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We develop and analyze a fault-tolerant quantum algorithm for computing n-th order response
properties necessary for analysis of non-linear spectroscopies of molecular and condensed phase
systems. We use a semi-classical description in which the electronic degrees of freedom are treated
quantum mechanically and the light is treated as a classical field. The algorithm we present can
be viewed as an implementation of standard perturbation theory techniques, focused on ab initio
calculation of n-th order response functions. We provide cost estimates in terms of the number of
queries to the block encoding of the unperturbed Hamiltonian, as well as the block encodings of the
perturbing dipole operators. Using the technique of eigenstate filtering, we provide an algorithm
to extract excitation energies to resolution γ, and the corresponding linear response amplitude
to accuracy ϵ using O

(
N6η2γ−1ϵ−1 log(1/ϵ)

)
queries to the block encoding of the unperturbed

Hamiltonian H0, in double factorized representation. Thus, our approach saturates the Heisenberg
O(γ−1) limit for energy estimation and allows for the approximation of relevant transition dipole
moments. These quantities, combined with sum-over-states formulation of polarizabilities, can be
used to compute the n-th order susceptibilities and response functions for non-linear spectroscopies

under limited assumptions using Õ
(
N5n+1ηn+1/γnϵ

)
queries to the block encoding of H0.

I. INTRODUCTION

A large focus of quantum algorithms has been on
the determination of ground state properties of a given
Hamiltonian, with a much smaller effort on extracting
excited state properties [1–6]. While accurate estimation
of ground state properties of quantum many-body sys-
tems is already difficult, excited state properties are often
more challenging to calculate, because interior eigenvec-
tors and eigenvalues must be resolved without a direct
variational analog, since they are not the extremal eigen-
values of the Hamiltonian describing the system. Classi-
cal approaches to solve this problem are often expressed
using the generalized variational principle, that target
specific excited states [7–9]. While there exist efficient
classical algorithms for approximating the vibronic spec-
tra of molecules [10], classical algorithms for electronic
spectroscopy in general suffer from exponential scaling.

On the other hand, understanding non-ground state
properties such as transition dipole moments and energy
gaps allows better predictions of material properties, and
is essential for predicting and analyzing spectroscopic
features deriving from light-matter interactions. In this
work, we present a quantum algorithm that can be used
to accurately compute excited state properties deriving
from the interaction of a many-electron system with pho-
tons in the semi-classical description, given access to effi-
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cient ground state preparation. In the weak field regime
and in the electric dipole approximation, we obtain ab
initio estimates of the transition dipole moments corre-
sponding to electronic state transition probabilities, as
well as their associated excitation energies. This allows
efficient construction of n-th order susceptibilities and
hence efficient ab initio calculation of non-linear spectro-
scopic responses. We focus here specifically on the case
of molecular spectroscopy, but our results can be applied
more generally to any many-body fermionic system and
its non-linear response to interaction with a classical light
field.

The main contribution of this work is the develop-
ment and analysis of an algorithm for computing ab ini-
tio transition dipole moments and excitation energies.
This algorithm allows the determination of frequency-
dependent properties of the response function by using a
simple excite-and-filter approach where we first apply the
dipole operator and then filter the response to eigenener-
gies within a particular frequency bin. By using quantum
signal processing [11] in conjunction with a modified bi-
nary search procedure, our algorithm achieves Heisenberg
limited scaling [12] for determination of excitation ener-
gies. We therefore expect it to be near optimal for the
computation of frequency-dependent response properties
in the semi-classical regime. Our proposed algorithm has
the additional benefit that the core subroutine can be it-
eratively repeated to compute response functions of any
order. As far as we are aware, this is the first work to pro-
vide concrete resource estimations for the general prob-
lem of estimating linear and nonlinear response functions
of arbitrary order.
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We focus on estimating transition strengths at spe-
cific excitation energies by implementing the transition
dipole operator directly on a prepared ground state and
filtering the response on a particular energy window. By
repeatedly measuring a constant number of additional
ancilla qubits, we can obtain systematically improvable
estimates to transition dipole moments within this win-
dow. After obtaining the relevant transition dipole mo-
ments and energies, one can then post-process this data
on a classical computer to extract interesting quantities
such as oscillator strengths [13] and compute the desired
response functions.

The structure of this paper is as follows. In section II,
we introduce the molecular electronic structure Hamil-
tonian in second quantization, followed by an overview
of relevant aspects of electronic spectroscopy within the
semi-classical treatment of electron-light interactions and
under the electronic dipole approximation. We then
briefly introduce the primary quantum subroutines that
we use in the main algorithm of this work. In section III
we present the algorithm in detail and show the expected
asymptotic cost of the computational resources required.
We then show how the algorithm can be iteratively ap-
plied to find any order of response. In IV we compare
our results with other proposed quantum algorithms for
the computation of polarizability of linear response func-
tions, before concluding and giving an outlook for future
work.

II. BACKGROUND

In this section we first introduce the molecular Hamil-
tonian (II.A) and electronic spectroscopy in the electric
dipole setting (II.B) and then summarize the main algo-
rithmic primitives used in this work. These are the linear
combination of unitaries (II.C) and quantum signal pro-
cessing (II.D). Unless otherwise noted, we will use || · || to
refer to the vector 2-norm when the argument is a vector
and the spectral norm, i.e. the largest eigenvalue, when
the argument is a matrix. We use the notation | · | to
refer to the absolute value if the argument is a scalar and
is the set cardinality if the argument is a set. We use the
over bar notation ·̃ to refer to approximate quantities.
Furthermore, we will assume fault-tolerance throughout
this work, and any errors result from approximation tech-
niques or from statistical sampling noise. We analyze the
effect of both of these kinds of errors in the text.

A. Molecular Hamiltonian

We begin by assuming that the system of interest is
well approximated by the electronic Hamiltonian under
Born-Oppenheimer approximation, with clamped nuclei
represented as classical point charges. Starting from a
Ritz-Galerkin discretization scheme, where basis func-
tions are spin-orbitals in real space, we obtain the molec-

ular electronic Hamiltonian in second quantization as

H0 =

N∑
p,q

Tpq a
†
paq +

N∑
p,q,r,s

Vpqrs a
†
pa

†
qaras. (1)

where a† and a are the fermionic creation and annihila-
tion operators respectively, and N is the number of spin-
orbital basis functions. p, q, r, s denote spin-orbital in-
dices unless otherwise noted. We will work in the atomic
units, where the reduced Planck constant ℏ, electron
mass me, elementary charge e, and permittivity 4πϵ0,
are set to 1.
The first term in the electronic Hamiltonian encap-

sulates the one-body interactions, including the kinetic
energy of the electrons and the electron-nuclear inter-
action. The matrix elements are computed by finding
the representation of the kinetic energy and electronic-
nuclear repulsion terms in the chosen spin-orbital basis,
which for the pth basis function is denoted as ϕp.

Tpq =

∫
d3r ϕ∗p(r)

(
−1

2
∇2

r +
∑
α

Zα

|r−Rα|

)
ϕq(r) (2)

where r ∈ R3 is the position coordinate vector for an
electron, Rα ∈ R3 is the αth nuclear position coordinate
vector, Zα is the integer electric charge of the αth nuclei,
ϕp(r) is the spin-orbital basis function, and ∇2

r is the
3-dimensional Laplacian operator.
The second term, which is only a function of the elec-

tronic positions, is the two-body interaction term. The
matrix elements are

Vpqrs =

∫∫
d3r d3r′

ϕ∗p(r)ϕ
∗
q(r

′)ϕr(r
′)ϕs(r)

|r− r′|
, (3)

which is the representation of the Coulombic repulsion in
the MO basis. Due to the O(N4) terms in the two-body
term as opposed to the O(N2) terms in the one-body
term, it is the dominant contribution to the complex-
ity of simulating the electronic Hamiltonian without fur-
ther approximation. However, recent techniques based
on double factorization or other tensor factorizations of
the 2-electron operator [14], can reduce this to between
O(N2) terms where N scales with number of atoms and
O(N3) terms where N scales with basis set size for a
fixed number of atoms [15, 16] or even fewer in practice
[17]. In the following, we will assume O(N2) scaling for
number of terms.

B. Electronic Spectroscopy

Spectroscopy allows physical systems to be probed via
their interaction with light. A very common form of spec-
troscopy is electronic absorption spectroscopy, for which
the UV-Vis frequency range allows probing of molecular
electronic transitions (see e.g. Ref. [18] Section 5 for a



3

review). A typical molecular electronic absorption spec-
troscopy experiment consists of a sample of molecules in
solution, that is irradiated by broadband light in the vis-
ible to ultraviolet range. The absorption spectrum is is
calculated from the difference in intensity with and with-
out the sample present.

Spectroscopy experiments yield vital information
about the excited state energies and absorption prob-
abilities of the system of interest. Quantities such as
the oscillator strengths, static and dynamic polarizabili-
ties, and absorption cross-sections are used to understand
the electronic structure of molecular systems and to de-
sign materials that respond to light at specific frequencies
[19, 20].

Typical molecular electronic absorption spectroscopy
is performed with laser fields that can be represented by
classical fields, resulting in a semi-classical description
in which the electronic degrees of freedom are treated
quantum mechanically and interact with a classical elec-
tromagnetic field. The interaction between charged par-
ticles and the electromagnetic field is described by the
minimal coupling Hamiltonian

H(t) = H0 +
∑
α

(
pα − qαA(rα, t)

)2
2mα

, (4)

where α indexes over all charged particles. pα, qα, rα,
and mα are the momentum, charge, position, and mass
of the α-th particle, respectively. A is the classical vec-
tor potential of the electromagnetic field. Note that the
Hamiltonian is now time-dependent due to the fact that
the classical field is time-dependent. Since the length
scales of molecules are typically much smaller than the
wavelength of visible light that gives rise to electronic
transitions, one can invoke the dipole approximation to
rewrite the Hamiltonian of Eq. (4) into the dipole – elec-
tric field form as

H(t) = H0 − d ·E(t) (5)

[19, 21, 22]. Here, d is the dipole operator, which consists
of a nuclear part dn and an electronic part de. They are
defined as

d = dn + de =
∑
α

ZαRα −
∑
β

rβ , (6)

where α and β index over the nuclei and electrons, respec-
tively. Under the Born-Oppenheimer approximation, the
dipole matrix element ⟨n|d|m⟩ for the transition between
electronic states |n⟩ and |m⟩ has no contribution from
the nuclear part dn because the electronic wavefunctions
are orthogonal. The electronic contribution to the ma-
trix element is usually written as a product of a nuclear
wavefunction overlap and an electronic dipole matrix el-
ement ⟨m|de|n⟩, where |m⟩ and |n⟩ are the electronic
wavefunction. The nuclear wavefunction overlaps give
rise to the vibronic structure in electronic spectra [23].
In this work, we shall ignore the quantum nature of nu-
clei and therefore neglect the vibronic effects in electronic

spectroscopy. Since only the electronic part of the dipole
moment, de contribute to the dipole matrix elements in
electronic transitions, from now on, we will denote de as
d for notational simplicity.

We can now obtain the second-quantized representa-
tion of d by computing matrix elements in the fixed MO
basis for the unperturbed Hamiltonian. Thus

di,pq = −
∫
drϕ∗p(r)ri ϕq(r), (7)

gives the representation of the matrix element of the ith
component di of the vector operator d in the spin-orbital
basis used in defining the one and two electron integrals
for H0, Eqs. (2) - (3). Here ri denotes the ith component
of the position r in 3-d space. Once the basis has been
selected and the relevant integrals performed, we then
obtain the following second quantized representation of
d,

d =
N∑

p,q=1

dp,q a
†
paq, (8)

where dpq is a 3-vector with components d1,pq, d2,pq, and
d3,pq.
Once the induced dipole moment d is calculated, many

quantities of interest, such as the linear or nonlinear elec-
tric susceptibilities, can be derived from the matrix el-
ements formed by the eigenvectors of the unperturbed
Hamiltonian dmn = ⟨m|d |n⟩. Typically, absorption
spectroscopy starts in the electronic ground state (assum-
ing room temperature, ∼ 300K), so we set m = 0, and n
indexes the set of all excited electronic eigenstates. Elec-
tric susceptibility measures the response of the molecular
dipole moment to external electric fields. It is defined
generally in the response formalism as

⟨di(t)⟩ =⟨di(0)⟩

+

3∑
j=1

∫ t

0

dt1 χ
(1)
ij (t− t1)Ej(t1)

+

3∑
j,k=1

∫ t

0

dt2

∫ t2

0

dt1 χ
(2)
ijk(t− t2, t2 − t1)Ej(t2)Ek(t1)

+ · · · ,
(9)

where χ(n) is the nth order susceptibility [19], and the
sum of the terms involving χ(n) is the nth order dipole

moment, denoted as d
(n)
i . For weak-light matter interac-

tion, as in the case of most electronic spectroscopy ex-
periments, only the low-order effects are important. For
example, the linear susceptibility χ(1) provides informa-
tion about the absorption from the ground state. Due
to symmetry considerations, the second order suscepti-
bility χ(2) and all other even order susceptibilities are
zero if molecules are isotropically distributed, as in the
case of molecules in solution. The third order suscep-
tibility χ(3) is widely used by nonlinear spectroscopists
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in experiments such as pump-probe or two-dimensional
electronic spectroscopy, and it can be used to describe
the dynamics in excited states. Higher order effects such
as χ(5) have also been studied recently [24].

The expressions for χ(n) can be derived from the per-
turbative expansion of the time evolution of the density
matrix describing the electronic state of the molecule,
and they are given by

χ
(n)
iin···i1(sn, · · · , s1) = inTr

(
diG(sn)d×in · · · G(s1)d×i1ρ0

)
.

(10)

ρ0 = |0⟩⟨0| is the ground state density matrix. The su-
perscript × in d×i denotes the commutator superopera-
tor, whose action on a general operator X is defined as
d×i X = [di, X]. The Green’s function G(s) is the time-
evolution superoperator, defined by the action

G(s)X = e−γse−iH0sXeiH0sθ(s), (11)

where the step function

θ(s) =

{
1 , s > 0

0 , s < 0
(12)

ensures that G(s) acts non-trivially only when s > 0.
The exponential factor e−γs in the definition of G(s) is a
phenomenological decay factor that accounts for the de-
cay of electronic coherence and excited state populations,
typically due to the interaction with nuclear degrees of
freedom or the quantized photon degrees of freedom. For
simplicity, we assume a constant decay rate γ for all el-
ements |m⟩⟨n| of the density matrix. However, this as-
sumption can be relaxed straightforwardly.

Sometimes the susceptibilities are expressed in the fre-
quency domain. We denote the frequency domain sus-
ceptibilities as α(n), and it is defined by

d
(n)
i (t) =

1

(2π)n

∑
in,··· ,i1∈{1,2,3}

∫
dωn · · · dω1

α
(n)
iin···i1(ωn, · · · , ω1)

Ein(ωn) · · ·Ei1(ω1)e
−iωst,

(13)

where ωs = ω1 + · · · + ωn. We have used the following
definition for the Fourier transform

f(ω) =

∫
dt f(t)eiωt (14a)

f(t) =
1

2π

∫
dω f(ω)e−iωt. (14b)

The frequency-domain susceptibilities α(n) are related to
the time-domain susceptibilities χ(n) by

α
(n)
iin···i1(ωn, · · · , ω1) =

1

n!∑
P∈Sn

χ
(n)
iiP (n)···iP (1)

(ωP (1) + ωP (2) + · · ·+ ωP (n), · · · ,

ωP (1) + ωP (2), ωP (1)),

(15)

where Sn is the symmetric group, and P indexes over
all n! possible permutations of the n interactions. This
sum takes into account all possible time-orderings of the
n interactions. To obtain χ(n)(ω1 + · · · + ωn, · · · , ω1),
we first note that by applying Eq. (11), the action of the
time-domain Green’s function G(s) on the matrix element
|m⟩⟨n| in the energy eigenstate basis is

G(s)(|m⟩⟨n|) = e(−iωmn−γ)sθ(s)|m⟩⟨n| (16)

where ωmn = ωm − ωn.
As an example, using Eqs. (10) and (16), the linear

susceptibility in the time-domain is expressed in the sum-
over-state form as

χ
(1)
ij (s) = θ(s)

∑
n

idi,0ndj,n0e
(−iωn0−γ)s + c.c., (17)

where di,mn = ⟨m|di|n⟩. Using Eq. (15), the linear sus-
ceptibility in the frequency domain is

α
(1)
ij (ω) =

∑
m

di,0ndj,n0
ωn0 − ω − iγ

+ (ω → −ω∗). (18)

The notation (ω → −ω)∗ means switching all ω to −ω
in the previous term and then taking the complex conju-
gate. The first-order susceptibility is also known as the
polarizability. It is a measure of the amount of change
in the electronic configuration when subjected to an ex-
ternal electric field. In particular, the imaginary part
of α(1) is proportional to the absorption spectrum. γ is
usually defined as the half-width-half-maximum of the
peaks, also referred to as the spectral resolution (see [18]
sec. 7.5). Finite values γ ̸= 0 make Eq. (18) well defined
when the laser frequency is resonant with a molecular
transition, i.e., ω = ωn0.
Higher-order response functions such as the first hyper-

polarizability and higher susceptibilities can be expressed
in terms of higher-order moments of the induced dipole
operator d. The calculation of these quantities also re-
quires computing matrix elements for excited state-to-
excited state transitions, not just ground-to-excited-state
transitions. These quantities provide valuable informa-
tion characterizing light-matter interactions. For exam-
ple, third-order response functions are used in the model-
ing of four-wave mixing in non-linear phenomena, which
have numerous applications in the modeling of optical
physics, see e.g. [25–28].
For arbitrary nth order spectroscopies, we need in gen-

eral to compute O(2n) correlation functions in the time
domain (see Ref. [29] Eq. 30) because each of the n inter-
actions involves a commutator, which has two terms (see
Eq. (10)). Each of these requires an additional O(n!)
permutations of the orderings in which we apply the op-
erators (see Eq. (15) and Ref [29] Eq. 59). For example,
the computation of third order response functions in the
frequency domain requires the evaluation of 48 correla-
tion functions. In general, the asymptotic scaling for nth
order spectroscopies can almost certainly be assumed to
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be O(1) while also however being significantly larger than
a single term. Thus, while higher-order spectroscopic
are of interest (e.g., fifth-order spectroscopy can reveal
details of exciton-exciton coupling [24]), many of these
higher-order quantities are nevertheless inaccessible with
any known classical algorithm with provable performance
bounds.

However, this number of terms may be greatly reduced
in practice due to problem symmetries, and often prac-
tioners are interested in specific contributions, not in the
sum of all 48 terms because experiments can directly
probe specific terms by making use of pulse-ordering and
phase matching [19]. For example, by choosing a fixed
time ordering for the three pulses, there is no need to
permute the three frequencies, so the number of terms
reduces to 48/6 = 8. Matching the optical phase of input
and output pulses and ensuring that the output signals
from different terms are projected into different spatial
directions allow the number of terms to be reduced to
just two terms which are complex conjugates.

As another example, we consider the commonly en-
countered third-order response function. Using Eq. (10),
the third order susceptibility in the time domain can be
written as

χ
(3)
ii3i2i1

(s3, s2, s1) = θ(s3)θ(s2)θ(s1)

4∑
ν=1

i3Rν,ii3i2i1(s3, s2, s1) + c.c.,
(19)

where

R1,ii3i2i1(s3, s2, s1) = Tr(diG(s3)dri3G(s2)d
r
i2G(s1)d

l
i1ρ0)
(20a)

R2,ii3i2i1(s3, s2, s1) = Tr(diG(s3)dri3G(s2)d
l
i2G(s1)d

r
i1ρ0)
(20b)

R3,ii3i2i1(s3, s2, s1) = Tr(diG(s3)dli3G(s2)d
r
i2G(s1)d

r
i1ρ0)
(20c)

R4,ii3i2i1(s3, s2, s1) = Tr(diG(s3)dli3G(s2)d
l
i2G(s1)d

l
i1ρ0).
(20d)

The superscripts l and r denote the left- and right-
multiplying superoperator, i.e., AlX = AX and ArX =
XA. Each Rν can be expressed explicitly in the sum-
over-state form. For example,

R1,ii3i2i1(s3, s2, s1) =
∑
n,m,l

di2,0ldi3,lmdi,mndi1,n0

e(−iωn0−γ)s1e(−iωnl−γ)s2e(−iωnm−γ)s3 .

(21)

The four Rν can be represented diagrammatically in
terms of the double sided Feynman diagrams [19, 29],
and they represent different nonlinear physical processes.
For example, both R1 and R2 can describe the processes
of excited state absorption and stimulated emission, de-
pending on the intermediate states involved. R3 and
R4 can describe the processes of ground state bleach.

The processes can be further classified into rephasing and
non-rephasing pathways, which can be distinguished ex-
perimentally using phase matching. Comparison between
signals from the rephasing and non-rephasing pathways
provides important information regarding the inhomo-
geneity of the sample. It is common to perform Fourier
transforms on the first and the third time variables
in Rν(s3, s2, s1), and write it as Rν(ω3, s2, ω1). These
quantities are directly related to the spectra obtained
in pump-probe spectroscopy or two-dimension electronic
spectroscopy experiments, and they reveal the dynamics
of electronically excited states.
Using Eqs. (15) and (19), the frequency-domain third

order susceptibility α(3) can be written as

α
(3)
ii3i2i1

(ω3, ω2, ω1) =
1

6

∑
P∈S3

4∑
ν=1

i3Rν,iiP (3)iP (2)iP (1)
(ωP (1) + ωP (2) + ωP (3),

ωP (1) + ωP (2), ωP (1))

+ (ω1, ω2, ω3 → −ω1,−ω2,−ω3)
∗.

(22)

Rν(ω3, ω2, ω1) can be expressed explicitly in the sum-
over-state form. For example,

i3R1,ii3i2i1(ω1 + ω2 + ω3, ω1 + ω2, ω1) =∑
n,m,l

di2,0ldi3,lmdi,mndi1,n0
1

(ωn0 − ω1 − iγ)

1

(ωnl − ω1 − ω2 − iγ)

1

(ωnm − ω1 − ω2 − ω3 − iγ)
.

(23)

C. Linear Combination of Unitaries

Block encoding is a technique to probabilistically im-
plement non-unitary operations on a quantum computer
and one approach to constructing a block encoding is the
method of linear combination of unitaries (LCU) [30].
LCU begins by assuming you have a matrix operation A
that has a decomposition into k unitary matrices Uk

A =

k−1∑
l=0

clUl. (24)

The goal is to embed the matrix operation given by A into
a subspace of a larger matrix UA which acts as a unitary
on the whole space. Because of the restriction to unitary
dynamics, we require that ||A|| ≤ 1. Since this is difficult
to satisfy for a general matrix, a subnormalization factor
α is used so that ||A|| ≤ α. The block encoding UA can
be expressed in matrix form

UA =

(
A/α ∗
∗ ∗

)
. (25)

With LCU, it is straightforward to obtain an upper
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bound on ||A|| as

α =

k−1∑
l=0

|cl|. (26)

Then, scaling the LCU by 1/α

A/α =

k−1∑
l=0

cl
α
Ul ≡

k−1∑
l=0

βlUl, (27)

we have a matrix that can be block encoded using LCU.
The unitary description of LCU is as follows. We use

an ancilla register of q = O(log(k)) qubits and define the
oracle which “prepares” the LCU coefficients

prep |0⟩⊗q →
∑
l

√
βl |l⟩ (28)

which is a normalized quantum state and corresponds to
the first column of a unitary matrix. Next, we implement
the controlled-application of the desired unitaries using
the “select” routine

sel :=
∑
l

|l⟩ ⟨l| ⊗ Ul. (29)

Then, the block encoding can be expressed as the n+q
qubit unitary

UA :=
(
prep† ⊗ In

)
· sel · (prep⊗ In) . (30)

The circuit diagram corresponding to this transformation
is shown in Fig. 1.

⊘|0⟩⊗q prep prep† ⟨0|⊗q

|ψ⟩ sel A
α
|ψ⟩

FIG. 1. Circuit for linear combination of unitaries. prep
prepares the LCU coefficients βl into a quantum state∑

l

√
βl |l⟩q, and sel selects the unitary operator to apply con-

ditioned on the state of the ancilla register, where the ⊘ nota-
tion is to be interpreted as a control on all states in the ancilla
register. After uncomputing the ancilla register with prep†,
the normalized dipole operator is applied to the system reg-
ister conditioned on the ancillary system with q = O(log(k))
being measured in the all-zero state.

A block encoding is characterized by 3 parameters, the
subnormalization factor α, the number of ancilla qubits
q, and the accuracy of the block encoding ϵ.

Definition 1 ((α, q, ϵ) Block Encoding). For an n qubit
matrix A, we say that the n+ q qubit unitary matrix UA

is an (α, q, ϵ) block encoding of A if

||A− α(⟨0|⊗q ⊗ In)UA(|0⟩⊗q ⊗ In)|| ≤ ϵ (31)

If we can implement the above unitary UA exactly, then
we call it an (α, q, ϵ = 0) block encoding of A.

In the worst case, the complexity of implementing the
state corresponding to the coefficients βl is exponentially
hard in the number of qubits, i.e. Õ(2q) [31] gates. How-
ever, since the number of qubits is logarithmic in the
number of terms in the LCU, the worst case circuit com-
plexity is O(2q) = O(k). If k scales as poly(N) then
the state preparation can be done efficiently. However,
in some cases such as the coefficients belonging to a log-
concave distribution, the state preparation can be signif-
icantly sped up to O(polylog(N)) [32]. This circuit is
applied twice in the prep and prep† routines.
Since this procedure is non-deterministic, there is a

probability that the computation fails. Success is flagged
by the ancilla system being in the state |0⟩⊗q

and is di-
rectly related to the subnormalization factor α. When we
apply the block encoding to a state |ψ⟩n |0⟩q we obtain(

A

α
|ψ⟩n

)
|0⟩q + |⊥⟩n+q . (32)

where |⊥⟩ denotes the orthogonal undesired subspaces.
Therefore, the success probability of being in the correct
subspace |0⟩q is,

Psucc =

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣Aα |ψ⟩n

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣2 . (33)

Therefore, the failure/success probability directly de-
pends on the ratio ξ/α where

ξ ≡ ||A |ψ⟩ ||. (34)

In the absence of known bounds for ξ, the best-case
bound is that α upper bounds ξ by a constant or log-
arithmic factor so that the success probability can be

boosted to O(1) with only Õ(1) rounds of robust ampli-
tude amplification [33]. In general, we will need to per-

form Õ(α/ξ) rounds of amplitude amplification to boost
the success probability of the block encoding to be O(1).

D. Quantum Signal Processing

Quantum signal processing (QSP) provides a system-
atic procedure for implementing a class of polynomial
transformations to block encoded matrices. For Hermi-
tian matrices A, the action of a scalar function f can be
determined by the eigendecomposition of A = UDU†, as

f(A) := U
∑
i

f(λi) |i⟩ ⟨i|U†. (35)

where λi is the ith eigenvalue, and |i⟩ is the ith eigen-
vector. For the cases we consider here, the operators are
Hermitian, and we use this characterization of matrix
functions as a definition. QSP provides a method for
implementing polynomial transformations of block en-
coded matrices. To implement a degree d polynomial,
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QSP [11, 34] uses O(d) applications of the block encod-
ing and therefore its efficiency depends closely on the rate
a given polynomial approximation converges to the func-
tion of interest and the circuit complexity to implement
the block encoding.

QSP uses repeated applications of the block encoding
circuit to implement polynomials of the block encoded
matrix. We assume that A is a Hermitian matrix that
has been suitably subnormalized by some factor α so that
||A/α|| ≤ 1, and that we can express A with its eigen-
decompostion. QSP exploits the surprising fact that the
block encoding UA can be expressed as a direct sum over
one and two dimensional invariant subspaces which cor-
respond directly to the eigensystem of A. In turn this
allows one to obliviously implement polynomials of these
eigenvalues in each subspace, which builds up the poly-
nomial transformation of the block encoded matrix A/α
overall. QSP is characterized by the following theorem,
which is a rephrasing of Theorem 4 of Ref. [11].

Theorem 1 (Quantum Signal Processing (Theorem
7.21 [34])). There exists a set of phase factors Φ :=
(ϕ0, . . . , ϕd) ∈ Rd+1 such that

Uϕ(x) = eiϕ0Z
d∏

j=1

[O(x)eiϕjZ ]

=

(
P (x) −Q(x)

√
1− x2

Q∗(x)
√
1− x2 P ∗(x)

) (36)

where

O(x) =

(
x −

√
1− x2√

1− x2 x

)
(37)

if and only if P,Q ∈ C[x] satisfy

1. deg(P ) ≤ d, deg(Q) ≤ d− 1

2. P has parity d mod 2 and Q has parity d − 1
mod 2, and

3. |P (x)|2 + (1− x2)|Q(x)|2 = 1 ∀x ∈ [−1, 1]

Given a scalar function f(x), we can use QSP to ap-
proximately implement f(A/α) by using the block en-
coding of A, a polynomial approximation to the desired
function, and a set of phase factors corresponding to
the approximating polynomial. If f is not of definite
parity, we can use the technique of linear combination
of block encodings to obtain a polynomial approxima-
tion to f that is also of indefinite parity. This corre-
sponds to implementing QSP for the even and odd parts
respectively and then using an additional ancilla qubit
to construct their linear combination. The last require-
ment, that P (x) + (1− x2)|Q(x)| = 1 for every x, is the
most restricting and requires normalization of the desired
function which can be severe in some cases. However,
the polynomial P can be specified independent of the
polynomial Q so long as |P (x)| ≤ 1 ∀x ∈ [−1, 1] and

P (x) ∈ R[x] (See Corollary 5 of Ref. [35]), which is the
case for the algorithm presented in this work.
Furthermore, there are efficient algorithms for comput-

ing the phase factors for very high degree polynomials.
Algorithms for finding phase factors for polynomials of
degree d = O(107) have been reported in the literature
(see e.g. [36, 37]) and are surprisingly numerically stable
even to such high degree. Given this result, conditions
(1-3), and that a rapidly converging polynomial approx-
imation exists, one can efficiently approximate smooth
functions of the block encoded matrix A/α for very high
degree polynomials. Furthermore, QSP provides an ex-
plicit circuit ansatz that allows one to know the exact
circuit once the phase factors are found. This is a pow-
erful tool since many computational tasks can be cast in
terms of matrix functions.

III. ALGORITHM

In this section we present a quantum algorithm for
computing the response and electronic absorption spec-
trum of a molecular system. The focus of our algorithm
is in obtaining estimates of the induced dipole moments
since these values give a direct way to compute absorp-
tion probabilities as described in the previous section.
We desire to compute the response function by exploit-
ing the sum-over-states form of the polarizability given
by Eq. (18). This requires finding the relevant overlaps
corresponding to particular ground-to-excited state tran-
sitions. In this section we will use the convention Di to
refer to the matrix representation of the dipole operator
in direction i to differentiate from its matrix elements
di,(nm) = ⟨ψm|Di |ψn⟩. D without indices refers to arbi-
trary dipole operator. The terms in the sum-over-states
form require approximations to terms of the form

d
(i,j)
0,n = ⟨ψ0|Dj |ψn⟩ ⟨ψn|Di |ψ0⟩ , (38)

and is non-zero whenever the transition 0 → n is allowed
by symmetry, commonly referred to as a selection rule.
In the case of the second quantized chemistry Hamilto-

nian, we assume that spin-orbitals are mapped to qubits
in a one-to-one fashion on a quantum computer using
the Jordan-Wigner transformation in this work. In the
Jordan-Wigner transform n = N where each of n qubits
are mapped to one of the N spin-orbitals in a second
quantized representation. We will use [a, b] to refer to a
window of excitation frequencies over which we will wish
to approximate the response on and ∆ := b− a as width
of the interval over which we wish to estimate the re-
sponse. In this section, we will show how one can obtain
systematically improvable approximations to frequency-
dependent nth-order response properties. Combining
these approximations, we obtain an approximation to the
molecular response to the perturbing electric field over
the total length of a spectral region of interest.
The algorithm is based off of a simple observation,

given access to an eigenstate, say the ground state, |ψ0⟩
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of the electronic Hamiltonian H0, and a block-encoding
of a potential, such as the dipole operator D, we can
use Fermi’s rule to approximate transition rates and
strengths on the quantum computer. An algorithm im-
plementing this procedure can be realized with a gener-
alized Hadamard test, and uses only one ancilla qubit
beyond those used for the block-encoding.

Additionally, we define the indicator function

1[a,b](x) =

{
1 x ∈ [a, b]

0 else.
(39)

To understand how this transformation produces the de-
sired output, we will assume that we are able to exactly
implement the indicator function of our matrix 1[a,b](H0).
In the later sections, we analyze the scaling of the poly-
nomial for a desired error tolerance. When applied to a
matrix, the indicator function serves as a projection onto
the subspace of H0 spanned by eigenvalues in [a, b]. By
this we mean,

1[a,b](H0) ≡
∑

λj∈[a,b]

|ψj⟩ ⟨ψj | , (40)

where
∑

λj∈[a,b] ≡
∑

j:λj∈[a,b] and where we have written

H0 as its eigendecomposition

H0 =
∑
j

λj |ψj⟩ ⟨ψj | . (41)

Let |ψ0⟩ be the exact ground state of H0 and consider
the dipole operators D and D′. Before we make precise
the statement of our algorithm, consider the following
sequence of operations

D′1[a,b](H0)D |ψ0⟩ = D′1[a,b]
∑
n>0

d0,n |ψn⟩

= D′
∑
n>0

d0,n
∑

λj∈[a,b]

|ψj⟩ δnj

= D′
∑

λj∈[a,b]

d0,j |ψj⟩

=
∑
k ̸=j

∑
λj∈[a,b]

d0,jd
′
j,k |ψk⟩

then, if we could compute the inner product of that state
with the ground state |ψ0⟩, we would find obtain the
desired terms

⟨ψ0|D′1[a,b](H0)D |ψ0⟩ =
∑

λj∈[a,b]

d0,jd
′
j,0. (42)

For [a, b] small enough so that |b − a| < γ, the pa-
rameter controlling the desired spectral resolution, we
can faithfully approximate the response by summing over
the approximations we find on each small interval of size

o(γ). If [a, b] contains only one excitation, then this ap-
proximation would be exact up to sampling errors, and
the only uncertainty is the position in the window where
the excitation occurred. In the next section we present an
algorithm that can improve this resolution at the Heisen-
berg limit. We introduce the following definitions, let

dx,x
′

[a,b] :=
∑

λj∈[a,b]

d0,jd
′
j,0

dx
′,x

[a,b] :=
∑

λj∈[a,b]

d′0,jdj,0
(43)

then since the polarizability

αx,x′(ω) ≡
∑
n ̸=0

dx,x
′

ωn

ωn0 + ω + iγ
+

dx
′,x

ωn

ωn0 − ω − iγ
, (44)

we can write an approximation to this sum in terms of
the approximations for each sub-interval [a, b] estimating
ωn0 by the central frequency of [a, b], ω̃a,b ≡ |b− a|/2

α̃x,x′(ω) =
∑
i

∑
ωn0∈[ai,bi]

dx,x
′

[ai,bi]

ω̃ai,bi + ω + iγ
+

dx
′,x

[ai,bi]

ω̃ai,bi − ω − iγ
,

(45)
with ∪i[ai, bi] ⊂ [−α, α]. In the next section we construct
a quantum algorithm to obtain estimates to the factors

dx,x
′

[a,b] which we can then use in conjunction with Eq. (45)

to obtain an approximation to (44).

A. Full Algorithm and Cost Estimate

Our algorithm will rely on block-encodings of the
Hamiltonian H0 and dipole operators D and D′, which
will be accessed through their (α,m, 0) and (β, k, 0)
block-encodings UH and UD, UD′ respectively. We will
additionally need access to a high-precision approxima-
tion to the ground state. This assumption can be made
more precise by first assuming that the initial state |ψ⟩
has been prepared with squared overlap p0 = |⟨ψ0|ψ⟩|2
and that the spectral gap G = λ1−λ0, with neither being
exponentially small. Under these assumptions, the eigen-
state filtering method proposed in [38, 39], constructs
an algorithm which can prepare the ground state with

O
(

α√
p0G

log(1/ϵ)
)
queries to UH .

Given these constraints, we can apply this algorithm
to efficiently transform some good initial state |ψ⟩ into a
high fidelity approximation of the true ground state |ψ0⟩.
Once the high fidelity ground state is in hand, we can ad-
ditionally use eigenstate filtering to obtain a high-fidelity
estimate to the ground energy as well. Although the as-
sumption of having an exact ground state is unlikely to
be achieved in practice, this algorithm allows us to trans-
form our initial state with 1/poly(n) overlap, to a state
with arbitrarily close-to-1 overlap with the true ground
state. We consider this to be a preprocessing step, and
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we assume for the duration of this work access to exact
ground state preparation.

To motivate the construction, consider the operation
U , which we define as the product of block-encodings,

U = UD′U1̃[a,b](H)UD. (46)

Forming the linear combination 1
2 (U+I) implements the

Hadamard test for non-unitary matrices and when ap-
plied to the ground state |ψ0⟩, we observe that the suc-
cess probability of measuring the ancilla qubit to be |0⟩
in the LCU is

P (0) =

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣12(U + I) |ψ0⟩
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣2 (47)

which can be simplified to

P (0) =
1

2

1 +
dx,x

′

[a,b]

ζω

 . (48)

where

ζω = (α+ 1 + ω)β2 (49)

is the subnormalization factor for this block encoding.
In the following section, we bound the cost of performing
these operations and the number of repetitions needed
to obtain accurate approximations to the response to the
desired spectral resolution o(γ) in terms of these param-
eters.

1. Block-encoding H0 and Dipole Operators

Our algorithm relies on access to block-encodings of
the dipole operators, which we denote D and D′, and H0.
We bound the cost to implement these operations and
show that it is subdominant to the cost of block-encoding
H0. Block-encoding the electronic structure Hamiltonian
has been discussed in great detail in the literature, so we
will not explicitly analyze the block-encoding gate com-
plexity for H0 and instead bound the number of queries
to the block-encoding UH given by the state-of-the-art
methods for electronic structure.

One approach to block-encoding the dipole operator
D is to start from its second quantization. We can use
the Jordan-Wigner transformation to write D as a linear
combination of Pauli matrices

D =

O(N2)∑
j

cjPj , (50)

with Pj ∈ {I,X, Y, Z}⊗N . From this we immediately
obtain a representation of D as linear combination of
O(N2) unitary matrices. Accordingly, the dipole oper-
ator can be block-encoded using k =

⌈
log(N2))

⌉
ancilla

qubits and O(N2) controlled Pauli operators. The sub-
normalization factor β is the 1−norm of the coefficients
in this decomposition and is therefore

β =

O(N2)∑
j=0

|cj |. (51)

We assume each of the coefficients in the LCU is a con-
stant with respect to the number of basis functions N ,
therefore we have that β ∈ O(N2).
An alternative approach to block-encoding the single

particle Fermionic operator is to use a single-particle ba-
sis transformation U [16] to represent the creation and
annihilation operators in the single-particle basis that
makes D diagonal. That is

∑
p,q

dpqa
†
paq = U

∑
j

λja
†
jaj

U†, (52)

where the eigendecomposition of d = u ·
diag[λ0, · · · , λN−1] · u†. This immediately leads to
a block-encoding of the dipole operator with β = N ||d||,
where ||d|| = maxj |λj |. However, applying the result of
Ref. [40] Appendix J, this can be further improved. Let
⃗|λ| sort the λj in magnitude from largest to smallest.
Then

β =
∑

j=0,··· ,η−1

⃗|λ|j = O(η||d||) (53)

Importantly, any single-particle rotation can be imple-
mented using only O(N2) quantum gates.
When the block-encoding of the dipole operator is ap-

plied to the molecular ground state, the state of the quan-
tum computer is,

D

β
|ψ0⟩ |0⟩k + |⊥⟩ . (54)

Upon measurement of the ancilla register returning the
all-zero state, we have knowledge that the state of the
system register must have been

D

β
|ψ0⟩ =

∑
j>0

d0,j
β

|ψj⟩ . (55)

Where we have dropped the k-qubit ancillary register
used in the block-encoding since we have assumed that
register has been uncomputed and measured in the |0⟩k
state.
At this stage of the algorithm we have prepared a

superposition of excited states with amplitudes propor-
tional to the probability of the respective ground to ex-
cited state transition. In the next step we show how to
extract response properties at particular energies using
an eigenstate filtering strategy.
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2. Block-encoding the indicator function

The indicator function can be implemented using a
suitable polynomial approximation and quantum signal
processing of the block-encoded matrix UH . In the
context of quantum algorithms, the indicator function
was has been used as part of the eigenstate filtering
subroutine explored in Ref. [39], which constructs a
polynomial approximation to the Heaviside step func-
tion smoothed by a mollifier. Other work such as Refs.
[35, 41], provides an improvement to Ref. [39] by a fac-
tor of O(log(δ)) using a polynomial approximation to
the error function erf(kx). This factor is non-trivial,
as in many cases the subnormalization factor rescales
δ ∈ O(1) to δ/α ∈ O(1/α). Lemma 29 of Ref. [35]
promises the existence of a polynomial approximation to
the symmetric indicator function that can be constructed
using a d = O(δ−1 log(ϵ−1)) degree polynomial where
δ ∈ (0, 1/2).

We would like to block encode the indicator function
over the symmetric interval [ω −∆/2, ω +∆/2]. This
corresponds to choosing some fixed central frequency ω
and forming the interval of width ∆. One straightfor-
ward way to implement the shift is to simply perform an
LCU of the original Hamiltonian with the identity matrix
of the same dimension. Since we would like to study the
excitation energies, we will assume that we have shifted
the Hamiltonian so that λ0 = 0. We would like to im-
plement the linear combination H0 −ωI for some ω > 0.
We can construct a block-encoding of the shifted Hamil-
tonian with an additional qubit as in Fig. 2.

m

|0⟩ Ry(θ) Z R†
y(θ) ⟨0|

|0⟩
UH

|ψ0⟩

=

m+1
|0⟩

UH0−ωI

|ψ0⟩

FIG. 2. Quantum circuit for implementing (α + ω,m + 1, 0)
block-encoding of H0 − ωI, which is just the linear combi-
nation of H with the identity, with α = 1 + ω. The pre-
pare oracle can be implemented by the rotation Ry(θ) |0⟩ =
cos(θ/2) |0⟩+sin(θ/2) |1⟩ and θ = 2arccos

((
1 + ω2

)−1/2
)
, so

that Ry(θ) |0⟩ = 1√
1+ω2

(|0⟩+
√
ω |1⟩).

We use the notation 1̃[a,b] to refer to the approximated
indicator function on some interval [a, b]. Block encod-
ing the indicator function can be done with an additional
O(d) queries to the block-encoding of H0 − ωI to im-
plement the approximate indicator function applied to
the shifted Hamiltonian. That is, given access to an

(α+ ω,m, 0) block-encoding of H0, we can construct an
(α+ω,m+1, 0) block-encoding of H0−ωI. Then, using
QSP we can form an (α+ ω,m+ 2, ϵ) block-encoding of

1̃[ω−∆,ω+∆](H0).
The next step of the algorithm is to apply another

dipole operator to the state following the application of
the filtering function, this step follows the same proce-
dure as the block-encoding of the dipole operator we
performed previously. In the following section, we ap-
ply these steps in a controlled fashion with using a small
number of additional ancilla qubits using the non-unitary
Hadamard test to estimate the desired terms.

3. Non-unitary Hadamard test

In order to obtain the terms relevant to comput-
ing response functions in the sum-over-states form,

we need to compute the inner products dx,x
′

[a,b] =

⟨ψ0|D′1[a,b](H0)D |ψ0⟩. The standard way to estimate
inner products of unitary matrices on a quantum com-
puter is the Hadamard test. Using the same circuit,
but instead replacing the unitary matrix with a block-
encoding renders an algorithm for estimating inner prod-
ucts of non-unitary matrices. This idea has been explored
previously, and an implementation of this algorithm can
be found in appendix D of Ref. [40].
For clarity, in this section we assume access to the op-

erations above and that the indicator function is approx-
imated well enough that we can ignore the error intro-
duced by the approximation error. We will analyze the
effect of this approximation on the desired expectation
values in the following section. We define the map U
according to its action on the ground state and ancilla
registers used in the block-encoding as

U |ψ0⟩ |0⟩m+k+k′ =
D′1[a,b](H0)D

ζω
|ψ0⟩ |0⟩m+k+k′ + |⊥⟩ .

(56)
Where we recall that m, k, and k′ are the ancilla qubits
used for block encoding H0 D and D′ respectively. Now,
we apply U in a controlled manner with an additional
ancilla qubit using the Hadamard test circuit. Measuring
this ancilla register returns the |0⟩ state with probability:

P (0) =
1

2

(
1 +

1

ζω
⟨ψ0|D′1[a,b](H0)D |ψ0⟩

)
. (57)

It is easy to show that ⟨ψ0|D′1[a,b](H0)D |ψ0⟩ gives the
desired overlaps

⟨ψ0|D′1[a,b](H0)D |ψ0⟩ =
∑

ωj∈[a,b],j ̸=0

d0,jd
′
j,0 ≡ dx,x

′

[a,b]

We can see that U corresponds to a product of the
block-encodings we formed in the previous section, there-
fore it can be realized via the (ζω,m + 2 + k + k′, 0)
block-encoding formed by the product of block-encoded
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matrices [35]. One should note that in the case where
D′ = D, one can instead do the Hadamard test on only
the indicator function to approximate the inner product
⟨ψ0|D†1[a,b](H0)D |ψ0⟩. This gives an improvement by
a factor of O(β) in the query complexity over the off-
diagonal case.

This introduces the main procedure for calculating the
terms in the sum-over-states representation of response
functions and a graphical representation of this proce-
dure is provided in Fig 3. In the next section, we show
how to systematically improve the resolution by reducing
the size of the window [a, b] and determine the response
in bins to high resolution. Additionally, we show how
these subroutines can be iteratively applied to efficiently
approximate response functions to any order.

4. Approximating first-order polarizability tensor

Although we have a quantum state whose amplitudes
correspond to the dipole transition probabilities in a par-
ticular window, we would like to use these estimates to
compute response functions. The properties of the tran-
sition dipole will affect the difficulty of this task. In the
most pessimistic case, the dipole prepares a near uniform
superposition over the exponentially large set of excited
states. In this case it can be very inefficient to extract
high precision estimates of spectrally localized proper-
ties of the response function, as each amplitude is expo-
nentially suppressed leading to small success probabili-
ties. However, this behavior is unlikely for many systems
of interest as it would imply that electronic transitions
are nearly equiprobable for every incident frequency ω.
Therefore, in practice we expect some concentration of
the response function to relatively small portions of the
spectrum similar to the schematic in Fig 3.

The algorithm in the above section provides a proce-
dure for approximating the dipole response in the region

[a, b] to compute dx,x
′

[a,b] and d
x′,x
[a,b] and provides an approx-

imate excitation energy for those responses as the center
of the window ω̃a,b = |b−a|/2. To approximate response
functions such as the linear polarizability, we need to ap-
proximate all of the non-zero terms in the sum-over-states
formalism. An inspection of this definition of the polariz-
ability reveals that terms with large dipole response will
dominate the behavior of the function.

These terms need to be evaluated to high precision
and the window [a, b] that we use to approximate this
quantity needs to be smaller than some desired spectral
resolution γ. For fixed γ, in order to adequately resolve
the response function requires the window [a, b] to sat-
isfy ∆ ≡ |b− a| < γ. Since by definition δ < ∆ < γ, and
the subnormalization α rescales this interval, this im-
mediately implies that δ = o(α−1) so that the degree of

polynomial needed is Õ(α). This increases the number of

queries to UH by an additional factor of Õ(α). Therefore
it is prudent to postpone this cost until it is absolutely

necessary. To more rapidly approximate the frequency
dependent response, we first introduce an algorithm to
determine more pronounced regions in the response and
resolve them to higher precision. This algorithm, which
uses ideas based on a modified binary search similar to
that found in Ref. [39], can be implemented as a linear
combination of Hadamard tests.
For simplicity, assume that the Hamiltonian has al-

ready been rescaled so that its spectrum lies in [−1, 1].
Take B, |B| ∈ O(1) to be a set of bins and for each

bi ∈ B where bi =
[
−1 + 2i

|B| ,−1 + 2(i+1)
|B|

]
. The problem

then becomes determining which bins have the largest

response. Since our goal is not to approximate dx,x
′

bi
for

each bi, but instead to determine inequalities between the

dx,x
′

bi
’s, the number of samples can be greatly decreased.

Since the determination of the inequality dx,x
′

bi
> dx,x

′

bj
is

made by sampling, we only need to ensure this inequality
holds with constant probability. The number of samples

Ns needed to determine that dx,x
′

bi
> dx,x

′

bj
with high prob-

ability is only Õ(1) as a result of a Chernoff bound (See
Appendix A Lemma 3).
Define Ubi = UD′U1bi

(H0)UD, which is related to the
average of the response on region bi. For each of the Ubi

we will append an additional ancilla qubit so that we can
form the LCU 1

2 (Ubi + I) =: Ui. Next we add an ancilla
register of r = log(|B|) qubits and apply the diffusion
operator on the ancilla register. Then, we apply each
of the Ui to the ground state controlled on the ancilla
register. The result of these operations prepares the state

1√
2r+1

2r−1∑
i=0

|i⟩ Ui |ψ0⟩ |0⟩|B|+a , (58)

using an additional |B| + log(|B|) qubits with a = m +
k + k′ + 2 the ancilla qubits used in block encoding Ubi .
Observe that the probability of observing the ith bit-

string of the ancilla register can be expressed as

P (i) =
1

2|B|

(
1 + Re

(
dx,x

′

bi

ζω

))
, (59)

which resulted from the fact that the amplitude in front
|i⟩ is directly related to the Hadamard test success prob-
ability. Therefore, in the same way as the standard
Hadamard test, the frequency at which we observe the
ancilla register in state |j⟩ upon measurement is directly
related to the strength of the response in the region bj .
Under reasonable assumptions, the number of samples

to determine the desired inequalities to high probability
is O(log(1/(1−P ))|B|2) times, where P is the probability
that the ordering obtained by a finite number of samples
is correct. Since by assumption the number of bins |B| is
only O(1) the δ parameter for the approximate indicator
function can be taken to be some small constant value less
than 1/|B|. Once we have sampled from this distribution
we will have a rough sketch of which of the B bins has the
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ω=0

FIG. 3. This schematic is a visualization of one run of our algorithm, assuming only first order (linear) response. The x-axis is
the frequency, ω(λ) = λ− λ0, the y-axis the measured response. The goal is to approximate the response in the window [a, b],
by forming the indicator function 1[a,b] over the portion of the [ω(a), ω(b)] using the the block-encoding of H0 and QSP. The
smooth line in black is the damped response function given by a Lorentzian broadening parameter γ, the red sticks are the
oscillator strengths associated with particular transitions. We approximate the response by convolving the smoothed indicator
function (in blue) with the signal (in red) to estimate the strength of the response over the region indicated a and b. The region
denoted δ corresponds to the smoothing parameter used in approximating the indicator function. Using this approach over
different regions with smaller and smaller windows, we obtain a systematically improvable estimate of the transition strength
associated with a particular transition energy window, as shown in the inset.

largest response. Additionally, since the number of bins
in this stage of the algorithm is independent of problem
size, each one of these bins can be resolved using only

Õ(1) queries to UH .

Let bi be some bin which contained a large response
and |bi| ∈ O(1/|B|). Our goal is to further resolve which
subset(s) of bi have largest response. As above, we can
subdivide bi into |B| sub-intervals and once again per-
form the linear combination of Hadamard tests. Then
by measuring the ancilla used in the LCU, we obtain in-
formation about which sub-bins of bi have large response.
Continuing in this fashion we can iteratively resolve the
response onto an interval of size o(γ/α). Pseudo code
describing the control flow for one run of this algorithm
can be found in Alg 1 and a visualization for how multi-
ple runs of this algorithm might proceed can be found in
Fig. 7 in Appendix A. We detail the cost of determining
this interval in the following theorem.

Theorem 2 (Frequency bin sorting (informal)). There
exists a quantum algorithm to determine frequency bins
corresponding to large amplitudes to resolution O(γ/α)

using Õ(α2β2/γ) queries to the (α,m, 0) block-encoding
of UH and O(αβ2) queries to the (β, k, 0) block-encodings
of UD and U ′

D. (See Appendix A Theorem 5 for addi-
tional details)

Proof. Let δ0 = O(1) be the smoothing parameter for the
Heaviside approximation and [a, b] the bin we wish to find
the largest response in with ∆ ∈ O(1). Let |B| be the
number of sub-intervals we use at each stage of the algo-
rithm. Let B be an equal subdivision of [a, b] into |B| bins
and let bi = [a+ib/|B|, a+(i+1)b/|B|] ∈ B be an interval

of width O(1/|B|). Define Ui =
1
2

(
I + UD′U1̃bi

UD

)
.

To prepare the linear combination of Hadamard tests
with Ui requires constructing a linear combination of
O(|B|) terms of the form

1

2|B|
∑
i

Ui ⊗ |i⟩ ⟨i| , (60)

which requires O(|B|) ancilla qubits for the linear com-
bination with the identity to form the Hadamard test
and an additional log(|B|) ancilla for the linear combina-
tion of Hadamard tests. This in turn queries the block-
encodings of the form Ui O(|B|) times.
Since splitting into |B| intervals requires that δ0 →

δ0/|B| =: δ1, we have that the number of queries to the

block-encoding UH0
increases by a factor of Õ(|B|) by

Lemma 29 of Ref. [35]. However, since we only need to
find the sub interval of b1 with large response to some
constant probability, we only need to repeatedly mea-

sure the ancilla Õ(1) times. The first iteration therefore
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requires Õ(|B|2) queries to UH . Therefore, the cost is en-
tirely dominated by the size and number of the intervals.

If we let b2 be a subdivision of b1 into |B| bins, we
have δ0 → δ0/|B|2, increasing the number of queries
to O(|B|3). In general, if we repeat this algorithm
for k iterations, we find that the number of queries to
UH = O(|B|2 + |B|3 + · · · |B|k) = O(|B|k). We de-
sire that |B|−k < γ, meaning that the bins at iteration
k are smaller than the desired resolution γ. This im-
plies k = O(log(1/γ)). For the simplest case of |B| = 2
requires only a single additional ancilla, and the total
number of queries to UH is O(2k+1) = 22+log(1/γ) this
corresponds to a total number of queries to UH that is
O(1/γ), which upon rescaling by the subnormalization
gives a number of queries that is O(α/γ).
However, because there is a success probability asso-

ciated with the block-encodings, this increases the query

complexity by a factor of Õ(αβ2) to obtain success with
some constant probability. This results in the final

query complexity Õ
(
α2β2/γ

)
queries to UH and Õ(αβ2)

queries to UD and UD′ . Since we are able to improve the
spectral resolution at a rate which is linear in γ−1, the de-
sired resolution, this algorithm saturates the Heisenberg
limit up to scalar block encoding factors.

This procedure allows us to systematically “sift”
through the spectrum when searching for regions where
the response is most prominent. This allows us to fo-
cus the computational resources in approximating the
response to high-accuracy only in regions where the re-
sponse is most pronounced. To ensure a frequency reso-
lution consistent with the problem, the spectrum should
be resolved to o(γ), which is the broadening parameter.
Therefore, in regions where the response is largest we
continue to halve the domain until the size of the bins
are O(γ). Once again, we refer the reader to Fig. 7 for a
visualization.

The main source of cost in the polynomial approxima-
tion occurs from the size of the smoothing parameter δ.
As a result, iterations with larger bins have smaller cost
than iterations with smaller bins. Furthermore, since the
goal is only to determine inequalities amongst the bins,
and not their values, the bins can be sorted with high
probability using tail bounds of the sort found in Lemma
3 in appendix A. Since this approach saturates the quan-
tum limit asymptotically, we believe this approach is
nearly optimal for block-encoding based algorithms of
this kind.

Once we have run this procedure and have determined
the most prominent frequency bins, e.g. at the location
of a peak, we would like to accurately approximate the
height of the peak. Chebyshev’s inequality bounds the
number of expected samples to achieve an ϵ accurate ap-
proximation scales to Nsamples ∈ O

(
ϵ−2
)
to achieve an

ϵ accurate result. We would like to have that our algo-
rithm saturates the Heisenberg limit for estimating the
heights of the found peaks. However, this cannot be done
with the standard Hadamard test. In order to obtain the

Heisenberg limit for our algorithm we will need to use
amplitude estimation which uses quantum phase estima-
tion on the circuit corresponding to the block-encoding
Ui.

Theorem 3 (Approximating bin heights (informal)).
Given a small interval [a, b] with ∆ ≡ |b− a|/2 = o(γ/α)
and a fixed ϵ > 0, there exists a quantum algorithm
that makes O

(
α2β2/(γϵ)

)
queries to the (α,m, 0) block-

encoding of UH and O
(
αβ2/ϵ

)
queries to the (β,m′, 0)

block-encodings of UD and U ′
D to obtain the average am-

plitude on the region [a, b] to additive accuracy ϵ. (See
Appendix A Corollary 1 for additional details).

Proof. Our goal is to estimate µ[a,b] =∣∣⟨ψ0|D′1[a,b](H)D |ψ0⟩
∣∣, with an approximator µ̂[a,b] so

that |µ̂[a,b] − µ[a,b]| ≤ ϵ.
Assume that,

µ̃[a,b] =
∣∣⟨ψ0|D′1̃[a,b](H)D |ψ0⟩

∣∣ , (61)

where µ̃[a,b] is the exact expected value of the approxi-
mate distribution with respect to the ground state wave-
function.

We would like to find conditions on ϵ′, ϵ̃ so that when-
ever |µ̃[a,b] − µ[a,b]| ≤ ϵ′ (error from approximation of
indicator) and |µ̃[a,b] − µ̂[a,b]| ≤ ϵ̃ (error from sam-
pling compared true average of approximate indicator)
=⇒ |µ[a,b] − µ̂[a,b]| < ϵ, our desired accuracy. Observe
that

|µ[a,b] − µ̂[a,b]| = |µ[a,b] − µ̃[a,b] + µ̃[a,b] − µ̂[a,b]|
≤
∣∣µ[a,b] − µ̃[a,b]

∣∣+ ∣∣µ̃[a,b] − µ̂[a,b]

∣∣
≤ ϵ′ + ϵ̃

which we desire to be smaller than ϵ which implies that
ϵ′ + ϵ̃ < ϵ. Thus, whenever the approximation error ϵ̃
satisfies that ϵ̃ ≪ ϵ, we need to find an ϵ′ = O(ϵ) accu-
rate approximation to result. However, because the suc-
cess amplitude is rescaled by the subnormalization factor
ζω = O(αβ2), the success probability is O

(
(αβ2)−2

)
,

so the number of repetitions increases by a factor of
O
(
(αβ2)2

)
.

Using amplitude amplification improves this query
complexity by a quadratic factor to O(αβ2). Then, using
the block-encoding U with the quantum phase estima-
tion algorithm to use amplitude estimation requires an
additional factor of O(1/ϵ) controlled-applications of U
to calculate the expectation value to accuracy ϵ requires
O(αβ2/ϵ) total queries to U and its controlled version.
The algorithm which directly samples the output distri-
bution would require the standard O(1/ϵ2) repetitions,
so the amplitude estimation routine improves over direct
sampling by a factor of O(1/ϵ).

The number of queries to form the block-encoding of
the indicator function depends on the degree d of the
polynomial needed to approximate the indicator function
to the desired precision. As was shown in Lemma 29 of

[35], we know that d = Õ(1/δ) = Õ(α/γ), so the total
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number of queries to the block-encoding of H0, UH , is

Õ(α2β2/γϵ).

At this point, we can estimate the cost to run this al-
gorithm for the problem of second quantized quantum
chemistry. We wish to derive a bound to the number
of queries to UH in terms of the number of spin-orbitals
N and the number of electrons η. The naive bound on
the subnormalization for UH would be O(N4) due to
the O(N4) terms in the Coulomb Hamiltonian. How-
ever, this bound can be quite pessimistic in practice,
and more efficient techniques such as double factoriza-
tion [14–16] or the method of tensor hypercontraction
[17] can reduce the number of terms significantly. In the
low-rank double-factorization based approach, empirical
results have shown that the number of terms in H0 can
be reduced to O(N2) while maintaining the desired accu-
racy (c.f. [15, 42] Supporting Information sec VII.C.5).

If we assume the empirical scaling, α ∈ O(N2), and
use the estimate that β = O(||d||η) ∈ O(Nη) from the
second quantization block-encoding procedure, we have
that the total number of queries to UH is

O

(
N6η2

γϵ
log

(
1

ϵ

))
, (62)

or, suppressing logarithmic factors we have

Õ

(
N6η2

γϵ

)
. (63)

B. Obtaining higher order polarizabilities,

The above algorithm provides a method for comput-
ing the overlaps and excitation energies which can then
be used with a classical computer to obtain first-order re-
sponse functions. A straightforward generalization of the
above procedure can be used to compute various terms in
the numerator as well as the energies needed to evaluate
the denominator.

Consider a product of block-encodings of the form

U2 = UD′′U1̃[c,d]UD′U1̃[a,b]
UD. (64)

For now, ignoring subnormalization factors and ancil-
lary qubits, if we can successfully implement controlled
U2 in a Hadamard test, then we can gain information
about⟨ψ0| U2 |ψ0⟩. We can relate this to the desired in-
formation by observing

⟨ψ0| U2 |ψ0⟩ ∼ ⟨ψ0|D′′1[c,d](H)D′1[a,b](H)D |ψ0⟩

=
∑

ωnm∈[a,b]

∑
ωm0∈[c,d]

d0,nd
′
n,m

∑
k

d′′m,k ⟨ψ0|ψk⟩

=
∑

ωnm∈[a,b]

∑
ωm0∈[c,d]

d0,nd
′
n,md

′′
m,0.

Therefore, estimates this quantity provide estimates to
ωm0 ∈ [a, b] and ωnm ∈ [c, d] as well as the response

observed in the region. In turn, this can be used to ap-
proximate the first hyperpolarizability.
The same procedure for roughly determining the dis-

tribution by forming a superposition over large regions
of the frequency domain works for nonlinear response as
well in the form of n-dimensional grid. First we discretize
the interval [−1, 1] into |B| bins with bi as above. Con-
sider the Cartesian product B×B which is the set of all
tuples (bi, bj) for bi, bj ∈ B and take two registers of size
⌈log(|B|)⌉ and prepare each in the uniform superposition
and implement the controlled unitary∑

ij

|ij⟩ ⟨ij| ⊗ 1

2
(I + Ui,j) (65)

where Ui,j = UD′′U1̃bj
UD′U1̃bi

UD. Measuring the ancilla

registers, they output the bitstrings i, j with probability

P (i, j) =
1

2|B|2
(1 + Re (⟨ψ0| Ui,j |ψ0⟩)) (66)

which provides data on the strength of the response in
the 2-d region bi × bj .
To implement this, we need access to UH to form

{Ui,j}|B|
i,j=1 and its controlled version. Each one of the

Uij can be implemented with a degree d = O(|B|) polyno-
mial. Since there are O(|B|2) of these, each one requiring
O(|B|) queries to UH gives a total query complexity to

UH that is Õ(|B|3). Using the same procedure as above,
we sample from a distribution over O(|B|2) elements and
determine a pair (i, j) corresponding to the region b0i ×b0j
which has the largest response with some probability. We
then subdivide the box b0i × b0j into into |B| bins, each
of size O(1/|B|4). This will require Õ(|B|5) queries to

UH to implement and Õ(1) repetitions to determine a
new bin b1i × b1j . We wish to repeat this k times until

|bki ×mk
j | = O(γ2/α2). This means that k = O(log(γ/α)).

Then, the total number of queries to UH is

k∑
i=1

|B|2i+1 = O(|B|k
2

) = Õ

((
α

γ

)2
)
. (67)

But the success probability for this procedure requires an
additional number of queries that is O(α2β3), where we
assume that the subnormalization factor β is the same
for all the dipole operators. Then, the total query com-
plexity is

Õ

(
α4β3

γ2

)
. (68)

This binary-search inspired procedure for finding fre-
quency bins of pronounced response can be generalized to
any order. In the case of nth order response functions,
where one desires to determine a n-dimensional bin of
frequencies b0 × b1 × · · · × bn−1 where the size of the bin

is order O ((γ/α)
n
), will in general require Õ ((α/γ)n)
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queries to UH to form the desired polynomial. An ad-
ditional factor of O(αnβn+1) arises due to the success
probability of implementing the U ’s, so that the total
complexity is expressed as

Õ

(
α2nβn+1

γn

)
(69)

queries to UH . These can then be used to evaluate the
Iij portions of the terms in Eq. (23).

Once the region has been determined where the re-
sponse is desired accurately, one can either Monte-Carlo
sample or use amplitude estimation which increases the
query complexity by a factor of O(1/ϵ2) and O(1/ϵ) re-
spectively. The amplitude estimation based sampling al-
gorithm will therefore scale as

Õ

(
α2nβn+1

γnϵ

)
(70)

queries to UH to measure the response in some small fre-
quency bin to precision ϵ. Of course, this will need to be
repeated for many bins, so the cost is additive in total
number of bins one needs to consider to accurately com-
pute the terms corresponding to the dklm’s in Eq. (23).
Therefore, this methodology could in practice be used to
compute high-precision estimates to nonlinear quantities
in optical and molecular physics.

Using our estimates for α and β used in block-encoding
H0 and the dipole operators in second quantization gives
an expected query complexity to the molecular Hamil-
tonian block encoding for nth order molecular response
quantities that is

Õ

(
N5n+1ηn+1

γnϵ

)
. (71)

The bulk of the complexity of this algorithm comes
from two sources, the success probability of the block-
encodings and the spectral resolution required. Note that
in many cases the success probability estimates can be
very pessimistic, as the numerator can be quite large
and compensate for a large subnormalization factor in
the denominator. However, improving over the γnϵ−1

resolution and precision scaling would imply a violation
of the Heisenberg limit, so we expect that the factor of
O(γnϵ−1) cannot be improved in general.

IV. DISCUSSION

A. Comparison with previous work

In this work, we have shown how one can calculate
molecular response properties for the fully correlated
molecular electronic Hamiltonian using the dipole ap-
proximation for nth order response functions in a manner
that can be implemented in O

(
α2nβn+1/(γnϵ)

)
queries

to the Hamiltonian block encoding, with α and β the

block encoding subnormalization factors for the Hamilto-
nian and the dipole operators respectively. In this section
we will use the estimates α = O(N2) and β = O(Nη).
Due to electronic correlation, many classical methods
such as time-dependent density functional theory can fail
to capture correct quantitative and even qualitative be-
havior of the absorption strengths and excitation energies
of molecules interacting with light. Since quantum algo-
rithms can efficiently time-evolve the full molecular elec-
tronic Hamiltonian, quantum algorithms can efficiently
capture highly correlated electronic motion. Accordingly,
there has been interest before our work in developing
quantum algorithms for estimating linear response func-
tions. There are multiple works that we are aware of
that report algorithms [1–4] for computing similar spec-
troscopic quantities to those we compute in the above
sections.
In the work of Ref. [1], the response function is calcu-

lated by solving a related linear system with a quantum
linear systems algorithms such as HHL [43]. They report
a poly(N) complexity but do not discuss the degree of
this polynomial. Their approach is to solve the linear
system

A(±ω) := H0 − E0 ∓ (ω + iγ)

A(ω) |x⟩ = D |ψ0⟩ ,
(72)

by block encoding the dipole operator D. Solving this
system for a sequence of ω’s with spacing smaller than
the damping parameter γ and for each direction, one
can obtain an approximation to the frequency depen-
dent polarizability. One difficulty of this approach is
that HHL requires many additional ancilla qubits to per-
form the classical arithmetic to compute the arccos func-
tion of the stored inverted eigenphases as well as a de-
pendence on the condition number of the linear system.

The scaling of HHL is Õ(κ2/ϵ), where κ is the condi-
tion number of A(ω). However, this cost in quantum lin-
ear solvers can be improved by using more recent work
based on quantum signal processing (QSP) and the dis-
crete adiabatic theorem. These methods can solve the
linear system problem with Õ(κ log(1/ϵ)) [44] queries to
a block encoding of A(ω). Once the quantum state cor-
responding to a solution is prepared, measurements of
the observable ⟨ψ0|D′D |ψ0⟩ as well as ⟨x|A†(ω)A(ω) |x⟩
are required to extract similar information to that in
our algorithm. Since the number of terms in A(ω) is
the same as the number of terms in H, O(N2), the
number of terms is A†A = O(N4). This will in gen-
eral require O(N4/ϵ2) repetitions of the circuit to ob-
tain an estimate to ⟨x|A†(ω)A(ω) |x⟩, assuming the vari-
ance is O(1) [45]. We take as estimates that κ(A) =

Õ(||H||/γ) = Õ(N2/γ), and that the success probability
for block-encoding for the dipole with subnormalization
β = O(Nη) is improved with amplitude amplification.
Using the HHL-based algorithm originally presented in

Ref. [1], the expected scaling is Õ(Nηκ2N4/γ2ϵ3) which

simplifies to Õ(ηN9/γ2ϵ3) queries to the time evolution
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operator for the linear operator A(ω). Using more mod-
ern techniques based on block encoding, we obtain the

scaling Õ(N7η/γϵ2) queries to the block encoding of UH

for estimating the response at a particular frequency us-
ing the algorithm in Ref. [1] to ϵ accuracy.
Another algorithm reported in Ref. [3] presents a

quantum algorithm for computing response quantities
such as the polarizability in linear response theory. Sim-
ilar to our work, the authors begin by assuming the ob-
servable A they wish to compute the response function
for has a one-body decomposition in the electron spin-
orbital basis

A =
∑
m,m′

Am,m′a†ma
′
m, (73)

and access to the ground state |ψ0⟩. Here, instead of
directly block-encoding A, the authors block-encode in-
dividual matrix elements of A and apply it to the ground
state. For a particular matrix element Amna

†
man, they

decompose into an LCU using the JW or Bravyi-Kitaev
transformation, with off-diagonal terms having a repre-
sentation as the linear combination of 8 unitary matri-
ces. This block encoding will have a success probability
that depends on the overlap, ⟨ψ0| a†man |ψ0⟩, which will
be small in regions where the n → m response is also
small. Indeed, this block-encoding of a projector can be
exponentially small or even zero if the particular transi-
tion is restricted by the problem symmetry. If the block-
encoding is successful, then the state a†man |ψ0⟩ will be
prepared in the system register. Then the authors ap-
ply QPE on the state a†man |ψ0⟩ and repeatedly measure
until the phase estimation procedure successfully returns
the bitstring corresponding to the energy of the associ-
ated transition. This work additionally numerically sim-
ulates their algorithm for the C2 and N2 molecules, and
finds reasonable fitting to the response functions com-
puted classically with full-configuration interaction. Al-
though explicit circuits are presented which implement
this algorithm, the computational complexity of this al-
gorithm is not discussed in detail.

Additionally, a variational algorithm is proposed in
Ref. [2] to approximate the first-order response of
molecules to an applied electric field. This algorithm op-
erates similarly to Ref. [1], but instead uses a variational
ansatz on the solution state |ψ(θ)⟩ ∼ |x⟩ to minimize a
cost function resulting from a variational principle for the
polarizability. This computation also has a similar over-
head in computing expectation values as Ref. [2], but
without guarantees of accuracy and circuit depth that
can be provided by fully coherent quantum algorithms
such as HHL, QPE, and QSP.

B. Conclusions and Future Work

In this work we have presented a quantum algorithm
for computing general linear and non-linear absorption
and emission processes which can be used in conjunction

with simple classical post-processing to approximate re-
sponse functions in molecules subjected to an external
electric field treated semi-classically. Our work extends
previous research which have approached this problem
very differently. We compare our approach to these meth-
ods, and in cases where rigorous complexity estimates
can be obtained, show that our approach scales more
favorably than previous methods. Our algorithm ap-
proaches the difficult problem of obtaining high-fidelity
estimates to the desired matrix elements with a quan-
tum approach, and combines these results on a classical
computer to obtain a parameterized representation of the
response function for the given molecule. Furthermore,
our algorithm is conceptually simple and employs a mea-
surement scheme that reduces the computational effort
over regions where the response is negligible. We showed
that our quantum subroutine combined with the feed-
back from measurements is nearly optimal at determin-
ing excitation energies of the Hamiltonian. In addition,
beyond the ancilla qubits for block-encoding the desired
operation, our algorithm can be effectively reduced to a
Hadamard test for non-unitary matrices which requires
only a single additional ancilla; or a linear combination
of such circuits.

We additionally presented a method to find the dom-
inant contributions to the response function with a sys-
tematically improvable procedure to resolve spectral re-
gions where the response is most pronounced at the
Heisenberg limit. Once the region of interest has been
determined to the desired resolution, then one can either
sample at the standard classical limit or use amplitude
estimation procedure to estimate the response function
magnitude in a particular spectral region. Finally, our
algorithm can be used to compute response functions to
any desired order through iterative applications of the
algorithm presented for linear response, so long as the
electric dipole approximation accurately describes the de-
sired physics. Of course as one goes to higher order of
response function, there is a combinatorial explosion in
the number of terms that need to be computed that is
unavoidable for any current algorithm. However, it is of-
ten the case that response functions are only calculated
or experimentally determined up to some small constant
order or a very small number of fixed terms.

Additionally, the subnormalization factors also grow
exponentially in the desired order of response. Near
the end of this work, we became aware of a work pub-
lished recently [46], which performs a similar task with
a different approach. In their Heisenberg-limited scal-
ing algorithm, they perform a Gaussian fitting based on
Hadamard tests of the Hamiltonian simulation matrix
performed for times drawn from a probability density
formed by the Fourier coefficients. In both cases, it will
be of interest to study the robustness of these methods
to imperfections in the ground state preparation.

In many instances the methods for computing these
response functions do not permit provable guarantees on
the accuracy of the result. However, using the power



17

of quantum computing, it is tractable to perform eigen-
value transformations on very high dimensional systems
making this algorithm efficient. Future work investigat-
ing other paradigms beyond block encoding that do not
have possible issues with success probabilities could be
of interest. In lieu of this, it may be possible that ad-
ditional analysis can be performed to improve the esti-
mates on the success probability for block encoding the
dipole operators, using spectroscopic principles such as
the Thomas-Reiche-Kuhn sum rule. Furthermore, since
our algorithm only includes electronic degrees of freedom,
it is a topic of future work to study how the asymp-
totic scaling of this algorithm compares when including
vibronic degrees of freedom.
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Appendix A: Filtering

Suppose we have access to an (α,m, 0) block encoding of the second quantized molecular Hamiltonian UH . We

assume that the initial state |ψ⟩ has been prepared with overlap p0 = |⟨ψ0|ψ⟩|2 and that the spectral gap ∆ = λ1−λ0,
neither of which are exponentially small. With these assumptions, the eigenstate filtering method of [38, 39], promises
an efficient algorithm which can prepare the ground state with

O

(
α

√
p0∆

log

(
1

ϵ

))
(A1)

queries to UH , where || |ψ0⟩− |ψ⟩ ||2 ≤ ϵ. Given these constraints, we can apply this algorithm to efficiently transform
|ψ⟩ into a high fidelity approximation of the true ground state |ψ0⟩. Once the high fidelity ground state is in hand, we
can additionally use eigenstate filtering to obtain a high-fidelity estimate to the ground state energy as well. Although
the assumption of having an exact ground state is unlikely to be achieved in practice, this algorithm allows us to
transform our initial state with 1/poly(n) overlap, to a state with arbitrarily close-to-1 overlap with the true ground
state. This step is considered to be a preprocessing step, as it allows us to make the initial assumption of exact ground
state preparation.

Next, we define the scalar indicator function as

1[a,b](x) :=

{
1 x ∈ [a, b]

0 else.
(A2)

To motivate this construction, suppose that we are able to exactly implement the indicator function of our Hamiltonian
through its (α,m, 0) block encoding and QSP. We additionally assume access to (β, k, 0) and (β′, k′, 0) block encodings
of two dipole operators D and D′ respectively. Given access to these three operations, we define the map U according
to its action on the ground state and ancilla registers as

U |ψ0⟩ |0⟩m |0⟩k |0⟩k′ = D′1[a,b](H/αββ
′)D |ψ0⟩ |0⟩m |0⟩k |0⟩k′ + |⊥⟩ . (A3)

Now, we apply U in a controlled manner using the Hadamard test circuit shown in Fig. 4, which (up to normalizing
constants) performs the following transformations

|ψ0⟩ |0⟩m |0⟩k |0⟩k′ |0⟩+ |ψ0⟩ |0⟩m |0⟩k |0⟩k′ |1⟩

→ |ψ0⟩ |0⟩m |0⟩k |0⟩k′ |0⟩+
(

1

αββ′D
′1[a,b](H)D |ψ0⟩ |0⟩m |0⟩k |0⟩k′ + |⊥⟩

)
|1⟩

→
(
|ψ0⟩ |0⟩m |0⟩k |0⟩k′ +

1

αββ′D
′1[a,b](H)D |ψ0⟩ |0⟩m |0⟩k |0⟩k′ + |⊥⟩

)
|0⟩+ |⊥⟩ . (A4)
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|0⟩ H H

|ψ0⟩
U

D′1[ω±∆](H)D

(α+ω)ββ′ |ψ0⟩

|0⟩m+k+k′ ⟨0|m+k+k′

FIG. 4. A circuit diagram description of the Hadamard test for non-unitary matrices that upon measuring the ancilla qubit
provides an estimate of Re⟨ψ0|U|ψ0⟩

This will give a success probability of measuring the ancilla qubit in the |0⟩ state as

P (0) =
1

2

(
1 +

1

αββ′ ⟨ψ0|D′1[a,b](H)D |ψ0⟩
)
. (A5)

Now, we will expand and simplify ⟨ψ0|D′1[a,b](H)D |ψ0⟩ as the following

⟨ψ0|D′1[a,b](H)D |ψ0⟩ = ⟨ψ0|D′1[a,b](H)
∑
n>0

d0,n |ψn⟩

= ⟨ψ0|D′
∑
n>0

d0,n
∑

λj∈[a,b]

|ψj⟩⟨ψj |ψn⟩

= ⟨ψ0|D′
∑
n>0

d0,n
∑

λj∈[a,b]

|ψj⟩ δj,n

= ⟨ψ0|
∑

λj∈[a,b],j ̸=0

d0,jD
′ |ψj⟩

= ⟨ψ0|
∑

λj∈[a,b],j ̸=0

∑
n ̸=j

d0,jd
′
j,n |ψn⟩

=
∑

λj∈[a,b],j ̸=0

∑
n ̸=j

d0,jd
′
j,n ⟨ψ0|ψn⟩

=
∑

λj∈[a,b],j ̸=0

∑
n ̸=j

d0,jd
′
j,nδ0,n

=
∑

λj∈[a,b],j ̸=0

d0,jd
′
j,0.

Note that if D′ = D, then we recover the case for the response function corresponding to a diagonal term of the
polarizability tensor.

1. Application to higher-order polarizabilities

Let us now consider how this algorithm works for higher-order polarizibilities. Consider a set of windowsW,W ′,W ′′

and a set of directions for the dipole operators, Dx, Dy, Dz. We wish to apply the sequence

U2 = Dz1W ′(H)Dy1W (H)Dx

in a controlled manner, similar to what was done above. We know that as above, this corresponds to an LCU of
U2 and I applied to the ground state |ψ0⟩. The success probability of the procedure is related to the desired inner
product in an analagous manner to the standard Hadamard test,

Psucc =
1

2
(1 + Re ⟨ψ0| U2 |ψ0⟩) . (A6)
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The important term is ⟨ψ0| U2 |ψ0⟩ which we evaluate below.

⟨ψ0| U2 |ψ0⟩ = ⟨ψ0|Dz1W ′(H)Dy1W (H)Dx |ψ0⟩

= ⟨ψ0|Dz1W ′(H)Dy1W (H)
∑
n>0

dx0,n |ψn⟩

= ⟨ψ0|Dz1W ′(H)Dy
∑

λn∈W

dx0,n |ψn⟩

= ⟨ψ0|Dz1W ′(H)
∑

λn∈W

dx0,n
∑
k ̸=n

dyn,k |ψk⟩

= ⟨ψ0|Dz
∑

λk∈W ′

∑
λn∈W

dx0,nd
y
n,k |ψk⟩

= ⟨ψ0|
∑
l ̸=k

∑
λk∈W ′

∑
λn∈W

dx0,nd
y
n,kd

z
k,l |ψl⟩

=
∑

λk∈W ′

∑
λn∈W

dx0,nd
y
n,kd

z
k,0 (A7)

which is exactly the kind of terms we need for the first hyperpolarizability.
It is straightforward to show that repeatedly applying filters and dipole operators in the manner as above that

this procedure can be used to compute nth-order moments of the dipole operator and extract frequency-dependent
quantities for arbitrary regions of the n-dimensional excitation energy space.

2. Bounding the error in approximate indicator function

We will need to obtain bounds to a polynomial approximation of a (smoothed) indicator function through a mollified
indicator function 1̃[a,b](x). Then, once we obtain bounds for the degree of polynomial needed to approximate the
indicator to the desired precision, we can apply the machinery of quantum signal processing to implement the matrix
function 1̃[a,b](H). There are two points where the jump discontinuity occurs, namely at x = a and x = b, we will
consider the regions [a− δ, a+ δ] and [b− δ, b+ δ] around those points. We will follow the construction given in [41],
where the sign and indicator functions are approximated by erf(kx), for k > 1.
First, we need to construct a polynomial approximation to the function erf(kx). We can cite Corollary 4 from

Appendix A of [41].

Theorem 4 (Polynomial Approximation to the error function erf(kx) (Corollary 4 [41]). For every k > 0, 0 < ϵ ≤ 1,

the odd polynomial perf,k,n of odd degree n = O
(√

(k2 + log (1/ϵ)) log(1/ϵ)
)
satisfies

perf,k,n =
2ke−k2/2

√
π

I0(k2/2)x+

(n−1)/2∑
j=1

Ij(k
2/2)(−1)j

(
T2j+1(x)

2j + 1
− T2j−1(x)

2j − 1

) ,

ϵerf,k,n = max
x∈[−1,1]|

|perf,k,n(x)− erf(kx)| ≤ 4k√
πn

ϵgauss,k,n−1 ≤ ϵ

(A8)

Where Ij(x) is the modified Bessel function of the first kind and ϵgauss,k,n is the maximum error of a degree n

polynomial approximation to the Gaussian e−(kx)2 and Tj is the jth Chebyshev polynomial of the first kind.

We also need a result for the rate at which the error function erf(kx) converges to the step function as we increase
k. This is provided by Lemma 10 of Appendix A of [41].

Lemma 1 (Entire Approximation of the sign function sgn(x) (Lemma 10 Ref. [47])). For every δ > 0, x ∈ R, ϵ ∈
(0,
√
2/eπ), let k =

√
2
δ log1/2(2/πϵ2). Then the function fsgn,δ,ϵ(x) = erf(kx) satisfies{

1 ≥ |fsgn,δ,ϵ(x)|,
ϵ ≥ max|x|≥δ/2 |fsgn,δ,ϵ(x)− sgn(x)|,

(A9)
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FIG. 5. Error function approximation to the indicator function on [−1, 1] as a function for various choices of k = Õ(1/δ).

and

sgn(x) =


1, x > 0,

−1, x < 0,
1
2 , x = 0.

(A10)

Here δ is the parameter that controls the interval over which the transition occurs.

It is easy to show that given an approximation to the sign function, the symmetric rectangle function can be

implemented as a sum of two approximate sign functions. Since by Lemma 1, we have that k = O

(√
log(1/ϵ2)

δ

)
and

by Theorem 4 that the polynomial degree d = O
(√

log(1/ϵ) (k2 + log(1/ϵ))
)
, we can choose a degree

d = O
(
log(1/ϵ)δ−1

)
(A11)

to satisfactorily approximate the error function and in turn the indicator function.
Then, given ϵ/2-accurate approximations to the polynomial approximation to the error function, which in turn is

being used to approximate the sign function, we can construct a ϵ-accurate approximation to the indicator function
corresponding to some symmetric window of width ∆, with a shift κ = ∆+δ

2 by

1[−∆,∆](x) ∼
1

2
(erf(k(x+ κ)) + erf(k(κ− x))) (A12)

for sufficiently large k. Furthermore by Lemma 30 of [35], we are guaranteed that this polynomial is even, therefore
it can be constructed with only a single ancilla qubit with QSP.

We would like to study the error in the region near a jump. In addition, we would like to know how the polynomial
approximation error propagates into the response we are planning to approximate. These are characterized by the
following theorems.

Lemma 2 (Bounding the error around the jump). The error in approximating the sign function on the interval [−δ, δ]
with the error function erf(kx) with k = Õ(1/δ) accumulates at most linearly in the interval [−δ, δ].

Proof. Consider the following, ∫ δ

−δ

|erf(kx)− sgn(x)|dx (A13)
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which can be expressed as

lim
ϵ→0

∫ −ϵ

−δ

|erf(kx) + 1|dx+

∫ δ

ϵ

|erf(kx)− 1|dx, (A14)

for δ > ϵ > 0. We would like to study the rate at which the error in the region grows as a function of δ. Let

f(kx) = |erf(kx)− 1| (A15)

and

g(δ; ϵ) =

∫ δ

ϵ

f(kx)dx. (A16)

However, f(kx) has implicit δ dependence since we always choose our k = Õ(δ−1). If we substitute this estimate into
k, we have that

f(x/δ) := |erf(x/δ)− 1| ∼ f(kx). (A17)

Now, let y = x/δ, so we can write

g(δ; ϵ) =

∫ 1

ϵ/δ

δf(y)dy. (A18)

Then, if we calculate d
dδ g(δ; ϵ) and apply the fundamental theorem of calculus, we find

dg(δ; ϵ)

dδ
=
ϵ

δ
f(ϵ/δ) +

∫ 1

ϵ/δ

f(y)dy. (A19)

Assuming the limit and derivatives both exist, since the limit with respect to ϵ is independent of the derivative with
respect to δ we have that ϵ→ 0 yields

dg(δ; 0)

dδ
=

∫ 1

0

f(y)dy. (A20)

Then, since ∫ 1

0

f(y)dy =

∫ 1

0

|erf(y)− 1|dy ≃ .51394 = O(1), (A21)

We have that

dg(δ; 0)

dδ
= O(1) =⇒ g(δ; 0) = O(δ). (A22)

Therefore, the error grows linearly in the δ-region around the jump. This result is verified via a numerical experiment
shown in Fig. 6. The bound for the interval from [−δ,−ϵ] for the function |erf(kx) + 1| is similar.

With these results, we can now bound the error in the response function within some symmetric window W =
[w −∆/2, w +∆/2] after applying the dipole operators.

Corollary 1 (Bounding the error in estimating localized response properties using the approximate indicator func-

tion). Let 1W (x) be the indicator function on the interval W = [w − ∆/2, w + ∆/2] and 1̃W be the approximate
indicator function on the interval W as generated by the polynomial approximations to κ = (∆+ δ) /2 erf(k(x + κ))
and erf(k(−x + κ)) provided by theorem 4, choosing k appropriately as per lemma 1. Additionally, let D and D′ be
dipole operators which have the subnormalization factors β and β′ respectively, with β′ = Θ(β). We assume that in

each region there are only Õ(1) many non-zero (or non-exponentially small) amplitudes . Then, for any ϵ > 0 there
exists d, δ,Ns where d is the degree of polynomial approximation, δ = O(k−1 log(1/ϵ2)) is the region around around
the point where the jump occurs that is smoothly approximated, and Ns is the number of samples needed so that we
can approximate

µw := |⟨ψ0|D′1w(H)D |ψ0⟩| (A23)
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FIG. 6. g(δ; ϵ = .0001), which measures error accumulation of the error function approximation to the sign function over the
smoothing interval [.0001, δ] with δ ∈ [.0002, 1]. Notice the linear growth in the L2 error in the δ−interval around the jump as
δ increases, verifying the estimates of Lem. 2 and extending the estimates of Lem. 1 to the δ−region around the jump.

to accuracy ϵ in the sense that for some approximation µ̂w that

|µ̂w − µw| < ϵ. (A24)

Furthermore, for a window |w| = O(γ) there exists a quantum algorithm that makes

O

(
α2β2 log(β2/ϵ)

γϵ

)
(A25)

queries to the block encoding of the unperturbed Hamiltonian H0 with spectrum contained in the bounded interval
[−α, α].

Proof. Without loss of generality we may choose w = 0 so as to consider the symmetric region about the origin,
W = [−∆,∆].
We need to consider the 3 regions where the approximation occurs. The first region is [−2,−δ−∆/2] (I), the second

region is the set of points within δ−ball of the jump (−∆/2− δ,−∆/2+ δ) (II) and finally the interval between jumps
[−∆/2 + δ, 0] (III). Due to the symmetry of the problem, bounding the error on these intervals is sufficient to bound
the error over the entire region.

We can get a bound to the regions (I) and (III) using the inequality from Lemma 1, namely for any ϵ′ > 0

ϵ′ ≥ max
|x±∆/2|≥δ

|fsgn,δ,ϵ′(x)− sgn(x)|, (A26)

so immediately we have that the polynomial approximation on regions (I) and (III) are bounded in error by ϵ′. Finally,
we can bound the error in region II using the result in Lemma 2 to O(δ).

We will assume that D and D′ can be block encoded exactly, so we will only consider the error introduced by the
polynomial approximation in this proof. Therefore, as an initial step, we wish to bound∣∣∣⟨ψ0| (D′1W (H)D −D′1̃W (H)D) |ψ0⟩

∣∣∣ , (A27)

which is the difference in expected values of the exact and approximate indicator functions.
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Evaluating the above we find,∣∣∣∣∣∣⟨ψ0|D′
∑
i>0

d0,i

 ∑
ωj∈W

|ψj⟩ ⟨ψj | −
∑
j

1̃W (ωj) |ψj⟩ ⟨ψj |

 |ψi⟩

∣∣∣∣∣∣ (A28)

=

∣∣∣∣∣∣⟨ψ0|D′

 ∑
ωj∈W

d0,j |ψj⟩ −
∑
j

d0,j 1̃W (ωj) |ψj⟩

∣∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣∣⟨ψ0|

 ∑
ωj∈W

d0,jD
′ |ψj⟩ −

∑
j

d0,j 1̃W (ωj)D
′ |ψj⟩

∣∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣∣⟨ψ0|
∑

ωj∈W

d0,j
∑
k ̸=j

d′j,k |ψk⟩ −
∑
k ̸=j

∑
j

d0,jd
′
j,k1̃W (ωj) |ψk⟩

∣∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

ωj∈W

d0,jd
′
j,0 −

∑
j

d0,jd
′
j,01̃W (ωj)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ . (A29)

Breaking this up into sums over the various regions

=

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

ωj∈W

d0,jd
′
j,0 −

 ∑
|ωj |∈I

d0,jd
′
j,01̃W (ωj) +

∑
|ωj |∈II

d0,jd
′
j,01̃W (ωj) +

∑
|ωj |∈III

d0,jd
′
j,01̃W (ωj)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
which from the bounds we have above, we can write as

≤ ϵ′ + δ + ββ′ϵ′

where ϵ′ is the accuracy to which we approximate the indicator function with erf(kx). The sum in region III is scaled
by ββ′ since we assumed that the signal in regions I and II were O(1), so the terms in the rest, region III, must be
at contribute at most a factor of O(ββ′) = O(β2).

Our approximation to the indicator function is through a polynomial approximation to erf(kx) where k >√
2
δ log1/2(2/πϵ′2). Using such a polynomial with d = O

(
log(1/ϵ′)δ−1

)
guarantees,

max
|x−w0|∈[0,∆/2]∪[∆/2+δ,∞]

|erf(kx)− 1w(x)| ≤ ϵ′. (A30)

We have three quantities to keep track of

µW := ⟨ψ0|D′1W (H0)D |ψ0⟩
µ̃W := ⟨ψ0|D′1̃W (H0)D |ψ0⟩

µ′
W :=

1

N

∑
i

µ̃i

(A31)

where µ′
W is the approximation to µ̃W after a finite number of samples, and µ̃W is the exact expectation value with

the polynomially approximated indicator function and µW is the value we wish to find.
Given the bounds from above, we would like to find conditions on ϵ′′, ϵ̃ so that whenever |µ̃W − µW | ≤ ϵ′′ and

|µ̃W − µ̂W | ≤ ϵ̃ =⇒ |µW − µ̂W | < ϵ, our final desired accuracy. Observe that

|µW − µ̂W | = |µW − µ̃W + µ̃W − µ̂W |
≤ |µW − µ̃W |+ |µ̃W − µ̂W |
≤ ϵ′′ + ϵ̃

which we desire to be smaller than ϵ which implies that ϵ′′ + ϵ̃ < ϵ. We are promised that ϵ′′ ≤ ϵ′ + δ + β2ϵ′. We
desire that

ϵ′′ + ϵ̃ ≤ ϵ′(1 + β2) + δ + ϵ̃ ≤ ϵ (A32)
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or

1

1 + β2
(δ + ϵ̃) + ϵ′ ≤ 1

1 + β2
ϵ (A33)

since we have that β2 ≫ ϵ′ + δ + ϵ̃, we have that

ϵ′ +O

(
1

β2

)
≤ ϵ

β2
, (A34)

so that d must be O(δ log(β2/ϵ)), so that ϵ′ = O
(

ϵ̃
β2

)
. Therefore, at this stage we have

δ + 2ϵ̃ ≤ ϵ, (A35)

or

ϵ̃ ≤
∣∣∣∣ϵ− δ

2

∣∣∣∣ (A36)

which is the error we have from finite sampling of the approximate state. Now we use the fact that δ ≤ ∆/2, since
the ramping up region must be smaller than the rectangle we are hoping to approximate. In high-precision settings,
we often care about a small region satisfying ∆ = o(γ), the desired spectral resolution, but this is rescaled by the
width of the interval, which in this case is related to the spectrum of H0 ⊂ [−α, α]. Since QSP requires the domain
be defined on [−1, 1] this rescales the required δ → δ/α. Resultantly, we need a d = O (α/γ log(ββ′/ϵ̃)) polynomial
to guarantee sufficient accuracy. Now that δ ∈ O(1) has been rescaled so that ϵ + δ/α = O(ϵ) we have the relation
that ϵ̃ = O(ϵ) which follows a standard Monte-Carlo sampling bound of

Ns = O

(
1

ϵ2

)
. (A37)

Or, with the use of amplitude estimation this can be reduced to

Ns = O

(
1

ϵ

)
, (A38)

so that the total number of queries to the block encoding of H is

O

(
α log(β2/ϵ)

γϵ

)
. (A39)

However, the subnormalization factor from the block encoding introduces a success probability that is O( 1
α2β4 ), we

use amplitude amplification with the ancilla signal state flagging the “good subspace”, in turn, this gives the query
complexity to UH as

O

(
α2β2 log(β2/ϵ)

γϵ

)
. (A40)

The above result guarantees that an accurate-enough polynomial approximation to the indicator function, and
enough samples of the distribution generated by this satisfactory approximation, we can determine the desired ex-
pectation value to arbitrary accuracy. In addition, it guarantees that these peaks can be resolved efficiently. We then
use this algorithm with a modified binary search inspired by the procedure given in Sec 3.9 of Ref. [38]. The next
theorem guarantees that if the response function is “sparsely supported”, which we define in the theorem, that this
algorithm can be used to find an efficient approximation to this function when the function is concentrated over a
small portion of the domain. Moreover, we can determine points in the domain corresponding to large responses at
the Heisenberg limit.

A result we need for this algorithm to obtain the Heisenberg limited scaling is that inequalities amongst bins can
be determined to some constant probability within some fixed tolerance in an efficient manner. This can be done
through an application of Hoeffding’s inequality and a version of the triangle inequality for probability distributions.
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Lemma 3 (Sample size for inequality tests). We assume access to measurements from the probability distribution

P (i) =
fi(x)∫ α

−α
f(x)dx

(A41)

where f(x) > 0 and fi(x) = f(x) for x ∈ Bi and i ∈ {1, . . . , |B|}. We say that

P (i) ⪆ P (j) (A42)

if for constants τ > 0 and 0 < ϵ < 1/2

Pr(|P i − P j | > τ) ≤ ϵ. (A43)

Sampling from this distribution Ns = O(log(ϵ−1)τ2) times allows us to satisfy the desired inequality to some prob-

ability 1− ϵ. Furthemore, with the choice τ = O(1/|B|) and ϵ = 1/3, we find that Ns = Õ(|B|2).
If after Ns samples, |P i − P j | > τ and P i > P j, we say that P (i) ⪆ P (j) or vice-versa. Otherwise we say that

P (i) ≈ P (j).

Proof. Let P (i) be the true mean, and P i = Ni/Ns be an approximation to P (i) after Ns many samples. Hoeffding’s
inequality provides a bound on the probability that |P (i) and P i differ by more than some fixed constant τ .
We take as the null hypothesis that P (i) = P (j) = µ. We would like to bound

Pr(|P i − P j | ≥ τ) < ϵ (A44)

for some fixed constants τ and 0 < ϵ < 1/2.
We can apply the identity,

Pr(|P i − P j | ≥ τ)

= Pr(|P i − µ− P j + µ| ≥ τ)

≤ Pr(|P i − µ| ≥ τ/2) + Pr(|P j − µ| ≥ τ/2)

Then we can apply Hoeffding’s inequality to obtain that for any i, P i satisfies

Pr
(
|P (i)− P i| ≥ τ

)
≤ e−Nsτ

2

= ϵ/2 (A45)

giving that

Ns = O
(
log(2ϵ−1)/τ2

)
. (A46)

Therefore, with the choice of τ = O(1/2|B|), we find

Ns = O
(
log(4ϵ−1)|B|2

)
. (A47)

With Ns chosen as above, we can write that

Pr

(
|P (i)− P (j)| ≥ 1

|B|

)
≤ ϵ (A48)

whenever Ns is O(|B|2 log(1/ϵ)). This implies that with Ns many samples a deviation of P i from P j of more than
1

|B| we can reject the null-hypothesis with confidence 1 − ϵ. In this case we say that P (i) ⪆ P (j), otherwise we say

that P (i) ≈ P (j).

Theorem 5 (Convergence of modified binary search algorithm). Let f be some unknown bounded function, ||f || =
O(αβ2) with the property of being “sparsely supported” i.e. that there exists some 1/2 > ϵ′ > 0 and set A ⊂ Dom(f) ⊂
[−α, α]

f(x) = (1− ϵ′)
∑
x∈A

f(x) + ϵ′
∑
x′ /∈A

f(x′) (A49)

where A satisfies |A| = Õ(1), suppressing polylogarithmic factors possibly depending on the dimension of the underlying
approximating Hilbert space and the width of the interval α.
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FIG. 7. A diagram describing the flow of our algorithm for a few iterations in the case where there are prominent bins at
each level. We sample from the distribution formed by the magnitude of response in {B0, B1, B2, B3}. Upon sampling, we are
likely to find B2 to be the largest, noting some response in the other bins. We then subdivide B2 and see that B2,1 was most
prominent. Subdivide another time, and the bin with largest response is our estimate to a excitation energy. Going back to
the last time we saw a peak, we carry on to B2,3. We then recurse to the original distribution, performing a similar task for
the next most frequently sampled bin, B1.

By |A| = Õ(1) we mean, ∫ α

−α

1A(x)dx = Õ(1), (A50)

is independent of α, where

1A(x) =

{
1 x ∈ A

0 x /∈ A
(A51)

is the characteristic function for A.
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If we let

f(ω) =

{
d′j,0d0,j ω = λj − λ0
0 else

(A52)

Then there exists a quantum algorithm that can approximate ϵ-approximate f(x), in the sense that

||f̃(x)− f(x)||∞ ≤ ϵ (A53)

for any ϵ > ϵ′.

Moreover, this algorithm can determine some x∗ ∈ A to resolution γ using O
(

α2β2 log(β2/γ)
γ

)
queries to the quantum

algorithm implementing f in the case of linear response and O
(

nα2nβn+1 log(β2/γ)
γn

)
in the case of arbitrary nth order

response.

Proof. For intuition, this algorithm can be viewed as a modified statistical binary search. We will use the notation

[|B|] = {0, . . . , |B| − 1}. (A54)

We will assume the quantum algorithm implementing f has been performed through block encoding and we assume
access to those block encodings. In particular, to the block encodings of the dipole operators and block encodings
of the ϵ̃ approximate indicator function applied to the (possibly shifted) unperturbed Hamiltonian H0. Through the
Hadamard test, we additionally assume access to

f(ω) = ⟨ψ0|D′ID |ψ0⟩ =
∫ α

−α

∑
j ̸=0

d′j,0d0,jδ(ω − ωj0)dω, (A55)

and similarly, the restriction of the function to an interval w as:

fw(ω) =

∫ α

−α

∑
j ̸=0;ωj0∈w

d′j,0d0,jδ(ω − ωj0)dω. (A56)

Our goal is to determine the rough distribution of the coarse-grained function by measuring the frequency at which
we observe bitstring i in the ancilla register,

P (i) =
1

2|B|

(
1 +

1

ξ
fi

)
(A57)

with some suitably chosen ξ = O(||f ||) that is related to the subnormalization factor we found in the main text, so
that P (i) ≤ 1.
We wish to determine inequalities amongst the P (i) as this corresponds directly to the average value of the function

over the interval bi and gives an ordering for how to proceed in the algorithm. The first step is to prepare a uniform
superposition of Hadamard tests over different windows. Furthermore, we desire the property that the windows overlap
in the δ-region, where the ramping up and ramping down occur, so as to not have any gaps in our approximation.
Since in the proof of lemma 3 the choices of i and j were arbitrary and the choice of τ = O(1/|B|) are sufficient

to perform this inequality test for any i, j ∈ [|B|]. Therefore after sampling Ns = Õ(|B|2) times we can determine
inequalities amongst the bins with high confidence.

There are two cases that can occur when determining these inequalities. The first (and simplest) case is that there
is some i′ ∈ [|B|] such that for constant µ = 1/|B|, τ Pr(P (i′) ≥ (1+τ)P (i)) ≤ exp(−τ2/3|B|) for every other i ∈ [|B|]
with constant probability. For the other bins, we mark any that have a prominent response for later further resolution.
The second possibility is that there is a set S ⊂ [|B|] such that ∀i, i′ ∈ S P (i) ∼ P (i′) and that P (i) ⪆ P (j) whenever
i ∈ S and j /∈ S with constant probability. In fact, case two is a generalization of case one for the case when |S| = 1.
In general, we will create subsets Si ⊂ [|B|] where for every Pi, Pj ∈ Si, Pi ∼ Pj in the sense that the inequality
cannot be determined with constant probability. Additionally, we can order the Si’s so that Pi ∈ Si and Pj ∈ Si+1

Pi < Pj . We additionally have the property that ∪iSi = [|B|].
We detail the algorithm for case one, then show how to apply a similar procedure for the other cases. In this case,

we assume that there is some prominent bin, b′i such that P (i′) ≥ P (i) for all other i. In this case, we subdivide the
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Algorithm 1: Algorithm for approximate sorting of bin heights

Data: windows {bi}|B|−1
i=0

Result: R, array of (probabilistic) relations amongst bins

|P ⟩ ←
∑|B|−1

i=0
1

2|B| (I + Ubi) |i⟩;
Ns ← O(log(|B|/τ));
S ← zeros(Ns);
while i ≤ Ns do

S ← i ∈ [|B|] with Pr(i) ∼ 1
2|B|

(
1 + 1

||f ||fi
)
;

i+ = 1;

end
P ← zeros(|B|);
for j ∈ [Ns] do

P [S[j]]+ = 1
Ns

;

end
R← zeros(|B|, |B|);
for i ∈ [|B|] do

while j < i do
if P [i] ⪆ (1 + τ)P [j] then

R[i, j]← 1;
R[j, i]← −1;

else
if P [i] ≈ P [j] then

R[i, j]← 0;
R[j, i]← 0;

end

end
j+ = 1;

end
i+ = 1;

end

interval b′i into |B| bins, {bi′,0, bi′,1, . . . , bi′,|B|−1} and form the uniform superposition over these bins of size O(1/|B|2)
as per Alg. 1. Then, we sample from

P (i′, j) =
∑
j

1

2|M |

(
1 +

1

ξ
fwi′,j

)
(A58)

for some suitable normalization ξ so that ||f ||/ξ ≤ 1.
At this stage it is possible that these bins satisfy the conditions of cases 1 or 2. If case 1, then there exists some

prominent bin j such that P (i′, j) > P (i′, k) for every (k ̸= j) ∈ {0, . . . , |B| − 1}, then repeat 1 as above (including
the marking of less-prominent bins) until you have that |B|−k ≤ ϵ or until case 2 occurs. Then, remove this bin from
future search iterations.

If case 2 occurs, that is there exists some S ⊂ [|B|] such that ∀i, i′ ∈ SP (i) ∼ P (i′) with some constant probability,
then there are two possibilities. The first possibility occurs when there are at least two bins in S that are neighboring,
i.e. i, i+ 1 ∈ S for some i ∈ [|B|]. In this case, it is possible that in the δ-region where bi and bi+1 overlap contains a
large value of f . As an example, this occurs in the overlapping region between B2 and B3 in Fig 8. To resolve this
possibility, we combine bi and bi+1 and form an equal superposition of O(2|B|) bins spanning bi ∪ bi+1. If there is a
prominent bin in this case, apply case 1.

The other case occurs when elements of S are disjoint. In this case we mark all the bins and choose a random i
and subdivide bi into |B| bins. If there is a prominent value attained in one of the bins bi,j subdividing bi we take
the bins bi,j and subdivide it further, otherwise re-apply. We can carry on this way until a bin of size |B|−k = O(ϵ)
is found, then remove this bin from future search iterations.

Since the function f which describes our response is “sparsely supported”, we can determine the values in A by
repeating the above procedure until all the points in A have been ϵ−approximated. This procedure is efficient since by
definition, points x /∈ A have ϵ−small value, and so will only be observed with probability O(ϵ). Therefore, with high

probability, our algorithm will find bins corresponding to points in A. Furthermore, since |A| ∈ Õ(1), this procedure
need only be repeated O(|A|) times.
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ω=0

B2 B3B0 B1

f(ω)

FIG. 8. Figure showing the partially-overlapping bins covering the entire spectrum, as would occur in the first iteration of the
algorithm.

We now prove that the number of queries to the block encoding of H0 to determine some x∗ ∈ A saturates the
Heisenberg limit. Prepare a uniform superposition of Hadamard tests as above, and choose the bin corresponding to
the most frequently observed index (case 1), or one of the bins if there are multiple bins with similar values (case
2). This inequalities can be determined quickly, since they satisfy a Chernoff bound so the number of samples is
logarithmic in the probability We then subdivide this bin, once again choosing case 1 or case 2 respectively. We
repeat this procedure until the bin size is of O(ϵ).

We analyze the complexity of performing this algorithm on a quantum computer. We assume that we have done
k−iterations for each bin so that |B|−k < ϵ, our desired bin resolution. Since we started with the interval [−α, α],
starting from bins of size O(1), we begin from bins of size O(α) and finish bins of size O(1/ϵ), requiring us to instead
have k = O(log(α/ϵ)). At each iteration j, bins of size O(|B|−j) are formed, requiring that δj = o(|B|−j). In turn,

the approximating polynomial degree dj = Õ(|B|j), bounds the number queries to UH to implement the polynomial
to the desired precision. Furthermore, each one of these k runs must be sampled O(|B|2), for an additional O(k|B|2)
queries. However, since k = O(log(α/ϵ)) and |B| = O(1), this contributes a non-dominant factor of Õ(1). Therefore
the total query complexity to UH is

O(|B|k) = Õ(α/ϵ). (A59)

However, since the algorithm relies on block encodings, the subnormalization factor scales the number of queries
by the inverse success probability which is O(||f ||2) = O(α2β4), or through amplitude amplification the square root
of the success probability αβ2. In this case, we have

Õ(α2β2/ϵ) (A60)

queries to determine a point of x ∈ A ϵ−away in absolute value from the exact point.

We repeat this process for each bin that we observer to have a probability greater than ϵ′ an additional Õ(1) times
to obtain an approximation A′ to the points in A. Then for each bin wi ∈ A′, we measure ⟨ψ0|D′1bi(H0)D |ψ0⟩
O(1/ϵ2) times if using direct sampling, or an additional O(1/ϵ) times if using amplitude estimation, to obtain an
ϵ−approximation to fi.

Then, since f has the property of being sparsely supported, we know that

f(x) = (1− ϵ′)
∑
x∈A

f(x) + ϵ′
∑
x′ /∈A

f(x). (A61)
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Then, defining our approximation f̃

f̃(x) =
∑
w∈A′

f̃w(x), (A62)

we can see that

||f(x)− f̃(x)|| ≤ (1− ϵ′)ϵ|A|+ ϵ′ (A63)

therefore, if we choose ϵ = O(ϵ′/|A|) = Õ(ϵ′) then the total error is bounded by concentration parameter ϵ′ as desired.
The bounds for arbitrary nth order response can be found by replacing ||f || = O

(
αnβn+1

)
and ϵ→ αn/ϵn to get the

final complexity of O
(
α2nβn+1/ϵn

)
queries to UH .

a. Comparison of QPE vs Filtering method for computing response functions

In the initial stages of this work, we first considered using phase estimation following application of the dipole
operator and a swap test to accomplish a similar goal as this work. To facilitate a fair comparison of the complexities
of these two approaches, we will assume exact access to the ground state. As discussed above, this can be realized,
for example, by starting from some high overlap estimate to the ground state, then using eigenstate filtering prepare
an O(1) overlap approximation to the ground state and compute a high-precision estimate of the ground energy λ0.
This will be the starting point of the algorithm.

The method of Hamiltonian simulation used depends on the input model. The asymptotically optimal method
for Hamiltonian simulation is based on quantum signal processing, which relies on access to a block encoding of
the problem Hamiltonian. The other most common algorithm is based on Trotterization, which directly implements
the Hamiltonian as product of unitaries resulting from splitting terms in the Hamiltonian and simulating them
separately. For the most straightforward comparison, we compare the asymptotic costs of quantum phase estimation
with qubitization. The qubitization approach relies on an exponentially convergent approximation of the complex
exponential known as the Jacobi-Anger expansion[47].

In that work, they show that using quantum signal processing in conjunction with the Jacobi-Anger expansion that
the number of queries to the block encoding of H to simulate a d−sparse Hamiltonian to time t requires

O (td ||H||+ log(1/γ)/ log log(1/γ)) (A64)

queries to the block encoding of H, assuming ||H|| = O(α). To achieve k bits of precision in the eigenvalues using
phase estimation, the number of queries to the Hamiltonian simulation routine is 2k. Since in the second round of
phase estimation the input quantum state generically has support over the entire spectrum of H. We desire that our
approximation λ̃i is γ accurate, i.e. ∣∣∣λi − λ̃i

∣∣∣ ≤ γ, (A65)

for each λi. However the eigenvalues have been rescaled by the subnormalization factor α from the block encoding,
therefore we instead have ∣∣∣λi − λ̃i

∣∣∣ ≤ αγ′. (A66)

We desire that αγ′ < γ so therefore γ′ < γ/α. Therefore we need k digits of precision so that 2−k < γ/α =⇒ 2k >
α/γ. Therefore, we need O(2k+1) queries to the Hamiltonian simulation routine. Taking the sparsity d = O(1), the
total cost, in terms of queries to the block encoding of H is,

k−1∑
i=0

(
2i ||H||+ log(2k)/ log log(2k)

)
=

k−1∑
i=0

(
2i ||H||+ k/ log(k)

)
=
(
2k ||H||+ k2/ log(k)

)
= O

(
α2

γ
+ log(α/γ)2/ log(k)

)
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Then, we use a swap test on an additional register of k ancilla qubits which prepares the uniform superposition of
energies in the desired window. If we then perform a similar procedure to that given in the main text for searching
through the spectrum, then we find that it takes an additional O(α/γϵ) queries to find to determine the excitation
energy to resolution o(γ) and accuracy ϵ. If we use this algorithm in conjunction with amplitude estimation, we find
that the total expected scaling becomes

Õ(α2/γ2ϵ) (A67)

So the filtering based algorithm improves over the phase estimation based algorithm by a factor of 1/γ in the number
of queries to UH .
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