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S1. CONSTRUCTION OF THE EMBEDDING HAMILTONIANS

The one- and two-electron integrals h
(A)
pq and V

(A)
pqrs of the embedding Hamiltonian for a chosen fragment A in Eq.

(5) of the main text can be obtained from transforming the original integrals of the total system by a projector T (A)

h(A)
pq =

N∑
µν

T (A)
µp F (env,A)

µν T (A)
νq

V (A)
pqrs =

N∑
µνλσ

T (A)
µp T (A)

νq VµνλσT
(A)
λr T (A)

σs , (S1)

where F (env,A) is the Fock matrix of the environment and T (A) is a projection matrix that transform the one- and
two-electron integrals in Eq. (1) to the EO basis. In practice, T (A) can be obtained by performing an SVD of the

off-diagonal Hartree-Fock density matrix P
(A)
µν ,

P (A)
µν = UAΣAV

†
A (S2)

T (A) =

[
I
UA

]
. (S3)

The integral transformations in Eq. (S1) can be performed efficiently on classical computers.

S2. BASIS TRANSFORMATION UNITARY FROM LOCALIZED TO CANONICAL MOLECULAR
ORBITALS

Bootstrap embedding requires spatially local information on overlapping sites of a quantum system to match,
whereas this local basis may not be the same as the most convenient computational basis. For example, many state
preparation ansatz on a quantum computer is designed to work the best under the canonical molecular orbitals
(delocalized, obtained from a Hartree-Fock calculation) as the computational basis, where a basis transformation to
local atomic basis are required afterwards to extract spatially local information. In this section, we give a unitary
that can achieve such a basis transformation from MOs to LOs on a quantum computer, from an early result due to
Thouless [1] which is also employed in a recent work [2].

Given two set of single-particle orbitals, {ψp} and {ϕq} to represent the MOs and the LOs, respectively. Further-
more, denote the basis rotation between the two as

ϕp =

n∑
q=1

[eih]pq ψq (S4)

where h is an n × n hermitian matrix, [eih]pq is the (p, q)-th element of the orbital rotation unitary. For notation
purpose, we also associate each MO ψq with a creation and annhilation operator a†p, ap.

This orbital rotation from the MOs to the LOs will induce a unitary transformation on the Slater determinants
written under these two set of orbitals. More concretely, suppose |Ψ⟩ and |Φ⟩ are representation of the same mean-field
state using orbitals {ψp} and {ϕq}, respectively, then it can be shown [1] that the transformation between |Ψ⟩ and
|Φ⟩ is essentially a unitary operator generated by a 1-body operator in the MO basis

|Φ⟩ = Uh |Ψ⟩ (S5)

where

Uh = ei
∑n

pq=1 hpqa
†
paq . (S6)

The above results on the transformation between two Slater determinants can be easily generalized to two arbitrary
many-body quantum states |Φ⟩ and |Ψ⟩ that represent the same underlying quantum state using the two different
orbital sets, as we will show in the following. We can always write |Φ⟩ as a linear combination of many Slater
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determinants constructed from the orbibital set {ϕp}

|Φ⟩ =
∑
α

Cα |Φα⟩ . (S7)

Using the unitary transformation Uh for each Slater determinant in |Φ⟩, we have

|Φ⟩ =
∑
α

Cα |Φα⟩ =
∑
α

CαUh |Ψα⟩ = Uh |Ψ⟩ , (S8)

where we have defined a new many-body state |Ψ⟩ using the same many-body coefficients Cα but with the old MO
Slater determinants |Ψα⟩. Equivalently, this means the transformation of a many-body state under orbital rotations
follows the same unitary Uh.
On a quantum computer, in the case of Jordan-Wigner mapping, there is a direct one-to-one correspondence between

Slater determinants and qubit states. Therefore the unitary transformation on a quantum computer to transform a
state from MO to LO representation is to write Uh in its Jordan-Wigner form using

a†p = σ+
p ⊗ Z→

p−1, aq = σ−
q ⊗ Z→

q−1, (S9)

where

Z→
j = Zj ⊗ Zj−1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Z1 ⊗ Z0. (S10)

Note that the hermitian matrix h can be obtained from standard quantum chemistry package such as PySCF [3].

S3. PROOF OF EQUIVALENCE OF THE LINEAR AND QUADRATIC CONSTRAINT

In this section, we prove the equivalent of the linear and the quadratic constraints in Eqs. (16) and (20).
Recall that in the main text (Eq. (15)), in a general case of m overlapping qubits, the mixed state reduced density

matrices ρ
(A)
R can be written as

ρ
(A)
R =

I +
∑4m−1

α=1 ⟨Σα⟩A Σα

2m
. (S11)

In the special case of m = 1, we recover the usual expression for a single-qubit density matrix.
The forward direction of deriving Eq. (20) from (16) is trivial, because if ⟨Σα⟩A = ⟨Σα⟩B for all α, this means

ρ
(A)
R = ρ

(B)
R which leads to Eq. (20).

Now we focus on showing the reverse is true by deriving Eq. (16) from (20). Substitute (S11) into (20), we obtain

Tr
[
(ρ

(A)
R − ρ(B)

R )2
]
=

1

2m

4m−1∑
α,β=1

(⟨Σα⟩A − ⟨Σα⟩B)(⟨Σβ⟩A − ⟨Σβ⟩B) Tr[ΣαΣβ ]. (S12)

Choose a convenient basis for the Hermitian generators Σα by express then as tensor product of m SU(2) Paulis
{σαm

}

Σα = σα1
⊗ σα2

⊗ · · · ⊗ σαm
, (S13)

we immediately see that

Tr[ΣαΣβ ] = Tr[(σα1
σβ1

)⊗ (σα2
σβ2

)⊗ · · · ⊗ (σαm
σβm

)] (S14)

=

m∏
s=1

Tr[σαsσβs ] (S15)

=

m∏
s=1

(2δαs,βs) (S16)

= 2mδαβ (S17)
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where we define a composite index (bold font) α = (α1α2 · · ·αk) and β = (β1β2 · · ·βk). Substitute (S17) into (S12)
and note that δαβ = δαβ , we obtain

Tr
[
(ρ

(A)
R − ρ(B)

R )2
]
=

4m−1∑
α=1

(⟨Σα⟩A − ⟨Σα⟩B)2 . (S18)

Given ⟨Σα⟩’s as real numbers in usual implementation of electronic structure problems, then (S18) guarantees each
individual term in the sum being zero, i.e.,

⟨Σα⟩A − ⟨Σα⟩B = 0, ∀ i ∈ [1, 4m − 1]. (S19)

This is equivalent to ρ
(A)
R = ρ

(B)
B . This completes the proof.

S4. ESTIMATING QUADRATIC PENALTY FROM SUBSYSTEM SWAP TEST

In this section, we present details of the subsystem SWAP test and discuss how it can be used to estimate the
quadratic penalty mismatch in (20) of the main text.

A. Quantum Circuit of the SWAP Test

The SWAP test as shown in Fig. 4 of the main text between two qubits can be directly generalized to a SWAP test
between two quantum registers each of which contains multiple qubits. The idea is to use the upper ancilla qubit to
perform multiple controlled-SWAP operations between all pairs of qubits in the two registers. For example, Fig. S5
performs a SWAP test between two pairs of qubits using a single ancilla qubit.

In our case, instead of performing SWAP test on the entire wave function of two fragments, we are interested to apply
it to a subsystem of each fragment. In particular, denote qubits corresponding to the entire embedding orbitals as
X1 X0 for fragment X = A,B, where A0 and B0 are the subsystem on the overlapping region, whereas A1 and B1

are the rest of the embedding orbitals. Then a SWAP test between A0 and B0 can be performed in Fig. S1.

|0⟩ H • H M

A1 /

A0 / ×

B0 / ×

B1 /

FIG. S1: Subsystem SWAP test between the overlapping regions of fragment A and B, where a controlled SWAP
operation is performed on A0 and B0. The measurement probability of the top ancilla qubit encodes information of
the overlap.

B. Ancilla Measurement Probability

In the following, we show that the measurement probability of M in the upper ancilla qubit can be directly related
to the overlap between the reduced density matrices on region A0 and B0. This derivation can be performed in an
arbitrary computational basis. For simplicity, we derive the results in the Schmidt basis of A0 and A1 (likewise for
B). Interest readers are encouraged to perform the derivation in an arbitrary basis as an exercise.
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From Schmidt decomposition, the total wave function for fragment A and B can be written as

|ΨA⟩ =
∑
j

aj |A1,j⟩ |A0,j⟩ , (S20)

|ΨB⟩ =
∑
k

bk |B0,k⟩ |B1,k⟩ . (S21)

Denote the measurement outcome of the ancilla in Fig. S1 as M , it can be shown that

Prob[M = 0] =
1

2
[1 +

∑
j,k

|aj |2 |bk|2 | ⟨A0,j |B0,k⟩|2], (S22)

regardless of their environment A1 and B1.

The above result can be understood as the overlap of the two reduced density matrix of fragments A and B in their
overlapping region, as we can explicitly compute this in the following. From Eq. (S20) and (S21), the reduced density
matrices of each is calculated to be

ρA0
=TrA1

[|ΨA⟩ ⟨ΨA|]

=TrA1
[
∑
jj′

aja
∗
j′ |A1,j⟩ |A0,j⟩ ⟨A1,j′ | ⟨A0,j′ |]

=
∑
k

∑
jj′

aja
∗
j′ ⟨A1,k| |A1,j⟩ |A0,j⟩ ⟨A1,j′ | ⟨A0,j′ | |A1,k⟩

=
∑
k

∑
jj′

aja
∗
j′δjk |A0,j⟩ ⟨A0,j′ | δj′k

=
∑
j

|aj |2 |A0,j⟩ ⟨A0,j | , (S23)

similarly,

ρB0
= TrB1

[|ΨB⟩ ⟨ΨB |] =
∑
k

|bk|2 |B0,k⟩ ⟨B0,k| . (S24)

Then the overlap S2 between the above two reduced density matrices are

S2(ρA0
, ρB0

) = Tr[ρA0
ρB0

]

=Tr[
∑
jk

|aj |2|bk|2 |B0,k⟩ ⟨B0,k| |A0,j⟩ ⟨A0,j |]

=
∑
l

∑
jk

|aj |2|bk|2 ⟨A0,l| |B0,k⟩ ⟨B0,k| |A0,j⟩ ⟨A0,j | |A0,l⟩

=
∑
jk

|aj |2|bk|2| ⟨A0,j |B0,k⟩|2, (S25)

which agrees with the second term in the measurement probability in Eq. (S22). Therefore, we can reconstruct the
overlap in (S25) using the measurement probability as

S2(ρA0
, ρB0

) = 2 Prob[M = 0]− 1. (S26)
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In the special case of ρA0
= ρB0

, the overlap as defined above reduces to evaluating the purity of a density matrix

S2(ρA0
, ρA0

) =Tr[ρ2A0
]

=
∑
jk

|aj |2|ak|2| ⟨A0,j |A0,k⟩|2

=
∑
jk

|aj |2|ak|2δjk

=
∑
j

|aj |4 (S27)

Since
∑

j |aj |2 = 1, and therefore S2(ρA0
, ρA0

) ≤ 1. When ρA0
corresponds to a pure state, there will be only one

non-zero coefficient a0 = 1 and the rest being zero, leading to S2(ρA0
, ρA0

) = 1. This agrees with the definition of
purity.

C. Connection to Quadratic Penalty

In our quantum bootstrap embedding algorithm, the quadratic constraint can be rewritten using the definition of
overlap in the previous section as

Tr
[
(ρA0

− ρB0
)2
]
= Tr

[
(ρA0

)
2
]
+Tr

[
(ρB0

)
2
]
− 2Tr[ρA0

ρB0
]

= S2(ρA0
, ρA0

) + S2(ρB0
, ρB0

)− 2S2(ρA0
, ρB0

). (S28)

It is seen that the RHS of the above equation contains three SWAP tests: one for the overlap between ρA0 and ρB0 in
(S25), and the other two for the purity of ρA0 and ρB0 respectively as in (S27).

S5. EIGENVALUE EQUATIONS FOR THE QUADRATIC PENALTY METHOD

In Sec. 3.4 of the main text, we have seen that the quadratic constraint at the solution point has zero gradient
with respect to the wave function parameters, and therefore does not satisfy the constraint qualification condition to
use the Lagrange multiplier method for the optimization. Instead, we use a quadratic penalty method to perform
the optimization of the loss function where an inherent eigenvalue equation with an effective bootstrap embedding
potential VBE is solved using a quantum eigensolver. The goal is to adjust VBE such that two overlapping fragments
match. In this section, we derive a rigorous expression for updating VBE by taking the parameters in VBE instead of

the wave function as fundamental variable. For clarity, we keep the notation λ
(A)
B to refer to the penalty for fragment

A and B, but all the penalty parameters are kept the same, λ
(A)
B = λ, as is also mentioned in the main text.

This can be achieved by taking the functional variation δVBE and find the stationary point of LA. At the stationary
point, we have

δLA =
∑
aiµ

∂LA

∂Caiµ

∂Caiµ

δVBE
δVBE +

∑
aiµ

∂LA

∂C∗
aiµ

∂C∗
aiµ

δVBE
δVBE = 0 (S29)

for any δVBE. This implies the equation of motion∑
aiµ

∂LA

∂Caiµ

∂Caiµ

δVBE
+
∑
aiµ

∂LA

∂C∗
aiµ

∂C∗
aiµ

δVBE
= 0. (S30)

In the following, we derive separately ∂LA

∂Caiµ
(Sec. S5A) and

∂Caiµ

δVBE
(Sec. S5B), and then combine everything together

in Sec. S5C to obtain the overall gradient on how to updating the BE potential in the eigenvalue equation.
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A. Derivative ∂LA
∂Caiµ

Consider the derivative of ∂LA with respect to Caiµ:

dLA

dCaiµ
=

d

dCaiµ

⟨H(A)⟩A − E(⟨I⟩A − 1) +

Nfrag∑
B ̸=A

λ
(A)
B Tr

[
(ρEA

− ρCB
)2
] . (S31)

Let’s evaluate this term by term. The linear terms are easy:

d⟨H(A)⟩
C∗

bjν

=
∑
aiµ

Caiµ ⟨bjν|H(A) |aiµ⟩ , (S32)

dE(⟨I⟩ − 1)

C∗
bjν

= E
∑
aiµ

Caiµ(I ⊗ I ⊗ I)aiµ,bjν , (S33)

dTr[ρEA
ρCB

]

dC∗
bjν

=
∑
i

Cbiν

(∑
aµ

DjaµD
∗
iaµ

)
=
∑
i

(ρCB
)jiCbiν . (S34)

While the derivative involving quadratic term
dTr[ρ2

EA ]
C∗

ckδ
is a little tricky. First, note that

(ρEA
)
2
=
∑
ii′,jj′

(∑
aµ

CaiµC
∗
ai′µ

)(∑
bν

CbjνC
∗
bj′νδi′j |i⟩ ⟨j′|

)
, (S35)

from which we obtain

Tr
[
(ρEA

)
2
]
=
∑
ij

(∑
aµ

CaiµC
∗
ajµ

)(∑
bν

CbjνC
∗
biν

)
(S36)

=
∑

ij,ab,µν

(CaiµCbjν)
(
C∗

ajµC
∗
biν

)
(S37)

=
∑

ij,ab,µν,i ̸=j||a̸=b||µ̸=ν

(CaiµCbjν)
(
C∗

ajµC
∗
biν

)
+
∑
iaµ

(CaiµCaiµ)
(
C∗

aiµC
∗
aiµ

)
. (S38)

Note in order to take the derivative of the above with respect to C∗
ckδ, we have separated the summation as two

different terms because depending on whether the conditon of a ̸= b||j ̸= i||µ ̸= ν is met or not, the derivative will be
different. Now evaluate the derivative of the above two terms separately, we have

dTr
[
ρ2EA

]
dC∗

ckδ

=
∑

ij,ab,µν,i ̸=j||a̸=b||µ̸=ν

(CaiµCbjν)
(
C∗

ajµδbcδikδνδ + C∗
biνδacδjkδµδ

)
+
∑
iaµ

(CaiµCaiµ)
(
2C∗

aiµδacδjkδµδ
)

(S39)

=
∑

jaµ,k ̸=j||a̸=c||µ̸=δ

(CakµCcjδ)C
∗
ajµ +

∑
ibν,i ̸=k||b̸=c||ν ̸=δ

(CciδCbkν)C
∗
biν + 2C2

ckδC
∗
ckδ. (S40)

Now in each of the above terms, combine a C and a C∗ we can recover some elements of ρEA
. For example, in the

first term we have

∑
jaµ,k ̸=j||a ̸=c||µ̸=δ

(CakµCcjδ)C
∗
ajµ =

∑
j,k ̸=j||a ̸=c||µ̸=δ

(∑
aµ

CakµC
∗
ajµ

)
Ccjδ (S41)

=
∑

j,k ̸=j||a ̸=c||µ̸=δ

(
ρ
(aµ)
EA

)
kj
Ccjδ, (S42)
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where in the last line the superscript (aµ) on ρ
(aµ)
EA

simply means the implicit summation is over dummy variables aµ.

With this notation, we can collect all terms in
dTr[ρ2

EA ]
C∗

ckδ
and write it as

dTr
[
ρ2EA

]
dC∗

bjν

= 2
∑

i,k ̸=i||b̸=c||ν ̸=δ

(
ρ
(bν)
EA

)
ki
Cciδ + 2 (ρA)ckδ,ckδ Cckδ, (S43)

which consists of two terms. With the derivative of Tr
[
ρ2EA

]
, we can combine this with the derivative of Tr[ρEA

ρCB
]

to get

dTr
[
(ρEA

− ρCB
)2
]

dC∗
ckδ

=
dTr

[
(ρEA

)2
]

C∗
ckδ

− 2
dTr[ρEA

ρCB
]

C∗
ckδ

= 2
∑

i,k ̸=i||b̸=c||ν ̸=δ

(
ρ
(bν)
EA
− ρ(bν)CB

)
ki
Cciδ + 2 [(ρA)ckδ,ckδ − (ρB)kcδ,kcδ]Cckδ. (S44)

Notice the subscripts of ρB on the last term of RHS is in different order as compared to ρA due to the distinction
between center and edge sites.

Combine this with the derivative of the other terms, we obtain the following eigenvalue equation

dLA

dC∗
ckδ

=
∑
aiµ

Caiµ ⟨ckδ|H(A) |aiµ⟩+ E
∑
aiµ

Caiµ(I ⊗ I ⊗ I)ckδ,aiµ

+ 2λ
(A)
B

 ∑
i,(a,i,µ)̸=(c,k,δ)

(
ρ
(aµ)
EA
− ρ(aµ)CB

)
ki
Cciδ + [(ρA)ckδ,ckδ − (ρB)kcδ,kcδ]Cckδ

 = 0, ∀c, k, δ. (S45)

This equation seems to be difficult to rewrite into matrix notation, but actually they are easy if written under
the full density matrix of fragment A and B. In terms of full density matrices of the fragments, the first term in the
effective potential is ∑

i,(a,i,µ) ̸=(c,k,δ)

(
ρ
(aµ)
EA
− ρ(aµ)CB

)
ki
Cciδ =

∑
aiµ,(a,i,µ) ̸=(c,k,δ)

[(ρA)akµ,aiµ − (ρB)kaµ,iaµ]Cciδ. (S46)

It can also be recognized that the second term in the effective potential is essentially

[(ρA)ckδ,ckδ − (ρB)kcδ,kcδ]Cckδ =
∑

aiµ,(a,i,µ)=(c,k,δ)

[(ρA)akµ,aiµ − (ρB)kaµ,iaµ]Cciδ. (S47)

Substitute the above two equations into Eq. (S45), we have

dLA

dC∗
ckδ

=
∑
aiµ

Caiµ ⟨ckδ|H(A) |aiµ⟩+ E
∑
aiµ

Caiµ(I ⊗ I ⊗ I)ckδ,aiµ

+ 2λ
(A)
B

 ∑
aiµ,(a,i,µ) ̸=(c,k,δ)

+
∑

aiµ,(a,i,µ)=(c,k,δ)

 [(ρA)akµ,aiµ − (ρB)kaµ,iaµ]Cciδ

 = 0, ∀c, k, δ

=
∑
aiµ

Caiµ ⟨ckδ|H(A) |aiµ⟩+ E
∑
aiµ

Caiµ(I ⊗ I ⊗ I)ckδ,aiµ + 2λ
(A)
B

∑
aiµ

Cciδ [(ρA)akµ,aiµ − (ρB)kaµ,iaµ] (S48)

=
∑
aiµ

⟨ckδ|H(A) |aiµ⟩Caiµ + E
∑
aiµ

(I ⊗ I ⊗ I)ckδ,aiµCaiµ + 2λ
(A)
B

∑
i

(ρEA
− ρCB

)ki Cciδ = 0, ∀c, k, δ (S49)

B. Derivative
∂Caiµ

δVBE

In this section, we focus on deriving
∂Caiµ

δVBE
or

∂C∗
aiµ

δVBE
.
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Use wave function perturbation theory on the following eigenvalue equation

(H(A) + VBE) |ψA,n⟩ = −E(A)
n |ψA,n⟩ , (S50)

where n labels different eigenstates. Now given a small variation of VBE, the eigenstates and eigenenergies will change.
To 1st-order perturbation, we can write the change of each eigenstate as

δ |ψA,n⟩ =
∑
n′ ̸=n

⟨ψA,n′ | (δVBE) |ψA,n⟩
E(A)
n − E(A)

n′

|ψA,n′⟩ . (S51)

This is a change on the eigenstate, and not yet exact what we want (we want change on the coefficients in front of

basis vector, C
(n)
aiµ, note the superscript labels the n-th eigenstate). To do this, let’s further write the eigenstates in

terms of all the coefficients,

|ψA,n⟩ =
∑
aiµ

C
(n)
aiµ |aiµ⟩ , (S52)

then the above equation becomes an array of coupled-system of equations:∑
aiµ

dC
(n)
aiµ |aiµ⟩ =

∑
n′ ̸=n

∑
a′′i′′µ′′,a′i′µ′,aiµ

C
(n′)∗
a′i′µ′C

(n)
aiµ

⟨a′i′µ′| (δVBE) |aiµ⟩
E(A)
n − E(A)

n′

C
(n′)
a′′i′′µ′′ |a′′i′′µ′′⟩ . (S53)

Multiply both sides with ⟨a′′′i′′′µ′′′|, we arrives at the following equation on the coefficients after relabeling the aiµ
index

dC
(n)
aiµ =

∑
n′ ̸=n

∑
a′′i′′µ′′,a′i′µ′

C
(n′)∗
a′′i′′µ′′C

(n)
a′i′µ′

⟨a′′i′′µ′′| (δVBE) |a′i′µ′⟩
E(A)
n − E(A)

n′

C
(n′)
aiµ , (S54)

for any index (a, i, µ).

To further simplify the above equation, we introduce parametrization of δVBE as linear combination of local poten-

tials on the edge sites VBE =
∑4m

α=0 vα I ⊗ Σα ⊗ I, where the first and the last identity operators act on the center
and the bath sites by definition. Therefore, a functional variation of VBE can be parametrized as a small change in
the scalar coefficients vα

δVBE =

4m∑
α=0

dvα I ⊗ Σα ⊗ I, (S55)

and the matrix elements are

⟨a′′i′′µ′′| (δVBE) |a′i′µ′⟩ = δa′a′′δµ′µ′′

4m∑
α=0

⟨i′′|Σα |i′⟩ dvα. (S56)

This leads to the simplifed expression for dC
(n)
aiµ/δVBE

dC
(n)
aiµ

δVBE
=

4m∑
α=0

dC
(n)
aiµ

dvα
=
∑
n′ ̸=n

∑
i′′,a′i′µ′

C
(n′)∗
a′i′′µ′C

(n)
a′i′µ′

∑4m

α=0 ⟨i′′|Σα |i′⟩
E(A)
n − E(A)

n′

C
(n′)
aiµ . (S57)

In particular, for the ground eigenstate, we have (omitting the superscript (0))

dC∗
ckδ

δVBE
=

4m∑
α=0

dC∗
ckδ

dvα
=
∑
n′ ̸=0

∑
i′,aiµ

C
(n′)
ai′µC

∗
aiµ

∑4m

α=0 ⟨i|Σα |i′⟩
E(A)
0 − E(A)

n′

C
(n′)∗
ckδ . (S58)
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C. Gradient of Cost Function versus BE Potential

Now we are ready to put everything together to obtain a final expression for the gradient of the cost function versus
the BE potential.

Substitute Eq. (S58) and Eq. (S49) into (S30), we obtain

∑
ckδ

dLA

dC∗
ckδ

dC∗
ckδ

δVBE
=
∑
ckδ

∑
aiµ

⟨ckδ|H(A) |aiµ⟩Caiµ + E(A)
0

∑
aiµ

(I ⊗ I ⊗ I)ckδ,aiµCaiµ + 2λ
(A)
B

∑
i

(ρEA
− ρCB

)ki Cciδ


×

∑
n′ ̸=0

∑
i′,aiµ

C
(n′)
ai′µC

∗
aiµ

∑4m

α=0 ⟨i|Σα |i′⟩
E(A)
0 − E(A)

n′

C
(n′)∗
ckδ

 = 0. (S59)

Writing this in matrix form,∑
ckδ

{
(H(A)C)ckδ + (E(A)

0 C)ckδ + 2λ
(A)
B [(I⊗ (ρEA

− ρCB
)⊗ I)C]ckδ

}

×

∑
n′ ̸=0

[C†(I⊗
4m∑
α=0

W(n′)
α ⊗ I)C(n′)]C(n′)∗


ckδ

= 0. (S60)

or

∑
n′ ̸=0

[
C†(I⊗

4m∑
α=0

W(n′)
α ⊗ I)C(n′)

]
×
[
C(n′)†

(
H(A) + E(A)

0 + 2λ
(A)
B (I⊗ (ρEA

− ρCB
)⊗ I)

)
C
]
= 0. (S61)

where W
(n′)
α ii′ =

⟨i|Σα|i′⟩
E(A)
0 −E(A)

n′
. Writing this with respect to each parameter vα in VBE , we have

dLA

dvα
=
∑
n′ ̸=0

[
C†(I⊗W(n′)

α ⊗ I)C(n′)
]
×
[
C(n′)†

(
H(A) + E(A)

0 + 2λ
(A)
B (I⊗ (ρEA

− ρCB
)⊗ I)

)
C
]
, ∀α ∈ [0, 4m].

(S62)

From this gradient, we may update all the fundamental parameters {λ(A)
B , vα} using gradient descent (or other update

scheme) to minimized the Lagrangian, as is typically performed in optimization. However, to compute this gradient
exactly in (S62), it is required that all the eigenstates are known (not only the ground state) which is clearly very
costly and not that useful. Nevertheless, it serves as a good starting point to develop approximated updating scheme.
One possible approximation is to truncate the summation over n′ to only a low energy subspace. More efficient
approximations are left for future investigation.

S6. SAMPLE COMPLEXITY FOR ESTIMATING THE OVERLAP FROM TOMOGRAPHY

We have seen that the linear and quadratic constraints are equivalent in Sec. S3, and presented that an efficient
quantum circuit based on SWAP test in Sec. S4. In this section, we derive the sample complexity of estimating the
RDM mismatch by naively sampling individual RDM element from tomography, to demonstrate the advantage of
using the SWAP test in quadratic matching.

Recall that the quadratic mismatch between two RDMs reduces to the sum of element-wise distance (squared) of
their individual RDM elements from (S18)

S2(ρA, ρB) =

4m−1∑
α=1

(⟨Σα⟩A − ⟨Σα⟩B)2 . (S63)

where m is the number of qubits in the overlapping region.
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Let’s denote the true value of

lim
sample size→∞

⟨Σα⟩X = R(X)
α (S64)

for X = A,B. Then, in tomography the estimate uncertainty of {R(A)
α , R

(B)
α } will propagate to the uncertainty of S2

via

var(S2) = J ·

[
C{R(A)

α }
C{R(B)

α }

]
· JT , (S65)

where J = ∇{R(A)
α ,R

(B)
α }S

2 = [ ∂S2

∂R
(A)
1

, ∂S2

∂R
(A)
2

, · · · , ∂S2

∂R
(A)
4m−1

, ∂S2

∂R
(B)
1

, ∂S2

∂R
(B)
2

, · · · , ∂S2

∂R
(B)
4m−1

] is the Jacobian, C{R(A)} and

C{R(B)} are the co-variance matrix of the RDM elements. var(·) denotes the variance.

Note that C{R(A)} and C{R(B)} will be system-dependent, and for now let us assume there is not co-variance between
individual elements of ρA and ρB , and therefore C{R(A)} and C{R(B)} will be diagonal with diagonal elements being
the variance of each RDM element.

Moreover, by substituting (S63) into J , we can explicitly evaluate

JA,α =
∂S2

∂R
(A)
α

= 2
(
R(A)

α −R(B)
α

)
,

JB,α =
∂S2

∂R
(B)
α

= −2
(
R(A)

α −R(B)
α

)
. (S66)

This gives

var(S2) = 4

4m−1∑
i=1

(
R(A)

α −R(B)
α

)2 [
var(R(A)

α ) + var(R(B)
α )

]
. (S67)

Now assume that each element of the RDM is estimated by the same amount of samples Nsamp,0, then from binomial

distribution, the variance of each R
(A)
α and R

(B)
α is

var(R(X)
α ) =

R
(X)
α (1−R(X)

α )

Nsamp,0
, ∀X = A,B. (S68)

Substitute this into (S67), we have

var(S2) =
4DS2

Nsamp,0
, (S69)

where D is a system-dependent constant

D =

∑4m−1
α=1

(
R

(A)
α −R(B)

α

)2 (
R

(A)
α (1−R(A)

α ) +R
(B)
α (1−R(B)

α )
)

∑4m−1
α=1

(
R

(A)
α −R(B)

α

)2 (S70)

Given a target accuracy ϵ on S, then var(S2) = (2Sϵ)2, from the above equation we can solve to obtain the required
number of samples as for each individual RDM elements

Nsamp,0 =
D

ϵ2
. (S71)

There are 4n − 1 elements for n-qubit overlapping region, leading to an overall sampling complexity of

NTMG
samp = O(en) ·Nsamp,0 = O(en)D

ϵ2
, (S72)

for estimating the overlap to ϵ accuracy from density matrix tomography. The reason why O(en) instead of naive



12

4n−1 is because there are commuting Pauli operators that can be estimated simultaneously. However, the exponential
scaling in terms of the number of overlapping qubits n remains.
As is mentioned in the main test, overlaps between density ma- trices are not low-rank observables, so the sampling

com- plexity of estimating it is likely to be high. However, more efficient sampling schemes may exist. For example,
by sampling the differences in the RDMs between the current and the previous BE iterations, the sampling complexity
could be much better than exponential. One simple way of doing this is to use the diagonal basis of the previous
iteration as the measurement basis in the current iteration to perform the RDM sampling. We leave this for future
investigation.

S7. DETAILS OF QUANTUM AMPLITUDE ESTIMATION AND QUADRATIC SPEEDUP

In this section, we describe in detail how a quantum amplitude estimation can be implemented by combining an
oblivious amplitude amplification (Sec. S7A) with a binary search algorithm (Sec. S7B). We then outline how a
binary search derive the sample complexity needed to achieve a constant precision ϵ in the overlap in our coherent
matching algorithm and compare that with a classical incoherent sampling estimation scheme, demonstrating a
quadratic speedup of the former (Sec. S7C).

A. Amplitude Amplification

From Theorem 2 of Ref. [4], it is shown that given a state preparation process U from an initial state |B0⟩, the
overlap a of this prepared state with another state |A0⟩, i.e., a := ⟨A0|U |B0⟩, can be transformed by a d-degree
polynomial P (a) such that |1 − P (a)| < δ using rotations Aϕ = eiϕ|A0⟩⟨A0| and Bϕ = eiϕ|B0⟩⟨B0| by the following
quantum circuit

P (a) = ⟨A0|

d/2∏
j=1

UBϕ2j−1
U†Aϕ2j

U |B0⟩ , (S73)

where d = O( 1a log(1/δ)), and the rotation angles ϕ2j and ϕ2j−1 can be efficiently computed classically. This is a
generalization of Grover’s search algorithm where the rotation Bϕ is similar to the diffusion operator (reflection about
the average), and Aϕ is analogous to the Grover’s reflection about the target state. The difference is that the rotation
angles ϕ’s can be fractions of π and is thus more general which combines the optimality of Grover’s algorithm for
unstructured search and the fixed-point property [5].

In our case, denote S = | ⟨ΨE|ΦC⟩| as the overlap of the edge of the first fragment and center of the second fragment
in their ground states, and choose the following for state |A0⟩ and |B0⟩

|A0⟩ =
1√

2(1 + S2)
|0⟩
(
|ΨĒ⟩ |ΨE⟩ |ΦC⟩ |ΦC̄⟩+ |ΨĒ⟩ |ΦC⟩ |ΨE⟩ |ΦC̄⟩

)
(S74)

|B0⟩ = |0⟩ |ΨĒ
T ⟩ |ΨE

T ⟩ |ΦC
T ⟩ |ΦC̄

T ⟩ , (S75)

where |B0⟩ is the input trial states (thus the subscript “T”) for the quantum eigensolver, while |A0⟩ is the symmetric
subspace of the SWAP test. Let U be the state preparation circuit (in our case the two quantum eigensolver + the
SWAP test) given by Fig. S2.

Given these choices, it can be verified that the

U |B0⟩ = a |A0⟩+
√
1− a2 |A⊥⟩ (S76)

where

a = ⟨A0|U |B0⟩ =
√

1 + S2

2
, (S77)

and

|A⊥⟩ =
1√

2(1− S2)
|1⟩
(
|ΨĒ⟩ |ΨE⟩ |ΦC⟩ |ΦC̄⟩ − |ΨĒ⟩ |ΦC⟩ |ΨE⟩ |ΦC̄⟩

)
. (S78)
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|0⟩ H • H M

|ΨĒ
T ⟩ /

QESA
|ΨE

T ⟩ / ×

|ΦC
T ⟩ /

QESB
×

|ΦC̄
T ⟩ /

FIG. S2: Quantum circuit to estimate the ground state overlap between subsystems of two fragments, composed of
two quantum eigensolver (QES) for two fragments ground state wave function followed by a SWAP test. The circuit
in the dashed box is U in Eq. (S73) which will be repeated multiple times during the amplitude amplification
process as will be discussed in the following.

Note the choice of |A⊥⟩ has a lot of degrees of freedom, as long as it is normalized and orthogonal to |A0⟩. In
particular, |A⊥⟩ = |1⟩ |Ψ⟩ for any |Ψ⟩ (with support on the two system registers) will work as long as the ancilla
qubit is at state |1⟩.
Moreover, we choose |B⊥⟩ such that

U |B⊥⟩ = −a |A⊥⟩+
√
1− a2 |A0⟩ (S79)

which leads to an explicit expression for |B⊥⟩

|B⊥⟩ = −aU−1 |A⊥⟩+
√
1− a2U−1 |A0⟩

=
1

2
|0⟩⊗[

−
√

1 + S2

1− S2

(
|ΨĒ

T ⟩ |ΨE
T ⟩ |ΦC

T ⟩ |ΦC̄
T ⟩ − |ΨĒ

T ⟩ |ΦC
T ⟩ |ΨE

T ⟩ |ΦC̄
T ⟩
)

+

√
1− S2

1 + S2

(
|ΨĒ

T ⟩ |ΨE
T ⟩ |ΦC

T ⟩ |ΦC̄
T ⟩+ |ΨĒ

T ⟩ |ΦC
T ⟩ |ΨE

T ⟩ |ΦC̄
T ⟩
)]
. (S80)

It then follows that {|A0⟩ , |A⊥⟩} and {|B0⟩ , |B⊥⟩}, each forms a 2-dimensional subspace where U can be expanded
upon

U =a |A0⟩ ⟨B0|+
√
1− a2 |A⊥⟩ ⟨B0|

− a |A⊥⟩ ⟨B⊥|+
√
1− a2 |A0⟩ ⟨B⊥| (S81)

=

[
a

√
1− a2√

1− a2 −a

]
. (S82)

Given access to Aϕ and Bϕ, the rest of amplitude amplification follows the same as Ref. [4] by using Eq. (S73).

We should note that the rotation Bϕ is easy to construct from

Bϕ = eiϕ|B0⟩⟨B0| = UT e
iϕ|0⟩⊗⟨0|⊗U†

T , (S83)

because UT is a known unitary that can prepare the initial trial state (for example Hartree-Fock state) from the zero
state

|0⟩ ⊗ |ΨĒ
T ⟩ |ΨE

T ⟩ |ΦC
T ⟩ |ΦC̄

T ⟩ = UT |0⟩⊗ . (S84)

At first glance, the rotation Aϕ seems to be more difficult and it requires an oracle to prepare |A0⟩ from the zero
state

|A0⟩ = V |0⟩⊗ , (S85)
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such that Aϕ = eiϕ|A0⟩⟨A0| = V eiϕ|0⟩
⊗⟨0|⊗V †. However, because the SWAP test entangles the symmetric and anti-

symmetric subspace of the two system register separately with |0⟩ and |1⟩ state of the ancilla, we can simply choose

Aϕ = eiϕ(|0⟩⟨0|−|1⟩⟨1|)⊗I⊗
= eiϕZ⊗I⊗

, (S86)

which is just a single-qubit Z rotation on the ancilla, and the identity operator I⊗ has support on the two system
registers. It can be readily verified that when applying Aϕ to a linear combination of |A0⟩ and |A⊥⟩ that

Aϕ(c0 |A0⟩+ c1 |A⊥⟩) = eiϕ(|0⟩⟨0|−|1⟩⟨1|)⊗I⊗
(c0 |0⟩ ⊗ |ΨA0⟩+ c1 |1⟩ ⊗ |ΨA⊥⟩)

= c0e
iϕ |0⟩ ⊗ |ΨA0

⟩+ c1e
−iϕ |1⟩ ⊗ |ΨA⊥⟩

= eiϕc0 |A0⟩+ e−iϕc1 |A⊥⟩ , (S87)

which imposes a relative phase of 2ϕ between the target state |A0⟩ and the unwanted state |A⊥⟩ as desired.
With these construction, the overall quantum circuit for the amplitude amplification is given in Fig. S3. with the

|0⟩

U

Aϕ2j

U† Bϕ2j−1 U

M

|ΨĒ
T ⟩ /

|ΨE
T ⟩ /

|ΦC
T ⟩ /

|ΦC̄
T ⟩ /

FIG. S3: Quantum circuit for fixed-point oblivious amplitude amplification of the coherent quantum matching. The
quantum gates in dashed box corresponds to the gates in bracket of Eq. (S73) which needs to be repeated by d/2
times, where d will be determined by the slope of the amplification polynomial 1

∆k
(more about this in the next

section).

state prep circuit U given in Fig. S2, and the rotation Aϕ2j
and Bϕ2j−1

defined in Eq. (S86) and (S83) respectively.

Note that this circuit requires U† which means the two quantum eigensolvers in U has to be run in backwards, which
is certainly possible for solvers such as QPE and VQE.

B. Estimate the Amplitude from Binary Search

The above amplitude amplification can be combined with a binary search algorithm to estimate the magnitude of

the amplitude a =
√

1+S2

2 up to precision ϵ = 1
2n in a bit-by-bit fashion.

Denote a binary representation of the amplitude a as

a := [bn−1bn−2 · · · b1b0] =
1

2n
(
bn−12

n−1 + bn−12
n−1 + · · ·+ b0

)
. (S88)

We perform the following two steps repeatedly to determine bk for k = n− 1, n− 2, · · · , 1, 0:

1. Perform a fixed-point amplitude amplification using a polynomial in Ref. [4] with slope 1
∆k

(this determines the

depth of the circuit d as in Fig. S3) and precision ϵ, where ∆k is determined from all previous estimations on
bn−1, · · · , bk+1 by

∆k =

√
2

2n

(
n−1∑

l=k+1

bl2
l + 2k

)
. (S89)

2. Measure the ancilla of the SWAP test by collecting Nϵ = ⌈ 2ϵ ⌉ samples and then set bk to the expectation value
of the estimated outcome, bk = ⟨M⟩.
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It can be verified that this protocol works because each time after the amplitude amplification, if ⟨M⟩ = 1, then
the amplitude ends up in the interval [0.bn−1bn−2 · · · bk+11, 0.bn−1bn−2 · · · bk+11 +

1
2n−k ]; otherwise if ⟨M⟩ = 0, then

the amplitude ends up in the interval [0.bn−1bn−2 · · · bk+10, 0.bn−1bn−2 · · · bk+11]. We choose Nϵ to be large enough
such that it is sufficient to tell if the amplified amplitude is within the range of [1− ϵ, 1] with high probability. For a
Bernoulli distribution with p ∈ [(1 − ϵ)2, 1], we require the standard deviation of the estimation for amplitude to be
roughly ϵ, i.e.

∆a = |da
dp
|∆p = 1

2

√
(1− p)
Nϵ

= ϵ, (S90)

which gives

Nϵ =
(1− p)
4ϵ2

=
1− (1− ϵ)2

4ϵ2
=

1

2ϵ
− 1

4
. (S91)

Therefore, a choice of Nϵ = ⌈ 1
2ϵ⌉ suffices.

C. Quadratic Speedup

We demonstrate the quantum speedup due to amplitude amplification (AA) by estimate the sample complexity
required to achieve a constant precision on estimating a.
We first estimate the total number of samples in the SWAP test + amplitude estimation (AE) approach by combining

AA and binary search. For each digit bk, each sample takes a total of 1
∆k

log
(
1
ϵ

)
queries to the eigensolver in the

amplitude amplification for ∆k in Eq. (S89), and we need Nϵ (Eq. (S91)) samples to estimate whether the amplified
amplitude is within the range of [1− ϵ, 1], which gets us to the number of queries to the eigensolver for estimating bk
to be Nϵ · 1

∆k
log
(
1
ϵ

)
. Therefore, the total number of queries to the eigensolver will be the sum of the cost of estimating

each bit of a, given by

NSWAP+AE
samp =

1

2ϵ
ln

(
1

ϵ

) n−1∑
k=0

1

∆k
≤
√
2

2ϵ
ln

(
1

ϵ

)
log2(

1

ϵ
) =

√
2

2 ln(2)ϵ
ln2(

1

ϵ
), (S92)

where we have used the following inequalities on

∆k ≥ ∆n−1 =

√
2

2n
bn−12

n−1 =
1√
2
,∀ k (S93)

derived from Eq. (S89) and the fact that bn−1 = 1 from the definition of a =
√

1+S2

2 . This gives us

n−1∑
k=0

1

∆k
≤ n∆n−1 =

√
2n =

√
2 log2(1/ϵ). (S94)

Note the above query complexity is independent of the amplitude a (or the overlap S) because our estimation algorithm
is constructed using fixed-point oblivious amplitude amplification.

As a comparison, in the case of only using SWAP test (no AA), the total number of samples NSWAP
samp required to

estimate a to precision ϵ has to satisfy

ϵ = ∆a = |da
dp
|∆p = 1

2

√
(1− p)
NSWAP

samp

, (S95)

leading to

NSWAP
samp =

(
1− S2

8

)
1

ϵ2
(S96)

after substituting p = a2 = 1+S2

2 . Comparing (S96) and (S92), we observe a quadratic speedup up to a polylog factor.
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S8. QBE ALGORITHM USING NAIVE RDM LINEAR MATCHING

In this section, for completeness, we present a QBE algorithm to perform bootstrap embedding on quantum com-
puters by naively matching all the RDM matrix elements one by one. This scheme is inefficient as discussed in
the main text due to the exponential measurement overhead. For concreteness, the algorithm as written here uses
gradient descent to perform the optimization of the Lagrangian (with constraint added by Lagrange multipliers), but
other gradient-based or gradient-free optimization can be used as well. We ignore the final step of tuning the global
chemical potential.

Algorithm 2: Algorithm for QBE with naive linear constraint.

1 Input: Geometry of the total molecular system and the associated ab initio Hamiltonian.
2

/* Initialization */
3 Fragmentation: Divide the full molecular system into Nfrag overlapping fragments;
4 for A = 1 to Nfrag do
5 Generate H(A) using Eq. (S1) in Sec. S1;

6 Compute the initial full ground state density matrix: ρ(A) ← eigensolver(H(A));

7 Compute the single-qubit reduced density matrices ρ
(A)
r for all r ∈ O(A);

8 Set V
(A)
BE = 0;

9 Parameter initialization: Compute the initial value of the average mismatch ∆ρ; λ
(A)
B = 0 for ∀A,B; iter

= 0; gd step = 0.
10 Set the Lagrange multiplier convergence thresholds ϵ∆ρ and ϵ∆µ to their desired initial values.
11

/* Main loop: */
12 while ∆ρ > ϵ∆ρ do
13 for A = 1 to Nfrag do
14 Set the current learning rate η ← lr schedule(iter).
15 for gd step = 0; gd step ++; gd step < Nsteps do
16 for B = 1 to Nfrag do
17 if E(A) ∩ C(B) ̸= ∅ then
18 Estimate the vector ∆λ

(A)
B (ρ(A), ρ(B)) as defined in Eq. (16) by using Nsamp,0 (Eq. (S71))

quantum samples to estimate each RDM element in Eq. (16).

19 Update the Lagrange multiplier vector λ
(A)
B using gradient descent: λ

(A)
B ← λ

(A)
B − η∆λ(A)

B .

20 Generate the BE potential V
(A)
BE as defined in Eq. (17)

21 Update the Hamiltonian matrix for fragment A classical: H(A) ← H(A) + ηV
(A)
BE .

22 Reduce the learning rate η according to η ← η · [1− (gd step/Nsteps)].

23 Update the mismatch error ∆ρ by estimating it using quantum samples.
24 for A = 1 to Nfrag do
25 Update the full ground state density matrix: ρ(A) ← eigensolver(H(A));

26 Compute the single-qubit reduced density matrices ρ
(A)
r for all r ∈ O(A);

27 Increment iter by one: iter← iter+ 1.

In the above algorithm, eigensolver(H(A)) denotes the quantum eigensolver is called to find the ground state of
Hamiltonian H(A). Moreover, lr schedule(iter) is a learning rate (step size) schedule to improve convergence in
gradient-descent algorithms. It returns a value for the learning rate corresponding to the iter-th BE iteration. One
typical choice of a learning rate schedule is lr schedule(iter) ∝ 1/iter. One crucial step of the above algorithm is
to estimate the mismatch ∆ρ as defined in Eq. (24). Here in the naive linear matching algorithm, this is accomplished
by perform tomography on each RDM element as described in Sec. S6, and then classically compute the mismatch
(Eq. (24)) using the estimated RDM elements.
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S9. COMPUTATIONAL DETAILS

A. FCI and QPE Eigensolver Runtime Benchmark

Full configuration interaction (FCI) is chemists’ version of exact diagonalization. In FCI, the full Hamiltonian is
expanded under Slater determinant basis (i.e., configurations), and then a restricted Hilbert space of interest (for
example, with fixed particle number and spin multiplicity) is exactly diagonalized to find the eigenstate state of
interest. In the present work, we perform FCI calculation using PySCF [3] on Hn (n = 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14) under
STO-3G basis with a fixed distance of 1 Å. The real runtime is recorded for different n and then normalized according
to the runtime of H2.
Quantum phase estimation (QPE) is a quantum algorithm to estimate the eigenstate energy and prepare the

eigenstate wave function of a given Hamiltonian, whose accuracy can be systematically improved to the exact result.
We give a brief overview here and refer the readers to Ref. [6] for more details on QPE including improved versions.

In QPE, the exact ground state |ΨA
0 ⟩ (or an excited state) can be prepared on a quantum computer using the

quantum phase estimation algorithm followed by post-selection, given a trial state |ΨA
in⟩ is taken as the input quantum

state as follows

|0⟩⊗n /
QPE

|ΨA
in⟩ / |ΨA

0 ⟩

FIG. S4: Schematic for quantum phase estimation.

Analysis shows that the success probability of the post-selection process is

Prob[success] = | ⟨ΨA
in|ΨA

0 ⟩|2
(
sin(πξ)

πξ

)2

≥ | ⟨ΨA
in|ΨA

0 ⟩|2
(

4

π2

)
, (S97)

where 0 < ξ < 1
2 is the distance between the measurement outcome x (in the upper register in Fig. S4) and the true

ground state energy θ02
n − x.

In the present work, for QPE runtime, Hn (n = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5) under STO-3G basis with Jordan-Wigner mapping are
used as benchmark systems. We use one evaluation qubit due to device constraint. Note the number of evaluation
qubits only introduces a constant scaling factor in the absolute gate depth and will not change the scaling behavior
of the QPE solver. The quantum phase estimation circuit for different hydrogen molecules is transpiled using a
Fake Mumbai backend available in Qiskit [7] with a basis gate set composed of Rx, Ry, Rz, and CNOT gates. The
resulting total gate depth is recorded as an estimation to the runtime of the QPE circuit. To account for the non-unity
success probability of the QPE due to the finite overlap between the initial Hartree-Fock trial state and the exact
ground state, the element of the CI vector corresponding to the Hartree-Fock contribution to the FCI ground state is
extracted. The QPE gate depth is then rescaled by the square of the overlap amplitude. Due to the stochastic nature
of the classical transpilation algorithm, the QPE circuit of each molecule is repeatedly transpiled 5 times and the
smallest gate depth is used in our data. We believe this procedure results in good estimation of the real runtime of
the QPE eigensolver, which includes the number of repetition required to account for the failure probability of QPE.

B. Classical Bootstrap Embedding with VMC and FCI as Eigensolver

We implement a classical BE algorithm using variational Monte Carlo (VMC) as a stochastic eigensolver to generate
the VMC data in Fig. 2 of the main text. A gradient-descent algorithm is used for the optimization. The real-space
formulation of VMC with single determinant two-body Jastrow factor wavefunction as implemented in the PyQMC
package [8] is used to obtain the 1-RDM of each fragment for the H8 molecule. The analytical form of the two-body
Jastrow term is given in Ref. [9] which is applied to the single Slater determinants as the VMC trial wave function.
The 1-RDMs of the adjacent fragments are then matched as described in Sec. 2 of the main text.

In the calculation of H8 (6 fragments in total), for each BE iteration, the VMC eigensolver is called 10 times for
matching all overlapping sites. Each time the VMC is called, optimization of the Jastrow factors is first performed
using roughly 10k MC samples, and then additional MC samples are accumulated in the production run to evaluate
the 1-RDM. In the production run, the Monte Carlo (MC) sampling process is performed for Nblocks blocks. By
default of PyQMC, there are 10 steps per block and 1000 configurations. We run the BE with VMC eigensolver with
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three different choice of Nblocks = 4, 16, 64, leading to a total number of 40k, 160k, 640k MC samples in each BE
iteration. We run a total of 200 BE iterations in each of the three case and plot the first 80 iterations in Fig. 2. In
the case of FCI as eigensolver, we the only difference is that the 1-RDM is computed using the FCI solver, and the
rest of BE iteration follows from Sec. 2. A step size of 0.05 is used for both VMC and FCI solver to perform the
gradient descent based optimization in the two cases.

The density mismatch from BE with FCI and VMC eigensolver is plotted against each other. Note that since a
first-quantized real space formulation of VMC is used, the VMC and FCI (second-quantized) calculation are performed
in slightly different Hilbert space. This leads to different values of density mismatch from FCI and VMC in the initial
BE iteration. For ease of comparison, the FCI density mismatch is rescaled by a factor of 3.8 to match the initial
mismatch of the VMC.

In Fig. 2, an initial exponential convergence on the density mismatch is observed for both VMC and FCI solver.
The VMC solver later plateau at a mismatch of roughly 2 × 10−3, due to the statistic fluctuation on the estimated
1-RDM matrix elements from finite number of MC samples. The plateaued value of the density mismatch is calculated
by taking an average of all BE iterations after iteration 30. It can be seen that as the number of MC samples increased
from 40k to 640k, the fluctuations as well as the plateaued values of the density mismatch are reduced. Note since the
energy is roughly quadratic in 1-RDM elements, therefore an error bar of 2×10−3 on 1-RDM elements will propagate
to a reasonable accuracy (mH) on the energy.

C. SWAP Test Circuit in Quantum Bootstrap Embedding

Two H4 molecules each with a bond length of 0.5 Å under STO-3G basis is used to generate Fig. 6 of the main
text. For ease of classical simulation, the two-body terms are ignored resulting in an non-interacting Hamiltonian.
An overall circuit for the SWAP estimation composed of two QPE eigensolver is given in Fig. S5 which uses 27 qubits
overall. Each QPE circuit is further displayed in Fig. S6 for clarity. The resulting histogram of the QPE estimation is
shown in Fig. S7, which is proportional to the probability given in Eq. (S97). The highest peak with a measurement
outcome of “11011” on the 5 evaluation qubits corresponds to the many-body ground state of H4. Post-selection
is performed with this peak to ensure SWAP test is indeed estimating the overlap between the ground state. In our
example, the success probability of this post-selection is roughly 0.7. Therefore, the overall post-selection success
probability for two QPE solvers is 0.72 ≈ 0.5.

D. Quantum Bootstrap Embedding Calculation

In this section, we give more computational details of the QBE calculation in infinite sampling limit as in Fig. 5 of
the main text.

1. QBE Iterations

For the quadratic penalty optimization, we set the penalty parameter λ = 1 initially. In each BE iteration, the
penalty parameter λ is increased by a factor of 25. For the linear constraint optimization, a gradient descent algorithm
as described in Alg. 2 is used, where the initial step size of the gradient descent is set to 1.

2. Calculation of Total System Energy

One important step after BE calculation converges is to reconstruct the total system observables. One common
observable is the total system energy. In classical BE (CBE), the total system energy can be reconstructed from 1-
and 2-RDM of each fragment projected to the center sites. To be concrete, the classical BE energy is defined as

ECBE =

Nfrag∑
A

∑
p∈CA

[
2NA∑
q

(
h(A)
pq −

1

2
G(A),env

pq

)
P (A)
pq +

1

2

2NA∑
qrs

V (A)
pqrsΓ

(A)
pqrs

]
, (S98)

where G(A),env is the Coulomb-exchange part of the Fock matrix in the embedding basis, h(A) and V (A) are the
fragment 1- and 2-electron integrals, P (A) and Γ(A) are the fragment one- and two-electron reduced density matrices,
respectively.
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FIG. S5: SWAP test circuit between two H4 molecule with one overlapping site. Note that each QPE uses 8 system
qubits and 5 evaluation qubits. The top qubit is the control ancilla for SWAP test. The overall circuit is composed of
27 qubits.

In quantum bootstrap embedding (QBE), one can certainly perform fermionic 1- and 2-RDM tomography on a
quantum computer for the fragments, and then use Eq. (S98) to compute the total system energy. In our case, for
simplicity, we define a similar notion of QBE energy which is used in Fig. 5 of the main text to compute the energy

EQBE =

Nfrag∑
A=1

Tr
[
ρ(A)H

(A)
C

]
, (S99)

where ρ(A) is the full density matrix of fragment A, and H
(A)
C is a projected version of H(A) that involves the center

site and interaction between center and the rest sites on fragment A. More concretely, we write H
(A)
C as a sum of one-
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FIG. S6: A QPE circuit with for H4 molecule, where a Hartree-Fock initial trial state preparation circuit is also
showed at the beginning. The circuit block labelled as “Hamiltonian” after the four initial Pauli X are a basis
transformation unitary from canonical MO basis to localized orbitals (LOs).
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FIG. S7: Histogram of the measurement outcome of the 5 evaluation qubits for estimating the H4 ground state
energy with 1024 shots. Post-selection is performed on the highest peak “11011”.

and two-body terms

H
(A)
C = H

(A)
1,C +H

(A)
2,C ,

H
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1,C =

1

2
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V (A)
pqrs +
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 a†pa†qasar. (S100)

Note that EQBE as defined in Eq. (S100) does not exactly equal to ECBE as used in classical BE calculation. There
may be better ways to reconstruct ECBE on a quantum computer without using fermionic density matrix tomography,
and we leave this for future investigation.

E. Details of VQE Eigensolver

In this section, we discuss how the Variational Quantum Eigensolver (VQE) can be applied as a subroutine in the
Quantum Bootstrap Embedding (QBE) method for computing the ground state energy and ground state vector of
different fragment Hamiltonians. Our simulations with VQE were carried out on a noiseless simulator provided in
Qiskit [7].

VQE is a hybrid quantum-classical algorithm for computing the ground state (and excited states) of a Hamiltonian
H, using the variation principal ⟨ψ|H|ψ⟩ ≥ Eg where |ψ⟩ is the normalized quantum state and Eg is the true ground
state energy of H. In QBE, we may use VQE to find the ground state energy and ground state vector of the fragment
Hamiltonians. Given an n-qubit fragment Hamiltonian H(A) of fragment A and appropriately chosen ansatz circuit
UA(θ) parameterized by θ, the steps of VQE are:

1. Prepare the state |ψ(θ)⟩ = UA(θ) |ψ0⟩ on the quantum device where |ψ0⟩ is an initial state. |ψ0⟩ is typically
chosen such that it can be prepared classically efficiently and has a non-vanishing overlap with the exact ground
state of the fragment Hamiltonian (e.g., Hartree-Fock state of H(A)).

2. Measure the expectation value ⟨ψ(θ)|H(A)|ψ(θ)⟩ given a budget of nshots shots (which we will specify later).
We do this using the largest-degree first (LDF) algorithm [10] considering the Pauli decomposition of H(A).

3. Update ansatz parameters θ through a classical optimizer, that will minimize the expectation value. The
classical optimizer may involve computation of gradient steps or be a gradient-free method.
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4. Repeat the above steps 1-3 until convergence or stopping criteria (e.g., maximum number of iterations, norm of
gradient, etc.) is met.

5. Output |ψ(θ)⟩ as the ground state vector and ⟨ψ(θ)|H(A)|ψ(θ)⟩ as the ground state energy, using the final values
of the ansatz parameters θ.

The example considered using a VQE solver in this work is a 4-qubit random spin model and a perturbed H4 linear
molecule with open boundary condition under STO-3G basis. The Hamiltonian for the H4 molecule is generated
first by using a H-H bond length of 1 Å(with atom labeled as 1, 2,3, 4 from left to right). The H4 molecule is then
fragmented into two fragments, where fragment A has atom 1,2,3 with atom 4 as a bath site. Similarly, fragment B
has atom 2,3,4 and uses atom 1 as the bath site. Since the native H4 is too small to perform any meaningful bootstrap
embedding (the two fragment already matches initially), we manually perturb atom 3 on both fragment A (right edge
site) and fragment B (center site) by adding a chemical potential of +1 and -0.5, respectively.

The initial qubit Hamiltonian of each fragment is then obtained considering the Jordan-Wigner encoding. The
fragment Hamiltonians are stored as set of tuples {(αQ, Q)} corresponding to its Pauli decomposition Hf =

∑
Q αQQ

where Q ∈ {I,X, Y, Z}⊗n is a distinct Pauli operator and αQ is the corresponding non-zero coefficient. This allows
for a more compact storage rather than holding the entire matrices corresponding to the Hamiltonians in memory as
there are only a polynomial in n number of non-zero coefficients αQ for each fragment Hamiltonian. Moreover, from
one iteration to the next in QBE with linear constraints, this set of tuples can be efficiently updated by updating a
coefficient or appending a new Pauli operator Q′ along with its coefficient αQ′ according to Eq. (17), where αQ′ is

one component of λ
(A)
B , and Q′ is one-component of I ⊗Σr ⊗ I.

The ansatz of each fragment in the 4-qubit random spin model is considered to be the two-local ansatz and the
initial state is chosen to be |+⟩⊗3

state. The ansatz of each fragment in the H4 chain is considered to be the UCCSD
ansatz and the initial state is chosen to the Hartree-Fock state. We use the classical optimizer of the quasi-Newton
method L-BFGS. The learning rate in QBE for all models is fixed to a constant value of 0.1 across iterations.

FIG. S8: Quantum bootstrap embedding convergence of the density mismatch for the 4-qubit spin model versus the
number of eigenvalue calls, comparing VQE simulation (blue cross) and classical exact diagonalization (green circle).
The blue shaded area shows the standard deviation from VQE estimations. The inset shows the absolute error from
the VQE estimation of the mismatch to the exact value from exact diagonalization, versus number of eigenvalue
calls. The number of shots considered in each step of VQE for measuring the ansatz is fixed at 104.

Fig. S8 shows the convergence of the density mismatch for the 4-qubit spin model as the number of eigenvalue calls
(note BE iteration number is roughly proportional to the number of eigensolver calls), comparing the VQE results (blue
symbols) and exact classical eigensolver (green symbols). As is expected, the mismatch converges exponentially as
the number of eigensolver calls increases, and the VQE results closely follow the exact results for large to intermediate
density mismatch values. As the mismatch is reduced to roughly 10−4 at about 500 eigensolver calls, the VQE results
start to deviates from the exact results. The shaded area shows the uncertainty of the VQE results. The inset (red
symbols) plots the deviation of the expected density mismatch (averaged over 100 independent runs) obtained from
VQE with respect to the exact results, which plateaus around 10−5. We tentatively attribute this deviation from the
exact result to the intrinsic ansatz truncation error of VQE.
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(a) Convergence behavior of density mismatch (b) Comparison of updates in fragment Hamiltonians with
QBE iterations

FIG. S9: Quantum bootstrap embedding on H4 chain. (a) We compare the convergence of the density mismatch
versus the number of eigenvalue calls, comparing VQE simulation (blue cross) and classical exact diagonalization
(green circle). The inset shows the absolute error from the VQE estimation of the mismatch to the exact value from
exact diagonalization, versus number of eigenvalue calls. The number of shots considered in each step of VQE for
measuring the ansatz is fixed at 104. (b) We compare the difference in the magnitude of the updates of the Pauli
terms (being updated or appended during QBE) in the fragment Hamiltonians between the exact solver and the
VQE solver, for each pair of fragment f and neighbor nb with number of iterations. For each pair of (f, nb), we
indicate the Pauli term for each trend in the legend.

In Fig. S9(a), we show the convergence of the density mismatch on the H4 chain as a number of eigenvalue calls,
comparing the VQE results (blue symbols) and exact classical eigensolver (green symbols). As observed earlier for the
random spin model, the mismatch converges exponentially as the number of eigensolver calls increases, and the VQE
results closely follow the exact results up to around 30 eigensolver calls. As the mismatch is reduced below 10−2, the
VQE results start to deviate from the exact results. We tentatively attribute this deviation from the exact result to
the intrinsic ansatz truncation error of VQE. To get a finer-grained undertanding, in Fig S9(b), the difference in the
updates between the exact solver and the VQE solver at each QBE iteration is plotted. We can see that this difference
is small throughout. This difference decreases as BE iteration goes, because the absolute value of the update also
decrease due to increasingly better mismatch.
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