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We present an algorithm to compute Green’s functions on quantum computers for interacting
electron systems, which is a challenging task on conventional computers. It uses a continued fraction
representation based on the Lanczos method, where the wave functions are expanded as linear
combination of basis states within a quantum subspace. While on conventional computers the cost
of the computation grows exponentially with system size, limiting the method to small systems, by
representing the basis states on a quantum computer one may overcome this exponential scaling
barrier. We propose a two-level multigrid Trotter time evolution for an efficient preparation of
the basis states in a quantum circuit, which takes advantage of the robustness of the subspace
expansion against Trotter errors. Using a quantum emulator, we demonstrate the algorithm for
the Hubbard model on a Bethe lattice with infinite coordination, which we map to a 16 qubit
Anderson impurity model within the dynamical mean field theory. Our algorithm computes the
Green’s function accurately for both the metallic and Mott insulating regimes, with a circuit depth
several orders of magnitude below what has been proposed using direct time evolution. The two-
level multigrid time evolution reduces the number of Trotter steps required to compute the Green’s
function to about four to six. We therefore expect that the method can be used on near term
quantum computers for moderate system sizes, while allowing for scalability to larger circuit depths
and qubit numbers on future fault tolerant quantum computers.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Green’s function (GF) is a central quantity in ma-
terials science simulations for computing observables of
interest, such as the density of states (DOS), optical and
electronic conductivities, or Raman spectra[1, 2]. It is
also at the core of many embedding methods [2, 3]. On
a conventional computer, the Green’s function remains
a challenging quantity to compute. This is particularly
the case for strongly correlated materials, where stan-
dard methods such as density functional theory or the so
called GW approximation are insufficient, and one needs
to use non perturbative methods such as the dynamical
mean-field theory (DMFT)[4, 5]. Recent advances in the
development of quantum computers have led to increas-
ing interest in quantum algorithms for obtaining quan-
tities such as the Green’s function on quantum devices.
Several approaches have been used, targeting either near
term noisy devices or future fault-tolerant quantum com-
puters.

In Ref. [6] the authors propose computing the GF in
the real-time domain using the Trotter time evolution
operator, and then performing a Fourier transform to
obtain the GF in the frequency domain. However, to re-
solve the features of the GF on the real energy grid a large
number of Trotter time steps is required, which puts this
algorithm out of reach for near-term quantum computers.
Moreover, the ground state preparation method used re-
lies on quantum phase estimation, which also requires a
very deep quantum circuit [6–8]. Refs. [9–11] propose to
reduce the circuit depth required for the time evolution
by using a variational quantum algorithm (VQA), where
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the accuracy of the time evolution relies on the accuracy
of the variational quantum circuit optimization. A recent
work proposes to use the McLachlan variational principle
to compute the GF in real time [10, 12].

Other approaches [11, 13, 14] operate directly in the
frequency domain, and target the practical applicabil-
ity on noisy intermediate scale quantum (NISQ) devices.
Some of these methods are based on the Lehmann rep-
resentation of the GF, which requires computing the ex-
cited states of the Hamiltonian. This can allow one to
compute the Green’s function in a restricted energy win-
dow, where only a subset of all excited states needs to
be computed. However, it is challenging to regularize
the GF in this energy window to take into account the
omitted excited states. Alternatively, approximate forms
of the GF, such as low energy parametrized expansions,
have recently been proposed [15]. In a previous study
[16], we proposed the Krylov variational quantum algo-
rithm (KVQA) to compute the GF, where one uses its
continued fraction representation. The advantage of the
KVQA is that, instead of obtaining the GF using the
excited states, one uses the Krylov states, which allow
for faster convergence of the GF also as the system size
becomes large. To prepare the Krylov states one uses a
parametrized quantum circuit within a VQA. The KVQA
requires moderate circuit depths, making it applicable on
NISQ devices whilst also allowing use on larger systems
if the underlying VQA can be scaled.

While VQAs allow performing quantitative simulations
on currently available NISQ devices, a number of ques-
tions remain open regarding their scalability to larger
system sizes [17, 18]. Typically, VQAs require training
the parameters of a quantum circuit to minimize a cost
function, such as the total energy. One of the main chal-
lenges of VQAs is to prepare the target wave function
accurately in a parametrized quantum circuit. To over-
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come this problem, one can, instead of directly preparing
the full target wave function on a quantum computer
(QC), represent the target wave function as linear com-
bination of basis states, each of which can be prepared
on a QC individually. This approach has been proposed
in a number of recent articles [19–25], although using dif-
ferent names, such as quantum Krylov subspace expan-
sion [25], quantum filter diagonalization [24], variational
quantum phase estimation [21], and quantum subspace
diagonalization (QSD) [19]. In this article we refer to
it as quantum subspace expansion (QSE), since the ap-
proach is not restricted to diagonalization or variational
tasks, and the basis space is not necessarily the Krylov
space. Within QSE the Hamiltonian matrix elements in
the chosen basis are obtained on a quantum computer.
The expansion parameters of the state are then obtained
on a classical computer by solving a linear algebra prob-
lem. While the involved quantum circuits are, in general,
deeper than the ones used in traditional VQAs, they are
still relatively short compared to the depths of circuits
in algorithms such as quantum phase estimation (QPE).
Thus, QSE algorithms have the potential of being run on
near term quantum computers, and may offer improved
scalability when compared to conventional VQAs.

In this article we extend the KVQA method to the
QSE framework, where we compute the GF as continued
fraction, and represent the Krylov states using the QSE.
To prepare the basis states on a quantum computer we
use the real time evolution. We propose a Trotter evolu-
tion with multiple time-step sizes, which allows reducing
the required number of Trotter steps to construct the
basis. We first present our QSE algorithm for Green’s
functions (QSEG), and then describe how we construct
the basis states with the two-level multigrid Trotter time
evolution. We then demonstrate our algorithm for the
Hubbard model on a Bethe lattice with infinite coordi-
nation using the DMFT.

II. QUANTUM SUBSPACE EXPANSION FOR
THE GREEN’S FUNCTION

To obtain the Green’s function one first needs to com-
pute the ground state (GS). We therefore start by pre-
senting the QSE method for the ground state calculation
based on existing literature, and then present our QSE
algorithm for the computation of the Green’s function
(QSEG).

A. Ground state

Within QSE, one expresses the states as linear combi-
nation of basis states. The QSE GS wave function of a
given Hamiltonian operator Ĥ is written as

|GS〉 =

nφ∑
i=1

φGS
i |φi〉 , (1)

and fulfills the relation 〈GS| Ĥ |GS〉=EGS, where EGS is

the lowest expectation value of Ĥ in the QSE basis. The
set {|φi〉} with nφ elements forms the chosen basis, and
φGS
i are the complex-valued expansions coefficients. The

closeness of the QSE ground state |GS〉 to the true ground
state can be systematically improved by increasing the
space spanned by the basis set {|φi〉}. We denote the

difference between the true ground state energy of Ĥ
and the QSE GS energy EGS as ∆E. The number nφ
can be kept small by choosing basis functions based on
knowledge of the properties of a desired target state, such
as for example wave functions with a given number of
electrons. To obtain the φGS

i one computes the matrix

elements of Ĥ in the chosen basis as

Hij = 〈φi| Ĥ |φj〉 , (2)

as well as the corresponding overlap matrix elements

Sij = 〈φi|φj〉 , (3)

and solves the linear equation

HφGS = EGSSφ
GS (4)

for the lowest eigenvalue EGS and its corresponding
eigenvector φGS. As a matter of notation we use bold
font symbols to refer to matrices and vectors.

In the QSE framework, a quantum device is used to
compute all elements ofH (Eq. (2)) and S (Eq. (3)), and
then the linear system in Eq. (4) is solved on a conven-
tional computer to obtain φGS and EGS . The quantum
circuits required to compute H and S strongly depend
on the choice of the basis {|φi〉}. We give the details of
the implementation as a quantum circuit in Appendix A.

Since these matrices are Hermitian, there are
nφ(nφ+1)

2
independent matrix elements that need to be computed
for each matrix. Such linear systems of equations can be
routinely solved on conventional computers for nφ up to
a few tens of thousands. The construction of an efficient
basis set, which allows to keep nφ small, is of central
importance for QSE to be efficient. We will discuss the
basis set construction in Sec. III.

The main advantage of QSE over the variational quan-
tum eigensolver (VQE) is that QSE does not include an
optimization of the quantum circuit parameters as part
of the minimization process, which can be an NP-hard
problem [26]. Furthermore, in VQE, each update of the
quantum circuit parameters needs a new call to the quan-
tum computer, whereas in QSE all required circuits can
be sent to the quantum computer in just one call. An ad-
ditional benefit of QSE is that it can be efficiently par-
allelized over many quantum computers, because each
matrix element can be computed on a different quantum
computer at the same time. Such a parallel implemen-
tation of QSE is key for its practical scalability as the
basis set size increases. The drawback of QSE is that
one does not have access to the full wave function di-
rectly on the quantum computer, since it is decomposed
as linear combination of the basis functions.
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B. Green’s function

We now outline how Green’s functions can be com-
puted using a QSE based algorithm, which we denote as
QSEG. To obtain the GF, one needs to compute expec-
tation values of the form

FÂB̂(z) = 〈Φ| Â†(z − Ĥ)−1B̂ |Φ〉 , (5)

where Â and B̂ can be arbitrary operators, |Φ〉 is an
arbitrary state, and z is a complex- or real-valued energy.
For the GF one considers the case when B̂ and Â are
equal to the creation (ĉ†α) and annihilation (ĉα) operators
of a particle in the orbital with integer index α. The
greater and lesser GFs are defined as

G>αβ(z) = 〈GS| ĉα(z − (Ĥ − EGS))−1ĉ†β |GS〉 , (6)

G<αβ(z) = 〈GS| ĉ†α(z + (Ĥ − EGS))−1ĉβ |GS〉 , (7)

respectively. These can be used to obtain the retarded
GF as

Gαβ(z) = G>αβ(z) +G<αβ(z). (8)

The imaginary part of the retarded GF gives the DOS,
with DOS(ω) = − 1

π ImG(ω + iδ), ω a real energy, and δ
a small positive number. To evaluate the quality of the
GF for a given material one can compare the DOS to
experimental measurements.

In the rest of the description of the algorithm we focus
on the computation of the diagonal part of the greater
GF (Eq. (6)), so that β = α. The algorithm for the
lesser GF (Eq. (7)) is analogous. The generalization
to the off-diagonal elements is given in Appendix D. In
the rest of this article we drop the index α to simplify
the notation. The extension to expectation values for
arbitrary operators as given in Eq. (5) is analogous to
the derivation below.

We use the continued fraction representation of the GF
computed using the Lanczos scheme[16, 27, 28]. This is
based on the construction of an orthogonalized Krylov
basis set, {|χn〉}, where the Hamiltonian is tridiagonal,
so that the greater GF can be written as a continued
fraction

G>(z) =
1

z − a0 − b21

z−a1−
b22

z−a2....

. (9)

The Krylov basis is constructed starting with |χ0〉 =
c† |GS〉, and then iterated to increasingly larger n using
the relations[16, 27, 28]

b2n = 〈χn−1|Ĥ2|χn−1〉 − a2
n−1 − b2n−1, (10)

|χn〉 =
1

bn
[(Ĥ − an−1) |χn−1〉 − bn−1 |χn−2〉], (11)

an = 〈χn|Ĥ|χn〉 . (12)

Here an, bn are the coefficients used in Eq. (9) (b0 = 0).
If all these orthogonalized Krylov states up to an in-
teger n are included in a basis set, then this spans
the space corresponding to the non-orthogonal states
|χ0〉 , Ĥ |χ0〉 , Ĥ2 |χ0〉 . . . , Ĥn |χ0〉. Importantly, in prac-
tical calculations one can stop the iterative process when
one of the b2n≈0, since in this case higher terms do not
contribute significantly to the GF.

On conventional computers this procedure is used ex-
tensively, where it has been found to be an efficient way
to compute the GF [27–29]. The main limitation is that
the dimension of the Hilbert space scales exponentially
with the size of the system, making this procedure im-
practical for large system sizes. On a QC, it may be
possible to overcome this exponential scaling. In a pre-
vious study [16] we proposed a variational procedure to
compute the an and bn coefficients on a quantum com-
puter. It overcomes the exponential scaling of the compu-
tation of matrix elements such as 〈χn|Ĥ|χn〉, and relies
on the optimization of the quantum circuit parameters
via minimization of a cost function. Such optimization
becomes challenging as the system size increases. The de-
velopment of scalable VQE optimizers is an active area
of research [18].

In this article we propose an alterntive approach based
on the QSE framework. We project |χn〉 on a subspace,
spanned by a basis set denoted as {|ψn〉}, such that

|χn〉 =

nψ∑
i=1

ψni |ψi〉 . (13)

We note that the QSE |χn〉 in this equation become exact
if {|ψi〉} is a complete basis of the Krylov space. As noted
in the previous section, the QSE basis has to be adapted
to the type of states that it needs to represent. The basis
set {|ψi〉} for the Krylov states in the GF is therefore
different from the basis set for the GS {|φi〉} (Eq. (1)).
One major difference between the two basis sets is that
while the GS basis set {|φi〉} only needs to be optimized
to represent a single wavefunction (the ground state), the
{|ψi〉} needs to be able to represent all the Krylov states.

The first Krylov state is determined by the relation
|χ0〉=c† |GS〉, which combined with Eqs. (1) and (13)
gives for the coefficients ψ0 of |χ0〉:

ψ0 = S−1
ψ Sψ,ĉ†φφGS. (14)

Here, φGS is determined using the QSE method for the
ground state presented in the previous section. The over-
lap, Sψ, and transition matrices, Sψ,ĉ†φ, are given by

(Sψ,c†φ)ij = 〈ψi| ĉ† |φj〉 , (15)

(Sψ)ij = 〈ψi|ψj〉 . (16)

Then, to compute the vector ψn, we insert Eq. (13) into
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Eqs. (10-12), which gives

b2n = ψn−1†HψS
−1
ψ Hψψ

n−1 − a2
n−1 − b2n−1, (17)

ψn =
1

bn
((S−1

ψ Hψ − an−1)ψn−1 − bn−1ψ
n−2)), (18)

an = ψn†Hψψ
n, (19)

where the Hamiltonian matrix projected on the {|ψi〉}
basis set, Hψ, is given by

(Hψ)ij = 〈ψi|H |ψj〉 . (20)

In analogy to the GS computation, the matrix elements in
Eqs. (15), (16) and (20) are computed using a quantum
device, while the iterative Eqs. (17-19) are evaluated on a
classical computer. The computed an and bn coefficients
are then inserted in Eq. (9) to obtain the greater GF.

III. CONSTRUCTION OF THE BASIS

The procedure described in the previous section is valid
for any choice of the bases {|φi〉} and {|ψi〉}. The accu-
racy of the GF determined by the QSEG algorithm relies
on the construction of bases that efficiently describe the
Krylov states |χn〉. In this section we present a system-
atic approach to construct |χn〉 for the QSEG method.
We first outline how to construct the basis for the ground
state based on existing literature using a Trotter time
evolution. We introduce a two-level multrigrid time evo-
lution grid to reduce the required number of Trotter
steps. We then present the basis for the Green’s func-
tion.

A. Ground state basis

Several possibilities have been proposed in the litera-
ture for the QSE ground state basis, such as the use of
a variational ansatz [20], the use of operators contained
in the Hamiltonian [30], imaginary time evolution [23]
and real time evolution [24, 25, 31]. In this paper we
construct the basis with the real-time evolution operator
[19, 21, 25], which is a general and systematic approach.
This approach allows to construct a basis that spans the
space of the Krylov states built on the initial |φ0〉. If
|φ0〉 has finite overlap with the ground state, then this
basis gives exponentially fast convergence to the correct
ground state of Ĥ with respect to the number of basis
states [32].

The basis for the GS (Eq. (1)) is constructed by
a repeated application of the time evolution operator

V (t)=e−itĤ on a reference state |φ0〉, using time steps
∆t:

|φl〉 = (V̂ (∆t))
l |φ0〉 . (21)

The reference state |φ0〉 is usually chosen in such a way
that it is easy to prepare on a quantum computer, and

Figure 1. Schematic representation of the two-level multigrid
Trotter time evolution basis. To construct a single basis state
one first applies a number of large Trotter steps of length
(nk+1)∆t (indicated in red), followed by a single smaller step
(indicated in blue).

that it also has a significant overlap with the GS. The
chosen GS reference state depends on the Hamiltonian;
in case of interacting electron systems, the Hartree Fock
solution is a natural choice [21, 25]. Another possibility is
to use an approximate VQE solution [33]. For the integer
indices l we use the range from −nl to nl. Such a positive
and negative time evolution is proposed in Ref. [24], with

(V̂ (∆t))
−l=(V̂ †(∆t))

l. For a given quantum circuit that
represents V (∆t), the circuit for the conjugate transpose
operation can be obtained by changing the order of gates
and signs of rotations appropriately.

The size of the basis is given by nφ=2nl+1, and the cir-

cuit depth to implement (V̂ (∆t))
l is equal to dV l, where

dV is the depth of the quantum circuit to implement the
time evolution operator V̂ (∆t) performed using a Suzuki-
Trotter expansion. Since the noise induced by 2-qubit
gates is significantly larger than the one induced by sin-
gle qubit gates, we equate the circuit depth to be the
number of layers of 2-qubit gates. Within one layer, we
assume that the gates can be executed in parallel. As
outlined in Ref. [24], if ∆t is too small, the basis vectors
for l and l+1 are very similar, so that the convergence of
the QSE with respect to increasing nφ is slow. On the
other hand, if ∆t is too large, the QSE might not con-
verge to accurate energies, since high-frequency features
obtained using small ∆t are also required. Therefore, for
each system there is an optimal ∆t and nφ.

For a fixed ∆t, nφ needs to be increased sufficiently in
order to resolve long time features, which requires longer
quantum circuits. This brings it out of reach of near-term
quantum hardware, which have moderately long coher-
ence times and limited gate fidelities. To reduce circuit
depths one may use approximate approaches for the time
evolution, such as the ones based on the McLachlan vari-
ational principle [34], or on variational fast forwarding
[35]. Here we propose an alternative approach to reduce
the required number of Trotter steps and with it the cir-
cuit depth, which is based on a multigrid time evolution,
where time steps with varying sizes are used. We define
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the two-level multigrid time evolution basis as

|φlk〉 = V̂ (k∆t)(V̂ ((nk + 1)∆t))
l |φ0〉 , (22)

so that the GS wavefunction of Eq. (1) becomes

|GS〉=
nl∑

l=−nl

kmax∑
k=kmin

φGS
lk |φlk〉 . (23)

For l > 0 we have kmin = 0 and kmax = nk, for l < 0 we
have kmin = −nk and kmax = 0, and for l = 0 we have
kmin = −nk and kmax = nk. This basis is constructed
by a combination of large time-steps equal to (nk+1)∆t,
and of smaller time steps between these large time steps,
with step size that goes from ∆t to nk∆t. The two-level
multigrid is schematically illustrated in Fig. 1. It allows
to reach large total times T , while keeping a fine reso-
lution of small time steps, with a reduced circuit depth
when compared to the use of a single time-step size.

The number of basis states is equal to
nφ=2(nl+1)(nk+1)−1, and the circuit depth to

implement V̂ (k∆t)(V̂ ((nk+1)∆t))
l is equal to dV (1+ l).

Therefore, for a fixed ∆t, increasing nk increases the
maximum time reached, T=((nk+1)nl+nk)∆t, without
increasing the maximum circuit depth, which is given by
dV (nl + 1). The price to pay for increasing the time step
is the increase of the Trotter error. However, QSE using
real-time evolution is expected to be relatively tolerant
to Trotter errors, because it only needs to add new de-
grees of freedom to the basis, so that the time-evolution
itself does not need to be very accurate [24]. Our
multigrid approach exploits this by using a combination
of large and small Trotter steps to reach long times with
a fine resolution. In Sec. V we evaluate the performance
of this multigrid time evolution approach for QSEG.

B. Basis for the Green’s function

We now move to the construction of the basis to build
the Krylov states for the GF (Eq. (13)). The orthogonal-
ized Krylov states are defined iteratively in Eqs. (10-12).
As discussed there, these states are linear combinations
of powers of Ĥ applied to the state |χ0〉=c† |GS〉. To
construct the basis we therefore use a real-time evolu-
tion, in analogy to the construction of the basis for the
GS, but with the initial state |χ0〉. The reason for this
choice is that as one combines states for increasing num-
ber of Trotter time-steps applied to |χ0〉, one covers the

space spanned by powers of Ĥ applied to |χ0〉.
We set the first basis state as |ψ0〉=c† |GS〉, so that

|χ0〉= |ψ0〉. Using the two-level multigrid time evolution
we then obtain the other basis states as

|ψlk〉 = V̂ (k∆̃t)(V̂ ((ñk + 1)∆̃t))
l |ψ0〉 , (24)

where ∆̃t is the step size. The circuit depth to implement
V̂ (k∆̃t)(V̂ ((ñk+1)∆̃t))

l is equal to dV (1+l). The Krylov

states in Eq. (13) become

|χn〉=
ñl∑

l=−ñl

k̃max∑
k=k̃min

ψnlk |ψlk〉 . (25)

For l > 0 we have k̃min = 0 and k̃max = ñk, for l < 0 we
have k̃min = −ñk and k̃max = 0, and for l = 0 we have
k̃min = −ñk and k̃max = ñk. We use the notation with
a tilde to refer to parameters of the basis set {|ψlk〉}
for the Krylov states to distinguish them from the pa-
rameters of {|φlk〉}. The basis size for the Krylov states
is nψ=2(ñl+1)(ñk+1)−1, the maximum circuit depth is
dV (1 + ñl).

To obtain |χ0〉 one can use a number of approaches.
Using a variational quantum algorithm (VQA) one can
directly obtain |χ0〉 as the output of a quantum circuit
[16]. Alternatively, one can represent the GS directly
on a quantum computer, for example by using quantum
phase estimation [6] or the Rodeo algorithm [36] if the
quantum device allows for a deeper circuit. Since the
creation operator c† can typically be expressed as a sum
of two Pauli strings on a quantum computer, one can
then obtain |χ0〉 as a sum of two terms. This can be
generalized if one uses QSE for the GS, where |χ0〉 can
be expressed as a linear combination of the chosen basis
states.

Here we choose to use QSE also to compute the ground
state. We note that QSEG is independent of whether
QSE is also used for the construction of |χ0〉, since QSEG
can be used with any of the aforementioned approaches
to either obtain |χ0〉 via the GS, or to obtain |χ0〉 directly.
With the QSE GS wave function in Eq. (23) we obtain

|ψ0〉=
nl∑

l=−nl

kmax∑
k=kmin

φGS
lk c
† |φlk〉 . (26)

The total maximum number of Trotter steps to construct
the basis set {|ψlk〉} from |φ0〉 then is (nl + ñl + 2), for
any nk>0 and ñk>0. If nk = 0 and ñk = 0, then the
method corresponds to a normal single-step Trotter time
evolution.

In this basis, the Hamiltonian matrix elements in Eq.
(20) become

〈ψk′l′ | Ĥ |ψkl〉=∑
l1k1l2k2

(φGS
k2l2)∗φGS

k1l1 〈φ0| Ŵ †l′k′l2k2
ĤŴlkl1k1

|φ0〉 , (27)

where Ŵlkl1k1=V̂ (k∆̃t)(V̂ ((ñk+1)∆̃t))
lc†V̂ (k1∆t)

(V̂ ((nk+1)∆t))
l1 is used to simplify the notation. The

method to compute the overlap matrices in Eqs. (15)
and (16) is analogous. Equation (27) shows that each of
the n2

ψ elements of Hψ is a sum of n2
φ matrix elements.

Therefore, a total of
(nψ+1)nψ

2 n2
φ matrix elements need

to be computed on a quantum device. We give the
quantum circuit implementation to compute these
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matrix elements in Appendix A, where we also show
that the required circuit depth to evaluate one matrix
element in Eq. (27) is 2(d0 +(l+ l̃+2)dV ). Here d0 is the
depth required to construct the state |φ0〉+ |0〉 needed
for the multi-fidelity protocol outlined in Appendix A.
The maximum required circuit depth for the QSEG
method therefore is

Dmax = 2(d0 + (nl + ñl + 2)dV ). (28)

The number of matrix elements can become large for
increasing basis set size. To reduce the number of el-
ements one can aim to minimize nφ for a given target
accuracy, or also implement the GS or |φ0〉 directly on a
quantum device with the methods outlined above. Im-
portantly, these matrix elements can be computed in-
dependently, so that the runtime can be efficiently de-
creased by parallel runs over multiple sets of qubits or
quantum computers.

IV. APPLICATION TO THE ANDERSON
IMPURITY MODEL

To demonstrate the QSEG algorithm on a particu-
lar system we apply it to the Anderson impurity model
(AIM). The AIM consists of a set of nimp interacting
impurities embedded in a set of nb bath sites. On the
impurity sites electron-electron interactions are explic-
itly included in the Hamiltonian, while these are absent
in the bath sites. The multi-orbital AIM Hamiltonian
with density-density interaction is given by

Ĥ = Ĥ0 + Ĥint, (29)

Ĥ0 =

nb+nimp∑
i,j=1

∑
σ∈{↑,↓}

εij ĉ
†
iσ ĉjσ, (30)

Ĥint =

nimp∑
i,j=1

∑
σ,σ′∈{↑,↓}

Uσσ
′

ij n̂iσn̂jσ′ , (31)

where ĉ†iσ and ĉiσ are the creation and annihilation oper-
ators of an electron of spin σ on site i, respectively. The
site indices are ordered in such a way that the first nimp

sites are the impurities, while the subsequent nb sites are
the bath, for a total of N=nimp +nb sites. Ĥ0 is the non-
interacting part of the Hamiltonian, which acts on all the
sites, and εij are the onsite energy and hopping matrix
elements. Hint is the local Coulomb interaction acting on

the impurities, with n̂iσ=ĉ†iσ ĉiσ, and Uσσ
′

ij is the Coulomb
interaction magnitude. We use the Jordan-Wigner trans-
form [37] to map this fermionic Hamiltonian to a bosonic
spin Hamiltonian. Each spin-orbital (i, σ) is mapped to a

bosonic orbital such that ĉ†α=(
∏α−1
β=1 σ̂

β
Z)(σ̂αX−iσ̂αY ), with

α=i if σ= ↑ and α=N + i if σ= ↓.
Since Ĥ0 is a quadratic Hamiltonian, the quantum

circuit for the time evolution e−itĤ0 can be imple-
mented exactly using Givens rotations [38]. Ĥint is

a sum of commuting terms, so that the expansion

e−i∆tĤint=
∏
k e
−iĥk∆t is exact, where hk are the com-

muting terms in Ĥint. Hint and H0 do not communte.
The time evolution e−iH∆t can be approximatively per-
fomed using the Suzuki-Trotter expansion of the time

evolution operator V̂ (∆t) = e−i∆tĤ = e−i∆t(Ĥ0+Ĥint) in

terms of e−i∆tĤint and e−i∆tĤ0 . To reduce the Trotter-
error to O(∆3

t ) we use the symmetrized form of the ex-
pansion [39], resulting in

V̂ (∆t) ≈ e−i
∆t
2 Ĥinte−i∆tĤ0e−i

∆t
2 Ĥint . (32)

Since Ĥ0 is a quadratic Hamiltonian, its time evolution
up to a global phase can be implemented exactly in a
quantum circuit as [40]

e−i∆tĤ0 = Ĉ†
N∏
j=1

e−i∆t
Ej
2 (1−σ̂jZ) e−i∆t

Ej
2 (1−σ̂j+NZ )Ĉ,

(33)

where Ej are the eigenvalues of the matrix εij and Ĉ is
a unitary transformation rotating the local basis to the
orbital basis where H0 is diagonal. As illustrated in Ref.
[38], Ĉ can be implemented with N layers of Givens rota-
tions, each requiring 2 controlled-NOT (CNOT) gates, as
shown in Fig. 2. Therefore, the total number of CNOT

layers for applying e−iĤ0∆t in Eq. (33) results in 4N
layers of CNOT gates in the quantum circuit.

The depth of e−iHint∆t depends of the number of
impurities and on the type of interactions. In the
case of the AIM with a single impurity, the interac-
tion, once the Jordan-Wigner is performed, is given by
Hint=

U
4 (σ1

Zσ
N
Z − σ1

Z − σNZ ). All these terms commute
with each other, and hence its exponentiation can be de-
composed into three separate terms. Only the exponen-
tiation of the σ1

Zσ
N
Z term requires CNOT gates, namely

two. Combining it with the Givens rotations for H0 we
therefore have dV =4N+4 for the single-impurity AIM.
Note that the method can also be ported to other interac-
tion terms, such as the Hubbard-Kanomori interactions,
where an approach using compressed double-factorized
Hamiltonians can be considered [41].

As reference state |φ0〉 we use the minimal energy state

of Ĥ0, which has n↑ spin-up and n↓ spin-down particles.
To construct such state, we first apply a circuit to fill the
particles in the orbital basis, where Ĥ0 is diagonal, and
then rotate the state to the local basis using Ĉ†

|φ0〉 = Ĉ†
n↑∏
i=1

σiX

n↓+N∏
j=N

σjX |0〉 . (34)

This state can be implemented with 2N layers of CNOT
gates. To use the multi-fidelity estimation protocol out-
lined in Appendix A, we need to construct the state
|φ0〉 + |0〉 ⊗ |0〉 ... ⊗ |0〉, which requires an addition of
max(n↑, n↓)−1 CNOT layers, as shown in Appendix B.
The total circuit depth to construct these states is there-
fore given by d0=2N + max(n↑, n↓)− 1.
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H • Ry( θ
2
) • H
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2
)

=


1 0 0 0
0 cos

(
θ
2

)
sin
(
θ
2

)
0

0 − sin
(
θ
2

)
cos
(
θ
2

)
0

0 0 0 1


Figure 2. Diagram of the quantum circuit to implement the
Givens rotation required for the operator Ĉ in Eq. 33

Figure 3. Schematic representation of the Anderson impurity
model (AIM) with 1 impurity (orange circle) and 7 bath sites
(blue circles), indicating all the AIM parameters εij and U .

V. RESULTS

We apply the QSEG method to the prototypal single-
band Hubbard model, the Bethe lattice [4] with infi-
nite coordination at half filling. The GF is obtained
by the DMFT, which maps the Hubbard model to an
AIM, where the bath hybridization ∆(z) is determined
as ∆(z)=γ2G(z). Here γ is the Bethe lattice hopping
amplitude and G(z) the lattice local retarded GF. Since
G(z) itself depends on ∆(z), the DMFT equation needs
to be solved self-consistently. In the rest of this section
we work in units where γ = 1. Using these units the
AIM GF at DMFT self-consistency is equal to the bath
hybridization (∆=G[∆]). The Coulomb interaction mag-
nitude of the AIM is equal to the one of the Hubbard
model.

To map the system to a finite number of qubits we
discretize the bath to a finite number of bath sites, a
method known as exact diagonalization [4], with DMFT
self-consistency parameters εij in Eq. (31). This model
has been addressed on quantum hardware with 1 site in
the bath [9, 11, 13], and on quantum computing emula-
tors with 5 sites in the bath [6]. In this article we use 7
sites in the bath. In total we have 1 impurity + 7 bath
sites, so that we require 16 qubits. We use the quantum
emulator Qulacs [42] to run all the simulations. We fo-
cus on the half-filling case, where ε11 = −U2 in Eq. (31)
(nimp = 1). We start the DMFT self-consistency loop
from the non-interacting solution, and iterate to conver-
gence. Further details of the DMFT self-consistent pro-
cedure are given in Appendix C.

We first determine the convergence behavior of the
ground state, and then evaluate the quality of the GF
obtained using the QSEG method. We present the re-

0 5 10 15 20 25 30
nl

10−5

10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

100

ΔE

U=2
U=4
U=6
U=80 2 4 6 8

U

0Δ8
0Δ9
1Δ0

|<
ϕ 0
|G
S
>
|

Figure 4. Comparison of the error in the ground state energy
∆E obtained with the QSE algorithm for different Coulomb
interaction strengths U , as a function of the number of Trot-
ter steps nl used to construct the QSE GS basis. The AIM
parameters are the ones for the first step in the self-consistent
DMFT cycle (the values are given in Appendix C) (∆t=0.1,
nk=0). The inset shows that when U increases, the overlap
between |φ0〉 and the ground state decreases, resulting in a
slower reduction of ∆E with increasing nl.

sults for both the metallic and the insulating regime of
the model.

A. Ground state

To obtain the GF one first needs to compute the GS
wave function and energy. A key element of the QSE ba-
sis for the ground state is the reference state |φ0〉. If the
reference state is closer to the ground state, the conver-
gence of ∆E with respect to the size of the basis is gener-
ally improved. In the case of the AIM, we choose to take
the solution of the AIM for U=0 as reference state |φ0〉.
This corresponds to the Hartree Fock solution, which can
be constructed as a Slater determinant and implemented
efficiently on a quantum computer [38, 40].

We first evaluate how well the QSE energy converges
towards the true GS energy for increasing number of
Trotter steps. Here we use the AIM parameters of the
first DMFT iteration, which corresponds to the non-
interacting hybridization function. The values of εij for
this case are given in Appendix C. Fig. 4 shows the evo-
lution of the error of the QSE GS energy ∆E with respect
to increasing nl for different values of U , with ∆t=0.1 and
nk=0. It shows that by increasing nl one can systemati-
cally reduce ∆E. For all values of U the error goes below
10−2 already at small nl values, after which the rate of
decrease is slower, in particular for larger U . For large
nl = 30 the error is small, of the order of 10−5 to 10−3

for different values of U . The required accuracy in ∆E,
and with it the required nl, depends on the needed ac-
curacy on the Green’s function and its energy resolution.
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10−4

10−3
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100

ΔE

Δa)

nk=0
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nl

10−8
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Figure 5. Analogous plots to Fig. 4, replacing the single-
step Trotter evolution (nk = 0) with the two-level multigrid
evolution (nk > 0). In (a) the AIM parameters are the ones
for the first step in the self-consistent DMFT cycle (identical
to the ones used in Fig. 4), while in (b) they are the ones at
DMFT self-consistency (values are given in Appendix C). We
note that the (a) and (b) plots have different scales for the
vertical axis (∆t=0.1). The two-level multigrid time evolution
reduces the error significantly faster than the single-step time
evolution.

The reason that for a given nl the error increases with
U is that the reference state |φ0〉 has progressively less
overlap with the ground state, as shown in the inset of
Fig. 4. This is due to our choice of reference state being
equal to the GS at U = 0. For larger U it may eventu-
ally be advantageous to use different reference states, for
example, the state corresponding to the U →∞ limit.

For the rest of the study on the GS energy, we focus
on the case U=8, since it is the most challenging. Since
the maximum circuit depth is a major constraint on near
term QCs, we evaluate if the two-level multigrid time
evolution basis introduced in Sec. III A allows reducing
the number of Trotter steps, and with it the total circuit
depth required for a given target ∆E. For a fixed ∆t and
nl, increasing nk increases the maximum time reached
with a fixed number of Trotter steps. Fig. 5a shows ∆E
as a function of nl for different values of nk and ∆t=0.1.
While for nk=0 the value of nl needs to be higher than 25
to reach ∆E < 10−3, this value can already be reached
with nl = 7 for nk = 3. This shows that the two-level
Trotterization allows to reduce the number of Trotter
steps for a given target accuracy, and for the same size
of the basis. Importantly, the performance improvement
is found for all values of nk , showing that the method is

0 5 10 15 20 25 30
nl

10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

100

ΔE

Δt=0Δ05
Δt=0Δ1
Δt=0Δ15
Δt=0Δ2

Figure 6. Reduction of ∆E with increasing nl for different ∆t

(nk = 3, U = 8). The AIM parameters are the same as the
ones used in Fig. 4

robust.
We evaluate the behavior for a number of AIM pa-

rameters, and find that the two-level multigrid approach
always gives smaller ∆E for a given nl. As an illustrative
example, in Fig. 5b we show the result for the AIM pa-
rameters at DMFT self-consistency (see Appendix C for
their values). One can see that while the nk=0 solution
struggles to reach ∆E below 10−4, for nk > 0 the error
becomes significantly smaller and keeps decreasing for in-
creasing nl. These results confirm that the larger Trotter
error of the two-level multigrid approach does not play a
significant role in the accuracy of the GS. The reason is
that we use these states only as basis states, which does
not require that they are very close to the exact time
evolution.

To further minimize the number of required Trotter
steps one may evaluate the behaviour for different values
of ∆t. Small ∆t gives a more accurate time evolution,
but requires more time-steps to reach large times, leading
to an increased basis set size. This is reflected in Fig 6,
which shows that increasing ∆t leads to a progressively
larger error for large number of time-steps (nl ∼ 30). On
the other hand, a very small ∆t of 0.05 leads to a slower
reduction of the error for small nl. For a given nl of
around 10, increasing ∆t therefore has a non-monotonic
effect. While increasing ∆t from 0.05 to 0.1 improves the
result, increasing ∆t further has the opposite effect. The
optimal ∆t therefore depends on the value of nl. Overall
Fig. 6 shows that the method is not very sensitive to the
detailed choice of ∆t, since the general decrease of ∆E
with increasing nl is similar.

B. Green’s function

As mentioned in section II B, to compute the GF we
first need to obtain the ground state wave function and
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Figure 7. Evolution of the DOS for different ñl used for the
GF Krylov basis. The AIM parameters are the ones at DMFT
self-consistency (values are given in Appendix C). The left
panels are for U = 2, giving a metallic state, and the right
panels are for U = 8, giving an insulating state. The solid
blue line shows the predicted DOS (∆t = ∆̃t = 0.1, nl = 7,
nk = 3, ñk = 0), and the dashed black line indicates the exact
DOS.

its energy. Based on the GS results of the previous sec-
tion, we use ∆t=0.1, nk=3, nl=7 for the first part of the
analysis to ensure that ∆E is small, since for the consid-
ered AIM parameter ranges it gives ∆E below 10−3 (see
Fig. 5). To analyze the quality of the GF, we plot the
DOS (DOS(ω) = − 1

π ImG(ω+ iδ)) with δ=0.1. Since the
main ED approximation consists in the discretization of
the bath, the peaks in the ED DOS are an approximation
for the real DOS, which is usually much smoother. One
therefore uses δ to broaden the peaks enough to avoid
overly sharp peaks. In terms of accuracy requirements
this means that it is typically enough to obtain an en-
ergy resolution of similar magnitude as the separation
between the individual peaks induced due to the ED dis-
cretization.

In the half-filled case considered here, the Bethe lat-
tice is in a metallic state for U < 6, while for U > 6
the Coulomb interaction drives the system to become a
Mott insulator [4]. We therefore use the values of U = 2
and U = 8 to test the QSEG method in both regimes.
Fig. 7 shows how the DOS evolves for different ñl used
to construct the GF basis. Here we use a single time-step
Trotter expansion (ñk = 0). In the left panel we show the
metallic regime (U=2), and in the right panel we show
the insulating regime (U=8). We compare the results
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ñk=0
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ñk=0
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ñl=80
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ñl=7
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ñk=39

−5 0 5
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Figure 8. Evolution of the DOS for different ñl and ñk used
for the GF Krylov basis, keeping the size of the basis set
approximately constant (nψ=2(ñl+1)(ñk+1)−1). The AIM
parameters are the ones at DMFT self-consistency (values are
given in Appendix C). The left panels are for U = 2, giving a
metallic state, and the right panels are for U = 8, giving an
insulating state. The solid blue line shows the predicted DOS
(∆t = ∆̃t = 0.1, nl = 7, nk = 3), and the dashed black line
indicates the exact DOS.

to the numerically exact DOS, obtained with a conven-
tional computing ED solver. For large ñl=80 there are no
visible differences between the exact DOS and the result
obtained with QSEG for both the metallic and insulating
cases. This shows that the QSEG obtains accurate GFs
for both regimes.

As ñl is reduced to ñl=9 the features of the DOS are
still captured qualitatively, but quantitative differences
in the metallic case emerge. In the insulating case there
are fewer features, since it is closer to the atomic limit,
where the impurity is isolated. In this case, the contin-
ued fraction converges much faster, since the GF has less
poles, so that also at low ñl the DOS is already converged.

We now evaluate whether the required number of Trot-
ter steps can be further reduced, while keeping a good
accuracy for both the metallic and insulating states, by
applying our two-level grid for the Trotter time evolution.



10

−5 0 50.0

0.2

0.4

0.6
DO

S ñl=1
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ñl=1
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Figure 9. Same as in Fig. 8, but for different QSEG parame-
ters with the lowest possible number of Trotter steps.

In Fig. 8, the two-level multigrid time evolution basis is
used to decrease ñl, while keeping the size of the basis
in Eq. (13), nψ=2(ñl+1)(ñk+1)−1, approximately con-
stant by increasing ñk. We note that, for a given method
to prepare the first basis state, the maximum number of
Trotter steps to prepare the higher order basis states is
determined by the value of ñl. For U=8 a good agree-
ment with the exact solution is found down to ñl = 0,
if the value of ñk is increased accordingly. For U=2 the
computed DOS is in excellent agreement with the exact
result down to ñl = 7 (with ñk = 9). This is a reduc-
tion of the required number of Trotter steps for the GF
by a factor of about 9 when compared to the ñl = 80 re-
quired without the two-level grid (ñk = 0). Also for ñl=1
the QSEG DOS is still in good agreement with the exact
DOS, with some minor quantitative deviations for the
metallic state. We note that this requires only 2 Trot-
ter steps to obtain the Krylov basis for a given initial
state. Even for ñl = 0 the overall agreement is preserved
in terms of band widths and band gap, although for the
metallic case visible shifts appear in the exact positions
and heights of the peaks in the DOS. For completeness,
we also verified that for all bases shown in Fig. 8 the full
QSEG DMFT self-consistency loop converges to these
results.

Having shown that QSEG can systematically approach
the exact solution as nl, nk, ñl and ñk increase, we also
evaluate its applicability on near terms devices. In this
case one may aim to minimize the number of Trotter
steps to be able to cope with the noise in the devices. In
the results in Fig. 8 we use nl=7, nk=3 to ensure that the
GS energy error is small for all cases (below ∆E=10−3

eV). Since in QSEG the accuracy of the GF is the main
quality parameter, a larger error in the GS is acceptable,
provided that the GF is computed to within the desired
accuracy. We therefore compute the analogous results to
the ones of Fig. 8, but with progressively lower values
of nl. We find that for all considered cases even down

to nl = 0 the DOS is largely identical to the results in
Fig. 8. This shows that a single Trotter step is enough to
compute the GS wave function to the required accuracy.

In order to minimize the circuit depth one can therefore
set nl = 0, and then evaluate the quality of the results
that can be obtained by the lowest values of ñl of 0 and 1
for different nk and ñk. While increasing nk and ñk does
not increase the circuit depth, it does increase the size of
the basis. This leads to improved quality of the results,
but also to a larger number of matrix elements that need
to be computed. Hence a reduction of the basis set size
to a small number for a given accuracy is desirable. We
systematically evaluated the required smallest values for
nk and ñk within our two-level multigrid for the Trotter
expansion. In Fig. 9 we show examples of parameter
settings that allow minimal circuit depths. For ñl = 1 the
DOS is in rather good agreement with the exact values for
ñk>∼29 and nk>∼4 for the metallic case, and for ñk>∼19 and
nk>∼9 for the insulating case. For ñl = 0 the insulating
state can be recovered well if ñk above 59 is used. For the
metallic state, as already discussed earlier, with ñl = 0
the agreement with the exact solution is reduced.

The number of Trotter steps in the two-level grid to
construct a GF basis wave function is equal to nl+ ñl+2.
The matrix elements in Eq. (27) require the construc-
tion of a pair of wave functions, which therefore doubles
the total number of Trotter steps. Our results there-
fore show that one can get accurate results for this sys-
tem using only 4 Trotter steps for the insulating system
(nl = ñl = 0), and 6 Trotter steps for the metallic system
(nl = 0 and ñl = 1). The corresponding maximum circuit
depth is obtained using Eq. 28, with dV and d0 given in
Sec. IV, and with N=8, n↑=n↓=4, nl=0 and ñ1=1. The
resulting maximum number of CNOT layers is 254, and
most of the circuits used to evaluate matrix elements will
require significantly smaller depths. While this number is
still beyond the capabilities of current hardware, we note
that the number of used Trotter steps is a few orders
of magnitude lower than what needed to obtain the GF
by real time evolution and subsequent Fourier transform
[6], and hence brings it closer to a practically realizable
method as the hardware noise levels are progressively re-
duced. The significant reduction in the resulting circuit
depth requirements is a major advantage of the QSEG
method.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

The quantum subspace expansion algorithm for
Green’s functions (QSEG) bridges the range of systems
between near term and fault tolerant quantum com-
puters, and avoids the quantum circuit parameter op-
timization necessary for VQAs. It builds on the Lanczos
method to compute Green’s functions, which relies on
the iterative construction of the Krylov states to obtain
the coefficients of the Green’s function in a continued
fraction. The Lanczos method is well established on con-
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ventional computers, but is limited to small system sizes
due to the exponential growth of the Hilbert space with
increasing system size. By using a quantum computer
to represent the Krylov states, QSEG has the potential
to overcome this scaling barrier. QSEG uses the quan-
tum computer to obtain the elements of the Hamilto-
nian and overlap matrices for the basis states, which can
be efficiently prepared on a quantum device by Suzuki-
Trotter time evolution. We achieve long time-evolutions
with small time steps by using two-level multigrid Trot-
ter time evolution. It takes advantage of the fact that
within QSE the time evolution is used to construct a ba-
sis, where each basis state does not need to be an accurate
time-evolved state. When scaling up to larger systems,
the number of matrix elements to compute can become
large; hence, it will be important to use efficient repre-
sentations with minimal basis sizes. The implementation
of the method in parallel over many quantum computers
will further allow reducing the runtime.

We demonstrate that QSEG can give accurate Green’s
functions for the Anderson impurity model on 16 qubits,
obtained within DMFT for the Hubbard model on the
Bethe lattice with infinite connectivity. The required
number of Trotter steps is between 4 for the insulat-
ing state and 6 for the metallic state. The QSEG quan-
tum circuit depths are significantly smaller than the ones
needed for time-evolution based methods to obtain the
Green’s function. This opens up the possibility to run
the method on near term devices with low noise levels,
while also keeping its potential to scale to large system
sizes once fault tolerant quantum computers are avail-
able.
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Appendix A: Computation of matrix elements of H
and S

In this section, we present how to compute matrix el-

ements Sij = 〈φ0| Û†i Ûj |φ0〉 and Hij = 〈φ0| Û†i ĤÛj |φ0〉
for the ground state (Eqs. (2) and (3) in the main text),

and (Sψ)ij = 〈φ0| Û†i σ̂aÛ
†
j Ûkσ̂bÛl |φ0〉 and (Hψ)ij =

〈φ0| Û†i σ̂aÛ
†
j ĤÛkσ̂bÛl |φ0〉 for the Krylov states (Eqs.

(16) and (20) in the main text). Here σ̂a stands for a

Pauli string of the form
∏a−1
k=0 σ

k
Zσ

a
X/Y where σkX/Y/Z is a

Pauli X, Y or Z operator of qubit k. In general, these ma-
trices may be computed using a Hadamard test [24, 25],
which requires deep circuits including Toffoli gates.

An alternative approach, which avoids the use of
Hadamard tests, has been proposed in Refs. [31, 43]. The

matrix elements of the form 〈φ| Û†i Ûj |φ〉, where Ûi, Ûj
are unitary operators and |φ〉 is a quantum state, can
be computed without a Hadamard test by using the so-
called multi-fidelity estimation protocol, if one can find
a reference state |R〉 such that:

• Condition I: 〈R| Û†i Ûj |R〉 = rRe
iθR is known

• Condition II: 〈R| Û†i Ûj |φ〉 = 0

• Condition III: |φ〉+ |R〉 can be constructed.

Here rR is a real number and θR describes the complex
phase. Under these conditions we can compute the fol-
lowing state fidelities on a quantum computer:

F1 =|( 〈φ|+ 〈R|√
2

)Û†i Ûj(
|φ〉+ |R〉√

2
)|2

=
1

4
| 〈φ| Û†i Ûj |φ〉+ 〈R| Û†i Ûj |R〉 |

2, (A1)

F2 =| 〈φ| Û†i Ûj |φ〉 |
2. (A2)

An overview of different methods to compute such state
fidelities is presented in Ref. [31]. With these equations,

one can then obtain 〈φ| Û†i Ûj |φ〉 = reiθ as

r =
√
F2, (A3)

θ = arccos

(
4F1 − F2 − r2

R

2rR
√
F2

)
+ θR. (A4)

We will now outline how the formalism outlined above
can be used to compute the matrix elements of interest
for the QSEG when the total number of particles is a
symmetry of the Hamiltonian.

a. Computation of: Sij = 〈φ0| Û†i Ûj |φ0〉

In the main text we construct the basis for the ground
state and the Krylov basis with operators Ûi, Ûj , which

are Suzuki-Trotter expansions of the Hamiltonian Ĥ, as
outlined in Eq. (22) in the main text. If Ĥ conserves the

total number of particles N̂ , i.e [Ĥ, N̂ ] = 0, then Ui and
Uj also conserve the number of particles. In this case,
condition II can be fulfilled if |φ0〉 and |R〉 are eigenvec-

tors of N̂ and if they have different number of particles.
Here, we choose |R〉 to be the state with no particles (or
all particles in the special case where |φ0〉 contains no
particles). With this choice of |R〉, condition I is also ful-

filled, since Û†i Ûj |R〉 has no particles as well, so that it is
equal to |R〉 up to a phase. This phase is equal to −h0T ,
where T is the time used in the Suzuki-Trotter expansion
and h0 is the constant term of the Hamiltonian written
with fermionic operators. In Eq. 29 in the main text,
there is no constant term so the phase is zero.

Finally, condition III depends on the construction of
the reference state and is explained in Sec. B of this
document.
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b. Computation of: Hij = 〈φ0| Û†i ĤÛj |φ0〉

For the construction of the matrix elements Hij , Ĥ

is decomposed as Ĥ=
∑
k hkP̂k, where hk is a coeffi-

cient and Pk a Pauli string. Some of the Pauli strings
do not conserve the total number of particles, so that

[P̂k, N̂ ] 6= 0. In the AIM, the terms such as c†kcl + c†l ck =
1
2 (σ̂Xk

∏
k<m<l σ̂

Z
mσ̂

X
l + σ̂Yk

∏
k<m<l σ̂

Z
mσ̂

Y
l ) generate such

Pauli strings (for ease of notation, in the rest of the sec-
tion we drop the Pauli Z strings, which do not change the
number of particles). If |a〉 and |b〉 are eigenstates of N̂ ,

and | 〈a|N̂ |a〉− 〈b|N̂ |b〉 | > 2, then 〈a| σ̂X/Yi σ̂
X/Y
j |b〉 = 0,

since σ̂
X/Y
i connects only adjacent total number of parti-

cles sectors. Therefore, if 〈φ0|N̂ |φ0〉 > 2, we can choose
|R〉 = |0〉 ⊗ |0〉 ... ⊗ |0〉, while in the special case where

if 〈φ0|N̂ |φ0〉 ≤ 2, we can choose |R〉 = |1〉 ⊗ |1〉 ... ⊗ |1〉.
The motivation behind these choices is to have an |R〉
state that can be easily obtained in a quantum circuit,
and where condition I can be fulfilled. Finally, condition
III depends on the construction of the reference state,
which is explained in Sec. B of this document.

c. Computation of: (Sψ)ij = 〈φ0| Û†i σ̂aÛ
†
j Ûkσ̂bÛl |φ0〉

For (Sψ)ij , the choice of |R〉 is the same as in Sec.
A 0 b, since there are 2 Pauli operators which change the
total number of particles.

However, more care needs to be taken
in condition II, which involves the compu-

tation of 〈R| Û†i σ̂aÛ
†
j Ûkσ̂bÛl |R〉. Ûl |R〉 is

equal to |R〉 up to a phase θl, such that

〈R| Û†i σ̂aÛ
†
jUkσ̂bUl |R〉=ei(θl−θi) 〈R| σ̂aÛ

†
jUkσ̂b |R〉.

To compute 〈φ1| Û†jUk |φ2〉 with |φ1〉 = σ̂a |R〉 and

|φ2〉 = σ̂b |R〉, we can generalize the method presented in
Sec. A 0 a with |φ1〉 6= |φ2〉. This can be done using the
same technique as long as we have 〈φ1|R〉= 〈φ2|R〉=0.

In this case, we have

F1 =|( 〈φ1|+ 〈R|√
2

)Û†i Ûj(
|φ2〉+ |R〉√

2
)|2

=
1

4
| 〈φ1| Û†i Ûj |φ2〉+ 〈R| Û†i Ûj |R〉 |

2, (A5)

F2 =| 〈φ1| Û†i Ûj |φ2〉 |2. (A6)

d. Computation of: (Hψ)ij = 〈φ0| Û†i σ̂aÛ
†
j ĤÛkσ̂bÛl |φ0〉

The shape of (Hψ)ij is very similar to the matrix
elements (Sψ)ij , but care needs to be taken for the

Pauli string in Ĥ, which may not conserve the sym-
metry N̂ . Due to the presence of up to 4 Pauli op-
erators, which connect adjacent symmetry sectors, |R〉
needs to be chosen such that if 〈φ0|N̂ |φ0〉 > 4, we choose

|R〉 = |0〉⊗|0〉 ...⊗|0〉 and if 〈φ0|N̂ |φ0〉 ≤ 3, we can choose

|R〉 = |1〉 ⊗ |1〉 ... ⊗ |1〉. We note that it is only valid if
the total number of sites is strictly higher than 4.

Finally, condition III depends on the construction of
the reference state, and is explained in Sec. B.

Appendix B: Preparation of the GHZ state with the
Hartree-Fock state

As part of condition III, the state |R〉+|φ0〉 needs to be
implemented, where |φ0〉 is the minimal energy state of
H0 with n↑ spin-up and n↓ spin-down particles (see Eq.
(34) in the main text). To constuct this superposition, we
use a GHZ-state-preparation circuit as suggested in Ref.
[31]. It requires applying a Hadamard gate on the qubit 1
(resp. N , where N is the number of sites) and a number
(n↑ − 1) (resp. n↓ − 1) of CNOT gates between qubits
i and i + 1 with i ∈ [1, n↑] (resp. i ∈ [N + 1, N + n↓]).

Finally, we apply the Ĉ† rotation operator in Eq. 34 in
the main text to rotate the GHZ state in the local basis.
Here, we used the relation Ĉ† |0〉= |0〉.

The circuit depth in terms of CNOT layers is the sum
of the preparation of the layers for the GHZ state prepa-
ration, which requires max(n↑, n↓) − 1 layers of CNOT
gates, and of the C† preparation, which requires 2N lay-
ers of CNOT gates as explained in Sec. IV of the main
text.

Appendix C: DMFT on the Bethe lattice

For the non interacting solution, the hybridization is
given by ∆0(ω)= 1

2πΘ(4 − ω2)
√

4− ω2, where ω is the
real frequency, and we use the convention γ = 1 as in the
main text.

The discretized hybridization is given by

∆ED(z)=
∑N
i=nimp

|ε0i|2
z−εii , where we take the hop-

ping matrix to connect a bath site to the impurity as
schematically illustrated in Fig. 2 in the main text.
The parameters εij are chosen to minimize the distance
D =

∑nM

n=0 |∆ED(iωn) −∆(iωn)|2, where the hybridiza-

tions are evaluated on the Matsubara axis ωn = (2n+1)π
β ,

with β the inverse temperature. Here, we take β=100,
which is small enough to keep the zero temperature
formalism. Here the role of finite β is only to get the hy-
bridization on a finite grid on the imaginary axis, where
the function is smoother. In particular, we check that
the gap between the first excited state and the ground

state is large enough to have εβ(Eexcited−EGS) < 0.01
in order to ignore the population of the excited states
compared to the GS. We use nM=100 in order to fit well
the low energy part. Once the Green’s function (GF)
is determined, we use the DMFT equation ∆new=G
to find a new bath hybridization, and we reiterate the
procedure until the convergence of the GF.

Table I (resp. Table II) gives the parameters of the
first (resp. last) iterations.
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i eii ei1
2 -1.17300 -0.53714
3 -0.37368 0.38549
4 -0.08996 -0.21964
5 0.00000 0.13394
6 0.08996 -0.21964
7 0.37368 0.38549
8 1.17300 0.53714

Table I. Bath parameters of the fist DMFT iteration

Finally, since we are at half-filling, the energy of the
impurity site is given by ε11=− U

2 .

i eii ei1
2 -4.78165 -0.52895
3 -3.09398 0.42680
4 -2.17008 -0.19147
5 -0.00103 0.00418
6 1.61650 -0.05916
7 2.74851 0.41342
8 4.63114 -0.56915

Table II. Bath parameters of the last DMFT iteration

Appendix D: Off-diagonal elements of the Green’s
function

The algorithm proposed in Sec. IIB of the main
manuscript cannot be directly applied to the off-diagonal
elements of the greater GF, which are given by

G>αβ(z) = 〈GS| cα(z − (H − EGS))−1c†β |GS〉 . (D1)

Here we present the extension of the method to be able
to compute these off-diagonal elements. To this aim we
first apply the method to obtain the elements of two GFs,
defined as

G
(1)
αβ(z) = 〈GS| (ĉα + ĉβ)(z − Ĥ + EGS)−1(ĉ†α + ĉ†β) |GS〉 ,

(D2)

G
(2)
αβ(z) = 〈GS| (ĉα − iĉβ)(z − Ĥ + EGS)−1(ĉ†α + iĉ†β) |GS〉 .

(D3)

With these modified GFs we then obtain

G>αβ +G>βα = G
(1)
αβ(z)−G>αα(z)−G>ββ(z) (D4)

G>αβ −G
>
βα = i(G>αα(z) +G>ββ(z)−G(2)

αβ(z)) (D5)

So G>αβ is given by

G>αβ =
1

2
(G

(1)
αβ(z)− iG(2)

αβ(z) + (i− 1)(G>αα(z) +G>ββ(z)))

(D6)

The lesser GF can be computed using the same
method.
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[35] C. Ĉırstoiu, Z. Holmes, J. Iosue, L. Cincio, P. J. Coles,
and A. Sornborger, npj Quantum Information 6 (2020),
10.1038/s41534-020-00302-0.

[36] K. Choi, D. Lee, J. Bonitati, Z. Qian, and J. Watkins,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 127, 040505 (2021).

[37] P. Jordan and E. Wigner, Zeitschrift für Physik 47, 631
(1928).

[38] I. D. Kivlichan, J. McClean, N. Wiebe, C. Gidney,
A. Aspuru-Guzik, G. K.-L. Chan, and R. Babbush, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 120, 110501 (2018).

[39] I. D. Kivlichan, C. Gidney, D. W. Berry, N. Wiebe,
J. McClean, W. Sun, Z. Jiang, N. Rubin, A. Fowler,
A. Aspuru-Guzik, H. Neven, and R. Babbush, Quan-
tum 4, 296 (2020).

[40] D. Wecker, M. B. Hastings, N. Wiebe, B. K. Clark,
C. Nayak, and M. Troyer, Physical Review A 92 (2015),
10.1103/physreva.92.062318.

[41] J. Cohn, M. Motta, and R. M. Parrish, PRX Quantum
2 (2021), 10.1103/prxquantum.2.040352.

[42] Y. Suzuki, Y. Kawase, Y. Masumura, Y. Hiraga,
M. Nakadai, J. Chen, K. M. Nakanishi, K. Mitarai,
R. Imai, S. Tamiya, T. Yamamoto, T. Yan, T. Kawakubo,
Y. O. Nakagawa, Y. Ibe, Y. Zhang, H. Yamashita,
H. Yoshimura, A. Hayashi, and K. Fujii, Quantum 5,
559 (2021).

[43] O. Kyriienko, npj Quantum Information 6 (2020),
10.1038/s41534-019-0239-7.

http://dx.doi.org/ https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2022.08.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2110.07492
http://dx.doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2110.07492
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/1367-2630/ab867b
http://dx.doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2103.08563
http://dx.doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2103.08563
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physreva.95.042308
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physreva.95.042308
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/s41567-020-0798-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.1909.08925
http://dx.doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.1909.08925
http://dx.doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.1909.08925
http://arxiv.org/abs/1909.08925
http://arxiv.org/abs/1909.08925
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.9b01125
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.9b01125
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.127.120502
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.127.120502
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevB.34.1677
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1063/1.4823192
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevB.85.205119
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevB.85.205119
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/2058-9565/ac2e52
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/2058-9565/ac2e52
http://arxiv.org/abs/2109.06868
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.105.024324
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.105.024324
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.22331/q-2019-10-07-191
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/s41534-020-00302-0
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/s41534-020-00302-0
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.127.040505
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.110501
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.110501
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.22331/q-2020-07-16-296
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.22331/q-2020-07-16-296
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/physreva.92.062318
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/physreva.92.062318
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/prxquantum.2.040352
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/prxquantum.2.040352
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.22331/q-2021-10-06-559
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.22331/q-2021-10-06-559
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41534-019-0239-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41534-019-0239-7

	Quantum subspace expansion algorithm for Green's functions
	Abstract
	I Introduction
	II Quantum subspace expansion for the Green's function
	A Ground state
	B Green's function

	III Construction of the basis
	A Ground state basis
	B Basis for the Green's function

	IV Application to the Anderson impurity model
	V Results
	A Ground state
	B Green's function

	VI Conclusions
	 Acknowledgment
	A Computation of matrix elements of H and S
	a Computation of: Sij=0ij0
	b Computation of: Hij=0i j0
	c Computation of: (S)ij=0i a jk bl0
	d Computation of: (H)ij=0 i a jk bl0


	B Preparation of the GHZ state with the Hartree-Fock state
	C  DMFT on the Bethe lattice
	D Off-diagonal elements of the Green's function
	 References


