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Quantum sin ulation uses a wellkknown quantum system to predict the behavior of another quan-
tum system . Certain lim itations in this technique arise, how ever, w hen applied to speci c problem s,
as we dem onstrate w ith a theoretical and experin ental study of an algorithm to nd the low-lying
soectrum of a Ham iltonian. W hile the number of elem entary quantum gates required does scale

polynom ially with the size ofthe system , it increases inversely to the desired error bound

.M aking

such sin ulations robust to decoherence using fault-tolerance constructs requires an additional factor
of 1= gates. These constraints are illustrated by using a three qubit nuclkar m agnetic resonance
system to sin ulate a pairing H am iltonian, follow ing the algorithm proposed by W u, Byrd, and Lidar

Ll

T heunknow n properties and dynam icsofa given quan—
tum system can offen be studied by using a welkknown
and controllable quantum system to m in ic the behav-
jor of the original system . This technique of quantum
sim ulation is one of the fundam entalm otivations for the
study of quantum com putation R{4], and is particularly
of interest because a quantum sim ulation m ay be per-
form ed using space and tin e resources com parable to the
orighal system . Such \e cient" scaling is dram atically
better than the exponentially Jarge resource requirem ents
to sin ulate any generalquantum system w ith a classical
com puter, as Feynm an originally cbserved PR].

R ecent work has continued to arouse great interest in
quantum sin ulation, because i o ers the possbility of
solving com putationally hard problem sw thout requiring
the resources necessary for algorithm s such as factoring
bl and searching [b]. Experin ental resuls have dem on—
strated simulations of a truncated oscillator and of a
three-body interaction H am iltonian, using a nuclkarm ag—
netic resonance (NM R) quantum com puter [/, 8], and
explored various solid-state m odels on two qubit system s
P{12]. Interest has also extended to sin ulating com plex
condensed m atter system sw ith quantum optical system s
[13], dem onstrated vividly by the observation of a su—
per uid to M ott Insulator transition in a BoseE instein
condensate [14].

O ften overlooked in the discussion of quantum sinu-—
lations, however, is the question of desired precision (or
error ) in the nalm easuram ent results. Current quan—
tum sin ulation techniques generally scale poorly w ith de—
sired precision; they dem and an am ount of space or tin e
which increases as 1= , broadly transhting into a num —
berofquantum gatesw hich grow sexponentially w ith the
desired num ber ofbis in the nalanswer. W hy is this
scaling behavior so poor, and w hat is its physical origin?

Considerasa speci cexam pl the problem ofcalculat—
Ing the energy gap  between the ground state 5 1 and
the rst excited state ¥,1, ofa Ham iltonian H . can
be found using the follow ing steps: 1) m ap the H ibert

space of the system to be sinulated to n qubits, 2) pre-
pare the com puter in the state j 1i= ¢ Hi+ ¢ £11,
3) evolve under the H am iltonian for tines ty, 4) extract
the phase di erence as a function of tin e between the
evolution ofthe ground and  rst excited state.

Two m ethods for calculating the phase di erence, and
thus , are as Pllows. The st method uses the phase
estin ation algorithm [L5, 16]. Thism ethod relies on the
quantum Fourder transform QFT) and requires sin ulat—
ing the Ham iltonian for tines t, = 25ty, ©r integer k
from 0 to g. Since the Input state is a superposition of
5 iand E1i, them easured phase willeither be E¢ ty or
Ec + )y, where Eg is the ground state energy. O ne
needs to run the algorithm on average l=§ tin es to get
both values and thus m easure

The second m ethod does not use the QFT, and in—
stead sin ulates the Ham iltonian for tines . = kty, or
Integer k from 0 to Q, and then m easures any operator
M such that G M ¥,1i 6 0. Typically, any operator
that does not comm ute with the Ham iltonian su ces.
A fter calculating M (& )i, one classically Fourder trans—
form s T ) over the averaged values yielding a spectrum
M (!)iwih peaksat and 0.

For xed precision, obtaining up to error HOr xed

, both m ethods can be \e cient," in that the num ber of
elem entary steps (or quantum gates) required increases
only polynom ially with the number of qubits n, if the
Ham iltonian can be e ciently sinulated and the initial
statese ciently prepared. A d-qubi H am itonian can be
sim ulated w ith a num ber of gates of order O (n®) assum —
Ing two qubi interactions between any qubitsi]. If one
assum es only nearest neighbor two qubit gates, it scales
as O 0¥*1). M ost physical system s of interest are de-
scribbed by tw o-body Interactions which can be described
by ur qubit Ham iltonians.

C onsequently, the challenge ofdesigninge cient quan—
tum sin ulations is choosing a property that can be ef-

ciently extracted. However, no general m easurem ent
m ethod is known which allows to be measured e -
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ciently with respect to the precision using such quantum
sin ulations. Forerror , the number ofdigits ofprecision
In the resul is log (1= ), and both of the above m ethods
require 1=
In contrast, an e cient algorithm would only require a
num ber of steps polynom ial in log(l= ). The origh of
this lin itation liesnot only in the inability to desion e —
cient m easurem ents, but also in the accum ulation of er—
rorsw hich occurs in the course of perform ing a quantum
sim ulation.

Here, we consider these lim iations on the precision of
results obtained by quantum sin ulations in the context of
a soeci calgorithm for the sin ulation ofpairing m odels,
asproposed by W u,Byrd and Lidar W BL) [L], which ol
Iow s the fram ew ork of the two m ethods described above.
W e present a study of the errors in is discrete tin e step
In plem entation, and experin entalresults from a realiza—
tion using a 3 qubit nuclear m agnetic resonance WM R )
quantum com puter, answ ering three questions: 1) W hat
are the theoreticalbounds on the precision of the quan—
tum smmulation? 2) How do faulty controls a ect the
accuracy ofa sim ulation? 3) Can the theoreticalbounds
on precision be saturated by an NM R in plem entation?

The W BL algorithm uses the classical FT algorithm
describbed above to solve the question ofthe low -lying en—
ergy gap in pairing H am itonians. Pairing H am iltonians
are used to describe both nuclar dynam ics and super—
conductivity [L7{19] and are usually w ritten In temm s of
Femn ionic creation and annihilation operators & and c
as
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m
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where n is the total number of m odes, , is the onsite
energy of a pair n mode m , and V, ; are the coupling
constants betw een m odes.

W BL map the pairing Ham iltonian onto the qubit
Ham iltonian
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where X, ;Y. ; and Z, are the Pauli operators on the
mth qubitand , = , + Vi (dropping an unin portant
global energy shift, and using the standard convention
Z Pi = Pi). The number of m odes that can be sin -
ulated equals the number of qubits n, and the number
of pairs equals the total num ber of qubits in the state
Ji. W BL show that for a speci c number of pairs, one
can approxin ately prepare the state j 11 by quasiadi-
abatic evolution. Since H pai IS a 2-body Ham iltonian,
the system ’s evolution can be e ciently sinulated on a
quantum com puter for any num ber of qubis [B]. W BL

propose In plem entation oftheiralgorithm usingan NM R

quantum com puter, In which the operatorM issinply Z

steps (or gates) to obtain this precision.

Va1 &, ac 1)

fora single spin. An advantage of the ensem ble nature of
NM R isthat a sihglem easurem ent fora simulated tine t
yieldsM (t)i. Fixing a m axin um energy w idth and de-
sired precision m akes the FT independent of the num ber
of qubits.

Let us begih by addressing the rst question posed
above, regarding theoretical bounds on the precision of
this quantum sinulation: how does the num ber of gates
scale with the error ? The W BL m ethod requires con-—
structing an operator that approxin ates the sin ulated
Ham iltonian fortim esty . The classicalF T then yieldsan
error of2 Ep .x=0Q where E 5« is the largest detectable
energy 1=ty (~ = 1). In the case ofusing phase-estin ation
and the QFT, setting 29=Q yields the sam e precision.
How long does it take to in plem ent the H am ittonian for
a tin e Q ty com pared to Im plem enting a H am ittonian for
tin e tp? In general, the operator is assum ed to be con—
structed of repetitions ofthe basic tin e step and requires
Q m ore gatesor tim e. T his leads to the num ber of gates
scaling inversely w ith the error. A sin ibr problem faced
In quantum factoring is overcom e in Shor’s algorithm by
a ckever way to perform the m odular exponentiation [5].

A second bound on the num ber ofgates required arises
In calculating the tine required to perform the algo-
rithm . Q uantum sin ulations typically em ploy a Trotter
formula to approxin ate a Ham iltonian from combina-
tions of non-com m uting H am iltonians[l6]. For exam ple,
given the ability to evolve under Ham iltonians H, and
H p , one can approxin ate evolution underH , + Hy with

bounded error. To Iowest order, exp ( itHa + Hy)) =
exp ( itHa=k)exp ( itHz=k))* + , where fr
kHa ;Hp k£ 1, the error is O (¥=k). Higher

order techniques can yild an error O (£ * '=k™ ) at the
cost of needing O (2™ ) m ore gates RO].

T his approxin ation m ethod leads to a subtle but in -
portant di culty in reducing the gate count for sin —
ulations. It is apparent that the Trotter formula de—
m ands an exponential increase in the num ber of discrete
gates for an exponential decrease in the error. H ow ever,
from a Ham iltonian control perspective, this conclision
seam s unfair, because the total time required can be
an all even if the gate count is high. Speci cally, the
gate Up (k) = exp ( itHp =k) requires 1=k the time
needed to Inplem ent U, (t). T herefore, the sin ple Trot—
ter m ethod given above requires only tin e 2t, indepen-
dent of k. This in plies that \T rotterization" errors in—
volved in approxim ating desired H am iltonians can be re—
duced e ciently w ith respect to the tin e cost.

U nfortunately, this optin istic cbservation is incom pat—
ble with faul tolerant error correction 21, 22], which
w il Iikely be needed to extend sin ulation tin es beyond
lim its in posed by qubit decoherence tin es. This is be-
cause the fault-tolerant in plem entation ofU, (=k) takes
approxin ately the sam e am ount of tine as the gate
Ua (), whether using teleportation R3] or the Solvay-
K itaev approxim ation R4].



Consequently, fault-tolerant simulations using the
Trotter formula and the FT/QFT require a number of
gates and am ount of tin e that scales as 1= . C ircum -
venting this problem would require rem oving the ine -
ciency of T rotterization, and constructing m ethods to ap—
proxin ate Uy (t) with error using poly (log (1= )) gates.
H owever, such m ethodswould In ply that the approxin a—
tion of Uy (gt) could take only poly (log(g)) m ore gates
than the sim ulation of Uy (t). Such a dram atic simpli —
cation m ay hold for speci c H (t), but is unlkely to be
possble for generalH (t). The W BL algorithm studied
here unfortunately does not scale e ciently when m ade
faul tolerant.

T hese theoretical bounds establish that present quan-—
tum sin ulations such as the W BL algorithm , using the
QFT orthe FT, require a num ber of gates which scales
Inversely with the desired answer precision for two rea-—
sons: fault-tolerant gate construction and the precision
ofa nieFT.Therefore, the tin e required fora dqubit
quantum simulation isO %= ), where r 1 varies de—
pending on the approxin ation m ethods em ployed, and

= 1 when quantum error correction and fault-tolerant
gates are not used.

W e tum now to the second question, which concems
the iIn pact of aulty controls in a realphysical in plem en—
tation ofthe W BL algorithm . Recallthat the foundation
of the W BL algorithm is approxim ation of the uniary
evolution under H pairy Upair @) = exp ( iHpayat). An
deal NM R In plem entation accom plishes this by a re—
peatable pulse sequence Vp.ir (o), where Upay (@)
Vpair (tq_:))q . Hpar contains threeEponoom muting parts:

Ho = Lo 3 ( Zn)s Hyx me1ZX 0 X1, and
Hyy = ,,2%Yy Y;. Assum ing that the correspond-

Ing uniary operators Uy (£);Ux x (£); and Uyy (t) can be
in plem ented, Vpair (t) can be constructed using the third
order T rotterSuzuki formula R0, 25]

Vpair () = WUo (0=2k)Ux x (o=2k)Uyy (to=k)

Ux x (0=2K)U =2k) T ;

yielding an expected error kUpai (to)
0 =k?).

H ow ever, this ideal procedure is not actually achieved
In a real experin ent because the unitaries are not direct
In plem entations of the Ham iltonians but instead com —
posed from a series of pulses. These pulses depend on
assum ptions about the system Ham iltonian that becom e
unreasonable for short sinulated tines. The reason is
that all real systam s have am all, often unknown, energy
shifts that are averaged away for large sin ulated tim es.
W hen not using a fault-tolerant construction these shifts
can lad to faulty controls. In atom ic physics, for exam —
ple, undesired Stark shifts need to be carefilly accounted
for In order to get exact rotations R6].

Control errors n NM R quantum ocom putation arise,
for exam ple, since single qubit gates require nie tine
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FIG .1l: Three qubit quantum circuits for the unitaries Uy x
(top) and Uyy (oottom ), In plem ented using m ethod W 1.
T hese are depicted for sim ulating H am iltonian H , (see text).
ForH i, 5 pulses are applied to qubit ¢ in parallelw ith those
on a and b, and the decoupling X pulse is om itted.

and unwanted two qubit coupling occurs during this
tine. In a static m agnetic eld By2, the unitary evo—
Jution of a typicalused spoin system [ll,P27] in the rotat—

i 13 EJijZiZ jt ’
where the Jj; are the scalar coupling constants. The
tine t required for a radiofrequency RF) pulse to ro—
tate ndividual spinsby radians ismuch sn aller than
the typical delay tines ty during which no RF is ap—
plied, t tq 1=J;. Thus, & ordharily su ces
to approxim ate the RF pulses as -functions in tine,
in plem enting perfect single qubit rotations R* () =
exp 17 Kicos + Y;sih ) . However, this approxin a—
tion breaksdow n asty becom escom parabletot , causing
the expected evolution to be best described not by dis—
crete one and two-qubit gates, but instead by the piece—
B ise oontjnuot;s tim e—depelg,dent Ham ittonian H ,p » (€) =
j_gi(t)Xi+ ifi(t)Yi+ i<jEJijZiZj.ThdejSCI€p—
ancy lads to additional errors in im plem entations of
quantum algorithm s and sin ulations, which, fora anall
num ber ofqubits, can bem itigated using optin alcontrol
techniques[10, 28].

The Inpact of such control errors n an NMR in -
plkmentation of the W BL algorithm can be stud-
ied by comparing a baseline realization wih no con-
trol error com pensation (denoted W 1) versus another
wih sinple error com pensation (denoted W 2). The
baseline W 1 realization mmplements Uy usinhg com —
posite, pulses to create rotations about the 2 axis,
Upg= L R"_,(=2)R7 ( »)R™ _,( =2);an equivalent
m ethod, used elsew here[l, 10] tem porarily shifts the ro-
tating fram e. Control errors arise in the simulation of
Uy x and Uyy , which are generated by applying single
qubit pulses to rotate the scalar coupling from the 2 axis
to the R and ¢ axis, using the quantum circui in Fig.1.
Controlerrors In this baseline realization are thus small
only when delays needed to generate Uy x are long com —
pared to the tin e required to perform single qubit gates,
but also short enough that the T rotter error is an all.

A sin ple, scalable com pensation technique for control

Ing fram e isgiven by Uz z () = exp
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FIG . 2: Frequency-dom ain spectra of Ham ilftonian H, ob-—
tained using methods W 1 (m arked by circles) and W 2 (di-
am onds). D ots are experin ental data, and solid lines are
Fourier transform s of an exponentially decaying sinusoid
(w ith four free param eters) t to the tin e dependent data.
The width of the exact curve is taken to be the dephasing
rate (1= ) ofthe 3¢ nuclkus.

errorsprovidesa contrasting realization oftheW BL algo—
rithm for com parison. ThisW 2 realization accounts for
unw anted tw o qubit coupling during single qubit gatesby
reducing delay tin es during which coupling is desired.
Speci cally, every instance of R, ( 1)Uzz ()R , (2) is
replaced with R | (1)Uzz (& )R , (2), where =

5— (1+ 2).Thistechnique was critical in the successfiill
In plem entation of Shor’s algorithm wih NM R R9]; here,
it is used with care, sihce m any Ham iltonians have the

sam e as the pairing Ham iltonian of interest, and it
is possbl to tune to get the right for the wrong
reasons.

Num erical sim ulations com paring W 1 and W 2 show
that the e ect of such controlerrors on the W BL algo—
rithm isa shift n the estin ated gap value from the ex—
pected value. T his shift can be quite signi cant, asshown
In Fig. 2, and indeed can dom inate errors due to other
In perfections, such as the Fourder transform . C om pen—
sating for unwanted scalar couplings in NM R in plem en—
tations ofquantum sim ulations is thusvital for ocbtaining
correct results; in plem entations w ith other physical sys—
tem s w ill sim larly have to dealw ith fauly controls.

F inally, we consider the third question: saturation of
the predicted precision boundsw ih an NM R in plem en-—
tation of the W BL algorithm . The W BL algorithm is
param eterized by the num ber of qubits, n, the sim ulated
tin e step ty, the num ber of steps Q , the degree of T rot—
terization k, the adiabatic tim e step t,4, and the num ber
of adiabatic steps S. An NM R system is characterized
by a characteristic decoherence tine , and ollow ing the
discussion above, it is convenient to work with a snall
num ber of qubits for tin es shorter than 3 , such that
quantum error correction is unnecessary. W e im plem ent

two speci ¢ instances of the pairing Ham iltonian Hpap
nvolving threem odes (h = 3) and two pairs, leading to
a 3-din ensional H ibert space spanned by jl01i, j10i,
and P11i. The sim ulation is started the ground state of
the two spin up subspace of H o, P11i, prepared using
tem poral labeling [30].

W BL estin ated the expected size of the system that
could be sim ulated w ithout error correction by choosing
k=tg= 01 and gr = . They found that the num ber
of gates required scales as 3n? = ¢, mcluding the nec—
essary decoupling pulses. The gate tine, ty is assum ed
equalto 10 5 and rup ton = 10, can be found to
precision .Here,we nd toprecision =100,
and the number of qubits isn = 3, consistent w ith the
W BL bound n 4 for these param eter choices.

The 1rst stage oftheW BL algorithm is to quasiadia—
batically evolve into the ground state j i ofH a4, with
discrete changes in the simulated Ham ilttonian, using a
procedure previously dem onstrated [B1l]. The Ham il
tonian used at each discrete step s s Haq(s) = (1
s=S)H o+ (5=S)H pair, where S is the m axin um num ber
of steps. Unitary evolution U,y at each step ortime tug
is then a%p;:oxjm ated using the above pulse sequences,
asUaq = ¢ Vaa (Siteq) - P reparation of the state j i
requires evolving at a rate faster than that for adiabatic
evolution, thereby exciting the state £:1i. This quasia—
diabatic evolution is accom plished by reducing S or tag
com pared to the adiabatic case [L]. H igherenergy states
w il also be excied, but S and t,q can be adjisted to
m inin ize this. Quasiadiabatic evolution in this experi-
ment was attained wih S = 4 steps and t,q = 1=700
s. Note that forkHyx + Hyv k kH ok there can be
a phase transition as s is changed [B2]; as the gap goes
to zero at the phase transition this can be problam atic,
since the num ber of steps required for successfil quasia-
diabatic evolution grow s Inversely w ith the gap.

T he second stage of the algorithm is evolution of the
state j riunderthe pairing H am iltonian forQ tim esteps
of duration ty wih k = 2. T hese param eters are chosen
such that 1=Q ty) =100 ,Q% < ,and k=g > 0:1
Notethatmany Q and ty yield thesame ¢y ;thisisused
to our advantage below .

W e perform ed our experin ents using a 500 M Hz Var-
an YN Y INOVA spectrom eterand '3C Jabeled CHFB 1,
wih ocoupling strengths Jyc = 224 Hz, Jgg = 50
Hz, and Jcrp = 311 Hz. The two pairing Ham ittoni-
ans smulated were H 1, the \natural" Ham iltonian, In
which Vi2 =  Juc, Viz = Jur, and Vo3 =  Jcrys
and a harder case, an arti cially constructed Ham iltto—
nian H,, n which Vo = Jgc and Vae = Ve = 0. For
both Ham iltonians, ; = 150 Hz, , = 100 Hz, and

3 = 50 Hz. Implementation of H, required an addi-
tional decoupling pulse com pared to H i, follow ng the
circuit in Fig. 1.

Each Ham iltonian was sinulated for tines ty to Q ty,

using theW 1 and W 2 m ethods, and an NM R spectrum



M odel] /Hz M ethod exp/2 Hz o/ms|th/ms| Q
H, |218 2 w1l 227 2 180 1 | 40
w1 220 2 250 2 |200
H, |452 2 w1l 554 10 30 5| 20
W 2 440 5 80 5 200

TABLE I:Experin entalresults for gaps found for H am iltoni-
ans H1 and H:. Estin ated gaps ( exp) and e ective coher—
ence tin es (o) for given tim e steps ty and num ber of steps
Q are obtained by least-squares tting of the tim e-dependent
NM R peaks to an exponentially-decaying sinusoid.

was acquired for each tim e duration. A classical discrete
FT ofthe NM R peak intensities of one spin (hydrogen)

over the & yielded four spectra of H pair. The experi-
mentalresult oy wasdetemm ined by a least-squares t
of the highest—signal NM R peak to a dam ped sinusoidal
function w ith frequency  and decay rate ..

Ideally, the result should nd = 218 2 Hz PrH
and = 452 2 Hz for H, as detem ined by direct
diagonalization. Note that orH,, istheenergy di er-
ence between i and ¥,1i, shoe £11 is not connected
by usualadiabatic evolution; the larger gap requires that
to=k be an aller when sim ulating H , . For the experin en—
tal result, we expect that  exp = + oys FT Where

sys I5an o set due to T rotterization and/or faulty con—
trols. Q and ty; detemm ine the theoretical bound on the
precision, in the absence of controlerrors, and the exper—
In ent should saturate this bound when the
from the actualvalue

E xperim ental results for the spectra of H , are shown
In Fig. 2; experin ental param etersQ and ty and num er—
ical results from the analysis or o4p and . for each
experim ent are summ arized n Tabl TI.

exp S rr

T he in pact of system atic and random errors was in-—
vestigated by smulating H; with W 1 (ho control error
com pensation) or gy = 25
ulation tines, ty = 1 msand typ = 2 ms. A s expected,
the random error for both cases is rT - Note that the
system atic error Increases w ith smaller tp. This signals
that the error due to unwanted scalar coupling becom es
larger than the errors due to the T rotter approxin ation.
C onsequently, a slightly longer ty yields a system atic er—
rorthat iswihin pr ofthe exact answer, saturating the
predicted theoreticalbounds on precision.

C onvergence to the correct resul is another im portant
issue for all discrete tim e sin ulations. For this 3-qubit
system , we perform ed a detailed num erical sin ulation to
determm ne that ty) = 2 was optim al. For a large systam
this is no longer possible, and convergence tests would
need to be used to verify the answer. The procedure
would reduce ty (or increase k) untilthe change in  «p
was an aller than the desired precision.

W hilke the results for Ham iltonian H ; were good even

2 Hzattwodi erent sin—

w ithout controlerror com pensation, thee ectsofcontrol
errors were very evident in the results for H , . Ham ilto—
nian H, was mplmented with W 1 (no error com pen—
sation) and W 2 (sin ple error com pensation) for rr =
10 2 Hzandpt= 05 ms. The shorter tim e step was
necessary because the larger m ade the sim ulation m ore
sensitive to T rotter errors. Com paring the W 2 and W 1
resuls show s that w ith no controlerror com pensation, a
gap is found that is =5 away from the actualvalue.
In contrast, with sin ple error com pensation is gt
from the actual value, saturating the theoreticalbound.
Future In plem entations should certainly strive to detect
and bound controlerrors; this could be done by verifying
that oxp scalesas 1.30 for am all values of ty, as theoreti-
cally expected.

In conclusion, we have studied the theoretical and em —
pirical bounds on the precision of results obtained w ith
quantum sin ulations, in the context ofthe pairing H am ik~
tonian algorithm proposed by W u, Byrd, and Lidar. W e
have In plem ented the an allest problem instance that re—
quires quasiadiabatic evolution, verifying that the algo—
rithm com putesthegap  to within the precision ofthe
method. W e also nd, however, that sim ulations of this
type are particularly sensitive to system atic errors in the
applied H am ittonian and that fault-tolerant in plem enta-
tions are ine clent w ith respect to precision using cur-
rent T rotter approxin ation m ethods.

N evertheless, in practice, w hen only 1im ited precision is
desired and fora su cliently large system , quantum sin -
ulationsm ay still outperform classical num erical sin ula—
tion, as dem onstrated form olecular energies [33]. A void—
Ing the cost of precision is desirable, and can be done by
designing quantum sin ulations to explore questions that
are Insensitive to the m icroscopic details of the H am it
tonian [B4]. How to develop quantum sinulations for
faulty smallscale (1020 qubit) quantum com putersthat
can outperform classical com putations rem ains an open
question.
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