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We discuss the procedure for obtaining measurement-based implementations of quantum algorithms
given by quantum circuit diagrams and how to reduce the required resources needed for a given
measurement-based computation. This forms the foundation for quantum computing on photonic
systems in the near term. To demonstrate that these ideas are well grounded we present three differ-
ent problems which are solved by employing a measurement-based implementation of the variational
quantum eigensolver algorithm (MBVQE). We show that by utilising native measurement-based gates
rather than standard gates, such as the standard CNOT, MBQCs may be obtained that are both shal-
low and have simple connectivity while simultaneously exhibiting a large expressibility. We conclude
that MBVQE has promising prospects for resource states that are not far from what is already available
today.

Introduction

Photonic systems have over recent years been prov-
ing to be a useful platform for demonstrating quan-
tum advantage [1, 2]. However, current hardware
structures are still limited in that they are re-
stricted to Gaussian boson sampling [3] which is
not a universal computational procedure. To open
up the full potential of quantum computation, fully
universal structures must be developed. One pos-
sible angle of attack is to consider measurement-
based quantum computational (MBQC) methods
like that first introduced by R. Raussendorf, D. E.
Browne, and H. J. Briegel [4, 5].

Hybrid quantum-classical algorithms such as the
variational quantum eigensolver (VQE), are of ma-
jor interest as they show very promising results
with a relatively small demand of resources and are
more likely to be realisable for NISQ era devices [6–
9]. The idea to implement such hybrid quantum al-
gorithms as MBQCs was first investigated by R. R.

Ferguson et al. [10]. They suggested that the VQE
algorithms developed in the circuit picture may di-
rectly be compiled into MBQCs. In MBQC, one
may enact the Gottesman-Knill theorem through
graph manipulations and thus reduce the size of
such an implementation. However, we show that
the reduced graphs from such a procedure might
have undesirable geometry for practical use. Since
the number of qubits scales with the depth of the
algorithm such an approach will almost certainly
grow out of what is feasibly realisable in experi-
ment. This is particularly important for contin-
uous variable MBQC, since finite squeezing limits
the number of possible measurements [11, 12]. For
these reasons, it is imperative to tailor the VQE
algorithm to MBQC.

In this article, section I is an introduction to the
theory behind MBQC. The discussion gives a gen-
eral overview of the main ideas and issues concern-
ing measurement-based algorithms. All of the ideas
are further distilled into section II in which we dis-
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cuss how these are put together to obtain a full
quantum circuit to MBQC compiler. To investigate
specific MBQC gates we use a tensor network struc-
ture to simulate the given MBQCs. The question
of how this is done is the contents of section III. In
section IV we present a specifically measurement-
based implementation of a layered VQE, as well as
the numerical results from simulating the computa-
tion as applied to three distinct and relevant prob-
lems: Finding molecular ground states, determin-
ing the ground state of two-dimensional Heisenberg
models, and solving the vehicle routing problem.

I Theoretical background

Measurement-based computations, in short
MBQCs, are performed on some initially highly
entangled states from which qubits are measured
one by one. Measuring a single qubit unentangles
that qubit from any other qubit it may have
been entangled to. The qubit is effectively re-
moved from the system, thus reducing the initial
quantum state. In this way, the initial state is
a resource that is being used up. Furthermore,
quantum teleportation shows us that the action
of measurement may have a non-trivial effect on
the left-over qubits [13]. Hence, measurements
constitutes an operation, and a number of consec-
utive measurements a computation, an MBQC.
In this section we discuss how the action of a
given measurement-based gate is determined, how
one deals with the non-deterministic nature of
quantum measurements, how to reduce the size of
the required resource state for a given computa-
tion, and finally we discuss the equivalence that
exists between resource states that have the same
computational potential.

The resource states used for MBQC are so-called
graph states [4, 5, 14]. Graph states are a particular
type of quantum state that are represented by a
mathematical graph. Vertices represent individual
qubits and edges represent two-qubit entanglement
between qubits. Specifically, for a given graph G =
(V,E) the corresponding graph state is

|G〉 =
∏

(a,b)∈E

CZ(a,b) |+〉⊗V , (1)

where CZ is the controlled phase gate and |+〉 =
(|0〉 + |1〉)/

√
2. Graph states are also stabiliser

states, described by the stabiliser generated by the
operators

Ka = Xa

∏
b∈Na

Zb ∀a ∈ V, (2)

where Na is the set of neighbours to a within the
graph. MBQC is thus quite naturally described by
the stabiliser formalism [15–17].

R. Raussendorf, D. E. Browne, and H. J. Briegel
[4] show how, given a particular graph G and a set
of predetermined measurement axes thereon, the
implemented unitary operation U can be deduced
up to local Pauli rotations UΣ called the byprod-
uct. In an application of this method, one can show
that the non-trivial gate RZ⊗n(θ) = exp[−i θ2Z⊗n]
is very naturally implementable as an MBQC [18]
by a single one-qubit measurement.

Due to the non-deterministic nature of quan-
tum measurements, the action of an MBQC in-
evitably depends on the outcomes the applied mea-
surements. However, the dependence is completely
encompassed by the byproduct UΣ. A crucial part
of MBQC as a computational model is to handle
this byproduct. This is thoroughly discussed in ref.
[4]. The basic idea is to propagate the byproduct
through the gate in one of two ways

UUΣ = (UUΣU
†)U = U ′ΣU, for U ∈ Cn (3)

UUΣ = UΣ(U
†
ΣUUΣ) = UΣU

′, for U /∈ Cn (4)

where Cn is the Clifford group on n qubits [15].
The gate U ′ above will in general depend on the

measurement outcomes. However, due to the local
nature of the byproduct, this effect can be can-
celled by allowing for some of the single qubit mea-
surements in our computation to be what is called
adaptive. Adaptive measurements are simply mea-
surements that depend on previous measurement
results. Having propagated the byproduct through
to the left it may be handled by yet another set
of adaptive measurements. IfM are the final out-
measurements one wishes to apply to the output of
the MBQC, thenM′ = UΣMU†Σ are the measure-
ments one must perform to cancel the effect of the
byproduct.

The difficulty in performing quantum computa-
tion on a circuit lies in the hardness of success-
fully applying multi-qubit gates. In MBQC there
are no multi-qubit operations. Here, the difficulty
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Figure 1: Illustrative example of local complementa-
tion of a simple four-vertex graph. The circled vertex
a is the vertex at which the local complementation is
applied.

lies entirely in the preparation of the graph state.
Preparing high-quality entangled states, however,
is no easy task either. Some groups have success-
fully obtained some smaller graph states [12, 19–
21], although more work needs to be done in or-
der to obtain high fidelity graphs of appreciable
size. For that reason, it is important to investi-
gate possible routines for reducing the graph state
needed to implement a specific computation. It
turns out that significant reduction is possible due
to the Gottesman-Knill theorem [16]. The theo-
rem states that computations consisting of Clifford
operations can be efficiently simulated classically,
and since computations in MBQC are performed
by measurements, such a simulation will take care
of a large portion of the measure-qubits hence re-
ducing the required graph.

One way of realising the Gottesman-Knill theo-
rem w.r.t. MBQC is by simulation of local (single-
qubit) Pauli measurements through a graph ma-
nipulation called local complementation which is
illustrated in fig. 1. The local complement of a
graph G = (V,E) at a vertex a ∈ V is obtained by
complementing only the subgraph induced by the
neighbourhood Na of the vertex a. In ref. [14] it is
shown that the graph state obtained from the local
complement of G is related to the graph state of G
itself by

|LCa(G)〉 = ULC
a |G〉 , (5)

with ULC
a =

√
+iXa

∏
b∈Na

√
−iZb. (6)

This result is called the LC-rule.
The rule can be used to transform measurements

in the Pauli X and Y bases into measurements in
the Pauli Z basis on an LC-equivalent graph. The
term LC-equivalence refer to the fact that the state
that results from a measurement is not a proper

Figure 2: The full equivalence class of graph 1. The
encircled vertices are those at which to apply local com-
plementation to obtain the next. The figure is a recon-
struction based on ref. [14].

graph state, but is still equivalent to one under
the equivalence of multiplication of a local Clif-
ford operator ∈ (C1)

⊗n. Notice that graphs that
are related through the LC-rule are in fact LC-
equivalent. On top of that, one may show [14] that
Pauli Z measurements may be simulated by sim-
ply deleting the measured vertex from the graph.
These rules constitute an efficient simulation of lo-
cal Pauli measurements, thus reducing the size of
the required graph state. Since all Clifford gates
are implementable by Pauli measurements [4], these
simulations realise the Gottesman-Knill theorem on
MBQCs.

The advantage of the LC-equivalence relation is
that any two graphs that are LC-equivalent also
can be considered equivalent for MBQC. Two such
graph states contain the same entanglement prop-
erties and thus may implement the same MBQCs
simply by transforming the applied measurement
pattern. Figure 2 depicts a cycle of 11 LC-
equivalent graphs obtainable by sequentially apply-
ing local complementation [14]. If an experiment
can realise a single one of those, then an MBQC
implemented on any of the others can also be im-
plemented on that one. This relaxes the restrictions
put on hardware and opens up a range of possible
computations given a specific graph state.

II Implementation overview

An MBQC can be represented by an object which
contains a graph. Each vertex contain the mea-
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surement basis it is to be measured in. The MBQC
object will also contain two ordered lists of vertices
that are labelled input and output qubits respec-
tively. Finally, the object store information about
the byproduct of the specific computation. The
byproduct itself can be represented as two subsets
of the vertices for each output qubit by the follow-
ing mappings

UΣ =
⊗
i∈VI

(
Z

∑
Sz,iX

∑
Sx,i

)
7→ [U0, U1, ...] , (7)

Ui = Z
∑
Sz,iX

∑
Sx,i 7→ [Sz,i, Sx,i] , (8)

where Sx,i is a subset of the measurement results
which is mapped to the corresponding set of ver-
tices. MBQC objects further will have a method
that may propagate a byproduct through itself.
The method differs depending on whether the gate
is Clifford or not. All in all the method computes

UUΣ 7→ U ′ΣU
′. (9)

If the gate is not Clifford, this introduces adaptive
measurements. The information on which qubits
the measurement depends is stored together with
the measurement bases at each vertex in the graph.

A factory for obtaining MBQC objects for several
relevant gates must be built. MBQC implementa-
tions of a universal gate set and a few additional
gates can be found in ref. [4].

A circuit consists of a series of applied gates. To
translate a circuit the MBQC class will thus need
a method for concatenating two MBQC instances.
This method must compute the series composition
of the two graphs and then propagate the byprod-
uct of the first through the second MBQC as fol-
lows:

U ′Σ2
U ′2U

′
Σ1
U ′1 = U ′Σ2

(U ′′Σ1
U ′′2 )U

′
1 = UΣtotU

′′
2 U
′
1.
(10)

With this propagation method, the MBQC objects
must be able to handle any byproduct and not just
their own. An alternative method is to handle the
byproduct of gate 1 by adapting the measurement
bases of its output qubits, which are the same as
the inputs for gate 2. With this alternative, there is
no need for a generalised propagation scheme. This
comes with the cost of adding additional adaptive
measurements that might not be possible to simu-
late in the reduction process.

To include the reduction scheme with the com-
piler, the LC-rule must be implemented as a
method. The LC-rule comprises two steps. First:
Take the local complement of the graph stored in
the MBQC

G 7→ LCa(G). (11)

second: Transform the measurement bases of the
MBQC according to the applied local Clifford op-
erator

M 7→ M′ = ULC
a M(ULC

a )†. (12)

This transform applies to any output X,Y, Z mea-
surements as well.

Simulating the measuring of a qubit along a Pauli
axis then simply amounts to applying the LC-rule
as dictated by the results stated earlier. After sim-
ulating a measurement the measured vertex is left
isolated and can be deleted. Since this constitutes
a proper simulation, the measurement outcomes
can be chosen arbitrarily. Fully Clifford reducing a
given MBQC is performed by simulating all Pauli
measurements within that MBQC.

One should address the order in which the Pauli
measurements are simulated. The order turns out
to have appreciable implications on the resulting
graph. The graphs produced for different order-
ings will be LC-equivalent and thus will have the
same computational capabilities. However, in most
non-trivial cases, a random ordering will produce
graphs with a large number of edges with have no
apparent structure. The problem of finding the
simplest graph within an LC-equivalence class has
previously been addressed by M. Houshmand, M.
Houshmand, and J. F. Fitzsimons [22] by introduc-
ing the notion of generalised flow (gflow) on mea-
surement patterns, which has been implemented in
a software solution [23] similar to that written and
used by the authors of the present paper. For both
methods, however, the resultant resource state is
not guarantied to fit within a given physical archi-
tecture, and finding one that does is non-trivial.
For that reason it is still important to investigate
gates that are naturally simple in MBQC and has
a known and fixed structure.

III Simulation of MBQC

The size of the resource needed for a certain
measurement-based computation is much larger
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Figure 3: Symmetric tensor decomposition of the CZ
operator. The two tensors in the decomposition are
equal and defined as depicted in the bottom half of the
figure. I is the identity and P1 = |1〉 〈1| the projection
onto state 1

than the input and output, and thus, classically
storing the full state vector of the resource is ex-
ceedingly costly. Even with the Gottesman-Knill
theorem, any interesting quantum computation will
include a number of non-Clifford operations. This
implies that even when simulating out the Clifford
parts, the computation still require more qubits
than that needed to simply store the output. For
that reason, it is not preferable to simulate MBQCs
as measurements on a state vector. The problem is
remedied by the use of tensor networks as a simu-
lation tool

It is well known that graph states can be repre-
sented as a projected entangled pair state (PEPS)
and that PEPS’ are very naturally represented as
tensor networks [24]. The simplest way of obtain-
ing a tensor network representation of a graph state
is as follows: Construct the vector nodes corre-
sponding to the initial state of all vertices. Then
construct the edges one by one by applying the CZ
operator between each neighbouring pair of ver-
tices. To obtain the PEPS representation of the
graph state one can use the tensor decomposition of
the CZ operator shown in fig. 3. The decomposition
follows from the observation CZ = I⊗ I−2P1⊗P1

where I is the identity and P1 = |1〉 〈1| the projec-
tion onto state 1.

The scaling of a tensor network (TN) is (number
of parameters)

m(TN) =
∑
T∈TN

m(T ) =
∑
T∈TN

∏
e∈T

dim(e), (13)

where e ∈ T represents all edges e of the tensor-
node T . The tensor network representation of a

graph state is said to be efficient in that the mem-
ory required scales only polynomially in the number
of qubits. Measurement of singular qubits is per-
formed by projection onto the outcome eigenvec-
tor. In a tensor network, one-qubit state vectors are
tensors with a single two-dimensional edge. Thus
not only are graph states efficiently represented by
tensor networks but so is an MBQC including the
measurements.

When contracting an edge of a vector node, the
tensor node it was connected to is relieved of two
dimensions and its size reduced by a factor of two.
Also, the vector node itself is deleted relieving the
network of a further two parameters. The advan-
tage of using tensor networks is that the order in
which edges are contracted is arbitrary. Thus, mea-
surements may be performed (by contracting the
vector-node edges) without having to compute the
graph state state-vector. An MBQC can be simu-
lated in this way by always contracting those edges
that result in a minimally costly network, signif-
icantly reducing the memory cost of the simula-
tion. Unfortunately, the optimal way of contract-
ing a tensor network is hard to determine, and thus
clever methods of contracting a network must be
employed.

The result of contracting a tensor network is a
single node that represents the output state of the
MBQC. This node still scales exponentially with
the number of output qubits. However, the use of a
tensor network reduces the simulation of an MBQC
to be exponential in the output qubits, rather than
in the total number of qubits in the MBQC. Com-
puting the result of a quantum algorithm by sim-
ulating the MBQC with a tensor network is com-
parable to, sometimes faster than, computing the
same algorithm by matrix multiplication onto the
input state.

Simulating MBQCs using tensor networks is very
natural and supplies the immediate optimisation
discussed above. However, using tensor networks
has further advantages, one of which is in com-
puting expectation values of Hamiltonians, espe-
cially when approximations are allowed [24]. In
the present work no such approximations are made,
and expectation values are evaluated explicitly by
tensor contraction (matrix multiplication).

Our simulations have been performed using the
Python Library TensorNetwork [25], and proceed
as follows: First we build the PEPS representation
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of the graph for the particular MBQC we wish to
compute. This is done as per the prescription in
eq. (1) using the CZ tensor decomposition from
fig. 3. Measurements are included in the tensor
network each as a partial inner-product with the
measurement-outcome state. The result is still a
PEPS representation. The whole tensor network
is contracted using a simple greedy algorithm, and
the resulting final node will have dangling edges,
and represents the output state of the MBQC. This
state is then used in computing expectation val-
ues of the problem Hamiltonian where the MBQC
byproduct is handled as per the prescription in
eq. (12).

IV Measurement-based VQE
(MBVQE)

In ref. [10], R. R. Ferguson et al. discuss
measurement-based variational methods. In this
section, we argue that in order to obtain interest-
ing results from small and simple resource states
one must tailor algorithms from blocks that are na-
tively measurement-based. In particular we show
how this may be done with the VQE algorithm
with only relatively light requirements on required
resources.

For a layered VQE, one starts by arbitrarily ro-
tating the initial qubits, after which, a sequence of
alike layers is applied [26]. However, the dependen-
cies for both angles and byproduct are independent
of the numerical value of the parameters. We thus
compute the MBQC that implements a layer of the
ansatz and may then compute the total VQE by
concatenation of layers depending on how many are
needed for a specific task. The circuit that we have
chosen for the layers of the VQE is shown in the
topmost half of fig. 4. A layer thus consists of an
entangling step followed by a general Euler rotation
of each qubit. As the entangling gate we chose the
diagonal RZ⊗n since it naturally implements as an
MBQC, reducing the resources. Also, there is ev-
idence that parametrising the entangling step of a
VQE reduces required depths further reducing the
resources [27]. The bottom half of fig. 4 shows the
reduced MBQC that implements the single layer
circuit. All the measurements are in general adap-
tive and the angles cannot be determined before
knowing the outcome of preceding measurements.

Figure 4: (Top) Circuit for one layer of a hardware
efficient VQE ansatz. It consists of a parametrised en-
tangling step followed by a general Euler rotation of
each qubit. The entangling step consist of a single
application of the n-fold Z-rotation gate RZ⊗n(θ) =
exp[−i θ

2
Z⊗n]. (Bottom) The reduced MBQC that im-

plements the circuit. Each box represents a physical
qubit and the angles represent the rotated bases they are
to be measured in.

They are, however, equal to the rotational angles in
the gate-based circuit up to a change of sign. The
number of qubits in the MBQC equals the number
of parameters in each VQE-layer plus 3n needed for
initial rotations and an additional n for storing the
output state. That is

#PARAM = d(3n+ 1) + 3n (14)
#QUBITS = #PARAM+ n (15)

where d is the number of layers, also called the
depth, of the ansatz, and n the problem size.

The authors of ref. [10] suggest that
measurement-based implementations of well-
studied algorithms can be obtained by compiling
the circuit-based quantum algorithm into an
MBQC and then be realised as such. This is true
only if resources are not limited. In the NISQ era,
however, where reduction is a necessity, more care
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input output

Figure 5: (Left) Quantum circuit with cylindri-
cal nearest neighbour interaction through CX gates.
(Right) A reduced MBQC implementation of the cir-
cuit from the left half of the figure, obtained by concate-
nation of measurement-based CNOT gates followed by
Pauli measurement simulation as discussed in section I
in a random order. The edges of the graph may be fur-
ther simplified through LC-equivalence, although finding
such a transformation is far from trivial.

must be taken in order to construct simple and
realisable MBQCs.

Composite entangling gates can be reduced by
using the previously discussed procedure just as
any other MBQC. In the case of the standard con-
trolled not CX, which is Clifford, the whole thing
may be reduced out of the computation. The re-
duction procedure involves local complementation
which introduces edges in a highly non-trivial fash-
ion, and the result of the reduction procedure often
results in graphs with a lot of edges between far
apart qubits, and may not even exhibit any appar-
ent symmetry reminiscent of the original MBQC,
see fig. 5. These kinds of graphs are unattrac-
tive since they are likely to be too hard to real-
istically realise in experiment. Although possibly
LC-equivalent to a simple graph, determining the
simpler one is intractable for large graphs. Using
RZ⊗4 has none of these problems. On top of that,
since the input and output qubits are the same for
these gates, this is true even for entangling gates
that are concatenations of several RZ⊗4 -type gates.
This is the main reason for studying this particular
type of gate.

For all instances in the following sections, we
have employed the COBYLA algorithm for min-
imising the energy function within the VQE algo-
rithm. This choice has been taken as it is a con-
strained parameter and gradient free method.

Molecular ground states

One of the chemical problems that has been used
extensively as a standard benchmark for VQE is
determining the ground state of the H2 molecule
[7]. The qubit Hamiltonian for the molecule is ob-
tained by applying the Bravyi-Kitaev encoding to
the STO-3G minimal basis representation of the H2

Hamiltonian. Figure 6 contain the results of simu-
lating the MBVQE algorithm on the H2 Hamilto-
nian at 10 different inter-atomic distances. For the
H2 molecule it has already been illustrated that
when using simple and static entangling steps in
the VQE, a single layer results in so-called kinks in
the results [28]. This is what is shown in the top
half of fig. 6 where the entangling gate is a stan-
dard CNOT between nearest neighbours as shown
in fig. 5. Since this type of entangling takes no vari-
ational parameter the number of parameters are the
3 initial rotations and 3 final rotations of each of
the 4 qubits. That is 4×6 = 24 parameters. Corre-
spondingly the reduced MBVQE require 24+4 = 28
qubits, taking into account the 4 qubits holding the
output state.

It is known that the kink in the results can be
fixed by increasing the depth to 2 layers [28]. How-
ever, as is evident from the bottom half of fig. 6,
a single layer is enough when the entangling step
is RZ⊗4 . This type of entangling takes a single pa-
rameter and thus only require a single qubit in the
MBVQE implementation per layer, which is also
evident from fig. 4. The MBVQE thus has 25 pa-
rameters and require 29 qubits. This shows that
MBQC has the possibility of decreasing necessary
depth by using the already present high entangling
in MBQC-natural gates. Importantly this implies
that the graph state can be kept fairly small and
still produce interesting results.

Two-dimensional Heisenberg model

Another interesting benchmark problem is the two-
dimensional Heisenberg model. The problem is in-
teresting because ground states are known to have
a range of different degrees of entanglement for dif-
ferent regimes [7]. To test our methods and the
MBVQE, we investigate the 2×2 lattice with near-
est neighbour interactions. The qubit Hamiltonian
representing the system is obtained by direct en-
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Figure 6: MBVQE results to the ground state energy
of the H2 molecule Hamiltonian in the STO-3G basis.
The top figure contains the results using a static en-
tangling gate consisting of 4 CX gates in a cylindri-
cal pattern and the bottom figure the results using the
parametrised entangling gate RZ⊗n(θ) which is native
to MBQC. The VQE algorithm was run for 20 equidis-
tant interatomic distances in both cases.

coding, one qubit for each vertex in the lattice

Hspin = B ·
∑
i

Zi+ J ·
∑
〈i,j〉

(XiXj + YiYj + ZiZj) ,

(16)
where 〈i, j〉 runs over all nearest neighbours. The
plot of fig. 7 is the results of 1020 independent MB-
VQE simulations for each of 15 different values of
J/B. In the case of the Heisenberg model, we have
opted for a depth-2 MBVQE, as a single layer has
proven inadequate at producing enough entangle-
ment in the weak field regime. With two layers of
fig. 4, the MBVQE require 42 qubits (from eq. (15)
with n = 4) and has a total of 38 variational pa-
rameters.

In the strong magnetic field approximation
J/B ≤ 0.2, it is clear that the algorithm finds
the minimum with certainty. The reason is that
the ground state in this regime is perfectly sepa-
rable and thus is exactly obtainable from single-
qubit rotations. The MBVQE accordingly finds
that the parametrised entanglement is optimal for
RZ⊗n(θ = 0/π). For decreasing magnetic field the
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Figure 7: MBVQE results for the ground state of the
2× 2 spin-lattice in an external homogeneous magnetic
field woth nearest neighbour interactions. A total of
1020 simulations have been done for each of 15 different
magnetic field strengths.

ground state is increasingly entangled, and the op-
timal parameters are less trivial. This is also ap-
parent from the vertical spread of the probability
distributions in the MBVQE results for intermedi-
ate and weak magnetic fields J/B ≥ 0.2. Notice,
however, that the ground state energy is obtainable
in all cases. We have observed that increasing the
maximally allowed iteration count significantly re-
duces the vertical spread of the probability distri-
butions and that the probability of obtaining the
true ground state energy is almost exclusively a
function of this parameter. This seems to suggest
that the quantum part of the MBVQE is indeed
highly effective at traversing the full Hilbert space.

Vehicle routing (Ising model)

Finally, it has been demonstrated that solutions to
NP-complete problems can be mapped onto ground
states of Ising-type Hamiltonians [29]. One ex-
tremely useful problem to which this applies is the
Vehicle Routing problem [30].

The problem Hamiltonian is given in terms of
decision operators xi,t which is = 1 if vertex i is
visited at time t, as well as the costs/weights we
associated with travelling along edge e. The Hamil-
tonian is then given by

H = HC +A ·HP (17)
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where the cost of a path is determined by

HC =
∑
u,v∈V

wu,v

n∑
t=1

xu,txv,t+1 (18)

and the penalty term

HP =
∑
v∈V

(
1−

n∑
t=1

xv,t

)2

+

n∑
t=1

(
1−

∑
v∈V

xv,t

)2

.

(19)
makes sure that that path is indeed a Hamiltonian
cycle. The scale factor A applied to the penalty
term must be chosen such that A > maxe∈E we
for that to be the case. The number of variables
is reduced by choosing some vertex to always be
the first and last vertex in the cycle and fixing the
corresponding xi,t’s.

The results of 100 independent MBVQEs applied
to the vehicle routing Hamiltonian are presented in
fig. 8. The graph that we consider is the complete
4-vertex lattice (problem size n = 4) with squared
euclidean distance. That is, the cost of diagonal
edges is 2 whereas the cost of the outer edges is 1.
Also, we have chosen A = 2.5. Each bar in the his-
togram is the average state probability determined
over all runs. Only the five most probable outcomes
are given. The MBVQE used to obtain the results
is a single layer with RZ⊗n entangling, where the
problem size is n = 9, and thus has (eq. (15)) 55
parameters and require a corresponding 64 qubits.

From the figure, it can be concluded that with
a probability of about 2/3 the true minimal solu-
tion is obtained. However, since we are seeking
the minimal energy solution this doesn’t have to be
100%, as long as only a small number of samples
are needed for that particular solution to appear.
These results suggest that, on average, this will this
will happen within two runs.

It is peculiar that the two Hamiltonian cycles
with energy E = 6 do not appear to be equally
probable. This is unexpected since the paths ap-
pear entirely symmetric to the Hamiltonian. This
reason is most probably due to the small sample
size. However, another possible explanation is that
parameters might be optimised in the order they
are stored in computer memory which introduces
a slight asymmetry in the explored Hilbert space.
Also, the results were found to be highly depen-
dent on the specific choice of the penalty factor A.
But all in all, we can conclude that the MBVQE
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Figure 8: Simulated MBVQE results for the vehicle
routing problem on the complete 4-vertex graph. For
the penalty scale factor, A = 2.5 was chosen. The algo-
rithm was simulated a total of 100 times with random
initial parameters. The bars in the figure show the total
probability for measuring the corresponding bit strings
averaged over all simulations. Only the five most prob-
able outcomes are included. Each path is also presented
together with the corresponding energy.

algorithm almost always results in a valid solution
and that the minimal solution can be determined
in only a small number of samples.

V Comparison to gate-based VQE

We have so far discussed how to perform a
measurement-based implementation of the VQE al-
gorithm and seen how the entangling gate RZ⊗n

performs for three particular problems. In this sec-
tion we will discuss how the presented MBVQE
compares to the standard gate-based VQE.

First and foremost, it is important to note that
the MBVQE algorithm presented in this paper
(bottom half of fig. 4) is a direct implementation of
its gate-based representation (top half of fig. 4), and
the two produce, in the absence of errors and noise,
entirely identical results. Since we are not consider-
ing any physical error models in the present work,
all the presented results are independent of whether
a gate-based VQE or the MBVQE was used. For
a hardware-comparison of the two approaches, the
most instructive comparison is that of time scaling
or time complexity.

If we assume an efficient technique for producing
resource states, the bottleneck in optics is the mea-
surement rate. There are two major factors that
limit the measure rate: 1) measurement duration
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times including down time between measurements
and 2) feed forward of measurement outcomes for
adaptive measurements. It has been shown that
measurement rates in the 1-10GHz are feasible [31].
Currently, however, it is the process of feed forward
that is the limiting factor. It is believed that it
should be possible to keep up a feed forward pro-
cess in the 10 MHz regime, although this is not
a fundamental limit [32]. Consequently, the exe-
cution time of an MBQC will scale linearly with
the number of measurements. The number of mea-
surements roughly equals the number of parame-
ters in the VQE, and in our implementation (see
eq. (15)), this number scales as O(3dn), where d is
the depth and n the problem size. Therefore, the
time-complexity of the optical MBVQE is O(3dn)
in the order of 10MHz.

In circuit QED the single most significant bot-
tleneck is gate execution. Typical gate durations
for single-qubit operations for trapped ions are
of the order 100kHz and for two-qubit operations
(CNOT ) about 1kHz [33]. Quite generally in cir-
cuit QED it is the two-qubit gates that are expen-
sive. For transmons, two-qubit gates are executed
in the order of 1-40MHz [34, 35]. Note, that these
figures are limited by the energy of the two-level
systems and the relevant coupling strengths [35,
36]. In our implementation of the VQE algorithm
the only multi-qubit gate is the RZ⊗n which de-
composes into n CNOT gates, a single Z rotation,
and finally another n CNOT gates. Thus, with
one entangling step per layer, the time complexity
is O(2dn) ranging in the order of kHz to MHz.

Finally we note that the number of runs of a
VQE algorithm required to obtain good estimates
of operator expectation values is the same for both
methods. Since each run of optical MBQC is about
as fast to 10 times faster than that of circuit QED,
the optical method will be significantly faster in the
end. However, the two methods are still fundamen-
tally different in their physical implementations.
The errors that the systems exhibit will therefore
be very different, leading to different advantages
and obstacles which must be addressed.

VI Conclusion and outlook

We have presented the generic structure of our
MBQC compiler that computes the measurement-

based implementation of circuit model quantum al-
gorithms. On top of direct translation, the compiler
includes a module for reducing the MBQC by sim-
ulating all Clifford parts of the computation clas-
sically. We considered how a VQE ansatz can be
prepared by the means of an MBQC, and in partic-
ular how to implement the algorithm onto a small
resource state. Using tensor networks for simulat-
ing the MBVQE we have considered three types of
Hamiltonians, namely molecular, Heisenberg mod-
els, and Ising type.

We have concluded, that problems of a practical
matter can be solved within MBQC using only rea-
sonably small resource states. These are promising
prospects for developing measurement-based plat-
forms for quantum computing that can solve prob-
lems outside the scope of boson sampling.

We also note that developing methods for effi-
ciently traversing the graph LC-equivalence classes
will be important in order to determine optimal
resource states for use with MBQC. Such meth-
ods will allow for engineering MBQCs tailored to
the resource states one has available, and will thus
significantly increase the range of realisable algo-
rithms. This will be subject to future work.
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