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We introduce a novel approach for estimating the spectrum of quantum many-body Hamiltonians,
and more generally, of Hermitian operators, using quantum time evolution. In our approach we are
evolving a maximally mixed state under the Hamiltonian of interest and collecting specific time-
series measurements to estimate its spectrum. We demonstrate the advantage of our technique over
currently used classical statistical sampling methods. We showcase our approach by experimentally
estimating the spectral decomposition of a 2-qubit Heisenberg Hamiltonian on an IBM Quantum
backend. For this purpose, we develop a hardware-efficient decomposition that controls n-qubit Pauli
rotations against the physically closest qubit alongside expressing two-qubit rotations in terms of
the native entangling interaction. This substantially reduced the accumulation of errors from noisy
two-qubit operations in time evolution simulation protocols. We conclude by discussing the potential
impact of our work and the future directions of research it opens.

I. INTRODUCTION

Tackling the quantum many-body problem for any
realistic system is, besides fundamental theoretical ad-
vances, inevitably intertwined with the developments of
new computational techniques.[1] The problem complex-
ity scales exponentially with the system size. Yet, the
physically interesting phenomena are typically related to
finding the ground or selected excited states (i.e., those
accessible on characteristic energy scales), the relevant
observables, and measurable correlation functions. In
this context, a class of random sampling methods has
a key advantage over deterministic calculations as they
allow to offset the steep computational cost by recast-
ing the desired quantities (e.g., correlation functions) as
statistical estimators over random realizations that ex-
plore the Hilbert space of the problem [2]. The most
conceptually straightforward problem is associated with
determining the spectrum of a Hamiltonian, H, by the
time evolution of random vectors and the spectral anal-
ysis of their autocorrelation. Since only information on
selected states is typically desired, this may be achieved
by employing a set of random states in a particular sub-
space.

In principle, a single vector constructed as a uniformly
weighted linear combination of the selected stationary
states provides access to the spectrum of interest. How-
ever, as the spectral decomposition of H these station-
ary states are not known a priori. As a result, each
realization represents a particular sampling of the over-
lap with the eigenvectors of H. Since every sample has
varying (and non-uniform) overlap, the calculation thus
needs to be repeated and averaged, while the standard

deviation of the spectrum estimation decreases as 1/
√
N

with the number of samplings N . In principle, the ex-
act results are guaranteed (for unbiased sampling) when
N → ∞. The prefactor of the statistical error is largely
determined by the “information redundancy” in the sam-
pled subspace. Random sampling techniques for weakly
correlated systems generally exhibit self-averaging and
the desired quantity is well captured with only a few ran-
dom vectors leading to a significant speedup of perturba-
tive many-body techniques.[3–6] For strongly correlated
systems, however, the problem representation cannot be
simply reduced and converging the statistical estimator
requires N similar to the dimensionality of the correlated
Hilbert space.

In contrast to classical random sampling meth-
ods, quantum mechanics allows the realization of uni-
formly distributed random vectors sampling the Hilbert
(sub)space in the form of a single maximally mixed state.
As such, each such random vector has uniform overlap
with the eigenvectors of H. Manipulating in parallel all
the vectors that span the relevant subspace on a quantum
computer may provide a distinct advantage over a clas-
sical counterpart. Namely, if the system is highly degen-
erate, a random sampling of pure states may introduce
bias in the evaluated multiplicity of the power spectrum
which can be avoided by sampling directly from a max-
imally mixed sate. For each preparation, the quantum
phase estimation (QPE) algorithm [7, 8] allows one in
principle to calculate a single eigenvalue of H with uni-
form probability. This process can be repeated until allN
eigenvalues have been determined. The quantum method
therefore does not suffer from the overhead of classical
random sampling, which becomes particularly demand-

ar
X

iv
:2

31
2.

00
68

7v
2 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 1
8 

D
ec

 2
02

3



2

ing as applied to strongly-correlated systems. However,
QPE is not viable on near term noisy quantum comput-
ers. As such, several modifications to this protocol have
been proposed such as robust phase estimation [9, 10],
variational quantum phase estimation [11–14], exploiting
spectrographic techniques [15], or by utilizing mid-circuit
measurements [16].

In this work, we outline and practically demonstrate
an approach to eigenvalue spectrum estimation – based
on a time-series analysis of the Hadamard test [17, 18] –
in which a truly random (uniformly distributed) vector
is prepared from a maximally mixed state on a quantum
computer. Here, the states span the entire Hilbert space,
but its projection on a selected subspace can be easily
performed by filtering [2]. We further demonstrate the
advantage of the quantum representation over the clas-
sical (statistical) sampling methods as well as how the
two approaches scale with the system size. We further
provide a detailed discussion of the practical limitations
of these methods.

In Section II we generally describe the stochastic and
quantum approaches to approximating the spectrum of
a given Hamiltonian by time evolution. In Section III we
discuss a simple example system on which to benchmark
these two approaches to the eigenvalue spectrum estima-
tion. The results of these approaches are then discussed
in Section IV and conclusions and future perspectives are
given in Section V.

II. SPECTRAL ESTIMATION VIA TIME
EVOLUTION

Let H be a time-independent Hamiltonian on Hilbert
space of dimension d. The time evolution operator under
this Hamiltonian is given by

U(t) = e−iHt taking |ψ(0)⟩ U−−→ |ψ(t)⟩ (1)

where t denotes the evolution time and ψ is an arbitrary
(pure) quantum state (ℏ ≡ 1 throughout). A simple yet
potentially powerful realization is that the trace of U(t),
which we denote by u(t), has information about the entire
spectrum of H

u(t) = Tr
(
U(t)

)
=

∑
j

e−iλjt, (2)

where the λj are the eigenvalues of the Hamiltonian
(which may be degenerate). Consequently, the Fourier
transform of u(t), ũ(ω) = F(u(t)), provides the eigen-
value spectrum of H (including the multiplicity of de-
generate eigenvalues) in the frequency domain:

u(t)
F−−→ ũ(ω) = 2π

∑
j

δ(ω − λj). (3)

in the limit of infinite time. This mathematical setup
inspires numerous techniques [19–22] and it is also em-

ployed in the proposed quantum protocol for estimat-
ing the spectrum of H. In the first case, it is em-
ployed in a suite of random sampling algorithms that
emerged as numerically advantageous in evaluating ex-
pectation values and correlators [2]. A classical im-
plementation of stochastic sampling of the spectrum of
the system Hamiltonian employs a set of random vec-

tors {|ψ(k)
stoc⟩}k (each representing a pure quantum state)

for which the stochastic resolution of identity holds:

limK→∞
1
K

∑K
k=1 |ψ

(k)
stoc⟩ ⟨ψ

(k)
stoc| = I. In practice, the

number of stochastic vectors, K, is finite, and each sam-
pling state is generated as a linear combination:

|ψ(k)
stoc⟩ =

1√
S

S∑
j=1

α
(k)
j |E(k)

j ⟩ , (4)

where k ∈ [1,K] labels the state, |E(k)
j ⟩ are efficiently-

computable basis states, typically chosen as eigenstates of

an auxiliary Hamiltonian H̃. Here, α
(k)
j ≡ eiθ

(k)
j is a ran-

dom phase; the choice of H̃ is not unique, and, typically,
one employs H̃ that is related to the problem in question,
e.g., the corresponding mean-field approximation to H is
assumed in the context of perturbation expansion [5, 6].
The corresponding spectrum for each random state has

the form, ψ̃
(k)
stoc(ω) = F

(
ψ
(k)
stoc(t)

)
where

ψ
(k)
stoc(t) = ⟨ψ(k)

stoc| e−iHt |ψ(k)
stoc⟩ . (5)

The statistical average of the sample spectrum should
converge, with a variance scaling σ2 ∼ 1/K2, to the spec-
trum of H,

ψ̃K(ω) =
1

K

K∑
k=1

ψ̃
(k)
stoc(ω), lim

K→∞
ψ̃K(ω) = ũ(ω), (6)

where the last equality uses the central limit theorem.
In practice, the evolution operator, truncated to first

order, has the form

U(T ) = exp (−iHT ) ≈ (I− iH∆t)
n
, (7)

where ∆t = T/n defines the unit time step, and the
total evolution time T is inversely proportional to the
frequency resolution, ∆ω = 2π/T . The time resolution
must be small compared to the inverse of the maximum
eigenvalue (∆t ≪ 1/ωmax) in order to perform the trun-
cation in Eq. 7. Additionally, the frequency resolution
∆ω ≪ Min|ωi − ωj | must be small enough to resolve the
differences between eigenvalues. This sets the minimum
total evolution time: T ≫ 2π/Min|ωi−ωj |. The ratio be-
tween these two time scales T/∆t sets the operation costs
ϵ ∼ O(2πωmax/Min|ωi − ωj |). As the system size grows,
the minimal difference between eigenvalues generally re-
duces, and the maximum eigenvalue generally increases,
resulting in an increased computational cost.
In principle, the need for the use of random samplings

can be circumvented if each stochastic vector has a uni-
form overlap with the eigenstates of H. We here propose
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(a)

|+⟩ • // garbage

|0⟩ ρMMS

(b) 2 ⟨σ+⟩ = 1
d
Tr(U)

|+⟩ •

ρMMS / U /

FIG. 1. An illustration of a protocol to measure Tr(U).
(a) Circuit diagram generating the maximally mixed state for
a single qubit. Two qubits are first prepared in a Bell state,
then one is discarded while the other is operated on further.
(b) A circuit for measuring Tr(U), where ρMMS = 1

d
I. The

circuit is repeated many times. In each realization we measure
the pointer qubit (top register in the figure) in either the
Pauli-X basis or the Pauli-Y basis (the basis of measurement
is implicit in the meter). Over many repetitions we estimate
2 ⟨σ+⟩ = ⟨X + i Y ⟩ from which we can approximate 1

d
Tr(U).

and implement a protocol that employs the time evolu-
tion on quantum computers with random vectors drawn
from such a distribution, surpassing the classical limi-
tations of the stochastic implementation. We argue that
this protocol is amenable to implementation on near-term
quantum computers.

This protocol entails constructing a maximally mixed
state ρMMS (shown in Fig. 1a) as the input to a com-
putational register, in contrast to an initial pure state
(which may be prepared to have some overlap on the
relevant subspace), for usual time evolution on a quan-
tum computer controlled by the pointer qubit, depicted
in Fig. 1b. While the protocol can provide input for
many quantum algorithms, including QPE [7, 8], here
we apply time evolution via the Hadamard test to cal-
culate eigenvalues. We also note that this technique
can be easily extended to correlation functions in gen-
eral [17, 18], because hardware requirements (e.g., error
rate, circuit depth, coherence time) are within the ca-
pabilities of current noisy quantum computers for time-
series experiments on small enough computational reg-
isters [23]. From here, the usual X- and Y -basis mea-
surements as a function of time are used to construct the
time series (see Appendix)

⟨X + iY ⟩(t) = 2⟨σ+⟩(t) = 1

d
Tr(U(t)), (8)

which determines the spectrum through a fourier trans-
formation. In our implementation we create the maxi-
mally mixed state by entangling each qubit in the com-
putational register with a “garbage” qubit which remains
unmeasured (and presumably coherent) throughout the
algorithm execution.

III. EIGENVALUE SPECTRUM ESTIMATION

As a concrete example to contrast the stochastic sam-
pling and quantum evolution techniques, we consider
the general one-dimensional spin-1/2 Heisenberg Hamil-
tonian with a ẑ direction external field coupling, which

has the form

Ĥ = −J
∑
⟨ij⟩

(XiXj + YiYj + ZiZj)−B
∑
i

Zi, (9)

where Xi, Yi, and Zi are Pauli operators at site i,
⟨ij⟩ sums nearest-neighbor (NN) sites, with a coupling
strength J . At each site, electrons can take spin up
|↑⟩ (≡ |0⟩) or spin down |↓⟩ (≡ |1⟩) configuration in the
Pauli-Z basis. Physically, the Pauli operators Xi and Yi
generate spin flips between NN sites, leading to the ex-
change interaction between spins. The Zi operator, on
the other hand, favors parallel alignment between NN
sites, resulting in a ferromagnetic coupling.
In this work, we asses the performance of the quantum

algorithm running on a noisy quantum hardware in com-
parison to stochastic methods, by implementing a 2-site
Heisenberg model. In this case, the Hamiltonian can be
represented in a matrix form

H = −

J + 2B 0 0 0
0 −J 2J 0
0 2J −J 0
0 0 0 J − 2B

 , (10)

in the Pauli-Z basis {|↓↓⟩ , |↑↓⟩ , |↓↑⟩ , |↑↑⟩}. Its eigenval-
ues eigenvalues are, −J ± 2B and J ± 2J , where degen-
eracy occurs when the external field B = ±2J .

A. Quantum Hardware Approach

1. Preparing a maximally mixed state

A maximally mixed qubit register is experimentally
prepared by preparing it, together with a garbage qubit
register, in one of the Bell states, for example, using the
circuit depicted in Fig. 1a. Ideally, the garbage qubit
should be left unmeasured and protected against relax-
ation processes during the computation. To understand
why, consider the state |ϕ+⟩ = (|0⟩c |0⟩g + |1⟩c |1⟩g)/

√
2.

If one of the qubits is subjected to a measurement, then
the other qubit is projected onto the same state. In such
a case, instead of evolving the maximally mixed state,
only a single computational basis state is evolved. Note,
that it is enough to protect the qubit against any mech-
anism that corresponds to a measurement process. On
the other hand if the garbage qubit goes through a trace
preserving quantum channel E(·), then the reduced state
of the computation qubit is

ρc =
1

2

1∑
i,j=0

Tr[E(|i⟩g⟨j|)] |i⟩c⟨j| =
1

2
I. (11)

Therefore, the preparation of the maximally mixed state
is robust against depolarizing channel or other trace-
preserving channels acting on the garbage qubit.
Another consideration in preparing the maximally

mixed state is the limited connectivity between qubits
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FIG. 2. Schematic depiction of preparing a maximally
mixed state of 4 qubits on the heavy-hexagonal topol-
ogy of IBM Quantum’s superconducting processors.
The purple qubits and dashed X lines represent the garbage
qubits while the teal qubits and arrows represent the compu-
tation qubits. The pointer qubit is represented in green with
|+⟩. Due to the connectivity, three SWAP gates (represented
as crossed wires in the figure) are required in this state prepa-
ration protocol.

in planar architectures. As controlled-NOT CX gates are
the major source of error in superconducting qubit ar-
chitectures, with error rates in the range of 0.5-1%, it is
important to minimize the number of SWAP gates (con-
sisting of up to three CX gates). A diagram depicting how
minimizing the number of CX gates may be achieved for a
one-dimensional line of qubits on IBM’s heavy-hexagonal
topology [24] is displayed in Fig. 2.

2. Implementation of controlled time-evolution

Our protocol requires an implementation of a con-
trolled time evolution circuit. However, the decompo-
sition of an arbitrary controlled unitary circuit using
Qiskit’s default equivalence library synthesizes gate se-
quences [27] that cannot be realistically executed (see
Fig. 3a(i)) on noisy near-term quantum hardware, even
for the modest 2-qubit Hamiltonian we are considering
here. The limited connectivity between qubits poten-
tially requires SWAP gates, which additionally provides a
challenge to minimizing the number of CX gates.
To overcome this, we first realize that, up to single-

qubit rotations, any controlled-Pauli rotation is locally
equivalent to

cPR(θ) ∼ |0⟩ ⟨0|+ e−i θ
2

⊗
j P i

j |1⟩ ⟨1| (12)

where P i ∈ {I, Z} consisting of a tensor product of iden-
tity and Pauli-Z operators, often referred to in the Pauli
string notation where position in the string indicates
which qubit is operated on. These Pauli rotations can be
realized as a single-qubit Rz(θ) on a single choice of qubit
with a Z term in the Pauli string, and CXs targeting this

Synthesis CX Count CX Count(mapped) ECR Count

Fig. 3a 50 67 104
Fig. 3b 22 23 18
Fig. 3c 16 16 15

TABLE I. CX count for each circuit synthesis technique
shown in Figure 3 which constructs the controlled time evolu-
tion of the Heisenberg dimer. The values shown are counted
before and after mapping to the qubit connectivity of the de-
vice. The number of echoed cross-resonance (ECR) pulses
(both scaled and unscaled) after mapping is also listed for
these synthesis techniques.

qubit. It is controlled on every other qubit with a Z in
the Pauli string, both before and after the Rz(θ). There-
fore, when constructing the controlled-rotation, one is
free to place the Rz(θ) on the qubit with the least dis-
tance to the pointer qubit within the connectivity graph
of the quantum computer, as this reduces the number of
required SWAPs (and hence CXs).
Next, we implement the controlled Z-rotation via an

uncontrolled rotation by half the angle Rz(θ/2) followed
by an Rzz(−θ/2) gate. The single-qubit Z-rotation is
implemented without error by a frame change [25]. The
two-qubit ZZ-rotation can be implemented with scaled
echoed cross resonance gates [26]. This technique allows
us to reduce the number of CX gates by 75% (from roughly
100 to about 25), for the specific Hamiltonian we are con-
sidering (Table I). Performing the uncontrolled evolution
first is important as it allows the preparation of the su-
perposition on the pointer qubit (by Hadamard gate) as
late as possible, preventing unnecessary decoherence.
The careful decomposition of the controlled time-

evolved Heisenberg Hamiltonian is highlighted in Fig. 3
by considering just the ZZ term. Fig. 3a shows a decom-
position first using Qiskit’s standard equivalence library
for the Rzz(θ) gate followed by the addition of controls
on each individual gate. Fig. 3b shows a decomposition
by controlling the direction of rotation of a Rzzz(θ/2)
gate (consisting of an Rzz(−θ/2) sandwiched between 2
CXs) followed by an action of the equivalence library on
the Rzz gates in the dashed boxes. The most hardware-
efficient decomposition appears in Fig. 3c where the con-
trol is placed on the single-qubit Rz(θ) necessary to
achieve the Pauli rotation, which is further decomposed
into an error-free Rz(θ/2) implemented virtually [25] and
an Rzz(−θ/2) gate that produced by scaling the native
cross resonance interaction [26].

IV. RESULTS

To assess our eigenvalue estimation approach, we com-
pare the spectral decomposition of a Heisenberg dimer
with an energy ratio J/B = 1 between the classical
stochastic method and the quantum hardware approach.
We obtain this first by stochastically sampling the 2-
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(a) •

Rzz(θ)

(i) • • • •
= • •

Rz

(
θ
2

)
Rz

(−θ
2

)
(d) •

•

• • • T •

= • • T T †

H T † T T † T H

(b) •

Rzz(θ)

(i) • •
=

Rzz(θ/2) Rzz(−θ/2)

(ii) • •
= • • • •

Rz

(
θ
2

)
Rz

(−θ
2

)

(c) •

Rzz(θ)

(i) •
= Rz(θ)

• •

(ii)
Rzz(−θ/2)

= Rz(θ/2)

• •

(iii) • •
= Rz(θ/2) Rz(−θ/2)

• •

FIG. 3. Various decompositions of a ctrl-Rzz(θ) gate (note that any other two-qubit Pauli rotation can be decomposed
to Rzz(θ) by placing the appropriate single-qubit gates on either side of the operation). (a) The default decomposition using
Qiskit’s standard equivalence library in a(i) contains two Toffoli gates which decompose to six CX gates (d) is very inefficient.
Alternatively in (b), the controlled Rzz(θ) gate can be written using two Rzz(θ) gates as shown in b(i). In (c) we show
the decomposition to a single ctrl-Rz(θ) gate between two CX gates c(i). The single ctrl-Rz(θ) gate is then expressed by a
Z-rotation for half of the total angle θ followed by an Rzz(−θ/2) rotation in c(ii) which realizes a circuit with a minimal
amount of two-qubit gates. In both (b) and (c), the Rzz(θ) gates can be expressed as a pair of CX gates between a single Rz(θ)
(which are realized virtually via frame changes [25] and therefore noiseless) as shown in boxes in (b)(ii) and (c)(iii). Here
Rzz(θ) rotations can be constructed by pulse scaling to reduce the effective gate time [26]

FIG. 4. Lifetime of maximally mixed state (a) The fi-
delity between the state of the computational qubits with the
maximally mixed state as a function of time. Two garbage
qubits are prepared in a maximally entangled state with two
computational qubits, and left idle for time t before tomo-
graphic measurement. The probability of obtaining the |00⟩
state increases with time due to qubit relaxation.

site Hilbert space with S = 100 samples and evolve
each sampled state to time T ≈ 2πJ−1 with time steps
dt = 10−4J−1 following the common implementation, as
detailed, e.g., in Ref. [2]. The resulting average expecta-

tion value of ⟨ψ(k)
stoc(t)⟩ and eigenvalue spectrum ψ̃K(ω)

are then normalized and plotted in green in Figs. 5a and
5b respectively – along with the exact evolution.

For the quantum approach, the time evolution was
simulated using the 7-qubit ibm lagos device and the

controlled-unitary Uc(t) was generated using the ap-
proach described in this work. We first prepared two Bell
pairs then executed a controlled evolution of two qubits
(one from each pair) under a 2-site Heisenberg Hamil-
tonian. The same energy ratio of J/B = 1 was chosen
and the system was evolved for time T ≈ 2π J−1 and
dt ≈ 0.04 J−1 under the first order Trotter-Suzuki ap-
proximation with a single Trotter step. For each time
step, a number of shots N = 8192 of the observable
⟨X+iY ⟩ was performed. Experimentally, the system suf-
fers from a non-trace-preserving relaxation channel which
will destroy the maximally-mixed state between the com-
putation and garbage qubits. To ensure our circuits are
much shorter than this decay, in Fig. 4 we show the effec-
tive lifetime of the two-qubit maximally mixed state by
preparation and tomographic measurement of the com-
putational register after idle time t. Given that our ex-
periments execute within 9.5µs, the fidelity of the maxi-
mally mixed state is high enough such that our analysis
will return accurate eigenvalue spectra.

If perfect single-shot measurement is assumed, the
standard deviation of the expectation of an observable
is ∆⟨O⟩ = 2/

√
N , where we require 2: ⟨X⟩ and ⟨Y ⟩, giv-

ing standard deviation 1/
√
N overall. Given a uniform

sampling over the Hilbert space d = 2N we can select win-
dows of time evolution to lessen the degradation to the
signal from measuring multiple eigenvalues. Addition-
ally, to mitigate hardware noise, we execute all Rzz(θ)
gates via cross-resonance pulse scaling [26]. By doing so,
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(a)

(b)

FIG. 5. Spectral comparison between a classical
stochastic method and controlled quantum propaga-
tion on a 2-site Heisenberg model (at J/B ≡ 1). (a)
The time evolution amplitudes: the dash-line in black rep-
resents the exact amplitude, e.g. u(t); The lines in blue are
expectation values of the Pauli-Y operator (⟨Y ⟩), acquired
from the ancilla qubit; The line in green labels the ampli-
tude generated by the stochastic technique, with sample size
S = 100. The unit time step for the classical evolution is
dt = 10−4 J−1, T = 6 J−1, and for easy comparison, we
project the ibm lagos data onto an identical time and fre-
quency grid used in the classical algorithm via a quadratic
interpolation. (b) The corresponding normalized power spec-
trum generated by the discrete Fourier transform (DFT), with
the same color labeling. Both spectra generated are in close
agreement with the exact spectrum (black vertical dash-line).
The harmonic peaks at even integer frequencies are artifacts
generated by the frequency interpolation scheme via the DFT.

the error rate of these two-qubit Pauli rotations is lin-
early scaled according to the angle θ. The data was then
projected onto an identical time grid to the stochastic
approach via a quadratic interpolation and processed by
a discrete Fourier transform. The corresponding normal-
ized eigenvalue spectrum is shown in blue in Fig. 5b.

The precision of unitary evolution techniques is limited
by the total time evolved, which is ultimately limited by
the number of gates that can be completed within the
qubit coherence times. With this limitation, however,
results agree well compared to classical numerics for T =
6. Further improvements are expected as qubit coherence
times increase.

As further analysis, we estimate the fidelity of this con-
trolled time evolution for large chain lengths in Fig. 6. To
obtain these estimates, we prepare the eigenvalue spec-
trum estimation protocol described in Section IIIA for

FIG. 6. Estimated fidelity of time evolution as a
function of chain length. For each chain we prepare a
maximally mixed stated and the controlled time evolution
protocol then estimate the fidelity by taking a produce of
the error rates obtained from the device calibration. Inset
shows a connectivity graph of the ibm sherbrooke device with
a sample layout. The computation qubits are highlighted in
green while the “garbage” qubits used to prepare the MMS
are shown in pink. The phase qubit used to measure ⟨X+iY ⟩
is shown in black.

a given chain length of n. The routing of the associated
circuit is then optimized to ibm sherbrooke, a 127-qubit
device configured to a heavy-hex connectivity graph. Fi-
nally, the calibration information of the device is gath-
ered to implement the weight-2 Pauli rotations (as shown
in Fig. 3). An estimated fidelity was then calculated us-
ing the prepared circuit – evolving the system to time
t ≈ 2π J−1 with the same energy ratio and time evo-
lution approximation – by taking a product of the error
rates obtained from the device calibration for all of the
single and two-qubit gates. We also take into account the
linear scaling of the error rates for the cross-resonance
pulses for this estimate [26]. The results here demon-
strate an estimated fidelity less than 0.5 once the chain
has grown to 10 sites. An inset shows a sample layout of
a small, 6-site chain on the ibm sherbrooke device with
the system qubits highlighted in green and the “garbage”
qubits highlighted in pink. Additionally, we note that be-
cause the transpilation procedure utilizes a probabilistic
heuristic to insert needed SWAP gates [28], the fidelity esti-
mate possesses some variance in what should be a smooth
function.

V. PERSPECTIVE AND CONCLUSIONS

This work explores the practical advantages of quan-
tum realization of randomized sampling for spectral es-
timation, which (similar to the classical counterpart) en-
ables exploiting the information redundancy. In essence,
the classical approach requires multiple re-samplings,
while the quantum realization allows constructing “ideal”
(uniformly distributed) random states even on near-term
devices and yields an unbiased estimation of correlation
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functions.
The quantum resources required for this sampling tech-

nique scale favorable with system size. The time step
sets the cutoff frequency and thereby largest eigenvalue
that can be observed, whereas the total time evolution
sets both the minimum eigenvalue that can be observed
as well as the minimum resolution between eigenvalues.
The total time evolution is currently limited by qubit de-
coherence, as circuit depth increases with larger number
of Trotter steps. Neglecting measurement error, which
maybe be mitigated [29], the signal will be limited due

to shot noise to a standard deviation of 1/
√
N where

N is the number of identical experiments performed for
each the X and Y expectation values. For example, here
N = 8192 experiments were performed twice for each
time step at a typical rate of 4 kHz. This signal is further
suppressed due to spectral weight transfer among all the
eigenstates contributing to the time evolution. Since we
are typically interested only in d̃ fraction of the Hilbert
space explored, the signal suppression and shot noise con-
tribute overall as ∼ d̃/

√
N to the overall error. Further

improvement is possible via denoising through project-
ing the measured data onto the “nearest” function satis-
fying the physical constraints of the time correlators, as
has been recently demonstrated for the equilibrium and
steady states [30].

Besides the hardware advances necessary to achieve
longer time evolution (and hence better frequency reso-
lution), the near-term strategy may alternatively employ
numerical postprocessing on classical devices. In par-
ticular, techniques based on principle mode analysis and
dimension reduction technique through low-rank approx-
imations (such as dynamical mode decomposition [31–
36]). Alternative strategies may employ, for instance,
Recursive Neural Networks, in which the general func-
tional forms of the time evolution are trained on solvable
model.[37]. Such a combination of multiple techniques is
likely optimal for practical applications in the near future
and circumvents the need for a huge technological leap.

In this work, we have practically demonstrated an ap-
proach for estimating the spectrum of a quantum many-

body Hamlitonian. We utilize a novel technique to ef-
ficiently construct a controlled time evolution operator
Uc(t). Our results show agreement with classical stochas-
tic methods of obtaining eigenvalue spectra and demon-
strate the ability to accurately reproduce eigenvalue spec-
tra for a small Heisenberg system. With the introduction
of more sophisticated error mitigation techniques [38–
42] and a direct measurement protocol for the observ-
able measurement [43], quantum hardware may be able
to outperform classical stochastic methods of obtaining
eigenvalues of larger systems – allowing for the accurate
characterization of condensed matter models currently
inaccessible using numerical, stochastic, or other approx-
imating methods.
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APPENDIX - HADAMARD TEST

Very generally, the Hadamard test concerns with the
application of a controlled-unitary operation, that is the
application of a unitary transformation U on register
qubits, conditioned that an ancilla qubit is in a |1⟩ state.
By applying a controlled unitary Uc on a state ρ when
the control qubit is prepared in the |+⟩ = (|0⟩+ |1⟩)/

√
2

we obtain:

Uc(|+⟩ ⟨+| ⊗ ρ)U†
c =

1

2

[
|0⟩ ⟨0| ⊗ ρ+ (|0⟩ ⟨1| ⊗ (ρU†) + |1⟩ ⟨0| ⊗ (Uρ) + |1⟩ ⟨1| ⊗ (UρU†)

]
For the special case where ρ is the completely mixed state we have

Uc(|+⟩ ⟨+| ⊗ ρ)U†
c =

1

2d

[
|0⟩ ⟨0| ⊗ I+ (|0⟩ ⟨1| ⊗ U† + |1⟩ ⟨0| ⊗ U + |1⟩ ⟨1| ⊗ I)

]
.

Therefore, the reduced state of the qubit after the application of the controlled unitary operation becomes

ρqubit =
1

2
I+

1

2d

[
|0⟩ ⟨1|Tr(U†) + |1⟩ ⟨0|Tr(U)

]
Hence measuring X + iY = 2 |1⟩ ⟨0| corresponds to measuring Tr(U)/d.
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