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Abstract

Gibbs sampling is a crucial computational technique used in physics, statistics, and many
other scientific fields. For classical Hamiltonians, the most commonly used Gibbs sampler
is the Metropolis algorithm, known for having the Gibbs state as its unique fixed point. For
quantum Hamiltonians, designing provably correct Gibbs samplers has been more challenging.
[TOV™11] introduced a novel method that uses quantum phase estimation (QPE) and the
Marriot-Watrous rewinding technique to mimic the classical Metropolis algorithm for quantum
Hamiltonians. The analysis of their algorithm relies upon the use of a boosted and shift-
invariant version of QPE which may not exist [CKBG23]. Recent efforts to design quantum
Gibbs samplers take a very different approach and are based on simulating Davies generators
[CKBG23, CKG23, RWW23, DLL24]. Currently, these are the only provably correct Gibbs
samplers for quantum Hamiltonians.

We revisit the inspiration for the Metropolis-style algorithm of [TOV'11] and incorpo-
rate weak measurement to design a conceptually simple and provably correct quantum Gibbs
sampler, with the Gibbs state as its approximate unique fixed point. Our method uses a
Boosted QPE which takes the median of multiple runs of QPE, but we do not require the
shift-invariant property. In addition, we do not use the Marriott-Watrous rewinding technique
which simplifies the algorithm significantly.
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1 Introduction

One of the primary motivations for building quantum computers is to simulate quantum many-body
systems. While there has been significant progress in simulating quantum dynamics [BCC™14,
BCK15, CW16], much less is known about preparing ground states and Gibbs states, an essential
task in understanding the static properties of a system. In particular, the properties of Gibbs states,
which describe the thermal equilibrium of a system at finite temperature, are closely related to
central topics in condensed matter physics and quantum chemistry [Alh23], such as the electronic
binding energy and phase diagrams. In addition to applications in physics, Gibbs states are
widely used as generative machine learning models, such as classical and quantum Boltzmann
machines [HS83, AART18]. Algorithms for preparing Gibbs states are also used as subroutines in
other applications, such as solving semidefinite programs [BKLT19, VAGGdW17].

Typically, a good Gibbs state preparation algorithm (Gibbs sampler) should satisfy two re-
quirements: it should have the Gibbs state as its (unique) fized point and it should be rapidly
mizing. The fixed point property ensures the correctness of the Gibbs sampler. An algorithm
that keeps the Gibbs states invariant and shrinks any other state will eventually converge to the
Gibbs states after a sufficiently long time. Our algorithm satisfies an approximate version of the
fixed point property. The mixing time determines the efficiency of the algorithm. In particular,
an algorithm is said to be fast mixing if it convergences to Gibbs state in poly(n) time.

The focus of this manuscript is the correctness part, that is, designing a Gibbs sampler which
satisfies the fixed point property. For classical Hamiltonians, like the Ising model, the fixed point
property is easily satisfied by the celebrated Metropolis algorithm [MRR*53] which has become
one of the most widely used algorithms throughout science. For quantum Hamiltonians, designing
an algorithm which provably converges to the Gibbs state has been more challenging. As noticed
in the pioneering work of [TOV*11] ten years ago, designing a Metropolis-type algorithm for
quantum Hamiltonians is non-trivial, mainly due to two reasons:

(1) Quantum computers with finite resources cannot distinguish eigenvalues and eigenstates with
infinite precision.

(2) Mimicking the rejection process in quantum Metropolis requires reverting a quantum mea-
surement.

[TOV™11] eased the first challenge using a boosted version of QPE which sharpens the accuracy
by taking the median of multiple runs. They addressed the second challenge using the Marriott-
Watrous rewinding technique along with a shift-invariant version of QPE in the case of a rejected
move. As a result, their analysis depends on a version of QPE that is both boosted and shift-
invariant. Recent work [CKBG23] suggests a version of QPE with both of those properties may
be impossible. While [TOV'11] provides many innovative ideas, a provably correct quantum
Gibbs sampler remained elusive for some time. Recently, Chen et.al. [CKBG23] designed the
first Gibbs sampler which provably satisfies the fixed point property for general Hamiltonians
based on a significantly different approach. Their method is based on simulating quantum master
equations (Lindbladians) which more closely mimics the way that systems thermalize in nature.
Their algorithm approximately simulates the Davies generator [Dav76, Dav79], which describes the
evolution of quantum systems coupled to a large heat bath in the weak coupling limit. It is worth
mentioning that the Davies generator by itself also assumes the ability to distinguish eigenvalues
with infinite precision, and thus cannot be efficiently simulated by quantum computers. To resolve
this problem, [CKBG23] devised a method to smooth the Davies’ generator by using a weighted
operator Fourier Transform for Lindbladians.

Although [CKBG23] provides a provably correct quantum Gibbs sampler by simulating the
thermalization process occurring in nature, it is natural to ask whether a Metropolis-style quantum
Gibbs sampler can be designed. Are there intrinsic reasons why an algorithm based on the classical
Metropolis process cannot work for quantum Hamiltonians? Or on the other hand,

Is it possible to design a provably correct quantum Gibbs sampler, which is analogous
to the conceptually simple classical Metropolis algorithm?

In this manuscript, we give an affirmative answer to the above question, by designing a simple
Metropolis-style Gibbs sampler. Our algorithm uses many of the components of [TOVT11], but
there are some key differences: (1) We use weak measurement in determining whether to accept or



reject a given move. (2) We use a Boosted QPE and do not assume the shift-invariant property. (3)
We do not use Marriott-Watrous Rewinding tehchnique [MWO05], which simplifies the algorithm
considerably.

For (3), more precisely, recall that the mechanism that [TOV*11] uses to back up in a reject
case requires a poly(n) sequence of forward and backward unitaries and complex measurements
until the backing up process succeeds. In comparison, we use only one single-qubit measurement
and one unitary for rewinding. This simplification is achieved by noticing that after one round of
unsuccessful rewinding, the state is almost equivalent to the state in the accept case. This allows
us to accept and conclude the iteration in one step instead of attempting to rewind again. We
call this case an Alternate Accept. This observation is an essential feature of our analysis, since we
would still need to perform Marriott-Watrous rewinding without the Alternate Accept case, even
with the weak measurement. One remark is that while weak measurement helps in rewinding, it
comes at the expense of increasing the number of iterations by a polynomial factor. Also, while
our algorithm is simple, it does not have the most favorable scaling as a function of the system
parameters and desired precision.

We note that weak measurement is also one of the reasons why the approaches based on the
Davies generator succeed, since simulating a Lindbladian requires the use of weak measurement.
Our algorithm also effectively approximates the evolution of a Lindbladian. In this sense our
algorithm is conceptually similar to [CKG23]. The key difference is that our Gibbs sampler is
directly designed from QPE instead of a Davies generator.

2 Overview

2.1 Algorithm Overview

Given a local Hamiltonian H and an inverse temperature 3, the goal is to design a quantum
algorithm which prepares the Gibbs states pg = exp(—8H)/Z, where Z = tr(exp(—SH)).

Our quantum algorithm attempts to mimic the classical Metropolis algorithm similar to [TOV*11].
Recall that the classical Metropolis algorithm is a random walk whose states are eigenstates of a
classical Hamiltonian. In each iteration, the algorithm starts in some state x with energy v,. A
jump operator is applied to alter x in some way to obtain a new state y with energy v,. Then a
randomized decision is made whether to ACCEPT the move and remain in state y, or REJECT the
move and revert back to 2. The acceptance probability is defined by a function f,,,, € [0,1]. The
Metropolis acceptance rule is designed so that the random walk converges to the Gibbs state. In
particular, the rule must satisfy

exp(_ﬁyx)fuzuy = exp(_ﬂyy)fuyuz .

Metropolis sampling uses the following function f:

fvaw, == min{1,exp (Bv, — Buy)}.

The main obstacle in adapting the classical Metropolis algorithm to the quantum setting, is that
a measurement must be performed in deciding whether to accept or reject. Then in the REJECT
case, one needs to rewind back to the state before the move, thus reverting a quantum measurement,
which is hard. The algorithm presented here manages this difficulty effectively by using weak
measurement in determining whether to ACCEPT or REJECT. It is worth noting that, in contrast
to the classical case where we can compute the energy v, exactly, there are intrinsic limitations on
our ability for estimating energies of quantum states (due to the energy-time uncertainty principle).
Analyzing the errors incurred by imperfect quantum energy estimation is non-trivial, and is one of
the most technical parts in all related works [CKBG23, CKG23, WT23, TOV *11]. We will explain
more in the overview of techniques section.

The quantum algorithm uses four registers. The first is an n-qubit register which stores the
current state of the algorithm. The next two each have gr qubits for integers g, r and are used to
store the output of an application of the Boosted Quantum Phase Estimation (BQPE) algorithm,
which provides an estimate of the state’s eigenvalue. The last register is a single qubit register
which controls whether we accept or reject the new state.

The algorithm uses three different operations outlined below. Let H be an n-qubit local Hamil-
tonian. We use {[¢;), E;}; to denote an ortho-normal eigenbasis of H and their corresponding
eigenvalues.



Boosted Quantum Phase Estimation (BQPE): BQPE is a unitary on two registers of n
and gr qubits respectively. If BQPE starts with an eigenstate of H in the first register and
the second register is initialized to g copies of |0"), then BQPE corresponds to performing
g independent iterations of the standard Quantum Phase Estimation with respect to the
first register and storing the result in each copy of |0"). This process leaves the first register
unchanged and outputs g independent estimates of E; in the second register. Each r-bit
string b in the second register represents an energy F/(b) defined as:

E(b) :=rpg Y _b;277. (1)

where xp is a power of two that upper bounds [|H||. The set S(r) := {E(b)}pefo,1}~ is
the set of energies that can be represented by r-bit strings, which are integer multiples of
kg - 27". To ease notation, we use notation |E) for E € S(r)®9 as the basis of the second
register, instead of using strings in {0,1}"9. Thus, BQPE operates as:

BQPE [¢;) [097) = [¢;) > Bis|E) (2)

EeS(r)®g

The cost of BQPE is g - poly(2",n).

We write E as the median of the g energy estimates in E. We denote | E; |, [E;] as the best
two approximations of E; in S(r), that is the closet value to E; which is an integer multiples
of kg - 27" and is smaller/greater than E; respectively. More details on BQPE are given in
Appendix A.

We also use a variant of BQPE, which we call FBQPE (Flipped Boosted Quantum Phase
Estimation), where the amplitudes of the output of FBQPE are the complex conjugates of
BQPE:
FBQPE ;) [07) = [¢;) D> BiwlE).
EcS(r)®9
The implementation of FBQPE is a slight modification of BQPE and is given in Appendix
A. Tt is worth noting that FBQPE # BQPE!.

Jump operators: A set of unitaries {C}}; called jump operators and a distribution p over this
set. We require that the set {C;}; is closed under adjoint. In addition, for any C' € {C;};,
we require that p chooses C' and CT with the same probability. We use C' + u to denote a
selection of C' drawn according to distribution .

To ensure the uniqueness of the fixed point, we also require that the algebra generated by
{C;}; is equal to the full algebra, that is the set of all n-qubit operators. For example one
can choose {C;}; to be all single-qubit Paulis.

Acceptance Operator (IW): Finally, we use a unitary which calculates the acceptance prob-
ability based on the two energies stored in registers 2 and 3, scaled by a factor of 72 and
rotates the last qubit by the square root of the acceptance probability. More precisely, W
operates on registers 2, 3, and 4 as:

_ 72 / ’
W= Y  |EE)(EE|® Vi-TfeE ”fEf . (3)
B, €5(r)®s ™V fEE -1 =72feg

where fgp is the Metropolis acceptance rate based on the median of energy estimates:
fEE = min{l,exp (ﬁf—ﬁﬁ)} (4)

We can think of W as computing the median of E and E’ to get E and ol respectively and
then rotating the last qubit by fzgz. The median operation E is used to boost the energy
estimation, suppressing the probability of an incorrect estimate with Chernoff bounds. The
operator W is the same as the one used in [TOV'11] with the addition of the slow-down
factor of 72. Note that

WIEE') |0) = |EE') (V1= 72fger 0) + 7/ Fem 1)) (5)



With those components defined, we can now describe an iteration of our algorithm depicted
in Figure 1. The Algorithm Sketch below is a high-level overview of the algorithm. The complete
pseudo-code is given in Section 4.
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Figure 1: One iteration of the algorithm. The operation U is QPE; 3 0 Co QPE; ;. The two
measurements are performed on the last qubit only. The B symbol indicates that the last three
registers are traced out and replaced by fresh qubits in the |0) state.

Algorithm Sketch: In each iteration, the algorithm chooses one of {BQPE, FBQPE} with
equal probability. The selected operation is called QPE. A jump operator C < u is also selected.
We use C to denote the random choices for QPE and C made in a particular iteration. The
algorithm starts an iteration with a state |¢) in register 1 and all 0’s in the other three registers.
Then:

e QPE is first applied to the current state, and the estimate of the eigenvalue is stored in
register 2. Then the jump operator C' is applied to the state in register 1 to obtain a new
state. QPE is then applied to the new state in register 1 and the estimate of its eigenvalue is
stored in register 3. We call the sequence of these three operations Uc := QPE; 30CoQPE, ,.

e Then W is applied to registers 2, 3, and 4, and the last qubit is measured to get OUTCOME].
e If OuTCOME] = 1, the algorithm accepts the move (Case: ACCEPT) and continues.
e If OurcoMEL = 0, then W is applied and the last qubit is measured again to get OUTCOME2.

— The case in which OUTCOME2 = 1 represents an alternative way of accepting the move
(Case: ALTACCEPT).

— If OuTCcOME2 is 0, then this represents a rejection of the move (Case: REJECT), in
which case Ug is applied.

e Finally, registers 2, 3, and 4 are traced out and replaced by fresh qubits in all 0’s states.

2.2 Informal Statement of Results

Let £(p) be the map corresponding to one iteration of the algorithm. Recall that 7 is the parameter
in the acceptance operator W, and g, r are the precision parameters in BQPE. Our main result
is proving that our algorithm approximately fixes the Gibbs states:

Theorem 1 (Informal version of theorem 4) £ can be expressed as
E=T+7mL+7T.

where L is independent of T and approzimately fizes the Gibbs state. More precisely for any 0,
parameters g and r can be chosen so that g = O(n+1log1/d) and r = O(log B + log ky + log 1/4),
and

[L(pp)ly < 6.

Here ||, refers to the trace norm.

The proof that the fixed point of our algorithm is approximately the Gibbs State depends upon
the assumption that £ is fast mixing, meaning that £ converges to its fixed point p, in poly(n)
time. More precisely, we can combine the fast mixing property with the fact that [£(pg)|, =~ 0 from
Theorem 1 above to establish that the fixed point of £ is close to the true Gibbs state: p. ~ pg.
The next step then is to show that starting from an arbitrary state, repeated iterations of our
algorithm will result in a good approximation of p,. In particular, the second part of Theorem



1, which says that & = Z + 72£ + 727, implies that £X ~ eKT2£, where £¥ corresponds to K
iterations of the algorithm. The error in the approximation scales as K7*. K and 7 can be chosen
so that K72 is polynomial in n but the approximation error K74 is still small. Assuming that £ is
fast mixing, we can conclude that e L drives any states to pg. This reasoning leads to Theorem
2 below.

Theorem 2 (Informal version of Theorem 6) Suppose the mizing time of L is poly(n). As-
sume B, kg < poly(n). For parameters 7 = 1/poly(n), g = O(n), r = O(logn), K = poly(n), and
for any initial state p, we have

€% (p) = pp|, < 1/poly(n). (6)

Theorem 2 can also be rephrased in terms of the spectral gap similarly as in the classical Metropolis
algorithm. The formal statement is in Corollary 9.

For the above choice of parameters the cost of implementing X is Kg - poly(2",n) = poly(n),
where the poly(2",n) is mainly the cost of implementing one run of standard Quantum Phase
Estimation.

2.3 Overview of Techniques

Intuitively our algorithm should approximately fix the Gibbs state, since it mimics the classical
Metropolis. The approximation errors come from two resources, one is controlled by the parameter
7 in the acceptance operator W, and the other is controlled by the g and r in BQPE.

Let us begin with the error from 7. According to the algorithm, £ can be expressed as the
sum of three operators representing the three cases: £ (for Accept), £®) for (ALTACCEPT),
and £ (for REJECT). So that £ = £(@) 4 £®) 1 £("), Each of these can be further expanded to
represent their dependence on 7. Mores specifically, in Section 5, we define additional operators,
M@ M) 7O - 7() 5]l with norm bounded by a constant. We show that

AccepT: E£@ =2 M@ )
ArrAccepT: €O = 22M@ 4 74 70) (8)
ReJECT: €M =7 — 722M0) 4 7470 ©

Note that the operators for the ACCEPT and ALTACCEPT cases only differ by an operator on the
order of 7%, which means that the state in the ALTACCEPT is very close to the resulting state in
the ACCEPT case. By defining £ = oM@ — M) and T = TO + j(”), we have that

E=T+7mL+7%T.

Most of the technical effort in the proof of Theorem 1 is spent showing that |L(pg)|, ~ 0.
There are two features of BQPE that make this fact challenging to prove. The first feature
is that BQPE cannot be made deterministic. More precisely, recall that |E;| and [E;] are
the best two approximations of F;. Without additional assumptions on the Hamiltonian, the
amplitudes (3 g;| and SB;rg;) are both non-negligible. We use the boosted version of BQPE
which guarantees that the probability of generating an estimate E that is different from |E;| or
[E;] is negligibly small. However, the fact that the output of BQPE will still be a superposition of
|E;] and [E;] is unavoidable and makes the process inherently different from a classical random
walk. Mathematically, this means that if the algorithm begins in an eigenstate [¢);), after one
iteration, the new state is no longer diagonal in the energy eigenbasis. In particular, £(pg) can
have exponentially many non-zero off-diagonal entries when expressed in the energy eigenbasis.

The second feature of BQPE that makes the analysis problematic is that there are intrinsic
limitations on the precision of energy estimation of quantum states. In particular, the energy/time
uncertainty principle suggests that a poly(n)-time quantum algorithm (like BQPE) can only es-
timate the energy of a state within 1/poly(n) precision. This means that the off-diagonal entries
of L(pg) can have magnitude on the order of 1/poly(n). The fact that L(pg) can have exponen-
tially many off-diagonal entries that have magnitude 1/poly(n) rules out a brute-force approach
to bounding |L(pg)|; -

To illustrate our approach in overcoming these technical difficulties, first imagine instead an
ideal version of BQPE which deterministically maps every |¢;) to | E;|. The resulting process has



a fixed point which is a Gibbs state where the probability of each state is proportional to e ~#LFi]
instead of e #%i. Call this truncated fixed point pgo. It’s not too hard to show that pso ~ pg,
which implies L(pgo) = L(pg), so we will focus instead on bounding |£(pgo)|,. For the practically
realizable, non-deterministic BQPE, our analysis effectively decomposes L(pgo) into a sum of a
constant number of terms and bounds the trace norm of each term separately by a 1/poly(n).
The different terms are derived by inserting different projectors that separate out the cases when
BQPE maps a state [1;) to | E;], [E;], or some other E entirely. We can represent the cases by
defining projectors:

P(O)=lej><¢jl® Y. |EXE|

E:E=|E;]

PO =3 "yl @ > |EXE]
J E:E=[Ej;]
When the matrix
e—BLE;]
Lippo) =Y 7 (W] L(>5) (W51) [¢bn)

J

is written out, there are four applications of phase estimation: BQPE,; , and BQPE, 5 are applied
to [¢;), and BQPE;2 and BQPE;3 are applied to (¢;|. This results in a total of 16 terms

depending on which of the two projectors (P(O) or P(l)) is applied after each occurrence of BQPE.
Recall that £ = 2M(® — M) In most cases, we don’t get exact cancellation between the accept
and reject operators because each case may have some multiplicative error of the form e*#° where
d = [E;] — | Ej] is the precision of BQPE (which is independent of j). The essential observation
is that each separate case results in exactly the same multiplicative error. This is because in each
case, all of the BQPE estimates are erring in exactly the same direction and by exactly the same
amount. We get that £(pgo) can be expressed as a linear combination of terms {N;}:

16
L(pgo) =~ Zerrorj - Nj, (10)
j=1

where error; = ¢*#° — 1 and |N;|, = O(1). In the proof we manage to reduce the number of
terms from 16 to 6 by carefully clustering terms. Note that the parameters are chosen so that
e’ = (1 + 1/poly(n)). Equation (10) is still approximate because we have not yet taken into
account the case where BQPE maps [¢;) to some value other than |E;| or [E;]. For this case,
we have a third projector:

Pl = Z [WiXwsle Y IEXE]

E:E#|E;],[E;]

When P(¢5¢) is used, the norm of the resulting operator is exponentially small because of the use
of boosted QPE. Specifically, we use the following lemma which is included in Appendix A.

Lemma 3 If |v;) is an eigenstate of H with energy E;, then

BQPE|[¢;) [07) = [¢;) > BielE), (11)
EeS(r)®g
where Z 1BiE|* < 279/5, (12)

EeS(r)®9: E+#|E; |, E#[E;]

Our proof works for general Hamiltonians and we do not assume non-physical assumptions like
rounding promise [WT23]. One more remark is that BQPE itself will create some biased phase
in the resulting states. In our algorithm, we choose BQPE and FBQPE randomly to cancel this
bias. Finally, the proof of uniqueness of the fixed point, which appears in Section 6.2, is standard,
and is based on showing that L is of Lindbladian form, and that the generators of the Lindbladian
generate the full algebra of operators on the n-qubit Hilbert space.



2.4 Related Work

We have recently become aware of the concurrent, independent work of [GCDK24], which also
provides a quantum generalization of Glauber/Metropolis dynamics. In contrast with our algo-
rithm, their method does not use QPE. Instead, they construct a quantum extension of discrete
and continuous-time Glauber/Metropolis dynamics, in the style of a smoothed Davies genera-
tor [CKBG23, CKG23]. They show that their construction exactly fixes the Gibbs states and
can be efficiently implemented on a quantum computer. For the continuous-time case, their im-
plementation is achieved by Linbladian simulation [CKBG23]. For the discrete-time case, they
use oblivious amplitude amplification [GSLW19] in combination with techniques based on linear
combinations of unitaries and the quantum singular value transform.

Before the appearance of [CKBG23], there were many previous results on simulating Davies
generators, with additional assumptions on the Hamiltonian. As mentioned before, Davis genera-
tors cannot be implemented exactly since they require the ability to estimate eigenvalues perfectly,
which is impossible with quantum computers with finite resources. [WT23] circumvents this prob-
lem by assuming a rounding promise on the Hamiltonian, which disallows eigenvalues from certain
sub-intervals. [RWW23] later eliminates the rounding promise by using randomized rounding,
which at the same time incurs an additional resource overhead. More recently, [CKG23] designed
a weighted version of Davies generator which exactly fixes the Gibbs states (before truncating
the infinite integral to a finite region). [DLL24] introduces a family of quantum Gibbs samplers
satisfying the Kubo-Martin-Schwinger detailed balance condition, which includes the construction
of [CKG23] as a special instance. In addition to approaches based on the Davies generator, there
are Grover-based approaches [PW09, CS16], which prepare a purified version of Gibbs states. The
performance of those algorithms depends on the overlap between the initial and the target state.

All of the above approaches use either quantum phase estimation or quantum simulation, which
involve large quantum circuits. In contrast to those approaches, [ZBC23] designs a dissipative
quantum Gibbs sampler with simple local update rules. [ZBC23] differs from the ordinary Gibbs
samplers in that the Gibbs state is not generated as the fixed point of the Markov Chain, but is
generated on a conditionally stopped process.

All the above work is focused on satisfying the fixed point requirement. A different but im-
portant task is to bound the mixing time, which is wide open with the exception of a few special
cases. In particular, [KB16] shows that for a commuting Hamiltonian on a lattice, there is an
equivalence between very rapid mixing (more precisely, constant spectral gap of the Linbladian)
and a certain strong form of clustering of correlations in the Gibbs state, which generalizes the
classical result [SZ92a, SZ92b] to the quantum setting. [BCGT23] proves fast mixing for 1D
commuting Hamiltonian at any temperature. Recently [RFA24, BLMT24] prove fast mixing for
non-commuting Hamiltonian at high temperature.

There are also many heuristic methods for preparing Gibbs states. Previous proposals include
methods that emulate the physical thermalization process by repeatedly coupling the systems to a
thermal bath [TD00, SN16, MMdJS20]. There are also approaches based on quantum imaginary
time evolution [MST*20] and variational algorithms [WLW21, LZH 22, CSG*23].

2.5 Conclusions and Future Work

In this manuscript, we use weak measurement to design a quantum Gibbs sampler based on
the Metropolis algorithm which satisfies the approximate fixed point property. Compared with
previous work, the main advantage of our algorithm is its conceptual simplicity. Our algorithm
uses a Boosted QPE which takes the median value of multiple independent runs of the standard
QPE. We do not require a version of QPE that satisfies shift-invariance. In addition, our algorithm
is free of Marriott-Watrous rewinding techniques and only performs single-qubit measurements.
Technically, we give a new way of bounding the errors incurred by imperfect energy estimation of
QPE, by grouping the error terms into finite classes. Our proof works for general Hamiltonians
and we do not assume the rounding promise. It might be interesting to investigate whether this
technique can be applied to prove that the existing Gibbs Sampler for Hamiltonians with rounding
promise [WT23] in fact works for general Hamiltonians.

While our algorithm is simple, it comes at a cost of not having the most favorable scaling
in the parameters of the system and desired precision. In particular, our algorithm effectively
corresponds to directly simulating a Lindblad evolution e** by discretizing ¢, where the cost is
scaled as O(t?/¢) for precision parameter e. It is worth noting, however, that our algorithm itself



is designed directly from QPE, and we use e** only in our analysis, as opposed to first designing
the Lindbldian £ and attempting to simulate it on a quantum computer. It would be interesting to
explore how more sophisticated Linbladian simulation techniques (such as [LW22, CW16, CL16])
could be applied to our algorithmic structure to improve the dependence on parameters. Note that
our e** circumvents the problem of precision in the Davies generator, because the operator £ is
already defined in terms of QPE of finite precision.

Another possible direction for future work is to compare the mixing time of different Gibbs sam-
plers. In particular, it would be interesting to compare, either numerically or theoretically, the spec-
tral gap of the Davies generator, the Davies-generator-inspired Lindbldian in [CKBG23, CKG23],
and the Lindbladian £ in our algorithm. Since our algorithm is similar to the classical Metropolis
algorithm, it might also be interesting to explore whether classical techniques for analyzing mixing
times can be generalized to the quantum setting.

2.6 Structure of the manuscript

The manuscript is structured as follows. In Section 3 we give necessary definitions and notations.
In Section 4 we give explicit pseudo-code of our algorithm and express the result of each operation
more formally. We state our main results in Theorem 4 and Theorem 6 at the beginning of Section
5.

The proofs of Theorem 4 and Theorem 6 are divided into several sections. Section 5 contains
the derivation of the explicit formula for £. In Section 6 we show that £ can be written as a
Lindbladian and has a unique fixed point. Section 6 is independent of Section 7 and can be
skipped temporarily. In Section 7 we prove L approximately fixes the Gibbs state. Finally in
Section 8 we prove Theorem 4 and Theorem 6.

3 Preliminary and Settings

3.1 Gibbs states and Assumptions

For any n-qubit Hamiltonian H, we always use {|¢;) ,Ej}j to denote an ortho-normal set of
(eigenstate, eigenvalue) for H. We use symbols different from [¢);) to denote other states. For any
inverse temperature 5 > 0, we denote the Gibbs state as

ps(H) := exp(—BH)/tr(exp(—BH)) (13)
= ij |5) (41, (14)

where p; := exp(—SE;)/tr(exp(—FH)). (15)

We assume H > 0, and its spectrum norm is bounded by || H|| < poly(n). Note that one can always
add multiples of identity matrices to H to ensure H > 0 and this operation does not change the
Gibbs state. To ease notation, we will fix H and abbreviate pg(H) as pg.

kg = poly(n) is a power of two that upper bounds ||H||. For example, for local Hamiltonian
H =" H;||H| <1, one can set £y to be the least integer which is a power of two and is
greater than m. Then kg < 2m.

For simplicity, in this manuscript we assume that we can implement arbitrary 2-qubit gates
exactly. Note that this assumption does not influence the generality of our results, since the error
analysis can be easily generalized to the practical case where we approximate arbitrary 2-qubit gate
to 1/poly(n) precision, by noticing that the I3 norm [[(U — V) |[¢) ||2 is bounded by the spectrum
norm ||U — V|| for any |4).

3.2 Notations and Norms.

We use log for log,. For a complex value a € C, we use a* to represent its complex conjugate. For
two numbers x,y, we use 0., to denote the function which equals to 1 if z = y and 0 otherwise.
For a matrix M, we use M to denote its complex conjugate transpose. For two matrices M, N, we
use {M, N} to denote their anti-commutator: M N + NM. We use ||M|| to denote the spectrum
norm of M. For a vector |¢) we use || |¢)||2 to denote the lo norm. |¢) can be normalized or
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unnormalized. When it is necessary, we will use number subscripts to denote the name of the
quantum registers. For example, |¢), means the state is in register 1.

We use Z(m) to denote the set of linear operators on an m-qubit Hilbert space. We use H(m)
to denote the set of Hermitian linear operators on an m-qubit Hilbert space. We say p € H(m)
is an m-qubit quantum state if p > 0,p = p' and tr(p) = 1. We use I, to denote the identity
matrix on m qubits. When m is clear we abbreviate I,,, as I. Given a set of linear operators
S = {M;, Ms,...} C Z(m), the algebra generated by S is the set of linear operators which is a
finite sum ), oy Pr, where oy, € C and Py is a product of finite operators in S.

We use symbols R, €, F... to represent linear maps from Z(m) to Z(m). We use Z to denote the
identity map. We say a linear map & : H(m) — H(m) is Completely Positive and Trace Preserving
(CPTP) if there exists a set of linear operators { A, },, such that VM € H(m),E(M) =3, A M A},
where Y Al A, = I.

The trace norm of M € H(m) is defined to be [M|, := tr(v MTM). The trace norm induces a
norm on linear maps R : H(m) — H(m), which quantifies how much R can scale the trace norm:

IR|, = m IR(M)]; - (16)

= ax
MeH(m);|M|;=1

4 Quantum Metropolis Algorithm in More Detail

The algorithm takes in seven input parameters:
e An n-qubit local Hamiltonian H.
e Inverse temperature f3.
e 7, which is a small 1/poly(n) real value that controls the weak measurement.
e K € N, which is the number of iterations in the main loop.
e p, which is an arbitrary initial state.
e 7. g € N, which controls the precision of QPE.

The jump operators {C;};, the acceptance operator W, and the Boosted Quantum Phase
Estimation (BQPE,FBQPE) are described in Section 2.1. For QPE € {BQPE,FBQPE}, we
use QPE, ,, for applying QPE on register a,b of n and gr qubits respectively.

The pseudo-code for the main algorithm is given in Algorithm 1. All measurements are done
in the computational basis. The outline of each iteration is given in Figure 1.

To illustrate the result of each step of the algorithm, we give explicit formulas for the contents
of the registers throughout one iteration. Assume that the version of QPE chosen is BQPE. Let
C' be the chosen jump operator, which can be expressed in the energy eigenbasis of H as:

Clibs) = cjn |vow) - (17)
k
Assume we begin with the state |1;) [097) |097) |0), where |¢;) is an eigenstate of H. Recall that:

BQPE [¢;) [097) = [¢;) > BirlE).

EeS(r)®9
Then:
BQPE, , [¢;) [0°) [07)[0) = Y Bimlvy) |E)[077)]0), (18)
EcS(r)®s
C-BQPE, 5 [¢;)[07)[07)[0) = > Bz ey [v) [E) [0°7) [0) (19)
k;EeS(r)®s
BQPE, ;- C-BQPE,,[;)[07)[0)[0) = > Bim- i B [w) |[E) [E)[0), (20)

k;E,E'€S(r)®9

11



Algorithm 1 QMetropolis(H,3,7,K,p,r,qg)

1: Initialize Register 1 to p. > For example one can set p = |0™) (07|

2: for iter =1 to K do

3: QPE + {BQPE,FBQPE} (with equal probability.)

4: Sample C + p,

5 Append (fresh) Registers 2, 3, 4 in state |097) |097) |0) ,

6: Define U := QPE, 30 Co QPE, ,.
7: Apply U, then apply W
8.
9

Measure register 4 to get OUTCOMEL
f (OuTtcoMELl = 1) then

10: Case ACCEPT: do nothing.

11: else (OUuTCOMEL = 0)

12: Apply(WT), and measure register 4 to get OUTCOME2.
13: if (OuTCOME2 = 1) then

14: Case ALTACCEPT: do nothing.
15: else (OuTcoME2 = 0)

16: Case REJECT: Apply UT

17: end if

18: end if

19: Trace out (throw away) registers 2,3, 4.
20: end for

Finally, when W is applied, the result is

Z Bie - ¢k - Brer [Yk) |E) |E") (V1 =12 fpe |0) + 7V/ fEE 1)) (21)

k;E,E'eS(r)®9

Note that if FBQPE is chosen instead of BQPE, the result is:

Yo Bk Bip [We) IB)|E) (V1 =72 fee |0) + 7/ fee 1) (22)

k;E,E’'€S(r)®9

Then for the state in Eq. (21) we measure register 4 in computational basis. If we get mea-
surement outcome 1, the (unnormalized) state becomes

Z ™ feE BiE - CiK - Brer [Vk) |E) |E') |1). (23)

k;E,E'€S(r)®9

5 Main Theorems and the Effective Quantum Markov Chain

In this section, we state formal versions of the main theorems that we will prove about the perfor-
mance of Algorithm 1. Note that each iteration in Algorithm 1 corresponds to a quantum channel
which maps n-qubit states to n-qubit states. We denote this quantum channel as £[r]. We will
expand &[7] as power series of 7. The performance of Algorithm 1 can be analyzed by studying
the term of order ~ 72, which is £ defined below. To ease notation, define

ramg =1+ logky + log 5. (24)
Theorem 4 For any n-qubit state p,
Elrl(p) = (Z+ 2L + T4J[TD (p). (25)

where L, J[1] : H(n) — H(n) are linear maps on operators. L is independent of 7. Assuming
r > rgy we have

o (Fized point) |L(pg)|, < 279/10+2+4 L 408 - gy - 277

e (Error terms) |J[7]|, <4.

12



o (Uniqueness and Relaxation) There is a unique pe such that L(pz) = 0. Besides, pg is
a full-rank quantum state and for any quantum state p,

£(p) = pe- (26)

lim e’
t—o0
To make |£(pg)|, < 0 parameters g and r are chosen so that g = O(n+1log1/0) and r = O(log 5 +
log kg 4 log1/6). The constant in the bound of [£(pg)|, might be improved by a finer analysis.
To ease notation, we will abbreviate £[7] as £.
Theorem 4 suggests that Algorithm 1 effectively approximates a continuous-time chain e’
with a step-size of 72. The divergence between the output of our algorithm and ps depends on the
mixing time of £, which depends on the choice of the jump operators {C}};.

L

Definition 5 (Mixing time) Let € be a precision parameter. The mizing time w.r.t (L, €) is
defined to be the time needed for driving any initial state e-close to its fized point

tmiz(L,€) :=1inf{t > 0: }ew(p) - pg‘l <, for any quantum state p}. (27)

Theorem 6 (Error bounds w.r.t Mixing time) Let 7, € be parameters. Assumer > rgg. For
integer' K =t (L, €)/7%, we have for any quantum state p,

‘SK(p) _ pﬁ|1 < 2e¢ + (2_g/10+2"+4 +408 kg - 27" + 2647'2) timiz (L, €).

Abbreviate t,,i. (L, €) as tq,. For parameters

72 = O(¢/tmiz)

g =0(n+logtmi, +1logl/e)

r = O(log 8+ log kg + 1og tymiz + log 1/e).
K = tmiz/Tz = O(t?mm/f)

we have |5K(p) - p3’1 < 3e. The total runtime of the algorithm is

K -4g - poly(2",n) = O (poly(tmiz, By km,1/€,m))

which is poly(n,1/€) assuming t,,;. = poly(n), 8 < poly(n) and kg < poly(n). The poly(2",n)
in the above formula is mainly the cost of implementing one run of standard Quantum Phase
estimation. Theorem 4 and Theorem 6 will be proved in Section 8.

Instead of mixing time, as in the classical Metropolis algorithm, one can also bound the error
‘EK(p) — p@|1 in terms of the spectral gap of £. More precisely, since £ may not be Hermitian, we
need to define a symmetrized version of £ in order for the spectral gap to be well-defined. Note
that o := pzl is well-defined since p. is full rank. Define £* to be dual map w.r.t inner product

(M,N), := t’I“(O'%MTO'%N).

Define the symmetrized map £(*) = 1(£ + £*). Then by definition £(*) is Hermitian w.r.t. (,)s
and is diagonalizable, thus its spectral gap, denoted as T, is well-defined. Furthermore one can
prove £(*) has a unique fixed point thus the spectral gap Y is strictly greater than 0. The following
Theorem 7 implies t,,;. can be bounded in terms of Y. Thus one can translate Theorem 6 in terms
of T to get Corollary 9. For completeness, we put a more detailed explanation of the dual map
L*, the symmetrized map £, their properties and a proof for Theorem 7 in Appendix C.

Theorem 7 (Bounding mixing time w.r.t spectral gap) Define o := pzl. For any quan-
tum state p, we have

€ (p) = pe|, <27 - \Jtr(a2 potp) - exp(=T1).

IFor simplicity, here we assume K := t,i(L, €)/72 is an integer. Otherwise we set K to be the least integer
which is greater than t,,;. (L, €)/72 and the error bounds can be analyzed similarly.
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Corollary 8 Define o := pzl, we have

tmix (£7 6)

1(1 1 nhn?2

1 11
§¥ - +lntr(a2pa2p))

e+2 2

Corollary 9 (Error bounds w.r.t Spectral gap) Let 7,¢ be two parameters. Let T be the
spectral gap of L), Assume r > rga. Define o := pzl. Then for any quantum state p, we have

1 1 In2 1 11
|5K(p) —,05|1 < 2+ (2—9/10+2n+4+40ﬁ,/€H_2—T +2€4T2> = (ln n; n 21ntr(gngzp)> .
€
(28)
11 1 nln2 1 1 1
for K =57 <1n+ 5 +21ntr(cr2p02p)) (29)

Outline of this section. In Section 5.1 we will define the operators corresponding to the
three cases of the algorithm. In Section 5.2 to Section 5.5 we will derive the evolution equation
Eq. (25). In particular, we separate £ into a sum of terms according to their dependence on 7.
This defines the operator £ which we will analyze in later sections. Subsection 6.1 then writes L¢
in the Lindbladian form. In Section 6.2 we prove the fixed point of £ is unique.

5.1 Definition of Operators for the Three Cases
We will use the subscript C to denote a particular choice for {C, QPE}. So, for example,
Uc = QPE; 30 CoQPE, ,. (30)
We use (Ag, A1) to denote measurement on register 4 in the computational basis, where

Ag = In @ Igr © Igr @10) (0] (31)
Ay =1, 01, @1, 1) 1]. (32)
If the state at the beginning of an iteration is p, then the operations performed on p ®

|029T+1> <029T+1| in each of the three cases (before the last three registers are traced out) can
be summarized as:

ACCEPT: Ogc:=AWA o Ug (33)
ALTACCEPT: Opc :=AWTAg o AgWAy o Ue (34)
REJECT: O,c:=U} o AgWTAy o AgWAy o Ue (35)

The initial Ag is added in for symmetry and has no effect since the last register is always initialized
as |0) at the start of each iteration. For s € {a,b,r} which represents ACCEPT, ALTACCEPT and
REJECT, the corresponding operator which includes tracing out the last three registers is:

gés) (p) _ tT273’4 (Os,C [p ® |0297‘+1> <02g7‘+1|] OZ,C) (36)

Where € = £@ 4+ £0) 1 £() is the operator representing one iteration. In each of the next three
subsections, we will derive alternative expressions for the operators in the three cases, as a sum of
terms with different dependencies on the parameter 7. Recall the definition of W:

. / / V1-=72fge ™V [EE ]
W= > EE)(EE|®[ Y R el (37)

E,E’eS(r)®9

Note that W is Hermitian.
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5.2 Operator for the Accepr Case
Definition 10 [Operators for the ACCEPT Case]

w0 = ¥ fee |[EE) (EE'|® 1) (0| (38)
E,E'€S(r)®y
M(Ca) (p) == trasa (W(IO)UC [p® |02g7‘+1> <02gr+1|] UCT(W(IO))T) . (39)

Lemma 11
<1.

*

5Ca) (p) = T2M(Ca) where ‘Méa)

Proof: The main observation in proving the lemma is that A WA, = 7W (10, Therefore

géa)(p) = trosa (Oa,C [p® [0267+1) (02041 ] Oi,c) (40)
= tT2’374 (A1WAO o UC [p ® |029r+1> <02g1‘+1|] chJr o A()WTA1> (41)
=72 traa (WO 0 Ue [pe[027+1) (027 41]] U o (W) (42)
="M (p). (43)
Using Lemma 37 in Appendix B, we can observe that ‘Méa) <1. [ ]
5.3 Operator for the ALTAcceEpT Case
Lemma 12 , ,
(o) = M + 7477,
where jc(b) [T]’ <3 for T €][0,1].
Proof: Define the function W to be
woo -y ey \pp) (B8 0 0) 0.
BEesmes V1~ T fem +1

Note that fgg/(\/1—72fgr +1) € [0,1] since both 7 and fgg are in [0,1]. With this definition
in place, observe that
AW A = Ay — 72W (0,

and
AWTAg o AgWAg = 7W I (Ag — 7?00 = 71710 — 7377 (10)3y7(00)

Now we can express Eéb) (p) as
trasa ((TWUO) _ 73W(10)W(00)) Ue [,0@ |02gr+1> <O2gr+1|] Ug (TW(10) _ T3W(10)W(00)>T>
In multiplying out the terms, there is one 72 term:
T2tr2’3l’4 (W(lo)UC [p ® ’029r+1> <029T+1H UCT(W(lo))T) ’
which is equal to TQM(CG). There are two 74 terms:
—T4t7“2’3’4 (W(IO)W(OO)UC [p ® |029r+1> <02gr+1|] Ug(Wuo))T)

,7.4,57«2,374 (W(IO)UC [p® |029r+1> <02gr+1|] U;E(W(lo)W(OO))T)
Finally, there is one 76 term:

Oty z0 (WIOW U [pe 02741 (0207 1]] OF(wOwO)1)

The sum of the two 7% term and the 7% term is denoted as 7% - Jc(b) [7]. Using Lemma 37 in
Appendix B, we can observe that ‘Jc(b) [T]’ < 3 for 7 € [0,1]. ]
*
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5.4 Operator for the REJECT Case
Definition 13 [Operators for the REJECT Case]

WO = N fpp [EE) (BE| @0) (0] = (1) w10 (44)
E,E’GS(T)®g

Mg’“) (p) .= <02g7“+1’ UgW(OOO)UC |02gr+1> p + p- <02g7“+1’ UCTW(OOO)UC |02gr+1> (45)

Lemma 14
&) =T -7M +7 7",

where ‘Mg)

<2 and ‘jér)
*

<1.
*
Proof: First observe that
AgW Ay o AgWAg=Ag — 727)7(000)

Also W09 is Hermetian. Now we can express Eér) (p) as
tra.5.4 (UCT (Ao B 7_2VV(000)> Ue [p® |029r+1> <029r+1H UCT (Ao B T2W(000))T Uc)
There is one term independent of 7 which is the identity since Ag and Uz commute:
traga (UdA0Ue [p@ |0%740) (0271 U3 AU ) = Z(p) = p
There are two 72 terms:

_7_2”273,4 (U(];W(OOO)UC [,0 ® |O2gr+1> <02g’r’+1|]) — _7_2 <02gr+1| UCTW(OOO)UC |02gr+1> p

_7_2”273)4 < [p ® ’02gr+1> <02gr+1H U(}LW(OOO)UC) — —7'2,0~ <0297»+1| UCTW(OOO)UC ‘029r+1>

The sum of the 72 terms is equal to —T2M((jr)(p). Finally there is a 7%
T4t7’2,374 (UCTW(OOO)UC [p ® |Ozgr+1> <029r+1|] UCTW(OOO)UC>

This last term is defined to be jér). Using Lemma 37 in Appendix B, we can observe that
MP| <2and |77 <1forre o1, n
* *

5.5 The Definition of Operator L; and L
Definition 15 [The Operators L¢, Je and L, 7]

Lo :=2M — M) (46)
Jelr] = I + 78 (47)

Averaging the random choices for QPE and the jump operator C,

1
L= > SH(C)Le. (48)
c={C,QPE}

where the % comes from the fact that QPE is chosen uniformly from {BQPE, FBQPE}. Define
M@ M) and J[7] from Méa),/\/!(cr) and Je[7] similarly.

Lemma 16
E=T+1L+ T[], (49)

where |L|, <4, and |J[7]|, <4 for 7 €[0,1].
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Proof: By Lemmas 11, 12, and 14,

Ee=EM + €D+ & (50)
= PME 4 (P M + T T ) + (T - M T (51)
=T +72@2MS — M) + (TP + TE) (52)
=TI+ 71Le+ 1 Tc[7]. (53)

Since Je = jc(b) (7] + JC(T),
triangle inequality. Similarly |L¢|, < 2 ‘M(ca)‘ + ‘Mg

Jc(b)[ﬂ‘ < 3, and ’JC(T)

< 1, the bound on |J¢[7]|, follows by

*

< 4. The equation for £ comes from

linearity. The bounds for |J[7]|, and |£|, come from triangle inequality. n

6 Uniqueness of the Fixed Point

In this section, we rewrite £ in the Lindbladian form, and prove that £ has a unique fixed point if
the jump operators {C;}; generate the full algebra. This section is independent of Section 7 which
proves L approximately fixes the Gibbs state, and can be skipped temporarily.

6.1 Lindbladian form of £

Lemma 17 L¢ can be written in Lindbladian form, that is defining
Se(EE'z) == (EE'2)| W1 o Ug|027+1)

we have

Le(p)= > 2-Sc(EE'z) p-Se(EE'z)" - {Sc(EE'2)'S¢(EE'2), p} . . (54)
EE'z

Proof: One can check that

Le(p) = 2ME (p) = M (p) (55)
= ) 2-Se(EE'2) - p- Sc(EE'2)" (56)
FEE’z
- Z (Sc(EE'z)" - Sc(EE'z) - p+p- Sc(EE'2) Sc(EE'?)) . (57)
FEE'z
= > 2-Sc(EE'z)-p- Sc(EE'z)! - {Sc(EE'2)1S¢(EE'2), p} | (58)
EE'z
|

In the following we give a sketch that L¢ and the Davies generator D, (w) have similar forms.
This observation is just for intuition and will not be used in any proof. Due to the in-deterministic
and imperfect energy estimation of BQPE, it is unclear whether the proof techniques used for
Davies-generator-based Gibbs sampler [CKBG23, DLL24] can be adapted to show that our £
satisfying L(pg) ~ 0. These proof techniques [CKBG23, DLL24] are based on bounding the
approximation error by truncating the infinite integral in the (weighted) Davies generator to a
finite region.

Recall that the canonical form of Davies generator D w.r.t. jump operators {Ag,}q, in the
Schrodinger picture, is given by

D(p) = —i[H,p| + Y _ Da(w)(p) (59)
Do (w)(p) = G*(w) (2 “Ap(w) - p- Aa(w)T - {Aa(w)TAa(w)a p}Jr) (60)
Ay(w) := /+°° eWleT A etHqt, (61)

Here G%(w) is the acceptance rate, A, is the jump operator, and A, (w) is an operator which maps
a state of energy v to energy v + w. The summation ), sums over all possible energy difference
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{Ej — Ey}jx. The Sc(EE'z) in our L is a conceptual analog of vVG*A,(w), which map states
with energy approximately F to states with energy approximately E’. The jump operator C is an
analog of A,.

6.2 Uniqueness of the Fixed Point

In this subsection, we prove the following theorem.

Theorem 18 [Uniqueness of full-rank fized point] Suppose that in Algorithm 1, the algebra gen-
erated by jump operators {C;}; is equal to the full algebra, that is, the set of all n-qubit operators.
Then there is a unique pr € Z(n) such that L(pg) = 0. In addition, pr is a full-rank quantum
state, and for any quantum state p,

lim e*“(p) = pr. (62)

t—o0

We first prove a Lemma.

Lemma 19 ¢'* is CPTP for anyt > 0.

Proof: Note that

et = lim E[6]"/7". (63)

6—0
where the limit is taking by decreasing § > 0 to 0. Since £[6] is CPTP for any ¢ € [0, 1], e!* is also
CPTP. An alternative proof can be obtained by noticing that Lemma 17 implies that £ satisfies
Theorem 40 in Appendix C. [ |

We invoke the following Theorems to prove the uniqueness of the fixed point, which can be
adapted from Corollary 7.2 of [Woll12] or Lemma 2 in [DLL24].

Theorem 20 ([Wol12, DLL24]) Suppose e’ : Z(n) — Z(n) is a CPTP map for any t > 0,
with generator

. 1
P(p) = _Z[Hsystenup] + § (VkPVJ ) {VJVk,p}Jr) . (64)
kesS

If the algebra generated by operators {Vi }i is the full algebra Z(n). Then there exists a unique pp
such that P(pp) = 0. In addition, pp is a full-rank quantum state, and for any quantum state p,

lim e"(p) = pp. (65)

t—o0
We use the above Theorem to prove that £ has a unique fixed point.
Proof:[Proof of Theorem 18] By Lemma 19 we know that e** is CPTP. Then we verify the
conditions in Theorem 20. Recall that in Lemma 17 we have written L¢ in Lindbladian form in
terms of S¢(EE'z). By definition

1
L= 3 Hu0) Le (66)
c={C,QPE}
Define
Hsystem =0 (67)

Ve(EE'2) :== /u(C) - Sc(EE'z). (68)

One can check that

. 1
L= *Z[Hsystemap} + Z <VC(EE,Z)/)VC(EE/Z)T - 5 {VC(EE/Z)TVC(EE/Z)7P}+) . (69)
C.EE'z
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Recall that in Section 4 Eq. (23) we have computed

Injiepqrry) =7 W9 o Uc pqpr [¢;, 027 F1) (70)
= > TV fEE BiE - ¢jk - Brer [Yr) |E) |E) [1) . (71)

kiE,E'€S(r)®s

One can check that

V{c BQPE} EE Z \/7 SC EE/ (72)
= VU(O) (BE' W9 o Uicparry Y 105) (1] @ [0%7+1)  (73)
J

= V(@) Z (EE'znj{c.nqpEy) (¥l (74)
- m 0.1 )_ Bie - ik B [e) (W] (75)
7.k

Define a matrix Bg € =(n) such that

Bg [¥;) = Bje ;) , (76)
From Eq. (75) one can check that
Viesqre}(EE'L) = \/u(C) fep - Ber - C - Bg (77)
From Eq. (170) in Appendix A we know that
> Bgp=1I,, (78)
E

> \/7V{CBQPE} (EE') (ZBE,> .C- (ZBE> =C. (79)

Since the algebra generated by {C;}; is the full algebra =(n), thus the algebra generated by
{Ve(EE'z)}c . - is the full algebra =(n). We can then use Theorem 20 we complete the proof.
|

7 Gibbs States as Approximate Fixed Point
In this section, we will prove £ approximately fixes the Gibbs state, that is

Lemma 21 Ifr > rgy, we have
L(pp)|, < 279/10F2 44 L 408 - kpr - 277

The outline of the proof is as follows. In section 7.1 we define a truncated Gibbs states pgo where
lpg — ppol, = 0, thus [L(pg)|, = |L(pso)l, since |£], is bounded. The remaining subsections then
focus on bounding |£(pgo)|,. Then in Section 7.2 and Section 7.3 we define projected operators
which will be used as auxiliary notations in the following proofs. In 7.5 we show that £(pgo) can
be written as the sum of constant number of matrices, where each matrix has small trace norm.
Finally in Section 7.6 we complete the proof of Lemma 21.

7.1 Truncated Energy and Truncated Gibbs States

Recall that from Section 2.1, that Boosted Quantum Phase Estimation acts as:

BQPE [¢;) [097) = |¢;) Z ﬂJE |E)

EeS(r
where S(r) is the set of energy estimations that are integer multiples of

w:=kryg- 2" ".
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We have defined rgg = 1 + log kg + log B, so for r > rgy, we have 26w < 1. For any real value
v >0, |v] denotes the closet value to v which is an integer multiple of w and is smaller or equal
to v. For any k € N, define

v B = |v| + kw. (80)
in particular EJ(-k) = |Ej] + kw. (81)

Recall that Z = tr(exp(—fH)) is the partition function of pg, and p; = exp(—BE;)/Z is the
corresponding probability. Define the truncated probability and truncated Gibbs states as:

Djk = €xp (—BEj(k))/Z, for k € N. (82)
pao =Y _pio lus) (¥4 (83)
J

One can check that

Lemma 22 If 2pw < 1, then |p; — pjol < pj - 2Bw and |pgo — psl, < 2Bw.
Lemma 16 proves that |£|, < 4. Using this fact, along with the triangle inequality and Lemma

22, we have

Lemma 23
1L(pp)l; < [L(ppo)l; + [L(ps — ppo)ly < [L(ppo)l; +4-2Pw.

The remainder of this section focuses on bounding [£(pgo)|; -

7.2 Projected BQPE.

From Lemma 3, we know that the median estimation from BQPE almost always maps to one

of two possible values: E](O) = |Ej] or E](-l) = [E;]. A remark is that the number “two” is not
important in the analysis as long as it is a constant. We define the following projections that
separate out the cases depending on the output of BQPE:

P® = ") (4] @ > |B)(E], for k € {0,1}. (84)
J EeS(r)®9: E=E"

P(else) =T — P(O) _ P(l) (85)

To analyze the performance of our algorithm, we decompose BQPE into three operators, according
to the above projections. That is

T :={0,1, “else” }. (86)
BQPE = > BQPE" (87)

keT
where BQPE®) .= P(*) . BQPE. (88)
BQPE™ |¢) [097) = |¢;) ZB(’“) (89)

E = for k € {0,1} (90)

. k
oo iF- P,

0, else.

else . BjE7 if & Q {Ej(‘O)v Ej(l)}
" (o)
0, else.
For convenience, for any subset A C T', we also define
P =3 P, .

keA

and define BQPE™®), 5§g> accordingly. For FBQPE we similarly define FBQPE*) and FBQPEY.
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7.3 Projected Operators
Recall that the £ for our algorithm is defined as
Le=2M — MY
M(Ca) (p) = trasa (W(lo)Uc [p® |02gr+1> <02g'r‘+1|] Ug(W(lo))T)
M(Cr) (p) = <02gr+1’ UCT(W(IO))TWOO)UC |02gr+1> o+ p<029T+1| Ug(W(lo))TW(lo)Uc |02gr+1> .

where
w0 = N |[EE') (EE'| @ 1) (0]. (93)
E,E'eS(r)®9
Uc = QPE, 50 Co QPE, ,. (94)

For convenience, we divide ./\/lér) into “right” and “left” terms

Mérr) (p) _ <02g7'+1’ Ug(W(IO))TW(IO)UC ‘02g1.+1> p (95)
M(c’r‘l) (p) =) <02g7"+1| UCT(W(lo))Tw(IO)UC |O2g7"+1> (96)

By the following Lemma it suffices to only analyze the right term M 7).
Lemma 24 For any Hermitian p,

Py < 2| M (p) = M (p)] (97)

1

Proof: Note that M@ (p) = M@ (p)t, M (p) = M) (p)T. Since |NT| = |N|, for any matrix
N, we have

‘Mw)( — My ’ ’M a)( M(rw(p)‘l .
Thus
()], < [M@ () = M)+ MO () = MO ()| < 2| MO () = MO ()|

We can now use the decomposition of BQPE to decompose the accept and reject operators.

Definition 25 (Projected Operators) For any subsets A, B C T, we define UC(AB) by substi-
tuting QPE with corresponding operators:

Ut = QPERY o Co QPEL). (98)
Accordingly for subsets A, B, X,Y C T, we define
a,A A T T
MEAD () = tr 4 (WOOULD [p@ 020750 (0272 || (@) W) (99)

(rr,A r A T
MY (p) o= (0P (U)W OO T O [02r ) (100)

BA) UéYX) (AB) UC(XY).

Note that in Eq. (100) we use Uc( instead of U

One can directly check that the following Lemma are true, which we omit the proofs.

Lemma 26

(a) Z M a, uvst), Mérr) _ Z M(rr uvst) (101)

u,v,8,teT u,v,s,teT

Similarly after averaging over the random selection of C, we get

M(a) _ Z M(a,uvst), (rr) Z M(r'r uvst) (102)

u,v,s,teT u,,s,teT
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7.4 Explicit Expressions for Operators in the Accept and Reject Cases

The following two lemmas give explicit representations for the operators M(#ABXY) gnd AM(rmABXY)
in terms of the energy eigenstates {|1;)};. To ease notations, we write (B](]%) as B( )

Lemma 27 For any subsets A,B, X, Y C T,

a B Y)*x (A X)x*
(W] M@ABXY) (p0) ) Zp]toEE/Zu (cimcii) - R(BSY B B BUE).

E,E’

(Y| MTTABXY) (5 30)[401) = pro Z fE/EZM ) (¢jmCr) - (5(3)5 ﬁmE’ l(cig*)

5E,E
where R(a) = 1(a + a*) is the real part of a complex number.

Proof: Recall that

Pgo = ijo v5) (¥ - (103)

Suppose the gates chosen in the algorithm are C = {BQPE, C'}. Similarly as how we derive
Eq. (23) in Section 4, one can check that,

WU [ 10271 = 5™/ Fpp e - B8 - Bl 1) |E) [E') [1). (104)

LE,E

(a) AccepT Case:

The whole operator M(Ca ABXY) then looks like:

MEABD (455} (w55]) =trag.a (WOOUEP) [luy) (] @ 02971 (0201 || () F (w01

(105)
ST fee(cnc) (B8 B (B B ) (- (106)
l,h;E,E’
Then
Ol MEH pgo] L) =2 pn 3 S (e )82 e B B ). (107)

E,E’

When we average over the choice of BQPE and FBQPE, the (ﬁj( )BJ(Y)*)(B,(;%/H,CE, ) term will
become:

]. * * A)x * A *
5 (B8 BIE BL B + iR AR B B ) = RBE B BupBip).  (108)
We also average over the choice of C' and finally get:

a B Y)* 5(A X)*
(| MGABXY (pg0) 4y ZPyOZfEE'Zu (cimei) - R8BSR B BLb BLE):

E,E’
(b) REJECT Case: Note that
(02971 (apy | (USEDY (W AOY A0 G X) 4y 20741 (109)
= Z fep (Chuck) ( z(g/)* lE’) ( ffE)* z(c)];))
I.E,E'
= 3 Jerm (chyens) (81276%)) (858 -
7, EE
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where the last equality comes from changing the name I, E, E’ to j, E', E. Use the definition of
MUTABXY) e further have

<¢m|/\/l rr, ABXY)(pBO)|¢k> = pro <02gr+1| (U(BA)) (W(m))TW(m)UC(YX) Wk) ’02gr+1> (110)
= Pko Z fE’E C?njckj) (B(B)*ﬂ ) (BffE)}/k IE:)E(’)> (111)
jiE,E'

Note that in Eq. (111), the term (B](g)*ﬂ](é)) (ﬁﬁ;“;’f ,ﬁ’é?) is the complex conjugate of the corre-
sponding term in Eq. (107). This is why in our algorithm we use BQPE and FBQPE ran-
domly to cancel this phase: when we average over the choice of BQPE and FBQPE, the

(6(3)*5(1/)) (55&1’,‘ ’(:é?) term will become:

1 (X (Y)* o(A) (X)* B) o(Y)* o(A) o(X)*
5 (B2 B8R 8080 + B2 B Bun ) = RBE B8R BYR B0 ). (112)

We also average over the choice of C and get:

Wm|MWABXY (PBO)W)k = Pko Z fE/EZ,u mjckj) (ﬂ(B)ﬂ BmE’ I(c)]_:())*>

§:E,E’

Further note that p chooses C' and Ct with the same probability, thus
> i(O)emes =D n(Chensen; = Y u(C)e
c c c

where the amplitudes for C'' are obtained from C by swapping the indices and taking the complex
conjugate. Thus we conclude the proof.
|

7.5 Uniform Error

Before we analyze the errors, we first prove a Lemma which bound the trace norm of certain
matrices.

Lemma 28 If 20w < 1, for any four subsets A, B, X,Y C T, we have
(MEAPX0 )| <2, [ MEABX ()| <2 (113)

Proof: To ease notation, we abbreviate [1;) [0297T1) as [1;0%9" 1), Recall that

Méa7ABXY)(Wj> (%‘D =tro3. (W(lo)UC(AB) ‘¢j02gr+1> <wj029r+1‘ (UC(XY))T(W(lo))T> (114)
A
US| < [P | QPE, off - [[CIf - [PP] - |QPE, , | < 1. (115)

where in the last inequality we use that P4, P(B) are projections thus their spectrum norm is
bounded by 1. Besides, |[W (19| < 1 by definition. Thus by Corollary 35 in Appendix B we get

[MEAP () )| < 1. (116)

Then when 25w < 1, by Lemma 22 we have pjo < p; - (1 +25w) < 2p;. By triangle inequality
we have

M(a ABXY) ‘ Z 2, | M

MEAEE () ()| < 2. (117)

When averaging over the random selection of C, we can get the bound for M(®45Y) by triangle
inequality.
|
The following is a key lemma in the analysis which clusters the projected operators and bounds
the norm of each cluster separately. While (1), | (M (@A4vsY) - p(rmAvsY)) (550Y |45, ) may not cancel
exactly to 0, the error for each cluster is independent of m and k, which allows us to factor out
the error term over the entire matrix.
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Lemma 29 Recall that T = {0,1, “else}. Consider four subsets A, B, XY CT. If 20w <1

(1) For anyv,s € {0,1}, we have

(m| (MEATY) — MOTAYD) (pg0) ) = (1= PE70) (1| MOAYT (p50) [ihr)

‘(M(a,Ast) _ M(rr,Ast)) (p,@O)‘ < 4Bw

1
Note that the error e?="% in the first equality is uniform and independent of m, k.
(2) If one of A, B, X,Y equal to {“else”’}, then we have
’M(a,ABXY) (pﬁo)‘l < 9.979/10+2n

’M(TT,ABXY) (PBO)‘ < 9.9-9/10+2n
LS

Proof: Recall that from Lemma 27 we have for any m, k,

(| MEOABXY) (50 1) ijtoEE/Zu (cimei) - RS B BB,

E.E'
(118)
<wm|M rr,ABXY) (Pﬁ |'l/)k = Pro Z fE’E ZM CJijk (6(3)6 B’E:;AE)’ ]?é?*)
7, EE’
Recall that
pjs = exp (—BE) /2.
With some abuse of notation, we use f for both
fep =min {1,exp (BE — SE')} (119)
fpo peor = min {1, exp (BE,(:) - 5Ej(-”))} (120)

In other words, if F is a vector of g energies from S(r), the function f implicitly takes the median
value in determining min {1, exp (BE — ﬁE’) }

For (1): Suppose v,s € {0,1}. The key thing to notice is that, by definition ﬁj(g is non-zero

only if £ = E; @), Similarly for ﬁkSE)T. Thus (Y, | M @AY (p50) [1hy) is a sum of terms, where all
the non-zero termb fEE take a uniform value as fE(_m

(s)*
Eks

(W] M2 (pg0) [ahy) ijo > fEE/Zu (cimcie) - RSB BN B

E,E’:E:E§v>

F:E,(CS)

=> pjo- fE;“E,i Y ZM (¢jmC1) (ﬁ 5 BB
J

E,E"E= E(”)

E/ = E(S)
Similarly we have

<¢m|M(rr,Av5Y) (,0;30 W}k = Dro Z Z E’E Z ‘u cjmc]]g <ﬂ(v)ﬂ(Y)*ﬂmEl ]E)E):k>
B, B E=

B
r_ps 5
B'=By

* (A
= Zpko : fE£s>E<u> Z ZM Cgmcjk (5 BJY) 51(nE) kE’)
j J

E,E' E= E(W) C
J

="
Note that by definition of f and pgs we always have
Prs fgo g = Pjv - Fpo g (121)
Prs = Pro - € %Y (122)
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Thus

Pko - fE,(f)E](.“> = "p - fEfj)EJ(.”) (123)
= 655ij1) . fE](»“)E}(CS) (124)
_ eB(s—v)ijO . fE;’”>E,iS) (125)

Note that the “error” e?(*=")% ig independent of j, m, k, thus

<wm‘ (M(a,Ast) _ M(rr,Ast)) (P,BO)|'(/JI€> (126)
s—v)w v Y)x (A s)*

= (1—€ft) )ijO'fEﬁv)E£s> Z ZM ) (€imCr) - (5 )5( BB (127)

J E,E/"E= Ei”) ¢

F:Efj)
= (1= C7) (| M2 (pg0) [oi) (128)
Thus

(M(a,Ast) 7 M(rr,Ast)) (Pﬁo) (1 . eﬁ(s v)w) . M(a,Ast) (Pﬁo)- (129)
M(a,Ast) _ M(rr,Ast) 080 < 457.1) 130

o 1

where for the last inequality, we use Lemma 28 and the fact that since v,s € {0,1}, we have
|s —v| <1and |1 — P < 28w,
For (2). W.o.l.g. assume X = {“else”}. Other cases are similar. Note that

2

Yo lesmeil | < | D0 lejml?

<1. (131)
J J J

2
(ZIB Y’*) < (Z\/ﬁ? 2)( 80" ) 1 (132)
E
2 2 2
(o) < (Shf) (sl
E’ E’ E’

where the first equality comes from the fact that C' is a unitary. The second equality comes
from {ﬁ;g)}E is a subset of {8;r}E, and {B;r}r is the amplitude of a quantum state. For the
third equality, recall that X = {“else”}, notice that for any non-zero 8¢5, by definition we have

E ¢ {EJ(O), Ej(l)}. Then the third equality comes from property of BQPE, that is Lemma 3.
Besides, note that

2

) <279/%.1, (133)

B Y )x X)) B Y )x A X)) x
IR\ B 8L B < 185 8U) B, B, (134)

Since 28w < 1, by Lemma 22 we have pjo € [0,2]. Note that fgp € [0,1] and >, u(C) = 1, then
from Eq. (118) we have for any m, k,

[ (] MGABX (o) ) | <23 p(C Z\cgmcm ZW) Zwm R (135)
C

<2.279/10, (136)

Then by triangle inequality,

MEAPO (50)| < 3 W MEAP 050) o) | o) (W], < 22710427 (137)

M (rr,ABXY) (

The proof for | pﬁo)’1 is similar.
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7.6 Gibbs state as Approximate Fixed Point

We are ready now to complete the proof of Lemma 21, which provides an upper bound on [£L(pg)]; -
Proof:[of Lemma 21] If » > rggy, we have 26w < 1. From Lemma 23 and Lemma 24 we have

[£ps)l; < 2| M (ps0) = MO (p30)| +4-28w (138)

Note that for any matrices {N(#vs9)} . ., by triangle inequality we have

Z N(uvst) < Z N(uvst) + Z N(uvst) + Z Z N(uvst)

u,v,s,teT 1 v=else ve{0,1},s=else v,s€{0,1} |u,teT
u,s,teT 1 u,teT 1

Then by Lemma 26 and Lemma 29, we have
‘M(“)(pgo) — M (pﬁo)’ < 2. (2.279/10420 49 9=g/10420y 4 g 48y, (139)
1

Substituting w = kg - 27", we complete the proof. [ |

8 Proofs of Theorem 4 and Theorem 6

Proof:[of Theorem 4] The fact that one step of the algorithm can be expressed as E[1](p) =
(Z+ 2L+ 74TI[7]) (p), where |T[7]|, < 4 is proven in Lemma 16 in Section 5.5. The bound on
|£(pg)l, is proved in Lemma 21 in Section 7. The Uniqueness and Relaxation property is proved
in Theorem 18 in Section 6. L

Before proving theorem 6 we give a bound for the evolution.

Lemma 30 (Evolution) For anyt € R, 7 € (0,1]. If K =t/7?% is an integer, then

|EF — |, < 2e*KT. (140)
Proof: Note that
2 K-l 2 2
SK _ (er E)K _ Z(e‘r £)k (5 e E) gkafl. (141)
k=0

Note that € is CPTP by definition. By Lemma 19 we know €™ £ is also CPTP. Thus I€], and
2L
e

are bounded by 1 by Lemma 38 in Appendix B. Then we have

*

1< K- 726, (142)

‘SK _ (€T2L)K )

Koo

*

where for the last inequality, recall that & = T 4+ 72£ + 747[r] and the Taylor expansion of ™ £,
we get

‘g _ 672[,

00 k
<|J[7]l, M< 42¢1 143
L= TILT +Z o =T (143)
k=2

where we use |J|, <4 and |£], <4 from Lemma 16. [ |
We then prove that the distance between ps and p, can be bounded in terms of the mixing
time.

Lemma 31
|p£ - pBIl Se+ |‘C(pﬁ)|1 . tmiw(ﬁve)
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Proof: We abbreviate t,,,: (L, €) as t. Let 7 > 0 be a parameter such that K = t/72 is an integer.
We have

oz = psly < |pe —e“(pp)|, + | (pp) = ps|, < e+ [e“(ps) = ps], - (144)

where the last inequality comes from the definition of mixing time. Besides, from Lemma 16 we
have |£|, < 4. Expand e™ * as Taylor series in 7, and use triangle inequality we get

-2 o |21}
(e =2) (ps)| | < P2 1lpa)ly + 740 (145)
k=2
< 72 |L(ps)]; + et (146)
Thus
1
2 _ 7_2 7_2
€57 () = pa| < D7 [eBITE (T~ T) ()|, (147)
k=K

<3 |- 2) i), 149
k=K
< K7*|L(pp)|, + Kr'et. (149)

where the second inequality comes from e(E=DTL g CPTP by Lemma 19, thus its |-|, is bounded
by 1 by Lemma 38 in Appendix B. Thus we finish the proof by substituting K72 with the mixing
time ¢ and take the limit 7 — 0. [ ]

Proof:[of Theorem 6] In the proof we abbreviate t,,;, (L, €) as t and K = t/72. We will analyze
the following terms

1E5(p) — pal, < |E%(p) — e (p)|, + | (p) — pe|, + lpc — pal; - (150)

By Lemma 30 we can bound the first term by 2e*K7%. By the definition of mixing time, we can
bound the second term by e. The bound for last term comes from Lemma 31 and Theorem 4.
Thus we get the desired error bounds by substituting K72 with the mixing time ¢.

|
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A More Details on Quantum Phase Estimation

(1) Adapting quantum phase estimation to estimating Hamiltonian eigenvalues. Firstly
we recall the standard quantum phase estimation in Section 5.2 in [NC10]: Suppose a unitary V has
an eigenstate |¢) with eigenvalue €™, where p € [0,1) is unknown. Quantum Phase estimation
is a quantum algorithm which has access to |¢) and V', and outputs an estimate of u.

More precisely, let |@) := |¢;), U := et ¢ := z—g, where kg = poly(n) is a power of two that
upper bounds ||[H||. For example, for local Hamiltonian H = Y., H;, ||H;|| < 1, one can set ky
to be the least integer which is a power of two and is greater than m. Then [¢);) is an eigenstate
of U with eigenvalue e>™#, for

Eit Ej
=——=—c[0,1).
2T Ry [ )

Let r be an integer. For any b € {0,1}", with some abuse of notations, we use b both for the
binary string and the integer >7_, b;29=1. Denote b € {0,1}" be the integer such that b\ /2"
is the best r bit approximation to f—; which is less than f—; Then if b is a good approximation to

b we have E(b) defined below is a good approximation of Ej:
E(b) :==ky-b/2". (151)
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Note that since kg is a power of 2, the binary representation of b can also be viewed as the binary
representation of F(b) by shifting the decimal point by log(ry) bits.

The quantum phase estimation w.r.t precision 7 in [NC10] is a unitary, denoted as QPE, which
outputs a distribution highly peaked at by ),

27‘71
QPE|0) 07) = [¢) . 7 [bY) +1 mod 27); (152)
l=—2r-141
"1 .
. 1 2mi(e;—1/27) k _ 1 1- e2ﬂz(2 €=

where 350:= 5 3 (e ) =5 (i) (153)
¢j = Ej/ry — b9 2", (154)

Lemma 32 Note that
ol + v * > 0.8. (155)
Proof: By definition of b%) and €; we have that ¢; € [0,27"). Note that if ¢; = 0, then |v;0|* = 1,
so for the remainder of the proof, we will assume €; € (0,277). Define § = 2"¢; € (0,1). Note that

1 1 — e2mi0-D) 1 em(0-D sin(m(0 —{
M= o \ T ey ) T o omiemnz | o 1) (156)
2r \ 1 — e2mi(0-0)/ 2r emi(0=0)/2"  sin(w(6 —1)/27)
So the goal is to lower bound:
1 sin?(fn) 1 sin?((6 — 1)m)
2 2
12 4y 2= = — . 157
ol + il = sin?(9r/2r) 47 sin?((0 — 1)m/2r) 150
Since sin(0) < 6 for 6 > 0, we can use this lower bound in the denominator for each term:
1 sin?(6r 1 sin?((6 — )7
ol + i 2 - S (07 (=) (158)

4 (Or/27)2 " 47 (60— 1)m/27)2

1 (sin?(fn)  sin®(6 — 1)7)
A () 159

Note that as shown in Figure 2 for 6 € (0, 1), the function in Eq. (159) is symmetric around = 1/2
and is minimized for § = 1/2. The value obtained by plugging 6 = 1/2 into Eq. (159) is at least
0.8 .

/TN

0.5

Figure 2: The function shown in Equation (159) is minimized for § = 1/2.

|
Note that «;o and «;; are the amplitudes of b and b + 1, that are the best two r-bit

approximation to f—:{ Denote the best two r-bit approximation to E; as
|E;| := E®Y), [E;]:=E(®bY) +1). (160)

Since there is a one-to-one correspondence between 7-bit string b and E(b) € S(r), to ease nota-
tions, we rewrite Egs. (152)(155) as
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QPE [¢;) [07) = [¢5) > B lv), (161)

ves(r)
where |B; g, 1> + |Bje, > > 0.8. (162)
In addition, one can check that Vj,
or—1
S G= S (163)
ves(r) l=—2r-141

1 or—1 27! N iy &
_ 4 p2mies (62772' —1/2" ) (164)
2 k‘Z:O 127;14»1 ( )
132 ok
— ? (627rzej) . 2r5k0 (165)
k=0

=1. (166)

(2) Boosted Quantum Phase Estimation. Let r, g be two integer parameters. Taking input
as [¢;)]079), the Boosted quantum phase estimation (BQPE) in this manuscript is just viewing
the |0"9) as g copies of |0"), and sequentially perform the standard Quantum Phase Estimation
QPE w.r.t. |¢;) and each copy of |07),

BQPE [¢;) [0°7) = [¢5) > Bjuy-Biw, [V1-0g) - (167)
V1,..,Vg€S(T)
=) Y. BielE). (168)
EeS(r)®9

where in the last equality to ease notations we write F := v1...vy and B;g := Bju,...3j,,. We use
E to denote the median of vy, ...,v,. By Eq. (162) and Chernoff bound, we have

> 1BElP <279 (169)
EeS(r)®9:

E#|Ej|,E#[Ej ]

Besides, by Eq. (166) we have

g

o Bie=| > Bu| =1 (170)

EeS(r)®9 vesS(r)

(3) Flipped Boosted Quantum Phase Estimation. As explained in Section 5.2 of [NC10],
the circuit for the standard Quantum Phase Estimation QPE is, (a) First applying a layer of
Hadamard gates. (b) Then apply a sequence controlled-U operators, with U raised to successive
powers of 2. Denote the operator as CU. (c) Then apply inverse quantum Fourier transform.

The Flipped Quantum Phase Estimation FQPE is similar to QPE, with the difference that
each time FQPE adds a conjugate phase: (a) First applying a layer of Hadamard gate. (b) Then
apply (CU)'. (c) Then apply quantum Fourier transform rather than inverse quantum Fourier
transform. It is worth noting that FQPE # QPET.

Recall that from (2) the Boosted Quantum Phase estimation is just running QPE for g times.
The Flipped Boosted Quantum Phase estimation (FBQPE) is just running FQPE for g times.

B Matrix Norm Properties
In this section we list properties on matrix norms.

Lemma 33 (Cauchy-Schwarz inequality ) For any M, N € Z(m),

tr(A'B)| < \/tr(A1A)\ftr(BB). (171)
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Lemma 33 is a well-known fact thus we skip the proof.

—_

Lemma 34 (Variational Characterization of Trace Norm) For M € Z(m), the following
variational characterization of the trace norm holds

|M|, :mgx|tr(MU)|, (172)

where the mazximization is over all m-qubit unitary operators U.

Proof: Consider singular value decomposition of M as WDV, with W,V unitaries and D a
diagonal matrix of singular values. Using Cauchy-Schwart inequality Lemma 33 one gets

ltr(MU)| = |[tr(VDVDVUW)|

< \/tr(VDVD) \/ tr { (\/EVUW)T (vDvuw) }

= tr(D)

Note that tr(D) = |[M],. On the other hand, |M|, can be obtained by choosing U = VIWT. m

Corollary 35 Let |¢),|¢) be two unit vectors on registers a,b. Let P,Q be linear operators on
registers a, b with spectrum norm bounded by 1. Then

ltre (P [9) (0| Q)]; < 1. (173)
In particular, let P = Q = I we get
[try(16) (@D)]; < 1. (174)

Proof: By Lemma 34, we have that

ltro (P |9) (2l Q)]; = max ltra (try (P[¢) (| @) U) |

unitary U on register a

(175)
= |trap (P19) (0| QU) | (176)
= [{¢lQUP|¢) | (177)
<1. (178)

Lemma 36 Let £ : E(m) — Z(m) be a linear map. If for any unit vector |u),|v), we have
|E(Ju) (v])], < c. Then €], <c.

Proof: Given any N € Z(m) with |N|; < 1, consider its spectrum decomposition
N = Z%‘ |ui) (i - (179)
i

where 7; > 0 are singular values. |u;),|v;) are unit vectors. ) .v; < |[N|; = 1. Then by triangle
inequality we have that

€Ny SZ%‘-Ig(Iu} ()l <c (180)
|

Lemma 37 Let P,Q be operators on register 1,2,3,4 with spectrum norm bounded by 1. Let |w)
be a unit vector on register 2,3,4. For any operator N on register 1, define

]:(N) = tT2’3’4(P [N ® |w> <’lUH Q) (181)

Then |F|, < 1.
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Proof: By Lemma 36 it suffices to assume N = |u) (v| for unit vectors |u) , |v) and prove | F(N)|; <
1. Since |u) |w) and |v) |w) are unit vectors on register 1,2,3,4. By Corollary 35 we have |F|, < 1.
|

Lemma 38 [Trace-Norm non-increasing of CPTP] Let € : H(m) — H(m) be a CPTP map. We
have |E|, <1 .That is for any Hermitian operator M € H(m), |E(M)|, < |M];.

Proof: Consider the spectrum decomposition of M =3, A;[¢;) (¢;|. We have that

|E(M)], < Z|/\j| [E(¢5) (95D, = Z|>\j| = |M],. (182)

where the first equality comes from the fact that £(|¢;) (¢;]) is a quantum mixed state thus its
trace norm is equal to 1. ]

Lemma 39 (Connecting trace norm and o-norm) Let o be a Hermitian matriz where o > 1.
Then YM € =(n), we have that |Mﬁ <2n |M\(2f

Proof: Note that for any two positive Semi-definite Hermitian matrices A > 0, B > 0, we have
tr(AB) > 0. Further note that ¢'/2 — I > 0, MT¢'/2M > 0, and both of them are Hermitian.
Thus we have

M2 = tr(IMYIM) + tr(IM} (01/2 - 1) M) +tr((@*/? = T) - Mo /2 M) (183)
> tr(IMTIM). (184)

Denote the singular values of M as {a;};. (By definition a; > 0). By Cauchy inequality

2
Slaj| <2"d a2 = |M[; <2mtr(IMIM) <27 M2 (185)
J J

C Bounding Mixing time w.r.t. spectral gap of £

This section is based on [Wol12] and private communication with Yu Tong. This section is primarily
for the £ in our algorithm, while here we write a slightly more general proof for Lindbladian £
satisfying the following assumptions:

Assumption 1 We assume e'* is CPTP for t > 0 and satisfies
o L(p) =3, Lij; -1 {L;Lj7p} for some matrices {L;}; C E(n).
+
o {L;}; generates the full algebra =(n). There exists a unique pz satisfying L(pz) = 0. Besides,
this pr s a full-rank quantum state.

We use o to denote le. Note that £ in our algorithm satisfies Assumption 1 by Lemma 17 and
proofs in Section 6.2.

Notations. Here we define two different inner products on =(n), that is the Schmidt-Hilbert
inner product and the weighted inner product w.r.t. o: For any M, N € Z(n),

(M,N) :=tr (M'N), (186)
(M,N)y = tr (al/zMTal/zN) . (187)

We use L° to denote the dual map w.r.t. Schmidt inner product. We use L£* to denote the
dual map w.r.t. (,),. That is

(M, L9(N)) = (L(M), N), (188)
(M,L*(N))y = (L(M),N),. (189)



(,)o induces a norm where |N|i := (N, N),. One can check that for any N € Z(n),

LY(N)=o0"3L° (U%NU%) ot (190)
o)=Y LINL; - % {L}Lj, N}+. (191)

J
Define the symmetrized version of L as

L+L*

() .
£ 5

By definition £(*) is Hermitian w.r.t. (,)o, thus is diagonalizable and has a real spectrum.

C.1 Properties on £ and £

In this section, we prove some basic properties of £ and £(). We use the following theorem.

Theorem 40 (Generators for Semigroup of quantum channels, Theorem 7.1 in [Wol12])
Consider a linear map P : Z(n) — Z(n). Then for any t >0, e'* is CPTP if there erists a set of
matrices {P; € E(n)}; and a Hermitian Hgystem such that

P(,O) =1 P7 bystem + Z PPT - = {PJTPj,p}+ . (192)

Theorem 41 For anyt > 0,
(i) L(pz) =0, et is CPTP and L°(I) = 0.
(ii) e£" and e£"” are CPTP.
(iii) L) has a unique fized point, that is pr.
(iv) The spectrum of L) lies in [—00,0].
(v) The spectral gap of L) is strictly greater than 0, which is denoted as Y and equals to

Y(L) = min_ —(N,LE(N)), >0, (193)
Nz

Since L) is clear in the context we abbreviate Y(L£)) as Y.

Proof: For (i): Besides, by Assumption 1 we have L(pz) = 0. Besides

ZL NLi— = {LTL N} . (194)
ZLTNL ff{LTL N} . (195)

One can directly check £°(I) = 0. Besides e** is CPTP by Theorem 40 by setting Hsystem = 0.
For (ii): we have

L*(N)=o0"%L° a%Na%)a*% (196)
1
=Y o iLlo} N-oiLjo i —0 %§{L L],azNaz}+a—% (197)
J
1
:ZU_%L;J% N O'%LJO'_%—§(U_%L;L .N+N- O'QLTLO' %). (198)
J
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We will prove by properly defining a Hermitian Hgystem, the £ can be written in the form of
Eq. (192) in Theorem 40, which will imply £* is CPTP. Denote

RN S L it ot
Oj:=0"2Ljo2, K:= 50 LJL] , (199)
1
. oto —
V= 52 10;,  Haystem = Z (K — KT) (200)
J
Recall that L(pz) =0 and o = p,*, we have
_ 1 -
> Lo 'L -5 (Lot + o7 LiL;) =o. (201)
1 _ 1 _ _ 1
w0t (Yo Lol = 5 (Lo + o7 L) | of =0 (202)
J
1 1 1 1 1
=Y oiLjo o7 Lot — 2 (0iLlLemt + o L0t ) 0. (203)
J
Thus
1
V=3 (K'+K) = K=V+ilyen. (204)

where the = we use Hgystem 1= i (K — KT). One can verify

N)=) 0,NO! - (KN + NKT) (205)
= O;NO! — (VN + NV) +i[N, Hyystem] (206)
: 1
= i[N, Hoystem] + Y O;NOf = 2 {oj.oj,N}+ (207)
J

where the first equality comes from Egs. (198)(199)(200), the second equality comes from (204),
and the last equality comes from definition of V' in Eq. (200). One can check that Hgystem is
Hermitian. Since £) = (£ + £*), from Eqs. (194)(207) we known that £(*) can also be written
as Eq. (192), where the Lindbladian jump operator is {%Lj} u {%Oj}. Thus by Theorem 40 we

conclude that £ is CPTP for ¢ > 0.

For (iii): From Assumption 1 we already have {%L i} generates the full algebra. Thus so does
{\[L FU{ fO }. By Theorem 20 we conclude that there exists a unique p such that £)(p) = 0.
Besides, from Eq. (198) one can directly verify that £*(pz) = 0 thus £&)(pz) = 0.

For (iv): By definition of £ : H(n) — H(n) it is Hermitian w.r.t. (,)s. Thus £ is
diagonalizable and the spectrum is real. With contradiction assume there exists an eigenstate
N € H(n), N # 0 with eigenvalue A > 0. Then £ (N)| =

1

which contradicts with the fact that et~ is CPTP from (ii), where CPTP map does not increase
trace norm of Hermitian operators (Lemma 38 in Appendix B).

For (v): By (iii)(iv) we know the spectral gap is strictly greater than 0, and the minimum
eigenvector is pr and has eigenvalue 0. Then Eq. (193) is just by definition of spectral gap. ]

e |N|, goes to infinity as t — oo,

C.2 Proof of Theorem 7

Proof:[of Theorem 7] All the properties of £ we use are summarized in Assumption 1. Define
he = e (p) — pe.

Since L(pz) = 0, one can check that

d

g e e)o = <ht, £(S)(ht)> : (208)

[ea
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Further note that since e'* is trace-preserving from Theorem 41 (i), we have tr(e**(p)) = 1. One
can verify that (h¢, pe)oe = 0. Then by Eq. (208) and Eq. (193), we have

d hy hy
—(hgy he)g =2 (s) (hes hi)g 2
i o) <|ht|a’£ (|ht|g>>g e ) (209)

< 2T - (hy, he)o. (210)

Then by Gronwall’s inequality we have

(hts he)o < (ho, ho)o - exp(—27Tt). (211)

Recall that hg = p — pz. Thus we have

€ (p) = pe|, <27 [ (p) — pe, (212)
<2"?|p— prl, - exp(—Tt) (213)
<22\ [tr(ozpozp) - exp(—Tt). (214)

where the first inequality comes from connecting trace-norm and |-|, by Lemma 39 in Appendix
B. Note that ¢ > I since o = pzl and p, is a quantum state. The second inequality comes from
Eq. (211). The last inequality comes from o = p;' and tr(p — pz) = 0 since both p and p. are
quantum states, and

o= pela =tr(o2(p— pe)o? (p—pc)) = tr(o2 po2p) — 1. (215)
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