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Simulating quantum systems is one of the most promising tasks where quantum computing can
potentially outperform classical computing. However, the robustness needed for reliable simulations
of medium to large systems is beyond the reach of existing quantum devices. To address this,
Quantum Krylov Subspace (QKS) methods have been developed, enhancing the ability to perform
accelerated simulations on noisy intermediate-scale quantum computers. In this study, we intro-
duce and evaluate two QKS methods derived from the QDavidson algorithm, a novel approach for
determining the ground and excited states of many-body systems. Unlike other QKS methods that
pre-generate the Krylov subspace through real- or imaginary-time evolution, QDavidson iteratively
adds basis vectors into the Krylov subspace. This iterative process enables faster convergence with
fewer iterations and necessitates shallower circuit depths, marking a significant advancement in the
field of quantum simulation.

I. INTRODUCTION

The time evolution of quantum systems is a central
problem in condensed matter physics and quantum chem-
istry [1–4]. In particular, the exploration of strongly cor-
related quantum systems driven out of equilibrium is es-
sential for uncovering new physics [5–7], which has gar-
nered significant research interest in recent days. This
surge in interest requires efficient numerical modeling
capabilities to understand and harness the rich physi-
cal phenomena inherent in these systems, including non-
equilibrium topological phases [8, 9], time crystalline or-
der [10], and high harmonic generations [11]. However,
the intrinsic complexity of these problems, characterized
by strong correlations and non-equilibrium, makes the
simulations intractable on classical computers because
representations of quantum states and operators grow ex-
ponentially with system size.

Quantum computers were conceived to efficiently and
precisely solve such problems. It is known that the
problem of quantum dynamics belongs in the com-
plexity class, Bounded-error Quantum Polynomial time
(BQP) [12], meaning it can be solved on a quantum com-
puter with a circuit depth that scales polynomially with
system size and evolution time, promising a significant
quantum advantage in efficiency over classical computing
methods. However, near-term quantum computers have
limited coherence times and suffer from gate infidelities,
severely limiting the depth of the circuit they can exe-
cute reliably. This restricts the application of quantum
algorithms for dynamics to short evolution times [13].
While foundational in the realm of quantum simulation,
the conventional Trotter methods encounter significant
limitations when applied to the complex dynamics of
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driven quantum systems. These methods, hinging on the
Trotter-Suzuki decomposition [14], discretize the contin-
uous evolution of a quantum system into a series of small,
manageable steps. However, this approach inherently as-
sumes a slowly varying Hamiltonian, which does not align
with the rapidly changing dynamics of driven systems.
In cases where the Hamiltonian varies significantly over
time, as is common in driven systems, the Trotter ap-
proximation loses its fidelity, leading to large cumulative
errors.
In recent years, a suite of algorithms has emerged

under the umbrella of fast forwarding [15–18] that at-
tempt to overcome this limitation and perform evolution
to arbitrary times with constant depth circuits. While
these algorithms are not universally applicable to generic
Hamiltonians [19], fast forwarding allows us to effectively
exploit currently available quantum resources for many
relevant systems of interest. In general, fast forwarding
refers to approximating the evolution operator for a short
time t as [15]:

e−iHt ≈WDW †, (1)

where D and W are quantum circuits of polynomial
depth, with D consisting of mutually commuting gates.
This condition ensures that Dr has the same circuit
depth as D and allows us to approximate the evolution
operator for long times, T = rt as e−iHT ≈ WDrW †.
The challenge lies in identifying the circuits W and D
for a given Hamiltonian. Early work on fast-forwarding
proposed building the circuits from parametrized gates,
which would then be optimized with a quantum-classical
feedback loop to satisfy Eq. (1), akin to the Variational
Quantum Eigensolver (VQE) technique [20–22]. How-
ever, achieving good optimization requires executing a
substantial number of quantum circuits. More recent ef-
forts have explored using Krylov subspace (QKS) meth-
ods [23–27] to determine the W and D circuits that ap-
proximate the evolution operator well within a small sub-
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space of the larger Hilbert space.
In this paper, we propose enhancements to Krylov sub-

space methods by utilizing the QDavidson algorithm.
Initially developed to identify the ground and excited
states of quantum chemistry Hamiltonians, QDavidson
enables the intelligent selection of additions to our Krylov
subspace, thereby reducing quantum resource demands
for fast-forwarding. A significant benefit of the Krylov
subspace approach is its adaptability to open quantum
dynamics, wherein the quantum system evolves under the
influence of a bath. Our study further investigates this
generalization, highlighting the practicality and versatil-
ity of the QDavidson-enhanced Krylov subspace methods
in addressing complex quantum dynamics.

This paper is structured as follows: We start with de-
tailed descriptions of both the closed and open quantum
versions of the algorithms we aim to benchmark in Sec-
tion II. Section III presents our numerical experiments.
The paper concludes with discussing our findings and
suggestions for future research in Section IV.

II. QUANTUM KRYLOV SUBSPACE
METHODS

In this section, we delve into the intricacies of the QKS
methods, particularly their multi-reference counterparts,
outlining their fundamental principles. Multi-reference
methods have played a pivotal role in advancing the ac-
curacy and applicability of quantum chemistry simula-
tions [28]. Unlike single-reference methods that are lim-
ited by the description of a single electronic configura-
tion, multi-reference methods consider multiple configu-
rations simultaneously, thereby capturing complex elec-
tronic correlation effects essential for describing a wide
range of chemical phenomena. These methods are partic-
ularly advantageous in handling systems with strong elec-
tron correlation, open-shell species, and systems under-
going bond-breaking and forming processes. We briefly
introduce various strategies for constructing the Krylov
subspace, each with distinct circuit complexities, provid-
ing a comprehensive understanding of their respective ad-
vantages, limitations, and implications for computational
efficiency and accuracy. Following this, we discuss the
application of the multi-reference Quantum Krylov sub-
space in fast-forwarding the quantum dynamics of both
closed and open systems.

A. Multi-reference quantum Krylov subspace
methods

Within the QKS framework, the low-lying states of a
system are represented as a linear combination within the
Krylov subspace. This is mathematically expressed as,

|ψ(t)⟩ ≈ |ψK(t)⟩ =
M∑

m=1

R∑
r=1

cmr(t) |χmr⟩ (2)

where c(t) ∈ CRM are the corresponding coefficients as-
sociated with each Krylov subspace {|χmr⟩}. The order-
M Krylov subspace for a single reference state is gener-
ated using real-time evolution,

KM = span{|r⟩ , e−iHτ |r⟩ , ..., e−iH(M−1)τ |r⟩}. (3)

In practice, we must approximate e−iHτ using a Trot-
ter decomposition of the exact time evolution. Addi-
tional reference states are iteratively added to the Krylov
subspace until some convergence criteria are met; this
could be when some physical observable or dynami-
cal property is estimated to be within some tolerance,
ϵ. In Ref. [16], the authors propose a simple selection
process that samples the time-evolved reference state
|χM−1,R−1⟩ = e−iH(M−1)τ |rR−1⟩ by performing mea-
surements in the computational basis on the quantum
computer. The measurement outcomes will follow the
probability distribution p(x) = | ⟨x| e−iH(M−1)τ |rR−1⟩ |2.
The bitstring with the largest observed probability has
its order-M Krylov subspace, Eq. (3), added to the full
Krylov subspace.

B. Quantum Davidson Algorithm

Unlike the previous method, the Krylov subspace is not
pre-generated using time evolution. Instead, the QDavid-
son algorithm iteratively grows the Krylov subspace in
such a way that it stays close to the exact eigenspace.
Doing this has the advantage of faster convergence and
fewer reference states required at the cost of more circuit
evaluations. Previously, the QDavidson algorithm has
been used to express the ground and excited states of
the Hamiltonian H as a linear combination of reference
states in the Krylov subspace [27],

|ψi⟩ =
M∑
k=1

vki |χk⟩ . (4)

in much the same way as the original single-reference
Quantum Davidson algorithm [27]. The intuition is that
if these states are well expressed, then time evolutions
(within the eigenspace found by the algorithm) will be
similarly precise. An iteration of the QDavidson algo-
rithm begins by computing on the quantum computer
the subspace matrices D and E, whose matrix elements
are defined as:

Dkℓ = ⟨χk|H |χℓ⟩ and Ekℓ = ⟨χk|χℓ⟩ . (5)

This can be done using repeated SWAP tests [29],
Hadamard tests [30], or the MFE protocol [16]. We now
solve the generalized eigenvalue problem Dv = λEv to
get the approximate eigenstates and associated energies.
Afterward, the residue of each of the computed eigen-
states can be evaluated,

|Ri⟩ = H |ψi⟩ − λi |ψi⟩ = (H − λi)

M∑
k=1

vik |χk⟩ . (6)
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The norm of the residue is then measured on the quantum
computer in a similar manner to the D matrix,

| |Ri⟩ | = ⟨vi|(H − λi)
2|vi⟩ (7)

=

M∑
k,ℓ=1

v∗
kivℓi ⟨χk|(H − λi)

2|χℓ⟩ (8)

Consequently, the correction vector (|δi⟩) and the asso-
ciated pre-conditioned correction vector (|δ′i⟩) can be de-
rived as

|δi⟩ = e−∆τ(Ĥ−EI) |ΨI⟩ , (9)

|δ′i⟩ = |δI⟩ −
∑
KJ

|ΨK⟩ (S−1)KJ ⟨ΨJ | δI⟩. (10)

If | |δ′⟩ | < ϵ, then the correction vector |δ⟩ cannot be ex-
pressed as a linear combination of the reference states in
the current Krylov subspace. As such, |δ⟩ is then added
as a new reference state after mapping the non-unitary
operator in Eq. (9) into unitaries [24]. Doing this for
each of the current reference states completes a full it-
eration of the algorithm. Iterations are continued until
the resulting simulation is sufficiently accurate for some
desired physical observable and target final time.
With the subspace now constructed, we can estimate

the time dynamics of the system by expressing it as a lin-
ear combination of reference states, as we did in Eq. (2).
However, in this case, the coefficients are the expansion
of the Wavefunction in the eigenstate computed from the
Quantum Davidson algorithm,

|ψ(t)⟩ ≈ |ψK(t)⟩ =
M∑
i=1

ci(t) |χi⟩ . (11)

C. Multi-reference Quantum Davidson method

A natural extension of the QDavidson algorithm
involves integrating with the multi-reference Krylov
method, incorporating time-evolved reference states into
the subspace. After a certain number of iterations,
QDavidson yields a progressively expanded set of refer-
ence states {|χi⟩}. Each reference state then forms the
basis for constructing the order-M Krylov subspace, fol-
lowing the process described in Eq. (3). The accuracy of
the fast-forwarding process is evaluated to determine if
it meets the desired level of precision. If the accuracy is
lacking, an additional QDavidson iteration is undertaken,
utilizing the existing reference states {|χi⟩}. Compared
to the conventional multi-reference Krylov approach, the
distinct aspect of this method lies in the selection pro-
cess of the reference states. By adopting this strategy,
we aim to leverage the advantageous features of both
methodologies, thus enhancing the efficacy and precision
of the fast-forwarding process in quantum dynamics sim-
ulations.

D. Fast Forwarding for closed-system dynamics

Once the Krylov subspace is constructed using any of
the mentioned algorithms, the subsequent steps in the
fast-forwarding process remain the same. With the sub-
space matrices D and E, one can address a generalized
eigenvalue problem to represent the matrix exponential
e−iHt in the eigenbasis of the Krylov subspace [31]. Al-
ternatively, the quantum subspace Schrödinger equation
can be solved,

iS∂tc(t) = Dc(t), (12)

which has the following analytical solution:

c(t) = e−iS−1Dtc(0). (13)

where c(0) are the initial expansion coefficients. When
the initial state is one of the Krylov basis states |χi⟩,
then c(0) is the all zeros vector with a one in the ith
position. Generally, the subspace overlap matrix S can
be poorly conditioned and might not have a well-defined
inverse. To remedy this, we use the singular value decom-
position of E and zero out small singular values before
taking the inverse (see [32, 33]). Then, to fast-forward
the system to arbitrary times t, we apply the solution of
the subspace Schrödinger equation Eq. (13) to the expan-
sion coefficients themselves. This yields a time-evolution
of the coefficients c(t) which can be used to express an
estimate of |ψ(t)⟩ = e−iHt |ψ(0)⟩ as a linear combination
of the reference states in the Krylov subspace as noted
in Eq. (11).
One of the main motivations for performing time

dynamics of quantum systems is to calculate time-
dependent observables. In other fast-forwarding meth-
ods where the time-evolved state is available [15, 17], the
observables of interest can be computed directly. How-
ever, this is not true for QKS methods since generating
the corresponding quantum state from the time-evolved
expansion coefficients and reference states is not straight-
forward. Nevertheless, a general time-evolved observable
O(t) can be expressed as follows:

O(t) = ⟨ψK(t)|O|ψK(t)⟩

≈
∑
ij

c∗i (t)cj(t) ⟨χi|O|χj⟩ . (14)

We have used Eq. (11) for simplicity, but this technique
works for any of the QKS methods, multi-reference or
not. The values of ⟨χi|O|χj⟩ can be calculated on the
quantum computer in the same way as the subspace ma-
trix D, and then the results are post-processed using the
time-evolved coefficients to give the observable O(t).
A benefit of using QKS methods for fast-forwarding

is that once the D and E matrices and Eq. (14) are
calculated, only classical post-processing is required to
determine O(t) for any time t less than the target final
time. Computing the time-evolved coefficients, Eq. (13),
is done entirely on the classical computer. If a different
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observable is of interest, it is only necessary to recompute
Eq. (14) on the quantum computer. This is an advantage
over other fast-forwarding methods, where a new time-
evolved state must be prepared for each observable and
each time.

E. Quantum dynamics of open quantum system

This subsection will briefly discuss how the QKS
method (particularly Quantum Davidson) for quantum
dynamics developed above can be applied to open quan-
tum systems within Lindblad and generalized quantum
master equation (GQME) schemes. The main chal-
lenge in simulating open quantum system dynamics
on quantum computers is managing the non-Hermitian
time propagation [34–38], as the fundamental operations
(gates) of quantum computers are inherently unitary. To
address this challenge, we can leverage the techniques de-
veloped for mapping non-unitary operators into unitary
ones. Specifically, here, we extend the mapping of non-
unitary operators into unitaries, as described in Eq (9),
to the non-Hermitian time propagation to simulate the
dynamics of open quantum systems.

The standard approach for deriving the quantum dy-
namics of an open quantum system interacting with its
environment starts from the von Neumann equation of
the combined system,

iℏ∂ρtot(t) = [Ĥtot, ρtot] ≡ Lρtot(t), (15)

where Ĥtot is the total Hamiltonian of the combined sys-
tem, Ĥtot = ĤS + ĤB + ĤSB , that includes the Hamil-
tonians of the system ĤS , bath ĤB , and system-bath
interaction ĤSB . ρtot is the density matrix of the entire
system (S +B). In general, the system-bath interaction

can be written as ĤSB =
∑

kα gkαÂkB̂α, where Âk are

the system operators which the bath operators B̂α couple
to, and gkα is the corresponding coupling strength. Since
we are only interested in the dynamics of the system, we
can perform a partial trace over the bath degrees of free-
dom in Eq. (15) and thereby obtain a master equation
for the motion of the original system density matrix.

The non-Markovian dynamics of an open quantum sys-
tem can be described by the generalized quantum master
equation (GQME) (Nakajima-Zwanzig) [39–41]. We de-
fine a projector operator P that projects the total density
matrix into the system subspace. The complementary
projection superoperator is denoted as Q = 1 − P. P
and Q satisfy P2 = P,Q2 = Q, and [P,Q] = 0. Hence,
projecting Eq. (15) into the subsystem and following the
standard derivation within the Nakajima-Zwanzig for-
malism [39–41], we can get the dynamics of the reduced
density matrix (for the system only) as

iℏ∂ρS(t) = LρS(t) = L0ρS(t) + Lm[ρS(t)], (16)

where L is the Liouvillian superoperator, including
the overall system Liouvillian L0 = TrB [Ĥ, ·] (time-
independent) and memory kernel (time-dependent) Lm

parts. Here, TrB denotes the partial trace over the bath
degrees of freedom. The memory kernel, in general, can
be written as

Lm[ρS(t)] = −iℏ
∫ t

0

K(τ)ρS(t− τ)dτ. (17)

The memory kernel is given by

K(τ) =
1

ℏ2
TrB

{
Le−iQLτ/ℏQLρB(0)

}
, (18)

where Q is the projection operator on the bath degrees
of freedom, and L is the overall system-bath Liouvillian
(note: the overall system-bath Liouvillian is Hermitian).
When memory effect is not essential, we can further

simpilfy the quantum dynamics with Markovian approx-
imation. The most general trace-preserving and com-
pletely positive form of Markovian evolution is the Lind-
blad master equation for the reduced density matrix
ρS = TrB [ρtot],

iℏρ̇S(t) =L0ρS(t)

+ iℏ
∑
k

(
CkρS(t)C

†
k − 1

2
{C†

kCk, ρS(t)}
)
.

(19)

where Ck =
√
γkÂk are the collapse operators and Âk

are the operators through which the bath couples to the
system in Ĥint.
Nevertheless, no matter whether it is in Lindblad or

GQME formalism, the resulting time-dependent density
matrix can be written in the following generalized form
with a non-unitary propagator, i.e.,

ρS(t) = e−i/ℏLtρS(0) = e−i/ℏ(L1+L2)tρS(0). (20)

where L1 and L2 describe the unitary and non-unitary
evolution operators, respectively. It should be noted that
the Lindblad master equation is identically the vectoriza-
tion mapping in the Liouville space, resulting in

d |ρS⟩
dt

=
[
− iI ⊗ Ĥ + iĤ⊺ ⊗ I +

∑
k

(
Lk ⊗ Lk

− 1

2
I ⊗ (L†

kLk)−
1

2
(L⊺

kLk)⊗ I
)]

|ρS⟩ . (21)

where the bar indicates entrywise complex conjugation.
However, this requires a doubling of the qubits and

an overhead of an ancilla and controlled operators for
evaluating observables. Alternatively, we can map the
density matrix operator as (isomorphism mapping)

ρS =
∑
p

CpU |p⟩ ⟨p|U† → |ρS⟩ =
∑
p

CpU |p⟩ ⊗ Ū |p⟩ ,

(22)
where |p⟩ are the n-qubit computational basis states in
the 2n possible bit strings. The corresponding Lindblad
equation then becomes Eq. (21).
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After the isomorphism mapping, the propagator can
be again Trotterized, and each term can be applied term
by term.

e−i(I⊗Ĥ−iĤ⊺⊗I)τ
∑
p

CpU |p⟩ ⊗ Ū |p⟩

=
∑
p

Cpe
iĤ⊺τU |p⟩ ⊗ e−iĤτ Ū |p⟩ . (23)

Where eiĤ
⊺τ = e−iĤτ for Hermitian Ĥ. The remaining

Lindblad terms in the Trotterized propagator are of the

form e−L⊺
kLkτ/2⊗e−L†

kLkτ/2 and eL̄k⊗Lkτ . The first term
preserves the ansatz but is non-unitary, while the second
term does not preserve the ansatz and is non-unitary.
The QITE algorithm can then be used to map the non-
unitary terms into unitaries. Suppose the non-unitary
term is denoted as Vk. For example, Vk = e−L⊺

kLkτ/2 ⊗
e−L†

kLkτ/2, we can use the QITE algorithm to find a set
of numbers Dp and a Hermitian operator A such that

Vk
∑
p

CpU |p⟩ ⊗ Ū |p⟩ =
∑
p

(Dp + Cp)e
iAU |p⟩

⊗ e−iĀU |p⟩+O(τ2). (24)

where

Dq = −τCpRe
[
⟨p|U†L⊺

kLkU |p⟩
]
. (25)

Like the QITE method, the A operator can be solved
using a linear algebra [42].

III. RESULTS

We first benchmark the QDavidson algorithm by sim-
ulating the time evolution of the Heisenberg model,

H =

N−1∑
i=1

JxXiXi+1 + JyYiYi+1 + JzZiZi+1 +

N∑
i=1

hZi,

(26)
where Xi, Yi, Zi are Pauli matrices acting on qubit i,
JX , JY , JZ , h are coefficients, and N is the number of
qubits. We initialize the algorithm in the Néel state
|ψi⟩ = |0101 · · ·⟩ and simulate to a final time tf = 10.
In this section, all computations were done on the clas-
sical computer, including building the D and E ma-
trices, Eq. (5), and computing the residues. To ver-
ify the accuracy of the fast-forwarded state obtained by
Eq. (11), we compute an exact time evolution of the sys-
tem, |ψ(t)⟩ = e−iHt |ψi⟩.
In Fig. 1, we present the results of fast-forwarding the

Heisenberg model on N = 8 qubits while varying the
number of iterations (the dimension of the Krylov sub-
space) of the QDavidson algorithm. After performing the
fast-forwarding, one can calculate time-dependent prop-
erties of interest by using Eq. (14). The upper three pan-
els show the computed expectation value ⟨Z1⟩ for each

FIG. 1. Results of performing fast-forwarding of the XYZ
model on N = 8 qubits, setting JX = JY = JZ = h = 1,
and using a Krylov subspace generated by the QDavidson
algorithm after running for several iterations. We compare
subspaces of dimension 10 (blue), 25 (yellow), and 40 (red)
against an exact time-evolved state (black). The top three
panels show the expectation value ⟨Z1⟩ for each state. The
bottom panel indicates the state overlap between the ex-
act time-evolved state with the fast-forwarded states, F =
| ⟨ψ(t)|ψK(t)⟩ |2. The gray dashed line indicates a state over-
lap with a time evolution using a first-order Trotter approxi-
mation and a comparable number of Trotter steps. The inset
is a semilog plot of infidelity at time tf = 10 as a function of
the Krylov subspace dimension.

fast-forward state and a black line indicating the true
value. The bottom panel reports the fidelity of each fast-
forwarded state with respect to the exact time-evolved
state, F = | ⟨ψ(t)|ψK(t)⟩ |2. Increasing the number of
iterations predictably increases the accuracy of the fast-
forwarding, which is reflected in a more precise match
with the true expectation value and higher fidelity with
the true state. The gray dashed line indicates the over-
lap with the exact Wavefunction of an evolution done
using a first-order Trotter approximation and 40 Trotter
steps. We see that the evolution done with QDavidson
vastly outperforms Trotter, even when using a signifi-
cantly shorter circuit. The inset in the bottom panel
shows infidelity at time tf = 10 as a function of the
dimension of the Krylov subspace. We observe a slow
convergence rate before a sharp drop-off. At short times,
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FIG. 2. (a)-(b) Scaling of QKS methods with system size on
the Heisenberg XXX model with Jx = Jy = Jz = h = 1. (a)
The semilog plot required Krylov dimension to fast-forward
to time tf = 10 with fidelity 0.9 as a function of system
size. Here, we compare the QDavidson algorithm (black
markers) against multi-reference QDavidson (blue markers)
and multi-reference Krylov (yellow markers). Both multi-
reference methods use M = 10 reference states. (b) The
semilog plot of a corresponding number of algorithm itera-
tions to reach the desired fidelity. (c)-(d) Similar scaling of
QKS methods with system size on the Heisenberg XYZ model
with Jx = h = 1, Jy = 2, Jz = 3.

the fidelity remains high even when using a less expres-
sive (smaller) subspace; if one is only interested in the
dynamics during this regime, then using fewer iterations
and a smaller Krylov subspace is acceptable.

To compare the scaling of (multi-reference) QDavidson
and multi-reference Krylov for time dynamics, we simu-
late systems of up to N = 13 qubits. We focus here on
the Heisenberg model where the Hamiltonian coefficients
are set to be equal, Jx = Jy = Jz = h = 1. In Fig. 2(a),
we plot the minimum Krylov dimension required for the
fast-forwarded state to have 90% overlap with the ex-
act Wavefunction at the final time tf = 10. We com-
pare the standard QDavidson algorithm (black mark-
ers) against multi-reference Krylov with M = 10 ref-
erence states (yellow markers) as well as multi-reference
QDavidson again with M = 10 reference states (blue
markers). For the multi-reference methods, the order-
M Krylov subspace was generated using an exact time
evolution; we later investigated the effect of Trotter er-
ror on the methods’ performance. Regarding the num-
ber of states needed to recreate the exact time-evolved
state accurately, QDavidson outperforms the other meth-
ods by almost an order of magnitude. The semilog plot

clearly shows sub-linear behavior from the QDavidson al-
gorithm, indicating sub-exponential scaling of the Krylov
dimension for this Hamiltonian. The same cannot be said
about the multi-reference methods, where the scaling is
unclear. Fig. 2(b) displays the corresponding number of
algorithm iterations required to reach the desired 90%
overlap. Here, we see that the multi-reference methods
need fewer iterations than the QDavidson algorithm, al-
though, for large enough system sizes, this will no longer
hold.

Figs. 2(c)-(d) show similar trends for the Heisenberg
XYZ model with Jx = h = 1, Jy = 2, Jz = 3. The
scaling behavior of the required Krylov dimension and
the number of iterations is consistent with Figs. 2(a)-
(b). The QDavidson algorithm continues to demonstrate
sub-exponential scaling in the Krylov dimension, outper-
forming the multi-reference methods regarding the num-
ber of states needed to represent the time-evolved state
accurately. The number of iterations required for the
multi-reference methods remains lower, but this differ-
ence diminishes with increasing system size. These re-
sults indicate that the QDavidson algorithm is robust and
efficient across different models and parameter settings,
providing a significant advantage for simulating quantum
dynamics in larger systems.

FIG. 3. Semilog plot comparing the effect of Trotter error
on the required Krylov dimension to fast-forward to time
tf = 10 with a fidelity of 0.9. Here we again use the Heisen-
berg XXX model with Jx = Jy = Jz = h = 1. We com-
pare the multi-reference Krylov method with M = 10 refer-
ence states where the order-M Krylov subspace was generated
with exact time evolution (solid yellow) against one where
the Krylov subspace was generated with a first-order Trotter
product formula and Trotter step size τ = 0.1 (dashed yellow).
We also compare an exact time evolution-generated multi-
reference QDavidson (solid blue) with a Trotter-generated
multi-reference QDavidson (dashed blue).
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A. Effect of Trotter error

In the previous section, we focused on the performance
of the algorithms by neglecting the effects of noise and
error. Here, we discuss the impact of the Trotter error on
the Krylov subspace dimensions. Fig. 3 compares the re-
quired Krylov dimension to fast-forward to time tf = 10
with a fidelity of 0.9 for the Heisenberg XXX model with
Jx = Jy = Jz = h = 1. We compare the multi-reference
Krylov method with M = 10 reference states, where the
order-M Krylov subspace was generated with exact time
evolution (solid yellow) against one where the Krylov
subspace was generated with a first-order Trotter prod-
uct formula and Trotter step size τ = 0.1 (dashed yel-
low). We also compare an exact time evolution-generated
multi-reference QDavidson (solid blue) with a Trotter-
generated multi-reference QDavidson (dashed blue).

The results indicate that the multi-reference QDavid-
son algorithm is robust against Trotter errors, maintain-
ing its efficiency and accuracy even when approximations
are introduced. For this method, the required Krylov di-
mension is practically unchanged in the presence of Trot-
ter errors. While still effective, the multi-reference meth-
ods show a more pronounced increase in the required
Krylov dimension when Trotter errors are present.

IV. DISCUSSION

In this work, we have developed and benchmarked the
QDavidson algorithm for fast-forwarding quantum simu-
lations. Compared with the recently introduced selected
quantum Krylov fast-forwarding (sQKFF) algorithm, we
find that the QDavidson algorithm can achieve compa-
rable accuracies while using a smaller Krylov subspace.
However, this comes at the cost of more iterations and
circuit evaluations on the quantum computer. To address
the trade-off between the Krylov subspace dimension and
the number of iterations, we introduced a multi-reference
approach that combines properties of both QDavidson
and multi-reference Krylov methods. We found it to be
a compromise, balancing the Krylov subspace dimension
and the number of iterations required. Depending on the
limitations of the available device, the number of refer-
ence states can be tuned to optimize performance.

We also examined the effect of Trotter error on the

performance of these algorithms. Interestingly, we found
that Trotter error can benefit the algorithm by mak-
ing the resulting states less dependent. The multi-
reference QDavidson algorithm, in particular, proved ro-
bust against Trotter errors, maintaining its efficiency
and accuracy even when approximations are introduced.
This robustness highlights the potential of QDavidson
for practical implementations on near-term quantum de-
vices.
Future work on using Krylov subspace methods would

benefit from investigating the performance of these al-
gorithms on real quantum hardware. Understanding the
impact of hardware-specific noise and errors and devel-
oping error mitigation techniques will be crucial for suc-
cessfully applying these methods in practical quantum
simulations. Additionally, exploring the scalability of the
QDavidson algorithm for larger systems and its integra-
tion with other quantum algorithms could further en-
hance its utility in solving complex quantum problems.
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