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Time-periodic (Floquet) systems are one of the most interesting nonequilibrium systems. As the
computation of energy eigenvalues and eigenstates of time-independent Hamiltonians is a central
problem in both classical and quantum computation, quasienergy and Floquet eigenstates are the
important targets. However, their computation has difficulty of time dependence; the problem
can be mapped to a time-independent eigenvalue problem by the Sambe space formalism, but it
instead requires additional infinite dimensional space and seems to yield higher computational cost
than the time-independent cases. It is still unclear whether they can be computed with guaranteed
accuracy as efficiently as the time-independent cases. We address this issue by rigorously deriving
the cutoff of the Sambe space to achieve the desired accuracy and organizing quantum algorithms for
computing quasienergy and Floquet eigenstates based on the cutoff. The quantum algorithms return
quasienergy and Floquet eigenstates with guaranteed accuracy like Quantum Phase Estimation
(QPE), which is the optimal algorithm for outputting energy eigenvalues and eigenstates of time-
independent Hamiltonians. While the time periodicity provides the additional dimension for the
Sambe space and ramifies the eigenstates, the query complexity of the algorithms achieves the
near-optimal scaling in allwable errors. In addition, as a by-product of these algorithms, we also
organize a quantum algorithm for Floquet eigenstate preparation, in which a preferred gapped
Floquet eigenstate can be deterministically implemented with nearly optimal query complexity in
the gap. These results show that, despite the difficulty of time-dependence, quasienergy and Floquet
eigenstates can be computed almost as efficiently as time-independent cases, shedding light on the
accurate and fast simulation of nonequilibrium systems on quantum computers.

I. INTRODUCTION

A time-dependent Hamiltonian H(t) is called time-
periodic when it satisfies H(t) = H(t+T ) with some pe-
riod T . Floquet systems, driven by time-periodic Hamil-
tonians, are one of the most important classes of nonequi-
librium systems. They describe typical laser-irradiated
materials, and provide their various applications such
as optical manipulation of phases (Floquet engineering)
[1, 2]. They also host nonequilbrium phases absent in
equilibrium systems, such as Floquet topological phases
[3–5] and Floquet time crystals [6–8]. With various other
dynamical phenomena like Floquet prethermalization [9–
13], Floquet many-body localization [14–17], and Floquet
quantum many-body scars [18–20], computing the prop-
erties of Floquet many-body systems is of great interest
in today’s nonequilibrium physics.

The computation of quasienergy and a Floquet eigen-
state is one of the most fundamental and significant tasks
in Floquet analysis. They give a solution of Schrödinger
equation under a time-periodic Hamiltonian, playing
roles of energy eigenvalue and a energy eigenstates re-
spectively. Not only is this task essential for charac-
terizing the dynamical and steady state properties, but
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also it becomes an extension of the fundamental prob-
lem computing energy eigenvalue and eigenstates of time-
independent systems [21, 22]. The most common ap-
proach is the so-called Sambe space formalism [23], with
which the problem can be mapped to a time-independent
eigenvalue problem. It allows us to import powerful
computational techniques for time-independent systems
to Floquet analysis, such as various perturbation the-
ories in low-frequency and high-frequency regimes [23–
26]. However, the difficulty is conserved in a sense;while
we can avoid dealing with time-dependence, the mapped
time-independent problem requires infinite dimension. In
practice, a cutoff of the dimension is empirically intro-
duced, while we suffer from the increasing computational
cost both in time and space with the large cutoff or
the increasing error with the small cutoff. It has been
still missing whether we can compute quasienergy and
Floquet eigenstates with simultaneously supporting effi-
ciency and accuracy. In particular, it has been of great
interest whether their computation can be as efficient as
that for time-independent systems despite the existence
of time-dependency or infinite dimension.
Recently, quantum computation has brought a differ-

ent perspective to Floquet analysis [27–30]. Quantum
computation has provided a promising way of simulat-
ing large-scale quantum materials in the past decades,
useful for quantum dynamics [31–33], energy eigenvalues
and eigenstates [34–38], and thermal equilibrium states
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[39–43]. Floquet analysis is expected to be improved
by quantum algorithms in efficiency and accuracy com-
pared to classical algorithms like them. For instance,
time-evolution of Floquet systems can be simulated as
efficiently as time-independent systems with guaranteed
accuracy, achieving the near optimal query complexity in
time and accuracy [28, 30]. However, such well-organized
quantum algorithms that rigorously guarantee efficiency
and accuracy are limited to time-evolution. Although
Ref. [27] provides a variational quantum algorithm for
Floquet eigenstates based on the Sambe space space for-
malism, it provides heuristic solutions that are available
solely on noisy intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) de-
vices. The question of the computational complexity of
computing quasienergy and Floquet eigenstates remains
unanswered, even with the knowledge of quantum algo-
rithms.

In this paper, we organize a nearly optimal quantum
algorithms for quasienergy and Floquet eigenstates, and
clarify the complexity of this task from the viewpoint
of quantum computation. Our results are presented in
two steps. First, we provide a rigorous cutoff in the
Sambe space formalism to guarantee the accuracy of
quasienergy and Floquet eigenstates. This result is valid
both for classical and quantum computation, and char-
acterizes additional resources for simulating Floquet sys-
tems. We then construct a Floquet analog of the quan-
tum phase estimation (QPE) algorithm [34, 35], called
“Floquet QPE”. QPE is a quantum algorithm that com-
putes energy eigenvalues and prepares the corresponding
eigenstates after measurement with optimal query com-
plexity. With efficiently reproducing the Sambe space
on quantum computers based on the rigorous cutoff, the
Floquet QPE returns quasienergy with guaranteed accu-
racy and outputs two different types of Floquet eigen-
states that are ramified by the Sambe space. Impor-
tantly, the query complexity achieves nearly optimal scal-
ing of the QPE, and the number of qubits differs from
that of the QPE by only a small logarithmic number.
It is concluded that quasienergy and Floquet eigenstates
can be computed as efficiently as energy eigenvalues and
eigenstates with overcoming the difficulty of time depen-
dence. As an application of Floquet QPE, we provide
the eigenstate preparation algorithms, in which a prefer-
able gapped Floquet eigenstate can be deterministically
prepared from an initial state with nonzero overlap. The
eigenstate preparation for time-periodic systems can also
be almost as efficient as the optimal protocol for time-
independent systems [44, 45] owing to the near optimality
of the Floquet QPE. Our results will shed light on the
complexity of simulating nonequilibruim quantum many-
body systems, with opening up a new avenue for their fast
and accurate computation by future quantum computers.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Sec-
tion II, we provide a brief review on Floquet theory and
QPE in order to make this paper self-contained. Sec-
tion III provides the summary of our result, and Sections
IV-VIII are devoted to its detail. In Section IV, we rigor-

ously clarify the relation between the cutoff of the Sambe
space formalism and the accuracy of quasienergy. In Sec-
tions VI and VII, we explicitly organize two quantum
algorithms reflecting the fact that there are two kinds
of Floquet eigenstates as outputs. Significantly, both of
them achieve nearly optimal query complexity as large
as time-independent cases. The eigenstate preparation
algorithm based on the Floquet QPE is provided in Sec-
tion VIII. We conclude this paper in Section IX, where
we discuss potential applications of our results.

II. PRELIMINARY

A. Notation

Throughout the paper, we are interested in N -qubit
quantum many-body systems, whose Hilbert space is de-

noted by H ≃ C2N . The norm of a bounded operator A
on a Hilbert space, i.e. ∥A∥, denotes the operator norm.
We use the Landau symbols O(·), Θ(·), and Ω(·), where
the variables in them move independently.
To express a state that deviates from an ideal state |ψ⟩,

we use |ψ⟩+O(δ) meaning a density operator ρ defined
on the same Hilbert space such that

∥ρ− |ψ⟩ ⟨ψ|∥ ≤ δ, (1)

for δ ∈ [0, 1). Also, O + O(δ) for an operator O on the
Hilbert space H denotes a completely-positive and trace-
preserving (CPTP) map whose distance from O(·)O† by
the diamond norm is less than δ.
As we will discuss later, quasienergy of time-periodic

Hamiltonians has periodicity in contrast to energy eigen-
values. To characterize it, we use the symbol (a mod. b)
for b > 0, which is defined on [−b/2, b/2).

B. Floquet theory

Floquet theory is a theoretical framework for time-
periodic systems, in which quasienergy and Floquet
eigenstates play a central role through Floquet theorem
[2]. Consider Schrödinger equation under a time-periodic
Hamiltonian on H,

i
d

dt
|ψ(t)⟩ = H(t) |ψ(t)⟩ , H(t+ T ) = H(t), (2)

where T is a period. Floquet theorem states that the
solution is given by

|ψ(t)⟩ =
dim(H)∑
n=1

cne
−iϵnt |ϕn(t)⟩ , |ϕn(t+ T )⟩ = |ϕn(t)⟩ ,

(3)
with cn ∈ C, εn ∈ R, and |ϕn(t)⟩ ∈ H. The set of states

{|ϕn(t)⟩}dim(H)
n=1 forms a complete orthonormal basis of H

and each state is called a Floquet eigenstate. The real
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value ϵn ∈ R is called quasienergy. The set of coefficients
{cn}n is determined by the initial state |ψ(0)⟩ as cn =
⟨ϕn(0)|ψ(0)⟩, and the completeness implies

∑
n |cn|2 = 1.

As the solution of time-independent Schrödinger equa-
tion is expanded by |ψ(t)⟩ =

∑
n cne

−iEnt |ϕn⟩ with
H |ϕn⟩ = En |ϕn⟩ and cn = ⟨ϕn|ψ(0)⟩, quasienergy and
Floquet eigenstate are respectively counterparts of en-
ergy eigenvalue and eigenstate in time-independent sys-
tems.

Next, we introduce the ways to compute quasienergy
and Floquet eigenstates. One way relies on the time-
evolution operator

U(t; t0) ≡ T exp

(
−i
∫ t

t0

dt′H(t′)

)
(4)

=
∑
n

e−iϵn(t−t0) |ϕn(t)⟩ ⟨ϕn(t0)| , (5)

where the second equality comes from Floquet theorem,
Eq. (3). The time-periodicity of |ϕ(t)⟩ states that pairs of
(ϵn, |ϕn(0)⟩) are obtained by diagonalizing the so-called
Floquet operator,

U(T ; 0) =
∑
n

e−iϵnT |ϕn(0)⟩ ⟨ϕn(0)| . (6)

The quasienergy ϵn is defined modulo ω and the in-
stantaneous Floquet eigenstate |ϕn(t)⟩ is obtained by
|ϕn(t)⟩ = eiϵntU(t; 0) |ϕn(0)⟩. However, it is preferable to
avoid computing the time-evolution operators since the
time-ordered product requires fine time discretization.

The most common approach is the Sambe space for-
malism [23], which relies on the Fourier transform,

H(t) =
∑
m∈Z

Hme
−imωt, (7)

|ϕn(t)⟩ =
∑
l∈Z

e−ilωt |ϕln⟩ , (8)

with the frequency ω ≡ 2π/T . Substituting these rela-
tions into Eqs. (2) and (3), we get the following eigen-
value problem,

HF |Φn⟩ = ϵn |Φn⟩ , (9)

by adding a set of states {|l⟩f}l∈Z labeling Fourier indices
l ∈ Z. Here, the time-independent Hamiltonian HF is
called a Floquet Hamiltonian given by

HF =
∑
l,m∈Z

|l +m⟩ ⟨l|f ⊗Hm −
∑
l∈Z

lω |l⟩ ⟨l|f ⊗ I. (10)

The eigenstate |Φn⟩ is described by

|Φn⟩ =
∑
l∈Z
|l⟩f |ϕ

l
n⟩ , (11)

giving all the Fourier components {|ϕln⟩}l∈Z without inte-
gration. The state |Φn⟩ is also called a Floquet eigenstate

since it has one-to-one correspondence with |ϕn(t)⟩. The
time-independent problem by Eq. (9) is defined on a L2

space,

H∞ =
{
|Ψ⟩ ∈ span({|l⟩f}l∈Z)⊗H | ∥|Ψ⟩∥ <∞

}
, (12)

called the Sambe space. Instead of getting rid of time-
dependency of the problem, its difficulty is translated
into the infinite-dimensionality of the Sambe space H∞.

We remark the equivalence of quasienergy. Using
(ϵn − lω, eilωt |ϕn(t)⟩) in Eq. (3) instead of (ϵn, |ϕn(t)⟩)
also gives the same solution for arbitrary l ∈ Z. The
quasienergy ϵn is uniquely characterized modulo ω, and
it is sufficient to consider quasienergy contained in a sin-
gle Brillouin zone (BZ) defined by

BZl = [(−l − 1/2)ω, (−l + 1/2)ω), (13)

for a certain integer l ∈ Z. We often use BZ ≡ BZ0 =
[−ω/2, ω/2). In the Sambe space formalism, it appears
as equivalent pairs of eigenvalues and eigenstates (ϵn −
lω, |Φln⟩) for l ∈ Z, satisfying

HF |Φln⟩ = (ϵn − lω) |Φln⟩ , (14)

|Φln⟩ = Addl |Φn⟩ =
∑
l′∈Z
|l′ + l⟩f |ϕ

l′

n⟩ . (15)

The eigenstate |Φln⟩ stores Fourier components of the
equivalent Floquet eigenstate eilωt |ϕn(t)⟩. It is sufficient
to pick up dim(H) different eigenstates, and we usually
use eigenvectors of HF with ϵn ∈ BZ, which we denote

by {|Φn⟩}dim(H)
n=1 .

C. Quantum phase estimation

Quantum phase estimation (QPE) is a fundamental
quantum algorithm that efficiently computes some pairs
of eigenvalues and eigenstates of a Hamiltonian H with
an initial state having large overlap with target eigen-
states. We hereby review its recent versions [44, 45] based
on quantum singular value transformation (QSVT) [43]
instead of the primitive versions in the 1990s [34, 35].
Suppose we have an initial state |ψ⟩ expanded by

|ψ⟩ =
∑
n

cn |ϕn⟩ , cn = ⟨ϕn|ψ⟩ , (16)

where each state |ϕn⟩ is an eigenstate of H with an eigen-
value En. The Hamiltonian H is rescaled so that every
eigenvalue En belongs to [−1/2, 1/2).
Here, we consider two types of QPE algorithms. The

first one transforms the initial state by

|0⟩b |ψ⟩ →
∑
n

cn |(En)b⟩b |ϕn⟩+O(δ). (17)

The b-qubit register |·⟩b stores a b-bit binary (En)b, given
by

(En)b =

⌊
2bEn

⌋
2b

∈
{
−1

2
,−1

2
+ 2−b, . . . ,

1

2
− 2−b

}
.

(18)
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If the size of the register is set to b ∈ Θ(log(1/ε)), the
eigenvalue is approximated by En by |En − (En)b| ≤ ε.
The parameters ε, δ ∈ (0, 1) represent errors in the eigen-
value and output state, respectively. The measurement
on the register in computational basis probabilistically
returns one of the eigenvalues En within an allowable
error ε, and then the resulting state is projected to the
eigenstate |ϕn⟩. In addition, the transformation by Eq.
(17) is compatible with uncomputation, and thus it can
be employed as a subroutine of various algorithms such
as quantum linear system problems [46]. Such a protocol
is known to be available if we assume rounding promise
[44];

Definition 1. (Rounding promise)
A Hamiltonian H has rounding promise ν ∈ (0, 1) if

every eigenvalue En avoids width-ν fractions as

En /∈
2b−1⋃

x=−2b−1

[
x− ν/2

2b
,
x+ ν/2

2b

)
, (19)

The second type of QPE works without the assumption
of rounding promise, which is given by

|0⟩b |ψ⟩ →
∑
n

cn |(En)b⟩b |ϕn⟩+O(δ), (20)

|(En)b⟩b = pn0 |(En)b0⟩b + pn1 |(En)b1⟩ (21)

with some weights pn0 , p
n
1 ∈ C such that |pn0 |2+ |pn1 |2 = 1.

The register stores a superposition of two different b-bit
binaries (En)b0 and (En)b1, both of which are guaranteed
to approximate En up to the additive error ε. Although
this protocol is not compatible with uncomputation, it is
still useful for extracting accurate energy eigenvalues.

These QPE algorithms can be executed by QSVT,
whose building block is a controlled time-evolution
C[e2πiH ] or a controlled block-encoding C[OH ] given by

C[e2πiH ] = |0⟩ ⟨0| ⊗ I + |1⟩ ⟨1| ⊗ e2πiH , (22)

C[OH ] = |0⟩ ⟨0| ⊗ I + |1⟩ ⟨1| ⊗OH . (23)

Here, the block-encoding OH is a unitary gate satisfying

(⟨0|a ⊗ I)OH(|0⟩a ⊗ I) = H, (24)

which is implemented with a na-qubit ancilla referenvce
state |0⟩a. Block encoding is constructed when H is a
linear combination of unitary, a sparse-access matrix, and
so on [33]. The QPE algorithm has following preferable
properties in computing an eigenenergy and eigenstate.

(a) Guaranteed accuracy;
We can achieve guaranteed accuracy with arbitrar-
ily small ε, δ ∈ (0, 1) for energy eigenvalue by |En −
(En)b| ≤ ε and for output states by Eq. (17).

(b) Efficiency of algorithm;
The query complexity in C[e2πiH ] or C[OH ] is opti-
mal or nearly optimal in the allowable errors ε, δ and

the rounding promise ν. Namely, the query complex-
ity qQPE achieves the scaling

qQPE ∈

{
Θ
(

1
εν log(1/δ)

)
in C[e2πiH ],

Θ
((

1
εν + log ν

ν

)
log(1/δ)

)
in C[OH ],

(25)
as shown in Table I (The cost for the case without
the rounding promise corresponds to ν ∈ O(1)). The
number of ancilla qubits is at most logarithmic in all
the parameters.

(c) Measurement outcome;
Measurement of the register projects the state onto
the subspace of eigenstates with the measured energy
eigenvalue. Moreover, the probability of an outcome
|ϕn⟩ is given by the weight in the initial state as

pn = |cn|2 = | ⟨ϕn|ψ⟩ |2. (26)

Combining the properties (a)–(c), the total query com-
plexity for obtaining a preferable eigenstate (e.g. ground
state, low-energy excited state) is qQPE multiplied by

O
(
p−1
n

)
(based on iteration until success) or byO

(
p
−1/2
n

)
(based on quantum amplitude amplification, QAA [47]).
In general, identifying a preferable energy eigenvalue or
eigenstate of local Hamiltonians with polynomially small
accuracy is as difficult as a QMA-hard problem [48] and
pn is expected to be exponentially small in the system
size N . The property (c) dictates that making a good
guess on a target eigenstate |ϕn⟩ with the initial state
|ψ⟩ having large overlap |cn| ≥ 1/poly (N) (although still
difficult) leads to efficient computation of (En, |ϕn⟩).

III. SUMMARY OF RESULTS

In this section, we briefly summarize our results.
Throughout the paper, we consider a bounded time-
periodic Hamiltonian,

H(t) =

M∑
m=−M

Hme
−imωt, ∥Hm∥ ≤ α, (27)

defined on an N -qubit quantum many-body system.
Here, the cutoff M is assumed to satisfy M ∈ O(1). The
parameter α gives the energy scale of the whole system,
and scales as α ∈ poly (N) for local Hamiltonians. It
gives an upper bound on H(t) by

∥H(t)∥ ≤
M∑

m=−M
∥Hm∥ ≤ (2M + 1)α, ∀t ∈ R. (28)

This setup covers generic Floquet many-body systems
composed of spins, fermions, and bosons with finite and
conserved particle numbers. In addition, while we focus
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QPE Initial state Output Oracle Query complexity Ancilla qubits

Time-indep., H

(Refs. [44, 45])

∑
n cn |ϕn⟩ (En, |ϕn⟩) C[e2πiH ] 1

εν
log(1/δ) O(log(1/ε))

Time-indep., H

(Refs. [44, 45])

∑
n cn |ϕn⟩ (En, |ϕn⟩) C[OH ]

(
1
εν

+ log(1/ν)
ν

)
log(1/δ) na +O(log(1/ε))

Floquet, H(t)

(Section VI)

∑
n cn |ϕn(0)⟩ (ϵn, |ϕn(t)⟩) C[OHm ] αT+log(1/min(ε,δ)ν)

min(ε,δ)ν
log(1/δ) na +O(log(αT/min(ε, δ)) + log log(1/ν))

Floquet, H(t)

(Section VII)

∑
n cn |ϕn(0)⟩ (ϵn, |Φn⟩) C[OHm ] αT+N+log(1/ενδ)

εν
log(1/δ) na +O(log(αT/ε) + logN + log log(1/νδ))

TABLE I. Computational cost of the standard QPE and the Floquet QPE with rounding promise ν. The first two rows shows
QPE for time-independent H with rescaling ∥H∥ ≤ 1/2. The third and fourth row shows our main result which computes
quasienergy and various types of Floquet eigenstates as Theorems 9 and 12. The symbol na is the qubit number required for
block-encoding. When the rounding promise ν is set by ν ∈ O(1), the computational costs become those without rounding
promise.

on Eq. (27) in the main text, our results can be extended
for time-periodic Hamiltonians such that

H(t) =
∑
m∈Z

Hme
−imωt, ∥Hm∥ ≤ e−O(|m|), (29)

which are useful for wave packets of lasers for example
[28]. See Appendix E for the extension.

Our central results are nearly optimal quantum algo-
rithms that return pairs of quasienergy and a Floquet
eigenstate with guaranteed accuracy, like QPE. The un-
derlying strategy is quite simple; we employ the standard
QPE as a subroutine with using the Floquet Hamilto-
nian HF derived by the Sambe space formalism. This
is an intuitive reason why the algorithm for quasienergy
and a Floquet eigenstate can almost achieve the optimal
scaling of the QPE, but we have several points to be dis-
tinguished from time-independent cases. The first one
is the infinite dimensionality of the Sambe space H∞.
To execute computation with finite resource, we have to
truncate the dimension by restricting the Fourier index
l ∈ Z to

[L] = {−L+ 1,−L+ 2, . . . , L− 1, L}, (30)

with some cutoff L ∈ N. We use the truncated Floquet
Hamiltonian defined by

HL
F =

∑
|m|≤M

∑
l∈[L];l+m∈[L]

|l +m⟩ ⟨l|f −
∑
l∈[L]

lω |l⟩ ⟨l|f ⊗ I,

(31)
and then the truncation causes inaccuracies in
quasienergy and Floquet eigenstates. The second point
is the output of the algorithm. In contrast to time-
independent systems, we have options in eigenstates at
the end of the algorithms, i.e., |ϕn(t)⟩, which lives in the
original Hilbert spaceH, or |Φn⟩ in the Sambe spaceH∞.
Although the standard QPE is efficient as a subroutine, it
is nontrivial whether we can keep this efficiency and the
guaranteed accuracy when we deal with the two points
above. We resolve this problem in the following ways

and prove that the optimal scaling for time-independent
cases is almost achievable for time-periodic cases.
Accuracy of the Sambe space formalism.— We

begin with finding a proper cutoff L for the Sambe space
H∞. The cutoff is determined so that the estimated
quasienergy from the truncated Sambe space can approx-
imate the exact one with an allowable error ε. In Section
IV, we prove the following property of the truncated Flo-
quet Hamiltonian.

Theorem 2. (Accuracy of quasienergy, informal)
We consider a time-periodic Hamiltonian H(t), given

by Eq. (27), with M ∈ O(1). We set the cutoff of the
Sambe space by

L ∈ Θ(αT + log(1/ε)) . (32)

Then, the existence of quasienergy ϵn ∈ BZ implies
the existence of eigenvalue ϵ̃Ln of the truncated Floquet
Hamiltonian HL

F such that

|ϵ̃Ln − ϵn|
ω

≤ ε. (33)

Conversely, the existence of an eigenvalue ϵ̃Ln ∈ [−ω, ω)
in HL

F also implies quasienergy ϵn such that∣∣∣∣(ϵn − ϵ̃Lnω

)
mod. 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ε. (34)

The above theorem says that, when we want to repro-
duce quasienergy and a Floquet Hamiltonian from the
truncated Sambe space within an error ε, it is sufficient
to prepare Θ(αT +log(1/ε)) additional dimensions. This
result gives Θ(logL) as the number of additional qubits
for computing the Floquet eigenstate |Φn⟩, which is ir-
relevant cost for the standard QPE.
Floquet QPE.— In Sections VI and VII, we explic-

itly organize quantum algorithms for quasienergy and a
Floquet eigenstate. Associating the solution of Eq. (3)
with that of time-independent systems, the initial state
|ψ⟩ is expanded by

|ψ⟩ =
∑
n

cn |ϕn(0)⟩ , cn = ⟨ϕn(0)|ψ⟩ . (35)
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This means that the initial guess on Floquet eigenstates
is based on the physical Hilbert space, but not on the
Sambe space lacking of physical interpretation. In con-
trast, time-periodicity ramifies candidates of the output.
One is a pair of (ϵn, |ϕn(t)⟩), where the transformation is
given by

|0⟩b |ψ⟩ →
∑
n

cn |(ϵn)b⟩b |ϕn(t)⟩+O(δ), (36)

in the presence of rounding promise. The b-qubit register
stores a b-bit binary (ϵn)b that approximates ϵn ∈ BZ
within an error ε by∣∣∣∣(ϵn − (ϵn)b

ω

)
mod. 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ε. (37)

The other Floquet eigenstate |Φn⟩ in the Sambe space,
which has one-to-one correspondence with |ϕn(t)⟩ can
also be the output. The quantum algorithm for this out-
put executes the transformation,

|0⟩b |ψ⟩ →
∑
n

cn |(ϵn)b⟩b |Φn⟩+O(δ), (38)

which returns pairs of (ϵn, |Φn⟩). This version is advan-
tageous for extracting Fourier components |ϕln⟩ and com-
puting integration in time [2].

Based on the Sambe space formalism with proper trun-
cation, we organize quantum algorithms for both Floquet
eigenstates |ϕn(t)⟩ and |Φn⟩, equipped with all the favor-
able properties of the standard QPE, (a)–(c) (See Sec-
tion IIC). In Section VI, the quantum algorithm returns
pairs of (ϵn, |ϕn(t)⟩) based on the QPE for the Floquet
operator U(T ; 0), where the cutoff L is determined by the
Lieb-Robinson bound of the Sambe space [28]. In Section
VII, the quantum algorithm returns pairs of (ϵn, |Φn⟩)
based on the QPE for the truncated Floquet Hamilto-
nian HL

F , where the cutoff L is determined by the bound
Eq. (32) derived in Section IV. These algorithms run
with queries to controlled unitary gates C[OHm ], where
each block-encoding OHm embeds a Fourier component
Hamiltonian Hm by

⟨0|OHm |0⟩a =
Hm

αm
, ∥Hm∥ ≤ αm. (39)

Without loss of generality, we replace the factor α of Eq.
(27) by

α = max
|m|≤M

(αm), (40)

which does not substantially change the scaling of the
computational cost. With or without rounding promise
ν, which will be properly extended for Floquet systems
later, we obtain query complexity and ancilla qubits re-
quired for the algorithm as Table I (or see Theorem 9
and Theorem 12 formally). Notably, as discussed respec-
tively in Sections VI and VII, these quantum algorithms

FIG. 1. Decomposition of a Floquet eigenstate in the Sambe
space, |Φn⟩. At each Fourier index l ∈ Z, it has a component
|ϕln⟩ whose magnitude rapidly decays in l by Theorem 3.

are as efficient as the standard QPE except for logarith-
mic corrections, both in terms of query complexity and
ancilla qubits in ε, δ, ν.
As applications of the Floquet QPE, we also provide

the eigenstate preparation algorithms for Floquet sys-
tems in Section VIII. In these quantum algorithms, a
preferable gapped Floquet eigenstate, either |ϕn(t)⟩ or
|Φn⟩, can be prepared from an initial state having an
overlap with |ϕn(0)⟩. Owing to the near optimality of the
Floquet QPE, these eigenstate preparation algorithms
can also be executed almost as efficiently as the opti-
mal one for time-independent systems [44], as shown in
Table II later. Through the lens of the Floquet QPE
or its application, the Floquet eigenstate preparation,
we conclude that the computation of quasienergy and
various Floquet eigenstates is as complicated as time-
independent problems, despite the existence of time-
dependency or the infinite-dimensionality caused by it.
At the same time, our results will provide promising tools
for exploring nonequilibrium materials immediately after
realization of the standard QPE on future quantum com-
puters.

IV. ACCURACY OF SAMBE SPACE
FORMALISM

A. Explicit cutoff for acurate quasienergy

In this section, we derive the accuracy of the Sambe
space formalism with truncation. Namely, we derive the
proper cutoff L ∈ Θ(αT + log(1/ε)) so that quasienergy
ϵn can be reproduced with an error up to ε, as shown
by Propositions 4 and 5 in Section IV. The derivation
relies on the generic property of every Fourier component
of a Floquet eigenstate |ϕln⟩, i.e., the fact that the norm∥∥|ϕln⟩∥∥ decays rapidly in |l|. This property is summarized
in the following theorem.

Theorem 3. (Tails of Floquet eigenstates)
Suppose that a Floquet eigenstate |ϕn(t)⟩ or equiva-

lently |Φn⟩ has quasienergy ϵn ∈ BZ = [−ω/2, ω/2) under
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the Hamiltonian, Eq. (27). Then, every Fourier compo-
nent exponentially decays as

∥∥|ϕln⟩∥∥ ≤ exp

(
−|l| − 1/2

2M + 1
+

sinh 1

2π
αT

)
. (41)

This property can be derived by the analogy with a
one-dimensional local quantum systems under a linear
potential [49, 50]. In this picture, the Fourier index l
plays a role of a coordinate, and the Fourier component
Hm and the linear term −lω in HF are respectively in-
terpreted as the hopping by m sites and the linear po-
tential. The exponential decay of

∥∥|ϕln⟩∥∥ is rigorously
derived for single-particle quantum systems in Refs. [51]
or roughly concluded for generic systems with associating
the localization under a one-dimensional linear potential
in Refs. [52, 53]. However, we are not able to find the
explicit bound valid for generic many-body systems like
Eq. (41), and hence, we provide its detailed derivation
in Appendix A for this paper to be self-contained.

Theorem 3 states that amplitudes of every Fourier
component become smaller than ε for Fourier indices l
such that |l| ≥ Θ(αT + log(1/ε)), as shown in Fig. 1.
We note that this property holds for generic quasienergy
ϵn − l′ω (l′ ∈ Z), since shifting |Φln⟩ by Eq. (15) results

in the corresponding Floquet eigenstate |Φl′n⟩. The same
exponential decay holds with the shift l→ l − l′. Owing
to the exponential decay, neglecting such large Fourier
indices is expected to preserve quesienergy and Floquet
eigenstates. Indeed, the contributions of large Fourier
indices l ∈ Z\[L] are bounded by

∑
l∈Z\[L]

∥∥|ϕl⟩∥∥ ≤ 2

∞∑
l=L

exp

(
− l − 1/2

2M + 1
+

sinh 1

2π
αT

)

=
2e

3
2(2M+1)

e
1

2M+1 − 1
exp

(
− L

2M + 1
+

sinh 1

2π
αT

)
≤ 9(2M + 1) exp

(
− L

2M + 1
+

sinh 1

2π
αT

)
,

(42)

whose scaling is e−Θ(L−αT ) as well. Theorem 2 rigorously
supports neglecting them. The theorem has two parts:
One is that the truncated Floquet Hamiltonian has an
eigenvalue sufficiently close to every quasienergy under
the cutoff L ∈ Θ(αT + log(1/ε)), and the other is its
converse. We prove them respectively by Propositions 4
and 5 as follows.

Proposition 4. (Former part of Theorem 2)
When a time-periodic Hamiltonian has quasinergy

ϵn ∈ BZ, the corresponding truncated Floquet Hamil-
tonian HL

F has an eigenvalue ϵ̃Ln satisfying

|ϵ̃Ln − ϵn|
ω

≤ 8(2M+1)2αT exp

(
− L

2M + 1
+

sinh 1

2π
αT

)
.

(43)

In addition, for a series of integers l ∈ Z, it also has an
eigenvalue ϵ̃Ln that approximates ϵn − lω by

|ϵ̃Ln − (ϵn − lω)|
ω

≤ 8(2M + 1)2αT exp

(
− L− |l|
2M + 1

+
sinh 1

2π
αT

)
.

(44)

Proof of Proposition 4.— We use the fact that if
we have an approximate eigenstate |ψ⟩ of H such
that ∥(H − ⟨ψ|H|ψ⟩) |ψ⟩∥ ≤ ε and ∥|ψ⟩∥ = 1, then
H has an eigenvalue E such that |E − ⟨ψ|H|ψ⟩ | ≤
ε [54]. In this case, we derive the bound on∥∥(HL

F − ⟨Φn|HL
F |Φn⟩) |Φn⟩

∥∥, and show that the value

⟨Φn|HL
F |Φn⟩ is well approximated by ϵn.

First, the action of the truncated Floquet Hamiltonian
HL

F on the state |Φn⟩ is calculated as follows,

(HL
F − ϵn) |Φn⟩

=
∑
m

∑
l∈[L]

;l+m∈[L]

|l +m⟩f Hm |ϕln⟩ −
∑
l∈[L]

(ϵn + lω) |l⟩f |ϕ
l
n⟩

=
∑
l∈[L]

|l⟩f

 ∑
|m|≤M

Hm |ϕl−mn ⟩ − (ϵn + lω) |ϕln⟩



+
∑

|m|≤M

 ∑
l∈[L]

;l+m∈[L]

−
∑

l∈−m+[L]

 |l +m⟩f Hm |ϕln⟩ .

(45)

In the last inequality, −m + [L] denotes the set {−m −
L + 1,−m − L + 2, . . . ,−m + L}. Since the first term
of Eq. (45) vanishes due to the eigenvalue equation Eq.
(9), we arrive at the upper bound,∥∥(HL

F − ϵn) |Φn⟩
∥∥

≤
∑

|m|≤M

∑
|l|≥L−M

∥Hm∥ ·
∥∥|ϕln⟩∥∥

≤ 9(2M + 1)2α exp

(
− L−M
2M + 1

+
sinh 1

2π
αT

)
,(46)

where we use Eq. (42) as a result of Theorem 3. The
same upper bound holds also for (ϵn− ⟨Φn|HL

F |Φn⟩) due
to

|ϵn − ⟨Φn|HL
F |Φn⟩ | = | ⟨Φn|(HL

F − ϵn)|Φn⟩ |
≤
∥∥(HL

F − ϵn) |Φn⟩
∥∥. (47)

From these inequalities, we immediately observe that∥∥(HL
F − ⟨Φn|HL

F |Φn⟩) |Φn⟩
∥∥ is less than the twice of the

bound of Eq. (46). Reflecting that ⟨Φn|HL
F |Φn⟩ is ap-

proximated by ϵn with the same bound of Eq. (46),
the truncated Floquet HamiltonianHL

F has an eigenvalue
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satisfying

|ϵ̃Ln − ϵn| ≤ 27(2M + 1)2α exp

(
− L−M
2M + 1

+
sinh 1

2π
αT

)
.

(48)

Considering ω = 2π/T and e
M

2M+1 ≤ e1/2, this eigenvalue
satisfies the inequality, Eq. (43). In the latter part, the
existence of an eigenvalue approximating ϵn − lω can be
proved in a similar way using the eigenstate |Φln⟩, defined
by Eq. (15). □

Proposition 4 states that eigenvalues and eigenstates
of HF accurately predict those of HL

F . Or equivalently,
owing to the equivalence of |ϕn(t)⟩ and |Φn(t)⟩, diago-
nalizing the Floquet operator U(T ; 0) can accurately re-
produce ϵ̃Ln . Since the scaling of Eq. (43) is expressed by
exp(−Θ(L− αT )), choosing L ∈ Θ(αT +log(1/ε)) is suf-
ficient to suppress the error up to ε. Next, we prove the
remaining part of Theorem 2, which states the oppsite,
as the following proposition.

Proposition 5. (Latter part of Theorem 2)

Suppose that the truncated Floquet Hamiltonian HL
F

has an eigenvalue ϵ̃Ln . Then, the existence of quasienergy
ϵn satisfying∣∣∣∣(ϵn − ϵ̃Lnω

)
mod. 1

∣∣∣∣
≤ 9(2M + 1)2αT exp

(
−L− |ϵ̃

L
n |/ω

2M + 1
+

sinh 1

2π
αT

)
(49)

is guaranteed.

Proof of Proposition 5.— We prove that the corre-
sponding eigenstate |Φ̃Ln⟩ for the Hamiltonian HL

F is an
approximate eigenstate of HF in a manner similar to
Proposition 4. When the state |Φ̃Ln⟩ is expanded by

|Φ̃Ln⟩ =
∑
l∈[L] |l⟩f |ϕ̃l,Ln ⟩, the Fourier component shows

an exponential decay as∥∥∥|ϕ̃l,Ln ⟩∥∥∥ ≤ exp

(
−|l| − |ϵ̃

L
n |/ω

2M + 1
+

sinh 1

2π
αT

)
, (50)

as well as |ϕln⟩ (See Proposition B3 in Appendix A for its
detailed derivation).∥∥∥(HF − ϵ̃Ln) |Φ̃Ln⟩

∥∥∥ =
∥∥∥(HF −HL

F ) |Φ̃Ln⟩
∥∥∥

=

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
∑

|m|≤M

∑
l∈[L]

;l+m/∈[L]

|l +m⟩f Hm |ϕ̃l,Ln ⟩

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
≤ 2(2M + 1)α

∞∑
l=L−M

∥∥∥|ϕ̃l,Ln ⟩∥∥∥. (51)

We can organize an inequality similar to Eq. (42) based
on Eq. (50), giving the following inequality,∥∥∥(HF − ϵ̃Ln) |Φ̃Ln⟩

∥∥∥
ω

≤ 3(2M + 1)2αT exp

(
−L− |ϵ̃

L
n |/ω

2M + 1
+

sinh 1

2π
αT

)
.

(52)

Similar to Proposition 4, this inequality gives

the upper bounds for |ϵ̃Ln − ⟨Φ̃Ln |HF|Φ̃Ln⟩ | and∥∥∥(HF − ⟨Φ̃Ln |HF|Φ̃Ln⟩) |Φ̃Ln⟩
∥∥∥. Then, it ensures the

existence of an eigenvalue ϵn − lω in the spectrum of the
Floquet Hamiltonian HF, whose difference from ϵ̃Ln is
at most 3ω-times as large as the right-hand side of Eq.
(52). This immediately implies the satisfaction of Eq.
(49). □
Suppose that we are interested in quasienergy ϵn in

BZ. Then, we compute an eigenvalue ϵ̃Ln in or around BZ
such that |ϵ̃Ln |/ω ≤ 1. In this case, Proposition 5 ensures
that, with the choice of the cutoff L by

L =

⌈
(2M + 1)

(
sinh 1

2π
αT + log(1/ε) + log

(
9(2M + 1)2αT

))⌉
+ 1 ∈ Θ(αT + log(1/ε)) , (53)

there exists a quasienergy ϵn ∈ BZ such that∣∣∣∣(ϵn − ϵ̃Lnω

)
mod. 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ε. (54)

Therefore, this characterizes the proper cutoff for the
Sambe space formalism by L ∈ Θ(αT + log(1/ε)). Sim-
ilarly, a series of the equivalent values {ϵn − lω}l∈Z can
be embedded in the spectrum of HL

F with the same scal-
ing. For instance, when we choose the cutoff 2L with L
given by Eq. (53), the eigenvalue ϵ̃Ln in BZl can approx-

imate ϵn − lω for l ∈ [L]. In other words, if the target
quasienergy is Θ(αT +log(1/ε)) away from the boundary
of the truncated Sambe space, it will be reproduced by
the truncated Floquet Hamiltonian within an error of ωε.
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B. Relation to the time-evolution in the Sambe
space formalism

Theorem 2 states that the cutoff L ∈ Θ(αT +log(1/ε))
is sufficient to reproduce the exact quasienergy within
an error ωε from HL

F . Here, we discuss its relation to
the similar bound on the time-evolution operators in the
Sambe space formalism.

According to the Sambe space formalism [55], the time-
evolution operator U(t; 0) defined by Eq. (4) is also ex-
pressed by the Floquet Hamiltonian HF as

U(t; 0) =
∑
l∈Z

e−ilωt ⟨l|e−iHFt|0⟩f . (55)

This formalism avoids the use of the Dyson series ex-
pansion but instead use the Sambe space H∞. Like
quasienergy and Floquet eigenstates here, it requires
truncation of the Sambe space. Using the Lieb-Robinson
bound [56–58], Refs. [28, 30] have provided a proper cut-
off LLR which satisfies∥∥∥U(t; 0)−

∑
l∈[LLR] e

−ilωt ⟨l|e−iH
LLR
F t|0⟩f

∥∥∥ ≤ ε, (56)
LLR ∈ Θ(αt+ log(1/ε)). (57)

In order to compute quasienergy by the Floquet operator
U(T ; 0), we set t = T in the above. Note that in this case
the cutoff LLR has the same scaling Θ(αT + log(1/ε)) as
the cutoff L in Theorem 2.
We remark that the origins of the cutoffs L and LLR

are different despite their common scaling. The former
originates from the static property of the Floquet Hamil-
tonian HF. The cutoff L is determined by the spread of
each Fourier components |ϕln⟩ by Theorem 3. This can
be interpreted as localization in a one-dimensional static
system under linear potential [49, 50]. In contrast, the
latter cutoff LLR reflects the dynamic property of HF. It
comes from the Lieb-Robinson bound in the Sambe space
[28], ∥∥⟨l|e−iHFt|0⟩

∥∥ ≤ e−Θ(|l|−αt), (58)

which states that the propagation from 0 to l brought by
the dynamics is exponentially suppressed depending on
the distance |l|.
The common scaling of L and LLR results in some de-

sirable properties. First, it ensures that computing an
eigenstate |Φ̃Ln⟩ of the truncated Floquet Hamiltonian
HL

F is also valid for estimating the Floquet eigenstate
in the physical Hilbert space, |ϕn(t)⟩. As Floquet theory

gives the relations Eqs. (5) and (8), the state |Φ̃Ln⟩ is
expected to generate an approximate Floquet eigenstate
by

|ϕ̃Ln(t)⟩ ≡ eiϵ̃
L
ntU(t; 0)

∑
l∈[L]

(⟨l|f ⊗ I) |Φ̃
L
n⟩ . (59)

Because of the common scaling, the choice of L ∈ Θ(αT+
log(1/ε)) actually guarantees this expectation within an

error ε by∥∥∥(U(t+ T ; t)− e−iϵ̃nT
)
|ϕ̃Ln(t)⟩

∥∥∥∥∥∥|ϕ̃Ln(t)⟩∥∥∥ ≤ ε. (60)

The second advantage of the common scaling is the
common computational complexity for different types of
Floquet eigenstates |Φn⟩ and |ϕn(t)⟩. As discussed in
Sections VI and VII, the cutoffs L and LLR will be re-
spectively used for the quantum algorithm that returns
(ϵn, |Φn⟩) and the one for (ϵn, |ϕn(t)⟩). While their com-
putational costs are respectively characterized by L and
LLR, their common scaling leads to essentially the same
costs in ε and αT . Although they have different static
and dynamical origins, this corresponds to the one-to-
one correspondence of the Floquet eigenstates |Φn⟩ and
|ϕn(t)⟩.

C. Cost of classical computation

The relation between the truncation of the Sambe
space and the exact quasi-energy, by Theorem 2, is cor-
rect regardless of whether the computation is classical or
quantum. Here, we briefly discuss what Theorem 2 im-
plies for classical computational cost, before moving on
to quantum algorithms.
When we do not rely on the Sambe space formalism, we

usually compute pairs of quasienergy and Floquet eigen-
states via time discretization. Introducing discretized
time t = 0,∆t, . . . , L∆t with ∆t ≡ T/L, we compute
the Floquet operator by

U(T ; 0) =

L−1∏
j=1

e−iH(j∆t)∆t +O
(
(αT )2

L

)
. (61)

The error term O
(
(αT )2/L

)
comes from neglecting the

time-dependence in each time bin ∆t, bounded by the
time derivative ∥H ′(t)∥ ≤ (2M + 1)Mωα. To sup-
press the error up to ε in quasienergy, the discretiza-
tion number L should be in O

(
(αT )2/ε

)
. Then, the

computation of quasienergy by diagonalizing Eq. (61)
requires L ∈ O

(
(αT )2/ε

)
times diagonalization and

multiplication of size-(dim(H)) matrices. In general,
where we assume no structures on every Hm, this yields
O
(
((αT )2/ε)(dim(H))3

)
time of classical computation.

On the other hand, let us consider the case where we
use the truncated Sambe space. We choose the cutoff L
by L ∈ Θ(αT + log(1/ε)) according to Theorem 2, and
resort to single diagonalization of the size-(L× dim(H))
matrix HL

F . This requires classical computational time
O
(
(αT + log(1/ε))3(dim(H))3

)
, whose scaling in the in-

verse error 1/ε is exponentially smaller than the standard
method without the Sambe space.
However, we note that the Sambe space approach is

not necessarily advantageous compared to the time dis-
cretization approach in classical computation. Although
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it has good scaling in 1/ε, its scaling in αT ∈ poly (N) is
rather worse. It is also problematic that we need O

(
L2
)

times more classical memory. In addition, when we as-
sume the locality of the Hamiltonian H(t) as its internal
structure, the time-discretization method can avoid diag-
onalization in every time step by Trotterization [31, 59].
On the other hand, in quantum computation, the treat-
ment of time-dependent Hamiltonians is more compli-
cated than that for time-independent ones, exempified
by the availability of QSVT [43, 45], and the additional
memory only requires O(logL) qubits. Thus, quantum
algorithms can fully exploit the power of the Sambe space
formalism, as discussed in Sections VI and VII.

V. FLOQUET QPE: PRELIMINARIES

In Sections V-VII, we organize a nearly optimal quan-
tum algorithm called “Floquet QPE”, using the results
in Section IV. Roughly speaking, it returns quasienergy
and a Floquet eigenstate with guaranteed accuracy by∑

n

cn |ϕn(0)⟩ →

{∑
n cn |(ϵn)b⟩b |ϕn(t)⟩+O(δ),∑
n cn |(ϵn)b⟩b |Φn⟩+O(δ).

(62)
Before deriving the main results on the algorithms, we
here provide some preliminaries on the conditions, the
block-encoding, and the rounding promise so that they
can be Floquet counterparts of the standard QPE.

A. Requirements of Floquet QPE

As discussed in Section IIC, the standard QPE has fa-
vorable properties on accuracy, efficiency, and measure-
ment outcome. We construct quantum algorithms so that
the following Floquet counterparts hold.

(a′) Guaranteed accuracy;
Every b-bit outcome (ϵn)b gives a good estimate for
a certain quasienergy ϵn by∣∣∣∣(ϵn − (ϵn)b

ω

)
mod. 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ε, (63)

with high probability larger than 1− δ.

(b′) Efficiency of algorithm;
The query complexity in C[OHm ] is at most poly-
nomial in ε, ν, δ, and other parameters such as the
system size N . The number of ancilla qubits is at-
most logarithmic in the above parameters.

(c′) Measurement outcome;
Measurement of the register projects the state onto
the subspace of Floquet eigenstates |ϕn(t)⟩ or |Φn⟩
with the measured quasienergy eigenvalue. More-
over, the probability of an outcome |ϕn(t)⟩ or |Φn⟩
is given by the weight in the initial state |ψ⟩ ∈ H as

pn = |cn|2 = | ⟨ϕn(0)|ψ⟩ |2. (64)

The properties (a′) and (b′) are the minimum require-
ments for the accuracy and the efficiency like the stan-
dard QPE. Since the Floquet QPE includes the standard
QPE by setting T = (2∥H0∥)−1 and M = 0, its compu-
tational cost is inevitably equal to or greater than that
of the time-independent cases. Nevertheless, as will be
discussed later, the efficiency can achieve near optimal
scaling of time-independent cases in all the parameters.
The third property (c′) reflects characteristics of time-
periodicity. The weight cn is determined by |ϕn(0)⟩ so
that the initial guess can be made based on the phys-
ical Hilbert space but not on the virtual Sambe space.
The options in the outputs, |ϕn(t)⟩ or |Φn⟩, are also
inherent in time-periodic Hamiltonians. This property
ensures that a preferable Floquet eigenstate can be ef-
ficiently prepared under the assumption of good initial
guess on |ϕn(0)⟩ with large |cn|.

B. Modified Floquet Hamiltonian

We employ block-encoding of each Fourier component
Hamiltonian OHm , characterized by Eq. (39), as oracles
in quantum algorithms. These oracles are used for orga-
nizing block-encoding of the truncated Floquet Hamilto-
nian HL

F . However, the slightly modified Floquet Hamil-
tonian defined by

HL
F,pbc =∑
|m|≤M

∑
l∈[L]

|(l ⊕m)[L]⟩ ⟨l|f ⊗Hm −
∑
l∈[L]

lω |l⟩ ⟨l|f ⊗ I

(65)

is more suitable for block-encoding [28]. The addition
(l⊕m)[L] ∈ [L] is defined modulo [L]. The symbol “pbc”

comes from the fact that HL
F,pbc assumes the periodic

boundary condition in the Fourier index direction |l⟩. We
can organize the block-encoding of HL

F,pbc with the fol-
lowing resource:

Proposition 6. (Block-encoding of HL
F,pbc)

When an ancilla system a′ composed of the ancilla a
and additional O(logL) qubits is prepared, the block-
encoding OHLF,pbc

satisfying the equality,

⟨0|OHLF,pbc
|0⟩

a′
=
HL

F,pbc

α̃
, (66)

can be implemented by one query respectively for
C[OHm ] and additional O(logL) primitive gates for any
positive number α̃ larger than

αLF ≡ (2M + 1)α+ Lω. (67)

See Appendix C or Ref. [28] for its detailed con-
struction. We totally need 2M + 1 queries to one of
{C[OHm ]}m to implement C[OHLF,pbc

]. Due to the as-

sumption of M ∈ O(1), this query complexity is con-
stant. We also recall that the factor αLF gives a bound on
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the truncated Floquet Hamiltonian by
∥∥HL

F

∥∥ ≤ αLF and∥∥∥HL
F,pbc

∥∥∥ ≤ αLF .
The difference between HL

F and HL
F,pbc appears only at

the boundaries l ≃ ±L, which have quasienergy around
±Lω, and hardly affects its center BZ. As long as we
are interested in quasienergy ϵn ∈ BZ, we can substitute
HL

F,pbc for H
L
F , which has an efficient block-encoding. In-

deed, the alternative Floquet Hamiltonian HL
F,pbc satis-

fies the counterpart of Theorems 2, which states that
ϵn and |Φn⟩) are respectively an approximate eigenvalue
and an approximate eigenstate of HL

F,pbc under the same

scaling of L (See Appendix C for its detailed discussion).
Similar to HL

F , their errors are suppressed up to O(ε) by
setting L ∈ Θ(αT + log(1/ε)). This ensures that run-
ning quantum algorithm based on the Floquet Hamilto-
nian HL

F,pbc is essentially the same as that based on HL
F .

While we formulate the Floquet QPE algorithms based
on the common Floquet Hamiltonian HL

F in the follow-
ing sections, we note that the actual algorithms run with
HL

F,pbc. We can think of the block-encoding OHLF as be-

ing implemented by constant queries to C[OHm ] or its
inverse.

In our algorithms, the block-encoding C[OHm ] or its
inverse are always used for QSVT. Since the ancilla sys-
tem a (or a′) is set to the reference state |0⟩a (or |0⟩a′)
both before and after the operations, we omit them in
the following discussion.

C. Rounding promise

Next, we define rounding promise ν appropriate for
time-periodic Hamiltonians. A quasienergy in BZ satis-
fies ϵn/ω ∈ [−1/2, 1/2) under renormalization. Analo-
gous to Definition 1 for time-independent Hamiltonians,
we define its counterpart as follows.

Definition 7. (Rounding promise)
A time-periodic Hamiltonian H(t) is said to have

rounding promise ν ∈ (0, 1) if every quasienergy in BZ
satisfies

ϵn
ω

/∈
2b

′−1⋃
x=−2b′−1

[
x− ν/2

2b′
,
x+ ν/2

2b′

)
, (68)

with a certain integer b′ ∈ Θ(log(1/ε)) such that 2−b
′ ≤

ε.

Note that the rounding promise of a time-periodic
Hamiltonian leads to that of the truncated Floquet
Hamiltonian HL

F in the sense of Definition 1. Let us

choose the renormalization factor of HL
F by 2b

L
Fω with

bLF ≡ 1 +

⌈
log2

2αLF
ω

⌉
, 2b

L
F ∈ Θ(αT + L) , (69)

so that the norm of HL
F /(2

bLFω) can be bounded by 1/2
for the standard QPE. To correctly obtain an estimate

of ϵn/ω within the error ε, it is sufficient to obtain a

(b′+bLF)-bit estimate of ϵ̃Ln/(2
bLFω) with b′ ∈ Θ(log(1/ε)).

Based on the fact that ϵ̃Ln is well approximated by ϵn by
Theorem 2, the rounding promise is inherited to HL

F for
the bit number b′ + bLF as follows.

Proposition 8. (Inherited rounding promise)
Suppose that a time-periodic Hamiltonian H(t) has

rounding promise ν ∈ (0, 1) with Eq. (68) and that
we are interested in eigenvalues ϵ̃Ln of HL

F in BZl =
[(−l − 1/2)ω, (−l + 1/2)ω). When we choose the cutoff
L by L ∈ Ω(αT + |l|+ log(1/εν)), the truncated Floquet
Hamiltonian HL

F can have rounding promise ν/2 in that

ϵ̃Ln
2b
L
Fω

/∈
(−l+1/2)2b

′⋃
x=(−l−1/2)2b′

[
x− ν/4
2b

′+bLF
,
x+ ν/4

2b
′+bLF

)
(70)

is satisfied.

Proof of Proposition 8.— According to Proposition 4,
we can choose the cutoff L ∈ Θ(αT + |l| + log(1/εν))
so that every eigenvalue ϵ̃Ln ∈ BZl can be approximated
by certain quasienergy ϵn as |(ϵ̃Ln − ϵn)/ω) mod. 1 | ≤
ν/2b

′+1. Combining this relation with the rounding
promise of a time-periodic Hamiltonian, Eq. (68), im-
mediately implies Eq. (70). □
The above rounding promise is based solely on the fact

that the eigenvalue ϵ̃Ln and the eigenstates |Φ̃Ln⟩ of HL
F are

respectively an approximate eigenvalue and eigenstate of
HF by Theorem 2. Thus, the same rounding promise as
Proposition 8 holds for the modified Floquet Hamiltonian
HL

F,pbc [See Section VB] as long as its eigenstate is an

approximate eigenstate ofHF within an errorO(εν). The
inherited rounding promise will be used for the standard
QPE under HL

F or HL
F,pbc.

VI. FLOQUET QPE: EIGENSTATES |ϕn(t)⟩ IN
THE PHYSICAL SPACE

A. Outline of the algorithm

We construct a Floquet QPE algorithm that out-
puts pairs of (ϵn, |ϕn(t)⟩), where the Floquet eigenstates
|ϕn(t)⟩ is defined on the physical Hilbert space H. In this
algorithm, we rely on the fact that the set of the Floquet
eigenstates {|ϕn(0)⟩}n diagonalizes the Floquet operator
as Eq. (6). Then, the standard QPE on U(T ; 0) can
return pairs of (ϵn, |ϕn(0)⟩). To obtain a superposition
of |ϕn(t)⟩, it is sufficient to apply U(t; 0) based on the
relation, |ϕn(t)⟩ = eiϵntU(t; 0) |ϕn(0)⟩.
We note that Ref. [27] has recently discussed a simi-

lar idea of performing the standard QPE on the Floquet
operator, but they focus on variational quantum algo-
rithms that prepare an initial state having large overlap
with a preferable eigenstate |ϕn(0)⟩. How the Floquet
operator is constructed is missing, and thus it is still un-
clear how much resource is needed to achieve the Floquet
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QPE for (ϵn, |ϕn(t)⟩) with satisfying conditions (a′)–(c′).
Here, we propose an algorithm based on the Sambe space
formalism for the time-evolution operator [28]. Using the
Lieb-Robinson bound, the time-evolution operator can be
expressed by the truncated Floquet HamiltonianHLLR

F as
shown in Eq. (56). According to Ref. [28], the Hamilto-
nian simulation performing the transformation,

|0⟩f |ψ⟩ → |0⟩f U(t; 0) |ψ⟩+O(δ′), ∀ |ψ⟩ ∈ H, (71)

can be implemented with setting LLR ∈ Θ(αt+log(1/δ′))
for t ∈ [0, T ]. The ancilla f has 2LLR degrees of freedom.
This algorithm requires Θ(αt+ LLR) queries to C[OHm ]
or its inverse, na+Θ(logLLR) ancilla qubits, and Θ(na+
logLLR) primitive gates per query. The implementation
of C[U(t; 0)] yields the same cost.

B. Algorithm and cost

We first consider the cases where a time-periodic
Hamiltonian has rounding promise ν ∈ (0, 1) as Eq. (68).
We construct the Floquet QPE, which transforms

|0⟩b |ψ⟩ →
∑
n

cn |(ϵn)b⟩b |ϕn(t)⟩+O(δ), (72)

under the initial state |ψ⟩ =
∑
n cn |ϕn(0)⟩. The b-bit bi-

nary (ϵn)b approximates the quasienergy ϵn ∈ BZ within
an error ωε. The algorithm combines the standard QPE
and the Sambe space formalism for U(T ; 0) based on the
following steps.

1. Organize a controlled operation of the Floquet op-
erator C[U(T ; 0)] +O(δ′) based on Eq. (71).

2. Execute the standard QPE by C[U(T ; 0)], using the
parameters εQPE, δ, ν. The number of qubits for the
register is determined by b ∈ Θ(log(1/εQPE)). This
step changes the initial state by

|0⟩b |0⟩f |ψ⟩

→ |0⟩f
∑
n

cn |(ϵn)b⟩b |ϕn(0)⟩+O(qQPEδ
′ + δ).

(73)

where qQPE ∈ O((1/εQPEν) log(1/δ)) denotes the
query complexity of the standard QPE in Eq. (25).
We set δ′ = δ/qQPE so that the error term in Eq.
(73) can scale as O(δ).

3. Time-evolution U(t; 0) +O(δ′) based on Eq. (71),
which results in

|0⟩f
∑
n

cne
iϵnt |(ϵn)b⟩b |ϕn(t)⟩+O(δ). (74)

4. Controlled phase gate based on the estimated value
(ϵn)b. This cancels the phase eiϵnt by changing the

state Eq. (74) to

→
∑
n

cne
i(ϵn−(ϵn)b)t |(ϵn)b⟩b |ϕn(t)⟩+O(δ)

=
∑
n

cn |(ϵn)b⟩b |ϕn(t)⟩+O(εQPE + δ). (75)

We set εQPE = min(ε, δ) to guarantee the errors
both in the output quasisnergy (ϵn)b and the out-
put state.

Let us evaluate the computational cost. Based on the
choice of δ′ = δ/qQPE and εQPE = min(ε, δ), the dimen-
sion of the truncated Sambe space should be given by

LLR ∈ Θ(αT + log(1/ν) + log(1/min(ε, δ))) . (76)

The query complexity in C[OHm ] or its inverse through
the algorithm is given by Θ(qQPE(αT + LLR)). The
number of ancilla qubits other than those for the block-
encoding OHm is Θ(log(1/εQPE)+ logLLR), composed of
the b-qubit register and the f -qubit ancilla for Fourier
indices l. The quantum gates other than the block-
encoding are divided into those for C[U(T ; 0)], those for
the standard QPE, and those for the controlled phase
gate in Step 4. The first group is dominant, which
amounts to Θ(qQPE(αT + logLLR)(na + logLLR)). Fi-
nally, we obtain the following theorem which character-
izes the computation of quasienergy ϵn and a Floquet
eigenstate |ϕn(t)⟩ ∈ H as a counterpart of QPE for time-
periodic Hamiltonians.

Theorem 9. (Algorithm for (ϵn, |ϕn(t)⟩))
Assume the existence of rounding promise ν. The

quantum algorithm of Eq. (72), which returns pairs of
quasienergy and a Floquet eigenstate (ϵn, |ϕn(t)⟩), can
be executed with the following computational resources
if we require the guaranteed quasisnergy error ε and the
guaranteed state error δ;

• Query complexity in C[OHm ] or its inverse

Θ

(
αT + log(1/min(ε, δ)ν)

min(ε, δ)ν
log(1/δ)

)
. (77)

• Number of ancilla qubits

na +Θ(log(αT/min(ε, δ)) + log log(1/ν))) . (78)

• Other primitive gates per query

Θ (na + log(αT/min(ε, δ)) + log log(1/ν))) . (79)

Note that the quantum algorithm without rounding
promise ν is organized similarly the above case. In Step
2, we run the standard QPE without rounding promise
setting ν ∈ O(1). Then, the b-qubit register in Eq. (73)
becomes

|(ϵn)b⟩b = pn0 |(ϵn)b0⟩b + pn1 |(ϵn)b1⟩b , (80)
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with some weights pn0 , p
n
1 according to Eqs. (20) and

(21). Both of the b-bit binary numbers (ϵn)b0 and (ϵn)b1
approximate ϵn within an error ωε. While the con-
trolled phase gate in Step 4 returns the phase e−i(ϵn)b0t

or e−i(ϵn)b1t, both of them cancel eiϵnt within an error
O(εQPE). As a result, performing Steps 1-4 with set-
ting ν ∈ O(1) completes the quantum algorithm in the
absence of rounding promise,

|0⟩b |ψ⟩ →
∑
n

cn |(ϵn)b⟩b |ϕn(t)⟩+O(δ). (81)

The computational cost for this task is obtained by set-
ting ν ∈ O(1) in Theorem 9.

The computational cost is also summarized in Table I.
We emphasize that it is essentially the same as the cost
of the standard QPE, excluding logarithmic corrections.
Focusing on the rounding promise ν or the quasienergy
error ε, the query complexity achieves nearly optimal
scaling in them, Θ(ν−1 log(1/ν)) and Θ(ε−1 log(1/ε)).
Its scaling in the state error δ, given by Θ(δ−1 log(1/δ))
seems to be worse, but it does not matter. The addi-
tional factor δ−1 compared to Eq. (25) comes from Step
4 only to cancel the phase of each Floquet eigenstate as
Eq. (75). In practice, we do not care about the phase
in many cases such as the case where we measure the
register and prepare the corresponding eigenstate (such
an algorithm is called QPE with garbage phases [44]).
We can omit Step 4 in that case with setting εQPE = ε,
and then the query complexity reproduces the scaling
Θ(log(1/δ)), which is optimal in δ. Even without this
omission, the similar cost is achieved under a relatively
loose constraint ε ≤ δ. Finally, we mention about the
coefficient αT ∈ poly (N) in the query complexity Eq.
(77). This factor, which is proportional to the norm of
H(t) by Eq. (28), is an artifact of normalization. While
a time-independent Hamiltonian in the standard QPE is
normalized by ∥H∥ ≤ 1/2, a time-periodic Hamiltonian
is not. If a given Hamiltonian H is not normalized as
well for fair comparison, the standard QPE has the same
factor proportional to ∥H∥ in the query complexity, by
replacing ε→ ε/∥H∥. To summarize, we can say that the
query complexity of our algorithm resembles that of the
standard QPE in all the parameters with logarithmic cor-
rections. Including that the differences in the number of
ancilla qubits and other quantum gates are respectively
logarithmic, the quantum algorithm outputting pairs of
quasienergy ϵn and a Floquet eigenstate |ϕn(t)⟩ ∈ H can
be as efficient as the optimal one for time-independent
cases.

VII. FLOQUET QPE: EIGENSTATES IN THE
SAMBE SPACE

A. Outline of the algorithm

In this section, we construct the Floquet QPE algo-
rithm, which returns pairs of (ϵn, |Φn⟩) for Floquet eigen-

state |Φn⟩ on the Sambe space H∞. We aim at the trans-
formation,∑

n

cn |ϕn(0)⟩ →
∑
n

cn |(ϵn)b⟩b |Φn⟩+O(δ) (82)

in this algorithm. The strategy is to exploit the stan-
dard QPE under the Floquet Hamiltonian HL

F (or ex-
actly HL

F,pbc) and extract its eigenvalue ϵ̃Ln , which rigor-
ously approximates quasienergy ϵn by Theorem 2 proved
in Section IV. However, compared to outputting |ϕn(t)⟩
as described in Section VI, it is difficult to output a Flo-
quet eigenstate |Φn⟩ living in the space different from
the initial state |ψ⟩ while preserving the weights {cn}n
during the process. We solve this by considering a uni-
form superposition of a Fourier index |l⟩. We present a
rough sketch of the algorithm with the assumption that
the cutoff L is large enough to neglect errors.

1. Prepare an initial state in the Sambe space
We prepare an initial state |ψ⟩ =

∑
n cn |ϕn(0)⟩,

and separately prepare an ancilla state with uni-
form distribution in Fourier indices. The initial
state in the Sambe space is a product state,

|Ψ0⟩ ∝

(∑
l

|l⟩f

)
⊗ |ψ⟩ , (83)

where we omit the renormalization factor. This al-
lows us to convert |ϕn(0)⟩ to |Φn⟩ in different spaces
with keeping the weights {cn}n, which can be con-
firmed by the following simple (but yet not rigor-
ous) calculation:∑

l

|l⟩f |ψ⟩ =
∑
l

|l⟩f
∑

n;ϵn∈BZ

cn
∑
l′

|ϕl
′

n⟩

=
∑

n;ϵn∈BZ

cn
∑
l,l′

Addl−l′ |l′⟩f |ϕ
l′

n⟩

=
∑

n;ϵn∈BZ

cn
∑
l

|Φln⟩ . (84)

This transformation is visualized by Fig. 2 (a).

2. QPE by the Floquet Hamiltonian
The standard QPE by the time-independent Flo-
quet Hamiltonian HF transforms the state of Eq.
(84) into∑

n;ϵn∈BZ

cn
∑
l

|(ϵn − lω)b⟩b |Φ
l
n⟩ . (85)

The b-qubit register stores an estimate of each
eigenvalue ϵn − lω in a b-bit binary.

3. Quantum arithmetic to convert |Φln⟩ to |Φn⟩
Quantum division by ω allows the transformation,

|(ϵn − lω)b⟩b |0⟩f → |(ϵn)b⟩b |l⟩f . (86)
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(a)                                                                     (b)

FIG. 2. Decomposition of the initial state for the Floquet QPE to compute (ϵn, |Φn⟩). (a) The initial state when the infinite-
dimensional Sambe space is ideally prepared. The lower and the upper sides respectively represent the left and the right hand
sides of Eq. (84). (b) The initial state actually implemented in the algorithm with the truncated Sambe space. Due to the
restricted width of each Floquet eigenstate |Φln⟩ as Fig. 1, the truncation causes an error only at the edges l ∼ ±4L. As
a consequence, the decomposition for the Sambe space holds for |l| ≲ 3L while we have an unpreferable term |ΨL⊥,n⟩ at the
boundaries as shown by Proposition 10.

Then, applying
∑
l |l⟩ ⟨l|f ⊗Add†l by quantum sub-

stitution removes Addl from Eq. (15). This results
in the preferable output state, ∑

n;ϵn∈BZ

cn |(ϵn)b⟩b |Φn⟩

⊗∑
l

|l⟩f . (87)

The above protocol requires the standard QPE un-
der time-independent Hamiltonians and some elementary
quantum arithmetic. Since the cost of the latter is at
most poly-logarithmic in all the parameters, the cost of
the above algorithm is dominated by the standard QPE.
Therefore, conditions (a′) and (b′) are expected to be
satisfied. Requirement (c′) is also promising because of
the maintained coherence. The probability of measuring
the outcome (ϵn, |Φn⟩) is pn = |cn|2 = | ⟨ϕn(0)|ψ⟩ |2 from
Eq. (87). Thus, we can prepare Floquet eigenstates in
the Sambe space |Φn⟩ based on a good initial guess on
the physical eigenstates |ϕn(0)⟩.
However, we have to keep in mind that the above rough

sketch neglects the infinite-dimensionality of the Sambe
space. We formulate the exact quantum algorithm that
works on the truncated Sambe space, satisfying require-
ments (a)–(c). The central ingredients for resolving the
infinite-dimensionality are Theorem 2 and 3, which can
guarantee efficiency and accuracy of the truncation. The
following sections are organized as follows. In Section
VIIB, we construct a reasonable initial state in the trun-
cated Sambe space, and show its counterpart of the de-
composition, Eq. (84). Sections VIIC and VIID are
dedicated to the algorithms with and without rounding
promise, respectively. As an artifact of the truncation,
we need QAA to remove non-negligible errors caused by
it, but it does not change the scaling of the cost. As a re-
sult, the scaling of the computational complexity is also

essentially the same as that of the standard QPE even
when we take the truncation into account. The above
rough sketch of the algorithm is intuitively correct, which
is summarized by Theorem 12.

B. Initial state in the Sambe space

In this section, we organize a reasonable initial state in
the truncated Sambe space from a given physical initial
state |ψ⟩ ∈ H, which plays a role of Eq. (83). The
serious problem caused by the truncation appears in the
decomposition, Eq. (84). It relies heavily on the infinite
sum over l ∈ Z, and this makes the initial state Eq. (83)
unnormalized and divergent. We solve this by showing
the counterpart of the decomposition Eq. (84).
Let us consider a truncated Sambe space H2pL =

C[2pL] ⊗ H, where an integer p ∈ N and a large cutoff
L ∈ N will be determined later. The infinite dimen-
sional Sambe space is used here for the sake of calcula-
tion, but we note that the physically accessible states are
in the truncated Sambe space. For a given initial state
|ψ⟩ =

∑
n;ϵn∈BZ cn |ϕn(0)⟩, we define the initial state in

the truncated Sambe space by

|ΨL0 ⟩ =

 1√
8L

∑
l∈[4L]

|l⟩f

⊗ |ψ⟩ ≡ U4L
uni |0⟩f |ψ⟩ (88)

For this definition, p ≥ 4 should hold. The unitary cir-
cuit U4L

uni for state preparation can be easily constructed
by O(logL) primitive gates to generate uniform distri-
bution on the ancilla system. We formulate the decom-
position corresponding to Eq. (84). A significant differ-
ence from the infinite-dimensional case appears due to
the boundaries of the summation over l, i.e., l ≃ ±4L.
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The exponentially-decaying tails of Floquet eigenstates
(Theorem 3) imply that the computation based on the
infinite-dimensional Sambe space, i.e. Eq. (84), is cor-
rect in the middle of [4L], but no longer valid near the
boundaries l ≃ ±4L. Namely, the decomposition of the
initial states contains unwanted terms at the boundaries,
as shown in Fig. 2 (b). The following proposition rig-
orously provides this decomposition for the truncated
Sambe space. While we focus on a single Floquet eigen-
state for simplicity, we note that generic cases are easily
reproduced by the linearity.

Proposition 10. (Decomposing the initial state)
Consider the initial state |ΨL0 ⟩ for a single Floquet

eigenstate, given by

|ΨL0,n⟩ ≡

 1√
8L

∑
l∈[4L]

|l⟩f

⊗ |ϕn(0)⟩ . (89)

Then, it is decomposed by

|ΨL0,n⟩ =
1√
8L

∑
l∈[3L]

|Φln⟩+
1

2
|ΨL⊥,n⟩+ |ΨLneg,n⟩ , (90)

where the states |ΨL⊥,n⟩ and |ΨLneg,n⟩ on the Sambe space
satisfy the following properties.

• The high-frequency term |ΨL⊥,n⟩:
Its norm is renormalized as ⟨ΨL⊥,n|ΨL⊥,n⟩ = 1.

When we define a projection P (BZ6L
L+1) by

P (BZ6L
L+1) =

∑
n;ϵn∈BZ

∑
l∈[6L]\[L+1]

|Φln⟩ ⟨Φln| ,

(91)
the state |ΨL⊥,n⟩ satisfies

P (BZ6L
L+1) |ΨL⊥,n⟩ = |ΨL⊥,n⟩ . (92)

It means that this state has a large Fourier index
l ∈ [6L]\[L + 1], indicating the large-scale energy
under HF.

• The negligible term |ΨLneg,n⟩:
Its norm is bounded by∥∥|ΨLneg,n⟩∥∥ ≤ e−Θ(L−αT ), (93)

and can be negligible under the large cutoff L.

The first term in the right-hand side of Eq. (90) rep-
resents a uniform superposition of Floquet eigenstates in
the Sambe space, which appears as a counterpart of Eq.
(84). On the other hand, the second and the third terms
are drawbacks of truncating the Sambe space.

We will prove Proposition 10 by decomposing the resid-
ual term defined by

|ΨL1,n⟩ ≡ |ΨL0,n⟩ −
1√
8L

∑
l∈[3L]

|Φln⟩ (94)

in a few steps. We start with the following lemma, which
gives the norm of this state.

Lemma 11. (Norm of Residual term)
The norm of the residual term |ΨL1,n⟩, defined by Eq.

(94), is bounded by∣∣∣∣∥∥|ΨL1,n⟩∥∥− 1

2

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 27(2M + 1)e−
L

2M+1+
sinh 1
2π αT

∈ e−Θ(L−αT ). (95)

Proof of Lemma 11.— Note that |Φln⟩ and |Φl
′

n⟩ are
orthogonal for l ̸= l′ since they are different eigenstates
of the Floquet Hamiltonian HF. The squared norm of
interest is evaluated by

⟨ΨL1,n|ΨL1,n⟩ =
7

4
− 1√

2L

∑
l∈[3L]

Re ⟨ΨL0,n|Φln⟩

=
7

4
− 1

4L

∑
l∈[3L]

∑
l′∈[4L]

Re ⟨ϕn(0)|ϕl
′−l
n ⟩

=
1

4
+
∑
l∈[3L]

1−
∑
l′∈[4L] Re ⟨ϕn(0)|ϕl

′−l
n ⟩

4L
.

(96)

We recall that each Floquet eigenstate |ϕn(0)⟩ is renor-
malized and that it is given by the summation |ϕn(0)⟩ =∑
l∈Z |ϕln⟩ in the Fourier series as Eq. (8). For every

l ∈ [3L], the second term is bounded by∣∣∣∣∣∣1−
∑
l′∈[4L]

Re ⟨ϕn(0)|ϕl
′−l
n ⟩

∣∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣∣Re ⟨ϕn(0)|
|ϕn(0)⟩ − ∑

l′∈[4L]

|ϕl
′−l
n ⟩

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤

∑
l′∈Z\[L]

∥∥∥|ϕl′n⟩∥∥∥. (97)

The left hand side of Eq. (95) is evaluated by∣∣∣∣∥∥|ΨL1,n⟩∥∥− 1

2

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2

∣∣∣∣⟨ΨL1,n|ΨL1,n⟩ − 1

4

∣∣∣∣
≤ 3

∑
l′∈Z\[L]

∥∥∥|ϕl′n⟩∥∥∥. (98)

Using Eq. (42) as the result of Theorem 3, we arrive at
the inequality, Eq. (95). □
This lemma dictates that the weight of the unwanted

term in the initial state |ΨL0,n⟩ is approximately 1/4.
Namely, the drawback of the finite-dimensionality is not
negligible, which is the reason of introducing QAA later.
Anyway, we are ready to prove Proposition 10 as follows.
Proof of Proposition 10.— We consider the decom-

position of the residual term |ΨL1,n⟩ by the projection

P (BZ6L
L+1) as follows:

|ΨL1,n⟩ = P (BZ6L
L+1) |ΨL1,n⟩+(I−P (BZ6L

L+1)) |ΨL1,n⟩ . (99)
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Then, we define the states in the Sambe space, |ΨL⊥,n⟩
and |ΨLneg,n⟩, by

|ΨL⊥,n⟩ =
P (BZ6L

L+1) |ΨL1,n⟩∥∥P (BZ6L
L+1) |ΨL1,n⟩

∥∥ , (100)

|ΨLneg,n⟩ = (I − P (BZ6L
L+1)) |ΨL1,n⟩

+
(∥∥P (BZ6L

L+1) |ΨL1,n⟩
∥∥− 1/2

)
|ΨL⊥,n⟩ .

(101)

From the definitions, they give the decomposition of the
initial state |ΨL0,n⟩ by Eq. (90). About the state |ΨL⊥,n⟩,
the normalization and the invariance under the projec-
tion by Eq. (92) is trivial by definition as long as we can

show that P (BZ6L
L+1) |ΨL1,n⟩ is non-vanishing. We start

by focusing on the state |ΨLneg,n⟩ and prove that its norm
decays as Eq. (93).

We evaluate each term in Eq. (101), which is composed
of the state |ΨLneg,n⟩. Using a projection Pl = |l⟩ ⟨l|f ⊗ I,
the norm of the first term is expressed by

∥∥(I − P (BZ6L
L+1)) |ΨL1,n⟩

∥∥
≤
∑
l∈Z

∥∥(I − P (BZ6L
L+1))Pl

∥∥ · ∥∥Pl |ΨL1,n⟩∥∥
≤

 ∑
l∈[2L]

+
∑

Z\[5L]

∥∥Pl |ΨL1,n⟩∥∥
+

∑
l∈[5L]\[2L]

∥∥(I − P (BZ6L
L+1))Pl

∥∥. (102)

In the above, we use
∥∥|ΨL1,n⟩∥∥ ≤ 1 by Lemma 11. The

sum over l ∈ [2L] is bounded by

∑
l∈[2L]

∥∥Pl |ΨL1,n⟩∥∥ ≤ 1√
8L

∑
l∈[2L]

∥∥∥∥∥∥|ϕn(0)⟩ −
∑
l′∈[3L]

|ϕl−l
′

n ⟩

∥∥∥∥∥∥
≤
√
2L

∑
l′∈Z\[L]

∥∥∥|ϕl′n⟩∥∥∥. (103)

Similarly, considering that the state |ΨL0,n⟩ has Fourier
indices only in l ∈ [4L], the summation over l ∈ Z\[5L]
has a bound,

∑
l∈Z\[5L]

∥∥Pl |ΨL1,n⟩∥∥ ≤ 1√
8L

∑
l∈Z\[5L]

∑
l′∈[3L]

∥∥∥|ϕl−l′n ⟩
∥∥∥

≤
√

9L

2

∑
l∈Z\[L]

∥∥|ϕln⟩∥∥. (104)

The sum over l ∈ [5L]\[2L] in Eq. (102) is bounded by∑
l∈[5L]\[2L]

∥∥(I − P (BZ6L
L+1))Pl

∥∥
≤

∑
l∈[5L]\[2L]

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∑
n

 ∑
l′∈[L+1]

+
∑

l′∈Z\[6L]

 |Φl′n⟩ ⟨Φl′n|Pl
∥∥∥∥∥∥

≤
∑

l∈[5L]\[2L]

max
n,l′

(∥∥∥|ϕl′−ln ⟩
∥∥∥ | l′ ∈ [L+ 1] ∪ (Z\[6L])

)
≤ 2

∑
l∈Z\[L]

∥∥|ϕln⟩∥∥. (105)

Thus, the first term in |ΨLneg⟩ can be bounded by

∥∥(I − P (BZ6L
L+1)) |ΨL1,n⟩

∥∥ ≤ (5

2

√
2L+ 2

) ∑
l∈Z\[L]

∥∥|ϕln⟩∥∥.
(106)

On the other hand, the second term of |ΦLneg⟩ is immedi-
ately evaluated by the triangle inequality,∥∥∥∥(∥∥P (BZ6L

L+1) |ΨL1,n⟩
∥∥− 1

2

)
|ΨL⊥,n⟩

∥∥∥∥
≤
∥∥(I − P (BZ6L

L+1)) |ΨL1,n⟩
∥∥+ ∣∣∣∣∥∥|ΨL1,n⟩∥∥− 1

2

∣∣∣∣ .(107)
These two terms are bounded by Eqs. (106) and (95) [i.e.
Lemma 11], respectively. Using Eq. (42) as a result of
Theorem 3, the state |ΨLneg,n⟩ has an upper bound,∥∥|ΨLneg,n⟩∥∥ ≤ 45(2M + 1)2

(√
2L+ 1

)
e−

L
2M+1+

sinh 1
2π αT .

(108)
The scaling of the right-hand side is given by e−Θ(L−αT ),
which implies Eq. (93).

Finally, we confirm that P (BZ6L
L+1) |ΨL1,n⟩ is non-

vanishing. This follows directly from the triangle inequal-
ity,∥∥P (BZ6L

L+1) |ΨL1,n⟩
∥∥ ≥ ∥∥|ΨL1,n⟩∥∥− ∥∥(I − P (BZ6L

L+1)) |ΨL1,n⟩
∥∥

≥ 1

2
− e−Θ(L−αT ). (109)

Therefore, the state |ΨL⊥,n⟩ defined by Eq. (100) satisfies

the normalization ⟨ΨL⊥,n|ΨL⊥,n⟩ = 1 and the invariance

under the projection by Eq. (92). □
If we start with a generic initial state |ψ⟩ =∑
n cn |ϕn(0)⟩, the linearity immediately provides the de-

composition of |ΨL0 ⟩ [Eq. (88)] given by

|ΨL0 ⟩ =
∑
n

cn

 1√
8L

∑
l∈[3L]

|Φln⟩

+
1

2
|ΨL⊥⟩+ |ΨLneg⟩ ,

(110)
where we use the abbreviations |ΨL⊥⟩ =

∑
n cn |ΨL⊥,n⟩ and

|ΨLneg⟩ =
∑
n cn |ΨLneg,n⟩. This decomposition is summa-

rized in Fig. 2 (b). The first term corresponds to Eq.
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(83), which gives the ideal decomposition of the Floquet
eigenstates while maintaining the coherence by cn. Due
to the finite dimensionality, the summation over l ∈ Z is
replaced by the one over l ∈ [3L], which implies that the
boundary terms around l ≃ ±4L are invalid, leading to
the undesirable second term |ΨL⊥⟩. Due to the property
of |ΨL⊥,n⟩ by Eq. (92), this state can be expanded by

|ΨL⊥,n⟩ =
∑

n;ϵn∈BZ

∑
l∈[6L]\[L+1]

dnl |Φln⟩ (111)

with
∑
n |dnl|2 = 1. The negligible state |ΨLneg⟩ can be

evaluated by using Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, which
gives an additional factor

∑
n;ϵn∈BZ |cn| ≤

√
dim(H) =

2N/2. We get the upper bound of its norm,∥∥|ΨLneg⟩∥∥ ≤ ∑
n

|cn| ·
∥∥|ΨLneg,n⟩∥∥

≤ e−Θ(L−αT−N). (112)

The state
∥∥|ΨLneg⟩∥∥ can be arbitrarily small by redefining

the cutoff L ∈ Ω(αT + N + log(1/ε)), as shown later.
Since the energy term αT typically grows polynomially
with N , the increase in the cutoff is not problematic.

C. Floquet QPE under rounding promise

Next, we formulate the QPE protocol employing the
truncated Floquet Hamiltonian, corresponding to Step 2

in Section VIIA. The difficulty here is the appearance of
the undesirable state |ΨL⊥⟩ in Eq. (110), which results
from the truncation. We combine QPE and QAA in or-
der to simultaneously extract accurate quasienergy and
remove the unfavorable component.

First, we look at the quantum algorithm for the trans-
formation,

|0⟩b |ψ⟩ →
∑
n

cn |(ϵn)b⟩b |Φn⟩+O(δ), (113)

under the rounding promise ν. Following Proposition 8,

the truncated Floquet Hamiltonian HpL
F can have round-

ing promise when the quasienergy ϵn satisfies Eq. (68)
in certain b′ ∈ Θ(log(1/ε)) bits. We choose the cutoff by
L ∈ Ω(αT + log(1/εν)) and set the integer p by p ≥ 7.

Then, the rounding promise ν/2 in b′+bpLF bits is satisfied
for every eigenvalue ϵ̃pLn ∈ BZl of

∀l ∈ [6L], where the bit

number bpLF ∈ Θ(log(αT + L)) is given by Eq. (69). To
obtain an estimate of ϵ̃pLn /ω within an error O(ε), each
renormalized eigenvalue ϵ̃Ln/(2

bpLF ω) must be computed

within an error 2−b
pL
F ε. We run the standard QPE for

the renormalized Floquet Hamiltonian HpL
F /(2b

pL
F ω), set-

ting their parameters ν, ε, δ by ν/2, 2−b
pL
F ε, δ respectively.

Denoting the corresponding unitary circuit by ULQPE and

considering the decomposition of the initial state |ΨL0 ⟩ by
Eqs. (110), (111), and (112), the transformation is given
by

ULQPE |0⟩b |Ψ
L
0 ⟩ =

∑
n;ϵn∈BZ

 cn√
8L

∑
l∈[3L]

|(ϵn − lω)b⟩b |Φ
l
n⟩+

∑
l∈[6L]\[L+1]

dnl
2
|(ϵn − lω)b⟩b |Φ

l
n⟩


+O(δapprox) +O(δ) + e−Θ(L−αT−N). (114)

The register has b = b′ + bpLF qubits. The error term
δapprox arises from the fact that every Floquet eigenstate

|Φn⟩ is an approximate eigenstate of HpL
F . The first term

of Eq. (114) is obtained by running the QPE as if |Φn⟩
were an exact eigenstate of HpL

F . Its drawback appears

as the accumulation of e−Θ(L−αT ) errors by Theorem 2,
which grows with the increasing query complexity of the
standard QPE, qQPE. In fact, the error term is bounded
by

δapprox ≤ q2QPEe
−Θ(L−αT−N). (115)

See Appendix D for its detailed derivation. The third
error term in Eq. (114) comes from |ΨLε ⟩ with using Eq.
(112). To ensure that these three errors are bounded by
O(δ), we require that the cutoff L satisfies

L ∈ Ω (αT +N + log qQPE + log(1/δ)) . (116)

Measurement on the register.— We show that
Eq. (114) probabilistically provides the success of the
Floquet QPE for (ϵn, |Φn⟩). Let us consider what hap-
pens when we measure its b-qubit register. Each mea-
sured b-bit value (ϵn − lω)b for l ∈ [6L] is an esti-
mate of ϵ̃pLn , which accurately approximates the exact
ϵn− lω. Although the approximate value (ϵn− lω)b may
not be included in BZl, we have (ϵn − lω)b ∈ BZl for
every l ∈ [6L] owing to the rounding promise. Indeed,
each renormalized quasienergy (ϵn − lω)/ω belongs to
[−l − 1/2 + O(εν),−l + 1/2 − O(εν)), and so does the
corresponding eigenvalue ϵ̃pLn /ω, obtaining the error up
to O(εν) by Theorem 2. Since the standard QPE returns
the floor function of ϵ̃pLn /ω by Eq. (18), the measured
value (ϵn − lω)b is always contained in BZl as shown in
Fig. 3 (a). Namely, we can extract the index l for the
BZ without error from the stored values of the register.
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Let us focus on the case where the measured binary
(ϵn − lω)b belongs to the 2L repetitions of the BZ,

BZ[L] =
⋃
l∈[L]

BZl = [(−L+ 1/2)ω, (L+ 1/2)ω). (117)

In other words, we post-select the measured state so that
it can be projected by

Π[L] =
∑

x∈BZ[L]

|x⟩ ⟨x|b ⊗ If ⊗ I. (118)

Applying the projection Π[L] to the output state Eq.
(114), only the summation over l ∈ [L] survives due
to (ϵn − lω)b ∈ BZl. This implies that this projection
can delete the unwanted component |ΨL⊥⟩ (or dnl) com-
ing from the truncation. The success probability of the
projection is given by

psuc =
∥∥Π[L]U

L
QPE |ΨL0 ⟩

∥∥2
=

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∑

n;ϵn∈BZ

cn√
8L

∑
l∈[L]

|(ϵn − lω)b⟩b |Φ
l
n⟩+O(δ)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≥ 1

4
−O(δ). (119)

After the projection, we obtain the state,

Π[L]U
L
QPE |0⟩b |ΨL0 ⟩√
psuc

=
∑

n;ϵn∈BZ

cn√
2L

∑
l∈[L]

|(ϵn − lω)b⟩b |Φ
l
n⟩+O(δ).

(120)

This state corresponds to the rough result of the stan-
dard QPE for the infinite-dimensional Sambe space given
by Eq. (85). Therefore, we can obtain the target state∑
n cn |(ϵn)b⟩b |Φn⟩ by the following quantum arithmetic

by Eqs. (86) and (87), if we succeed in the post-selection
with probability psuc ≥ 1/4−O(δ).
Floquet QPE with QAA.— Finally, we formulate

the protocol to obtain
∑
n cn |(ϵn)b⟩b |Φn⟩ with certainty

by exploiting QAA based on QSVT [45, 60]. It allows
us to enhance a preferable state when we have an oracle
that can distinguish it from the other orthogonal states.
Similar to the Grover’s search algorithm [61–63], it has a
quadratic speedup in that a state prepared with probabil-
ity psuc can be implemented by O

(
1/
√
psuc

)
query com-

plexities. Here, we formulate this based on QSVT to am-
plify the success probability of post-selection 1/4−O(δ).
We use two projection operators; the first one is Π0

defined by

Π0 = |0⟩ ⟨0|b ⊗ |0⟩ ⟨0|f ⊗ I, (121)

and the second one is Π[L] defined by Eq. (118). Then,

the unitary operation ULQPEU
4L
uni with these projections

provides an approximate block-encoding,

Π[L]

{
ULQPEU

4L
uni

}
Π0 =

∑
n

1

2

 1√
2L

∑
l∈[L]

|(ϵn − lω)b⟩b |Φ
l
n⟩

 ⟨0|b ⟨0|f ⟨ϕn(0)|+O(δ), (122)

which is derived from Eqs. (114) and (120). All of the
singular values of the embedded matrix are 1/2. To run

QAA, we define a sequence of QSVT based on this block-
encoding by

QSVT[θ⃗q] = RΠ[L]
(θ1)

{
ULQPEU

4L
uni

} (q−1)/2∏
i=1

(
RΠ0

(θ2i)
{
ULQPEU

4L
uni

}†
RΠ[L]

(θ2i+1)
{
ULQPEU

4L
uni

})
, (123)

for an odd integer q, a tunable parameter set θ⃗q ∈ Rq,
and a unitary on auxiliary qubits,

RΠ(θ) = eiθΠ+ e−iθ(I −Π), Π; projection. (124)

For both projections Π = Π0,Π[L], this rotation RΠ(θ)
can be efficiently implemented by O(logL) primitive

gates only with O(1) additional ancilla qubits [64].

Based on the quantum signal processing (QSP) [32],
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!

Rounding promise

Quasienergy

: Eigenvalue of

!-bit estimate

!

Quasienergy

: Eigenvalue of
!-bit estimate

: Eigenvalue of
!-bit estimate

Quasienergy

(a)                                                        (b)

FIG. 3. Relations among quasienergy, eigenvalue of the truncated Floquet Hamiltonian, and their b-bit estimate in the l-th
Brillouin zone BZl. (a) The spectrum in the presence of rounding promise. Rounding promise prohibits each quasienergy
ϵn− lω by an blue dot to be located in gray regions around the ticks. The same thing holds for any eigenvalue of HL

F designated
by an orange dot owing to Proposition 8. Since each b-bit estimate (ϵn − lω)b described by an green tick gives a floor function
of them, the QPE based on HL

F returns an b-bit estimate in BZl for every quasienergy ϵn − lω ∈ BZl. (b) The spectrum in
the absence of rounding promise. At the boundaries of BZl, some pairs of quasienergy and b-bit estimates can belong to the
different Brillouin zones, i.e., BZl−1 or BZl+1. This leads to a failure of the QAA like Eq. (144), and therefore we consider the
quasienergy estimation excluding the εω-neighborhood of the boundaries of BZ as Eqs. (134) and (135).

tuning the parameter set θ⃗q ∈ Rq allows us to realize

Π[L]QSVT[θ⃗q] |0⟩b |0⟩f |ψ⟩ =∑
n

cn
fq(1/2)√

2L

∑
l∈[L]

|(ϵn − lω)b⟩b |Φ
l
n⟩+O(qδ),

(125)

for a certain class of odd degree-q polynomials fq(x).
The amplitude of the preferable term, i.e. the super-
position of |(ϵn − lω)b⟩b |Φln⟩ for l ∈ [L], can be amplified
by choosing a polynomial fq(x) such that |fq(1/2)| = 1.
Such a choice is well known by the Grover’s search al-
gorithm, which yields the negative Chebyshev polyno-
mial f3(x) = −4x3 + 3x with θ1 = 0, θ2 = −π/2, and
θ3 = −π/2. As a result of the QAA based on QSVT, the
initial state |0⟩b |0⟩f |ψ⟩ is transformed into

∑
n

cn
1√
2L

∑
l∈[L]

|(ϵn − lω)b⟩b |Φ
l
n⟩+O(δ). (126)

While the QAA triples the query complexity and the
error in Eq. (114), it preserves their scaling in all the
parameters. Therefore, the state of Eq. (85) obtained
by the ideal operation in the Sambe space [See Step 2 in
Section V] can also be generated by the truncated Sambe
space with essentially the same efficiency.

Algorithm and Cost.— We summarize the algo-
rithm for executing the Floquet QPE under rounding

promise and its cost. Based on the rough sketch in Sec.
VIIA, the algorithm working with the truncated Sambe
space is summarized as follows.

1. Prepare initial state on truncated Sambe space
With a given initial state |ψ⟩ =

∑
n cn |ϕn(0)⟩ ∈ H,

we prepare a ⌈log2(2pL)⌉-qubit ancilla state |0⟩f
setting the integer p by p ≥ 7 and the cutoff L by

L ∈ Θ(αT +N + log(1/νεδ)) . (127)

Then, U4L
uni [Eq. (88)] is applied to the ancilla f .

2. Run the standard QPE
Each eigenvalue of the truncated Floquet

Hamiltonian HpL
F /(2b

pL
F ω) (or more precisely,

HpL
F,pbc/(2

bpLF ω) as described in Sec. VB) is

extracted in b = b′ + bpLF bits. The parameters
ν, ε, δ in the QPE are determined by

ν ← ν/2, δ ← δ, (128)

ε← ε

2b
pL
F

∈ Θ

(
ε

αT + log(1/νεδ)

)
. (129)

3. Execute the QAA
By 3-times repetition of Steps 1 and 2 or their
inverses [Eq. (123)], the state proportional to∑
n cn

∑
l∈[L] |(ϵn − lω)b⟩b |Φln⟩+O(δ) is obtained.

4. Perform quantum arithmetic
Quantum division and substitution are used to
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convert |Φln⟩ → |Φn⟩, resulting in the output∑
n cn |(ϵn)b⟩b |Φn⟩+O(δ).

The choice of the parameters is explained. The integer
p is introduced for the Sambe space HpL to cover the
initial state |ΨL0 ⟩. We require p ≥ 7 so that the rounding

promise of HpL
F can hold within the range BZl for ev-

ery l ∈ [6L], as explained below Eq. (113). The proper
choice p = 8 requires additional 3 qubits. The cutoff
L is chosen to satisfy the following three requirements.

First, it must be ensured that each eigenvalue of HpL
F

approximates quasienergy ϵn within O(ε) based on The-
orem 2, which requires L ∈ Ω(αT + log(1/ε)). Second,

the rounding promise ν should be inherited to HpL
F based

on Proposition 8, requiring L ∈ Ω(αT + log(1/νε)). The
last requirement is that the error terms via QPE must be
suppressed up to O(δ), which requires Eq. (116). While
the query complexity qQPE includes the cutoff L itself by

qQPE ∈ O
((

1

ν2−b
pL
F ε

+
log(1/ν)

ν

)
log(1/δ)

)
= O

((
αT + L

νε
+

log(1/ν)

ν

)
log(1/δ)

)
,(130)

based on Eqs. (25) and (116), the L-dependence of
log qQPE does not affect the scaling of L. Therefore, the
choice of the cutoff L by Eq. (127) is sufficient. Substi-
tuting the cutoff L into Eq. (69) immediately provides
the parameters in the QPE by Eqs. (128) and (129).
Based on these parameters, we obtain the cost of the
algorithm as follows.

Theorem 12. (Algorithm for (ϵn, |Φn⟩))
Assume the existence of rounding promise ν. The

quantum algorithm of Eq. (113), which returns pairs
of quasienergy and a Floquet eigenstate (ϵn, |Φn⟩), can
be executed with the following computational resource
when we demand the guaranteed quasienergy error ε and
the guaranteed state error δ;

• Query complexity in C[OHm ] or its inverse

O
(
αT +N + log(1/νεδ)

εν
log(1/δ)

)
. (131)

• Number of ancilla qubits

na +O(log(αT/ε) + logN + log log(1/νδ)). (132)

• Number of other primitive gates per query

O(na + log(αT/ε) + logN + log log(1/νδ)). (133)

Proof of Theorem 12.— Queries to C[OHm ] or its in-
verse are employed for the standard QPE via the trun-

cated Floquet Hamiltonian HpL
F,pbc. The query complex-

ity in the controlled block-encoding of HpL
F,pbc is given by

Eq. (130). Since this controlled block-encoding can be re-
alized by 2M +1 ∈ O(1) queries to C[OHm ] or its inverse

as Proposition 6, we obtain the scaling Eq. (131). In the
number of ancilla qubits, na denotes the one required

for the block-encoding. We need b = b′ + bpLF qubits
for the register and ⌈log2(2pL)⌉ qubits for the Fourier
index l. The number of the other ancilla qubits (e.g.
those for quantum arithmetic) is negligible. In total, the
required number of ancilla qubits is represented by Eq.
(132). Quantum gates other than C[OHm ] or its inverse
are composed of U4L

ini in Step 1, ancilla unitary gates for
the QPE (or the QSVT) in Step 2, ancilla unitary gates
for the QAA in Step 3, and those for quantum arith-
metic in Step 4. Among them, only the first and second
ones are repeated O(qQPE) times, while the others are
repeated O(1) times. The number of primitive gates per
query to C[OHm ] or its inverse is determined by the first
two, which amounts to Eq. (133). □

Let us compare the costs with those of the stan-
dard QPE for time-independent systems, and the Flo-
quet QPE for (ϵn, |ϕn(t)⟩) in Section VI. We first see
the relation to the Floquet QPE for (ϵn, |ϕn(t)⟩), which
is summarized in Table I. In terms of query complexity,
they share common scaling ν−1 log(1/ν) in the round-
ing promise ν, and ε−1 log(1/ε) in the quasienergy error
ε. Although the scaling in δ appears to be different,
the denominator δ for the case of (ϵn, |ϕn(t)⟩) is not im-
portant as discussed in Section VIB. The actual depen-
dence on δ is essentially the same. In the numerator, the
difference as large as the system size N appears while
the factor of αT is common. From the definition of α
by Eq. (27), the factor αT for generic quantum many-
body systems is polynomial in N or at least linear in
N . The difference of N is negligible or absorbed into the
constant coefficient. We can see similar correspondence
also in the number of ancilla qubits and the number of
other primitive gates. Therefore, we can conclude that
the cost of computing pairs of (ϵn, |ϕn(t)⟩) and that for
(ϵn, |Φn⟩) is essentially the same. This seems to fit in-
tuitively since every Floquet eigenstate |ϕn(t)⟩ ∈ H has
a one-to-one correspondence with a Floquet eigenstate
|Φn⟩ ∈ H∞. However, the scaling for (ϵn, |ϕn(t)⟩) comes
from the Lieb-Robinson bound, Eq. (58), while the scal-
ing for (ϵn, |Φn⟩) originates from the decay of Floquet
eigenstates from Theorem 3. They are respectively dy-
namical and static aspects of the Sambe space, and hence
their equivalence in the computational cost is brought
about by the coincident scaling of their different origins.

Finally, we discuss the relation to the cost of the stan-
dard QPE. As in Section VIB, the computation of pairs
of (ϵn, |Φn⟩) can be performed as efficiently as the stan-
dard QPE except for logarithmic corrections. The factor
of αT +N in Eq. (131) comes from the lack of normal-
ization in the Hamiltonian, and this also appears in un-
normalized time-independent Hamiltonians. This is one
of the main results of this paper.
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D. QPE without rounding promise

The algorithm in the absence of rounding promise is
organized similarly Section VIIC. All the operations are
essentially the same as those with rounding promise, but
a difference appears in the output. In this case, for the
success of QAA discussed later, we additionally assume
that quasienergy and a Floquet eigenstate slightly away
from the boundaries of BZ are of interest. Namely, the
initial state |ψ⟩ is assumed to be expanded by

|ψ⟩ =
∑

n;ϵn∈BZ−ε

cn |ϕn(0)⟩ , (134)

BZ−ε = [−(1/2− ε)ω, (1/2− ε)ω). (135)

Note that the boundaries of the BZ can be freely moved
by introducing a global phase. Therefore, we can obtain
any desired quasienergy and Floquet eigenstate even with
this additional assumption, and it does not lose the gen-
erality of the discussion.

Algorithm.— The initial state preparation is per-
formed in the same way as Step 1 in Section VIIC.
The QPE under the truncated Floquet Hamiltonian fol-
lows Step 2 except that it employs the algorithm without
rounding promise which returns Eqs. (20) and (21). The
b-qubit register then stores superpositions of estimated
values of ϵn − lω,

|(ϵn − lω)b⟩b = pnl0 |(ϵn − lω)b0⟩b + pnl1 |(ϵn − lω)b1⟩b
(136)

with some weights pnl0 and pnl1 such that |pnl0 |2 + |pnl1 |2 =
1. We set the cutoff L and the accuracy of the QPE
such that the two b-bit values (ϵn− lω)b0 and (ϵn− lω)b1
approximate the exact quasienergy ϵn− lω with an error
at most εω.

Next, we run QAA following Step 3 in Section VIIC.
For n such that ϵn ∈ BZ−ε, the b-bit values estimated by
QPE satisfy

(ϵn−lω)b0, (ϵn−lω)b1 ∈ [(−l−1/2)ω, (−l+1/2)ω), (137)

for each l ∈ [L]. As a result, the projection of the es-
timated values onto BZ[L] [Eq. (118)] deletes the terms

having |Φln⟩ for l /∈ [L]. Namely, the projection Π[L] gen-
erates the truncated counterpart of Eq. (84),

Π[L]U
L
QPEU

4L
ini |0⟩b |0⟩f |ψ⟩

=
1

2

∑
n

cn√
2L

∑
l∈[L]

|(ϵn − lω)b⟩b |Φ
l
n⟩+O(δ),(138)

in a similar way to Eq. (122) for the case with rounding
promise. The QSVT by the negative Chebyshev polyno-
mial f3(x) remains valid. The state after QAA as in Eq.
(125) becomes

QSVT[θ⃗q] |0⟩b |0⟩f |ψ⟩ =∑
n;ϵn∈BZ−ε

cn
1√
2L

∑
l∈[L]

|(ϵn − lω)b⟩b |Φ
l
n⟩+O(δ).

(139)

for the initial state |ψ⟩ given by Eq. (134).
The quantum arithmetic in Step 4 of Section VIIC is

performed in the same way. Since both of the estimated
values (ϵn − lω)b0 and (ϵn − lω)b1 belong to BZl, the
quantum division by ω returns the same quotient l. The
transformation is written as

|(ϵn − lω)b⟩b → (pnl0 |(ϵn)b0⟩b + pnl1 |(ϵn)b1⟩b) |l⟩ , (140)

where (ϵn)b0 and (ϵn)b1 are b-bit estimates that approx-
imate the exact ϵn within an error ωε. The quantum
substitution by the quotient results in the following out-
put for every n;

1√
2L

∑
l∈[L]

|(ϵn − lω)b⟩b |Φ
l
n⟩

→ 1√
2L

∑
l∈[L]

(pnl0 |(ϵn)b0⟩b + pnl1 |(ϵn)b1⟩b) |l⟩ |Φn⟩ .

(141)

The state for the quotient l can be summarized as the
garbage states defined by

pni =

√∑
l∈[L] |pnli |2

2L
, |gni ⟩ =

∑
l∈[L] p

nl
i |l⟩√∑

l∈[L] |pnli |2
, (142)

for each of i = 0, 1. The output after the quantum sub-
stitution is given by

∑
n

cn

∑
i=0,1

pni |gni ⟩ |(ϵn)bi⟩b

 |Φn⟩+O(δ). (143)

When we measure the b-qubit register, we obtain (ϵn)b0
or (ϵn)b1 with total probability pn = |cn|2. The pro-
jected state is the Floquet eigenstate |Φn⟩ (exactly the
eigenstate of the truncated Floquet Hamiltonian) with
the garbage state |gn0 ⟩ or |gn1 ⟩.
We also mention about the case where the initial state
|ψ⟩ contains a Floquet eigenstate with quasienergy out
of interest. Namely, we assume that cn ̸= 0 for some n
such that ϵn ∈ BZ\BZ−ε, instead of Eq. (134). For such
n, the b-bit estimate of ϵn − lω ∈ BZl may be outside of
BZl as shown in Fig. 3 (b). At the same time, those for

some quasienergy in BZl±1 may also belong to BZl. Such
deviations leads to the violation of the fixed weight 1/2
under the projection Π[L] like Eq. (138). The weight sn
is located between

√
(2L− 1)/(8L) and

√
(2L+ 1)/8L

depending on the number of the b-bit estimates (ϵn−lω)bi
belonging to BZ[L] for l ∈ [L]. The QAA arranged to
satisfy f3(1/2) = 1 becomes incomplete then, leading to

QSVT[θ⃗q] |0⟩b |0⟩f
∑

n;ϵn /∈BZ−ε

cn |ϕn(0)⟩ =

∑
n;ϵn /∈BZ−ε

cn(f3(sn) |Ξn⟩+
√
1− f3(sn)2 |Ξ⊥

n ⟩) +O(δ).

(144)
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with some states |Ξn⟩ , |Ξ⊥
n ⟩ satisfying Π[L] |Ξn⟩ = |Ξn⟩

and Π[L] |Ξ⊥
n ⟩ = 0. However, the b-qubit register in the

above state stores b-bit estimates of ϵn−lω for ϵn /∈ BZ−ε

or eigenvalues out of BZ[L] coming from the high-energy

term |ΨLn,⊥⟩ in |Ξ⊥
n ⟩ (See Proposition 10). Modifying the

quantum substitution in the last step by∑
l∈[L]

|l⟩ ⟨l| ⊗Add†l +
∑
l/∈[L]

|l⟩ ⟨l| ⊗ I, (145)

the state of Eq. (144) does not affect b-bit values in
BZ−ε stored in the register. When the measurement
outcome in BZ−ε is post-selected, preferable quasienergy
ϵn ∈ BZ−2ε can be extracted with probability pn = |cn|2.
The factor 2 in BZ−2ε comes from discarding the results
in BZ\BZ−ε. Thus, even in the presence of undesirable
components in the initial state, the algorithm works well
for target quasienergy and Floquet eigenstates.

Cost.— We derive the cost in the absence of rounding
promise. The standard QPE without rounding promise is
used for the truncated Floquet Hamiltonian, which yields
the query complexity,

qQPE ∈ Θ

(
αT + L

ε
log(1/δ)

)
, (146)

where the parameters ν, ε, δ in Eq. (25) are replaced by

O(1), 2−b
pL
F ε, δ, respectively. The cutoff L is required to

satisfy Ω(αT + log(1/ε)) and Eq. (116), respectively, so
that the quasienergy error by the truncation is less than
ωε and the state error is less than δ. The cutoff L that
satisfies these conditions can be

L ∈ Θ(αT +N + log(1/εδ)) , (147)

and we get the following cost.

• Query complexity in C[OHm ] or its inverse

O
(
αT +N + log(1/εδ)

ε
log(1/δ)

)
. (148)

• Number of ancilla qubits

na +O(log(αT/ε) + logN + log log(1/δ)). (149)

• Number of other primitive gates per query

O(na + log(αT/ε) + logN + log log(1/δ)). (150)

The above results are summarized by Table I or Theorem
12, setting ν ∈ O(1) in the case with rounding promise.
Importantly, the computational cost is essentially the
same as the standard QPE for time-independent Hamil-
tonians, even in the case without rounding promise.

VIII. FLOQUET EIGENSTATE PREPARATION

Consider a time-independent Hamiltonian H =∑
nEn |ϕn⟩ ⟨ϕn|. Eigenstate preparation is a quantum

algorithm to realize a single preferable eigenstate |ϕn⟩
from a given initial state |ψ⟩ =

∑
n cn |ϕn⟩ under the as-

sumption that we have a promised gap ∆ around En,
a bound γ on the overlap cn such that |cn| ≥ γ, and
the value of En. The standard QPE algorithm can effi-
ciently execute eigenstate preparation to obtain an accu-
rate eigenstate |ϕn⟩+O(δ) (δ ∈ (0, 1)) [36], and the op-
timal query complexity in the controlled block-encoding
and the state preparation unitary for |ψ⟩ has recently
been achieved by the QSVT [37, 38] (See Table II [65]).
If the initial state |ψ⟩ has a large overlap with the target
eigenstate |ϕn⟩ such that |cn| ≥ 1/poly (N), eigenstate
preparation can efficiently implement the eigenstate |ϕn⟩
on quantum computers (Note that this is generally diffi-
cult due to its QMA-hardness [48]).

Similarly, the Floquet QPE algorithm for time-periodic
Hamiltonians allows us to perform nearly optimal eigen-
state preparation for a target Floquet eigenstate |ϕn(t)⟩
or |Φn⟩. Here we assume that we know the exact value
of certain preferable quasienergy ϵn and that H(t) has a
quasienergy gap ∆ around ϵn by∣∣∣∣(ϵn′ − ϵn

ω

)
mod. 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∆, ∀n′ ̸= n. (151)

Then, the Floquet eigenstate preparation with allowable
state error δ ∈ (0, 1) indicates a quantum algorithm per-
forming the transformation,∑
n′

cn′ |ϕn′(0)⟩ → |ϕn(t)⟩+O(δ) or |Φn⟩+O(δ), (152)

where |ψ⟩ =
∑
n′ cn′ |ϕn′(0)⟩ is an initial state having

overlap cn ≥ γ with a single preferable Floquet eigen-
state |ϕn(0)⟩ with a gap ∆. Without loss of of generality,
we assume that the overlap cn is real and positive. We
require the success probability to be larger than 1−O(δ).
Its computational cost is measured by the query complex-
ity in the controlled block-encoding C[OHm ], the state
preparation unitary Uψ such that Uψ |0⟩ = |ψ⟩, and their
inverses.

A. Eigenstate preparation of |ϕn(t)⟩

We organize the Floquet eigenstate preparation algo-
rithm whose output is a preferable Floquet eigenstate in
the physical space, |ϕn(t)⟩ + O(δ). The key ingredient
for this algorithm is the Floquet QPE for (ϵn, |ϕn(t)⟩).
First, we execute Floquet QPE without rounding

promise in Section VI from Step 1 to Step 3. Setting the
quasienergy error ε ← ∆/2 and the state error δ ← γδ,
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we obtain a unitary operation Uphys
FQPE such that

Uphys
FQPE |0⟩b |ψ⟩ =∑

n′

cn′ |(ϵn′)b⟩b |ϕn′(0)⟩+O(γδ), (153)

where we omit the ancilla f since it remains |0⟩f . The

query complexity for Uphys
FQPE in C[OHm ] or its inverse is

given by

O
(
αT + log(1/∆)

∆
log(1/γδ)

)
. (154)

When the estimation error is guaranteed to be less than
∆ω/2 under the promised gap ∆, then an estimated

quasienergy (ϵn′)b belongs to (ϵn − ∆ω/2, ϵn + ∆ω/2)
if and only if n′ = n. In other words, when we apply the
projection,

Πn,∆ =
∑

x;|x−ϵn|<∆ω/2

|x⟩ ⟨x|b ⊗ I, (155)

to the output of the algorithm∑
n

cn |(ϵn)b⟩b |ϕn(0)⟩+O(γδ), (156)

only the preferable component having |ϕn(0)⟩ survives.
As a result, we get the following relation,

Πn,∆U
phys
FQPEΠψ =

cn |(ϵn)b⟩b |ϕn(0)⟩ ⟨0|b ⟨ψ|+O(γδ), (157)

where the projection Πψ is defined by Πψ = |0⟩ ⟨0|b ⊗
|ψ⟩ ⟨ψ|.

Since Eq. (157) forms a block-encoding with a singular
value cn like Eq. (122), we can perform QAA based on
QSVT. Similar to Eq. (125), we implement a odd poly-
nomial function fq(x) such that fq(x) = 1−O(δ) for any
x ∈ [γ, 1] with using the block-encoding Uphys

FQPE and the

parametrized unitaries RΠn,∆(θ) and RΠψ (θ). Then, the

transformation of |0⟩b |ψ⟩ → |(ϵn)b⟩b |ϕn(0)⟩+O(δ), with
yielding O(q) = O

(
γ−1 log(1/δ)

)
queries to the unitaries

Uphys
FQPE, RΠn,∆(θ), and RΠψ (θ) respectively. Finally, by

applying the time-evolution operator U(t; 0)+O(δ) based
on the Sambe space formalism as Eq. (71) and neglecting
the global phase, the Floquet eigenstate preparation of
|ψ⟩ → |ϕn(t)⟩+O(δ) is completed.
The cost of the Floquet eigenstate preparation is eval-

uated as follows. The controlled block-encoding C[OHm ]

or its inverse are used in Uphys
FQPE by Eq. (154). Since the

QAA requires O(q) = O
(
γ−1 log(1/δ)

)
queries to Uphys

FQPE,

the query complexity in them is O(q) times as large
as Eq. (154). While the time-evolution U(t; 0) + O(δ)
with t ∈ [0, T ) also requires O(αT + log(1/δ)) queries
to C[OHm ], C[OHm ]

†, this scaling is negligible com-
pared to the above process of the Floquet QPE and

the QAA. The parametrized unitary RΠn,∆(θ) defined
by Eq. (124) can be implemented by basic quantum
arithmetic like RΠ[L]

in Section VIIC, requiring only

O(b) ⊂ O(log(αT ) + log log(1/∆)) primitive gates. Since
the unitary RΠψ is represented by the state preparation
unitary by

RΠψ (θ) = (Ib ⊗ Uψ)eiϕ(2|0⟩b⟨0|b⊗|0⟩⟨0|−Ib⊗I)(Ib ⊗ U†
ψ),

(158)
it requires O(logN + b) primitive gates and one query

respectively for Uψ and U†
ψ. Thus, the query complexity

in Uψ or its inverse is O(q) = O
(
γ−1 log(1/δ)

)
. We sum-

marize these results in the second row of Table II with
a comparison of the optimal eigenstate preparation for
time-independent Hamiltonians [38].
For time-independent Hamiltonians, the optimal query

complexity in C[OH ] is proved to be Ω(∆−1) in terms
of the gap ∆ and Ω(γ−1) in terms of the overlap γ
by associating the problem with an unstructured search
[38]. The optimal scaling for the state preparation
Uψ is known to be Ω(γ−1) then. This is also true
for time-periodic Hamiltonians since they include time-
independent ones. The Floquet eigenstate preparation
algorithm yields the scaling O

(
∆−1 log∆−1

)
in the gap

∆ and the scaling O
(
γ−1 log γ−1

)
in the overlap γ,

and thus it achieves nearly optimal scaling for time-
independent systems. The difference of the polynomial
factor αT ∈ poly (N) comes from renormalization. If
a time-independent Hamiltonian is not normalized, we
have to renormalize the gap ∆, and the query complex-
ity for time-independent cases has a similar factor. This
difference is not significant, as is the comparison with
QPE. The query complexity in the state preparation uni-
tary coincides with that of the time-independent cases,
and is therefore optimal in γ.

B. Eigenstate preparation of |Φn⟩

The preparation of a preferable Floquet eigenstate
|Φn⟩ living in the Sambe space is also formulated by
the Floquet QPE. Let us assume without loss of gen-
erality that the preferable quasienergy ϵn is located in
[(−1/2+∆)ω, (1/2−∆)ω) (If not, we move the origin of
the BZ by multiplying a global phase). Then, we can use
the Floquet QPE without rounding promise in Section
VIID, where the parameters are chosen by ε← ∆/2 and
δ ← γδ. We get a unitary operation USambe

FQPE such that

USambe
FQPE |0⟩g |0⟩b |0⟩f |ψ⟩ =∑

n′

cn′

∑
i=0,1

pn
′

i |gn
′

i ⟩g |(ϵn′)bi⟩b

 |Φn′⟩+O(γδ).

(159)

The promised gap ∆ and the accuracy of the Floquet
QPE ensure that the projection Πn,∆ ⊗ Ig ⊗ If by Eq.
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Target Initial state |ψ⟩ Output
Queries to Hamiltonian

(C[OH ] or C[OHm ])

Queries to state preparation

(Unitary Uψ)

Time-indep., H

(Ref. [38])

∑
n′ cn′ |ϕn′⟩, |cn| ≥ γ |ϕn⟩+O(δ) 1

γ∆
log

(
1
δ

)
log

(
1
γδ

)
1
γ
log

(
1
δ

)
Floquet, H(t)

(Section VIIIA)

∑
n′ cn′ |ϕn′(0)⟩, |cn| ≥ γ |ϕn(t)⟩+O(δ) αT+log(1/∆)

γ∆
log

(
1
δ

)
log

(
1
γδ

)
1
γ
log

(
1
δ

)
Floquet, H(t)

(Section VIII B)

∑
n′ cn′ |ϕn′(0)⟩, |cn| ≥ γ |Φn⟩+O(δ) αT+N+log(1/∆γδ)

γ∆
log

(
1
δ

)
log

(
1
γδ

)
1
γ
log

(
1
δ

)
TABLE II. Cost of eigenstate preparation for time-independent and time-periodic Hamiltonians under a promised gap ∆. A
preferable Floquet eigenstate, either |ϕn(t)⟩ ∈ H or |Φn⟩ ∈ H∞ can be prepared in nearly optimal query complexity in the
parameters. The difference from time-independent cases is at most logarithmic corrections in all the parameters γ,∆, δ.

(155) keeps only the preferable component with |Φn⟩
in the above state, and it allows us to form the block-
encoding USambe

FQPE like Eq. (157). Again, we can run QAA
based on QSVT, which does the transformation,

|ψ⟩ →

∑
i=0,1

pn
′

i |gni ⟩g |(ϵn)bi⟩b

⊗ |Φn⟩+O(δ). (160)

Discarding the ancilla systems other than f completes the
accurate preparation of the preferable Floquet eigenstate
|Φn⟩ (or more presicely, the eigenstate of the truncated
Floquet Hamiltonian).

The cost is evaluated in a similar way as in Section
VIIIA. The query complexity in C[OHm ] or its inverse
amounts to the product of that of the Floquet QPE,

O
(
αT +N + log(1/∆γδ)

∆
log(1/γδ)

)
, (161)

and that of QAA, O(q) = O
(
γ−1 log(1/δ)

)
. The

query complexity in the state preparation unitary
Uψ or its inverse, which are used for the counter-
part of the parametrized unitary RΠψ (θ), is O(q) =

O
(
γ−1 log(1/δ)

)
. These results are summarized in the

last row of Table II. Like the preparation of |ϕn(t)⟩ in
Section VIIIA, the preparation of |Φn⟩ can also be per-
formed in nearly optimal query complexity. The scaling
in the gap ∆ is O

(
∆−1 log∆−1

)
and that in the overlap

γ is O
(
γ−1 log2 γ−1

)
, both of which differ from the op-

timal algorithm for time-independent cases by at most
logarithmic corrections.

IX. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

Throughout the paper, we have focused on the prob-
lem of computing quasienergy and Floquet eigenstates
under time-periodic Hamiltonians, and have organized
efficient quantum algorithms for it. Our algorithms can
output pairs of accurate quasienergy and a Floquet eigen-
state in a coherent way, referred to as “Floquet quan-
tum phase estimation (Floquet QPE)”, and also deter-
ministically prepare a preferable gapped Floquet eigen-

state based on the Floquet QPE. Time-periodic sys-
tems have the difficulty of time-dependency or equiva-
lently infinite-dimensionality of the Sambe space com-
pared to time-independent cases. Nevertheless, these
quantum algorithms achieve nearly optimal query com-
plexity whose difference from the optimal algorithms
for time-independent cases is at most logarithmic in all
the parameters. Note that this efficiency comes from
the interplay of nonequilibrium many-body physics and
quantum algorithms; The guaranteed accuracy is derived
from the Sambe space formalism in Floquet theory, and
the Lieb-Robinson bound or the localization of Floquet
eigenstates. The computational resources increased by
the Sambe space can be small in quantum algorithms ac-
cording to the QPE and the QAA, which allows us to
solve the time-dependent problems almost as efficiently
as the time-independent problems.

The computation of energy eigenvalues and eigenstates
has been a central problem in fundamental quantum
many-body physics, and offers various applications in
condensed matter physics and quantum chemistry. Our
quantum algorithms first achieve nearly optimal query
complexity for its natural extension to time-periodic sys-
tems, which will provide a deep insight into the complex-
ity of nonequilibrium systems like the sampling complex-
ity of time-periodic systems [66]. We also expect that it
will provide a powerful tool for exploring nonequilibrium
phases of matter: For instance, in Floquet time crys-
talline phases [6–8], every low-entangled state (e.g. prod-
uct state) becomes a superposition of Floquet eigenstates
which are vulnerable to noise and measurement (e.g. cat
states). Since these Floquet eigenstates have equally
large weight and a quasienergy gap ω/n (n = 2, 3, . . .),
our quantum algorithms will be useful for the identifica-
tion of time crystals by confirming their properties. Simi-
larly, various nonequilibrium phenomena such as Floquet
many-body localization [14–17] and Floquet quantum
many-body scars [19, 20] are characterized by Floquet
eigenstates, and hence they are also in the scope. On the
other hand, generic nonintegrable time-periodic Hamilto-
nians are believed to satisfy Floquet eigenstate thermal-
ization hypothesis [67, 68], where every Floquet eigen-
state is locally indistinguishable from a trivial infinite
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temperature state. Although this is an undesired phe-
nomenon in condensed matter physics, which is known as
heating, our quantum algorithms for nearly optimal Flo-
quet eigenstate preparation will serve as a source of ran-
domness appearing in time-periodic Hamiltonians [66].
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Fourier index l ∈ Z plays a role of the coordinate. While
several references such as Refs. [51–53] mention about
the exponential decay in Floquet eigenstates, we cannot
find an explicit bound that fits our setup. For this pa-
per to be self-contained, we provide a rigorous proof of
Theorem 3. The theorem is restated as follows.

Theorem 3. (Tails of Floquet eigenstates)
Suppose that a Floquet eigenstate |ϕn(t)⟩ or equiva-

lently |Φn⟩ has quasienergy ϵn ∈ BZ = [−ω/2, ω/2) under
the Hamiltonian, Eq. (27). Then, every Fourier compo-
nent exponentially decays as

∥∥|ϕln⟩∥∥ ≤ exp

(
−|l| − 1/2

2M + 1
+

sinh 1

2π
αT

)
. (A1)

The proof consists of three main steps. In the first step,
we show the exponential decay in each eigenstate of the
truncated Floquet Hamiltonian HL

F instead of the exact
one (Proposition A1). The second step is to show that
the eigenspace of the truncated Floquet Hamiltonian well
approximates the subspace spanned by the exact Floquet
eigenstates (Proposition A2). Finally, we combine them
and prove that the Floquet eigenstates must also show
exponential decay as Theorem 3. We hereby provide the
first step and its derivation.

Proposition A1. (Truncated Floquet eigenstates)

Let |Φ̃Ln⟩ ∈ HL be an eigenstate of the truncated Flo-

quet Hamiltonian HL
F as HL

F |Φ̃Ln⟩ = ϵ̃Ln |Φ̃Ln⟩. We define
projections to a certain Fourier index l ∈ Z and an eigen-
spectra E ⊂ R respectively by

Pl = |l⟩ ⟨l|f ⊗ I, (A2)

P̃L(E) =
∑

n:ϵ̃Ln∈E

|Φ̃Ln⟩ ⟨Φ̃Ln | . (A3)

Then, for arbitrary l ∈ [L],∥∥∥PlP̃L(E)
∥∥∥ ≤ exp

(
−|l| − ϵmax/ω

2M + 1
+

sinh 1

2π
αT

)
(A4)

is satisfied with ϵmax = maxϵ∈E(|ϵ|).

Proof of Proposition A1.— We start with the case
l ≥ 0. For arbitrary λ ∈ R, we obtain the following
inequality:∥∥∥PlP̃L(E)

∥∥∥ =
∥∥∥PleλHLF e−λHLF P̃L(E)

∥∥∥
≤
∥∥∥PleλHLF ∥∥∥ ·

∥∥∥∥∥∑
ε̃n∈E

e−λε̃n |Φ̃Ln⟩ ⟨Φ̃Ln |

∥∥∥∥∥
≤ emaxε∈E(|λε|)

√∥∥∥⟨l|e2λHLF |l⟩f∥∥∥. (A5)

We should evaluate a bound on
∥∥∥⟨l|e2λHLF |l⟩f∥∥∥. By split-

ting the Floquet Hamiltonian into HL
F = HL

Add − HL
LP

with

HL
Add =

∑
|m|≤M

∑
l∈[L];l+m∈[L]

|l +m⟩ ⟨l|f ⊗Hm, (A6)

HL
LP =

∑
l∈[L]

lω |l⟩ ⟨l|f ⊗ I, (A7)

we use an interaction picture based on HL
LP. The

imaginary-time evolution e2λH
L
F is rewritten by

e2λH
L
F = e−2λHLLPT exp

(∫ 2λ

0

HL
Add,I(τ)dτ

)
.(A8)

Here, HL
Add,I(τ) denotes the interaction Hamiltonian de-

scribed by

HL
Add,I(τ) = eτH

L
LPHL

Adde
−τHLLP

=
∑

|m|≤M

∑
l∈[L];l+m∈[L]

|l +m⟩ ⟨l|f ⊗ e
mωτHm.

(A9)

and its norm is bounded by∥∥HL
Add,I(τ)

∥∥ ≤ ∑
|m|≤M

emωτα

=
sinh(2M + 1)ωτ/2

sinh(ωτ/2)
α

≤ (2M + 1)α sinh 1, (A10)

for τ ∈ [0, 2/{(2M + 1)ω}]. Finally, by setting λ =
1/{(2M + 1)ω}, we get the bound,∥∥∥⟨l|e2λHLF |l⟩f∥∥∥ ≤ exp

(
−2lω + 2(2M + 1)α sinh 1

(2M + 1)ω

)
,

(A11)
and combining this inequality with Eq. (A5) imme-
diately implies the upper bound, Eq. (A4). We get
the same statement for a negative integer l by inserting

e−λH
L
F eλH

L
F instead of eλH

L
F e−λH

L
F in Eq. (A5). □

For a single eigenstate |Φ̃Ln⟩, this proposition gives the

inequality for |ϕ̃l,Ln ⟩ = (⟨l|f ⊗ I) |Φ̃Ln⟩,∥∥∥|ϕ̃l,Ln ⟩∥∥∥ ≤ exp

(
−|l| − ϵ̃

L
n/ω

2M + 1
+

sinh 1

2π
αT

)
, (A12)

which gives rise to the exponential decay. Although we
would like to prove a similar statement for the Floquet
Hamiltonian HF, we note that the truncation is essential
in the above proof. In Eq. (A5), we insert the expo-

nential functions e±λH
L
F , and they are well defined only

when the exponent is bounded. To extend this result to
the Floquet eigenstates, we next show that the eigenspace
of the truncated Floquet Hamiltonian approximates the
exact one as follows. We also prove Theorem 3 following
to this.
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Proposition A2. (Relation of eigenspaces)
For every Floquet eigenstate |Φn⟩ having quasinergy

ϵn ∈ BZ,

lim
L→∞

(1− P̃L(BZε)) |Φn⟩ = 0, (A13)

is satisfied for arbitrary ε > 0, where BZε is defined by

BZε = [−(1/2 + ε)ω, (1/2 + ε)ω). (A14)

Proof of Proposition A2.— From the definition of the
projection, Eq. (A3), the norm is represented by∥∥∥(1− P̃L(BZε)) |Φn⟩∥∥∥ =

√ ∑
n′:ϵn′ /∈BZε

| ⟨Φ̃Ln′ |Φn⟩ |2.

(A15)
We evaluate an upper bound on each inner product
| ⟨Φ̃Ln′ |Φn⟩ |. Plugging the truncated Floquet Hamilto-
nian into it, we obtain

| ⟨Φ̃Ln′ |Φn⟩ | ≤
| ⟨Φ̃Ln′ |HL

F |Φn⟩ − ϵn ⟨Φ̃Ln′ |Φn⟩ |
|ϵ̃Ln′ − ϵn|

≤
∥∥(HL

F − ϵn) |Φn⟩
∥∥

εω
, (A16)

where ϵ̃Ln′ ∈ BZε denotes an eigenvalue corresponding to

|Φ̃Ln′⟩. The denominator can be evaluated by

(HL
F − ϵn) |Φn⟩

=
∑
m

∑
l∈[L]

;l+m∈[L]

|l +m⟩f Hm |ϕln⟩ −
∑
l∈[L]

(ϵn + lω) |l⟩f |ϕ
l
n⟩

=
∑
l∈[L]

|l⟩f

(∑
m

Hm |ϕl−mn ⟩ − (ϵn + lω) |ϕln⟩

)

+
∑

|m|≤M

 ∑
l∈[L]

;l+m∈[L]

−
∑

l∈−m+[L]

 |l +m⟩f Hm |ϕln⟩ .

(A17)

The first term is exactly zero due to the eigenvalue equa-
tion, Eq. (9), for Floquet eigenstates. In the second
term, we use integration by part based on the analyticity
of |ϕn(t)⟩, which implies

∥∥|ϕln⟩∥∥ ≤ 1

(|l|ω)2
max
t∈[0,T ]

(∥∥∥∥ d2

dt2
|ϕn(t)⟩

∥∥∥∥)
≤ ((2M + 1)α+ ω/2)2 +M(2M + 1)ωα

(|l|ω)2
.

(A18)

In the second inequality, we use |ϕn(t)⟩ =
eiϵntU(t; 0) |ϕn(0)⟩ and the relations, ∥H(t)∥ ≤
(2M + 1)α, ∥H ′(t)∥ ≤ M(2M + 1)ωα, and ϵn ∈ BZ. As

a result, we arrive at the inequality,∥∥(HL
F − ϵn) |Φn⟩

∥∥ ≤ ∑
|m|≤M

∑
|l|≥L−M

∥∥Hm |ϕln⟩
∥∥

≤ Const.×
∞∑

l=L−M

l−2

≤ Const.

L−M
. (A19)

In the above, the constant does not depend on the cutoff
L, but includes M , α, and ω. Combining this with Eqs.
(A15) and (A16), we finally obtain the following relation,∥∥∥(1− P̃L(BZε)) |Φn⟩∥∥∥ ≤ Const.

ε

√
2L · dim(H)
(L−M)2

→
L→∞ 0, (A20)

where the coefficient in the first line comes from the di-
mension of the truncated Sambe space. This completes
the proof of Proposition A2. □
Proof of Theorem 3.— For an eigenstate in the Sambe

space |Φn⟩, corresponding to a Floquet eigenstate |ϕn(t)⟩,
we choose a arbitrarily large cutoff L such that l ∈ [L].
Then, the norm of each Fourier component is evaluated
by∥∥|ϕln⟩∥∥ = ∥Pl |Φn⟩∥

≤
∥∥∥P̃L(BZε)Pl∥∥∥+ ∥∥∥(1− P̃L(BZε))Pl |Φn⟩∥∥∥.

(A21)

The first term is bounded by Eq. (A4) regardless of L
from Proposition A1. The second term goes to zero by
L→∞ from Proposition A2. As a result, the inequality∥∥|ϕln⟩∥∥ ≤ exp

(
−|l| − 1/2− ε

2M + 1
+

sinh 1

2π
αT

)
(A22)

holds for arbitrary ε > 0, and this completes the proof of
Theorem 3. □

Appendix B: Approximate Floquet eigenstate from
the truncated Sambe space

In Section IV, we show that the state |Φ̃Ln⟩ ∈ HL, an
eigenstate of the truncated Floquet Hamiltonian HL

F , be-
comes an approximate eigenstate of the Floquet Hamilto-
nian HF by Proposition 5. Namely, the truncated Sambe
space provides an accurate estimate for each Floquet
eigenstate on the Sambe space, |Φn⟩ ∈ H∞. Here, we
prove that it also gives an accurate estimate on each Flo-
quet eigenstate on the physical space, |ϕn(t)⟩.
Let ϵ̃Ln be an eigenvalue ofHL

F for the eigenstate |Φ̃Ln⟩ ∈
HL. From the exact relation between |ϕn(t)⟩ and |Φn⟩
shown in Eqs. (5) and (8), the Floquet eigenstate in the
physical space is expected to be reproduced by

|ϕ̃Ln(t)⟩ ≡ eiϵ̃
L
ntU(t; 0)

∑
l∈[L]

(⟨l|f ⊗ I) |Φ̃
L
n⟩ (B1)



29

Each Floquet eigenstate |ϕn(t)⟩ is characterized as an
eigenstate of the time-evolution operator U(t+T ; t) with

the eigenvalue e−iϵnT . The state |ϕ̃Ln(t)⟩ provides an ac-
curate estimate on the exact Floquet eigenstate |ϕn(t)⟩ in
that it becomes an approximate eigenstate of U(t+T ; t),
as mentioned in Section II B. We prove this fact by the
following theorem, based on the coincidence of the cut-
off L for Floquet eigenstates (Theorem 2) and the Lieb-
Robinson bound in the Sambe space [Eq. (57)].

Proposition B1.
We define a state |ϕ̃Ln(t)⟩ ∈ H by Eq. (B1) with the

eigenvalue ϵ̃Ln and the eigenstate |Φ̃Ln⟩ of the truncated
Floquet Hamiltonian HL

F . Then, it can be an approxi-
mate eigenstate of the time-evolution U(t+T ; t) with an
error ε ∈ (0, 1) by∥∥∥(U(t+ T ; t)− e−iϵ̃LnT

)
|ϕ̃Ln(t)⟩

∥∥∥∥∥∥|ϕ̃Ln(t)⟩∥∥∥ ≤ ε (B2)

under the choice of the cutoff L ∈ Θ(αT + |ϵ̃Ln |/ω +
log(1/ε)).

We first focus on the case t = 0, where the state is
given by

|ϕ̃Ln(0)⟩ =
∑
l∈[L]

|ϕ̃l,Ln ⟩ , |ϕ̃l,Ln ⟩ ≡ (⟨l|f ⊗ I) |Φ̃
L
n⟩ , (B3)

and show that this gives an approximate eigenstate of the
Floquet operator U(T ; 0). Applying the Floquet operator

in the Sambe space formalism by Eq. (55) to |ϕ̃Ln(0)⟩, the
numerator of Eq. (B2) can be transformed into

U(T ; 0) |ϕ̃Ln(0)⟩ − e−iϵ̃
L
nT |ϕ̃Ln(0)⟩

=
∑
l∈Z

∑
l′∈[L]

⟨l|
(
e−iHFT − e−iH

L
F T
)
|l′⟩f |ϕ̃

l′,L
n ⟩ .

(B4)

Before going to the proof of Proposition B1, we provide
two propositions: One is about the numerator associated
with the Lieb-Robinson bound (Proposition B2), and the

other is about the denominator, i.e., the norm of |ϕ̃Ln(0)⟩
(Proposition B3). The first proposition says that each

amplitude ⟨l|
(
e−iHFT − e−iHLF T

)
|l′⟩f in Eq. (B2) is ex-

ponentially suppressed in the distance between l and l′.

Proposition B2.
Consider a time-periodic Hamiltonian H(t), satisfying

Eq. (27). For a Fourier index l′ ∈ [L], the inequality∥∥∥⟨l|(e−iHFt − e−iH
L
F t)|l′⟩f

∥∥∥ ≤ 2e(2M+1)eαt−d(l,l′)/M

(B5)
is satisfied, where d(l, l′) is defined by

d(l, l′) =

{
2L− |l| − |l′| (l ∈ [L])

|l| − |l′| (l /∈ [L]).
(B6)

Proof of Proposition B2.— We use an interaction pic-
ture based on HLP =

∑
l∈Z lω |l⟩ ⟨l|f ⊗ I. Using the

Dyson series expansion under the interaction Hamilto-
nian HAdd,I(t) =

∑
|m|≤M

∑
l∈Z |l +m⟩ ⟨l|f ⊗ eimωtHm,

UAdd,I(t) =

∞∑
n=0

∫ t

0

dt1 . . .

∫ tn−1

0

dtn

n∏
i=1

HAdd,I(ti)

(B7)
and that for the truncated Floquet Hamiltonian, we get
the relation,

(l.h.s of Eq. (B5)) =
∥∥∥⟨l|UAdd,I(t)− ULAdd,I(t)|l′⟩f

∥∥∥.
(B8)

By plugging the completeness
∑
li∈Z |li⟩ ⟨li|f ⊗ I into the

Dyson series for i = 1, 2, . . . , n − 1, each term of the
right-hand side represents the transition amplitude via
the path l′ ≡ ln → ln−1 → . . .→ l1 → l0 ≡ l as

⟨l|UAdd,I(t)|l′⟩f

=

∞∑
n=0

∫ t

0

dt1 . . .

∫ tn−1

0

dtn

n∏
i=1

⟨li−1|HAdd,I(ti) |li⟩f .

(B9)

Each transition li → li−1 is allowed only when |li−li−1| ≤
M is satisfied due to the assumption. The difference from
the truncated one appears when the path goes across the
region Z\[L], i.e., low order terms with n < d(l, l′) in the
Dyson series vanish. Considering the bound on the inter-
action Hamiltonian ∥HAdd,I(t)∥ ≤ maxt∈[0,T ] ∥H(t)∥ ≤
(2M +1)α and that for the truncated one [28], we arrive
at the inequality,

(l.h.s of Eq. (B5)) ≤ 2

∞∑
n=⌈d(l,l′)/M⌉

tn

n!
((2M + 1)α)n

≤ 2 exp

(
(2M + 1)eαt− d(l, l′)

M

)
.

(B10)

In the last line, we use the relation
∑∞
n=n0

(x/n)n ≤
eex−n0 for arbitrary x ≥ 0. □
We substitute t = T in the above proposition to

evaluate the numerator of Eq. (B2) later. Note that
this bound comes from the Lieb-Robinson bound in the
Sambe space [28], i.e., the decay of the propagation in
Fourier indices. Indeed, when the distance d(l, l′) is
greater than LLR ∈ Θ(αt+ log(1/ε)), the transition am-
plitude becomes smaller than ε. Next, we prove the sec-
ond proposition, which provides the norm of the state
|ϕ̃Ln(t)⟩ in the denominator of Eq. (B2).

Proposition B3.
The state |ϕ̃Ln(0)⟩ =

∑
l∈[L] |ϕ̃l,Ln ⟩ is approximately nor-

malized in the sense that

1− εLnorm ≤
∥∥∥|ϕ̃Ln(0)⟩∥∥∥ ≤ 1 + εLnorm (B11)
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is satisfied. Here, the value εLnorm is defined by

εLnorm = 6(2M + 1)2αT log(2eL)

× exp

(
−L− |ϵ̃

L
n |/ω

2M + 1
+

sinh 1

2π
αT

)
,(B12)

whose scaling is e−Θ(L−|ϵ̃Ln |/ω−αT ).

Proof of Proposition B3.— As we define the equiv-
alent Floquet eigenstate under translation by |Φln⟩ =
Addl |Φn⟩ [See Eq. (15)], we organize its approximate
counterpart by

|Φ̃l,Ln ⟩ = Addl |Φ̃Ln⟩ =
∑
l′∈[L]

|l′ + l⟩f |ϕ̃
l′,L
n ⟩ . (B13)

Then, the norm of the state |ϕ̃Ln(0)⟩ is evaluated by

⟨ϕ̃Ln(0)|ϕ̃Ln(0)⟩ =
∑
k,l∈Z

⟨Φ̃Ln |(|k⟩ ⟨l|f ⊗ I)|Φ̃
L
n⟩

=
∑
k,l∈Z

⟨Φ̃Ln |PkAddk−l|Φ̃Ln⟩

= 1 +
∑

l∈Z\{0}

⟨Φ̃Ln |Φ̃l,Ln ⟩ . (B14)

We derive the approximate orthogonality of |Φ̃Ln⟩ and

|Φ̃l,Ln ⟩ for l ̸= 0 based on the fact that they are approx-
imate eigenvectors of HF with different eigenvalues. As

discussed in Proposition 5, the error
∥∥∥(HF − ϵ̃Ln) |Φ̃Ln⟩

∥∥∥ is

suppressed up to e−Θ(L−|ϵ̃Ln |/ω−αT ) by Eq. (52). In ad-
dition, the translation symmetry of the Floquet Hamil-

tonian, Add†lHFAddl = HF − lω, implies the relation,∥∥∥(HF − ϵ̃Ln + lω) |Φ̃L,ln ⟩
∥∥∥ =

∥∥∥(HF − ϵ̃Ln) |Φ̃Ln⟩
∥∥∥, (B15)

which gives the same upper bound as Eq. (52). The
inner products appearing in Eq. (B14) can be evaluated
by

| ⟨Φ̃Ln |Φ̃l,Ln ⟩ | =

∣∣∣⟨Φ̃Ln |(ϵ̃Ln − lω − ϵ̃Ln)|Φ̃l,Ln ⟩∣∣∣
|l|ω

≤

∥∥∥(HF − ϵ̃Ln) |Φ̃Ln⟩
∥∥∥

|l|ω
, (B16)

for l ∈ [2L]\{0}. We note ⟨Φ̃Ln |Φ̃l,Ln ⟩ = 0 for l ∈ Z\[2L] by
definition. Using the inequality

∑2L
l=1 l

−1 ≤ 1 + log(2L),
we arrive at the inequality,

∣∣∣∣1− ∥∥∥|ϕ̃n(0)⟩∥∥∥2∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2 log(2eL)×

∥∥∥(HF − ϵ̃Ln) |Φ̃Ln⟩
∥∥∥

ω

= 6(2M + 1)2αT log(2eL)

× exp

(
−L− |ϵ̃

L
n |/ω

2M + 1
+

sinh 1

2π
αT

)
.

(B17)

This immediately implies the relation of Eqs. (B11) and
(B12). □
Now, we are ready for proving Proposition B1. We

go back to showing that the state |ϕ̃Ln(0)⟩ organized by
the truncated Sambe space appropriately provides an ap-
proximate eigenstate of the Floquet operator U(T ; 0).
The proof for generic t ∈ R follows it.
Proof of Proposition B1.— Beginning with Eq. (B4),

we evaluate the bound on its norm given by∥∥∥(U(T ; 0)− e−iϵ̃
L
nT
)
|ϕ̃Ln(0)⟩

∥∥∥
≤
∑
l∈Z

∑
l′∈[L]

∥∥∥⟨l|(e−iHFT − e−iH
L
F T
)
|l′⟩f

∥∥∥ · ∥∥∥|ϕ̃l′,Ln ⟩∥∥∥.
(B18)

Let us first focus on the summation over l ∈ [L] in the
above. The bound from Proposition B2 and the one for
the state |ϕ̃l,Ln ⟩ by Eq. (A12) indicates the inequality∑

l∈[L]

∑
l′∈[L]

∥∥∥⟨l|(e−iHFT − e−iH
L
F T
)
|l′⟩f

∥∥∥ · ∥∥∥|ϕ̃l′,Ln ⟩∥∥∥
≤ 8

L∑
l,l′=0

exp

(
(2M + 1)eαT − 2L− l − l′

M

)

× exp

(
− l

′ − |ϵ̃Ln |/ω
2M + 1

+
sinh 1

2π
αT

)
≤ 16(2M + 1)2 exp

(
−L− |ϵ̃

L
n |/ω

2M + 1
+ 2(M + 1)eαT

)
.

(B19)

The sum over l ∈ Z\[L] in Eq. (B4) is evaluated
in a similar way, and results in the same form as Eq.
(B19). Therefore, |ϕ̃Ln(0)⟩ is an approximate eigenstate
of U(T ; 0) in a sense that∥∥∥(U(T ; 0)− e−iϵ̃

L
nT
)
|ϕ̃Ln(0)⟩

∥∥∥
≤ 32(2M + 1)2 exp

(
−L− |ϵ̃

L
n |/ω

2M + 1
+ 2(M + 1)eαT

)
(B20)

holds. The right hand side scales as e−Θ(L−|ϵ̃Ln/ω|−αT ).

Since the norm of |ϕ̃Ln(0)⟩ scales as
∥∥∥|ϕ̃Ln(0)⟩∥∥∥ = 1 +

e−Θ(L−|ϵ̃Ln |/ω−αT ) by Proposition B3, we can achieve∥∥∥(U(T ; 0)− e−iϵ̃LnT
)
|ϕ̃Ln(0)⟩

∥∥∥∥∥∥|ϕ̃Ln(0)⟩∥∥∥ ≤ ε (B21)

under the choice of the cutoff L ∈ Θ(αT + |ϵ̃Ln |/ω +
log(1/ε)). This completes the proof of Proposition B1
for t = 0.
Proposition B1 for generic time t ∈ [0, T ) is easily

proved by the result for t = 0. The state |ϕ̃Ln(t)⟩ or-
ganized from the truncated Sambe space by Eq. (B1) is
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related to |ϕ̃Ln(0)⟩ by |ϕ̃Ln(t)⟩ = eiϵ̃
L
ntU(t; 0) |ϕ̃Ln(0)⟩. Us-

ing the relation U(t+T ; t)U(t; 0) = U(t; 0)U(T ; 0), which
is valid for a time-periodic Hamiltonian H(t), the equal-
ity ∥∥∥(U(t+ T ; t)− e−iϵ̃

L
nT
)
|ϕ̃Ln(t)⟩

∥∥∥
=
∥∥∥(U(T ; 0)− e−iϵ̃

L
nT
)
|ϕ̃Ln(0)⟩

∥∥∥(B22)
is derived. The approximate normalization of |ϕ̃Ln(t)⟩ fol-
lows immediately from

∥∥∥|ϕ̃Ln(t)⟩∥∥∥ =
∥∥∥|ϕ̃Ln(0)⟩∥∥∥. Thus, the

bound on Eq. (B2) for generic time t is exactly the same
as the case of t = 0. □

Appendix C: Block-encoding of Floquet Hamiltonian

In the Sambe space formalism, we often use the trun-
cated Floquet Hamiltonian HL

F defined by

HL
F =

∑
|m|≤M

∑
l∈[L];l+m∈[L]

|l +m⟩ ⟨l|f −
∑
l∈[L]

lω |l⟩ ⟨l|f ⊗ I,

(C1)
and the main text follows this definition. However, for
block-encoding toward QSVT, another truncated Flo-
quet Hamiltonian HL

F,pbc by

HL
F,pbc =

∑
|m|≤M

Add[L]m ⊗Hm −
∑
l∈[L]

lω |l⟩ ⟨l|f ⊗ I,

(C2)

Add[L]m =
∑
l∈[L]

|(l ⊕m)[L]⟩ ⟨l|f , (C3)

is rather feasible, as shown in Section VB. Here, we pro-
vide an efficient block-encoding of HL

F,pbc, and prove that

using either HL
F or HL

F,pbc results in the same eigenval-
ues and eigenstates with negligible errors. Namely, the
discussion based on HL

F in the main text is valid, while
the actual quantum algorithms run with queries to block-
encoding of HL

F,pbc by C[OHm ].

1. Block-encoding under periodic boundary
conditions

We briefly review the block-encoding of HL
F,pbc in Ref.

[28], and how Proposition 6 in the main text is con-
firmed. The block-encoding unitaries for the first and
the second terms in Eq. (C2) are constructed separately
and their combination forms the one for HL

F,pbc. Prepar-

ing a O(1)-ancilla qubits expressed by {|m⟩M}|m|≤M , the
block-encoding of the first term O1 is provided by

O1 = G†
M

 ∑
|m|≤M

|m⟩ ⟨m| ⊗Add[L]m ⊗OHm

GM ,

(C4)

with a unitary gate GM on this anclla system such that

GM |0⟩M =
∑

|m|≤M

√
αm∑

|m′|≤M αm′
|m⟩M . (C5)

The block-encodingO1 embeds the first term of Eq. (C2),

(⟨0|M ⟨0|a)O1(|0⟩M |0⟩a) =
∑

|m|≤M Add
[L]
l ⊗Hm∑

|m|≤M αm
,

(C6)
requiring one query respectively for C[OHm ] and at most
O(logL) primitive gates. The second term of Eq. (C2)
has a block-encoding O2 such that

⟨0|O2|0⟩f ′ =
−
∑
l∈[L] lω |l⟩ ⟨l|f ⊗ I

Lω
, (C7)

with a Θ(logL) ancilla qubit system f ′, where we use
only Θ(logL) primitive gates [28].
The block-encoding of HL

F,pbc is organized one query
respectively to O1 and O2. Introducing additional two
qubits c, it is defined by

OHLF,pbc
= G†

c

(
|00⟩ ⟨00|c ⊗O1 + |01⟩ ⟨01| ⊗O2

+(|10⟩ ⟨11|+ |11⟩ ⟨10|)c ⊗ I
)
Gc,

(C8)

Gc |00⟩c =

√∑
|m|≤M αm

α̃
|00⟩c +

√
Lω

α̃
|00⟩c

+

√
α̃−

∑
|m|≤M αm − Lω

α̃
|10⟩c , (C9)

where some identity matrices are omitted. The
above block-encoding is well-defined for arbitrary α̃ ≥
(2M + 1)α + Lω, which is ensured to be larger than∑

|m|≤M αm + Lω. By summarizing the ancilla system

a and the additional O(logL) qubits as a′, this embeds
the truncated Floquet Hamiltonian HL

F,pbc with the de-
nominator α̃ as Proposition 6. Therefore, QSVT algo-
rithms working with the query complexity q in OHLF,pbc

(e.g., the standard QPE based on the truncated Flo-
quet Hamiltonians in the main text) can be executed by
O(qM) = O(q) queries to C[OHm ].

2. Equivalence between different boundary
conditions

Here, we show the equivalence of the quantum algo-
rithms working with HL

F and HL
F,pbc. In Section VII,

we apply the QPE under the Hamiltonian HpL
F to the

input state |ΨL0 ⟩, Eq. (88). The input state is approx-
imately a superposition of Floquet eigenstates |Φln⟩ for
l ∈ [6L] according to Eqs. (110) and (111) based on
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Proposition 10. The calculation relies solely on the facts
that each |Φln⟩ is an approximate eigenstate of HL

F satis-

fying
∥∥(HL

F − (ϵn − lω)) |Φln⟩
∥∥ ≤ e−Θ(L−αT ) by Theorem

2 and that it causes only a small error in the QPE result
δapprox like Eq. (115) as shown by Proposition D1. To
prove the equivalence, it is sufficient to show the former

fact for the alternative Floquet Hamiltonian HpL
F,pbc as

follows.

Proposition C1.
Let |Φln⟩ ∈ H∞ be a Floquet eigenstate such that

HF |Φln⟩ = (ϵn − lω) |Φln⟩. It is an approximate eigen-
state of the truncated Floquet Hamiltonian HL

F,pbc by∥∥(HL
F,pbc − (ϵn − lω)) |Φln⟩

∥∥
≤ 54(2M + 1)2 exp

(
− L− |l|
2M + 1

+
sinh 1

2π
αT

)
≤ e−Θ(L−αT ), (C10)

where HL
F,pbc is defined by Eq. (C2),

Proof of Proposition C1.— The proof is completely
parallel to the proof for HL

F , which is shown as Proposi-
tion 4 in the main text. Setting l = 0 for simplicity, we
obtain the relation,

(HL
F,pbc − ϵn) |Φn⟩

=
∑
l′∈[L]

|l′⟩f

 ∑
|m|≤M

Hm |ϕ
(l′⊖m)[L]
n ⟩ − (ϵn + l′ω) |ϕl

′

n⟩


=
∑
l′∈[L]

|l′⟩f

 ∑
|m|≤M

Hm |ϕl
′−m
n ⟩ − (ϵn + l′ω) |ϕl

′

n⟩


+
∑
l′∈[L]

|l′⟩f
∑

|m|≤M

Hm

(
|ϕ(l

′⊖m)[L]
n ⟩ − |ϕl

′−m
n ⟩

)
.

(C11)

The symbol (l⊖m)[L] = (l⊕(−m))[L] means l−mmodulo
2L defined on [L]. In the last line, the first term disap-
pears by the eigenvalue equation HF |Φn⟩ = ϵn |Φn⟩. In
the second term, only the contributions from |l′| ≥ L−M
can survive since (l⊖m)[L] = l−m is otherwise satisfied.
As a result, the norm is bounded by∥∥(HL

F,pbc − ϵn) |Φn⟩
∥∥

≤
∑

|l′|≥L−M

∑
|m|≤M

(∥∥∥|ϕ(l′⊖m)[L]
n ⟩

∥∥∥+ ∥∥∥|ϕl′−mn ⟩
∥∥∥)

≤ 2(2M + 1)α
∑

l′Z\[L−2M ]

∥∥∥|ϕl′n⟩∥∥∥
≤ 18(2M + 1)2 exp

(
−L− 2M

2M + 1
+

sinh 1

2π
αT

)
,

(C12)

where we use Eq. (42) in the main text for deriving the
last inequality. Using e2M/(2M+1) < 3, we arrive at the

inequality, Eq. (C10), for l = 0. The result for a generic
integer l ∈ Z is obtained similarly. □
In the main text, the algorithm in Section VII deals

with the truncated Hamiltonian HpL
F,pbc (p ≥ 7), and each

Floquet eigenstate |Φln⟩ for l ∈ [6L] is involved in the
initial state |ΨL0 ⟩ as Eqs. (110) and (111). The above
proposition guarantees the relation,∥∥∥(HpL

F,pbc − (ϵn − lω)) |Φln⟩
∥∥∥ ≤ e−Θ(L−αT ). (C13)

The standard QPE based on HpL
F,pbc exactly as described

in Section VI. Combined with the efficient block-encoding

of HpL
F,pbc in Section C 1, the Floquet QPE algorithms for

(ϵn, |Φn⟩) are efficiently executed by the controlled block-
encoding C[OHm ] and its inverse.

Appendix D: QSVT for approximate eigenstates

In the QPE algorithm of Sec. VII, we use QSVT based
on the truncated Floquet Hamiltonian HL

F , but we apply
it to a state expanded by the set of approximate eigen-
states {|Φn⟩} as Eq. (114). Here, we show that the in-
fluence of this deviation δapprox is bounded by Eq. (115).
Let us consider a generic time-independent Hamil-

tonian H with a spectral decomposition H =∑
nEn |ϕn⟩ ⟨ϕn|. The Hamiltonian H is assumed to

be renormalized as ∥H∥ ≤ 1, and thus En ∈ [−1, 1].
The QSVT based on H applies a degree-q polynomial
fq(H) to a state expanded by approximate eigenstates

{|ϕ̃n⟩}n. Denoting their approximate eigenvalues by

{Ẽn ∈ [−1, 1]}n, we examine how the QSVT based on
H reproduces the one based on

H̃ =

nmax∑
n=1

Ẽn |ϕ̃n⟩ ⟨ϕ̃n| . (D1)

We summarize the result be the following proposition.

Proposition D1. (Approximate QSVT)
Suppose that a given state |ψ⟩ is expanded by |ψ⟩ =∑nmax

n=1 cn |ϕ̃n⟩ (
∑
n |cn|2 = 1), where the approximate

eigenstates {|ϕ̃n⟩}n are characterized by∥∥∥(H − Ẽn) |ϕ̃n⟩∥∥∥ ≤ η, ∃Ẽn ∈ [−1, 1], (D2)

and ⟨ϕ̃n|ϕ̃n′⟩ = δnn′ . Then, the difference between fq(H)

and fq(H̃) when applied to |ψ⟩ is bounded by∥∥∥fq(H) |ψ⟩ − fq(H̃) |ψ⟩
∥∥∥ ≤ q2η√nmax, (D3)

for any degree-q polynomial fq realized by QSVT.

Proof of Proposition D1.— We first focus on the dif-
ference of Eq. (D3) for each approximate eigenstate

|ψ⟩ = |ϕ̃n⟩. Using a degree-(q− 1) polynomial gq−1(x, y)
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defined by factorization fq(x)−fq(y) = (x−y)gq−1(x, y),
it is evaluated as follows;∥∥∥(fq(H)− fq(H̃)) |ϕ̃n⟩

∥∥∥
=

∥∥∥∥∥∑
n′

gq−1(En′ , Ẽn)(En′ − Ẽn) |ϕn′⟩ ⟨ϕn′ |ϕ̃n⟩

∥∥∥∥∥
≤ max
x∈[−1,1]

(|gq−1(x, Ẽn)|)
∥∥∥(H − Ẽn) |ϕ̃n⟩∥∥∥. (D4)

The mean value theorem gives an upper bound on gq−1

by

|gq−1(x, Ẽn)| ≤ sup
x∈(−1,1)

(|f ′q(x)|) ≤ q2. (D5)

The second inequality follows from the fact that achiev-
able degree-q polynomials in QSVT should be renor-
malized as |fq(x)| ≤ 1 (∀x ∈ [−1, 1]), and then their
derivatives cannot exceed q2 by the Markov theorem
[69]. Therefore, for generic state |ψ⟩ =

∑nmax

n=1 cn |ϕ̃n⟩,
the difference,

∥∥∥fq(H) |ψ⟩ − fq(H̃) |ψ⟩
∥∥∥, has an upper

bound
∑nmax

n=1 |cn|q2η. Using the inequality
∑nmax

n=1 |cn| ≤√
nmax, which is derived from the Cauchy-Schwartz in-

equality, we obtain Eq. (D3). □
While the above results are for QSVT for hermitian

matrices, their extension to generic matrices can be im-
mediately obtained. In the case of QPE under the
truncated Floquet Hamiltonian in Section VII, we ap-

ply QSVT based on HpL
F or HpL

F,pbc to the input state

|ΨL0 ⟩, which is a superposition of |Φln⟩ by Eqs. (110) and
(111). Then, Proposition 10 suggests that the number
nmax for the terms other than the negligible state |ΨLneg⟩
is bounded by

nmax ≤ dim(H)× 12L, (D6)

consisting of |Φln⟩ for n = 1, 2, . . . ,dim(H) and l ∈
[6L]. The error η, which provides the upper bound

on
∥∥∥(HpL

F − (ϵn − lω)) |Φln⟩
∥∥∥ scales as e−Θ(L−αT ) by Eq.

(46). This is also true for the modified Hamiltonian

HpL
F,pbc as discussed in Section C. Therefore, when the

QPE based on QSVT is executed with the query com-
plexity qQPE, the error of regarding |Φln⟩ as the ex-
act eigenstate of the truncated Floquet Hamiltonians
amounts to at most

δapprox ≤ q2QPEe
−Θ(L−αT−N), (D7)

as shown in Eq. (115).

Appendix E: Extension to Hamiltonian with
exponentially-decaying Fourier components

In the main text, we focus on the cases where the
Fourier indices in the Hamiltonian H(t) are bounded by

|m| ≤ M as in Eq. (27). Here, we consider the case
whose Hamiltonian is given by

H(t) =

∞∑
m=−∞

Hme
−imωt, ∥Hm∥ ≤ αe−|m|/ζ , (E1)

with positive constants α, ζ > 0. For instance, these
Hamiltonians can describe the Gaussian wave packet of
laser light [28]. Our results in the main text, i.e. the guar-
anteed quasienergy from Sambe space and the quantum
algorithms for quasienergy and Floquet eigenstates, can
be easily extended to these cases.
To extend our results in the main text to this class

of time-periodic Hamiltonians, we note the points to be
confirmed:

(E-1) Exponential decay of ⟨l|e−iHF t|l′⟩f in the distance

|l − l′| (Lieb-Robinson bound)

(E-2) Exponential decay of |ϕln⟩ in the Fourier index l

(E-3) Efficient block-encoding of the truncated Floquet
Hamiltonian HL

F

(E-1) is required for the Floquet QPE to compute
pairs of (ϵn, |ϕn(t)⟩) as Section VI. According to Ref.
[28], a time-periodic Hamiltonian by Eq. (E1) also pos-

sesses a bound,
∥∥∥⟨l|e−iHF t|l′⟩f∥∥∥ ≤ e−Θ(|l−l′|−αT ). This

results in the proper cutoff LLR ∈ Θ(αT + log(1/ε))
for the Sambe space formalism of the Floquet opera-
tor U(T ; 0). (E-2) is required for the Floquet QPE to
compute pairs of (ϵn, |Φn⟩) as Section VI. The accuracy
of quasienergy and Floquet eigenstates by the truncated
Floquet Hamiltonian HL

F , i.e., Theorem 2, relies solely on
the exponential decay of |ϕln⟩, which tells us a proper cut-
off L ∈ Θ(αT +log(1/ε)) to achieve the allowable error ε.
Namely, the proof of (E-2) validates the QPE under HL

F
in the Floquet QPE algorithm. Finally, (E-3) is required
for the Floquet QPE algorithm to run efficiently with des-
ignated oracles. Our algorithms use the block-encoding
of the truncated Floquet Hamiltonian for realizing the
Floquet operator U(T ; 0) (Section VI) or for executing
the QPE (Section VII). It should be constructed effi-
ciently by queries to some block-encoding of the Hamilto-
nian to preserve the efficiency of time-independent cases.

(E-1) and (E-3) are resolved in Ref. [28]: A time-
periodic Hamiltonian H(t) by Eq. (E1) has the Lieb-
Robinson bound on the propagation, given by∥∥∥⟨l|e−iHFt|l′⟩f

∥∥∥ ≤ exp

(
−|l − l

′|
ζ ′

+ 2ζ ′′αt+
2

ζ ′′

)
, (E2)

with the two constants ζ ′ = (1/ζ − 1 + e−1/ζ)−1 and
ζ ′′ = (1− e−1/ζ)−1. For the efficient block-encoding, we
assume that the Hamiltonian H(t) by Eq. (E1) is written
by

H(t) =

J∑
j=1

αj(t)Hj , αj(t+ T ) = αj(t), (E3)
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and that we can organize block-encoding OHj respec-
tively for each time-independent operator Hj . Then, in a
similar manner to Section VB, we can organize the mod-
ified Floquet Hamiltonian suitable for block-encoding by

HL
F,pbc =

∑
l∈[L]

 J∑
j=1

Add
[L]
l ⊗ (αljHj)− lω |l⟩ ⟨l|f ⊗ I

 ,

(E4)

where αlj = T−1
∫ T
0
dt αj(t)e

ilωt denotes the Fourier com-

ponent of αj(t). The block-encoding of HL
F,pbc can be

constructed by one query to C[OHj ] respectively for
j = 1, 2, . . . , J and some other cheap primitive gates
like Proposition 6. At the same time, running the al-
gorithms with HL

F,pbc is essentially the same as run-

ning with the original Floquet Hamiltonian HL
F under

L ∈ Θ(αT + log(1/ε)). The remaining task for the ex-
tension is to prove condition (E-2). We end up with this
section by showing the counterpart of Theorem 3 as fol-
lows.

Theorem E1.
Let |ϕn(t)⟩ be a Floquet eigenstate of a time-periodic

Hamiltonian with exponentially-decaying Fourier compo-
nents by Eq. (E1) Then, its Fourier component |ϕln⟩ ex-
ponentially decays in the Fourier index l by

∥∥|ϕln⟩∥∥ ≤ exp

(
−|l| − 1/2

4ζ
+

coth(1/4ζ)

8πζ
αT

)
, (E5)

when the quasienergy ϵn belongs to BZ = [−ω/2, ω/2).

Proof of Theorem E1.— We follow the proof of Theo-
rem 3 in Section A. We can prove Proposition A2 in the
same way, and this part does not affect the bound itself.

The difference appears in the evaluation of
∥∥∥HL

Add,I(τ)
∥∥∥

in Eq. (A10) as follows.∥∥HL
Add,I(τ)

∥∥ ≤ ∑
m∈Z

emωτ∥Hm∥

≤ α

(
2

∞∑
m=0

e−m(ζ−1−ωτ) − 1

)
, (E6)

in Proposition A1. For τ ∈ [0, 1/(2ζω)], this gives a

bound,
∥∥∥HL

Add,I(τ)
∥∥∥ ≤ α coth(1/4ζ). By choosing the

parameter λ = 1/(4ζω) in Eq. (A5), we arrive at Eq.
(E5). □
Compared to Theorem 3, the characteristic scale ζ ∈
O(1) plays a role of the maximum Fourier index M in a
time-periodic Hamiltonian by Eq. (27). This exponential
decay implies the approximation of the quasienergy ϵn by
the eigenvalue of the truncated Floquet Hamiltonian HL

F

with an error up to e−Θ(L−αT ) as in Theorem 2. As a con-
sequence, all the results in the main text are valid also for
the class of Hamiltonians by Eq. (E1). The cost of the
Floquet QPE for (ϵn, |ϕn(t)⟩) [Section VI] or (ϵn, |Φn⟩)
[Section VII] remains given by Theorem 9 and Theorem
12 respectively. The cost of the Floquet eigenstate prepa-
ration discussed in Section VIII is summarized by Table
II. We conclude that the quantum algorithm for comput-
ing quasienergy and Floquet eigenstates can achieve near
optimal query complexity even for time-periodic Hamil-
tonians having exponentially-decaying Fourier compo-
nents. This result is reminiscent of Hamiltonian simula-
tion [28], in which real-time dynamics can be simulated
with nearly optimal query complexity both for time-
periodic Hamiltonians with a finite number of Fourier
components and for those with exponentially-decaying
Fourier components.
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