐻𝑇/𝑛) |Ψ⟩ /[ ⟨Ψ|cos2𝑛(𝐻𝑇/𝑛)|Ψ⟩]1/2. A sub-
tle difference with a textbook QZE is that the principal
system can be kept stationary by measuring an ancillary
system that couples to the principal system. In a text-
book example, the principal system is directly measured.
This provides an advantage to use our setting to observe
or achieve the QZE since measuring a single ancilla qubit
is much simpler than measuring the entire principal sys-
tem.

To find a suitable time step sizes for spectral projec-
tion, we rewrite Eq. (29) in the energy eigenbasis:

𝜌(𝑡) = 𝜌d +
∑︁

𝑛 ̸=𝑚

[cos(𝜔𝑛𝑡) cos(𝜔𝑚𝑡)

+ sin(𝜔𝑛𝑡) sin(𝜔𝑚𝑡)]𝑐𝑛𝑐
*
𝑚 |𝑛⟩⟨𝑚|

= 𝜌d +
∑︁

𝑛 ̸=𝑚

cos[(𝜔𝑛 − 𝜔𝑚)𝑡]𝑐𝑛𝑐
*
𝑚 |𝑛⟩⟨𝑚| . (35)

After 𝑟 steps, the coefficient for |𝑛⟩⟨𝑚| is suppressed by a
factor

∏︀𝑟
𝜅=1 cos[(𝜔𝑛−𝜔𝑚)𝑡𝜅]. Since | cos[(𝜔𝑛−𝜔𝑚)𝑡𝜅]| ≤

1 and 𝜔𝑛 ̸= 𝜔𝑚 for 𝑛 ̸= 𝑚, the projection will always
success for sufficiently large 𝑟 and any set of 𝑡𝜅’s [ ̸≡ 0
(mod 𝜋/|𝜔𝑛 − 𝜔𝑚|)] larger than the QZE time scale set
by 1/𝑟.

3. Analysis of semi-coherent multi-step random walk

In Sec. IIIA 2, both the ancilla qubit and the prin-
cipal system evolve incoherently and stochastically step
by step. After passing the mixing time [30], the prin-
cipal system converges to a stationary mixed state 𝜌 =∑︀

𝑘 |𝑐𝑘|2 |𝑘⟩⟨𝑘| that is diagonal in the energy eigenbasis.
The population of the energy eigenstates are given by



7

the Born’s rule probabilities, which is determined by the
initial pure state |Ψ⟩ =

∑︀
𝑘 𝑐𝑘 |𝑘⟩. Here, we consider

multi-step random walk (assume 𝑟 total steps) with semi-
coherent evolutions. i.e., after 𝑟 steps, the quantum state
principal system remains pure.

We start from an initial state |Ψ0⟩. At each clock-
cycle 𝜅 ∈ {1, 2, . . . , 𝑟}, select a random variable 𝑡𝜅. Us-
ing an ancilla qubit and evolve according to the evolution
1
2

[︀
𝑒−𝑖𝐻𝑡𝜅 + (−1)𝑏𝜅𝑒𝑖𝐻𝑡𝜅

]︀
, where 𝑏𝜅 = 𝑚𝜅−1 ⊕𝑚𝜅 with-

out resetting the ancilla, 𝑏𝜅 = 0⊕𝑚𝜅 with resetting the
ancilla to |0⟩𝑎, and 𝑚𝜅 ∈ {0, 1} is the measurement out-
come obtained at the end of this cycle 𝜅. After 𝑟 clock-
cycles the state has evolved from |Ψ0⟩ to |Ψ𝑟⟩ = 𝐹𝑟 |Ψ0⟩
(not normalized) according to 𝐹𝑟 =

∏︀𝜅=𝑟
𝜅=1 𝑓𝑎𝜅

(𝐻𝑡𝜅),
where 𝑓𝑎𝜅=0(·) = cos(·), occurring with probability
as above 𝑃0→0 = cos2𝐸𝑟−1𝑡𝑟. Similarly, 𝑓𝑎𝜅=1(·) =
−𝑖 sin(·) with probability 𝑃0→1 = sin2𝐸𝑟−1𝑡𝑟, where
cos 2𝐸𝑟−1𝑡𝑟 = ⟨Ψ𝑟−1|cos 2𝐻𝑡𝑟|Ψ𝑟−1⟩ / ⟨Ψ𝑟−1|Ψ𝑟−1⟩ =

⟨Ψ0|(cos 2𝐻𝑡𝑟)𝐹 †
𝑟−1𝐹𝑟−1|Ψ0⟩ / ⟨Ψ0|𝐹 †

𝑟−1𝐹𝑟−1|Ψ0⟩ (note
that [𝐻,𝐹𝑟] = 0).

Since the relative ratio of 𝑃0→0/𝑃0→1 = cot2𝐸𝑡, it fol-
lows that the ancilla qubit realizes a heavily-biased ran-
dom coin producing many strings of 𝑎𝜅 = 0 interspersed
with the odd counter driving term −𝑖 sin𝐻𝑡. TRIS-
preserving operator strings reduce to cos𝜅𝑄(𝐻𝑡), which
can be expanded into a binomial expansion using the trig
identity cos2𝐻𝑡 = (1 + cos(2𝐻𝑡))/2. Again, using our
prior trick, sin2𝐻𝑡 = (1 − cos(2𝐻𝑡))/2, the product of
two TRIS-breaking terms preserves the TRIS. While ac-
tions at different times have opposite temporal parities,
they nevertheless commute so that

∏︀𝑟
𝜅=1 𝑓𝑎𝜅

(𝐻𝑡𝜅) =∏︀
𝜅∈ℐ0

cos(𝐻𝑡𝜅) × (−𝑖)|ℐ1|
∏︀

𝜅∈ℐ1
sin(𝐻𝑡𝜅), where ℐ0 =

{𝜅 ∈ [𝑟] | 𝑎𝜅 = 0}, and ℐ1 = {𝜅 ∈ [𝑟] | 𝑎𝜅 = 1}. That is,
any configuration with an even number (denoted as |ℐ1|)
of 0 → 1 outcomes is a valid TRIS coherent configura-
tion, while those with |ℐ1| odd break the TRIS. It’s easy
to see that breaking TRIS and breaking the Hermiticity
of the 𝐹𝑟 operator occur in tandem.

Additionally, the times 𝑡𝜅 can be adjusted to ex-
plore different TRIS distributions. The general expres-

sion can likewise be factorized using cos𝐻𝑡 cos𝐻𝜏 =
(cos(𝐻(𝑡− 𝜏)) + cos(𝐻(𝑡+ 𝜏)))/2. In the construction
above, we constructed an operator ∝ 𝑈(𝑡) + 𝑈(−𝑡). Let
us generically consider a case where a control error 2𝛿 is
present in the form:

𝑈(𝑡) + 𝑈(−𝑡+ 2𝛿) = (𝑈 (𝑡− 𝛿) + 𝑈 (−𝑡+ 𝛿))𝑈 (𝛿)

= cos(𝑡− 𝛿) (cos(𝛿) + 𝑖 sin(𝛿)) .

As the backwards time-evolution was shortened by a fac-
tor 2𝛿, we interpret the expression above as a transfor-
mation to a center-of-time coordinate, namely 𝑡𝑐 = 𝑡− 𝛿
and a relative-time coordinate 𝛿. The first term, which
is a product of cosines, is time-reversal symmetric while
the second term, involving the sine, breaks the TRIS.

B. Trotter Factorized Spin Procession

The simplest model is a single qubit system, as both
its true dynamics and the approximate Trotter dynam-
ics [31] can be exactly solved on the Bloch sphere. A
general one-qubit Hamiltonian is described as

𝐻1q =

3∑︁

𝛼=0

𝑑𝛼𝜎̂
𝛼, (36)

where 𝑑𝛼 ∈ R for a Hermitian Hamiltonian, and the Pauli
matrices are denoted by 𝜎̂0 = 1 = ( 1 0

0 1 ), 𝜎̂
1 = 𝑋 = ( 0 1

1 0 ),
𝜎̂2 = 𝑌 =

(︀
0 −𝑖
𝑖 0

)︀
, and 𝜎̂3 = 𝑍 =

(︀
1 0
0 −1

)︀
. For simplicity,

consider 𝑑0 = 𝑑3 = 0 and denote the complex number
𝑑1 + 𝑖𝑑2 = 𝑑𝑒𝑖𝜃 = 𝑑 cos 𝜃 + 𝑖𝑑 sin 𝜃, where 𝑑 =

√︀
𝑑21 + 𝑑22

and 𝜃 = Arg(𝑑1 + 𝑖𝑑2) ∈ (−𝜋, 𝜋]. Then,

𝐻1q = 𝑑1𝑋 + 𝑑2𝑌 = 𝑑(cos 𝜃𝑋 + sin 𝜃𝑌 ). (37)

The exact dynamics is given by

𝑈(𝑡) = 𝑒−𝑖𝑡𝐻1q (38)
= cos(𝑡𝑑)1− 𝑖 sin(𝑡𝑑)(cos 𝜃𝑋 + sin 𝜃𝑌 ). (39)

The second order linear combination of Trotter unitaries
(LCTU) is

2𝑈+(𝑡) = 𝑒−𝑖𝑡𝑑1𝑋𝑒−𝑖𝑡𝑑2𝑌 + 𝑒−𝑖𝑡𝑑2𝑌 𝑒−𝑖𝑡𝑑1𝑋 (40)
= 2 cos(𝑡𝑑1) cos(𝑡𝑑2)1− 2𝑖 cos(𝑡𝑑2) sin(𝑡𝑑1)𝑋 − 2𝑖 cos(𝑡𝑑1) sin(𝑡𝑑2)𝑌 (41)
= cos(𝑡(𝑑1 + 𝑑2))1− 𝑖(𝑋 + 𝑌 ) sin(𝑡(𝑑1 + 𝑑2)) + cos(𝑡(𝑑1 − 𝑑2))1− 𝑖(𝑋 − 𝑌 ) sin(𝑡(𝑑1 − 𝑑2)) (42)

= 𝑈(𝑡(𝑑1 + 𝑑2)) + 𝑈̃(𝑡(𝑑1 − 𝑑2)), (43)

where 𝑈̃ is the additive error due to phase, which is generated by cos(𝜃)𝑋 + sin(𝜃 + 𝜋)𝑌 and vanishes if 𝑑1 = 𝑑2. To
characterize the approximation error, we compute the Frobenius norm3 ‖𝑈+(𝑡)− 𝑈(𝑡)‖.

‖𝑈+(𝑡)− 𝑈(𝑡)‖

3 The Frobenius norm is defined as ‖𝐴‖F = [Tr
(︀
𝐴†𝐴

)︀
]1/2. Note that the operator norm is an upper bound of the Trotter error for state

time evolution ‖𝛿𝑈 |Ψ⟩‖ ≤ ‖𝛿𝑈‖‖|Ψ⟩‖ = ‖𝛿𝑈‖, assuming |Ψ⟩ is normalized.
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= ‖[cos(𝑡𝑑1) cos(𝑡𝑑2)− cos(𝑡𝑑)]1− 𝑖[cos(𝑡𝑑2) sin(𝑡𝑑1)− sin(𝑡𝑑) cos 𝜃]𝑋 − 𝑖[cos(𝑡𝑑1) sin(𝑡𝑑2)− sin(𝑡𝑑) sin 𝜃]𝑌 ‖ (44)

=
√
2
{︀
[cos(𝑡𝑑1) cos(𝑡𝑑2)− cos(𝑡𝑑)]2 + [cos(𝑡𝑑2) sin(𝑡𝑑1)− sin(𝑡𝑑) cos 𝜃]2 + [cos(𝑡𝑑1) sin(𝑡𝑑2)− sin(𝑡𝑑) sin 𝜃]2

}︀1/2 (45)

=

{︃
0, 𝜃 ∈

{︀
0, 𝜋,±𝜋

2

}︀
√
2
6

⃒⃒
(𝑡𝑑)3 sin(2𝜃)

⃒⃒
+𝒪

(︀
𝑡5
)︀
, 𝜃 /∈

{︀
0, 𝜋,±𝜋

2

}︀
.

(46)

In the above, we used the identity (for 𝑐𝛼 ∈ R)

⃦⃦
⃦⃦
⃦𝑐0𝜎̂

0 ± 𝑖
∑︁

𝑎

𝑐𝑎𝜎̂
𝑎

⃦⃦
⃦⃦
⃦ =

{︃
Tr

[︃(︃
𝑐0𝜎̂

0 + 𝑖
∑︁

𝑎

𝑐𝑎𝜎̂
𝑎

)︃(︃
𝑐0𝜎̂

0 − 𝑖
∑︁

𝑎

𝑐𝑎𝜎̂
𝑎

)︃]︃}︃1/2

=
√
2

(︃
3∑︁

𝛼=0

𝑐2𝛼

)︃1/2

.

On the other hand, the conventional second order Trotter 𝑈(2)(𝑡) is given by

𝑈(2)(𝑡) = 𝑒−𝑖𝑡𝑑1𝑋/2𝑒−𝑖𝑡𝑑2𝑌 𝑒−𝑖𝑡𝑑1𝑋/2 (47)
= cos(𝑡𝑑1) cos(𝑡𝑑2)1− 𝑖 cos(𝑡𝑑2) sin(𝑡𝑑1)𝑋 − 𝑖 sin(𝑡𝑑2)𝑌. (48)

Comparing to the SU(2) formula for the exponential of a Pauli vector, 𝑒−𝑖𝜑𝑛̂·𝜎 = 1 cos𝜑− 𝑖(𝑛̂ · 𝜎) sin𝜑, we have

𝑧(2) = log
(︀
𝑈(2)

)︀
= −𝑖𝜑(2)

(︁
𝑛𝑥(2)𝑋 + 𝑛𝑦(2)𝑌

)︁
, (49)

cos𝜑(2) = cos(𝑡𝑑1) cos(𝑡𝑑2), (50)
𝑛𝑥(2) = cos(𝑡𝑑2) sin(𝑡𝑑1)/ sin𝜑(2), (51)

𝑛𝑦(2) = sin(𝑡𝑑2)/ sin𝜑(2). (52)

It’s easy to verify that (𝑛𝑥(2))
2 +(𝑛𝑦(2))

2 = 1, so 𝑈(2)(𝑡) is indeed a unitary operator. In general, 𝑈+(𝑡) is not a unitary
operator. However, we can define 𝑈+ = 𝑒−𝛼𝑈 ′

+, where 𝑈 ′
+ = 𝑒𝛼𝑈+ is unitary and

𝑧+ = log
(︀
𝑒−𝛼𝑈 ′

+

)︀
= −𝑖𝜑+

(︀
𝑛𝑥+𝑋 + 𝑛𝑦+𝑌

)︀
− 𝛼1, (53)

𝛼 = −1

2
log
[︀
1− sin2(𝑡𝑑1) sin

2(𝑡𝑑2)
]︀
> 0, (54)

cos𝜑+ = 𝑒𝛼 cos(𝑡𝑑1) cos(𝑡𝑑2) ∈ (−1, 1), (55)
𝑛𝑥+ = 𝑒𝛼 cos(𝑡𝑑2) sin(𝑡𝑑1)/ sin𝜑+, (56)
𝑛𝑦+ = 𝑒𝛼 cos(𝑡𝑑1) sin(𝑡𝑑2)/ sin𝜑+. (57)

We can verify (𝑛𝑥+)
2 + (𝑛𝑦+)

2 = 1 so 𝑈 ′
+(𝑡) is a unitary. Note that if sin2(𝑡𝑑1) sin

2(𝑡𝑑2) = 1, then 𝛼 = ∞ and
𝑈+ = 0, which indicates large Trotter error. However, this won’t happen if |𝑡𝑑1|, |𝑡𝑑2| ≪ 1. The success probability
is 𝑃0→0 = ‖𝑈+ |Ψ⟩‖2 = ⟨Ψ|𝑈†

+𝑈+|Ψ⟩ = 𝑒−2𝛼 = 1 − sin2(𝑡𝑑1) sin
2(𝑡𝑑2) = 1 − 𝑑21𝑑

2
2𝑡

4 + 𝒪
(︀
𝑡6
)︀
, which is independent

of the state vector |Ψ⟩. Eq. (20) gives 𝑃0→0 ≥ 1 − 𝑑21𝑑
2
2𝑡

4/2 (because ‖[𝐴,𝐵]‖2 = 𝑑21𝑑
2
2‖𝑍‖2 = 2𝑑21𝑑

2
2). If successful,

the normalized state after measurement of ancilla is |Ψ(𝑡)⟩ = 𝑈+(𝑡) |Ψ⟩ /√𝑃0→0 = 𝑈 ′
+(𝑡) |Ψ⟩, so 𝑈 ′

+(𝑡) is the effective
unitary of the LCTU algorithm.

Finally, the norm distance between 𝑈+ and the unitary 𝑈 ′
+ is

⃦⃦
𝑈+(𝑡)− 𝑈 ′

+(𝑡)
⃦⃦
=

√
2
8 (𝑡𝑑)4 sin2(2𝜃), which is not to

the same order of the squared Trotter error ‖𝑈+(𝑡)− 𝑈(𝑡)‖ as it would be for the multi-product formulas (see the top
of Page 5 of Ref. 1).

The error of the second order Trotter is given by the operator norm
⃦⃦
𝑈(2)(𝑡)− 𝑈(𝑡)

⃦⃦

= ‖[cos(𝑡𝑑1) cos(𝑡𝑑2)− cos(𝑡𝑑)]1− 𝑖[cos(𝑡𝑑2) sin(𝑡𝑑1)− sin(𝑡𝑑) cos 𝜃]𝑋 − 𝑖[sin(𝑡𝑑2)− sin(𝑡𝑑) sin 𝜃]𝑌 ‖ (58)

=
√
2
{︀
[cos(𝑡𝑑1) cos(𝑡𝑑2)− cos(𝑡𝑑)]2 + [cos(𝑡𝑑2) sin(𝑡𝑑1)− sin(𝑡𝑑) cos 𝜃]2 + [sin(𝑡𝑑2)− sin(𝑡𝑑) sin 𝜃]2

}︀1/2 (59)

=

{︃
0, 𝜃 ∈

{︀
0, 𝜋,±𝜋

2

}︀
;√

5−3 cos(2𝜃)

12

⃒⃒
(𝑡𝑑)3 sin(2𝜃)

⃒⃒
+𝒪

(︀
𝑡5
)︀
, 𝜃 /∈

{︀
0, 𝜋,±𝜋

2

}︀
.

(60)

The errors are plotted in Fig. 2. Since
√
2/12 =

√
5− 3/12 ≤

√︀
5− 3 cos(2𝜃)/12 ≤

√
5 + 3/12 =

√
2/6, it follows
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FIG. 2. Comparison of the operator norm error between two-unitary LCTU 𝑈+(𝑡) and the second order Trotter 𝑈(2)(𝑡) in
approximating the exact unitary 𝑈(𝑡). Generally, 𝑈(2) has smaller error than 𝑈+. The error plot’s symmetry can be understood
from their respective small 𝑡 expansion: 𝑈+(𝑡) has four-fold symmetry due to | sin(2𝜃)| factor, while 𝑈(2)(𝑡) only has two-fold
symmetry due to additional

√︀
5− 3 cos(2𝜃) factor.

that the error of second order Trotter is always smaller than the two-unitary LCTU for this model. However, if 𝜃 = 𝜋
4 ,

the 𝑋 ↔ 𝑌 symmetry of the 𝐻1q conserved by the 𝑈+(𝑡) evolution can have certain advantage over 𝑈(2) that breaks
this symmetry. For instance, when acted on the eigenstates of 𝐻1q, the second order LCTU 𝑈+(𝑡) gives a correct
dynamic phase with 𝑡3 error and keeps the eigenstates stationary on Bloch sphere as the exact evolution 𝑈(𝑡) does,
but 𝑈(2)(𝑡) will rotate these states on Bloch sphere.

C. Symmetrized Hamiltonian Variational Ansatz
for the Heisenberg Chain

Solving the ground state (GS) and the ground state
energy (GSE) of Hamiltonians of general quantum sys-
tems is a challenging problem and typically Quantum-
Merlin-Arthur (QMA) hard [32, 33], which is quantum
analogous to NP hard in classical computing. The varia-
tional quantum eigensolver (VQE) is the most practical
quantum-classical hybrid algorithm to tackle this prob-
lem on NISQ quantum hardware. Among a plethora
of ansatzes implementing VQEs, the Hamiltonian varia-
tional ansatz (HVA) stands out as a physics informed ap-
proach. It utilizes a single unitary product composed of
factors derived from a one-step Trotter formula, enabling
the time-evolution unitary of a Hamiltonian. The HVA
has demonstrated significant strength in solving the GS
problems from chemistry and physics [34] as it encodes
adiabatic evolutions for these general systems as the
quantum approximate optimization algorithm (QAOA)
does for the Ising spin models.

To improve algorithmic efficiency, and reduce
both quantum and classical computing resources,
symmetry-preserving (-adapted) VQEs have been re-
cently proposed[35]. However, existing implementations
often incur large circuit depth and gate budget overhead
for symmetry preservation or projection. Inspired by the
commutative symmetry of Jordan algebras, we propose a

symmetrized HVA, termed symHVA using LCTU prod-
ucts. Applying symHVA to the 8-site Heisenberg spin
chain, we find significantly improved performance com-
pared to HVA.

First, we define the Heisenberg model before showing
the symHVA result compared with conventional HVA.
The general spin-12 Heisenberg XYZ model [without lo-
cal Zeeman (ℎ𝑧𝑙 𝑆

𝑧
𝑙 terms) or transverse (ℎ𝑥𝑙 𝑆

𝑥
𝑙 and ℎ𝑦𝑙 𝑆

𝑦
𝑙

terms) fields] on an 𝐿-site chain is defined as

𝐻XYZ =

𝐿−1∑︁

𝑙=0

(︀
𝐽𝑥𝑆

𝑥
𝑙 𝑆

𝑥
𝑙+1 + 𝐽𝑦𝑆

𝑦
𝑙 𝑆

𝑦
𝑙+1 + 𝐽𝑧𝑆

𝑧
𝑙 𝑆

𝑧
𝑙+1

)︀
, (61)

where 𝑆𝑎
𝑙 = ℏ

2𝜎
𝑎
𝑙 , for 𝑎 ∈ {𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧}. The periodic

boundary condition (i.e., a circular chain) is considered
in Eq. (61), so 𝑙 + 1 ≡ 0 (mod 𝐿) for 𝑙 = 𝐿 − 1 in
the sum (for open boundary condition, the sum upper
limit is 𝑙 = 𝐿 − 2). From now on, we consider the
special case with isotropic antiferromagnetic interactions
𝐽𝑥 = 𝐽𝑦 = 𝐽𝑧 ≡ 𝐽 > 0 (i.e., the XXX Heisenberg model)
and choose the units of energy so that 𝐽ℏ

4 = 1. Then, the
simplified antiferromagnetic Heisenberg model (AFHM)
is

𝐻 =

𝐿−1∑︁

𝑙=0

(𝑋𝑙𝑋𝑙+1 + 𝑌𝑙𝑌𝑙+1 + 𝑍𝑙𝑍𝑙+1) (62)
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≡
𝐿−1∑︁

𝑙=0

𝐻𝑙 =

𝐿−1∑︁

𝑙=0

𝜎𝑙 · 𝜎𝑙+1 (63)

=
∑︁

even 𝑙

𝜎𝑙 · 𝜎𝑙+1 +
∑︁

odd 𝑙

𝜎𝑙 · 𝜎𝑙+1 ≡ 𝐻𝐴 +𝐻𝐵 . (64)

In the above, 𝜎𝑙 ≡ (𝑋𝑙, 𝑌𝑙, 𝑍𝑙). For an even number of
sites 𝐿, the chain is a bipartite lattice, and the 𝐴 (𝐵) part
defined in Eq. (64) is referred as the 𝐴 (𝐵) sublattice.

We solve our AFHM ground state problem by

min
𝜃

⟨𝜓0|𝑈†(𝜃)𝐻̂𝑈(𝜃)|𝜓0⟩
⟨𝜓0|𝑈†(𝜃)𝑈(𝜃)|𝜓0⟩

. (65)

We choose a good initial trial state |𝜓0⟩ =√
2
3 (|𝜓0𝐴⟩+ |𝜓0𝐵⟩), where |𝜓0𝐴⟩ (|𝜓0𝐵⟩) is a valence bond

state with singlet bonds on blue (red) edges as shown by
an 8-vertex cycle graph inset in Fig. 3. (The

√
2
3 normal-

ization factor is due to that the two valence bond states
|𝜓0𝐴⟩ and |𝜓0𝐵⟩ are not orthogonal.) 𝑈(𝜃) is unitary in
HVA, with each circuit layer given by 𝑒𝑖

∑︀
𝑙 𝜃

𝑝
𝑙 𝐻𝑙 (total 8𝑝

parameters for 𝑝 layers); in symHVA, 𝑈(𝜃) is nonunitary
with each layer given by

𝑈𝐴,𝐵(𝜃
𝑝
1 , 𝜃

𝑝
2) =

1

2

(︁
𝑒𝑖𝜃

𝑝
1𝐻𝐴𝑒𝑖𝜃

𝑝
2𝐻𝐵 + 𝑒𝑖𝜃

𝑝
1𝐻𝐵𝑒𝑖𝜃

𝑝
2𝐻𝐴

)︁
(66)

with total 2𝑝 parameters. 𝑝 = 2 is sufficient for symHVA
to reach the exact ground state energy (GSE) within
(classical) machine precision, as shown in Fig. 3.

FIG. 3. Red lines, left axis: relative error between optimized
GSE and the exact one as a function of the number of HVA
layers. Green lines, right axis: total number of variationa
parameters used in HVA and symHVA. Inset: graph repre-
sentation of the 8-site AFHM. Two red horizontal lines are
two reference energies relative to the GSE: the first excited
energy (dash-dotted line) and the energy at the middle point
of the gap (dotted line).

D. Mermin Polynomial Measure for Multi-Partite
Entanglement

Above, we saw the how symmetries can impact dynam-
ical processes in three settings. We turn our attention to
quantum measurement. This subsection culminates by
demonstrating a duality between destructive and non-
destructive ancilla-mediated measurements.

Mermin polynomials appear in the Mermin-Klyshko
(MK) inequalities [36] that are a multi-partite general-
ization of the two-particle Clauser-Horne-Shimony-Holt
(CHSH) inequality. Mermin [36, Eq. (3)] proposed
the degree-𝑛 homogeneous polynomial that is a sum of
degree-𝑛 monomials ±∏︀𝑛

𝑙=1(𝜎
𝑥
𝑙 )

𝑝𝑥
𝑙 (𝜎𝑦

𝑙 )
𝑝𝑦
𝑙 in terms of 𝑛

pairs of spin operators {(𝜎𝑥
𝑙 , 𝜎

𝑦
𝑙 ) | 𝑙 = 1, 2, . . . , 𝑛} and bi-

nary symplectic vectors in the subspace {(𝑝𝑥,𝑝𝑦) | 𝑝𝑥 =
(𝑝𝑥1 , . . . , 𝑝

𝑥
𝑛), 𝑝

𝑦 = (𝑝𝑦1, . . . , 𝑝
𝑦
𝑛), 𝑝

𝑥
𝑙 , 𝑝

𝑦
𝑙 ∈ Z2, 𝑝

𝑥
𝑙 + 𝑝𝑦𝑙 ≡ 1

(mod 2)}. Collins et al. [37] defined the Mermin polyno-
mials for general 𝑛 pairs of single-particle (-qubit) oper-
ators {(𝑎𝑙, 𝑎′𝑙) | 𝑙 = 1, 2, . . . , 𝑛} using the following recur-
sive relations:

𝑀𝑘 =
1

2
𝑀𝑘−1(𝑎𝑘 + 𝑎′𝑘) +

1

2
𝑀 ′

𝑘−1(𝑎𝑘 − 𝑎′𝑘), (67a)

𝑀 ′
𝑘 =

1

2
𝑀 ′

𝑘−1(𝑎
′
𝑘 + 𝑎𝑘) +

1

2
𝑀𝑘−1(𝑎

′
𝑘 − 𝑎𝑘), (67b)

where 𝑀1 = 𝑎1 and 𝑀 ′
1 = 𝑎′1. Note that 𝑀 ′

𝑘 is obtained
by exchanging all the primed and non-primed 𝑎’s. Here,
we define all 𝑎 operators as 𝑛-qubit tensor products 𝑎𝑙 =
1 ⊗ · · ·1 ⊗ 𝑎 ⊗ 1 · · · ⊗ 1, where 𝑎 acts on the 𝑙-th qubit
and similarly for primed 𝑎’s. Thus, we have [𝑎𝑘, 𝑎𝑙] = 0,
[𝑎′𝑘, 𝑎

′
𝑙] = 0, for all indices and [𝑀𝑘, 𝑎𝑙] = 0 and [𝑀𝑘, 𝑎

′
𝑙] =

0 for 𝑘 < 𝑙. Finally, 𝑎 and 𝑎′ are often assumed to be
dichotomic (involution) operators: 𝑎2𝑘 = 𝑎′𝑘

2
= 1 for all

𝑘.
To proceed, we rewrite Eq. (67) using the following

matrix notation.
(︂
𝑀1

𝑀 ′
1

)︂
=

(︂
𝑎1
𝑎′1

)︂
=

1

2

(︂
𝑎1 + 𝑎′1 𝑎1 − 𝑎′1
−𝑎1 + 𝑎′1 𝑎1 + 𝑎′1

)︂(︂
1
1

)︂
. (68)

(︂
𝑀𝑘

𝑀 ′
𝑘

)︂
=

1

2

(︂
𝑎𝑘 + 𝑎′𝑘 𝑎𝑘 − 𝑎′𝑘
−𝑎𝑘 + 𝑎′𝑘 𝑎𝑘 + 𝑎′𝑘

)︂(︂
𝑀𝑘−1

𝑀 ′
𝑘−1

)︂
(69)

=
1√
2

(︁
𝑎𝑘𝑒

𝑖𝜋
4 𝑌 + 𝑎′𝑘𝑒

−𝑖𝜋
4 𝑌

)︁(︂
𝑀𝑘−1

𝑀 ′
𝑘−1

)︂
(70)

= · · ·

= 2−
𝑘
2

𝑘∏︁

𝑙=1

(︁
𝑎𝑙𝑒

𝑖𝜋
4 𝑌 + 𝑎′𝑙𝑒

−𝑖𝜋
4 𝑌

)︁(︂
1
1

)︂
, (71)

where 𝑌 =
(︀
0 −𝑖
𝑖 0

)︀
is the Pauli matrix acting on an

ancilla qubit that encodes the algebraic recursive rela-
tion 4. For convenience, we refer to the matrix operator

4 Note that using the matrix form for 𝑌 does not mean we have
chosen the computation basis for the system qubits
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1
2

(︁
𝑎𝑘+𝑎′

𝑘 𝑎𝑘−𝑎′
𝑘

−𝑎𝑘+𝑎′
𝑘 𝑎𝑘+𝑎′

𝑘

)︁
= 1√

2
(𝑎𝑘𝑒

𝑖𝜋
4 𝑌 + 𝑎′𝑘𝑒

−𝑖𝜋
4 𝑌 ) ≡ 𝒜𝑘 as the

transfer matrix.
The algebraic symmetry, derived from the interchange

of all primed and non-primed 𝑎’s in Eq. (69), becomes
more transparent when expressed in terms of symmet-
ric and antisymmetric combinations. This transparency
is achieved by transforming (𝑀𝑘,𝑀

′
𝑘) into 1

2 (𝑀𝑘 +

𝑀 ′
𝑘,−𝑀𝑘 + 𝑀 ′

𝑘) ≡ (𝑀+
𝑘 ,𝑀

−
𝑘 ) through the left multi-

plication of 1√
2
𝑒

𝑖𝜋
4 𝑌 on both sides of Eq. (69). Given

that [𝒜𝑘, 𝑒
𝑖𝜋
4 𝑌 ] = 0, the transfer matrix stays the same:

𝒜𝑘 = 1√
2
(𝑎𝑘𝑒

𝑖𝜋
4 𝑌 + 𝑎′𝑘𝑒

−𝑖𝜋
4 𝑌 ) = 1𝑎+𝑘 − 𝑖𝑌 𝑎−𝑘 , where

𝑎±𝑘 = (±𝑎𝑘+𝑎′𝑘)/2. Then, the recursive formula becomes
(︂
𝑀+

1

𝑀−
1

)︂
= 𝒜0

(︂
1
0

)︂
, (72)

(︂
𝑀+

𝑘

𝑀−
𝑘

)︂
= 𝒜𝑘

(︂
𝑀+

𝑘−1

𝑀−
𝑘−1

)︂
(73)

=
(︀
1𝑎+𝑘 − 𝑖𝑌 𝑎−𝑘

)︀(︂𝑀+
𝑘−1

𝑀−
𝑘−1

)︂
(74)

= · · ·

=

𝑘∏︁

𝑙=1

(︀
1𝑎+𝑙 − 𝑖𝑌 𝑎−𝑙

)︀(︂1
0

)︂
. (75)

The ± superscripts indicate the sign change under the
symmetry of exchanging all the primed and non-primed
𝑎’s, so (𝑀+

𝑙 ,𝑀
−
𝑙 )𝑇 → (𝑀+

𝑙 ,−𝑀−
𝑙 )𝑇 = 𝑍(𝑀+

𝑙 ,𝑀
−
𝑙 )𝑇

and 𝒜𝑘 = 1𝑎+𝑘 − 𝑖𝑌 𝑎−𝑘 → 1𝑎+𝑘 + 𝑖𝑌 𝑎−𝑘 = 𝑍𝒜𝑘𝑍, where
𝑍 =

(︀
1 0
0 −1

)︀
. Thus, Eq. (74) still holds under the sym-

metry of exchanging all the primed and non-primed 𝑎’s
as it should be.

First, we point out some similarity between Eq. (69)
and the unitary operator 𝒰 in the boxed part in the cir-
cuit in Fig. 1 that is given by

𝒰 = 𝐻 ⊗ 𝐼 ·
(︁
|0⟩⟨0|𝑎 ⊗ 𝑈 + |1⟩⟨1|𝑎 ⊗ 𝑉

)︁
·𝐻 ⊗ 𝐼

= |+⟩⟨+|𝑎 ⊗ 𝑈 + |−⟩⟨−|𝑎 ⊗ 𝑉

=
1

2

(︂
𝑈 + 𝑉 𝑈 − 𝑉
𝑈 − 𝑉 𝑈 + 𝑉

)︂
. (76)

The operators |±⟩⟨±| = (1 ± 𝑋)/2 are both projection
operators. Consequently, 𝒰 is unitary, satisfying the con-
dition 𝒰𝒰† = |+⟩⟨+|𝑎 ⊗ (𝑈𝑈†) + |−⟩⟨−|𝑎 ⊗ (𝑉 𝑉 †) =
1𝑎 ⊗ 1. In Eq. (69), the transfer matrix 𝒜𝑘 is simi-
lar to Eq. (76) except for the minus sign of the (2, 1)
matrix element. Due to this minus sign, this matrix
operator is not unitary, so we need a second ancilla
qubit to be used with the LCU for this matrix opera-
tor. The first ancilla deterministically encodes the mu-
tual recursions and the second ancilla probabilistically
block-encodes the non-unitary into a unitary via LCU
and measurements. However, we can solve the recur-
sion described in Eq. (75) in a closed form using the 𝑌
eigenbasis

{︁
|+𝑦⟩ = 1√

2
( 1𝑖 ), |−𝑦⟩ = 1√

2

(︀
1
−𝑖

)︀}︁
to preserve

the first qubit. We plug the following resolution of iden-
tity

1 =
1+ 𝑌

2
+
1− 𝑌

2

= |+𝑦⟩⟨+𝑦|+ |−𝑦⟩⟨−𝑦| =
(︀
|+𝑦⟩ |−𝑦⟩

)︀(︂⟨+𝑦|
⟨−𝑦|

)︂

onto both sides of the product in Eq. (75), and find

(︂
𝑀+

𝑘

𝑀−
𝑘

)︂
=
(︀
|+𝑦⟩ |−𝑦⟩

)︀(︂⟨+𝑦|
⟨−𝑦|

)︂ 𝑘∏︁

𝑙=1

[︂(︀
1𝑎+𝑙 − 𝑖𝑌 𝑎−𝑙

)︀ (︀
|+𝑦⟩ |−𝑦⟩

)︀(︂⟨+𝑦|
⟨−𝑦|

)︂]︂(︂
1
0

)︂

=
(︀
|+𝑦⟩ |−𝑦⟩

)︀
(︃∏︀𝑘

𝑙=1(𝑎
+
𝑙 − 𝑖𝑎−𝑙 ) 0

0
∏︀𝑘

𝑙=1(𝑎
+
𝑙 + 𝑖𝑎−𝑙 )

)︃(︂
⟨+𝑦|
⟨−𝑦|

)︂(︂
1
0

)︂

=
1√
2

(︀
|+𝑦⟩ |−𝑦⟩

)︀
(︃∏︀𝑘

𝑙=1(𝑎
+
𝑙 − 𝑖𝑎−𝑙 )∏︀𝑘

𝑙=1(𝑎
+
𝑙 + 𝑖𝑎−𝑙 )

)︃
=

1

2

(︂
1 1
𝑖 −𝑖

)︂(︃∏︀𝑘
𝑙=1(𝑎

+
𝑙 − 𝑖𝑎−𝑙 )∏︀𝑘

𝑙=1(𝑎
+
𝑙 + 𝑖𝑎−𝑙 )

)︃
.

Therefore
(︂
𝑀𝑘

𝑀 ′
𝑘

)︂
=

(︂
1 −1
1 1

)︂(︂
𝑀+

𝑘

𝑀−
𝑘

)︂
=

(︂
1− 𝑖

2

)︂𝑘+1(︂
1 𝑖
𝑖 1

)︂(︃∏︀𝑘
𝑙=1(𝑎

′
𝑙 + 𝑖𝑎𝑙)∏︀𝑘

𝑙=1(𝑎𝑙 + 𝑖𝑎′𝑙)

)︃
,

where we have used 𝑎+𝑙 ± 𝑖𝑎−𝑙 = 1∓𝑖
2 (𝑎𝑙 ± 𝑖𝑎′𝑙). The symmetry of exchanging all the primed and non-primed symbols

is equivalent to swapping the two rows of the vectors (𝑀𝑘,𝑀
′
𝑘)

𝑇 and (
∏︀𝑘

𝑙=1(𝑎
′
𝑙 + 𝑖𝑎𝑙),

∏︀𝑘
𝑙=1(𝑎𝑙 + 𝑖𝑎′𝑙))

𝑇 , which is the
action of 𝑋 = ( 0 1

1 0 ) operator. The recursive formula respects this symmetry because ( 1 𝑖
𝑖 1 ) and 𝑋 operator commute.

Therefore, we have the following closed-form expres- sions for all 𝑀𝑘 and 𝑀 ′
𝑘 defined the by the recursion in
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Eq. (67).

𝑀𝑘 =
(1− 𝑖)𝑘+1

2𝑘+1

[︃
𝑖

𝑘∏︁

𝑙=1

(𝑎𝑙 + 𝑖𝑎′𝑙) +

𝑘∏︁

𝑙=1

(𝑎′𝑙 + 𝑖𝑎𝑙)

]︃
, (77a)

𝑀 ′
𝑘 =

(1− 𝑖)𝑘+1

2𝑘+1

[︃
𝑘∏︁

𝑙=1

(𝑎𝑙 + 𝑖𝑎′𝑙) + 𝑖

𝑘∏︁

𝑙=1

(𝑎′𝑙 + 𝑖𝑎𝑙)

]︃
. (77b)

With Eq. (77), we can easily write down the closed-
form for the Svetlichny polynomial 𝑆𝑘 defined in Ref. [37,
Eq. (13)]. For 𝑘 even, 𝑆𝑘 takes an especially symmetric
form as

𝑆𝑘 =
(1− 𝑖)𝑘

2𝑘+1

[︃
𝑘∏︁

𝑙=1

(𝑎𝑙 + 𝑖𝑎′𝑙) +

𝑘∏︁

𝑙=1

(𝑎′𝑙 + 𝑖𝑎𝑙)

]︃
. (78)

We can check Eq. (77a) for 𝑘 = 3 as follows.

𝑀3 =
(1− 𝑖)4

24
[𝑖(𝑎1 + 𝑖𝑎′1)(𝑎2 + 𝑖𝑎′2)(𝑎3 + 𝑖𝑎′3)

+𝑖3(𝑎1 − 𝑖𝑎′1)(𝑎2 − 𝑖𝑎′2)(𝑎3 − 𝑖𝑎′3)
]︀

=
−𝑖
4

[(𝑎1 + 𝑖𝑎′1)(𝑎2 + 𝑖𝑎′2)(𝑎3 + 𝑖𝑎′3)

−(𝑎1 − 𝑖𝑎′1)(𝑎2 − 𝑖𝑎′2)(𝑎3 − 𝑖𝑎′3)]

=
1

2
(𝑎′1𝑎2𝑎3 + 𝑎1𝑎

′
2𝑎3 + 𝑎1𝑎2𝑎

′
3 − 𝑎′1𝑎

′
2𝑎

′
3).

This result agrees with Eq. (5) in Ref. 37.
To measure 𝑀𝑘 with the closed form of Eq. (77a), we

can measure the two product terms separately. For each
product term, we recursively implement each factor with
LCU for the sum of two terms 𝑎𝑙 and 𝑖𝑎′𝑙. Thus, we only
need one ancilla if we reuse and reset it in the iterative al-
gorithm (in this specific case, reset is not necessary since
the same LCU coefficients appear in all factors). The pro-
jective measurement on ancilla can also be re-interpreted
as measurement on the qubit of main system as shown in
Eq. (79). The two theoretical equivalent options (mea-
sure a single ancilla iteratively vs measure all qubits in
the main entangled system) can be exploited to optimize
readout error, post-selection cost, and maybe even avoid
certain loopholes in quantum entanglement verification.

1. Mermin Polynomial Measurement equivalence

We choose the setting [38] 𝑎𝑙 = 𝜎𝑥
𝑙 and 𝑎′𝑙 = 𝜎𝑦

𝑙 for
all qubits. The factors appearing in 𝑀𝑘 takes the form
of the ladder operators 𝑎𝑙 ± 𝑖𝑎′𝑙 = 𝜎𝑥

𝑙 ± 𝑖𝜎𝑦
𝑙 = 𝜎±

𝑙 , which
is exactly the same factor appeared in the polynomial
defined by Mermin [36, Eq. (2)]. With a slight change
of notation, we write 𝜎𝑥

𝑙 ± 𝑖𝜎𝑦
𝑙 ≡ 𝑋𝑙 ± 𝑖𝑌𝑙 =

1±𝑍𝑙

2 (2𝑋𝑙),
where the non-unitary part 𝑈± = 1±𝑍𝑙

2 can be imple-
mented using the circuit in Fig. 1. Considering the first
term of 𝑈± is the identity operator 1, we simplify the

circuit for 𝑈±𝑋𝑙 as follows:

|0⟩𝑎 𝐻 ∙ 𝐻

|𝑞𝑙⟩ 𝑋 𝑍

=

𝑋 ∙
=

𝑋

𝑋

(79)

The equivalence between direct measurement on the
principle system and indirect measurement on an envi-
ronmental pointer state, represented by ancilla qubits
above.

As a final brief note, recall the polynomial factorized
as a sum over global products of 𝜎±

𝑙 = 𝑥. Along with
𝜎𝑧
𝑙 , these operators serve a basis to construct correla-

tion functions of spins ⟨Ψ|𝜎−
𝑘 (𝑡)𝜎

+
𝑙 (0)|Ψ⟩ for example.

By judiciously tracking fermionic phase factors we can
promote this expression to ⟨Ψ|𝑐𝑘(𝑡)𝑐†𝑙 (0)|Ψ⟩. The syn-
thesis techniques described above can be used to con-
struct measurement gadgets for one- and two-point cor-
relation functions–used in the natural sciences and high-
rank polynomials moments as in the Mermin’s entangle-
ment witness. A comprehensive application of symmetric
considerations to efficient entanglement classification and
manipulation via measurement is left as future work.

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

We have introduced near term algorithms that utilize
both product and sum formulas to probablistically sam-
ple symmetric operators on quantum and classical com-
puters.

As a first illustrative application, we examine a spec-
tral random walk with stochastic dynamics that preserve
time-reversal-invariance. We emphasize both symmet-
ric and symmetry-breaking walks. A second application
demonstrates how our protocol enhances the precision
scaling of factorizing time evolution operators. By avoid-
ing potential future amplitude amplifications, a charac-
teristic feature of block encodings, we analyze trade-offs
with respect to sample complexity and applications. We
expect our algorithm to both inspire future advanced uni-
tary operator synthesis while also finding practical appli-
cations in the near term due to straightforward nature. In
the third application, we present a symmetry-enhanced
variational form within the context of preparing eigen-
states of a spin-chain. Lastly, our fourth application uti-
lizes the intrinsic symmetries of Mermin-polynomials to
provide a natural framework for efficient encoding and
entanglement verification.

In a sense, our algorithm can be viewed as a simplified
and less coherent alternative to qubitization [4]. We have
traded coherences, which are typically used to boost tran-
sition probabilities to unity (implicitly required to con-
struct deterministic algorithms), for accepting the out-
comes of measurements which alleviates the need to la-
boriously amplify. This approach represents a somewhat
reduced yet more readily attainable model of quantum
computation. Despite this apparent trade-off, we nev-
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ertheless find a wide variety of applications including
spectral quantum walks, time evolution, variational state
preparation, and entanglement verification. We expect
further investigations of probabilistic symmetric forms
will unravel additional applications, bridging the gaps
between theoretical realizations, available resources, and
practical implementations. In particular, investigating
symmetric forms using Jordan products of Jordan prod-
ucts, which have been employed as estimates for Trotter
products, has recently been demonstrated in certain Jor-
dan algebraic settings [39].
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Appendix A: Survival Probabilities for Quantum
Zeno Effect

As given in the main text, after 𝑛 measurements
of ancilla with outcome 0’s (denote the success prob-
ability of obtaining these 0 outcomes as 𝑃 (0)), the
final survival probability 𝑆𝑛 (conditioned on success-
fully measuring 0’s on ancilla), i.e., measurement of
𝑂̂ = |Ψ⟩⟨Ψ| in the principal system at the final state

|Φ⟩ = cos𝑛(𝐻𝑇/𝑛) |Ψ⟩ /[ ⟨Ψ|cos2𝑛(𝐻𝑇/𝑛)|Ψ⟩]1/2 (denote
𝐻𝑇 = ℎ), is given by

𝑆𝑛 ≡ 𝑆𝑛(Φ → Ψ | 0) (A1)

= Tr
(︁
|Φ⟩⟨Φ| 𝑂̂

)︁
= |⟨Ψ|Φ⟩|2 (A2)

=
| ⟨Ψ|cos𝑛(𝐻𝑇/𝑛)|Ψ⟩|2
⟨Ψ|cos2𝑛(𝐻𝑇/𝑛)|Ψ⟩ (A3)

=

⃒⃒
⃒ ⟨Ψ|1− ℎ2

2𝑛 + ℎ4

8𝑛2 +𝒪
(︀

1
𝑛3

)︀
|Ψ⟩
⃒⃒
⃒
2

⟨Ψ|1− ℎ2

𝑛 + ℎ4

2𝑛2 +𝒪
(︀

1
𝑛3

)︀
|Ψ⟩

(A4)

= 1− (ℎ2 − ℎ2)2

4𝑛2
+𝒪

(︂
1

𝑛3

)︂
, (A5)

where 𝑜 = ⟨Ψ|𝑜|Ψ⟩. Since 𝑃 (0) = ⟨Ψ|cos2𝑛(𝐻𝑇/𝑛)|Ψ⟩,
the survival probability of the entire system is given by

𝑆𝑛 ≡ 𝑆𝑛(Φ → Ψ ∩ 0) (A6)

= 𝑆𝑛(Φ → Ψ | 0)𝑃 (0) = | ⟨Ψ|cos𝑛(𝐻𝑇/𝑛)|Ψ⟩|2

= 1− ℎ2

𝑛
+𝒪

(︂
1

𝑛2

)︂
.

Note that this is different from unconditioned (i.e., mea-
suring the ancilla but without post-selection) survival
probability of the principal system alone 𝑆𝑛(Φ → Ψ) =∑︀2𝑛−1

𝑘=0 𝑆𝑛(Φ → Ψ | 𝑘)𝑃 (𝑘) (the binary representa-
tion of 𝑘 is the outcome string). Since 1 ≥ 𝑆𝑛(Φ →
Ψ) ≥ 𝑆𝑛 → 1 at QZE measurement frequency limit,
𝑃 (0 | Φ → Ψ) = 𝑆/𝑆𝑛(Φ → Ψ) → 1, meaning that sim-
ply measuring the ancilla fast enough without recording
the outcome, if the principal system is stationary at the
end, then QZE indicates the ancilla is stationary (with
high probability) during the entire process.

For a textbook case of quantum Zeno effect (QZE), the
measurement 𝑂̂ = |Ψ⟩⟨Ψ| is performed at each step, so
the state is evolved over a period 𝑇/𝑛 at each step, and
the final survival probability is given by

̃︀𝑆𝑛 = ̃︀𝑆𝑛
1 (A7)

=
⃒⃒
⃒ ⟨Ψ|𝑒−𝑖𝐻𝑇/𝑛|Ψ⟩

⃒⃒
⃒
2𝑛

(A8)

= 1− (ℎ− ℎ)2

𝑛
+𝒪

(︂
1

𝑛2

)︂
. (A9)

Noting 0 ≤ (ℎ− ℎ)2 = ℎ2 − ℎ
2 ≤ ℎ2, we find 𝑆𝑛 ≥

̃︀𝑆𝑛 ≥ 𝑆𝑛. Higher survival rate means slower evolution
under monitoring, i.e., stronger QZE. The principal part
of our system shows stronger QZE than standard case,
but when considered together with ancillary part, the
result is similar to the standard case.
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Appendix B: Continuous Variable Ancilla Example

Consider Fig. 1 where the ancilla qubit is replaced by a
continuous variable qumode. Then a controlled time evo-
lution of the principal system 𝐻 to ancillary CV mode:
𝑒−𝑖𝑥̂⊗𝐻𝑡 and starting from the a state |0⟩⊗|Ψ⟩, where |0⟩

is the CV vacuum state and |Ψ⟩ =∑︀ 𝑐𝑛 |𝑛⟩. The reduced
density operator 𝜌(𝑡) upon tracing out the ancillary CV
mode (i.e., measuring the ancillary but without “record-
ing data”—in practice, it means doing multiple shots and
constructing an ensemble of the projected states) is:

𝜌(𝑡) = Tr𝑎
[︀
𝑒−𝑖𝑥̂⊗𝐻𝑡(|0⟩ ⊗ |Ψ⟩ ⟨0| ⊗ ⟨Ψ|)𝑒+𝑖𝑥̂⊗𝐻𝑡

]︀
(B1)

=

∫︁ +∞

−∞
𝑑𝑥 ⟨𝑥|𝑒−𝑖𝑥̂⊗𝐻𝑡(|0⟩ ⊗ |Ψ⟩ ⟨0| ⊗ ⟨Ψ|)𝑒+𝑖𝑥̂⊗𝐻𝑡|𝑥⟩ (B2)

=

∫︁ +∞

−∞
𝑑𝑥 |⟨𝑥|0⟩|2𝑒−𝑖𝑥𝐻𝑡 |Ψ⟩⟨Ψ| 𝑒+𝑖𝑥𝐻𝑡 (B3)

=

√︂
2

𝜋

∫︁ +∞

−∞
𝑑𝑥 𝑒−2𝑥2

⎛
⎝∑︁

𝑘

|𝑐𝑘|2 |𝑘⟩⟨𝑘|+
∑︁

𝑛 ̸=𝑚

𝑒−𝑖𝑥(𝜔𝑛−𝜔𝑚)𝑡𝑐𝑛𝑐
*
𝑚 |𝑛⟩⟨𝑚|

⎞
⎠ (B4)

=
∑︁

𝑘

|𝑐𝑘|2 |𝑘⟩⟨𝑘|+
√︂

2

𝜋

∑︁

𝑛 ̸=𝑚

𝑐𝑛𝑐
*
𝑚 |𝑛⟩⟨𝑚|

∫︁ +∞

−∞
𝑑𝑥 𝑒−2𝑥2−𝑖𝑥(𝜔𝑛−𝜔𝑚)𝑡 (B5)

=
∑︁

𝑘

|𝑐𝑘|2 |𝑘⟩⟨𝑘|+
∑︁

𝑛 ̸=𝑚

𝑒−𝑡2(𝜔𝑛−𝜔𝑚)2/8𝑐𝑛𝑐
*
𝑚 |𝑛⟩⟨𝑚| (B6)

→
∑︁

𝑘

|𝑐𝑘|2 |𝑘⟩⟨𝑘| ≡ 𝜌d, as 𝑡→ ∞. (B7)

For the single step scheme, instead of a fixed (small)
time 𝑡, we can use a random 𝑡 in different shots following
a Gaussian distribution 𝑝(𝑡) = 𝑒−𝑡2/𝛼/

√
𝛼𝜋, where 𝛼 > 0

and
∫︀ +∞
−∞ 𝑝(𝑡)𝑑𝑡 = 1. The mean probability E(𝑃0→0) =

∫︀
𝑝(𝑡) ⟨Ψ|cos2(𝐻𝑡)|Ψ⟩ 𝑑𝑡 = 1

2 + 1
2 ⟨Ψ|𝑒−𝛼𝐻2 |Ψ⟩ > 1

2 and
E(𝑃0→1) = 1− E(𝑃0→0) < E(𝑃0→0).
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