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The recent development of logical quantum processors signifies a pivotal moment in the progression from
the noisy intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) era to the fault-tolerant quantum computing (FTQC) era. These
advanced devices are poised to alter the approach to problems that challenge classical computation methods. By
transforming such problems into Hamiltonian frameworks and exploiting quantum mechanical properties, these
processors have the potential to address complex issues within a polynomial computational time. However,
despite their advancements, these processors remain vulnerable to disruptive noise, highlighting the need for
robust quantum algorithms designed to manage noise effectively. In response to this need, we introduce a
new classical-quantum hybrid algorithm termed Quantum Zeno Monte Carlo (QZMC). QZMC is capable of
handling device noises and Trotter errors while demonstrating polynomial computational cost. This algorithm
combines the quantum Zeno effect with Monte Carlo integration techniques, facilitating multi-step transitions
toward targeted eigenstates of the Hamiltonian problem. Notably, QZMC does not require overlap between
the initial state and the target state, nor does it depend on variational parameters. It can compute static and
dynamic properties of the targeted states, including ground state energy, excited state energies, and Green’s
functions. Compared to quantum phase estimation, QZMC offers a significantly reduced quantum circuit depth.
These features make QZMC an important algorithm for navigating the current transitional phase in quantum
computing and beyond.

I. THE ONSET OF THE ERROR-CORRECTED
QUANTUM COMPUTING ERA

The quantum computer [1–3] utilizes quantum algorithms
to tackle computationally challenging problems, offering po-
tential solutions to classically hard problems. A significant
challenge lies in finding Hamiltonian eigenstates and their
physical properties [4], crucial for material design and quan-
tum machine learning implementation. By providing an initial
state sufficiently close to the target eigenstate, this problem
can be solved within polynomial quantum time [5, 6] with a
fully fault-tolerant quantum computer (FTQC) [7, 8]. How-
ever, the preceding decades have been marked by the noisy
intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) era [9] rather than the
FTQC era. Due to substantial device noise, quantum algo-
rithms for NISQ systems prioritize noise resilience, leading
to the dominance of ansatz-based algorithms [10, 11] without
provable polynomial complexity.

The emergence of quantum devices with 48 logical
qubits [12] marks the start of error-corrected quantum com-
puting. These devices, along with their future advancements,
have the potential to showcase quantum advantage, bridging
the gap between NISQ and FTQC eras. Early error-corrected
quantum computers are expected to handle longer quantum
circuits than NISQ devices and execute quantum algorithms
with polynomial complexity. However, algorithms designed
for the FTQC era may not be suitable for early error-corrected
quantum computers, as they still face device noise due to lim-
ited error corrections. As a result, developing new quantum al-
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gorithms that costs polynomial quantum time and are resilient
to noise shows promise for achieving quantum advantage in
early error-corrected quantum computers.

We introduce the quantum Zeno Monte Carlo (QZMC) al-
gorithm. This algorithm is robust against device noise as well
as Trotter error. Furthermore, this algorithm enables the com-
putation of static as well as dynamic physical properties for
quantum systems within polynomial quantum time. Notably,
QZMC does not necessitate overlap between the initial state
and the target state, nor does it requires variational parameters.
We validate its resilience to device noise by implementing it
on IBM’s NISQ devices for small systems. We also demon-
strate its resilience to the Trotter error and the polynomial
dependence of its computational cost by numerical demon-
stration on a noiseless quantum computer simulator. Then,
we present theoretical computational cost of our method. In-
terestingly, the maximum quantum circuit depth required is
notably shorter than that of the quantum phase estimation al-
gorithm [13, 14].

II. QUANTUM ZENO METHODS

The Quantum Zeno Monte Carlo algorithm draws inspi-
ration from the quantum Zeno effect [15]. This is the phe-
nomenon that repeated measurements slow down state transi-
tions. We briefly outline this effect: A system varying with
a continuous variable λ is represented by the state |ψλ⟩. In-
creasing λ to λ+∆λ yields the state |ψλ+∆λ⟩, which remains
|ψλ⟩ with a probability of | ⟨ψλ|ψλ+∆λ⟩ |2. Because its maxi-
mum is at ∆λ = 0, this probability becomes 1−O((∆λ)2) for
sufficiently small ∆λ. By dividing ∆λ intoN slices and mea-
suring at each interval of ∆λ/N , the probability of measuring
|ψλ⟩ is 1 − O((∆λ)2/N). Increasing the measurement fre-
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quency N ensures the system remains in its initial state |ψλ⟩.
While the original article [15] focused on state freezing

through continuous measurements, the principle can also be
applied to obtain an energy eigenstate by varying the Hamil-
tonian for each measurement [16–20]. Let’s denote our tar-
get Hamiltonian as H , with its eigenstate as |Φ⟩. Suppose
we have an easily preparable eigenstate |Φ0⟩ of H0 and the
state is adiabatically connected to |Φ⟩. Due to the Van Vleck
catastrophe [21, 22], |Φ0⟩ has very small overlap with |Φ⟩
in general, potentially requiring a large number of measure-
ments to obtain |Φ⟩ directly from |Φ0⟩. Instead, we con-
sider measuring Hα = (1 − λα)H0 + λαH consecutively
for λα = 1/Nα, 2/Nα . . . , 1. Utilizing the quantum Zeno
principle, we can obtain |Φ⟩ with very high probability as we
increase the number of consecutive measurements Nα.

III. QUANTUM ZENO MONTE CARLO

The quantum Zeno principle can be implemented using pro-
jections, which is equivalent to measurements. Let’s consider
Hα = (1 − λα)H0 + λαH where λα = 1/Nα, 2/Nα . . . , 1,
and |Φ0⟩ is the eigenstate of H0 that can be readily prepared.
For the eigenstate |Φα⟩ of Hα, the operator that projects onto
|Φα⟩ is represented as |Φα⟩ ⟨Φα|. Then, the consecutive pro-
jections Pα applied to |Φ0⟩ is

|Ψα⟩ = Pα |Φ0⟩ , Pα = |Φα⟩ ⟨Φα| . . . |Φ1⟩ ⟨Φ1| , (1)

which is equal to |Φα⟩ apart from the normalization.
The quantum Zeno principle ensures that ⟨Ψα|Ψα⟩ =
⟨Φ0|P†

αPα|Φ0⟩ approaches 1 as Nα → ∞. For the imple-
mentation of Pα, we use the approximate projection operator
defined as

P β
H(E) =

∑
j

|j⟩ ⟨j| e−β2(Ej−E)2/2 = e−β2(H−E)2/2, (2)

while Ej and |j⟩ are energy eigenvalues and eigenstates for a
Hamiltonian H . As β increases, Eq. (2) becomes the projec-
tion onto the subspace with the energy E. Its implementation
on the quantum computer can be achieved by using the Fourier
expansion [23–26]

P β
H(E) =

1√
2πβ2

∫ ∞

−∞
e
− t2

2β2 e−i(H−E)tdt. (3)

The integrand in Eq. (3) represents the time evolution which
can be implemented within a polynomial quantum time [27,
28]. Then, the consecutive projection Pα can be approximated
by

Pβ
α = P β

Hα
(Eα) . . . P

β
H1

(E1), (4)

while Eα is the energy eigenvalue of Hα corresponds to
|Φα⟩. By substituting Pα by Pβ

α , consecutive projection trans-
forms into a multidimensional integral of consecutive time
evolution, which can be computed using the Monte Carlo
method [29]. Like recently proposed algorithms [23, 24], our

objective is to compute the expectation values ⟨O⟩ of observ-
ables rather than the state itself. By using |Ψα⟩, ⟨O⟩α =
⟨Φα|O|Φα⟩ can be determined as

⟨O⟩α =
⟨Ψα|O|Ψα⟩
⟨Ψα|Ψα⟩

, (5)

where ⟨Ψα|A|Ψα⟩ for an arbitrary operator A is computed by
the summation of consecutive time evolutions,

⟨Ψα|A|Ψα⟩ =
1

Nν

∑
ν

⟨Φ0|e−iK1tν,2α · · · e−iKαtν,α+1

Ae−iKαtν,α · · · e−iK1tν,1 |Φ0⟩. (6)

Here, Kα′ = Hα′ − Eα′ for α′ = 1, . . . , α and we use
Nν samples of tν = [tν,1 tν,2 · · · tν,2α]T , where each tν,k is
drawn from the gaussian distribution with a standard deviation
of β. Consequently, various static and dynamic properties of
Hamiltonian eigenstates can be computed using the aforemen-
tioned quantum Zeno Monte Carlo (QZMC) method. Figure 1
provides a summary of QZMC.

The QZMC computation relies on prior knowledge of en-
ergy eigenvalues Eα. Therefore, a practical method for their
computation is necessary. Here, we propose the predictor-
corrector QZMC method for determining energy eigenval-
ues. Suppose we know E0, E1, . . . Eα−1 and aim to compute
Eα. Similar to the predictor-corrector method used in solv-
ing differential equations [30], we begin with a rough esti-
mate of Eα, termed the predictor. Our predictor for Eα is the
first-order perturbation approximation [31], given by Eα =
Eα−1 + ⟨Φα−1|hα−1|Φα−1⟩, where hα−1 = Hα − Hα−1.
Subsequently, using the predictor Eα, we compute a more ac-
curate estimate of Eα, termed the corrector. We determine the
corrector based on the properties of the consecutive projec-
tion,

Eα = Eα−1 +
⟨Ψα |Φα⟩ ⟨Φα|hα−1|Ψα−1⟩

⟨Ψα|Ψα⟩
. (7)

This equation directly computes the energy differenceEα−
Eα−1 using QZMC. Compared to estimating the entire en-
ergy, this approach enhances robustness against noise by con-
fining noise influences to the energy difference (Eα − Eα−1)
alone. Based on this insight, we employed Eq. (7), which
can be computed as in Eq. (6) by substituting |Φα⟩ ⟨Φα| by
P β
H(Eα). More details of QZMC as well as its extension to

compute Green’s function are described in the Appendix. A.
Our method starts with the assumption that we have H0,

which can be easily solved with a classical computer, and that
the eigenstate is readily preparable as a quantum circuit. How-
ever, arbitrary unitary synthesis can incur exponential quan-
tum time costs [32], making the preparation of the eigenstate
|Φ0⟩ challenging even when H0 can be exactly solved with a
classical computer. In such cases, we prepare an easily acces-
sible state |Φ̃0⟩ which has a non-trivial overlap with |Φ0⟩ (e.g.
| ⟨Φ0|Φ̃0⟩ |2 > 0.5). Then, we project |Φ̃0⟩ onto |Φ0⟩ by using
Eq. (2) and perform QZMC in a equivalent way. Therefore,

|Ψα⟩ = Pα |Φ0⟩ ⟨Φ0|Φ̃0⟩ , (8)



3

|Φ0〉 |Φ1〉
|Φ2〉

|Φα-1〉

|Φα〉

· · ·· · ·

|Ψα〉 =|Φα〉〈Φα| · · ·
· · · |Φ1〉〈Φ1|Φ0〉

〈O〉α =
〈Ψα|O|Ψα〉
〈Ψα|Ψα〉

=

∑

ν

〈Φ0|e−iK1tν,2α · · · e−iKαtν,α+1Oe−iKαtν,α · · · e−iK1tν,1 |Φ0〉

∑

ν

〈Φ0|e−iK1tν,2α · · · e−iKαtν,α+1e−iKαtν,α · · · e−iK1tν,1 |Φ0〉

Classical Quantum

Figure 1. Overview of the Quantum Zeno Monte Carlo. The construction of the unnormalized eigenstate |Ψα⟩ of Hα from the eigenstate |Φ0⟩
of H0 is depicted (left). Each |Φk⟩ represents the normalized eigenstate of Hk. In the right, we present a summary of our Quantum Zeno Monte
Carlo for computing the expectation value of an observable (O). First, classical computer generates a time vector tν = [tν,1 tν,2 · · · tν,2α]T ,
where tν,k follows Gaussian distribution. Next, quantum computer measure the expectation value with the given time vector. Finally, the sum
over Nν Monte Carlo sampling as well as the division is conducted by using classical computer. Here, Kα′ represents Hα′ − Eα′ .
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Figure 2. A one-qubit system. The energy eigenvalues of the ground
(red) and the excited state (blue) are plotted in (a). In (b), we plot-
ted ⟨X⟩ (blue), ⟨Y ⟩ (green), and ⟨Z⟩ (red) calculated for the ground
states. (c) and (d) display the fidelity F and ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ for the ground
state. In (a)-(d), dotted lines represent the exact result, boxes repre-
sent QZMC results with a noiseless simulator, and crosses represent
results with ibmq lima. In this figure, we used β = 5 and Nν = 400.

instead of Eq. (1). As |Φ0⟩ is known and can be processed
with a classical computer, finding |Φ̃0⟩ can be efficiently ac-
complished using classical computing resources.

IV. APPLICATIONS OF QZMC

Here, we verify our method by applying it to solve vari-
ous quantum many body systems. First, we used our method
to compute physical properties of small systems with NISQ
devices. The first system we consider (Figure 2) is the one-

qubit system with the Hamiltonian. H(λ) = X/2 + (2λ −
1)Z. Next, we simulate the H2 molecule (Figure 3 (a)) in
the STO-3G basis [33], a typical testbed for quantum algo-
rithms [34, 35]. By constraining the electron number to be
2 and the total spin to be 0 [36, 37], the system can be rep-
resented by a 2-qubit Hamiltonian. We calculate the energy
spectrum of H2 as a function of interatomic distance (R).
Lastly, we consider the 2-site Hubbard model [38]. The Hub-
bard dimer (Figure 3 (b)-(f)) at its half filling and singlet spin
configuration can also be mapped to a two-qubit Hamiltonian.
Energy eigenvalues of the Hubbard dimer are computed by
increasing onsite Coulomb interaction(U ). For these calcu-
lations, we create a discrete path with Nα = 10, and apply
the predictor-corrector QZMC for Hα = H(λα) (For more
details of the NISQ simulations, see Appendix B).

The one-qubit system results are displayed in Fig. 2.
Fig. 2 (a) shows the ground and the excited state energy
eigenvalues, while Fig. 2 (b) shows ground state expecta-
tion value of X , Y and Z operators. Despite device noises
in ibmq lima, measured observables match well with exact
values (dashed lines). Moreover, computed ground state fi-
delity Fα = | ⟨Φα|Ψα⟩ |2/ ⟨Ψα|Ψα⟩ (Fig. 2 (c)) is almost 1,
which demonstrates accurate projection to the desired state by
QZMC.

Figure 3 presents computational results for two-qubit sys-
tems: H2 and the Hubbard dimer. We determined the energy
eigenvalues of H2 within an error of 0.02Ha using ibm lagos.
Energy eigenvalues for the Hubbard dimer are calculated
within an error of 0.06 t on ibm perth, where t is electron hop-
ping between two hubbard atoms. And we compute the elec-
tronic spectral function A(ω) [39] of the Hubbard dimer with
the NISQ device. Figures 3 (e)-(f) displaysA(ω) at k = 0 and
k = π, showing good agreements between exact values and
measured values.

Next, we demonstrate our method for a large system by
applying QZMC on the Hubbard model at the half-filling in
various sizes with noiseless qsim-cirq [40] quantum computer
simulator. As H0, we choose dimer array, featuring easily im-
plementable non-degenerate ground state. We gradually in-
creased the inter-dimer hopping tinter from 0 to the desired
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Figure 3. H2 and the Hubbard dimer. (a) plots energy eigenvalues of H2 in a STO-3G basis as a function of the bond length. Here, we used
β = 5 and NISQ device calculation is conducted with ibm lagos. In (b)-(f), we considered the Hubbard dimer. (b) shows energy eigenvalues
as a function of the Coulomb interaction U . In (c), we compared ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ of the ground state calculated with the NISQ device with exact values
and noiseless QZMC results. (d) compares two energy estimator ⟨Hα⟩α = ⟨Φα|Hα|Φα⟩ and Eq. (7). The spectral functions for two different
crystal momentum (e) k = 0 and (f) k = π are plotted. For the Hubbard dimer, we used β = 0.5 and ibm perth is used. In this figure, we
used Nν = 100 Monte Carlo samples for each α and and the spectral function is calculated with 300 Monte Carlo samples.
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Figure 4. The Hubbard model in various sizes. (a) shows two geometries we considered. Here, colored circles denote sites, solid lines indicate
intra-dimer hopping tintra, and dotted lines represent inter-dimer hopping tinter. (b) displays ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ for the 2×5 Hubbard model as a function of
tinter,while (c) presents ground state energy eigenvalues computed from QZMC. In each subplot of (c), red squares denote energies for 6 × 1,
8× 1, and 10× 1 models with QZMC, with red dotted lines indicating corresponding exact values. Blue squares and lines represent the same
values for 2× 3, 2× 4, and 2× 5 cases. (d)-(g) depict the local spectral function for the Hubbard models.
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Figure 5. Noise resilience of the observable. ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩, ⟨Ψ|Z|Ψ⟩, and
⟨Z⟩ of the one-qubit system considered in the Fig. 2 are drawn as a
function of the noise level. The calculations are conducted with the
qiskit noisy simulator using the noise model of ibmq lima. In this
figure, we used Nα = 10, β = 5 and Nν = 400.

value t as α increased. We explored two geometries, chains
and ladders, with periodic boundary conditions, as illustrated
in Figure 4 (a). For each geometry, we computed systems with
6, 8, and 10 sites when U/t = 5. For QZMC, we used β = 3,
with Nα equal to the number of sites and Nν increases as hα
increases. For the time evolution, we used the first order Trot-
terization [27, 41, 42] , adjusting the Trotter steps as system
changes. (See Appendix. C for the quantum circuit for the
ground state of the dimer and details on the choice of Nν and
the number of Trotter steps).

Fig. 4 (c) shows that QZMC accurately reproduces the ex-
act ground state energy across various configurations, from
6 to 10 sites, in both chain and ladder arrangements. And
our method also accurately computes local spectral function
for Hubbard models as shown in in Fig. 4 (d)-(g), which re-
produces the exact positions and widths of every peak in the
spectral functions.

V. RESILIENCE TO DEVICE NOISE AND TROTTER
ERROR

Interestingly, our calculational results for observables ac-
curately reproduce exact values even with the device noises
(Fig. 2 and Fig. 3) and the Trotter errors (Fig. 4). Actu-
ally, the effect of these noises induces significant deviations
of calculated ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ (Fig. 2 (d), Fig. 3 (c), and Fig. 4 (b))
from exact values. However, the observable expectation val-
ues, which is computed by using the ratio of ⟨Ψ|O|Ψ⟩ and
⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ (Eq. (5)) is robust against device noises and Trotter
errors. To understand this, we tested the dependence of the
calculated observables on the device noise magnitude using
the qiskit [43] aer simulator. We considered ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩, ⟨Ψ|Z|Ψ⟩,
and ⟨Z⟩ of the ground state of the one-qubit system. Fig-
ure. 5 shows calculational results. As the noise level increases,
⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ decreases and the absolute value of ⟨Ψ|Z|Ψ⟩ also de-
creases (Fig. 2 (a)). Surprisingly, these noise-induced errors
cancel each other through the ratio of ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ and ⟨Ψ|Z|Ψ⟩,
so that ⟨Z⟩ = ⟨Ψ|Z|Ψ⟩ / ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ (Fig 2 (b)) remains robust
against noise. Since quantum circuits for computing the nu-
merator and denominator are nearly identical, division cancels

out common noise effects, making the expectation value re-
silient to noise. The same argument applies to Trotterization;
thus, the method is resilient to Trotter error too. Because we
use same Trotterization rule for both the numerator and the
denominator, common Trotterization errors are canceled out
by division. This cancellation results in precise reproduction
of energies and spectral functions in Fig. 4 (c)-(g), while the
Trotterization error makes ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ (Fig. 4 (b)) deviates largely
from the exact values.

To understand how noise cancellation occurs, it is essen-
tial to be clear about the circumstances of the calculation. In
our method, we measure consecutive time evolution using a
single ancilla qubit (See Appendix. A 6 for quantum circuits).
With this in mind, let’s examine the following simple exam-
ple. Consider a qubit with the density matrix ρ. Then, exact
outcome of aZ measurement on this qubit is given by Tr(ρZ).
The effect of noise the qubit can be described as a transforma-
tion of the density matrix ρ to E(ρ) [3]. With this noise, the
outcome of the Z measurement becomes Tr(E(ρ)Z). Con-
sider the depolarizing channel as a specific type of noise,
which alters the state ρ to E(ρ) = pI/2 + (1 − p)ρ. Here,
p represents the probability of depolarization. With this
model, Tr(E(ρ)Z) becomes (1 − p) Tr(ρZ). Now, imag-
ine another qubit with the density matrix ρ′ subjected to the
same noise channel. The Z measurement of this qubit yields
(1−p) Tr(ρ′Z). Then, the ratio of the measurement outcomes
of two qubits with noise channel is

Tr(E(ρ′)Z)
Tr(E(ρ)Z)

=
(1− p) Tr(ρ′Z)
(1− p) Tr(ρZ)

=
Tr(ρ′Z)
Tr(ρZ)

, (9)

which is same with the exact value. This demonstrates that
the effect noise can be effectively canceled out by the divi-
sion. Though we only showed the case with the depolarizing
channel, same cancellation occurs for bit and phase flip chan-
nels.

In addition to the noise cancellation effect demonstrated
in Fig. 5, the use of estimator Eq. (7), which only computes
the energy differences, makes energy estimation more robust
against noise by limiting the influence of the noise for the en-
ergy difference Eα−Eα−1 only. Fig. 3 (d) shows this. In this
figure, we can see that noise induced deviations observed in
⟨Hα⟩α = ⟨Φα|Hα|Φα⟩ is absent in the calculation with the
formula Eq. (7).

VI. COMPUTATIONAL COST

In this section, we summarize the theoretical compu-
tational cost of our method, which is explained in the
Appendix. A 4 more detail. To simplify the discussion, we
consider linear interpolation between H0 and H , repre-
sented by Hα = H0 + λαH

′, where H ′ = H − H0 and
λα = 1/Nα, 2/Nα, . . . , 1. Then, we focus solely on the
ground state energy estimation cost. Let’s first examine Nν ,
the number of Monte Carlo samples. Our energy difference
estimation in Eq. (7) involves a Monte Carlo summation of
⟨Φ0|e−iK1tν,2α · · · e−iKαtν,α+1e−iKαtν,αH ′ · · · e−iK1tν,1 |Φ0⟩.
Since time evolution is unitary, each term in the summation is
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bounded by ∥H ′∥, resulting in a Monte Carlo error ϵ bounded
by ∥H ′∥/

√
Nν . Hence, the appropriate number of Monte

Carlo samplesNν is proportional to ∥H ′∥2/ϵ2. In most cases,
H ′ can be represented as a sum of a polynomial number
of Pauli strings [44], which gives O(poly(n)) upperbound
of ∥H ′∥. Here n is the number of qubits. Therefore, we
can state that Nν is O(poly(n))/ϵ2. Next, let’s consider
Nα which determines the total number of consecutive time
evolutions. According to the perturbation theory [31],
⟨Ψα|Ψα⟩ ≥ 1−∥H ′∥/(∆gNα). Therefore, for a finite norm,
we must have Nα ∝ ∥H ′∥/∆g . Lastly, let’s determine β,
the width of each projection. For each projection, pertur-
bative analysis shows that energy estimation error comes
from finite β is proportional to exp(−β2∆2

g/2)∥H ′∥2/∆g .
To ensure this quantity is smaller than error ϵ, β should
be proportional to ∆−1

g

√
log(2∥H ′∥2/(ϵ∆g)). Then, the

required time evolution length, which is proportional to Nαβ,

is O(∆−2
g poly(n))

√
log(O(∆−1

g ϵ−1 poly(n))). Because
each of time evolution falls within the complexity class
BQP (bounded-error quantum polynomial time) [45], we
can conclude that QZMC provides energy eigenvalues and
various physical properties within a polynomial quantum
time, as long as the energy gap ∆g does not decreases
superpolynomially. We summarized and compared the
computational cost for the ground state energy estimation of
our method with other methods at Table. I.

Finally, we compared the maximum time evolution length
(which is proportional to the circuit depth) of QZMC for esti-
mating the ground state energy of Hubbard chains with other
methods [20, 46] in Fig. 6. In contrast to references [20, 46],
which assumed exact time evolutions, we used the Trotterized
time evolution with same trotter step rule used in Fig. 4. To
make similar initial condition with references, we prepared the
initial state |Φ̃0⟩ with | ⟨Φ|Φ̃0⟩ |2 = 0.4 and applied QZMC
with Eq. (8). We fixed Nα = 4 and increased β to decreases
energy estimation error ϵ. For the maximum time evolution
length T of QZMC, we used the 90th percentile of distribu-
tion of time evolution length |tν,1| + · · · + |tν,2Nα

| (i.e. 90%
of time evolution length is smaller than T ). Figure 6 (a) com-
pares QZMC with Ref. [47], which shows that significant cir-
cuit depth reduction of our method compared to the reference.
Comparison of our method with QCELS [46] and QPE are
shown in Fig. 6 (b)-(c). As depicted in the figure, our method
requires a much smaller circuit depth than QPE, and it is sim-
ilar to Ref.[46].

VII. CONCLUSION

In this work, we introduced the quantum Zeno Monte Carlo
(QZMC) for the emerging stepping stone era of quantum com-
puting [12]. This method computes static and dynamical ob-
servables of quantum systems within a polynomial quantum
time, without the need for variational parameters. Lever-
aging the Quantum Zeno effect, we progressively approach
the unknown eigenstate from the readily solvable Hamilto-
nian’s eigenstate. This aspect distinguishes our method from

other methods for phase estimations, which necessitate an
initial state with significant overlap with the desired eigen-
state [5, 6, 24, 25, 46, 47, 49]. Preparing a state with substan-
tial overlap with an eigenstate of an easily solvable Hamilto-
nian is much simpler than preparing an initial state with non-
trivial overlap with the unknown eigenstate, making our al-
gorithm highly practical compared to other methods. Next
characteristic of the algorithm is its computation of eigen-
state properties by dividing the properties of the unnormal-
ized eigenstate by its norm squared (Eq. (5)). We demon-
strated that this approach effectively cancels out noise effects
in the denominator and the numerator, rendering the method
resilient to device noise as well as Trotter error. This re-
silience arises from the similar noise levels experienced by
both the denominator and the numerator of observable expec-
tation value, leading us to conclude that our approach is well-
suited for homogeneous parallel quantum computing.
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Appendix A: Equations for Quantum Zeno Monte Carlo

This section discuss details of the quantum Zeno Monte
Carlo.
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Figure 6. Comparison with other methods. (a)-(c) plots ground state energy error ϵ as a function of the maximum time evolution length T . (a)
considers 4× 1 Hubbard model with U = 4t, (b) computes 4× 1 Hubbard model with U = 10t, and 8× 1 Hubbard model with U = 10t is
considered in (c). In (a), blue points represents the data from Ref. [47]. And QCELS and QPE data in (b)-(c) are imported from Ref. [46] with
unit conversion.

Table I. Computational cost of QZMC and other quantum algorithms
Maximum time evolution length Repetitions

QZMC O(∆−2
g poly(n))(log(O(∆−1

g ϵ−1 poly(n))))1/2 O(ϵ−2 poly(n))

QPE [13, 14] Õ(ϵ−1p−1
0 ) Õ(p−1

0 polylog(ϵ−1))

QEEA [48] Õ(ϵ−1 polylog(p−1
0 )) Õ(ϵ−3p−2

0 )

Ref. [47] Õ(ϵ−1 polylog(p−1
0 )) Õ(p−2

0 polylog(ϵ−1))
Ref. [25] O(∆−1

g polylog(ϵ−1p−1
0 ∆g)) O(p−2

0 ϵ−2∆2
g)

a This table summarize the cost of QZMC to compute energy eigenvalues and compares it with several other quantum algorithms that computes energy
eigenvalues within a single ancilla qubit. Complexity analysis of QPE and QEEA imported from Ref. [47]. Here, p0 the probability of getting exact
eigenstate from the initial states, ϵ is a desired precision in the energy, and n is the number of qubits. Optimized algorithms for highly overlapped initial
states [46, 49] shows similar dependence with algorithm of Ref. [47], only constant factor is different.

1. Static observables

First, we show the derivation of Eq. (6). By substituting Pα

by Pβ
α , ⟨Ψα|A|Ψα⟩ = ⟨Φ0|P†

αAPα|Φ0⟩ becomes

⟨Ψα|A|Ψα⟩ =
1

(2πβ2)α

∫
e
−

2α∑
a=1

t2a
2β2 +iϕα(t)

⟨Φ0|e−iH1t2α

. . . e−iHαtα+1Ae−iHαtα . . . e−iH1t1 |Φ0⟩dt,

ϕα(t) =

α∑
α′=1

Eα′(tα′ + t2α+1−α′) (A1)

This multi-dimensional integration can be efficiently calcu-
lated by using the Monte Carlo method [29] with {ta ∼
N (0, β)}. This yields Eq. (6). The measurement of
⟨Φ0|e−iH1t2α . . . e−iHαtα+1Ae−iHαtα . . . e−iH1t1 |Φ0⟩ on the
quantum computer can be achieved through the Pauli
string [44] expansion of operator A. Then, the expectation
value of the observable O is obtained through Eq. (5) by in-
serting A = O to the numerator and A = I for the denomina-
tor.

2. Green’s function

Next, we derive the Quantum Zeno Monte Carlo method
for computing the electronic Green’s function. The com-
putation of other Green’s function, such as the spin-spin

correlation function, follows a similar approach. The re-
tarded electronic Green’s function is defined as GR

jk(t) =

−iθ(t) ⟨Φ|{cj(t), c†k(0)}|Φ⟩, where { , } represents the anti-
commutator and cj (c†j) is the annihilation (creation) operator
for the j-th orbital. This function can be expressed compactly
using the spectral function Ajk(ω),

GR
jk(ω + i0+) =

∫ ∞

−∞

Ajk(ω
′)

ω + i0+ − ω′ dω
′. (A2)

The spectral function Ajk(ω) is expanded in [39]

Ajk(ω) = Ajk,1(ω) +Ajk,2(ω),

Ajk,1(ω) =
∑
m

⟨Φ|cj |m⟩ ⟨m|c†k|Φ⟩ δ(Em − EΦ − ω),

Ajk,2(ω) =
∑
m

⟨Φ|c†k|m⟩ ⟨m|cj |Φ⟩ δ(Em − EΦ + ω). (A3)

While |m⟩ and Em are the energy eigenstate and correspond-
ing energy eigenvalue. We focus on computing Ajk,1(ω),
as Ajk,2(ω) can be computed similarly. The dirac delta
function δ(x) is approximated using the gaussian func-
tion 1/

√
2πσ2e−x2/2σ2

. So, with the gaussian broadening,
Ajk,1(ω) is computed as

Ajk,1(ω) =
1√
2πσ2

∑
m

⟨Φ|cj |m⟩ ⟨m|c†k|Φ⟩ e
− (Em−EΦ−ω)2

2σ2

=
1√
2πσ2

⟨Φ|cje−(H−EΦ−ω)2/2σ2

c†k|Φ⟩ . (A4)
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We consider the Green’s function at α. Then, like Eq. (5), we
can represent Ajk,1(ω) as

Ajk,1(ω) =
1√
2πσ2

Ãjk,1(ω)

⟨Ψα|Ψα⟩
,

Ãjk,1(ω) = ⟨Ψα|cje−(Hα−Eα−ω)2/2σ2

c†k|Ψα⟩ . (A5)

By fourier expansion of e−(Hα−Eα−ω)2 , we can compute
Ãjk,1 like Eq. (6),

Ãjk,1(ω) =
1

Nν

∑
ν

gα(cj , c
†
k, tν)e

iϕα(tν ,ω), (A6)

while gα(O1, O2, t) = ⟨Φ0|e−iH1t2α+1 . . . e−iHαtα+2O1

e−iHαtα+1O2e
−iHαtα . . . e−iH1t1 |Φ0⟩ and ϕα(t, ω) =∑α

α′=1Eα′(tα′ + t2α+2−α′) + (Eα + ω)tα+1. Here,
tν,α+1 ∼ N (0, 1/σ) and tν,l ∼ N (0, β) for all l ̸= α + 1.
Since gα(O1, O2, t) is not dependent on ω, we can compute
Ajk(ω) for any ω by storing gα(cj , c

†
k, tν).

3. Corrector for the energy difference

The energy difference formula, Eq. (7), can be derived as
follows.

Eα =
⟨Φ0|P†

αHαPα|Φ0⟩
⟨Φ0|P†

αPα|Φ0⟩

=
⟨Φ0|P†

α |Φα⟩ ⟨Φα|HαPα−1|Φ0⟩
⟨Φ0|P†

αPα|Φ0⟩

=
⟨Φ0|P†

α |Φα⟩ ⟨Φα| (Hα−1 + hα−1)Pα−1|Φ0⟩
⟨Φ0|P†

αPα|Φ0⟩

= Eα−1 +
⟨Ψα |Φα⟩ ⟨Φα|hα−1|Ψα−1⟩

⟨Ψα|Ψα⟩
. (A7)

By following same steps as obtaining Eq. (6), we
obtain the Monte Carlo formula of the numerator
⟨Ψα |Φα⟩ ⟨Φα|hα−1|Ψα−1⟩,

1

Nν

∑
ν

⟨Φ0|e−i(H1−E1)tν,2α · · · e−i(Hα−Eα)tν,α+1

e−i(Hα−Eα)tν,αhα−1 · · · e−i(H1−E1)tν,1 |Φ0⟩. (A8)

4. Computational cost of QZMC

This section provides details on the cost analysis of our
method, which is briefly outlined in the main text. We con-
sider the hamiltonian H(λ) = H0 + λH ′. And we begin with
|Φ0⟩, an eigenstate of the H0 = H(λ = 0) with eigenvalue
E0. For simplicity, we assume that |Φ(λ)⟩, which is adiabat-
ically connected to |Φ0⟩, is non-degenerate and has an eigen-
value E(λ) satisfying |E(λ)− Em(λ)| ≥ ∆g for all eigenen-
ergies of Em(λ) of H(λ) other than E(λ). We then consider
Hα = H(λα), α = 1, . . . , Nα with λα = α/Nα, as in the
main text. We denote Eα = E(λα), |Φα⟩ = |Φ(λα)⟩.

a. Nα

First, we computeNα using exact projection. Utilizing per-
turbation theory [31], we have

⟨Φα|Φα+1⟩ =

1− (∆λ)2

2

∑
mα ̸=Φα

| ⟨mα|H ′|Φα⟩ |2

(Eα − Em,α)2

 ,

⟨mα|Φα+1⟩ = ∆λ
⟨mα|H ′|Φα⟩
Eα − Em,α

for mα ̸= Φα, (A9)

up to the leading order of ∆λ = λα+1 − λα. Here, |mα⟩ rep-
resent an eigenstate of Hα with an eigenvalue of Em,α. How-
ever, ∑

mα ̸=Φα

| ⟨mα|H ′|Φα⟩ |2

(Eα − Em,α)2
≤ 1

∆2
g

∥H ′∥2. (A10)

Here, we employ the matrix norm induced by vector 2-
norm [30], ∥A∥ = sup∥x∥=1 ∥Ax∥. Combining Eq. (A9) and
Eq. (A10), we obtain

⟨Ψα|Ψα⟩ =
α∏

a=1

| ⟨Φa−1|Φa⟩ |2 ≥ 1− ∥H ′∥2

∆2
g

1

Nα
. (A11)

Thus, we have ∥Ψα∥2 ≥ 1− η0 for all α by setting

Nα ≥ ∥H ′∥2

∆2
g

1

η0
. (A12)

For the ground state, we can make this bound more tight be-
cause

⟨Φα|Φα+1⟩ =

1− (∆λ)2

2

∑
mα ̸=Φα

| ⟨mα|H ′|Φα⟩ |2

(Eα − Em,α)2


≥ 1− (∆λ)2

4

E′′(λα)
∆g

. (A13)

Here, E′′(λα) is the second derivative of E(λ) at λα. So,

⟨Ψα|Ψα⟩ ≥ 1− 1

∆g

∑
α

E′′(λα)
2N2

α

= 1− 1

∆g

(E′(1)− E′(0))
2Nα

+O
(

1

N2
α

)
. (A14)

As E′(λ) = ⟨Φ(λ)|H ′|Φ(λ)⟩ ≤ ∥H ′∥, we conclude

⟨Ψα|Ψα⟩ ≥ 1− ∥H ′∥
∆g

1

Nα
, (A15)

up to the first order of 1/Nα. So, for the ground state, it is
enough to have

Nα ≥ ∥H ′∥
∆g

1

η0
, (A16)

to get ∥Ψα∥2 ≥ 1− η0.
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b. β

The impact of finite β on the projected state is described by

|δΨβ
α⟩ = (Pβ

α − Pα) |Φ0⟩ . (A17)

Here, we show

∥δΨβ
α∥ ≤ α

Nα
e−β2∆2

g/2
∥H ′∥
∆g

(A18)

inductively, where ∥δΨβ
α∥2 = ⟨δΨβ

α|δΨβ
α⟩ First, we address

the case of α = 1. Employing the perturbation approach as in
Eq.(A9), we obtain

∥δΨβ
1∥2 = ⟨Φ0|(P β

H1
(E1)− |Φ1⟩ ⟨Φ1|)2|Φ0⟩

= (∆λ)2
∑

m1 ̸=Φ1

e−β2(Em,1−E1)
2 | ⟨Φ1|H ′|m1⟩ |2

(Em,1 − E1)2

≤ (∆λ)2e−β2∆2
g
∥H ′∥2

∆2
g

(A19)

So, ∥δΨβ
1∥ ≤ 1

Nα
e−β2∆2

g/2 ∥H′∥
∆g

. Suppose for α, ∥δΨβ
α∥ ≤

α
Nα
e−β2∆2

g/2 ∥H′∥
∆g

. Then,

|δΨβ
α+1⟩ =(P β

α+1 − |Φα+1⟩ ⟨Φα+1|) |Ψα⟩

+ P β
α+1 |δΨβ

α⟩ . (A20)

For simplicity, we expressed P β
α+1 = P β

Hα+1
(Eα+1). Thus,

∥δΨβ
α+1∥2 = ⟨Ψα|(P β

α+1 − |Φα+1⟩ ⟨Φα+1|)2|Ψα⟩

+ ⟨Ψα|(P β
α+1 − |Φα+1⟩ ⟨Φα+1|)P β

α+1|δΨβ
α⟩

+ ⟨δΨα|P β
α+1(P

β
α+1 − |Φα+1⟩ ⟨Φα+1|)|Ψα⟩

+ ⟨δΨβ
α|(P

β
α+1)

2|δΨβ
α⟩ . (A21)

The first term is smaller than (∆λ)2e−β2∆2
g
∥H′∥2

∆2
g

by follow-
ing the same procedure as with Eq. (A19). And the last term is
smaller than ∥δΨβ

α∥2 ≤ α2

N2
α
e−β2∆2

g
∥H′∥2

∆2
g

since P β
α has eigen-

values smaller than 1. Consider the second term. Then,

| ⟨Ψα|(P β
α+1 − |Φα+1⟩ ⟨Φα+1|)P β

α+1|δΨβ
α⟩ |

≤ ∆λ
e−β2∆2

g

∆g

∑
mα+1

̸=Φα+1

| ⟨Φα+1|H ′|mα+1⟩ || ⟨mα+1|δΨβ
α⟩ |

≤ ∆λ
e−β2∆2

g

∆g
∥H ′ |Φα+1⟩ ∥∥δΦβ

α∥

≤ ∆λ
e−β2∆2

g

∆g
∥H ′∥∥δΦβ

α∥

≤ ∆λ
α

Nα
e−β2∆2

g
∥H ′∥2

∆2
g

. (A22)

Similar argument provides the same bound for the third term.
By using ∆α = 1/Nα, we have

∥δΨβ
α+1∥2 ≤ (α+ 1)2

N2
α

e−β2∆2
g
∥H ′∥2

∆2
g

, (A23)

which proves Eq. (A18). So, | ⟨Ψα|Ψα⟩−⟨Ψβ
α|Ψβ

α⟩ | becomes
smaller than δη by using

β ≥ 1

∆g

√
2 log

(
∥H ′∥
∆g

2

δη

)
. (A24)

If we are interested in the expectation value of the observable
O, ⟨Ψβ

α|O|Ψβ
α⟩ has an error of

δ⟨Ψβ
α|O|Ψβ

α⟩ = ⟨δΨβ
α|O|Ψα⟩+ ⟨Ψα|O|δΨβ

α⟩
+ ⟨δΨβ

α|O|δΨβ
α⟩ . (A25)

which is smaller than

2∥δΨβ
α∥∥O∥+ ∥δΨβ

α∥2∥O∥. (A26)

By considering error up to the first order of ∥δΨβ
α∥, we have

δ⟨Ψβ
α|O|Ψβ

α⟩ ≤ 2∥δΨβ
α∥∥O∥. (A27)

Then, the error of the expectation value
⟨Ψβ

α|O|Ψβ
α⟩ / ⟨Ψβ

α|Ψβ
α⟩ is estimated by

δ

(
⟨Ψβ

α|O|Ψβ
α⟩

⟨Ψβ
α|Ψβ

α⟩

)
=
δ ⟨Ψβ

α|O|Ψβ
α⟩

⟨Ψα|Ψα⟩
+

⟨Ψα|O|Ψα⟩
⟨Ψα|Ψα⟩2

δ⟨Ψβ
α|Ψβ

α⟩

≤ 4
∥δΨβ

α∥
⟨Ψα|Ψα⟩

∥O∥, (A28)

because ⟨Ψα|O|Ψα⟩ / ⟨Ψα|Ψα⟩ ≤ ∥O∥. So, if ⟨Ψα|Ψα⟩ ≥
1− η, ⟨O⟩ can be estimated within an error of ϵ by using

β ≥ 1

∆g

√
2 log

(
∥H ′∥
∆g

4∥O∥
1− η

1

ϵ

)
(A29)

The energy estimator in Eq. (7) is a slightly different case
since we are computing the energy difference at each α. With
finite β, the numerator in Eq. (7) have an error of

⟨Ψβ
α|P

β
α+1P

β
α+1(Hα+1 − Eα+1)|Ψβ

α⟩

− ⟨Ψβ
α|P

β
α+1P

β
α+1(Hα − Eα)|Ψβ

α⟩ . (A30)

Here, we considered error at α+ 1 in Eq. (7) instead of α for
the notational simplicity. Up to first order of ∆λ and ∥δΨβ

α∥,
above equation is equal to

⟨δΨβ
α|P

β
α+1P

β
α+1(Hα+1 − Eα+1)|Ψβ

α⟩

− ⟨δΨβ
α|P

β
α+1P

β
α+1(Hα − Eα)|Ψβ

α⟩

+ ⟨Ψβ
α|P

β
α+1P

β
α+1(Hα+1 − Eα+1)|δΨβ

α⟩

− ⟨Ψβ
α|P

β
α+1P

β
α+1(Hα − Eα)|δΨβ

α⟩ . (A31)
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By using Hα+1 −Hα = ∆λH ′ and Eα+1 −Eα = ∆λE′
α +

O(∆λ2), Eq. (A31) is equal to

∆λ(⟨δΨβ
α|P

β
α+1P

β
α+1(H

′ − E′
α)|Ψα⟩

+ ⟨Ψα|P β
α+1P

β
α+1(H

′ − E′
α)|δΨβ

α⟩), (A32)

which is smaller than

4∆λ∥δΨβ
α∥∥H ′∥, (A33)

as E′
α ≤ ∥H ′∥. If ∥Ψβ

α∥2 ≥ 1 − η, each energy difference
estimator has the error no greater than

4∆λ
∥δΨβ

α∥∥H ′∥
1− η

≤ 4
α

N2
α

e−β2∆2
g/2

∥H ′∥2

∆g

1

1− η
. (A34)

Thus, the energy estimation Eα has the error bound of

2
α(α− 1)

N2
α

e−β2∆2
g/2

∥H ′∥2

∆g

1

1− η
, (A35)

which increases as α increase and is smaller than
2e−β2∆2

g/2 ∥H′∥2

∆g

1
1−η . So, we can compute the energy within

an error of ϵ by using

β ≥ 1

∆g

√
2 log

(
2∥H ′∥2
∆g

1

1− η

1

ϵ

)
. (A36)

c. Nν

Consider a random variable t with a continuous probability
distribution g(t). The expectation value of x(t) is given by

E[x] =

∫
x(t)g(t)dt. (A37)

The variance of the x is calculated as

Var[x] = E[x2]− (E[x])2. (A38)

If |x(t)| ≤ L for all t, we have E[x2] ≤ L2, which gives

σ2
x = Var[x] ≤ L2 − (E[x])2 ≤ L2. (A39)

Consequently, if we generate Nν samples of t and use the av-
erage of x(t) as our estimator x̄ of E[x], standard error σx̄
of x̄ is bounded by L√

Nν
[29]. This discussion extends to for

Eq. (6) withL = ∥A∥. The observable expectation Eq. (5) can
be seen as x̄ divided by ȳ, where |x(t)| ≤ L and |y(t)| ≤ 1.
Then, by using the the delta method [29] and independent
sampling of t for x̄ and ȳ, the variance σ2

x̄/ȳ of x̄/ȳ is esti-
mated as

σ2
x̄/ȳ =

1

ȳ2

(
σ2
x̄ +

x̄2

ȳ2
σ2
ȳ

)
≤ L2

Nν ȳ2

(
1 +

1

ȳ2

)
. (A40)

Therefore, the standard error σ⟨O⟩α of ⟨O⟩α becomes

σ⟨O⟩α ≤ ∥O∥√
Nν

1

⟨Ψβ
α|Ψβ

α⟩

√
1 +

1

⟨Ψβ
α|Ψβ

α⟩
2 . (A41)

Similarly, the energy difference calculated by Eq. (A8) has a
standard error of

σEα−Eα−1
≤ ∆λ

∥H ′∥√
Nν

1

⟨Ψβ
α|Ψβ

α⟩

√
1 +

1

⟨Ψβ
α|Ψβ

α⟩
2 . (A42)

d. The number of shots, Ns

In real quantum computers, the estimation of unitary expec-
tation value involves with a finite number Ns of repetitions of
the same circuits, commonly referred as shots. This intro-
duces statistical errors with a standard deviation of 1/

√
Ns to

each measurement. Consequently, when measuring observ-
able ⟨O⟩ using the pauli string expansion, the finite number
of shots modifies ∥O∥ in Eq. (A41) to ∥O∥ +

√∑
γ o

2
γ/Ns,

where O =
∑

γ oγPγ represents a pauli string expansion of
O. Similarly, with finite number of shots, ∥H ′∥ → ∥H ′∥ +√∑

γ w
2
γ/Ns in Eq. (A42). Here, H ′ =

∑
γ wγPγ stands as

a pauli string expansion of H ′.

e. Cost of the energy estimation

In this section, we explore the computational cost of ob-
taining the energy eigenvalue with an additive error of ϵ by
determining suitable computational parameters Nα, β, and
Nν . Similarly, complexities for observable calculations can
be derived. The computational cost of the quantum algorithm
is mainly influenced by the circuit depth and the number of
repetitions. To quantify the circuit depth, we examine the
distribution of the consecutive time evolution length Lν =
|tν,1|+ · · ·+ |tν,2Nα

|. Since each |tν,1|, . . . , |tν,2Nα
| follows

a half-normal distribution with a mean of β
√
2/π and a stan-

dard deviation of β
√

1− 2/π, Lν has a mean 2Nαβ
√

2/π

and a standard deviation of
√
2Nαβ

√
1− 2/π. As a measure

of the maximum time evolution length, we employ 90the per-
centile, C90Nαβ, where the probability of Lν being smaller
than C90Nαβ is 90%. C90 is numerically determined by test-
ing the cumulative distribution ofLν , and it monotonically de-
creases as Nα increases. For Nα = 1, C90 = 2.7545, which
reduces to 2.0978 at Nα = 5, and eventually approaches
2
√
2/π as Nα → ∞.

Then, β and Nα determines the circuit depth. We find ap-
propriate values for β and Nα by ensuring that ⟨Ψβ

α|Ψβ
α⟩ ≥

1− η, where η = 0.5, in order to limit error amplification. To
achieve this, we set η0 = 0.4 in Eq. (A16) and δη in Eq. (A24)
to 0.1, resulting in η = η0+δη = 0.5. Considering the ground
state energy error of ϵ in Eq. (A36), this gives

Nαβ ≥ 2.5
∥H ′∥
∆2

g

√
2 log

(
max

(
4∥H ′∥2
∆g

1

ϵ
,
20∥H ′∥
∆g

))
.

(A43)

So, in terms of n, the number of qubits, we have the maximum
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evolution time of

C90Nαβ = O(∆−2
g poly(n))

√
log(O(∆−1

g ϵ−1 poly(n))).

(A44)

From Eq. (A12), we have additional ∆−1 dependence for the
non-ground state.

Next, we consider the number of repetitions. Given that we
compute Nν circuits with Ns shots each, the total number of
repetitions is NνNs. Utilizing Eq. (A42) with finite number
of shots and ⟨Ψβ

α|Ψβ
α⟩ ≥ 1−η = 0.5, we can compute Eq. (7)

within an error of ϵ with the Monte Carlo samples

Nν ≥

∥H ′∥+

√∑
γ w

2
γ

√
Ns

2

20

ϵ2
(A45)

for each α. By fixing Ns, we find Nν = O(ϵ−2 poly(n)), as
∥H ′∥2 and

∑
γ w

2
γ are O(poly(n)). Consequently, the total

number of repetitions required to obtain the energy eigenvalue
within an error of ϵ is

NνNs = O(ϵ−2 poly(n)). (A46)

5. The effect of the inaccurate energy eigenvalues

In practical calculations, we encounter a finite error δ in
energy estimation. The effect of this energy error is e−β2δ2

for each projection. However, this effect cancels out for the
calculation of the expectation values and the energy difference
formula. Thus, one should only consider that

e−2Nαβ2δ2 (A47)

is not too small to completely destroy ⟨Ψβ
α|Ψβ

α⟩. To ensure
that this value is greater than 1/2, we require β to satisfy

β ≤ 1

δ

√
log 2

2Nα
. (A48)

6. Quantum Circuits for QZMC

We illustrate several quantum circuits utilized in the quan-
tum Zeno Monte Carlo (QZMC) method. Figure 7 depicts
the QZMC circuits employing controlled time-evolution. If
noise is too large so that the noise that (a)-(c) experience are
significantly different to each other, we can use (d) for the
calculation of ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ instead of (a) to mitigate the influence
of the noise. QZMC with the circuits shown in Fig. 7 is
general and applicable for any Hamiltonian. However, it
may suffer from substantial device noise due to numerous
controlled-time evolutions. To circumvent this, we can adopt
the quantum circuits depicted in Figure 8. This approach
eliminates the need for controlled time-evolution when a
common eigenstate |Φref⟩ exists for H1, . . . ,HNα

. While this
appears to be a stringent restriction, many practical physical

and chemical systems possess such a common eigenstate,
such as the vacuum. For the Green’s function calculation,
we have to compute gα in Eq. (A6). Through the pauli
string decomposition, this translates into a weighted sum
of ⟨Φ0|e−iH1t2α+1 . . . e−iHαtα+2Pγe

−iHαtα+1Pγ′e−iHαtα

. . . e−iH1t1 |Φ0⟩. Therefore, the Green’s function calculation
can be executed using the quantum circuits depicted in
Figure 9.

Appendix B: Details of NISQ calculations

In this section, we describe details of NISQ simulations
considered in the main text. Throughout the NISQ simula-
tions, we used Ns = 4000.

1. Compressed quantum circuit

First, we present the compressed circuits for the 1 and 2
qubit systems, used for computations in Fig. 2-3. Because
any 1 and 2 qubit unitary can be represented with a few oper-
ations [50], we can use compressed circuits Figure 10 instead
of Fig. 7 or Fig. 8 for those cases. For the 1-qubit system,
parameters θ for the unitary matrix U is found from [50]

U = eiθ4
[

cos(θ1/2) − sin(θ1/2)e
iθ3

sin(θ1/2)e
iθ2 cos(θ1/2)e

i(θ2+θ3)

]
. (B1)

For the 2-qubit system, we used the two-qubit Weyl decom-
position [51] as implemented in the qiskit.

2. One-qubit system

In the main text, we investigated the one-qubit system de-
scribed by the HamiltonianH(λ) = X/2+(2λ−1)Z, travers-
ing from λ = 0 to λ = 1 via a discrete path with λα = α/Nα.
Here, with noiseless simulator, we assess the parameter de-
pendencies of QZMC by varying Nα and β, and also evalu-
ating the impact of finite Trotterization steps. Figure 11 il-
lustrates these dependencies for ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ and the ground state
energy E of H(λ = 1). (a) and (b) of Fig. 11 demonstrate
the β dependence. This reveals an increasing accuracy with β
until β = 10. Large error for β > 10 can be understood from
Eq. (A47). Next, (c) and (d) depict the variation of ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ and
E with Nα, showcasing convergence to exact values as Nα

increases, with E attaining accuracy as soon as ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ takes
a non-trivial value, at Nα = 5. Finally, (e)-(f) display the re-
sults with Trotterization, where the Trotterized time evolution
U(λ, τ,NT ) for H(λ) is defined as

U(λ, τ,NT ) =

NT∏
l

e−i∆τX/2e−i∆τ(2λ−1)Z (B2)

with ∆τ = τ/NT . With increasing NT , ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ converges to
its exact value, while E converges to the exact values more
rapidly, indicating the noise resilience of E in the presence of
inaccurate time-evolution.
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|0⟩ . . . . . .

|0n⟩ . . . . . .

H P(ϕα) H

init e−iH1t1 e−iHαtα e−iHαtα+1 e−iH1t2α

(a)

|0⟩ . . . . . .

|0n⟩ . . . . . .

H P(ϕα) H

init e−iH1t1 e−iHαtα Pγ e−iHαtα+1 e−iH1t2α

(b)

|0⟩ . . . . . .

|0n⟩ . . . . . .

H P(ϕα) H

init e−iH1t1 Pγ e−iHαtα e−iHαtα+1 e−iH1t2α

(c)

|0⟩ . . . . . .

|0n⟩ . . . . . .

H

Idn

P(ϕα) H

init e−iH1t1 e−iHαtα e−iHαtα+1 e−iH1t2α

(d)

Figure 7. Quantum circuits for QZMC without a reference state. (a) is the circuit for ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩, (b) for ⟨Ψ|O|Ψ⟩, and (c) for
⟨Ψα |Φα⟩ ⟨Φα|hα−1|Ψα−1⟩. The noise effect difference in ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ and ⟨Ψα |Φα⟩ ⟨Φα|hα−1|Ψα−1⟩ can be reduced by using the circuit
(d), which contains noisy identity that mimics the noise effect of controlled-Pγ , instead of (a). The circuit init refers the circuit that trans-
forms |0n⟩ to |Φ0⟩.

|0⟩ . . . . . .

|0n⟩ . . . . . .

H

Init Init†
P(ϕα) H

e−iH1t1 e−iHαtα e−iHαtα+1 e−iH1t2α

(a)

|0⟩ . . . . . .

|0n⟩ . . . . . .

H

Init Init†
P(ϕα) H

e−iH1t1 e−iHαtα Pγ e−iHαtα+1 e−iH1t2α

(b)

|0⟩ . . . . . .

|0n⟩ . . . . . .

H

Init Init†
P(ϕα) H

e−iH1t1 Pγ e−iHαtα e−iHαtα+1 e−iH1t2α

(c)

|0⟩ . . . . . .

|0n⟩ . . . . . .

H

Init Idn Init†
P(ϕα) H

e−iH1t1 e−iHαtα e−iHαtα+1 e−iH1t2α

(d)

Figure 8. Quantum circuits for QZMC with a reference state. (a) is the circuit for ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩, (b) for ⟨Ψ|O|Ψ⟩, and (c) for
⟨Ψα |Φα⟩ ⟨Φα|hα−1|Ψα−1⟩. (d) is the circuit for the ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ that includes noisy identity Idn , making noise effect on ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ and

⟨Ψα |Φα⟩ ⟨Φα|hα−1|Ψα−1⟩ similar to each other. The circuit init transforms |0n⟩ to a reference state |Φref⟩ if the control qubit is at
|0⟩, and |0n⟩ to |Φ0⟩ if the control qubit is at |1⟩.
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|0⟩

|0n⟩

H P(ϕ̃α) H

init e−iH1t1 · · · e−iHαtα Pγ e−iHαtα+1 Pγ′ e−iHαtα+2 · · · e−iH1t2α+1

(a)

|0⟩

|0n⟩

H

Init Init†
P(ϕ̃α) H

e−iH1t1 · · · e−iHαtα Pγ e−iHαtα+1 Pγ′ e−iHαtα+2 · · · e−iH1t2α+1

(b)

Figure 9. Quantum circuits for Green’s function. (a) is the circuit without a reference state, (b) is the circuit with a reference state. ϕ̃α = ϕα

for a real part, ϕ̃α = ϕα − π/2 for an imaginary part.

|0⟩

|0⟩

H P(θ4) P
(
θ3+θ2

2

)
P(ϕα) H

init P
(
θ3−θ2

2

)
X U

(
− θ1

2
, 0,− θ2+θ3

2

)
X U

(
θ1
2
, θ2, 0

)

(a)

|0⟩

|0⟩

|0⟩

H P(θ1) P(ϕα) H

init

U(θ2, θ3, θ4)

RXX(θ8) RYY(θ9) RYY(θ10)

U(θ11, θ12, θ13)

U(θ5, θ6, θ7) U(θ14, θ15, θ16)

(b)

Figure 10. Quantum circuits for QZMC that uses 1 and 2 qubit circuit compression (a) is the compressed circuit for 1-qubit systems, and (b)
is the compressed circuit for 2-qubit systems.
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QZMC
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exact
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exact
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(f)
exact
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Figure 11. Parameter dependence of QZMC applied on the one-qubit system. β dependence of (a) ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ and (b) E, Nα dependence of (c)
⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ and (d) E, and NT dependence of (e) ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩2 and (f) E for a ground state are plotted. In (a) and (b), Nα = 10 and we used the exact
time evolution. For (c) and (d), we used β = 5 and the exact time evolution. And (e) and (f) are computed with β = 5 and Nα = 10. In this
figure, squares represents data points and shaded region is the numerically estimated error-bar. Here, We fixed Nν = 400.
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3. Hubbard dimer

Here, we demonstrate the application of QZMC to the Hub-
bard dimer using Trotterized time evolution on an ibm perth
quantum computer. We focus solely on the ground state for
simplicity, employing second-order Trotterization for the time
evolution. For H = H1 + H2, the second order Trotterized
time evolution U(τ,NT ) is

U(τ,NT ) =

NT∏
l

e−i∆τH1/2e−i∆τH2e−i∆τH1/2. (B3)

For Figure 12 (a) and (b), we employed the compressed cir-
cuit detailed in Fig.10 (b). The Trotterization using Eq. (B3)
is used with NT = 4 and H1 = −U

2 (I + Z1Z2) and
H2 = −t(X1 + X2). These figures illustrate the robustness
of our algorithm even in the presence of both of Trotteriza-
tion errors and device noise. However, circuit compression
may not always be feasible. To address this, we tested our
algorithm with an uncompressed implementation of the Trot-
terization. This approach notably reduces ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ due to the
increased circuit depth compared to the compressed version.

To manage this depth, we employed QZMC with a refer-
ence state (Fig. 8). The reference state used was |Ψref⟩ =

[1/
√
2 0 0 −1/

√
2]T , representing the first excited state

of the Hamiltonian. So, in Fig. 12 (c) and (d), we used
Nα = 4, with NT = 1. We averaged two different Trot-
terization choices (one with H2 = −U

2 (I + Z1Z2) and the
other with H2 = −t(X1 + X2)) as this choice significantly
influences computational results when Trotterization steps are
small. We can see that, with the circuit Fig. 8 (d), QZMC
gives accurate energy values, though it reduces ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩. The
circuits that we used for the QZMC with uncompressed Trot-
terization are depicted in Figure 13. Fig. 13 (a) represents the
initialization circuit, while Fig. 13 (c) mimics the noise of the
controlled-ZZ operation depicted in Figure 13 (b).

Appendix C: Details of noiseless simulator calculations

Here, we discuss more detailed information of the large size
Hubbard models considered in the main text. The Hubbard

model is described by the Hamiltonian

H = −
∑

<ij>σ

tijc
†
iσcjσ −

∑
i

µ(ni↑ + ni↓) +
∑
i

Uni↑ni↓.

(C1)
The first two terms represent the kinetic energy and are de-
noted as Ht, while the last term represents electron-electron
interaction and is referred to as HU . First, we present the
quantum circuit for the ground state of the Hubbard dimer in
Figure. 14. Here, the angle θd is given by

θd = −2 arctan

(
1

2t

(
U

2
+

√
U2

4
+ 4t2

))
. (C2)

In the simulation, we used Nν and trotter steps NT that
varies with system size, and we fixed the number of shots
Ns = 10000. Based on Eq. (A42), we determined Nν to
proportional to ∥H ′∥2, which can be calculated as ∥H ′∥ =
t× (# of sites) for a chain and ∥H ′∥ = 4t/π× (# of sites) for
a ladder. And the proportionality constant is determined by
testing 6 × 1 system. The first order Trotterized time evolu-
tion U1(τ) of the Hubbard model with NT trotter steps gives
a Trotter error of [42]

∥e−iHτ − U1(τ)∥ ≤ τ2

2NT
∥[Ht, HU ]∥. (C3)

Then,

∥[Ht, HU ]∥ ≤
∑

<ij>σ

tijU∥[c†iσcjσ,
∑
i

ni↑ni↓]∥. (C4)

Since all orbital indices are equivalent, ∥[c†iσcjσ,
∑

i ni↑ni↓]∥
remains constant fo any i and j. Consequently, ∥[Ht, HU ]∥ ≤
CU(tintraNintra + tinterNinter) for some constant C. Nintra de-
notes the number of intra-dimer hoppings andNinter represents
the number of inter-dimer hoppings. Based on this, we deter-
mined NT as

NT = int

[
75× β2

9

U

5

(tintraNintra + tinterNinter)

8

]
(C5)

with a minimum NT = 20.
We depict ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ for Hubbard models in Figure 15 (a)-(f).

These figures demonstrate that increasing Nα proportionally
to the number of sites yields similar values of ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ across
various Hubbard models we studied. Fig. 15 (g) and (h) dis-
play spectral functions calculated with QZMC for 6-site Hub-
bard models.
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Figure 12. QZMC for the Hubbard dimer with the Trotterized time evolution. In (a) and (b), we used compressed circuit (Fig. 10 (b)), while
the time evolution is computed with the trotter steps of 4. In (c) and (d), we used uncompressed Trotterized time evolutions. In (c) and
(d), red square calculated from the circuit Fig. 8 (d), while blue ones are calculated with Fig. 8 (a). In this figure, squares are computed
using ibm perth, while gray crosses are for the noiseless simulation and the dotted line represent exact results. In every calculations, we used
β = 0.5, Nν = 100.
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Figure 13. Quantum circuits for the Hubbard dimer. (a) is the initial-
ization circuit for the ground state of the Hubbard dimer used in the
QZMC with a reference state. The implementation of controlled-ZZ
is drawn in (b). To mimic error induced by controlled-ZZ, we used
the noisy identity circuit (c). In (c), tCX represent the duration that
takes to CNOT operation the Delay(t) means the machine wait the
duration of t.
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