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Hamiltonian simulation is a promising application for quantum computers to achieve a quantum
advantage. We present classical algorithms based on tensor network methods to optimize quantum
circuits for this task. We show that the classically optimized circuits can be orders of magnitude
more accurate than Trotter product formulas.
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Quantum computers are expected to produce novel insights into quantum chemistry and materials [1–4] as they
are believed to have an advantage over classical computers in performing Hamiltonian simulation, since powerful
quantum algorithms for this task were discovered [5–9].
To make this type of simulation more efficient, there has
been significant progress on the theoretical quantum algorithmic side [10–15] as well as on the more applied side
of variational quantum algorithms [16–25]. However, the
theoretical approaches can lead to deep quantum circuits
and the variational approaches can require a large number of circuit runs in the optimization. Therefore Hamiltonian simulation is still challenging for current quantum
devices [26–28].
In this article, our goal is to reduce the quantum hardware requirements for Hamiltonian simulation by performing quantum circuit optimization on a classical computer. To that end, we propose and analyze specific classical algorithms to approximate the time evolution operator by shallow quantum circuits. A previous proposal
for this task focused on translationally invariant quantum systems and circuits [29]; we design our approach to
be applicable to more general Hamiltonians and quantum
circuits. We make use of tensor network techniques [30–
32] to ensure the efficient scalability of our methods with
qubit count. More specifically, we write the quantum circuits needed for the optimization in terms of products of
matrix product operators (MPOs) [33, 34] and evaluate
them by contracting the corresponding tensor networks.
For the gate optimization, we compare the coordinatewise approach in [22] to the Newton method. These techniques enable us to efficiently work with various shallow
ansatz circuits, e.g. of brickwall and sequential structure,
as well as with a large class of Hamiltonians, e.g. with
open and periodic boundary conditions and with local
and nonlocal interactions. Additionally, the algorithms
are hardware-agnostic and can handle any set of native
quantum gates. To illustrate the approach, we choose
a brickwall circuit for the ansatz and an open quantum
Ising chain with both transverse and longitudinal fields
for the Hamiltonian. The performance of some of our
algorithms is shown in Fig. 1.
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FIG. 1. Classically optimized Hamiltonian simulation (thick
lines) vs. Trotter product formulas (thin lines) for a brickwall circuit of depth (a) one, (b) two, and (c) three. The
approximation error, defined in Sec. II, of the approximate
evolution operator Uapprox with respect to the exact one
exp(−itH)
a function P
of time t. We consider
P is shown as P
H = 2 7k=1 Zk Zk+1 + 8k=1 Xk + 8k=1 Zk . For the Trotter results Uapprox is a Trotter product formula of 1st (dotted), 2nd (dashed) and 4th (solid) order. For the classically
optimized results Uapprox = U (θ) is the circuit with parameters θ after two optimization procedures: The first procedure minimizes the approximation error to the exact operator
exp(−itH) (solid); the second procedure cuts the total time
into S = 100 (dashed), 200 (dash-dotted) and 300 (dotted)
slices of equal time τ = 1/S and then optimizes using a 1st
order Taylor approximation of exp(−iτ H) and S iterations
thereof. We observe that by increasing S the results of the
Taylor approach converge to the ones obtained via exp(−itH).
Additionally we see that the classically optimized two- and
three-layer circuits are two orders of magnitude more accurate
than the Trotter formulas. Further details are in Sec. III.
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The article is structured as follows. Section II presents
the algorithms and we analyse the results of our numerical experiments in Sec. III. A concluding discussion is
given in Sec. IV.

II.

METHODS

To approximate the time evolution operator exp(−itH)
by a quantum circuit, we split the total evolution time t
into S slices of equal size τ = t/S and then compute the
circuit U (θ) for slice s by minimizing the cost function
||U (θ) − exp(−iτ H)Us−1 ||2F over the variational parameters θ = (θ1 , θ2 , . . . , θK ). Here || · ||F is the Frobenius
norm, Us−1 the final circuit after optimization of the previous slice and U0 = 1. The minimization of this cost
function is equivalent to the maximization of the objective function


F (θ) = Re{tr U † (θ) exp(−iτ H)Us−1 }
(1)
where Re{·} denotes the real part, tr[·] the trace and
U † (θ) is the adjoint of U (θ). We approximate exp(−iτ H)
by a truncated Taylor series and in our simulations
use the MPO representation thereof [35]. This allows us to express the objective function as a product of MPOs as shown in Fig. 2. To quantify the
circuit
performance, we define the approximation error
p
1 − Re{tr[U † (θ) exp(−itH)]}/2n ∈ [0, 1] for n qubits.
We propose to use a Newton method to maximize the
objective function in Eq. (1). This method requires the
gradient vector G with elements Gk = ∂F/∂θk and Hessian matrix H with elements Hj,k = ∂ 2 F/∂θj ∂θk and
iterates

−1
θ (i+1) = θ (i) − H(i)
G (i) .
(2)
For the computation of the inverse of the Hessian matrix,
we use that this matrix is Hermitian and that we are only
interested in its negative eigenvalues, since our goal is
the maximization of the objective function. Therefore we
compute the pseudoinverse via the eigendecomposition of
the Hessian matrix and by setting all eigenvalues larger
than some cutoff − to zero.
As an alternative to the Newton method, we also consider a coordinatewise optimization method which for the
type of objective function Eq. (1) was derived in [22]. The
coordinatewise procedure updates variational parameters
one after another and computes for each parameter:
θknew = θkold − 2atan2(F (θkold ), F (θkold + π))
1
+4π(p + ) ∀p ∈ Z
4
q

F (θknew ) =

(F (θkold ))2 + (F (θkold + π))2 .

(3)
(4)

Here atan2(y, x) returns the argument of the complex number x + iy. We use the simplified notation
F (θk ) = F (θ1 , . . . , θk−1 , θk , θk+1 , . . . , θK ) = F (θ) for the

FIG. 2. (a) Brickwall ansatz for n = 5 qubits. (b) We rewrite
the objective function Eq. (1) as a product of MPOs by, firstly,
factorizing each two-qubit gate into a product of two tensors
and, secondly, multiplying adjacent tensors into MPOs. (c)
Parameterization in terms of the gates Rx (θ) = exp(−iθX/2),
Rz (θ) = exp(−iθZ/2) and Uzz (θ) = exp(−iθZ ⊗ Z/2) where
θ denotes the variational parameter.

objective function as a function of one specific parameter
θk under the assumption that all other parameters θj for
old
j 6= k are fixed. Note that F (θknew ) = F (θk+1
). Therefore, after the first parameter update (for k = 1) we only
need one evaluation of the objective function at θkold + π
(for k > 1) for each parameter update, because we know
new
F (θkold ) = F (θk−1
) from the previous parameter update.
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III.

RESULTS

We use the following setup in our numerical experiments. For the Hamiltonian we consider the transversefield quantum Ising chain with an additional magnetic
field and open boundary conditions:
H=J

n−1
X
k=1

Zk Zk+1 + g

n
X
k=1

Xk + h

n
X

Zk

(5)

k=1

where J, g and h are parameters of the Hamiltonian and
X (Z) is the Pauli X (Z) matrix. For the quantum circuit ansatz we use the brickwall structure shown in Fig. 2
(a) composed of the gates shown in Fig. 2 (c). Newton’s
method is used with an eigenvalue cutoff of  = 10−5 and
iterated until the Euclidean norm of the vector of gradients falls below 10−5 . The tensor network calculations
make use of the library [36].
We assess the performance of the coordinatewise approach and the Newton method by considering the approximation error achieved after successive iterations of
the algorithms. For the coordinatewise method, one step
of the algorithm corresponds to the update of a single
variational parameter, whereas a single step of a global
version of the Newton method updates all variational parameters at once. Between these two extremes we also
perform the Newton method on a gate-by-gate and layerby-layer basis, whereby only those variational parameters
within a single gate or within a single layer, respectively,
are updated simultaneously while all others remain fixed.
Additionally we compare the coordinatewise and Newton
method with the Adam optimizer [37].
To compare these methods, we plot in Fig. 3 the performance of successive iterations of each algorithm. We
observe that the global Newton method converges to the
lowest approximation error in the fewest number of just
ten steps. In contrast, the Newton method on a gate-bygate basis converges more slowly and produces a circuit
with a larger approximation error, whereas the Newton
method on a layer-by-layer basis produces results which
lie somewhere in between the global and local update
methods. Remarkably, after ten thousand iterations, the
very efficient coordinatewise update method compares
well to both batched Newton methods. Finally, after
many iterations spent near local minima, the Adam optimizer with a step size α = 10−4 and exponential decay
rates β1 = 0.9 and β2 = 0.99, converges to an approximation error less than 10−4 .
Because the global Newton method performed best, in
the following we use only this method in the classical optimization. We assess the performance of the classical
algorithms by analyzing the results shown in Fig. 1. Let
us first explain what is shown in Fig. 1. For a brickwall
ansatz of one layer, a 1st order Trotter (Trotter I) and
2nd order Trotter (Trotter II) product formula is used
as an approximation scheme [38]. The same is true for
a brickwall ansatz of two layers, whereby two identical
Trotter layers, each corresponding to an evolution by a
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FIG. 3. Approximation error of the classically optimized circuit U (θ) with respect to the exact time evolution operator
exp(−itH) achieved using various optimization algorithms.
The variational parameters θ are initialized to zero and a
single iteration corresponds to the update of all variational
parameters in the circuit once. We consider the Hamiltonian in Eq. (5) with parameters (J, g, h) = (2.0, 1.0, 1.0), time
t = 0.05, n = 8 qubits and a brickwall circuit of two layers.

time t/2, specify the circuit. Similarly, for a brickwall
ansatz of three layers, three identical Trotter layers are
composed to specify the circuit. Furthermore, a circuit
of three layers allows us to also use a 4th order Trotter
product formula (Trotter IV) [38]. The approximation errors of the Trotter based circuits are plotted in Fig. 1 and
facilitate a fair comparison with the classically optimized
circuits inasmuch as the depth of two-qubit gates in the
circuits considered within each subfigure – Fig. 1 (a), (b)
and (c) – are the same.
In order to estimate how well the scalable optimization
scheme can exhaust the potential of the brickwall circuits, we first optimize the variational circuit parameters
for a cost function which is constructed using the exact
unitary exp(−itH) and is calculated via matrix exponentiation. Supposing that the Newton based optimization
scheme finds the global maximum of the objective function, these results (denoted exact in Fig. 1) give the minimum approximation error which can be achieved using
the respective circuits. Compared to the Trotter based
approximation schemes, the improvement using the exact
scheme is small for a brickwall circuit of one layer (Fig. 1
a), however, deeper circuits (Fig. 1 b and c) lead to approximation errors which are orders of magnitude smaller
than those obtained using Trotter product formulas.
The task of the Taylor based approach is to find circuit approximations as close as possible to the optimum
achieved using the exact approach, in a manner which
does not require exponentiation of the full Hamiltonian
and is therefore scalable to larger system sizes. We find
that the classical optimization scheme using a 1st order
Taylor approximation is capable of finding variational parameters which approximate the target unitary with an
approximation error equivalent to the exact scheme. This
is evident in Fig. 1 where the exact and sliced Taylor
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(S = 100, S = 200, S = 300) results overlap, indicating
that the approximation scheme has saturated the expressiveness of the circuit ansatz. Additionally, the time at
which this saturation occurs falls earlier if more silces S
are used.
In our calculations the Newton method typically requires around ten iterations per slice to converge and
the most computationally expensive subroutines are the
tensor contractions needed to compute the terms in the
gradient vector and Hessian matrix. We note that the
performance can be significantly improved by calculating
these terms in parallel or by caching and reusing environment tensors.
The slopes of the data presented in Fig. 1 can be understood by considering the leading error arising from each
approximating scheme. The leading errors of the Trotter
product formulas are known to be of orders O(t2 ), O(t3 )
and O(t5 ) for the 1st, 2nd and 4th order Trotter product
formulas, respectively, and this is apparent in the slope
of the corresponding data presented in Fig. 1. For small
times, the data for Trotter I, Trotter II and Trotter IV have
slopes approximately equal to m = 2 , m = 3 and m = 5,
respectively.
The approximation errors arising from circuits which
have been classically optimized via Taylor (S = 100,
S = 200, S = 300) are based on a 1st order Taylor approximation. These curves are split into two regimes. The
first regime occurs before the data overlap with those of
the exact method and have a slope approximately equal
to m = 1, indicating a leading error of order O(t), as
expected for the error accumulated by a 1st order Taylor approximation. The second regime occurs at larger
times where the Taylor data overlap with the exact data.
Here the corresponding slopes reflect the expressiveness
of the circuits used. By fitting the data within this second
regime and rounding to one decimal place, we find leading errors of orders O(t3.0 ), O(t4.5 ) and O(t6.2 ) for brickwall circuits of one, two and three layers, respectively.
Therefore the classically optimized circuits of two and
three layers are significantly more accurate than Trotter
product formulas.
We have also performed all the above calculations for
a system of n = 5 qubits and the results were quantitatively similar to the n = 8 results presented in this article. To illustrate the behaviour with respect to system
size, the data in Fig. 4 compare the approximation errors
achieved using the (S = 200) Taylor based method for
systems of n = 5, 8, 10 and 12 qubits. We find that the
approximation error has a very similar behaviour for all
system sizes and increases only slightly with n. Furthermore, the turning point at which the slope changes falls
at approximately the same time for all values of n. This
suggests that data from small systems may be used to
inform the classical optimization of larger circuits where
calculation of the approximation error is no longer feasible. In particular, data from small systems may be used
to determine the number of slices which should be performed in order to reach the turning point.
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FIG. 4.
Approximation error of the classically optimized
circuit U (θ) with respect to the exact time evolution operator exp(−itH) achieved for various qubit counts n. We cut
the total time into S = 200 slices of equal time τ = 1/S
and then optimize using the global Newton method, a 1st
order Taylor approximation of exp(−iτ H) and S iterations
thereof. We consider the Hamiltonian in Eq. (5) with parameters (J, g, h) = (2.0, 1.0, 1.0) and a brickwall circuit of two
layers.

IV.

DISCUSSION

In this article we present classical algorithms that reduce the quantum hardware requirements for simulating the time evolution of quantum systems and we illustrate their performance for a local Hamiltonian with open
boundary conditions using a variational brickwall quantum circuit. These algorithms can readily tackle a wider
range of problems and optimize other types of quantum
circuits. For example, periodic systems, Hamiltonians
with nonlocal interactions or the sequential quantum circuit shown in Fig. 5 can be considered. Even shallow
two-dimensional quantum circuits, as required by some
of the IBM quantum devices, can be handled by making use of tensor network techniques for two-dimensional
systems, e.g. [39–43].
To efficiently work with time evolution over long times,
we cut the total time evolution into several slices and
then represent the shorter time evolution per slice using a 1st order Taylor approximation. It is interesting to study more accurate approximations, e.g. a
higher-order truncated Taylor series or perhaps a JacobiAnger expansion [44], that decrease the number of slices
needed for a certain accuracy. Any approximation
of the time evolution operator as a finite polynomial
PR
exp(−itH) ≈ r=0 αr H r leads to an objective function

that is a finite sum F (θ) = Re{tr U † (θ) exp(−itH) } ≈


PR
†
r
r=0 αr Re{tr U (θ)H }. The question is whether the
additional cost of evaluating higher powers of H can still
lead to a reduction of the overall cost due to the smaller
total number of slices.
We consider a variety of methods in this article for
the numerical optimization of circuit parameters, ranging
from a simple coordinatewise update scheme to a more
sophisticated global Newton method. The global Newton
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approach outperformed all the other optimization procedures but is characterized by the largest computational
cost per update due to the computation and inversion of
the Hessian matrix. It would be interesting to analyze
the performance of more efficient quasi-Newton methods
which do not need the explicit calculation and inversion
of the Hessian matrix.
After completion of this work we learned about the
related study [45].
FIG. 5. Sequential quantum circuit for n = 5 qubits. One
layer of the circuit can correlate qubits over the entire system
size n, cf. with the brickwall ansatz in Fig. 2 (a) which requires
order n layers to correlate qubits n sites apart.
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