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We developed a quantum eigensolver (QE) which is based on an extension of optimized binary
configurations measured by quantum annealing (QA) on a D-Wave Quantum Annealer (D-Wave
QA). This approach performs iterative QA measurements to optimize the eigenstates |ψ⟩ without
the derivation of a classical computer. The computational cost is ηML for full eigenvalues E and |ψ⟩
of the Hamiltonian Ĥ of size L× L, where M and η are the number of QA measurements required
to reach the converged |ψ⟩ and the total annealing time of many QA shots, respectively. Unlike
the exact diagonalized (ED) algorithm with L3 iterations on a classical computer, the computation
cost is not significantly affected by L and M because η represents a very short time within 10−2

seconds on the D-Wave QA. We selected the tight-binding Ĥ that contains the exact E values of all
energy states in two systems with metallic and insulating phases. We confirmed that the proposed
QE algorithm provides exact solutions within the errors of 5 × 10−3. The QE algorithm will not
only show computational supremacy over the ED approach on a classical computer but will also be
widely used for various applications such as material and drug design.

PACS numbers: 71.10.Fd,71.27.+a,71.30.+h

Introduction—Fast computation to find the full eigen-
values E and eigenstates |ψ⟩ of a Hermitian matrix Ĥ
of size L × L is a highly desirable technique which has
been widely applied across various applications, includ-
ing many-body electronic systems, electronic structures,
novel material design and drug design. The full values
of E and |ψ⟩ can be computed using an exact diago-
nalization (ED) method, where the computational cost
demands iterations of L3 on a classic computer based on
bits [1]. Another approach using a classic computer is to
employ an optimization approach. The lowest eigenvalue
ELowest and its |ψ⟩ can be determined using the opti-
mization equation ELowest = min|ψ⟩⟨ψ|Ĥ|ψ⟩, where |ψ⟩
retains continuous variables. A gradient descent (GD)
method is then employed to solve the continuous-variable
optimization problem. The computational cost for de-
termining ELowest and its |ψ⟩ requires the derivation of
N × L, where N is the number of iterations required to
reach the converged ELowest. N generally increases with
L. The excited eigenvalue and eigenstate are also com-
puted using the same optimization method with the con-
straint of the orthonormal condition between the eigen-
states. The overall computational cost for determining
the full E and |ψ⟩ in all the energy states is approxi-
mately N2×L2. Therefore, it is difficult to calculate the
full E and |ψ⟩ of Ĥ with massive L in a feasible time
using both ED and GD approaches on classic computer.

The variational quantum eigensolver (VQE) algorithm
on gate-type quantum computers with qubit circuits is
another promising tool for determining ELowest and its
|ψ⟩ of Ĥ [2–4]. These are measured by the operation of
qubits on a circuit in combination with derivations on a
classical computer. Many degrees of freedom for express-

ing continuous variables |ψ⟩ require a deep circuit, which
is accompanied with large quantum errors. Therefore,
another qubit is required to minimize the larger quantum
errors. Present gate-type quantum computers are only
composed of approximately hundreds of qubits, which is
insufficient to reduce quantum errors for large Ĥ, even
though they show limitless possibilities with increasing
qubits in the future [2].

The quantum annealing (QA) approach on adiabatic
quantum computers is another alternative for fast com-
putation of optimization problems [5–7]. The QA ap-
proach measures the possible |ψBinary⟩ with only the op-
timized binary configurations through the quantum adi-
abatic process in the transverse-field Ising model, where
|ψBinary⟩ is the optimized binary spin configuration. This
has already been performed on D-Wave quantum an-
nealer (D-Wave QA) with 5000 qubits, which can com-
pete with classic computers in terms of computational
speed and accuracy for combinatorial optimization prob-
lems of moderate size [8, 9]. It can be also employed as
quantum simulators for exploring phase transition and
dynamic behaviors [10–17]. On the other hand, the
method only works well on binary combinatorial opti-
mization problems and is limited to continuous-variable
optimization problems. Therefore, an extension of the
approach to continuous-variable optimization problems
that can be applied to more important applications is
required in D-Wave QA.

In this Letter, we describe the development of a full
quantum eigensolver (QE) that is based on the extension
of optimized binary configurations determined using QA
on the D-Wave QA. This method determines the possi-
ble EQE and |ψQE⟩ values with continuous variables in all

ar
X

iv
:2

40
6.

03
36

6v
1 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 5
 J

un
 2

02
4



2

FIG. 1. (Color online) (a) Zephyr graph with 20 couplers
between qubits on D-Wave QA Advantage2 prototype2.3. (b)
Number of qubits as a function of L for embedding Hamilto-
nian Ĥ required for quantum annealing measurement of the
fully connected systems. The original Ĥ means the topology
without the chains.

energy states through iterative QA measurements. The
computational cost is ηML for full EQE and |ψQE⟩ of
Ĥ of size L × L, where M and η are the number of QA
measurements required to reach the converged |ψ⟩ and
the total annealing time of many QA shots, respectively.
This means that, because η is very short, L and the other
parameters in Ĥ do not significantly affect the compu-
tational time. We selected a one-dimensional (1D) ionic
non-interacting tight-binding Ĥ whose exact E is known
in the entire energy spectrum. We measured the possible
EQE and |ψQE⟩ in various cases of both metallic and in-
sulating phases using our QE algorithm for D-Wave QA.
We compared them with the exact E and confirmed that
it provides an exact E within the errors of 5× 10−3. We
believe that the proposed QE approach exhibits compu-
tational superiority over ED with L3 iterations and GD
with N2L2 derivations on a classical computer.
Algorithm of Quantum Eigensolver (QE)—ELowest

and its |ψ⟩ of Ĥ are determined by the optimization equa-
tion given as

ELowest = min|ψ⟩⟨ψ|Ĥ|ψ⟩, (1)

where |ψ⟩ retains the continuous variable. The idea of
our algorithm is to separate |ψ⟩ into |ψ⟩ = |ψ′⟩ + |ϕ⟩.
Both |ψ′⟩ and |ϕ⟩ are determined by iterative QA mea-
surements. The detailed computational procedure is fol-
lowed as: (i) We first determine E′ and |ψ′⟩ in E′ =
min|ψ′⟩⟨ψ′|Ĥ|ψ′⟩ by QA measurement. The initial |ψ′⟩
is only expressed as possible |ψBinary⟩ that shows very
rough solution of the optimized binary configuration. (ii)
We modify Ĥ into Ĥ−E′I, where I is the identity matrix.
Now we rewrite |ϕ⟩ into |ϕ⟩ = |ψ⟩−|ψ′⟩, and optimize |ψ⟩
in Ĥ − E′Î. The optimization equation for |ψ⟩ is given
as

E|ψ⟩ = min|ψ⟩[(⟨ψ| − ⟨ψ′|)Ĥ(ii)(|ψ⟩ − |ψ′⟩)], (2)

where Ĥ(ii) is Ĥ(ii) = Ĥ −E′Î. |ψ′⟩ were already known

FIG. 2. (Color online) (a) The lowest eigenvalues ELowest/t1
and (b) | cos θ| as a function of t2/t1. The results are deter-
mined by the optimized binary configurations (Binary) and
quantum eigensolver (QE) approaches. | cos θ| is computed
by | cos θ| = ⟨ψExact|ψCompare⟩, where |ψCompare⟩ is |ψExact⟩,
|ψBinary⟩ or |ψQE⟩. Here, all eigenstates are normalized.

from QA measurement in (i) procedure. We measure
|ψ⟩ in Eq. (2) through QA approach again. Note that
⟨ψ′|Ĥ|ψ⟩ and ⟨ψ′|Ĥ|ψ⟩T are only diagonal parts in the
matrix of Eq. (2). (iii) Next, |ψ′⟩ is replaced into |ψ⟩
measured in (ii) procedure, and (i) procedure is runing
again. |ψ′⟩ is no longer |ψBinary⟩. (iv) This process is
repeated until |ψ′⟩ converges into |ψ⟩ without assistance
of derivation on classic computer.

The excited eigenvalue and its |ψ⟩ are determined us-
ing the modified Hamiltonian HExcited, which is given by
ĤExcited = Ĥ−w|Ψ⟩⟨Ψ|, where |Ψ⟩ is the eigenstate of a
one-level-lower eigenvalue [18]. We impose an orthonor-
mal condition on |ψ⟩ and |Ψ⟩. w is a constant estimated
as w = h − l, where h and l are the highest and lowest
eigenvalues of Ĥ, respectively. Finally, the excited E and
its |ψ⟩ in ĤExcited are computed using the same optimiza-
tion method as described in Eq. (1). The computational
expense is ηML for the full E and |ψ⟩ of Ĥ. Notably, L
and other parameters in Ĥ do not significantly affect the
computational time, contrary to the ED algorithm with
L3 iterations and GD optimization with N2L2 algorithm
on a classical computer, because η is a very short time
within 10−2 seconds for the D-Wave QA.

Hamiltonian for inspection of QE—We selected the
one-dimensional ionic t1 − t2 tight-binding Ĥ that con-
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FIG. 3. (Color online) Deviations D as a function of number
of iteration for convergence in QE algorithm with different
size L. D are determined by D = |EExact − EQE| at the
lowest states with t2/t1 = 1.0. Inset shows the subtle D after
convergence of QA measurements using the QE approach. We
confirmed that D were below 5× 10−3 in all cases.

tains the exact E in all energy states to demonstrate the
accuracy and efficiency of our algorithm on the D-Wave
QA. The Hamiltonian Ĥ is given by

Ĥ =− t1
∑
<i,j>

(c†i cj +H.C)− t2
∑
<i,j′>

(c†i cj′ +H.C)

+

L∑
i=0

[
∆(−1)(i) − µ

]
ni, (3)

where c†i and ci are the electron creation and annihilation
operators at site i, respectively. H.C is a Hermitian con-
jugate. t1 and t2 are the nearest neighbors at site j and
next nearest-neighbor hopping at site j′, respectively. L
is the number of lattices under periodic boundary con-
dition. µ and ∆ are the chemical and ionic potentials,
respectively.

Quantum Annealing Measurements—We used D-Wave
QA Advantage2 prototype2.3, where the qubits are de-
signed in a Zephyr structure, for the QA measurements,
as shown in Fig. 1 (a). Under Zephyr topology, each
qubit is connected to 20 different qubits via a coupler.
The architecture of the original Ĥ (or ĤExcited) topo-
logically matches that of a Zephyr graph by embeddings
with chains of ferromagnetic (FM) order between qubits.
Here, the embedding Hamiltonian ĤEmbedding is given
by ĤEmbedding = Ĥ + ĤChain, where ĤChain is the chain
part required for embedding. More qubits are required
than in the original ones to form chains. In addition,
the elements in the excited ĤExcited are completely occu-
pied. We used the ’dwave.embedding.zephyr.find clique
embedding’ library provided by D-Wave Ocean Package
for embedding of the fully connected systems. Fig. 1 (b)
shows the number of qubits as a function of L for the orig-
inal Ĥ and ĤEmbedding. The optimal chain coupling for

FIG. 4. (Color online) Energy dispersion ϵ(k)/t1 as a func-
tion of momentum k/a for (a) metal with ∆/t1 = 0.0 and (b)
insulator with t2/t1 = 0.0. Other parameters are t2/t1 = 1.0
and ∆/t1 = 0.6 for metal and insulator, respectively. The
lattice constant a is set to 1.

an appropriate FM order in the chains was determined
using the method proposed by our group. The annealing
time was set to 10−4 seconds per a QA shot. The to-
tal annealing time η with 100 QA shots was set to 10−2

seconds.
The lowest eigenvalues and eigenstates on metallic

phase—We first measured ELowest and its |ψ⟩ of Ĥ with
∆ = 0.0 as a function of t2/t1 using a QA with optimized
binary configurations and QE approaches on the D-Wave
QA. EBinary is determined using

EBinary = min|ψBinary⟩⟨ψBinary|Ĥ|ψBinary⟩. (4)

Fig. 2 (a) shows ELowest/t1 as a function of t2/t1. From
t2/t1 = 0.0 to t2/t1 = 0.3, EBinary and EQE are equal
to the exact EExact. After passing through this region,
EQE remained equal to EExact within errors of 5× 10−3,
whereas EBinary was much higher than EExact. We also
computed | cos θ|, which is given by the dot product of
|ψBinary⟩, |ψQE⟩ and |ψExact⟩ to confirm the similarity
of the eigenstates. Here, |ψExact⟩ was computed by the
NumPy library. The results are present in Fig. 2 (b). We
confirmed that | cos θ| between exact and QE eigenstates
is nearly 1. It means that |ψQE⟩ and |ψExact⟩ agree well,
as indicated by ELowest/t1 in Fig. 2 (a).
In Fig. 3 we present the deviations D as a function
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of the number of iterations in the QE algorithm for sys-
tems with L = 30, 42 and 60 at t2/t1 = 1.0. Here, the
deviations D are computed by D = |EExact −EQE|. Re-
gardless of L, the convergence condition under which D
disappears was satisfied after 50 iterations. It means that
only 50 × 10−2 and L × 50 × 10−2 seconds were enough
to reach converged results in the QE algorithm of Eq. (1)
and to measure full EQE in all energy states, respectively.
The inset of Fig. 3 shows the subtle D observed in the
QA measurements using the QE approach, after conver-
gence. We confirmed that D were below 5 × 10−3 in all
cases.

Energy dispersion including information of the full
eigenvalues of all spectrum—Finally, we computed the
energy dispersion ϵ(k) in two cases with metallic and in-
sulating phases at µ = 0.0, because ϵ(k) includes E in
all energy states in the momentum space. Here, ϵ(k) are
expressed as ϵ(k) = −2t1 cosk − 2t2 cos 2k and ϵ(k) =
±
√
(−2t1 cosk)2 +∆2 for metal with ∆/t1 = 0 and in-

sulater with t2/t1 = 0. We also employed t2/t1 = 1.0 and
∆/t1 = 1.0 for metallic and insulating phases, respec-
tively. Here, k means the momentum space. The lattice
constant a is set to 1. The results of ϵ(k) that contain
the full E values for the entire spectra for the metallic
and insulating phases of different L values are shown in
Figs. 4(a) and (b), respectively. We confirmed that the E
values determined using the QE method exactly matche
exact ϵ(k) in both the metallic and insulating phases.

Conclusion—The QA approach only provides |ψBinary⟩
and its corresponding EBinary. Thus, an extension of the
optimized binary configuration is required to capture |ψ⟩
with continuous variables. We developed a full QE based
on iterative QA measurements on the D-Wave QA. The
approach adjusted |ψ⟩ correctly from the initial |ψBinary⟩
without requiring derivation using a classical computer.
The computational cost is ηML for full E and |ψ⟩ for
Ĥ with L. η was set to be below the maximum value
of 10−2 seconds. Thus, the computational time was not
significantly affected by L andM . This differs to the ED
algorithm with L3 iterations and the GD approach with
derivations of N2L2 on a classical computer. We con-
sidered two cases with metallic and insulating phases in
the one-dimensional non-interacting ionic tight-binding
Ĥ that contains the exact E in the entire spectra to con-
firm the efficiency and accuracy of the QE algorithm on
D-Wave QA. We determined that the iterations of the
QA measurements using the QE method converged well.
In addition, we confirmed that the QE method provided
an exact E within an error of 5×10−3. Finally, we believe
that the proposed QE will not only demonstrate compu-
tational supremacy over various numerical approaches on
classic computers, but also be widely used for various ap-
plications, such as novel material and drug design.
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