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We provide explicit circuits implementing the Kitaev–Webb algorithm [1] for the preparation of
multi-dimensional Gaussian states on quantum computers. While asymptotically efficient due to
its polynomial scaling, we find that the circuits implementing the preparation of one-dimensional
Gaussian states and those subsequently entangling them to reproduce the required covariance matrix
differ substantially in terms of both the gates and ancillae required. The operations required for the
preparation of one-dimensional Gaussians are sufficiently involved that generic exponentially-scaling
state-preparation algorithms are likely to be preferred in the near term for many states of interest.
Conversely, polynomial-resource algorithms for implementing multi-dimensional rotations quickly
become more efficient for all but the very smallest states, and their deployment will be a key part of
any direct multidimensional state preparation method in the future.

I. INTRODUCTION

The simulation of real-world physical systems whose
quantum effects are difficult to capture using classical
resources has been a natural application for quantum
computers since their beginning [2] and is a key goal for
the current noisy intermediate-scale quantum computing
(NISQ) era [3]. The initial step of any such simulation
requires the preparation of a physical state in a repre-
sentation suitable for the available computing paradigm.
Similar considerations apply for final state preparation
often required for readout. Especially for problems in-
volving real-time dynamics, where sign problems typically
plague both classical and quantum sampling methods,
good approximations to fill states are an important part
of any simulation pipeline. A natural approach to this
task is to explicitly encode a known wavefunction on
some number of qubits, potentially supplemented with
an evolution to a more difficult to access state. The need
for efficient state preparation algorithms has been recog-
nized for a long time [4–7], and this topic continues to be
an active area of research including adiabatic [8, 9] and
variational [10–12] methods.

A general scheme for the preparation of one-dimensional
real wavefunctions was proposed in [4] (and rediscovered
in [5, 6]). It involves recursively building up states in
a qubit register starting from the most-significant qubit
by rotations whose angles are controlled by the values of
qubits already set. Such a scheme is efficient provided
the required angles, which correspond to integrating the
wavefunction probability density over arbitrary intervals,
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can themselves be computed efficiently. This is true for,
e.g., any log-convex distribution [6]. Later extensions [7,
13] allow for the preparation of arbitrary states with
bounded accuracy with resources scaling polynomially
with qubit register size and error.

However, a ubiquitous situation when considering multi-
body or discretized approximations of continuous quan-
tum systems is that such states will involve correlations
between a large number of single-variable wavefunctions.
Generally, these correlations are fixed by general symme-
try principles while the details of the specific state are
system dependent. For example, in the simulation of quan-
tum field theories, bosonic ground states often take the
form of a correlated multivariate Gaussian [14]. For this
situation, Kitaev and Webb (KW) suggested an efficient
polynomial algorithm consisting of first preparing multiple
uncorrelated one-dimensional states and then transform-
ing them to reproduce the required correlations [1].

While the KW algorithm is designed to require poly-
nomial resources in all aspects of multivariate Gaussian
preparation, practical considerations lead to a balance of
factors when choosing whether asymptotically efficient
or ad hoc algorithms for finite qubit count should be
deployed. In particular, as observed in [15, 16], if one
is interested in low-lying excited states, convergence of
simple harmonic oscillator eigenvalues to their continuum
values is exponential in qubit count when digitizing in the
position (or momentum) basis. For many field theoretic
applications, occupation numbers in any particular mode
will never be high, so only a modest number of qubits per
continuous degree of freedom may be needed for other
sources of error to dominate [17, 18]. Meanwhile, extrap-
olations to the continuum limit are ultimately likely to
require a large number of continuous degrees of freedom,
so efficient ways of preparing multidimensional ground
states will be a necessity.

In light of these considerations, this paper concerned
with quantifying the resources required for the implemen-
tation of asymptotically efficient multivariate Gaussian-
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state preparation. We provide explicit circuits for the
various steps in the KW procedure and discuss where
these are likely to find use so as to not be the dominant
source of error. For example, errors in the energy eigen-
values of digitized one-dimensional harmonic oscillator
states decrease exponentially with the number of state
qubits k, while we find that circuits using an algorithm
polynomially-scaling in k require significant overhead in
carrying out the necessary arithmetic. In particular, in all
available implementations, such circuits have a higher en-
tangling gate (CNOT) count than a generic exponentially-
scaling algorithm for states with k . 15. Therefore,
simpler exponentially-scaling algorithms are likely to be
sufficient for many applications that don’t require fine-
grained information about the reduced density matrices
of one-dimensional subspaces. In contrast, a polynomial
algorithm for the correlation of multidimensional states
becomes more efficient for the simulation of all states with
more than O(few) continuous degrees of freedom.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In
Sec. II, we review the KW state preparation algorithm,
highlighting variations in the implementation that have
not previously been clearly stated in the literature. In
Sec. III, we discuss the resources required for asymptoti-
cally efficient preparation of a one-dimensional Gaussian
state and compare with the preparation of equivalent
states by exponentially-scaling general-state algorithms.
In Sec. IV we then present explicit circuits for the rota-
tion of uncorrelated multi-dimensional Gaussian (or in
fact any) states into an arbitrary correlated form that is
polynomial in gate count, depth, and number of qubits.
We conclude in Sec. V. Many additional details about
the algorithms and circuits used are presented in the
appendices.

II. REVIEW OF THE KW ALGORITHM

In this section we provide a detailed overview of the
algorithm proposed by Kitaev and Webb in [1] for pro-
ducing arbitrary multivariate Gaussian states on a digital
quantum computer. While containing no new results, it
provides a pedagogical explanation of the KW procedure,
highlights the efficiency provided by quantum parallelism,
and presents our notation. Additionally, we clarify a few
points where the KW approach admits variant realizations
and discuss their benefits and drawbacks.

A. Discrete representations of Gaussian states

We start by considering one-dimensional distributions
and assuming a scale is chosen such that, when evaluated
at integer values, all salient features are captured to the
required accuracy. The Gaussian distribution with mean

µ and variance σ2 is defined by

Nµ,σ(x) =
1√

2πσ2
e−

(x−µ)2

2σ2 , (1)

such that a real wavefunction

ψµ,σ(x) =

(
1

2πσ2

)1/4

e−
(x−µ)2

4σ2 , (2)

will have the property that |ψµ,σ(x)|2 = Nµ,σ(x). The
ground state of a simple harmonic oscillator for a particle
of mass m centered at µ corresponds to the choice σ2 =
~/2mω, leading to the ubiquity of the Gaussian as a
building block of physical states.

A common approach to representing this wavefunction
as the state of some qubits is to discretize the domain of
the distribution. A wavefunction on n ∈ Z of the form

ψ̃µ,σ(n) =
1√

f(µ, σ)
e−

(n−µ)2

4σ2 , (3)

is a good approximation for the continuous Gaussian dis-
tribution given the earlier assumption about the choice
of scale.2 The factor f(µ, σ) appears because the normal-
ization is no longer given by an integral but rather by an
infinite sum. This sum can be evaluated explicitly,

f(µ, σ) ≡
∞∑

n=−∞
e−

(n−µ)2

2σ2

=
√

2πσ2 ϑ
(
πµ; e−2π2σ2

)
,

(4)

where ϑ(z; τ) is the Jacobi theta function. It differs from
unity by terms exponentially small in the variance,

ϑ
(
πµ; e−2π2σ2

)
= 1 + 2

∞∑
p=1

cos(2πpµ) e−2π2(pσ)2 , (5)

such that the normalization is exponentially close to that
of the continuous wavefunction for any state with σ2 & 1.
This allows us to define a quantum state,∣∣∣Ñµ,σ〉 =

∑
n

ψ̃µ,σ(n)|n〉 , (6)

such that the probability of measuring n is,〈
Ñµ,σ

∣∣∣n〉〈n∣∣∣Ñµ,σ〉 ≈ Nµ,σ(n) , (7)

up to exponentially small correlations.

2 One could alternatively integrate the continuous Gaussian dis-
tribution over each desired interval. The probabilities of integer
values would then be given in terms of error functions. Although
this would avoid some subtleties involving normalization, the
resulting expressions prove to be more complex to numerically
approximate than those of the KW algorithm presented here.
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Ultimately, we are interested in multivariate distribu-
tions, for which the above discussion can be straightfor-
wardly generalized. An N -dimensional Gaussian distribu-
tion is given by

N~µ,Σ(~x) =
1√

(2π)N det Σ
e−

1
2 (~x−~µ)TΣ−1(~x−~µ) , (8)

with mean vector ~µ and (real and positive semi-definite)
covariance matrix Σ. As before, one can define a real wave-
function which satisfies |ψ~µ,Σ(~x)|2 = N~µ,Σ(~x). In analogy
to Eq. (3), this can be approximated by a wavefunction
defined on a N -dimensional integer lattice ~n whose nor-
malization must also be corrected due to discretization.
For this, we do not provide an explicit expression since
a different approach to algorithmically approximate the
continuous state is pursued below; rather we simply write∣∣∣Ñ~µ,Σ〉 =

√
C
∑
~n

e−
1
4 (~n−~µ)TΣ−1(~n−~µ)|~n〉 , (9)

with normalization constant C. At all lattice sites this
state will have expectation values exponentially close to
the continuous Gaussian in the same sense as the one-
dimensional state above, provided all eigenvalues of Σ
satisfy σ̃2

i & 1.
In practice, only a finite number of qubits will be avail-

able to encode any given state. Using k qubits, we can en-
code 2k total points in a given direction, while Nk qubits
provide a Hilbert space which can encode a N -dimensional
lattice of size 2k in each dimension. If we chose these
points to be the finite lattice BNk = [0, . . . , 2k − 1]N , the
lattice indices correspond to the computational basis of
N k-qubit systems. The whole system can be encoded
in the computational basis by concatenating the binary
strings for each dimension’s coordinates,

|~n〉 ≡
N−1⊗
i=0

|ni〉, ni ∈ Bk . (10)

As long as 0� µi � 2k and 1� σ̃2
i � µ2

j for all means
and eigenvalues the truncation (and resulting rescaling) of
the wavefunction to this finite lattice will still provide an
exponentially accurate approximation to the continuous
wavefunction at all lattice sites.

It is this truncation that we will take as the “optimal”
discretized multivariate Gaussian state when comparing
to the results of algorithms discussed in the rest of the
paper, leaving detailed questions of how well the resulting
state is able to accurately caption the desired continuum
dynamics to other work, e.g., [19]. In particular, since
we will remain agnostic about the measurements to be
performed on the state after evolution, we adopt 1 −
F (ψ, φ) as our measurement of precision, where F (ψ, φ) =
|〈ψ|φ〉|2 is the state fidelity specialized to the case of pure
states, the only case of interest in this paper. We will
consider a precise state preparation algorithm one whose
state fidelity F is close to 1 when compared with the
truncated versions of Eqs. (6) and (9).

B. Factorization of multivariate Gaussians

The preceding encoding of a multivariate Gaussian cre-
ates a state with a high degree of entanglement between
the qubits encoding various dimensions. However, this
entanglement is not arbitrary but fully determined by
a covariance matrix with merely 1

2N(N + 1) indepen-
dent parameters, which suggests that an efficient way of
producing it should exist.

The KW approach accomplishes this by use of the
LDLT decomposition (closely related to the Cholesky
decomposition) of the inverse covariance matrix into a
diagonal matrix D and a lower unitriangular matrix L.
Defining a upper unitriangular matrix M−1 ≡ LT , one
can write,

Σ−1 = (MT )−1DM−1 ⇐⇒ Σ = MD−1MT . (11)

For this choice of parameterization, the coordinate shear-
ing transformation

~y = M−1(~x− ~µ) , (12)

lets the exponent in Eq. (8) be factorized into independent
terms for each coordinate. Moreover, detM = 1 and
thus det Σ = detD−1 =

∏
i σ

2
i , where we have defined

σ2
i ≡ D

−1
ii . The associated wavefunction becomes a tensor

product of independent normalized, centered Gaussian
distributions of varying widths,

ψ~µ,Σ(~y) =
⊗
i

(
1

2πσ2
i

)1/4

e−y
2
i /4σ

2
i . (13)

In the (generically not orthonormal) ~y basis, the dis-
cretization and preparation of states can be handled indi-
vidually for each dimension. For a continuous wavefunc-
tion, the inverse shearing transformation, i.e., ~x = M~y+~µ,
then reproduces the desired state. Compared to an eigen-
decomposition of Σ−1, the LDLT decomposition has the
benefit that the required transformation can be performed
in situ due to M being upper triangular by successively
reordering the indexing of each coordinate, as we discuss
in detail below.

For a coordinate lattice, the procedure above can only
be implemented approximately. Discretizing ~y on lattice
~m calls for an approximate inverse coordinate transforma-
tion ~n ≈M ~m+ ~µ. If this is accomplished via an overall
rounding of the total lattice coordinate, this results in a

correction factor per basis state of O(e|~n−~µ|)/σ̃
2
i ), where all

quantities are in units of the lattice spacing and by σ̃i we
again indicate some eigenvalue of Σ. While this may give
large relative corrections for |~n− ~µ| � σ̃2

i , the amplitudes
of such terms are simultaneously exponentially small and
absolute corrections are nowhere larger than O(1/σ̃i). By
approximately evaluating the sum of correction factors
over all basis states, an overall state fidelity reduction of
O(N/σ̃i) is expected when this ratio is small.

The resulting transformation is a mere relabeling of
coordinates and can be implemented efficiently on a given
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coordinate for all lattice sites using quantum parallelism.
This implies that one can divide state preparation into
two steps, first preparing independent Gaussian states
and then applying a shearing transformation to their
coordinates. For the first step, we discuss an efficient
algorithm in Sec. II C, while more aspects of the shearing
transformation are discussed in Sec. II D. Together, they
provide a procedure with polynomial scaling in both the
number of qubits encoding each continuous degree of
freedom k and the number of degrees N .

For sufficiently large k and N an exponential scaling
in either of these values would be costly. However, if
either parameter is O(few), details of implementation
will affect the decision to use exponential or polynomial
algorithms. In particular, as we will discuss, applications
in field theory often require a large number of degrees
of freedom N for reliable extrapolations to continuum
results, while relatively modest values of k already lead
other aspects of calculations to be the leading sources of
error. As a result, algorithms scaling polynomially with N
and exponentially with k can potentially outperform those
with uniform polynomial scaling for physically motivated
choices of parameters.

C. Efficient 1D state preparation

For a generic k-qubit state, explicit universal state
preparation circuits requiring 2k+1−2k entangling CNOT
gates for an arbitrary state are known [20]. For a real
wavefunction this can always be reduced to 2k− 2 CNOT-
gates, with a symmetric state (in some choice of index-
ing) admitting a modification using 2k−1 + k − 3 + δ1k
CNOTs [21]. Generalizations would allow for a commen-
surate reduction in gate count for any state displaying
2n-fold symmetry, while still retaining a leading 2k−n

exponential scaling. Yet, as discussed in the introduction,
polynomially scaling algorithms for the preparation of
arbitrary states also exist, such that for sufficiently large
Gaussian states their use will be preferred.

KW proposed a optimized version of such an algorithm
specialized for Gaussian distributions. To encode a dis-
cretized Gaussian on a finite number of qubits, a simple
approximation would be to truncate the domain over
which the wavefunction is defined. Instead, the KW ap-
proach is to define a periodic function on k qubits by
summing over the full discretized Gaussian in windows of

the finite lattice Bk,

ξ2
µ,σ;k(n) =

∞∑
m=−∞

ψ̃2
µ,σ(n+m · 2k) (14)

=

∞∑
m=−∞

1

f(µ, σ)
e−

(n+m·2k−µ)2

2σ2

=

√
2π( σ

2k
)2 ϑ

(
π(µ−n)

2k
; e−2π2(σ/2k)2

)
f(µ, σ)

=
f
(
µ−n
2k

, σ
2k

)
f(µ, σ)

. (15)

As long as µ and σ take values such that most of the
Gaussian is contained in Bk, the relative contribution
to any basis state from terms in the sum with m 6= 0 is
exponentially small. Therefore, the wavefunction

|ξµ,σ;k〉 ≡
2k−1∑
n=0

ξµ,σ;k(n)|n〉 (16)

has a probability density for n ∈ Bk which is an expo-
nentially good approximation to a Gaussian distribution.
The advantage of this state is that it admits a recursive
definition whose parameters can be given in closed form,
as we now prove.

A corollary of Eq. (14) is that any sum over ξ2
µ,σ;k(n)

in intervals corresponding to powers of 2 can also be
written in closed form. Two simple consequences of the
this statement will be useful in their explicit form for the
derivation of the recursive definition below.

k = 0: The state is simply a sum over the entire ψ̃2(n)
probability density, so that ξµ,σ;0(0) = 1.

k = 1: The resulting wavefunction only has 2 compo-
nents, such that the sum over their probabilities
using Eq. (15) gives the relation

f(µ, σ) = f
(µ

2
,
σ

2

)
+ f

(
µ− 1

2
,
σ

2

)
. (17)

Defining the quantities

c(µ, σ) ≡

√
f
(
µ
2 ,

σ
2

)
f(µ, σ)

, s(µ, σ) ≡

√
f
(
µ−1

2 , σ2
)

f(µ, σ)
, (18)

both can be written in term of one angle due to Eq. (17),

α(µ, σ) = arccos c(µ, σ) = arcsin s(µ, σ) . (19)

To find the recursive form of |ξµ,σ;k〉, we first note that
from Eq. (14) it follows that an `-qubit state observed only
for even values of n corresponds to a rescaled (`−1)-qubit
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state with a different choice of Gaussian parameters,

ξ2
µ,σ;`(2n) =

1

f(µ, σ)

∞∑
m=−∞

e−
(2n+m·2`−µ)2

2σ2

=
1

f(µ, σ)

∞∑
m=−∞

e
− (n+m·2`−1−µ/2)2

2(σ/2)2

=
f
(
µ
2 ,

σ
2

)
f(µ, σ)

ξ2
µ
2 ,
σ
2 ;`−1(n) . (20)

By a completely analogous calculation an `-qubit state
observed only for odd values of n satisfies

ξ2
µ,σ;`(2n+ 1) =

f
(
µ−1

2 , σ2
)

f(µ, σ)
ξ2
µ−1
2 ,σ2 ;`−1

(n) . (21)

The scale factors in these expressions are nothing but the functions defined in Eq. (18). The only additional
ingredient required is to note that when concatenating strings of qubits to index a given state, the binary identities

|2n〉 = |n〉 ⊗ |0〉 , |2n+ 1〉 = |n〉 ⊗ |1〉 (22)

hold. Putting these statements together defines any such state recursively in terms of states encoded on one fewer
qubit,

|ξµ,σ;`〉 =

2`−1∑
n=0

ξµ,σ;`(n)|n〉 =

2`−1−1∑
n=0

ξµ,σ;`(2n)|2n〉+

2`−1−1∑
n=0

ξµ,σ;`(2n+ 1)|2n+ 1〉

=

2`−1−1∑
n=0

c(µ, σ) ξµ
2 ,
σ
2 ;`−1(n)|2n〉+

2`−1−1∑
n=0

s(µ, σ) ξµ−1
2 ,σ2 ;`−1(n)|2n+ 1〉

=
∣∣∣ξµ

2 ,
σ
2 ;`−1

〉
⊗ cosα(µ, σ)|0〉+

∣∣∣ξµ−1
2 ,σ2 ;`−1

〉
⊗ sinα(µ, σ)|1〉 . (23)

Explicit examples of the first few such recursively-constructed states are provided in App. A.

This recursive definition was used by KW to provide a
method for the preparation of any |ξµ,σ;k〉. The required
state is constructed recursively by first rotating the final
qubit by the angle α(µ, σ), and then building up states
with lower ` through unitaries controlled by already pre-
pared qubits. Denoting the depth of recursion by j, the
values of µj and σj (and hence αj ≡ α(µj , σj)) required
for the full construction of the state are

σ0 = σ µ0 = µ (24)

σj+1 =
1

2
σj µj+1 =

{
µj
2 if |qj〉 = |0〉
µj−1

2 if |qj〉 = |1〉
, (25)

where |qj〉 denotes the qubit rotated by αj . With this
notation, the states that need to be prepared at the jth it-
eration are

∣∣ξµj ,σj ;k−j〉 defined by Eq. (23) corresponding

to the 2j different values µj takes. This procedure termi-
nates when j = k with a final rotation since |ξµk,σk;0〉 = 1.

A high-level description of such an algorithm is

Algorithm 1: 1D Gaussian state preparation

Data: {µ, σ}, state size k, angle precision b

Result: state |ξµ,σ;k〉 ⊗ |0〉⊗b
begin

σ0 ← σ

state register |qk−1· · · q0〉 ← |0〉⊗k

angle register |α〉 ← |0〉⊗b
for j ← 0 to k − 1 do

given µ, interpret |qj−1· · · q0〉 as |µj〉
|µj〉|α = 0〉 ← |µj〉|αj = α(µj , σj)〉
|qj = 0〉|αj〉 ← (cosαj |0〉+ sinαj |1〉)|αj〉
uncompute αj : |µj〉|αj〉 ← |µj〉|0〉⊗b
σj+1 ← σj/2

If all parameters are computed classically, the resulting
algorithm requires exponential resources. Each additional
state qubit doubles the number of rotations at the last
recursive step, each with a different value of µj (and hence
αj), leading to a total of 2k − 1 separate angle evalua-
tions [21]. However, the KW procedure takes advantage
of the fact that the calculations required for each rotation
are identical up to inputs conditioned on state qubits that
have already been set. All rotations on a given qubit
can then be performed on a superposition of states, and
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as long as all arithmetic uses polynomial resources, the
entire algorithm has polynomial scaling.

Given that arithmetic to compute the angle αj to b-
qubit accuracy on a quantum computer (as on a classical
computer) can be implemented with reversible gates and
polynomial scaling, this algorithm is efficient. This leads
to (sub)linear scaling in k since despite the doubling of re-
cursive states in Eq. (23), all states for each j are prepared
in parallel using a single arithmetic circuit to compute
α(µj , σj). When applied to qubits storing a superposition
of |µj〉 values, it computes the corresponding superposi-
tion |α(µj , σj)〉. Applying a Ry(2αj) rotation to |qj〉 then
prepares the jth state qubit in the appropriately entangled
superposition with the already computed |qj−1· · · q0〉.

In contrast to the original KW presentation, we note
the lack of any ancillae to store parameters used in the
computation of the angles αj . The variances σ2

j can be
computed classically since they take a unique value for
each j, while the means µj do not require a dedicated
register since their value can be efficiently extracted from
the already-computed state qubits. In Sec. III, we explain
further the preceding claims and derive resource costs for
explicit quantum circuits implementing this algorithm.

D. Shearing transformation

The shearing transformation acts on the integer-valued
state coordinates ~m to transform them into another set of
integer-valued vectors ~n according to the transformation
~n ≈ M ~m + ~µ. Here we write ≈ since the requirement
that the output remain integer-valued requires some form
of rounding. At the level of the state, this corresponds
to some permutation of amplitudes in the computational
basis. In the following, we will assume that ~µ = 0, but
the discussion is easily generalized for arbitrary Gaussian
mean. Note that as the matrix M is upper unitriangular,
this transformation can be written as

ni = mi +R

 N∑
j=i+1

Mijmj

 , (26)

such that the values ni only depend on mj≥i. Each mi

can be transformed into ni by a permutation in place,
with the resulting transformation of the physical state
not affecting the shearing of coordinates with higher i.

In general, Mij , and hence
∑N
j=i+1Mijmj , is not inte-

ger valued. Since the ni on the left-hand side of Eq. (26)
are required to be integers, this equation requires a round-
ing prescription, indicated by the function R[ · ]. Various
choices for the rounding function are possible, for example
one can first perform the sum and then round, or round
each element in the sum. The latter was advocated in
the original KW algorithm, while we implement — and
recommend — the former.

Another ambiguity is that the resulting value ni is not
guaranteed to be in the range Bk. This implies that a

prescription needs to be defined how to deal with such
overflow values. An option we adopt requiring no garbage
collection, which would be costly to implement, is to per-
form all lattice coordinate transformations with modulo
2k arithmetic. It should be noted that for Gaussian states
centered at ni ≈ 2k−1, the amplitudes of lattice sites near
the edge of the lattice are exponentially suppressed, and
a correspondingly exponentially small effect due to the
choice of prescription will be observed.

Finally, one needs to remember that the Hilbert space
spanning |~n〉 has dimension 2Nk, so that a classical compu-
tation of the shearing operation given in Eq. (26) requires
exponential resources both in the number of qubits per
lattice site as well as the number of lattice sites. A state
preparation algorithm with polynomial scaling requires
implementing the shearing transformation again using
quantum parallelism. Explicit circuits implementing the
shearing transformation and a further discussion of the
variants in implementation mentioned above are presented
in Sec. IV.

III. 1D GAUSSIAN PREPARATION

Sec. II C highlighted which parts of Gaussian state
preparation in the KW procedure require a quantum cal-
culation in order to achieve scaling polynomial in the
number of state qubits k and angle qubits b, but did not
present an explicit realization. An outline and accounting
of the resource requirements of such a construction is
the goal of this section. Minimizing the resource require-
ments requires considering the optimization of quantum
arithmetic circuits and to this purpose we provide a short
review of the existing literature on the subject in App. B.

It is important to keep in mind that when the final goal
is the construction of some multidimensional Gaussian
state, the first part of the KW algorithm by construction
produces no entanglement between the different dimen-
sions. Thus, instead of having the complexity of a general
operation on the full Hilbert space of dimension 2Nk, the
effective dimensionality of an arbitrary initial state be-
fore applying a shearing transformation is only N2k, and
already scales linearly with the number of dimensions.
Ultimately, we will find that for small values of k, as
is typically sufficient to avoid being the leading source
of error for many applications, the KW algorithm with
polynomial scaling in k is much more costly, both in gate
count and ancillae, than a generic exponentially scaling
algorithm for real symmetric state preparation in each
dimension.

A. Required qubit registers

Explicit circuits to implement every step in the recursive
procedure of Alg. 1 require the qubit registers

• |q〉 ≡ |qk−1· · · q0〉 for the state |ξµ,σ;k〉,
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• |α̃〉 for a b-qubit representation of α,

along with a number of ancilla registers to store interme-
diate results of the angle calculation, which are discussed
in more detail in App. C. We denote the angle here by α̃
to indicate that the value stored in the register is actu-
ally 2α/π such that all possible rotations are stored as a
binary fraction between 0 and 1. The angle and ancilla
registers can be reused between different 1D Gaussian
states, so the number of work qubits does not grow with
the number of dimensions.

While the various rotation angles used by the recursive
algorithm are computed in superpostion, there is no need
to store their associated state parameters in dedicated
registers. Since σj = σ/2j takes a unique value at each
recursion level it can be incorporated by adjusting the
various constants required by the circuit (see App. C 1 for
details), while µj is already implicitly stored in the state
register in a form suitable for calculation.

Recall the recursive definition of µj ,

µj =

{
µj−1

2 if |qj−1〉 = |0〉
µj−1−1

2 if |qj−1〉 = |1〉
. (27)

At the jth iteration, µj takes 2j possible values, and
the bifurcation from the previous iteration is determined
by the state of |qj−1〉. But this means that |qj−1· · · q0〉
uniquely determines the bifrucation history, and thus
the given value of µj to be used in computing α(µj , σj).
Moreover, as this mapping is linear there is no benefit
to storing |µj〉 in a dedicated register rather than simply
interpreting the value of the subregister |qj−1· · · q0〉 as
|µj〉 itself.

To be more explicit, given a computed state |qj−1· · · q0〉
the values of µj appearing at recursion level j are

µj =
µ− (qj−1· · · q0)2

2j
, (28)

where (· · ·)2 indicates the binary representation of some
integer. This takes on a particularly simple form when
µ = − 1

2 . In that case, writing µj in binary notation,

µj = −(0.qj−1· · · q01)2, (29)

and the state of |qj−1· · · q0〉 can be directly taken as a
superposition of the required binary expansions of µj .
It is immediately clear that in this case µj ∈ (−1, 0) at
every recursion level.3 Being constant, both the sign and
the least significant bit can simply be appended when
required for calculation at low implementation cost.

The decomposition of Sec. II B ensures that when
preparing the initial unentangled 1D states, we are free to

3 In fact, this it true for any µ ∈ [−1, 0], so that all possible
Gaussian states, including those with no particular discretized
symmetry properties, can be prepared in a similar manner.

set their means to whatever value is most convenient for
implementation, since it can always be compensated by
an overall shift when later applying the shearing transfor-
mation. Since simplifications occur if we can interpret the
state as being symmetrically encoded on some choice of
qubits, the considerations above motivate the reinterpre-
tation of our fundamental finite lattice as defined on the
sites B′k = [−2k−1, . . . , 2k−1 − 1], leading to a symmetric
encoding of the µ = − 1

2 state. From a computational
perspective this is nothing but the reinterpretation of the
computational basis in two’s complement to encode signed
lattice coordinates. As the states |ξµ,σ;k〉 are periodic by
construction, this redefinition of the primary lattice leaves
all prior expressions unmodified.

B. Computing |αj〉

All data required for computing the required super-
position of rotation angles are already encoded in the
state qubits, but we are still left with the task of imple-
menting the necessary arithmetic. This is not a straight-
forward task, as the evaluation of α(µj , σj) as defined
by Eq. (19) requires the computation of a number of
functions whose direct implementation on quantum hard-
ware has not received much study to our knowledge. To
construct an efficient implementation, we have chosen to
implement a combination of three approximations which
can be classically selected between at each recursion level
using the value of σj . As the resulting circuits are fairly in-
volved, we reserve their explicit presentation to Apps. C 2
and C 3. Moreover, we find that the resource require-
ments are such that for small per-dimension registers,
exponentially-scaling algorithms with lower overhead are
preferable. However, we briefly discuss the functional
form of α(µj , σj) at fixed σj here to provide a high-level
overview of our implementation.

As discussed in Sec. III A, for a judicious choice of
indexing, we can always ensure µj ∈ (−1, 0). Therefore,
we only need quantum circuits capable of evaluating αj
constrained to the range µj ∈ (−1, 0) for fixed values of
σj . As a function of µj , α(µj , σj) is always a function
with period 2 with no simple rapidly converging universal
approximation. However, at very large and very small σj ,
it can be well approximated by simpler functions.

For large σj , Eqs. (5) and (19) lead to an expansion of
α(µj , σj) in simple trigonometric functions of µj around
an average value of π/4 whose coefficients are exponen-
tially suppressed by σ2

j . In this case we can simply eval-
uate the Taylor series approximation of the resulting
function to the required accuracy. For small σj , α(µj , σj)
is exponentially close to a square wave of amplitude π/2,
which has an even simpler implementation as a single con-
trolled rotation. For intermediate regions with σj ∼ O(1),
the general functional behavior is complex, with periodic
variation growing as σj decreases until it saturates to the
above square wave behavior. In this region we implement
a piecewise series approximation for different regions of
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µj , evaluated in parallel using the methods of [22].
In all cases, the angle register size determines the accu-

racy to which αj should be computed, and thus selects
the order of approximation used in the arithmetic circuits
to be such that all errors are kept smaller than the res-
olution of the angle register at each step. All resource
costs and state fidelities below are thus quoted truncating
approximations at the optimal order for a given register
size.

C. Rotating |qj〉

Once α̃j = 2αj/π has been computed, the rotation
Ry(2αj) needs to be applied to |qj〉. Since α̃j is already
stored as a b-qubit binary fraction, it can be written as

αj =

b−1∑
r=0

π

2

α̃j,r
2b−r

, (30)

where α̃j,r indicates the value of the rth qubit encoding
α̃j . With all Ry rotations commuting, Ry(2α) can be
broken into b individual rotations,

Ry(2αj) =

b−1∏
r=0

Ry

( π

2b−r
α̃j,r

)
, (31)

and implemented as a product of fixed angle rotations
controlled by |α̃j〉r, as illustrated in Fig. 1. In other
words, Ry(2α) can be implemented as a sequence of b
controlled rotations, and thus requires only 2b CNOTS
using standard controlled unitary decompositions [23].

There are two further simplifications worth remarking
on, which, as with the angle computation circuits above,
are addressed in more detail in App. C. For low values of
σj when the angle can be well-approximated by a square
wave in µj , the angle calculation and state qubit rotation
can be combined into one step requiring only a single
CNOT with no uncomputation. Similarly, for any angle
register, there will be values of σj above which αj ≈ π/4
within the resolution of the b-qubit angle register. In this
case, no actual µj-dependent calculation needs to be per-
formed since the state qubit rotation can be implemented
by an uncontrolled Ry(π/2) (or H since it always acts
on an unmodified |qj = 0〉) gate. Thus both very large
and very small values of σj will use few resources, and

. . .

. . .

...
...

. . .

. . .

|α̃j〉b−1

|α̃j〉b−2

|α̃j〉0

|qj〉 Ry
(
π
2

)
Ry
(
π
4

)
Ry
(
π
2b

)
FIG. 1: Circuit implementing Ry(2αj) on |qj〉.
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FIG. 2: Entangling gate cost comparison for 1D
Gaussian state preparation methods as a function of
state register size. Exponential refers to the method
optimized for symmetric real wavefunctions of [21]
requiring no work qubits but scaling exponentially with
number of state qubits. The polynomially-scaling KW
method is shown in two scenarios. Several fixed choices
of state width are plotted in (a), while field digitization
optimized for simple harmonic oscillator eigenvalue
accuracy [18] is shown in (b).

the dominant resource costs occur at recursion levels for
which σj takes intermediate values.

D. Resource requirements

Having outlined the various circuits required to imple-
ment the 1D Gaussian preparation procedure of KW, we
quantify their costs and performance. Figure 2 illustrates
CNOT gate costs for our implementation of Alg. 1. This
is compared against the method of [21], optimized for the
preparation of symmetric real wavefunctions, but employ-
ing no quantum parallelism and resulting in an overall
exponential scaling.

We show the resulting gate costs for two different sce-
narios. In Fig. 2a the preparation costs of various Gaus-
sians of fixed width are displayed, while Fig. 2b uses a
width scaling as a function of k-qubit register size, advo-
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FIG. 3: Pure state fidelity F = |〈ψ|φ〉|2 between the
exact KW state |ξµ,σ;k〉 and one created using a
polynomially-scaling algorithm using a b-qubit register
for angle αj in all arithmetic circuits.

cated in [18] as optimal for the Hamiltonian of a simple
harmonic oscillator. In the latter case, σ ∝ 2k/2, and
doubles with every 2 additional qubits. Therefore, for any
choice of thresholds for the approximations described in
Sec. III B, one extra computation in the large σj regime is
required for every two additional qubits in the state reg-
ister, resulting in the step-like behavior of Fig. 2b. When
keeping width fixed, the marginal gate costs become neg-
ligible after σj becomes low enough that the square-wave
approximation of the rotation angle becomes sufficient.

Figure 3 illustrates the effect of a finite α(µj , σj) register
size on the accuracy of the KW 1D Gaussian algorithm.
The fidelity between the exact state |ξµ,σ;k〉 and a state
prepared using angles stored in an angle register of b-qubit
size is shown as a function of state register size. The
exponential improvement in state fidelity with increasing
angle register size is clear, while overall fidelity for a given
choice of b has a weak negative dependence on the size of
the state to be prepared.

IV. N-DIMENSIONAL SHEARING

As described in Sec. II D, the shearing coordinate trans-
formation needs to implement the mapping Eq. (26) on
the state indices of Eq. (10). The resulting state bases
become

|ni〉 =

∣∣∣∣∣∣mi +R

 N−1∑
j=i+1

Mijmj

〉 , (32)

with the rounding operation R[ · ] accounting for the fact
that ni needs to be an integer. Furthermore, all arithmetic
is applied modulo 2k, such that the transformation on
each coordinate’s k-qubit register corresponds to some
unitary permutation of basis states. The notation above
assumes that the Gaussian is centered at the origin of
the lattice, and in cases where this is not the case, the

appropriate offsets need to be included in the formulas
and circuits.

A general state on |~n〉 is defined in a Hilbert space of
dimension 2Nk, and the transformation given by Eq. (32)
is potentially different for each of these states. A classi-
cal computation to perform an arbitrary permutation
on this basis would require resources exponential in
N and k, becoming prohibitive to implement for high-
dimensional states. A quantum arithmetic circuit imple-
menting Eq. (32) on a superposition of different |~n〉 can
transform an entire dimension simultaneously, however.
For this to be possible without large ancilla and garbage
collection costs, it is crucial that |ni〉 only depends on
|mj〉 with j ≥ i. Thus the |ni〉 can be computed in
place — meaning |mi〉 is mapped to |ni〉 — beginning
with |m0〉 ← |n0〉 and proceeding to |mN−2〉 ← |nN−2〉.
(The mapping |mN−1〉 ← |nN−1〉 is always an identity
and requires no calculation.) This feature is essential for
an efficient quantum circuit implementation.

The shearing matrix M is a classical entity determined
by the desired multivariate Gaussian state. This allows
the product Mijmj to be efficiently implemented on a
quantum circuit using a hybrid quantum-classical version
of the standard shift-and-add (S/A) multiplication algo-
rithm. The product of Mij and a quantum register |mj〉
is computed by looping over the binary representation
of Mij and for each 1 adding mj with the appropriate
binary offset to the product register.

Compared to existing quantum multiplication circuits
based on the S/A algorithm [24], classically-controlled
multiplication (CCM) uses significantly fewer gates. First,
CCM uses fixed adders, as opposed to the controlled
adders used in S/A multiplication, which are more ex-
pensive to implement reversibly. Second, the number of
adders required to compute Mijmj is equal to the number
of 1s in the binary representation of Mij , whereas the
number of controlled adders used in a standard quan-
tum multiplication circuit is equal to the total length
of bitstring Mij . As CCM encodes the value of Mij

directly into the circuit, only 2 quantum registers, the
multiplicand |mj〉 and the product register, are required.
As with typical S/A multiplication, if the product reg-
ister is initialized to some non-zero value, the product
is added to this value, and successive applications of
CCM to a coordinate register will implement the sum-
mation of terms in Eq. (32). We present more de-
tails and an explicit circuit realization of CCM itself
in App. D.4 Applying CCM whenever possible, an effi-
cient algorithm for implementing the shearing transform is

4 If the product register is known to be set to 0 initially, the
CNOT count can be reduced by eliminating many of the carry
operations, since each partial sum is guaranteed to not generate
carries beyond its highest qubit.
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Algorithm 2: Coordinate shearing transform

Data: Mij , ψ(~m)|~m〉
Result: state ψ(~m)|~n〉 ⊗ |0〉⊗2r

via Eq. (32)
begin

|e〉, |f〉 ← |0〉⊗r
for i← 0 to N − 2 do
|ñi〉 = |mi.0 · · · 〉 = |mi〉 ⊗ |f〉
for j ← i+ 1 to N − 1 do
|m̃j〉 = |e〉 ⊗ |mj〉
|m̃j〉 ← sign extension (SE) of |mj〉
|ñi〉 ← |ñi〉+Mij |m̃j〉 // via CCM

|m̃j〉 ← SE−1 of |mj〉
if |f〉 > 1

2 then // for rounding
|ñi〉 ← |ñi〉+ 1

for j ← N − 1 to i+ 1 do
|m̃j〉 = |e〉 ⊗ |mj〉
|m̃j〉 ← SE of |mj〉
|f〉 ← |f〉 −Mij |m̃j〉 // via CCM−1

|m̃j〉 ← SE−1 of |mj〉

Two ancilla registers are required to perform the re-
quired arithmetic to sufficient accuracy. The first is a
register |f〉 appended to the coordinate being shifted in
order to hold fractional coordinate values at intermedi-
ate steps. The second is a register |e〉 used to extend
the multiplicand |mj〉 to properly account for the sign
of the coordinate during multiplication [25]. At the end
of the calculation only the integer part of the coordinate
modulo 2k is retained, with the ancilla registers reset by
uncomputing their values. In the algorithm and discus-
sion below, we denote the register of the given coordinate
extended by the fractional and sign extension ancilla reg-
isters above by |ñi〉 and |m̃j〉, respectively. In order to
ensure that finite precision errors do not change the coor-
dinate transformation by more than a single lattice step,
both registers need to be at least of size

r = (k − 1) + dlog2(N − 1)e . (33)

The derivation of this result is presented in App. E. Ap-
plying the shearing transformation around a non-integer
point on the lattice only requires modifying the rounding
step to apply a different offset.

A quantum circuit implementing this shearing pro-
cedure for a single coordinate is presented in Figs. 4
and 5. The unitary operation implementing sign exten-
sion (Fig. 5) is its own inverse, and its uncomputation is
distinguished only for conceptual clarity. Since the multi-
plicand is unchanged by the multiplication, it returns |e〉
to its initial state. The uncomputation of the CCM shifts
only the fractional register |f〉 and has the dual effect
of performing necessary garbage collection and returning
the fractional register to its initial state, allowing it to
be reused in the shift of the next coordinate. Beyond the
Nk state qubits, we require 2r + 1 ancillae, consisting of
the |e〉 and |f〉 extension registers and 1 additional an-
cilla used as a carry during addition to minimize CNOT

gates [26].

A. Resource requirements

The gate cost of the resulting circuit is quadratic in N .
In particular, the total number of CNOT gates required
is bounded by

‖CNOT‖ ≤ (N2 −N)

(4k2 + 8r2 + 8kr + 26r + 11k − 8) , (34)

which is derived in App. F, The exact count is determined
by the number of 1s in the binary representation of M due
to the use of CCM for arithmetic. The typical number of
CNOTs would be expected to be approximately half of
this bound.

Even without implementing the KW 1D state prepa-
ration method, applying the shearing transformation to
a set of 1D states prepared using the exponentially scal-
ing algorithm of [21] yields a scaling of O(N2k2, 2k−1),
compared to O(2Nk) for a standard arbitrary state prepa-
ration. If the number of qubits per lattice site k is small,
then 2k can be treated as a fixed cost compared to N2.

While the efficiency of the shearing transform is clear,
we must also consider its precision. Analogously to the
1D case, we compute the state fidelity between states
prepared using shearing and the optimal correlated state
given by Eq. (9). To understand how this fidelity behaves
for states too large to simulate with classical resources,
we also analytically approximate the resulting sum as an
integral and by treating the average error due to rounding
as an unknown parameter. The resulting fidelity para-
metrically takes the form

F (ψshear, ψopt) ∼ e
2Nb
σ2

(
1− erf

a

σ

)2N

, (35)

where σ is some characteristic width of the state in units
of the lattice spacing and a and b are unknown constants
. 1. As the value of b is only sensitive to subleading
corrections at large width, in that limit the fidelity can
be simplified to

F (ψshear, ψopt) ∼ e−ãN/σ
N

σ
fixed, σ →∞ , (36)

with ã = 4a/
√
π. This gives a simple N/σ scaling to the

expected error when this parameter is small.
Evidently, increasing the dimension of the multivariate

Gaussian incurs a penalty in this fidelity. However, this
effect can be counteracted by modifying the width of
the state in units of the lattice spacing. Let us choose
σ ∼ 2k/2, as is the case for the physical scaling of simple
harmonic oscillator we used in our 1D examples. If the
goal is to ensure the fidelity does not fall below some
threshold, a 1D state register size scaling as k ∼ log(N)
will maintain a roughly constant fidelity. The resulting
growth in the states being sheared implies O(N2 log2N)
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FIG. 4: Circuit for Alg. 2. This diagram illustrates the computation |mi〉 ← |ni〉, using classically-controlled

multiplication (CCM) for all arithmetic. The ⊗ gate simply indicates the concatenation of two separate registers and

requires no active operations. The R gate adds +1 to ni if |f〉r−1 = |1〉 (i.e., f > 1
2 ), performing a rounding

operation on |ni〉. The sign extension gate is defined in Fig. 5. Its notation reflects the fact that it is its own inverse.
Since all multiplication is performed modulo the size of the product register, the second half of the circuit uncomputes
the value stored in the |f〉 register only.
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k
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|mi〉
≡

. . .

. . .
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|0〉 |m̃i〉k+r−2

|0〉 |m̃i〉k

|mi〉k−1 |m̃i〉k−1

FIG. 5: Sign extension sub-circuit, necessary for signed
multiplication to be performed correctly. |mi〉k−1 is the
sign qubit of |mi〉. While not manifest in the compact
notation adopted for clarity, sign extension is
idempotent.

CNOTs will be required as N is increased, with a com-
mensurate O(logN) growth in ancillae.

This scaling is illustrated in Fig. 6, plotting CNOT
count against N . There is a large freedom in choosing the
parameters of a generic multivariate Gaussian state, and
to have a meaningful comparison across many values of N ,
we prepared states corresponding to the ground states of a
(1+1)D scalar field theory on N lattice sites, whose corre-
lation matrices are reviewed in [14]. We prepare a product
state of independent 1D Gaussians (Eq. (13)), then apply
the shearing operator to obtain a correlated state. Even
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FIG. 6: CNOT counts comparison: 1D state preparation
plus shearing vs. standard state preparation. For the
former, states that satisfy 1− F (ψshear, ψopt) ≤ ε can be
produced, given k ∼ logN . The latter produces optimal
digitized states exactly, so the gate count is shown for
relevant values of k.

for minimal states with k = 2, the shearing transform
is more efficient for N ≥ 7 dimensions compared to a
generic real wavefunction preparation algorithm. As k is
increased, generic exponential state preparation mecha-
nisms become prohibitive for smaller values of N , with
the shearing transform always more efficient once k ≥ 5.

It should be noted that with the scaling above, an
exponential-scaling 1D state algorithm amounts to just
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linear scaling in N . Therefore, while for large enough k,
it might become preferable to switch to a 1D prepartion
algorithm polynomial in k, for the ultimate preparation of
a multivariate Gaussian state, such a change will always
be subleading to the O(N2) entangling gates required by
the shearing transform itself.
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FIG. 7: Fidelity comparison: Shearing vs. Optimal State
Preparation. Data points represent fidelities computed
using the Qiskit statevector simulator. The dashed lines
are projections of the approximation Eq. (35), with
parameters fit to the computed data. The approximation
becomes successively better as the resolution at which
the state is sampled (k) increases.

V. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

The efficient preparation of multivariate Gaussian states
is likely to be a key ingredient in the quantum simula-
tion of real-time dynamics for quantum field theory and
many-body problems. After a thorough review, we pro-
vided a set of algorithms for the implementation of Ki-
taev and Webb’s multivariate Gaussian state preparation

algorithm [1], highlighting the accuracy and resource re-
quirements of its two parts: preparing 1D Gaussian states
and correlating dimensions via shearing transformations.
Explicit quantum circuits implementing both parts of the
algorithm, with detailed technical discussion going be-
yond the main text are provided in Apps. C and D. These
circuits offer systematically improvable approximations of
the optimal digitized statevectors, as measured by state fi-
delity, while retaining polynomial resource scaling in state
dimensionality N and per-dimension register size k. With
explicit circuits, we can compute qubit and entangling
gate counts for our circuit implementations to evaluate
whether the asymptotic efficiency of the KW method can
or should be realized on NISQ era devices.

The preparation of 1D Gaussians using polynomial-
scaling methods requires a significant overhead due to the
complexity of the quantum circuits required to calculate
the superpositions of qubit rotations. As illustrated in
Fig. 2, simpler exponential-scaling algorithms, such as
those of [21], require fewer resources unless states of k &
16 qubits are required. The KW algorithm also requires
using a substantial number of additional ancillary qubits
for arithmetic, as detailed in App. C. However, future
improvements to quantum arithmetic algorithms (addition
and multiplication) may reduce the cost of the 1D KW
algorithm, lowering the derived threshold at which the
algorithm becomes less costly than an exponential one.
Even so, with energy eigenvalues known to converge to
their continuum values exponentially in k, it may initially
appear that exponential 1D state algorithms will satisfy
most needs for the foreseeable future.

The application of a shearing transformation to N 1D
Gaussian states in order to create a correlated multi-
variate Gaussian has a lower CNOT cost for all but the
smallest states. For example, as shown in Fig. 6, already
for k = 4, shearing is more efficient than a generic algo-
rithm for N ≥ 4, and for larger states shearing is always
more efficient. However, the approximations made to im-
plement a shearing transform mean that fidelity of such
states decreases linearly with N . This loss of fidelity can
compensated increasing the width of the state in units
of the lattice spacing, with constant fidelity requiring
σ ∼ N . If the earlier physical criterion for dimension dig-
itization is adopted, such that σ2 ∼ 2k, the overall cost of
the shearing procedure to maintain fixed fidelity will re-
quire O(N2 log2N) entangling gates, due to the fact that
the size of the 1D input Gaussians needs to increase as
O(logN) as well. Likewise, the number of qubits required
to implement shearing becomes O(N logN), as opposed
to Nk for the exponential state preparation.

The need to preserve multivariate state fidelity intro-
duces a secondary need for increasing k independent of
the accuracy of the 1D states themselves. For sufficiently
large choices of N , a polynomially-scaling 1D state al-
gorithms will be preferred for the preparation of the 1D
inputs as well. However, this regime is only approached
logarithmically in N and we estimate that while resources
to create states with N = O(100) dimensions are unavail-
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able, which is likely to be the case for the majority of the
NISQ era, direct preparation of 1D states will be prefer-
able. The O(N2 log2N) scaling of the shearing operation
means that in most cases of either regime, the cost of
preparing 1D Gaussians is negligible compared to the cost
of the shearing operation.

The need to preserve state fidelity with rising dimen-
sionality will eventually call for all aspects of multivariate
Gaussian state preparation to be handled by polynomial-
scaling methods. However, for many applications of in-
terest and in the forseeable future, exponentially scaling
algorithms to prepare a set of independent 1D Gaussians
followed by the KW shearing transformations will yield
the least resource intensive procedure for accurately con-
structing a multivariate correlated Gaussian state on a
quantum computer.
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Appendix A: Explicit examples of Eq. (23)

To build intuition for the recursive definition of the 1D Gaussian state presented in Eq. (23), we work out the
simplest cases explicitly, indicating the basis states in terms of their component qubits. For k = 1, the definitions of
Eq. (18) directly yield,

|ξµ,σ;1〉 =

√
f
(
µ
2 ,

σ
2

)
f(µ, σ)

|0〉+

√
f
(
µ−1

2 , σ2
)

f(µ, σ)
|1〉 = c(µ, σ)|0〉+ s(µ, σ)|1〉 . (A1)

The first non-trivial result occurs for k = 2, where

|ξµ,σ;2〉 =
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f
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µ
4 ,

σ
4

)
f(µ, σ)

|00〉+

√
f
(
µ−1
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√
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=
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)√f
(
µ
2 ,

σ
2

)
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√
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√
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√
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= c
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(µ
2
,
σ

2

)
c(µ, σ)|10〉+ s

(
µ− 1

2
,
σ

2

)
s(µ, σ)|11〉

=
[
c
(µ

2
,
σ

2

)
|0〉+ s

(µ
2
,
σ

2

)
|1〉
]
⊗ c(µ, σ)|0〉+

[
c

(
µ− 1

2
,
σ

2

)
|0〉+ s

(
µ− 1

2
,
σ

2

)
|1〉
]
⊗ s(µ, σ)|1〉 . (A2)

Eliding the intermediate steps in the derivation, we can similarly write

|ξµ,σ;3〉 =
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n=0
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Appendix B: Quantum Arithmetic Circuits

There is a rich literature on quantum implementations
of the core low-level operations, addition/subtraction and
multiplication, which we summarize in Table I. There is
less existing work on more complicated operations such
as division and square root, and the discussion of other
transcendental functions is presently limited to imple-
mentations of series approximations. In order to provide
the fairest accounting of ancilla and gate requirements in
Alg. 1, our goal is to construct the most efficient quantum
algorithm for computing the rotation angle.

The fundamental building block of all arithmetic func-
tions is the adder. Three main categories of quantum
adders have been studied and optimized: ripple-carry [26–

29], carry-lookahead [30, 31], and quantum Fourier trans-
form (QFT)-based [32–34]. The QFT-based adders are
strictly worse than ripple-carry adders in terms of resource
cost, and therefore our choice is between ripple-carry and
carry-lookahead adders. Carry-lookahead adders have
increased entangling gate and ancilla costs, to the benefit
of decreased delay (longest chain of entangling gates that
must be executed in series), and since presently gate er-
rors are typically more limiting than the total coherence
time, we use the ripple adder of [26] in our resource counts
going forward.

Quantum multipliers broadly split into two categories:
analogues of classical shift-and-add (S/A) algorithms [24],
and QFT-based algorithms [33–35]. As with addition,
QFT-based multipliers have worse gate count than S/A
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Gate Count Delay Ancilla
adders

ripple-carry [26–29] O(n) O(n) 0 or 1
carry-lookahead [30, 31] O(n) O(logn) O(n)
QFT-based [32–34] O(n2) O(n) 0

multipliers

shift-and-add [24] O(n2) O(n2) O(n)
QFT-based [33–35] O(n3) O(n2) O(n)
Karatsuba [36, 37] O(n1.58) O(n1.16) O(n1.43)

TABLE I: Basic arithmetic quantum circuits. Gate count
and delay (longest gate series in circuit) are given by
expressing all entangling operations in terms of CNOT
gates, while n is the qubit-length of operands.

multipliers, and can be ignored for our purposes. Vari-
ants of S/A multiplication taking advantage of recursive
schemes can be more efficient asymptotically, both in
classical and quantum implementations. As a particular
example, Karatsuba multiplication offers improved scal-
ing with both gate count and depth, at the cost of worse
scaling with ancillae to implement the recursion [36, 37].
However, the prefactors in the scaling of such recursive
schemes are typically substantial and at present circuits
only become more efficient for multiplication of numbers
requiring n > O(1000) qubits to encode. Given that
qubits will be at a premium on NISQ devices, we use a
fixed-precision version of the S/A multiplier given in [24]
for our comparison circuits in this paper. This algorithm
cannot store the result in place, as information from both
inputs is needed to compute each partial sum, and the
product is ultimately stored in an additional register.

Like their classical counterparts, other arithmetic oper-
ations are generally more costly to implement compared
to addition and multiplication. Table II summarizes gate
and qubit costs of current state-of-the-art circuits imple-
menting division, square root, and polynomial evaluation
necessary for series approximations. Since the trigonomet-
ric and Jacobi theta functions (or exponential functions
if using the summation series definition of Eq. (4)) would
need to be evaluated via series approximation, computing
all of the functions appearing in the definition of the rota-
tion angle would induce substantial computational costs,
and would make tracking the resulting accuracy harder,
compared to simply working with a given series approxi-
mation of Eq. (19) directly. However, we cannot discount
the possibility that future improvements of quantum arith-
metic algorithms may significantly reduce overhead costs
for more complicated functions, favoring their use over
the piecewise series approximations we employ below.

Appendix C: Computing |α(µj, σj)〉

Implemented directly as written, the evaluation of
α(µj , σj) defined by Eq. (19) requires a somewhat in-

volved list of arithmetic functions. Beyond addition and
multiplication, the operations of division, square root, and
inverse cosine are necessary. Alternatively, the original
KW suggestion of directly evaluating the sum in Eq. (4)
involves computing the exponential of multiple terms as
an approximation. If a quantum circuit capable of com-
puting αj to the desired accuracy for arbitrary values of
µj and σj needed to be implemented, we would require
an efficient quantum implementation of each step above.

Luckily, this is not necessary. At each recursion level
σj takes a unique value and as discussed in Sec. III A,
for a judicious choice of indexing, we can always ensure
−1 < µj < 0. Therefore, we only need quantum circuits
capable of evaluating α(µj , σj) for fixed values of σj and
constrained to the range µj ∈ (−1, 0).

1. Approximating α(µ, σ)

The full functional dependence of α(µ, σ) is rather com-
plex, but since σj = σ/2j is a fixed parameter at each
recursion level we are free to select the most appropriate
approximation of the dependence on µj for a given choice
of σj . As a function of µj , α(µ, σ) is always a function
of period 2 with no simple rapidly-converging universal
approximation. However, in the limits of very large and
very small σj , it can be well approximated by simpler
functions. For large σj , Eqs. (5) and (19) lead to α̃(µj , σj)
having a sinusoidal dependence on µj around an average
value of 1

2 whose amplitude is exponentially suppressed
by σj . For small σj , α̃(µj , σj) is exponentially close to a
square wave of unit amplitude. For intermediate regions
with σj ∼ O(1), the general functional behavior is com-
plex, with sinusoidal variation growing with decreasing
σj until it saturates to the above square wave behavior.

For our purposes, the periodicity of α(µ, σ) is not rele-
vant. Since we need to evaluate the angle for µj ∈ (−1, 0),
we only need the fact that on this interval it is an odd
function centered on µj = − 1

2 . With this in mind, we
parameterize α̃(µj , σj) by the following form,

α̃(µj , σj) =


α̃

(d)
hi (µ′j , σj) for σj ≥ σhi

α̃
(d,d′)
int (µj , σj) for σj ∈ (σlo, σhi)

Θ(−µ′j) for σj ≤ σlo

, (C1)

where µ′j = µj + 1
2 and Θ(x) denotes the Heaviside step

function. In the large σj region we use the above symme-
try properties of α(µ, σ) to approximate it as a (2d+1)th-
order polynomial,

α̃
(d)
hi (µ′j , σj) =

1

2
+

d(b,σj)∑
n=0

an(σj)(µ
′
j)

2n+1 . (C2)

The coefficients an depend on σj , while the order of
approximation d also depends on the accuracy with which
αj can be stored in its b-qubit register. For sufficiently
large σj and small b, α̃hi takes the constant value 1

2 making
the calculation trivial.
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Gate Count Gate Delay Ancilla Notes

non-restoring division [38] 18n2 +O(n) 10n2 +O(n) n− 1 integer quotient + remainder
division (Newton’s method) [39] 33dn2 +O(dn) 27dn2 +O(dn) (d+ 2)n

non-restoring square root [40] 9
2
n2 +O(n) 5n2 +O(n) n+ 1 integer root + remainder

square root (Newton’s method) [22] 55dn2 +O(dn) 45dn2 +O(dn) (d+ 4)n

polynomial (series approximation) 11dn2 +O(dn) 9dn2 +O(dn) dn
parallel polynomial [22] 11dn2 +O(dn) 9dn2 +O(dn) dn+ log `

TABLE II: Circuit costs of more advanced arithmetic circuits. Gate count and delay (longest gate series in circuit) are
given by expressing all entangling operations in terms of CNOT gates. Subcircuits include ripple adders [26] and
multipliers [24]. Here n is the qubit-length of operands while d represent either the polynomial degree or number of
iterations when using Newton’s method. The parameter ` denotes the number of sets of coefficients to evaluate in
parallel.

In the intermediate region, a rapidly converging series
valid over the entire required range of µj does not exist, so
we chose a piecewise polynomial that interpolates between
the two regimes above. Specifically,

α̃
(d,d′)
int =


α̃

(d′)
out (µj , σj) for µ′j ≥ µmid

α̃
(d)
hi (µ′j , σj) for |µ′j | < µmid

1− α̃(d′)
out (µ′′j , σj) for µ′j ≤ −µmid

, (C3)

with µ′′j = µj + 1 and

α̃
(d′)
out (µj , σj) =

d′(b,σj)∑
n=0

a′n(σj)µ
2n
j . (C4)

As σj decreases, asymptotically α̃
(d′)
out , µmid → 0, while the

slope of α̃
(d)
hi at the midpoint increases super-exponentially,

providing the required interpolating behavior. This pa-
rameterization is sketched in Fig. 8, while the various
parameters appearing in the series approximation are ex-
tracted from the series expansion of the function around
the mid- and end-points.

µj
-1 − 1

2
0

α̃j

0

1
2

1

2µmid

1− a′0(σj)

a′0(σj)

(2d+ 1)th-order
odd polynomial

around − 1
2

(2d′)th-order
even polynomial

around -1

FIG. 8: Visual summary of the interpolating function

α̃
(d,d′)
int defined in Eq. (C3). The same form with

µmid = 1
2 describes α̃

(d)
hi .

For our numerical studies, we chose the transition points
(σlo, σhi) = (0.0375, 0.6), such that the most complicated
intermediate form is only evaluated 4 times independent
of the number of qubits k used to encode the state. In
general, σlo also has a weak dependence on b since the
Heaviside step function must be sufficiently accurate to
avoid the need for corrections in our parameterization,
but as noted above this behavior is approached super-
exponentially. We find that keeping only 1 or 2 terms

in the a
(′)
n (σj) series is sufficient to avoid introducing

additional errors beyond those due to angle discretization
itself for b . 10 qubits.

For this approximation, we present a quantum circuit
implementing the operation

|0〉⊗b|µj〉|0〉⊗‖anc‖ → |α̃(σj , µj)〉|µ̃j〉|a〉. (C5)

This differs slightly from the form given in Alg. 1 due to
the inclusion of ancillae and potential modification of the
µj register — and hence the state qubits. While the latter
change may appear to be cause for concern, all resulting
changes are uncomputed at the the end of each recursive
step.

2. σj > σhi: Polynomial approximation

For σj > σhi, a single polynomial series, Eq. (C2), pro-
vides a good approximation for α̃(µj , σj). The algorithm
we present here for its evaluation also serves as an input
to more complex case of σj ∈ (σlo, σhi) below.

Since in this case the polynomial is odd in µ′j = µj + 1
2 ,

it is most efficient to perform this variable transformation
directly in the state register. This requires augment-
ing the |qj−1· · · q0〉 register with 2 qubits to store the
least significant bit of Eq. (29) and the sign of µj . The
transformation to µ′j can then be performed in place. For

technical reasons we store
∣∣−µ′j〉 in the resulting register,5

5 In two’s complement binary, which we use for all subsequent
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and apply compensating modifications to the evaluation
of the polynomial where necessary.

The dth-order polynomial itself is efficiently evaluated
using Horner’s method [41]. After computing (µ′j)

2 and
storing it in a dedicated register, we compute the following
series of iterates,

x1 ≡ ad−1(σj) + ad(σj) · (µ′j)2 , (C6)

x2 ≡ ad−2(σj) + x1 · (µ′j)2 , (C7)

...

xd ≡ a0(σj) + xd−1 · (µ′j)2 . (C8)

The computational cost of this scheme is d additions and
d multiplications. For an even polynomial, this yields
the desired answer, while for the odd polynomial series
here, we conclude by computing 1

2 − xd · (−µ
′
j) in the

angle register. This last step is the only one requiring
compensation compensation for the sign of the

∣∣−µ′j〉
register, accomplished by subtracting rather than adding
the partial sums during S/A multiplication.

The number of qubits required to store intermediate
computation results, like the order of the polynomial it-
self, is determined by the accuracy with which α̃j can
be stored in its b-qubit register. To avoid introducing
additional errors beyond those due to the truncation of α̃j ,
we require the total error of our approximation to satisfy
log2 ε ≤ −(b+ 1). This selects a value of d given σj , since
we need only keep terms for which log2 an(σj) > 2n− b.
The size of the final register is known, so all iterate an-
cilla registers can be chosen to have size b+ 1, without
introducing additional truncation errors. The additional
qubit compared to α̃j occurs because although the rota-
tion angle is always positive, the iterates computed at
intermediate stages may not be. Further register size re-
ductions are possible if the numerical values of coefficients
are known to be sufficiently small since |µ′j |2 < 1

4 , but are
not employed here. The details of the quantum circuit
that implements this computation are presented as an
algorithm below and as a circuit diagram in Fig. 9.

signed arithmetic, preparing |−µj〉 itself requires no entangling
operations, while preparing |µj〉 would use O(j) CNOTs to change
its sign due to the manner in which µj is stored in the |qj−1· · · q0〉
register. The CNOT cost of the subsequent shift to produce

∣∣∣±µ′j〉
is the same in both cases.

Algorithm 3: Odd polynomial for α̃(µj , σj)

Data: |µj〉 ∼ |qj−1· · · q0〉, angle precision b,
polynomial order d(b, σj), series coefficients
a0,...,d(σj)

Result: state |α̃(µ, σ)〉 ⊗ |a〉 ⊗
∣∣−µ′j〉

begin
Initialize registers:

mean register
|−µj〉 ← |0〉 ⊗ |qj−1· · · q0〉 ⊗ |1〉

(µ′j)
2 register

∣∣(µ′j)2
〉
← |0〉⊗b

iterate registers |x1〉, . . . , |xd〉 ← |0〉⊗(b+1)

angle register |α̃〉 ≡ |xd+1〉 ← |0〉⊗(b+1)

Compute arguments of polynomial:∣∣−µ′j〉← |−µj〉 − 1
2∣∣(µ′j)2 = 0

〉
←
∣∣−µ′j〉 · ∣∣−µ′j〉

|x1 = 0〉 ← ad ·
∣∣(µ′j)2

〉
// via CCM (App. D)

|α̃ = 0〉 ← |ad−1〉
|x1〉 ← |α̃ = ad−1〉+

∣∣x1 = ad · (µ′j)2
〉

|α̃ = ad−1〉 ← |0〉⊗b
for n← 2 to d do
|xn = 0〉 ← |xn−1〉 ·

∣∣(µ′j)2
〉

|α̃ = 0〉 ← |ad−n〉
|xn〉 ← |α̃ = ad−n〉+

∣∣xn = xn−1 · (µ′j)2
〉

|α̃ = ad−n〉 ← |0〉⊗b

|α̃〉 ← −(|xd〉 ·
∣∣−µ′j〉)∣∣α̃ = xd · µ′j

〉
←
∣∣α̃ = xd · µ′j

〉
+ 1

2 ;

In addition to the state register implicitly storing µj
and the angle register itself, the number of ancilla needed
to perform the computation is

‖anc‖ = (d+ 1)b+ d+ 2 , (C9)

where d is itself dependent on b, leading to an overall
ancilla scaling of O(b log b). The gate counts in CNOTs
is:

‖CNOT‖ ≤ 11(4bj − 2j2 + db2)− 3b2

− 13j + (32d+ 39)b

+ 10d− 56 .

(C10)

The number of ancilla qubits required could be reduced
by using “pebbling” strategies [22], at the cost of a signif-
icantly higher gate count.

3. σj ∈ (σlo, σhi): Piecewise functions

For smaller values σj < σhi, the convergence of any
one series expansion for all required values of µj begins
to involve an increasingly large number of terms with
large cancellations term-by-term. The resulting calcula-
tion would both require increasingly large resources and
be subject to increasingly large numerical instabilities.
Instead, for σj ∈ (σlo, σhi) the piecewise approximation
of Eq. (C3) becomes preferable.
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Uiter

|ad−1〉 |ad−2〉 |ad−3〉 . . . |a0〉

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

b

j+2

b

b+1

b+1

b+1

b+1

ad

|0〉⊗b × + 1
2

|α̃(µj , σj)〉

|−µj〉︸ ︷︷ ︸
|0.qj−1...q01〉

− 1
2

∣∣−µ′j〉
|0〉⊗b �2

∣∣(µ′)2〉

|0〉⊗(b+1)

C
C

M + |x1〉

|0〉⊗(b+1) × + |x2〉

|0〉⊗(b+1) × + |x3〉

|0〉⊗(b+1) × + |xd〉

FIG. 9: Circuit for computing α̃(µj , σj) when σj ≥ σhi. The × gates denote the result of multiplying the two values

stored in registers denoted by controls. The + gates add the connected coefficient |a〉 to the register to which + is
applied, while the coefficient itself is encoded and erased from the control register before and after the operation. The

CCM gate is the classically-controlled multiplication-accumulation circuit illustrated in Fig. 12. The �2 gate
denotes the result of squaring the value stored in the register denoted by a control, which is nothing but a
multiplication gate with both control registers identical. For all these gates, the control nodes are shorthand for inputs

that do not get modified by the gate, and are not simple binary controls. Finally, the ± 1
2 gates represent a constant

shift by ± 1
2 . The dashed box highlights the Uiter multi-controlled unitary for computing the iterates in Horner’s

method. This unitary also appears in the calculation for σj ∈ (σlo, σhi) shown in Fig. 10, with the replacement of the
CCM gate by a normal multiplication.

To efficiently evaluate this expression, we use a modified
version of the parallel polynomial evaluation technique
presented in [22] to evaluate the polynomials

max(d,d′)∑
n=0

a(′)
n

(
µ

(′,′′)
j

)2n

, (C11)

in parallel. Here the polynomials are a function of µj , µ
′
j ,

or µ′′j depending on which region in Eq. (C3) is relevant,
with the coefficients likewise set for the appropriate to the
region. In the case where d′ 6= d, the unneeded coefficients
for the lower-order polynomial are simply set to 0. This is
accomplished by using a separate label register to encode
the choice of region for all values of µj in parallel. All
subsequent aspects of the calculation are then conditioned
on this register value.

For the label, we chose the encoding

|`〉 =


|00〉 for µ′ > µmid

|10〉 for |µ′| < µmid

|01〉 for µ′ < −µmid

. (C12)

This register plays a triple role in the subsequent cir-
cuit. First, a controlled shift is performed in the initial
mean/state register |−µj〉 to set the correct polynomial
argument. Second, polynomial coefficients in the arith-
metic circuit are also encoded in a controlled manner.
(Note that with our choice of labelling scheme, this sec-
ond operation is controlled solely by the first qubit of the
label register.)

The polynomial circuit presented in App. C 2 can be
straightforwardly modified to produce the a linear com-
binations of entangled label and iterate registers. In
particular with respect to the final iterate, the controlled
polynomial circuit will produce a linear combination of

|`〉 ⊗ |xd〉 =

|0y〉 ⊗
∣∣∣∑d′

n=0 a
′
n(σj)(µ

(′′)
j )2n

〉
|10〉 ⊗

∣∣∣∑d
n=0 an(σj)(µ

′
j)

2n
〉 (C13)

states for y taking either value.
There is one additional step needed to arrive at

α̃int(µj , σj) of Eq. (C3). The iterate entangled with
|` = 10〉 must be transformed into 1

2 + xd · µ′j as before,
while that entangled with |` = 01〉 must be transformed
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into 1− xd. Both of these, along with the identity trans-
formation for |` = 00〉 are implemented in parallel by the
calculation of s1 + s2xd in an additional register with
coefficients again controlled by the label register. The
only complication compared to the circuits we’ve already
presented is that for |` = 10〉, b1 is not a known constant
but instead must be initialized via a controlled copy from
the mean/state register.

The resulting circuit is presented in Fig. 10. In addition
to state register implicitly storing µj and the angle register
itself, the number of ancilla needed to implement this
circuit is:

‖anc‖ = 3 + b+ d(b+ 1) + (j + 2) , (C14)

and the number of CNOTs used is:

‖CNOT‖ ≤11[4bj − 2j2 + db2]

+ [34d+ 90]b− 7j +O(j)

+ 10d− 76 ,

(C15)

where as before, d(b, σj) is dependant on both σj and the
desired accuracy of the final answer. If a degree d = 1
series is used, the gate count is reduced by 11b2 + 34b+ 10
CNOTs. As in the σj > σhi region, the number of ancilla
qubits required can be reduced using “pebbling” strategies
[22], in exchange for a significantly higher gate count.

4. Heaviside step function implementation

The evaluation at very small values of σ is much simpler.
Explicitly rewriting the relevant case,

α̃(µj , σj ≤ σlo) =

{
0 if µj > −0.5

1 if µj < −0.5
. (C16)

If µ = − 1
2 , µj 6= − 1

2 for all j > 0 so we never need to
specify the value of the angle at the transition value.

In this case, computing αj and rotating |qj〉 can be
combined as follows: Given the encoding of µj described
in Sec. III A, the condition µj > −0.5 (µj < −0.5) can be
restated as qj−1 = 0 (qj−1 = 1). Therefore, no rotation
is applied to |qj〉 if |qj−1〉 = |0〉, while R(π/2) ≡ Ry(π) is
applied to |qj〉 if |qj−1〉 = |1〉. The explicit computation
of αj can then be bypassed and a controlled rotation
applied directly to |qj〉, as illustrated by Fig. 11. No
uncomputation is necessary in this case, since no angle or
state registers are changed, and the entire recursive step
costs only 2 CNOTs. In fact, since before this step |qj〉
is always in the |0〉 state, we can replace Ry(π) with X
to achieve the same effect, reducing the cost to a single
CNOT.

Appendix D: Classically controlled multiplication

Here, we present a particular implementation of the
classically controlled multiplication (CCM) algorithm de-
scribed in Sec. IV. In this case, we accumulate products

of the form Mijmj where Mij is a classical binary num-
ber with k integral bits and r fractional bits, and mj

is a (k-bit integer) (k + 1)-bit half integer stored on a
fixed-point (k + r)-qubit register. Additionally, we only
need the result modulo 2k, so we use modular arithmetic.
Therefore, Alg. 4 details CCM under these restrictions,
although it is easily generalized to non-modular, floating-
point arithmetic with non-integer mj .

In our implementation of the shearing operation given
by Eq. (32), the computational basis |mj〉 states must be
mean-centered. Interpreting these basis states as integers
in two’s complement, this means that if our 1D Gaussian
states are prepared symmetrically, the “mean-centered ba-
sis states” are half-integers rather than integers. For exam-
ple, the computational basis states of a k-qubit system in
two’s complement notation are [−2k−1, ..., 0, ..., 2k−1 − 1].
On this discrete set, a symmetric Gaussian has mean − 1

2 ,
so the mean-centered basis states are the half-integers
[−2k−1 + 1/2, . . . , 1/2, . . . , 2k−1 − 1/2]. Therefore, we
implement CCM using a classical multiplier M and half-
integer quantum multiplicand |n+ 1/2〉. To represent
|n+ 1/2〉, just append one fractional qubit in the |1〉
state to k-qubit integer |n〉. A qubit from the |e〉 register
(see Fig. 4) can be reused for this purpose, so CCM with
half-integers has the same qubit cost as CCM with integer
multiplicands.

The extension register |e〉 is necessary to implement the
quantum addition circuits in Alg. 4. Starting with j = 0,
k-bit integer |m〉 is added to k bits of |ñ〉, with the least
significant bit of |n〉 shifted to line up with the jth least
significant bit |ñ〉. This computation is performed in place,
storing the result on quantum register |ñ〉. Therefore, to
carry the addition through |ñ〉, k + r − j carry bits must
be computed. However, to compute all k+r−j carry bits,
the register storing k-bit integer |n〉 must also contain
(k + r − j) bits. This is implemented by copying the
sign qubit of |m〉 to r extension qubits (using CNOTs)
appended to the left of |m〉. (As noted in Alg. 4, this
does not change the value of |m〉 in two’s complement
notation.) Then, r − j of these extension bits are used to
implement the j-th addition circuit. Figure 12 illustrates
the circuit diagram of the CCM algorithm, and Table III
its CNOT gate cost.

Appendix E: Determining the precision of the
shearing matrix

Although each |mi〉 is an integer, the off-diagonal shear-
ing matrix entries Mij are decimal numbers that must be
approximated by binary representations with r fractional
bits. The question is how many fractional bits are neces-
sary to compute |ni〉 such that the approximation error
is minimized. Let N be the dimensions of the Gaussian
state, k the number of qubits encoding each dimension,
and r the number of fractional qubits used to specify Mij
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∅
|α̃(µj , σj)〉
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+1
+ 1

2

∅ ∣∣∣−µ(′,′′)
j

〉

|0〉⊗b
∣∣∣(µ(′,′′)

j )2
〉

|0〉⊗(d−1)(b+1) |x1〉 ⊗· · · ⊗ |xd−1〉

|0〉⊗(b+1) |xd〉

|0〉⊗(b+1)

|−1〉

∣∣µ′j〉|+1〉
|s2〉

Uiter

FIG. 10: Circuit for computing α̃(µ, σ) when σj ∈ (σlo, σhi). The additional and multiplication gates function as in
Fig. 9, where the Uiter multi-controlled unitary is also defined. The notation for the control wires going into Uiter is
shorthand for a label-controlled encoding of the coefficient in the angle register, the coefficient acting as an arithmetic
parameter as in Fig. 9 for Uiter, and a controlled erasure of the coefficient from the angle register. When appearing
side by side, the encoding and erasure of the coefficients can be combined to reduce the gate count, as is done in our

estimates in the text. The Label gate is a generic circuit for preparing label register |`〉 that requires O(j) gates.
The final two label-controlled gates implement the controlled linear transformation of xd to transform it into the angle
in each piecewise region.

|qj−1〉 |qj−1〉

|qj〉 Ry(π) |qj〉

FIG. 11: Implicit computation of αj and rotation |qj〉 for
σ ≤ σlo.

and compute

ni = mi +

N−1∑
j=i+1

Mijmj . (E1)

This approximation induces an absolute error in Mij of at

most 2−(r+1). Therefore the maximum possible absolute
error incurred computing ni is

εi(r) =
1

2r+1

N−1∑
j=i+1

|nj | . (E2)

Then, given that each nj ∈ {−2k−1, ..., 2k−1 − 1},

εi(r) ≤
1

2r+1

N−1∑
j=i+1

2k−1

= (N − i− 1) 2k−r−2 . (E3)

Because at the end of the coordinate transformation,
only the part of |ni〉 rounded to the nearest integer is
retained, minimizing the approximation error really means
making sure that the approximate and exact values of
ni round to the same number. Unfortunately, it isn’t
possible to ensure zero error. For example, if the exact
and approximate values of ni lie at (1 ± ε)/2, the two
will round to different integers for arbitrarily small error.
However, we can ensure that the approximate value is
within 1 lattice spacing of the exact value, which is true
if εi(r) <

1
2 . This restriction implies

r > (k − 1) + log2(N − i− 1) . (E4)

The strongest restriction comes from computing the coor-
dinate transformation of |n0〉. It thus suffices to choose

r = (k − 1) + dlog2(N − 1)e (E5)

to ensure rounding errors never shift any coordinate by
more than one lattice spacing. Larger values of the register
will reduce the possibility of such a shift without ever
bringing it to zero.

Appendix F: Shearing CNOT costs

Here we derive the entangling gate cost of implement-
ing the shearing transformation on a quantum computer.
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Algorithm 4: CCM algorithm for modular,
fixed-point arithmetic.

Definitions:

Let quantum register |n〉 store a k-bit integer.

Let quantum register |n0〉 store a (k + r)-bit number,
and define the concatenation |n0〉 = |n0〉int|n0〉dec.
Register |n0〉int stores the k integral bits of |n0〉 and
register |n0〉dec stores the r fractional bits.

Let M be classical number, represented in binary using
k integral bits and r fractional bits.

Note: All binary representation use two’s complement
notation.

Result: |n0〉|n〉 7→ |n0 +M(n+ 1/2)〉|n〉

Algorithm:

Initialize an additional r-qubit register:

|e〉 = |0〉, “extension” register

Copy the sign qubit of |n〉 to each qubit of |e〉, using r
CNOTs total. Therefore, the concatenation |e〉|n〉 and
|n〉 represent the same two’s complement number, but
|e〉|n〉 is padded by r extra integral qubits.

(First partial sum:) If the least significant bit (M [0]) of
M is ‘1’, apply a quantum addition circuit that adds
|e〉|n〉 to |n0〉int|n0〉dec.

Uncopy the sign qubit of |n〉 from |e〉r−1, using a
CNOT. Then set |e〉r−1 = |1〉. This functions as the
1/2-place qubit of |n+ 1/2〉.

for j = 1 to r do

If the j-th least significant bit (M [j]) of M is
‘1’, apply a quantum addition circuit that
adds |e〉0..r−j |n〉|e〉r−1 to |n0〉int|n0〉dec. This

is equivalent to adding n+ 1/2, right-shifted
by r − j bits, to n0.

Note that this addition circuit has size
k + 1 + r − j.

for j = r + 1 to k + r − 1 do

If the (j)-th least significant bit (M [j]) of M
is ‘1’, apply a quantum addition circuit that
adds |e〉r−1|n〉0..k+r−j to |n0〉int, j−r−1..k−1.

This is equivalent to adding n+ 1/2,
left-shifted by j bits, to n0.

Note that this addition circuit has size
k + 1 + r − j.

Un-copy the sign qubit of |n〉 from |e〉0..r−2, using r − 1
CNOTs total.

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

...
...

...

. . .

k

M

|m〉 |m〉

|n〉0

R
A

(k
)

|n⊕Mm〉0

|n〉1 R
A

(k
−

1
)

|n⊕Mm〉1

|n〉k RA(1) |n⊕Mm〉k

FIG. 12: Classically-controlled multiplication (CCM)
circuit, with ⊕ indicating addition modulo the size of
register |n〉. Here, classical control means that the jth

adder (in our implementation the ripple adder of [26]) is
inserted into the circuit if the jth (from least to most
significant) bit in the binary representation of M is 1,

otherwise it is omitted. RA(`) denotes the `-qubit

adder adding the control to the target. As we are
interested in the modular addtion of n⊕Mn, when
` < k, we simply ignore the highest k − ` qubits of |m〉.
The modification to fixed-precision non-integer
arithmetic, as required by our algorithms, merely
requires the appropriate offsets to the adders, with some
adders potentially only using a subset of the
most-significant qubits of |m〉.

First, gate counts of the different steps of Alg. 2, which
is used to compute |ni〉, are summarized in Table IV.
Adding up these subcounts, an upper bound on the total
number of CNOTs required to compute |ni〉 is

N−1∑
j=i+1

[
2(2r − k) + 8(k2 + 2r2 + 2kr + 3k + 6r − 2)

]
= (N − i− 1)

(8k2 + 16r2 + 16kr + 52r + 22k − 16) (F1)

Finally, we compute |n0〉, . . . , |nN−2〉 in sequence, so
the total CNOT count for the shearing operation is given
by summing over i from 0 to N − 2,

‖CNOT‖ =

N−2∑
i=0

Eq. (F1)

= (N2 −N)

(4k2 + 8r2 + 8kr + 26r + 11k − 8) (F2)
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