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Computing vacuum states of lattice gauge
theories (LGTs) containing fermionic degrees
of freedom can present significant challenges
for classical computation using Monte-Carlo
methods. Quantum algorithms may offer a
pathway towards more scalable computation
of groundstate properties of LGTs. How-
ever, a comprehensive understanding of the
quantum computational resources required for
such a problem is thus far lacking. In this
work, we investigate using the quantum sub-
space expansion (QSE) algorithm to compute
the groundstate of the Schwinger model, an
archetypal LGT describing quantum electro-
dynamics in one spatial dimension. We per-
form numerical simulations, including the ef-
fect of measurement noise, to extrapolate the
resources required for the QSE algorithm to
achieve a desired accuracy for a range of sys-
tem sizes. Using this, we present a full analysis
of the resources required to compute LGT vac-
uum states using a quantum algorithm using
qubitization within a fault tolerant framework.
We develop of a novel method for performing
qubitization of a LGT Hamiltonian based on
a “linear combination of unitaries” (LCU) ap-
proach. The cost of the corresponding block
encoding operation scales as Õ(N) with system
size N . Including the corresponding prefac-
tors, our method reduces the gate cost by mul-
tiple orders of magnitude when compared to
previous LCU methods for the QSE algorithm,
which scales as Õ(N2) when applied to the
Schwinger model. While the qubit and single
circuit T-gate cost resulting from our resource
analysis is appealing to early fault-tolerant im-
plementation, we find that the number of shots
required to avoid numerical instability within
the QSE procedure must be significantly re-
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duced in order to improve the feasibility of the
methodology we consider and discuss how this
might be achieved.

1 Introduction
Gauge theories are quantum field theories (QFTs) in
which a gauge field imposes the fundamental sym-
metry on the Lagrangian and mediates interactions.
They play foundational roles within various fields of
theoretical physics. Within particle physics, gauge
theories describe fundamental particles and their in-
teraction through the exchange of force carriers. The
gauge symmetry determines the nature of the theory;
with quantum electrodynamics (QED) arising from an
abelian U(1) symmetry and quantum chromodynam-
ics (QCD) from a non-abelian SU(3) symmetry [1].
Gauge field theories also play important roles in cos-
mology [2] and condensed matter physics [3].

Many gauge theories are too complex to study an-
alytically and, because many phenomena of inter-
est arise non-perturbatively, efficient numerical meth-
ods have become increasingly important for studying
gauge theories. Originally formulated in seminal work
by Wilson [4], numerical study of such phenomena is
now routinely performed using lattice gauge theories
(LGTs) in which spacetime is discretized onto a lat-
tice of points on which the values of matter and gauge
fields are defined. Wilson’s path integral formula-
tion of LGTs saw extensive computational study using
Monte-Carlo methods [5]. Applying Monte-Carlo al-
gorithms to some Hamiltonians however, leads to the
so called sign problem or complex action problem [6] in
which the integrand contains negative terms or the ac-
tion becomes complex (and so the Boltzmann weight
cannot be directly interpreted as a probability density
function). In dealing with these issues, for example by
using a Taylor expansion [7], computing expectation
values can involve summing many highly oscillatory
terms of which many cancel due to alternating signs.
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This behaviour leads to statistical error that grows
exponentially with system size [6]. Due to the minus
sign in the fermionic commutation relation the sign
problem poses a significant challenge to simulations
involving interacting electrons, as well as lattice QCD
with non-zero Baryon density.

One of the most widely studied gauge field theories
is the Schwinger model [8] which describes charged
particles and their interactions with electromagnetic
fields within QED in 1+1D1. Being the simplest gauge
theory, the Schwinger model plays an important role
as a benchmark for numerical methods for solving
gauge theories as well as a pedagogical tool that can
be used to study a range of complex phenomena that
arise in more complex quantum field theories. Such
phenomena include: chiral symmetry breaking, in
which an effective fermionic mass arises from pairing
of fermion and anti-fermions [9]; confinement, where
fermions only exist alongside their corresponding anti-
particle and separating such pairs requires increasing
energy as they are drawn further apart (analogous to
quark confinement in 3+1D QCD) [10]; and phase
transitions between massive and massless phases [11].

Simulating the real-time dynamics of the Schwinger
model as well as the ground state in the presence
of a chemical potential imbalance between different
fermion flavours both give rise to the sign problem.
Consequently, the lattice Schwinger model has been
used to benchmark novel computational approaches
which do not suffer from the sign problem2. A
promising classical approach is to use tensor network
methods [12, 13] which use a Hamiltonian, rather
than path-integral, representation and thus don’t suf-
fer from the sign problem. Matrix product states
(MPS), a popular tensor network ansatz, are partic-
ularly well suited to gapped locally interacting sys-
tems in one spatial dimension. MPS have been used
to study massless to massive phase transitions [11],
CP-violating phase transitions [14, 15], chiral conden-
sation [16], ground and excited state energies in the
thermodynamic limit [17], ground state entanglement
structure [18] and real time dynamics [19–23] in the
Schwinger model and related models with abelian Zn

or SU(2) symmetries. Despite their successes in 1+1D
however, extending tensor network methods to QFTs
in two or more spatial dimensions poses significant
challenges. MPS methods in more than one dimen-
sion often require bond-dimensions that grow rapidly
with system size and tensor networks embedded in
higher dimensions, such as projected entangled pairs
states (PEPS) [24], cannot be contracted efficiently.

Quantum computing may offer a pathway towards
simulation of lattice gauge theories when the sign

1one space and one time dimension
2this is not to say that such computational approaches do

not lead to their own computational bottlenecks

problem arises and tensor networks methods fail [25,
26]. Multiple works have investigated algorithmic
approaches to lattice gauge theories [27], and the
Schwinger model in particular. These quantum com-
puting methods typically aim to solve one of two prob-
lems. The first is to simulate time evolution of the
model. Notably Shaw et al. [28] provide rigorous
bounds for Trotterised time evolution of the model in
both NISQ and fault tolerant settings which scale as
Õ(N3/2T 3/2√

xΛ), where N is system size, T is simu-
lation time, x is interaction strength and Λ is the local
dimension of the gauge field (see Sec. 2.2 for further
details of these model parameters)3. Other authors
have focused on presenting experimental implemen-
tations using quantum hardware or classical emula-
tion methods. Notable examples of such work have
demonstrated real time dynamics of the Schwinger
model using Trotterisation [31, 32] and open quantum
system dynamics [33]. The second problem that has
been investigated using quantum computers is finding
groundstate, or vacuum states, of LGTs.

Research studying the groundstate computation for
lattice gauge theories, and in particular the Schwinger
model, on quantum computers has primarily focused
on the use of VQE methods [31, 34–43]. The scal-
ability of VQE is significantly impacted by barren
plateaus in which gradients of the cost functions
landscape become exponentially small with system
size [44–51]. Moreover, the highly stochastic and
time-intensive optimisation procedure of VQE means
that systematic studies of the cost and scaling of the
optimisation routine are challenging using both sim-
ulated and real quantum processors.

In order to avoid these issues, we investigate the use
of the recently proposed quantum subspace expan-
sion (QSE) [52, 53] algorithm and apply it to solv-
ing the lattice Schwinger model. In contrast to VQE,
since the QSE algorithm does not involve a stochas-
tic optimisation procedure it avoids the issue of barren
plateaus (although obstacles to the scaling of the algo-
rithm may exist) and analysis of the performance and
scaling of the algorithm with numerical methods may
be more fruitful. Recent work has shown that qubiti-
zation [29] can be used to implement QSE [54], as
well as the related a algorithm for computing Green’s
functions using Lanczos recursion [55], on fault toler-
ant processors.

1.1 Summary of results
In this article, we investigate the use of QSE for
finding groundstates of a LGT. We consider all-to-
all qubit connectivity and fault tolerant operation

3They note that this scaling with Λ is more favourable than
other methods based on qubitization [29] or random compila-
tion for Hamiltonian simulation (QDRIFT) [30].
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throughout4. We lay out a framework in which meth-
ods based on qubitization and quantum singular value
transformation can be used to generate the necessary
expectation values required for the lattice Schwinger
model. We provide a full description and resource es-
timation for the qubitization procedure which is based
on the linear combination of unitaries (LCU) method.
As part of this, we propose a novel way of applying
the LCU procedure to lattice models in which we ex-
ploit translational symmetry of the model. Compared
to existing proposals for performing QSE with qubiti-
zation [54], which can be applied to the Schwinger
model with a gate cost of Õ(N2), the gate cost of
our methods is Õ(N) and leads to a reduction in gate
cost by multiple orders of magnitude for system sizes
of hundreds of lattice sites.

To estimate the total resource cost of the QSE al-
gorithm, we perform extensive numerical simulation
of the algorithm, including the effect of measurement
noise for systems of up to N = 26 lattice sites. We
consider the effect of shot noise on expectation values
and use a partitioned quantum subspace [56] to miti-
gate issues due to ill-conditioning within the QSE al-
gorithm resulting from this noise. Extrapolating from
the numerical results we estimate the qubit and T-
gate cost of using QSE to solve the lattice Schwinger
model for lattice sizes comparable to state of the art
classical results. For systems of hundreds of lattice
sites, we find that the number of T-gates required for
the qubitization procedure are on the order of 106

(more precise values are given later in the paper).
While such single circuit gate costs may be feasible
for future fault tolerant devices, the number of shots
required to control measurement noise leads to to-
tal number of circuit evaluations (and therefore run-
time) beyond what we expect to be feasible. This
is despite the use of partitioned quantum subspace
approaches [56], which reduces the cost significantly
compared to previous thresholded approaches [57].
We discuss how further algorithmic improvements
may offer a pathway towards reducing the measure-
ment cost.

Although we consider the single flavour Schwinger
model, for which the groundstate problem does not
lead to the sign problem, the analysis and numerics we
present here can be extended to more complex mod-
els for which Monte-Carlo methods fail. The work
we present here serves as a first step towards under-
standing and using a new quantum algorithm to study
LGTs.

The remainder of this article is structured as fol-
lows. In Sec. 2 we describe the theoretical back-
ground. This includes Sec. 2.1 describing the QSE

4later, we compare the required two-qubit gate depth to
decoherence times for a range of quantum processors to confirm
the need for fault tolerance in systems of hundreds of lattice
sites.

algorithm and Sec. 2.2 describing the Hamiltonian for-
mulation of the lattice Schwinger model. In Sec. 3
we introduce the concept of quantum singular values
transforms (QSVT) and qubitization. This includes
Sec. 3.1 defining a block encoding and QSVT and then
Sec. 3.2 in which we show how this can be used to
generate a Krylov basis for QSE. In Sec. 4 we present
our numerical simulations. This includes a descrip-
tion of how we model measurement noise in Sec. 4.1,
how we use partitioned quantum subspace expansion
to deal with this noise in Sec. 4.2, and a set of results
in Sec. 4.3 showing the number of measurements and
basis size needed to achieve a desired energy error. In
Sec. 5 we calculate the resources required to run the
algorithm, the mathematical details of which are de-
ferred to Appendix C. Finally in Sec 6 we discuss our
results.

2 Theoretical background
2.1 Quantum subspace expansion
For a Hamiltonian H, the QSE algorithm aims to
calculate an approximate groundstate within a sub-
space spanned by a D dimensional non-orthogonal
basis {|ψ0⟩ , |ψ1⟩ , . . . , |ψD−1⟩} which can be generated
by a quantum processor. Within this subspace, a trial
state has the form |ψ(c⃗)⟩ =

∑D−1
i=0 ci |ψi⟩. Minimising

the functional ⟨ψ(c⃗)|H |ψ(c⃗)⟩ to find optimal coeffi-
cients c⃗ is equivalent to solving the generalised eigen-
value problem

Hc⃗ = ESc⃗, (1)

for minimum eigenvalue E, where matrices H and S
are given by

Hi,j = ⟨ψi|H|ψj⟩ , Si,j = ⟨ψi|ψj⟩ . (2)

The power of the QSE algorithm relies on making
a good choice of basis and being able to efficiently
measure expectation values for Hi,j and Si,j . The
basis {|ψk⟩ |k = 0, 1, . . . , (D − 1)} is typically gener-
ated by applying (often repeatedly) operators to an
input state |ψ0⟩, which is chosen to be close to the
true groundstate. Many types of operators have been
used to generate this basis including real and imagi-
nary time evolution [58–63], fermionic excitation op-
erators [64], Pauli operators [65] and using parame-
terised quantum circuits in variational manner [66].
Depending on the basis used, the expectation values
can be calculated in different ways such as a SWAP
test [67, 68] or by measuring constituent Pauli expec-
tation values and recombining as done in VQE.

A particularly powerful basis, called a Krylov basis,
is formed by repeated application of the Hamilto-
nian to the reference state: {|ψk⟩ = Hk |ψ0⟩ |k =
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0, 1, . . . , D−1}. This forms the basis for the well stud-
ied classical Lanczos algorithm for computing ground-
states [69, 70]. In the infiniteD limit, the Krylov basis
includes infinite imaginary time evolution and, assum-
ing non-zero overlap between the initial and ground
states and infinite precision arithmetic, will lead to
the exact groundstate. In the case of finite sized bases
for a given problem instance, the Lanczos algorithm
converges exponentially with basis size, and so very
good solutions can often be found using reasonable
basis sizes [71, 72]. QSE using a Krylov basis is often
refered to as the quantum Krylov algorithm. Through-
out the remainder of this article we will only consider
QSE using a Krylov basis and refer to it as ‘QSE’. A
schematic of this algorithm is shown in Fig. 1 (a).

For quantum systems in a Hilbert space, the cost of
exactly evaluating and storing the Hamiltonian act-
ing on the reference states grows exponentially with
system size, making the use of a quantum proces-
sor to generate the basis within a QSE procedure
very appealing. Moreover, when using a Krylov ba-
sis, H and S are Hankel matrices, specified by O(D)
unique values given by Hi,j = ⟨ψ0|Hi+j+1|ψ0⟩, Si,j =
⟨ψ0|Hi+j |ψ0⟩, rather than the O(D2) unique values
required in general when using operators to generate
the basis that do not commute with the Hamiltonian.
Of course the Hamiltonian is not a unitary operator in
general, and so methods to compute expectation val-
ues must use some additional classical computation to
generate the Krylov basis. Strategies to compute the
non-unitary expectation values in H,S include clas-
sical post processing to combine expectation values
from time evolutions [73] or methods based on qubiti-
zation [54]. We will use the latter in this work.

2.2 Hamiltonian formulation of the single
flavour lattice Schwinger model
The Schwinger model is usually represented on a
lattice by using a “staggered fermion” representa-
tion [74]. As we will show in the following, the stag-
gered fermion representation uses odd lattice sites
to encode fermions and even sites to encode anti-
fermions. The single flavour model is constructed as
follows. We define a single component fermion field
at lattice site labelled by integer n with creation and
annihilation operators ϕ†(n) and ϕ(n) respectively.
These obey the usual commutation relations

{ϕ†(m), ϕ(n)} = δm,n, {ϕ(m), ϕ(n)} = 0. (3)

The gauge field is defined on links connecting sites
(n, n+ 1) with operator

U(n, n+ 1) := eiθ(n), (4)

which mediates interactions between neighbouring
fermionic sites. Within the “compact” formalism, the

onsite gauge-field becomes an angular variable on the
lattice with conjugate spin variable L(n) obeying

[θ(m), L(n)] = iδm,n (5)

such that L(n) has eigenvalues L(n) = 0,±1,±2, . . .
and eiθ(n) and e−iθ(n) act as raising and lowering op-
erators respectively. That is eiθ(n) (e−iθ(n)) has the
effect of increasing (decreasing) the value of L(n) link-
ing lattice sites (n, n+1) by one, while having no effect
on L(m ̸= n) for other lattice sites.

The dimensionless Hamiltonian for the single flavour
Schwinger model is given by

H = H0 + xV (6)

with

H0 =
N−1∑
n=1

L2(n) + µ

N∑
n=1

(−1)nϕ†(n)ϕ(n) (7)

V = −i
N−1∑
n=1

(
ϕ†(n)eiθ(n)ϕ(n+ 1) − h.c

)
, (8)

where µ and x correspond to re-scaled mass and cou-
pling parameters [75]. As we will see shortly, the alter-
nating sign on the mass term allows us to incorporate
both matter and anti-matter particles on a bipartite
lattice.

Physical states must obey Gauss’s law which ensures
that the electric flux into and out of a lattice site is
balanced by the onsite charge. On the lattice, Gauss’s
law is given by [75]

L(n) − L(n− 1) = ϕ†(n)ϕ(n) − 1
2 (1 − (−1)n)

∀ 0 ≤ n < N.
(9)

This means that excitations ϕ†(n)ϕ(n) = 1 to an even
n site generates −1 unit of flux between the gauge
fields into and out of the lattice site. Thus, on an
even lattice site ϕ†(n)ϕ(n) = 1 is interpreted as the
existence of a fermion with negative unit charge, while
ϕ†(n)ϕ(n) = 0 is an absence. Conversely, for an odd n
lattice site, ϕ†(n)ϕ(n) = 0 generates +1 units of flux.
Thus on an odd lattice site ϕ†(n)ϕ(n) = 0 can be
interpreted as the existence of an anti-fermion with
positive unit charge and ϕ†(n)ϕ(n) = 1 as the ab-
sence [76]. We can see from the mass term in (7) that
this interpretation gives the expected mass addition
µ for both fermion and anti-fermion.

It is common to impose zero field to the boundaries,
namely L(0) = 0. In the x → 0 (no coupling) limit,
the ground state can be found by inspection to be

L(n) = 0 ∀n, ϕ†(n)ϕ(n) =
{

0 even n
1 odd n.

(10)

As one might expect for a non-interacting theory, this
vacuum state corresponds to a complete absence of
particles and anti-particles as well as zero gauge field.
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Remark 1. Since the occupation of neighbouring
gauge fields can vary by at most ±1, the maximum
value of |L(n)| is N − 1 for states obeying Gauss’s
law.

This is particularly useful when studying such models
with quantum computers or tensor network methods
in which it is necessary to truncate the dimensional-
ity of the gauge fields to map them onto finite dimen-
sional systems. When using qubit or spin system with
a binary encoding, the number of qubits needed to en-
code the gauge field subspace is m = ⌈log2(N)⌉ + 1,
which gives maximum and minimum gauge field occu-
pancies of ±Λ with Λ ≥ (N − 1). It is likely that fur-
ther truncation can be applied with minimal impact
on accuracy of solution. It has been shown [77] that
for time evolution and computation of spectrally iso-
lated eigenstates it suffices to approximate the gauge
field with a truncated Fock space of dimension Λ that
scales polylogarithmically with inverse error. The
ability to significantly truncate the dimensionality of
the gauge fields has been noted in numerical tests [78],
and is standard practice in tensor network methods
for LGTs.

The fermionic operators within the Hamiltonian can
be mapped to spin operators using the Jordan-Wigner
transformation

ϕ(n) =
∏
j<n

[iσ3(l)]σ−(n),

ϕ†(n) =
∏
j<n

[−iσ3(l)]σ+(n),
(11)

where σ1, σ2, σ3 are the spin-half Pauli operators and
σ± = (σ1 ± iσ2)/2. Under this transformation the
Hamiltonian becomes

H0 =
N−1∑
n=1

L2(n) +
N∑

n=1
(−1)n

(µ
2 + µ

2σ3(n)
)
,

V =
N−1∑
n=1

(
σ+(n)eiθ(n)σ−(n+ 1) + h.c

) (12)

and Gauss’ law can be reformulated as

L(n) − L(n− 1) = 1
2 (σ3(n) + (−1)n)

∀ 0 ≤ n < N.
(13)

If we assume free boundaries L(0) = L(N) = 0 we can
eliminate the gauge field by using Gauss’ law com-
bined with the gauge transformation

σ−(n) →
∏
j<n

[
e−iθ(j)

]
σ−(n), (14)

in which case the Hamiltonian becomes

H0 =
N∑

n=1
(−1)n

(µ
2 + µ

2σ3(n)
)

+
N−1∑
n=1

[
1
2

n∑
m=1

(σ3(m) + (−1)m)
]2

,

V =
N−1∑
n=1

(
σ+(n)σ−(n+ 1) + h.c

)
.

(15)

Within this spin-only representation, the x → 0
ground state corresponds to anti-ferromagnetic state
with σ3(n) = −(−1)n ∀ n [32].

Fig. 2 shows a schematic diagram of a state written
in the original staggered fermion representation (with
Gauss’s law) along with the corresponding state after
undergoing Jordan Wigner and gauge transformations
to remove the gauge field.

3 Quantum subspace expansion via
QSVT
3.1 Block encoding and QSVT
Qubitization and quantum singular value transforma-
tions (QSVT) have emerged as powerful methods for
implementing arbitrary functions of non-unitary op-
erators on quantum computers. It has been shown
how many paradigmatic quantum algorithms can be
implemented using such methods which in some cases
offers significant improvements over resources require-
ments and scalings of the original proposals [79].
QSVT has become one of the most popular meth-
ods for implementing quantum phase estimation and
time evolution algorithms. Although such methods
are expected to require some level of fault tolerance,
the latter application has already been demonstrated
on a trapped-ion hardware platform [80].

In this work, we use QSVT via qubitization to gen-
erate the polynomial expectation values required to
generate the Krylov basis within QSE. In the fol-
lowing, we describe the key idea behind qubitization
and block encoding and then quantum singular value
transforms.

Definition 2 (Block encoding, modified from [79]).
Let H be a Hamiltonian acting on Hilbert space Hs

with spectral norm ||H|| ≤ 1. A block-encoding of H
is three unitary operators (U,G, G̃), where U acts on
Ha ⊗ Hs, for some auxiliary Hilbert space Ha, and
|G⟩ := G |0⟩ ∈ Ha and |G̃⟩ := G̃ |0⟩ ∈ Ha, are states
such that (

⟨G̃| ⊗ 1s

)
U (|G⟩ ⊗ 1s) = H. (16)

From this definition, we see that block encoding allows
us to encode the operation of H within the subspace

5



×

|ψ0⟩

. . .
×

|GS⟩

H

K∞

K1
K2

(a)

. . .

×

|ψ0⟩

×

|GS⟩

H

Kp
N

Kp
1

Kp
2

(b)

Figure 1: Schematic of the quantum subspace expansion algorithms considered in this work. (a) QSE algorithm using a Krylov
basis. Starting from initial state |ψ0⟩ within the total Hilbert space H, Krylov bases KD with increasing basis sizes D allow
for access to more of the Hilbert space. For D = ∞, the corresponding Krylov space K∞ contains infinite imaginary time
evolution and therefore the true ground state |GS⟩. (b) PQSE algorithm using a Krylov basis. In contrast to QSE, PQSE builds
up a series of Krylov bases Kp

1 ,K
p
2 . . .K

p
n in a non-Markovian way. A selection criteria based on the variance of corresponding

state (see algorithm description in Ref. [56]) at each step to create a Krylov basis Kp
i with automatically chosen dimension

using a reference state corresponding to the optimal state in the preceding Krylov subspace Kp
i−1. In practice, this improves

the numerical stability of the generalised eigenvalue problem being solved and aims to find a reasonable approximation to the
ground state.

(a)

vac vac q− vac vac q+ vac vac

0 0 −1 −1 −1 0 0
. . .

ϕ†ϕ = 1

ϕ†ϕ = 0

odd site

l (l − 1)

l l

even site

l l

l (l + 1)

(b) ↑ ↓ ↓ ↓ ↑ ↑ ↑ ↓ . . . odd site

σ3 = 1

σ3 = -1

↑
↓

even site

↑
↓

Figure 2: (a) State satisfying Gauss’s law for Lattice Schwinger model in staggered fermion formalism. Fermionic lattice sites
are indicated by (occupied or unoccupied circles) with connecting lines corresponding to gauge field. Integers below gauge
field lines correspond to value of gauge field L. The box to right indicates how the value of the fermionic number operator
is interpreted as existence of quark or anti-fermion, along with the gauge field flux arising from charge balance imposed by
Gauss’s law. (b) The same state after applying the Jordan Wigner transformation and gauge-transformation to arrive at a
spin model. Curves connecting spins indicate non-local interactions arising out of gauge transformation, with line thickness
of each one corresponding to strength of corresponding term in Hamiltonian. The box to right indicates how existence of a
quark or anti-quark corresponds to up or down spin states depending on the parity of the lattice site.
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labelled by auxiliary states |G⟩, |G̃⟩ 5. It is often the
case, such as in the original proposal [29], that the
auxiliary states are taken to be equal, i.e., |G⟩ = |G̃⟩.
This is also the case in previous works using qubiti-
zation for QSE. We will see later that we can reduce
the cost of QSE via QSVT by using an asymmetric
encoding |G⟩ ≠ |G̃⟩.

Provided we can find unitary operators U , G and G̃
(if not equal to G), qubitization allows us to measure
operators and, as we will see later, functions of non-
unitary operators using quantum circuits.

The linear combination of unitaries (LCU)
method [29] is a commonly used method for
block encoding local Hamiltonians that we will use
in this work. LCU works as follows: We express an n
qubit Hamiltonian as a linear combination of T Pauli
operators:

H =
T −1∑
i=0

αiP̂i, (17)

where αi are real coefficients and P̂i ∈ {1, X, Y, Z}⊗n

is an n Pauli operator. In most situations we can
assume that

∑T −1
i=0 |αi| = 1, such that ||H|| < 1, by

renormalising the Hamiltonian. The block encoding
unitary is

U =
T −1∑
i=1

|i⟩⟨i| ⊗ P̂i, (18)

which corresponds to the application of each P̂i con-
trolled on the state of the auxiliary register being in
|i⟩.

As for the corresponding block encoding states, we
divert from previous implementations of QSE with
qubitization [54] by using an asymmetric block en-
coding G ̸= G̃. For our work we will use

|G⟩ =
T −1∑
i=0

√
|αi| |i⟩ (19)

and

|G̃⟩ =
T −1∑
i=0

sgn(αi)
√

|αi| |i⟩ . (20)

It is straightforward to confirm that these definitions
of U , |G⟩ and |G̃⟩ satisfy Definition 2 for a block en-
coding. We will see later that since G and G̃ differ
only by the possible signs of αi that they can be pre-
pared using almost identical circuits.

The challenge in performing a block encoding in this
way is to choose a labelling procedure {|i⟩} that makes
efficient use of auxiliary qubits leading to an efficient

5In the case where G = G̃ it is this state that gives rise to the
name qubitization. Ha acts as a qubit subspace spanned by |G⟩
and its orthogonal complement. Functions of the block-encoded
operator are implemented by repeated rotations around the
Block sphere of this effective qubit.

method of generating the block encoded state. We
use a labelling procedure in which |i⟩ are computa-
tional basis states corresponding to a pair of n length
binary numbers (x⃗, z⃗)i that give a binary encoding of
n qubit Pauli operator P̂i. If x⃗ (z⃗) contains a one in
bit j, then P̂i includes an X (Z) operator on qubit
j. Constituent Y operators arise when both vectors
contain a one in the same position as ZX = iY . The
operation of U in (18) can then be implemented with
the following three sets of gates: (1) A set of CX gates,
each controlled on a qubit within the x⃗ register and
targeting the corresponding qubit within the system
register. (2) A set of CZ gates doing the same thing,
except each controlled on one of the qubits within the
z⃗ register. (3) A controlled S (i phase gate) acting
between a qubit in the x⃗ register and the qubit in the
same position within the z⃗ register.

To prepare |G⟩ we must prepare a real superposition
with amplitudes {

√
|αi|} over computational basis

states |(x⃗, z⃗)i⟩. To do so, a series of multi-controlled
partial CNOT and SWAP gates must be applied with
control and target qubits as well as rotation angles
chosen in such a way as to rotate into different states
with increasing Hamming weights with the correct
amplitudes. The process and order by which this is
done is quite complex, a full description is given in Ap-
pendix B.2. As described by Kirby [54] this method
requires us to apply a different multi-controlled rota-
tion gate for each Pauli operator within the Hamilto-
nian. We present in Sec. 5, a method for reducing the
number of these gates required by exploiting trans-
lational symmetry within the Hamiltonian such that
the most costly of these gates need only be applied
to single gauge link within the lattice and then effec-
tively copied over to the remaining lattice sites. This
reduces the cost from Õ(N2) (if applying the method
given by Kirby [54] to our Hamiltonian) to Õ(N). The
other block encoding state |G̃⟩ can be generated us-
ing the same set of rotation gates except flipping the
phase of the some of the rotation angles in order to
include an additional minus sign phase where needed.

In previous work [54] in which G̃ = G, to include the
negative signs on values of αi a potentially large num-
ber of multicontrolled Z gates must be applied within
U . In using our asymmetric encoding to include the
required signs within |G̃⟩ we remove this cost which,
depending on the number of negative αi, could other-
wise dominate the cost of the algorithm.

Given access to the block encoding, functions of H
can be implemented through the quantum singular
value transforms (QSVT) [81]. For our purpose of
computing a Krylov basis, the following theorem to
generate polynomials of H will suffice.

Theorem 3 (Polynomials through QSVT, modified
from [79, 81]). Given Hamiltonian H with eigenvalues
on the range [−1, 1] and block encoding (U,G, G̃), we
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define the projectors

Π := |G⟩⟨G|, Π̃ := |G̃⟩⟨G̃| (21)

onto the subspaces spanned by |G⟩ and |G̃⟩ and corre-
sponding rotations by angle φ ∈ R,

Πφ := e2iφΠ, Π̃φ := e2iφΠ̃. (22)

Then, for any polynomial f : [−1, 1] → [−1, 1] of de-
gree k,

• if k is odd, there exists angles φ⃗ ∈ Rk defining
the operator

Uφ⃗ := Π̃φ1U

k−1
2∏

j=1

[
Πφ2k

U†Π̃φ2k+1U
]

(23)

such that
⟨G̃|Uφ⃗ |G⟩ = f(H), (24)

• if k is even, there exists angles φ⃗ ∈ Rk defining
the operator

Uφ⃗ :=
k
2∏

j=1

[
Πφ2k−1U

†Π̃φ2k
U

]
, (25)

such that
⟨G|Uφ⃗ |G⟩ = f(H). (26)

Moreover, there exists an efficient classical algorithm
for computing φ⃗.

Corollary 4. There exists φ⃗ ∈ Rk such that if k is
odd(

⟨G̃| ⊗ ⟨ψ0|
)
Uφ⃗ (|G⟩ ⊗ |ψ0⟩) = ⟨ψ0|Hk |ψ0⟩ (27)

and if k is even

(⟨G| ⊗ ⟨ψ0|)Uφ⃗ (|G⟩ ⊗ |ψ0⟩) = ⟨ψ0|Hk |ψ0⟩ . (28)

We can use this to measure the expectation values
required for H and S within a Krylov basis. The
rotation gates required can be implemented as follows.

Remark 5. The rotation about |G⟩ required for the
QSVT procedure in Theorem 3 by angle φj can be
implemented with the following circuit

Πφj =
|0⟩ e2iφjZ |0⟩

/ G G† /

(29)

A similar construction can be used for Π̃φj
if G̃ ̸= G.

3.2 Generating the Krylov basis using QSVT
Recalling the definition of H and S for a Krylov basis
given in (2), the matrix elements for a D dimensional
Krylov space ⟨ψ0|Hk |ψ0⟩ for k = 0, 1, . . . (2D − 1)
must be estimated on a quantum computer. Given
access to G, G̃ and U this can be done according to
Corollary 4 as follows.

1. Generate a reference state |ψ0⟩ in the system reg-
ister and apply G to the auxiliary register to pre-
pare |G⟩ ⊗ |ψ0⟩.

2. For each φj in φ⃗, apply the block encoding op-
erator U to both registers as well as the rotation
operator Πφj

or Π̃φj
(depending on if j is odd or

even) to the auxiliary register.

3. Apply the reverse operation for initial state
preparation to the system registers, as well as
G† or G̃† depending on the parity of k to the
auxiliary register.

4. Measure all system and auxiliary qubits in the
computational basis and count the result if the
all zero state is measured.

5. Return to step 1. and repeat until enough mea-
surements are performed to give desired preci-
sion. The expectation value of ⟨ψ0|Hk |ψ0⟩ will
be the fraction of times that the zero state is
measured.

We obtain accurate gate and qubit counts for the
qubitization and QSVT procedures by applying the
LCU procedure along with the method for generat-
ing |G⟩ described by Kirby et al. (Appendix C in
Ref. [54]) to the single flavour Schwinger model to
give accurate gate and qubit counts for U and |G⟩
required for the qubitization and QSVT procedure.
We exploit translational symmetry within our Hamil-
tonian to improve the gate scaling of G by a factor
of system size N . By combining this method with
the use of an assymetrical block encoding such that
G̃ ̸= G, we are able to reduce the scaling of U by a
factor of N . The cost of G̃ is the same as G. Since the
procedures for generating (U,G, G̃) along with analy-
sis resource requirements are quite involved, we defer
detailed descriptions and calculation to Appendix C.

In Appendix C we show that the total number of
qubits required to represent the system and imple-
ment the block encoding procedure is O(log(N)N).
Furthermore, the number of gate operations required
scale as O(N) gates for U and O(log(N)N) for G
and G̃. Both of these gate costs are reduced from
O(log(N)N2) by using our method to exploit trans-
lational symmetry. Exact gate costs and prefactors
are given in Theorems 32 and 27 in Appendix C. The
O(log(N)N2) gate cost resulting from the LCU pro-
cedure described by Kirby at al. [54], including pref-
actors, is shown in Theorem 34 of Appendix C.6.2.
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By exploiting translational symmetry, we reduce the
gate cost of the algorithm by multiple orders of mag-
nitude for relevant system sizes, as compared to the
qubitization based on the work of Kirby [54]. We note
that the work by Kirby et al. considers two methods
of implementing the LCU procedure, we compare to
the second LCU method therein which requires fewer
gates at the expense of more circuit operations than
the first method they describe. Further discussion of
the gate costs of the QSVT procedure, as well as the
total algorithmic costs, is given in Sec. 5.

4 Numerical experiments
To analyse the performance of the QSE algorithm for
the Schwinger Hamiltonian, we perform classical sim-
ulations based on sparse matrix multiplication. We
consider fault tolerant operation and therefore neglect
the effect of device noise. To begin with, we will also
neglect the effect of finite measurement noise on the
expectation values of ⟨H⟩ before introducing it later
on. For the quantum computing algorithm, we pro-
pose working with the single flavour 1+1D Schwinger
Hamiltonian of (12) in which we explicitly include the
gauge fields. This is in contrast to using the gauge-
transformed model of (15) in which the transformed
interactions contains long range terms. Although the
gauge transformed representation will require fewer
qubits as avoid explicitly storing the value of gauge
fields, we expect the gate cost to scale more poorly.
Furthermore, for more general models it is necessary
to include the gauge fields as it is not possible to re-
move gauge fields through such a transformation for
models in two or more spatial dimensions.

When performing sparse matrix multiplication with
the Hamiltonian, the cost is not limited by the local-
ity of interactions, but rather the memory usage re-
quired to store states. Thus, to calculate expectation
values in H,S for our numerical experiments, we work
with the gauge transformed Hamiltonian of (15). This
allows us to use dense vectors of length 2N to repre-
sent the corresponding spin states, rather than length
2(N−1)m+N which would be required if we included
the Hilbert space of the gauge fields. Using this rep-
resentation, we are able to generate Krylov bases for
up to N = 30 lattice sites through sparse matrix mul-
tiplication and perform direct diagonalisation of the
ground state for up to N = 26 using double precision
with up to 3TB of RAM. In all of our experiments we
fix µ = 1.5 and x = 0.5.

As reference state |ψ0⟩ we use the ground state of
the corresponding x = 0 system given by (10). Since
this state satisfies Gauss’s law, and the Hamiltonian
used to generate the Krylov basis commutes with each
side of Gauss’s law in (9), the solutions generated by
the QSE algorithm will lie in the correct symmetry
sector of Gauss’s law. This input state is simply a

8 12 16 20 24

N

3

4

5

6

D

0.057N + 4.358

Figure 3: Estimated Krylov order D needed for QSE to
achieve fractional energy error of ∆E/Eint = 10−4 in the
case of no measurement noise calculated using data from
Appendix A.1. Red line corresponds to linear fit to final two
data points.

computational basis state generated by applying X
operators to the odd lattice sites.

We begin by simulating the algorithm with no mea-
surement noise, running the QSE algorithm for sys-
tem sizes ranging from N = 4 to N = 26. For each
system size, we perform QSE with increasing basis
size D until the generalised eigenvalue problem can no
longer be solver due to ill-conditioning. Although we
do not introduce measurement noise at this point, fi-
nite machine precision still means that the generalised
eigenvalue problem becomes unstable for sufficiently
large Krylov basis. As a metric for the success of the
algorithm we consider the fractional energy error be-
tween the error in the ground state energy produced
by the QSE algorithm and the interaction energy of
the system (the difference between the x = 0 non-
interacting ground state energy and the x ̸= 0 ground
state energy). This is denoted by ∆E/Eint. As is to
be expected with a Krylov basis, we find that for each
value of N , the fractional energy error decreases expo-
nentially with the basis size. For each value of N , by
performing an exponential fit between ∆E/Eint com-
pared to Krylov basis size we are able to estimate the
basis size required to achieve a chosen energy error
(assuming the the algorithm does not fail due to fi-
nite precision). For further details of the experiments
and fitting, see Appendix A.1.

The result of this fitting is given in Fig. 3 in which
we present an estimate for the basis size required to
achieve a desired energy error of ∆E/Eint = 10−4.
Considering the gradient of the curve drawn out by
the data points, the rate at which the required Krylov
order D increases with N , decreases as we go from
N = 4 to N = 26, with the value of D becoming ap-
proximately linear with N for the later data points.
Assuming the required order continues to grow lin-
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early, or the gradient with respect to N further de-
creases, by fitting a straight line to the final two data
points and extrapolating this to larger N , we can esti-
mate an upper bound on the required basis for a given
N . Such a line is shown in Fig. 3 and corresponds to
an upper bound ofD ≈ 0.057N+4.358. This linear re-
lationship, characterised by a shallow slope, suggests
that the basis size cost does not exhibit a substan-
tial increase as the system size grows assuming zero
measurement error and infinite precision. However, to
gain a full understanding of the resource cost of the
algorithm we must analyse the problem in the pres-
ence of finite measurement noise. As we will see from
the following sections, the behaviour and cost of the
QSE algorithm in such a scenario differs significantly
from the zero-noise case.

4.1 Modelling measurement noise
We now consider the effect of shot noise on the expec-
tations values of S and H resulting from finite number
of measurement. The effect of this is to perturb these
matrices as S → S + ∆S and H → H + ∆H. Like
the original overlap matrices, the perturbation matri-
ces ∆S,∆H are Hankel matrices6. Since expectation
values are measured as Bernoulli trials, elements of
the perturbation matrices can be modelled as ran-
dom variables drawn from a normal distribution with
width given by the expected variance of the expecta-
tion value.

Let ⟨ψ0|Hk |ψ0⟩ denote the best estimate for the ex-
pectation value of ⟨ψ0|Hk |ψ0⟩ as measured according
to the procedure in Sec. 3.2. If Mk measurements are
used to calculate this estimate then the variance is
given by

Var ⟨ψ0|Hk |ψ0⟩ = Var ⟨ψ0|Hk |ψ0⟩
Mk

= ⟨ψ0|H2k |ψ0⟩ − ⟨ψ0|Hk |ψ0⟩2

Mk
.

(30)

From the above, we are able to calculate the variance
of each matrix element used in the generalised eigen-
value problem by calculating values of ⟨ψ0|Hk |ψ0⟩
for k twice as large as the maximum value needed for
the expectation values. We choose values of Mk as
follows.

We use the total calls to the block encoding opera-
tor ΠφU as a measure of the cost of performing the
measurements required (counting Πφ and Π̃φ in the
same way since they have the same cost). By control-
ling this, we effectively control the number of gates
required. Using the QSVT procedure of Theorem 3,

6in which each ascending skew-diagonal from left to right is
constant

the circuit required to generate Hk requires k appli-
cations of ΠφU . Thus, given a distribution of shots
{Mk|k = 1, . . . , 2D + 1}, the total number of calls to
ΠφU is

# ΠφU calls =
2D+1∑
k=1

kMk. (31)

We choose {Mk} such that the measurement error as
a fraction of expectation value is the same for all k,
and as low as possible given a total number of ΠφU
applications. Thus, using (30) we assign Mk as

Mk = MVar ⟨ψ0|Hk |ψ0⟩
⟨ψ0|Hk |ψ0⟩2 , (32)

where proportionality constant M is calculated to
normalise the total number of block encoding calls
according to (31).

To simulate the effect of the resulting measurement
noise, we can then sample elements of the perturba-
tion matrices as ∆Si,j = δi+j , ∆H i,j = δi+j+1, where
δk are drawn from a normal distribution of width√

Var ⟨ψ0|Hk |ψ0⟩ /Mk.

4.2 Dealing with measurement noise
For the noise levels we consider in this work, standard
QSE often fails for moderately sized Krylov bases due
to ill-conditioning. Therefore, for simulations with
shot noise we use partitioned quantum subspace ex-
pansion (PQSE) which has been found to perform bet-
ter than normal QSE and thresholded approaches in
avoiding numerical instability in the presence of finite
noise [56].

PQSE decomposes the full D-dimensional Krylov
space into a series of smaller subspaces of dimension
{di} such that

∑
i(di − 1) = D− 1. Each subspace of

dimensions di is a Krylov subspace in which the input
state is the optimal state from the previous subspace
of dimension di−1. Compared to the full D dimen-
sional Krylov space, within the smaller subspaces the
generalised eigenvalue problem contains smaller ma-
trices which are less likely to be ill-conditioned. The
size of each partitioned subspace is selected system-
atically throughout the PQSE algorithm by choosing
di such that the solution to the corresponding gener-
alised eigenvalue problem gives the smallest energy
variance. Although the partitioned subspaces cor-
respond to different input states, the overlap matri-
ces H,S required for each partition can be efficiently
calculated from the same set of overlaps. As a re-
sult, PQSE requires similar overlaps as standard QSE,
namely ⟨ψ0|Hk |ψ0⟩ for k = 0, 1, . . . , 2D, where the
single additional overlap (for k = 2D) is required
for variance estimation. For a full description of the
PQSE algorithm, we refer the reader to the original
publication [56].
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4.3 Results
To test the performance of the PQSE algorithm in
the presence of measurement noise we simulate noise
as described in Sec. 4.1 for differing numbers of calls
to block encoding operators ΠφU . For a given value of
ΠφU calls, we split these calls among varying numbers
of expectation values to apply the PQSE procedure
with different total Krylov basis size D.

We considered lattice sizes varying from N = 4 to
N = 26. For the extrapolation for the total re-
sources we use data resulting from simulations using
102, 103, . . . , 1015 calls to ΠφU , for clarity, we show a
representative subset of these results in Fig. 4. For
each choice of ΠφU calls and N , 100 noise instances
are simulated with the median and upper and lower
quartiles plotted. From this we notice three things.
Firstly, for a given number of calls to ΠφU , as we in-
crease the maximum Krylov order the fractional en-
ergy error starts off decreasing, until reaching a min-
imum at which point it begins to increase. We can
interpret the initial decreasing behaviour as the error
reduces due to the increased basis size - of course the
error is worse than the noiseless equivalent due to er-
ror on the expectation values. Once the minimum is
reached however, the matrices become sufficiently ill-
conditioned such that any finite measurement noise
is enough for the generalised eigenvalue problem to
become unstable and so increasing order doesn’t im-
prove solution quality. In fact, when this happens in-
creasing the maximum value of D increases the mea-
surement error on expectation values as we have fixed
the number of shots, and so error increases rapidly.
Secondly, the value of D giving the lowest error in-
creases with N . This is to be expected as noiseless
results for this, as well as other Hamiltonians, typi-
cally require larger Krylov bases for larger systems to
achieve the same error. Finally, in all cases increasing
the number of calls to ΠφU , and therefore reducing
measurement error decreases overall solution error.

As in the noiseless case, we want to predict the num-
ber of resources required, this time in terms of total
calls to ΠφU rather than basis size, to achieve a de-
sired solution accuracy for a given system size. To
estimate this, we begin by taking the smallest me-
dian energy error for each number of calls to ΠφU .
These correspond to the lowest points on each curve
in Fig. 4. This assumes that we have a reasonably
good guess for the maximum order required to give
the best results through PQSE. In practice, this could
be inferred through some method of scaling up sys-
tem size through real or simulated experiments. We
see that for larger systems in Fig. 4, there are a num-
ber of choices of Maximum Krylov order that lead to
near-optimal output error.

For each value of N , we find that the best median en-
ergy error achieved by PQSE decreases with a power

law dependence on the number of calls to the block
encoding operator ΠφU . This manifests itself, rather
than the log-linear relationship demonstrated in the
noiseless case, as a log-log dependence between mea-
surement error and resource cost. See Appendix A.2.
Fitting to this dependence we are able to predict the
number of calls to the ΠφU to achieve a desired frac-
tional energy error. For example, the number of calls
required to achieve a fractional error of 10−4 is shown
in Fig. 5. From this we see that the number of calls
to ΠφU grows approximately exponentially with N
as #ΠφU calls ≈ 108.919 · 1.143N for the values of N
considered.

Applying thresholded QSE as described by Epperly
et al. [57] for the same lattice sizes gives energy errors
that are approximately an order of magnitude worse
than PQSE with same number of resources. See Ap-
pendix A.3 for further details.

5 Estimating resource requirements
After making an estimate of the basis size; and there-
fore number of calls to the qubitization procedure re-
quired, to understand the total resource cost of solv-
ing the Schwinger model, we must now compute the
number of gates required to implement each part of
the quantum circuit. A full description of the differ-
ent parts of the circuits, along with the mathemat-
ics needed to estimate the gate cost is long-winded.
Therefore, we defer a full description of the algo-
rithmic implementation along with proofs for upper
bounds of the required gate costs to Appendix C. We
point the reader in particular to Appendix C.1 which
outlines a sketch of the required proofs. Final results
of the costing are presented in Theorems 27, 32, 35
and 38.

In Fig. 6 (a) we plot the number of gates as a function
of system size N for a single step of the block encod-
ing procedure. This is given by the cost of U plus Πφ

(which is the same as Π̃φ). Fig. 6 (b) gives the qubit
cost of the algorithm which, for systems of N in the
hundreds or thousands, is not far off the thousands
of physical qubits targeted by, for example IBM, in
the next few years. Figs. 6 (c) and (d) show a direct
comparison between our improved implementations of
the block encoding procedure described in the previ-
ous section and the LCU method described by Kirby
et al. [54]. We see that for both T-gate count and
CNOT count, our optimisations lead to significant re-
ductions in the gate cost.

Throughout this work, we have assumed fault tolerant
computation. To quickly assess whether this is neces-
sary, or whether non error-corrected devices may be
sufficient, we compare the expected runtime of the
algorithmic gates to the coherence times for existing
processors. Assuming that two qubit gates are run
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of calls to the block encoding operator ΠφU (which affect the number of measurements as defined in the main text). Lines
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Figure 5: Estimated number of call to qubitization procedure
using PQSE to achieve fractional energy error of ∆E/Eint =
10−4 calculated using data from Fig. 4. Red line corresponds
to exponential fit (straight line on log-linear axes) with filled
area indicating uncertainty in fitting and extrapolation.

in series and give the largest contribution to runtime
we find that the time needed to execute the CNOTs
required for a single step of the QSVT procedure (the
application of ΠφU) is larger than the coherence times
for systems of N = 100 for a range of current gener-
ation quantum processors. For systems of N = 1000
and N = 10000, the runtime of the gates is many
orders of magnitude larger than the coherence times
of the devices. See Appendix D for further details on
what hardware specifications were used for these com-
parisons. Even assuming that two-qubit gates can be
maximally parallelised (running Nqubits/2 two-qubit
gates at the same time), the time to execute ΠφU can
be of the order of ∼0.1% to ∼1000% of the coherence
times. Such estimates indicate the circuit lengths re-
quired to solve the Schwinger model, at least using the
implementation presented here, are beyond what is
possible on currently available devices and those that
we can expect in the foreseeable future. Therefore, for
system sizes of hundreds of lattice sites the algorithm
we present must be run in an error-corrected setting.

Having confirmed that fault-tolerance is indeed nec-
essary for systems of hundreds of lattice sites, we now
assess the feasibility of our algorithm on an error cor-
rected device. Rather than CNOT gates dominating
the execution time of the algorithm, the number of
non-Clifford gates play the largest part in determining
how long a computation will take to run. We estimate
the total number of T-gates required to calculate the
ground state energy by combining the circuit costs for
a single block encoding step with the total number of
calls to the block encoding estimated in extrapolating
the numerical results of Section 4 as in Fig. 5. This
cost is shown for a range of desired errors in Fig. 7.
We see that, for systems of hundreds of lattice sites,
the exponential number of measurements we require

in order to control the measurement noise leads to
T-gate costs prohibitive within even the most opti-
mistic predictions of fault tolerant computations [83].
However, given that we have only been able to sim-
ulate systems of up to N = 26 and extrapolated to
systems orders of magnitude larger, it is possible that
the exponential scaling we predict does not hold for
larger systems. Further numerical tests, using tensor
network methods to study larger system sizes and us-
ing Monte-Carlo methods to calculate the true ground
state energy (which does not suffer from the sign prob-
lem for the single flavour system we consider) may
shed more light on this. Whether the resource scaling
would be more or less promising is unknown.

6 Discussion and conclusions
In this work we presented a study of the application
of the QSE algorithm to a LGT. In particular, we es-
timated the resources required to compute the ground
state of the single flavour lattice Schwinger model for
different system sizes and assess how feasible such a
computation would be on early error-corrected quan-
tum processors.

By developing a novel LCU procedure for block encod-
ing the Schwinger model Hamiltonian and analysing
the gate cost required, in combination with numer-
ical simulation, we successfully give a upper bound
estimate for the full gate cost of the algorithm.

For systems of a few hundred lattice sites, we see that
the gate depth for a single circuit is beyond what we
we expect to be feasible on non-error corrected devices
in the near term. However, single circuit T-gate costs
on the order of 104 to 106, along with hundreds of
logical qubits required make such circuits appealing
targets for early fault tolerant devices.

While such gate depths for individual circuits can be
seen as a positive step towards useful application of
QSE to LGTs, the exponential measurement cost re-
vealed by our numerical simulations indicates that
further algorithmic improvements will be required in
order to use such a workflow to compute accurate
ground states of LGTs - even for reasonably large er-
ror corrected devices. While the exponential measure-
ment cost may occur for other systems and QSE meth-
ods, by performing a rigorous analysis with respect to
system size scaling, we have been able to quantify and
draw conclusions about the resource cost for different
algorithmic approaches.

Since ground state problems for fermionic systems
tend to be QMA-complete [84–87], such an exponen-
tial scaling is not particularly surprising7. Nor should

7Although the single flavour Schwinger model can be solved
with Monte-Carlo methods that do not suffer from the sign
problem. We anticipate quantum algorithms, like the one we
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Figure 6: Upper bounds for resource costs in a single step of QSVT procedure (single application of U and Πφ). (a) Total
gate costs as a function of lattice size. The line labelled “T-gates” corresponds to T-gates arising from controlled operations
excluding rotation gates. The line labelled “T-gates inc. rotations” includes the additional cost of converting single qubit
rotation gates (line labelled “Rz gates”) using Ref. [82]. Although not shown, the CNOT gate cost is indistinguishable from
the T-gate line on this scale. (b) Total logical qubit count. (c) T-gate cost for individual operators U and Πφ. Dashed lines
give costs for U and Πφ using LCU procedure as described by Kirby et al. (see Appendix B.2). Solid lines give cost using our
improved methods (see Appendix C.4.6 for details). (d) Same as (c) except for CNOT gates.
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Figure 7: Total number of T-gates required for the whole
PQSE procedure for the single flavour Schwinger model as a
function of lattice size N for different fractional energy errors
∆E/Eint.

it deter research into using QSE algorithms for LGTs
but rather motivate further work aimed at reducing
the algorithmic cost of such methods. Importantly,
our work presents the first systematic study of the
scaling of two QSE algorithms, namely thresholded
and partitioned, with system size. We show that
PQSE can significantly reduce the exponential scal-
ing of the algorithm compared to the current state of
the art (TQSE), serving as an important benchmark
for future improvements and demonstrating the ne-
cessity to further develop noise-robust subspace meth-
ods. One particularly promising method for improv-
ing the noise resilience of QSE has been the proposal
of the Gaussian power basis [88]. Such a basis could
be implemented on a quantum processor using QSVT
techniques and the block encoding we present in this
work. An investigation of this method, combined with
more sophisticated simulation methods, may reduce
the resource requirements we predict. Additional im-
provement may be possible using a basis generated
from time evolved states that have been Fourier trans-
formed with respect to a set of filter energies [60],
which have been shown to have reduced measurement
overhead compared to a Hamiltonian power basis [88],
as well as using multiple reference states [59].

Finally, as part of our comprehensive resource analy-
sis for ground state computation using QSE, we devel-
oped novel improvements to the LCU block encoding
procedure with particular application to lattice gauge
theory Hamiltonians. By exploiting the translational
symmetry of the system, something not present in
molecular Hamiltonians for example, we can reduce
the cost of the LCU procedure when applied to the
Schwinger model from Õ(N2) to Õ(N). Our proce-
dure could be used to implement other quantum al-
gorithms including phase estimation and Hamiltonian
simulation, both of which have seen significant cost re-

ductions by using qubitization for quantum chemistry
in an error corrected setting [29, 89], to study ground
states or dynamics of LGTs.

Code availabilty
Code for reproducing the figures presented in
this paper can be found at https://github.
com/lw-anderson/quantum_krylov_for_lattice_
schwinger.
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A Numerical experiments and fitting
A.1 Noiseless case
These results are shown in Fig. 8(a). We see that for each value of N , the fractional energy error achieved by the
algorithm decreases exponentially with Krylov basis size. As seen in Fig.8(b), for the system sizes considered,
our chosen initial state has reasonably large overlap with the true ground state. This overlap decreases linearly
with system size N .

To estimate the basis size required to achieve a given accuracy we perform a fit of the form log ∆E/Eint = χD+λ
for each value of N , where ∆E/Eint is the fractional energy error, and D is the Krylov basis order. χ and λ
are N dependent parameters that correspond to the gradient and intercept of the lines in Fig. 8 (a). For each
value of N , we fit to data-points up to D = 10 (D = 4 in the case of N = 4 only) with the fitting parameters
χ and λ shown in Figs. 8 (c) and (d) respectively. Using these fitting parameters, we are able to estimate the
Krylov basis size required to compute the ground state energy within a desired precision, there is no noise due to
measurement or numerical precision (and therefore no risk of instability in the generalised eigenvalue problem).

A.2 Using partitioned QSE with measurement noise
The best median error achieved by PQSE as a function of ΠφU calls is shown in Fig. 9 (a) for each value of
N . Unlike for the noiseless case in which we saw an approximately log-linear relationship between the error
and basis size, for a given N we observe a strong log-log dependence between the fractional energy error and
the circuit cost (number of calls to ΠφU). For each value of N , we fit to this data using a function of the form
log ∆E/Eint = χ log(#ΠφU calls) + λ. Fitting parameters χ and λ are shown as a function of N in Figs. 9 (b)
and (c). Using these fitting parameters allows us to estimate the number of calls required to achieve a specified
accuracy for a given value of N .

A.3 Using thresholded QSE with measurement noise
Here we present the results of using thresholded QSE (TQSE) algorithm as given by Ref. [57] for the same systems
as in Appendix A.2. These are shown in Fig. 10 as a direct comparison with Fig. 4 in which partitioned QSE
(PQSE) [56] was used. Noise was applied in the same way as in the main text and the threshold parameter was
chosen to be equal to ||∆S|| which has been found, in practice to be a good choice of thresholding parameter [57].
For input states used the expectation of the Hamiltonian was approximately equal to system size N (as is the
true ground state energy), therefore we rescaled expectation values used in S and H as ⟨ψ0|Hk |ψ0⟩ −→
⟨ψ0|Hk |ψ0⟩ /Nk, which ensured elements of ∆S and ∆H were of similar absolute values (as well as the same
fractions of corresponding elements in S and H).

For N ≳ 24 We can see that the TQSE performed over an order of magnitude worse than PQSE for the same
number of calls to U . Furthermore, fitting and extrapolation to predict the number of calls to U to achieve a
given measurement error shows more severe exponential scaling. Comparing the fit of Fig. 11 to that of Fig. 5
shows that the number of calls to U required to achieve fractional measurement error of 10−4 is ∼ 1.300N for
TQSE, compared to ∼ 1.143N for PQSE.

B Preparing |G⟩ and U using linear combination of unitaries
In this section, we will recap the procedure that Kirby et al. described within Appendix C. of Ref. [54] to
prepare U and |G⟩ for a local Hamiltonian. Later we will modify this procedure to reduce the resource cost for
our Hamiltonian.

B.1 Implementing U

We need to implement U given by (18), for some choice of {|i⟩}. Let

|i⟩ = |x⃗, z⃗⟩ , (33)

where (x⃗, z⃗) is the binary representation of n qubit Pauli operator P̂i, defined as follows. For now we will assume
that all {αi} are positive in the definition of the Hamiltonian (17) and that no P̂i have a negative sign. Kirby
et al. consider applying the required signs to the Pauli operator for their Hamiltonian separately, we will show
how to do this for an arbitrary model later.
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Figure 8: (a) Fractional energy error as a function of maximum Krylov order for different value of Lattice size N . No
measurement noise has been applied. (b) Overlap between initial state |ψ0⟩ and exact ground state. (c) & (d) Gradient and
intercept for straight lines (on log-linear plot) fit to data in (a). Filled area indicates standard errors on estimates.
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Figure 9: Median fractional energy error achieved in Fig. 4 for optimal choices of maximum Krylov order as a function of calls
to ΠφU . (b) & (c) Gradient and intercept for straight lines (on log-log plot) fit to data in (a). Filled area indicates standard
errors on estimates.
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Definition 6 (Binary representation of Pauli operator). Given a Pauli operator P̂ ∈ {1, X, Y, Z}⊗n, the binary
representation of P̂ is a pair of n length binary vectors (x⃗, z⃗) such that a value 1 in position j of x⃗ means that
P̂ contains X acting on qubit j, and similarly for z⃗ and Z. This means P̂ can be written as

P̂ (x⃗, z⃗) =
n−1⊗
j=0

ixjzjXxjZzj . (34)

Here, i is the imaginary unit which occurs when x⃗ and z⃗ contain 1 in the same position. Both X and Z acting
on a qubit, along with the phase, gives Y operator since ZX = iY .

Using this representation, U can be implemented as

U =
∑
x⃗,z⃗

|x⃗, z⃗⟩⟨x⃗, z⃗| ⊗ P̂ (x⃗, z⃗) =
n−1∏
j=0

ixjzjCxj
Xj · Czj

Zj , (35)

which requires three layers of two qubit gates. Firstly, a layer of controlled gates that applies Z to each qubit
j, controlled on the value of auxiliary (qubit zj), a second layer doing the same for X, and then a layer that
applies the two qubit controlled S gate 

1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0
0 0 0 i

 (36)

between each pair of qubits (xj , zj).

B.2 Preparing |G⟩
We must now prepare the block encoding state

|G⟩ =
T −1∑
i=0

√
|αi| |(x⃗, z⃗)i⟩a , (37)

which requires us to prepare a potentially arbitrary real superposition of basis states. This can be achieved
using multi-controlled partial CNOT (CnNOT(ϑ)) gates as multi-controlled versions of the two qubit partial
swap (PSWAP(ϑ)) gates. The action of the singly controlled partial NOT gate is

CNOT(ϑ) =


1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 cosϑ sinϑ
0 0 sinϑ − cosϑ

 , (38)

and the uncontrolled action of the PSWAP gate on two qubits is

PSWAP(ϑ) =


1 0 0 0
0 cosϑ − sinϑ 0
0 sinϑ cosϑ 0
0 0 0 1

 , (39)

for some rotation angle ϑ. We note two things, if we have a state containing basis states of Hamming weight less
than or equal to n, then a CnNOT(ϑ) gate can rotate an n weight basis state (with 1 corresponding to every
control qubit) into an n + 1 weight basis state (with the additional Hamming weight coming from the target
qubit) and will have no effect on lower weight states. Similarly, a CnPSWAP(ϑ) will rotate between different
states of Hamming weight n + 1 (those with 1s in the controls and a 1 and a 0 in the two target qubits) and
have no effect on lower weight states.

The following procedure can then be used to generate an arbitrary superposition of basis states.

1. Starting with zero state, apply X gate to flip a single qubit.

2. Use PSWAP(ϑ) gates, to distribute this single 1 between other qubits to generate all Hamming weight 1
states required.
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3. Use a single CNOT(ϑ) gate to rotate one of the Hamming weight 1 states into a Hamming weight 2 state.

4. Use CPSWAP(ϑ) gates to distribute this Hamming weight 2 state into all Hamming weight 2 states required
(Hamming weight 1 states will be unaffected).

5. Repeat steps 3 and 4, increasing the number of controls and the Hamming weight by 1 each time, until all
states up to the maximum Hamming weight have been produced.

The choice of ϑ for each gate must be chosen according to the values of αi required, noting that larger amplitudes
than

√
αi will be required from some rotations for basis states that will have CnNOT gates applied to access

the higher weight basis states.

B.3 Applying signs to P̂i’s and preparing |G̃⟩
To prepare the state

|G̃⟩ =
T −1∑
i=0

sgn(αi)
√

|αi| |(x⃗, z⃗)i⟩ , (40)

we can use the same procedure and rotation gates as for |G⟩. The only change required is to flip the signs of
some of the rotation angles for some of the partial SWAP and partial CNOT gates. By flipping the sign of the
rotation angle ϑ → −ϑ for these gates, we induce a −1 phase shift in the resulting basis state compared to the
one used in its generation. This approach ensures the incorporation of the requisite negative signs. It is crucial
to monitor the sign evolution of successive bitstrings throughout this non-Markovian process. The sign of a
basis state being rotated out may itself be positive or negative, contingent upon the preceding rotations and
potential bitflips utilised in its generation.

C Gate costs for block encoding Schwinger model
C.1 Sketch of proofs for gate costs
We present some mathematical lemmas that will be useful for our costing in Appendix C.2. To compute
the resource costs that we desire, we begin by calculating the Pauli decomposition for each term within the
Schwinger model Hamiltonian. This is done in Appendix C.3. Since the gauge fields are bosonic fields these
Pauli decompositions take similar forms to the operators studied in other works involving digital simulation of
bosonic systems [91]. For each term in the Pauli decomposition we compute the Hamming weight of the bit
string used to encode the operator within the LCU qubitization procedure.

C.1.1 Calculating the gate cost of U

Calculating an upper bound for the cost of U consists of two parts. The first set of two qubit gates to apply
the controlled X, controlled Z and controlled S (i phase) gates required to apply Pauli operators P̂i. For the
CX and CZ gates, there is one of these for each qubit within the corresponding x⃗ and z⃗ auxiliary register. The
controlled S gates are each controlled on qubit within the x⃗ register, targeting the corresponding qubit within
the z register. Thus the total cost of this step is just ∼ 3mN two qubit gates. A full proof of this cost is given
in Theorem 32

We also give, in Theorem 34, the cost of U if, as described by Kirby et al. [54], we apply the phases of αi as
part of it, rather than by using an asymmetric block encoding and applying phases within G̃. Applying phases
within U gives a gate cost that is O(N2 log(N)) so we achieve a significant saving by applying phases within G̃.

C.1.2 Calculating the gate cost of G and G̃

As described by Kirby et al. [54], |G⟩ can be generated by applying partial rotations between different compu-
tational basis states of the |G⟩ register where the different states rotated into encode the binary encoding of
each Pauli decomposition with the Hamiltonian. This cost is calculated in Appendix C.4 by computing sums
for the number of terms with a given Hamming weight, using the previously computed Pauli decompositions,
and therefore the number of multicontrolled SWAP and partial CNOT gates required. Having computed a
decomposition of the multi-qubit gates into T-gates, CNOTs and Rz gates (Lemma 26), we can then calculate
the total number of non-Clifford (T and rotation gates) along with two qubit CNOT gates.

We are able to reduce the cost of G compared to the method described by Kirby et al. [54] by exploiting the
translational symmetry within the Hamiltonian. Noticing that gauge field and interaction terms within the
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Hamiltonian are the same for each gauge-link site, rather than rotating between the binary states required for
all lattice sites, we perform the costly rotations into basis states |x⃗, z⃗⟩ for just a single link site and then perform
a less costly partial swap of all terms into the other sites. This method is described in Appendix C.4.6 and the
total gate cost for G, using this method is presented in Theorem 27.

To convert the single qubit Rz gate counts into the more relevant T-gates, we make use of the approximate
decomposition of Rz given by Ross et al. [82]. This decomposition requires a number of T-gates per rotation gate
that scales logarithmically with the required rotation precision (see Proposition 29). Assuming that required
rotation error scales inversely with the average values of the amplitudes of each Pauli decomposition (and
therefore the number of terms in the Hamiltonian) allows us to estimate the number of T-gates required for the
rotations within G. For further details see Appendix C.5.

If we use m qubits for each gauge link field (such that they have maximum local occupancy of Λ = 2m−1, the
number of number of gates required scales as O(m2m + Nm). Recalling from Remark 1 that the maximum
gauge field value is equal to the number of lattice sites, the maximum value of Λ required is N and this gate
cost is O(log(N)N). Without using our method to reduce the cost through translational symmetry, the gate
cost of G would be O(log(N)N2).

We note in Corollary 37 that G̃ can be implemented with the same rotation gates as G except flipping the sign
of some of the angles. Thus, the cost for G̃ is the same as the cost for G.

C.1.3 Total resource cost of algorithm

Now that we have calculated the gate costs for G and G̃, it is easy to calculate the gate costs of corresponding
rotations Πφ and Π̃φ. This is given in Theorem 35 and is twice the cost of G with an additional number O(mN)
number of CNOT and T-gates. Combining these with the cost of U allows us to calculate the gate cost to
perform a single measurement of ⟨ψ0|Hk |ψ0⟩. The cost of this, as described in Theorem 38, is O(k log(N)N).

C.2 Some useful mathematics
Before we evaluate the quantum resource required for the block encoding, we prove a few useful lemmas.

Lemma 7. Given positive integer b,
⌊ b

2 ⌋∑
wy=0

(
b− wy

wy

)
= F (b+ 1), (41)

where F (n) is the nth Fibonacci number.

Proof. See Ref. [92].

Lemma 8. Defining F (n) to be the nth Fibonacci number, then for any positive integer m,
m+2∑
b=2

F (b+ 1) = 1√
5

(
ϕm+5 − (−ϕ)−m−5)

− 3. (42)

where ϕ is the golden ratio.

Proof. From the definition of the Fibonacci numbers

F (m+ 3) = F (m+ 5) − F (m+ 4)
F (m+ 2) = F (m+ 4) − F (m+ 3)

...
F (4) = F (6) − F (5)
F (3) = F (5) − F (4).

(43)

Summing the L.H.S. and R.H.S. of the above yields
m+2∑
b=2

F (b+ 1) = F (m+ 5) − F (4). (44)

Using Binet’s formula and F (4) = 3 yields the result.
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Lemma 9. For any integer positive integer m,

m+2∑
b=2

bF (b+ 1) = m+ 2√
5

(
ϕm+5 − (−ϕ)−m−5)

− 1√
5

(
ϕm+6 − (−ϕ)−m−6)

+ 2. (45)

Proof. From the definition of the Fibonacci numbers

(m+ 2)F (m+ 3) =(m+ 2)F (m+ 5) − (m+ 2)F (m+ 4)
(m+ 1)F (m+ 2) =(m+ 1)F (m+ 4) − (m+ 1)F (m+ 3)

...
3F (4) =3F (6) − 3F (5)
2F (3) =2F (5) − 2F (4).

(46)

Summing the L.H.S. and R.H.S. of the above equations yields

m+2∑
b=2

bF (b+ 1) = (m+ 2)F (m+ 5) −
m+3∑
b=4

F (b+ 1) − 2F (4)

= (m+ 2)F (m+ 5) − F (m+ 6) + F (3),

(47)

where we have rewritten the sum in the second line using Lemma 8. Using Binet’s formula and F (3) = 2 yields
the result.

Corollary 10.

m+2∑
b=2

F (b+ 1)(αb+ β) = α√
5

(
ϕm+5 − (−ϕ)−m−5)

m− α√
5

(
ϕm+6 − (−ϕ)−m−6)

+ (α+ β)√
5

(
ϕm+5 − (−ϕ)−m−5)

+ (2α− 3β).

(48)

Proof. This follows from Lemmas 8 and 9.

Proposition 11.
m∑

b=0

(
m

b

)
(αb+ β) = αm2m−1 + β2m. (49)

Proof. This follows from standard results for the summation of binomial coefficients.

C.3 Pauli decomposition of the Hamiltonian
In order to calculate the resources needed for the qubitization procedure, we begin by calculating the Pauli
operators needed to construct the Hamiltonian.

Definition 12 (Weight of a Pauli operator). Given an operator P̂ which can be written as single tensor product
of the form {1, X, Y, Z}⊗m, we define the weight W (P̂ ) of P̂ as the total number of non-identity operators within
P̂ .

Definition 13 (X,Y and Z weight of a Pauli operator). For an operator P̂ as above, we define the X weight of
an operator as the number of X operators in its Pauli decomposition. Similarly for the Y weight and Z weight.
If W (P̂ ) is the total Pauli weight of an operator, then Wx(P̂ ) +Wy(P̂ ) +Wz(P̂ ) = W (P̂ ), where Wx,y,z(P̂ ) are
the X,Y and Z weights respectively.

Remark 14. Given an operator P̂ with X,Y,Z Pauli weights Wx(P̂ ),Wy(P̂ ),Wz(P̂ ). The Hamming weight of
the binary representation vector (x⃗, y⃗) of P̂ as defined in Def. 6 is equal to b(P̂ ) = Wx(P̂ ) + 2Wy(P̂ ) +Wz(P̂ ).

To analyse the resource requirements of the qubitization procedure, we will need to decompose each term in
the Hamiltonian into a basis of Pauli operators and calculate the number of constituent operators of a given
weight.
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C.3.1 Gauge field terms

Lemma 15. Consider the truncated gauge-field operator L2 =
∑Λ−1

l=0 (l − Λ/2)2 |l⟩⟨l| where Λ is a power of 2. If
we write the operator in the Pauli basis {1, X, Y, Z}⊗m, where m = log2(Λ), then for every integer 0 ≤ w < m,
the number of multi-qubit Pauli operators of weight w is less than or equal to the binomial coefficient

(
m
w

)
.

Proof. We note the single qubit Pauli operators

|0⟩⟨0| = 1
2(1+ Z),

|1⟩⟨0| = 1
2(X − iY ),

|1⟩⟨1| = 1
2(1− Z),

|0⟩⟨1| = 1
2(X + iY ).

(50)

Using (50), we can rewrite this operator as
Λ−1∑
l=0

(l − Λ/2)2 |l⟩⟨l| =
Λ−1∑
l=0

(l − Λ/2)2
m−1⊗
j=0

(1+ (−1)bin(l)jZ), (51)

where bin(l)j ∈ {0, 1} denotes the jth bit in the binary representation of integer l. For a given l, expand the
number the m qubit tensor product yields all m qubit operators in {1, Z}⊗m with coefficients ±1, the number
of unique terms containing a total of W Pauli Z operators is given by the binomial coefficient

(
m
w

)
. Every value

of l yields operators in {1, Z}⊗m, just with a different set of prefactors. Thus, the total number of unique
Pauli operators of W will be at most

(
m
w

)
. It may be the case that, depending on the values of Λ and therefore

(l − Λ/2), some of these term cancel, however the binomial coefficient provides and upper limit on the number
of terms.

Remark 16. We note that the only Pauli operators within the above are Z operators, there are no X or Y
operators.

C.3.2 Interaction terms

Lemma 17. Consider the truncated raising operator e−iθ̂ =
∑Λ

l=0 |l + 1⟩⟨l| where Λ is a power of 2 and cyclic
numbering is used such that |Λ⟩ = |0⟩. If we write the raising operator in the Pauli basis {1, X, Y, Z}⊗m, where
m = log2(Λ), then for every integer 0 ≤ w ≤ m, the number of multi-qubit Pauli operators of weight w present
is equal to 2w.

Proof. As noted in Theorem 1 of Ref. [91], the Pauli decomposition of a bosonic ladder operator can be written
as

|l + 1⟩⟨l| =
m⊗

j=k(l)+1

(
1+ (−1)bin(l)jZ

)
⊗ (X − iY ) ⊗ (X + iY )⊗k(l), (52)

where bin(l)j ∈ {0, 1} denotes the jth bit in the binary representation of integer l and

k(l) := max{j | bin(l)j = 0} (53)

is the position of the right-most zero within that representation. We say k(l) = m, if l contains no zeros (i.e.,
l = Λ − 1). Therefore, we can write the full raising operator as

Λ−1∑
l=0

|l + 1⟩⟨l| =
Λ−1∑
l=0

m⊗
j=k(l)+1

(
1+ (−1)bin(l)jZ

)
⊗ (X + iY ) ⊗ (X − iY )⊗k(l), (54)

which, by rewriting the summations, can be re-expressed as

∑
{l|k(l)=k′}

|l + 1⟩⟨l| =
m∑

k′=0

 ∑
{l|k(n)=k′}

m⊗
j=k′+1

(
1+ (−1)bin(l)jZ

) ⊗ (X + iY ) ⊗ (X − iY )⊗k′
. (55)

If we consider first the term within the square braces, we note that∑
{l|k(l)=k′}

m⊗
j=k′+1

(
1+ (−1)bin(l)jZ

)
= (21)⊗(m−k′−1). (56)
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To see this is the case, we use induction. Firstly, for m = k′ + 1, we note that there are only four terms (acting
on a single qubit) within the summation, these correspond to n = Λ and n = Λ + 1 = 0. The summation is thus
equal to (1+Z) + (1−Z) = 21. When m = k′ + 2, there are two terms within the summation, each acting on
two qubits. These are equal to

(1+ Z) ⊗ (1+ Z) + (1+ Z) ⊗ (1− Z) + (1− Z) ⊗ (1+ Z) + (1− Z) ⊗ (1− Z)
=

[
(1+ Z) + (1− Z)

]
⊗

[
(1+ Z) + (1− Z)

]
= 21⊗ 21.

(57)

From this, we can see how (56) holds by induction. Therefore,

∑
{l|k(l)=k′}

|l + 1⟩⟨l| =
m∑

k′=0
(21)⊗(m−k′−1) ⊗ (X + iY ) ⊗ (X − iY )⊗k′

. (58)

Looking at the (X + iY ) ⊗ (X − iY )⊗k′ term, expanding these brackets will yield 2k′+1 terms in {X,Y }⊗k′+1,
which all have weight k′ + 1. There will be (m+ 1) unique values of k′ = 0, 1, . . . ,m, each of which contribute
2k′+1 terms of weight k′ + 1, hence the result.

Remark 18. From the above proof, we can also see that if we consider all multi-qubit Pauli operators of a given
w within the above expansion, the number of operators that contain a total of wy Y operators (or equivalently
X operators) is

(
w

wy

)
. There are no Z operators remaining in the expansion.

Corollary 19. Consider a single interaction term (for a certain n) given by (13) using the truncated raising
and lowering operators e−iθ̂ =

∑Λ
l=0 |l + 1⟩⟨l| and eiθ̂ =

∑Λ
l=0 |l⟩⟨l + 1|. Decomposing the interaction term into

Pauli operators onto a qubit register of size (m + 2), such that m = log2(Λ) qubits are used for the gauge field
space, and the remaining two qubits for the two spin degrees of freedom, then for every integer w satisfying
2 ≤ w ≤ m + 2, there will be 2w−1 Pauli operators of weight w. These operators will always contain an even
number wy of Pauli Y operators, for a given w the number of operators with wy Pauli Y operators will be

(
w

wy

)
.

Proof. Decomposing the spin raising and lower operators within a single interaction term, we get

σ+eiθσ− + h.c. =1
4

[
(X + iY )eiθ(X − iY ) + h.c.

]
=1

4
[
XeiθX + iXeiθY − iY eiθX + Y eiθY + h.c.

]
.

(59)

We can see from (58), that half of the terms within the Pauli expansion of eiθ are Hermitian and half are
anti-Hermitian. Therefore, exactly half the terms within the expansion XeiθX + iXeiθY − iY eiθX − Y eiθY
will be Hermitian and anti-Hermitian. Thus, in adding the Hermitian conjugate to get the full interaction term
in (59), half of the terms (the anti-hermitian ones) will cancel, and the other half (the Hermitian ones) will be
repeated. We note that anti-hermitian terms, and therefore those that cancel, always contain an odd number
of Pauli Y operators, since in the definition of the raising operators these contain the imaginary prefactors.

Counting up the number of terms in (59), multiplying by the weights of the operator in the Pauli decomposition
of eiθ and taking into account the cancellation of half the terms gives the required result.

Remark 20. The second term, corresponding to the energy of the gauge field, in the gauged transformed
Schwinger model of (15) will contain all Pauli operators of the form {1, Z}⊗N . There are 2N of these operators
and thus the expected circuit cost for producing the block encoding state |G⟩ with the method described would
grow exponentially in system size. Although using a gauge transformed Hamiltonian would reduce the qubit
numbers required, this comes at the expense of an exponential increase in circuit depth.

C.3.3 Spin terms

Remark 21. It is trivial to see that each the Pauli decomposition for an onsite spin term (−1)n
[
µ+ µσ3(n)

]
/2

consists of a single Z operator only.
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C.4 Generating the block encoding state |G⟩
The circuit cost of generating |G⟩ using the method described in Appendix B is entirely determined by the
number of operators and the weight of each operator within the Pauli decomposition of the Hamiltonian. Here
we will estimate the total number of gates needed to generate G for the 1+1D Schwinger Hamiltonian. We will
start by calculating the number of vectors of each Hamming weight required to encode the Pauli decomposition
of the Hamiltonian. We will consider gauge field terms, spin terms and interaction terms separately.

We will separate |G⟩ into parts corresponding to each term in the Hamiltonian:

|G⟩ =
N−1∑
n=1

|Gfield(n)⟩ +
N∑

n=1
|Gspin(n)⟩ +

N−1∑
n=1

|Gint(n)⟩ , (60)

where |Gfield(n)⟩ is an unnormalised state containing the basis states corresponding to the binary representation
of the Pauli decomposition, with appropriate amplitudes, for the Hamiltonian term for the energy of gauge field
n. The definitions of |Gint(n)⟩ and |Gspin(n)⟩ follow similarly.

C.4.1 Binary representation of gauge field terms |Gfield(n)⟩

Consider a single term corresponding to the gauge field energy for a given site n in (12), for a given integer
0 ≤ wz ≤ m, there will be

(
m
wz

)
Pauli operators of Pauli weight W (P̂ ) = Wz(P̂ ) = wz. This follows from

Lemma 15 and Remark 16. Thus, for all 0 < wz ≤ m, the gauge field term for a given lattice site n in the
Hamiltonian will contribute a total of

(
m
wz

)
Pauli operators of Pauli weight wz, which from Remark 14, will

require binary representation vector of Hamming weight b = wz. Therefore, we write the number of terms
corresponding to Hamming weight b due to the fields as

Nfield
b =

{(
m
b

)
for 0 ≤ b ≤ m

0 otherwise.
(61)

C.4.2 Binary representation of spin terms |Gspin(n)⟩

Next, consider a single term corresponding to the onsite energy of a single spin n. The Pauli decomposition of
this operator will involve a single qubit Z operator with Pauli weight W (P̂ ) = Wz(P̂ ) = 1. Thus the N onsite
spin energy terms will lead to N operators with binary representation vector of hamming weight one. Therefore,
we write the number of terms corresponding to Hamming weight b due to the spins as

N spin
b =

{
1 for b = 1
0 otherwise.

(62)

C.4.3 Binary representation of interaction terms |Gint(n)⟩

Finally, consider a single term corresponding to an interaction term for a given n. We define m′ := m+2. From
Corollary 19, for a given 2 ≤ w ≤ m′, there will be

(
w

wy

)
bitstrings of Pauli weight wy ≤ w if wy is even and

zero otherwise. The Hamming weight of the associated binary representations will be b = w + wy, which can
therefore can take any value between 2 and 2m′. The number of terms with Hamming weight b will be given
by the following summation

N int
b =

∑
2≤w≤m′

0≤wy≤m′

s.t. b=w+wy
wy even

(
w

wy

)
=

⌊b/2⌋∑
wy=max(0,b−m′)

wy even

(
b− wy

wy

)
,

(63)

where we arrive at the final line by substituting w = b − wy and simplifying the ranges on the summations
appropriately. We can find an upper bound for this as follows:

N int
b =

⌊b/2⌋∑
wy=max(0,b−m′)

wy even

(
b− wy

wy

)
≤

⌊b/2⌋∑
wy=0

wy even

(
b− wy

wy

)
≤ F (b+ 1), (64)

where we have used the result for the summation from Lemma 7. Therefore,

N int
b ≤

{
F (b+ 1) 2 < b ≤ 2m′

0 otherwise.
(65)
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C.4.4 Gate cost of associated CnPSWAPs and CnNOTs

Now that we have the number of bitstrings for each Hamming weight, we can begin to calculate the gate cost
of generating |G⟩ =

∑
i

√
αi |i⟩. To do so, we first break down the cost of the multiqubit CnNOT(ϑ) and

CnPSWAP(θ) in the following two remarks, before multiplying these by the total number that must be applied
according to the number of binary representations required with each Hamming weight.

Remark 22 (n qubit Toffoli gate with one ancilla [93]). A single Cn−1NOT, where n ≥ 3, can be implemented
using 32n−96 T-gates, 24n−72 CNOT gates and one recyclable ancilla qubit. A Cn−1Z gate can be implemented
with the same cost plus two additional Hadamard gates.

Remark 23 (n qubit Toffoli gate with mulitple ancillae [93]). A single Cn−1NOT, where n ≥ 3, can be
implemented using 4n − 8 T-gates, 4n − 7 CNOT gates and n − 1 ancilla qubits. A Cn−1Z gate can be
implemented with the same cost plus two additional Hadamard gates.

Remark 24 (Creating multi-controlled PSWAP and partial CNOT gates). Following the logic of Appendix C3
of Ref. [54], Cn−1PSWAP(ϑ) and CnNOT(ϑ) gates can be implemented using the following gate sequences:

Cn−1
{j} PSWAPk,l(ϑ) = e

iϑµ̂k,l
2 · Cn−1

{j} Zk · e
−iϑµ̂k,l

2 · Cn−1
{j} Zk, (66)

where Cn−1
{j} denotes controlled operator on a set of n− 1 qubits {j} and the operator µ̂k,l, which generates the

two qubit PSWAPk,l(ϑ) gate, is defined by

µ̂k,l =


0 0 0 0
0 0 i 0
0 −i 0 0
0 0 0 0

 , (67)

and

Cn−1
{j} CNOTk,l(ϑ) = e

iϑν̂k,l
2 · Cn−1

{j} Zk · e
−iϑν̂k,l

2 · Cn−1
{j} Zk · Cn−1

{j} S†
k, (68)

where νk,l, which generates a two qubit CNOT(ϑ)k,l gate, is defined by

ν̂k,l =


0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 1
0 0 1 0

 . (69)

As discussed by Kirby et al. [54], the application of the multi-controlled S† gate can be included in the decom-
position of the multi-controlled Z gate so that it contributes none of it’s two-qubit or non-Clifford gates.

Remark 25. The two qubit gates CNOT(ϑ) and PSWAP(ϑ) can be constructed with two CNOTs, six single
qubit rotations (i.e. Rz gates) and single qubit gates.

This follows from the construction by Vatan and Williams ([94], Fig. 2) of a general SO(4) gate and counting
the number of non-clifford and CNOT gates required.

Lemma 26 (Implementing partial swap and partial CNOT gates.). A Cn−1PSWAP(ϑ) gate and a CnNOT(ϑ)
can be implemented using 8n − 16 T-gates, 8n − 14 CNOT gates, 12 RZ gates and single qubit Clifford gates,
provided we have access to n− 1 ancilla qubits.

Proof. This follows from Remarks 23, 24 and 25.

C.4.5 Counting the number of CnPSWAPs, CnNOTs and CnZs

Following the procedure as laid out in Sec. B.2, we must apply a CnNOT(ϑ) once for each value of possible
Hamming weight (each time we encounter Step 3) up to the maximum possible values bmax = 2m + 4. We
note that a single CnPSWAP(ϑ) gate can only rotate between states that have same Hamming weight and
differ in the position of only a single one bit. Thus, if we just apply a single CnNOT(ϑ) each time we apply
Step 3, say to access a Hamming weight n + 1 state from a Hamming weight n state, then it is likely that
more than one of the 1s within this new state do not match up with the position of one of the 1s in one of the
weight n + 1 states we need to rotate into with the CnPSWAP(ϑ) gate. This would require us to apply more
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than one CnPSWAP(ϑ) per unique value of (x⃗, z⃗) gate of Hamming weight n+ 1. However, if we examine the
form of the Pauli decompositions for the spin (which is trivial), field (51) and interaction terms (58) for single
lattice site n, we can exploit the structure of the binary representation strings to ensure we only need to apply
at most one CnPSWAP(ϑ) for each unique value of (x⃗, z⃗), at the expense of a small number of CnNOT(ϑ) gates.

Additionally, we will reduce the overall cost of the algorithm by only using the procedure of [54] (described in
Section B.2 using CnNOT(ϑ) and CnPSWAP(ϑ)) gates to generate the terms of |G⟩ corresponding to gauge
field and interaction energy of a single gauge link (and all fermion only terms). We will then generate the
terms related to the other N − 2 gauge sites using a procedure described in Section C.4.6.

For the gauge field energy of a single site, the binary representation vectors (considering only the m bits
corresponding to the gauge field qubits of each auxiliary register) take all possible values of the form x⃗ =
0m, z⃗ ∈ {0, 1}m, where 0m corresponds to a zero bit repeated m times. Thus, for each unique Hamming weight
0 < b ≤ m, there is at least one binary representation vector present that differs from another of weight b− 1 by
just a single bit. Thus, for the gauge field terms, one must apply Cb−1NOT(ϑ) gate for each value of 1 ≤ b ≤ m,
where we have multiplied by the total number of gauge field registers, to generate the appropriate Hamming
weights. This is then combined with

[(
m
b

)
− 1

]
Cb−2PSWAP(ϑ) gates for each 1 ≤ b ≤ m to access all bitstrings

of that Hamming weight. Here, the binomial coefficient arises from the number of weight b strings given by (61).

For the interaction terms of a single gauge link site, we can see from corollary 19 that the binary representation
of the interaction terms have the following form

x⃗ = 1w · 0m′−w, z⃗ ∈ π(1wy · 0w−wy ) · 0m′−w, (70)

for 2 ≤ wy ≤ w ≤ m, with wy even, where for notational simplicity the first two bits correspond to the two
spin sites and the remaining m bits correspond to the gauge field. Here π(1wy · 0w−wy ) denotes the set of all
permutations of a bitstring containing wy ones and w − wy zeros. From this representation it is clear that for
every weight b > 1 bitstring there is at least one a) bitstring of weight b− 1 that is the same except it contains
one fewer one in the x⃗ register or b) bitstring of weight b− 2 that is the same except it contains two fewer ones
in the z⃗ register. Thus, every value of b can be accessed by applying a Cb−1NOT(ϑ) to one of the b− 1 states,
or a Cb−2NOT(ϑ) to a weight b − 2 state followed by a Cb−1NOT(ϑ). Therefore, all interaction bitstrings for
each Hamming weight 2 ≤ b ≤ 2m′ can be generated by applying N − 1 total Cb−1NOT(ϑ) gates and less
than or equal to F (b + 1) − 1 total Cb−2PSWAP(ϑ) gates. The latter upper bound comes from the remaining
number of terms of weight b from (65).

Finally, all the onsite spin terms are of weight one and can thus be generated from an initial weight one state
by N − 1 total PSWAP(ϑ) gates. These weight one states can be used as the source for the b = 1 states for the
interaction and gauge field terms.

The total number of Cb−1NOT(ϑ), Cb−2PSWAP(ϑ) for the three parts of the Hamiltonian are summarised in
Table 1.

C.4.6 Reducing gate cost using translational symmetry

Naively, we could generate |G⟩ by applying the multi-controlled gates within Section C.4.5 a total of (N − 1)
times for the gauge field and interaction terms (once for each gauge link in the model) and N times for the spin
terms. This would lead to a very large number of gates controlled on lots of qubits. However, by noticing that
the gauge field and interaction terms have the same form for all n = 1, 2, . . . , N , we can significantly reduce the
cost in preparing |G⟩ by partially swapping these terms for the n = 1 site into all other lattice sites.

Consider following the procedure in the previous section to generate terms corresponding to just the gauge field
and interaction terms for the first site. At this point the state will be proportional to |Gfield(1)⟩ + |Gint(1)⟩.
Written in terms of the computation basis, each term will be of the form

field n=1 field n=2︷︸︸︷ ︷︸︸︷
|α, β⟩ ⊗ |ψ⟩ ⊗ |α′, β′⟩ ⊗ |0m⟩ ⊗ |0, 0⟩ ⊗ . . .︸ ︷︷ ︸ ︸ ︷︷ ︸ ︸ ︷︷ ︸

x0,z0 site n=1 x0,z0 site n=2 x0,z0 site n=3

, (71)
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Hamiltonian term Hamming weights # Cb−1NOT(ϑ) # Cb−2PSWAP(ϑ)
Gauge fields 0 < b ≤ m 1

(
m
b

)
− 1

Interactions 2 ≤ b ≤ m+ 2 1 F (b+ 1) − 1
Spins b = 2 0 (N − 1)

Table 1: Number of multi-controlled gates for each Hamming weight b needed to generate state (N − 1) |Gfield(1)⟩ + (N −
1) |Gint(1)⟩ +

∑N

i=1 |Gspin(n)⟩ for each term in the Hamiltonian. See Section C.4.5 for details.

Hamiltonian term # CNOT(ϑ) # X # CSWAP # CmNOT
Gauge fields +

N − 2 m(N − 2) (m+ 4)(N − 2) N − 2
Interactions

Table 2: Gate counts to partially swap gauge field and interaction terms for a gauge link site into the remaining N − 2 sites
implementing the transformation (N − 1) |Gfield(1)⟩ + (N − 1) |Gint(1)⟩ +

∑N

i=1 |Gspin(n)⟩ −→ |G⟩. See Section C.4.6 for
details.

where α, β, α′β′ ∈ {0, 1} and |ψ⟩ represents one of the m binary states corresponding to the gauge field register.
If we include an ancilla qubit to which we apply a rotation gate we have(

cos(ϑ) |0⟩ + sin(ϑ) |1⟩
)︸ ︷︷ ︸

ancilla

⊗ |α, β⟩ ⊗ |ψ⟩ ⊗ |α′, β′⟩ ⊗ |0m⟩ ⊗ |0, 0⟩ ⊗ . . . . (72)

Next, we apply m CSWAP (Fredkin) gates, controlled on the ancilla qubit, to swap each qubit within the m
qubit n = 1 field register, with the corresponding qubit in the n = 2 field qubit. This yields

cos(ϑ)
(

|0⟩ ⊗ |α, β⟩ ⊗ |ψ⟩ ⊗ |α′, β′⟩ ⊗ |0m⟩ ⊗ |0, 0⟩ ⊗ . . .
)

+ sin(ϑ)
(

|1⟩ ⊗ |α, β⟩ ⊗ |0m⟩ ⊗ |α′, β′⟩ ⊗ |ψ⟩ ⊗ |0, 0⟩ ⊗ . . .
)
.

(73)

We have now swapped the first two field registers, conditioned on the ancilla qubit. We remove the ancilla
qubit, by applying an X gate to each qubit in the n = 2 field register, followed by an CmNOT gate conditioned
on the n = 2 field register and targeting the ancilla qubit, followed by an X gate to each qubit in the in the
n = 2 field register again, and finally an X gate to the ancilla qubit. This yields

|0⟩ ⊗
(

cos(ϑ) |α, β⟩ ⊗ |ψ⟩ ⊗ |α′, β′⟩ ⊗ |0m⟩ ⊗ |0, 0⟩ ⊗ · · · + sin(ϑ) |α, β⟩ ⊗ |0m⟩ ⊗ |α′, β′⟩ ⊗ |ψ⟩ ⊗ |0, 0⟩ ⊗ . . .
)

(74)

where we now have an arbitrary superposition (determined by ϑ) over states with the gauge field terms swapped,
with the auxiliary qubit unentangled and returned to its initial state. For initial states corresponding to the
terms corresponding to the n = 1 gauge field energy (51), α = β = α′ = β′ = 0 (as there are no spin terms) and
so we have effectively partially swapped the required binary encoding of the gauge field terms from n = 1 to
n = 2. We can ensure the interaction terms (in which some of α, β, α′β′ are non zero) are correctly swapped as
well by doing the following. Apply two Fredkin gates, controlled on the least significant x qubit in the n = 2 field
register, swapping the registers corresponding to the n = 2 spin register with the n = 3 spin register. From (55),
we see that interaction terms will always contain a one within this control qubit, thus for |ψ⟩ corresponding to
an interaction term, we get

cos(ϑ) |α, β⟩ ⊗ |ψ⟩ ⊗ |α′, β′⟩ ⊗ |0m⟩ ⊗ |0, 0⟩ ⊗ · · · + sin(ϑ) |α, β⟩ ⊗ |0m⟩ ⊗ |0, 0⟩ ⊗ |ψ⟩ ⊗ |α′, β′⟩ ⊗ . . . , (75)

where we omit the ancilla qubit which is no longer used. Finally, applying another two Fredkin gates, controlled
in the same way to swap the n = 1 and n = 2 spin registers, we get:

cos(ϑ) |α, β⟩ ⊗ |ψ⟩ ⊗ |α′, β′⟩ ⊗ |0m⟩ ⊗ |0, 0⟩ ⊗ · · · + sin(ϑ) |0, 0⟩ ⊗ |0m⟩ ⊗ |α, β⟩ ⊗ |ψ⟩ ⊗ |α′, β′⟩ ⊗ . . . . (76)

This is the form of the output for both interaction and gauge energy terms (for the latter, since all the spin bits
are zero, these Fredkin gates have no effect). Thus, we have taken the bitstrings corresponding to the interaction
and gauge field terms for n = 1 and used them to generate the n = 2 gauge field and interaction terms, avoiding
the need to reapply the costly multicontrolled procedure described in Section C.4.5. i.e., following the notation
in (60), we have performed
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1
N

(
|Gfield(1)⟩ + |Gint(1)⟩

)
−→ 1

N
(
cosϑ |Gfield(1)⟩ + |Gint(1)⟩

)
+ 1

N
(
sin(ϑ) |Gfield(2)⟩ + |Gint(2)⟩

)
, (77)

where N is the norm of unnormalised state |Gfield(1)⟩ + |Gint(1)⟩. We can keep repeating this, noticing that
the spin only terms are unaffected, and choosing ϑ each time such that we end up with the transformation

(N − 1)
(
|Gfield(1)⟩ + |Gfield(1)⟩

)
+

N∑
n=1

|Gspin(n)⟩

−→
N−1∑
n=1

|Gfield(n)⟩ +
N−1∑
n=1

|Gint(n)⟩ +
N∑

n=1
|Gspin(n)⟩ = |G⟩ .

(78)

The total gate cost for this is (N − 2) Rx(ϑ) gates, 2m(N − 2) X gates, (m + 4)(N − 2) CSWAP gates and
(N − 2) CmNOT gates along with an ancilla qubit that can be reused.

C.4.7 Total gate cost for |G⟩

Theorem 27 (Improved gate cost for G). For the single flavour 1+1D Schwinger model with N lattice sites
and gauge fields represented by m ≥ 2 qubits, the block encoding state |G⟩ can be prepared using the following
number of gates.

#T gates ≤ 56 − 16m− 8ϕ
m+7 − (−ϕ)−m−7

√
5

+ 8mϕm+5 − (−ϕ)−m−5
√

5
− 16 · 2m + 4N + 4m2m + 8Nm (79)

#CNOT gates ≤ 54 − 22m− 6ϕ
m+5 − (−ϕ)−m−5

√
5

− 8ϕ
m+6 − (−ϕ)−m−6

√
5

+ 8mϕm+5 − (−ϕ)−m−5
√

5
− 14 · 2m + 25N + 4m2m + 11Nm (80)

#Rz gates ≤ −48 + 12ϕ
m+5 − (−ϕ)−m−5

√
5

+ 12 · 2m + 6N (81)

where ϕ is the golden ratio. In addition, we require an unspecified number of single qubit Clifford gates as well
as 2N + 2m(N − 1) qubits to store |G⟩ and m ancilla qubits for the computation.

Proof. The full procedure to generate |G⟩ consists of two parts. First, generate the state

(N − 1)
(
|Gfield(1)⟩ + |Gfield(1)⟩

)
+

N∑
n=1

|Gspin(n)⟩ , (82)

by applying the gates listed in Table 1 as described in Section C.4.5 once for the gauge field and interaction
terms, and N − 1 times for the spin terms.

The total number of T-gate, CNOT gates and Rz gates for gauge field and interaction terms for this procedure
can be written as

m∑
b=1

(
m

b

)
(αb+ β) +

m+2∑
b=2

F (b+ 1)(αb+ β), (83)

where for α = 8, β = −16 for T-gates, α = 8, β = −14 for CNOT gates and α = 0, β = 12 for Rz gates
according to the decomposition of Cb−1NOT(ϑ) and Cb−2PSWAP(ϑ) gates of Proposition 26. In addition,
2(N − 1) CNOTs and 6(N − 1) Rz gates are required for the spin terms.

Secondly, we must apply the gates listed in Table 2 as described in Section C.4.6 to implement the transforma-
tion into |G⟩.

The cost of a single CNOT(ϑ) gate will be six Rz gates and two CNOTs. A single Fredkin gates (CSWAP) can
be implemented with two CNOTs along with a Toffoli (CCNOT) gate [95] for a total cost of four T gates and
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five CNOTs (using remark 23 for the Toffoli decomposition). Each of the CmNOT gates requires 4m− 4 and T
gates 4m− 3 CNOTs from Remark 23. Thus the total cost for this step is

8Nm+ 4N − 16m− 8 T gates, (84)
11Nm+ 25N − 22m− 4 CNOT gates (85)
6N − 12 Rz gates. (86)

The required expressions result from using Lemma 10 and Proposition 11 to upper bound (82) with the appro-
priate values of α, β and adding the result to the relevant equation of (84), (85) and (86).

Remark 28. If we choose m = ⌈log(N) + 1⌉ to correspond to the maximum gauge field occupancy of Remark 1,
then the gate cost of |G⟩ is O(N logN) and (2N − 1) logN − log(N) qubits are required.

C.5 T gate cost of rotation gates
For error corrected quantum computing, we typically do not have access to to an arbitrary gate set but rather a
restircted subset from which arbitrary operations must be performed approximately. according to the Solovay
Kitaev theorem however, the gate cost of doing so scales favourably with approximation error. In our case, we
need to convert the arbitrary Rz rotations into Clifford + T-gates. To do so, we use the following Lemma.

Proposition 29 (Clifford+T approximations of z-rotations [82]). There exists an efficient algorithm, which is
known, for approximately decomposing an Rz gate up to rotation error ϵ which requires 3 log ϵ−1 +O(log log ϵ−1)
T gates.

We use this to make the following approximation for the number of T gates required to implement a single Rz

gate in our algorithm.

Theorem 30. Assume the following

1. The average fractional error required on values of αi is given by a constant value ϵ̄α.

2. The average value of
√

|αi| is approximately equal to the reciprocal of the number of Pauli terms within the
Hamiltonian.

3. Recalling that the values of
√

|αi| are generated by successive rotations using partial swap gates, for an
average approximation error ϵ per Rz gate, the average error on resulting value of given

√
|αi| is less than

approximately dϵ, where d is the maximum number of Rz gates affecting the value of
√

|αi|.

Then, the average number of T gates required per Rz is approximately less than or equal to

3 log
(
(N − 1)2m +N · 2m+1 +N

)
+ 3 log(12m+ 48) + 3 log(ϵ̄−1

α ), (87)

up to O(log log) terms.

Proof. Given that the average value of
√

|αi| equal to the reciprocal of the number of Pauli terms within the
Hamiltonian. The absolute error required is approximated by

ϵtot = ϵ̄α
[
(N − 1)2m + (2m−1)(N − 1) +N

]−1
, (88)

where we have used the total number of Pauli strings resulting from Corollary 19 and Remarks 20, 21.

From Lemma 26, each multi-qubit rotation gate for the generation of |G⟩ requires 12Rz gates. The maximum
number of rotations affecting a single value of αi is equal to the Hamming weight of the corresponding basis state
|(x⃗, z⃗)i⟩. The maximum Hamming weight present in the Hamiltonian is equal to 2m + 4 from the interaction
terms of (59). Thus, to achieve average absolute error on √

αi that is less than or equal to ϵtot, we require
ϵRZ

≈ (12m− 48)−1ϵtot.

From the the approximate values of ϵtot and ϵRZ
above and using Proposition 29 for the optimal decomposition

of RZ gates we get the result.

Corollary 31. Assuming ϵ̄α is constant, if m = ⌈log(N)⌉ then this is O(log(N)) and the total T-gate cost for
generating |G⟩, including rotations, is O(N log(N)). This does not affect the asymptotic scaling of this part of
the algorithm.

For gate cost calculations presented in the main text, we assume that ϵ̄α terms are neglible.
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C.6 Applying the block encoding unitary U

C.6.1 Total gate cost for U

Theorem 32. For the single flavour 1+1D Schwinger model with N lattice sites and gauge fields represented
by m ≥ 2 qubits, the block encoding state |G⟩ can be prepared using the following number of gates.

#T gates = 6N + 6mN − 6m (89)
#CNOT gates = 8N + 8mN − 8m (90)

where ϕ is the golden ratio. We require an unspecified number of single qubit Clifford gates and m ancilla qubits
for the computation.

Proof. As described in Ref. [54], to implement the Pauli operators in U , we require a total of NG, the number
of qubits in |G⟩, two qubit CNOT, CZ and Controlled S (see (36)) gates. The decompositions of the first two
are trivial, for the latter we note that a controlled S gate performing (36) can be implemented as:

T • •

T † T
(91)

Therefore, given that NG = 2N + 2m(N − 1), the number of gates required to apply the controlled Pauli
operations of U is

3 · (2N + 2m(N − 1)) T gates, (92)
4 · (2N + 2m(N − 1)) CNOT gates, (93)

and zero Rz gates.

Remark 33. If m = ⌈log(N) + 1⌉ as in Remark 1, then the gate cost of U is O(N logN).

C.6.2 Applying phases

If, rather than introducing the signs of αi within |G̃⟩, we follow a similar method as Appendix C of Ref. [54]
and add the signs within U , we require the operation

U =
∑

i

sgn(αi)|i⟩⟨i| ⊗ P̂i. (94)

To understand how this would be implemented, we note that we can apply a −1 to an auxiliary state of Hamming
weight n by applying a Cn−1Z gate to all auxiliary qubits containing 1 in the basis state of interest. This will
also flip the sign of higher Hamming weight states that contain 1s in the same positions as the Hamming weight
n state. Thus, the desired phases can be achieved by applying Z gates to qubits in Hamming weight one
states that require a −1 phase, then applying CZ gates to Hamming weight two states that need their phases
changed, flipping back the phase of any that may have been unnecessarily changed by the application of the
previous single qubit phase gates, then doing the same for weight three states with CCZ gates and so on until all
states have the required phase applied to them. The overall gate cost is O(log(N)N2) as given in the following
theorem.

Theorem 34 (Applying phases within U). If, we add the required phases for the Block encoding of the single
flavour 1+1D Schwinger model using a method analagous to that described in Appendix C of Ref. [54], the gate
cost of U is

#T gates ≤ (N − 1)
[
32 + 6m+ 4mϕm+5 − (−ϕ)−m−5

√
5

− 4ϕ
m+7 − (−ϕ)−m−7

√
5

− 8 · 2m + 2m2m

]
+ 6N

(95)

#CNOT gates ≤ (N − 1)
[
29 + 8m− 4ϕ

m+6 − (−ϕ)−m−6
√

5
− 3ϕ

m+5 − (−ϕ)−m−5
√

5
+ 4mϕm+5 − (−ϕ)−m−5

√
5

− 7 · 2m + 2m2m

]
+ 8N. (96)
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Proof. In addition to the controlled Pauli and phase gates of Theorem 32, we must generate the required minus
signs by applying multicontrolled Z gates. In the worst case, every single bitstring of weight b requires a different
phase from the total phase of the b− 1 weight strings differing by just a single bit. Thus, each one must have a
CbZ gate applied to achieve the correct phase. Thus, we require at most (N − 1)

(
m
b

)
total Cb−1Z gates for each

1 ≤ b ≤ m for gauge field terms and (N − 1)F (b+ 1) total Cb−1Z for each 2 ≤ b ≤ m+ 2 gates for interaction
terms. These values correspond to the Nfield

b and N int
b in (61), (65).

As in Theorem 27, the gate cost of these terms is given by (83), this time multiplying by (N − 1), where for
Cb−1Z gates α = 4, β = −8 for T gates and α = 4, β = −7 for CNOT gates. No rotation gates are needed. The
total cost follows from Lemma 10 and Proposition 11 (82).

C.7 Total gate cost for Πφ and Π̃φ

Theorem 35. For the single flavour 1+1D Schwinger model with N lattice sites and gauge fields represented
by m ≥ 2 qubits, the rotation operator Πφ for the QSVT procedure of Theorem 3 can be implemented with two
times the cost of G from Theorem 27 plus 128mN + 128N − 128m − 192 T gates, 96mN + 96N − 96m − 144
CNOT gates and an Rz gate.

Proof. As described in Remark 5, the rotation operator can be implemented with two G operators, two CNGNOT
gates and an Rz gate. From Remark 22 the cost of a CNGNOT gate is 32NG −96 T gates and 24NG −72 CNOT
gates along with one ancilla qubit which can be reused from the G computation. Using NG = 2m(N − 1) +N
and combining the costs of Gs, the CNGNOTs and rotation yields the result.

Remark 36. If m = ⌈log(N) + 1⌉ as in Remark 1, then the gate cost of Πφj
is O(N logN). It may be possible

to reduce the multicontrolled gates by using additional ancilla [96] or by reducing the rotation to the subspace of
the maximum achievable Hamming weight as in [54]. Here we sketch the steps taken to compute the quantum
resource cost.

Corollary 37. Since G̃ can be generated from the same gates as G with some rotation angles differing in the
phase, the cost of Π̃φ is the same as the cost of Π given in Theorem 35.

C.8 Total gate cost of the full algorithm
Theorem 38. A single measurement needed for the estimation of matrix element ⟨H⟩ can be calculated by
using two applications of the gates listed in Theorem 27 and k applications of the gates in Theorems 32 and 35.
Then assuming m = logN , the gate cost of this is O(kN log(N)).

Proof. This follows from Lemma 4 and the preceding gates costs for U , |G⟩ and |G̃⟩.

D Hardware information for current generation quantum processors
Below we give details for current generation quantum processors used for analysis in Sec. 4. Gate times and
coherence times for four processors, where they could be found or calculated, are given in Table 3.

For data on the Quantinuum H2-1 processor, two-qubit gate time was estimated in the following way. We take
benchmark data for shot times and number of operations for a range of circuits from Table I of Ref. [97]. We
take the shot time for the circuit, subtract the quoted initial state preparation time (32µs) and divide this by
the number of two-qubit gates in the circuit (assuming two-qubit gates dominate the execution time over single
qubit and SPAM gates). We take the mean of these values to estimate an average two qubit gate time, excluding
the ‘Transport 1Q RB, l = 64’ circuit which contains no two-qubit gates. Coherence time is calculated by taking
the quoted quadratic dephasing rate (0.043 · 2πrad/s) from Ref. [98], which is quoted as being applied during
qubit transport and idling. We inverted this and multiplied by the average fraction of time spent in transport
from Table I of [97] to give an estimate of the typical dephasing time.

For data on the IonQ Forte processor, two-qubit gate times were estimated in the following way. Using runtime
benchmark given in the supplemental data for Ref. [99], for each type of algorithm listed (each with varying
problem sizes), the total single circuit time was divided by the number of native two-qubit gates (assuming
that two-qubit gates dominated execution time). The mean two-qubit gate time was then calculated over the
algorithm types. Estimated coherence times are taken from Ref. [100].
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Using the total CNOT counts given in Fig. 6(d), we get a rough estimate of the time taken to apply a single
block encoding step Πφj

U by multiplying the CNOT count by the two-qubit gate time for each processor. The
values calculated are shown in Table 4 both as an absolute time, as well as a multiple of the for T1 and T2 times.
This makes three assumptions, (1) when compiled to the particular hardware gate set, the number of native
two-qubit gates is roughly equal to the number of CNOTs we have counted, (2) total runtime is dominated by
two-qubit gate operations, and (3) CNOT gates are implemented in serial. In reality, many of these CNOTs
could be run in parallel or even removed by recompilation; so this is likely to be an overestimate. We can instead
assume that all gates are maximally parallelised such that two-qubit gates are applied in layers of Nqubits/2
acting at the same time to give a lower bound on the run time. These values are shown in Table 5.
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