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This work explores the application of the concurrent variational quantum eigensolver (cVQE) for
computing excited states of the Schwinger model. By designing suitable ansatz circuits utilizing
universal SO(4) or SO(8) qubit gates, we demonstrate how to efficiently obtain the lowest two, four,
and eight eigenstates with one, two, and three ancillary qubits for both vanishing and non-vanishing
background electric field cases. Simulating the resulting quantum circuits classically with tensor
network techniques, we demonstrate the capability of our approach to compute the two lowest
eigenstates of systems with up to O(100) qubits. Given that our method allows for measuring the
low-lying spectrum precisely, we also present a novel technique for estimating the additive mass
renormalization of the lattice based on the energy gap. As a proof-of-principle calculation, we
prepare the ground and first-excited states with one ancillary and four physical qubits on quantum
hardware, demonstrating the practicality of using the cVQE to simulate excited states.

I. INTRODUCTION

Investigating the energy spectrum and excited states
is crucial in understanding various physical phenomena.
The energy spectrum, especially the energy gap, en-
codes information for the phase transition in statistical
physics [1], the transition energy in chemistry [2], and the
electronic and optical properties in band theory [3]. In
high-energy physics, excited states correspond to differ-
ent kinds of particles and bound states [4]. For instance,
the low-energy excited states in Quantum Chromody-
namics (QCD) correspond to the bound states of quarks
with gluons, which can be directly observed and stud-
ied in experiments. This simple yet profound connection
renders the study of excited states and energy spectra
particularly valuable, making it possible to explain vari-
ous experimental phenomena from first principles.

The Schwinger model [5] describes 1 + 1-dimensional
quantum electrodynamics (QED) and shares many prop-
erties with QCD, such as confinement, charge screening,
U(1) chiral symmetry breaking, and a topological vac-
uum structure. Although the Schwinger model can be
exactly solved in the limit of massless fermions [5], the
majority of parameter regimes requires numerical tech-
niques for evaluation. Discretizing the model on a lat-
tice, it can be addressed with several numerical tech-
niques. Due to its similarities with QCD, it serves
as an ideal testbed for new methods. Various classi-
cal numerical methods have been successfully applied to
the Schwinger model [6–10], which include exact diag-
onalization (ED) [11, 12], Markov chain Monte Carlo
(MC) [13, 14], tensor networks (TN) [15–37], and other
methods [38]. However, these classical methods face some
limitations. For ED, the exponential increase of the di-
mension of the Hilbert space limits the possible lattice
sizes. For MC, the well-known sign problem occurs in
certain parameter regimes, such as the presence of a
topological θ-term [25]. TN become intractable in most
dynamical and high-dimensional systems because of the

large entanglement [39]. Hence, it would be highly desir-
able to have alternative lattice methods overcoming these
limitations.

Quantum computers offer a promising avenue towards
tackling these problems [38, 40]. Although current noisy
intermediate-scale quantum computers still suffer from
a considerable level of noise [41, 42], quantum comput-
ers promise to generate highly entangled states with
high fidelity [43, 44] and to efficiently simulate out-of-
equilibrium dynamics [45, 46]. This potential has already
been demonstrated for the Schwinger model using vari-
ous quantum platforms, including superconducting cir-
cuits [44, 47–50], trapped ions systems [51–54], Rydberg
atom systems [55], ultra-cold atoms [56–59], and photonic
systems [60].

So far, the majority of the quantum computing ap-
proaches to the Schwinger model has been focused on
obtaining the ground state or on simulating dynamics.
While there are several algorithms for computing ex-
cited states, in particular hybrid quantum-classical al-
gorithms, which includes the orthogonality constrained
VQE (OC-VQE) [61], variational quantum deflation
(VQD) [62, 63], subspace search VQE (SS-VQE) [64],
multistate contracted VQE (MC-VQE) [65], concurrent
VQE (cVQE) [66] and other methods [67–72], determin-
ing multiple excited states for lattice field theories on
near-term quantum devices remains a challenge. In this
work, we provide a scheme for obtaining multiple excited
states of the lattice Schwinger model using cVQE, a vari-
ational algorithm based on the generalized Rayleigh-Ritz
variational principle. We demonstrate that our cVQE ap-
proach allows for computing the scalar state of the theory
and that it can be efficiently scaled up to large system
sizes with up to O(100) qubits.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section. II
introduces the Schwinger model and its lattice formu-
lation with Kogut-Susskind staggered fermions. Subse-
quently, we will review cVQE and discuss the ansatz cir-
cuits used. Moreover, the relevant observables are in-
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troduced, as well as how to obtain them on quantum
devices. After presenting the setup, we will report the
results of the lowest two eigenstates with one ancillary
qubit in Sec. III, both for small and large systems with
qubit numbers up to O(100). We then present results for
the lowest eight eigenstates with three ancillary qubits in
Sec. IV, showing that we can obtain the energy pseudo-
momentum dispersion, allowing us to identify the vector
and scalar branches. All the results considered in Sec. III
and IV include cases with vanishing and non-vanishing
background electric field. Subsequently, we will discuss
the connection between the energy gap and the addi-
tive mass renormalization of the model in Sec. V. We
present a method that allows for measuring the mass
shift by tuning the energy gap of the lattice model to
the free Schwinger boson mass. Finally, we demonstrate
the preparation of excited states on IBM’s ibm algiers
device in Sec. VI.

II. MODEL AND METHODS

A. The Schwinger model and its Kogut-Susskind
Hamiltonian

The Schwinger model describes quantum electrody-
namics in 1 + 1-dimensional space-time. The Lagrangian
density of the massive Schwinger model with a topologi-
cal θ-term reads as

L = Ψ̄ (iγµ∂µ − gγµAµ −m ) Ψ− 1

4
FµνF

µν +
gθ

4π
ϵµνFµν ,

(1)
where the electromagnetic tensor is given by

Fµν = ∂µAν − ∂νAµ, (2)

with g the coupling constant and m the fermion mass.
Here, Ψ represents the fermionic field with a two-
component spinor, and gθ/2π is the static background
electric field [9, 16, 25]. Schwinger [5] originally solved
this model in the massless limit, m = 0, and provided an
analytical expression for the energy gap (known as free
Schwinger boson mass)

MS

g

∣∣∣∣
m/g=0

=
1√
π
. (3)

Using mass perturbation theory, Adam [10] derived the
energy gap for small mass

MS

g
=

1√
π

[
1 + 2

√
πeγ

(
m

g

)
cos (θ)

+ πe2γ
(
m

g

)2 (
− 0.6599 · cos (2θ) + 1.7277

)] 1
2

(4)

to second order in m/g, where γ ≈ 0.5772156649 is Eu-
ler’s constant.

Using the temporal gauge where A0 = 0, the corre-
sponding Hamiltonian density of Eq. (1) reads

H = −iΨ̄γ1 (∂1 − igA1) Ψ +mΨ̄Ψ +
1

2
E2 (5)

with the Gauss law constraint

∂1E = gΨ̄γ0Ψ. (6)

We discretize Eq. (5) on a lattice and make use of the
Kogut-Susskind staggered formulation [8]. The lattice
Hamiltonian then reads as

H = − i

2a

N−2∑
n=0

(
ϕ†ne

iϑnϕn+1 − ϕ†n+1e
−iϑnϕn

)
(7)

+mlat

N−1∑
n=0

(−1)
n
ϕ†nϕn +

ag2

2

N−2∑
n=0

(l + Ln)2.

Here, mlat is the lattice mass, a is the lattice spacing and
ϑn is the gauge variable defined by ϑn = −agA1

n. The
field ϕn is a single-component fermion field at site n. The
staggered charge operator on the lattice is given by

Qn = ϕ†nϕn − 1

2
[1 − (−1)

n
] . (8)

The operators Ln and ϑn act on the link to the right of
site n, and are conjugate variables satisfying the condi-
tion

[ϑn, Lm] = iδnm, (9)

with δnm the Kronecker delta. Ln is related to the electric
field by gLn = En. The constant background electric
field l = θ/2π corresponds to a topological term with
angle θ. The physical states of the Hamiltonian have to
fulfill Gauss law

Ln − Ln−1 = Qn, (10)

which corresponds to the no source condition shown in
the black box of Fig. 1.

To address the theory with a quantum computer, we
have to map the Hamiltonian to qubits. To this end, we
use the Jordan-Wigner transformation

ϕn =

[ ∏
k<n

(iσz
k)

]
(σx

n − iσy
n) /2, (11)

which allows us to map the fermionic fields to spins. The
staggered charge in spin formulation reads

Qn =
1

2

[
σz
n + (−1)n

]
. (12)

For our lattice simulations, it is convenient to work
with a dimensionless version of the Hamiltonian W =
2H/ag2. Here we focus on the case of open boundary
conditions, which allows for integrating out the gauge
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fields and obtaining a Hamiltonian directly constrained
to the gauge invariant subspace [11, 16]

W =x

N−2∑
n=0

[
σ+
n σ

−
n+1 + σ−

n σ
+
n+1

]
+
µ

2

N−1∑
n=0

[1 + (−1)
n
σz
n]

+

N−2∑
n=0

[
l +

1

2

n∑
k=0

(
(−1)

k
+ σz

k

)]2
. (13)

In the expression above we have defined the quantities
x ≡ 1/g2a2, µ ≡ 2mlat/g

2a and added a constant term
µN/2 to the Hamiltonian to set the ground state energy
in the limit mlat/g → ∞ to 0 [11]. For the rest of the pa-
per, we focus solely on the states with zero total charge,
which in spin formulation is identical to the condition∑

n σ
z
n = 0. In simulations, we consider the positive

semidefinite penalty term

Wp = λ

(
N−1∑
n=0

σz
n

)2

(14)

with λ > 0 to ensure we obtain states with vanishing
total charge.

FIG. 1. The Kogut-Susskind staggered formulation of the
Schwinger model. The red circles are the lattice sites where
the field ϕn is placed. The horizontal arrows is where the fields
ϑn, Ln are placed and the vertical arrows and the direction
of all arrows aid with demonstrating Gauss’s law shown in
the black box. We start counting sites from 0. For the even
sites, spin up (down) represents the electron (vacuum |Ω⟩)
state. For the odd sites, spin up (down) represents the vac-
uum (positron) state. The Qn is the total charge on site n.
The no-source condition at each lattice site corresponds to
Gauss law in Eq. (10).

B. Concurrent variational quantum eigensolver

This subsection briefly revisits the cVQE which is a
hybrid quantum-classical algorithm designed to deter-
mine the low-lying eigenstates, for more details see [66].
cVQE is based on the generalized Rayleigh-Ritz varia-
tional principle using the following cost function

Ē({θi}) =
1√
K

K−1∑
m=0

⟨ψm({θi})|H|ψm({θi})⟩, (15)

where |ψm({θi})⟩ = U({θi})|ψ0
m⟩, U({θi}) is a para-

metric unitary and {|ψ0
m⟩} are a set of orthogonal ini-

tial states. Note that in Eq. (15) the weights for the
contributions of the individual eigenstates are the same,
1/
√
K, to optimize all target states equally. To facilitate

the simultaneous simulation and efficient post-processing
of various excited states, cVQE utilizes the purification
technique to integrate all orthogonal initial states in one
circuit and thereby enabling the reuse of conventional
VQE codes. By maximally entangling the initial states
|ψ0

m⟩ with the orthogonal states |αm⟩ defined on ancillary
qubits, we get the purified initial state [73]

|Ψ̃0⟩ =
1√
K

K−1∑
m=0

|ψ0
m⟩ ⊗ |αm⟩. (16)

The cost function can then be expressed as

Ē({θi}) = ⟨Ψ̃0|U†({θi})HU({θi})|Ψ̃0⟩, (17)

where the parameterized unitaries are applied only to the
physical qubits. Thus, the cost function can be measured
on quantum devices in a standard manner after decom-
posing the Hamiltonian in Pauli strings.

After minimizing the cost function, an additional ro-
tation V on the ancillary qubits is applied to obtain
the true eigenstates {|Em({θ∗i })⟩} from the optimized or-
thonormal states {|ψm({θ∗i })⟩}. This rotation V diago-
nalizes the Hamiltonian within the subspace spanned by
{|ψm({θ∗i })⟩}. The maximally entangled nature of the
ancillary qubits with the physical states allows for de-
termining all diagonal and off-diagonal matrix elements,
Hmn = ⟨ψm({θ∗i })|H|ψn({θ∗i })⟩, by measuring the ex-
pectation values of H and operators on ancillas. As an
example, we give the whole procedure of cVQE with four
physical qubits and one ancillary qubit in Fig. 2.

C. Circuit structures

In general, the ansatz circuit of cVQE comprises three
elements, including the location of the physical qubits
maximally entangled with the ancillary qubits, the choice
of the parameterized quantum gates, and the circuit
structure. This subsection will introduce the ansatz cir-
cuit used in this paper by discussing these three elements
in detail.

Let us start by discussing the distribution of the max-
imally entangled pairs. As illustrated in Fig. 3, the an-
cillary qubits, denoted as an and colored in red, are dis-
tinguished from the physical qubits, represented as pn
colored in black. Acting with Hadamard gates on the an-
cillas, and subsequently applying a CNOT between the
ancillas and the physical qubits, will generate a state with
maximally entangled pairs |ψ̃0⟩. Physical qubits are se-
quentially entangled with ancillary qubits, starting from
one end of the arrangement. This strategy circumvents
long-range qubit gates for preparing initial states within
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FIG. 2. The concurrent variational quantum eigensolver
(cVQE), which is a hybrid quantum-classical algorithm de-
signed to find the low-energy eigenstates based on the gener-
alized Rayleigh-Ritz variational principle. The ancillary qubit
is introduced to prepare the maximally entangled state |Ψ̃0⟩
for the application of the purification technique. The param-
eterized gates U({θi}) are only applied on the physical qubits

to prepare the state |Ψ̃({θi})⟩. Several observables on quan-
tum states are measured to estimate the energy expectation
value Ē({θi}). The classical optimizer is used to update the
parameters by minimizing the Ē({θi}). The loss function is
invariant under the rotation given by V , hence the application
of V is only required at the end of the whole optimization to
obtain the lowest eigenstates.

a one-dimensional setup. The locations of these maxi-
mally entangled pairs can also be adapted, allowing for
customization in accordance with the topology of existing
quantum hardware platforms.

In our simulation, we observed that the universal
SO(4) gates have enough expressive ability to accurately
simulate the lowest eigenstates when employing one or
two ancillary qubits, which allows for computing up to
4 eigenstates. However, when more than two ancillary
qubits are introduced, we find that using SO(8) gates
becomes more effective for computing the lowest eigen-
states. Using SO(4) gates for more than two ancil-
lary qubits, one observes that some eigenstates may be
skipped, a phenomenon also found in Ref. [66]. In practi-
cal applications, it is convenient to construct SO(4) gates
or SO(8) gates U as an exponential of a strictly triangular
matrix A according to

U = exp(A−AT ). (18)

The resulting unitary gates U can be decomposed in ele-
mentary single- and two-qubit gates. As demonstrated in
Ref. [74], a universal SO(4) gate can be decomposed into
two CNOT gates, two universal parameterized single-
qubit gates, and some single-qubit gates without param-
eters (see Fig. 4 for an illustration).

Lastly, we discuss the circuit structure used in our nu-
merical simulations. For NISQ devices, it is crucial to
guarantee sufficient expressive ability with the limited
number of entangling layers. Given this constraint, the
universal SO(4) two-qubit gates, configured in a brick-
wall pattern as illustrated in Fig. 3(a), have been found to
be adequate for capturing up to eight lowest eigenstates

in smaller systems, for example, 8 physical qubits systems
with 3 ancillary qubits. For larger systems with one ancil-
lary qubit, the universal SO(4) two-qubit gates arranged
in a ladder structure, as depicted in Fig. 3(b), were
found sufficient to simulate the two lowest eigenstates.
For larger systems where the number of ancillary qubits
exceeds two, the universal SO(8) three-qubit gates, ar-
ranged in a ladder structure as shown in Fig. 3(c), were
confirmed to be adequate for simulating the lowest eigen-
states.

D. Observables

Besides the fidelity F of the states obtained from the
cVQE with a reference state and the variance of the
Hamiltonian, we monitor the observables described be-
low to assess if we can reproduce the correct low-energy
spectrum of the Hamiltonian.
Quasimomentum. The masses in a quantum field

theory essentially correspond to the energy difference
between the ground state and zero-momentum excita-
tions with certain quantum numbers, where the momen-
tum operator for a fermion field Ψ(x) is well defined
as P = i

∫
dxΨ†(x)∂xΨ(x). The dimensionless stag-

gered lattice discretization of this operator in spin form
reads [16]

Op = −ix
∑
n

[
σ−
n σ

z
n+1σ

+
n+2 − σ+

n σ
z
n+1σ

−
n+2

]
. (19)

For a finite system with open boundary conditions there
is no exact translational symmetry, and hence no proper
definition of a pseudomomentum. However, as demon-
strated in Ref. [16], the expected value of O2

p still allows
for a reliable construction of the dispersion and the iden-
tification of the zero-momentum excitations.
Spin Transformation (SR). In the context of the

Schwinger model, the charge conjugation quantum num-
ber classifies excited states into vector (C = −1) and
scalar (C = +1) states [11, 16]. In the staggered formu-
lation for periodic boundary conditions, charge conjuga-
tion corresponds to a shift by one lattice site followed by
a spin flip

SR =

N/2⊗
k=1

σx
2k−1T

(1), (20)

where T (1) denotes the translation by one spin site. This
transformation no longer directly describes charge con-
jugation for open boundary conditions. However, as
pointed out in Ref. [16], the phase of the expectation
value of SR still retains the information of the charge
conjugation. A phase ϕ(⟨SR⟩) ≈ 0 indicates scalar states,
while ϕ(⟨SR⟩) ≈ π indicates vector states. This study
utilizes this method to discern between different branches
of excited states.
Chiral condensate. The chiral condensate serves as

the order parameter for the chiral symmetry-breaking
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FIG. 3. The circuit structure. The qubits an (pn) colored in red (black) represent the ancillary (physical) qubits. The
Hadamard gate together with the CNOT gate generate a maximally entangled pair. The universal SO(4) gates (two-qubit
gates colored in cyan) are arranged with brick-wall structure in (a) and ladder structure in (b). The universal SO(8) gates
(three-qubit gates colored in cyan) are arranged with ladder structure in (c). All qubit gates in one dashed box form a qubit
gate layer.

FIG. 4. The decomposition of a universal SO(4) gate into
two CNOT gates, two universal single-qubit gates, four phase
gates, and two Hadamard gates. Each universal single-qubit
gate can be further decomposed into parameterized gates
RX , RZ , RX , where RQ(θ) is a rotation around Q-axis and
RQ(θ) = exp(−iθQ/2).

phase in the Schwinger model. In the continuum limit,
the chiral condensate Σ is the expectation value of the
operator Σ̂ = Ψ̄Ψ. For the staggered lattice discretiza-
tion and applying the Jordan-Wigner transformation the
corresponding operator is given by

Σ̂ =
g
√
x

2N

N−1∑
n=0

(−1)n(1 + σz
n). (21)

In the massless limit, Σ can be derived analytically [75].
However, analytical solutions are unavailable in the mas-
sive regime, necessitating numerical approaches for pre-
cise determination.

Electric field density (EFD). To reduce finite-size
effects in the lattice model with open boundary condi-
tions, we take the average of the electric field on the 2r
gauge links in the center of the system to measure the
EFD. The EFD can then be expressed as

Fav =
1

2r

r−1∑
k=0

(
LN

2 −k−1 + LN
2 +k

)
. (22)

For nonzero l, the induced fermion/anti-fermion pairs
screen the background electric field, where complete
screening occurs in the massless limit. This complete
screening effect can be used to determine the additive
mass renormalization as outlined in the the next para-
graph.

Mass shift. The staggered discretization leads to an
additive mass renormalization [76–78]. The renormalized

mass m/g can be expressed as the lattice mass mlat/g
plus an additive shift ms(x,N, l)/g

m

g
=
mlat

g
+
ms(x,N, l)

g
, (23)

where the shift depends on the parameters x, N , and l, as
shown in Ref. [76–78]. For l ̸= 0, one can identify the ad-
ditive mass renormalization from the condition Fav = 0
which corresponds to m/g = 0 [76, 78]. As we demon-
strate in Sec. V, the additive shift can also be extracted
from the gap of the theory for arbitrary values of l.

III. THE LOWEST TWO EIGENSTATES WITH
ONE ANCILLARY QUBIT

Let us begin with the case of one ancillary qubit, which
allows for computing one excited state. To assess the per-
formance of cVQE, we simulate it classically assuming a
perfect, noise-free quantum device, where we proceed in
two steps. First, we consider the performance of cVQE
for small-scale systems with 8 qubits for both vanish-
ing and nonvanishing background electric field. In these
cases, the system can be easily treated with ED and we
can compare the cVQE data to the exact results. Second,
we show that our approach can be scaled up to O(100)
qubits, thus allowing to go beyond system sizes accessible
with ED. In this case, we use TN techniques to simulate
the cVQE and compare the results with those from ma-
trix product states (MPS). The quasi-Newton L-BFGS
algorithm [79] is adopted to minimize the loss function
Eq. (17) in all cVQE simulations.

A. Vanishing Background Electric Field

As a first benchmark, we consider a small-scale system
with N = 8 physical qubits without background electric
field, i.e. l = 0. We choose a dimensionless lattice volume
N/

√
x = 10, which corresponds to x = 0.64, and set
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mlat/g to 0.125. To enforce vanishing total charge, we
use the penalty term from Eq. (14) with λ = N . For this
small-size system with one ancillary qubit, we adopt the
circuit ansatz shown in Fig. 3(a). First, we study how the
precision in energy, δEi = Ei − Eed

i , and the infidelity,
δFi = Fi − F ed

i , for the i-th state obtained from cVQE
compared to the ED results converge with the number
of layers. Figure 5(a) shows the data for L = 2 to 10.
We observe that increasing the number of layers initially
leads to an increase in precision before approximately
reaching a plateau close to L = 7 around 10−4 for δEi.
Increasing the number of layers beyond L = 7 does not
significantly enhance the precision, despite adding more
parameters to the ansatz.

(a)

(b)

FIG. 5. Convergence of the energy and the fidelity as a
function of the number of layers (a) and as a function of the
number of iterations for L = 7 (b) for N/

√
x = 10, x = 0.64,

mlat/g = 0.125 and l = 0. The black solid lines and data
points correspond to the results for the ground state, the pink
squares are the data for the first excited state. In panel (b)
the x-axis shows the iteration, the left (right) y-axis is the
energy difference (fidelity) between cVQE results and ED,
represented as the solid (dashed) line. The results are selected
from eleven random seeds of initial parameters according to
the lowest expectation value of Eq. (13) with the constraint
in Eq. (14).

Focusing on L = 7, we show the typical convergence
as a function of the iterations of the cVQE in Fig. 3(b).
The x-axis is the optimization step, and the left (right) y-
axis is the energy difference (fidelity). While we observe
quick convergence for the ground state after just a few
tens of iterations, the first excited state requires more op-
timization steps. To reach a δEi of 10−4 for both states,

we require around 1000 steps, where we observe final fi-
delities close to 1 (0.99998796 for the ground state and
0.99996709 for the first excited state). After 1000 opti-
mization steps, the variance of the Hamiltonian of the
ground (first excited) state is 0.00030249 (0.00046949),
indicating that the simulation states are close to the
reference eigenstates. In addition, we observe for both
states |⟨

∑
i σ

z
i ⟩| < 10−6 showing that they have essen-

tially vanishing total charge. These results demonstrate
that the cVQE with the circuit ansatz shown in Fig. 3(a)
has enough expressivity to capture the lowest two eigen-
states and, therefore, the energy gap to high precision
for small-size systems with vanishing background electric
field.

B. Non-vanishing Background Electric Field

Next we turn to the case of non-vanishing background
electric field, a regime where conventional MC methods
suffer from the sign problem. We use the same parame-
ters as before, except for setting l = 0.125. To compare
the results with the former vanishing background electric
field case, we utilize the same brick-wall circuit ansatz
with universal SO(4) gates of Fig. 3(a) to determine the
lowest two eigenstates for 8 physical qubits.

In Fig. 6(a), we show again the deviation in energy and
fidelity from the ED results as a function of L. Compared
to the case of vanishing background field in Fig. 5(a), we
observe that the background field does not lead to any
qualitative differences. Both the values for δEi and δFi

decrease to around 10−4 when L ≥ 6. Again the typ-
ical convergence for 7 layers is illustrated in Fig. 6(b).
The value of δEi decreases to around 10−2 after 400
steps of optimization and finally to around 10−4 after
1000 steps. The fidelity Fi shows a similar behaviour as
δEi, it first increases to a value of approximately 0.99 af-
ter 400 optimization steps and finally reaches 0.99998850
(0.99998489) for the ground (first excited) state. The
variance of the Hamiltonian of the ground (first excited)
state is 0.00025297 (0.00020323) after 1000 optimization
steps. For the penalty term from Eq. (14), we have
|⟨
∑

i σ
z
i ⟩| < 10−6 for both states. The small variance

indicates that the simulated states are close to the real
eigenstates. Our results demonstrate that the cVQE with
the brick ansatz (see Fig. 3(a)) is able to resolve the low
lying spectrum with high accuracy, and implies that the
energy gap can be determined to high precision for both
vanishing and non-vanishing background electric field.

We also observe a similar behaviour if we add an addi-
tional ancillary qubit. The two ancillary qubits allow us
to compute four eigenstates (see Appendix A for details.)

C. Simulating large systems

Our small scale-results demonstrate that cVQE has
the potential to determine excited states with high pre-
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(a)

(b)

FIG. 6. Convergence of the energy and the fidelity as a
function of the number of layers (a) and as a function of the
number of iterations for L = 7 (b) for N = 8, x = 0.64,
mlat/g = 0.125 and l = 0.125. The black solid lines and data
points correspond to the results for the ground state, the pink
squares are the data for the first excited state. In panel (b) the
x-axis shows the optimization step, the left (right) y-axis is
the energy difference (fidelity) between cVQE results and ED,
represented as the solid (dashed) line. The results are selected
from eleven random seeds of initial parameters according to
the lowest expectation value of Eq. (13) with the constraint
in Eq. (14).

cision. An important question is if this success can also
be achieved for system sizes that are beyond the capabil-
ities of ED. Therefore, in this subsection, we study the
behaviour of cVQE for computing excited states, and es-
pecially the energy gap, for system with up to O(100)
sites. In our simulation, we find that the circuit structure
in Fig. 3(a) requires many more layers for large system
sizes than the one in Fig. 3(b) to get equally accurate
results. The more layers in the ansatz, the more param-
eters the circuit has, which in turn leads to a more dif-
ficult optimization problem. To ensure sufficient circuit
expressivity for large systems and an efficient optimiza-
tion of the parameters, we will adopt the ansatz circuit
from Fig. 3(b) throughout this subsection.

To determine the typical precision of the energy gap
obtained by cVQE, we add an ancillary qubit, allow-
ing us to determine the lowest two eigenstates. Similar
to the small-scale case, the penalty term from Eq. (14)
is added to the Hamiltonian to enforce vanishing total
charge. In our numerical calculations, we find that 8 lay-
ers of the ansatz in Fig. 3(b) are enough for the cVQE

to produce high fidelity results (Fi around 0.99). Just
as for 8 qubits, we also focus here on a dimensionless
volume of N/

√
x = 10 for vanishing and non-vanishing

background field. For l = 0, we study both vanishing
lattice mass and mlat/g = 0.125, while for a nonvanish-
ing background field of l = 0.125, we restrict ourselves
to mlat/g = 0.125 without loss of generality. To bench-
mark the performance of cVQE, we utilize matrix prod-
uct states (MPS) with bond dimension D = 40 as the
reference states (details on the MPS methods are given
in Appendix B).

The optimization process in the cVQE is divided into
two steps. First, we perform 500 iterations and optimize
the gate parameters with the constraint that the gates
have translational symmetry. This allows for reducing
the number of parameters in the optimization, and for
large enough system sizes the physical states are still ex-
pected to be translation invariant in the bulk region even
for open boundary conditions. At this stage, we set the
λ of the penalty term Eq. (14) to 0.5 per site for sys-
tem sizes N = 20, 40 and to 0.4 per site for system sizes
N = 60, 80, 100. Second, the translation invariance con-
straint is removed, which allows for incorporating the ef-
fects induced by open boundary conditions while having a
good starting point. All gates are then further optimized
independently with an additional 2000 to 4000 iterations,
depending on the convergence behaviour. At this stage,
we also decrease the λ by a factor of 2 to in general reduce
the weight of the penalty term on the total energy. We
find that this choice ensures |⟨

∑
i σ

z
i ⟩| < 10−3 in all our

simulations. After obtaining the optimized SO(4) gates,
these can be decomposed into basic gate operations as
shown in Fig. 4.

Figure 7 shows the results obtained from cVQE as
a function of system size, where the lowest energy re-
sults obtained from 11 random initial parameters are de-
picted. Focusing on the energy difference between cVQE
and MPS for the i-th eigenstate, δEi, in Fig. 7(a), we
observe that both δE0/N and δE1/N show an approx-
imately linear increase with N . One important reason
for this phenomenon is the increase of the state’s energy
with the system size. One can apply more ansatz layers
to get better results in larger systems if the same δEi is
desired. All δEi reach at least O(10−1), while the errors
in energy per site are on the order of |δEi/N | ∼ O(10−3).
The inset in Fig. 7(a) shows the behaviour of the energy
gap density difference δ∆i/N between cVQE and MPS
for i-th eigenstate, where the red filled circles (blue filled
triangles / black filled left triangles) represent the case
of mlat/g = 0 and l = 0 (mlat/g = 0.125 and l = 0,
mlat/g = 0.125 and l = 0.125). All the differences in
the energy gap per site between the cVQE and the MPS
calculation δ∆i/N show excellent performance, and the
relative error δ∆i/N are smaller than 0.002.

Figure 7(b) presents the fidelity Fi between i-th state
obtained from the cVQE and the corresponding state
from the MPS calculation. Keeping the number of lay-
ers fixed at 8 for all the system sizes we study, we can
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(b)

(a)

FIG. 7. Energy and fidelity behaviour of the ground state
and the first excited state of different qubit numbers using
the circuit ansatz 3(b). Here we focus on the parameter re-
gion of volume 10. The qubit gates layers here is 8. (a) The
per site energy difference δEi/N between the results of cVQE
and MPS (D = 40). The inset shows how the energy gap
per site difference (δ∆i/N) between the cVQE and MPS of
the i-th eigenstate changes with system size N. The red filled
circle (blue filled triangle or black filled left triangle) repre-
sents mlat/g = 0 and l = 0 (mlat/g = 0.125 and l = 0 or
mlat/g = 0.125 and l = 0.125). (b) The fidelity between
states from cVQE and MPS.

reach fidelities of greater than 98.7% throughout the en-
tire range of system sizes we study. There is only a slight
decrease from 0.999 (0.999) for the ground state (first
excited state) having N = 20, to around 0.998 (0.990)
having N = 100 for all of mass and background field val-
ues we consider. Moreover, we generally observe higher
fidelity for the ground states compared to the excited
states for all parameters sets we study. The observed
behaviour of fidelity is consistent with the data for the
energy. Our numerical results indicate that cVQE with
the circuit ansatz of Fig. 3(b) can indeed accurately pre-
pare the lowest two eigenstates, and therefore allows for
extracting the energy gap with high precision, even for
systems with qubit numbers of O(100).

IV. THE LOWEST EIGHT EIGENSTATES
WITH THREE ANCILLARY QUBITS

So far, we demonstrated that cVQE can capture the
first excited state with high precision, which allows for
calculating the vector mass gap of the lattice Schwinger

model. To obtain the scalar mass, one has to compute the
next zero-momentum excitation in the spectrum, which
requires determining more excited states. In this section,
we demonstrate that the cVQE approach allows for reli-
ably preparing multiple excited states and for identifying
the dispersion relation of the lattice model, which in turn
makes it possible to identify the scalar state.

A. Energy momentum dispersion for small size
systems

Let us add two more ancillary qubits into the system,
so that we can obtain the eight lowest eigenstates in the
ideal case. We start with eight physical qubits and three
ancillary qubits. We utilize the brick-wall circuit ansatz
with universal SO(4) gates shown in Fig. 3(a). In our
simulation, we observe a drastic drop in infidelity when
the number of ansatz layers reaches 15. Therefore, we
present the results for 16 layers in this subsection.

0 2 4 6
-2

-1

0

1

E i
cVQE, Scalar Branch
cVQE, Vector Branch
ED, Scalar Branch
ED, Vector Branch

<O2
P>/x2

FIG. 8. The energy pseudomomentum dispersion for eight
physical qubits when x = 0.64, mlat/g = 0.125 and l = 0
with 16 gate layers. The blue squares (red circles) represent
the vector (scalar) branch from cVQE. The black ”×” (”+”)
represent the vector (scalar) branch from ED for comparison.
The different branches are determined by the phase of spin
transformation ⟨SR⟩, as introduced in subsection II D.

Figure 8 shows the energy pseudomomentum disper-
sion for eight physical qubits obtained for x = 0.64,
mlat/g = 0.125 and zero background electric field. As
discussed in Sec. II D, the scalar and vector branches can
be identified by the phase ϕ(⟨SR⟩). The blue squares (red
circles) represent the vector (scalar) branch from cVQE,
where ϕ ≈ π (ϕ ≈ 0). For comparison, we also present
the ED results in the same figure, where the black ‘×’
(‘+’) represents the vector (scalar) branch. Comparing
the data from cVQE and ED we observe very good agree-
ment for energies, pseudomomentum and ϕ. The fidelity
of all states is close to 1. The data demonstrate that
the cVQE is suitable for determining a larger number of
excited states. The results are similar for the l = 0.125
case, and we omit to display them here.

Compared to previous numerical simulations of the
model, we observe that the vector branch behaviour is
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similar to that in Ref. [16] obtained with high-precision
MPS simulations. However, the first scalar candidate
does not have a pseudomomentum close to zero. As we
will see in the next subsection, this discrepancy likely
emanates from the larger lattice spacing used in this sim-
ulation.

B. Increasing the system size

The next step is to scale up the system size while
maintaining the number of ancillary qubits unchanged.
Here, we focus on sixteen physical qubits with three an-
cillary qubits. When utilizing the ansatz from Fig. 3(a)
and Fig. 3(b), we found that some low-energy eigenstates
were skipped and instead we obtained some of the next
higher excited states. In our simulation, we found that
this phenomenon could not be avoided, even with the
number of layers in the ansatz reaching the order of the
system size. The problem that some of the eigenstates are
skipped was also observed in Ref. [66], where adding one
more ancillary qubit, i.e., four ancillary qubits, was found
to address the problem. Here, we implement a different
solution by introducing universal multi-qubit gates acting
on more than two qubits that ensure enough expressibil-
ity of the ansatz to capture all low-energy states we are
interested in. The trade-off is that with this approach
a larger number of parameters have to be optimized. In
the following simulations with three-ancillary qubits, we
adopt the simplest case of the universal three-qubit gates
to balance expressivity and the number of parameters to
be optimized.

Figure 3(c) introduces the universal three-qubit gate
ansatz with a ladder structure. In our numerical simula-
tions, we follow a two-step process for the optimization of
the parameters. The first step is to construct the univer-
sal SO(8) gates according to Eq. (18). This construction
allow us to optimize the parameters via optimizing the
strictly triangular A matrix. We utilize a similar opti-
mization strategy as in Sec. III C to simulate large sys-
tems with three-ancillary qubits. At the beginning we
impose translational symmetry for 1000 iterations with
λ = 1 per site. Thereafter, the symmetry constraint is
released and 2000 iterations are performed to optimize
all gates independently with half the value for λ. The
second step is to decompose the optimized multi-qubit
gates by minimizing the square of the Frobenius norm
between the targeted multi-qubit gate and the universal
two-qubit gate ansatz. As shown in Fig. 9, we utilize
the universal SO(4) gates with ladder structure to de-
compose the targeted three-qubit gates. The universal
two-qubit gates inside the dashed black box are grouped
as one gate layer. The number of layers can be tuned
based on the desired threshold of the difference in the
Frobenius norm. In the following simulations, the num-
ber of two-qubit gate layers are chosen large enough to
ensure a final Frobenius norm below 10−10.

First, let us focus on case of vanishing background

FIG. 9. The decomposition of a universal SO(8) three-
qubit gate. The gate is decomposed by minimizing the norm
distance between the sequential application of universal SO(4)
gates and the original three-qubit gate. Each dashed box
represents a single layer of gates within the sequence, with
the number of layers being tuned based on the error of the
optimization.

electric field. We again focus on a dimensionless lat-
tice volume of 10, which corresponds x = 2.56 for the
chosen system size, and mlat/g = 0.125. The energy-
pseudomomentum dispersion is obtained from the ansatz
in Fig. 3(c) where we find 8 layers are enough to de-
termine the lowest eight eigenstates to fidelity higher
than 0.99. When decomposing the universal three-qubit
gates, we empirically find that four universal two-qubit-
gate layers are enough. Figure 10 shows the energy-
momentum dispersion results using the above conditions.
Just as before, by examining the phase of ⟨SR⟩, the eight

FIG. 10. The energy pseudomomentum dispersion for 16
physical qubits with x = 2.56, m/g = 0.125, l = 0 and 8
layers. The blue squares (red circles) represent the vector
(scalar) branch from cVQE. The black ”×” (”+”) represent
the vector (scalar) branch from MPS (bond dimension 40)
for comparison. The different branches are identified by the
phase of spin transformation ⟨SR⟩, as introduced in subsec-
tion II D.

eigenstates are divided into vector and scalar branches,
whose symbols are blue squares and red circles, respec-
tively. As the data reveals, for sixteen physical qubits,
we observe a similar picture for the ground state and the
vector branch as in the previous subsection. Above the
ground state, which has approximately vanishing pseu-
domomentum, we find the scalar state and subsequently
its momentum excitations. Comparing the scalar branch
from Fig. 10 to the one obtained for smaller system
sizes (Fig. 8), we observe that the scalar branch now be-
haves similar to the vector branch: the first scalar state
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above the ground state has a pseudomomentum close to
zero, and with increasing energy, the pseudomomentum
is growing. This is the expected behaviour observed in
previous numerical simulations [16]. Since we keep a con-
stant dimensionless lattice volume N/

√
x of 10 in our

simulations, going to a larger system size of 16 qubits cor-
responds to decreasing the lattice spacing. Our data in-
dicate that this behaviour of the vector branch observed
in Fig. 8 is caused by finite lattice effects.

Comparing the cVQE results in Fig. 10 to MPS data
with bond dimension 40, where the vector (scalar) branch
is denoted as black ‘×’ (‘+’), we observe excellent agree-
ment. To corroborate the agreement observed for the
energy, we present the fidelity between the eigenstates
obtained from the cVQE and the eigenstates from the
direct MPS calculation in the second column of Table I.
All values of the fidelity are higher than 0.99. This agree-
ment indicates that cVQE with the universal three-qubit
gates can capture the lowest eight states and give the
correct energy-momentum dispersion to high precision
for the vanishing background electric field.

To benchmark the cVQE in the presence of a nonvan-
ishing topological term, a regime where conventional MC
approaches suffer from the sign problem, we investigate
l = 0.125. We choose the same parameters for the lat-
tice mass and x. Again, we apply 8 layers of universal
three-qubit gate layers for the circuits. The three qubit
gates are then decomposed into universal two-qubit gates
as before using up to four layers of universal two-qubit
gates. The results for the energy-pseudomomentum dis-
persion are shown in Fig. 11, where we use the same
marker convention as in the case of l = 0. Also for the

FIG. 11. The energy pseudomomentum dispersion for 16
physical qubits with x = 2.56, m/g = 0.125, l = 0.125 and
8 layers. The blue squares (red circles) represent the vector
(scalar) branch from cVQE. The black ”×” (”+”) represent
the vector (scalar) branch from MPS (bond dimension 40)
for comparison. The different branches are identified by the
phase of spin transformation ⟨SR⟩, as introduced in subsec-
tion II D.

case of nonvanishing background electric field, we observe
a vector branch above the ground state before finding the
scalar branch of excitations. The data for the dispersion
from the cVQE are in very good agreement with the nu-

TABLE I. The fidelity of the lowest eight eigenstates for a
system with 16 sites, x = 2.56 and mlat/g = 0.125, for van-
ishing and non-vanishing background electronic field. These
results are obtained with 8 ansatz layers using the universal
three-qubit gates.

State Fi for l=0 Fi for l=0.125

GS 0.9999090203 0.9998516139

1st ES 0.9994775108 0.9992610969

2nd ES 0.9994892349 0.9992590285

3rd ES 0.9993555690 0.9992846633

4th ES 0.9981458180 0.9981867413

5th ES 0.9976975423 0.9970726774

6th ES 0.9970323007 0.9953149883

7th ES 0.9976732373 0.9959708763

merical results from a direct MPS calculation, showing
that cVQE allows for obtaining excited states with good
precision in a regime where conventional MC methods
suffer from the sign problem. This is further confirmed
by looking at the fidelity between the states obtained
from the MPS calculations and the cVQE, shown in the
third column of Table I. Again, we find the fidelity of all
states are higher than 0.99, indicating that cVQE with
the universal three-qubit gate ansatz from Fig. 3(c) can
precisely simulate the lowest eight eigenstates in the pres-
ence of a topological term for large systems.

V. DETERMINING THE MASS SHIFT VIA
THE ENERGY GAP

As discussed in Sec. II D, the lattice discretization leads
to an additive mass renormalization ms(x,N, l). Refer-
ence [77] analytically derived the mass shift for the stag-
gered discretization of the Schwinger model with periodic
boundary conditions, showing that ms(x,N, l) = g2a/8.
Moreover, it was shown that taking the additive mass
renormalization into account greatly improves the con-
vergence towards the continuum limit. The work has
been extended in Refs. [76, 78], where the authors devel-
oped a strategy for determining the additive mass renor-
malization for l ̸= 0 based on the fact that the electric
field density in the Schwinger model is expected to van-
ish at zero renormalized mass. However, the technique
in Refs. [76, 78] is not directly applicable for l = 0. Here,
we present an alternative method based on the energy
gap of the theory that works for any background electric
field including l = 0. As we demonstrated, cVQE allows
for obtaining excited states with high precision, hence
enabling us to determine the mass shift using the energy
gap.
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A. General approaches to extract the mass shift

In order to be able to follow a line of constant physics,
e.g., for taking the continuum limit of an observable, it
is necessary to account for the mass shift according to
Eq. (23). From that relation, one sees that for m/g = 0
one can obtain the mass shift via

ms(x,N, l)

g
= −mlat

g

∣∣∣∣
m/g=0

. (24)

For the continuum Schwinger model, some solutions are
exactly known for vanishing bare fermion mass. For
example, the electric field density is exactly zero for
m/g = 0, because of the screening effect [9, 10]. Ref-
erence [78] used this fact to determine the mass shift by
finding the mlat/g for which F av = 0 when l ̸= 0. We
refer to this method as the ‘Electric Field Density (EFD)
method’ in the following discussion.

Similarly, one can use the energy gap in the massless
limit, which is exactly the mass of a free Schwinger boson
shown in Eq. (3). Choosing the lattice mass mlat/g such
that the mass gap of the lattice model ∆(mlat) = E1−E0

is equal to the Schwinger boson mass,

∆(mlat/g)

2
√
x

=
1√
π
, (25)

one can identify the point of vanishing renormalized mass
and determine the mass shift according to Eq. (24). No-
tice that in the expression above we rescaled the mass gap
of the lattice model by 2

√
x, which accounts for the fac-

tor ag2/2 in the dimensionless Hamiltonian in Eq. (13).
In the following discussion, we will refer to this approach
as the ‘Gap method’. According to the results from mass
perturbation theory in Eq. (4), one expects a monotonic
dependence for the energy gap as a function of the renor-
malized mass m/g around zero. This observation allows
for the bisection method to be used effectively to solve
Eq. (25). The precision of the energy gap determines the
resolution of the gap method. Compared to the EFD
method, we expect it to be stable against the local noise
in real quantum device simulations, since the energy gap
is a global physical quantity.

B. Identifying the mass shift from the energy gap

In this subsection we use the Gap method to deter-
mine the mass shift of different x. We first focus on
validating the correctness of the gap method, thus we
utilize direct MPS simulations instead of cVQE to com-
pute the mass shift as this eliminates possible bias effects
due to the ansatz choice. In MPS simulation, the bond
dimension is set to keep the truncation error lower than
10−10. When computing the excited states with MPS, we
first determine the ground state and then add a penalty
term to shift it to an energy higher than the first excited
state. After that, the calculation of the first excited state

FIG. 12. The behaviour of the mass shift ms/g as a function
of 1/

√
x for l = 0 (red circles) and l = 0.08 (blue squares).

The mass shift is estimated with the Gap method by solving
Eq. (25) for various N using MPS and subsequently extrap-
olating to infinite volume for a fixed x. For comparison, the
results from the EFD method are also presented for l = 0.08
(green triangles). The black line represents the analytically
computed value 1/8

√
x from Ref. [77] for periodic boundary

conditions.

is identical to computing the ground state of the modi-
fied Hamiltonian, shown in Eq. (B3). The coefficient in
the penalty term is chosen carefully to ensure the over-
lap between these two states is in the same order as the
truncation error. The bisection process of ms/g starts
from interval [−0.16, 0] and terminates when the interval
length is less than 10−8. After the bisection process, we
regard the interval’s middle value as the resulting −ms/g.

The mass shift of different x is determined to analyze
the performance of the Gap method at different lattice
spacings. For each x, we calculate the ms/g for a set
of lattice sizes N ∈ [100 : 20 : 400], and extrapolate in√
x/N i.e. inverse volume, by cubic polynomial fitting to

obtain the mass shift at infinite volume. The fitted mass
shifts of various x ∈ [1, 15] from the Gap method are
shown in Fig. 12, including results for l = 0 (red circles)
and l = 0.08 (blue squares). Using a linear fit for the
data of x ∈ [5 : 1 : 15], we extrapolate to ms,∞/g for the
infinite x value. To have a well defined reference, we also
present the infinite-volume mass shift determined by the
EFD (green triangles) for the same x. The central four
gauge links are chosen to compute the EFD to reduce the
boundary effects. Again, we use the bisection method to
determine the mass shift in the EFD method. The bisec-
tion strategy for each x is the same as in the Gap method.
Since the mass shift obtained from the bisection method
remains unchanged when the system size N exceeds 260
for all x, we do not extrapolate and just pick the value
at N = 400 as the infinite-volume mass shift. As before,
using a linear fit for the results of x ∈ [5 : 1 : 15], we
obtain the ms,∞/g for infinite x.

The first observation in Fig. 12 is that independently of
the method, the mass shift approaches zero as expected
when the continuum limit is approached and additive
mass renormalization coming from the discretization of
the theory onto the lattice is removed. Second, for small
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FIG. 13. Results for ∆/(2
√
x)−1/

√
π with mlat/g for 40 phys-

ical qubits and x = 1 from cVQE (open symbols) and a direct
MPS calculation (×, +) for comparison. The red circles (blue
squares) and red triangular (blue lower triangle) markers cor-
respond to results of l = 0 and l = 0.08 for eight (ten) layers
of the ladder ansatz from Fig. 3(b). The black ”×” (”+”)
represents data from a direct MPS calculation with bond di-
mension D = 40, serving as the reference value for l = 0
(l = 0.08). The dashed line marks ∆/(2

√
x) − 1/

√
π = 0, its

intersection with cVQE data provides an estimate of the mass
shift up to a minus sign.

x or equivalently large lattice spacings, we observe a dif-
ference between the analytical solution derived for pe-
riodic boundary conditions and our numerical data for
systems with open boundary conditions having nonvan-
ishing background electric field. This difference vanishes
as x increases and one approaches the continuum limit.
Compared with the mass shift from the EFD method
and analytical result, we conclude that the Gap method
produces consistent results for large enough x. This be-
haviour demonstrates the feasibility of using the Gap
method to extract the mass shift induced by the lattice
effects.

While our direct MPS data demonstrate that the Gap
method allows for determining the mass shift, a crucial
question is whether the cVQE can yield precise enough
data to determine the mass shift from the energy gap.
For cVQE, the energy gap can have systematic errors
related to both circuit structure and optimization strat-
egy. In the following we will provide a proof-of-principle
that the cVQE approach is suitable to determine the
mass shift. To this end, we examine the energy gap for
a series of mlat/g values with typical x and l. To ex-
tract the mass shift directly, we present the behaviour
of ∆/(2

√
x) − 1/

√
π instead of the energy gap ∆ with

mlat/g. Figure 13 shows the results from cVQE for l = 0
and l = 0.08 with N = 40. As an example, we choose
x = 1 giving a volume of 40. The reason is that lower
excited states are hard to distinguish for small x, mak-
ing this a more rigorous validity check of cVQE’s ability
to extract the mass shift. It is worth mentioning the
optimization scheme in more detail. For the data using
8 layers of the ansatz circuit, we first optimize the case
with mlat/g = 0 and l = 0, following the strategy intro-
duced in subsection III C. Then, the parameter values of

the best-performing gates are used as initial values with
an added small random for other values of mlat/g and l.
The best performance is identified as the lowest energy
from the 11 random initial parameters. For the case of
10 layers ansatz, we take the initial parameters to be the
optimal parameters from the ansatz with 8 layers and
again add a small random noise. Meanwhile, the param-
eters in the two new layers are initialized with just small
random noise.

Looking at Fig. 13, we can see that the values obtained
for ∆/(2

√
x) − 1/

√
π for 10 layers are closer to the MPS

results than those for 8 layers, indicating a more precise
mass shift estimation in the former case. Combined with
the intersection with ∆/(2

√
x) − 1/

√
π = 0 in Sec. V B,

we conclude that the precision is around 10−3 for 8 or
10 layers, including vanishing and non-vanishing back-
ground electric field. More ansatz layers are needed for a
more precise estimation of the mass shift since with more
layers the results are close to the MPS reference results.
Another interesting observation is that ∆/(2

√
x)−1/

√
π

changes linearly with mlat/g. This linear relation can be
easily understood if we consider the expansion of Eq. (4)
around the mr/g = 0. For small m/g, the Ms/g is lin-
early dependent on m/g in the continuum and therefore
on mlat/g around −ms(x,N, l)/g on the lattice. We con-
clude that cVQE can simulate the energy gap ∆ precisely
enough and, therefore, can be used to extract the mass
shift.

VI. DEMONSTRATION ON A QUANTUM
DEVICE

In the previous section, we have demonstrated the
feasibility of simulating excited states of the Schwinger
model using cVQE. However, it remains unclear whether
the near-term devices could perform cVQE to prepare
excited states of the Schwinger model efficiently. The
answer to this question is closely related to the ability
to prepare the excited states on near-term devices. This
motivates us to prepare and measure the quantum states
directly on a near-term device. This section reports the
results on IBM’s quantum device ibm algiers.

A. Strategy to prepare excited states on near-term
quantum devices

This subsection starts by introducing the strategy to
prepare states on real devices. The error of near-term
devices limits the possible circuit depth. Therefore, we
need to balance the circuit expressibility and the accessi-
bility of low-error results. Moreover, the required circuit
depth grows with system size, as our previous simulations
show. Consequently, we proceed with a preliminary re-
source estimation by conducting a classical simulation of
cVQE. To maintain the complexity of the states, we fix
mlat/g = 0.333 and l = 0.5, which is the critical point in
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the thermodynamic limit. In the simulations, we found
that the brick-wall circuit ansatz with two layers, i.e.,
eight CNOT layers, can produce states with fidelity of
more than 0.9999 when N = 4 and one ancillary qubit
is used. The low CNOT depth and the sufficient fidelity
make this case an ideal example to test the ability to
prepare excited states of the Schwinger model on a near-
term device. Therefore, we adopt this brick-wall ansatz
with four physical qubits and a single ancillary qubit in
our subsequent implementation.

Instead of running the circuit many times, we choose to
implement inference runs to demonstrate the feasibility of
cVQE in obtaining excited states of Schwinger model on
near-term devices. When operating the inference runs,
we follow a two-step strategy, namely the classical deter-
mination of optimized gate parameters and the quantum
preparation of states. First, the classical optimization is
accomplished by the main procedures in Sec. II B. Then,
we separately prepare 2Na eigenstates using the opti-
mized gates from given initial states in order to decrease
the CNOT gate layers. Figure 14(a) and (b) show the de-
tailed circuits to prepare the ground state (GS) and the
first excited state (1st ES) in our inference runs. Here, θ∗i
are the optimal gate parameters determined by the clas-
sical cVQE simulation. While gate V is the additional
rotation to obtain the eigenstates. The two initial states
are identified as |0000⟩ and |0001⟩, from the fact that the
initial state used in cVQE is 1√

2
(|00000⟩ + |00011⟩). In

addition, we demonstrate another approach to the infer-
ence runs including ancillary qubits and put the results
in the Appendix C.

The zero-noise extrapolation (ZNE) is adopted to miti-
gate the effects of the device noise [80]. For the whole cir-
cuit gate U , ZNE includes several extra U†U pairs on the
same device to increase incoherent noise while keeping
the entire gate unchanged. This folding process creates
a series of equivalent gates, i.e., U,UU†U,UU†UU†U, ...,
which are marked as different noise levels 1, 3, 5, .... For
circuits with different noise levels, measurements in the
computational basis are carried to estimate physical
quantities such as energy. Then the theoretical zero-
noise quantities can be extrapolated to noise level 0 with
a fitting function. In our experiments, we utilize linear
fitting to extract the extrapolated zero-noise quantities
from measurements in noise levels 1, 3, and 5.

B. Demonstration Results

In this subsection, we report the experimental results
of several quantities. For every physical quantity with
various noise levels, we use 100000 measurements to ob-
tain an estimation of the expectation value. These results
are shown in Fig. 14(c-g). In each figure, we mark the
results of the ground state (first excited state) with the
red circles (blue squares). Further, the black solid and
dashed lines are introduced to visualize the results of lin-
ear fitting and ED, respectively. To compare the obser-

vations from ZNE and ED directly, Table II is assigned to
show the extrapolated zero-noise observable values and
their reference ED data.

Figure 14(c) shows the energy behaviour of the ground
state and the first excited state. The energy from ZNE
agrees with ED and we have sufficient accuracy to distin-
guish the ground state from the first excited state. This
agreement is also observed in Fig. 14(d), which describes
the pseudomomentum. The zero total charge condition
is tested by measuring the overall spin along the z-axis.
The small value in Fig. 14(e) indicates that the noise
breaks the condition of vanishing total charge but to a
limited extent. In addition, two other representative ob-
servables, the electric field on the central link and the
chiral condensate, are measured to illustrate the accessi-
bility of general physical quantities on the device. As we
can see in Fig. 14(f) and (g), both of them agree well with
ED when considering ZNE. These strong agreements be-
tween ZNE and ED results demonstrate the feasibility
of preparing excited states on near-term devices. These
promising results strongly indicate that current quantum
devices have the potential to simulate the excited states
of the Schwinger model.

VII. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

This paper introduced a novel scheme to simulta-
neously prepare many excited states of the Schwinger
model. Using the cVQE, together with universal SO(4)
and SO(8) gate circuit ansätze and the well-designed op-
timization strategies, up to the lowest eight eigenstates
have been prepared with high fidelity, including both the
case of vanishing and nonvanishing background electric
field. By applying tensor-network techniques which com-
press the circuit states, we confirmed that this scheme
can precisely prepare the first excited states of systems
up to O(100) qubits. These high-fidelity results enable
us to determine the physical observables, such as the en-
ergy gap and the energy-pseudomomentum dispersion,
and prepare excited states on near-term quantum de-
vices. As a demonstration, we prepared the ground and
first excited state of the four sites Schwinger model on
IBM’s quantum device ibm algiers, and the measure-
ment of various quantities have shown good agreement
with ED.

Considering the ability to calculate the energy gap pre-
cisely, we propose using the energy gap to determine the
additive mass renormalization of the Schwinger model
emanating from its lattice discretization. Combined with
the MPS simulation, we confirmed the feasibility of this
method in estimating the mass shift. This successful ap-
plication enables us to access the mass shift directly on
a quantum computer.

Based on the findings of this paper, some extensions of
our scheme remain to be explored in future. In principle,
adding more ancillary qubits to simulate more excited
states of the Schwinger model is possible. When per-
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FIG. 14. Circuit setup and results of the ground state (red circles) and the first excited state (blue squares) on the IBM device
ibm algiers. The N = 4 Schwinger model with x = 0.16, mlat/g = 0.333 and l = 0.5 is used here as a demonstrative case. (a)
and (b) provide the alternative equivalent circuit realization instead of the circuit in cVQE to prepare the ground state and the
first excited state. The rotation gate V is determined by the final diagonalization step in cVQE. We show the measurement
results with error bars from 100000 shots. The measured quantities include (c) energy Ei, (d) square of pseudomomentum
OP /x, (e) total charge Zi, (f) expectation value of central link l1, and (g) chiral condensate Σi/g. The solid black line give
the fitting results from noise level 1, 3, and 5 with linear regression. Meanwhile, the black dashed lines mark ED results for
comparison.

TABLE II. The extrapolated zero-noise results of the ground state (GS) and the first excited state (1st ES) of 4 sites system,
with x = 0.16, mlat/g = 0.333, and l = 0.5. These results are part of Figure [14].

Quantities GS (ibm algiers) GS (ED) 1st ES (ibm algiers) 1st ES (ED)

Energy (Ei) 0.8084440813 0.6872150210 1.3640642173 1.3253490258

Square of pseudo-momentum (⟨O2
P ⟩/x2) 0.3006058333 0.1335730366 1.7067800000 1.8663884575

Total charge (Zi) -0.0033366667 0 -0.0468950000 0

Electric field on the central link (l1) 0.4343491667 0.4331668567 -0.4165708333 -0.4331160521

Chiral condensate (Σi/g) -0.1782994167 -0.1852093713 -0.0136271667 -0.0131974491

forming cVQE on near-term quantum devices, the noise
effect should be considered carefully. From the simula-
tion perspective, accounting for noise effects necessitates
simulating a density matrix instead of a pure state, which
requires us to effectively integrate noise models with the

cVQE scheme. Once the excited states of large systems
are successfully prepared on a quantum device, the dy-
namics of these states can be explored [81]. Therefore,
the combination of state preparation and dynamics simu-
lations would be another extension. We leave these topics
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for future study.
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Appendix A: The lowest four eigenstates with two
ancillary qubits

In this section, we report typical results of two ancil-
lary qubits, including vanishing and non-vanishing back-
ground electric field. This section also discusses the en-
ergy and fidelity convergence of a small system, i.e., eight
physical qubits.

1. Vanishing Background Electric Field

Two ancillary qubits allow for determining the lowest
four eigenstates in the ideal case. As illustrative results,
we only focus on the case with volume = 10, i.e., x = 0.64
in this subsection. The maximum number of optimiza-
tion steps is set to 4000, enough to ensure the results
converge to high precision. As shown in this section, we
picked the lowest mean energy results from a group of
eleven random initial parameters. Additionally, the λ
in penalty term (14) is set to 8 to ensure the condition
|⟨
∑

i σ
z
i ⟩| ≈ 0.

The results are determined by both the circuit struc-
ture and the circuit depth. We utilize the circuit ansatz
in Fig. 3(a) to simulate the case of eight physical qubits
and two-ancillary qubits. Figure 15(a) shows how the
energy difference δEi = Ei − Eed

i of the four states con-
verges with the circuit depth. The δEi decreases as the
ansatz layers grow. The inset in Fig. 15(a) shows the en-
ergy levels. The red dots represent the simulation results
with fifteen layers, while the blue lines represent the ED
reference results. This inset gives intuition about the ac-
curacy and the energy level distribution. Notice that the
first and the second excited state are very close, which

(a)

(b)

FIG. 15. The convergence behaviour of (a) δEi = Ei − Eed
i

and (b) infidelity δFi with the number of layers L. The inset
in (a) shows the energy levels, where the red dots represent
energy from cVQE with fifteen gates layers and blue lines are
the energy calculated by ED. There are eight physical and two
ancillary qubits. We choose the parameters as: volume =
10 (x = 0.64), mlat/g = 0.125, with vanishing background
electric field. The results are selected from eleven random
seeds according to the lowest expectation value of Eq. (13)
with constraint Eq. (14).

requires a high resolution of the energy levels to distin-
guish them. With cVQE and circuit ansatz Fig. 3(a), we
can determine the energy levels to a precision 10−4 and
therefore overcome this challenge successfully.

To further demonstrate the accuracy we obtained, we
show the convergence behaviour of the infidelity δFi =
1−Fi with gate depth in Fig. 15(b). One interesting ob-
servation is that the infidelity of the three excited states
drops dramatically when the number of layers reaches
nine. This change in behaviour means the circuit has
enough expressibility after that point. Besides, uniform
convergence is guaranteed by the choice of the loss func-
tion when the circuit structure has enough expressibil-
ity. The behaviour confirms this prediction that all four
states converge uniformly in both energy and infidelity.
For fifteen layers, the infidelity reaches an order of 10−4

for all states, where the variance of the Hamiltonian for
each state is less than 10−3. These two facts indicate that
we indeed can simulate the lowest four eigenstates with
cVQE and ansatz from Fig. 3(a) with high precision.
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(a)

(b)

FIG. 16. The convergence behaviour of (a) δEi = Ei − Eed
i

and (b) infidelity δFi with the number of layers L. The inset
in (a) shows the energy levels, where the red dots represent
energy from cVQE with fifteen gates layers and blue lines are
the energy calculated by ED. The figures show the lowest four
eigenstates for eight physical qubits and two ancillary qubits.
Here we choose x = 0.64, m/g = −0.125, and l = 0.125. The
results are selected from eleven random seeds according to the
lowest expectation value of Eq. (13) with constraint Eq. (14).

2. Nonvanishing Background Electric Field

The performance of cVQE in the nonvanishing back-
ground electric field remains to be explored. In this sub-
section, we continue to discuss the two ancillary qubits re-
sults in non-vanishing background electric field l = 0.125.
We consider eight physical qubits system with volume =
10, i.e., x = 0.64. The penalty term is set as 8 to con-
straint the condition |⟨

∑
i σ

z
i ⟩| < 10−6. We take 4000 op-

timization steps to ensure convergence. The results are
selected out of the eleven random seeds for each param-
eter and gate layer according to the lowest mean energy
criterion.

First, we give the typical results of two ancillary qubits.
As an example for negative mass, we take m/g = −0.125.
Figure 16(a) shows the convergence behaviour of the en-
ergy difference δEi = Ei − Eed with gate depth L. As
L increases, the average δEi decreases for all four states.
The δEi of all the four states reaches a precision of 10−4

for a depth of fifteen. The inset in Fig. 16(a) gives the
energy levels of the fifteen layers. The red dots repre-
sent the simulation results, while the blue lines represent
the ED results. Figure 16(b) shows the convergence be-

haviour of infidelity δFi = 1 − Fi. Like the vanishing
background electric field case, the infidelity δFi drops
dramatically when gate layers reach eight. The dropping
behaviour indicates the circuit has enough expressibility
after eight layers. At fifteen gates layers, the infidelity
δFi of all states is less than 10−4, where the variance of
the Hamiltonian of the four states reaches an order of
10−3. The cVQE with circuit ansatz in Fig. 3(a) can
simulate the lowest four states to high precision for the
nonvanishing background electric field case.

Appendix B: Introduction of utilizing Matrix
Product States to compute the excited states

Matrix product states (MPS) [82], the entanglement-
inspired ansätze for quantum states, represent a paradig-
matic family of tensor network states. For systems with
N d-dimensional sites, the ansätze read as

|Ψ⟩ =
∑
{σi}
{αi}

A(0),σ0
α0,α1

A(1),σ1
α1,α2

· · ·A(N−1),σN−1
α0,αN

|σ0σ1 · · ·σN−1⟩.

(B1)
The basis |σ0σ1 · · ·σN−1⟩ is the product state of the lo-

cal basis |σi⟩, where σi runs from 1 to d. A
(i),σi
αi,αi+1 is a

rank-3 parameterized tensor defined on site i. For the ith

virtual bond, the summation of bond indices αi ranges
from 1 to Di, where Di is called bond dimension and
counts the degrees of freedom of the virtual bond con-

necting A
(i−1),σi−1
αi−1,αi and A

(i),σi
αi,αi+1 . In the simulation, we

usually set Di as a site-independent number D, a control-
lable value to tune the number of variational parameters.
For MPS, D0 is set as 1 on open boundary conditions
and D on periodic boundary conditions. MPS have been
proven to be effective ansätze for successfully capturing
the information of ground states and low-excited states
of one-dimensional gapped systems with local interac-
tions [39, 83].

The MPS representing the ground states can be deter-
mined by many algorithms based on the imaginary time
evolution or the variational optimization methods [39].
Here, we only introduce the variational iterative ground
state search since this method is used to obtain the MPS
in this paper. For the Hamiltonian W , this method min-
imizes the energy functional

E =
⟨Ψ|W |Ψ⟩
⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩

(B2)

by successively updating local tensors until convergence.
Each step extermizes the energy functional with respect
to the local tensors to be optimized, which is identical
to solving a generalized eigenvalue problem [84]. In most
cases, we need to limit the growing bond dimension of
local tensors by performing a low-rank approximation to
keep computational costs manageable. This approxima-
tion can be achieved using singular value decomposition
(SVD) and retaining the particular number of largest
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singular values. The truncation error, the sum of the
squared discarded singular values, measures the differ-
ence in the quadratic norm between the original and ap-
proximated wave functions.

There are two typical situations when extending this
algorithm to determine excited states [84, 85]. When the
excited state is the ground state of the specific symmetry
sector of the Hilbert space, the calculation of the excited
state is identical to determining the ground state in that
symmetry sector. For the excited states belonging to the
same symmetry sector as the ground state, one has two
different approaches when computing the MPS represent-
ing excited states.

The first way is to use the purification techniques to
target the low-energy subspace density matrix instead of
the ground state. After introducing ancillary degrees of
freedom, the MPS with ancillary degrees are obtained
by applying the imaginary time evolution based algo-
rithms or the optimization based algorithms developed
in Ref. [85].

Another way is to modify the Hamiltonian by adding a
sufficiently large penalty term to shift the calculated low-
energy states to highly excited states. Therefore, the ex-
cited state next to the shifted states becomes the ground
state of the effective Hamiltonian and the algorithms de-
termining the ground state can be reused [84]. For the
ground state |Ψ0⟩ of the Hamiltonian W , a penalty term
ω0|Ψ0⟩⟨Ψ0| is added to form the effective Hamiltonian

W 1
eff = W + ω0|Ψ0⟩⟨Ψ0|. (B3)

When ω0 > E1 − E0 with E0 and Ei being the ground
state’s energy and the i-th excited state’s energy, the first
excited state |Ψ1⟩ is exactly the ground state of W 1

eff .
Similarly, for i-th excited states |Ψi⟩, we add the penalty

terms
∑i−1

k=0 ωk|Ψk⟩⟨Ψk| to form the effective Hamilto-
nian

W i
eff = W +

i−1∑
k=0

ωk|Ψk⟩⟨Ψk|. (B4)

With the constraint ωk > Ei − Ek, |Ψi⟩ is the ground
state of W i

eff . The calculation proceeds sequentially un-
til all desired excited states are obtained. In this paper,
we adopt this algorithm to compute the excited states of
the Schwinger model as the reference states. The com-
putation is carried out using the open-source ITensors
Julia package [86]. Moreover, the U(1) symmetry is im-
plemented to ensure the zero total charge condition.

Appendix C: Prepare eigenstates on real device by
ancillary qubits

In this section, we report the results on the hard-
ware for four physical qubits, one ancillary qubit with
x = 0.16, m/g = 0.333, and l = 0.5. This demonstra-
tion primarily aims to validate the feasibility of preparing

FIG. 17. Circuits setup for the preparation of the ground
and the first excited state on IBM’s device ibm algiers. The
N = 4 and one ancillary qubit Schwinger model with x =
0.16, m/g = 0.333 and l = 0.5 is taken as a demonstrative
case. The {θ∗i } are optimized parameters from the simulation.
The elements of the Hamiltonian within the subspace can be
determined by measuring operator combinations [66].

eigenstates on near-term quantum devices. Therefore, in-
stead of initiating the cVQE process anew, we choose to
employ parameters obtained from the optimized noise-
less simulations to directly prepare the ground and first
excited states, as Fig. 17 shows. After preparing the
states, subsequent measurements focus on various com-
binations of operators acting on ancillary and physical
qubits to deduce elements pertinent to the target obser-
vational quantities. For example, the determination of
the Hamiltonian elements within the designated subspace
necessitates measuring the initial four operator combina-
tions listed in the ”Measurement” section of Table III.
The rotation required to get the eigenstates is ascertained
through the diagonalization of the Hamiltonian [66]. Ad-
ditionally, we undertake measurements of operator com-
binations corresponding to the square of pseudomomen-
tum O2

P , total charge Zi, the electric field on the central
link l1, and the chiral condensate Σi/g, as cataloged in
the first column of Table [III].

We demonstrate the feasibility on ibm algiers. For
each operator, we take 10000 shots to estimate the quan-
tities. Additionally, we utilize the Twirled Readout Error
eXtinction (TREX) technique to mitigate the readout er-
rors. The measurements with standard error are shown in
the second column of Table [III]. To directly compare the
measurements with the ideal expectation values, we also
present the noiseless simulation results from the same
parameters in the third column of Table [III]. Utilizing
the rotation operator V , we extract the physical quanti-
ties from our experimental data, which are then enumer-
ated in the fourth column of Table [III]. The deduced
values for the physical quantities associated with both
the ground and first excited states are displayed in the
fifth column of Table [III]. Lastly, the sixth column of
Table [III] presents results obtained from ED, enabling
a straightforward comparative analysis. The consistency
between our measured values and those calculated by ED
unambiguously indicates the feasibility of employing the
cVQE protocol for eigenstate preparation on actual quan-
tum hardware.
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TABLE III. The ancillary qubit results of the ground state (GS) and the first excited state (1st ES) of 4 sites system with
x = 0.16, m/g = 0.333, and l = 0.5. For each operator, the results are estimated by 10000 shots. The readout error is mitigated
with Twirled Readout Error eXtinction (TREX). The simulation results with the same parameters are given in order to have
a direct comparison with the measurement on real device.

Measurement ibm algiers Simulation Quantities ibm algiers ED

H ⊗ Ia 1.2723718578 ± 0.0242834360 1.0062822018
E0 0.9983849779 0.6872150210

H ⊗ σx
a 0.2116411978 ± 0.0538163233 0.1405063727

H ⊗ σy
a −0.0791128741 ± 0.0561486229 4.303015×10−17

E1 1.5463587377 1.3253490258
H ⊗ σz

a 0.1549773110 ± 0.0558908482 0.2864640921

(
∑

n σz
n) ⊗ Ia 0.0136376792 ± 0.0156884411 -3.239860×10−8

Z0 0.0626140220 0
(
∑

n σz
n) ⊗ σx

a −0.0905303199 ± 0.0180532985 -2.669082×10−8

(
∑

n σz
n) ⊗ σy

a −0.0139498889 ± 0.0208586872 -6.051155×10−21

Z1 -0.0353386635 0
(
∑

n σz
n) ⊗ σz

a 0.0299234396 ± 0.0205232800 -1.971089×10−8

(O2
P /x

2) ⊗ Ia 0.9968306147 ± 0.0134147584 0.9999996212
⟨O2

P,0⟩/x2 0.3539861313 0.1335730366
(O2

P /x
2) ⊗ σx

a 0.7205750237 ± 0.0162070419 0.8296174093

(O2
P /x

2) ⊗ σy
a 0.0993672448 ± 0.0170024465 -8.398261×10−17

⟨O2
P,1⟩/x2 1.6396750982 1.8663884575

(O2
P /x

2) ⊗ σz
a 0.2031834293 ± 0.0169162521 0.5583316179

L1 ⊗ Ia 0.0491443588 ± 0.0054756541 2.517556×10−5

l1,0 0.4143832886 0.4331668567
L1 ⊗ σx

a −0.3941248763 ± 0.0061581423 -0.4149497936

L1 ⊗ σy
a −0.0534793324 ± 0.0073345189 2.152435×10−17

l1,1 -0.3160945710 -0.4331160521
L1 ⊗ σz

a −0.1347843594 ± 0.0072015880 -0.2789114164

(Σ̂/g) ⊗ Ia −0.0942649955 ± 0.0007930895 -0.0992034605
Σ0/g -0.1721128610 -0.1852093713

(Σ̂/g) ⊗ σx
a 0.0751926081 ± 0.0009024732 0.0822626211

(Σ̂/g) ⊗ σy
a 0.0038328134 ± 0.0010438893 -1.279085×10−17

Σ1/g -0.0164171301 -0.0131974491
(Σ̂/g) ⊗ σz

a 0.0369000144 ± 0.0010206520 0.0554453942
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