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We introduce a method to perform imaginary time evolution in a controllable quantum system
using measurements and conditional unitary operations. By performing a sequence of weak mea-
surements based on the desired Hamiltonian constructed by a Suzuki-Trotter decomposition, an
evolution approximating imaginary time evolution can be realized. The randomness due to mea-
surement is corrected using conditional unitary operations, making the evolution deterministic. Both
the measurements required for the algorithm and the conditional unitary operations can be con-
structed efficiently. We show that the algorithm converges only below a specified energy threshold
and the complexity is estimated for some specific problem instances.

Introduction Imaginary time evolution is an impor-
tant and enduring concept in several areas of quantum
physics, despite not being directly a physical process @]
In imaginary time evolution (ITE) of a quantum system
with Hamiltonian H, time t is replaced by imaginary time
t — —i7, such that the evolution operator is e~ #7 E, E]
As such, for long evolution times, the state approaches
the ground state of the Hamiltonian [4,/5]. ITE can be di-
rectly applied as a numerical procedure on classical com-
puters to obtain low-energy states ﬂa@] It is also central
in making a formal connection between a d-spatial di-
mensional quantum field theory and a d + 1-dimensional
classical statistical mechanics system, through the Wick
rotation ]. A variety of classical simulation meth-
ods take advantage of this connection, such as quantum
Monte Carlo and its variants ﬂﬂ—lﬁ]

As a numerical procedure on a classical computer, ITE
requires exponential resources that scale with the size of
the Hilbert space. If there was a way of implementing
ITE on a quantum computer efficiently, this could poten-
tially be an extremely powerful tool. A direct implemen-
tation of the ITE operator e "7, assuming elementary
ITE gates, would have a complexity that scales polyno-
mially with the number of subsystems, e.g. qubits. In
comparison to the same calculation performed on a classi-
cal computer, this would give an exponential speedup. In
ITE, convergence to a high fidelity state takes a timescale
of the inverse energy gap. In a quantum simulation sce-
nario, one is often interested in obtaining low-energy
eigenstates of various systems, applicable to condensed
matter physics, high-energy physics, and quantum chem-
istry ]. More generally, it may also be used as a

general optimization tool, where a cost function is min-
imized [28]. Applied to the context of solving the gen-
eralized Ising model, a problem that can be mapped to
any optimization problem in the complexity class NP in
polynomial time, the approach could be used to optimize
problems in a variety of contexts such as logistics, finan-
cial applications, artificial intelligence, pharmaceutical
and material development |. Another application
of ITE is as a state preparation protocol. For applica-
tions such as quantum metrologyﬁ%] and alternative
model of quantum computation , resource states
need to be generated, which are sometimes difficult to
produce. By engineering a suitable Hamiltonian where
the desired state is the ground state, ITE can be used to
generate and stabilize the state M]

Several methods have been proposed to perform ITE
in a controllable quantum system. In Variational Imagi-
nary Time Evolution (VITE) [6], McArdle,Yuan and co-
workers introduced a hybrid quantum-classical approach
to achieve ITE. Here, the Schrédinger equation is first
solved in imaginary time on a classical computer to deter-
mine the parameters of a trial state, then this is used as
the approximation of the quantum state for the quantum
circuit. This method has been used to simulate the spec-
tra of Hamiltonian ], perform generalized time evo-
lution [44], and to solve quantum many-body problems
]. Motta, Chan and co-workers proposed the Quantum
Imaginary Time Evolution (QITE) method [46], where
non-unitary time evolution is approximated by a unitary
operator which contains the variation of the quantum sys-
tems ]. This method has been applied to the study
of quantum simulation @], nuclear energy level com-
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putation [47], and quantum chemistry [48]. In another
approach, Williams proposed a probabilistic approach
to non-unitary quantum computing |53]. For example,
in Probabilistic Imaginary Time Evolution (PITE) [54],
an L qubit non-unitary gate simulation can be proba-
bilistically obtained by designing an L + 1 qubit system
and measuring the ancilla qubit ﬂ@] When measuring
the ancilla qubit, the L-qubit state will collapse into the
desired state with a certain probability. PITE exploits
Grover’s algorithm @] to enhance the probability of get-
ting the desired state while maintaining a high fidelity.
PITE is suggested to be applicable to quantum chemistry
problems ﬂ%] The above ITE methods can be applied
to various quantum algorithms. It has been shown that
VITE can be applied to variational quantum algorithms
for Boltzmann machine learning @], while QITE can be
applied to the QLanczos algorithm m, @] and varia-
tional quantum algorithms for Hamiltonian diagonaliza-
tion @]

In this paper, we propose a general method of perform-
ing ITE in a controllable quantum system. Our method
relies upon performing measurements that mimic the ITE
operator for small times. By performing repeated mea-
surements on the system using these measurement oper-
ators, combined with a unitary correction step that acts
conditionally on the measurement outcomes, this allows
for a way to drive the state towards the lowest energy
state of the given Hamiltonian. Much like quantum feed-
forward approaches such as in quantum teleportation,
this converts the stochastic evolution into a determinis-
tic one, such that the desired state is obtained with unit
probability for sufficiently long evolution times ﬂa—@]
The basic idea of the approach is to perform a weak mea-
surement in the energy eigenbasis of a given Hamiltonian.
During the slow collapse of the state, if the energy esti-
mate is higher than a given threshold, then a conditional
unitary is applied to disturb the system. This is repeated
until the energy is sufficiently low, after which full col-
lapse to the ground state occurs. Similar approaches were
used for quantum state preparation [64] using weak mea-
surements @, ]. Our approach differs from related
works such as Refs. @], where the desired outcome is
obtained by postselection. It also differs from approaches
such as in Refs. ﬂa, @] since the use of measurements
involves an explicitly non-unitary step. As such, no pre-
computation needs to be performed to determine the evo-
lution path.

Weak energy measurements We start by describing
the general approach to performing ITE, then illustrate
our approach with several examples. Our aim will be to
perform ITE of an arbitrary Hamiltonian H, such that
we obtain the ground state

e T |1ho) T=5 | Ey), (1)

where [tpg) is an arbitrary initial state and |Ep) is the
ground state of H. We start by constructing measure-
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FIG. 1. The amplitude modulation function A,k (z) as de-
fined in ([). The functions (solid lines) are normalized to
their peak values, defined by AR%, = Argry (i, ). The to-
tal number of measurements is fixed to (a) ko + k1 = 50 and
(b) ko 4+ k1 = 500 and the value of ko is as marked. Dashed
vertical lines are values of the energy eigenstates multiplied

by e.

ment operators that take a similar form to the exponen-
tiated Hamiltonian (). This can be achieved by per-
forming a weak measurement of the Hamiltonian, with
measurement operators

; 1
My = (0|,e Y | 1), = —(coseH —sineH)
V2
—eH

1 . ~
= ﬁ ;(cos €E, —sineb,)|Ey)(E,| ~ NG (2)

; 1
My = (1]e 1Y |4y, = ﬁ(cos eH + sineH)

— % Z(cos €E, +sineE,)|Ey) (B, | ~ Nk (3)

where Pauli spin operators are denoted X,Y, Z, and the
approximation is valid for |[eH|| < 1. The Hamiltonian
is taken to have a suitable energy offset and e is chosen
such that the energy spectrum fits in the region —m/4 <
eE,, < 7/4. This measurement can be realized by prepar-
ing an ancilla qubit in the state |+)q = (|0)q + |1)a)/v2
and performing an interaction with Hamiltonian H ® Y,
and measuring the ancilla in the Z-basis. The measure-
ment operators satisfy MJMO + MlTMl = I, where [
is the identity matrix. In the case that the interaction
H ®Y is not directly accessible due to the Hamiltonian
being composed of a sum of terms H = Zjvzl HU), a
Suzuki-Trotter decomposition @, @] of e H®Y t6 suit-
able order is instead performed (see Supplementary In-
formation). This has the effect of changing the precise
form of ([B)), but is still an approximation to the imaginary
time exponentiated Hamiltonian.

We wish to perform the ITE to amplify the ground
state as in (). If it were possible to apply My only,
this would achieve a similar evolution to () since

cos eF,, — sin ek, is monotonically decreasing in the do-
k—o00

main —7/4 < eE,, < m/4, such that M} |vo) —— |Ey).
However, since the two outcomes { My, M7} occur ran-
domly according to quantum measurement probabilities,



such a sequence is typically a rare occurrence. Let us an-
alyze a particular measurement sequence where there are
ko counts of My and kq counts of M. Since [My, M;] = 0,
the order of the outcomes does not matter and this mea-
surement sequence can be written

where we defined the amplitude function

(cosz — sinz)* (cos z + sin x)™

Akoky (I) - \/ﬁ
= cos’ (x + 7/4) sin®* (z + 7 /4). (5)

In Fig. [M(a) we show a plot of the function A. We see that
for —m/4 < 2 < w/4 and a large number of measurements
it has a Gaussian form @], where the peak value occurs
at

. . 1 k1 —k
i = e = 3 arcsin (k(l) n k?) (6)
and the width is o &~ 1/1/2(ko + k1). Here, E;29* is the
peak value in terms of energy. As the number of measure-
ments are increased, the Gaussians become increasingly
well-defined (Fig. [[(b)). In the limit of a large number
of measurements, a collapse on the energy basis occurs.
In order to increase the amplitude of the ground state
in (@), we require that the Gaussian is peaked with an
outcome with 2% < €(Eo+ E1)/2 (see Fig. [[(b)). This
will create an amplitude gain of the ground state over
all the remaining states, since the peak of Gaussian is
closer to eFy than any other eigenvalue, and the tail of
the Gaussian on the higher energy side will suppress all
higher energy states. So our strategy will then be to
control the position of the Gaussian such that it lies in
the desired energy range.

The algorithm To this end, we turn to an adap-
tive strategy, where a unitary operation is applied condi-
tioned on the measurement outcomes. Our basic strategy
will be to continually monitor the location of the Gaus-
sian using the expression (). If the location of Gaussian
corresponds to a sufficiently low energy state, then no
unitary is applied. If the Gaussian is located at a value
that is of a higher energy than a chosen energy threshold
Elp, then a corrective unitary is applied. Concretely, we
iteratively perform

U, ) 00 M |9r)
0 1

<7/)t|Man|1/)t>

[Yhes1) =
where n € {0,1} labels the (¢ + 1)th measurement out-

come, with
Uor, = { I itz < eBwm

, (®)

Uc otherwise

and

< EEth

(t) 1 max
gD = e Omn TG w0 451
0 otherwise

9)

are the cumulative measurement outcomes starting with

k,(fi) = 0. In words, this counts the number of My, M;
measurements respectively, until it is found that the en-
ergy estimate is above the threshold, at which point
the counts are reset to zero. To ensure convergence of
the sequence to the ground state, we demand a non-
zero transition amplitude between all energy eigenstates
[(En|Uc|Em)| > 0,¥n,m. For Ey < Ey < Fi, this en-
sures that only the ground state is the unique fixed point
of the evolution (see Supplementary Material). The re-
quirement |(E, |Uc|Ep)| > 0 is not usually very difficult
to satisfy since it merely requires off-diagonal matrix ele-
ments in the energy basis, which occurs for a large num-
ber of matrices. Practically, one may choose a random
unitary matrix based on readily available gates. In this
way, the wavefunction for the ground state does not need
to be known for the procedure. We note that if there is
some knowledge of the eigenstates |E,), then more so-
phisticated strategies beyond the above requirement and
[®) can be used to construct Uc. For instance, rotations
targeting the ground state based on the energy estimate
EpRgs could be implemented.

Ezxample 1: One qubit We start with the simplest ex-
ample of a single qubit with Hamiltonian H = Z. In
Fig. 2la)(b) we show the evolution of the states on the
Bloch sphere for the measurements My, M;. We see that
My has the effect of driving all states towards the south
pole of the Bloch sphere, while M drives all states to the
north pole, following longitudinal lines. This is consistent
with the imaginary time operator e*<4, as given in @
and @). In Fig. Bc), we show the fidelity F' = |(1¢| Eo)|?
for three different measurement sequences. Due to the
randomness of quantum measurements, each sequence
gives a different trajectory, but all cases converge to the
ground state |Ep) = |1). Averaging over many random
trajectories yields a smooth exponential curve approach-
ing the target state. A semilog plot (Fig. Bl(c) inset)
verifies the exponential evolution, consistent with ITE.
In fact, for this case it can be shown exactly that any
trajectory is equivalent to applying a power of My which
approaches the ground state (see Supplementary Mate-
rial). In Fig. 2ld) we plot the peak position of the A-
function for the same three trajectories as in Fig. [2(c).
We see that there are broadly two regimes where there
is a random movement of the peak position, followed by
a region of stability, where the Gaussian approaches the
ground state energy. In the initial random evolution,
when 29 > €F\yp, several spin flips induced by Uc oc-
cur, until the random movement stabilizes to the correct
energy range. After the correct peak position is estab-
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FIG. 2. (a)(b) Vector map on the Bloch sphere for the change
induced by the operators My and M; respectively, where
M, = (Icose — (—1)"Zsine)/v/2. (c) Fidelity of the state
with respect to ground state |Eo) = [1) for the Hamiltonian
H = Z after t rounds of measurement and correction under
(@ for three random initial states (solid lines) and ¢ = 0.2.
We take Uo = X and Ey, = 0. Dashed line shows the aver-
aged fidelity of 1000 evolutions starting from the initial state
|[4+). Inset shows a semilog plot of 1 — F with ¢. (d) The
peak position zj,%, as defined in (@) of the function A (solid
lines). Dashed lines show the energy eigenstates eE, and the
dashed dotted line Eyn. For the measurements in (c)(d), the
outcomes are chosen randomly according to Born probabili-
ties.

FIG. 3. (a) The fidelity of the state with respect to the ground
state of the L = 5 site transverse Ising model with A = 1 and
€ = 0.12 after ¢ rounds of measurement and correction under
([@ for three random initial states (solid lines). Dashed lines
show the averaged fidelity of 1000 evolutions. (b) The peak
position ;% as defined in (@) of the function A (solid lines).
Dashed lines show the energy eigenstates eF,, and the dashed
dotted line Eiy.

lished, the fidelity quickly evolves towards the ground
state.

Ezxample 2: Transverse-field Ising model We next
show an example of the transverse-field Ising model
with the Hamiltonian H®) AYE X, H® =
S 20 Zpi, H = HY + H®. Here, L is the
number of qubits in the chain, and we take Ei, =
(Eo + E1)/2. We assume that each of the terms

in the Hamiltonian must be implemented separately
to construct the measurement operators. We per-
form a second order Suzuki-Trotter expansion with
M, = <n|ae—ieH(1)®Y/2e—ieH(2)®Ye—ieH(1)®Y/2|+>a (see
Supplementary Materials). The conditional opera-
tor is chosen to be a random local unitary Us =
@L_ 2 ionXntonYntonZn) where ¢2 € [0,1]. We show
the fidelity of the procedure with respect to the target
state in Fig. Bla). Again we see two stages where there is
a random evolution of the fidelity, followed by a smoother
time evolution once the peak of Gaussian amplitude func-
tion is in the correct range. For longer chains we observe
a longer period of random evolution before the correct en-
ergy range is established, after which the system quickly
converges to the ground state.

Complexity estimate We now briefly discuss the com-
plexity of the proposed algorithm. First, the measure-
ments M, can be typically performed efficiently for a
given Hamiltonian using a Suzuki-Trotter decomposition
(see Supplementary Information). Due to the flexibility
of the choice of the operator Ug, this can also be typi-
cally be implemented efficiently. The complexity of the
algorithm then results from the number of measurements
that need to be made in total. Based on the behavior
observed in Figs. 2 and [B] we model the initial part of
the measurement sequence as a stochastic process, where
the algorithm repeats until the criterion 2% < €Eyy
is satisfied (see Supplementary Material). The number
of required measurements until this occurs can be esti-
mated by evaluating the probability of obtaining a se-
quence with k consecutive My outcomes together with
the average failed sequence length. Although it is not
easy to obtain a simple expression for the general case
complexity, for two particular cases, assuming an initial
state with equal superposition, it is possible to estimate
the typical number of measurements before convergence.
These are Hamiltonians with (I) a uniform density of
states and (II) a completely degenerate spectrum of ex-
cited states (see Supplementary Information). For (I),
we obtain a scaling as O(1/(eA)?), where A = E; — Ey
is the gap. We note that there is an implicit dependence
upon system dimension in this relation, due to the re-
quirement that —7/4 < eE,, < w/4. For example, for an
exponential number of states, €A is exponentially van-
ishing and the final scaling increases exponentially for
unstructured problems. For (IT), we find that the scaling
is O(D), where D is the system dimension.

Conclusions We have proposed a method of perform-
ing deterministic ITE, using measurements and condi-
tional unitary operations. Due to use of quantum mea-
surements, the evolution is stochastic within Hilbert
space on a shot-to-shot basis. Averaging over trajecto-
ries reveals an exponential evolution that is consistent
with ITE. The approach is generic, one does not need to
know the ground state before executing the algorithm,
and the measurement operators can be constructed with



a Suzuki-Trotter decomposition so that it is compatible
with gate based quantum computing. The measurement
operators and unitary operators can be constructed effi-
ciently, but the number of measurements that need to be
performed before convergence depends upon the nature
of the Hamiltonian and the initial state. The algorithm
is guaranteed to only converge if the energy of the state
is lower than Fiy,.

The algorithm that we present here can be considered
a generalization of several related works which use the
same basic framework. For example in Ref. @] a similar
method was proposed to generate supersinglet states, and
also maximally entangled states of atomic ensembles in
Ref. ﬂ1_1|] A four-qubit linear graph state was also deter-
ministically generated using the method in Ref. @] We
have found that the algorithm converges to the ground
state for every problem Hamiltonian that we have given
it. In our algorithm, we chose a relatively simple strategy
for the adaptive unitary operator (8) where the state is
rotated if the measurement outcomes do not fall in the
targeted range. Since Ep'%* is an energy estimate of the
state, more complex strategies to rotate the state to the
ground state could be made. Another potential improve-
ment is to choose a judicious initial state to improve the
convergence of the scheme.
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

CONSTRUCTION OF MEASUREMENT
OPERATORS

Derivation of Eqgs. (2) and (3)

To realize the measurement operator in Egs. (2) and
(3) of the main text, we use an ancilla qubit to perform
a weak measurement of the energy via a Hamiltonian of
the form H ®Y . The ancilla qubit is initially prepared in
the state |[+)o = (]0)a+|1)4)/Vv2, where Y is the Pauli-Y’
matrix. Interacting the total Hamiltonian for a time € we
have

e—iH®Y€|w0>|+>a — Z e_lE"6Y<En|'l/JO>|En>|+>

_ % S (Eult) En} [(c05 Bne — sin By€) 0)a
+ (cosEne+sinEne)|1>a] (S1)

Projecting on the ancilla onto the |0), state gives
|O>a<0|aeiiH®YE|7/}0>|+>a

= 5 SO (Eulvn)cos Bue —sin En0) E)[0)a (82

while the |1), outcome gives
|1>a<1|aeiiH®YE|1/’0>|+>a

_ % S (Enlt0) (cos Ene + sin En€)|Ea) 1o, (S3)

The ancilla qubit decouples from the system after the
measurement and the combined effect can be given ac-
cording to the expressions given in Eq. (2) and (3) of the
main text.

Suzuki-Trotter decomposition

The approach of the previous section can be used to
construct the measurement operator if the Hamiltonian
H ®Y is readily implementable. For complex Hamiltoni-
ans involving many terms H =) H™)_ it may be nec-
essary to construct the total Hamiltonian evolution via


http://arxiv.org/abs/2009.12239
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http://arxiv.org/abs/2302.07526

a Suzuki-Trotter decomposition. We show in this section
the measurement operators for this case.

For a Hamiltonian consisting of two non-commuting
terms we may perform a first order Suzuki-Trotter de-
composition to give the measurement operator

M, = (nfge™ 0" @Y eemitlg e 1)
1
= 7 (coseHM cose H? — sine HW sin e H?)
1
— (=1)"—(coseHWV sin e H? + sine HY cos e H?))
(S4)

[\)

for n € {0,1}. This has errors at the level of O(¢?). For
the transverse Ising model in Example 2 of the main text,
we have found that the above first order Suzuki-Trotter
decomposition did not have good convergence properties.
We instead used the second order Suzuki-Trotter decom-
position

g g2 g
M, :<n|ae iH ®Y6/2€ iH ®Y66 iH ®Y6/2|+>a

1 eHM eHM

cos eH® cos

eHD

sin e H® cos

1 eHM eHM

cos eH? sin

eH®

sin eH® cos

(1) H@®
cos eH® cos ¢

eHD

) (S5)

for n € {0,1}. This has errors at the level of O(e®). The
superior convergence of the second order Suzuki-Trotter
form is attributed to the fact that My and M7 have the
same eigenstates for ([Sh) but not (S4), resulting in better
stability of the fixed point.

sineH® sin

GROUND STATE AS THE UNIQUE FIXED
POINT OF EVOLUTION

Assume that Fy < Ei, < E1, where Ey is the ground
state energy and Ej is an excited state that is not degen-
erate with the ground state, i.e. Fq > Ej. First limiting
ourselves to energy eigenstates |E, ), we show that only
the ground state | Ey) (and its degenerate states) are fixed
points of the iteration. We then later generalize to more

general states and show that only energy eigenstates need
to be considered.

First consider the case of the initial state being the
ground state |t)g) = |Fo). After K = ko+k; applications
of the measurement operator one obtains

UkoklM(;coMfllE(J) = Akokl (EEO)U/COIC1|E0>7 (SG)

where we used Eq. (4) in the main text. To see the effect
of the unitary Uy, , consider the most likely outcome of
the measurement sequence kg ~ po K, k1 ~ p1 K where K
is the total number of measurements. Here, the proba-
bilities of obtaining the two measurement outcomes for
various eigenstates is

po = (En|M{ Mo|E,) = =(1 — sin 2¢E,)

p1 = (En|M{M,|E,) = Z(1 +sin2¢E,,). (S7)

N = DN —

Substituting these values into Eq. (6) of the main text,

this gives
max 1 . kl - ko
x = —arcsin
koki ™ 9 ko + k1

1 .
=  arcsin (p1 — po)

= EE(). (88)

We see that this obeys a:g:f};i = eFEy < eFBy, such that
Ukok, = I according to Eq. (8) of the main text. There-
fore in this case

Ukoly ME° MF|Ep) o | Eyp), (S9)

and the ground state is a fixed point of the evolution.

For any initial state that is an excited state |E,,) with
n > 0, using similar arguments to (S8]), the measure-
ment readouts converge to zjp%" = €E,. However, if
T3 > eEy, the state is rotated away from |E,), since
by definition [(E,,|Uc|Ey,)| > 0,Vn, m, and the measure-
ment operators are diagonal in the energy basis. Hence
any excited state is not a fixed point of the iteration.

Now consider the more general case of an arbitrary
state. Since the measurement operators are diagonal in
the energy basis, for the case that z})7" < eFy, where
Ukok; = I, the ground state is the only energy eigenstate
which is a fixed point. Then the only possibility is that
the state |¢) is an eigenstate of the combination of Ux
and the measurement operators

UcMo|y) o< [¢)

UcMi|y) o< |¢), (S10)

where we must consider both possibilities since in general
either outcome may occur. Such a state must produce
the same state (up to a proportionality factor) for either



measurement operator. For an arbitrary state we may
evaluate

UcMolp) = (En|v)(coseE, — sineE,)|Cy)

n

UcMy|p) = (E,|v)(cos€E, + sin€E,)[C,)  (S11)

n

where |C,,) = Uc|E,,) are a set of orthogonal basis states.
It is only possible to have UcMylep) oc UaMy|y) if |i)
is one of the energy eigenstates, which removes the n
dependence and hence the factor of coseF,, +sineFE,, af-
ter normalization. Since we have already shown that the
only energy eigenstate that is a fixed point of the evolu-
tion is |Ep), this completes the proof.

COMPLEXITY ESTIMATE OF THE
ALGORITHM

We now estimate the complexity of the algorithm for
two prototypical Hamiltonian spectra. Firstly, the mea-
surement operators M, can be constructed efficiently
using the methods given in the first section of supple-
mentary information. Even in the case that a Suzuki-
Trotter decomposition is used to construct the measure-
ment operators, this will scale polynomially with the
number of terms in the Hamiltonian, which typically
scales polynomially with the number of qubits. In this
way the measurement operators can be constructed ef-
ficiently. The Uc operator can also be chosen accord-
ing to what gates are available such that it satisfies
KE,|Uc|Em)| > 0,¥n,m. Thus the unitary correction
operator can also be chosen to be implemented efficiently
with the number of qubits.

The main complexity of the algorithm is then deter-
mined by the number of iterations is required before con-
vergence is attained. A hint of the dynamics towards con-
vergence can be seen in Figs. 2 and 3 of the main text.
We see here that initially there is a period of chaotic
evolution of the fidelity and the peak position. At some
number of iterations, the measurement sequence “locks
in” | after which rapid convergence towards a fidelity of 1
is attained.

We can understand the dynamics in the following way.
We wish to obtain imaginary time evolution by taking ad-
vantage of the similarity of M, with the operator e~ €.
However, since measurements are random, we are not
guaranteed to obtain only My and one will obtain M;
with some probability. The algorithm as given in Eqns.
(7)-(9) of the main text keeps trying until one obtains a
sequence satisfying z177" < eFEtn, which amounts to con-
vergence of a low energy state below a particular thresh-
old. The algorithm keeps iterating until one obtains the
desired sequence where there is a sufficiently large num-
ber of My measurements over M; measurements.

For a state that has a uniform amplitude in energy
eigenstates (i.e. |(¢|E,)| = constant), the probability of
obtaining My and M is ~ 1/2. This might naively sug-
gest that to obtain k measurements that are all My has a
probability of 1/2%, which is vanishing for a large number
of measurements. This is however a large underestimate,
due to the way quantum mechanical measurements work.
In fact, getting the My outcome is a self-enhancing pro-
cess, where each time an M, outcome occurs, it becomes
more likely to obtain Mj again.

Uniform density of states

To see this quantitatively, let us consider the follow-
ing example. We choose a problem in a D dimensional
Hilbert space with uniformly distributed energies. The
Hamiltonian is

D-1
H=> Eun)(n| (S12)
n=0
where for a uniform distribution we take
E,=2n—-D+1 (S13)

such that the ground state Fy = —(D — 1) and the high-
est energy state is Ep_1 = D — 1. We may choose
€ such that the spectrum occupies the full range of
the domain of Ak, (z), which is —7/4 < z < 7/4.
Namely, ¢ = 7/(4(D — 1)) such that eEy = —7/4 and
eEp_1 = 7w/4. This maximizes € and typically gives
the best performance of the algorithm. As discussed in
the main text, we require choosing the energy thresh-
old Fi, < (Eo + F1)/2 such that the ground state has
the largest amplification factor. With this choice, under
the Gaussian approximation of the function Ay, (), the
amplitude function obeys Ay k, (€Eo) > Aok, (€Ey) for
n > 0 and the ground state is amplified according to Eq.
(4) of the main text. We consider a case with D > 1
and a uniform density of states, such that we may take
Ein, =~ Ej, which means that the condition in Eq. (8) of
the main text is x‘,;jcxl < —m /4. Translating this to ko, k1
using Eq. (6) of the main text, this means that one must
obtain every measurement outcome to be My, and hence
k1 = 0 to satisfy the convergence.

Let us calculate the probability of obtaining & mea-
surement outcomes that are M. For simplicity, suppose
the initial state is in the state

=
o) = NG} 7;) n).

Then after k£ outcomes for the measurement My, the re-
sulting state is

(S14)

D—-1

My |apo) = L Z cos™(eE, + /4)|n).

75 (S15)

n=0



The probability of this measurement outcome, where
there are k consecutive My outcomes, is

pr = (o] (M{)* ME|wo)
D—1

= — Z cos® (eE, +/4). (S16)

Let us assume a uniform density of states in energy space,
such that the sum can be approximated by

D ! /F/4 dax cos™ (z + m/4)
N — T
g 7T/2 —m/4
1 2k
L (S18)

- Vi

where the last approximation is valid for k£ > 1. We
observe that the probability of obtaining consecutive M
outcomes is in fact much larger than the 1/2% estimate
one would naively make from an independent probability
assumption.

The self-enhancing effect of consecutive My outcomes
is a weak measurement version of the familiar effect
known for projective measurements. For example, con-
sider the projective measurements Py = |0)(0| and P, =
I —|0)(0]. If the measurement outcome P, occurs on
an initial state Pyl|tbg) o |0), then with unit probability
subsequent outcomes will all be Py. In the weak measure-
ment case that we consider, the enhancement of probabil-
ity is more gradually attained, rather than after a single
measurement.

Returning to the case that we consider here, any
time the measurement outcome M; is obtained, we vi-
olate the criterion %% < eEyn = eEp = —x/4, and
a new attempt at convergence begins. We may esti-
mate the total number of measurements before a se-
quence M} is obtained as 1/py, multiplied by the av-
erage length of a failed sequence. A failed sequence con-
sists of any sequence which is shorter than the target
length and ends in an M; outcome. Specifically, if we
consider MY¥ to be a successful sequence, then the se-
quences My, M1 My, MlMg, R MlMéc_1 to be the asso-
ciated failed sequences. To evaluate the probability of a
failed measurement sequence, first evaluate the probabil-
ity of obtaining My following MY as

Dr+1 1
— S19
Dk 2(k+1) (519)

Po|k =

where we used (S17).
following M¥ is then

The probability of obtaining M;

1

T (S20)

Pk =1 —popk =

The probability of obtaining an outcome M, Mé“ ~1is then

2 (22
Prg—1Pe—1= 7% 1 _ 1 )

The total failure probability for a sequence of length k is
then

(S21)

f il _
- E P1|k'—1Pk’—1

k=1
1 2k
=1- —
w()

which is equal to 1 — pi as expected. The average length
of a failed sequence is then

(S22)

dell kaukf 1Pk —1
k=1

k(2K
4R\ k
k
A= (S23)
T
The expected total number of measurements before a tar-
get sequence of M} is obtained is then
fail
T =

+k~ 2k, (S24)

Pk

where we have added a k to the total to account for the
number of measurements in M{ itself.

Now let us estimate what & should be such that the
ground state is obtained with high fidelity. For large k,
we may approximate (SI8) with a Gaussian such that

D—

Z M”m_

20

M [ipo) = (S25)

where the standard deviation is o = 1/v/k. To obtain
a high fidelity convergence to the ground state, we re-
quire that at the energy of the first excited state Eq, the
Gaussian sufficiently suppresses its amplitude. Hence we
require

2

E(El —EO) ~ 20 = ﬁ

where we have put a 20 standard deviation which sup-
presses the first excited state by a factor 0.14.

Putting together (S24) and (S26) we obtain the ex-
pected total number of measurements

(526)

T~ (S27)

where A = By — Ej.



Naively, the uniform density of states Hamiltonian is
a constant gap problem with A = 2, and is independent
of D, according to Eq. (8I3)). Hence it appears that the
scaling of the imaginary time evolution allows for a way
to solve the problem independent of problem dimension
D, which we consider to be an exponentially large quan-
tity. However, an important point is that we must also
choose an € such that the energy spectrum of the Hamil-
tonian lies in the range —7/4 < ¢E,, < 7/4. As obtained
previously, here we require € < w/(4(D —1)). This means
that even if the gap A itself is a constant as the prob-
lem size D grows, we must fit an exponential number of
states within the range —7/4 < e¢E,, < 7/4. Therefore
the combination €A is an exponentially small quantity
for exponentially large D. Then according to our scaling
O(1/(eA)?) as written in the main text, the algorithm
would take an exponential time for convergence.

We have performed some numerical analysis to verify
the above scaling. In Fig. we show the most proba-
ble number of measurements to first attain a fidelity of
0.9. To obtain this, we run the algorithm as described
in the main text applied to the Hamiltonian (S12)) many
times and find what is the most likely number of mea-
surements. In the case of Fig. [S1l(a), we fix D and vary ¢
in the range 0 < € < m. We see that the numerical

values follow the predicted scaling T' o< 1/(eA)?. For Fig.
[KIlb), we take € = m and vary D. In terms of D,
we therefore expect T o< (D — 1)? from (S21)). We see
excellent agreement to the numerical data, again taking
the most probable number of measurements to obtain a
fidelity of 0.9.

The Hamiltonian (S12) does not appear to be a com-
putationally difficult problem due to its rather simple
energy structure. It can however be converted to a com-
putationally difficult problem by reassigning the energies
randomly to the states. In this case, the problem has no
structure and would be a computationally hard problem.
Specifically, the Hamiltonian reads

D-1
H =" E,|P(n){P(n) (528)
n=0

where P(n) is a permuting function which rearranges the
states in a randomized manner with no structure. The
energy distribution is uniform as before, given in Eq.
(S13). In this case formally the analysis is the same as
above except that the energy labels are reordered. The
analysis can be repeated in the same way, such that we
obtain the same scaling. We obtain the same result since
the simple energy structure was never exploited (in con-
structing Ue for example), hence the scaling remains the
same.

We emphasize that the assumptions of the uniformly
distributed energies and even superposition initial state
are not required for the running of our algorithm itself.
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FIG. S1. Numerical evaluations of the time scaling of the
measurement-based imaginary time algorithm. Points shows
the most probable number of measurements to obtain a fi-
delity of 0.9, and solid lines shows a linear best fit. (a) The
time scaling for the uniform density of states Hamiltonian
(S12) with fixed D = 3 and varying e. The initial state is
(S14)). (b) As with (a), but for e = 7/(4(D — 1)) and varying
D. (c) The scaling of golf course energy landscape (529). We

take e = 7 and varying D.

The assumptions are made for the purpose of the com-
plexity analysis to obtain a simple expression. Egs. (4)
and (5) in the main text show when a weak measure-
ment sequence is applied on an arbitrary initial state,
amplitude function takes a Gaussian form. As Fig.
1(a) in the main text shows, when ki = 0,ky = 50,
Ak iy (€E,,) monotonically decreases within the domain
€E, € [-%,%]. This means that the energy correspond-
ing to e/ = —7 will be the state which has the highest
probability after many measurements. This is true as
long as the ground state amplitude is not precisely zero,
and is also independent of the energy structure of the
problem.

Golf course energy landscape

Next we examine the opposite limit of a golf course
Hamiltonian defined as

D—1
H =—[0)(0]+ > |n)(n]. (S29)
n=1

Here the ground state is |0) and has energy Ey = —1, and
the remaining states have an energy F, =1 for n > 1.
We again choose a full range of the domain of A, ()
such that —7w/4 < z < w/4, which means we choose
eEy = —7/4 and €FE,, = 7/4 for n > 1, which means
that € = 7w/4. In this case the measurement operators



are according to (2) and (3) in the main text

Mo = |0)(0]
D-1
=Y In)n
n=1

Consider again a uniformly distributed initial state

(S30)

n 1
o) = f Z ) (531)
The probability of obtaining the ground state in this case
is
¥ 1
po = (tho| Mg Mo[tho) = .

The measurement operators (S30) are in this case pro-
jective operators and are orthogonal MyM; = 0. As such,
after the first measurement outcome of either M or My,
all subsequent measurements are obtained with the same
outcome. Therefore, the length of a failed sequence is
length T = 1, corresponding to the M; outcome alone.

Assuming that the corrective unitary Uc produces a
state with amplitude ~ 1/\/5 on the ground state after
each failed sequence, the total number of measurements
before obtaining an outcome M is

Tiall
Po

where the additional 1 is the length of the successful se-
quence M.

We note that in a similar way to (S28)), the golf course
Hamiltonian can be a computationally hard problem by
permuting the state labels such that the lowest energy
state is not necessarily the state |0).

The above scaling was verified numerically by directly
running the algorithm using the Hamiltonian (S29), as
shown in Fig. [SI}c). We again see excellent agreement
with the theoretical prediction of (S33). Considering D
to be an exponentially large quantity, the time scaling of
the problem is therefore exponential.

(932)

T~ +1=D+1, (S33)

Other problems

Here we make a brief comment regarding more com-
plex Hamiltonian problems that occur in combinatorial
optimization problems such as 3SAT or MAXCUT. Such
problems have a gap that is constant with respect to
the system dimension, in a similar way to (S28). Such
problems can be considered to be an intermediate case
between the uniform density of states and the golf course
energy landscape, since there may exist a high level of
degeneracy particularly in the middle of the spectrum.
We have seen that in both limiting cases, there is an ex-
ponential overhead. Hence we expect that in such combi-
natorial problems the time scaling remains exponential.

11
CONVERGENCE ERROR OF THE ALGORITHM

We now estimate the error attained by the algorithm
during convergence of the algorithm. For a sufficiently
large number of measurements, the algorithm converges
to a ko, k1 such that zj'%" < €Fyp, so that the unitary
Uiy, = I as described in the previous section. The
more the function A is peaked at an energy less than
x};)akxl = eFE}y, the better the fidelity is, since the Gaus-
sian form tends to suppress high energy states. Hence
the worst-case fidelity is when zj37% = €Ey,, so that it
barely satisfies the convergence threshold.

Now consider for simplicity a non-degenerate ground
and first excited state, separated by an energy gap A.
Let us also parametrize Fy, = Fg + 0. According to Eq.
(4) in the main text, the resulting unnormalized state is

My My o) = D Avois (€En)(Enlto) | En)  (S34)

where we can approximate the A-function by a Gaussian
of form

max \2
Apgi, () e~ K(@—aii) 7
where K = ko + k1 is the total number of measurements.
The amplitude factors on the ground and first excited
states are

(S35)

252
Akokl(ﬁE —Ke“§

0) xX e
Apyiy (eB1) ox e K€ (A=0), (S36)

The fidelity with the ground state for the unnormalized
state ([S34) is
_ |A7€07€1 (eEﬂ)<E0|¢0>|2

S o [ Akoky (€Bn ) (En o) |2
1

Akgiy (€En) (Enltho) |2
1+Zn 1 m

(S37)

where D is the Hilbert space dimension. Due to the fact
that A function is a Gaussian, assuming the initial coef-
ficients (E,|1v) are of the same order, the fidelity can be
estimated as

1

Aggk, (€B1)(E1|to) |
Aok (€Eo)(Eolvo)

~1— ‘Akokl (€E1)<E1|¢0> 2
Akokl (EEO) <E0 |1/)0>

~
~

1+

(S38)

2

assuming that ‘% < 1. The error, or
0F1

infidelity, is then

E=1-F
(E1]vo) |” _kea(a—2s)
¢ S39

‘<E0|¢0> (539)




In order to converge to the ground state, we must set
Eiwn < (Eo+E1)/2, which using our variables corresponds
to 6 < A/2. When this is an equality, the exponential
is equal to 1, and there is an equal suppression factor of
both the ground and first excited states. Higher energy
states are suppressed further.

EXACT EVALUATION OF QUBIT IMAGINARY
TIME EVOLUTION

The qubit example (Example 1 in the main text) allows
for another way of understanding the dynamics. In this
case MoM; x I, so that a general sequence involving

12

multiple applications of Us = X can be simplified as

T

[T (U0 M, ) [0} o MEX )
0 1
t=1

(S40)

where k is a non-negative integer and N¢ is the num-
ber of the times Us = X is applied. It can be ensured
that & > 0 because whenever k1 > ko (according to the
criterion x‘,:;‘}cxl > eBy, = 0), X is applied, kg « ki are
interchanged, since XMy = M1 X, XM; = MyX. For
example, we may simplify the sequence using these iden-
tities as

X My My X My My My Mo Mo|vo)
= M0M0M1M1M1M0M0X2|¢0>

oc Mo|vo). (S41)

In this way, it is possible to always ensure that k£ > 0,
which converges towards the ground state for k& > 1.



