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Response functions are a fundamental aspect of physics; they represent the link between exper-
imental observations and the underlying quantum many-body state. However, this link is often
under-appreciated, as the Lehmann formalism for obtaining response functions in linear response
has no direct link to experiment. Within the context of quantum computing, and by using a lin-
ear response framework, we restore this link by making the experiment an inextricable part of the
quantum simulation. This method can be frequency- and momentum-selective, avoids limitations on
operators that can be directly measured, and is ancilla-free. As prototypical examples of response
functions, we demonstrate that both bosonic and fermionic Green’s functions can be obtained,
and apply these ideas to the study of a charge-density-wave material on ibm auckland . The linear
response method provides a robust framework for using quantum computers to study systems in
physics and chemistry. It also provides new paradigms for computing response functions on classical
computers.

INTRODUCTION

Quantum computers are showing promise as quantum
simulators of many-body physics, with the hope of being
able to further our understanding of complex interacting
systems. In order to realize this promise, a key task is to
compute response functions for a prepared many-body
state. They represent the experimental measurements
that are performed on the physical realizations of such
systems, and computing them via simulation is a critical
step in connecting to experiments and building an under-
standing of the physics they contain. Examples of exper-
iments that measure response functions are neutron scat-
tering, optical spectroscopy, and angle-resolved photoe-
mission spectroscopy (ARPES), which measure the spin-
spin correlation, current-current correlation, and single-
particle Green’s function, respectively[1, 2]. The first
two are bosonic correlation functions, while the latter is
a fermionic correlation function. Both of these contain
valuable information — both have direct links to exper-
iments, and in addition the electronic Green’s function
is a key ingredient in hybrid-classical algorithms such as
dynamical mean field theory[3–8].

There are several techniques for computing correla-
tion functions on quantum computers. The primary
tool is based on Hadamard test circuits[9–15]; alter-
natives include variational approaches[16–20], spectral
decomposition[21–23], and linear systems of equation
solvers[24]. Each of these has their own advantages and
disadvantages, based on the particular quantum algo-
rithms and hardware at hand. For example, one of the
challenges with the Hadamard test is the need to main-
tain coherence between the ancilla and the system for the
potentially long length of time in the measured correla-
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FIG. 1. Linear response method. We establish an equiv-
alence between the experimental measurement of a response
function and an ancilla-free quantum simulation under a time
dependent Hamiltonian that includes the perturbative exci-
tation h(t)B. Following excitation, the system is evolved un-
der H0, and A is measured. The functional derivative of
A(t) = 〈A(t)〉 with respect to h(t′) yields the retarded re-
sponse function shown in the figure. The data shown is taken
from Fig. 2.

tion function in the presence of decoherence and noise.

In this work, we outline a method for calculating
correlation functions based on a linear response frame-
work that is in direct correspondence to experiments, as
schematically illustrated in Fig. 1. The quantum state is
driven with an applied field with specific temporal and
spatial structure, and the response of the system to that
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field is measured as a function of space and time. The
proportionality between the field and the response then
yield the desired correlation function(s).

The linear response framework has several advantages.
First, a judicious choice of the applied field enables
frequency- and momentum-selectivity in obtaining the
desired correlation function(s); in particular, momentum-
selectivity can significantly reduce circuit noise. Second,
for systems that conserve total momentum, correlation
functions in momentum space can be obtained with a
single quantum circuit. And finally, the operators in the
correlation function do not have to be unitary, and can
even be non-Hermitian through block encoding[25].

We demonstrate the power of the linear response
framework by applying it to the study of a model
charge density wave system — the Su-Schrieffer-Heeger
model[26]. We use the two fermionic methods with a
momentum-selective field to obtain the electronic spec-
trum as would be measured by ARPES on IBM quantum
hardware, and on a noisy simulator to compare the linear-
response method to the Hadamard-test method. We next
use the bosonic method and frequency selectivity to ob-
tain the density-density response function of the same
model system, as would be measured by momentum-
resolved electron energy loss spectroscopy (M-EELS).
These developments make significant inroads to being
able to use near-term quantum computers in real-world
applications.

This work also has impact on classical computing via
a quantum inspired algorithm. The approach described
below allows for one to compute response functions by
simply running time evolution on a classical computer.
This provides a different paradigm for computing re-
sponse functions in exact diagonalization (and poten-
tially other approaches, including matrix-product states)
by mapping the problem onto time evolution with a time-
dependent Hamiltonian. While our work here does not
focus on this application, it should be clear that the ap-
proach developed here can be directly applied much more
broadly.

RESULTS

Correlation functions are composed of expectation val-
ues of the form 〈A(r, t)B(r′, t′)±B(r′, t′)A(r, t)〉 — the
amplitude of the operator A at spacetime point (r, t)
given that B acted on the system at spacetime point
(r′, t′). The amplitudes are substracted in the case of
bosonic correlation functions, whereas they are added in
the case of fermionic correlation functions. Both can be
calculated via the linear response method that we present
here. We will first describe the formalism for bosonic cor-
relation functions and describe how to apply momentum
and frequency selectivity. Then, we shall describe two
different ways to apply the linear-response formalism to
calculate fermionic correlation functions for Hamiltoni-
ans that conserve particle count parity (maintain even or

odd numbers of electrons).

Bosonic (commutator) correlation functions

The methodology employs the standard results from
linear response in many-body physics (see e.g. Refs. 1,
2, and 27), as we develop below. We are interested in
the expectation value of the operator A(t) measured in a
prepared many-body state |ψ0〉 and time-evolved in the
Hamiltonian plus the applied (Hermitian) field; h(t)B
that is, H(t) = H0 + h(t)B. Then, A(t) is given by

A(t) = 〈ψ0|U(t)†AU(t)|ψ0〉 (1a)

U(t) = Tte−i
∫ t[H0+Bh(t̄)]dt̄, (1b)

where U(t), in Eq. 1b, is the time ordered exponential
for time evolution with respect to the time-dependent
Hamiltonian plus field. Expanding A(t) with respect to
h(t), we find

A(t) =

∫
dt′χR(t, t′)h(t′) +O(h2). (2)

Here, χR(t, t′) is defined to be the functional derivative
of A(t) with respect to h(t′), which is given by

δA(t)

δh(t′)

∣∣∣∣
h=0

= −iθ(t− t′) 〈ψ0| [A(t),B(t′)] |ψ0〉 . (3)

In this result, we used the fact that A(t) := eitH0AeitH0

in the limit of vanishing field. The θ-function arises be-
cause in Eq. 1b the integration region on the time or-
dered exponents is limited to t̄ values that are smaller
than t. Since H0 is time independent, the response func-
tion χR(t, t′) only depends on the time difference t − t′.
Fourier transforming from time to frequency, and using
the convolution theorem, yields

A(ω) = χR(ω)h(ω) +O(h2). (4)

Thus, if the amplitude of the signal h(t) is chosen to be
small enough, the higher-order terms can be neglected
and the response function can be calculated as a simple
ratio.
Frequency selectivity: One might be interested in

the response function centered in a specific frequency in-
terval and want to improve the signal-to-noise ratio of
the calculation. This is achieved by choosing the fre-
quency support of h(t) to be most concentrated within
the desired frequency interval.
Momentum selectivity: By choosing A and B as

operators with definite momentum, we can directly cal-
culate the response function in the momentum basis. For
example, for creation of a fermion with momentum k, we
pick B =

∑
r e

ikrX̃r + H.C. =
∑
r cos(kr)X̃r, where X̃r

is XrZr−1 . . . Z0. This can be directly implemented when
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|h(t)|∆t � 1 with the expansion of the evolution for a
single time step

e−ih(t)B∆t =
∏

r

e−2ih(t)∆t cos(kr)X̃r +O(h2). (5)

We can use a similar form for A as we use for B, but since
it is directly measured (rather than appearing in the time
evolution), this can be achieved instead with multiple
circuits. However, if H0 is translation invariant, only
one circuit is sufficient to calculate the response function
χR in momentum space because it satisfies

χRk,k′(t− t′) = δk,k′χ
R
k,k(t− t′), (6)

that is, it is diagonal in momentum.
Both momentum and frequency selectivity allow us to

immediately focus the signal we obtain from the quan-
tum computer into desired ranges of momentum or fre-
quency. This frequency selectivity is not possible in the
Hadamard test (as well as other approaches)[28, 29].
Moreover, implementing a momentum selective opera-
tor can only be achieved via costly circuit modifications
such as embedding techniques. To avoid this, other ap-
proaches require each real space pair (r1, r2) to be mea-
sured separately with independent circuits; these are then
Fourier transformed to obtain a momentum response
function. On a fault-tolerant computer this might not
have any difference, but on a noisy device, systematic er-
rors can add from the different measurements, reducing
the precision of the final result. In the following sections,
we show that momentum selectivity in our approach sig-
nificantly reduces noise in the measured signal.

Fermionic (anti-commutator) correlation functions

The most important fermionic correlation function is
the retarded electronic Green’s function given by

GR(ri, t; rj , t
′) = −iθ(t− t′) 〈ψ0|{ci(t), c†j(t′)}|ψ0〉 , (7)

where ci and c†j are the fermionic annihilation and cre-
ation operators at r = ri and rj , respectively. Note that
Eq. 7 is the correlation function with respect to a sin-
gle many-body state |ψ0〉. For the Green’s function at
T = 0 in standard many-body theory |ψ0〉 is the ground
state. At finite temperatures the expectation value has
to be additionally averaged over a thermal distribution
of states, which can be achieved via classical averaging
of eigenstates[30–32] or by going over to a density ma-
trix representation[25, 33–38]. The formalism below is
applicable for any of these cases.

The functional derivative method does not directly
carry over, because it requires adding a Grassman num-
ber valued field, which cannot be easily realized in a nu-
merical simulation. This has thus far limited the poten-
tial of ancilla-free methods to bosonic correlation func-
tions only[28, 29]. To overcome this, we introduce two

complementary approaches. The first uses an auxiliary
operator P which anti-commutes with B, while the sec-
ond uses simple post-selection.

Auxiliary Operator Method

We consider the fermionic version of Eq. (3), and de-
note this by G(t, t′) :

G(t, t′) = −iθ(t− t′) 〈ψ0| {A(t),B(t′)} |ψ0〉 . (8)

In order to produce an anticommutator, we introduce an
additional operator P which satisfies the following prop-
erties

1. P |ψ0〉 = s |ψ0〉 with s 6= 0.

2. {B(t),P} = 0 for all times t.

3. [H0,P] = 0, or P has no time dependence.

With these properties, it is straightforward to show that

G(t, t′) =
i

s
θ(t− t′) 〈ψ0| [A(t)P(t),B(t′)] |ψ0〉 . (9)

This is of the form of Eq. (3) with A(t) replaced by
A(t)P(t); therefore, the bosonic linear response method
can be directly used.

Even though the assumptions on P appear to be re-
strictive, when G(t, t′) is the retarded electronic Green’s
function, as in Eq. (7), the assumptions are satisfied by
the parity operator for Hamiltonians that preserve parti-
cle parity; this covers a vast class of Hamiltonians of in-
terest in quantum chemistry, condensed matter physics
and quantum field theory. If the Hamiltonian of inter-
est conserves the parity of the electron number, then the
parity operator P = Z1Z2...Zn satisfies second and third
conditions, where we use the spin representation (ob-
tained after Jordan-Wigner transformation) to represent

the parity operator. The fermionic operators, ci and c†i ,
in their spin representation, have a Jordan-Wigner string
attached; that is, they are composed of i− 1 consecutive
Z operators followed by a X±iY . In this case both ci and

c†i anticommute with the parity operator P = Z1Z2...Zn,
which satisfies the second condition. With this, G(t, t′)
can be obtained by measuring Eq. (9) upon replacing A
with XiP (and/or YiP) and B with Xj (and/or Yj).

We can choose h(t) and B to have frequency and mo-
mentum selectivity in the same way as we did for bosonic
correlation functions. Thus, we can directly calculate the
fermionic Green’s function in momentum space,

GR(k, t; k′, t′) = −iθ(t− t′) 〈ψ0|{ck(t), c†k′(t
′)}|ψ0〉 ,

(10)

by selecting A as a Fourier combination of XiP (and/or
YiP) with momentum k, and B as a Fourier combination
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of Xj (and/or Yj) with momentum k′, and forming the
appropriate linear combination to select the desired c/c†

terms. Similarly, by choosing an appropriate frequency
support for h(t), we can calculate GR in a desired fre-
quency range.

Post-selection for single-particle Green’s functions

When the desired anti-commutator is the single-
particle Green’s function (Eq. 7) for a particle number
conserving Hamiltonian, i.e. |ψ0〉 is an N -particle wave
function, a powerful alternate approach exists. A com-
plete derivation in shown in App. C; we outline the salient

parts here. Let us specify our perturbing field as

B =
∑

m

αmX̃m =
∑

m

αm
(
cm + c†m

)
, (11)

where X̃m = Z1...Zm−1Xm. Position or momentum se-
lectivity can be imposed by the choice of αm. Starting
from a wavefunction with N particles and evolving with
H0 + h(t)B, the system will be in a superposition of the
N−1, N , and N+1 particle sectors to linear order in h(t).
For clarity, let us choose h(t) = ηδ(t) where η � 1 and
δ(t) is a Dirac delta pulse. This choice is not necessary,
we can choose h(t) more generally to achieve frequency
selectivity. In order to measure the Green’s function we
apply a rotation about y (or x) to enable measurement

of c1 ± c†1 on the first qubit, which generates N − 2 and
N + 2 particle states as well. Denoting |ΦyM 〉 (or |ΦxM 〉)
as the M particle component of this final state, we ob-
serve that a simple post-selection that picks out one of
the fixed particle number sectors yields

〈ΦyN−1|ΦyN−1〉+ 〈ΦyN+1|ΦyN+1〉 =
1

2
+ η

∑

m

αmRe
[
G>1m(t)−G<1m(t)

]
=

1

2
+ η

∑

m

αmReGR1m(t) (12a)

〈ΦyN |c†1c1|ΦyN 〉+ 〈ΦyN+1|ΦyN+1〉 =
1

2
+ η

∑

m

αmRe
[
G>1m(t) +G<1m(t)

]
(12b)

〈ΦxN−1|ΦxN−1〉+ 〈ΦxN+1|ΦxN+1〉 =
1

2
+ η

∑

m

αmIm
[
G>1m(t)−G<1m(t)

]
=

1

2
+ η

∑

m

αmImGR1m(t) (12c)

〈ΦxN |c†1c1|ΦxN 〉+ 〈ΦxN+1|ΦxN+1〉 =
1

2
+ η

∑

m

αmIm
[
G>1m(t) +G<1m(t)

]
(12d)

where the fermionic Green’s functions are[1],

G<ij(t) = i 〈ψ0|c†j(0)ci(t)|ψ0〉
G>ij(t) = −i 〈ψ0|ci(t)c†j(0)|ψ0〉
GRij(t) = −iθ(t) 〈ψ0|{ci(t), c†j(0)}|ψ0〉 .

(13)

The quantities in Eq. 12 can be obtained simply by con-
sidering the probabilities of states with specific parti-
cle number. While this is limited to particle-conserving
Hamiltonians, this is a relatively mild restriction as all
fermionic Hamiltonians that do not have superconduct-
ing terms satisfy this restriction.

Algorithmic and analysis details

Here, we outline the details of the implementation
and the signal analysis. One noteworthy aspect is the
use of a damping function g(t). In many-body physics,
an exp(−γt) convergence factor is often use to regular-
ize otherwise divergent Fourier integrals, where γ > 0

[1, 2, 27]. Moreover, in realistic materials, sharp peaks in
the spectrum are broadened due to the natural interac-
tions that occur. The damping function g(t) is an effec-
tive way to incorporate these effects. Practically speak-
ing, enforcing the signal to decay has a benefit from the
quantum circuit perspective: namely, it limits the maxi-
mum simulation time necessary, which in turn limits the
circuit depth.

Here, we consider it an adjustable function that softens
the Fourier spectra by ensuring the signal has compact
support in the time domain. Applying an exponential
decay factor to the signal is equivalent to a Lorentzian
broadening in the frequency domain, and sets the effec-
tive resolution of this approach. Similarly, the natural
noise inherent in quantum hardware where the circuit
depth grows with increasing time may perform a similar
function.

The procedure to obtain the correlation function given
a state of interest |ψ0〉 is as follows

1. Evolve |ψ0〉 with the perturbed Hamiltonian
H(t) = H0 + h(t)B during the time where h(t) is
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Rz RyRx [⌘ cos(0k)]

Rx [⌘ cos(1k)]

Rx [⌘ cos(2k)]

Rx [⌘ cos(3k)]

Rx [⌘ cos(4k)]

Rx [⌘ cos(5k)]

Rx [⌘ cos(6k)]
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FIG. 2. Electronic Green’s function for the Su-Schrieffer-Heeger (SSH) model. a. Lattice and hopping structure of
the SSH model. b. Compressed linear response method quantum circuit run on ibm auckland. XY indicates a rotation about
XX followed by Y Y [39, 40]. c1. Fermionic correlation function Lk(t) = 2 ReGk(t) for δ = 0 using the commutator method.
Data for other values of δ are available in the SI. c2. Normalized power spectrum |Lk(ω)|2 d. Normalized false-color plots of
|Lk(ω)|2 for δ = {0, 0.4, 0.8}. Green dashed lines indicate the expected bounds of the gap, and the red lines the analytically
obtained spectrum. e, f. Normalized false-color plot of post-selected 〈Φy

0 |Φ
y
0〉 and 〈Φy

1 |Φ
y
1〉, respectively (see text for definition).

The projected norms contain the same spectral information as Lk(ω).

finite. h(t) should be a small field in order to en-
sure the simulation is in the linear response regime.
This can be tested by repeating the simulation with
larger/smaller h(t) and checking that the response
scales similarly.

2. Continue to evolve with the unperturbed Hamilto-
nian H. The maximum length of time needed is set
by the desired minimum energy resolution.

3. At each time of interest t, measure A(t) = 〈A(t)〉.

4. Apply a semi-phenomenological damping function
such as g(t) = exp(−t/τ) to obtain Ã(t) =
g(t)A(t). This sets an effective energy resolution
τ−1 in the susceptibility. This approach was re-
cently shown to additionally help by limiting the
circuit depth required[41].

5. Fourier transform Ã(t) to A(ω) and divide by h(ω)
to obtain χ(ω), thus performing the (numerical)
functional differentiation.

Green’s function of the SSH model.

We demonstrate the linear response approach by cal-
culating the fermionic Green’s function as would be mea-
sured by ARPES (angle-resolved photoemission spec-
troscopy). We study a minimal model for a charge
density wave known as the Su-Schrieffer-Heeger (SSH)
model — an N-site 1D free fermionic chain with nearest-
neighbor bond-dependent hoppings (see Fig. 2a) — in
the limit where the lattice distortion is static,

H0 = −
∑

〈i,j〉

[
Vnn + (−1)

i
δ/2
]
c†i cj − µ

∑

i

c†i ci . (14)

For finite δ this model exhibits a charge density wave,
with a gap proportional to δ. Since this is a free fermionic
system, the spectrum is easily obtained by starting from
the vacuum state, so we set µ = 5 to suppress the initial
total electron number.

We use a momentum-selective instantaneous (and thus
broadband) driving field coupled to the particle creation
and annihilation operators that act on all the sites i,

B =
∑

i

2 cos(kri)
[
ci + c†i

]
, (15)
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with a pulse h(t) = ηδ(t), where we used ηdt = 0.04.

We measure X0 = c0 + c†0 which is local in position, and
includes all momentum modes. Because H0 for the SSH
model conserves momentum, by measuring X0 we obtain
Lk(t) = 2 ReGk(t) which has the full information of the
single particle spectral function; in the frequency basis,
this is (see Appendix D for details)

Lk(ω) = Gk(ω) +Gk(−ω)∗. (16)

Even though our method is capable of measuring Gk(ω),
isolating it from Gk(−ω)∗ requires running the same cir-
cuit and measuring Y0 as well. Since µ = 5, for this
model the single particle energies are manifestly posi-
tive, and the interference between Gk(ω) and Gk(−ω) is
negligible. Thus, |Lk(ω)|2 tracks the quasi-particle peaks
in ImGk(ω), and measuring Lk(ω) is sufficient to obtain
the single-particle spectrum.

On the quantum computer, the driving field is imple-
mented ain a single Trotter step; a set of single-qubit
x-rotations with an amplitude 2h0 cos(krj) on the j-th
qubit. The subsequent evolution uses compressed free
fermionic evolution [39, 40]. To minimize the weight of
the measured Pauli string (and thus reduce measurement
noise) we perform the measurement on the 1st qubit. To
further mitigate error, we use Pauli twirling and dynamic
decoupling[42]. Additional details of the quantum com-
putation may be found in the supplementary material.

We performed the calculation on ibm auckland for an
N = 8-site chain, which has allowed momentum values
k = 2π

N j, j ∈ {0 . . . 7}. Since the driving field B is sym-
metric in k, both k and −k are obtained at the same
time. We used a compressed form of the quantum cir-
cuit shown in panel b (check Appendix D 2 for details).
Fig. 2 panel c1 shows the raw data for Lk(t) with δ = 0 at
each unique k; the data was obtained from ibm auckland
via the parity operator method. The power spectrum is
shown in panels c2 and d1. While the data from the
quantum computer appears quite noisy, in the frequency
regime of interest there is only a single peak present in the
Fourier transform, illustrating the remarkable strength of
a momentum-selective probe, which picks out the single
energy at each momentum, together with Fourier filter-
ing. Upon increasing δ (panels d2,d3), a gap opens up
in the spectrum (time traces and Fourier amplitudes are
available in Appendix A). The spectrum for δ = 0.4 is
noisier than the other two, which we attribute to ma-
chine noise from those particular measurements. In pan-
els e,f, we plot the norms of 0- and 1- particle components
of the state right before the measurement, i.e. 〈Φy0|Φy0〉
and 〈Φy1|Φy1〉, where |ΦyM 〉 is defined above Eq. 12. Both
of these partial norms are equivalent to Lk(t) (See Ap-
pendix C 2 for details). Both methods faithfully repro-
duce the power spectrum, with slightly higher levels of
noise for post-selection on N = 1.

In order to further underscore the power of the
momentum-selective linear response approach, we com-
pare its effectiveness to a position-selective linear re-
sponse and Hadamard test methods in Fig. 3 on a noisy
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FIG. 3. Comparison of the momentum selective lin-
ear response, position selective linear response, and
Hadamard test methods. The circuit diagrams schemat-
ically represent the 3 approaches, which were run on a noisy
simulators with one/two qubit noise of 1% and 10%, respec-
tively. While the momentum selective linear response method
directly yields Lk(t), an additional spatial Fourier transforma-
tion is needed for the other two methods.

simulator (see Appendix B for details of the simulation
and detailed analysis). Compared to the momentum-
selective linear response method, the position-selective
one is noisier, but without particular structure. The
Hadamard test, on the other hand, exhibits streaks that
arise from leakage of signal from one momentum to the
others. There are two key reasons for the differences
seen in the figure. First, both position-selective and
Hadamard test methods involve excitations at each posi-
tion (Xi in the figure). These must be combined in the
post-processing with a Fourier transform. But, because
a Fourier transform relies on constructive/destructive in-
terference between signals, and we are performing this
on noisy data, the interference is not perfect, which
leads to leakage between momentum channels. Second,
the Hadamard test method introduces more of the same
problem because each Xi is a separate circuit — in ad-
dition to needing more circuits to be run and an addi-
tional ancilla. This further exacerbates the issue with the
Fourier analysis. The momentum-selectivity avoids these
issues by making a unique excitation and thus producing
a response function with a single large contribution.
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Polarizability of the SSH model

We next consider the polarizability χ(q, ω) of the 1D
chain. The polarizability is the response of the electronic
system to an applied potential. It plays a critical role in
the screening of interactions between electrons in solids
and molecules, and in their electromagnetic properties.
Experimentally, the polarizability can be studied by light
absorption or scattering, or by momentum-resolved elec-
tron energy loss spectroscopy (M-EELS). The polariz-
ability is defined by

χ(r, t) = −i 〈ψ0|δn(r, t)δn(r = 0, t = 0)|ψ0〉 , (17)

i.e. it is a charge-charge correlation function. Here δn
is the change in the charge from the equilibrium density.
The observable A is the charge, and the applied field B
(which is conjugate to the charge) is a potential. The ex-
citations are changes in the density, which are composed
of pairs of fermionic operators, and thus this is a bosonic
correlation function.

For this demonstration, B acts on a single site, and
we classically simulate a partially filled 24-site chain
(µ = 0.9). As discussed above, one of the advantages of
the linear response framework is that all 24 correlation
functions are obtained with a single calculation. Fig. 4a
shows Im χ(q, ω), which is the double Fourier transform
of χ(r, t) obtained from driving a single site with a sharp
h(t). Im χ(q, ω) has all the textbook features of the re-
sponse of a 1D charged system; there is no response at all
at q = 0 due to charge conservation, there is a narrow dis-
persive feature at low q, ω that broadens with increasing
q, and a low-energy turnover with a minimum at 2kF .

a b

FIG. 4. Polarizability for the 1D chain. Both panels show
Im χ(q, ω) in false color. The insets show the driving field
h(t) and its Fourier transform. a. χ(q, ω) obtained from the
response due to a sharp excitation with height 0.1. b. χ(q, ω)
obtained from the response of a frequency selective field. The
dashed lines indicate the range where |h(ω)|2 < 10−3. Here,
we used h(t) as sinusoid with a Gaussian profile of width
σ = 0.625, height 0.05, and centered at ω = 1.5.

Since h(ω) has support across the entire spectrum of
χ(q, ω) (shown in the inset), the entire spectrum can
be obtained from this measurement. This is in contrast
to panel b, where we drive with a short-duration sinu-
soid centered at ω = 1.5. This excitation is frequency-
selective; that is, it only excites the system at frequencies
where h(ω) has finite support. This range of frequencies
is indicated by dashed lines in the figure. With our par-
ticular choice of h(t) we are able to observe some of the
middle range of excitations, but are insensitive to the
lower frequencies and the top of the spectrum. Note that
there is no restriction on the Fourier transform of χ(r, t)
per se; rather, the need to divide by h(ω) (see Eq. 3)
limits the applicable window to the ranges where h(ω) is
finite.

DISCUSSION

The linear-response based formalism is a shift in per-
spective on quantum simulation; the measurement pro-
cess is truly a part of the simulation as an experimental
driving field. This is in contrast to Hadamard-test and
other competing approaches, where the simulation is lim-
ited to the system, and the desired observables are ex-
tracted either outside of the system qubits and/or from
a large excitation. This shift in perspective and method-
ology enables a much broader set of observables to be en-
visioned and easily calculated, and enables a direct con-
nection to experiment. Moreover, it relies almost entirely
on time evolution, a task for which quantum computers
are naturally suited.

This shift in perspective and the resulting implemen-
tation leads to several clear advantages. First, mirror-
ing experimental procedure, we can straightforwardly
achieve momentum- and frequency selectivity by focus-
ing the perturbation h(t)B on a certain momentum or
frequency range, without difficulty or additional imple-
mentation cost. This is enabled on the quantum cir-
cuit level by an implementation advantage of the linear
response: B can be chosen to be non-unitary because
we apply e−ih(t)B∆t, as opposed to the Hadamard test
which applies B on the state. The resulting momentum
selectivity produces less noise in the response functions
(c.f. Fig. 3) because the calculation is done via one cir-
cuit rather than certain linear combinations of results
obtained from structurally different circuits with differ-
ent noise. This advantage is particularly underscored for
translationally-invariant systems where momentum is a
good quantum number; enforcing the momentum selec-
tivity on B and running only one circuit per momentum k
is sufficient to measure the response in momentum basis
because χRk,k′ is diagonal. The resulting signal will thus
has a fixed number of frequency peaks for given k value
(c.f. Figs. 2 and 3), simplifying the signal processing.

Fermionic response functions (anti-correlation func-
tions) can be obtained with the same experimentally cen-
tered, linear response perspective; this is unlike other
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ancilla-free methods[28, 29] which are limited to bosonic
response functions. The post-selection method is intu-
itive, as the particle number sectors are clearly delin-
eated. On the other hand, the auxiliary operator method
is an unusual perspective; it is sufficient to measure al-
most the same operator as for the bosonic correlation
function. The electron Green’s function, for example, is
obtained simply by keeping track of the parity as well as
the occupation number measurement. In either case, this
is an important advance since electron Green’s functions
play a key role in physics; as an important measurement
per se[43], and as an ingredient in embedding theories
such as dynamical mean field theory [3–8].

While here we have explicitly demonstrated the lin-
ear response approach in the context of a charge density
wave, it is a general method to obtain response functions,
and is not limited to electronic Hamiltonians. It can be
applied to spin or bosonic models, or other models from
fields where quantum simulation plays a role, including
chemistry and high energy physics. Different choices of
A and B extend the method to a wide variety of observ-
ables. For example, the conductivity is a current-current
correlation function, for which h(t) is an applied electric
field. A zz-spin susceptibility can be obtained with h(t)
as a z-axis magnetic field, and the operators A = B = Sz.
Moving forward, the functional derivative formalism can
be extended to higher order derivatives that involve mul-
tiple driving fields. One notable application is resonant
inelasic X-ray scattering (RIXS), which is a four-point
correlation function[44], which is very challenging to cal-
culate via diagrammatics. In addition, and aside from
direct experimental probes, pairing vertices in supercon-
ductors and other ordered phenomena also fall into this
class of observables. We reserve these discussions for fu-
ture work.

This approach is a quantum-inspired paradigm, which
can also be applied in conventional computation. Rather
than having to measure all of the different matrix ele-
ments needed for the Lehmann formula, this approach
requires simulating time-evolution and then measuring
the expectation value of a single operator. As such, it

is likely to be much more efficient than currently used
methods.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The data shown in Fig. 2 was calculated on
ibm auckland. For each k and δ we collected 3 data
sets with 8,000 shots each, yielding 24,000 shots total per
curve. While no measurement error mitigation was used,
we incorporated dynamical decoupling and Pauli twirling
as implemented in the qiskit research package. The raw
data is shown in the supplementary material in Fig. S1.
The calibration data is shown in tables S1 and S2.
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J. Müggenburg, T. NEMOZ, D. Nadlinger, K. Nakan-
ishi, G. Nannicini, P. Nation, E. Navarro, Y. Naveh,
S. W. Neagle, P. Neuweiler, A. Ngoueya, T. Nguyen,
J. Nicander, Nick-Singstock, P. Niroula, H. Norlen,
NuoWenLei, L. J. O’Riordan, O. Ogunbayo, P. Olli-
trault, T. Onodera, R. Otaolea, S. Oud, D. Padilha,
H. Paik, S. Pal, Y. Pang, A. Panigrahi, V. R. Pascuzzi,
S. Perriello, E. Peterson, A. Phan, K. Pilch, F. Piro,
M. Pistoia, C. Piveteau, J. Plewa, P. Pocreau, A. Pozas-
Kerstjens, R. Pracht, M. Prokop, V. Prutyanov, S. Puri,
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Appendix A: Raw data and analysis for the electronic Green’s function

In this section, we provide the full data for Lk(t) and |Lk(ω)|2 obtained via momentum selective linear response
applied on SSH model. While the data in the bottom row is shown in Fig. 2 as false color plots, here we provide line
plots of the same data for clarity. For each k and δ we collected 3 data sets with 8,000 shots each, yielding 24,000 shots
total per curve. As discussed in the main text, µ = 5, Vnn = 1 and the amplitude of the signal η∆t = 0.04. While
obtaining the data we incorporated dynamical decoupling and Pauli twirling as implemented in the qiskit research
package, and did not apply any measurement error mitigation method.

� = 0.8
<latexit sha1_base64="oEVs1S1nMbc765796CNACt2SY0U=">AAAB83icbVDLSgNBEOz1GeMr6tHLYBA8LbtRMBch6MVjBPOA7BJmZ3uTIbMPZmaFEPIbXjwo4tWf8ebfOEn2oIkFDUVVN91dQSa40o7zba2tb2xubZd2yrt7+weHlaPjtkpzybDFUpHKbkAVCp5gS3MtsJtJpHEgsBOM7mZ+5wml4mnyqMcZ+jEdJDzijGojeV6IQlNyQxy73q9UHduZg6wStyBVKNDsV768MGV5jIlmgirVc51M+xMqNWcCp2UvV5hRNqID7Bma0BiVP5nfPCXnRglJlEpTiSZz9ffEhMZKjePAdMZUD9WyNxP/83q5jur+hCdZrjFhi0VRLohOySwAEnKJTIuxIZRJbm4lbEglZdrEVDYhuMsvr5J2zXYv7drDVbVxW8RRglM4gwtw4RoacA9NaAGDDJ7hFd6s3Hqx3q2PReuaVcycwB9Ynz8ia5Bv</latexit>
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Auxiliary operator Post-selection
on N=0

Post-selection
on N=1

FIG. S1. Data from ibm auckland for the three values of δ presented in the main text, as well as the corresponding |Lk(ω)|2.
As in the main text, µ = 5 and Vnn = 1. Note that two copies of the Green’s function appear at positive and negative energies
(see text for discussion).

Appendix B: Raw data and analysis for the comparison of momentum-selective linear response, real space
linear response, and Hadamard test

In order to make a comparison between the linear response method in real and momentum space as well as the
Hadamard test method, we performed noisy simulations for each. We constructed a noise model by adding adjustable
quantum errors to single and multi qubits gates. The model mainly depends on adding depolarizing quantum channels
that mainly decohere qubits; the decoherence is either a result of phase flip or a bit flip or both. We added a fixed
single-qubit depolarizing error with a 0.1% rate and a 2-qubit depolarizing error once with a 10% rate and once with a
20% rate. In performing the calculations, we have forced the noisy simulator to respect the linear connectivity found
on IBM quantum computers.

The results of the simulations, which are Lk(t) for the momentum-selective linear response and L(r, t) for the others,
are shown in Fig. S2. The latter two are Fourier transformed to Lk(t) as well, and all three are further transformed
to Lk(ω). As discussed in the main text, and as is clear from the both the line and false-color plots of |Lk(ω)|, the
momentum-selective linear response method outperforms the other two in terms of signal to noise ratio.
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FIG. S2. Left: Noisy simulator data of L(r, t). Note that the momentum-selective method avoids this step. Center:
momentum-space Green’s function as a function of time t or frequency ω. Right: false-color plot of |Lk(ω)|.

Appendix C: Derivation for obtaining G> and G< via post-selection

1. Post selection for a particle conserving Hamiltoniain for an N-particle initial state

We will demonstrate that the lesser (occupied) and greater (unoccupied) Green’s functions can be directly obtained
from the measurements by post-selecting on the particle number. In order to do so, we will recast the circuit
calculation in fermionic language. Starting from an N -particle state |Ψ〉, we apply the momentum creation operator

K = exp(−i2η∑m αmX̃m) where X̃m = Z1...Zm−1Xm which is equal to (1/2)
(
cm + c†m

)
after a Jordan Wigner

transformation, to find (to first order in η),

K |Ψ〉 ≈ |Ψ〉 − iηαmcm |Ψ〉 − iηαmc†m |Ψ〉 . (C1)

Moreover, for notational clarity we have suppressed internal sums over m by using Einstein summation convention .
We next apply the time evolution operator U , and since we will be measuring the 1st qubit in the X basis, we rotate
it by about y,

R1y(π/4) =
1√
2

(
1 + c†1 − c1

)
. (C2)

Applying this to Eq. (C1), we find

|Φy〉 := R1y(π/4)UK |Ψ〉 =
1√
2

(
U − iηαmUcm − iηαmUc†m

)
|Ψ〉

+
1√
2

(
c†1U − iηαmc†1Ucm − iηαmc†1Uc†m

)
|Ψ〉

− 1√
2

(
c1U − iηαmc1Ucm − iηαmc1Uc†m

)
|Ψ〉 . (C3)

At this point, we can read off the particle number for each term. Since |Ψ〉 has N particles and the Hamiltonian is
particle conserving, counting the number of annihilation and creation operators we see that the resulting state is a
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superposition of N − 2, N − 1, N,N + 1 and N + 2 particle states. These states are

|ΦyN−2〉 = i
η√
2
αmc1Ucm |Ψ〉 ,

|ΦyN−1〉 =
1√
2

(
− c1U − iηαmUcm

)
|Ψ〉 ,

|ΦyN 〉 =
1√
2

(
U + iηαmc1Uc†m − iηαmc†1Ucm

)
|Ψ〉 ,

|ΦyN+1〉 =
1√
2

(
c†1U − iηαmUc†m

)
|Ψ〉 ,

|ΦyN+2〉 = −i η√
2
αmc

†
1Uc†m |Ψ〉 . (C4)

We will be measuring expectation values with these states. It will be mainly their norms and expectation value of

c†1c1 which can be obtained via Z1 measurement. Observing that |ΦN±2〉 ∼ η, they will not contribute up to linear
order in η. Independent quantities to linear order in η are

〈ΦyN−1|ΦyN−1〉 =
1

2
〈n1(t)〉+

iηαm
2

(
〈c†1(t)cm〉 − 〈c†mc1(t)〉

)
=

1

2
〈n1(t)〉 − ηαmReG<1m(t)

〈ΦyN+1|ΦyN+1〉 =
1

2
− 1

2
〈n1(t)〉+

iηαm
2

(
〈cmc†1(t)〉 − 〈c1(t)c†m〉

)
=

1

2
− 1

2
〈n1(t)〉+ ηαmReG>1m(t)

〈ΦyN |c†1c1|ΦyN 〉 =
1

2
〈n1(t)〉+

iηαm
2

(
〈c†mc1(t)〉 − 〈c†1(t)cm〉

)
=

1

2
〈n1(t)〉+ ηαmReG<1m(t)

(C5)

This leads to first two equations of Eq.(12). Instead, if we apply a rotation around x we get:

R1x(π/4) =
1√
2

(
1 + ic†1 + ic1

)
, (C6)

then

|Φx〉 := R1x(π/4)UK |Ψ〉 =
1√
2

(
U − iηαmUcm − iηαmUc†m

)
|Ψ〉

+
i√
2

(
c†1U − iηαmc†1Ucm − iηαmc†1Uc†m

)
|Ψ〉

+
i√
2

(
c1U − iηαmc1Ucm − iηαmc1Uc†m

)
|Ψ〉 . (C7)

Then, the components with different particle number are

|ΦxN−2〉 =
η√
2
αmc1Ucm |Ψ〉 , (C8a)

|ΦxN−1〉 =
1√
2

(
ic1U − iηαmUcm

)
|Ψ〉 , (C8b)

|ΦxN 〉 =
1√
2

(
U + ηαmc1Uc†m + ηαmc

†
1Ucm

)
|Ψ〉 , (C8c)

|ΦxN+1〉 =
1√
2

(
ic†1U − iηαmUc†m

)
|Ψ〉 , (C8d)

|ΦxN+2〉 =
η√
2
αmc

†
1Uc†m |Ψ〉 . (C8e)
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To linear order in η, independent quantities that can be derived from norms and the expectation value of Z1 are

〈ΦxN−1|ΦxN−1〉 =
1

2
〈n1(t)〉 − ηαm

2

(
〈c†1(t)cm〉+ 〈c†mc1(t)〉

)

=
1

2
〈n1(t)〉 − ηαmImG<1m(t)

〈ΦxN+1|ΦxN+1〉 =
1

2
− 1

2
〈n1(t)〉 − ηαm

2

(
〈cmc†1(t)〉+ 〈c1(t)c†m〉

)

=
1

2
− 1

2
〈n1(t)〉+ ηαmImG>1m(t)

〈ΦxN |c†1c1|ΦxN 〉 =
1

2
〈n1(t)〉+

ηαm
2

(
〈c†mc1(t)〉+ 〈c†1(t)cm〉

)

=
1

2
〈n1(t)〉+ ηαmImG<1m(t)

These can be linearly combined to obtain the final two equations of Eq.(12) in the main text, and shows that retarded,
lesser and greater fermionic Green’s functions can be calculated via post selection.

2. Post selection for SSH model for 0-particle initial state

In this case our calculation simplifies drastically, since we cannot annihilate a particle from a 0-particle state, and
thus the only contribution will come from 0, 1 and 2 particle states:

|Φy0〉 =
1√
2

(
U + iηαmc1Uc†m − iηαmc†1Ucm

)
|0〉

=
1√
2

(
U + iηαmc1Uc†m

)
|0〉 ,

|Φy1〉 =
1√
2

(
c†1U − iηαmUc†m

)
|0〉 ,

|Φy2〉 = −i η√
2
αmc

†
1Uc†m |0〉 . (C9)

The norm of the 2-particle contribution is O(η2) and is neglected. The norms of 0- and 1-particle contributions are

〈Φx0 |Φy0〉 =
1

2
− ηαmReG>1m(t),

〈Φx1 |Φy1〉 =
1

2
+ ηαmReG>1m(t).

Because the lesser Green’s function of the 0-particle state |0〉 is zero, we can replace the greater Green’s functions
with the retarded ones:

〈Φx0 |Φy0〉 =
1

2
− ηαmReGR1m(t),

〈Φx1 |Φy1〉 =
1

2
+ ηαmReGR1m(t),

and therefore these partial norms contain information about the single-particle energy spectrum.

Appendix D: Quantum circuit for the SSH Model Green’s function

The circuit in Fig. 2b mainly consists of three parts: the applied field Bh(t), the time evolution and the measurement
of A. Here we will discuss how to use the parity operator as an auxiliary to measure fermionic Green’s functions.
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1. Measurement of ReGk(ω)

In this work, we measure the following quantity for SSH model on no particle state |0〉

Lk(t) = −i 〈0|
[
X0(t),

∑

r

cos(kr)Xr

]
|0〉 . (D1)

We will slowly change this into an expression given in terms of Green’s functions, and show that Lk(t) contains
information about the one particle spectral weight.

First observe that X̃r |0〉 = Xr |0〉. In addition, for P = Z0Z1...Zn we have P |0〉 = |0〉, therefore

Lk(t) = −i 〈0|
[
X0(t),

∑

r

cos(kr)X̃r

]
P |0〉

= i 〈0|
{
X0(t)P,

∑

r

cos(kr)X̃r

}
|0〉

= i 〈0|
{
X0(t)P (t),

∑

r

cos(kr)X̃r

}
|0〉 .

(D2)

On the last line, we have used P (t) = P . Eq. D2 is essentially the auxiliary operator method given in the
manuscript applied in reverse way to transform commutator into anti-commutator. Now X0P = −iY0Z1...Zn−1,

and Z1...Zn−1 |0〉 = |0〉. In addition, Ỹ0 = Y0, then

Lk(t) = 〈0|
{
Ỹ0(t),

∑

r

cos(kr)X̃r

}
|0〉 . (D3)

Applying the Jordan-Wigner transformation to get the Fermionic operators back, let us plug in X̃r = cr + c†r and

Ỹ0 = i(c†0 − c0):

∑

r

cos(kr)X̃r =
1

2

∑

r

(eikr + e−ikr)(cr + c†r) =

√
n

2
(ck + c−k + c†k + c†−k)

Ỹ0 = i(c†0 − c0) =
i√
n

∑

q

(c†q − cq).
(D4)

With these, we obtain

Lk(t) = − i
2
〈0|
{∑

q

(cq(t)− c†q(t)), (ck + c−k + c†k + c†−k)
}
|0〉 .

= − i
2

∑

q

(
〈0|{cq(t), c†k + c†−k}|0〉 − 〈0|{c†q(t), ck + c−k}|0〉

)
.

(D5)

The sum can be handled directly because momentum is conserved due to translational invariance of the SSH model,
then the creation/annihilation operators anticommute when momentum values are not matched. Since we assume
t > 0, we can plug in θ(t) = 1 in the definition of GRk (t), and then obtain

Lk(t) =
1

2

(
GRk (t) +GR−k(t) +GRk (t)∗ +GR−k(t)∗

)

= Re
(
GRk (t) +GR−k(t)

)
.

(D6)

The SSH model is symmetric under spatial reflection, thus GRk = GR−k and we get

Lk(t) = 2 ReGRk (t) (D7)

Let us look at this in the frequency basis:

Lk(ω) =

∫
dt Lk(t)eiωt

= 2

∫
dt ReGRk (t)eiωt

=

∫
dt
(
GRk (t) +GRk (t)∗

)
eiωt

= GRk (ω) + GRk (−ω)∗

(D8)
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Then we get

Im Lk(ω) = ImGRk (ω)− ImGRk (−ω),

Re Lk(ω) = ReGRk (ω) + ReGRk (−ω),
(D9)

which means that choosing A and B as given in the beginning of this subsection, we can get single particle spectral
weight.

Both momentum selective and position selective methods can be used to measure Lk(t). The momentum selective
method is to excite the state |0〉 with B =

∑
r cos(kr)Xr and measuring X0 after time evolution, which can measure

Lk(t) with one circuit. The position selective method is to measure X0 after exciting the state with B = Xr and time
evolving for all r = 1, 2, ..., n values.

For the data shown in Figs. 2 and 3, we only measure Lk(t) in linear response methods with momentum and position
selectivity, to run fewer circuits. The plots show |Lk(ω)|2, which is related to the retarded Green’s function as

|Lk(ω)|2 =
(
GRk (ω) +GRk (−ω)∗

)(
GRk (ω)∗ +GRk (−ω)

)
,

=|GRk (ω)|2 + |GRk (−ω)|2 + 2 Re
(
GRk (ω)GRk (−ω)∗

)
.

(D10)

Because GRk (ω) is strongly peaked near the single-particle excitation energy, the interference term is negligible com-
pared to the absolute squares of the terms GRk (ω) and GRk (−ω). Therefore |Lk(ω)|2 contains |GRk (ω)|2 and its mirror
image in the plots. Due to our chemical potential choice µ = 5, in the positive frequencies, we only see one of these
images, which gives us the information about the single particle spectrum. Fig. S3 illustrates this point by showing
that |Lk(ω)| tracks the quasi-particle peaks in |GRk (ω)| and Im GRk (ω). In the figure, we compare the real part,
imaginary part and absolute value of GRk (ω)

GRk (ω) =
1

ω − ωk + iε
, (D11)

where ε = 0.1, and we picked ωk = 5. As it can be seen on panel a, |GR(ω)| is peaked at ωk just as Im GRk (ω),
with a slightly broader peak.. Panel b shows that |Lk(ω)| is small except at ω = ±ωk energies, which are the peaks
of |GR(ω)| and |GR(−ω)|. This provides an illustration of the fact that the interference term in Eq. D10 is indeed
negligible.

FIG. S3. Panel a illustrates that |GR
k (ω)| has the same spectral behaviour as ImGR

k (ω), and therefore carries information about
the single particle spectral weight. Panel b illustrates that this spectral information can be extracted from |Lk(ω)| since it has
two distinctive peaks, one coming from |GR

k (ω)|, the other from |GR
k (−ω)|.

2. Time Evolution Circuit

The SSH model is a free fermionic model and thus its time evolution can be compressed into a fixed depth circuit
with O(n2) CNOTs and O(n) depth, where n is the system size, via the algebraic compression method given in [39, 40].
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The method is limited to free fermionic systems in 1D — here we use a generalization to 1D periodic systems, which
will be detailed in a forthcoming publication.

For completeness, we will summarize the method for the open 1-D chain. The method relies on a structure called a
“block”, and is given as the following for free fermionic models (after performing the Jordan-Wigner transformation):

Bi(~θ) ≡e−iθ1 Zie−iθ2 Zi+1e−iθ3 XiXi+1e−iθ4 YiYi+1 e−iθ5 Zie−iθ6 Zi+1 . (D12)

We represent it as the diagram shown in Fig. S4. In Ref. 39 it is proven that Bi(~θ) satisfies the following properties:

i

i+1
=i

FIG. S4. Block given in (D12) represented as a 2 qubit gate. XY indicates a rotation about XX followed by Y Y [39, 40]. RZ ,
and the XX and Y Y rotations have independent rotation angles.

1. Fusion: for any set of parameters ~α and ~β, there exists an ~a such that

Bi(~α)Bi(~β) = Bi(~a), (D13)

2. Commutation: for any set of parameters ~α and ~β, we have

Bi(~α)Bj(~β) = Bj(~β)Bi(~α), |i− j| > 1, (D14)

3. Turnover: for any set of parameters ~α, ~β and ~γ there exist ~a, ~b and ~c such that

Bi(~α)Bi+1(~β)Bi(~γ) = Bi+1(~a)Bi(~b)Bi+1(~c). (D15)

These properties can be exploited to build the triangle structure shown in Fig. S5 a, which can absorb any additional
block by simple parameter changes. Calculation of the parameters can be done directly via linear algebra operations
without any variational calculation, the details of which are given in [40].

FIG. S5. Panel a demonstrates the triangle structure and how it can absorb a block. Block with index 2 goes down with a
series of turnover operations, and ends up merging the block at the end of the arrow. Panel b demonstrates the additional
simplification due to measurement. Blocks with gold color has no effect on the measurement on the 0th qubit, and therefore
can be discarded, reducing the CNOT count from O(n2) to O(n).

For the momentum selective case we only need to measure the 0th site, and thus the information on the other qubits
are not relevant. As shown in Fig. S5 b, because the measurement is on qubit 0, blocks that do not affect qubit zero
can be pushed after the measurement, and therefore can be ignored. Although post-selection requires measurement
of all qubits, this simplification can still be done simply because the only information used from the other qubits is
the particle number, and the TFXY blocks do not change the particle number.

The triangle structure CNOT count is n(n−1)/2, which is 28 for the n = 8 calculations presented in the main text.
After this measurement simplification, the CNOT count decreases to 2(n− 1), or 14 for our calculations.
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Appendix E: Hardware Calibration Details

The results from the quantum computer shown in Fig. 2 were run on ibmq auckland via the IBM Quantum Expe-
rience. Calibration information for the two dates we collected data are shown in Tables S1 and S2 and were obtained
from the Qiskit API [42].

Qubits T1 (µs) T2 (µs) readout CNOT CNOT
error (%) connection error (%)

13 140 27.6 0.56 13-12 0.536
12 256 232 1.84 12-10 0.835
10 225 49.2 0.91 10-7 0.544
7 130 218 0.92 7-4 0.933
4 176 164 1.85 4-1 1.08
1 52.7 135 0.95 1-2 0.594
2 173 177 1.61 2-3 0.516
3 104 67.6 1.55

TABLE S1. Calibration data for ibmq auckland on September 19th, 2022.

Qubits T1 (µs) T2 (µs) readout CNOT CNOT
error (%) connection error (%)

0 372 420 0.80 0-1 0.504
1 398 285 1.02 1-2 0.763
2 528 413 0.86 2-3 0.382
3 365 131 1.29 3-5 0.340
5 253 371 21.7 5-8 0.428
8 353 109 1.67 8-11 0.371
11 146 309 1.10 11-14 0.441
14 468 129 22.9

TABLE S2. Calibration data for ibmq auckland on September 30th, 2022.
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