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Predicting and analyzing global behaviour of complex systems is challenging due to the intricate
nature of their component interactions. Recent work has started modelling complex systems using
networks endowed with multiway interactions among nodes, known as higher-order networks. In
this context, simplicial complexes are a class of higher-order networks that have received significant
attention due to their topological structure and connections to Hodge theory. Topological signal pro-
cessing (TSP) utilizes these connections to analyze and manipulate signals defined on non-Euclidean
domains such as simplicial complexes. In this work, we present a general quantum algorithm for
implementing filtering processes in TSP and describe its application to extracting network data
based on the Hodge decomposition. We leverage pre-existing tools introduced in recent quantum al-
gorithms for topological data analysis and combine them with spectral filtering techniques using the
quantum singular value transformation framework. While this paper serves as a proof-of-concept, we
obtain a super-polynomial improvement over the best known classical algorithms for TSP filtering
processes, modulo some important caveats about encoding and retrieving the data from a quantum
state. The proposed algorithm generalizes the applicability of tools from quantum topological data
analysis to novel applications in analyzing high-dimensional complex systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

Recent work in the field of signal processing has fo-
cused on understanding signals that are defined on do-
mains other than time or space. In particular, there
has been considerable research on signals which are de-
fined on graphs [1–3] or, more generally, higher-order net-
works [4, 5]. In the graph context, a ‘signal’ means a
value attributed to a node on the graph, and the edges
denote interactions between the elements (vertices) of the
system. This value often comes from real-world observa-
tions of some (potentially dynamical) system. This in-
cludes a discrete 1D signal — such as time series data; 2D
signals on a grid — such as colour values in an image; or,
more generally, 2D signals on an arbitrary graph. Fig-
ure 1 (a)-(c) showillustrations of signals. Moving beyond
graphs and pairwise interactions, higher-order networks
— or hypergraphs — can be far more expressive in cap-
turing the interactions of a given system [6–9]. In a hy-
pergraph, edges may connect to an arbitrary number of
vertices. Consequently, signals associated with topolog-
ical objects on higher-order networks (such as the edges
and hyperedges) can represent data which is inherently
multi-party. In this work, we are particularly interested
in categories similar to the last case, where a signal is
more generally defined on the k-body interactions (de-
picted in the 3-body case by triangles in Figure 1(d)) in a
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Figure 1. (a) discrete-time signals (1-D signals) with periodic
boundary condition, (b) grid-like signals (2-D signals on x−
y plane), (c) node signals (signals on a graph G), and (d)
simplicial signals (signals on a simplicial complex K).

higher-order network. The topology of these higher-order
interactions have a non-trivial impact on the evolution of
many systems [10].

Equipped with this way of encoding data on vertices
and (hyper)edges, graphs and networks can be utilized to
study interactions captured in the signals between differ-
ent elements of a system. The field of graph signal pro-
cessing (GSP) leverages tools both from graph theory and
signal processing to perform standard tasks with signals
(such as denoising or filtering) on data defined over non-
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Euclidean domains. GSP has been successfully applied to
understand sensor networks [11], brain connectivity [12–
14], protein interactions [15], and to perform image pro-
cessing [16, 17]. However, just as graphs are insufficient
to describe multi-way interactions, GSP is insufficient as
a tool to study more complex systems. As a result, topo-
logical signal processing (TSP) has recently emerged as
a method by which signals may be studied in the context
of topological objects on higher-order networks. Already,
these networks and the corresponding signals have been
used to model an enormous variety of systems, such as
the brain [18], research collaboration networks [19], and
protein-protein interaction networks [20], where many-
body interactions play vital roles in the dynamics of the
underlying system. In this paper, we present a quantum
algorithm for filtering and analyzing topological signals
defined on a class of higher-order networks known as sim-
plicial complexes. The theoretical complexity bounds of
this algorithm show a promising advantage over the best
currently known classical methods.

Higher-order networks are defined mathematically as a
pair (V, S), where V is the set of vertices (the individual
elements being studied), and S is a set of subsets of V
describing the interactions between elements of V. In a
standard graph or network, S would be the edge set, a
set of 2-element subsets of V, whereas in higher-order
networks S may contain larger subsets. Higher-order
networks contain many rich sub-classes. In particular,
we consider here the extensively-studied category of sim-
plicial complexes. The defining property of a simplicial
complex K = (V, S) is that if we have some A ⊂ S, then
every subset of A is also in S. Although this is not the
most general hypergraph model, their extra structure al-
lows for the use of tools from algebraic topology. This
can be incredibly useful for analysing signals found on
such complexes. Furthermore, many interesting physi-
cally and mathematically relevant systems can be repre-
sented by simplicial complexes. Hence, considering this
class expands the available toolkit while maintaining ver-
satility or applicability.

The use of simplicial complexes and algebraic topol-
ogy in data analysis has an extensive history. Indeed,
topological data analysis (TDA) [21–24] is an umbrella
term for a wide range of statistical methods that employ
techniques from algebraic topology to study real-world
data. By analysing the shape of data from a topologi-
cal viewpoint, TDA can both reduce data dimensional-
ity and benefit from robustness to noise. These meth-
ods have seen wide-ranging applications, such as in sen-
sor networks [25], financial market prediction [26], tumor
classification [27], and analyzing collaboration networks
characteristics [28]. A popular aspect of TDA is the study
of Betti numbers of simplicial complexes. The Betti num-
bers (βk)k≥0 describe, at a high level, the number of k-
dimensional “holes” in the simplicial complex, which in
TDA is generated by the data set. These can be used for
distinguishing data sets [29], for hypothesis testing [30],
or as features for machine learning algorithms [31].

In tandem with the development of sophisticated clas-
sical data analysis algorithms, there has been an urgent
need to showcase the utility of quantum computers in
real-world cases. Consequently, there has been a prolif-
eration of ideas in quantum data analysis and machine
learning. In recent years, quantum algorithms for TDA
(QTDA) have been proposed to efficiently compute the
higher-order Betti numbers of simplicial complexes aris-
ing in applications of TDA [32–37]. The perceived advan-
tage in contrast to classical algorithms is that the clas-
sical complexity of computing the k-th Betti number βk
of a simplicial complex has worst-case exponential scal-
ing in k. This severely limits the capability to study the
topology of higher-order interactions in networks using
classical computers. On the other hand, since the semi-
nal paper by Lloyd, Garnerone, and Zanardi [32], there
has been a flurry of research about quantum algorithms
for computing Betti numbers in fault-tolerant quantum
computers. Although it was shown that Betti number
estimation is QMA1-hard [33], one can relax the problem
by approximating a normalized version of βk. While in
early years, there were several promising results indicat-
ing the potential for an exponential (in k) speedup over
classical algorithms for estimating approximate normal-
ized Betti numbers, recent results have tempered these
expectations. In particular, Refs. [34, 37–39] have ar-
gued that the existence of a superpolynomial speedup
over classical algorithms for this task is, at best, highly
situational. In most cases, the quantum algorithms will
provide a polynomial speedup compared to classical algo-
rithms. Importantly, to overcome current quantum error
correction overheads, it is highly desirable for this speed-
up to be greater than quadratic [40, 41].

a. Our contribution. In this paper, we adapt the
tools used in QTDA to the new task of quantum topolog-
ical signal processing (QTSP). In doing so, we introduce
a broad range of new applications of quantum comput-
ers to the task of data analysis. The problem settings
for QTSP and QTDA are quite different: QTDA works
on point cloud data and defines sequences of simplicial
complexes from that data (see an example given in Fig-
ure 6(a)), whereas QTSP is generally focused on studying
signals on a fixed higher-order network (such as the ex-
ample given in Figure 2(a)). Beyond this distinction, we
can think of the QTSP as a generalization of QTDA that
is applicable to a different range of tasks. QTDA involves
projecting states to the kernel of the Hodge Laplacian Lk
(given formally in Definition 3) to determine its dimen-
sion (see Figure 6 as an illustration of the algorithm); in
QTSP, we analyze the image of Lk as well as the kernel
(and thus the whole codomain) through the lens of what
is known as the Hodge decomposition. Previous works
in QTDA [36, 37, 39] often implement spectral filtering
to construct a projection to the kernel ker(Lk). The goal
of QTSP is to, given a filtering task and some data, con-
struct a quantum circuit that implements this filter on a
quantum representation of the data (Figure 2(b)). Here,
the quantum filter operator is designed to manipulate
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Figure 2. (a) A flowchart diagram for topological signal processing (TSP) filtering using a simplicial filter H(Lℓ
k,L

u
k) with input

simplicial signals {ski } defined on simplices {σi
k} (with magnitudes represented by colour opacity) and the filtered simplicial

signals {skfil}. (b) A QTSP filtering process on a quantum computer using a quantum simplicial filter H(SV)(Lℓ
k,Lu

k) which
filters a simplicial signal state |sk⟩, which encodes the signals {ski }. The full pipeline of the algorithm is comprised of three
subsequent subroutines: Encode, Filter, and Retrieve, depicted by the flow of gold arrows.

not just the kernel of the Hodge Laplacian, but also its
image. On the other hand, if the filter is just a projec-
tion to ker(Lk), then we can recover the QTDA task of
estimating Betti numbers as an application of QTSP.

We construct a quantum algorithm to efficiently per-
form TSP filtering on a fault-tolerant quantum computer.
By efficiently, we mean that the complexity of our filter-
ing algorithm scales polynomially in terms of the num-
ber of vertices, the dimension of the complex, and the
order of the filter (formally defined in Section II). We
also give a particular application of this general filtering
algorithm. Modulo some caveats that we discuss later,
the algorithm presented here is a promising avenue for
a superpolynomial speedup over performing TSP on a
classical computer, at least for some tasks. Here, we in-
formally state our main result, which is given formally in
Section III as Theorem 1.

Result 1. We present a quantum algorithm for filtering
topological signals defined on the k-dimensional simplices
of a simplicial complex. If the simplicial complex is a
clique complex, this algorithm scales linearly in k. In
comparison, the complexity of performing the filtering on
a classical computer scales exponentially in k.

This theoretical speed-up comes with some important
caveats and requires an in-depth technical justification
before making any claims of a practical speed-up. In
Section III we state the cost of implementing the filter-
ing process (specifically in Theorem 1). We also discuss
the hurdles that stand between our complexity results
and a practical speed-up in performing an end-to-end
implementation of our algorithm on (classical or quan-
tum) data. Additionally, we showcase an application of

this result to extracting signal subcomponents based on
Hodge decomposition, which we discuss in more detail in
Sections II and III.

A brief background to topological signal processing and
the specific description of the class of filtering tasks is
given in Section II A. This class of tasks is very general,
and given that higher-order networks of interest may con-
tain thousands or millions of vertices, a superpolynomial
advantage has huge potential. On the more cautioned
side, signal processing on higher-order networks is a rela-
tively new field, which means that concrete applications
to test this quantum advantage in higher dimensions are
not well understood. Our algorithm also only applies to
clique complexes, a specific class of simplicial complexes
defined by an underlying graph. Furthermore, this algo-
rithm suffers the classic pitfalls of many quantum linear
algebra (QLA) algorithms in data encoding and retrieval
costs, and the costs of these steps may limit the speed-up
in practice. Nonetheless, the generality of our framework
lends itself to plenty of opportunity for a concrete quan-
tum advantage to be achieved in the future.

b. Related works. Our work is the first to present a
QTSP algorithm but it relies on several previous stud-
ies on QTDA and spectral filtering algorithms, which
are based on quantum phase estimation algorithms.
Quantum phase estimation has been used in many
Hamiltonian simulation algorithms to showcase quan-
tum advantages. Recently, quantum signal processing
(QSP) [42, 43] and quantum singular value transforma-
tion (QSVT) [44] have provided new ways of implement-
ing spectral filtering techniques. These techniques were
exploited in Ref. [45] to construct minimax polynomial
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filters that project states based on the corresponding
known eigenvalues. Using this eigenstate filtering and
the quantum Zeno effect, the authors presented a nearly
optimal complexity for solving QLA problems. Such a
filtering algorithm was employed in Ref. [46] to find the
ground state below a given threshold. Notably, these
QSVT-based filtering algorithms require classical com-
putation costs to determine the rotation angles used in
the circuit. Another filtering technique solely based on
the linear combination of unitaries (LCU) method was
given in Ref. [47], which avoids this heavy classical com-
putation. As the Betti number estimation task can be
viewed as finding the dimension of a ground-state sub-
space, Ref. [37] utilized this to construct a sequence of
projections to the kernel of the Laplacian. Different filter-
ing approaches have been used in Refs. [36, 39] to tackle a
similar task using rectangular and Kaiser window filters.
However, these methods gave polynomially worse scaling
in time complexity compared to that of Ref. [37].

c. Organization. The remainder of the paper is laid
out as follows. In Section II, we briefly overview the back-
ground mathematics and notations required. We also
present the filtering problem in greater detail. Finally, in
Section III, we state the main results of our paper and
discuss the advantages and limitations of our algorithm.
In Section IV, we discuss the precise details of our im-
plementation and prove the necessary results about its
complexity and correctness.

II. BACKGROUND OF THE SIMPLICIAL
FILTER DESIGN PROBLEM

A. Simplicial homology

Topology has found practical applications across a
huge range of domains, such as biology, computer sci-
ence, quantum field theory, and statistics. This utility
arises from the fact that both physical and abstract sys-
tems can be mapped onto topological spaces, enabling
the adoption of topological approaches as an alternate
analysis method. Simplicial complexes in particular have
gained substantial attention as models that capture com-
plex data representations or interactions, especially in
the context of higher-order networks. Here, we provide
a concise overview of simplicial homology and delve into
essential tools commonly employed in the realms of TDA
and TSP. For a more extensive discussion of these sub-
jects, see Ref. [48].

We start from the notion of a simplicial complex,
simplices, and their topological properties. Let V =
{v1, . . . , vn} be a non-empty set called the vertex set.
A simplicial complex K is a set of subsets of V with two
properties: (a) K contains all singleton subsets, that is,
{v} ∈ K for all v ∈ V; (b) if σ ∈ K, then every subset of
σ is also in K. We say that σ is a k-simplex (short for
k-dimensional simplex) when |σ| = k + 1. If σ′ ⊂ σ with
q + 1 < k + 1 elements, then σ′ is called a (q-)face of σ.

We focus on a particular class of simplicial complexes
that piqued the interest of the quantum community work-
ing on TDA, which is the class of clique complexes. A
clique complex is a simplicial complex whose structure
is entirely determined by an underlying graph G. For-
mally, a clique complex K =K(G) is a simplicial complex
where a set {vi0 , . . . , vik} is a k-simplex in K if and only
if {vi0 , . . . , vik} is a (k + 1)-clique (a set of k + 1 mutu-
ally adjacent vertices) in G. It is straightforward to see
that this is a simplicial complex: each vertex forms a 1-
clique on its own, and an induced subgraph of a clique
is a clique. We focus on this class of complexes as their
structure allows for efficient quantum circuit implemen-
tations of some otherwise difficult functions.

Modelling systems and their signals using simplicial
complexes, instead of general hypergraphs, allows the use
of tools from algebraic topology. In order to build the
algebraic objects of interest later, one associates an ori-
entation to each simplex in the complex. An orientation
ϵ(σ) of a simplex σ is the parity of an ordering of the ver-
tices ϵ (as an element of the permutation group Sn). Let
j ∈ [k + 1] := {0, · · · , k} and ij ∈ [n] := {0, · · · , n − 1}.
An orientation of a simplex σ = {vi0 , . . . , vik} is an order-
ing of the vertices, which we denote [vi0 , . . . , vik ], where
two orderings are equivalent if they differ by an even
number of transpositions. Thus, there are only two dis-
tinct orientations for each simplex, often referred to as
positive and negative.

One particular class of algebraic objects that math-
ematically underpins our work is the space of k-chains.
These are defined as formal sums of simplices in the com-
plex. For our purposes, the space of k-chains Ck := Ck(K)
of a simplicial complex K is (isomorphic to) a real vec-
tor space where the basis is a collection of k-simplices in
K, i.e., Ck :=

{∑nk−1
i=0 ciσ

i
k | ci ∈ R

}
, where nk is the

number of k-simplices in K. The different spaces Ck(K)
associated with different dimensions k are related to each
other by maps known as boundary operators. The k-th
boundary operator ∂k : Ck → Ck−1 is a linear map such
that for σk = [vi0 , · · · , vik ] ∈ Ck,

∂kσk :=

k∑
j=0

(−1)j [vi0 , · · · , vij−1
, vij+1

· · · , vik ]. (1)

In each summand, a different vertex vij is removed from
the simplex. That is, ∂k maps a k-simplex to a formal
sum of its (k − 1)-faces, which are the boundary of the
k-simplex in a topological sense. Since this map acts
linearly on the space of k-chains, we can represent it by a
matrix. Let Bk be the matrix representation of ∂k, using
the canonical bases of k-simplices and (k − 1)-simplices
for Ck(K) and Ck−1(K) respectively. The entries of Bk

are

(Bk)ij =


1, if i ̸= j, σik−1 ⊂ σjk, ϵ(σ

i
k−1) ∼ ϵ(σjk)

−1, if i ̸= j, σik−1 ⊂ σjk, ϵ(σ
i
k−1) ≁ ϵ(σjk)

0, otherwise,

(2)
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where ϵ(σik−1) ∼ ϵ(σjk) means σik−1 and σjk have the
same orientation (both positive or both negative) and
ϵ(σik−1) ≁ ϵ(σjk) means σik−1 and σjk have different orien-
tations [49]. Thus, the ±1 entries account for the orien-
tation of each k-simplex relative to its boundary (k− 1)-
faces. In this paper, we generally refer to the boundary
operator by its matrix representation Bk.

The adjoint (equivalently, transpose) of the boundary
operator BT

k is called the coboundary operator and natu-
rally maps from Ck−1 to Ck. The boundary and cobound-
ary operators are used to construct the central object
of our consideration: the Hodge Laplacian. The Hodge
Laplacian matrix Lk is defined as

Lk :=


Bk+1B

T
k+1, for k = 0

BT
kBk +Bk+1B

T
k+1, for 1 < k < n− 2

BT
kBk, for k = n− 1

(3)

where superscript T indicates the matrix transpose op-
eration. Furthermore, the lower and upper Hodge Lapla-
cian operators are defined as Llk := BT

kBk and Luk :=

Bk+1B
T
k+1 respectively. Hence, the lower and upper

Hodge Laplacians Llk and Luk are given by

Llk =


degl(σ

i
k), if i = j

1, if i ̸= j, σik ∼l σjk, ϵ(σik) ∼ ϵ(σjk)

−1, if i ̸= j, σik ∼l σjk, ϵ(σik) ≁ ϵ(σjk)

0, otherwise,
(4)

Luk =


degu(σ

i
k), if i = j

1, if i ̸= j, σik ∼u σjk, ϵ(σik) ∼ ϵ(σjk)

−1, if i ̸= j, σik ∼u σjk, ϵ(σik) ≁ ϵ(σjk)

0, otherwise,
(5)

where degl(σ
i
k) (degl(σik)) means the number of (k − 1)-

simplices ((k+1)-simplices) which are faces of σik (which
have σik as a face) [49]. The sign ∼l is a relation between
k-simplices sharing a (k − 1)-face, and ∼u is a relation
between faces of a (k+1)-simplex. Remarkably, the def-
initions of Lℓk and Luk do not depend on the choice of
orientation of the simplices in the complex. This op-
erator Lk and its constituent elements form the building
blocks for the topological signal processing operations we
examine in this paper. Note that Lk, Lℓk, and Luk are all
real, symmetric matrices.

The connection to TDA and Betti number estima-
tion is through the Hodge Laplacian. Denote Bk :=
im(∂k+1)⊆ Ck and Zk := ker(∂k)⊆ Ck. The k-th ho-
mology group of a simplicial complex K is given by the
quotient group Hk := Bk

Zk
. The dimension of this group

dim(Hk) is the k-th Betti number βk. Equivalently, in
terms of the matrix representation, the k-th Betti num-
ber is equal to dim(ker(Lk)). This is the basis of TDA

algorithms for counting Betti numbers, and captures how
the tasks of TDA and TSP are related mathematically.

B. Topological signal processing (TSP)

Here we formally introduce the mathematical back-
ground to TSP. We use the language and terminology
used by Barbarossa and Sardellitti [4] and also by Yang,
Isufi, Schaub, and Leus [50], and refer interested read-
ers to these papers for more details. The aim of signal
processing is to modulate the various components — de-
termined by some structured set of frequency ranges —
of the signal. This requires the design of a filter : an op-
erator with appropriate input-output relations to trans-
form the signal into something more desirable. In gen-
eral, the nature of such a filter will be specific to the task
at hand. For example, in discrete-time signal process-
ing, a typical filtering task is suppressing high frequency
noise. Denoising is achieved by utilising a shift operator
and attenuating higher frequency components of the sig-
nal by weighting the signal in the frequency domain using
the eigenvalues of the shift operator. In the framework
of topological signal processing, the Hodge Laplacian Lk
plays the role of the shift operator.

The formalism and topological properties of a simpli-
cial signal defined on a simplicial complex are as follows.
Let K be a simplicial complex with nk k-simplices. A
simplicial signal is a k-cochain, which is a linear func-
tional sk : Ck(K) → R. This definition of a simplicial
signal is equivalent to assigning a value ci ∈ R to each
k-simplex σik ∈ K for all i ∈ [nk]. Since the space of k-
cochains is an nk-dimensional vector space over R (where
nk is the number of k-simplices in K), this gives rise to an
isomorphism between Ck and Rnk . Therefore, we can rep-
resent the simplicial signal by a vector sk ∈ Rnk . In this
language, the i-th entry of the signal vector is simply the
signal assocated with the i-th simplex, for some ordering
of the simplices. For example, a simplicial complex could
describe the collaboration network of researchers, where
a set of researchers form a simplex if they all have a joint
publication. A natural k-simplicial signal on this network
would be the number of joint publications of each group
of k + 1 authors, which can be considered as a vector.

The vector space Rnk can be represented as the direct
sum of three orthogonal subspaces defined in terms of the
boundary maps and the Laplacian. This is known as the
Hodge decomposition, which states that

Rnk = ker(Lk)⊕ im(BT
k )⊕ im(Bk+1).

The three subspaces ker(Lk), im(BT
k ), and im(Bk+1) are

known in TSP literature as the harmonic, gradient, and
curl subspaces, respectively. These names are drawn
from the analogously named Helmholtz-Hodge decompo-
sition in the context of discrete vector fields, which is a
special case of the Hodge decomposition for edge signals
(i.e. the case k = 1). Since Lk is a Hermitian matrix, the
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eigenvectors of Lk can be used to construct an orthonor-
mal basis of Rnk . Each eigenvector belongs to precisely
one of these orthogonal spaces. Thus, each sk ∈ Rnk can
be decomposed into three orthogonal components

sk := skH + skG + skC, (6)

where skH ∈ ker(Lk), skG ∈ im(BT
k ), and skC ∈ im(Bk+1).

The orthogonality of these components allows them to
be modulated somewhat independently by applying func-
tions to the eigenvalues of the eigenvectors of the respec-
tive spaces.

Incorporating signal processing terminology from
discrete-time signals, a notion of “frequency” of a sim-
plicial signal has been defined that relates to the eigen-
values of Lk. Let Lk = UΛkU

T be an eigendecompo-
sition of the Hodge Laplacian, where Λk is a diagonal
matrix where (Λk)ii = λk,i is an eigenvalue of Lk for
each i ∈ [nk], and U is a unitary matrix composed of the
eigenvectors of Lk in the chosen basis. Then the simpli-
cial Fourier transform is defined as s̃k := UT sk. This
paves the way for implementing a filtering process anal-
ogous to discrete-time signal processing by modulating
the so-called frequencies.

The standard definition of a simplicial filter follows
from exploring this connection between discrete signals
and the Hodge Laplacian. As the graph Laplacian L0 :=
LG plays the role of filter operator primitive in GSP, the
Hodge Laplacian Lk has similar functionality in TSP.
This filter is a map from the space of k-cochains to it-
self. Keeping in mind the aforementioned isomorphism
to Rnk , this can be considered as a map from Rnk to
itself. Consequently, a filter is defined by its action on
the basis of eigenvectors of the Hodge Laplacian, which is
equivalent to defining a function g : R → R by its action
on the eigenvalues {λk,i} of Lk. Let us first define

EigH(Lk) :=
{
λHk,i

}
i∈[nH

k ]
, EigG(Lk) :=

{
λGk,i

}
i∈[nG

k ]
,

EigC(Lk) :=
{
λCk,i

}
i∈[nC

k ]

to be the sets of harmonic, gradient, and curl eigenval-
ues of Lk respectively, where nHk , nGk , and nCk are the
numbers of eigenvalues in each set. We denote by 0H

k a
square matrix with all zero entries with size equal to the
dimension of ker(Lk). It follows from the Hodge decom-
position that Λk = 0H

k ⊕ ΛG
k ⊕ ΛC

k , where ΛG
k and ΛC

k

denote diagonal matrices with entries
(
ΛG
k

)
ii
= λGk,i for

all i ∈ [nGk ] and
(
ΛC
k

)
ii
= λCk,i for all i ∈ [nCk ].

Due to the decomposition Lk = Lℓk +Luk of the Hodge
Laplacian into lower and upper Laplacians, the Hodge
Laplacian performs shift-and-sum operations in two dif-
ferent manners. Specifically, simplicial signals can be
subjected to shifting and summation based on both Lℓk
and Luk , which shift signals across lower and upper ad-
jacencies respectively. Thus, a comprehensive simplicial
filter should accommodate shift operations in both di-

rections. The definition of a filter given below, com-
monly used in TSP literature (see e.g. [51]), encapsulates
this generality. A simplicial filter of order d is a mul-
tivariate polynomial of total degree d := max{dℓ, du},
H(Lℓk,L

u
k) : Rnk −→ Rnk , defined as

H(Lℓk,L
u
k) := h0I+

dl∑
iℓ=1

hℓiℓ

(
Lℓ
k

)iℓ
+

du∑
iu=1

huiu

(
Lu
k

)iu
(7)

where h0, hℓil , h
u
iu

∈ R are called the simplicial filter co-
efficients. Alternatively, some papers in TSP [50, 52] de-
fine a simplified version of this filter, which is given by a
degree-d real-valued polynomial of the Hodge Laplacian

H(Lk) =

d∑
i=0

hi
(
Lk

)i
, (8)

where hi ∈ R. This is accommodated in Eq. (7) by
setting hℓi = hui for all i ≤ d. However, the simplified
version of the simplicial filter is less expressive and less
able to distinguish signals from the different subspaces
described by the Hodge decomposition. Hence, for cer-
tain tasks (such as extracting the signal subcomponents
skH, skG, and skC given in Eq. (6)), H (Lk) does not give
accurate filtered signals. Therefore, we focus on the type
of simplicial filter defined in Eq. (7).

If one has access to an eigendecomposition of Lk,
then the filter can be expressed as H(Lℓ

k,L
u
k ) =

UH̃
(
Λk

)
UT , where H̃ is called the filter frequency re-

sponse of H(Lℓk,L
u
k). If we decompose H̃

(
Λk

)
into its

harmonic, gradient, and curl parts, this can be written
as H̃ = H̃H ⊕ H̃G ⊕ H̃C, where

H̃H
(
ΛH
k

)
= h0I,

H̃G
(
ΛG
k

)
= h0I+

dℓ∑
iℓ=1

hℓiℓ

(
ΛG

k

)iℓ
, (9)

H̃C
(
ΛC
k

)
= h0I+

du∑
iu=1

huiu

(
ΛC

k

)iu
.

Having defined the filter frequency response of a simpli-
cial filter, one can now describe the filter design problem,
which is central to the field of topological signal process-
ing.

Problem 1 (Simplicial Filter Design Problem [50, 51]).
Given desired frequency responses gH(x), gG(x), gC(x) for
all x in EigH(Lk), EigG(Lk), EigC(Lk) respectively, and
δgH , δgG , δgC ∈ R+, the filter design problem is the task
of finding H̃

(
Λk

)
(accordingly H(Lℓk,L

u
k)) such that∥∥∥gH(x)− H̃H(x)

∥∥∥ ≤ δgH , for all x ∈ EigH(Lk),∥∥∥gG(x)− H̃G(x)
∥∥∥ ≤ δgG , for all x ∈ EigG(Lk), (10)∥∥∥gC(x)− H̃C(x)
∥∥∥ ≤ δgC , for all x ∈ EigC(Lk).
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As the polynomials are characterized by their co-
efficients, the above problem can be translated to
the problem of finding the simplicial filter coefficients
{h0, {hiℓ}iℓ∈[dℓ], {hiu}iu∈[du]} that construct polynomials
satisfying the above conditions.

Simplicial filter design problems can be solved by solv-
ing least square problems. However, this method re-
quires explicit knowledge of the eigenvalues of Lk and
suffers from numerical instability [51]. In practice, eigen-
decompositions are computationally expensive, so other
methods are used to determine the precise filter coeffi-
cients for a desired frequency response. One approach
that alleviates such issues is known as the Chebyshev fil-
ter design [51]. In this approach, the functions gG, gC
are assumed to be continuous functions with domains
[0, λGk,max] and [0, λCk,max] respectively. These functions
are then approximated using a series of Chebyshev poly-
nomials. Since the gradient and curl frequency responses
affect the harmonic subspace, it is required that gG(0) =
gC(0) = c0 (for some constant c0) to ensure the correct re-
sponse on the harmonic subspace (i.e., H̃H(x) = c0). Let
Ti be the i-th Chebyshev polynomial of the first kind.
Then the Chebyshev filter [51] is defined as

HCheb(L
ℓ
k,L

u
k) :=

dℓ∑
i=0

cℓiTi

(
2Lℓk
λG,max

− I

)

+

du∑
i=0

cui Ti

(
2Luk
λC,max

− I

)
− c0I, (11)

where gG(x) ≈
∑dℓ
iℓ=0 c

ℓ
iℓ
Tiℓ(x) and gC(x) ≈∑du

iu=0 c
u
iu
Tiu(x) for all x ∈ [0, 1] and λG,max, λC,max

are the maximum eigenvalues of Lℓk and Luk respectively.
The Chebyshev filter is characterized by its coefficients
{c0, {cℓiℓ}iℓ∈[dℓ+1], {cuiu}iu∈[du+1]}, called the Chebyshev
filter coefficients. The advantages of this design are two-
fold. Firstly, it avoids directly computing all of the eigen-
values of Lk, which is expensive (even the largest eigen-
values of Lℓk and Luk can be bounded from above rather
than explicitly computed). Secondly, this framework al-
lows for the filtering algorithm to be implemented dis-
tributively in the classical setting. The latter can sig-
nificantly reduce the classical computational burden for
local computation, albeit at the expense of having expo-
nentially many networked computers [51, 53].

Generally, the filtering operation is computationally
challenging in higher-order network analysis. In standard
implementations [50, 51], the computational complexity
grows linearly in the number of multi-way interactions
captured in the higher-order network. In real-world sce-
narios, these large higher-order interactions, modelled in
higher-dimensional simplices, have been detected in col-
laboration [52, 54], social [55], and brain networks [18].
Explicitly, the number of possible k-wise interactions,
given by

(
n
k

)
, grows exponentially in k (for the practically

relevant ranges of k), and thus the number of possible
higher-order interactions in these large networks is enor-

mous. To combat this exponential relationship between
the dimension of the simplicial complex and the classical
complexity, we aim to reduce the TSP filtering cost by
utilizing quantum computers. In the following subsec-
tion, we re-express the simplicial filter design problem in
Problem 1, as well as the filtering process, in the quan-
tum linear algebra framework and briefly describe how
we modify tools from QTDA to implement a quantum
analogue of the filtering operation on quantum comput-
ers. Then, we give our main results on the complexity of
this implementation in Section III.

C. Quantum linear algebra

Both QTDA and QTSP can be considered as part of
the class of quantum linear algebra (QLA) algorithms.
QLA constitutes a broad church of quantum algorithms
with perceived applications in machine learning and data
analysis. The breakthrough of quantum algorithms for
linear algebra problems started from the seminal work
by Harrow, Hassidim, and Lloyd [56] that, given a Her-
mitian matrix A and a (state) vector |vin⟩, used quantum
phase estimation and Hamiltonian simulation to prepare
a state |ṽsol⟩, an approximate solution to A|vsol⟩ = |vin⟩.
Since then, QLA concepts have been applied to a wide
range of topics in big data analysis and machine learning,
including support vector machines [57], principle com-
ponent analysis [58], recommendation systems [59], and
clustering [60, 61].

However, as pointed out by Aaronson [62], even under
the favourable assumptions that there exist efficient al-
gorithms that encode |vin⟩ and A in a quantum circuit,
many QLA algorithms such as the HHL algorithm only
“solve” the desired linear algebra problem efficiently in
the sense that they can rapidly prepare a quantum state
|ṽsol⟩, a quantum state representing an approximation of
vsol. At this point, tomography must be performed to
retrieve the information encoded in |ṽsol⟩ to obtain the
solution. This brings additional costs and sources of er-
ror. Thus, the whole pipeline of QLA, including the step
to obtain a (classical) description of a state |v̂sol⟩ which
approximates the state |ṽsol⟩, can be described as follows.

1. A classical data Inputc is given in the form of a
list of vector components {viin} of a data vector
vin and a list of entries {Aij} of a matrix A that
implements a linear transformation to {viin}. Given
a Task to solve or accomplish and a vector vin,
one can obtain the solution to the Task, vsol, by
employing a classical algorithm Algc(A).

2. In Encode step, the set of vector components {viin}
is encoded in the quantum state |vin⟩, either in the
amplitudes, basis states, or both, creating the input
state Inputq := {|vin⟩}.

3. A quantum algorithm Algq starts by encoding the
matrix A (or an approximation of A) as a unitary
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operator UA that is implementable in a quantum
circuit. Then, it takes Inputq to solve the task
by transforming |vin⟩ 7→ |ṽsol⟩ := Algq(UA)|vin⟩
such that

∥∥|vsol⟩ − |ṽsol⟩
∥∥ ≤ δ, where δ is an error

from approximating the solution. In other words,
outputq := |ṽsol⟩ is the approximate solution to
the task.

4. An additional Retrieve step is required in order
to obtain classical information about the approxi-
mate solution encoded in |ṽsol⟩. This step normally
consists of some variant of state tomography. From
this one obtains a classical description of an approx-
imation |v̂sol⟩ to |vsol⟩, which carries an additional
error ε such that ∥|v̂sol⟩ − |ṽsol⟩∥ ≤ ε. As a result,
one has ∥|vsol⟩ − |v̂sol⟩∥ ≤ δ + ε.

Our algorithm for TSP filtering on quantum computers
fits into this QLA paradigm. We describe how to encode
the simplicial signals in a quantum state |vin⟩ = |sk⟩ and
build a circuit that has the action of a polynomial of
the lower and upper Laplacians on the subspace contain-
ing |sk⟩. Due to nuances in implementing the quantum
algorithm, the filters we implement are inspired by but
distinct from the Chebyshev filter design. In our case,
the upper and lower Laplacian are each rescaled such
that their eigenvalues are in [0, 1] so that they can be
embedded in unitary matrices. In kind, we assume that
gG, gC : [0, 1] → [−1, 1]. We discuss this in more detail
in the following section.

III. A QUANTUM IMPLEMENTATION OF
TOPOLOGICAL SIGNAL PROCESSING

In this section we formally state our main result, where
we give a general framework for implementing simplicial
filters on fault-tolerant quantum computers. In TSP, a
solution to Problem 1 connects the desired frequency re-
sponses {gH, gG, gC} with a set of polynomial coefficients.
The filtering algorithm then aims to output a filtered
simplicial signal given input simplicial signal data sk and
the filter as described in Eq. (7). In order to make the
problem more amenable to implementation on a quan-
tum computer, we focus on a subset of filtering problems
inspired by the Chebyshev filter design, originally defined
in Refs. [50, 51] and given here in Eq. (11). We require
that the frequency responses gG and gC are continuous.
More strictly than this, we will assume that these func-
tions are (approximated by) polynomials. As the eigen-
values of any operator embedded in a unitary matrix are
bounded by 1 and Lℓk,L

u
k are Hermitian, we impose that

gG, gC : [0, 1] → [−1, 1]. We also rescale the upper and
lower Hodge Laplacians such that their eigenvalues are
bounded by 1. This is similar but not identical to the
rescaling present in the Chebyshev filter design. We also
impose that gG(0) = gC(0) = gH = h0 for some real
constant h0 ∈ [0, 1]. Given a set of continuous frequency

responses satisfying these properties, we present an al-
gorithm for performing the TSP filtering operation on
a fault-tolerant quantum computer. The precise details
of the filter are given in Eq. (12). This section gives an
overview of this quantum algorithm and of its properties.
Then, we give the specifics and detailed analysis of the
algorithm in Section IV.

This quantum topological signal processing (QTSP) fil-
tering algorithm leverages the construction and use of the
Hodge Laplacian operator introduced in previous QTDA
literature [35, 37, 39]. Although quantum spectral filter-
ing techniques [45, 46] using a polynomial of the Hodge
Laplacian have been used recently in Refs. [36, 37, 39] for
estimating Betti numbers, the implementation of such
techniques in more general cases remains unexplored.
The framework wherein the QTDA algorithm exhibits
a polynomial speed up over classical TDA is challenging
to identify in real-world scenarios [39]. Hence, our focus
centres on adapting tools used in the QTDA algorithm
for filtering purposes within the TSP framework. This
broadens the scope of these tools to higher-order network
analysis, with the aim of increasing the likelihood of find-
ing a practical quantum advantage. Below we sketch a
high-level picture of our QTSP algorithm (presented in
the QLA structure outlined in Section II).

1. Classical data representing a topological signal sk ∈
Rnk is given in the form of a list of signal values
ski for each k-simplex σik. The frequency responses
are functions gG, gC : [0, 1] → [−1, 1] such that
gG(0) = gC(0) = gH = h0 for some real constant
h0 ∈ [0, 1]. We assume gG and gC are approximated
by polynomials with coefficients {hℓiℓ}iℓ∈[dℓ+1] and
{huiu}iu∈[du+1] respectively. Hence, a classical input
is defined as

Inputc :=
{
{ski , σik}, {h0, hℓiℓ , h

u
iu}
}
,

for i ∈ [nk], iℓ ∈ [dℓ + 1], iu ∈ [du + 1].

2. The Encode step takes input {{ski , σik}} ∈ Inputc
and a state |0̄⟩ and outputs the state |sk⟩, which we
call the simplicial signal state (defined formally in
Section IV A). The simplices are encoded in the ba-
sis states in the simplicial signal state, and the cor-
responding signal values are encoded in the ampli-
tudes. We consider two approaches to this, which,
following the conventions of Ref. [37], are called the
compact and direct approaches. In this paper we
assume that this state is prepared by an oracle.

3. The Filter step implements a polynomial of the
upper and lower Hodge Laplacian defined by the
classically-given filter coefficients {h0, hℓiℓ , h

u
iu
}. We

implement projected unitary encodings (PUEs, de-
fined in Appendix A) of Bk and B†

k+1, the bound-
ary operator and its adjoint with rescaling factors
αk, αk+1 ∈ R+ (αk =

√
n in the direct approach

and αk =
√

(n+ 1)(k + 1) in the compact ap-
proach). Then, using the quantum singular value



9

transformation (QSVT), we implement polynomial
transformations of these operators. Specifically, we
implement

hG
(
Bk

αk

)
:=

(
gG ◦ f

)(Bk

αk

)
=

dℓ∑
iℓ=0

hℓiℓ

(
Bk

αk

)2iℓ

,

hC

(
B†
k+1

αk+1

)
:=

(
gC ◦ f

)(B†
k+1

αk+1

)

=

du∑
iu=0

huiu

(
B†
k+1

αk+1

)2iu

, and

hG(0) = hC(0) = h0I,

where f(x) := x2. Note that f(Bk) = B†
kBk = Lℓk

and f(B†
k+1) = Bk+1B

†
k+1 = Luk . We then use a

linear combination of unitaries (LCU) to obtain a
PUE of a quantum simplicial filter of order d =

max{dℓ, du}, H(SV)
d

(
Lℓk/α

2
k,L

u
k/α

2
k+1

)
, defined as

H
(SV)
d

(
Lℓk
α2
k

,
Luk
α2
k+1

)
:=

dl∑
il=0

hlil

(
Lℓk
α2
k

)il

+

du∑
iu=0

huiu

(
Luk
α2
k+1

)iu
− h0I,

(12)

4. In the Retrieve step, post-selection in ancilla
qubit register is required to obtain the state |skfil⟩ :=
H

(SV)
d

(
Lℓk/α

2
k,L

u
k/α

2
k+1

)
|sk⟩, the encoding of the

filtered signal. Therefore, to boost the success
probability of |skfil⟩, the subsequent amplitude am-
plification technique is necessary. Afterwards, state
tomography is used to obtain an approximation ŝkfil
to the filtered signal encoded in amplitudes of |skfil⟩.

Put this way, the QTSP filtering process is simply a
state preparation protocol for outputting |skfil⟩ given the
PUE of a quantum simplicial filter and the signal state
|sk⟩. Now we formally state our main result, which we
call QTSP filtering, as follows.

Theorem 1 (QTSP filtering). Let G be the underlying
n-vertex graph of a clique complex K(G), and let d =

max{dℓ, du} be the order of the simplicial filter H(SV)
d as

given in Equation (12). There exists a quantum circuit
implementing Filter in

(a) (Direct approach) O (dn log n) time and O(n)
space;

(b) (Compact approach) O
(
dkn2 log(n)log(log(n))

)
time and O(k log n) space.

The proof of this theorem is given in Sec. IVC.
The time complexity of the non-parallel (or non-

distributed) classical TSP algorithm given in Ref. [50]
is O(dnkD), where nk is the number of k-simplices in
the complex and D is the maximum degree of a simplex
in the complex (equivalently, the maximum number of
non-zero, off-diagonal entries in a row of Lk). An n-
vertex simplicial complex may have as many as

(
n
k+1

)
k-simplices and thus, the classical filtering complexity
scales exponentially in k in the worst case. In compari-
son, our QTSP filtering algorithm scales polynomially in
k. This suggests that QTSP filtering could be a promis-
ing avenue for achieving a super-quadratic speedup over
performing TSP filtering on a classical computer.

However, there are some notable caveats to any claims
of a practical speedup. Theorem 1 only accounts for the
complexity of the PUE of H(SV)

d (Lℓk/α
2
ℓ ,L

u
k/α

2
u), that

is, the complexity of the Filter step. In order to re-
cover the filtered signal

∣∣skfil〉 one still needs to perform
post-selection. In this work, we do not account for the
complexity of this or any related amplitude amplifica-
tion. We also do not consider the costs of creating the
quantum state

∣∣sk〉 or recovering the desired information
from

∣∣skfil〉 (i.e., the Encode or Retrieve steps). Some
forms of data (such as a signal concentrated entirely on
a single simplex) are computationally straightforward to
encode in a quantum state. However, even in general it is
worth noting that the space complexity of efficient state
preparation methods (such as the one given by Zhang,
Li, and Yuan [63]) have an ancilla cost comparable to
the number of bits needed to store the vector on a clas-
sical computer. In terms of retrieving the filtered signal,
the tomography methods of van Apeldoorn, Cornelissen,
Gilyén, and Nannicini [64] allow for efficient ℓ∞-norm ap-
proximations of

∣∣skfil〉 to be obtained. This is particularly
useful if a small number of amplitudes are expected to be
large in the filtered signal. On the other hand, the output
from the QTSP algorithm could potentially be used as
the input for another quantum algorithm, such as a clus-
tering algorithm, sidestepping the need for tomography
on the signal state itself.

We also note that the scaling factors of αk and αk+1 in
Eq. (12) are not present in Eqs. (7) or (11). Thus, in order
to make a precise comparison between the complexities
of quantum and classical TSP for the same task, the filter
coefficients for the quantum filter need to be adjusted to
account for this rescaling. In comparison to the Cheby-
shev filter design, the rescaling factor given in Eq. (11) is
roughly λG,max/2, λC,max/2 = O(n) [65]. Thus, for sim-
plicial complexes with a large maximum eigenvalue, the
rescaling factors inherent in this design are similar to the
rescaling factors in the quantum simplicial filters. The
specifics of these rescalings, as well as encoding and re-
trieval costs, can vary greatly between applications; thus,
we do not compare the complexities between classical and
quantum algorithms for general simplicial filters. How-
ever, the broad range of possible applications of TSP
increases the likelihood that there exist applications for
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which these hurdles can be overcome, and a practical
speed-up can be obtained.

We give a specific application of Theorem 1 related
to the Hodge decomposition. This decomposition plays
an important role in many areas ranging from analy-
sis of biological networks to computer vision [48, 66],
especially in lower-dimensional cases (i.e., k = 1, 2).
Its applications to higher-order network analysis remain
mostly unexplored. We present a QTSP-based projec-
tion algorithm that (approximately) projects a signal sk
(represented by its simplicial signal state |sk⟩) onto its
gradient, curl, or harmonic components as described in
Eq. (6). Using our QTSP framework given in Theo-
rem 1, we define quantum simplicial filters that approx-
imate the functions ΠG, ΠC which implement projec-
tions onto the gradient and the curl spaces (noting that
ΠH = I−ΠG −ΠC). Recall the definition of αk given in
the Filter step, that is, αk =

√
n for the direct approach

and αk =
√
(n+ 1)(k + 1) for the compact approach.

Theorem 2 (QTSP filtering for subcomponent projec-
tions). Let ξℓmin, ξ

u
min be the smallest non-zero singular

values of the boundary operators Bk and Bk+1 respec-
tively. Let κℓ, κu be such that 1/κℓ ∈

(
0, ξℓmin/αk

)
,

and 1/κu ∈ (0, ξumin/αk+1). Given a simplicial sig-
nal state |sk⟩ and εℓ, εu ∈ (0, 1/2), there exist quan-
tum circuits implementing PUEs of quantum simplicial
filters H

(SV)
dℓ+1

(
Lℓk/α

2
k

)
and H

(SV)
du+1

(
Luk/α

2
k+1

)
, with or-

ders dℓ + 1 ∈ O(κ2ℓ log((nκℓ)
2/(α2

kεℓ))) and du + 1 ∈
O(κ2u log((nκu)

2/(α2
k+1εu))) respectively, such that∥∥∥ΠG − 2κ2ℓ H

(SV)
dℓ+1

(
Lℓk/α

2
k

)∥∥∥ ≤ εℓ, and∥∥∥ΠC − 2κ2uH
(SV)
du+1

(
Luk/α

2
k+1

)∥∥∥ ≤ εu.

These circuits have complexity

(a) (Direct approach) O (dn log n) time and O(n)
space,

(b) (Compact approach) O
(
dkn2 log(n)log(log(n))

)
time and O(k log n) space,

where d ∈ {dℓ, du}.

The proof of this theorem is given in Sec. IV D, and natu-
rally follows from Theorem 1 by choosing the appropriate
filter H(SV)

d .
The subcomponent extraction problem is important in

applications such as preference ranking. For example,
given pairwise preference data between n elements, one
well-studied algorithm for obtaining a global ranking of
all elements is HodgeRank [67]. This global ranking is
obtained by considering the pairwise preference data as
an edge signal s1 and projecting onto the gradient com-
ponent s1G, which corresponds to a pairwise ranking that
is “globally consistent” with the desired total ranking.
Theorem 2 states that a filter to perform this projection
can be implemented efficiently (polynomially in n, k, d)

on a quantum computer for arbitrary dimension k un-
der certain conditions. This gives a potential application
of QTSP filtering beyond what is commonly explored in
TSP. We give the details of the application of our algo-
rithm to this problem in Section IVD.

In comparison to Theorem 1, the complexity of imple-
menting the filters described in Theorem 2 has an extra
dependence on the smallest singular value of the appro-
priate boundary operator (which is the square root of the
smallest eigenvalue of the corresponding lower or upper
Laplacian). This is because the order of the filter re-
quired to achieve an accuracy of ε depends on the ratio
between the smallest and largest eigenvalues of the corre-
sponding Laplacian. Thus, we note that the complexity
is only polynomial in n and k if the spectral gap of the
Laplacian is bounded from below by some polynomial in
n and k.

While Theorem 1 does not itself require any assump-
tions about the spectral gap of Lk, certain applications,
such as that given in Theorem 2 (or more generally any
application requiring a pseudoinverse) will require a non-
vanishing spectral gap. This is somewhat more relaxed
than the assumptions required for QTDA, which always
requires such a spectral gap, but it is a concern depending
on the precise application. In general, the spectral gap
of the Hodge Laplacian (and consequently its lower and
upper constituents) can be exponentially small in k [68],
and so the applicability of Theorem 2 must be analysed
on a case-by-case basis depending on the underlying sim-
plicial complex.

It is also worth noting that most of our algorithm de-
scribed by Theorem 1 does not rely on K being a clique
complex. The restriction to clique complexes is only re-
quired so that we can explicitly construct polynomial-
depth “membership functions” Pk that have the action

Pk |σk⟩ |0⟩ |0⟩⊗ap = |σk⟩ |1{σk ∈ K}⟩ |0⟩⊗ap , (13)

where 1{σk ∈ K} = 1 if and only if σk ∈ K and is 0
otherwise, |σk⟩ is a basis state representing a possible
k-simplex (some subset of the vertex set V), and ap is
the number of ancilla qubits used. We do not know how
to efficiently implement such a membership oracle for a
general simplicial complex. Since these membership func-
tions are implemented O(d) times to create a polynomial
of degree d, an efficient implementation of this subroutine
is vital to an efficient filtering algorithm. In the case of
a clique complex, efficient constructions for membership
functions are known. In the case of direct encoding, we
employ the circuit given by Berry et al. [39]. We then
adapt this to provide an analogous circuit that works for
the compact encoding scheme; the exact construction is
given in Appendix E.

In the next section, we give the details of the algo-
rithm and prove the complexities given in Theorems 1
and 2. First, we define the simplicial signal state |sk⟩ and
the direct and compact encodings and review the pro-
jected unitary encoding of the boundary operator given
by McArdle, Gilyén, and Berta [37]. We focus on the
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filter construction for the compact encoding scheme; the
results necessary to prove the claims about the direct
encoding scheme are given in Appendix D.

IV. DETAILS OF THE QUANTUM
ALGORITHM

In this section, we give a detailed description of how to
implement the Filter step, as described in Section III,
on a quantum computer for a general polynomial filter.
At the end of this section, we show how to apply this
framework to the problem of subcomponent extraction.
The tools and techniques we use to build our algorithms
exist in the literature, and we adapt them to suit our pur-
pose. The main tools are the projected unitary encoding
of the boundary operator [35, 37, 39], quantum singu-
lar value transformation [44], and linear combinations of
unitaries [69].

A. Simplicial signal representation

The first step is to implement an Encode subroutine
to encode the simplicial signals sk ∈ Rnk as a quan-
tum state |sk⟩, which we formally define below. Broadly
speaking, there are two approaches for encoding simplex
information in the QTDA literature: a “direct” encod-
ing and a “compact” encoding. In this work, we slightly
generalize these encodings to also encode the signals sk,
rather than just the structure of the simplicial complex.
This allows us to encode the signal information using no
extra qubits, at the cost of making the signal state more
difficult to prepare in general.

The encoding schemes we consider here represent sim-
plices as basis elements and signals as their corresponding
amplitudes. To this end, we first define the k-simplicial
state |σik⟩, which is a (non-specific) basis encoding for the
i-th k-simplex σik. A simplicial signal can be represented
as a collection of pairs {(ski , σik)}i∈[nk], where ski is the
signal value on the simplex σik. Given a basis state

∣∣σik〉
to represent each σik ∈ K, the k-simplicial signal state
|sk⟩ is defined as

|sk⟩ :=
1

∥sk∥2

nk−1∑
i=0

ski |σik⟩, (14)

where ∥sk∥22 :=
∑nk−1
i=0 (ski )

2 and nk is the number of
k-simplices in the simplicial complex K. Here |sk⟩ is a
superposition of all k-simplicial states with amplitudes
representing the (normalised) signal values {ski }. Note
that this definition is quite general, as

∣∣σik〉 is as-of-yet
undefined.

As previously mentioned, there are two common ap-
proaches to representing a k-simplex σk as a correspond-
ing (k-)simplicial state |σk⟩. These are known as the di-
rect and compact encodings and are given respectively in

Figure 3. An illustrative example of the direct and compact
encodings for three different 2-simplices (3-cliques) in the sim-
plicial complex K, which is given on the left.

Refs. [39] and [37]. These encodings refer specifically to
the qubit representations of simplices {σik}, which is the
pertinent information to QTDA. However, the inclusion
of amplitudes {ski } is unique to QTSP; in QTDA, these
amplitudes are always uniform. The choice of basis en-
coding affects the construction of the whole algorithm, as
it informs the construction of the quantum implementa-
tions of the boundary operators. Here we briefly describe
both of these basis encodings. An illustrative example
of these two encodings for a small complex is given in
Figure 3. Recall that the vertex set (equivalently the
0-simplices) of a complex K are denoted {v1, . . . , vn}.

a. Direct approach. The direct encoding was first
proposed in Ref. [32] and is defined as follows on an n-
qubit register. A k-simplicial state |σk⟩ corresponding to
a simplex σk = {vi0 , . . . , vik} is an n-qubit basis state
such that

|σk⟩ :=
n⊗
i=1

|ui⟩ , where ui =

{
1, if vi ∈ σk,
0, otherwise.

(15)

b. Compact approach. Alternatively, Ref. [37] pro-
posed a representation that uses exponentially fewer
qubits when k = O(polylog(n)), and is hence referred
to as compact encoding. Let j ∈ [k + 1]= {0, . . . , k}
and qj ∈ {1. · · · , n}. A k-simplicial state |σk⟩ is a
((k + 1)⌈log2(n + 1)⌉)-qubit register such that for any
k-simplex σk = {vqj}j∈[k+1]

|σk⟩ :=
k⊗
j=0

|qj⟩, (16)

for 0 < q0 < · · · < qk ≤ n. We call each |qj⟩ a vertex
state. If the filtering task is such that du > 0 (i.e. the
polynomial of the upper Laplacian is not a constant) then
there will be an additional register in state |0⟩⊗⌈log2(n+1)⌉

to accommodate the additional vertex state that is cre-
ated by the action of the coboundary operator B†

k.

B. Boundary operator construction

In this section we provide a description of the pro-
jected unitary encoding (PUE) of the boundary operator
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Bk that we use in the compact encoding scheme, origi-
nally given by McArdle, Gilyén, and Berta [37] to study
QTDA. This is the main ingredient we use for construct-
ing our quantum simplicial filters. We briefly overview
their construction and refer the interested reader to their
paper for the full details ([37], Appendix C2). We
slightly modify their construction by changing the imple-
mentation of the “membership functions” that determine
whether an arbitrary basis state represents a simplex in
the simplicial complex. We give the specific implemen-

tation in Appendix E. Our membership function is an
adaptation of the function given in Refs. [39, 70], which
was originally designed for the direct encoding scheme.
For the unfamiliar, we also briefly introduce the concept
of PUEs defined by Gilyén, Su, Low, and Wiebe [44] in
Appendix A, along with a summary of the quantum sin-
gular value transformation framework.

Recall that αk =
√
(n+ 1)(k + 1) and define ak =

⌈log2(k+1)⌉. Then an (αk, ak, 0)-PUE of Bk is given by
Ref. [37] such that

(
⟨0|⊗ log2(k+1) ⊗ Is

)(
Π′
k−1UBk

Πk

)(
|0⟩⊗ log2(k+1) ⊗ Is

)
=

Bk

αk
=: Bk, (17)

where

Πk :=
∑
σk∈K

|σk⟩ ⟨σk|

Π′
k :=

∑
σk∈K

|σk⟩ ⟨σk| ⊗ |0⟩ ⟨0|⊗ log2(n+1)
,

where the summation range σk ∈ K denotes a summation
over all k-simplices in the complex. For neatness, we
omit the ceiling functions in the exponents where it is
unambiguous. The unitary UBk

acts on (k+1)⌈log2(n+
1)⌉ qubits, specifically the qubits corresponding to the
registers |q0⟩ |q1⟩ . . . |qk⟩ in Eq. (16), as well as an ancilla
register of size ⌈log2(k + 1)⌉. Equivalently, UBk+1

acts
on (k+2)⌈log2(n+1)⌉ and ⌈log2(k+2)⌉ qubit registers,
where the extra ⌈log2(n + 1)⌉-qubit register begins in
state |0⟩ and is used when applying the upper Laplacian.

We give a high-level overview of the implementation of
UBk

given in Ref. [37]. The general idea is to perform
a Select operation using a

(
1/
√
k + 1

)∑k
j=0 |j⟩ ancilla

register that

(1) swaps the desired vertex state, e.g., |qj⟩, to the
last register of the system qubit registers using
controlled-SWAP and integer comparator circuits,

(2) checks the value of each vertex state register against
the values of the adjacent vertex pair registers,

(3) uncomputes the
(
1/
√
k + 1

)∑k
j=0 |j⟩ ancilla qubit,

and

(4) implements Hadamard gates to the last register.

The result of this unitary applied to some state
|q0⟩ |q1⟩ . . . |qk⟩ is to create a superposition of states
|q0⟩ |q1⟩ . . . |̂qj⟩ . . . |qk−1⟩ |x⟩ for each j ∈ [k + 1] and all
x ∈ [n + 1], where |̂qj⟩ denotes that this register is not
present. Then, the projector Π′

k−1 zeroes out any basis
state where x ̸= 0. The operator UBk

has a non-Clifford
gate depth of O(k log(log(n))) and requires O(log(k)) an-
cilla qubits.

To complete the description of this PUE, we need to
give an implementation of the CΠk

NOT gate, which has
the action

CΠk
NOT := Πk ⊗X+ (I−Πk)⊗ I, (18)

as well as an implementation of the CΠ′
k
NOT gate. The

analogous function given in Ref. [37] does not quite suit
our purpose, as it was designed with persistent homology
in mind. Recall from Eq. (13) that Pk is the so-called
membership function defined by the action

Pk|σk⟩|a⟩ |0⟩⊗ap = |σk⟩|a⊕ 1{σk ∈ K}⟩ |0⟩⊗ap ,
where a ∈ {0, 1}, ap is the number of ancilla qubits, and
1{σk ∈ K} is the indicator function for the event that
σk ∈ K for some σk ⊆ V. Constructions for CΠk

NOT and
CΠ′

k
NOT follow immediately from a construction for Pk.

In Appendix E, we give an explicit construction for Pk

when the simplicial states are described by the compact
encoding scheme. This circuit has a non-Clifford gate
depth of O(n2k log(n)) and uses O(k) ancillas. Addition-
ally, note that the procedure and cost of implementing
the PUEs of the adjoint operators B†

k and B†
k+1 follow

from the fact that UA† = U†
A.

C. Filter construction

A simplicial filter H(Lℓk,L
u
k) is comprised of polyno-

mials of Lℓk and Luk , as given in Eq. (7). As described in
the Filter step in Section III, we implement simplicial
filters of the form

H
(SV)
d (Lℓ

k,L
u
k) :=

dl∑
il=0

hlil

(
Bk
)2il

+

du∑
iu=0

huiu

(
Bk+1

)2iu
−h0I, (19)

where Bk = Bk/αk is defined in Eq. (17) for the compact
encoding, Lℓ

k := B†
kBk, and Lu

k := Bk+1B†
k+1. This is in-

spired by the Chebyshev filter design in Eq. (11) but with
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Figure 4. (a) A quantum simplicial filter H
(SV)
d

(
Lℓ

k,Lu
k

)
is a linear combination of two polynomials hG

(
Bk

)
, hC

(
B†

k+1

)
, and

an identity operator I. (b) A PUE of a real-valued polynomial hG
(
Bk

)
. (c) A polynomial transformation of Bk by QSVT.

a different rescaling factor so that it is more amenable to
implementation on a quantum computer. This multi-
variable polynomial of Lℓ

k and Lu
k can be constructed by

implementing the linear combination of unitaries (LCU)
method [69] and the quantum singular value transforma-
tion (QSVT) [44], which is a versatile quantum algorithm
used to construct polynomial transformations of any ma-
trix in a quantum circuit. For completeness, we briefly
review the LCU method and QSVT algorithm in Appen-
dices A and B.

The combination of the LCU method and QSVT en-
ables us to construct different degree and parity polyno-
mials of different matrices in a single call to a quantum
operation called the Select operation (we refer readers
to Appendix A for the definition of the Select oper-
ation). To this end, we give a slight generalization of
Lemma 52 in Ref. [44] combined with the construction
of general polynomials given in Ref. [71], which produces
a projected unitary encoding of a linear combination of
complex-valued polynomials. Here, we define a set of ma-
trices {Ai}i∈[m], all with the same dimensions, acting on
the same Hilbert space.

Lemma 1 (PUE of a Linear Combination of Com-
plex-Valued Polynomials). Let {fi(x)}i∈[m] be a set of
complex-valued polynomials such that ℜ(fi(x)) = gℜ,i(x)
and ℑ(fi(x)) = hℑ,i(x) are real-valued polynomials
of degree dℜ,i and dℑ,i with definite parities. Sup-
pose that |gℜ,i(x)| ≤ 1 and |hℑ,i(x)| ≤ 1 for all
x ∈ [−1, 1] and i ∈ [m]. Let UAi

be a (1, ai, 0)-
PUE of Ai for each i ∈ [m]. Then there exist se-
quences of phase factors

{
Φgi ,Φhi

}
i∈[m]

implementing a

(β, a+ ⌈log(2m)⌉+ 3, 0)-PUE of
∑m−1
i=0 ci fi(Ai), where

ci ∈ R+, β := ∥c∥1, and a :=
(∑m−1

i=0 ai

)
.

Moreover, let δ ∈ R+ be arbitrary and define
d = max (dℜ,0, · · · , dℜ,m−1, dℑ,0, · · · , dℑ,m−1). Then us-
ing O(poly (d, log(1/δ))) classical computation time, se-
quences of phase factors

{
Φ′
gi ,Φ

′
hi

}
i∈[m]

can be found

which implement a (β, a+ ⌈log(2m)⌉+ 3, βδ)-PUE of∑m−1
i=0 ci fi(Ai).

The proof is given in Appendix F. For our purposes, we
employ this lemma to construct a PUE of H(SV)(Lℓk,Luk)
from PUEs of Bk and B†

k (defined in Eq. (17) for the com-
pact encoding). The basic outline of this design is as fol-
lows: assume that the frequency responses gG, gC are (or
are approximated by) degree-d polynomials on [0, 1] such
that gG(0) = gC(0) = h0 and |gG(x)| ≤ 1, |gC(x)| ≤ 1.
We suppose that gG and gC are given by

∑dl
il=0 h

l
il
xil and∑du

iu=0 h
u
iu
xiu respectively. Then, given the coefficients of

these polynomials, a PUE of the filter given in Eq. (19) is
constructed by combining Lemma 1 with the PUEs of Bk
and B†

k. The construction of a quantum simplicial filter
is given in the following lemma. Recall that Inputc, as
defined in Section III, is the set of classical inputs given
to the quantum computer, consisting of the signal sk as
a vector as well as the filter coefficients {h0, hℓiℓ , h

u
iu
}. Re-

call that ap is the number of ancilla qubits used in the
operator Pk.

Lemma 2 (PUE of quantum simplicial filter). Given
Inputc, there exists a quantum circuit implementing a
(β, ak + ak+1 + ap +6, 0)-PUE of the quantum simplicial
filter H(SV)

d

(
Lℓ
k,L

u
k

)
, where β := 2+h0 and ap is the an-

cilla cost in the membership function. This quantum cir-



14

cuit uses 4dℓ calls each to UBk
and U†

Bk
, 4du calls each

to UBk+1
and U†

Bk+1
, 8dℓ calls each to CΠ′

k−1
NOT and

CΠk
NOT, 8du calls each to CΠ′

k
NOT and CΠk+1

NOT,
and O(max{dℓ, du}) calls to single qubit rotation gates.

The complexity cost of PUE of the quantum simplicial
filter, and thus the proof of Theorem 1, follows immedi-
ately from Lemma 2 and is given below (with the direct
encoding details given in Appendix D.

Proof of Theorem 1. We assume we are given the sim-
plicial state |sk⟩ from the Encode step. Given fil-
ter coefficients {h0, hℓiℓ , h

u
iu
} for iℓ ∈ [dℓ + 1] and iu ∈

[du + 1] as part of Inputc, Lemma 2 states that there
exists a quantum circuit that implements a PUE of
H

(SV)
d (Lℓ

k,L
u
k). This lemma also describes the complex-

ity and ancilla costs in terms of dℓ, du, and the costs
of implementing UBk

, UBk+1
, and CΠk

NOT. The Fil-
ter step as described in Section III simply consists of
applying the quantum simplicial filter, i.e. the PUE of
H

(SV)
d

(
Lℓ
k,L

u
k

)
, to the state |sk⟩. Thus, the complexity

cost of implementing the Filter step is given as follows:
a. Direct approach. The unitary operators UBk

and
UBk+1

each have non-Clifford gate depth O(log n). Each
CΠk

NOT or CΠ′
k
NOT requires one call to a z-rotation

and two calls to the k-simplex-identifying function Pk,
which gives a non-Clifford gate depth O(n log n) [37,
72]. Therefore, the total non-Clifford gate depth of
the quantum simplicial filter is O(dn log n), where d =
max(dℓ, du). The number of ancilla qubits used in this
circuit is O(n), dominated by the application of Pk.

b. Compact approach. In this approach, both the
operators UBk

and UBk+1
have non-Clifford gate depth

O(k log log(n)). Each CΠk
NOT or CΠ′

k
NOT requires

one call to a z-rotation and two calls to the k-simplex-
identifying function Pk. The implementation of Pk given
in Appendix E has non-Clifford gate depth O(n2k log n).
Therefore, the total non-Clifford depth of the quantum
simplicial filter is O(dkn2 log n log log n). Lastly, the
number of ancilla qubits used in this circuit is O(k), again
dominated by implementing the simplex-identifying cir-
cuit.

D. QTSP filtering for Hodge decomposition

Here we prove Theorem 2 about signal subcomponent
extraction based on the Hodge decomposition. Given a
signal sk ∈ Rnk , the Hodge decomposition states that
sk = skH + skG + skC, where skH ∈ ker(Lk), skG ∈ im(B†

k),
and skC ∈ im(Bk+1). We design quantum simplicial filters
that approximately extract each of these (normalized)
components. We do this by employing Theorem 1 and
applying a filter that approximates a projection onto each
of the subspaces defined by the Hodge decomposition.
We do this by modifying a construction for the Moore-
Penrose pseudoinverse of a projected unitary encoding,

in our case of the upper or lower Laplacians respectively.
Constructions for implementing the Moore-Penrose pseu-
doinverse via QSVT are given by Refs. [36, 44].

We first define some notation to discuss the construc-
tion of the pseudoinverse of a matrix A, which is de-
noted by A+. Let {λi}i∈[m] be the eigenvalues of a
Hermitian matrix A. Then ξi =

√
λi, for i ∈ [m],

are the singular values of
√
A (where

√
A is the ma-

trix such that A =
√
A†A). The condition number

of A is given by κ(A) = ∥A∥2∥A−1∥2 = λmax/λmin,
while the effective condition number of

√
A is given by

κeff

(√
A
)
= κeff

(√
A†
)
=
√
κ (A) = ξmax/ξmin.

The main idea of extracting subcomponents based on
the Hodge decomposition is to project sk to the gradient
and curl subspaces, im(B†

k) and im(Bk+1). Mathemati-
cally speaking, this is done by implementing projection
operators ΠG and ΠC with the action ΠGsk = skG and
ΠCsk = skC. It has been shown [4, 48, 67] that these
projectors are equivalent to

ΠG = B†
k

(
Luk−1

)+
Bk, and

ΠC = Bk+1

(
Lℓk+1

)+
B†
k+1, (20)

where Luk−1 = BkB
†
k and Lℓk+1 = B†

k+1Bk+1. This can
be seen by recalling that BkBk+1 = 0 for all k ≥ 0
and the fact that the pseudoinverse finds the (Euclidean)
norm-minimising solution. We note here again that we
can also construct the projector onto the harmonic space
by ΠH = I−ΠG −ΠC.

One way to implement the Moore-Penrose pseudoin-
verse of a matrix via QSVT is to implement a polyno-
mial f : [−1, 1] → [−1, 1] which closely approximates
1/x on a domain that contains the singular values of the
matrix in question. Such a polynomial was given by Gi-
lyén, Su, Low, and Wiebe [44] (Theorem 41), which is a
modification of a polynomial given by Childs, Kothari,
and Somma [69]. To construct the projection operators
given in Eq. (20), we modify this polynomial slightly and
then apply it to the PUE of the boundary operator us-
ing QSVT. Notably, if gd is the degree-d polynomial ap-
proximation to 1/x, then we implement the polynomial
Hd+1 : [−1, 1] → [−1, 1] defined by Hd+1(x) = x2gd(x

2).
It follows (shown in detail in Appendix H) that for suffi-
ciently large d,

H
(SV)
d+1 (Lℓk) = B†

k gd
(
Luk−1

)
Bk ≈ ΠG. (21)

Similarly, for sufficiently large d it follows that
H

(SV)
d+1 (Luk) ≈ ΠC. Consequently, the projection opera-

tors are also simply polynomials of Bk and B†
k+1: if gd

is a degree-d polynomial, then Hd+1 is a degree-(2d+ 2)

polynomial of Bk or B†
k+1 (equivalently, a degree-(d+1)

polynomial of Lℓk or Luk). In our QTSP filtering frame-
work, we can construct such a polynomial using Lemma 2
and calculate the construction costs using Theorem 1.
Define κℓ := κeff (Bk) and κu := κeff (Bk+1). To account
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Figure 5. QTSP filtering for subcomponents extraction. (a) The input simplicial signal state |sk⟩ decomposed into three
orthogonal signal states based on Hodge decomposition. (b) A quantum simplicial filter projecting |sk⟩ into the gradient part
|skG⟩. (c) A quantum simplicial filter projecting |sk⟩ into the curl part |skC⟩. (d) A quantum simplicial filter combining gradient
and curl projectors employed to project |sk⟩ into the harmonic part |skH⟩.

for the approximation error and the rescaling inherent in
the PUE of the projector, we state the existence of poly-
nomials approximating the gradient and curl projections
in the QTSP filtering framework as follows.

Lemma 3 (Polynomial Approximation of Subcom-
ponent Projection). Let ΠG,ΠC be projection oper-
ators to the im

(
B†
k

)
and im

(
Bk+1

)
subspaces re-

spectively. Then given εℓ, εu ∈
(
0, 12

)
, there

exist dℓ ∈ O(κ2ℓ log((nκℓ)
2/(α2

kεℓ))) and du ∈
O(κ2u log((nκu)

2/(α2
k+1εu))) such that there exist degree-

2dℓ+2 and 2du+2 polynomials of Bk and B†
k+1, denoted

by H(SV)
dℓ+1

(
Lℓ
k

)
and H(SV)

du+1 (L
u
k), satisfying∥∥∥ΠG − 2κ2ℓ H

(SV)
dℓ+1

(
Lℓ
k

)∥∥∥ ≤ εℓ, and∥∥∥ΠC − 2κ2uH
(SV)
du+1 (L

u
k)
∥∥∥ ≤ εu.

The proof of the lemma is given in Appendix H. The
proof is an application and straightforward modification
of the results by Hayakawa [36] and Gilyén, Su, Low, and
Wiebe [44] about using QSVT to implement the Moore-
Penrose pseudoinverse. Theorem 2 then follows by com-
bining Lemma 3 and Theorem 1 to calculate the cost of
implementing the simplicial filter described in the lemma
using our framework. The proof of Theorem 2 is given
below.

Proof of Theorem 2. Given the polynomial coefficients of
H

(SV)
dℓ+1

(
Lℓ
k

)
and H

(SV)
du+1 (L

u
k) from Lemma 3 (given in

Appendix H), Lemma 2 guarantees that there exist se-
quences of phase factors ΦG ∈ R2dℓ+2 and ΦC ∈ R2du+2,
and the corresponding phased alternating sequences UΦG

Bk

and UΦC

B†
k+1

that construct a
(
2κ2ℓ , aℓ + 1, εℓ

)
-PUE of ΠG

and a
(
2κ2u, au + 1, εu

)
-PUE of ΠC. Then the complexity

of each quantum simplicial filter follows from Theorem 1
and the bounds on dℓ and du given in Lemma 3.

It is worth noting that in certain applications of
the Hodge decomposition (for example, statistical rank-
ing [67]) recovery of the projected vector is not the last
step in the process. In the case of statistical ranking,
the desired vector is actually a vector sk−1 such that
BT
k s

k−1 = skG, whose existence is guaranteed by the
Hodge decomposition. By implementing slightly differ-
ent polynomials (specifically H ′

d+1(x) = xgd(x
2) instead

of Hd+1(x) = x2gd(x
2), see Remark 2 in Appendix H for

details), we can implement a PUE of an operator that
outputs sk−1 instead of skG. This allows one to skip the
step of solving for sk−1 using Bk and skG, which could
be expensive when nk, the number of k-simplices, is very
large.

V. DISCUSSION

This work presents a quantum algorithm implement-
ing TSP filtering processes in higher-order networks mod-
elled by simplicial complexes using QSVT and tools from
QTDA. The type of filter we implement, described in
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Eq. (12) is inspired by the Chebyshev filter design given
in [51]. When the number of simplicial signals scales ex-
ponentially in the number of vertices, our algorithm runs
linearly in the dimension k of the simplices considered.
In comparison, the worst-case complexity of the best-
known algorithm for general classical TSP filtering tasks
is exponential in the dimension.

Nevertheless, we do not make any rigorous claims of
a quantum speedup, as this potential advantage comes
with some caveats that must be first accounted for.
Firstly, a filtering task must be chosen so that the en-
coding and retrieving of the simplicial signals encoded
in quantum states can be done efficiently. This includes
post-selecting on the ancilla register being in the correct
state, which is a complexity that is not accounted for
in this work. Secondly, we also require that the task is,
in some rough sense, insensitive to the scaling factor of
∥sk∥−1 in the signals and the factors of αk and αk+1

introduced in the filter.
A natural future direction for research would be a rig-

orous comparison between the classical and quantum al-
gorithms, accounting for the aforementioned caveats in
full to determine the nature of any advantage. Ap-
proximate filtering algorithms do not seem to be well
studied in the classical literature, but would be a more
apt comparison point than the exact algorithms given in
Refs. [50, 51] that we have used as a reference point. For
example, Black and Nayyeri [73] gave a method for solv-
ing the equation L1x = b which runs nearly linearly in n
and polynomially in β1, the first Betti number. A deeper
exploration of classical approximation algorithms could
be combined with looking at other methods for building
quantum simplicial filters, such as multivariable QSP as
described by Rossi and Chuang [74], in order to deter-
mine the optimal way to build quantum simplicial filters.

Another future direction would be to find quantum
sensor data with the form of a simplicial signal state and

to use the QTSP framework for analysing this data. Such
an application would sidestep the difficulties inherent in
the Encode step. In terms of more general applications,
TSP on classical computers has been mostly studied for
low dimensional cases, i.e. k ≤ 2. As such, a broader av-
enue for future research would be to explore the possible
applications of TSP to higher-order networks when k > 2.
This is a large, open-ended question of independent in-
terest, but it would also help inform the aforementioned
analysis of the possibility of a practical speedup using the
QSVT framework for classical data.

Finally, one application of classical TSP that has re-
cently received some attention is in the area of neural
networks, where simplicial filters are used to construct
simplicial neural networks, which are generalisations of
graph neural networks [52]. The idea is to add a nonlin-
ear function w to alter the filtering process such that the
input-output relationship is

skout = w
(
H(Lℓk,L

u
k)s

k
in

)
, (22)

where skin, s
k
out are the input and output simplicial signals.

Then one optimizes the filter coefficients to approximate
the desired output simplicial signal. It is suggested that
this nonlinearity introduced in the neural network ap-
proach allows for more expressive modelling of higher-
order interactions [52, 75, 76]. It would be interesting to
see if simplicial neural networks could be implemented
more efficiently on fault-tolerant quantum computers via
QSVT algorithms [77, 78].
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Appendix A: Projected unitary encodings of arbitrary matrices

Here we describe general methods from the literature that are used to implement non-unitary operators in quantum
circuits. We give a brief overview of the linear combination of unitaries, block encodings, and projected unitary
encodings for unfamiliar readers, as we use these to build quantum circuits that implement polynomials of the upper
and lower Laplacians Lℓk and Luk . This is a brief summary of ideas from Refs. [44, 79–81], and we refer interested
readers to these papers for more details.

If the desired operator is Hermitian, a common approach to implementing it in a quantum circuit is to do a
Hamiltonian simulation [56], where a Hermitian matrix H is encoded in a unitary matrix UH = eıHt. The linear
combination of unitaries (LCU) method [79, 80] is one of the avenues for implementing Hamiltonian simulation which
has had wide applicability in implementing many different operators in quantum circuits. In this paper, we use this
to combine polynomials of the lower and upper Hodge Laplacians to create our desired quantum simplicial filter.

The description of the LCU technique, as given in Refs. [79, 80] is as follows. Let A =
∑m−1
i=0 ciAi be a linear

combination of a set of unitaries Ai with a set of coefficients ci ∈ R+. Let (G⊗ Is) be a so-called Prepare operation
such that

G|0⟩⊗ log2 n =
1√
∥c∥1

n∑
i=1

√
ci|i⟩ := |G⟩, (A1)

where ∥c∥1 :=
∑n
i=1 |ci|. The Select operation is then defined as

W :=

n∑
i=1

|i⟩⟨i| ⊗Ai. (A2)

Then the transformation |ψ⟩ 7−→ A|ψ⟩
∥A|ψ⟩∥ can be done by applying Prepare† · Select · Prepare to |0⟩⊗ log2 n ⊗ |ψ⟩

and post-selecting the ancilla qubit register on the state |00 . . . 0⟩. The success probability of post-selection is ∥A|ψ⟩∥2

|c|2 .
An improvement of the LCU technique in terms of precision and complexity is given by the block-encoding (BE)

technique. This technique was first developed within the framework of qubitization [43], which directly encodes a
Hermitian matrix H into the unitary operator UH as

UH =

H/α ∗

∗ ∗

 ,
where the ∗ denotes a block of the matrix UH with arbitrary entries that ensure that UH is unitary. We follow the
presentation of block-encoding given in Ref. [44].

Definition 1 (Block-Encoding (BE)). Suppose H is a Hermitian matrix. A (α, a, ε)-block encoding of a Hermitian
matrix H is a unitary matrix UH such that∥∥∥H− α

(
⟨0|⊗a ⊗ Is

)
UH

(
|0⟩⊗a ⊗ Is

)∥∥∥ ≤ ε, (A3)

where α ∈ R+ is the scaling factor, a ∈ N is the number of ancilla qubits, and ε ∈ R+ is an arbitrary small number
representing the error (in operator norm).

As is done in the above definition, the notation Ix is used to denote the identity operator acting on ancilla qubit
register which has x qubits, and Is is the identity operator acting on the system qubit register.

The idea of a block encoding of a Hermitian matrix can be generalised to any arbitrary matrix A using what is called
a projected unitary encoding of A. Let A ∈ Cm′×m be a (m′ ×m)-matrix with complex entries. Then the singular
value decomposition (SVD) of A is given by A = VLΣV†

R, where Σ ∈ Rm′×m is a diagonal matrix with entries
Σii := ξi ≥ 0 for all i ∈ [min{m′,m}], which are called the singular values of A, and

{
VL ∈ Cm′×m′

,VR ∈ Cm×m
}

are a pair of unitary matrices in which each column of VL is called a left singular vector |vl⟩ and each row of VR is
called a right singular vector ⟨vr|.

Definition 2 (Projected Unitary Encoding (PUE)). Suppose A ∈ Cml×mr and the SVD of A is written as A :=∑min{ml,mr}
i=1 ξi|vil⟩⟨vir|. Let Π′ :=

∑ml

i=1|vil⟩⟨vil | and Π :=
∑mr

i=1|vir⟩⟨vir| be orthogonal projectors projecting all vectors
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into the space spanned by the left and right singular vectors respectively. A (α, a, ε)-projected unitary encoding of
matrix A is a unitary matrix

UA =


Π

Π′ A/α ∗

∗ ∗

,
where Π,Π′ locate A within UA such that∥∥∥A− α

(
⟨0|⊗a ⊗ Is

)(
Π′UAΠ

)(
|0⟩⊗a ⊗ Is

)∥∥∥ ≤ ε,

where α ∈ R+ is the scaling factor, a ∈ N is the number of ancilla qubits being used, and ε ∈ R+ ∪ {0} is an arbitrary
small number representing the error.

Within this framework, a (α, a, ε)-BE of H can be seen as a (α, a, ε)-PUE of H with Π′ = Π = |0⟩⟨0|⊗a ⊗ Is.

Appendix B: Quantum algorithm for constructing polynomials (QSVT)

In this section we give a brief background to the quantum singular value transformation, as well as a statement
of the result itself. This paper uses the notations defined in Ref. [44]. Let C[x] be the space of all complex-valued
polynomial functions such that for f ∈ C[x], f(x) =

∑d−1
i=0 cix

i and f∗(x) =
∑d−1
i=0 c∗i x

i, where ci ∈ C for all
i ∈ [d] and ·∗ is the complex conjugation operation. Additionally, the real and imaginary parts of f are denoted
as ℜ(f)(x) =

∑d−1
i=0 ℜ(ci)∗xi and ℑ(f)(x) =

∑d−1
i=0 ℑ(ci)∗xi, respectively. If A =

∑min{m′,m}
i=1 ξi|vil⟩⟨vir| is the SVD

of a matrix A, then given f ∈ C[x], a degree-d polynomial transformation of a matrix A is described as f(A) =∑min{m′,m}−1
i=0 f(ξi)|vir⟩⟨vir| when d is even and f(A) =

∑min{m′,m}−1
i=0 f(ξi)|vil⟩⟨vir| when d is odd.

The idea of polynomial transformation originated from the quantum signal processing (QSP) theorem [42, 43], which
builds a matrix consisting of special complex-valued polynomials using a sequence of reflection operators.

Theorem 3 (Quantum Signal Processing (QSP) by Reflection, Corollary 8 [44]). Let R(x) be a parametrized family
of single qubit reflections, where

R(x) :=

 x
√
1− x2

√
1− x2 −x


for all x ∈ [−1, 1]. There exists a sequence of phase factors Φ := (ϕ1, · · · , ϕd) ∈ Rd such that

UΦ
x :=

d∏
i=1

(
eıϕiZ R(x)

)

=

P (x) ∗

∗ ∗

 ,
where P ∈ Cd[x] satisfies the following properties:

C1. The parity of P (x) is d mod 2;

C2. |P (x)| ≤ 1, for all x ∈ [−1, 1], whereas |P (x)| ≥ 1 otherwise;

C3. If d is even, P (ıx)P ∗(ıx) ≥ 1, for all x ∈ R.

The relation between the QSP theorem and Jordan’s lemma, stating that the product of two reflection operators is a
rotation, can be found in Ref. [44]. Many standard quantum computing subroutines such as mplitude amplification
can be seen as a polynomial transformation of x [81].

The quantum singular value transformation is a generalization of quantum eigenvalue transformation (QET) [43, 81],
which combines QSP with qubitization to implement polynomials of Hermitian matrices.
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Theorem 4 (Quantum Eigenvalue Transformation, Theorem 3 [81]). Let UH be a (α, a, ε)-block encoding of a
Hermitian matrix H as defined in Definition 1. Let Poly(x) be a degree-d polynomial satisfying C1–C3 in Theorem 3.
Then there exists a sequence of phase factors Φ := (ϕ1, · · · , ϕd) ∈ Rd such that

Poly(H/α) =
(
⟨0|⊗a ⊗ I

)(
ΠUΦ

HΠ
)(

|0⟩⊗a ⊗ I
)

(B1)

where Π := |0⟩⟨0|⊗a ⊗ I, and

UΦ
H :=


∏d/2
i=1

(
eiϕ2i−1(2Π−I)U†

H eiϕ2i(2Π−I)UH

)
, for d even,

eiϕ1(2Π−I)UH

∏(d−1)/2
i=1

(
eiϕ2i(2Π−I)U†

H eiϕ2i+1(2Π−I)UH

)
, for d odd.

The matrix representation of UΦ
H is described by

UΦ
H =

Poly(H/α) ∗

∗ ∗

 , (B2)

where again the ∗ denotes a block of the matrix UΦ
H with arbitrary entries that ensure that UΦ

H is unitary.
While the QET algorithm only implements a polynomial transformation of Hermitian matrices, the quantum

singular value transformation [44] constructs a polynomial transformation for any matrix. We state the QSVT
theorem based on the presentation in Ref. [81].

Theorem 5 (Quantum Singular Value Transformation (QSVT), Theorem 4 [81]). Let UA be a (α, a, ε)-PUE (as in
Defintion 2) of a matrix A. Let Poly(x) be a degree-d polynomial satisfying C1–C3 in Theorem 3. Then there exists
a sequence of phase factors Φ := (ϕ1, · · · , ϕd) ∈ Rd such that

Poly(SV)(A/α) =


(
⟨0|⊗a ⊗ Is

)(
ΠUΦ

AΠ
)(

|0⟩⊗a ⊗ Is
)
, for d even,(

⟨0|⊗a ⊗ Is
)(

Π′UΦ
AΠ
)(

|0⟩⊗a ⊗ Is
)
, for d odd,

(B3)

where Π′, Π are defined in Definition 2, and the phased alternating sequence UΦ
A is given by

UΦ
A :=


∏d/2
i=1

(
eıϕ2i−1(2Π−Is)U†

A eıϕ2i(2Π
′−Is)UA

)
, for d even,

eıϕ1(2Π
′−Is)UA

∏(d−1)/2
i=1

(
eıϕ2i(2Π−Is)U†

A eıϕ2i+1(2Π
′−Is)UA

)
, for d odd.

Moreover, UΦ
A can be implemented by calling to UA and U†

A d times, and CΠ′NOT and CΠNOT 2d times, where

CΠNOT := Π⊗X+ (I−Π)⊗ I.

The matrix representation of UΦ
A is described by

UΦ
A =

Poly(SV)(A/α) ∗

∗ ∗

 . (B4)

Although the above method only constructs complex-valued polynomials satisfying conditions C1–C3 in Theorem 3,
combining the LCU method and QSVT algorithm allows one to implement a wider range of polynomials, especially
real-valued polynomials. Based on the fact that the real part of any complex-valued function is given by ℜ(f(x)) =
1/2(f(x) + f∗(x)), one can find a real-valued polynomial Poly(SV)

fℜ
(A) := ℜ(Poly(SV)

f (A)) from a linear combination
of UΦf

A and U
−Φf

A .

Corollary 1 (QSVT by Real-Valued Polynomials, Corollary 10 and 18 [44]). Let fℜ ∈ Rd[x] be a (either even or odd
parity) real-valued polynomial of degree d satisfying |fℜ(x)| ≤ 1 for all x ∈ [−1, 1]. Let UA,Π′,Π be as in Theorem 5.
Then there exists Φf ∈ Rd such that

f
(SV)
ℜ (A) =

(
⟨+| ⊗

(
⟨0|⊗a ⊗ Is

))
Wfℜ

(
|+⟩ ⊗

(
|0⟩⊗a ⊗ Is

))
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Figure 6. (a) A high-level picture of the TDA pipeline. The left-to-right flow of blue arrows describes taking some point
cloud data, constructing a simplicial complex from this data, extracting the kernel of the corresponding Hodge Laplacian, and
counting the dimension of the kernel to determine the Betti numbers; (b) a high-level picture of the QTDA pipeline utilizing
eigenstate filtering and amplitude estimation (AE) algorithms to determine approximate, normalized Betti numbers.

where

Wfℜ :=

{
|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ΠU

Φf

A Π+ |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ΠU
−Φf

A Π, for d is even
|0⟩⟨0| ⊗Π′U

Φf

A Π+ |1⟩⟨1| ⊗Π′U
−Φf

A Π, for d is odd.

Moreover, given fℜ ∈ Rd[x] and δ > 0, using O(poly(d, log(1/δ)) classical computation time one can find a sequence
of phase factors Φ′

f ∈ Rd and a corresponding polynomial Poly(SV)
fℜ

such that∥∥∥fℜ(A)− Poly
(SV)
fℜ

(A)
∥∥∥ ≤ δ.

Note that one can also find an approximation of a purely imaginary-valued polynomial by observing that ıℑ(f(x)) =
1/2(f(x)− f∗(x)). Therefore, one can use Wıfℑ := (Z⊗ Ia+s+1)Wfℜ to construct Poly

(SV)
ıfℑ

(A/α).
One important application of this algorithm is implementing the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse, a generalisation of

the inverse matrix to arbitrary matrices. For an arbitrary matrix A with singular value decomposition A = WΣV†,
the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse of A is given by A+ := VΣ+W†, where Σ+ is the diagonal matrix obtained
by inverting the nonzero entries of Σ, which are the singular values of A, and leaving the zero entries unchanged.
QSVT can be used to implement unitaries approximating the pseudoinverse of a matrix A encoded in some unitary
UA by approximating 1/x with polynomials. Such an approximation is given in Theorem 41 of Ref. [44], as well
as Appendix C of Ref. [81]. For κ > 1, ε ∈ (0, 1/2), and x ∈ [−1, 1]\[−1/κ, 1/κ], they show that there exists a
polynomial g+ ∈ Rd[x] with degree d ∈ O (κ log(κ/ε)) that ε

2κ -approximates 1
2κx on the domain [−1, 1]\ [−1/κ, 1/κ].

Furthermore, |g+(x)| ≤ 1 for all x ∈ [−1, 1] and g+(0) = 0. Thus, given g+ with κ := κ(A), Corollary 1 guarantees
that there exists a sequence of phase factors Φ+ ∈ Rd and U

Φ+

A such that
(
⟨0|⊗a ⊗ Is

)
U

Φ+

A

(
|0⟩⊗a ⊗ Is

)
= g+(A)

satisfies
∥∥A+ − 2κ g+(A)

∥∥ ≤ ε.

Appendix C: A brief overview of QTDA

TDA utilizes the topological invariants, extracted from the simplicial structure of point cloud data, as signatures of
the dataset. The key subroutine of this method is an algorithm to find the dimension of the kernel of the Hodge Lapla-
cian, known as the Betti number. One begins with mapping the data in a high-dimensional space and constructing a
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simplicial complex in such a space. The next step is then constructing the Hodge Laplacian of the simplicial complex
and obtaining its kernel. The last step is computing the rank of the kernel. Figure 6(a) shows the high-level picture of
this subroutine. In recent QTDA algorithm given by McArdle, Gilyén, and Berta [37], given classical information of
the underlying graph, they tackle such a problem by encoding the simplices as an initial quantum state, constructing
the corresponding boundary operation in a quantum circuit, projecting the initial quantum state to the kernel of the
Hodge Laplacian via a QSVT-based eigenstate filtering, and finding the dimension of the Hodge Laplacian by utilizing
a QSVT-based amplitude estimation algorithm. As the quantum algorithms rescale the Betti number, one can only
estimate the approximation of the normalized Betti numbers. We depict this pipeline in Figure 6(b).

Appendix D: Projected unitary encoding of the boundary operator for the direct encoding

Here we give a brief summary of the PUE of the boundary operator for basis states represented in the direct
encoding, as well as its complexity. This approach is used in some previous QTDA literature [35, 39, 72]. At a high
level, the action of the boundary operator in this approach is can be described by a superposition of n tensor products
of n Pauli operators, in which each i-th operator flips the qubit in the i-th location in |σk⟩ and changes the sign
based on the number of 1s before the i-th qubit. This operator is called the fermionic Dirac operator D, presented
in Ref. [82] and given by

D :=

n−1∑
i=0

Z⊗(i−1) ⊗X⊗ I⊗(i−1). (D1)

The action of this operator on a k-simplicial state (basis state corresponding to a k-simplex in the direct encoding,
given in (15)) gives a superposition of (k − 1)- and (k + 1)-simplicial states. However, the output of the boundary
operator should only consist of (k − 1)-simplices, and not all the resulting states even correspond to simplices in K.
This is because D outputs all possible (k+1)-simplicial states, which include states that do not necessarily represent
co-faces of σk. This operator is transformed into a PUE of Bk by applying the appropriate left and right projectors.
Recall the definition of the k-simplex identifying oracle Pk with the action Pk |σk⟩ |0⟩ = |σk⟩ |1{σk ∈ K}⟩ which
checks if a given |σk⟩ is in the simplicial complex K (by an abuse of notation, we use the same notation for Pk as in
the compact encoding). An implementation of Pk for the direct encoding for the case where K = K(G) is a clique
complex is given in Refs. [39, 70]. Using a Clifford loader circuit given in Ref. [72], we can implement a (αk, 0, 0)-PUE
of Bk in the direct encoding as

Πk−1DΠk =
Bk

αk
, (D2)

where Πk−1 =
∑
σk−1∈K |σk−1⟩ ⟨σk−1|, Πk =

∑
σk∈K |σk⟩ ⟨σk| (where the sums are over all (k − 1)- and k-simplices

respectively) act as the projection operators defined in Definition 2, and αk =
√
n for all k. The implementation of

D requires a non-Clifford gate depth of O(log(n)) and zero ancilla qubits, while implementing the corresponding Pk

in the direct encoding uses O(n log(n)) non-Clifford gate depth and O(n) ancilla qubits [37].

Appendix E: Membership functions

In this section, we give an explicit construction for the membership functions Pk in the case where K is a clique
complex and |σk⟩ is represented by the compact encoding. This is an adaptation of the analogous clique-finding
function given by Berry et al. [39], which applies for basis states in the direct encoding scheme (their clique-finding
function is itself based on a similar algorithm by Metwalli, Le Gall, and van Meter [70]).

In general, for an arbitrary basis state |q0⟩ |q1⟩ . . . |qk⟩ of the system register containing
∣∣sk〉, we want to construct

an operator that flags whether the following properties hold:

(a) 0 < q0 < q1 < · · · < qk,

(b) {vq0 , . . . , vqk} is a simplex in K.

To check property (a), inequality check the register |q0⟩ against a ⌈log(n + 1)⌉-qubit ancilla register in state |0̄⟩ :=
|00 . . . 0⟩. Then perform k inequality checks between neighbouring registers i and i+ 1 for i ∈ {0, . . . , k − 1} (that is,
checking that q0 < q1 < ... < qk). Property (a) is satisfied if and only if q0 > 0, and all other inequality checks are
satisfied. This is sufficient for CΠk

NOT. For CΠ′
k
NOT, we also need to check that |qk+1⟩ = |0̄⟩. This can be done by
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performing another equality check with the ancilla register mentioned above. Each of these checks requires a circuit
of depth and Toffoli count O(log k) as well as one ancilla per check, along with a final flag qubit (using the inequality
check described in Section 4.3 of Ref. [83]). The checks can be parallelised such that there are exactly two rounds of
checks, and thus the depth is O(log k) with k + 1 ancillas and a flag qubit for passing the check.

Checking whether {vq0 , . . . , vqk} corresponds to a k-simplex is more difficult. For an arbitrary simplicial complex
K, it is not known if there is an efficient quantum implementation of the membership function

|x⟩ |0⟩ 7→ |x⟩ |1{x ∈ K}⟩ ,

where |x⟩ is some basis state representing a subset of the vertex set V (in compact, direct, or other encodings). If
K is a clique complex and |x⟩ is a basis state in the direct encoding, then Berry et al. [39] give an implementation,
based on work by Refs. [36, 70], of a function that implements

|x⟩ |0⟩ |0⟩ 7→ |x⟩ |1{x ∈ K}⟩ |garb(x)⟩ ,

where garb(x) represents ancilla registers that are entangled with |x⟩. This implementation requires O(E) Toffolis,
where E ≤

(
n
2

)
is the number of edges in the underlying graph G = (V, E).

Here we adapt this circuit to the compact encoding scheme. Our circuit has depth and Toffoli count O(Ek2 log n).
The main cause for the increase in complexity is that, in the compact encoding, the location of the register containing
any particular integer j ≤ n is not fixed. As a toy example, consider the representation of the simplices {v1, v3, v4}
and {v1, v4, v5} in each encoding. In the direct encoding, these simplices are represented by the states |10110⟩ and
|10011⟩ (assuming n = 5). Notably, the same qubit is used to denote the presence or absence of a particular vertex vi
in each state. On the other hand, in the compact encoding, these two simplices would be represented by the states
|001⟩ |011⟩ |100⟩ and |001⟩ |100⟩ |101⟩. Both simplices contain vertex v4, but the register containing this information
is different for each basis state. This means that checking for the existence of edges between vertices in a simplex
is requires checking between each pair of vertices in all pairs of registers. This increases the circuit complexity
considerably.

The broad idea is as follows. We first define an edge-checking sub-circuit Cij that acts on two registers each of
size ⌈log(n + 1)⌉ (e.g. |qi⟩ and |qj⟩) and an ancilla qubit initially in state |0⟩. This circuit consists of E different
(2⌈log(n+ 1)⌉)-controlled NOT gates, which check whether |qi⟩ |qj⟩ = |a⟩ |b⟩ for each vavb ∈ E . The circuit C is then
implemented across each pair of registers (i, j) where 0 ≤ i < j ≤ k. If vqivqj ∈ E , then the edge checking block Cij
flips the ancilla. This in turn controls an increment block on another register of 2⌈log(k + 1)⌉ ancillas. We perform
the edge check Cij again to reset the ancilla, and then do the same thing with the next edge-checking block. After all
Cij blocks have been run, the ancilla register is in its original state, and the incrementing register contains a binary
representation of the number of edges between {vq0 , . . . , vqk} in G. Finally, we perform an equality check between
this result of this register and an ancilla register containing the value

(
k+1
2

)
; the result of this is stored in a flag qubit

initially set to |0⟩. This qubit is in state |1⟩ if and only if {vq0 , . . . , vqk} form a clique in G. The rest of the circuit can
be then uncomputed by performing the operations in reverse. A high-level circuit diagram of this is given in Figure
7.

Each 2⌈log(n + 1)⌉-controlled NOT gate in C can be implemented in O(log n) Toffoli gates, and thus the depth
and Toffoli of each block C is O(E log n). There are

(
k+1
2

)
pairs of registers, and thus C must be implemented 2

(
k+1
2

)
times to account for uncomputation of the ancilla. An increment block on 2⌈log(k + 1)⌉ qubits can be implemented
in O(log k) Toffoli-or-smaller gates with a single ancilla [70]. This also needs to be implemented

(
k+1
2

)
times. After

this, the value of this register is checked against a register containing the value
(
k+1
2

)
. This equality checking can be

done as two different inequality checks as outlined in Section 4.3 of Ref. [83], which each use one ancilla and O(log k)
gates. The output of these two inequality checks (stored in the ancillas) is then added onto the flag qubit using a
00-controlled Toffoli gate. The values in the ancillas are all uncomputed by reversing the circuit. Thus, the total
depth of the clique-checking circuit is O(Ek2 log n), as is the total number of Toffoli gates required, and there are
O(log k) ancillas used.

Finally, we apply a single Toffoli gate to the flag qubits for checking properties (a) and (b). The overall action of
this is

|x⟩ |0⟩⊗a |0⟩ 7→ |x⟩ |0⟩⊗a |1{x ∈ K}⟩

as required, for some a ∈ O(k). Thus, the depth and Toffoli count of Pk in the compact encoding is O(Ek2 log n),
since the cost of checking property (a) is comparably negligible.

We note that the depth of this circuit can be reduced by increasing the number of ancillas used in edge-checking by
k/2. This allows us to parallelise many of the Cij applications and check for the existence of all pairs of edges in either
k or k + 1 rounds (depending on the parity of k), rather than

(
k+1
2

)
. In this case, each increment block is controlled
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Figure 7. (a) The circuit that implements Pk which maps |σk⟩ |0⟩ 7→ |σk⟩ |1{σk ∈ K}⟩, where |σk⟩ is a basis state satisfying
property (a) and qi is the binary representation of vertex vqi . The ⊘ notation is described in the following part. (b) The
edge-checking circuit C checking for the existence of an edge between vertices qi and qj . The ⊘ is shorthand for a sequence of
multi-controlled CNOT operations, described in more detail on the right-hand side. The pairs xi < yi form a list of all edges
in G. A number i inscribed in a hexagon indicates that this operation is controlled on that register containing i in binary.

by every ancilla, and the final value of this register is compared against k (or k + 1 depending on parity), instead of(
k+1
2

)
. In this case the ancilla register containing the increment blocks does not count the number of edges between

{vq0 , . . . , vqk} in G, instead grouping edges together and counting whether all the blocks have the correct number of
edges in them. In this case the number of ancillas increases by approximately k/2−2 log(k+1), the number of Toffoli
gates remains similar, and the depth changes to O(Ek log n) (the depth for checking property (a) is still negligible).

Appendix F: Proof of Lemma 1

Proof. Let UAi ,Π′
i,Πi be as in Definition 2 for all i ∈ [m]. Theorem 5 and Corollary 1 guarantee that there exist 2m

sequences of phase factors {Φgi ,Φhi}{i∈[m]} and the corresponding complex-valued polynomials {gi, hi}{i∈[m]} such
that

ℜ(gi)(Ai) :=gℜ,i(Ai) =

(
⟨+| ⊗

(
⟨0|⊗a ⊗ Is

))
Wgℜ,i

(
|+⟩ ⊗

(
|0⟩⊗a ⊗ Is

))
, (F1)

ıℜ(hi)(Ai) :=ıhℜ,i(Ai) =

(
⟨+| ⊗

(
⟨0|⊗a ⊗ Is

))
Wıhℑ,i

(
|+⟩ ⊗

(
|0⟩⊗a ⊗ Is

))
, (F2)

where the Select operations Wgℜ,i
and Wıhℑ,i

are given by

Wgℜ,i
:= |0⟩⟨0| ⊗Π′

iU
Φgi

Ai
Πi + |1⟩⟨1| ⊗Π′

iU
−Φgi

Ai
Πi, (F3)

Wıhℑ,i
:=

(
Z⊗ Ia+s+1

)(
|0⟩⟨0| ⊗Π′

iU
Φhi

Ai
Πi + |1⟩⟨1| ⊗Π′

iU
−Φhi

Ai
Πi

)
. (F4)

Then, we define a new Select operation Wf as

Wf :=

m−1∑
i=0

|i⟩⟨i| ⊗
(
|0⟩⟨0| ⊗Wgℜ,i

+ |1⟩⟨1| ⊗Wıhℑ,i

)
+
(
Ib − |i⟩⟨i|

)
⊗ I⊗ Ia+s+2, (F5)

where |i⟩⟨i| and Ib − |i⟩⟨i| are acting on a b = ⌈log(2m)⌉-qubit ancilla register. The overall Select operation Wf

requires (a + b + 3) ancilla qubits. Let G be a Prepare operation as defined in Eq. (A1), acting on the b-qubit
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register, and recall that β = ∥c∥1. Then

β
(
⟨G| ⊗ ⟨0|⊗(a+3) ⊗ Is

)
Wf

(
|G⟩ ⊗ |0⟩⊗(a+3) ⊗ Is

)
=

m−1∑
i=0

ci

(
gℜ,i(Ai) + ıhℑ,i(Ai)

)
=

m−1∑
i=0

ci f(Ai),

proving that
(
⟨G| ⊗ ⟨0|⊗(a+3) ⊗ Is

)
Wf

(
|G⟩ ⊗ |0⟩⊗(a+3) ⊗ Is

)
is (β, a+ ⌈log(2m)⌉+ 3, 0)-PUE of

∑m−1
i=0 ci fi(Ai).

Now we prove the second claim in the theorem. Given a δ > 0 and O(m poly (d, 1/δ)) classical computation
time, one can find 2m sequences of phase factors

{
Φ′
gi ,Φ

′
hi

}
and the corresponding complex-valued polynomials{

Poly(SV)
gi ,Poly

(SV)
hi

}
for all i ∈ [m], such that ℜ

(
Poly(SV)

gi

)
= Poly(SV)

gℜ,i
and ıℑ

(
Poly

(SV)
hi

)
= Poly

(SV)
ıhℑ,i

satisfy

∥∥∥gℜ,i(Ai)− Poly(SV)
gℜ,i

(Ai)
∥∥∥ ≤ δ

2
,∥∥∥ıhℜ,i(Ai)− Poly

(SV)
ıhℑ,i

(Ai)
∥∥∥ ≤ δ

2
,

and thus ∥∥∥∥fi(Ai)−
(
Poly(SV)

gℜ,i
(Ai) + Poly

(SV)
ıhℑ,i

(Ai)
)∥∥∥∥ ≤ δ

2
+
δ

2
:= δ.

Here, we change U
Φgi

Ai
and U

Φhi

Ai
in Eqs. (F3) and (F4) to U

Φ′
gi

Ai
and U

Φ′
hi

Ai
, and in turn define the corresponding

Select operation Wf ′ analogously to Wf in Eq. (F5) to build Poly(SV)
gℜ,i

(Ai) and Poly
(SV)
ıhℑ,i

(Ai) for all i ∈ [m]. Thus,

∥∥∥∥m−1∑
i=0

ci f(Ai) − β
(
⟨G| ⊗ ⟨0|⊗(a+3) ⊗ Is

)
Wf

(
|G⟩ ⊗ |0⟩⊗(a+3) ⊗ Is

)∥∥∥∥
=

∥∥∥∥m−1∑
i=0

ci f(Ai)− ci

(
Poly(SV)

gℜ,i
(Ai) + Poly

(SV)
ıhℑ,i

(Ai)
)∥∥∥∥

≤
m−1∑
i=0

ci

∥∥∥∥f(Ai)−
(
Poly(SV)

gℜ,i
(Ai) + Poly

(SV)
ıhℑ,i

(Ai)
)∥∥∥∥

≤
m−1∑
i=0

ciδ = βδ,

proving that
(
⟨G|⊗⟨0|⊗(a+3)⊗Is

)
Wf

(
|G⟩⊗|0⟩⊗(a+3)⊗Is

)
is (β, a+⌈log(2m)⌉+3, βδ)-PUE of

∑m−1
i=0 ci fi(Ai).

Appendix G: Proof of Lemma 2

Proof. As described in Section IV B, there exists a (αk, ak, 0)-PUE of Bk and a (αk+1, ak+1, 0)-PUE of Bk+1. We
make use of Lemma 1 to create a linear combination of two even polynomials of Bk and B†

k+1 and an identity
map. Define f : [−1, 1] → [0, 1] such that f(x) = x2. Given gG, gC as defined by their polynomial coefficients{
h0, h

ℓ
iℓ
, huiu

}
, we define two even polynomials hG := gG ◦ f and hC := gC ◦ f . Since gG, gC : [0, 1] → [−1, 1], it

follows that hG, hC : [−1, 1] → [0, 1]. Thus, Corollary 1 implies that there exist two sequences of phase factors
Φℓ ∈ R2dℓ ,Φu ∈ R2du and the corresponding alternating phased sequences UΦℓ

Bk
, UΦu

B†
k+1

(these terms are defined

explicitly in Appendices A and B) which construct hG (Bk) = gG
(
Lℓ
k

)
and hC

(
B†
k+1

)
= gG (Lu

k). Applying the

construction in Lemma 1 with c0 = h0 and c1 = c2 = 1 gives a
(
β, ak + ak+1 + ap + 6, 0

)
-PUE of H(SV)

(
Lℓ
k,L

u
k

)
,

where β = ∥c∥1 = h0 + 2.
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To calculate the precise cost, we see from Theorem 5 that implementing UΦℓ

Bk
, UΦu

B†
k+1

, U−Φℓ

Bk
, and U−Φu

B†
k+1

requires

4dℓ calls to UBk
,U†

Bk
and 4du calls to UBk+1

,U†
Bk+1

respectively, with 8dℓ calls of CΠ′
k−1

NOT,CΠk
NOT and 8du

calls to CΠ′
k
NOT,CΠk+1

NOT. Furthermore, Lemma 1 implies that we require a = ak + ak+1 + ap ancilla qubits for
constructing UΦℓ

Bk
and UΦu

B†
k+1

(recall that ap is the ancilla qubits used in the membership function Pk), b = 2 ancilla

qubits for the Prepare operation, and two ancilla qubits for constructing the real-valued polynomials. There are two
additional qubits introduced because we differentiate the ancilla used in UBk

and UB†
k+1

.

Remark 1. As described in Lemma 1, given δ > 0 and using O(poly(d, log(1/δ)) classical computation time one can
obtain two sequences of phase factors Φ′

ℓ ∈ R2dℓ ,Φ′
u ∈ R2du , and the corresponding alternating phased sequences UΦ′

ℓ

Bk

and U
Φ′

u

B†
k+1

, which construct polynomials Poly(SV)
hG

(
Bk
)
, Poly(SV)

hC

(
B†
k+1

)
of degree 2dℓ and 2du respectively such that

∥∥∥hG (Bk)− Poly
(SV)
hG

(
Bk
)∥∥∥ ≤ δ/2 and

∥∥∥hC(B†
k+1)− Poly

(SV)
hC

(
B†
k+1

)∥∥∥ ≤ δ/2.

Implementing the LCU method as in Lemma 1, we obtain∥∥∥H(SV)
d

(
Lℓ
k,L

u
k

)
− β

(
Poly

(SV)
hG

(
Bk
)
+ Poly

(SV)
hC

(
B†
k+1

)
− h0I

)∥∥∥ ≤ βδ,

which gives a βδ-approximation to H(SV)
d /β.

Appendix H: Proof of Lemma 3

Proof. We focus our calculation on approximating the gradient projector, as the calculation for the curl projector is
analogous. Let ε′ℓ =

α2
kεℓ
n and ε′u =

α2
k+1εu
n , where εℓ, εu ∈ (0, 1/2). Recall that κℓ := κeff(Bk) and κu := κeff(Bk+1)

are the effective condition numbers of Bk and Bk+1 respectively. Thus, the condition numbers of Lℓk and Luk are κ2ℓ
and κ2u respectively. Theorem 41 of Ref. [44] states that there exists a real degree-d polynomial gd : [−1, 1] → [−1, 1]

that ε′

2κ -approximates the function 1
2κx for all x ∈ [−1, 1]\

[
− 1
κ ,

1
κ

]
such that |gd(x)| ≤ 1 for all x ∈ [−1, 1], gd(0) = 0,

and d = O(κ log(κ/ε′)). For approximating the gradient projector, we set κ := κ2ℓ and ε′ := ε′ℓ, (naturally setting
κ := κ2u and ε′ := ε′u, and adjusting d accordingly when approximating the curl projector). Note that the nonzero
spectra of Lℓk and Luk−1 are the same [68], and so their condition numbers are equal.

Now consider the function Hd+1(x) = x2gd(x
2), defined on [−1, 1]. The aforementioned properties of gd(x) imply

that

sup
|x|≤1

|Hd+1(x)| = sup
|x|≤1

|x2gd(x2)| ≤ sup
|x|≤1

|gd(x2)| ≤ 1.

If gd(x) is a degree-d polynomial of x2 then Hd+1(x) is a degree-(d+1) polynomial of x2 (equivalently a degree-(2d+2)
polynomial of x). Suppose that gd(x) =

∑d
i=0 cix

i for some real constants ci. We also suppose that the singular value
decomposition of Bk is given by Bk =

∑
j σj |ψ̃j⟩⟨ψj | where σj ≥ 0. It follows that Luk−1 = BkB

†
k =

∑
j λj |ψ̃j⟩⟨ψ̃j |

where λj = σ2
j . This implies that

H
(SV)
d+1

(
Lℓk
α2
k

)
=

1

α2
k

B†
kBkg

(SV)
d

(
B†
kBk

α2
k

)
=

1

α2
k

B†
kBk

 d∑
i=0

ci

(
B†
kBk

α2
k

)i =
1

α2
k

B†
k

 d∑
i=0

ci

(
BkB

†
k

α2
k

)iBk

=
1

α2
k

B†
k

(
d∑
i=0

ci

(
Luk−1

α2
k

)i)
Bk =

1

α2
k

B†
k

α2
k

2κ2k

(
Luk−1

)+
Bk +

1

α2
k

B†
k

∑
j

δ′j |ψ̃j⟩⟨ψ̃j |Bk

where δ′j ∈
[
− ε′ℓ

2κ2
ℓ
,
ε′ℓ
2κ2

ℓ

]
. Thus,

H
(SV)
d+1

(
Lℓk
α2
k

)
=

1

2κ2ℓ
B†
k(L

u
k−1)

+Bk +B†
k

∑
j

δj |ψ̃j⟩⟨ψ̃j |

Bk =
1

2κ2ℓ
B†
k(L

u
k−1)

+Bk +
∑
j

λjδj |ψj⟩⟨ψj |,
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for δ ∈
[
− εℓ

2nκ2
ℓ
, εℓ
2nκ2

ℓ

]
. It is shown in Ref. [84] that λi ≤ n for all i. Recall that Bk = Bk/αk. Thus,

∥∥∥∥∥ΠG − 2κ2ℓ H
(SV)
d+1

(
Lℓk
α2
k

)∥∥∥∥∥ =

∥∥∥∥∥∥2κ2ℓ
∑
j

λjδj |ψj⟩⟨ψj |

∥∥∥∥∥∥ ≤

∥∥∥∥∥∥2κ2ℓ
∑
j

εℓ
2κ2ℓ

|ψj⟩⟨ψj |

∥∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ εℓ.

Note that Hd+1 is a polynomial of degree 2d+2 where d = O(κ2ℓ log((nκℓ)
2/(α2

ℓεℓ))). This completes the proof of the
approximation of the gradient projector; as mentioned above, the approximation of the curl projector is analogous.

Remark 2. We can also define H ′
d+1(x) = xgd(x

2). This approximates a modified projector ΠG′
with the action

ΠG′
sk = sk−1

where sk−1 is the (minimum Euclidean norm) vector such that BT
k s

k−1 = sk. The function H ′
d+1(x) is a degree-

(2d+ 1) polynomial that also satisfies |H ′
d+1(x)| ≤ 1 for all x ∈ [−1, 1]. Performing a similar calculation to above, it

follows that there exists some d ∈ O(κ2ℓ log(nκ
2
ℓ/(αkεℓ))) such that ∥ΠG′ − 2

κ2
ℓ

αk
H ′
d+1∥ ≤ ε.
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