arXiv:2110.09735v2 [quant-ph] 8 Apr 2022

Computationally Efficient Quantum Expectation

tended Bell Measurements

with Ex-

Ruho Kondo?!, Yuki Sato!, Satoshi Koide!, Seiji Kajita!, and Hideki Takamatsu?

1Toyota Central R&D Labs., Inc., 41-1, Yokomichi, Nagakute, Aichi 480-1192, Japan
2Toyota Motor Corporation, 1 Toyota-Cho, Toyota, Aichi 471-8571, Japan

Evaluating an expectation value of an
arbitrary observable A € C?"*2" through
naive Pauli measurements requires a large
number of terms to be evaluated. We ap-
proach this issue using a method based on
Bell measurement, which we refer to as the
extended Bell measurement method. This
analytical method quickly assembles the 4"
matrix elements into at most 2" groups
for simultaneous measurements in O(nd)
time, where d is the number of non-zero
elements of A. The number of groups is
particularly small when A is a band matrix.
When the bandwidth of A is k = O(n), the
number of groups for simultaneous mea-
surement reduces to O(n°*!). In addition,
when non-zero elements densely fill the
band, the variance is O((n°t!/2")tr(A?)),
which is small compared with the vari-
ances of existing methods. The pro-
posed method requires a few additional
gates for each measurement, namely one
Hadamard gate, one phase gate and at
most n —1 CNOT gates. Experimental re-
sults on an IBM-Q system show the com-
putational efficiency and scalability of the
proposed scheme, compared with existing
state-of-the-art approaches. Code is avail-
able at https://github.com/ToyotaCRDL/
extended-bell-measurements.

1 Introduction

Variational quantum algorithms (VQAs) [1, 2]
have attracted attention in recent years be-
cause they are suitable for so-called Noisy
Intermediate-Scale Quantum (NISQ) comput-
ers [3], which do not have a fault-tolerant mech-
anism and have only tens or hundreds of qubits.
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The VQA was first introduced in the field of
chemistry but it has wide application, such as
in solving linear systems [4-8], optimization [9-
11], and machine learning [12-18]. In VQAs, the
quantum state, |¢), is parametrized by learning
parameters held on a classical computer, and is
used to calculate the expectation value, (¢|A|y),
whose A depends on the task. The desired quan-
tum state is then obtained by minimizing the ex-
pectation value using a classical optimization al-
gorithm.

The bottleneck of a VQA relates to the com-
putational cost of calculating the expectation
value [19]. A popular method of evaluating the
expectation value is a Pauli measurement that
writes A in the Pauli basis; i.e., A = Z{;\il P,
where P; is the tensor product of Pauli matrices
and ¢; = Tr(ATP;)/2" is the corresponding co-
efficient, with ()T indicating the Hermitian con-
jugate. The drawback of a naive Pauli measure-
ment is that it requires a large number of unique
circuits to evaluate (|Aly) = Zﬁl ci(V|Pily)
where A reaches 4" when A is a fully dense ma-
trix.

Reducing the number of unique circuits for
Pauli measurements is an interesting topic relat-
ing to the VQA [20-26]. Both qubit-wise com-
muting (QWC) [21, 27, 28] and general commut-
ing (GC) [24] methods, and their variants [22, 23,
26], reduce the number of unique circuits on the
basis that commutative operators can be simul-
taneously diagonalized with the same unitary;
i.e., commutative Pauli bases are simultaneously
measurable. This approach successfully reduces
the number of unique circuits but its weakness
is that finding the smallest groups for simultane-
ous measurements itself is an NP-hard problem.
These methods approximate solutions that are
unfortunately not optimal in general. In other
words, a smaller number of unique circuits results
in a longer calculation time, and a shorter calcu-

Accepted in { Yuantum 2022-04-01, click title to verify. Published under CC-BY 4.0. 1


https://quantum-journal.org/?s=Computationally%20Efficient%20Quantum%20Expectation%20with%20Extended%20Bell%20Measurements&reason=title-click
https://quantum-journal.org/?s=Computationally%20Efficient%20Quantum%20Expectation%20with%20Extended%20Bell%20Measurements&reason=title-click
https://github.com/ToyotaCRDL/extended-bell-measurements
https://github.com/ToyotaCRDL/extended-bell-measurements
mailto:r-kondo@mosk.tytlabs.co.jp

lation time results in a larger number of unique
circuits.

Another problem is that the expression of gen-
eral matrices in the Pauli basis is numerically in-
efficient. Suppose a sparse matrix A that has a
few non-zero elements. In the extreme case, for
example, if there exists just one non-zero element
in A, then 2" Pauli strings are required to repre-
sent A. Despite the inefficiency of the Pauli basis,
the sparse matrix is widely used in the domain
of computer science. A typical application is the
finite element method (FEM) [29] used for struc-
tural analysis, fluid dynamics, heat transfer, elec-
tromagnetic analysis and many other continuum
mechanics. In the FEM, three dimensional real-
space is discretized by a finite number of elements
and the stiffness of the system is constructed by
the nodal coordinates and properties of each el-
ement. The resulting global stiffness matrix, A,
in an appropriate node number ordering repre-
sents a band matrix because only the neighbor-
ing nodes in the elements can interact with each
other. Then, solving Ax = b, where b denotes
the external inputs, gives the desired response .
Solving Az = b using VQAs has long been stud-
ied [4-8] but most of the VQAs limit the form of
A. For example, the assumption is that A can
be represented as the sum of a few weighted uni-
taries or weighted Pauli strings [4-6] or can be
decomposed into a few measurable terms using
the problem—specific conditions [7, 8]. Recently,
an efficient expectation estimation method for a
sparse Hamiltonian has been developed [30], but
it remains unsuitable for the NISQ device be-
cause of its two-qubit entangling gate counts. Ef-
ficient expectation evaluations for the non-Pauli
observables in terms of both the number of mea-
surements and the circuit complexity are in great
demand, such as for FEM applications, but the
above issues have not yet been resolved.

A completely different approach that can be
taken to reduce the computational cost for the
expectation evaluation is to use the so-called clas-
sical shadow [31-33], which reduces the number
of measurements for the Pauli observables. How-
ever, in the case of non-Pauli observables, this
approach is not suitable for NISQ devices be-
cause it requires O(n?/log(n)) two-qubit entan-
gling gates as pointed out in the original litera-
ture [31].

In this paper, we propose an alternative

method that we refer to as the extended Bell mea-
surement (XBM). This method is based on not
Pauli measurements but Bell measurements. The
basic idea is inspired by Ref. [7], where the expec-
tation value required to solve the Poisson equa-
tion was evaluated using Bell measurements. We
generalize this method for an arbitrary expecta-
tion evaluation. In addition, we derive that the
present method is closely related to the classical
shadow with random Clifford measurements [31].
The XBM method has the following advantages
over existing methods.

1. Fast grouping: The XBM method does not
solve any difficult NP-hard problems, but it
analytically groups the simultaneous mea-
surements.

2. Small number of circuits: The method re-
quires the number of unique circuits to be of
the same order as the empirical number of an
existing state-of-the-art Pauli measurement-
based method, such as the GC method.

3. Fewer two-qubit entangling gates: The
method takes at most n — 1 CNOT gates
for each measurement operator.

4. Tight upper bound of the variance when A
is the densely filled band matrix.

Concretely, when A is a band matrix whose band-
width is £ = O(n¢), the number of distinct
measurement operators is O(n°!). In addition,
when the non-zero elements are densely filled in
the band, the upper bound of the variance of the
expectation evaluation is O((n®t!/2")tr(42)),
which is smaller than that of the classical
shadow [31].

Our  algorithm is  implemented  with
Qiskit [34] and its code is available
at https://github.com/ToyotaCRDL/
extended-bell-measurements. Addition-

ally, real-device experiments are carried out
using an IBM-Q system. The results show that
the accuracy of the expectation evaluation is
comparable to that of naive Pauli measurements
and QWC but the execution time is shorter
than the execution times of the existing methods
when A is a band matrix.

The remainder of the paper is organized as
follows: Section 2 describes the XBM method
proposed in this paper. Section 3 presents al-
gorithms of the XBM method and derives the
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computational complexity. Section 4 presents the
experimental results. Section 5 concludes the pa-
per.

2 Method

2.1 Two-qubit Example of Proposed Method

Before describing the general proposed method,
we show an example with two-qubit. Let |¢) €
C* be an arbitrary two-qubit quantum state.
Consider the following expectation value:

Ao Aor Aoz Aoz
Ag A Az Agg
A =
WlAl) =$ol | 400 Ay Agy Ang| 1P
Aszg Az1 Aszz Asg

3 3
=33 Ape{plb)(clg).

b=0c=0

The diagonal components of A can be easily eval-
uated as

ZAbb @lb)(blp) = ZAbb| (bl)|?
b=0
where |(b|p)|? is the probability of obtaining a

bit-string b when measuring the quantum state
|¢) in the computational basis. Meanwhile, eval-
uating the off-diagonal parts of A is not trivial.
Consider A;s for example. The expectation value
of Ajo can be rearranged as

0
A1z
0
0

(el 0 = (ol (Ar2[1)2]) )

o O O O
o O O O
o O O O

= Ara(Re((p1)(2l)) + ilm({e]1)(2l¢)) )

where Re(e) and Im(e) are the real and imagi-
nary parts of (e), respectively. The real part of
(p|1)(2|p) is further rearranged as

Re((¢]1)(2]¢))

(oo, [ (o1 = qof, [
—2<'ﬁ !w)‘ ’\/5 !w)‘)

where |01) = |1) and |10) = |2), respectively. The
quantum states (|01)4]10))/v/2 can be prepared
using the Hadamard gate and CNOT gate as

01) + [10)
= CNOT(1,0)H(1)|01)
01) — |10)
= CNOT(1,0)H(1)|11)

where H(j) denotes the Hadamard gate acting
on jth qubit, and CNOT(j,k) is the CNOT
gate whose control and target qubits are jth
and kth qubits, respectively. Here, the right-
most bit is Oth bit whereas the leftmost bit is
(n — 1)th bit. Using these preparation unitaries,
Re({¢|1)(2]¢)) is written as

Re({l1) (216)) = ;()<01|H<1>CNOT<1,0>1¢>\2

—‘(11\H(1)CNOT(1,O)\<p>‘2>.

This value can be evaluated by the probabilities
of obtaining bit-strings 01 and 11 when measur-
ing H(1)CNOT(1,0)|¢) in the computational ba-
sis. In the same way, Im((p|1)(2|¢)) is written
as

m((p[1)(2l)) = ;<\<01|H<1>CNOT<Lo>s*<1>|so>\2

—’(11|H(1)CNOT(1, O)ST(1)|¢>’2>

where S(j) denotes the phase gate acting on jth
qubit. This value can be evaluated by the prob-
abilities of obtaining bit-strings 01 and 11 when
measuring H(1)CNOT(1,0)S"(1)|¢) in the com-
putational basis. In summary,

00 0 0
00 Ap 0
@lo o o oll®
00 0 0

' [ <‘<011M§§e2 ) - \(11|M§Z’2)\90>\2>

(\«mMI e >\2—)<11|M&’2>|¢>\2>]

M = H(1)CNOT(1,0)

NV \

where
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and

M2 = H(1)ONOT(1,0)S (1),
respectively. The remaining parts of A can be
evaluated in the same manner.

The most important part of the proposed
method is the simultaneous measurements. That
is, some components of A can be evaluated using
the same unitary. For example, Ags can be eval-
uated using the same unitaries as those for Ajo,
H(1)CNOT(1,0) and H(1)CNOT(1,0)S’(1), be-

cause

(10) + 13))/v/2 = CNOT(1, 0)H(1)|00),
(10) = 13))/v2 = CNOT(1,0)H(1)[10),

(10) +1/3))/v2 = S(1)CNOT(1, 0)H(1)[00),
(10) —[3))/v2 = S(1)CNOT(1, 0)H(1)|10).
In addition, As; and Az can be evalu-
ated using the same unitaries as those
for Aio and Apz, respectively, because
Re((pb){cle)) = Re({plc)(bly)) and
Im((pb){clp)) = —Im({ele)(blp)).  Simi-

larly, the real and imaginary parts of Ag1, Aio,
A9z and Asy can be evaluated using H(0) and
H(0)ST(0), respectively, whereas the real and
imaginary of Ags, A13, Asg and As; can be eval-
uated using H(1) and H(1)S(1), respectively.

2n—1 2m—1
(plAlp) = Z Al B+ 32 D Ape|Re
b=0 c¢=0,c#b
2n—1 2"—1 1
= Z A (Blo)P+ D > Abc[2<|
b=0 c¢=0,c#b
2
i1l —i{c] (B[ +i(c|
2n—1 2"—1
:ZAbb| (ble) |2+Z Z Abc[ (
b=0 c=0,c#b
c A
2 (101~ [(p o 25

S At Y Z(
b=0

leS(A)\{o"} b=0
2n—1

2. > >

leS(A) se{Re,Im} b=0

(1,s,b)p(l,s,b)

(b] + (c|

2.2 Expectation Estimation

We now generalize the construction of (p|A|e)
for arbitrary number of qubits. Let A € C2"*2"
be an arbitrary matrix and |p) € C?" be an ar-
bitrary n-qubit quantum state. The goal is to
express (p|Alp) in the form E[a] = Y, a; P(a =
a;), where a is a complex random variable, P
is a probability distribution on the bit-strings
obtained from a quantum circuit measurement,
and a; is an outcome, which is calculated from
a measured bit-string and the components of
A. The more general form, (¢p|Al1) (where
|tho) # |¥1)), can also be expressed in the same
form (see Appendix A).

Here, we show a brief derivation of the closed-
form expression of (p|A|p). In the subsequent
paragraphs, we give an intuitive description of
the derivation (see Appendix A for a detailed
derivation). In this paper, the matrix A is ex-
pressed as

A=Y Aplb){c (1)
b,c

where Ay, is the (b, c)-component of A. Using

this representation, we give the closed-form ex-

pression of (p|A|p) derived in this study, where

the notations appearing in Eq. (2) are defined in

Table 1:

((plb){cli) +iTm((]b) (cl)]

(b -
V2

{c]

7 o)

)

MEp)|? -

)

2
|s0>| ‘

.(b,c)
— w20 | MO

e

2
)
b,c) c
M >\<,o>!2)]
l . w l
) A eny | (DI MY |0) | +i(—1) A[b,cqr<b\M§nNso>2>

(2)
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Table 1: Definitions of the symbols appearing in Eq. (2).

Definition

{b@ c|Ape # 0}

@ bit-wise exclusive OR

', w) (b,b1,0) forb< bl
(b@ 2’ belm2 1) for b>bdl
it max{j[l; = 1}
l; a value of jth bit of [ in the binary expression
Ape) (Ape + Acp) /2
Appe (Ape — Ap)/2
MY HG) (s CNOTG . 1))
m® H(S) (T CNOT(S 1)) TGS
70 (il =1\ s}
H(j) Hadamard gate acting on the jth qubit
S(j) phase gate acting on the jth qubit
CNOT(j,k) CNOT gate whose control and target bits are the jth and kth qubits

where a(l,s,b) and p(l, s,b) are respectively de-
fined as

App
[ =0"
p(l, )
(=) A
lys,b):=¢ ———— 1#0" s=Re
all, s,b) p(l, s) 7
i(_].)wA[b/c/]
S L) Wy O VS S
p(l,s) 7
(3)
and
p(l, 5,0) == p(l, )| (b| M| 2. (4)

Note that M) = I and p(l=0"s)=p(l=0")
in this representation. p(l, s) is the probability of
selecting the measurement operator M, y), which
can be arbitrarily defined.

Expression of A (Lines 1-2 of Eq. (2))

Unlike  existing
methods, Pauli bases are not used to represent
A as shown in Eq. (1). This means that the

Pauli-measurement-based

Pauli-measurement is no longer used to eval-
uate the expectation value. Instead, the real
and imaginary parts of (p|b){(c|p) are directly
measured in the present method. Both the
real and imaginary parts of (p|b){c|p) can be
expressed as the projection of the state |p) on
the superposition state of |b) and |c), as shown
in the second line of Eq. (2).

Measurement Operators (Lines 2-3 of
Eq. (2)) A basis transformation is required to
evaluate |(1/v/2)((bl £ (el)@}]? and |(1/v/2)((b] £
i(c|)|)]? using measurements in the computa-
tional basis. Fortunately, this basis transforma-
tion can be carried out using simple measurement
operators defined as

|b>\%|0> — (Méféc))w@ (5)
)+ gy, (6)

V2

Concrete circuit representations of these mea-
surement operators are given in Table 1. A nice
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Figure 1: Typical circuits for (a) standard Bell measure-
ments, and (b) extended Bell measurements.

property of these measurement operators is that
each of them contains at most n—1 CNOT gates,
which is suitable for the NISQ devices. We refer
to the present method as the extended Bell mea-
surements (XBMs) because the measurement op-

erators MP({Z’C) and Ml(ﬁl’c) are similar to those for
the Bell measurements except for the number of
CNOT gates. In Fig.1, typical circuits for a stan-
dard Bell measurements and the extended Bell
measurements are shown.

Simultaneous Measurements (Lines 3—4 of
Eq. (2)) We proved the following theorem.

Theorem 1 If b®c = b dc and V # , then
MO = My and MO = MU

Im Im

The proof is given in Appendix A.2. The above
theorem states that the number of distinct mea-
surement operators can be drastically reduced.
In addition, the superscript () can be re-
placed with (e)(*®9) because each distinct mea-
surement operator is identified by b @ c¢. Refor-
mulation leads to the fourth line of Eq. (2).

Operator Selecting Model (Lines 4-5 of
Eq. (2)) The fourth line of Eq. (2) does not
seem to express an expectation value because it
does not take the form Y, a;P(a = a;). Here,
we introduce an operator selecting model p(l, s)
that represents the probability of selecting the
measurement operator Ms(l), where | € S(A) and
s € {Re,Im}. Here, S(A) is a set of b @ ¢ where
Ap. has non-zero components, as defined in Ta-
ble 1. Introducing p(l,s), (¢|Alp) is eventually
represented as on the rightmost side of Eq. (2)
and takes the form Y, a;P(a = a;). Although
the concrete description of p(l, s) is arbitrary the
appropriate definition of p(l,s) reduces the vari-
ance of the expectation estimation.

When we regard Eq. (2) as expressing the ex-
pectation value in a stochastic process, an event
is selecting a measurement operator Ms(l) with
probability p(l,s) followed by measuring a bit-
string b of a state MS(Z)\go) in the computational
basis, and then obtaining a corresponding out-
come. Denoting a complex random variable cor-
responding to such an event as @, we have

(plAlp). (7)

In the following, we simply express E; ; 5p(1,s 0[]
as E,a].

El,s,bwp(l,s,b) [&] =

Significance of Eq. (2) There are three im-
portant aspects to the expression in Eq. (2).

1. There are fewer distinct measurement oper-
ators.

2. Each measurement operator has a simple ex-
plicit expression.

3. There are fewer CNOT gates in each mea-
surement operator.

Equation (2) contains only |S(A) x {Re,Im}|
measurement operators, I, {Mf({lg}les(A)\{On},

and {MI(IQ}IES( Anor}- The number of distinct
measurement operators depends on the structure
of A, which is discussed further in Sec. 3. A sim-
ple explicit expression of each measurement op-
erator is beneficial from the viewpoint of time
complexity for circuit construction. The number
of CNOT gates included in each measurement op-
erator is at most n — 1, which is suitable for the
NISQ device because most of the real-device error
comes from two-qubit entangling gates. In sum-
mary, qualitatively speaking, the construction of
measurement operators is fast and the evaluation
error on a real quantum computer using these op-
erators is expected to be small. Further details
of the complexity analyses are given in Sec. 3.

2.3 Upper Bound of Variance

An upper bound of the variance of a associated
with the XBM can be easily calculated as

Varp[a] = Ey[lal’] — |Ep[a]|*
< Epflal?]
= lal,5,b)’p(l,5,b),  (8)
l,s,b
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which depends on the operator selecting model
p(l,s). A simple choice of p(l,s) is a uniform
distribution over [ and s whereas a more sophis-
ticated choice can reduce the variance of a (see
Appendix B for details).

Here, we assume that |A]2,, = O(tr(A?)/q)
where |A|max = maxp {|Apc|} is the maximum
norm of A and ¢ the number of non-zero com-
ponents of A, respectively. Under this assump-
tion, no matter which operator selecting model
is used, the upper bound of the variance of @ can
be roughly estimated as

Vary[a] < m? AP, = o(”ftrm?)) (9)

where
m = |S(A) x {Re, Im}| (10)

is the number of distinct measurement operators
(see Appendix C.2 for details).

2.4 Relationship with the Classical Shadow

Our method is closely related to the classical
shadow with random Clifford measurements [31].
The main differences are the unitary ensemble
and the operator selecting model. The random
Clifford circuits are used in the classical shadow
whereas m distinct measurement operators are
used in the XBM. In addition, only the uniform
operator selecting model is considered in the orig-
inal classical shadow whereas an arbitrary oper-
ator selecting model is considered in the XBM.

Additionally, the number of two-qubit entan-
gling gates in each measurement operator is dif-
ferent. The classical shadow with random Clif-
ford measurements requires O(n?/log(n)) two-
qubit entangling gates for each measurement op-
erator whereas the XBM requires at most n — 1
CNOT gates for each.

The upper bound of the variance associated
with the classical shadow with the random Clif-
ford measurements is O(tr(A?)) [31]. Hence,
when m? < ¢, our method has an upper bound
tighter than that of the classical shadow. An ex-
ample of this case is that non-zero components
of A are densely filled in the tight bandwidth.
When the bandwidth of A is & = O(n¢), and
the non-zero components are densely filled in the

band,

c+1

Var, [d] = O (”2n tr(A2)> (11)

(see Appendix C.2 for other cases). Such a ma-
trix frequently appear in the case of the FEM as
mentioned in the introduction. In this case, the
adoption of our method exponentially improves
the variance relative to the classical shadow.
The relationship between the XBM and clas-
sical shadow is further discussed in Appendix D,
which gives the explicit form of the classical
shadow associated with the XBM method.

3 Algorithm and Complexity

The algorithms for term grouping and calculat-
ing an expectation value using the XBM method
are presented as Algorithms 1 and 2, respec-
tively. These algorithms follow the equations de-
scribed in Eq. (2) (see Appendix A for details).
The greatest advantage of the proposed method,
the XBM method, is that the number of unique
circuits required to estimate (1o|Ali1) can be
rapidly reduced. In this section, the reduction
ratio of the number of unique circuits and the
computational cost of the XBM method are dis-
cussed.

3.1 Number of Distinct Operators

In this paper, an s-sparse matrix and band ma-
trix with bandwidth k& are defined as follows.

Definition 1 (s-sparse matrix A [35])
A € C¥'*?" s s-sparse if each column has
at most s nonzero entries.

Definition 2 (band matrix A) A € C?"*2" js q
band matriz with bandwidth k if A;; = 0 for all
i,j such that |i — j| > k.

According to these definitions, the following
theorems hold.

Theorem 2 (s-sparse matrix A) Let A € C2"x2"
and |¢o), [¢1) € C*". When A is an s-sparse
matriz, there exists an algorithm such that the

number of quantum circuits required to evaluate
(o] Alp1) is 2" in the worst case.
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Algorithm 1: Algorithm for term grouping in the XBM method

input

(0

output : Measurement operators Mg

: Non-zero matrix elements and corresponding indices, {b, ¢, Apc|Ap. # 0}
and outcomes «(l, s,b)

initialize: Ms(l) + None and «a(l, s,b) < 0 for all [, s,b

for (b,c) € {(b,c)|Ap. # 0} do
l<bdc
if [ # 0" then

|

| «(l,Re,b) < a(l,Re, b) + Ap.
else if b < ¢ then

b b2
a(l,Re,b) < a(l,Re, b) + Ap./2
a(l,Re,b) + a(l,Re,b) — Ap./2
a(l,Im, b) + a(l,Tm, b) + iAp./2
(l Im, b) < a(l,Im,b) —iA./2
else if b > c then
_ (1)
c+c@ 2o
a(l,Re, c) + a(l,Re,c) + Ape/2
a(l,Re,¢) < a(l,Re,c) — Apc/2
a(l,Im, c) + a(l,Im, c) — iAp./2
a(l,Im, ¢) « a(l,Im, ¢) + iAp./2
end
end

+— max{j|l; =1}
end
/* Compute and store measurement operators */
if Measurement operators MP(Q and MI(IQ have not yet been computed then
if [ = 0" then
| M1
else
‘ MP(Q, MI(IQ < (see Table 1)
end
end
/* Compute and store outcomes */
if b = c then

Theorem 3 (band matrix A) Let A € C2"*2?"
and |o), [1) € C¥'. When the bandwidth of
A is k > 0, there exists an algorithm such that
the number of quantum circuits required to eval-
uate {1po| A1) is 2((n — r)k + 27) in the worst
case where r = [logy k.

Here, we define the upper bound of the number
of the unique circuits for an n-qubit system with
bandwidth k as

2((n—r)k+2") k>0
m(n, k) == (12)

where r := [logy k]. Note that when evaluat-
ing (¢|Alp) whose A has non-zero diagonal com-
ponents, the upper bound can be reduced to
2((n—r)k+2")—1for k > 1 (see Appendix E.2).

The proofs are given in Appendix E. Note that
a fully dense matrix can be viewed as a 2™-sparse
matrix or a band matrix with bandwidth £ =
2" — 1.

Unfortunately, we find that the evaluation of
the number of circuits in Algorithm 1 is tight;
i.e., there exists an s-sparse matrix that requires
27+l unique circuits, which is the same as the
case for the fully dense matrix. However, if A
is a band matrix, then at least the number of
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Algorithm 2: Algorithm for calculating an expectation value in the XBM method. Note that

median-of-means or others can be used instead of the arithmetic mean in the last line.

input  : Number of shots N, operator selecting model p(l, s), measurement operators
{Mgl)}, quantum state |p), outcomes {a(l, s, b)}
output : Expectation value z

for i =1 to N do

/* Pick a measurement operator
lys~ p(la S) )

M« MY ;

b~ [(b|M]p)]? ;
z; < afl,8,0) ;
end

Y xi/N

/* Measure a bit string and update z

*/

// Classical computing

// Access to the classical memory
*/

// Quantum computing

// Access to the classical memory and classical computing

// Take arithmetic mean

unique circuits required to estimate (to|A[¢1)
can be reduced to 2((n — r)k + 2"), where k is
the bandwidth and r = [logyk]. When A is
sufficiently tight (i.e., bandwidth k£ = O(n°)),
2((n —r)k +27) = O(n°t1). Note that the num-
ber of unique Pauli strings required to evalu-
ate (Yo|Al¢1) using naive Pauli measurements
is 2"t ((n — r)k + 27) (see Sec. E.4). The XBM
thus outperforms the naive Pauli measurements
in terms of the number of unique circuits re-
quired to evaluate (to|A|11). This exponential
improvement is due to the difference in the ba-
sis of A, but the number of unique circuits when
using the XBM method does not appreciably in-
crease even if A is represented in the Pauli basis
(see Sec. E.5).

As mentioned before, our method is the gen-
eralization of [7]. In their formulation, both
(el A%) = (pl(B + C© + CW)|p) and (b]Alp)
are calculated to solve the one-dimensional Pois-
son equation, and the numbers of unique circuits
required to evaluate (p|A%|p) = (¢|(B + C©) +
CM)|) and (b|A|p) are 4n+1 and 2n+1, respec-
tively, where the bandwidth of B, C9, C(1) and
A are 2, 0, 0 and 1, respectively. This is consis-
tent with m(n,k = 2) + m(n,k = 0) + m(n, k =
0)=4n+1+1=4n+2 and m(n,k = 1) =
2n + 2 (see Eq. (12)), where the +1 difference
comes from the counting of an unnecessary term,

Im ((|b) (blg)) = 0.

3.2 Time Complexity for Term Grouping

We assume that data {(b,c, Ap.)|Ap. # 0} are
stored in the memory of the classical computer,

where Ay, is the (b, ¢) component of the matrix A.
For each (b, c) € {(b, c)|Ap. # 0} := B, bit strings
to be measured are calculated from b and jéb®c) =
max{j|(bd&c); = 1} for b # c. The computational
cost of calculating j(()b@c) with classical computers
is O(n), and the total time complexity for term
grouping is thus O(nd), where d is the size of B,
which is the number of non-zero elements of A.

Note that in Algorithm 1, measurement op-
erators Mg) are simultaneously calculated with
term grouping. Each measurement circuit can
be built in O(n) time (see definition of MY in
Table 1), and its calculation is only carried out
when Ms(l) is not yet calculated. Therefore, the
total time complexity of building measurement
circuits is O(nm) where m < d is the number of
distinct b @ ¢ values among (b, ¢) pairs with non-
zero Ap. values, which does not affect the total
time complexity of term grouping.

3.3 Gate Counts for Measurement Circuits

As described in Table 1, the maximum number
of gate counts is n + 1 for each unique circuit;
i.e., there are n — 1 CNOT gates, one Hadamard
gate and one phase gate. Hence, the gate count
for each measurement circuit is O(n).

4  Experiments

We implement our model with Qiskit version
0.25.0 [34]. All experiments are carried out
on a single Intel(R) Core(TM) i9-9900X CPU
@ 3.50GHz and ibm kawasaki of an IBM-Q
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system. To compare with the existing meth-
ods, QWC (qubit—wise commuting) [21, 27, 2§]
and GC (general commuting) [24] are conducted
with the same machine. The Python func-
tion, group-into_tensor_product_basis_sets,
implemented in OpenFermion [36], is used for
QWC whereas Python code provided by one of
the authors of [24] is used for GC. In GC, the
Bron-Kerbosch algorithm [37] is used to solve the
minimum clique covering problem.

In our method, the XBM method,

Re({p|b){c|)) and Im({p|b)(c|¢)) can be
separately evaluated. To take this advantage,

we consider the two following cases in which
Im({p|b){c|¢)) does not need to be estimated.

1. A € R¥*%" and only Re((1|A[1)) is re-

quired. For example, A is real symmetric
matrix and [¢g) = [¢1).

2. 3o, 1 s.b. €90y, €19t |y ) € R

In these cases, only Re({(¢|b){c|¢)) needs to be
estimated because

Re({p|Al)) = bZRe(Abc)Re(<solb><c|eo>)
= >t (Aue) I ((p[b) (el )

and

Im({p|4]p)) = bzlm(Abc)Re(<so|b><c|so>)
+ 3 Re(Ase ) m ((plb)(cl)).

The computational cost is reduced by half in
these cases and we thus refer these to these cases
by “XBM (half)” in the following. Note that in
the case that A € C?"*2" and [¢y), [¢1) € C*",
even if |¢9) = [¢1) and A is an Hermitian ma-
trix, which is the case that (¢|A[¢1) € R, both
Re({p|b){c|e)) and Im({p|b){c|p)) have to be
evaluated.

2[0)(1] ® A (Eq. (S.2)) is used instead of A
when evaluating the case that |1g) # |[¢1). In
QWC and GC, the matrix A is converted to the
sum of the Pauli bases before adopting the term
grouping algorithms.

4.1 Term Grouping
4.1.1 Setups

We first show that the present method is more ef-
ficient in terms of both the number of unique cir-

cuits and the computational cost for term group-
ing than existing methods. We conduct the fol-
lowing three experiments:

1. We compare the number of unique circuits
and time required for term grouping between
different methods when [1g) = |¢1).

2. We repeat the first experiment but for
|vb0) # [t1)-

3. We estimate the number of unique circuits
for the XBM method when the non-zero el-
ements of A are randomly placed.

In the first and second experiments, all com-
ponents of A € C?"*2" are randomly set to non-
zero values. A is then restricted to be a band
matrix by setting Ap. = 0 for |b — ¢| > k, where
k=0,1,---,2"% In the third experiment, we
observe the term groupings while changing the
number of non-zero elements, d, that are ran-
domly placed in A. The number of unique cir-
cuits is obtained 10 times for each value of d.
The mean and standard deviation are then cal-
culated.

4.1.2 Results

Experiment 1 Figure 2(a) shows the depen-
dency of the number of unique circuits on n, in
the case that [¢p) = [¢1) and the bandwidth
k = 3. The XBM and GC results have similar
tendencies that are much better than the ten-
dencies of Naive and QWC in terms of the re-
duction ratio of the unique circuits. When the
imaginary part of (¢[b)(c|p) is not required, as
in the case of XBM (half), the number of unique
circuits is lower for the XBM method than for
the GC method.

Figure 2(b) shows the dependency of the com-
putational time for term grouping on n when the
bandwidth & = 3. Obviously, the XBM method
is much faster than all other methods for large n.
This is because GC and QWC methods heuristi-
cally solve a minimum clique cover problem that
is NP-hard, whereas the XBM method analyti-
cally groups the terms as shown in Sec. 2. Note
that this qualitative tendency of the compari-
son results does not change for any bandwidth
as shown in Fig. 3(a) and Fig. 3(b).
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Figure 2: Number of unique circuits in estimating <w0’A”(/J1> and the time required for term grouping when the

bandwidth of A is k = 3: (a)(b) |to) = |¢1); (c)(d)

|0) # |¥1). XBM: present method, XBM (half): present

method but only evaluating the real part of (¢|b){c|p), Naive: Pauli measurements without term grouping, QWC:
Pauli measurements with grouping associated with the qubit-wise commutativity [21, 27, 28], GC: Pauli measurements
with grouping associated with the general commutativity [24].

Experiment 2 Figures 2(c) and 2(d) show the
results for the case that [¢) # [¢1). In this
case, regardless of whether the imaginary part
of {p|b){c|p) is required, the number of unique
circuits is lower for the XBM method than for all
other methods. This is because the number of
unique circuits for [0)(1|®2A is the same as that
for A for the XBM method, but not for the other
methods. The tendency of the time required for
term grouping against n in the case that |¢) #
|41) is the same as that in the case that i) =

|¥1).

Experiment 3 The third experiment is carried
out to show that the XBM method is more effi-
cient in terms of the number of unique circuits
when A is a band-matrix. Figure 4 shows the
results of the number of unique circuits for the
XBM method when the non-zero elements of A
are randomly placed; this case is referred to as
random-A. The upper bound of the number of
unique circuits when A is a band-matrix with a
bandwidth k& = 3 is also shown in the figure (blue
line); this case is referred to as band-A.

The number of unique circuits required to eval-
uate random-A is analytically derived as follows.
Let A have d non-zero elements at random. Here,
we consider a box that contains a total of N2 balls
of N types, where N = 2™. In fact, the number of
unique circuits is twice the expectation number
of ball types when one samples d balls from the
box. The probability that the balls are of type k
when d balls are sampled from a box containing
a total of N2 balls of N types, P(k;d, N), is

N(k,d, N)

P(k;d,N) =
(ki N) = =

where

N(k,d, N) = NCi, xnCq

Z ch “Cii,d, N).

The expectation value is then given as

d
Z (k;d,N).
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Figure 4: Results when the non-zero elements of A are
randomly placed for the five-qubit system. Red and
green lines are the experimental and analytic results of
the XBM, respectively. The blue line is the upper bound
when all non-zero elements are placed in a kK = 3 band,
min(d, m(5,3)) = min(d, 2((5— [log, 3]) -3+ 2M1°e231))

The green line in Fig. 4 denotes the expectation
value E(d, N = 2°) and is consistent with the
red line, which is the mean of the experimen-
tal results. The figure shows that the number
of unique circuits for random-A is much larger
than that for band-A when the number of nonzero
elements of A is sufficiently large. For exam-
ple, when d = 50, the expectation number of
unique circuits for random-A is approximately
52. Meanwhile, the number of unique circuits
is at most 26 when all 50 non-zero elements are
put into a bandwidth k£ = 3. This indicates that
adoption of the XBM method can reduce the
number of unique circuits more efficiently when
the bandwidth of A is narrower.

4.2 Real-device Experiments
421 Setups

In real-device experiments, we use the uniform
operator selecting model p(l, s) = 1/m. For sim-
plicity, all measurement operators are used at
once instead of sampling [ and s. We set the
number of shots for each measurement operator
at 8192, which is the maximum number for the
IBM-Q system. We use the ibm _kawasaki back-
end for all real-device experiments because its
CNOT error and readout error are smaller than
those of other backends. Both the elapsed wall
time for preprocessing and execution time on the
IBM-Q system are recorded. Here, preprocess-
ing includes term grouping, calculating the coef-
ficients of Pauli bases, building measurement cir-
cuits, and all other calculations conducted on a
classical computer before carrying out quantum
computing.
We conduct four real device experiments.

1. We compare the relative errors of (| Al1)
and execution time for each method when

o) = [¥1)-

2. We evaluate the relative errors of (¢|Ap|¢)
where Ap. has only one non-zero element in
the bth row and cth column.

3. We compare the relative errors of (| A1)
and execution time for each method when A
is a band matrix and [¢) = [¢1).

4. We repeat the first experiment, but |1/J(]> #*
|¥1)-
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the execution time of classical preprocessing required before quantum processing and of quantum processing on the

IBM-Q system, respectively.

Here, we define the relative errors as

‘<wO|A’Q/)1>real device <1/J0|A|¢1>GT‘
<¢0’AW1>GT‘

where (®);cal device and (®)gr are the evaluation
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set for each qubit. The experiments are carried
out 10 times for each condition, and the mean
and standard deviation of the results are calcu-
lated.

In the second experiment, only one component,
Ape, 1s set to be non-zero (i.e., Re(Ap.), Im(Ap.) €
[—100, 100]), whereas all other components are
set to zero. Unlike the case in the other exper-
iments, |p) is prepared by acting on all qubits
with Hadamard gates to mitigate the effect of
the randomness of the |¢) preparation. This ex-
periment is repeated for b =0,1,--- ,2" — 1 and
c=0,1,---,2" — 1. As a result, the relative er-
rors for all components of A are obtained. Only
XBM and Naive experiments are carried out here.
The experiments are carried out 10 times for each
(b, ¢), and the mean results are calculated.

4.2.2 Results

Experiment 1 As shown in Fig. 5(a), the rel-
ative errors of the XBM method are much bet-
ter than those of the GC method but worse
than those of the Naive and QWC methods for
n > 4 when |¢) = |¢1). This trend can be
explained by the circuit complexity. The XBM
method uses multiple CNOT gates whereas the
Naive and QWC methods do not, and the cir-
cuit for the GC method is much more complex
than the circuits of the other methods. Although
the XBM method is slightly inferior in terms of
the relative error compared with the Naive and
QWC methods, the total execution time for the
XBM method is much shorter than the times
for the other methods (Fig. 5(b)). The execu-
tion time on a real device for the XBM method
is slightly longer than that for the GC method,
which depends on the number of unique cir-
cuits. However, the total execution time for the
XBM method is much shorter than that for the
GC method because the XBM method performs
term grouping much more rapidly than the GC
method. In the case of the XBM method, the ex-
ecution time for term grouping is negligible com-
pared with the execution time on the IBM-Q sys-
tem. In summary, the proposed method, namely
the XBM method, can evaluate (19| A|to) with
slightly worse accuracy than the Naive and QWC
methods but in much less time.

Experiment 2 Figure 6 compares the elemen-
twise relative error between the XBM and Naive

0123456738 9101112131415

012345678 9101112131415
-0.6

. l04

Figure 6: Element-wise relative errors of <<p|Arc‘g0>
a four-qubit system evaluated on a real device: (a) XB
method; (b) Naive method.
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methods. In the case of the XBM method, the
relative errors are larger for the anti-diagonal
components than for the other components,
whereas all components have similar relative er-
rors in the case of the Naive method. This result
is consistent with that of the XBM method using
the most CNOT gates in the evaluation of anti-
diagonal components. Note that the number of
CNOT gates required for the XBM method to
evaluate the (b, ¢) component of A is

9n_1
max (0, Z bi@ci—l).

1=0

This indicates that the XBM method can evalu-
ate (19| Altbo) with much smaller error when A is
a band matrix.

Experiment 3 Figure 5(c) shows that the rela-
tive errors of the XBM, Naive and QWC methods
are small in the case that A is a band matrix; the
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errors approximately range 0.1 — 0.15 and they
are all comparable for at least n < 7. Meanwhile,
the XBM method can evaluate (to|A[1o) much
more rapidly than the Nalve and QWC methods
(Fig. 5(d)). It is thus concluded that the XBM
method can evaluate (vo|Alip) with the same
accuracy as the Naive and QWC methods and in
a much shorter time when A is a band matrix.

Experiment 4 Figures 5(¢) and 5(f) show the
results for the case that |¢g) # [¢1). As shown
in Fig. 5(e), although the XBM method can eval-
uate (19|A|¢1) much more rapidly than all the
other methods (Fig. 5(f)), the relative errors are
much larger than in the case that [¢) = [¢1)
for all methods. This is because in the case that
o) # [W1), o v1) = ([0)[so) + [L)[¢1))/v2
is used to evaluate (19|A|¢1), which requires a
large number of two-qubit entangling gates as
shown in Fig. S.1. As pointed out above, the
evaluation error increases with the number of
two-qubit entangling gates, such as CNOT gates.
Hence, to suppress the error in the case that
|0) # |¢1), reducing the two-qubit entangling
gate error or adopting an alternative approach is
required.

5 Conclusions

We proposed a method of evaluating (to|A|1)
where A € C?"*2" and |to), [¢1) € C*". Using
our method of XBMs, the number of unique cir-
cuits required to estimate the expectation value
can be reduced to 2(2" + k(n — 7)) in the worst
case, where k is the bandwidth of A and r :=
[logy k]. The greatest advantage of the XBM
method over existing methods is the computa-
tional time required to prepare the simultaneous
measurements. The time complexity of the XBM
method including term grouping and building the
measurement circuits is O(nd), where d is the
number of non-zero elements of A and the gate
counts for the measurement operators are O(n)
for each unique circuit. In addition, when non-
zero elements of A are densely filled in the band-
width k, the variance of the expectation evalua-
tion is O((nt!/2")tr(A?)), which is smaller than
that of existing methods. The real device exper-
iments show that although there is a trade-off
between accuracy and speed, the XBM method
has an appreciable advantage over existing meth-

ods in terms of the computational cost, especially
when A is a band matrix.
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Figure S.1: Circuit for preparing %(|0>|¢0> + ’1>|1/)1>) [7], where U; : |0”> — |1/)1> for i = 0,1. Note that the
most significant bit is illustrated at the bottom of the circuit diagram.

A Derivation of Eq. (2)

A.1 Deriving Measurement Operators

Let A’ € C?"*?" be an arbitrary complex matrix and [Yo), [¥1) € C?" be arbitrary n qubits quantum
states. The expectation value (1|A’|¢)1) can be written as

(ol A'|y1) = (| Alp), (S.1)
where
Al if [vo) = [¢1)
A= 0 24’ (S.2)
else
0 O
and

[%0) = lv1) it Jdo) = |¢n)

= . S.
77 ks + i) >

V2

Note that the state (’0>|¢0> + ‘1>|¢1>)/\/§ can be prepared using the circuit described in Fig. S.1 [7].

A is now expressed as

else

2n—12"—-1

A=33 Awlb)(c] (S.4)

b=0 c=0

where

¢ i |1o) = [¢1)

¢+ 2" else

Using this representation, (¢o|A’|¢1) is reformulated as

2n—12"—1

(ol A1) = > > Ape{e|b){c|p)- (S.6)

b=0 ¢=0

Unlike existing Pauli-measurement-based methods, Pauli bases are not used to represent A in the
method proposed in this study. This raises the problem that obtaining the value of (¢|b)(c|p) by
measurement is no longer straightforward, but there is the advantage that corresponding coefficients
Ape can be immediately determined. Meanwhile, in the case of Pauli-measurement-based methods,
the calculation of Tr(ATPZ-) /2™ for each Pauli base P; is required.
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The purpose of the present method is to evaluate (¢|b)(c|¢) for b,c =0,1,---,2" — 1 by measure-
ment. Let |d(ib’c)> and |e$’c)> be defined as

(bo)\ . i
42 = (10} £ 1)) (57)
N .
lex ) = \/5<|b> :|:1|c>>. (S.8)
Using these definitions, the real and imaginary parts of (¢|b){c|¢) can be expressed as
1 c ,C
Re((e[b)(cli)) = f(\D“” )|2 — [DEP) (8.9)
b,c) (2
Im(<g0|b><c‘np>> (}E - |E B! )| ) (S.10)
where
DP9 .= (d89|y) e C (S.11)
B9 = <e£_L’ vy € C. (S.12)

Equations (S.9)-(S.12) suggest that the real and imaginary parts of (¢|b){c|p) can be evaluated using

the probabilities of |¢) evaluated on the basis of |d(b 7y and |e (b.c) ), respectively. Such basis transfor-
(byc) >

mations can be achieved by applying the inverse of the preparation unltarles of |d C)> and |e to

), respectively. Hence, in the following, we focus on how to obtain ]di > and |e > from |b) and
|c).

Let |b) and |c) be denoted by bit strings as

|b> = |bn—1 T b1b0>7 (813)
lc) = |en—1- - c1c0), (S.14)

where b = 77 ;2 ¢ = Y1) 2%, and by, ¢; € {0,1}. We define two sets of indices as

Tbe) . {j|bj7’écj7 jeo,l,--- ,n—l}, (S.15)
D= {jb; =0, j€0,1,-+ ,n—1}. (S.16)

We then denote an important index by
i) e T AT, (5.17)

Note that any element of 7(¢) N 76(1)) can be used for j(()b’c) in the following. If 79 N 76(b) =0,
Tb) N 76(0) is used instead through the relationships

Re((¢[b)(clo)) = Re((ple)(bl¢)) (S.18)
tm ((p|b)(cle)) = ~Im({p|e)(b])). (8.19)

That is, if there exists j such that b; # ¢; but b; # 0, b and ¢ are exchanged using Egs. (S.18) and
(S.19). Applying the Hadamard gate to |b) on the jéb’c)th qubit yields

)by = f\bnl b(bc>+1>(|o>+|1>)|bjéb,c)fl---b1b0>

= ﬁ (|b> + |bn71 “e bj((]b’c>+1cjéb7c>bjéb’c)—l . b1b0>)’ (820)
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where ¢ = 1 and H(j) denotes the Hadamard gate acting on the jth qubit. To convert

(
Jo
|bp—1---b e c)+lc (b, c)b o)y -~b1bg) to |c), multiple CNOT gates are used:

[T CNOTGE KA = 5 (1) +[0)) = ) (5:21)
keT (b:e) V2

where
T = 7\ {5y (S.22)

and CNOT(j, k) denotes the CNOT gate whose control and target bits are the jth and kth qubits,
respectively. When 7 (¢ = (), the CNOT gate is not used. We now express |d§£’c)> as

4Ly = 81|50y (S.23)
where
BE) = o) (5.24)
c (b.c :(b,c)
809y = XGE b = [p @ 28", (5:29)

X(j) indicates the X gate acting on the jth qubit, @ is a bit-wise exclusive OR operation, and

M= 11 CNOT(j", k)H(j"). (S.26)
keT (b:e)

Using the measurement operator Ml(pi’c), |D§f ,c)‘Z can be written as

c) |2 ,C ,C 2
DL = (88l 0)] (8.27)

This value is equivalent to the probabilities of outcomes B(ib ) when measuring Mggc) o).

In the same sense, we define MI(IZ’C) by

MI(IZC)T‘ S(jéb,C)) H CNOT(j(()b,c)7k)H(j((]b,c)) (S.28)
keT (b:0)

where S(j) denotes the phase gate acting on the jth qubit. Then,

) = 23, 1]82) (5:29)
and
c) |2 ,C ,C 2
|BLO? = (8L M8 o) (830)

A.2 Reducing the Number of Circuits

To obtain the expectation value, <1/10|A |z/11>, we need to measure the numerous circuits

]g0> |g0> ]g0> ]g0> .., which requires large computational resources. For-
tunately, some of these 01rcu1ts can be swapped with each other. In brief, the following lemma holds.

Lemma 1 Ifb@®c = V'@, then any pair in {|d(b “ b’c) l, ]d(,b’c)><d(f’c)\, |dgf,’cl)><dgfl’cl) l, \d(,b/’c/)><d(,b/’cl)|}

18 simultaneously dzagonalzzable In the same way, if b@®c = U @&, then any pair in
{]egf’c))(ef’c)\,\e(_b’c)ﬂ (bc| |eJr )><e+ \ | 4 C)><e(_b ’c)]} is simultaneously diagonalizable.
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Proof. It is easily confirmed that |d$’c)><d$’c) is Hermitian for all b and ¢. We show that any pair

in {|a)@P, 1d@)y @™, 1a? >y @, 1a% )@@} commutes. When b@® ¢ =¥ @ ¢, the
following holds.

b=c = b=bdcad=00d="
V= = b=bodd®c=00c=c
b=cd = bV=b@chdd=00c=c
V=c = b=baddc=00d="

That is,

bde=bdd = b=cebt=¢ and b= <V =c.

From this property, we need to check if []b><c|, ]b’><c’|} = 0 or not, where [A,B] = AB — BA is a
commutator, only in the cases of (i) b # ¥’ and ¢ # ¢’ and (ii) b = V' and ¢ = /. In the same sense,
we need to check if [|b) {c|, |c’><b’\} = 0 or not only in the cases of (i) b # ¢ and ¢ # ¥/, (ii) b = ¢’ and

c =U'. These checks are easily carried out and the result is that
bae=taod = [l )] = [b)el, )] = o.

As a consequence, because |d$’c)> = (|b) £ |c))/V2,

bde=baod = [A B =0
b,c b,c b,c b,c el v v v,
where 4, B € {|d?)d], [d%) @], [y @), 1dT ) @)}
Any pair in {]d(f’c)ﬂdgf’c) ,\d(_b’c)>(d(_b’c)\,]dfl’d))(dﬁfl’d)\,\d(_b,’cl)ﬂd(_b,’cl)]} is Hermitian and com-

mutes, and is therefore simultaneously diagonalizable. In the same way, it can be shown that
{]eSf’c))(eSf’c)\, \e(_b’c)><e(_b’c)|, ]egf “ )><eg_) ’c)\, |€(_b ‘ )><e(_b o« )]} are simultaneously diagonalizable. O

Lemma 1 states that there exists an unitary that simultaneously diagonalizes ]d$’0)><d$’c)| and

]df’cl)><d$/’cl)| when b @ ¢ = V' @ . This could appreciably reduce the number of unique circuits
required to estimate the expectation value. However, lemma 1 does not state that which unitary can do.
In the following, we prove that Mf({béc) can simultaneously diagonalize \d$’6)><d$’c)| and |d$ “ )><d$ “ )|
)

when b @ c = b @ . In the same sense, we can show that MI(II;’C can simultaneously diagonalize

]e(ib’c))<e$’c)| and \e(ib/’c/)>(e$/’cl)| when b®dc=0 & .
Before proving the general case, let us consider an example. Consider the example of Eq. (S.9); i.e.,

1 011,101) 2 011,101) 2
Re((p[011)(101]p)) = o (I[P ]* — | DIV,
In this case, because b = 011 and ¢ = 101,
TN = (1202 = {2)

yielding
j(()b,c) —9

as in Eq. (S.17). The bit strings used are

P9 —p—011 and B9 =X(2)b=111.
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Hence, from Eq. (S.27),

2
‘D$117101)| ‘<011|M (011, 101)|80>‘ and |D(_011,101)’ ‘<111|M (011,101) ’(,0>

)

where

MO — H(2)CNOT(2,1).

We easily find that these values are equivalent to |D , in

(101,011) 2 _ ‘<5$01’011)|M§1601’011)|<p> 2

which ]\4][({1601 01D H(1)CNOT(1,2). This means that M(011 101) is no longer required to evaluate

Re(<90|011><101|§0>> because M}({lem 01D) can be used instead.

Here, the above example is generalized.

Theorem 1 (reprint) Ifb@c=b @& andt/ # ¢, then Mg)e’c) = Mf({b;’cl) and Ml(rl;’c) — M)

Im

Proof. First of all, Eq. (S.18) and (S.19) guarantee that {(p|b)(c|¢) can be evaluated with (p|c)(b|¢)
(bye)

instead. We can therefore restrict the following discussion to the case that b < c¢. The index j; " is
then redefined as

j(()b,c) _ Hl]aX T(b,c) N %(b)’ (8.31)

which satisfies Eq. (S.17). We also consider pairs of all (b,¢) and (b, ') that satisfy b @ c=b & .
These conditions give the equality

Vs € {Re,Im}, MY =MP) for bde=b @ and b < (. (S.32)

s

Equation (S.32) is proved as follows. The bit-wise exclusive OR operation, b @ ¢, returns bit strings
that are composed of values of 1 when b; # ¢; and 0 otherwise; e.g., 011 © 101 = 110. Therefore, the
relationship b @ ¢ = ¥ @& ¢ yields T®¢) = T') given Eq. (S.15), and obviously

7* = max 7" = max 7<), (S.33)
J j

Furthermore, the conditions b < ¢ and b’ < ¢’ provide (bjs, cj=) = (b, ) = (0,1), and thus j* € ’7'0(b)

and j* € 76(b/). Consequently, we obtain j(()b’c) = jéb/’c/). The measurement operators M§b’c) depend

only on j(gb’c) and T®9) (see Egs. (S.26) and (S.28)), resulting in Eq. (S.32). In the case that b’ > ¢,
as discussed above, the symmetry with respect to the exchange of b and ¢ provides

Vs € {Re,Im}, MY =MD for bde=b @ and b > . (S.34)

s

a

In short, by combining the properties of Egs. (S.18) and (S.19) and Egs.(S.32) and (S.34), all
(bc)

(p|b"){'|p) that satisfy ¥’ @ ¢’ = b ¢ can be evaluated using the same measurement operator M
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A.3  Closed-form Expression of (¢|A|p)

Combining the equations derived in the previous subsections, (p|A|p) can be written as

(plAlp) = Aw(p|b) (bl)
b

+ 303 ApeRe({plb)(cle)) + 375 ApRe({p|b) (cly))

b c>b b c<b

£ i) (ele)) + 30 3 AT ((plb) elo))

b c>b b c<b

= ZAbb<90’b><b"P>
b

+y > [(Abc + Acy)Re((p[b) {clp)) + i(Abe — Ap)Im({0b)(c|0))

b c>b

= ZAbb (e|b) (Bleo)y + > [2A(bc)Re(<90‘b><C’90>) + 21Ap, Im(<s0|b><6|s0>)1

b c>b
= ZAbb| (blo)|*
b
s (b:c) b,c
303 Ao (161057 10) 2 = (b & 270 |01 ) )
b c>b
. b,c :(b,c) b,c
+ 303 idpg (|6IMG 1R — 1B @ 220 M7 )?) (5.35)
b c>b
Here, we introduce
l:==bDc (S.36)

.(b,c)

Using this notation, j, ' can be rewritten as

J6) = max{jlb; = 0,¢; = 1}

= max{jlb; = 0,( ©b); = 1}
_ max{j|l; =1} for ¢>b . (5.37)
max{jlb; =0,(l®b); =1} for c<b
Note that ¢ = [ & b. Because ¢ > b throughout Eq. (S.35), j (b ¢ can be rewritten as
J = max{jll; = 1}. (S.38)

In addition, because M§b/’c/) = Ms(b’c) when v/ & ¢ = b® ¢ = [, where s € {Re,Im}, Ms(b’c) can be
rewritten as

MY = MO, (S.39)
Moreover, the following lemma holds.
Lemma 2 Let j(()l) = max{j|l; =1} and b:=b® 2o Then, b1 < b if b® 1 > b.

Proof. If b @ =1, b& 1 < b because the operation b @ [ changes b 5O from 1 to 0, where ](()) is the

most Slgmﬁcant bit that changes value via the operation b & I. Therefore b. W = = 0. This results in
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(b® l) o = =1, bola 235" ) o = =0, and (b ® 215 ) o = = 1. In addition, (b ® l) =b_ 0 because
O

i = 0 and z®0 = z. ThlS means that the magmtude relationships between b@! and b is determmed
by the value of the j(() Jth bit, which is the same for the relationship between b & [ & 230 and b® 230 .
Therefore, b [ @ 200" < b 20 . o
According to Lemma 2,

(b@1>b) = {ibol<b) where b:=b®20 (S.40)

and obviously,

Using the above notations and relationships, we have

:(b,c) b,c (1) 1
SO Apgl @20 T IME P =3 S Apsan| (b @ 20 (ML)

b c>b b L:bpl>b

=> > A o W |<b|]‘4};{e|90>|2 (S.42)

b L:bdl<b (20 bele2’s

and

bc TR
SN Al (b @20 IMENARE =5 3 Ayl (b @200 1M0]) 2

b c>b b 1:bpl>b
!
=X A o o MR (S43)
b Lbol<h (0D20 20 ]

Note that all b and b are exchanged. Substituting Egs. (S.42) and (S.43) into (S.35), we obtain

(plAlp) =D Aw(wlb) (ble)
b

+ > <(_1)wA(b’c’)|<b’M1(>2|90>|2 +i(=1)" A | | M ) 2 ) (S.44)
}

b 1eS(A)\{on

where
S(A) == {lp@l>byu{ibal<b}u{om)
—{bec} (S.45)
and
bbb 1,0 for b<b@®l
W cw)=1 ¢ ) o . (5.46)

-(1) (1)
(b@ 2o bal@e2o 1) for b>bl

A.4  Operator Selecting Model

At first glance, the right-hand side of Eq. (S.44) does not seem to express the expectation value
because it does not take the form Y, a;P(a = a;). Here, we further reformulate Eq. (S.44). During
the reformulation, we introduce an operator selecting model that is useful in evaluating the variance
of Eq. (S.44).
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Consider that the measurement operator Ms(l) is selected with probability p(l,s) where | € S(A),
s € {Re, Im}, M) =T and p(l=0") =p(l =0",s). The values of

p(1.5)|(blg) =0
pl,s,0) =4 p(L,s)[(BIME)@)? 140", s =Re (8.47)

p(L, )| B MD )2 1£0m, s =Tm

are probabilities because p(l,s,b) € [0,1] and 37, ; , p(l, s,b) = 1. Note that in this representation,

(]} ? L=0"
p(blLs) =4 |0 MP|p)2 1£07, s=Re - (S.48)

1BMD )2 1407, s =Tm

Meanwhile, the coefficients

A
bb [ —on
p(l, s)
(D" Ae) nog_
a(l,s,b) = W [ # 0 , § = Re . (849)
I(—1)"Ape
— 0 [ #0", s=1
s 7T
can be seen as outcomes. With these definitions, Eq. (2) can be rewritten as
(elAlp) = all,s,0)p(l,5,b), (S.50)
l,s,b

which is mathematically in the form of an expectation value.

B Derivation of Variance

According to Eq. (2), the upper bound of the variance associated with the XBM can be written as

A ’
Var|a| < T [=0"b
2 2
/) i<—1)wA[b/c/}
+ Z Z ( ——————=| p(l,s =Re,b) + |————| p(l,s =Im,b) |.  (S.51)
1eS(A)\{o"} b=0 Lys Re) p(l,s = Im)
When we assume
(1,5) = pasitorm(L, 5) = — (S.52)
P, = Puniform ¢, = m .
where
m :=|S(A) x {Re,Im}| (S.53)

Accepted in { Yuantum 2022-04-01, click title to verify. Published under CC-BY 4.0. 25



is the number of distinct measurement operators appearing in Eq. (2), we obtain

2" —1

Varp, iom [0] < m2< > lAwl*p(l = 0",0)
b=0

2" —1
+ > (I14wePp(l s = Re,b) + [Ape *p(l, s = Tm, b)))
1€S(A)\{0n} b=0

< m? nﬁXﬂAbeQa [A b [Appe |}

- m2 Hé%X{|A(bc)’27 ‘A[bc]|2} (854)

Meanwhile, when we assume

maxb|Abb|
e el | I =0
7 0
maxp | Ay e
p(l,s) - pweighted(lys) = b|Z(b)| l 7é 0", s=Re , (8.55)
A /C/
sl dyel ) Lo, s —1m
where
Z=max|[Awl+ Y (max|Ag.e| +max|Ap ), (S.56)
leS(A)\{o"}
we obtain
A A ’
Var weighte [a’] S |Z’ [ A p(l = On,b)
Pwsighted bz:;) HlaXBAI;E
201 A ] 2 A , 2
> <|(bA) p(l,szRe,bH‘ fbj p(l,szlm,b)ﬂ
les(AN{on} b=0 \MXy A maxg Afpz)
2 2 2

< |Z]? max App Abe) Appq
- maxj Al;l; ’ max&é A(l;&) ’ maxaé A[l;é]

<|z% (S.57)

ObViOUS1y7 Varpwcightcd [a’] S Varpuniform [a’] .

C Variance Comparison

C.1 Pauli measurements

In [6], A is expressed as A =3, ; Aj;]i)(j|, where |7)(j| is expressed using the Pauli basis as
S(i,j)o.(i:j) . .
il =Y g, s e (ELH) oY) € {1,X, Y, 2}, (S.58)
k

where I, X, Y, and Z are the Pauli matrices. For example,

X—iY®I—Z®I—|—Z
2 2 2

1010)(110] = |0)(1] @ [1)(1] ® |0){0] =
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1
= ?(XII—FXIZ— XZ1 -XZZ —iYII -iYIZ+iYZI+iYZZ).

The expectation value of the Pauli string can be evaluated using the Pauli measurement as

2n—1
(ploy o) = - (D100l 67 € (1), (3.59)
b=0
where U. ,g” ) is an unitary for the Pauli measurement required to estimate <g0]a,(j’j )]<p>, which consists

of the Hadamard and phase gates. Substituting with these equations, (¢|A|p) can be written as

2" — lA (»J) »J)| b‘Uk’]’ >|2

(elAle) = D (el (Ailidil)le) = 2o3° - o (S.60)

i, .5 k b=0

Assuming

| Aij|

o 1 . ij 2
S PR = g Ol k) = [0 (3.61)
p,q 1°7P4d

(p|A|p) can be rewritten as

) A g Al .62
(eldle) =22 > A pli. p(kli, p(bli. . k). (.62)

wj k b=0

Hence, the variance is

2
on_q AZ A s ,] )
]qu!‘qu: E_Rb |G, i p(kli, 5)p(bli, g, k)
2]

Varp[a] zj: zk:
(5

b=0

v

(.63)

Note that the method proposed in [6] is closely related to the classical shadow with the random Pauli
measurements. That is, a classical shadow, p, associated with [6] can be expressed as

tr(Ap - SI(;,J Z |qu| |A | (864)

which is a slightly modified version of the classical shadow with the random Pauli measurements.
Concretely, [6] modifies the operator selecting model p(i, 7)p(k|i, j) from a uniform distribution to
Eq. (S5.61).

It is easily confirmed that

max | App| + Z (mgmx |Aw | + max \A[b/’cf]\) < Z | Apgl (S.65)
les(A)\{o}

because the left-hand side of Eq. (S.65), which is the same as the definition of Z (Eq. (S.56)), only
sums over some elements of A whereas the right hand side of Eq. (5.65) sums over all elements of A.
Thus, the upper bound of the variance associated with the XBM is tighter than that of [6] and the
classical shadow with the random Pauli measurements.
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C.2 Classical Shadow

The classical shadow [31] is expected to evaluate the expectation value from few measurements. In
[31], two methods, namely random Pauli measurements and random Clifford measurements, were
proposed. With respect to the arbitrary matrix A, the random Clifford measurements are far more
suitable than the random Pauli measurements because the random Clifford measurements do not
require the decomposition of A into the Pauli basis. The upper bound of the variance associated with
the random Clifford measurements obeys

Var[i] g < |9 u tr(4%) = O(1x(4%)). (5.66)

In the XBM method, the upper bound of the variance can be written as

Vary [a] gy < 17 Aljax (S.67)

for both models of p(l, s) proposed in the main body, where |A|max = maxy . {|Ap|} is a maximum
norm of A. To compare Eq. (S.66) with Eq. (S.67), we assume

tr(A?)

AP, = O( > (assumption) (S.68)

where ¢ is the number of non-zero elements of A. This assumption is rephrased as that the square of
the maximum value of the elements of A is the same order as the mean of the square of the non-zero
elements of A, and is valid for such as FEM because the element stiffness of the system is the same
order in each element. Under this assumption,

m2
Vary[a] y gy = O (qtr(A2)> (S.69)

This means the variance when using the XBM depends on the ratio of m? to ¢ under the assumption
of Eq. (S.68). The range of the number of non-zero elements, ¢, is

m<q<2"2k+1)—k(k+1). (S.70)
The lower bound, ¢ = m, is the case that each group for simultaneous measurement has only one
element (Fig. S.2(a)) whereas the upper bound, ¢ = 2"(2k + 1) — k(k + 1), is the case that all A;; for

li — j| < k have a non-zero value (Fig. S.2(b)). The worst case for the variance when using the XBM
method is ¢ = m = 2((n — [logy k])k + 2M1°82k1) x~ 2k(1 + n — logy k). In this case,

O(nt) when k= 0O(n)

’% — : (S.71)
O(2")  when k=0(2")
Meanwhile, when g = 2"(2k + 1) — k(k + 1) = O(k2"),
nc+1
m? O( o ) when k= O(n®)
me_ (S.72)

O(1) when k= 0(2")
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Figure S.2: Cases for the lower and upper bounds of the number of non-zero elements ¢ for n = 3 qubits and k = 2
bandwidth. (a) Lower-bound case ¢ = m. (b) Upper-bound case ¢ = 2"(2k + 1) — k(k 4+ 1). Components of the
same color can be simultaneously evaluated by one measurement operator using the XBM method. The color range
is defined by [ = b & ¢, where b and ¢ are the row and column indices of A.

In summary;,

O(n“ttr(A?) when k=0(n°) and g¢=O(m)

O(2" tr(A?%)) when k=0(2") and ¢q=O0(m)

Vary[a]ypy = . . (S5.73)
0 (”Qn tr(A2)> when k=0 and q=O0(k2")
O(tr(4?)) when k£ =0(2") and ¢=O(k2")

When ¢ = O(m), which is the case shown in Fig. S.2(a), the variance associated with the XBM
is worse than that associated with the classical shadow (Egs. (S.73); and (S.73)2). However, when
g = O(k2™), which is the case shown in Fig. S.2(b), the variance associated with the XBM is at least of
the same order as that associated with the classical shadow (Egs. (S.73)3 and (S.73)4). In particular,
when k£ = O(n¢) and ¢ = O(k2"), which is the case that A is a matrix with a narrow bandwidth whose
non-zero elements are densely filled in the band, the variance associated with the XBM is exponentially
tighter than that associated with the classical shadow (Egs. (S.73)3). Such A frequently appear as
the global stiffness matrix in the finite element method as mentioned in the introduction of the main
body.

D Classical Shadow with XBM

The XBM method is closely related to the classical shadow [31]. Let p, U and M be an arbitrary
density matrix, unitary ensemble, and quantum channel, respectively. These are defined as

U = {MD }1e5(4) seReTm} (S.74)
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and
M(p) = Eynpy,, bl [UT[0) (0]U]

=3 | = 0 XS e 6|
leS(A)\{0"} sec{Re,Im}
(S.75)

respectively, where Py, is a probability distribution over ¢. A classical shadow, p := M~ (UT|b)(b|U),
U ~ Py, b~ (b|p|b), associated with the XBM method is expressed as

10) 0|
p(l=0")

) ('] + V') (]
2p(l, s = Re)

for =07

p(l,s,b) =< (—=1)¥ for 1#0" and s=Re (S.76)

. YO = 1) (]
1" fi " =1
i(—1) 3p(Ls = Im) or [#0" and s=1Im

where (b, ¢/, w) are defined in Table 1. The above can be easily derived by replacing Ap. with |c)(b]
because [¢)(| = 37, . |e)(b|(1[b){c|h) takes the same form as Eq. (1). The simple choice for the
operator selecting model is

p(l = 0") = p(l £ 0", ) = ﬁ (S.77)

where 2"t — 1 is the number of unique circuits used to evaluate the expectation value of the dense
2™ x 2™ matrix. The classical shadow associated with the XBM method satisfies

IE:l,s,bfvp(l,s,b) [ﬁ(lv S, b)] =p (878)

and
tr(Ap(l,s,0)) = a(l, s,b) (S.79)

where a(l, s,b) is defined in Eq. (S.49). There is a low requirement of the classical memory to store the
classical shadow associated with the XBM method. That is, only the indices {(/,s)} and bit strings
measured {b} need to be stored.

The measurement operators associated with the XBM method are Clifford circuits, which consist of
CNOT, Hadamard and phase gates, and therefore the XBM can be seen as the classical shadow with the
random Clifford measurement whose unitary ensemble is a subset of Clifford group C1(2") (Eq. (S.74)),
and the unitary is selected with probability p(l, s) that can be modeled to reduce the variance. From
this point of view, our conclusion can be restated that by using an unitary ensemble Eq. (S.74) and
appropriate operator selecting model, the expectation value can be evaluated computationally more
efficiently than by using random Clifford measurements in a specific condition. Concretely,

1. the number of two-qubit entangling gates in each measurement operator is reduced from

O(n?/log(n)) to O(n) and

2. the variance reduces from O(tr(42)) to O((n°t!/2")tr(A?)) when non-zero elements of A are
densely filled in the bandwidth k.
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Figure S.3: Schematic illustration of the colored matrix in the case of the three-qubit system. The (b, ¢) component
is colored with the b & ¢ th color. Components of the same color can be simultaneously measured using the XBM
method.

E Proofs
E.1 Colored Matrix

In proving theorems 2 and 3, we introduce a colored matrix (see Fig. S.3) as a visual reference. In
the colored matrix, the (b,c) component of A is positioned on the b th row and ¢ th column, and
each component is colored with the b & ¢ th color. Components of the same color are simultaneously
measurable using the XBM method. Hence, the number of colors with a non-zero element value is the
same as the number of unique circuits used in evaluating (1o |A[¢1).

E.2 Proof of Theorem 2

We show that there exists an algorithm that produces a 1-sparse matrix including all colors in the
colored matrix defined in Sec. E.1. First, for the two-qubit system, a 1-sparse matrix including all
four colors is found manually (Fig. S.4(a) and (b)). Next, a 22 x 22 matrix is split in half and the
halves are moved to the top-left and right-bottom of a 2% x 23 matrix as in Fig. S.4(c). The colored
patterns are then copied to the top-right and bottom-left as in Fig. S.4(d). Repeating this procedure
as in Fig. S.4(e) to (i), a 1-sparse matrix including all colors is obtained for any size 2™ x 2™.

O

E.3 Proof of Theorem 3

The number of colors in a colored matrix of bandwidth k£, which we denote by IV, ,g"), is counted as in

Fig. S.5. From Fig. S.5, N,gn) can be written as

k
N =143 (0l +6) (S.80)
i=1
where
1 1<gi<ond
I B R ) 551
0 else

Solving this recurrence relation, we obtain

n k ) [log, k| )
N — 1+Zzbga) =1+ (n—[logykDk+ > 2 l=(n—rk+2, (S.82)
j=1i=1 J=1

Accepted in { Yuantum 2022-04-01, click title to verify. Published under CC-BY 4.0. 31



e

() (h) (i)

Figure S.4: Step-by-step algorithm for making a 1-sparse matrix including all colors: (a) the same illustration as in
Fig. S.3 for n = 2; (b) in the first step, manually obtain a 1-sparse matrix for n = 2 including all colors; (c) split the
matrix (b) in half and move the halves to the top-left and bottom-right; (d) fill the top-right and bottom-left color,
copy the patterns from the top-left and bottom right to the top-right and bottom-left, respectively, and delete the
unmarked square’s color; (e) 1-sparse matrix for n = 3 including all colors; (g)-(i) repeat (c) to (f) until the matrix
has the desired size.

Band width k
A : : . n=4
15 A : : : *
: %
] ®* 00
10 1 40
b n=3 AAARAAAS
: QR 3
5 1 Con=2 : o * o0 D &%
4n=1 1 < aoon
o a S o S0 < D 44

Figure S.5: Schematic illustration of the number of colors of the colored matrix for n = 1,2, 3, 4.

where r := [logy k] (see Fig. S.6).

When both real and imaginary parts of (¢|b){c|p) are required, the number of unique circuits is
doubled. Hence, the upper bound of the number of unique circuits is 2((n—7r)k+2"). When evaluating
(ol A'|Y1) = (p|A|p) with [¢hg) = [¢1), the matrix A can have non-zero diagonal components. Con-
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Figure 5.6: Schematic illustration of matrix bl(.j) where the horizontal and vertical correspond to indices ¢ and j,
respectively. A filled square indicates an entry of 1 whereas a blank indicates an entry of 0. The number of entries
included in the n x k square is equal to Z;’L:l Zle bgj), which can be decomposed into the red and green square

corresponding to Z]D;)%? 1911 and (n — [log, k])k, respectively.

sidering that Im({¢|b)(b|¢)) = Im(|(b|¢)*) = 0, the upper bound of the number of unique circuits
can be reduced to 2((n — r)k +2") — 1 in this case.
O

E.4 Naive Pauli measurements

When Ay, # 0, Tr(ATP) takes a non-zero value where P := Pyae), 1 ® Poge),_o @ @ Prae)ys
Pye{l,Z}, P € {X,Y},and I, X, Y and Z are the Pauli matrices. Therefore, for each distinct b@® ¢
such that Ay, # 0, 2" Pauli strings are required to express (¢o|Alto) = > p (Tr(ATP) /2”) (1o |P|¢0).
The number of distinct bPc is the same as the number of colors in the colored matrix defined in Sec. E.1,
and the number of unique Pauli strings required to express (o] A|to) is therefore 2"((n—r)k+2"). In
the case that (Yo|A|¢1), P := Pa® Py, @Prac),_» @ - - @Ppac), is used instead where P, € {X, Y}
and the number of unique Pauli strings required to express (1| Al ) is therefore 2" ((n —r)k +27).

E.5 Evaluating Pauli strings by XBM

Consider evaluating an expectation value of one given Pauli string using the XBM method. Let
On—10p—2 - 0100 be a Pauli string where o; € {I, X,Y, Z}. Converting this Pauli string into a row-
column basis gives a matrix A where Ay g, # 0 for all b = 0,1,---,2" —1 and p is a bit string defined
as

0 if o;€{I,2}
Di = . (S.83)
1 if o;€{X,Y}

The non-zero elements of A are simultaneously measurable using the XBM method because the XBM
method groups all Ay, that satisfy b@c =0 @, and b& (b® p) = p. For example, consider XYY Z.

In this case, p = 10110 and non-zero elements of A are Aoogoo’lono, A00001’10111, ce ,A11111’01001. All
components of such A are simultaneously measurable using the XBM method because 00000510110 =
0000110111 = --- = 11111901001 = 10110 = p. Therefore, the number of unique circuits to evaluate

(p|XTYY Z|p) using the XBM method is two (corresponding to the real and imaginary parts).
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