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Perturbation theory is an important technique
for reducing computational cost and providing
physical insights in simulating quantum systems
with classical computers. Here, we provide a
quantum algorithm to obtain perturbative ener-
gies on quantum computers. The benefit of us-
ing quantum computers is that we can start the
perturbation from a Hamiltonian that is classi-
cally hard to solve. The proposed algorithm uses
quantum signal processing (QSP) to achieve this
goal. Along with the perturbation theory, we
construct a technique for ground state prepara-
tion with detailed computational cost analysis,
which can be of independent interest. We also
estimate a rough computational cost of the algo-
rithm for simple chemical systems such as water
clusters and polyacene molecules. To the best of
our knowledge, this is the first of such estimates
for practical applications of QSP. Unfortunately,
we find that the proposed algorithm, at least in
its current form, does not exhibit practical num-
bers despite of the efficiency of QSP compared
to conventional quantum algorithms. However,
perturbation theory itself is an attractive di-
rection to explore because of its physical inter-
pretability; it provides us insights about what
interaction gives an important contribution to
the properties of systems. This is in sharp con-
trast to the conventional approaches based on
the quantum phase estimation algorithm, where
we can only obtain values of energy. From this
aspect, this work is a first step towards “ex-
plainable” quantum simulation on fault-tolerant
quantum computers.

1 Introduction
Perturbation theory is one of the most important tech-
niques to understand quantum systems. It solves prob-
lems by separating them into easy parts and difficult
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ones, and gradually taking the effect of difficult parts
into account. For weakly correlated systems, it usu-
ally gives sufficiently accurate physics of the systems.
A benefit of using perturbative methods is its computa-
tional efficiency compared to the cost of exactly solving
quantum systems. The computational cost to obtain
an exact solution of an n-body quantum system is gen-
erally exponential to n on classical computers, while
that of perturbative methods is only polynomial. An-
other important aspect of perturbation is its physical
interpretability. It provides us insights into what effect
a specific interaction of the system has on its overall
physical properties.

In this work, we provide a method to implement per-
turbation theory on quantum computers and discuss if
the benefits described above can also be obtained. Our
method allows one to use strongly-interacting Hamilto-
nians that are only solvable with quantum computers
as a starting point of the perturbation. More specifi-
cally, our algorithm first constructs a ground state of an
unperturbed Hamiltonian via quantum signal process-
ing (QSP) [1–3] and fixed-point amplitude amplification
[4]. Then, we generate a perturbative state by applying
the inverse of an unperturbed Hamiltonian with quan-
tum signal processing (QSP), and obtain an expectation
value of a perturbation operator via robust amplitude
estimation (RAE) [5–7].

For an unperturbed Hamiltonian H and perturba-
tion V that can be written as H =

∑
` h`σ` and V =∑

` v`σ` where σ` are Pauli operators, the complexity
of the proposed algorithm is Õ(‖h‖1‖v‖2/3/(∆δ)) and

Õ(‖h‖1‖v‖22/3/(∆2δ)) respectively for the first-order

and second-order perturbation, where ∆ is a spectral
gap of H, δ is error in the estimated perturbation en-
ergy and ‖a‖p = (

∑
` a

p
` )1/p.

We also perform a concrete resource analysis of the
algorithm for simple chemical systems such as water
clusters and polyacenes to discuss its practicality. This
is, to the best of our knowledge, the first such analy-
sis of a practical application of the QSP and the QSP-
based matrix inversion technique. Despite of efficiency
of QSP compared to conventional techniques, it is found
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that our algorithm gives impractical numbers as com-
putational cost; for example, we estimate over 1031

calls of block-encodings would be required to perform
perturbation on a pentacene molecule. This is much
larger than the cost required for naively performing the
phase estimation of the total Hamiltonian, which only
requires 1010 calls of block-encodings. While we could
not achieve a reduction of computational cost like the
classical perturbation theory, the other benefit of per-
turbation, that is, the interpretability of the result, is
still an important point. Conventional techniques of
quantum simulations based on phase estimation can
give us energy and its eigenstates, but cannot provide
us insights into why the energy is the obtained value.
We, therefore, believe this work is a first step toward
an “explainable” quantum simulation on fault-tolerant
quantum computers.

2 Preliminaries
2.1 Perturbation theory
We have an n-qubit Hamiltonian Htotal = H + V . We
consider the Hamiltonian H and the perturbation V
that can be decomposed into Pauli operators σ` as,

H =
LH∑
`=1

h`σ` (1)

V =
LV∑
`=1

v`σ` (2)

Note that H and V can, without loss of generality,
be defined as not having I⊗n term. Let the ground
state of Htotal with eigenvalue E0 be |E0〉. Also, let
an eigenstate H with an eigenvalue εi be |εi〉. We as-
sume that the eigenvalues are ordered in ascending or-
der ε0 < ε1 ≤ · · · ≤ ε2n−1.

It is well known [8] that |E0〉 can be approximated as

|E0〉 ≈ |ε(1)
0 〉 (3)

:= |ε0〉 −Π(H − ε0)−1ΠV |ε0〉 , (4)

where Π = I − |ε0〉 〈ε0|, to the first order in ‖V ‖ if εi is
not degenerate. The corresponding eigenvalue E0 can
be approximated as,

E0 ≈ ε0 + ε
(1)
0 + ε

(2)
0 , (5)

where

ε
(1)
0 = 〈ε0|V |ε0〉 (6)

and

ε
(2)
0 = −〈ε0|VΠ(H − ε0)−1ΠV |ε0〉 . (7)

2.2 Block-encoding of a Hamiltonian
First, we introduce the block-encoding [3, 9]. We say a
unitary UA block-encodes a matrix A when it has the
following form:

UA =
(
A/α ·
· ·

)
. (8)

More formally, we say (n + l)-qubit unitary UA is a
(α, l, ε)-block encoding of n-qubit operator A if∥∥A− α (〈0l| ⊗ I)U (|0l〉 ⊗ I)∥∥ ≤ ε. (9)

Babbush et al. [10] showed that we can perform phase
estimation of a unitary ei arccosA/α to estimate an eigen-

value of A to precision δ by using UA for
√

2πα
2δ times.

The phase estimation algorithm [11] takes in a state
|ψ〉 and outputs eigenvalue eiφ of a unitary U with a
probability p(φ) = | 〈φ|ψ〉 |2 where |φ〉 is the eigenstate
of U corresponding to the eigenvalue eiφ. If we wish
to obtain a specific eigenvalue such as the ground state
energy, |ψ〉 must therefore have non-negligible overlap
with the corresponding eigenstate.

An explicit block-encoding of an n-qubit operator A
which can be represented as a sum of Pauli operator as
A =

∑L
`=1 a`σ` can be constructed via PREPAREa and

SELECT operations introduced in Ref. [10]. PREPARE
operation acts on l = dlog2 Le qubits as

PREPAREa |0l〉 =
L−1∑
`=0

√
a`
‖a‖1

|`〉 ≡ |Lµ〉 . (10)

where ‖a‖1 =
∑
` |a`|. SELECT acts on n+ l qubits and

defined as

SELECT =
L−1∑
`=0
|`〉 〈`| ⊗ σ`. (11)

Then,

UA = PREPARE†a · SELECT · PREPAREa (12)

satisfies (〈0l| ⊗ In)UA(|0l〉 ⊗ In) = A/‖a‖1, i.e., UA is a
(‖a‖1, l, 0)-block-encoding of A. It has been shown that
PREPAREa and SELECT operations can be implemented
with O(L + log(1/ε)) T gates. Note that the T gate is
the most time-consuming gate in the surface-code-based
fault-tolerant quantum computing [10].

2.3 Eigenvalue transformation via quantum sig-
nal processing
Given a block-encoding UA of A, we can construct a
block encoding of P (A) for certain polynomials P (x)
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[1–3]. In this work, we are only interested in real poly-
nomials P (x). The seminal work [3, Corollary 10] shows
that, for a degree-d real polynomial P (x) such that

|P (x)| ≤ 1 for |x| ≤ 1, (13)
P (x) = P (−x) if d is even,

P (x) = −P (−x) if d is odd
(14)

we can obtain a unitary P0 and P1 such that

P0 |0l〉 |ψ〉 = |0l〉 [P̃ (A) |ψ〉] + |g〉 , (15)
P1 |0l〉 |ψ〉 = |0l〉 [P̃ ∗(A) |ψ〉] + |g〉 , (16)

where P̃ (x) is a degree-d polynomial such that
Re[P̃ (x)] = P (x), ∗ denotes complex conjugate,
and |g〉 is a “garbage” state which is orthogonal to
|0l〉 [P̃ (A) |ψ〉]. We can construct P0 and P1 with d
calls of UA. Moreover, a unitary defined as

P = |+〉 〈+| ⊗ P0 + |−〉 〈−| ⊗ P1, (17)

which uses another ancilla qubit, satisfies

P |0l+1〉 |ψ〉 = |0l+1〉 [P (A) |ψ〉] + |g〉 (18)

as shown in [3, Corollary 18]. Note that P can be con-
structed by only using d-calls of UA rather than 2d-calls,
since P1 is obtained by inverting phase sequences of P0
[3, Corollary 18]. After the application of P, we can
post-select on the ancilla being |0l+1〉 to obtain a state
proportional to P (A) |ψ〉. The probability of success is
‖P (A) |ψ〉 ‖2. This procedure is called quantum signal
processing (QSP) [1–3]. In this work, we say a polyno-
mial is QSP-implementable if it satisfies the above two
conditions (13) and (14).

2.4 Amplitude estimation
Amplitude estimation refers to various techniques to ob-
tain values of amplitudes of a quantum state |ψ〉 within
error of δ using O(1/δ) calls of a state preparation uni-
tary Uψ such that |ψ〉 = Uψ |0〉. The original algorithm
can be found in [12]. Recent developments have made
the procedure significantly more efficient. For exam-
ple, a state-of-the-art method called the robust ampli-
tude estimation (RAE) [5–7] can empirically estimate
〈ψ|σ|ψ〉 for a Pauli operator σ within a mean squared
error of δ2 by using

5
√

2
2

e2

e− 1
1
δ

(19)

calls of Uψ. Other recent works such as iterative quan-
tum amplitude estimation [13, 14] have shown similar
performance. In this work, we employ RAE to estimate
the expectation values.

3 Perturbation theory on quantum com-
puters
3.1 High-level overview
Our approach for performing perturbation on a quan-
tum computer is as follows:

1. Perform phase estimation of H to estimate ε0
within a precision of δ0.

2. Efficiently generate |ε0〉 via QSP-based eigenstate
filtering (Sec. 3.2).

3. Estimate the first-order perturbation energy by
measuring 〈ε0|V |ε0〉 (Sec. 3.3).

4. Estimate the second-order perturbation energy by
performing the Hadamard test of a unitary which
approximates Π(H − ε0)−1Π constructed via QSP
(Sec. 3.4).

Step 1 of the algorithm can be replaced with more so-
phisticated techniques provided in Refs. [15, 16] from
the naive phase estimation. Algorithms for step 2 are
also proposed in e.g. [15, 17, 18], but previous works dis-
cuss the cost in terms of O-notations. In the following
subsections, we describe the details of steps 2, 3, and 4,
without resorting toO-notations. Some assumptions we
make are in order. First, we assume that one can pre-
pare a state |ψ〉 that has non-zero overlap p with |ε0〉 in
steps 1 and 2. We do not discuss how to choose and pre-
pare such a state in detail because they strongly depend
on the target system. For our numerical resource esti-
mation in Sec. 4, we employ Hartree-Fock states. The
second assumption is the knowledge of lower bounds to
the overlap p and the spectral gap ∆ = ε1−ε0 of the un-
perturbed Hamiltonian H. This assumption is required
for constructing quantum circuits for steps 2 and 4. In
the following, we formulate the cost by using p and ∆
but they can always be replaced by their lower bounds.

We note that Ref. [19] has considered a similar task
that involves the inversion of Hamiltonians using QSP.
Their main target is, however, to calculate Green’s func-
tion, which is widely used to obtain response properties
with respect to external fields, and not to construct gen-
eral perturbation theory, which can evaluate the energy
of a many-body system, like this work. From the tech-
nical viewpoint, for the calculation of Green’s function,
only the operator in the form of (H − z)−1 where z is
a complex number is required and one does not need
to construct Π(H − ε0)−1Π as we do here. Ref. [20]
also considers the perturbative simulation of quantum
systems. Their goal is to implement real-time dynamics
on a quantum computer and does not focus on obtain-
ing the energies of Hamiltonians. It is achieved by first
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discretizing the time evolution to small time slices and
sampling the perturbative part of each of the short-time
dynamics with respect to a quasi-probability distribu-
tion. Their method hence requires exponential cost with
respect to the evolution time, and would not be suitable
for extracting energy eigenvalues with high precision.

3.2 Preparation of a reference state
In this work, we utilize the QSP-approximation of rect-
angular functions introduced by Low and Chuang [21]
and reviewed in Ref. [2] to prepare the reference state
|ε0〉 from which we start the perturbation. |ε0〉 can be
generated via phase estimation. However, it is more ef-
ficient to use QSP to filter |ε0〉 when we know the value
of the corresponding eigenvalue ε0. The construction of
rectangular functions closely follows that of [2, 21] but
we give more detailed cost, that is, the degree of polyno-
mial needed for their approximation, than the previous
works. In Appendix A, we show that there exists a
QSP-implementable polynomial P filter

ε,κ,xth
(x) such that,

P filter
ε,κ,xth

(x) > 1− ε (|x| < xth),
|P filter
ε,κ,xth

(x)| < ε (|x| > xth + κ),
(20)

where xth > 0, 0 < κ < 2(1− xth) are parameters, with
degree roughly

nfilter(ε, κ, xth)

≈ 64(1 + x′th)√
πε

1
κ

√
2 loge

(
8
πε2

)
exp

(
−1

2W
(

2048
πε2e2

))
,

(21)

where x′th = xth + κ/2 and W (x) is the Lambert W
function. We plot the values of nfilter(ε, κ, xth) as Fig. 1
with various parameter settings. Using an inequality
W (x) > log(x) − log(log(x)), we can roughly upper-
bound nfilter(ε, κ, xth) by,

nfilter(ε, κ, xth)

≤ e(1 + x′th)√
2κ

√
loge

(
8
πε2

)
loge

(
2048
πε2e2

)
,

(22)

which has O(log(1/ε)/κ) scaling.
Let us assume that we know an estimate ε̂0 of ε0 such

that |ε̂0 − ε0| < δ0. Define H ′ = H − ε̂0I. Let

H ′ =
LH+1∑
`=1

h′`σ`. (23)

Note that, since we assume that H does not have
I⊗n term, H ′ has LH + 1 terms. Also, note that
‖h′‖1 = ‖h‖1 + |ε̂0|. Let l′ = dlog(LH + 1)e, the num-
ber of ancilla qubits needed to block-encode H ′. We

10 6 10 5 10 4 10 3 10 2
104

105

106

107

108

n f
ilt

er

= 10 15

= 10 13

= 10 11

= 10 9

= 10 7

= 10 5

(H2O)n, first order
Polyacene, second order

Figure 1: Values of nfilter calculated by Eq. (21) with xth =
10−6, which is a typical value for the molecules studied in
Sec. 4, and with different error parameters ε as a function
of κ. Points corresponds to the values for specific molecules
presented in Tables 2 and 3.

can perform QSP of H ′ via UH′ . QSP can construct
P filter
ε,κ (H ′/‖h′‖1) with nfilter(ε, κ, xth) calls of UH′ (see

Sec. 2.3). Then, since we know the ground state energy
of H ′/‖h′‖1 is within [−δ0/‖h′‖1, δ0/‖h′‖1] and the sec-
ond largest energy is larger than (∆−δ0)/‖h′‖1, we can
set

xth = δ0/‖h′‖1, (24)
κ = (∆− δ0)/‖h′‖1, (25)

The error parameter ε controls the fidelity of |ε0〉. Let
us assume an initial state |ψ〉 fed to the QSP satisfies,

|ψ〉 = √p |ε0〉+
√

1− p |ε⊥0 〉 , (26)

where |ε⊥0 〉 is a state orthogonal to |ε0〉. To obtain |ε0〉,
we first apply P filter

ε,κ,xth
(H ′/‖h′‖1) via QSP and get a

state in the form of,

|0l
′+1〉

[
P filter
ε,κ,xth

(
H ′

‖h′‖1

)
|ψ〉
]

+ |g〉 . (27)

The post-selection on the ancilla being |0〉 results in a
state

|ε̃0〉 = P filter
ε,κ,xth

(H ′/‖h′‖1) |ψ〉 /‖P filter
ε,κ,xth

(H ′/‖h′‖1) |ψ〉 ‖,
(28)

which is used as the reference state for the perturbation.
We obtain the perturbation energies as expectation val-
ues of observables O = V and VΠ(H − ε0)ΠV with
respect to |ε̃0〉. We, therefore, wish to make

δprep := | 〈ε0|O|ε0〉 − 〈ε̃0|O|ε̃0〉 | � δ (29)

to obtain the perturbation energy with an accuracy of
δ. In Appendix B, it is shown that,

δprep = 2ε
√

1− p
p

Re 〈ε⊥0 |O|ε0〉+O(ε2) (30)
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Assuming O(ε2) term is negligible, we can roughly
upper-bound δprep for O = V and VΠ(H − ε0)ΠV re-
spectively as,

δprep . 2ε
√

1− p
p
‖V ‖ (31)

and

δprep . 2ε
√

1− p
p

‖V ‖2

∆ (32)

We can remove the need for post-selection in the
preparation of |ε̃0〉 with the fixed-point amplitude am-
plification algorithm [4]. Deterministic state prepara-
tion is essential to employ advanced expectation value
estimation techniques such as RAE [5–7]. When applied
to our setting, it allows us to deterministically prepare
a state

|˜̃ε0〉 =
√

1− r2 |0l
′+1〉 |ε̃0〉+ r |0ε̃⊥0 〉 , (33)

where |0ε̃⊥0 〉 is a state orthogonal to |0l′+1〉 |ε̃0〉, for r > 0
with approximately

loge(2/r)√
p

(34)

applications of Pfilter
ε,κ,xth

and (Pfilter
ε,κ,xth

)† [4]. Note that ex-
pectation value of V and VΠ(H−ε0)−1ΠV with respect
to |˜̃ε0〉 deviates from 〈ε̃0|V |ε̃0〉 by 2rRe[〈0ε̃0|V |0ε̃⊥0 〉] +
O(r2) and 2rRe[〈0ε̃0|VΠ(H − ε0)−1ΠV |0ε̃⊥0 〉] + O(r2).
It can roughly be bounded from above by 2r‖V ‖ and
2r‖V ‖2/∆. We need to take sufficiently small r to make
this negligible.

Finally, let us discuss the related previous works
about ground state preparation. Ge, Tura, and Cirac
[17] also consider how to realize filtering operations
but with a so-called linear combination of unitaries ap-
proach which originates in [22]. The approach requires
log2(d) ancilla qubits to implement degree-d polyno-
mial. Refs. [15, 18] use QSP to implement a reflection
operator I − 2 |ε0〉 〈ε0|, and uses the fixed-point ampli-
tude amplification. They do not perform a detailed er-
ror analysis of the protocol as we do in this paper; we
expect that it would be more involved and that such
analysis would yield a comparable performance to the
method presented in this section. All of the above works
give the cost in O-notation and do not give detailed cost
estimates as we do in this work.

3.3 First-order perturbation energy
The first-order energy correction ε

(1)
0 can be obtained

by naive measurement of the operator V , that is, we
perform the VQE-like measurement where we estimate

each of Pauli operator σ` appearing in Eq. (2) by the
RAE.

The technique demands us to deterministically pre-
pare |ε0〉. To this end, we employ the fixed-point ampli-
tude amplification algorithm [4]. Let the unitary that
prepares |˜̃ε0〉 in Eq. (33) be Wprep. Then, the RAE can
empirically estimate 〈˜̃ε0|σ`|˜̃ε0〉 with a mean squared er-
ror δ2

σ`
using

M` = 5
√

2
2

e2

e− 1
1
δσ`

(35)

calls of Wprep in total [6, Eq. (8)] (converted here to
be a noise-free case). Employing optimal distribution
of M` to minimize the overall error, we can obtain an
estimate of 〈˜̃ε0|V |˜̃ε0〉 with a mean squared error δ2

1 using

M (1) = 5
√

2
2

e2

e− 1
1
δ1

(∑
`

v
2/3
`

)3/2

(36)

calls of Wprep in total. For completeness, we derive
Eq. (36) in Appendix C following Ref. [6] where they
have derived the total cost for noisy quantum comput-
ers.

Here, we combine the above discussion to state a for-
mal result in the O-notation as follows:

Theorem 1 Let Htotal = H + V be the target Hamilto-
nian where H =

∑LH

`=1 h`σ` represents the unperturbed

term and V =
∑LV

`=1 v`σ` represents the perturbation.
Let |ε0〉 be the non-degenerate ground state of H. As-
sume that we have an estimate ε̂0 of ε0, the ground state
energy of H, such that |ε̂0 − ε0| < δ0 < ∆. More-
over, assume that we can preprare a state |ψ〉 such that
| 〈ε0|ψ〉 |2 = p. Then, we can estimate the first-order
perturbation energy 〈ε0|V |ε0〉 within an additive error
of δ1 by using

O
(‖h′‖1‖v‖2/3

∆′δ1
√
p

log
(
‖V ‖
δ1

)
log
(√

p

1− p
‖V ‖
δ1

))
(37)

calls of a block-encoding of H ′, where ∆′ = ∆− δ0 and
H ′ = H − ε̂0.

Proof. This is obtained by multiplying Eq. (36),
Eq. (34) with r = O(δ1/‖V ‖) and Eq. (22) with
setting κ and x′th as in Eqs. (25)-(24) and ε =
O(
√
p/(1− p)δ1/‖V ‖) (c.f. Eq. (31)). �

We will estimate the concrete number of calls to the
block-encoding of H ′ in Sec. 4.

3.4 Second-order perturbation energy
We approximate Π(H − ε0)−1Π by the method pre-
sented in [2]. Ref. [2] gives a construction of a QSP-
implementable polynomial to realize matrix inversion.
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However, as we show in Appendix D, it can also be
used for approximating Π(H − ε0)−1Π. More con-
cretely, there exists a QSP-implementable polynomial
P ptb
ε,w,w0

(x) that satisfies the following conditions:∣∣∣∣P ptb
ε,w,w0

(x)− w

2
1
x

∣∣∣∣ < w

2 ε (w < |x| < 1) (38)∣∣P ptb
ε,w,w0

(x)
∣∣ < w

2 ε (|x| < w0) (39)

Such P ptb
ε,w,w0

(x) can be constructed by appropriately
tuning the error parameter of a matrix inversion poly-
nomial presented in [2], as shown in Appendix D. Its
degree is

nptb(ε, w,w0) = 2D
(ε

4 ,
w

2

)
+ nsign

(
ε′′,

w

4 ,
3w
4

)
,

(40)

where

D(ε, w) =
⌈√

b(ε, w) log(4b(ε, w)/ε)
⌉
, (41)

nsign(ε, κ, c)

= 32(1 + |c|)√
πε

1
κ

√
2 loge

(
8
πε2

)
exp

(
−1

2W
(

2048
πε2e2

))
(42)

ε′′ = min
{

2εw
5 ,

1
4wD( ε4 ,

w
2 ) ,

ε

2w0[D( ε4 ,
w
2 ) + 1]2

}
,

(43)

and

b(ε, w) =
⌈(

1
w

)2
log
(

1
wε

)⌉
. (44)

We plot the values of nptb(ε, w,w0) as Fig. 2 with vari-
ous parameter settings.

Let Pptb
ε,w,w0

be a unitary that implements

P ptb
ε,w,w0

(H ′/‖h′‖1), that is, for a general state

|0l′+1〉 |ψ〉, it acts as,

Pptb
ε,w,w0

|0l
′+1〉 |ψ〉

= |0l
′+1〉

[
P ptb
ε,w,w0

(
H ′

‖h′‖1

)
|ψ〉
]

+ |g〉
(45)

≈ |0l
′+1〉

[w
2 ‖h

′‖1Π (H − ε0)−1 Π |ψ〉
]

+ |g〉 (46)

ε
(2)
0 can be approximated by the expectation value of

the operator Pptb
ε,w,w0

as,

ε
(2)
0 ≈ ε̃(2)

0 := − 2
w

1
‖h′‖1

〈Pptb
ε,w,w0

〉 (47)

10 6 10 5 10 4 10 3 10 2

w

105

106

107

108

109

n p
tb

= 10 15

= 10 13

= 10 11

= 10 9

= 10 7

= 10 5

(H2O)n

Polyacene

Figure 2: Values of nptb calculated by Eq. (40) with w0 =
10−6, which is a typical value for the molecules studied in
Sec. 4, and with different error parameters ε as a function
of w. Points corresponds to the values for specific molecules
presented in Table 3.

where the expectation is taken with respect to
|0l′+1〉 (V |ε0〉). In Appendix E, we show that, by taking

w = ∆− δ0
‖h′‖1

, (48)

w0 = δ0
‖h′‖1

, (49)

it is guaranteed that∣∣∣ε(2)
0 − ε̃

(2)
0

∣∣∣ ≤ ‖V |ε0〉 ‖2‖h′‖1
ε+ δ0

(∆− δ0)ε
(2)
0 . (50)

Let us define

δ′2 = ‖V |ε0〉 ‖
2

‖h′‖1
ε (51)

δ′′2 = δ0
(∆− δ0)ε

(2)
0 (52)

If we wish to obtain the overall perturbation energy
within an error of δ, we have to make Eq. (50) suf-
ficiently smaller than δ by taking small ε and δ0. As
for ε, we can for example take ε = (‖h′‖1/‖V ‖2)(δ/10)
without increasing the implementation cost so much to
guarantee that δ′2 is negligible with respect to δ. Note
that 1/ε only contributes logarithmically to nptb. As for
δ0, although its effect to nptb is logarithmic, the phase

estimation of H takes
√

2π‖h‖1
2δ0

calls of UH . We therefore
wish to take δ0 as large as possible while maintaining

δ0
(∆−δ0)ε

(2)
0 � δ.

Now, we discuss how to obtain an estimate of

〈Pptb
ε,w,w0

〉 and therefore ε̃
(2)
0 . One strategy to measure

〈Pptb
ε,w,w0

〉 is to generate V |ε0〉 via the block-encoding
of V . This, however, would prevent us from analyzing
the contribution of each term to the perturbative en-
ergy. We take a more naive strategy to avoid this issue.
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Since V can be expressed as Eq. (2), 〈Pptb
ε,w,w0

〉 can be
rewritten as,

〈Pptb
ε,w,w0

〉 =
∑
`,`′

v`v`′ 〈Pptb
ε,w,w0

〉
`′`
. (53)

where

〈Pptb
ε,w,w0

〉
`′`

= 〈0l
′+1| 〈ε0|σ`′Pptb

ε,w,w0
σ` |0l

′+1〉 |ε0〉 (54)

We can estimate 〈Pptb
ε,w,w0

〉
`′`

using Hadamard test in-

volving a controlled-(σ`′Pptb
ε,w,w0

σ`) gate. Note that

controlled-Pptb
ε,w,w0

does not increase the T cost by much;
it only adds a single control qubit to the controlled-UH′

gates already used to realize Pptb
ε,w,w0

. We first determin-

istically generate |0l′+1〉 |ε̃0〉 using filtering described in
Sec. 3.2. Then, adding an ancilla qubit, we prepare a
state

1√
2
|0〉
(
|0l

′+1〉 |ε̃0〉
)

+ 1√
2
|1〉
(
σ`′Pptb

ε,w,w0
σ` |0l

′+1〉 |ε̃0〉
)
.

(55)

Pauli-X expectation value of the ad-
ditional ancilla qubit of this state is
Re 〈0l′+1| 〈ε0|σ`′Pptb

ε,w,w0
σ` |0l

′+1〉 |ε0〉 = 〈Pptb
ε,w,w0

〉
`′`

,
which is the quantity we wish to estimate. This allows
us to employ the RAE to estimate the expectation
values 〈Pptb

ε,w,w0
〉
`′`

. Denoting the unitary to prepare
the state in Eq. (55) by W2, the optimal number of
calls of W2 to estimate 〈Pptb

ε,w,w0
〉 with a mean squared

error δ2
P is,

M
(2)
P = 5

√
2

2
e2

e− 1
1
δP

(∑
``′

(v`v`′)2/3

)3/2

(56)

= 5
√

2
2

e2

e− 1
1
δP

(∑
`

v
2/3
`

)3

(57)

which follows from exactly the same discussion pro-

vided in Appendix C. Since ε̃
(2)
0 is obtained by mul-

tiplying 2/(w‖h′‖1) to the estimated value of 〈Pptb
ε,w,w0

〉,
we need to take δP = w‖h′‖1

2 δ2 to obtain ε̃
(2)
0 with a

mean squared error δ2
2. Therefore, we conclude that,

M (2) = 5
√

2e2

e− 1
1

w‖h′‖1
1
δ2

(∑
`

v
2/3
`

)3

(58)

calls of W2 are needed to estimate ε̃
(2)
0 .

Combining the above discussion, we obtain the fol-
lowing result:

Theorem 2 Let Htotal, H, V , h`, v`, |ε0〉 ε̂0, δ0, |ψ〉,
∆′, H ′ and p be defined as in Theorem 1. Additionally,

let Π = I − |ε0〉 〈ε0|. Then, we can estimate the second-
order perturbation energy −〈ε0|VΠ(H − ε0)−1ΠV |ε0〉
within an additive error of δ2 by using

O

(
‖h‖1‖v‖22/3

∆′2δ2
√
p

log
(
‖V ‖2

∆δ2

)
log
(√

p

1− p
‖V ‖2

∆δ2

))
(59)

calls of a block-encoding of H ′.

Proof. This is obtained by multiplying the following
equations.

• Eq. (58),

• Eq. (34) with r = O(δ2∆/‖V ‖2),

• Eq. (22) with setting κ and x′th as in Eqs. (25)-(24)
and ε = O(

√
p/(1− p)δ2∆/‖V ‖2) (c.f. Eq. (32))

and

• Eq. (40) with ε = O(δ2‖h′‖1/‖V ‖2) (c.f. Eq.(50))
and w as defined in Eq. (48). �

We will calculate the concrete values in the next sec-
tion.

4 Resource analysis with realistic pa-
rameters
Here, we assess the overall cost for obtaining the ground
state energy E0 within the accuracy of δ by the pertur-
bative method presented in the previous section. We
analyze a rough T-cost of our approach with an as-
sumption that the second-order perturbation is accurate
enough to produce E0. Let the T-cost of implementing
UH be T (H). After formulating the overall cost of the
proposed approach, we plug in some realistic parame-
ters to the formula and discuss its feasibility.

4.1 Formulating the overall cost
Let us first discuss how to distribute the overall error
δ to δ0, δ1, and δ2. Importantly, δ′′2 depends on δ0.

Assuming δ0 � ∆, δ′′2 can be approximated as
ε

(2)
0
∆ δ0. δ′′2

is negligibly small compared to δ0 and thus to δ if ε
(2)
0 �

∆, which is usually satisfied when, e.g., V represents
intermolecular interactions. In this situation, we can
naively set δ0 = δ1 = δ2 = δ/3 to guarantee that the

overall accuracy is δ. Conversely, if ε
(2)
0 � ∆, we must

take δ0 � ∆
ε

(2)
0
δ. In this situation, we can set δ1 =

δ2 = δ′′2 = δ/3 since δ0 = ∆
ε

(2)
0
δ′′2 becomes negligibly

small compared to δ. Note that we may reduce the cost
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further by optimizing this distribution, which is left as
possible future work.

The contribution to the T-cost needed for each step of
the presented perturbation method can be summarized
as follows:

Estimation of ε0
Phase estimation of H to obtain ε0 within an ac-
curacy of δ0 takes

1
p

√
2π‖h‖
2δ0

T (H), (60)

since we can obtain the ground state energy with
probability p if we use an initial state (26). Note

that if we expect ε
(2)
0 � ∆, we must take δ0 �

∆
ε

(2)
0
δ.

Estimation of ε(1)
0

It takes M (1) (Eq. (36)) calls of Wprep which uses
loge(2/r)√

p calls of Pfilter
ε,κ,xth

and Pfilter
ε,κ,xth

†
. Pfilter

ε,κ,xth

takes nfilter(ε, κ, xth)T (H) cost for its implemen-
tation. Then, the overall cost is

2M (1) loge(2/r)√
p

nfilter(ε, κ, xth)T (H) (61)

The parameters in Eq. (61) are determined as fol-
lows:

• r should be taken to make 2r‖V ‖ negligible
compared to δ1. Noting that ‖V ‖ ≤ ‖v‖1
holds, we take r = δ1/(20‖v‖1) which guar-
antees 2r‖V ‖ ≤ δ1/10.

• We should take ε to make δprep negligible
to δ1. From Eq. (31), we choose ε =
δ1/(20‖v‖1)

√
p/(1− p) which leads to δprep .

δ1/10.

• κ and xth are determined by Eqs. (24) and
(25).

Estimation of ε(2)
0

It takes M (2) (Eq. (58)) calls of W2 which makes
use of single calls of Wprep and Pptb

ε,w,w0
. The

cost of Wprep is 2 loge(2/r)√
p nfilter(εfilter, κ, xth)T (H).

That of Pptb
εptb,w,w0

is nptb(εptb, w, w0)T (H).
nptb(εptb, w, w0) is defined by Eqs. (40)-(44).
Therefore, the overall cost is,

M (2)
(

2 loge(2/r)√
p

nfilter(εfilter, κ, xth)

+ nptb(εptb, w, w0)
)
T (H) (62)

The parameters are determined as follows:

• r should be taken to make 2r‖V ‖2/∆ neg-
ligible compared to δ2. We take r =
δ2∆/(20‖v‖21) which guarantees 2r‖V ‖ ≤
δ2/10.

• We take εfilter = δ2∆/(20‖v‖21)
√
p/(1− p)

which leads to δprep . δ2/10 (see Eq. 32).

• κ and xth are determined by Eqs. (24) and
(25).

• εptb should be taken to make δ′2 =
‖V |ε0〉‖2

‖h′‖1
εptb ≤ ‖V ‖2

‖h′‖1
εptb sufficiently smaller

than δ2 (see Eq. (50)). We therefore take

εptb = ‖h′‖1
‖v‖2

1

δ2
10 to ensure δ′2 ≤ δ2/10.

• w and w0 are determined by Eq. (48) and
(49).

4.2 Application to molecular systems
We first perform resource estimation for clusters of wa-
ter molecule (H2O)m for m = 2, 3, 4, 5, 6. Geometries
of systems are taken from Ref. [23]. We use the STO-
3G minimal basis set to represent the Hamiltonians,
which are computed with PySCF [24, 25] and Open-
Fermion [26]. Hamiltonians are expressed Löwdin local-
ized orbital [27], which allows us to separate them into
intra-molecule and inter-molecule interactions. Here,
we estimate the cost to implement the perturbation
theory presented in the previous section treating the
inter-molecule interactions as the perturbative term

V . Since we expect ε
(2)
0 � ∆ in this case, we set

δ0 = δ1 = δ2 = δchem/3 and δchem = 10−3 Hartree.
For a cluster of m molecules like the ones considered

here, a special treatment for generating the unperturbed
ground state |ε0〉 can be made. The unperturbed Hamil-
tonian H can be written in the form of,

H =
m∑
i=1

Hi, (63)

where Hi only acts on qubits corresponding to local-
ized orbitals in the i-th molecule. Note that the above
form is always possible with appropriate indexing of or-
bitals and Jordan-Wigner transformation [28]. Then,
the ground state |ε0〉 of H is a tensor product of ground
states |ε0,i〉 of Hi. Let us now assume that we can effi-
ciently generate |ψi〉 such that

√
pi |ε0,i〉+

√
1− pi |ε⊥0,i〉

as an initial state to create |ε0,i〉. A naive application
of the discussion in the previous section would yield
an inefficient protocol that scales exponentially with re-
spect to m since the overlap between

⊗m
i=1 |ψi〉 and

|ε0〉 =
⊗m

i=1 |ε0,i〉 decays as
∏
i pi. However, instead

of directly generating
⊗m

i=1 |ε0,i〉 by applying global
amplitude amplification to

⊗m
i=1 |ψi〉, we can indepen-

dently prepare |ε0,i〉 using log(2/ri)/
√
pi applications of
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Table 1: Parameters of example systems. For (H2O)n, ∆ is computed as the exact energy gap of a single water molecule isolated
from the other ones. Energy units are in Hartree.

System ‖h′‖1 ‖v‖1
(∑

` v
2/3
`

)3/2
∆ p LV /LH

(H2O)2 204 14.3 783 0.40 0.97 7.18
(H2O)3 323 197 1.1×104 0.40 0.97 27.6
(H2O)4 445 313 2.1×104 0.40 0.97 66.3
(H2O)5 570 438 3.6×104 0.40 0.97 129
(H2O)6 715 610 7.0×104 0.40 0.97 224
Tetracene 2.0×103 9.5 ×103 3.2×107 0.055 0.7* 323
Pentacene 2.7×103 1.5 ×104 7.4×107 0.043 0.7* 348
Hexacene 3.4×103 2.3 ×104 1.5×108 0.033 0.7* 385

Table 2: Total cost for estimating ε(1)
0 and intermediate parameters used during its calculation.

System r εfilter κ nfilter M (1) Total cost
(H2O)2 5.2×10−7 3.2×10−6 1.9×10−3 7.4×104 1.2× 104 5.4×1010T (H)
(H2O)3 2.5×10−8 1.5×10−7 1.2×10−3 1.4×105 1.6× 105 2.6×1012T (H)
(H2O)4 1.2×10−8 7.3×10−8 8.9×10−4 2.1×105 3.2× 105 1.0×1013T (H)
(H2O)5 6.8×10−9 4.2×10−8 7.0×10−4 2.7×105 5.6× 105 3.0×1013T (H)
(H2O)6 4.1×10−9 2.5×10−8 5.6×10−4 3.5×105 1.1× 106 9.1×1013T (H)

Table 3: Total cost for estimating ε(2)
0 and intermediate parameters used during its calculation.

System r εfilter εptb nfilter nptb M (2) Total cost
(H2O)2 1.4×10−8 8.8×10−8 3.0×10−5 9.3×104 4.6× 105 1.6×1011 1.2×1018T (H)
(H2O)3 5.1×10−11 3.0×10−10 1.8×10−7 2.0×105 9.4× 105 2.9×1013 8.8×1020T (H)
(H2O)4 1.5×10−11 9.2×10−11 9.8×10−8 2.8×105 1.3× 106 1.1×1014 6.8×1021T (H)
(H2O)5 6.2×10−12 3.7×10−11 6.5×10−8 3.8×105 1.8× 106 3.4×1014 3.6×1022T (H)
(H2O)6 2.7×10−12 1.6×10−11 4.2×10−8 4.9×105 2.3× 106 1.3×1015 2.1×1023T (H)
Tetracene 9.2×10−15 1.4×10−14 6.7×10−10 1.3×107 5.8× 107 1.9×1021 2.0×1030T (H)
Pentacene 2.8×10−15 4.2×10−15 3.4×10−10 2.3×107 1.0× 108 1.3×1022 2.6×1031T (H)
Hexacene 9.6×10−16 1.5×10−15 2.0×10−10 3.9×107 1.8× 108 6.8×1022 2.3×1032T (H)
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filtering polynomial with error parameter εfilter,i. This

replaces log(2/r)√
p factor with

∑
i

log(2/ri)√
pi

, and does not

require the exponential cost. Note that we should take
ri = r/m and εfilter,i = εfilter/m to maintain sufficient
accuracy for |ε0〉. In the following numerical results, we
take this approach.

We also perform resource estimation for m-acene
molecules for m = 4, 5, 6. Geometries of the molecules
are taken from Ref. [29]. We use STO-3G minimal
basis set, and obtain an active space consisting of π-
orbitals using PiOS [30]. The sizes of active spaces are
36, 44, and 52 spin-orbitals for m = 4, 5, 6, respectively.
After the Jordan-Wigner transformation [28], the total
Hamiltonian Htotal is partitioned into H and V in such
a way that, if σ` contained in Htotal has any Pauli-X or
Y operators acting on inactive orbitals, σ` is grouped
into V , and otherwise, σ` is taken into H. Note that
this choice of perturbation operator V makes the first-
order energy correction 〈ε0|V |ε0〉 = 0. We, therefore, do
not estimate the cost for first-order perturbation in this
case. Since openfermion [26] is not capable of handling
all spin-orbitals of relatively large molecules like poly-
acene, we derive the expression of molecular Hamiltoni-
ans in terms of Majorana operators, each of which cor-
responds to Pauli operators, in Appendix F and use it

for calculations. Since we expect ε
(2)
0 � ∆ in this case,

we set δ1 = δ2 = δ′′2 = δchem/3 and δ0 = (∆/εMP2)δ′′2 ,
where εMP2 is the correlation energy obtained with the
second-order Møller-Plesset perturbation theory using
restricted Hartree-Fock state as a reference state.

The properties of Hamiltonians are summarized in
Table 1. For water clusters, p and ∆ are calculated as
the overlap and energy difference between the Hartree-
Fock state and the exact ground state of a single water
molecule isolated from the other ones. For polyacene, ∆
is taken from Ref. [29] where the authors calculated the
energy gap using density matrix renormalization group.
p is taken to be 0.7 assuming that we use Hartree-Fock
states as input. This value of p is determined by per-
forming complete-active-space configuration interaction
(CASCI) calculation with an active space consisting of
32 spin orbitals and 14 electrons for tetracene and pen-
tacene. The calculation is performed with OpenMolcas
version 22.02 [31, 32] and we find the overlap between
the CASCI and Hartree-Fock states are 0.713 and 0.722
respectively for tetracene and pentacene.

Using the numbers in Table 1, we calculate the re-
source according to Sec. 4.1 and show the results as
Table 2 and 3. The polynomial degrees are also plotted
in Figs. 1 and 2. The overall cost for the first-order per-
turbation ranges from the order of 1010 to 1018 calls of
UH . That for the second-order is much higher and needs
1018 to 1032 calls of UH . These numbers are not prac-
tical; even for the smallest system that we considered,

(H2O)2, the implementation of UH needs over 104 T
gates at least since we find LH = 3× 103 (see Sec. 2.2).
This means the overall T-count of the algorithm for the
first-order perturbation is over 1014. Even if we can
implement a T gate in 1 µs, the algorithm would take
108 seconds. Our analysis shows the importance of con-
crete resource analysis of quantum algorithms beyond
O notation. The algorithm, at the first sight, seems to
be efficient in the sense that it has Õ(‖h‖1‖v‖2/3/(∆δ))
and Õ(‖h‖1‖v‖22/3/(∆2δ)) cost, but practicality cannot
be ensured without such an analysis.

Finally, let us compare this cost with a naive ap-
proach that uses phase estimation of Htotal. We can
well approximate T (Htotal) by LH+LV

LH
T (H) = (1 +

LV

LH
)T (H) since T-cost is roughly proportional to the

number of Pauli terms [33]. To obtain the ground state
energy with accuracy of δ by the phase estimation of
Htotal, we need

√
2π(‖h‖1 + ‖v‖1)/(2δ) calls of UHtotal

[10]. If a reference state used in phase estimation has
overlap p with the true ground state, the correct ground
state energy is obtained with probability p. The T-cost
for the whole process is therefore well approximated as

1
p

√
2π(‖h‖1 + ‖v‖1)

2δ

(
1 + LV

LH

)
T (H) (64)

Taking the numbers from Table 1, naive phase estima-
tion of Htotal would only need a cost equivalent to 1010

calls of UH (calculated roughly through Eq. (64)) even
for the largest molecule, hexacene, considered in this
work. Unfortunately, we conclude that the perturba-
tion theory, at least in its present form, does not reduce
the computational cost of solving chemical systems.

5 Conclusion
In this work, we provided a quantum algorithm to ob-
tain perturbative energies and analyzed its rough com-
putational cost for simple molecular systems. It is, to
the best of our knowledge, the first concrete resource
analysis of the practical application of QSP. Several re-
marks are in order.

First, the estimated numbers are rather pessimistic;
the algorithm needs over 1014 T gates for the simplest
system considered here. However, it should be remarked
that the large contribution to the overall cost comes
from the expectation value estimation of the perturba-
tion operator V . This is the same problem faced by
the variational quantum eigensolvers [34] where the en-
ergy expectation values have to be determined with high
accuracy. We might be able to reduce the measure-
ment counts, M (1) and M (2), by neglecting unimpor-
tant parts of V . For example, when using the active
space approximation, we empirically know that energy
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corrections due to interactions between the core and
virtual orbitals are small, and hence might be able to
neglect them. Also, the use of other amplitude estima-
tion techniques such as the ones presented in Ref. [14]
may reduce the runtime by a constant factor.

Second, although the overall cost seems to be imprac-
tical, the polynomial degrees are on the order of only
108 even for the largest system we considered. Using
more sophisticated techniques introduced in Ref. [35]
can further reduce the requirement by a factor of 2–3.
Hence, we might be able to perform the generation of
the perturbed state (Eq. (4)) in a practical time scale.
The proposed algorithm might therefore become useful
when we are interested in measuring very few observ-
ables of the perturbed state. However, it should be
noted that we need to obtain QSP phase sequences for
108-degree polynomials. The state-of-the-art technique
for the phase sequence finding [35] is verified up to 104-
degree polynomials but it is not clear if the method still
works for such high-order polynomials.

Third, the required numbers for ε and r, which corre-
spond to the infidelity of the prepared states, are very
small and become comparable to the gate fidelities of
fault-tolerant quantum computers for difficult problems
considered in this work. This is also caused by large
‖V ‖ and small δ, and the requirements are likely to be
relaxed for other more simple operators. However, if we
wish to explore the direction considered in this work,
the values of ε and r are likely to remain at the same
level. In this case, gate error rates should also be taken
into account for an accurate estimation of required com-
putational resources even in the fault-tolerant quantum
computer regime.

Finally, it should be stressed again that the perturba-
tive approach allows us to interpret the physical mean-
ing of the results although the proposed algorithm re-
quires more computational resources for computing to-
tal energy than the naive phase estimation approach.
We believe that, while the values of energy are indeed
an important quantity, the interpretability of the results
is key to the practical applications of quantum simula-
tion algorithms. This work is only a first step toward
this goal, which remains to be reached in the future.

Program code to reproduce the numerical results
of this paper is available at https://github.com/
kosukemtr/perturbation-resource-estimate.
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A Polynomial approximation of sign
functions and filtering functions
Let

sign(x) =

 1 (x > 0)
0 (x = 0)
−1 (x < 0)

(65)

Low and Chuang [21] first approximates sign(x) with

erf(kx) = 2√
π

∫ kx
0 e−y

2
dy, and then approximates

erf(kx) with a polynomial. We follow exactly the same
strategy and give a detailed cost.

From Lemma 13 and 14 of [21], we have that, setting

nexp(β, ε) = d
√

2max{βe2, loge(2/ε)} log(4/ε)e, (66)

there exists an nexp(β, ε)-degree polynomial which ε-
approximates e−β(x+1) for |x| < 1. This polynomial can
then be utilized to perform an approximation of gaus-
sian e−2βx2

. To do this, we simply perform substitution
x→ 2x2 + 1 (see [21], Corollary 3). We, therefore, have

ngauss(β, ε) = 2d
√

2max{βe2, loge(2/ε)} log(4/ε)e
(67)

-degree polynomial suffices for ε-approximation of
e−2βx2

. [21] then proceeds to approximate erf(kx)
by integrating the polynomial approximation of e−k

2x2

term-by-term. Equation (71) of [21] shows that, if
we use degree-n polynomial which εgauss-approximates
gaussian, the error in approximating erf(kx) is,

εerf ≤
4k

(n+ 1)
√
π
εgauss. (68)

Now, we derive a closed-form expression that shows
the degree needed to ε-approximate erf(kx). To obtain
an analytical solution, we instead find an integer n such
that εerf ≤ 4k

n
√
π
ε. To do this, we want to find the

smallest integer n such that,

n ≥ ngauss

(
k2

2 ,
n
√
π

4k ε

)
(69)

= 2
⌈√

2max
{
k2

2 e
2, loge

(
8k

n
√
πε

)}
log
(

16k
n
√
πε

)⌉
(70)
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Note that max
{
k2e2, loge

(
8k

n
√
πε

)}
is almost always

equal to k2e2 for practical parameter values. For ex-
ample, taking k > 10, 8k

n
√
πε

must be larger than e102

to be bigger. Also, since the ceiling function makes ob-
taining the analytical solution hard, we instead solve,

n = 2

√
k2e2 log

(
16k
n
√
πε

)
(71)

This equation can be solved analytically, and we con-
clude that there exists a roughly

nerf(k, ε) = 16k√
πε

exp
(
−1

2W
(

128
πε2e2

))
(72)

-degree polynomial which ε-approximates erf(kx) over
|x| ≤ 1. Here, W is the Lambert W function. Let
P̃ erf
k,ε(x) be the polynomial constructed in the above

manner. Then, since P̃ erf
k,ε(x) approximates erf(kx)

within an error of ε, |P̃ erf
k,ε(x)| < 1 + ε. To implement

a polynomial by QSP, it must be bounded by 1. Here,
we define P erf

k,ε(x) = P̃ erf
k,ε/2(x)/(1 + ε/2) so that

|P erf
k,ε(x)| ≤ 1 (73)

and

|P erf
k,ε(x)− erf(kx)| ≤ ε (74)

holds for |x| ≤ 1. P erf
k,ε(x) can be used to construct

approximation of shifted error function erf(k(x − c))
for |c| ≤ 1. More specifically, we use a polyno-

mial P erf
(1+|c|)k,ε

(
x−c
1+|c|

)
. It can easily be shown that∣∣∣P erf

(1+|c|)k,ε

(
x−c
1+|c|

)∣∣∣ < 1 for |x| ≤ 1. The degree re-

quired for constructing P erf
(1+|c|)k,ε

(
x−c
1+|c|

)
is,

nerf,shifted(k, ε, c) = 32(1 + |c|)k√
πε

exp
(
−1

2W
(

512
πε2e2

))
.

(75)

Note that [21] uses 2 instead of the factor 1+ |c|, so this
is a small improvement over [21].

Lemma 11 of [21] shows that with

k = 1
κ

√
2 loge

(
2
πε2

)
, (76)

erf(kx) becomes an ε-approximation of sign(x) for |x| >
κ/2. Combining this fact with the above discussion, we
conclude that, to ε-approximate sign(x − c) over the
range of |x−c| > κ/2, the degree of polynomial required

can be roughly calculated as,

nsign(ε, κ, c)

= 64(1 + |c|)√
πε

1
κ

√
2 loge

(
8
πε2

)
exp

(
−1

2W
(

2048
πε2e2

))
(77)

We will hereafter denote the polynomial which ε-
approximates sign(x− c) over the range of |x− c| > κ/2
by P sign

ε,κ,c(x).
Filtering polynomial used in Sec. 3.2 can be readily

constructed from P sign
ε,κ,c(x). Namely, we define

P filter
ε,κ,xth

(x) = 1
2

(
P sign
ε,κ,−xth−κ/2(x)− P sign

ε,κ,xth+κ/2(x)
)
.

(78)

It is easy to verify its properties (20) and degree (21).

B Error analysis for the state prepara-
tion
By Eq. (20),

P filter
ε,κ,xth

(
H ′

‖h′‖1

)
|ψ〉 = (1− ε)√p |ε0〉+ ε

√
1− p |ε⊥0 〉 .

(79)

Therefore,

〈ψ|P filter
ε,κ,xth

(
H ′

‖h′‖1

)
OP filter

ε,κ,xth

(
H ′

‖h′‖1

)
|ψ〉

= (1− 2ε)p 〈ε0|O|ε0〉+ 2ε
√
p(1− p)Re 〈ε⊥0 |O|ε0〉+O(ε2).

(80)

Now, the norm can be approximated as,∥∥∥∥P filter
ε,κ,xth

(
H ′

‖h′‖1

)
|ψ〉
∥∥∥∥2

= p(1− 2ε) +O(ε2), (81)

Using Eqs. (80) and (81), we conclude,

〈ε̃0|O|ε̃0〉 = 〈ε0|O|ε0〉+ 2ε
√

1− p
p

Re 〈ε⊥0 |O|ε0〉+O(ε2),

(82)

which leads to Eq. (30).

C Optimal cost of robust amplitude es-
timation
We consider an optimal distribution of M` to achieve an
overall mean squared error δ2 in estimating 〈˜̃ε0|V |˜̃ε0〉 =
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∑
` v` 〈˜̃ε0|σ`|˜̃ε0〉. For a given distribution of M`, the

overall error δ2
{M`} can be written as,

δ2
{M`} =

∑
`

v2
` δ

2
` , (83)

since estimates of 〈˜̃ε0|σ`|˜̃ε0〉 are independent from each
other. We wish to minimize M =

∑
`M` while achiev-

ing δ2
{M`} = δ2. To do this, we define a Lagrangian

L =
∑
`

M` + λ

(∑
`

v2
` δ

2
` − δ2

)
, (84)

and solve ∂L
∂M`

= 0. This leads to,

M` = (2α2v2
`λ)1/3, (85)

where α = 5
√

2
2

e2

e−1 . Plugging this into the constraint

δ2
{M`} = δ2, we get,

δ2 =
∑
`

α2v2
`

1
(2α2v2

`λ)2/3 , (86)

which is equivalent to

λ1/3 = α1/3

21/3δ

√∑
`

v
2/3
` (87)

We, therefore, conclude the optimal distribution of M`

is

M` =
αv

2/3
`

δ

√∑
`

v
2/3
` , (88)

and total calls M of W is,

M =
∑
`

M` = 5
√

2
2

e2

e− 1
1
δ

(∑
`

v
2/3
`

)3/2

. (89)

D Polynomial for perturbation
First, we review the method presented in Ref. [2] to con-
struct a QSP-implementable polynomial that approxi-
mates 1/x. Let

P inv
ε,w(x) =

D(ε,w)∑
j=0

(−1)jcjT2j+1(x) (90)

where Ti(x) is the Chebyshev polynomial of order i, and

D(ε, w) =
⌈√

b(ε, w) log(4b(ε, w)/ε)
⌉
, (91)

cj = 4× 2−2b
b∑

i=j+1

(
2b
b+ i

)
(92)

where

b(ε, w) =
⌈(

1
w

)2
log
(

1
wε

)⌉
(93)

This function P inv
ε,w(x) is a 2ε-approximation of 1/x for

w < |x| < 1 [22]. Moreover, it is notable that from the
function form of fε(x), it holds that,

∣∣P inv
ε,w(x)

∣∣ ≤ |x| ∂fε
∂x

∣∣∣∣
x=0

(94)

≤ |x|
D∑
j=0

cj

∣∣∣∣∂T2j+1(0)
∂x

∣∣∣∣ (95)

≤ 4|x|
D∑
j=0

(2j + 1) (96)

≤ 4|x|(D + 1)2, (97)

for any x, since the coefficient cj satisfies cj ≤ 4 and∣∣∣∂Tn(0)
∂x

∣∣∣ = n.

Ref. [2] multiplies a polynomial defined as,

P rect
ε,w (x) :=
1

1 + ε
2

{
1 + 1

2

[
P sign
ε,w

4 ,
3w
4

(x)− P sign
ε,w

4 ,−
3w
4

(x)
]} (98)

to P inv
ε,w(x) to make a QSP-implementable polynomial

that ε-approximates w/(2x). Note that P rect
ε,w (x) satis-

fies

|P rect
ε,w (x)| > 1− ε (w < |x| < 1) (99)

|P rect
ε,w (x)| < ε (|x| < w

2 ) (100)

More concretely, we define matrix inversion polynomial
[2] as

PMI
ε,w(x) = w

2 P
inv
ε/2,w/2(x)P rect

ε′,w(x), (101)

where

ε′ = min
{

2εw
5 ,

1
2wD( ε4 ,

w
2 )

}
. (102)

This function satisfies∣∣∣∣PMI
ε,w(x)− w

2
1
x

∣∣∣∣ < w

2 ε (103)

for |x| > w. Note that from the construction, the degree
of the polynomial is,

nMI = 2D
(ε

4 ,
w

2

)
+ nsign

(
ε′,

w

4 ,
3w
4

)
. (104)
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PMI
ε,w(x) is constructed for matrix inversion, but it can

also be used for perturbation. It is because of the prop-
erty of P rect

ε,w (x) that it becomes almost zero around

x = 0 (Eq. (100)). PMI
ε,w

(
H−ε0
‖h′‖1

)
hence approximates

‖h′‖1Π(H− ε0)−1Π. However, PMI
ε,w(x) does not control

the error at around x = 0; from Eqs. (97) and (100),
we can only guarantee that∣∣PMI

ε,w(x)
∣∣ < 2w|x|(D + 1)2ε′ (105)

for |x| < w/2. We, therefore, introduce another param-
eter w0 and define ε′′ as

ε′′ = min
{

2εw
5 ,

1
4wD( ε4 ,

w
2 ) ,

ε

2w0[D( ε4 ,
w
2 ) + 1]2

}
.

(106)

Using ε′′, let

P ptb
ε,w,w0

(x) := w

2 P
inv
ε/2,w/2(x)P rect

ε′′,w(x). (107)

Then, it is easy to see Eqs. (38) and (39) holds. Its
degree is

nptb(ε, w,w0) = 2D
(ε

4 ,
w

2

)
+ nsign

(
ε′′,

w

4 ,
3w
4

)
(108)

E Error in second-order perturbation en-
ergy
First, note that,

ε̃
(2)
0 = − 2

w‖h′‖1
〈ε0|V P ptb

ε,w,w0

(
H − ε̂0
‖h′‖1

)
V |ε0〉 (109)

Let Vij = 〈εi|V |εj〉. Then, the above can be expanded
as,

ε̃
(2)
0 = − 2

w‖h′‖1
|V00|2P ptb

ε,w,w0

(
ε0 − ε̂0
‖h′‖1

)
− 2
w‖h′‖1

∑
i 6=0
|Vi0|2P ptb

ε,w,w0

(
εi − ε̂0
‖h′‖1

)
.

(110)

Note that the second term approximates ε
(2)
0 . Now, by

the assumption of Eqs. (48) and (49),

|P ptb
ε,w,w0

(x)− w/(2x)| ≤ w

2 ε
(

∆− δ0
‖h′‖1

< |x| < 1
)
,

(111)

|P ptb
ε,w,w0

(x)| ≤ w

2 ε
(
|x| < δ0

‖h′‖1

)
. (112)

Then, it holds that,∣∣∣∣ 2
w‖h′‖1

P ptb
ε,w,w0

(
εi − ε̂0
‖h′‖1

)
− 1
εi − ε̂0

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ε

‖h′‖1
(113)∣∣∣∣ 2

w‖h′‖1
P ptb
ε,w,w0

(
ε0 − ε̂0
‖h′‖1

)∣∣∣∣ ≤ ε

‖h′‖1
(114)

for all εi. Also, we have,∣∣∣∣ 1
εi − ε̂0

− 1
εi − ε0

∣∣∣∣ ≤ δ0
(εi − ε0)(εi − ε0 − δ0) . (115)

Therefore,∣∣∣∣ 2
w‖h′‖1

P ptb
ε,w,w0

(
εi − ε̂0
‖h′‖1

)
− 1
εi − ε0

∣∣∣∣
≤ ε

‖h′‖1
+ δ0

(εi − ε0)(εi − ε0 − δ0) .
(116)

Noting that ε
(2)
0 can also be written as

ε
(2)
0 = −

∑
i6=0

|Vi0|2

εi − ε0
, (117)

we find,∣∣∣ε(2)
0 − ε̃

(2)
0

∣∣∣
≤ ε|V00|2

‖h′‖1
+
∑
i6=0
|Vi0|2

(
ε

‖h′‖1
+ δ0

(εi − ε0)(εi − ε0 − δ0)

)
(118)

≤ ‖V |ε0〉 ‖
2

‖h′‖1
ε+

∑
i 6=0

|Vi0|2

εi − ε0
δ0‖h′‖1
(∆− δ0) (119)

= ‖V |ε0〉 ‖
2

‖h′‖1
ε+ δ0

(∆− δ0)ε
(2)
0 . (120)

F Writing the molecular Hamiltonian in
terms of Majorana operators
The electronic structure of molecules is determined by
the following Hamiltonian:

H =
∑
pq

∑
σ

hpqa
†
pσaqσ + 1

2
∑
pqrs

∑
στ

gpqrsa
†
pσa
†
rτasτaqσ,

(121)

where a†pσ and apσ are creation and annihilation oper-
ators, respectively. This Hamiltonian can be expressed
in terms of Majorana operators defined as

γpσ,0 = apσ + a†pσ, γpσ,1 = −i
(
apσ − a†pσ

)
, (122)
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as,

H =
(∑

p

hpp + 1
2
∑
pr

gpprr −
1
4
∑
pr

gprrp

)
I

+ i

2
∑
pqσ

(
hpq +

∑
r

gpqrr −
1
2
∑
r

gprrq

)
γpσ,0γqσ,1

+ 1
4
∑

p>r,s>q

∑
σ

(gpqrs − gpsrq) γpσ,0γrσ,0γqσ,1γsσ,1

+ 1
8
∑
pqrs

∑
σ 6=τ

gpqrsγpσ,0γrτ,0γqσ,1γsτ,1,

(123)

which is derived in [36]. We can further simplify the last
summation of the above expression by employing the
symmetry of operators and gpqrs. First, let us define

Aprqs =
∑
σ 6=τ

γpσ,0γrτ,0γqσ,1γsτ,1. (124)

Then, the last summation in Eq. (123) can be written
as,

∑
pqrs

∑
σ 6=τ

gpqrsγpσ,0γrτ,0γqσ,1γsτ,1 =
∑
pqrs

gpqrsAprqs.

(125)

This can be simplified using the symmetry of Aprqs.
Aprqs has symmetry about permutations p ↔ r and
q ↔ s. Namely,

Aprqs = Arpqs. (126)

Using the above property and the symmetry of gpqrs,
we can simplify the expression as follows:

∑
pqrs

gpqrsAprqs =2
∑
p>r

∑
q 6=s

gpqrsAprqs

+ 2
∑
q

∑
p>r

gpqrqAprqq

+ 2
∑
p

∑
q>s

gpqpsAppqs

+
∑
p,q

gpqpqAppqq

(127)

Substituting the definition of Aprqs back, we get,∑
pqrs

∑
σ 6=τ

gpqrsγpσ,0γrτ,0γqσ,1γsτ,1 =

2
∑
p>r

∑
q 6=s

∑
σ 6=τ

gpqrsγpσ,0γrτ,0γqσ,1γsτ,1

+ 2
∑
q

∑
p>r

∑
σ 6=τ

gpqrqγpσ,0γrτ,0γqσ,1γqτ,1

+ 2
∑
p

∑
q>s

∑
σ 6=τ

gpqpsγpσ,0γpτ,0γqσ,1γsτ,1

+ 2
∑
p,q

gpqpqγpα,0γpβ,0γqα,1γqβ,1.

(128)

Note that we used Appqq = 2γpα,0γpβ,0γqα,1γqβ,1. Fi-
nally, we obtain,

H =
(∑

p

hpp + 1
2
∑
pr

gpprr −
1
4
∑
pr

gprrp

)
I

+ i

2
∑
pqσ

(
hpq +

∑
r

gpqrr −
1
2
∑
r

gprrq

)
γpσ,0γqσ,1

+ 1
4
∑

p>r,s>q

∑
σ

(gpqrs − gpsrq) γpσ,0γrτ,0γqσ,1γsτ,1

+ 1
4
∑
p>r

∑
q≤s

∑
σ 6=τ

gpqrsγpσ,0γrτ,0γqσ,1γsτ,1

+ 1
4
∑
p≥r

∑
q>s

∑
σ 6=τ

gpqrsγpσ,0γrτ,0γqσ,1γsτ,1

+ 1
4
∑
p,q

gpqpqγpα,0γpβ,0γqα,1γqβ,1.

(129)
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L. González, G. Grell, M. Guo, C. E. Hoyer,
M. Johansson, S. Keller, S. Knecht, G. Kovačević,
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