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Learning the unknown interactions that govern a quantum system is crucial for quantum informa-
tion processing, device benchmarking, and quantum sensing. The problem, known as Hamiltonian
learning, is well understood under the assumption that interactions are local, but this assumption
may not hold for arbitrary Hamiltonians. Previous methods all require high-order inverse polyno-
mial dependency with precision, unable to surpass the standard quantum limit and reach the gold
standard Heisenberg-limited scaling. Whether Heisenberg-limited Hamiltonian learning is possible
without prior assumptions about the interaction structures, a challenge we term ansatz-free Hamil-
tonian learning, remains an open question. In this work, we present a quantum algorithm to learn
arbitrary sparse Hamiltonians without any structure constraints using only black-box queries of
the system’s real-time evolution and minimal digital controls to attain Heisenberg-limited scaling in
estimation error. Our method is also resilient to state-preparation-and-measurement errors, enhanc-
ing its practical feasibility. Moreover, we establish a fundamental trade-off between total evolution
time and quantum control on learning arbitrary interactions, revealing the intrinsic interplay be-
tween controllability and total evolution time complexity for any learning algorithm. These results
pave the way for further exploration into Heisenberg-limited Hamiltonian learning in complex quan-
tum systems under minimal assumptions, potentially enabling new benchmarking and verification
protocols.

I. INTRODUCTION

Understanding the interactions that govern nature is
a central goal in physics. In quantum systems, these in-
teractions are described by the Hamiltonian, which dic-
tates both the static and dynamic properties of the sys-
tem. Consequently, given access to a quantum system
with an unknown Hamiltonian, a fundamental question
arises: what is the most efficient method to learn the in-
teractions of such a system? While this question under-
pins much of quantum many-body physics, it has become
increasingly relevant in practice due to the remarkable
progress in quantum science and technology, notably the
emergence of programmable analog quantum simulators
[1–3] and early fault-tolerant quantum computers [4–8].
These platforms promise to simulate complex quantum
phenomena that remain intractable with classical compu-
tation. Nevertheless, they also introduce a pressing chal-
lenge: how to rigorously validate and benchmark such
engineered quantum devices [9]. Therefore, Hamiltonian
learning is a critical tool to not only probe the unknown
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interactions but also characterize and control these engi-
neered quantum systems [10–24]. Beyond programmable
quantum simulators, Hamiltonian learning also arises in
quantum metrology and sensing, where one aims to de-
termine an unknown field (i.e., the Hamiltonian) to preci-
sion ϵ at the so-called O(1/ϵ) Heisenberg limit. Refining
these learning strategies will not only enable the certi-
fication of next-generation quantum hardware but also
open new avenues in precision sensing and the broader
landscape of quantum technologies.
Traditional methods for Hamiltonian learning often

rely on preparing either an eigenstate or the thermal
(Gibbs) state of the underlying Hamiltonian [25–30]. The
coefficients of the unknown Hamiltonian are determined
by solving a system of polynomial equations involving the
expectation values of numerous Pauli observables. How-
ever, the state preparation step is non-trivial, and these
methods are constrained by the so-called standard quan-
tum limit, where achieving a precision ϵ in the learned
coefficients requires a total experimental time scaling as
O(1/ϵ2).
Recently, inspired by quantum metrology, a new class

of Hamiltonian learning algorithms has been proposed
that achieves Heisenberg-limited scaling [11–16]. These
methods require only simple initial state preparation and
black-box queries of the Hamiltonian dynamics. Despite
their efficiency, these approaches require a crucial as-
sumption that the interactions are either geometrically
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local or k−local. However, in many scenarios, the ex-
act interaction structure is not known in advance, allow-
ing for potentially arbitrary interactions. Consequently,
the search space for the unknown Hamiltonian struc-
ture becomes exponentially large, making it challenging
to identify interaction terms. Moreover, the possibility
of non-commuting terms further complicates the accu-
rate estimation of each coefficient. Efforts to extend
these existing methods to arbitrary Hamiltonians have
encountered significant obstacles: some approaches de-
mand highly complex quantum controls, such as block
encoding and the time reversal evolutions [31], while oth-
ers fail to reach the optimal Heisenberg-limited scaling
[32]. Therefore, it remains a fundamental open question
whether one can achieve Heisenberg-limited Hamiltonian
learning with only simple black-box queries to the unitary
dynamics and no prior assumptions of the interaction
structure—a task we refer to as ansatz-free Hamiltonian
learning.
In this work, we propose a novel Hamiltonian learning

algorithm that overcomes these limitations. Our method
achieves Heisenberg-limited scaling for arbitrary Hamil-
tonians, including non-local ones, with the total exper-
imental time scaling polynomially with the number of
Pauli terms in the Hamiltonian. To be more explicit, any
n-qubit Hamiltonian H can be expressed in the form:

H =
∑
s∈S

µsPs, (1)

with Ps the n-qubit traceless Pauli operators, S the set of
Pauli operators from whichH is constituted, and |µs| ≤ 1
the unknown coefficients. Furthermore, we use M to de-
note the number of Pauli terms with nonzero coefficients
in H.

Without prior knowledge of which terms are in the
Hamiltonian and what the coefficient values are, there
are two specific difficulties for learning such a Hamilto-
nian: 1. what is the structure S, the M Pauli terms, of
this Hamiltonian; 2. what are the coefficients µs with re-
spect to each term in this Hamiltonian. We tackle these
difficulties by cycling through an alternating hierarchy
of two steps: structure learning and coefficient learning.
In the structure learning phase, we identify the Pauli
terms with large coefficients by direct sampling a simple
quantum circuit, where terms with large coefficients will
dominate the outcome. In the coefficient learning phase,
we isolate the identified terms by applying ensembles of
single-qubit Pauli gates, similar to techniques such as
dynamical decoupling [33–36] or Hamiltonian reshaping
[11, 12]. We then estimate the coefficients through ro-
bust frequency estimation [37]. Our algorithm not only
achieves Heisenberg-limited scaling in terms of total ex-
perimental time but is also resilient to state-preparation-
and-measurement (SPAM) errors.

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first quan-
tum algorithm capable of learning arbitrary Hamilto-
nians with Heisenberg-limited scaling using only prod-
uct state inputs, single-qubit measurements, and black-

box access to the Hamiltonian dynamics. This work not
only resolves a long-standing theoretical question about
Hamiltonian learning but also introduces a practical al-
gorithm with minimal experimental requirements.

II. THE LEARNING PROTOCOL

We consider learning an unknown many-body Hamilto-
nian H as expressed in Equation (1) through time evolu-
tion e−iHt with arbitrary t and a programmable quantum
computer. Here we provide a more detailed explanation
of how our protocols cycle through an alternating hier-
archy of structure learning and coefficient learning steps.
In the structure-learning step, we identify the dominant
interaction terms by determining the support of the co-
efficient vector µ = (µ1, µ2, . . . , µ4n−1)

T . To achieve
this, we introduce two approaches: one (denoted as AI)
employs n pairs of 2-qubit Bell states shared between
the original system and an ancillary system of the same
size, while the other (denoted as AI′

) uses only product
state inputs and single-qubit measurements, eliminating
the need for ancillary systems at the cost of a moder-
ate increase in M -dependence. In the coefficient learn-
ing (denoted as AII) step, we estimate the coefficients
of Pauli operators identified in the preceding structure-
learning phase. Specifically, we first determine all the
Pauli operators with coefficients 1/2 < |µi| ≤ 1, and
learn their coefficients µi. We then repeat those two
steps for smaller coefficient ranges 1/4 < |µi| ≤ 1/2
and so on. In the k-th iteration, we learn coefficients
that are (1/2)k < |µs| ≤ (1/2)k−1, continuing until
k = ⌈log2(1/ϵ)⌉, where ϵ is the desired learning preci-
sion. This hierarchical learning strategy achieves the gold
standard Heisenberg-limited scaling, requiring a total ex-
perimental time having 1/ϵ dependence up to a polylog-
arithmic factor to reach ϵ-learning accuracy.

In the follows, we use Õ(f) to omit polylog(f) scaling
factors. The main results of the hierarchical learning
algorithm are summarized as follows:

Result 1 (Informal version of Theorem 1). There exists
a quantum algorithm for learning the unknown Hamilto-
nian H as in Equation (1) taking n pairs of 2-qubit Bell
state as input for each experiment instance, querying to
real-time evolution of H, and performing Bell-basis mea-
surements that outputs estimation µ̂ such that

||µ̂− µ||∞ ≤ ϵ (2)

with high probability. The total experimental time is

T = Õ
(
M2/ϵ

)
. (3)

This algorithm has trivial classical post-processing and is
robust against SPAM errors.

Result 2 (Informal version of Theorem 2). There exists
an ancilla-free algorithm quantum algorithm for learn-
ing the unknown Hamiltonian H as in Equation (1) with
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Figure 1. (a) Quantum circuit for the structure-learning subroutine AI . It prepares n pairs of 2-qubit Bell states between
the original and ancillary systems via transversal gates. The original system then evolves coherently under the unknown
Hamiltonian H and the engineered Hamiltonian H∗, where H∗ consists of the large terms in H learned in previous steps with
an opposite sign. The combined system is then measured on the n-pair Bell basis. Nontrivial outcomes have probabilities
proportional to µ2

i , enabling inference of the interaction structure. (b) Quantum circuit for the coefficient-learning subroutine
AII . By inserting random Pauli gates from a designed set into the unknown Hamiltonian’s evolution, the time evolution of
a specific term is approximated, allowing the interaction strength µs to be extracted via robust frequency estimation. (c)
Combining these subroutines enables hierarchical coefficient estimation, achieving Heisenberg-limited scaling.

product-state input, queries to real-time evolution of the
Hamiltonian, and single-qubit measurements that outputs
µ̂ achieving (2) with high probability. The total experi-
mental time T is

T ′ = Õ
(
M3 log(n)/ϵ

)
. (4)

This algorithm needs classical post-processing with time

TC = Õ(M5n log(n)) (5)

and is robust against SPAM errors.

In the following, we will outline the proof for both re-
sults by introducing the algorithms on structure learning
(AI and AI′

) and coefficients learning (AII), and the
corresponding proof ideas.

A. Structure-learning algorithm

We first consider the structure-learning algorithm AI

taking n pairs of Bell states between the original sys-
tem and a n-qubit ancillary system as input. To start,
consider a simple task: suppose all the unknown coef-
ficients in the Hamiltonian are not small, i.e. µm :=
minµs = O(1). One of the challenges in identifying the
support S originates from the fact that the Pauli opera-
tors in the Hamiltonian do not necessarily commute with
each other. To mitigate this difficulty, we combine the
Bell sampling circuit with the coherent evolution driven
by H =

∑
s µsPs for time τ . We prepare n pairs of 2-

qubit Bell states |Φ+⟩⊗n
=
(

|00⟩+|11⟩√
2

)⊗n

with transver-

sal Hadamard and CNOT gates. The first n qubit un-
dergoes the short-time evolution of H with the second
n qubits idle. We then perform a Bell-basis measure-
ment with transversal Hadamard and CNOT gates. The
quantum circuit is visualized in Fig. 1 (a). This quan-
tum circuit effectively achieves direct sampling from the

probability distribution p(s|µ) related to the support
of µ. To see this, we take a single-qubit Hamiltonian
H = µxX + µyY + µzZ as the instance for illustration.
The first qubit of the Bell state undergoes the short-time
evolution of H and the evolved state becomes∣∣Φ+

〉
− iτ(µxXI + µyY I + µzZI)

∣∣Φ+
〉
+O(τ2)

=
∣∣Φ+

〉
− iτµx

∣∣Ψ+
〉
− iτµy

∣∣Ψ−〉− iτµz

∣∣Φ−〉+O(τ2),

(6)

where |Φ±⟩ and |Ψ±⟩ are the four Bell basis states.
Therefore, the outcome probability of each Bell basis
state is proportional to µ2

i τ
2. This can be generalized

to multi-qubit systems. If one sets τ = O(µm/M), we
show the outcome distribution can be lower-bounded
as p(s|µ) > Ω

(
µ4
m/M

2
)

(see Appendix C 5 for de-
tails). Therefore, with the union bound, one can sam-
ple all support S = {s : |µs| ≥ µm} at least once
with high probability by querying this quantum circuit
O(log(M)/µ2

mτ
2) times. The total evolution time under

H is O(M log(M)/µ3
m).

Due to the finite-time evolution, different terms in S
get multiplied together in second and higher orders as a
result of Taylor expansion. If there is an s with vanishing
µs triggering a false-positive detection, one can always
discard it in the coefficient learning step after realizing µs

is smaller than the desired threshold µm. Note that the
worst case number of false-positive events is also upper
bounded by the number of samples O(M2 log(M)).

It is natural to ask whether the entanglement in the
structure learning step is necessary. Surprisingly, we pro-
vide a negative answer to this question by showing an al-
ternative algorithm with product state input and single-
qubit measurement at the cost of a moderate increase
in M dependence. The key observation is that applying
random Pauli gates before and after the evolution e−iHτ

will transform it into an effective Pauli channel, a process
called Pauli twirling [38–42]. In the single-qubit instance,
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the effective channel after applying random Pauli gates
is

ΛP (ρ) = E
σT∼P

σ†
T e

−iHτσT ρσ
†
T e

iHτσT

≈ ρ+ µ2
xτ

2XρX + µ2
yτ

2Y ρY + µ2
zτ

2ZρZ,
(7)

which is a Pauli channel with Pauli error rates µ2
i τ

2. It
can be generalized to multi-qubit systems by applying
random Pauli gates on each qubit. Employing the Pauli
error rates estimation protocol using product state in-
puts and single-qubit measurements [43], we obtain an

alternative approach AI′
for structure learning. In Ap-

pendix F, we provide the details of this approach.

B. Coefficient-learning algorithm

The coefficient-learning algorithm AII takes the struc-
ture S as input and outputs the coefficients {µs : s ∈ S}.
The key idea is to isolate each term µsPs during the evo-
lution and learn each individual coefficient µs. The first
step can be achieved by Hamiltonian reshaping [11, 12],
which inserts random single-qubit Pauli gates between
evolutions ofH. Each µs can be learned with Heisenberg-
limited scaling using robust frequency estimation [12, 37].

1. Hamiltonian reshaping

The goal of Hamiltonian reshaping is to approximate
the time evolution of a specific term or a subset of com-
muting Pauli terms in H. We focus on the case where
the target Hamiltonian after reshaping is a single trace-
less Pauli operator Ps for illustration. Define KPs

as the
set containing all Pauli operators that commute with Ps.
For any traceless Pauli operator Pl ̸= Ps, the ensemble
average of the transformed operator P †PlP over set KPs

will result in zero, since half of the Pauli operators in KPs

commute with Pl and the other half anti-commute with
it. On the other hand, for Ps, since every Pauli operator
in KPs

commutes with it, this transformation will leave
Ps unchanged.

In the Hamiltonian learning scenario, we want to learn
the coefficients of each Pauli term Ps given by the pre-
vious structure learning step one at a time. For a given
Ps, we insert a randomly sampled Pauli operator from
KPs between the short-time evolutions under H. By
concatenating randomly transformed short-time unitary
evolutions, we realize a quantum channel similar to the
randomized Hamiltonian simulation algorithm, such as
qDRIFT [44, 45]. We then show this channel will be at
most O(M2t2/r2) far from the desired evolution e−iµsPst

in the diamond distance, where r2 is the number of short-
time evolution steps (see Appendix D1 for details).

2. Robust frequency estimation

With a good approximation of the time evolution chan-
nel under a single-term Hamiltonian Heff = µsPs by
Hamiltonian reshaping, we can robustly estimate µs to
an accuracy ϵ with Heisenberg-limited scaling using the
robust frequency estimation protocol. This protocol fol-
lows the same idea as the robust phase estimation proto-
col [37], but is modified to use only product-state input
and to a good confidence interval rather than minimizing
the mean-squared error.
Consider a simple example with Ps = IZZX and un-

known µs. We design the following two experiments: 1.
the (+) experiment with input state |ψ+⟩ = |0⟩ ⊗ |+⟩ ⊗
|0⟩ ⊗ |+⟩ and measuring observable O+ = IXZX after
evolution time t; 2. the (−) experiment with input state
|ψ−⟩ = |0⟩ ⊗ |−⟩ ⊗ |0⟩ ⊗ |+⟩ and measuring observable
O− = IY ZX after evolution time t. It can be easily ver-
ified that the expectation values are ⟨O+⟩ = cos(2µst)
and ⟨O−⟩ = sin(2µst), which together form a simple os-
cillation ei2µst. The idea of robust frequency estimation
is to narrow down the frequency θ of an oscillation signal
eiθt in a hierarchical manner. Given θ ∈ [a, b], one can
correctly distinguish whether θ is in θ ∈ [a, (a+2b)/3] or
in θ ∈ [(2a+ b)/3, b] by finite sampling in t = π/(b− a).

This process is then repeatedO
(
log3/2((b− a)/ϵ)

)
times

with the range divided by 2/3 each time. The choice of
the overlapped region makes this method robust against
errors. In Appendix D2, we describe the setup of the
robust frequency estimation for arbitrary Pauli opera-
tor and show it is robust against finite-sample error and
channel approximation error from the Hamiltonian re-
shaping.

C. Hierarchical learning and scaling analysis

As we have described above, AI (or AI′
) can learn

the structure of the Hamiltonian and AII can estimate
the coefficients. However, directly concatenating AI (or

AI′
) with AII will give an algorithm with a complexity of

Õ(1/ϵ3) dependence on the target accuracy ϵ, not enough
for achieving Heisenberg-limited scaling. We address
this issue by introducing a hierarchical learning proto-
col, where we divide the terms in H into J = ⌈log2(1/ϵ)⌉
levels. For the j-th level, we learn all terms with coef-
ficient 2−(j+1) < |µs| ≤ 2−j to ϵ accuracy by applying

AI (or AI′
) and AII . Moreover, since we already have

an estimation of coefficients for terms with 2−j ≤ µs, we
can approximately cancel out those terms by interfacing
the black-box evolution with the quantum computer in
Hamiltonian simulation. We then rescale the Hamilto-
nian by extending the evolution time, thereby boosting
the initially small coefficients in j-th level to a constant
scale. The steps of this procedure are depicted in Fig-
ure 1 (c). Both the term cancellation and rescaling can
be achieved using Trotterization (see Appendix C for de-
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tails).
We now analyze the scaling of total experimental time.

We first consider the structure learning algorithm AI .
For each sample l and each j ∈ {0, 1, . . . , ⌈log2(1/ϵ)⌉−1},
the total evolution time is t

(1)
j,l = O(2j/M) where 2j

comes from the rescaling of the Hamiltonian. As shown

before, we need L = Õ(M2) samples to learn the struc-
ture in j−th level. The total evolution time for AI is

T1 =

⌈log2(1/ϵ)⌉−1∑
j=0

L∑
l=1

t
(1)
j,l = Õ(M/ϵ). (8)

For Hamiltonian coefficients learning algorithm AII
j , the

total evolution time for learning each coefficient to ϵ ac-

curacy with robust frequency estimation scales as t
(2)
j,l =

Õ (1/ϵ). There could be false-positive detections in the
structure learning. In the worst cases, we need to esti-

mate the frequencies up to Lj = Õ(M2) terms. Thus
the total evolution time of the Hamiltonian coefficient
algorithm AII is

T2 =

⌈log2(1/ϵ)⌉−1∑
j=0

Ljt
(2)
j,l = Õ(M2/ϵ). (9)

In addition, we show this protocol is robust against
SPAM errors (see Appendix C) and the time complexity
with the alternative approach is provided in Appendix F.

III. TRADE-OFF BETWEEN TOTAL
EVOLUTION TIME AND QUANTUM CONTROL

Compared to previous approaches for learning Hamil-
tonians through their eigenstates or Gibbs states, our
protocols exceed the standard quantum limit and achieve
Heisenberg-limited scaling. This is accomplished by se-
quentially querying the real-time evolutions of the Hamil-
tonian, interleaved with discrete quantum controls. A
natural question is whether quantum controls are nec-
essary for achieving Heisenberg-limited scaling. We an-
swer this question affirmatively by proving a trade-off
between the total evolution time complexity for an un-
known Hamiltonian H and the number of discrete quan-
tum controls.

Intuitively, we can generalize experiments with discrete
quantum controls and sequential queries to the Hamilto-
nian as the following theoretical model. Given a Hamil-
tonian H with coefficient vector µ defined in (1), the
protocol performs multiple experiments and measures at
the end of each experiment. In each experiment, the
protocol prepares an input state (possibly with ancilla
qubits) and queries the Hamiltonian multiple times with
a discrete quantum control channel between every two
neighboring queries. The protocol can be adaptive in
the sense that it can dynamically decide how to prepare
the input state, query the real-time evolutions, perform

quantum controls, and measure the final state based on
the history of the previous experiments. We provide the
formal definition of this model in Appendix G. In a re-
cent work [46], it is shown through quantum Fisher in-
formation [47–49] that for unbiased learning algorithm,
Heisenberg-limited scaling is not possible in the absence
of quantum control. Here, we prove a lower bound in a
rigorous and most general fashion for any possible adap-
tive and biased protocols that might have access to an-
cillary quantum memory.

Result 3 (Informal version of Theorem 12). Any pro-
tocol, which is possibly adaptive, biased, and ancilla-
assisted, with total evolution time T and at most L
discrete quantum controls per experiment requires T =
Ω(L−1ϵ−2) to estimate the coefficient of the unknown
Hamiltonian H within additive error ϵ.

Note that this result indicates that, in general, it is im-
possible for any protocol to achieve Heisenberg-limited
scaling without at least L = Ω(1/ϵ) discrete quantum
controls per experiment. On the other hand, this trade-
off does not suggest the existence of Hamiltonian learn-
ing algorithms that can surpass the Heisenberg limit
provided a sufficient number of discrete quantum con-
trols. In fact, as proved in [11, 12, 46], there is a strict
T = Ω(1/ϵ) lower bound for the total evolution time.
The high-level strategy of our proof is to combine the
learning tree framework [50] equipped with the martin-
gale trick [51–53] and quantum Fisher information. We
model any learning protocol as a decision tree, and any
choice of unknown Hamiltonian H corresponds to a dis-
tribution on the leaves. We then find a pair of Hamiltoni-
ansH andH ′ such that induced probability distributions
on the leaves are statistically indistinguishable unless the
T and L are large enough. Details of the proof are in Ap-
pendix G.

IV. OUTLOOK

In this work, we propose the first ansatz-free Hamil-
tonian learning protocol for a n−qubit system without
imposing any interaction structural assumptions. The
total experimental time is polynomial in the number of
interactions, and also achieves the gold standard O(1/ϵ)
Heisenberg scaling. Notably, our protocol relies solely on
queries to the black-box time evolution of the unknown
Hamiltonian with elementary digital controls of a quan-
tum computer. Furthermore, we establish a fundamen-
tal trade-off between total evolution time and quantum
control in Hamiltonian learning algorithms in the most
general setting.
This work opens up new avenues for Hamiltonian

learning in future research. On the theoretical side,
our protocol requires coherent evolution of the unknown
Hamiltonian for O(1/ϵ) total time to achieve an estima-
tion error ϵ. In practice, however, the system may experi-
ence noise, which could introduce an error floor—beyond
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which Heisenberg-limited scaling may still persist. Un-
derstanding how noise affects the scaling and explor-
ing whether error correction or mitigation can restore
Heisenberg-limited performance remain open questions.
In particular, techniques from quantum metrology may
offer valuable insights in this direction [54, 55].
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Appendix A: Notations

In this work, the Pauli matrices are denoted by σx, σy, σz. We use the following notation to denote the Pauli
eigenstates:

|1, z⟩ = |0⟩ , |−1, z⟩ = |1⟩ , |1, x⟩ = |+⟩ , |−1, x⟩ = |−⟩ ,

|1, y⟩ = 1√
2
(|0⟩+ i |1⟩), |−1, y⟩ = 1√

2
(|0⟩ − i |1⟩).

(A1)

We denote the set of all N -fold tensor products of single-qubit Pauli matrices (and the identity) by Pn:

Pn =

{
n⊗

i=1

Pi : Pi = I, σx, σy, or σz

}
. (A2)

We use the following notation for the four maximally entangled 2-qubit states∣∣Φ+
〉
=

|00⟩+ |11⟩√
2∣∣Φ−〉 = |00⟩ − |11⟩√
2∣∣Ψ+

〉
=

|10⟩+ |01⟩√
2∣∣Ψ−〉 = i

|10⟩ − |01⟩√
2

,

(A3)

which are also the four eigenstates of the Bell-basis measurement. In the following, we will also use |EPRn⟩ = |Φ+⟩⊗n
.
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We consider the N -qubit traceless Hamiltonian to be learned as

H =
∑
s

µsPs, |µs| ≤ 1, (A4)

where Ps ∈ PN \ {I⊗N}. Let M be the number of terms in the coefficient vector µ = (µ1, µ2, . . . , µ4N−1)
T which are

larger than the threshold constant ϵ ∈ (0, 1); this is the sparsity of H.
Let S ⊆ Pn be the set of the indices s of terms Ps in H with coefficients |µs| > ϵ. For j ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . . , ⌈log2(1/ϵ)⌉},

define the set Sj of all indices s of terms Ps in H such that their coefficients µs satisfy |µs| ≤ 2−j :

Sj = {s : s ∈ S, |µs| ≤ 2−j}, j ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . . , ⌈log2(1/ϵ)⌉}, (A5)

note that S = S0. Let the set Sj = Sj \ Sj+1 be the set of all indices s of terms Ps in H such that their coefficients

µs satisfy 2−(j+1) < |µs| ≤ 2−j :

Sj = {s : s ∈ S, 2−(j+1) < |µs| ≤ 2−j}, j ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . . , ⌈log2(1/ϵ)⌉ − 1}. (A6)

Let UH(t) = e−iHt to represent the time evolution operator under H. Let |EPR⟩ = 1√
2
(|00⟩+ |11⟩) be the 2-qubit

EPR state, and let |EPRn⟩ =
⊗n

j=1 |EPR⟩ be the 2n-qubit EPR state.
Consider a general quantum channel Λ. One can write it in its Kraus operator expression as

Λ(ρ) =
∑
k

KkρK
†
k, (A7)

where
∑

kK
†
kKk = I.

Expanding the Kraus operator in the Pauli basis, we find

Kj =
∑

σk∈{I,σx,σy,σz}

αj,kσk. (A8)

Appendix B: Main results and proof ideas

The main result of Hamiltonian learning with ancillary systems can be summarized as

Theorem 1 (2-copy Heisenberg-limited Hamiltonian learning algorithm). For an arbitrary n-qubit unknown Hamil-
tonian H =

∑
s∈S µsPs, with |µs| ≤ 1 and |S| ≤ M , there exists a hierarchical learning quantum algorithm which

only queries the black box forward evolution of H, and a fault-tolerant quantum computer with n ancillary qubits that
outputs a classical description µ̂s of µs such that |µ̂s−µs| < ϵ with probability at least 1−δ, and the total experimental
time is

T = O
(
M2 log(M/δ)[log(1/ϵ)]2

ϵ

)
.

This algorithm requires no non-trivial classical post-processing and is robust against SPAM error.

In addition, we proposed a single-copy Hamiltonian learning algorithm without an ancillary system using only
single-qubit operations, which can be summarized as:

Theorem 2 (Single-copy Heisenberg-limited Hamiltonian learning algorithm). For an arbitrary n-qubit unknown
Hamiltonian H =

∑
s∈S µsPs, with |µs| ≤ 1 and |S| ≤ M , there exists a hierarchical learning quantum algorithm

which only queries the black box forward evolution of H, and a fault-tolerant quantum computer with no ancillary
qubits that outputs a classical description µ̂s of µs such that |µ̂s − µs| < ϵ with probability at least 1− δ, and the total
experimental time is

T = O
(
M3(log(Mn) log(1/ϵ) + log(M/δ)[log(1/ϵ)]2)

ϵ

)
.

This algorithm requires a total classical post-processing time

TC = O
(
M5n log(Mn/δ) log(1/ϵ)

)
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The main subroutine of our learning algorithms is defined as follows:

Definition 1 (Hierarchical learning subroutine). Given 1. an unknown Hamiltonian H =
∑

s∈S µsPs, with |µs| ≤ 1

and |S| ≤ M , and 2.the classical description of Ĥj (its Pauli operator terms and coefficients), an estimation of all

coefficients larger than 2−j up to ϵ term-wise error. There exists a hierarchical learning subroutine Aj to obtain Ĥj+1

which is an estimation of all coefficients larger than 2−(j+1) up to ϵ term-wise error, for j = 0, 1, 2, . . . , ⌈log2(1/ϵ)⌉−1.

The final estimation Ĥ⌈log2(1/ϵ)⌉−1 will be a characterization of H to ϵ term-wise error.

The main ideas: Based on the definitions provided in the previous section, we partition all unknown coefficients
into the following sets: S = S0 ∪S1 ∪ · · · ∪S⌈log2(1/ϵ)⌉−1, where Sj = {s : s ∈ S, 2−(j+1) < |µs| ≤ 2−j}. At each step
j, the hierarchical learning subroutine Aj first identifies the index s ∈ Sj with high probability using the Hamiltonian
structure learning algorithm AI

j . With this information, the corresponding coefficients can then be learned using

the Hamiltonian coefficient learning algorithm AII
j . Below, we provide an overview of the key components of both

algorithms, with a detailed analysis deferred to the subsequent sections.
In the Hamiltonian structure learning AI

j , we first create the EPR state between unknown system with N -qubit

ancillary system using transversal gates. Then we perform the time evolution of the unknown system under H̃j =

(H − Ĥj)/2
−j for time t by querying unknown system and a fault-tolerant quantum computer iteratively. Lastly,

we perform the Bell-basis measurement on the 2N -qubit system. We prove that if t = O
(

1
CM

)
where C is a big

constant to supress the error, then all elements s = Sj will be sampled once with high probability. There are several

approximation errors involved in this step: 1. Trotterization error (εTrotter) for simulating time-evolution under H̃j ,
2. truncation error (εTaylor) from the Taylor expansion of time t = O

(
1

CM

)
evolution, and SPAM errors (εSPAM). In

Lemma 3, we prove that for elements in Sj , their probability is lower bounded by Ω̃
(

1
4C2M2 − 1

C3M2 − 22j

C2r − εSPAM

)
,

where r is the Trotter steps. Then one can sample all elements in Sj at least once with probability 1− δ by querying

this algorithm O(C2M2 log(M/δ)) times. Then the total evolution time of all AI
j is O

(
M log(M/δ)

ϵ

)
, which reaches

the Heisenberg-limited scaling.

Then we use the Hamiltonian coefficient learning AII
j to learn the coefficients µs for s in the set S̃j , which we iden-

tified in the previous step. There are at most |S̃j | ≡ Lj = O(M2 log(M/δ)) terms sampled in the previous step. We
first use the Hamiltonian reshaping technique as introduced in Appendix D1 to approximate the time-evolution under

a single term Ps for s ∈ S̃j . We show the approximation error is bounded by O(M
2t2

r2
) for total evolution time t with

r2 Trotter steps. Then we adapt the robust frequency estimation (RFE) as introduced in Appendix D2 to estimate µs

within ϵ accuracy. In Theorem 7, we show the total evolution time in each RFE procedure is O(
log(1/ϵ)+log log(2−j/ϵ)

ϵ ).

As there are at most Lj terms, the total evolution time for AII
j is O(

M2 log(M/δ)(log(1/ϵ)+log log(2−j/ϵ))
ϵ ), which also

reaches the Heisenberg-limited scaling. Moreover, since we estimate each coefficient at a time, the effective Hamilto-
nian Heff after reshaping is a single term Hamiltonian, we only need product state input in RFE instead of highly
entangled Bell state input as in [12].

In Section F, we investigate whether quantum entanglement of the 2-copy in structure learning is necessary. Sur-
prisingly, we found a novel structure learning algorithm that only uses product state input without any ancillary
qubits that also achieves the Heisenberg limit when used in the Hierarchical learning subroutine.

In Section G, we provide rigorous proofs for the lower bound of the general Hamiltonian learning algorithm in
Theorem 12, where we utilized the learning tree representation and applied Le Cam’s two-point method for Hamilto-
nian distinguishing problem. The lower bound implies that for a Hamiltonian learning algorithm, there is a trade-off
between the total evolution time complexity and the number of quantum controls.

Appendix C: Hamiltonian structure learning AI
j

We here provide details for Hamiltonian structure learning AI
j . In AI

j , we first use Trotterization to approximate

the time evolution channel under H̃j = (H − Ĥj)/2
−j . Then, we evolve an N -qubit EPR state into this channel and

perform a Bell-basis measurement at the end. By analyzing the Taylor expansion of the time evolution operator, and
analyzing how considering the probability distribution of Bell-basis measurement will deviate if only considering the
first-order truncation. Taking the Trotterization error εTrotter, first-order truncation error εTaylor, error caused by the

imperfections of Ĥj , and the state-preparation and measurement (SPAM) error εSPAM into consideration, we show

that AI
j can identify all the terms in H that is larger than 2−(j+1) with high probability.
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1. Hamiltonian simulation with Trotterization

By the Lie product formula, the time evolution operator e−iH̃jt can be approximated by interleaving the time

evolution operator e−iHt/(2−jr) and eiĤjt/(2
−jr) in the asymptotic limit

e−iH̃jt = e−i(H−Ĥj)t/2
−j

= lim
r→∞

(
e−iHt/(2−jr)eiĤjt/(2

−jr)
)r
, (C1)

where eiĤjt/(2
−jr) is realizable through Hamiltonian simulation since the classical characterization of Ĥj is known.

We consider r is a finite integer, then by the Trotter-Suzuki formula [56–59], we have

e−iH̃jt = e−i(H−Ĥj)t/2
−j

=
(
e−iHt/(2−jr)eiĤjt/(2

−jr)
)r

+O
(
[H, Ĥj ]

(t/2−j)2

r

)
. (C2)

To characterize the accuracy of approximating the time evolution channel, denote the time evolution channel under
the Hamiltonian H̃j as

UH̃j ,t
(ρ) = e−iH̃jtρeiH̃jt, (C3)

and the first-order Trotter-Suzuki time-evolution unitary a Hamiltonian H − Ĥj as

U
(1)

TS,H̃j
(t) = U

(1)

TS,H−Ĥj
(t/2−j) = e−iHt/2−j

eiĤjt/2
−j

(C4)

with the first-order Trotter-Suzuki time-evolution channel be

U (1)

TS,H−Ĥj ,t/2−j
(ρ) = U

(1)

TS,H−Ĥj
(t/2−j)ρU

(1),†
TS,H−Ĥj

(t/2−j). (C5)

By (C2), we can bound the first-order approximation error ε
(1)
Trotter,

ε
(1)
Trotter = ∥UH̃j ,t

− (U (1)

TS,H−Ĥj ,t/(2−jr)
)r∥⋄ = O

(
[H̃j , H − Ĥj ]

(t/2−j)2

r

)
, (C6)

where ∥ · ∥⋄ is the diamond norm. Note that if both H − Ĥj and H̃j has at most M Pauli terms with coefficients
bounded by 1, then εTrotter can be bounded by

εTrotter = O
(
M2(t/2−j)2

r

)
. (C7)

2. Taylor expansion of the time evolution operator

Consider the Taylor expansion of the time evolution operator under H̃j :

e−iH̃jt = e−i(H−Ĥj)t/2
−j

= I − it
(H − Ĥj)

2−j
− t2

2

(
(H − Ĥj)

2−j

)2

+O(t3). (C8)

Recall that H =
∑

s µsPs and we only care about the coefficients such that |µs| ≥ ϵ, thus we can express H − Ĥj as
a rescaled Hamiltonian

H̃j =
H − Ĥj

2−j
=
∑
s∈Sj

µs

2−j
Ps +

∑
s∈S0\Sj

µs − µ̂s

2−j
Ps, (C9)

where Sj is defined in (A5), and µ̂s are the estimated coefficients in Ĥj . Note that the total number of Pauli terms in

H̃j would still be bounded by M and by definition |µs − µ̂s| ≤ ϵ, indicating that all rescaled coefficients µs−µ̂s

2−j in the
second terms on the right-hand side of Equation (C9) with s ∈ S0 \ Sj will be upper bounded by 1/2 since µ̂s is at
most ϵ away from the terms in Hj with s ∈ S0 \Sj in the ℓ∞-norm, and 2j ≥ 1/2 · ϵ. This means that the error caused
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by inaccurate estimation of the terms in Ĥj will still be bounded even after rescaling. With this, we can rewrite (C8)
as

e−iH̃jt =I − it

∑
s∈Sj

µs

2−j
Ps +

∑
s∈S0\Sj

µs − µ̂s

2−j
Ps

− t2

2

( ∑
s,s′∈Sj

µsµs′

2−2j
PsPs′ +

∑
s∈Sj

s′∈S0\Sj

µs(µs′ − µ̂s′)

2−2j
PsPs′

+
∑
s′∈Sj

s∈S0\Sj

µs′(µs − µ̂s)

2−2j
PsPs′ +

∑
s,s′∈S0\Sj

(µs − µ̂s)(µs′ − µ̂s′)

2−2j
PsPs′

)
+ o(t3).

(C10)

3. Bell sampling

Consider performing Bell sampling to the time evolution under e−iH̃jt, with a n-qubit ancillary system. Input the
2n-qubit EPR state into the n-qubit time evolution channel tensor a n-qubit identity channel, by (C10), the output
state is:

|ψout⟩ =
(
e−iH̃jt ⊗ In

)
|EPRn⟩

=

((
In − itH̃j −

t2

2
H̃2

j + o(t3)

)
⊗ In

)
|EPRn⟩

=

In − it

∑
s∈Sj

µs

2−j
Ps +

∑
s∈S0\Sj

µs − µ̂s

2−j
Ps

− t2

2
H̃

(2)
j + o(t3)

⊗ In

 |EPRn⟩

= |EPRn⟩ − it

∑
s∈Sj

µs

2−j

n⊗
j=1

((σs,j ⊗ I) |EPR⟩) +
∑

s∈S0\Sj

µs − µ̂s

2−j

n⊗
j=1

((σs,j ⊗ I) |EPR⟩)


+

((
− t

2

2
H̃

(2)
j + o(t3)

)
⊗ In

)
|EPRn⟩

(C11)

where

H̃j =

∑
s∈Sj

µs

2−j
Ps +

∑
s∈S0\Sj

µs − µ̂s

2−j
Ps

 (C12)

and

H̃2
j =

( ∑
s,s′∈Sj

µsµs′

2−2j
PsPs′ +

∑
s∈Sj

s′∈S0\Sj

µs(µs′ − µ̂s′)

2−2j
PsPs′

+
∑
s′∈Sj

s∈S0\Sj

µs′(µs − µ̂s)

2−2j
PsPs′ +

∑
s,s′∈S0\Sj

(µs − µ̂s)(µs′ − µ̂s′)

2−2j
PsPs′

) (C13)

are the second-order Pauli terms. Consider measuring |ψout⟩ in the Bell basis states, and denote the probability
distributions of the measurement outcomes as DBell.

Notice that DBell is a discrete probability distribution supporting on the 4n indices set of Pn, each corresponding
to a n-qubit Pauli operator. The goal is to sample all indices in Sj from DBell efficiently. As we will show in later
sections, the probability of elements in Sj will be lower bounded by an inverse polynomial of M .

Intuitively, if one only considers the first order terms in |ψout⟩, the probability of those elements corresponding to
a term Ps in H is approximately t2µ2

s/2
−2j , and the probability of those elements correspond to a traceless Pauli

operator P not in H is zero. However, one needs to take the higher order terms into consideration, and the probability
distribution DBell is not entirely supported on the M elements correspond to the M Pauli terms in H.

Fortunately, our protocol does not require estimating this probability distribution to high accuracy, it works well as
long as the probability of those terms with indices in Sj are at least inverse polynomials of M . Consider the second
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order terms, the absolute values of all coefficients in H̃2
j are upper bounded by 1. For each term Ps with s ∈ Sj , there

are at most M/2 pairs of {s1, s2} such that Ps1Ps2 = eiθPs in the second-order terms, where θ is a phase. Similarly,

for the l-th order terms there will be at most O(M l−1) l-element sets {sa, s2, . . . , sl} such that
∏l

k=1 Psk = eiθPs,
where θ is a phase. Thus, for an index s ∈ Sj , the probability of sampling this element is lower bounded by

Ω

( t
2
−

∞∑
l=2

(
M l−1tl

))2
 , (C14)

where 1
2 is the lower bound of µs/2

−j for s ∈ Sj , and for higher-ordered terms we use the upper bound 1 for all
coefficients. Note that for the terms s ∈ S0 \Sj , their coefficients are the remanent |µs− µ̂s| caused by the inaccurate
estimations in previous steps will still be upper bounded by ϵ/2−j ≤ 1/2 and do not contribute more than the other
terms. If

t <
1

CM
, (C15)

where C is a large constant, the probability will be lower bounded by

Ω

( 1

2CM
−

∞∑
l=2

1

ClM

)2


=Ω

((
1

2CM
− 1

C2M

)2
)

=Ω

(
1

4C2M2
− 1

C3M2
+

1

C4M2

)
=Ω

(
1

4C2M2
− 1

C3M2

)
.

(C16)

Thus, of the measurement outcome will deviate from 1
4C2M2 by at most:

εTaylor = O
(

1

C3M2

)
. (C17)

4. SPAM error

We define the state preparation and measurement (SPAM) error in the following way,

Definition 2. Take the noise in the preparation of the initial state as an error channel Eprep applied after the ideal state
preparation channel, and the noise of measurement as an error channel Emeas applied before the ideal measurement
channel. We assume that

∥Eprep − I∥⋄ + ∥Emeas − I∥⋄ ≤ εSPAM,

where εSPAM is the bound of the SPAM error.

Therefore, consider a ideal quantum channel E , the channel with SPAM error can be written as:

Ẽ = Emeas ◦ E ◦ Eprep, (C18)
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and

∥E − Ẽ∥⋄
=∥I ◦ E ◦ I − Emeas ◦ E ◦ Eprep∥⋄
=∥I ◦ E ◦ I − Emeas ◦ E ◦ I + Emeas ◦ E ◦ I − Emeas ◦ E ◦ Eprep∥⋄
=∥ (I − Emeas) ◦ E ◦ I + Emeas ◦ E ◦ (I − Eprep) ∥⋄
≤∥ (I − Emeas) ◦ E ◦ I∥⋄ + ∥Emeas ◦ E ◦ (I − Eprep) ∥⋄
=∥ (I − Emeas) ◦ E ◦ I∥⋄ + ∥ (Emeas − I) ◦ E ◦ (I − Eprep) + I ◦ E ◦ (I − Eprep) ∥⋄
≤∥ (I − Emeas) ◦ E ◦ I∥⋄ + ∥I ◦ E ◦ (I − Eprep) ∥⋄ + ∥ (Emeas − I) ◦ E ◦ (I − Eprep) ∥⋄
≤∥I − Emeas∥⋄ · ∥E∥⋄ + ∥E∥⋄ · ∥I − Eprep∥⋄ + ∥Emeas − I∥⋄ · ∥E∥⋄ · ∥I − Eprep∥⋄
=(∥I − Emeas∥⋄ + ∥I − Eprep∥⋄ + ∥I − Emeas∥⋄ · ∥I − Eprep∥⋄) · ∥E∥⋄

≤
(
εSPAM +

ε2SPAM

4

)
∥E∥⋄

≤εSPAM +
ε2SPAM

4
.

(C19)

5. Lower bound for the probability of elements in Sj

In our protocol, we do not have direct access to the time evolution channel under H̃j . Instead, we use the Trot-
terization method in Appendix C 1. Moreover, SPAM errors in the experiments need to be considered. In analogy

with the probability distribution D̃Bell as the probability distribution of Bell sampling in Appendix C 3, define the
probability distribution of doing Bell basis measurement on the output state of input |EPRn⟩ to the Trotterization

channel for simulation time evolution e−iH̃jt as described in Appendix C 1 and t < 1
CM as in (C15). Consider the

probability of the elements in Sj , we provide the following lemma for a lower bound.

Lemma 3. For the probability distribution DBell defined on the 4n indices set of Pn, the probability of elements in
Sj is lower bounded by

γj = Ω̃

(
1

4C2M2
− 1

C3M2
− 22j

C2r
− εSPAM

)
, (C20)

where C is a large constant as in (C15), M is the number of terms in H, r is the number of steps in Trotterization,

εSPAM is the SPAM error, and Ω̃(f) = Ω(f)−O(ε2SPAM) only keep the leading order for the simplicity of the expression.

Proof. We first set a target probability of any term with index s ∈ Sj as

γ̃j =
(min{µs : s ∈ Sj})2 · (1/CM)2

2−2j
. (C21)

By definition, µs/2
−j ≥ 1/2 for all s ∈ Sj ,

γ̃j = Ω

(
1

4C2M2

)
. (C22)

Now we analyze how γj deviate from γ̃j . There are three sources that can contribute to the deviation, which are the
Trotterization error as analyzed in Appendix C 1, error originated from Bell sampling as in Appendix C 3, and the
SPAM error as in Appendix C 4. Notice that the Tortterization error εTrotter in (C7), and the SPAM error εSPAM

are defined for the diamond distance between the ideal and actual quantum channels. By definition, the diamond
distance directly implies an upper bound as the total variational distance between the probability distributions of the
measurement outcome of the output state between the ideal and actual quantum channels with any input state, which
is again by definition an upper bound of the difference between the probability on any element. Thus, the deviation
caused by Trotterization and SPAM error is upper bounded by

O
(
εTrotter + εSPAM +

εSPAM2

4

)
.
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Taking the error in Bell sampling εTaylor as in (C17) into consideration, we can upper bound the difference

|γ̃j − γj | = O
(

1

C3M2
+

22j

C2r
+ εSPAM +

ε2SPAM

4

)
. (C23)

Thus, we have

γj ≥ γ̃j −O
(

1

C3M2
+

22j

C2r
+ εSPAM +

ε2SPAM

4

)
= Ω̃

(
1

4C2M2
− 1

C3M2
− 22j

C2r
− εSPAM

)
.

(C24)

Note that in the worst case j = ⌈log2(1/ϵ)⌉, and 22j ≈ 1/ϵ2, one need to choose r = O(1/ϵ2) to make the lower
bound γj independent of ϵ.

6. Determine the high-probability elements of a sparse probability distribution

Lemma 4. Consider a probability distribution D on a discrete space S of size N , let the support of supp(D) be the
set of elements in S on which D has non-zero probability, and let M be the sparsity of D, i.e. M = |supp(D)| ≤ N .
Further define the set of high-probability elements Sγ ⊆ S as:

suppγ(D) = {e ∈ supp(D) : Pr(e) ≥ γ}. (C25)

Note that |suppγ(D)| ≤ |supp(D)| = M . Then with L = O
(

log(M/δγ)
γ

)
samples, except for 1 − δγ probability, each

element in suppγ(D) is sampled at least once.

Proof. If we independently sample from D for L times, the probability that an element j ∈ suppγ(D) is not sampled

for at least one time is upper bounded by (1− γ)L. If we want the probability that all M elements in the support to
be sampled for at least one time to exceed 1− δγ , using a union bound, we can set L to satisfy

|suppγ(D)|(1− γ)L ≤M(1− γ)L ≤ δγ . (C26)

Thus, the required sample complexity to sample each element at least once for 1− δγ probability is

L = O
(
log(M/δγ)

γ

)
. (C27)

7. The complexities of AI
j

Combining the lower bound γj in Theorem 3 and the sample complexity in Theorem 4, we can directly give the
sample complexity for sampling all indices s ∈ Sj with probability at least δj as

Lj = O
(
log(M/δj)

γj

)
= O

(
M2 log(M/δj)

)
. (C28)

For each sample, the total evolution time under H is

tj,l = O
(

1

CM
· 1

2−j

)
, (C29)

and the total evolution time for AI
j is

T1,j =

Lj∑
l=1

tj,l = O(2jM log(M/δj)), j = {0, 1, 2, . . . , ⌈log2(1/ϵ)⌉}. (C30)
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Note that in when j = ⌈log2(1/ϵ)⌉,

T1,⌈log2(1/ϵ)⌉ = O
(
M log(M/δj)

ϵ

)
,

which reaches the Heisenberg-limited scaling.

Appendix D: Hamiltonian coefficient learning AII
j

In this section we provide proofs for learning Hamiltonian coefficients in AII
j , which constitutes of two parts

Hamiltonian reshaping and robust frequency estimation as we will further illustrate in the followings. The basic idea
is that once we identified all possible terms in Sj from AI

j , there are at most Lj possible terms sampled. Let the

set of all sampled indices from AI
j as SLj , with |SLj | ≤ Lj = O

(
M2 log(M/δj)

)
. We first use the Hamiltonian

reshaping technique as introduced in Appendix D1 to approximate the time-evolution under a single term Ps for
s ∈ SLj

. Later, with the time-evolution under the single term Ps, we adapt the robust frequency estimation protocol
as introduced in Appendix D2 to estimate µs to ϵ accuracy.

1. Hamiltonian reshaping

In this work we will need to use the Hamiltonian reshaping technique to obtain an effective Hamiltonian that
consists of only a single Pauli operator. More precisely, given a Pauli operator Pa ∈ {I,X, Y, Z}⊗n \ {I⊗n}, we want
the effective Hamiltonian to contain only this term, with its coefficient value the same as in the original Hamiltonian
H. To achieve this, we apply, with an interval of τ , Pauli operators randomly drawn from the set

KPa
= {P ∈ Pn : [Pa, Pb] = 0} , (D1)

where Pn is the set of all n-qubit Pauli operators. Here we can see that |KPa
| = 22n−1 and KPa

is the set of all n-qubit
Pauli operators that commute with Pa. Also, τ needs to be sufficiently small as will be analyzed in Theorem 6. More
precisely, the evolution of the quantum system is described by

Qr2e
−iHτQr2 · · ·Q2e

−iHτQ2Q1e
−iHτQ1, (D2)

where Qk, k = 1, 2, · · · , r2, is uniformly randomly drawn from the set KPa
. In one time step of length τ , the quantum

state evolves under the quantum channel as

ρ 7→ 1

22n−1

∑
Q∈KPa

Qe−iHτQρQeiHτQ = ρ− 1

22n−1

∑
Q∈KPa

iτ [QHQ, ρ] +O(τ2)

= ρ− iτ [Heff , ρ] +O(τ2) = e−iHeffτρeiHeffτ +O(τ2),

(D3)

where Heff , the effective Hamiltonian, is

Heff =
1

22n−1

∑
Q∈KPa

QHQ. (D4)

The above can be interpreted as a linear transformation applied to the Hamiltonian H. Consequently, it is natural to
examine the impact of this transformation on each Pauli term within the Hamiltonian. For a term P , we note that
there are two possible outcomes:

Lemma 5. Let P be a Pauli operator and let KPa
be as defined in (D1). Then

1

22n−1

∑
Q∈KPa

QPQ =

{
Pa, if P = Pa,

0, if P ̸= Pa.
(D5)

Proof. If P = Pa, then QPQ = Pa for all Q ∈ KPa
, averaging over all Q therefore yields Pa. If P ̸= Pa, then there

exists Q0 ∈ KPa
such that PQ0 = −Q0P (because KPa

contains all Pauli operators that commute with Pa and two
Pauli matrices either commute or anti-commute). Consider the mapping ϕ : KPa

→ KPa
defined by ϕ(Q) = Q0Q. This

is a bijection from Kβ to itself, and it can be readily checked that if Q commutes with P , then ϕ(Q) anti-commutes
with P ; if Q anti-commutes with P , then ϕ(Q) commutes with P . Consequently QPQ = P for half of all Q ∈ KPa

and QPQ = −P for the other half. Thus taking the average yields 0.
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This lemma allows us to on average single out the Pauli term Pa we want to preserve in the Hamiltonian and
discard all other terms. We have:

Heff = µaPa. (D6)

Note that the coefficients µa of Pa are preserved in this effective Hamiltonian.
While Lemma 5 concerns the uniform average over all 22n−1 elements of a set of Pauli operators, in our learning

protocol we will randomly sample from this set. To assess the protocol’s accuracy, we will use the following theorem.

Theorem 6 (Theorem 3 of [12]). Let Pa traceless n-qubit Pauli operator, and let KPa be as defined in (D1). Let U
be the random unitary defined in (D2). Let V = e−iHeff t for Heff given in (D6), and t = r2τ . We define the quantum
channels U and V be

U(ρ) = E[UρU†], V(ρ) = V ρV †.

Then

∥U − V∥⋄ ≤ 4M2t2

r2
.

Here the norm is the diamond norm (or completely-bounded norm), given in terms of the Schatten L1 norm by
∥U∥⋄ := maxX:∥X∥1≤1

∥∥(U ⊗ In
)
(X)

∥∥
1
.

Proof. (Appendix A of [12])
Recall from (D2) that

U = Qre
−iHτQr · · ·Q1e

−iHτQ1.

We define

Uj = Qje
−iHτQj ,

and the quantum channel Uj

Uj(ρ) = EQj
UjρU

†
j .

Because each Qj is chosen independently, we have

U = Ur2Ur2−1 · · · U1.

We then define Vτ (ρ) = e−iHeffτρeiHeffτ , which then gives us V = Vr2
τ . We will then focus on obtaining a bound for

∥Uj − Vτ∥⋄.
Consider a quantum state ρ on the joint system consists of the current system and an auxiliary system denoted by

α, and an observable O on the combined quantum system such that ∥O∥ ≤ 1. We have

Tr
[
O(Iα ⊗ Uj)ρ(Iα ⊗ U†

j )
]

= Tr
[
O(Iα ⊗ (Qje

−iHτQj))ρ(Iα ⊗ (Qje
iHτQj))

]
= Tr[Oρ]− iτ Tr[O[Iα ⊗ (QjHQj), ρ]]

+ τ2 Tr[O(Iα ⊗ (QjHQj))ρ(Iα ⊗ (QjHQj))]

− τ2

2
Tr
[
O(Iα ⊗ (QjH

2e−iHξQj))ρ
]
− τ2

2
Tr
[
Oρ(Iα ⊗ (QjH

2e+iHξQj))
]
,

where we are using Taylor’s theorem with the remainder in the Lagrange form and ξ ∈ [0, τ ]. This tells us that∣∣∣Tr[O(Iα ⊗ Uj)ρ(Iα ⊗ U†
j )
]
− (Tr[Oρ]− iτ Tr[O[Iα ⊗ (QjHQj), ρ]])

∣∣∣ ≤ 2∥H∥2τ2

Because the two terms on the left-hand side, when we take the expectation value with respect to Qj , become

EQj
Tr
[
O(Iα ⊗ Uj)ρ(Iα ⊗ U†

j )
]
= Tr[O(Iα ⊗ Uj)(ρ)]

EQj

[
Tr[Oρ]− iτ Tr[O[Iα ⊗ (QjHQj), ρ]]

]
= Tr[Oρ]− iτ Tr[O[Iα ⊗Heff , ρ]],
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we have

|Tr[O(Iα ⊗ Uj)(ρ)]− (Tr[Oρ]− iτ Tr[O[Iα ⊗Heff , ρ]])| ≤ 2∥H∥2τ2.

Because this is true for all O such that ∥O∥ ≤ 1,

∥(Iα ⊗ Uj)(ρ)− (ρ− iτ [Iα ⊗Heff , ρ])∥1 ≤ 2∥H∥2τ2. (D7)

Similarly we can also show that

∥(Iα ⊗ Vτ )(ρ)− (ρ− iτ [Iα ⊗Heff , ρ])∥1 ≤ 2∥Heff∥2τ2. (D8)

Combining (D7) and (D8), and by the triangle inequality, we have

∥(Iα ⊗ Uj)(ρ)− (Iα ⊗ Vτ )(ρ)∥1 ≤ 2∥H∥2τ2 + 2∥Heff∥2τ2.

Because the above is true for all auxiliary system α and for all quantum states on the combined quantum system, we
have

∥Uj − Vτ∥⋄ ≤ 2∥H∥2τ2 + 2∥Heff∥2τ2. (D9)

Next, we observe that

U − V =

r2∑
k=1

Ur · · · Uk+1(Uk − Vτ )Vk−1
τ .

Therefore

∥U − V∥⋄ ≤
r2∑
k=1

∥Uk − Vτ∥⋄ ≤ r2(2∥H∥2τ2 + 2∥Heff∥2τ2).

The bound in the Theorem follows by observing that ∥H∥, ∥Heff∥ ≤M , and τ = t/r2.

2. Robust frequency estimation

In this section we introduce the robust frequency estimation protocol in [13], which largely follows the idea of the
robust phase estimation protocol in [37] and is also used in [12]. However, unlike in the previous works which require
highly entangled Bell state input, as described in Section II B, we only require product state input in this work, since
the effective Hamiltonian as in Equation (D6) has only one Pauli term, which means that we only need to set the
input state to have maximum sensitivity on one qubit. Here we restate the proofs in [12].

Theorem 7 (Robust frequency estimation [12]). Let θ ∈ [−A,A]. Let X(t) and Y (t) be independent random variables
satisfying

|X(t)− cos(θt)| < 1/
√
2, with probability at least 2/3,

|Y (t)− sin(θt)| < 1/
√
2, with probability at least 2/3.

(D10)

Then with K independent non-adaptive[60] samples X(t1), X(t2), · · · , X(tK) and Y (t1), Y (t2), · · · , Y (tK), tj ≥ 0, for

K = O(log(A/ϵ)(log(1/q) + log log(A/ϵ))), (D11)

T =

K∑
j=1

tj = O((1/ϵ)(log(1/q) + log log(A/ϵ))), max
j
tj = O(1/ϵ), (D12)

we can obtain a random variable θ̂ such that

Pr
[
|θ̂ − θ| > ϵ

]
≤ q. (D13)
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We modify the protocol in [13] because our goal is to obtain an accurate estimate with large probability rather than
having an optimal mean-squared error scaling. The key tool is the following lemma that allows us to incrementally
refine the frequency estimate:

Lemma 8. Let θ ∈ [a, b]. Let Z(t) be a random variable such that

|Z(t)− eiθt| < 1/2. (D14)

Then we can correctly distinguish between two overlapping cases θ ∈ [a, (a + 2b)/3] and θ ∈ [(2a + b)/3, b] with one
sample of Z(π/(b− a)).

Proof. These two situations can be distinguished by looking at the value of

f(θ) = sin

(
π

b− a

(
θ − a+ b

2

))
.

We know from (D14) that ∣∣∣Im(e−i
(a+b)π
2(b−a)Z(π/(b− a))

)
− f(θ)

∣∣∣ < 1/2.

where t in (D14) is substituted by π/(b− a) and a phase factor is added.
If

Im
(
e−i

(a+b)π
2(b−a)Z(π/(b− a))

)
≤ 0,

then f(θ) < 1/2, which implies θ ∈ [a, (a+ 2b)/3]. If

Im
(
e−i

(a+b)π
2(b−a)Z(π/(b− a))

)
> 0,

then f(θ) > −1/2, which implies θ ∈ [(2a+ b)/3, b].

Using this lemma we will prove Theorem 7, which we restate below:

Theorem. Let θ ∈ [−A,A]. Let X(t) and Y (t) be independent random variables satisfying

|X(t)− cos(θt)| < 1/
√
2, with probability at least 2/3,

|Y (t)− sin(θt)| < 1/
√
2, with probability at least 2/3.

(D15)

Then with independent non-adaptive samples X(t1), X(t2), · · · , X(tK) and Y (t1), Y (t2), · · · , Y (tK), tj ≥ 0, for

K = O(log(A/ϵ)(log(1/q) + log log(A/ϵ))), (D16)

T =

K∑
j=1

tj = O((1/ϵ)(log(1/q) + log log(A/ϵ))), max
j
tj = O(1/ϵ), (D17)

we can obtain a random variable θ̂ such that

Pr
[
|θ̂ − θ| > ϵ

]
≤ q. (D18)

Proof. We let λ = ϵ/3. We build a random variable S(t) satisfying (D14), with which we will iteratively narrow down

the interval [a, b] containing θ until |b − a| ≤ 2λ, at which point we choose θ̂ = (a + b)/2. If θ ∈ [a, b] we will then

ensure |θ̂ − θ| ≤ λ. However, each iteration will involve some failure probability, which we will analyze later.
To build the random variable S(t), we first use m independent samples of X(t) and then take median Xmedian(t),

which satisfies

|Xmedian(t)− cos(θt)| ≤ 1/
√
2
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with probability at least 1− δ/2, where by (D15) and the Chernoff bound

δ = c1e
−c2m,

for some universal constant c1, c2. Similarly we can obtain Ymedian(t) such that

|Ymedian(t)− cos(θt)| ≤ 1/
√
2

with probability at least 1− δ/2. With these medians we then define

S(t) = Xmedian(t) + iYmedian(t).

This random variable satisfies

|S(t)− eiθt| ≤ 1/2

with probability at least 1 − δ using the union bound. It therefore allows us to solve the discrimination task in
Theorem 8 with probability at least 1− δ.
Whether each iteration proceeds correctly or not, the algorithm terminates after

L = ⌈log3/2(A/λ)⌉

iterations. In the lth iteration we sample X(sl) and Y (sl) where sl = (π/2A)(3/2)l−1. We use m samples of X(sl)
and Y (sl) for computing the median in each iteration, and therefore the failure probability is at most δ = c1e

−c2m.
With probability at most Lδ using the union bound, one of the iteration fails. In order to ensure the protocol succeeds
with probability at least 1− q, it suffices to let δ ≤ q/L, and it therefore suffices to choose

m = ⌈c3 log(L/q)⌉ = O(log(1/q) + log log(A/ϵ)).

The total number of samples (for either X(t) or Y (t)) is therefore as described in (D16). All the t in each sample
added together is

T = m

L∑
l=1

sl =
mπ

2A

L∑
l=1

(
3

2

)l−1

≤ 3πm

2ϵ
= O((1/ϵ)(log(1/q) + log log(A/ϵ))), (D19)

thus giving us (D17).

3. The experimental setup of AII
j

With the aforementioned lemmas, we now describe the experimental setup for robustly estimating the coefficient
of each term with ϵ accuracy. In an experiment for learning the coefficient µs of Ps, let βs ∈ {I, x, y, z}⊗n satisfies
Ps =

⊗n
j=1 σ

βs,j , where βs,j is the j-th entries of βs. Denote the set of qubit indices where Ps non-trivially act on as

SPs . As defined in Equation (A1), we set

|1, I⟩ = |0⟩ , |1, x⟩ = |+⟩ , |1, y⟩ = 1√
2
(|0⟩+ i |1⟩), |1, z⟩ = |0⟩ ,

|−1, I⟩ = |0⟩ , |−1, x⟩ = |−⟩ , |−1, y⟩ = 1√
2
(|0⟩ − i |1⟩), |−1, z⟩ = |1⟩ ,

(D20)

and we define the following ±1 eigenstates of Ps as:

|1, βs⟩ =
n⊗

j=1

|1, βs,j⟩ , |−1, βs⟩ =
n⊗

j=1

|−1, βs,j⟩ , (D21)

We set the input state as

|ϕs0⟩ =
1√
2
(|1, βs⟩+ |−1, βs⟩) = (

s⋆−1⊗
j=1

|1, βs,j⟩)⊗
1√
2
(|1, βs,s⋆⟩+ |−1, βs,s⋆⟩)⊗ (

n⊗
j=s⋆+1

|1, βs,j⟩), (D22)
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which is a product-state, and is the equal-weight superposition of two eigenstates of Heff = µsPs and thus has
maximal sensitivity to the time-evolution under Heff . Evolve |ϕs0⟩ under the effective Hamiltonian Heff as described
in Appendix D1, at time t we will approximately obtain the state

|ϕst ⟩ =
1√
2
(e−iµst |1, βs⟩+ eiµst |−1, βs⟩). (D23)

In the end, we then measure |ϕst ⟩ with observables

O+
s = (

s⋆−1⊗
j=1

|1, βs,j⟩)⊗Q+
s,j⋆ ⊗ (

n⊗
j=s⋆+1

|1, βs,j⟩),

O−
s = (

s⋆−1⊗
j=1

|1, βs,j⟩)⊗Q−
s,j⋆ ⊗ (

n⊗
j=s⋆+1

|1, βs,j⟩),

(D24)

where Q+
s,j⋆ and Q+

s,j⋆ are chosen to be single-qubit Pauli operators such that

Q+
s,j⋆ |1, βs,j⋆⟩ = |−1, βs,j⋆⟩ , Q+

s,j⋆ |−1, βs,j⋆⟩ = |1, βs,j⋆⟩ ;
Q−

s,j⋆ |1, βs,j⋆⟩ = i |−1, βs,j⋆⟩ , Q−
s,j⋆ |−1, βs,j⋆⟩ = −i |1, βs,j⋆⟩ .

(D25)

Therefore, the expectation value is

⟨ϕst |O+
s |ϕst ⟩ = cos(2µst), ⟨ϕst |O−

s |ϕst ⟩ = sin(2µst). (D26)

Note that in order to measure O+
s and O−

s , we only need to measure the j⋆-th qubit since all other qubits are in the
+1 eigenstates and would not affect the phase.

We summarize the above experiment in the following definition

Definition 3 (Frequency estimation experiment AII). We call the procedure below a (s, t, τ)-phase estimation exper-
iment:

1. Prepare the initial product-state |ϕs0⟩ = 1√
2
(|1, βs⟩+ |−1, βs⟩) as in (D22).

2. Let the system evolve for time t while applying random Pauli operators from KPs
(defined in (D1)) with interval

τ .

3. Measure the observables O+
s or O−

s (by measuring the j⋆-th qubit in the Q+
s,j⋆ or Q−

s,j⋆ basis) as defined above
to obtain a ±1 outcome.

The goal of the above experiment is to estimate µs, for we need the robust frequency estimation protocol as
introduced in Appendix D2. We will discuss how this is done and analyze the effect of the Hamiltonian reshaping
error and the state preparation and measurement (SPAM) error as defined in Definition 2 in the following.

Through a (s, t, τ)-phase estimation experiment, if we measure O+
s in the end, we will obtain a random variable

ν+s (t) ∈ ±1. If we have the exact state |ϕst ⟩ as defined in (D23), then we can have E[ν+s (t)] = cos(2µst). However,
due to the Hamiltonian reshaping error and the SPAM error, we have

|E[ν+s (t)]− cos(2µst)| ≤
4M2t2

r2
+ ϵSPAM. (D27)

Notice that the first term on the right-hand side comes from the Hamiltonian reshaping error, where we set t = r2τ
as in Theorem 6. Moreover the variance of µ+(t) is at most 1 because it can only take values ±1. We assume that

εSPAM ≤ 1/(3
√
2), and choose r2 to be r2 = O(M2t2) so that

4M2t2

r2
<

1

3
√
2
.

Note that τ and r2 are related through τ = t/r2. Then we have

|E[ν+s (t)]− cos(2µst)| <
2

3
√
2
.
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We then take 54 independent samples of ν+s (t) and average them, denoting the sample average by Xs(t).
By Chebyshev’s inequality, this ensures

Pr
[
|Xs(t)− E[ν+s (t)]| ≥ 1/(3

√
2)
]
= Pr

[
|Xs(t)− E[Xs(t)]| ≥ 1/(3

√
2)
]
≤ 1

54× 1/(3
√
2)2

=
1

3
.

Therefore combining the above with (D27) we have

Pr
[
|Xs(t)− cos(2µst)| ≥ 1/

√
2
]
≤ 1/3.

This guarantees estimating cos(2µst)t to a constant 1/
√
2 accuracy with at least 2/3 probability, which gives us the

Xs(t) required in the robust frequency estimation protocol in Theorem 7. The Ys(t) in Theorem 7 can be similarly
obtained by using O−

s as the observable. We also note that because |2µs| ≤ 2, we can set A = 2 in Theorem 7.
Therefore we can state the following for the phase estimation experiment (using the notation of KPs

as defined in
(D1):

Theorem 9 (Theorem 7 for the Hamiltonian learning task). We assume that the quantum system is evolving under
a Hamiltonian H with M terms with the absolute value of the coefficient of each term bounded by 1. With Nexp

independent non-adaptive (sl, tl, τl)-phase estimation experiments (Definition 3), j = 1, 2, · · · , L (L is the number of
coefficients of different Pauli terms in H to be estimated), with the SPAM error (Definition 2) satisfying εSPAM ≤
1/(3

√
2), we can obtain an estimate θ̂ such that

Pr
[
|θ̂ − 2µs| ≥ η

]
≤ q,

where µs are eigenvalues of the effective Hamiltonian Heff = µsPs as defined in (D6). In the above Nexp, {tl}, and
{τl} satisfy

Nexp = O(log(1/η)(log(1/q) + log log(1/η))),

T =

Nexp∑
l=1

tl = O
(
1

η
(log(1/q) + log log(1/η))

)
, max

l
tl = O(1/η), (D28)

and τl = Ω(1/(M2tl)).

4. The complexity of AII
j

In AII
j , we learn each coefficient in SLj

to accuracy ϵ. There are |SLj
| terms to be estimated by the robust

frequency estimation as described in Appendix D2. By (D17), the total evolution time under H in each robust
frequency estimation instance is

tj,l = O((1/ϵ)(log(1/ϵ) + log log
(
2−j/ϵ

)
)), l = {0, 1, 2, . . . , |SLj

|}. (D29)

Therefore, the total evolution time under H in AII
j is:

T2,j =

|SLj
|∑

l=1

tj,l = |SLj
| · O((1/ϵ)(log(1/ϵ) + log log

(
2−j/ϵ

)
)) = O

(
M2 log(M/δj)

ϵ
(log(1/ϵ) + log log

(
2−j/ϵ

)
)

)
.

(D30)

Appendix E: Total evolution time complexity

Combining the results in Appendix C 7 and Appendix D4, the total evolution time in Aj is

Tj = T1,j + T2,j = O
(
2jM log(M/δj) +

M2 log(M/δj)

ϵ
(log(1/ϵ) + log log

(
2−j/ϵ

)
)

)
. (E1)
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Thus, the total number of experiments is and the total evolution time complexity of our protocol is

L =

⌈log2(1/ϵ)⌉−1∑
j=0

Lj = O
(
M2 log(M/δ) log(1/ϵ)

)
, (E2)

and the total evolution time complexity of our protocol is

T =

⌈log2(1/ϵ)⌉−1∑
j=0

Tj = O
(
M log(M/δ) log(1/ϵ)

ϵ
+
M2 log(M/δ) log(1/ϵ)

ϵ
(log(1/ϵ) + log log(1/ϵ))

)
, (E3)

where δ = min{δj}.

Appendix F: Alternative single-copy product state input approach AI′
j

We here provide the proof for the alternative approach of realizing the large-term identification in AI
j which requires

no ancillary qubit and only product state input. With this approach, the entire Hamiltonian learning protocol requires
no ancillary qubits, only product state input, and still achieves Heisenberg-limited scaling. This approach replaced
the step of identifying terms in Sj by using the population recovery protocol for estimating the Pauli error rate of
a general quantum channel in [43]. Instead of using this protocol to directly learn the Pauli error rates to a high
accuracy, we learn them to a low accuracy and only take those large terms over a threshold to be estimated to high
accuracy in AII

j .

1. Pauli error rate for time-evolution channel

Consider a general quantum channel Λ, one can write it in its Kraus operator expression as in(A7).

Definition 4 (Pauli twirling of a quantum channel, Definition 28 in [43]). Let Λ denote an arbitrary n-qubit quantum
channel. Its Pauli twirl ΛP is the n-qubit quantum channel defined by

ΛP (ρ) = E
σT∈{I,σx,σy,σz}

[
σ†
T

(
Λ
(
σT ρσ

†
T

))
σT

]
. (F1)

Fact 1 (Pauli error rates of general quantum channels). Suppose we write Kj for the Kraus operators of Λ, so

Λρ =
∑

j KjρK
†
j . Further suppose that Kj is represented in the Pauli basis as in (A8). Then Λ’s Pauli error rates

are given by p(k) =
∑

j |αj,k|2

Consider the time evolution channel under Hamiltonian H̃j as in Appendix C 3, there is only one Kraus operator

in this Pauli channel K = e−iH̃jt. We obtain the expansion of this Kraus operator in the Pauli basis by considering
its Taylor expansion as in Equation (C10). Similar to Equation (C15), we set t < 1

CM . Then, by Appendix C 5 the

Pauli error rate of a term Ps where s ∈ Sj is lower bounded by Ω̃( 1
4C2M2 − 1

C3M2 − εSPAM).

2. Estimating Pauli error rates via population recovery

Theorem 10 (Theorem 1 in [43]). There is a learning algorithm that, given parameters 0 < δ, ϵ1 < 1, as well as
access to an n-qubit channel with Pauli error rates p, has the following properties:

• It prepares m = O(1/ϵ21) · log
(

n
ϵ1δ

)
unentangled n-qubit pure states, where each of the mn 1-qubits states is

chosen uniformly at random from {|0⟩ , |1⟩ , |+⟩ , |−⟩ , |i⟩ , |−i⟩};

• It passes these m states through the Pauli channel.

• It performs unentangled measurements on the resulting states, with each qubit being measured in either the
{|0⟩ , |1⟩}-basis, the {|+⟩ , |−⟩}-basis, or {|i⟩ , |−i⟩}-basis.
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• It performs an O(mn/ϵ1)-time classical post-processing algorithm on the resulting mn measurement outcome
bits.

• It outputs hypothesis Pauli error rates p̂ in the form of a list of at most 4
ϵ1

pairs (k, p̂(k)), with all unlisted p̂
values treated as 0.

The algorithm’s hypothesis p̂ will satisfy ∥p̂− p∥∞ ≤ ϵ1 except with probability at most δ.

Fact 2 (Fact 29 in [43]). Applying the population recovery protocol in [43] to a general quantum channel Λ can learn
its Pauli error rates with the properties mentioned in Theorem 10.

Lemma 11 (Lower bound for Pauli error rates). For any term Ps where s ∈ Sj, the Pauli error rate of the time

evolution channel under e−iH̃jt realized by Trotterization is lower bounded by

γj = Ω̃

(
1

4C2M2
− 1

C3M2
− 22j

C2r
− εSPAM

)
(F2)

for t = Θ( 1
CM ), and εSPAM is the SPAM error in experiments.

Proof. The proof is exactly the same as the proof of Theorem 3 since the analysis for Taylor expansion in Appendix F 1
is the same with the analysis in Appendix C 3.

Let the precision of learning Pauli errors to be

ϵ1 = (
1

2
− c′)

1

CM
, (F3)

where c′ satisfies that ( 12 − c′) 1
CM <

γj

2 and is only introducd for simplifying the expression, it would not contribute
to the leading terms in the following complexity analysis. Then, for a term Ps where s ∈ Sj with the absolute value

its rescaled coefficient in H̃j larger than 1/2, by applying the population recovery protocol in Theorem 10, the learned
coefficient recovered from the estimated Pauli error rate will be lower bounded by 1/4 with probability at least 1− δ.
By seeting the threshold to be 1

2γj and pass all terms over this threshold to be estimated to high accuracy in AII
j ,

we can cover all terms in Sj with high probability.

3. Complexity of AI′
j

By Theorem 10, the number of input states m = O(1/ϵ21) · log
(

n
ϵ1δ

)
, and from Appendix F 2, we set ϵ1 = 1

2γj , then

m = O
(

C4M4

( 12 − c′)2
log

(
CMn

δ

))
. (F4)

For each input, the total evolution time under H is

t′j,1 = t/2−j = Θ

(
1

CM2−j

)
, (F5)

so the total evolution time of AI′

j is

T ′
1,j = m · t′j,1 = O

(
C3M3

2−j( 12 − c′)
log

(
CMn

δ

))
≈ O

(
C3M3

2−j
log

(
CMn

δ

))
. (F6)

Meanwhile, by Theorem 10, AI′

j requires a TC
j -time classical post-processing algorithm on the resulting mn measure-

ment outcome bits

TC
j = O

(
mn

ϵ1

)
= O

(
C5M5n

( 12 − c′)2
log

(
CMn

δ

))
. (F7)
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4. Totoal evolution time complexity of the single-copy product state input Hamiltonian learning protocol

By replacing AI
j by AI′

j , we obtain the single-copy product state input Hamiltonian learning protocol. The total
evolution time complexity is

T ′ =

⌈log2(1/ϵ)⌉−1∑
j=0

(
T ′
1,j + T2,j

)
= O

(
C3M3

ϵ
log

(
CMn

δ

)
log(1/ϵ) +

M2 log(M/δ) log(1/ϵ)

ϵ
(log(1/ϵ) + log log(1/ϵ))

)
,

(F8)
and the total classical post-processing time is

TC =

⌈log2(1/ϵ)⌉−1∑
j=0

TC
j = O

(
C5M5n log

(
CMn

δ

)
(⌈log2(1/ϵ)⌉ − 1)

)
(F9)

Appendix G: Proof for the trade-off

In this section, we provide the proof for the lower bound in Result 3, which is formulated as follows.

Theorem 12. Any protocol that is possibly adaptive, biased or unbiased, and possibly ancilla-assisted with total
evolution time T and at most L discrete quantum controls per experiment (as shown in Figure S1) require T =
Ω(L−1ϵ−2) to estimate the coefficient of an arbitrary unknown Hamiltonian parametrized H within additive error ϵ.

We consider the problem of learning a Hamiltonian of M terms

H(µ) =

M∑
s=1

µsPs (G1)

with µ = (µ1 . . . , µM ) and |µs| ≤ 1 for any s = 1, ...,M .

Learning tree representation

Experiments on node   . 
The measurement outcome will determine its children nodes.

(a)

(b)

Fig. S1. (a) Learning tree representation. Each node u represents an experiment. Starting from the root experiment r,
the number of child nodes depends on the possible POVM measurements. The transition probabilities are determined by
Equation (G2). After Nexp experiments, one arrives at the leaves l of the learning tree. (b) In each node u, the learning model
prepares an arbitrary state ρu, applies discrete control channels Cu

k , and queries real-time Hamiltonian evolutions with time τu
k

multiple times. The protocols can also incorporate ancilla qubits (quantum memory).

The high-level strategy of our proof is to combine the learning tree framework [50] equipped with the martingale
trick [51–53] and quantum Fisher information.

Here, we generalize any experimental settings with discrete quantum controls and sequential queries to the Hamil-
tonian as the following theoretical model. Given a Hamiltonian H with coefficient vector µ defined in (1), the protocol
performs multiple experiments as shown in Figure S1 and measures at the end of each experiment. In each experiment
(indexed by u), the protocol prepares an input state ρu (possibly with ancilla qubits) and queries the Hamiltonian mu

times with evolution time τu1 , ..., τ
u
mu

. We can also apply discrete quantum control unitaries Cu
1 , ..., Cu

mu−1 between ev-
ery two neighboring queries. The protocol can be adaptive in the sense that it can dynamically decide how to prepare
the input state, query the real-time evolutions, perform quantum controls, and measure the final state based on the
history of the previous experiments. We denote the summation of the evolution times for querying the Hamiltonian
throughout all experiment to be the total evolution time T and the maximal number of discrete quantum controls in
one experiment as L.

Formally, we describe the protocol scheme in Figure S1 as the learning tree model [50, 53] as follows:



26

Definition 5 (Learning tree representation). Given a Hamiltonian H(u) as defined in (G1) with M terms, a learning
protocol using discrete control channels and queries to the Hamiltonian real-time evolutions as shown in Figure S1 can
be represented as a rooted tree T of depth Nexp (corresponding to Nexp measurements) with each node representing
the measurement outcome history so far. In addition, the following conditions are satisfied:

• We assign a probability pµ(u) for any node u on the tree T . The probability assigned to the root r is pµ(r) = 1.

• At each non-leaf node u, we input the state ρu. By convexity, we can assume ρu = |ψu⟩ ⟨ψu| a pure state. We
then query mt rounds of real-time Hamiltonian evolution of time τu1 , ..., τ

u
mt

, interleaved with mt discrete control
channels Cu

1 , ..., Cu
mt

(the last one, Cu
mt

, can be absorbed into the measurement as shown in the figure). We then
perform a POVM {Mu

su}su , which by the fact that any POVM can be simulated by rank-1 POVM [50], can

be assumed to be a rank-1 POVM as {wu
su

∣∣ϕusu〉 〈ϕusu ∣∣}su with
∑
wu

su = 2n, and get classical output su. The
child node v corresponding to the classical outcome su of the node u is connected through the edge eu,su . The
probability associated with v is given by:

pµ(v) ≜ pµ(u) · tr
(
wu

su

∣∣ϕusu〉 〈ϕusu ∣∣ · UmuCmu−1Umu−1 · · · U2C1U1(|ψu⟩ ⟨ψu|)
)
, (G2)

where Ui = e−iH(µ)τi is the unitary real-time evolution of H(µ) for time τi.

• Each root-to-leaf path is of length Nexp. For a leaf node ℓ, pµ(ℓ) is the probability of reaching this leaf ℓ at the
end of the learning protocol. The set of leaves is denoted as leaf(T ).

We consider a point-versus-point distinguishing task between two cases for a hyperparameter µ:

• The Hamiltonian for the real-time evolution is exactly H(µ).

• The Hamiltonian for the real-time evolution is actually H(µ+ δµ) with ∥δµ∥∞ = 3ϵ.

The goal is to distinguish which case is happening. It is straightforward to see that given an algorithm that can learn
the Hamiltonian, we can solve this distinguishing problem.
Now, we consider how hard this distinguishing problem is. In the learning tree framework, the necessary condition for

distinguishing between these two cases according to Le Cam’s two-point method [61] is that the total variation distance
between the probability distributions on the leaves of the learning trees for the two cases is large. Quantitatively,

1

2

∑
ℓ∈leaf(T )

∣∣pµ+δµ(ℓ)− pµ(ℓ)
∣∣ = Θ(1). (G3)

Using the martingale likelihood ratio argument developed by a series of works [51, 52, 62], the above lower bound
can be converted to Lemma 7 of Ref. [53]: If there is a ∆ > 0 such that

Esu∼pµ(su|u)[(Lδµ(u, su)− 1)2] ≤ ∆, (G4)

where

Lδµ(u, su) =
pµ+δµ(su|u)
pµ(su|u)

, (G5)

then Nexp ≥ Ω(1/∆). The physical intuition behind this result is that when the difference between the probability
pµ(su|u) and the perturbed probability pµ+δµ(su|u) is very small across all levels of the learning tree (Equation (G4)),
a very deep tree is required—i.e., Nexp ≥ Ω(1/∆) —to ensure that the measurement distributions at the leaf nodes
are distinct (Equation (G3)).

Now, we focus on this quantity

Esu∼pµ(su|u)[(Lδµ(u, su)− 1)2] (G6)

for a specific u. Recall that ∥δµ∥∞ = 3ϵ, we thus have ∥δµ∥2 ≤ 3
√
Mϵ. We can thus compute this quantity by
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extending it to the first-order term as

Esu∼pµ(su|u)[(Lδµ(u, su)− 1)2] = Esu∼pµ(su|u)

[(
pµ+δµ(su|u)
pµ(su|u)

− 1

)2
]

≃ Esu∼pµ(su|u)

[(
pµ(su|u) +∇µp

µ(su|u) · δµ
pµ(su|u)

− 1

)2
]

= Esu∼pµ(su|u)

[(
∇µp

µ(su|u) · δµ
pµ(su|u)

)2
]

= δµ⊤I(C)
µ,uδµ

≤ max
v:∥v∥2≤3

√
Mϵ

v⊤I(C)
µ,uv,

(G7)

where

[
I(C)
µ,u

]
a,a′

= Esu∼pµ(su|u)

( ∂pµ(su|u)
∂λa

pµ(su|u)

) ∂pµ(su|u)
∂λa′

pµ(su|u)


= Esu∼pµ(su|u)

[(
∂ ln pµ(su|u)

∂λa

)(
∂ ln pµ(su|u)

∂λa′

)] (G8)

is the classical Fisher information matrix [47–49]. Note that quantum Fisher information v⊤I
(Q)
µ,uv is the supremum

of classical Fisher information v⊤I
(C)
µ,uv over all possible measurements or observables [63]. By Lemma 17 of Ref. [46],

assuming H(µ) can be diagonalized as H(µ) = W (µ)†D(µ)W (µ) with unitary W and diagonal D, we have the
quantum Fisher information satisfies

max
v:∥v∥2≤3

√
Mϵ

v⊤I(Q)
µ,uv ≤Mϵ2

(
min

{
tu∥∂µD∥HS + 2mu∥∂µW∥HS, tu∥∂µH∥HS

})2
, (G9)

where tu =
∑mu

i=1 τ
u
i and ∥·∥HS is the Hilbert Schmidt norm (spectral norm). By applying Eq. (G4), we have

Nexp = Ω

((
Mϵ2

(
min

{
2mu∥∂µW∥HS, tu∥∂µH∥HS

})2)−1
)

(G10)

for any protocols that can solve this distinguishing problem with a high probability. The RHS is maximized when
tu ≤ 2mu∥∂µW∥HS/∥∂µH∥HS. Denote L = maxumu as the maximal number of discrete quantum controls in one

experiment and T =
∑Nexp

u=1 tu as the total evolution time, we have

2Mϵ2LT∥∂µW∥HS∥∂µH∥HS = Θ(1), (G11)

which indicates that any protocol that can solve this distinguishing problem with a high probability requires T =
Ω(L−1ϵ−2) as claimed in Theorem 12 in the main text.


	 Ansatz-free Hamiltonian learning with Heisenberg-limited scaling 
	Abstract
	Introduction
	The learning protocol
	Structure-learning algorithm
	Coefficient-learning algorithm
	Hamiltonian reshaping
	Robust frequency estimation

	Hierarchical learning and scaling analysis 

	Trade-off between total evolution time and quantum control
	Outlook
	Acknowledgements
	Notations
	Main results and proof ideas
	Hamiltonian structure learning A I j
	Hamiltonian simulation with Trotterization
	Taylor expansion of the time evolution operator
	Bell sampling
	SPAM error
	Lower bound for the probability of elements in S j 
	Determine the high-probability elements of a sparse probability distribution
	The complexities of A I j

	Hamiltonian coefficient learning A II j
	Hamiltonian reshaping
	Robust frequency estimation
	The experimental setup of A II j
	The complexity of A II j

	Total evolution time complexity
	Alternative single-copy product state input approach A I' j
	Pauli error rate for time-evolution channel
	Estimating Pauli error rates via population recovery
	Complexity of A I' j
	Totoal evolution time complexity of the single-copy product state input Hamiltonian learning protocol

	Proof for the trade-off


