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In electronic structure calculations, the transcorrelated method enables a reduction of the basis
set size by incorporating the electron-electron correlations directly into the Hamiltonian. However,
the transcorrelated Hamiltonian is non-Hermitian, which makes many common quantum algorithms
inapplicable. Recently, a quantum eigenvalue estimation algorithm was proposed for non-Hermitian
Hamiltonians with real spectra [FOCS 65, 1051 (2024)]. Here we investigate the cost of this algorithm
applied to transcorrelated electronic Hamiltonians of second-row atoms and compare it to the cost
of applying standard qubitization to non-transcorrelated Hamiltonians. We find that the ground
state energy of the transcorrelated Hamiltonian in the STO-6G basis is more accurate than that of a
standard Hamiltonian in the cc-pVQZ basis. The T gate counts of the two methods are comparable,
while the qubit count of the transcorrelated method is 2.5 times smaller.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum eigenvalue algorithms for the electronic struc-
ture problem can in principle recover the full configuration
interaction (CI) energy of the electronic Hamiltonian in a
given basis set. The accuracy of the solution is therefore
limited by the error of the basis set. For the basis of hy-
drogenic wavefunctions up to principal quantum number
N , the error of the basis set scales as N−3 [1, 2]. In terms
of the total number of basis functionsM , this corresponds
to ∼ 1/M scaling. The same behaviour was observed for
Gaussian functions [3] and plane waves [4]. The reason
for the slow convergence is that the exact eigenfunctions
of the electronic Hamiltonian have cusps at the points
where two or more particles coalesce [5], which cannot
be exactly reproduced by an expansion in terms of Slater
determinants.
To improve the convergence, conventional computa-

tional chemistry has long been taking advantage of explic-
itly correlated ansatz states — wavefunctions that explic-
itly depend on the electron-electron distances rij [6, 7].
Another approach, called the transcorrelated method, con-
sists in transforming the Hamiltonian with a mapping
that incorporates the dependence on rij [8, 9], so that the
eigenfunctions of the transformed Hamiltonian no longer
have a cusp.
Recent works have proposed adapting quantum eigen-

value estimation algorithms to leverage the convergence
benefits offered by the transcorrelated method. There
are two main ways to do so. One way consists in ap-
plying a similarity transformation generated by an anti-
Hermitian operator, constructing what is known as a
canonical transcorrelated Hamiltonian [10]. The latter is
then treated as usual, e.g., using the variational quantum
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eigensolver [11, 12]. However, in this case, the Baker–
Campbell–Hausdorff series is infinite, and one has to trun-
cate it manually, obtaining an approximate Hamiltonian.
The second way consists in applying a transformation
which is guaranteed to have a short Baker–Campbell–
Hausdorff series [8]. However, this similarity transfor-
mation is non-unitary, and the transformed Hamiltonian
is non-Hermitian, which poses a challenge for quantum
algorithms.

In the near-term framework, we can no longer use the
variational quantum eigensolver [13] or quantum subspace
expansion methods [14, 15] since the variational principle
does not apply to non-Hermitian Hamiltonians. Instead,
a viable alternative is to use non-Hermitian variance as
a minimization target [16, 17]. Another option is to use
quantum imaginary-time evolution [18, 19].

In the fault-tolerant regime, the state-of-the-art method
for finding eigenvalues relies on implementing a qubitized
quantum walk operator and finding its spectrum with
quantum phase estimation [20]. Again, this method is
inapplicable for non-Hermitian operators: it uses the fact
that the left and right eigenvectors of a Hermitian matrix
are the same, which is not the case for a non-Hermitian
one.

The eigenvalues of the transcorrelated Hamiltonian can
be found using the recently proposed quantum eigen-
value estimation (QEVE) algorithm [21]. Similarly to
qubitization-based algorithms for Hermitian Hamiltoni-
ans [20, 22], this algorithm achieves the optimal O(1/ε)
scaling in the accuracy and linear scaling in the “one-norm”
of the Hamiltonian presented as a linear combination of
unitaries. However, Ref. [21] only provides asymptotic
complexity bounds, so a priori it is not clear whether
going to the transcorrelated picture and applying QEVE
enables reaching the desired accuracy at a lower cost than
using standard qubitization.

In this work, we calculate the resources required to
estimate the ground state energy of a transcorrelated
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Hamiltonian using QEVE and compare them to the costs
of standard qubitization. We also estimate the quality
of the basis required in standard qubitization to match
the accuracy that could be obtained in QEVE. We find
that, for Li and Be, the energy of the transcorrelated
Hamiltonian in the minimal basis is more accurate with
respect to the experimental values than that of the stan-
dard Hamiltonian in the cc-pVQZ basis. However, in
these bases, the methods have comparable T gate counts,
while the qubit count of the transcorrelated method is
much smaller. These findings suggest that using QEVE
for transcorrelated chemistry is a promising direction in
reducing the cost of electronic structure calculations.
This paper is structured as follows. In Section IIA,

we introduce the transcorrelated method and the quan-
tum algorithms we consider, namely qubitization and
QEVE. In Section III, we show the numerical estimates
for the energy errors and gate counts. Section IV contains
concluding remarks.

II. THEORY

A. Transcorrelated Hamiltonian

We start with the electronic structure problem, which
is the problem of finding the eigenstates of the following
Hamiltonian:

Ĥ0 = −
∑
i

∇2
i

2
+

1

2

∑
i̸=j

r−1
ij

−
∑
iI

ZIr
−1
iI +

1

2

∑
I ̸=J

ZIZJr
−1
IJ (1)

Here lowercase indices count the electrons and uppercase
indices count the nuclei. ZI is the charge of I’th nucleus,
rij is the distance between electrons i and j, riI and
rIJ are electron-nucleus and nucleus-nucleus distances,
respectively. We only consider the electronic wavefunction
and treat the coordinates of the nuclei as parameters of
the Hamiltonian. We are interested in solving the time-
independent Schrödinger equation:

Ĥ0 |Ψ⟩ = E |Ψ⟩ (2)

The Hamiltonian (1) has singularities at rij = 0 and

riI = 0. Because of that, the eigenfunctions of Ĥ0 have
discontinuous derivatives at these points. More specifi-
cally, |Ψ⟩ satisfies the cusp conditions [5, 23]. For two
electrons with opposite spins, we have

∂Ψ

∂r12

∣∣∣∣
r12=0

=
1

2
Ψ|r12=0 (3)

Here the partial derivative is assumed to be averaged
over a sphere centered at the coalescence point. For two
electrons with identical spins, we have

∂Ψ1m

∂r12

∣∣∣∣
r12=0

=
1

4
Ψ1m|r12=0 , (4)

where Ψ1m is the r12Y1m component of Ψ and Ylm is
the (l,m)-th spherical harmonic. Similar conditions arise
from the electron-nucleus coalescence.
We can represent the eigenfunction |Ψ⟩ as a product

of a smooth wavefunction and an operator that repro-
duces the correct behaviour of the wavefunction near the
singularities:

|Ψ⟩ = eĴ |Φ⟩ (5)

Here Ĵ is known as the Jastrow factor. The eigenvalue
problem then takes the following form:

Ĥ0e
Ĵ |Φ⟩ = EeĴ |Φ⟩ (6)

Multiplying both sides by e−Ĵ , we obtain an eigenvalue
problem for the transcorrelated (TC) Hamiltonian Ĥ:

Ĥ |Φ⟩ = e−ĴĤ0e
Ĵ |Φ⟩ = E |Φ⟩ (7)

The Jastrow factor generally has the following form:

Ĵ =
∑
i<j

u(ri, rj) ≡
∑
i<j

uij , (8)

where ri are the electron coordinates, and u(ri, rj) = uij
is symmetric with respect to its arguments. In principle,
uij depends not only on the electron-electron distance rij ,
but also on the electron-nucleus distances riI .
The similarity transformation, expanded as Baker-

Campbell-Hausdorff series, truncates exactly after two
commutator terms:

e−ĴĤ0e
Ĵ = Ĥ0 − [Ĵ , Ĥ0] +

1

2
[Ĵ , [Ĵ , Ĥ0]] (9)

because of the nilpotency of the Heisenberg algebra gen-
erated by the coordinate and momentum operators. Cal-
culating the commutators, we find Ĥ:

Ĥ = Ĥ0 −
∑
i

(
∇2

i Ĵ

2
+ (∇iĴ ,∇i) +

1

2
(∇iĴ)

2

)
= Ĥ0 −

∑
i<j

K̂(ri, rj)−
∑

i<j<k

Ĝ(ri, rj , rk) (10)

where

K̂(ri, rj) =
1

2

(
∇2

iuij +∇2
juij + (∇iuij)

2 + (∇juij)
2
)

+ (∇iuij ,∇i) + (∇juij ,∇j) (11)

Ĝ(ri, rj , rk) = (∇iuij ,∇iuik)

+ (∇juji,∇jujk) + (∇kuki,∇kukj) (12)

After this transformation, we project the Hamiltonian
onto a finite basis of Slater determinants to obtain a
second-quantized Hamiltonian:
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H =
∑
pq,σ

hpqa
†
pσaqσ

+
∑

pqrs,στ

(Vpqrs −Kpqrs)a
†
pσa

†
qτasτarσ

+
∑

pqrsuv,στκ

Gpqrsuva
†
pσa

†
qτa

†
rκavκauτasσ (13)

Here hpq = ⟨ϕp| −∇2

2 −
∑
ZIr

−1
1I |ϕq⟩, Vpqrs =

⟨ϕpϕq| r−1
12 |ϕrϕs⟩, Kpqrs = ⟨ϕpϕq| K̂ |ϕrϕs⟩, Gpqrsuv =

⟨ϕpϕqϕr| Ĝ |ϕsϕuϕv⟩. The Hamiltonian now has three-
body interactions, but more importantly, the two-body
term is non-Hermitian, making the standard qubitization
algorithm unusable. Instead, one needs to use more so-
phisticated algorithms. In addition, even though the full
space TC Hamiltonian (7) is diagonalizable, the projected
Hamiltonian (13) is not guaranteed to retain this property,
nor is it guaranteed to have real eigenvalues. However,
this was the case for all Hamiltonians we considered in
this work.

B. Ground state energy estimation for Hermitian
and non-Hermitian operators

In this section we briefly review the main ideas behind
the estimation of the lowest eigenvalue of a Hamiltonian
using a quantum computer. The algorithms for both
Hermitian and non-Hermitian Hamiltonians assume that
we represent the Hamiltonian as a linear combination of
unitaries:

H = b0 +

K∑
j=1

bjUj (14)

Here bj are real and positive, with the phases being ab-
sorbed in the unitaries. The important complexity metrics
are the number of terms K and the one-norm

α :=

K∑
j=1

bj (15)

Here the constant term b0 is not included in the count as
we can perform all quantum operations without it and
then add b0 to the final results.
The Hamiltonian H is represented in a quantum com-

puter using the PREPARE and SELECT circuits which
act on the target register and a ⌈logK⌉-qubit ancilla
register as follows:

PREP|0⟩ |ψ⟩ = 1√
α

∑√
bj |j⟩ |ψ⟩ (16a)

SEL |i⟩ |ψ⟩ = |i⟩Ui |ψ⟩ (16b)

Here and in the rest of the paper, logK denotes a loga-
rithm with base two. Applying PREP† · SEL · PREP to

an input state |0⟩ |ψ⟩ then yields a state

|0⟩ H
α

|ψ⟩+ |⊥⟩ , (17)

where |⊥⟩ is orthogonal to any state with zero in the
ancilla register.

1. Hermitian operators

We first consider the case when H is a Hermitian opera-
tor with eigenstates {|λi⟩} and corresponding eigenvalues
{λi}. The core component of the algorithm for ground
state energy estimation is a controlled unitary U that
encodes the eigenvalues of H in its eigenphases. For a
Hermitian H, there are two common choices of such a
unitary:

• Trotter-based simulation: construct an approximate
propagator

U(t) ≈ e−iHt,

so that U(t) |λj⟩ = e−iλjt |λj⟩ [24].

• Qubitization: construct a walk operator W such
that the states PREP|0⟩ |λi⟩ and SEL·PREP|0⟩ |λi⟩
form a two-dimensional invariant space for W , and
the eigenvalues of W restricted to this subspace are
exp(±i arccosλi/α) [20, 25].

The ground state energy of a Hermitian operator H is
then estimated as follows. Here we show the steps for
the Trotter-based algorithm, but for qubitization they
are the same up to substitution of the input state by
PREP |0⟩ |ψ0⟩ and the eigenstates of H by the eigenstates
of W .

Input state preparation. We start by preparing an input
state |ψ0⟩ which approximates the ground state |λ0⟩. In
the eigenbasis, |ψ0⟩ has the following decomposition:

|ψ0⟩ =
∑
j

cj |λj⟩

The success probability of the algorithm is proportional
to the overlap |c0|2 = | ⟨ψ|λ0⟩ |2, so it is desirable to
maximize it.

Controlled applications of the phase unitary. Introduce
an M -qubit ancilla register in the uniform superposition

1

2M/2

2M−1∑
k=0

|k⟩ .

Apply controlled-Uk, i.e., apply Uk to the system register
when the ancilla is in state |k⟩. The joint state becomes

1

2M/2

2M−1∑
k=0

|k⟩ Uk |ψ0⟩ .
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Calculation type Li, E, Ha Li error, Ha Be, E, Ha Be error, Ha
Experiment [26] -7.47806 - -14.66736 -
FCI, cc-pVDZ -7.43264 0.04542 -14.61741 0.04995
FCI, cc-pVTZ -7.44607 0.03199 -14.62381 0.04355
FCI, cc-pVQZ -7.44983 0.02823 -14.64001* 0.02735*

TC-FCI, STO-6G −7.471± 0.001 0.007± 0.001 −14.667± 0.004 0± 0.004

TABLE I. Estimates of the ground state energy for Li and Be atoms. The FCI energy for Be in the cc-pVQZ basis is a
DMRG+SCI estimate from the DARPA Quantum Benchmarking dataset. The energies for the TC Hamiltonians are averaged
over 5 realizations of the Jastrow factor optimized via variational Monte Carlo, the error intervals denote one standard deviation.

Expansion of |ψ0⟩ in the eigenbasis yields

1

2M/2

2M−1∑
k=0

∑
j

cj |k⟩ e−ikλjt |λj⟩ .

Quantum Fourier transform on the ancilla register. Fi-
nally, we apply the quantum Fourier transform to the
ancilla register:

|k⟩ 7→ 1

2M/2

2M−1∑
y=0

e2πiky/2
M

|y⟩ .

After QFT, the ancilla register is approximately peaked
around y ≈ θj2

M/(2π). Measuring the ancilla gives an
estimate of θj , and thus of λj , with probability |cj |2. In
particular, with probability |c0|2 the outcome encodes the
ground state energy.

2. Non-Hermitian operators

When H is non-Hermitian, one cannot build the phase-
encoding unitary the same way as for the Hermitian case.
The evolution operator e−iHt is no longer unitary, and the
walk operator does not have the same two-dimensional
invariant subspaces. Instead, the quantum eigenvalue
estimation (QEVE) algorithm of Ref. [21] encodes a sum
of Chebyshev polynomials in H. The input state is the
same, but instead of controlled Trotter/walk operators,
we apply a circuit that prepares the Chebyshev history
state

|Φ⟩ =
N−1∑
l=0

|ℓ⟩ Tℓ
(
H

α

)
|ψ0⟩ . (18)

Here Tl(x) are the Chebyshev polynomials of the first
kind:

Tℓ(x) = cos(ℓ arccos(x)) (19)

The maximum degree N controls the accuracy of eigen-
value estimation. The ancilla qubits required for LCU
are not shown, as well as the normalization factor of
|Φ⟩. The Chebyshev polynomials of H/α act on the right
eigenstates as follows:

Tℓ(H/α) |λj⟩ = Tℓ(λj/α) |λj⟩ .

In the (right) eigenstate expansion, the history state is
then

|Φ⟩ =
L−1∑
l=0

∑
j

cj |l⟩ Tl(λj/α) |λj⟩

After preparing |Φ⟩, we apply QFT to the ancilla register
and measure it. Since Tl(λj/α) = cos(lθj) with θj =
arccos(λj/α), the Fourier transform produces peaks at θj .
Measuring the ancilla yields an estimate of θj , and hence
of λj .

C. Constructing the Chebyshev history state using
a quantum linear system solver

Here we discuss preparation of the history state (18) for
non-Hermitian Hamiltonian H. Using the block encoding
of H, one could in principle prepare the Chebyshev poly-
nomials Tℓ(H/α) by preparing individual monomials of
H/α and adding the block encodings by treating them as
unitaries in another LCU expansion, but since the coeffi-
cients of the Chebyshev polynomials scale exponentially
with ℓ, so would the cost of this approach. Instead, we
take advantage of the fact that we know the generating
function of Tℓ(x):

G(x, y) =

∞∑
ℓ=0

yℓTℓ(x) =
1− xy

1− 2xy + x2
(20)

With a lower shift operator

L :=

N−2∑
ℓ=1

|ℓ+ 1⟩ ⟨ℓ| (21)

we can implement the history state by applying the matrix
version of the Chebyshev generating function:

G(H/α,L) =

∞∑
ℓ=0

Lℓ ⊗ Tℓ

(
H

αA

)
=

1− L⊗H/α

1− 2L⊗H/α+ L2 ⊗ 1
(22)

Here the series truncates at N − 1 because LN = 0. The
nontrivial part then is the application of the denominator

C = 1− 2L⊗H/α+ L2 ⊗ 1 (23)
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Atom Li Be B C N O F Ne
κS 3.1 10.0 7.7 7.1 13.89 4.43 37.8 5.06

TABLE II. Jordan condition numbers of the TC Hamiltonians
used for the gate count estimates.

To do this, we construct a block encoding of C and use
a quantum linear system solver algorithm to apply C−1.
The most advanced solver that we are aware of is the
adiabatic solver of Ref. [27]; its runtime scales linearly
with the condition number of C and logarithmically with
the required precision of the inversion. Internally, this
algorithm constructs a Hermitian operator out of C and
C†, then implements adiabatic evolution using qubitized
quantum walks.

III. NUMERICAL RESULTS

A. Energy error

The TC Hamiltonian is non-Hermitian and includes
more terms than its non-TC counterpart in the same
basis, so it is natural to expect the energy estimation to
be more expensive. However, since the TC Hamiltonian
incorporates the Jastrow factor, its ground state energy
should in principle approximate the exact one more accu-
rately. In this subsection, we compare the energy errors
for simple Hamiltonians to establish what basis in the
non-TC picture corresponds to the minimal basis in the
TC picture, accuracy-wise.

For this purpose, we compute the FCI energies for Li
and Be atoms. For Li, we used PySCF to construct the
Hamiltonians and calculate the non-TC FCI energies in
the cc-pVXZ bases for X = D,T,Q.
For the TC case, the Hailtonians for were obtained

using CASINO [28] and the TCHInt library. We used
the Drummond-Towler-Needs form of the Jastrow fac-
tor [29], which was optimized using the variational Monte
Carlo algorithm with 107 samples. We then used exact
diagonalization to find the ground state energy. Since
the usage of variational Monte Carlo entails randomness
in the resulting Jastrow factor and consequently the TC
Hamiltonian, we ran 5 independent trials. Over these
trials, the standard deviation of the ground state energy
was 1 mHa.

We used the same procedure for Be, except that the
energy for the cc-pVQZ basis was taken from the DARPA
Quantum Benchmarking dataset [30], where it was cal-
culated using the density matrix renormalization group
(DMRG) method. For the TC Hamiltonian of Be, the
standard deviation of the ground state energy over 5 real-
izations of variational Monte Carlo was approximately 4
mHa.
The results are shown in Table I. As a reference, we

use the experimental energy from Ref. [26]. For these
examples, even with the uncertainty coming from the

Jastrow factor optimization, the TC ground state energy
for the STO-6G basis is much closer to the reference energy
than that of the non-TC Hamiltonian for the cc-pVQZ
basis.

B. Resource estimates

For the gate resource estimates we compare the qubitiza-
tion algorithm for non-TC Hamiltonians with the QEVE
algorithm for TC Hamiltonians. The Hamiltonians are
mapped to linear combinations of Pauli operators using
the Jordan-Wigner transformation.
The gate complexity and qubit count depend on the

required accuracy of the eigenvalue estimation. For both
methods, the error budget of ε = 0.0016 Hartree can be
split between the following sources of error:

1. The error of the phase estimation. This error de-
termines the number of ancilla qubits in QPE and
the maximum Chebyshev degree in QEVE. In both
cases, it ends up determining the number of calls to
the qubitized walk operator.

2. The error of the block encoding. This error depends
on the precision to which we store the coefficients
of the LCU decomposition. In addition, once we
fix this error, we can also discard the terms where
|bi|/α < 2−µ, so indirectly the tolerance for block
encoding also determines the number of terms.

We split the error budget evenly between these sources.
Having done that, we can fix the qubit and T gate costs
as functions of K and α. The detailed calculations are
shown in Appendices A and B.

Tables III and IV show the one-norms α and the term
counts K, respectively. For comparison, we also show
the one-norm and the number of terms for the non-TC
Hamiltonian in the STO-6G basis. Both in terms of one-
norms and the number of terms, the TC Hamiltonians
in the STO-6G basis are much smaller than the non-
TC Hamiltonians in the cc-pVXZ bases. Moreover, even
though the number of terms in the TC Hamiltonians for
the STO-6G basis is several times larger than that in the
non-TC, STO-6G Hamiltonians, the one-norms have the
same order of magnitude.

Besides K and α, the QEVE algorithm depends on the
so-called Jordan condition number of H. That is, if we
have a diagonalization

H = SDS−1, (24)

then by Jordan condition number we mean the condition
number of S:

κS = ||S|| · ||S−1|| (25)

The query complexity of QEVE depends linearly on κS ,
but since κS also affects the required precision of the
coefficients, the T gate count grows as O(κS log κS).
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Li Be B C N O F Ne
STO-6G 8.2 12.0 17.4 26.0 36.2 48.4 62.3 78.2
cc-pVDZ 67.4 112.5 121.7 154.5 202.8 203.6 242.0 293.7
cc-pVTZ 5.83× 102 8.39× 102 8.91× 102 1.10× 103 1.63× 103 1.53× 103 1.76× 103 2.39× 103

cc-pVQZ 2.80× 103 4.32× 103 4.00× 103 5.20× 103 8.17× 103 7.00× 103 8.06× 103 1.20× 104

TC, STO-6G 6.0 12.0 18.1 27.0 49.1 76.3 94.6 106.5

TABLE III. One-norms of second-row atoms in their Pauli decompositions.

Li Be B C N O F Ne
STO-6G 154 154 154 154 154 154 154 154
cc-pVDZ 1.27× 104 2.25× 104 1.10× 104 1.10× 104 2.30× 104 1.10× 104 1.10× 104 2.30× 104

cc-pVTZ 5.02× 105 5.37× 105 2.39× 105 2.39× 105 5.47× 105 2.39× 105 2.39× 105 5.48× 105

cc-pVQZ 6.10× 106 6.23× 106 2.62× 106 2.62× 106 6.39× 106 2.61× 106 2.62× 106 6.39× 106

TC, STO-6G 934 958 958 910 958 958 910 910

TABLE IV. Number of terms for second-row atoms in the Pauli decompositions.

Li Be B C N O F Ne
cc-pVDZ QROM 6.4× 1011 1.1× 1012 5.5× 1011 1.1× 1012 2.3× 1012 1.1× 1012 1.1× 1012 4.6× 1012

QROAM 2.6× 1011 4.5× 1011 2.3× 1011 4.7× 1011 9.2× 1011 4.7× 1011 4.6× 1011 1.8× 1012

cc-pVTZ QROM 2.0× 1014 2.2× 1014 9.6× 1013 1.9× 1014 4.4× 1014 1.9× 1014 1.9× 1014 8.8× 1014

QROAM 7.0× 1013 7.5× 1013 3.4× 1013 6.8× 1013 1.5× 1014 6.8× 1013 6.8× 1013 3.1× 1014

cc-pVQZ QROM 9.8× 1015 2.0× 1016 4.2× 1015 8.4× 1015 2.1× 1016 8.4× 1015 8.4× 1015 4.1× 1016

QROAM 3.3× 1015 6.8× 1015 1.4× 1015 2.9× 1015 7.0× 1015 2.9× 1015 2.9× 1015 1.4× 1016

TC, STO-6g QROM 7.2× 1014 2.4× 1015 3.7× 1015 3.3× 1015 1.4× 1016 8.8× 1015 7.2× 1016 9.6× 1015

QROAM 4.7× 1014 1.5× 1015 2.4× 1015 2.2× 1015 9.1× 1015 5.9× 1015 5.0× 1016 6.6× 1015

TABLE V. T gate complexity estimates for eigenvalue estimation. Here the choice of ancillas in QROAM minimizes the gate
count.

Table II shows values of the Jordan condition numbers
for the Hamiltonians we used in resource estimation. How-
ever, unlike the one-norm, term count, or eigenenergies,
the Jordan condition number was much more unstable
with respect to random realizations of the Jastrow factor
optimization: for Li, the observed values of κS ranged
from 3.1 to 25.7. For Be, these values ranged from 4.1 to
10.1.

Finally, we note that there is a certain freedom in
choosing the implementation of the PREPARE circuit.
Using the QROAM subroutine [31], one can decrease the
T gate count at the cost of introducing additional ancilla
registers.

Table V shows the overall T gate counts for the qubitiza-
tion and QEVE algorithms. In terms of T gate complexity,
the QEVE algorithm for the TC Hamiltonian in the min-
imal basis is more expensive than the qubitization-based
algorithm for the cc-pVDZ and cc-pVTZ bases, but it
is comparable with the cost of the qubitization for the
cc-pVQZ basis. The qubit count, however, is substantially
smaller for the QEVE algorithm (Table VI). Optimizing
the QROAM subroutine yields an improvement in T gate
count up to about a factor of three, especially for the VQZ
basis, but the qubit overhead quickly becomes overwhelm-
ing. The reason for this is that QROAM does not affect
the cost of the SELECT circuit, so after a certain point
it becomes the most expensive part of the quantum walk,
and further improvements to PREP become unimportant

compared to the cost of SELECT.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

We evaluated the costs of estimating the ground state
energy using qubitization (for Hermitian Hamiltonians)
and quantum eigenvalue estimation (for non-Hermitian
Hamiltonians). We found that the QEVE algorithm yields
more accurate energy estimates with competitive T gate
counts and fewer qubits.

Estimating the Jordan condition number κS remains a
key challenge. Even though the similarity transformation
in first quantization is generated by a well-behaved opera-
tor, there is no guarantee that the projected Hamiltonian
can be diagonalized by a similarity transformation with a
small condition number. Understanding the behavior of
κS is critical for determining the success of QEVE and
likely of any other quantum algorithm that deals with the
spectrum of diagonalizable non-Hermitian matrices.

The Hamiltonians used in the work and the code
for resource estimation are available on Github:
https://github.com/aleksey-uvarov/qeve cost.

https://github.com/aleksey-uvarov/qeve_cost
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Li Be B C N O F Ne
cc-pVDZ QROM 136 142 137 138 144 139 139 145

QROAM 1032 1098 1063 1064 1130 1095 1095 1131
cc-pVTZ QROM 200 205 195 197 207 197 197 208

QROAM 10099 10358 4977 5105 10614 5105 5105 10615
cc-pVQZ QROM 274 275 269 270 276 271 271 278

QROAM 23216 23217 22701 22702 23728 23213 23213 24240
TC, STO-6g QROM 94 97 98 98 101 101 104 102

QROAM 242 263 264 264 279 273 294 280

TABLE VI. Logical qubit count.
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Appendix A: Complexity analysis for qubitization

a. Query complexity

A key component of qubitization is the controlled walk
operator. Its preparation requires one call to SEL, one
call to PREP, one call to PREP†, and one call to a multi-
controlled Z. The desired precision of calculating the
eigenvalues determines the number of times we want to
call the controlled W. Finally, we apply the quantum
Fourier transform to the ancilla register and measure.

The spectrum of the walk operator

Q = (2 |0⟩ ⟨0| − 1) · PREP† · SEL · PREP

consists of values of the form exp
(
±i arccos λk

α

)
. The

phase estimation algorithm will extract the phase φ =
arccos λk

α up to some precision δφ. We want this phase
error to be such that its contribution to the total energy
error is at most εQPE . By considering the derivative
of the arccosine, we can estimate the at worst we need
δφ ≈ εQPE

α .
To perform phase estimation successfully with proba-

bility at least (1− pfail), we need

na =

⌈
log

2π

δφ

⌉
+

⌈
log

(
2 +

1

2pfail

)⌉
(A1)

ancilla qubits [32]. Thus, we will need 2na − 1 controlled
applications of Q. If we demand pfail < 1/2, the second
term in A1 yields two extra qubits. The number of calls
to the walk oracle is then

2na − 1 = 2
⌈log 2πα

ϵQPE
⌉+2 − 1 = 4 · 2⌈log

2πα
ϵQPE

⌉ − 1. (A2)

b. The cost of PREP

We follow the realization of PREP given in Ref. [22],
where it uses coherent alias sampling. In short, the idea
is the following:

1. Prepare a uniform superposition

1√
K

K∑
i=1

|i⟩ (A3)

When K is a power of two, this step consists of
logK Hadamard gates, but otherwise requires a
more complicated circuit. However, as we explain
shortly, in this case one can instead prepare a uni-
form superposition on the first ⌊logK⌋ qubits, still
requiring no T gates.

2. Prepare a state

1√
K

K−1∑
i=0

|i⟩ |alti⟩ |keepi⟩ (A4)

Here the registers contain ⌈logK⌉, ⌈logK⌉, and µ
qubits, respectively. This step is performed using
QROAM [31]. We are free to select an integer q
which is a power of two and 1 ≤ q < K. This step
will then cost⌈

K

q

⌉
+ (µ+ ⌈logK⌉)(q − 1) (A5)

Toffoli gates and (µ+ ⌈logK⌉)(q − 1) + ⌈logK/q⌉
ancillas. Note that q = 1 corresponds to standard
QROM.

3. Prepare a uniform superposition in another µ-qubit
register |σ⟩, then swap the index and “alt” register
controlled on whether the value of σ is smaller than



8

keepi. This means that we need to perform an
addition (4µ T gates) and a controlled SWAP. Since
a SWAP can be implemented with three CNOTs,
a cSWAP can be implemented with three Toffolis.
Thus we have 3⌈logK⌉ Toffoli gates.

The values of keepi and alti can be classically engi-
neered so that in the end we obtain a state proportional
to

K−1∑
i=0

√
bi |i⟩ |garbagei⟩ (A6)

To avoid having to prepare a uniform distribution on K
states when K is not a power of two, we can instead
prepare a uniform distribution on the first 2⌊logK⌋ states
(supported at least on half of the register). The desired
distribution is then reachable in the same fashion.

Thus, the cost of PREP, assuming 1 Toffoli is equal to
4 T gates, is

4

⌈
K

q

⌉
+ 4(µ+ ⌈logK⌉)(q − 1) + 4µ+ 12⌈logK⌉ (A7)

T gates.

While the inverse of PREP could potentially be made
cheaper than PREP, here we assume that the inverse
costs the same.

c. The cost of SEL

This one cost 4K − 4 T gates due to unary iteration
plus the cost of all controlled applications of the unitaries
themselves. If these are controlled Paulis, then their
T-cost is zero.

d. The cost of reflection

The reflection operator is an ⌈logK⌉-controlled Z,
which is equivalent to an ⌈logK⌉-Toffoli gate up to Clif-
ford gates. This costs 4(⌈logK⌉ − 1) T gates [33].

e. Total cost of a quantum walk oracle

Putting it all together, one call of a controlled quantum
walk oracle costs

4K+8µ+8 (q − 1) (µ+ ⌈logK⌉)+8

⌈
K

q

⌉
+28 ⌈logK⌉−8

(A8)
T gates.

f. Error budget

Now we need to decide on the size of the keep register
µ and the phase estimation tolerance εQPE . By approxi-
mating the Hamiltonian terms up to 2−µ, we incur the
error in the eigenvalues of at most K2−µ, which follows
from Weyl’s perturbation theorem [34].

The error in determining the eigenvalues then consists
of the QPE error εQPE and the preparation error. If we
distribute the error budget evenly, we get:

εQPE =
ε

2
; µ = log

2αK

ε
(A9)

Finally, the complexity of a call to the walk oracle can
be slightly reduced further by discarding the terms with
coefficients below α2−µ.

Appendix B: Complexity analysis for QEVE

By N −1 we denote the maximum degree of the Cheby-
shev polynomials, and by n = logN the corresponding
number of ancilla qubits. We assume that ||H/α|| ≤ 1/2,
this is necessary for the QEVE algorithm and can be
ensured at no extra cost. We also assume that N is a
power of two (for cost estimations, when we calculate
the value of N needed to reach the required accuracy, we
round it up to the nearest power of two).

a. Block encoding of the denominator

The QEVE algorithm uses a block encoding of C =
(1+L2⊗1−2L⊗H/α). This block encoding needs block
encodings of H/α and L. The block encoding of H has
the same T cost as for the qubitization case, namely the
cost of SEL plus twice the cost of PREP:

C = 4K+8µ+8 (q − 1) (µ+ ⌈logK⌉)+8

⌈
K

q

⌉
+24 ⌈logK⌉−4

(B1)
The lower shift L is implemented using the cyclic shift

operator

X2N =

2N−1∑
j=0

|j + 1mod 2N⟩ ⟨j| (B2)

together with a comparator gate to filter out the unneces-
sary blocks:

CMP2N =
∑

k≤N−1

|k⟩⟨k| ⊗ I +
∑

k>N−1

|k⟩⟨k| ⊗X (B3)

When N is a power of two, this gate is just a CNOT. The
block encoding of L requires two comparators and one
shift.

We can build the shift operator by composing an (n−
1)-Toffoli gate, an (n − 2)-Toffoli, (n − 3)-Toffoli, and
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so on (see e.g. Ref. [35], Figure 4). The cost of this
implementation is 4(n− 2) + 4(n− 3) + ...+ 4 = 2(n−
1)(n− 2) T gates. The controlled implementation of the
shift operator means adding one more control to every
Toffoli, making the overall cost equal to 2n(n−1) T gates.

We can encode C using the block encodings of L and
H/α as LCU components. The one-norm of this LCU
is 4, so we get a block encoding of C/4. The cost is
CBE(H) + 6n(n− 1). The PREPARE circuit of this LCU
doesn’t cost any extra T gates: we need two ancilla qubits,
and we can rewrite the LCU as 1 +L2 −LH −LH . This
way all coefficients are equal to one up to phase, and the
PREPARE circuit is just two Hadamard gates.
The operator norm of C/4 is less or equal than 3/4,

which can be shown directly using the properties of the
norm (the norm of L is equal to one: LL† is diagonal
and has eigenvalues 0 and 1). On the other hand, by
directly applying C to a vector |0⟩ |ψ⟩, we can find that

||C|| ≥
√
2 + 4||H||2 ≥

√
2.

b. Quantum linear system solver

The core of the QEVE algorithm is the quantum linear
systems solver algorithm of Ref. [27] (or any algorithm for
solving linear systems). Given C and |b⟩ as an input, it
prepares a state proportional to C−1 |b⟩. It consists of two
steps: adiabatic evolution and eigenstate filtering. They
both scale linearly with the condition number of C, but
the filtering step also carries a logarithmic dependence
on the accuracy of preparing the solution. However, com-
pared to the constant factor appearing in the adiabatic
evolution step, the filtering step has a negligible cost for
any reasonable accuracy requirements.
In the adiabatic evolution step, the algorithm uses a

qubitized quantum walk of the Hermitian operator

C =

(
0 C†

C 0

)
=
∑
i

ci

(
0 U†

i
Ui 0

)
(B4)

Since the Hamiltonians we consider are real, all Pauli
coefficients are either purely real (in which case a Pauli
string Ui contains an even number of Y Pauli matrices)
or purely imaginary (an odd number of Y Pauli matrices),
and by convention that ci are real, in this case Ui is also
multiplied by i. In either case, the summands in (B4)
are obtained from Ui by tensor multiplying them either
by X or by Y . Therefore, block encoding C takes the
same amount of T gates as encoding C. To make a walk
operator, we also need a reflection, which, taking all extra
ancillas into account, takes 4(⌈logK⌉+ 2− 1) T gates.

Aside from a much looser rigorous bound, Ref. [27] gives
the following bound based on numerical experiments:

||U(s)− UC(s)|| ≤ 2305
κ

T
(B5)

Here κ is the condition number of the input matrix. For
the algorithm to work, the error of the evolution after this

process has to be such that the overlap with the ground
state of the final matrix is no less than 1/2. This implies
that T has to be chosen so that

1√
2
≥ 2305

κ

T
(B6)

That is,

T ≥ 2305κ
√
2 (B7)

Since the probability of success in this case is about one
half, this means that on average we will need

4610κ
√
2 (B8)

calls to the block encoding of C.
The condition number κ is defined as the following

product of norms:

κ = ||C|| · ||C−1|| (B9)

For Lemma 1 of Ref. [21] we know an upper bound:

||C−1|| ≤ NαU (B10)

Here

αU ≥ max
0≤j≤n−1

||Uj(H/α)|| (B11)

is an upper bound on the values of Chebyshev polynomials
of the second kind. If we assume that H is diagonalizable
(i.e. only contains one-dimensional Jordan blocks; this
may or may not be true), we have the following bound:

αU ≤ O(κS) (B12)

where κS is the Jordan condition number of H. That is,
if we have a diagonalization

H = SDS−1, (B13)

then by the Jordan condition number we mean the condi-
tion number of S:

κS = ||S|| · ||S−1|| (B14)

We can rewrite Uj(H) as SUj(D)S−1.
To turn this “O-large” bound into a concrete bound,

we demand that the block encoding of H is such that
||H||/α ≤ 1/2. Then we can use a relation connecting the
Chebyshev polynomials of first and second kind:

T 2
n(x)− (x2 − 1)U2

n−1(x) = 1 (B15)

For x ∈ [−1/2, 1/2] we can deduce that |U(x)| ≤
√

8
3 .

This way, we obtain

αU ≤
√

8

3
κS (B16)
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Collecting all the terms, we find that we need the
following number of queries to the walk operator:

18440 ·
√
3NκS (B17)

The required degree of the Chebyshev polynomial de-
pends on the accuracy we need. In QEVE, the energy is
estimated as

αA cos 2πϕ (B18)

where ϕ ∈ [1/6, 1/3] is measured in the device (the
angle is guaranteed to be in this range by α ≥ ||H||/2).
The angle is measured up to 1/N . The paper shows that,
when the correct angle is not exactly an integer multiple of
1/N , the results of the measurement are spread in such a
way that the measured angle is within 5/N of the correct
one more than half the time. Using that, if we demand
to measure the energy up to ϵQEV E , we can estimate the
required Chebyshev degree as

N ∼ 10παA/εQEV E (B19)

The call count is then

184400 ·
√
3πακS/εQEV E

c. Error budget

Once again we will have to distribute the error budget
between QEVE and the block encoding. The reasoning
doesn’t differ from the qubitization case, except that
now the error incurred by representing the coefficients
to a finite accuracy depends on the Jordan condition
number [34]:

Theorem: Let M = V DV −1 be a diagonalizable ma-
trix, and E an arbitrary matrix, then the eigenvalues of
M and M + E are connected as follows:

max
j

min
j′

|λj − λ′j′ | ≤ ||V || · ||V −1|| · ||E|| (B20)

This means that the error in the eigenvalues is upper
bounded by α2−µκSK. Splitting the error budget equally,
we can set

εQEV E =
ε

2
; µ =

⌈
log

2αKκS
ε

⌉
(B21)
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Correlated Electrons in Molecules, Chemical Reviews 112,
4 (2012).

[2] T. Helgaker, P. Jørgensen, and J. Olsen, Molecular
Electronic-Structure Theory (Wiley, Hoboken, 2014).
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