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Abstract

In this work, we provide the first QFT-free algorithm for
Quantum Amplitude Estimation (QAE) that is asymp-
totically optimal while maintaining the leading numer-
ical performance. QAE algorithms appear as a sub-
routine in many applications for quantum computers.
The optimal query complexity achievable by a quantum
algorithm for QAE is O

(
1
ε log 1

α

)
queries, providing a

speedup of a factor of 1/ε over any other classical al-
gorithm for the same problem. The original algorithm
for QAE utilizes the quantum Fourier transform (QFT)
which is expected to be a challenge for near-term quan-
tum hardware. To solve this problem, there has been
interest in designing a QAE algorithm that avoids using
QFT. Recently, the iterative QAE algorithm (IQAE) [1]
was introduced with a near-optimal O

(
1
ε log

(
1
α log 1

ε

))
query complexity and small constant factors. In this
work, we combine ideas from the preceding line of work
to introduce a QFT-free QAE algorithm that maintains
the asymptotically optimal O

(
1
ε log 1

α

)
query complex-

ity while retaining small constant factors. We supple-
ment our analysis with numerical experiments compar-
ing our performance with IQAE where we find that our
modifications retain the high performance, and in some
cases even improve the numerical results.

1 Introduction

As we see the rise of the first commercially available pro-
grammable quantum computers, quantum algorithms
designed over the last few decades that promise vari-
ous speedups over their classical counterparts are gain-
ing prevalence. However, these devices are still not very
large in scale, and use noisy qubits which make it chal-
lenging to implement useful algorithms that would re-
quire a large number of robust qubits in highly complex
circuits. Because of these restrictions, algorithms that
can be run effectively in this so-called NISQ era [2] have
been of great interest.

Two decades ago, Brassard, Hoyer, Mosca, and
Tapp [3] introduced the problem of quantum amplitude
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estimation. In this problem, we are given a unitary
operator A that acts on n+ 1 qubits such that

A |0〉n |0〉 =
√

1− a |ψ0〉n |0〉+
√
a |ψ1〉n |1〉 , (1.1)

where a is some unknown in [0, 1] and |ψ0〉, |ψ1〉
are two normalized states. Given this setting, the
objective is to find a good approximation for a with
as few applications of A as possible. [3] also gave a
generalization of Grover’s algorithm [4] to solve QAE.
Their algorithm enables a quadratic speedup for many
applications that are solved classically using Monte
Carlo simulation, which itself proves useful in finance for
applications such as risk analysis [5, 6] or option pricing
[7, 8, 9], as well as other general tasks like numerical
integration [10]. Furthermore, amplitude estimation is
a widely used subroutine in many quantum algorithms,
making it an algorithm of high interest to implement in
the near future.

Though established as a fundamental algorithm in
the field, a challenge in implementing this algorithm is
that it uses the quantum Fourier transform (QFT) as a
key subroutine. This subroutine is exactly the kind of
algorithm that NISQ devices struggle with, which has
led to an increased interest in algorithms that can match
the performance of QAE without requiring QFT.

Aaronson and Rall [11] introduced QACS, the first
QFT-free version of QAE which matches the query com-
plexity of the original algorithm. Though asymptoti-
cally tight, the constant overhead of QACS will likely
require better quantum hardware to be implemented ef-
fectively. Within the same year, two other QFT-free al-
gorithms were introduced by Suzuki et al. [12] and Wie
[13]. Suzuki et al.’s algorithm, which is often referred to
in the literature as MLAE (Maximum Likelihood Am-
plitude Estimation), replaces QFT with a classical max-
imum likelihood estimation to analyze the combined re-
sults of the quantum circuit. Numerical experiments
were performed to demonstrate the performance of the
algorithm, but it is not clear how to prove an upper
bound on query complexity for their algorithm.

In 2021, Grinko, Gacon, Zoufal, and Woerner [1]
introduce Iterative Quantum Amplitude Estimation
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(IQAE) which helped remedy the weaknesses of the
three above algorithms. Its experimental performance
beats that of MLAE, and the query complexity was
proven to be just within a log-log factor of the desired
complexity. As the name suggests, IQAE is an iterative
algorithm, where the approximation of the target value
is improved at each round.

In their work, it was shown that IQAE is the
best performer numerically amongst the QFT-free algo-
rithms mentioned above [1]. In this work, we show that
a modified version of IQAE matches the lower bound
on the query complexity of amplitude estimation, while
also maintaining the competitive numerical performance
that IQAE provides. To achieve this, instead of requir-
ing the same probability of success in each round, we
adopt a more intricate sequence for the target proba-
bility of success in each round to compensate for the
fact that the trials in later rounds require more queries.
This allows us to shave off the extra log-log factor from
the bound of the original IQAE, and match the lower
bound query complexity of O

(
1
ε log 1

α

)
for amplitude es-

timation without requiring QFT. Here, the parameter
ε is the desired precision of the estimate, and 1 − α is
the probability that the true amplitude a is ε away from
the output estimate. In addition to matching the the-
oretical lower bound, we also demonstrate that our al-
gorithm achieves comparable, and in certain important
cases, better numerical performance than the original
IQAE.

1.1 Quantum Amplitude Estimation. For any
unitary A defined by 1.1, we use the operator Q :=
AS0A†Sψ0

, where S0 := I − 2 |ψ0〉 〈ψ0| ⊗ |0〉 〈0| and
Sψ0 := I − 2 |0〉n+1 〈0|n+1 [3, 4]. If we measure the

circuit QkA |0〉n |0〉, we have

P[|1〉] = sin2((2k + 1)θa). (1.2)

All the QAE algorithms mentioned utilize this ampli-
fication procedure in a way that allows for a speed-up
over naive sampling of the original circuit.

To compare our results to the original IQAE paper,
we define the query complexity of a QAE algorithm as
the total number of times this operator Q is applied.
Note that this definition of query complexity can be
easily modified to count the number of times A is
applied.

2 Algorithm

2.1 Overview of IQAE. We will start with an
overview of the IQAE algorithm and then describe
our modifications to improve the asymptotic query
complexity. Note that our description of IQAE is
somewhat different from [1]. We believe that the

explanation given here distills the essential features
of the algorithm and clarifies how IQAE differs from
previous approaches.

Like the other QFT-free algorithms, the IQAE
algorithm uses the quantum computer to approximate
P[|1〉] = sin2((2k+1)θa) for the last qubit inQkA |0〉n |0〉
for different powers of k. Thus our measurements of the
circuits provide us with an approximation of θa, which
can be converted to an approximation of a within a
desired precision. The algorithm we describe closely
follows the structure of IQAE, but we will state all
elements of the algorithm and proofs for completeness.

The algorithm has two nested loops and we refer to
each iteration of the outer loop as a round. As with all
the algorithms for QAE, IQAE maintains a confidence
interval [θl, θu] for θa so that it can be proven that
θa ∈ [θl, θu] with a certain probability. QACS explicitly
narrows down the size of the interval by a constant
factor in each iteration. IQAE makes progress towards
narrowing the interval more indirectly. In a given
round i, the algorithm maintains an odd integer Ki and
implements measurements of the form QkiA |0〉n |0〉, for
Ki = 2ki + 1. IQAE maintains the invariant that⌊

Kiθl
π/2

⌋
=

⌈
Kiθu
π/2

⌉
− 1. (2.3)

We refer to the value Ri = bKiθl/(π/2)c as the quadrant
count, which is the number of complete quadrants
passed through starting at an angle of 0 and slowly
increasing the angle until Kiθl or Kiθu is reached. The
rounding is done slightly differently for the upper bound
than the lower bound. The only difference occurs when
bKiθl/(π/2)c or bKiθu/(π/2)c are integers. In this
case, we would like the upper bound to map to the
previous quadrant. This ensures, for example, that
for [θl, θu] = [π, 5π/4] and [θl, θu] = [5π/4, 3π/2] both
angles will have a quadrant count of 2 as can be seen in
Figure 1.

Note that Invariant (2.3) implies that Kiθl and
Kiθu can both be expressed as

Kiθl = Ri · (π/2) + γl for γl ∈ [0, π/2)

Kiθu = Ri · (π/2) + γu for γu ∈ (0, π/2]

The invariant also implies that θu − θl ≤ π/2Ki.
The algorithm makes progress from round to round by
increasing the value of Ki for which the invariant holds.
The analysis shows that the value of Ki will increase by
at least factor of 3 in each round.

If Invariant (2.3) holds and θa ∈ [θl, θu], then
Kiθa can also be expressed as Ri · (π/2) + γa, for
γa ∈ [0, π/2]. Since Ki is an odd integer, we can mea-
sure QkiA |0〉n |0〉, for ki = (Ki−1)/2, which will return



Figure 1: Edge cases for intervals of [θl, θu]. For each
of the cases pictured above, the quadrant counts Ri will
be 2. Note that the quadrant count begins at 0. Our
rounding scheme ensures that this is indeed the case,
and the code we used further handles numerical floating
errors that were occurring in these regions.

a state ending in |1〉 with probability sin2(Kiθa). The
value sin2(Kiθa) is equal to sin2(γa) or 1− sin2(γa), de-
pending on whether the quadrant count Ri is odd or
even, as can be seen in Figure 2. Using repeated mea-
surements, we obtain a confidence interval [amin, amax]
for sin2(Kiθa) which can be in turn translated to a
confidence interval [γmin, γmax] for γa. The Chernoff-
Hoeffding inequality is used to upper bound the proba-
bility that sin2(Kiθa) 6∈ [amin, amax], which is equal to
the probability that γa 6∈ [γmin, γmax]. Table 1 shows
the mapping from the confidence interval [amin, amax] to
the confidence interval [γmin, γmax] based on the parity
of the quadrant count Ri.

The new interval for γa gives rise to new values for
θl and θu:

θl ←
Ri(π/2) + γmin

Ki
θu ←

Ri(π/2) + γmax
Ki

Invariant (2.3) trivially holds for the new θl and θu as
well as the old value of Ki. However, if the interval
[θl, θu] has narrowed sufficiently, then the invariant may
hold for a larger value of K. Note that if we have a fixed

Figure 2: If the interval [γl, γu] lies in an even quadrant,
as γ increases, the value sin2(γi) increases for i ∈ {l, u}.
On the other hand, for odd quadrants, as γ increases,
the value sin2(γi) decreases. This drove the calculations
in the conversion described in Table 1.

Quad. R γmini γmaxi

Even sin−1
√
amini sin−1

√
amaxi

Odd − sin−1
√
amaxi + π

2 − sin−1
√
amini + π

2

Table 1: A table describing the conversion from amini ,
amaxi to γmini , γmaxi respectively. sin−1 denotes the
arcsin function. The top right and bottom left quadrants
correspond to an even quadrant count. The top left and
bottom right quadrants correspond to an odd quadrant
count.

target for the probability that γa ∈ [γmin, γmax], the
Chernoff-Hoeffding bound can be used to trade off the
number of queries made against the size of the interval.
For round i, we denote by αi the desired upper bound on
probability of failure conditioned on success in all of the
previous rounds. The heart of the analysis is to show
that the expression Nmax given in Line 11 of Algorithm
1, is sufficient to guarantee that Invariant (2.3) holds
with a new value of K satisfying K ≥ 3Ki.

Note that if a round begins by obtaining Nmax
measurements, the inner loop is unnecessary. The
algorithm will advance to the next round with the
same upper bound on the probability of failure, and
the asymptotic analysis for the number of queries still
holds. The numerical performance of the algorithm
can be improved by starting with a smaller number
of samples and progressively obtaining more samples
until the interval [γmin, γmax] has narrowed enough that
the algorithm succeeds in advancing to the next round.
Nshots is the number of additional measurements taken
in each iteration of the inner loop. The procedure
FindNextK, takes the current values for θl and θu and
finds the smallest odd integer K in the range from 3Ki

to (π/2)/(θu − θl) such that Kθl and Kθu have the
same quadrant count R. If no such K exists, the old
value Ki is returned. Lemmas 3.2 and 3.3 show that
FindNextK will succeed in finding a new value for K
by the time the total number of measurements taken
within a round reaches Nmax. The inner loop of the
algorithm is illustrated in Figure 3.

Note that in a given round, the old values for θl and
θu are only used to find the common quadrant count
R. Once R is determined, new values for θl and θu
are derived from the confidence interval given by the
Chernoff-Hoeffding bound, which is a function of the
target probability of success and the samples taken in
the round.

IQAE also implements the Clopper-Pearson method
[14] for calculating a confidence interval. This method
gives a more accurate confidence interval with fewer
samples relative to the Chernoff-Hoeffding bound but



Algorithm 1 Modified IQAE

Require: ε > 0, α > 0, Unitary A
1: i = 0, ki = 0
2: [θl, θu] = [0, π/2]
3: Kmax := π

4ε
4: while θu − θl > 2ε do
5: N := 0, i := i+ 1, ki = ki−1
6: Ki := 2ki + 1
7: αi := 2α

3
Ki

Kmax

8: Nmax
i = 2

sin2(π/21) sin2(8π/21)
ln
(

2
αi

)
9: Ri = bKiθl

π/2 c . The number of quadrants passed

to get to current angle
10: while ki = ki−1 do
11: Prepare circuit QkiA |0〉n |0〉
12: Measure min{Nshots, Nmax −N} times
13: Combine results in this round to approximate

âi ≈ P [|1〉].
14: N = N + min{Nshots, Nmax −N}

15: εai :=

√
1

2N ln
(

2
αi

)
16: amax

i = min(1, âi + εai)
17: amin

i = max(0, âi − εai)
18: Calculate the confidence interval [γmin

i , γmax
i ]

for {Kiθa} from [amin
i , amax

i ] and Ri according
to table 1

19: θl =
Ri·π/2+γmin

i

Ki

20: θu =
Ri·π/2+γmax

i

Ki

21: if θu − θl < 2ε then
22: Break
23: end if
24: ki := FindNextK(ki, θl, θu)
25: end while
26: end while
27: [al, au] = [sin2(θl), sin

2(θu)]
28: return [al, au]

Algorithm 2 FindNextK

Require: ki, θl, θu
1: Ki = 2ki + 1

2: K =
⌊

π/2
θu−θl

⌋
3: if K is even then
4: K = K − 1
5: end if
6: while K ≥ 3Ki−1 do

7: if
⌊
Kθl
π/2

⌋
=
⌈
Kθu
π/2

⌉
− 1 then

8: return (K − 1)/2
9: end if

10: K = K − 2
11: end while
12: return ki

is not amenable to a rigorous analysis. Our proof
can be adapted in a way analogous to the way Grinko
et al. have in the appendix of their work. Our
results surrounding this method are demonstrated in
the numerical results section through experiment.

2.2 Modifications to IQAE. The probability that
the algorithm fails in round i conditioned on success in
all the previous rounds is upper bounded by αi. Using
the union bound, it can be shown that the probability
of failure overall is at most

∑t
i=1 αi, where t is the

total number of rounds. The original IQAE algorithm
derives an upper bound T on the total number of
rounds and sets the target probability of failure to
be the same for all rounds: αi = α/T . However,
as the circuit depth increases exponentially between
rounds, using a fixed probability of failure forces the
query complexity to depend heavily on the depth of the
final round. A measurement in round i is applied to
QkiA |0〉n |0〉, which requires Ki = 2ki + 1 applications
of A. Modified IQAE avoids this issue by increasing
the probability of failure in each round so that

∑t
i=1 αi

is still upper bounded by α, which means that fewer
measurements are required in the later rounds. The
increase in αi is tied to the cost of the measurement
so that αi = 2α

3
Ki

Kmax
, where Kmax = π/4ε is an upper

bound for the value of Kt, the final value in the sequence
of Ki’s, derived such that the algorithm is guaranteed
to terminate. This new schedule for the αi’s allows us
to shave off a factor of log log ε from the upper bound
on the number of queries. A similar idea was used in
QACS [11].

3 Main Theorem

In this section, we formally state our theorem and proof.

Theorem 3.1. Given a confidence level 1− α ∈ (0, 1),
a target accuracy ε > 0, and an (n+ 1)-qubit unitary A
satisfying

A |0〉n |0〉 =
√
a |ψ0〉 |0〉+

√
1− a |ψ1〉 |1〉

where |ψ0〉 and |ψ1〉 are arbitrary n-qubit states and
a ∈ [0, 1], modified IQAE outputs a confidence interval
for a that satisfies

P[a 6∈ [al, au]] ≤ α
where au − al < 2ε, leading to an estimate for a

such that |a − â| < ε with a confidence of 1 − α, using
O
(
1
ε log 1

α

)
applications of A.

3.1 Upper Bound on the Number of Rounds.
The algorithm begins with K0 = 1. By definition, the



Figure 3: An illustration of the inner loop of Algorithm 1. In a given round i, we store a variable ki and
Ki := 2ki + 1. We first construct the circuit QkiA |0〉n |0〉 and sample from it Nshots times, which gives us a
confidence interval for the variable ai. The endpoints of this confidence interval are then converted to variables
γmini and γmaxi . Dividing these values by Ki gives us a confidence interval for a, and we exit the algorithm once
the desired precision is reached. If not, we call FindNextK (Algorithm 2) and continue sampling from the circuit
if it returns the same K, or advance to round i+ 1 if it returns a new K.

algorithm advances to the next round when FindNextK
successfully finds a new value of K, and FindNextK only
returns a new value if the new K is at least 3Ki, where
Ki is the current value of K. Therefore, Ki ≥ 3Ki−1
for each round. The upper bound proven below for the
maximum value of K establishes that the number of
rounds will be at most log3(π/4ε).

Lemma 3.1. Ki ≤ π
4ε for all i.

Proof. By the termination conditions of our algorithm,
if FindNextK is called at the end of a round, then we
know θu − θl > 2ε. Furthermore, by Lemma 3.2, if this
call to FindNextK returns a new Ki, we know that

Ki ≤
π/2

θu − θl
. (3.4)

Combining the above, we get

Ki ≤
π/2

2ε
=

π

4ε
. (3.5)

3.2 Proof that Each Round Successfully Ter-
minates. Lemma 3.3 establishes that each round will
successfully terminate by proving that by the time N
reaches Nmax, FindNextK will successfully find a new
value for K which allows the algorithm to advance to
the next round. The proof of Lemma 3.3 depends on
the following lemma whose result can be stated inde-
pendent of the algorithm. The proof of Lemma 3.2 is
slightly involved and distracting from understanding the
dynamics of the algorithm, so it has been moved to the
appendix.

Lemma 3.2. Given θa, θb such that

1. θb − θa > 0,

2. | sin2 θb − sin2 θa| ≤ sin π
21 sin 8π

21 ,

3. the two angles lie in the same quadrant, i.e.,⌊
θa
π/2

⌋
=

⌈
θb
π/2

⌉
− 1,

then there exists an odd integer q ∈
[
3, π/2

θb−θa

]
such that⌊

qθa
π/2

⌋
=

⌈
qθb
π/2

⌉
− 1. (3.6)



Proof. Appendix A.

Lemma 3.3. Round i terminates within N ≤ Nmax
i

shots, where

Nmax
i :=

2

sin2
(
π
21

)
sin2

(
8π
21

) ln

(
2

αi

)
. (3.7)

Proof. FindNextK returns the largest odd integer in the
range [3Ki, (π/2)/(θu − θl)] such that⌊

Kθl
π/2

⌋
=

⌈
Kθu
π/2

⌉
− 1.

If no such K exists, then FindNextK returns the old
value of K (which is Ki). We will show that if N =
Nmax then such a K does in fact exist, which means a
new K is found and the algorithm advances to the next
round.

Plugging in Nmax for N into the expression in
Line 17 in Algorithm 1 for εai gives that εai =
1
2 sin(π/21) sin(8π/21) and therefore amaxi − amini ≤
sin(π/21) sin(8π/21). Furthermore, since εai > 0, the
values of amaxi and amini are chosen so that 1 ≥ amaxi >
amini ≥ 0, which in turn implies that γmini and γmaxi are
chosen in Table 1 so that π/2 ≥ γmaxi > γmini ≥ 0 and

| sin2(Kiθu)− sin2(Kiθl)| = | sin2 γmaxi − sin2 γmini |
= amaxi − amini .

Also, since π/2 ≥ γmaxi > γmini ≥ 0, the values of
θu and θl are chosen in Lines 21 and 22 so that⌊

Kiθl
π/2

⌋
=

⌈
Kiθu
π/2

⌉
− 1.

We can now apply Lemma 3.2 with θb = Kiθu and
θa = Kiθl. Therefore, there is an odd integer in the
range from 3 to (π/2)/(θu − θl) such that⌊

qKiθl
π/2

⌋
=

⌈
qKiθu
π/2

⌉
− 1.

Since q and Ki are both odd integers, qKi is also an
odd integer. Since q ≥ 3, then qKi ≥ 3Ki. Since
q ≤ (π/2)/(θb − θa), then qKi ≤ (π/2)/(θu − θl).
Therefore the integer qKi is a viable candidate for a
new K which will allow the algorithm to advance to the
next round.

3.3 Proof for the Probability of Success. The
sequence K0, . . . ,Kt has the property that each Ki is in
the range from 1 to Kmax = π/4ε and Ki ≥ 3Ki−1. The
following lemma will assist in the analysis by allowing
us to assume fixed worst-case values for the Ki’s. The
proof of Lemma 3.4 is given in the appendix.

Lemma 3.4. Consider a finite sequence K0 =
1,K1 . . . ,Kt such that Kt ≤ Kmax and Ki ≥ 3Ki−1
for all 1 ≤ i ≤ t. Suppose that f is a function that is
positive and increasing over the range [1,Kmax], then

t∑
i=1

f(Ki) ≤
t−1∑
i=0

f

(
Kmax

3i

)
. (3.8)

We can now show that the algorithm succeeds with
the desired probability. Lemma 3.5 establishes that with
probability at least 1−α, the true value of θa lies within
the final interval [θl, θu], where θu − θl ≤ 2ε. This in
turn implies that the true value of a = sin2 θa lies in the
interval [al, au] = [sin2(θl), sin

2(θu)]. Finally, Lemma
3.6 establishes that [al, au] is sufficiently small to give
the desired bound on the approximation for a, namely
that au − al ≤ 2ε.

Lemma 3.5. With probability ≥ 1 − α the algorithm
terminates with θa ∈ [θl, θu].

Proof. There are a total of t rounds in which the index i
goes from 1 to t. Consider the last iteration of the inner

loop in round i, and let θ
(i)
l and θ

(i)
u be the value of θl

and θu as assigned in Lines 21 and 22 of the algorithm.
The round ends either because FindNextK succeeds in
finding a new value for K or because θu − θl < 2ε in
which case the algorithm terminates. The final values

θu and θl are equal to θ
(t)
l and θ

(t)
u . Define Ei to be

the event that θa ∈ [θ
(i)
l , θ

(i)
u ]. Note that the algorithm

starts with θ
(0)
u = π/2 and θ

(0)
l = 0, so P[E0] = 1.

We will first show that the probability that P[Ei |
Ei−1] ≤ αi. At the beginning of round i, the cur-

rent values for θl and θu are θ
(i−1)
l and θ

(i−1)
u , respec-

tively. Furthermore, as a result of the conditions of
FindNextK at the end of round i−1, dKiθu/(π/2)e−1 =

bKiθl/(π/2)c = Ri. If θa ∈ [θ
(i−1)
l , θ

(i−1)
u ], then Kiθa

can be expressed as Ri(π/2) + γa, where 0 ≤ γa ≤ π/2.
The measurements QkiA |0〉n |0〉 return a 1 with prob-
ability ai = sin2(Kiθa) which is equal to sin2(γa) or
1 − sin2(γa) depending on whether the quadrant Ri is
odd or even. After N measurements, we have an esti-
mate for ai, which is denoted by âi. By the Chernoff-
Hoeffding bound for i.i.d. Bernoulli trials with N sam-
ples,

P[ai 6∈ [âi − ε, âi + ε]] ≤ 2 exp(−2Nε). (3.9)

Selecting ε =
√

(1/2N) ln(2/αi) gives a probability at
most αi. The angles γmin and γmax are chosen so that
the interval between sin2(γmin) and sin2(γmax) is equal
to [âi − ε, âi + ε]. Therefore, the probability that γa is
not in [γmin, γmin] is at most αi. If γa ∈ [γmin, γmin],



then assigning

θl ←
Ri(π/2) + γmin

Ki
θu ←

Ri(π/2) + γmax
Ki

guarantees that θa ∈ [θl, θu].
Now we can use the union bound to show that the

total error probability is bounded by α as required by
Algorithm 1.

P[θa 6∈ [θl, θu]] = P[Et] (3.10)

≤ P[∃i ∈ {1, . . . , t} : Ei ∧ Ei−1] (3.11)

≤
t∑
i=1

P[Ei ∧ Ei−1] (3.12)

≤
t∑
i=1

P[Ei | Ei−1] ≤
t∑
i=1

αi (3.13)

Now plugging in the chosen values for αi and using
Lemma 3.4 with f(x) = x, we get that

t∑
i=1

αi =
2α

3Kmax

t∑
i=1

Ki (3.14)

≤ 2α

3Kmax

t−1∑
i=0

Kmax

3i
(3.15)

=
2α

3

t−1∑
i=0

1

3i
(3.16)

≤ 2α

3

3

2
= α (3.17)

Therefore the probability of failure is bounded
above by α.

Lemma 3.6. A confidence interval for θa with width at
most 2ε is sufficient to get a confidence interval for a
with width at most 2ε.

Proof. Given a confidence interval [al, au] for a, we
can derive a relation to the confidence interval for
the parameter θa using a = sin2(θa), and defining
sin2(θl) := al and sin2(θu) := au.

|au − al|
2

=
| sin(θu + θl)|| sin(θu − θl)|

2

≤ |θu − θl|
2

.

So to achieve a confidence interval for a that is
smaller than ε, i.e. |au − al|/2 ≤ ε, it suffices to achieve
|θu − θl|/2 ≤ ε for our estimate of θa.

3.4 Bounding the Total Number of Queries.
We have proven that the algorithm does indeed succeed
with the desired probability. In the next lemma we
prove an upper bound on the total number of queries
required, which concludes the proof of Theorem 3.1.

Lemma 3.7. Algorithm 1 requires at most 62
ε ln 21

α ap-
plications of A, achieving the desired query complexity
of O

(
1
ε log 1

α

)
.

Proof. The query complexity is defined as the number
of times the operator Q is applied. Each circuit
QkiA |0〉n |0〉 applies the operator Q a total of ki times,
and in each round we measure the state created by this
state at most Nmax

i times. For simplicity, we define the
constant C = 1/

(
sin2 (π/21) sin2 (8π/21)

)
.

Nqueries =

t∑
i=1

kiN
max
i (3.18)

=
1

2

t∑
i=1

KiN
max
i (3.19)

= C

t∑
i=1

Ki ln

(
2

αi

)
(3.20)

= C

t∑
i=1

Ki ln

(
3Kmax

Kiα

)
(3.21)

To invoke Lemma 3.4, notice that f(x) = x ln
(
c
x

)
is

increasing for all x ≤ c/e:

x ≤ c

e
⇒ 1 ≤ ln

( c
x

)
⇒ f ′(x) = ln

( c
x

)
− 1 ≥ 0.

(3.22)

To apply the lemma to the expression in Equation
(3.21), we set c = 3Kmax/α and note that for 1 ≤ Ki ≤
Kmax, Ki ≤ 3Kmax/αe. So we can use Lemma 3.4 to
upperbound the sum:

C

t∑
i=1

Ki ln

(
3Kmax

Kiα

)
(3.23)

≤ C
t−1∑
0=1

Kmax

3i
ln

(
3i+1Kmax

Kmaxα

)
(3.24)

= C

t−1∑
i=0

1

3i
ln

(
3i+1

α

)
(3.25)

= CKmax

(
ln

(
3

α

) t−1∑
i=0

1

3i
+

t−1∑
i=0

1

3i
ln
(
3i
))

(3.26)

= CKmax

(
ln

(
3

α

) t−1∑
i=0

1

3i
+ ln (3)

t−1∑
i=0

i
1

3i

)
(3.27)



Figure 4: Plots comparing error tolerance ε with number of queries made to A. The main graph is drawn in a
log-log plot over the full range of ε’s tested, and the close-up uses a log-lin plot to increase the visibility of the
respective lines.

≤ CKmax

(
ln

(
3

α

)
3

2
+

3 ln 3

4

)
(3.28)

= 3CKmax ln

(√
27

α

)
(3.29)

=
3πC

4

1

ε
ln

(√
27

α

)
(3.30)

≈ 123

ε
ln

(
6

α

)
(3.31)

= O

(
1

ε
ln

(
1

α

))
(3.32)

3.5 Absolute and Relative Error. Algorithm 1
can be modified to output an approximation of a to
within a (1+ε) relative error as well, by adding an extra
1/a overhead. To accomplish this, an extra outer loop is
added to Algorithm 1 such that the algorithm will termi-
nate when a > 0.5. If the algorithm completes the inner
loop without achieving our desired approximation, the
upper bound is continually halved until the algorithm
successfully approximates the targeted amplitude to the
correct precision. Details of the modification and proof

are outlined in Appendix B.

4 Results

In this section, we present the results of Algorithm 1.
We are particularly interested in visualizing the empir-
ical query complexity, and comparing our performance
to the original IQAE algorithm. Our code can be found
at https://github.com/shifubear/Modified-IQAE.

Our experiments were run over the 3-tuples
of parameters from the Cartesian product of the
sets {epsilons, amplitudes, confint methods}.
Here, epsilons = {10−2, 10−3, · · · , 10−6},
amplitudes = {0, 1

16 , · · · , 1}, and confint methods =
{chernoff, beta}. The term beta refers to the
Clopper-Pearson method for determining the confi-
dence interval. The confidence level α is set to .05 for
all experiments.

Figure 4 shows the query complexity of the four
IQAE algorithms: Modified IQAE (MIQAE) and the
original IQAE with the two difference methods for de-
termining the confidence interval (Chernoff and Beta).
Experiments were run using the parameter space de-
scribed above. The plot shows the total number of
queries as a function of the precision parameter ep-



(a) Number of measurements used as
a function of ki.

(b) Number of queries used as a func-
tion of ki.

(c) Scaling of ki as a function of the
round number.

Figure 5: Per-round results from running the algorithms with ε = 10−5, averaged over 10,000 runs. The red dotted
line in the rightmost graph represents kmax.

silon. To discount any anomalies that arise from ran-
dom sampling, we repeat each parameter combination
10,000 times and average the total number of queries
per ε. We also average the results over all amplitudes,
since their query complexity should not change based on
the ground-truth amplitude. While testing the original
IQAE algorithm, we found that amplitudes expressed
using powers of 2 (i.e. 0, 1

2 ...) were noticeably easier
to estimate. We slightly perturb the ground truth am-
plitude by sampling ã ∼ N (a, 1

320 ). Here, the standard
deviation is chosen such that ã does not vary more than
5% of our 1/16 step distance from a. This reduces any
biases in performance due to ground-truth amplitudes
that use powers of 2.

Using the Chernoff confidence interval, there is a
distinct improvement in both the query complexity and
the total number of queries used. The modified IQAE
algorithm (green) always makes fewer queries by about
half an order of magnitude, when compared to the
original (blue).

On the log-log scale, the plotted query complex-
ity for MIQAE+Beta and IQAE+Beta are nearly identi-
cal. For finer detail, a second set of error tolerances
{10−4, 7.5×10−5, · · · , 10−6} is also tested with the same
amplitudes. On a linear-log scale, the original algorithm
using the Clopper-Pearson interval (orange) appears to
use marginally less queries for higher values of ε.

It is possible that the optimal value for each in-
termediate confidence level αi using Clopper-Pearson
intervals takes a different form, since αi is specifically
designed to optimize the Chernoff confidence interval.
However, an analytic proof using the beta distribution
is intractable [1] and we leave these potential improve-
ments to be discovered.

We also analyze the behavior of the algorithms in

each individual round. To accomplish this, we record
the number of shots N , the Grover power ki, and
the number of queries made at each ki. As shown
in Figure 5, the number of queries per k increases at
the same rate for all combinations of algorithms and
confidence intervals. Therefore, the modified algorithm
must reduce the total queries made by using fewer shots
at higher values of ki, as Aaronson observed in [11]. This
behavior can also be experimentally verified in Figure 5,
where the modified IQAE uses progressively fewer shots
for higher values of ki.

Figure 5(c) illustrates the values of the Grover
power k in each round. In all runs, the value of k never
surpasses kmax, supporting the correctness of the IQAE
algorithm. k increases most slowly between rounds
with IQAE+Chernoff, whereas all other configurations
increase their k’s at similarly fast rates. This explains
the results that are shown in each configuration’s query
complexity (Figure 4), where the IQAE+Chernoff uses
the most queries and all other configurations use a
similar number of queries. Evidently, the evolution
of k is central to the algorithm’s overall performance.
However, it remains unclear whether this relationship
is responsible for the improvement seen in the other
algorithms over IQAE+Chernoff, or a side effect of
controlling the evolution of N .

Figure 6 plots the number of queries made for each
3-tuple of experiment parameters against the ground-
truth input amplitude. Like Figure 4, the results are
averaged across 10,000 runs. The number of queries
for any amplitude generally stays the same in both the
modified and original algorithms for a specific ε. The
query count for algorithms using Clopper-Pearson in-
tervals appears to have higher variance between ampli-
tudes, but still averages out to the same level trend.



(a) Original IQAE (b) Modified IQAE

Figure 6: Query count vs. amplitude for each combination of algorithm and confidence interval method, recorded at
different values of ε described in the legends. The solid lines and dotted lines correspond to the Chernoff-Hoeffding
and Clopper-Pearson confidence intervals respectively. On average, the number of queries do not depend on the
input amplitude in either algorithm.

Figure 7: The frequency of incorrect estimations (true
a not within the estimated confidence interval) using
the parameter space described in the beginning of this
section. All frequencies are well below the dotted line
representing α = .05.

The performance of the Chernoff interval also closely
matches that of the Clopper-Pearson interval in our
modified algorithm. When using the original IQAE
algorithm, however, there is a significant gap between
the algorithm’s query count depending on which confi-
dence interval method is used. These observations jus-

tify our claim that input amplitudes do not affect the
algorithm’s query complexity.

Finally, we verified that the algorithms return cor-
rect estimations with the desired frequency. According
to the proofs, both IQAE algorithms should return an
interval that contains the ground-truth amplitude with
probability at least 1 − α. In other words, both al-
gorithms should return an interval that does not con-
tain the true amplitude with frequency at most α. We
use our previous data, which tests all error tolerance,
amplitude, and confidence interval combinations using
α = .05. We plot the number of failures for a specific
amplitude and confidence interval method for each in-
put ε in Figure 7. Overall, the modified algorithm has a
higher failure rate than the original, but all failure rates
are clearly well below the theoretical bounds.

5 Conclusion and Future Work

In this paper, we show that a modification to Grinko
et al.’s IQAE algorithm produces an asymptotically
optimal QFT-free quantum amplitude estimation al-
gorithm, and furthermore demonstrate experimentally
that this modification is not only a theoretical improve-
ment, but makes the algorithm more suitable to run in
the upcoming NISQ era. Future work may include ex-
perimenting with this algorithm on real quantum hard-
ware, and analyzing its performance in the presence of
noise and noise mitigation techniques.
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6 Appendix A: Proof of Lemma 3.2

This proof follows very closely from the proof of Lemma
1 in [1].

Proof. This lemma characterizes the conditions in
which a pair of angles that lie in the same quadrant
can be multiplied by an odd integer q such that the
resulting angle still lies in a single quadrant.

We begin by describing a geometric intuition on
when such an odd integer can be found. Consider a
circle in which each quadrant has been subdivided into
j ∈ [3, 5, 7] slices. If the current interval [θa, θb] lies
within one of these slices, then multiplying that interval
by j will guarantee that the scaled interval will still lie
inside of a quadrant.

We now define a set of piecewise-linear functions
fj on [0, π/2] for integers j ∈ [3, 5, 7] to capture this
geometric intuition as follows. There are a total of
j pieces, and the m-th piece where m ∈ {1, . . . , j}
is constructed on the interval

[
(m−1)π

j , mπj

]
. On this

interval, the function of interest is defined as

fj(θ) := min

{
θ − (m− 1)π

2j
,
mπ

2j
− θ
}
. (6.33)

Figure 8 illustrates the quantity being computed in
the case that j = 3, and similar images can be used
to visualize the case for other values of j as well. This
set of functions characterizes the closest distance from
a point on a circle to one of the j subdivided points in

Figure 8: An illustration describing the quantity com-
puted by f3. We only show the first quadrant for illus-
tration purposes. The circular arc is subdivided into 3
sections (green markers). f3(θ) returns the angle corre-
sponding to the red arc, describing the angular distance
to the nearest subdivided marker from θ.



Figure 9: A plot of the functions f3, f5, f7, fmax, and εθ. By construction, εθ is a valid lower bound to fmax,
with an intersection at θ = 4π

21 .

the quadrant it lies in. By combining these functions, it
is possible to find the maximum possible interval width
centered at the input point such that the scaled interval
still lies within a quadrant. The combined function is
as follows:

fmax(θ) := max{f3(θ), f5(θ), f7(θ)}. (6.34)

What remains is to show that | sin2 θb − sin2 θa| ≤
sin π

21 sin 8π
21 is sufficient to guarantee that |θb−θa|2 ≤

fmax(θ) where θ := (θb + θa)/2 is the midpoint of the
interval. We first introduce some notation

εa :=
| sin2 θb − sin2 θa|

2
(6.35)

εθ :=
|θb − θa|

2
. (6.36)

The following derivation relates εa with θ and εθ:

εa :=
| sin2 θb − sin2 θa|

2
(6.37)

=
| sin(θb + θa)|| sin(θb − θa)|

2
(6.38)

=
| sin(2θ)|| sin(2εθ)|

2
. (6.39)

Without loss of generality, the remaining analysis
will assume that θa, θb lie in the first quadrant. The
same analysis holds for the other quadrants by symme-
try. With this assumption, our analysis of (6.39) will
proceed without its absolute values. From | sin2 θb −
sin2 θa| ≤ sin π

21 sin 8π
21 and (6.35), we have an upper-

bound for εa given by εa ≤ 1
2 sin π

21 sin 8π
21 . Given this

upperbound, the goal is to determine the maximum tol-
erable εθ that still allows us to scale the interval such
that it lies within a quadrant. To achieve this, we define
the following function which is constructed by inverting
(6.39).

εθ(εa, θ) := min

(
1

2
arcsin

(
2εa

sin(2θ)

)
, θ, π/2− θ

)
.

(6.40)
The right two terms in the minimum function follow

from the constraint that the interval must lie within a



single quadrant. Naturally, this constraint forces the
interval to be upperbounded by the boundaries of the
quadrant. Since we have an upperbound on εa, the
following is the maximum value that εθ can take:

εθ(θ) := min

(
1

2
arcsin

(
sin π

21 sin 8π
21

sin(2θ)

)
, θ, π/2− θ

)
.

(6.41)
We want to show that εθ ≤ fmax for all values of

θ in [0, π/2], which means that whenever the size of
the interval [θa, θb] is εθ, there exists an odd integer
q ≥ 3 such that the interval [qθa, qθb] lies within a single
quadrant. The functions εθ(θ) and fmax(θ) evaluated
near the endpoints of the interval [0, π/2] are identical
linear functions.

What remains is to show that the inequality holds
for the middle section of the function, defined by the
first term inside the minimum function from (6.41).
The interval where this term takes the minimum can
be calculated by solving for the values of θ where the
functions are equal. This interval is

θ ∈
[

1

2
arcsin

√
S,
π

2
− 1

2
arcsin

√
S

]
, (6.42)

where S := sin π
21 sin 8π

21 .
A simple analysis of the piecewise linear function

fmax shows that it takes its minimum value of π
42 when

θ = 4π
21 . Evaluating εθ at this value of θ gives

εθ

(
4π

21

)
=

1

2
arcsin

(
sin π

21 sin 8π
21

sin 8π
21

)
(6.43)

=
π

42
. (6.44)

For all other values of θ, it is clear that εθ ≤ fmax
which can be seen figuratively in Figure 9. This can
be verified by testing that εθ ≤ fmax holds within each
of the intervals that define the piecewise linear parts
of the function manually. Therefore, εθ ≤ fmax in the
possible values of θ, showing that there indeed exists an
odd integer q ≥ 3 such that the multiplied interval lies
in a single quadrant.

7 Appendix B: Proof of Lemma 3.4

Proof. To prove this lemma, we first show that for all
j = 1, . . . , t, we have

Kj ≤
Kmax

3t−j
, (7.45)

which by the assumption that f is an increasing
function implies that

f(Kj) ≤ f
(
Kmax

3t−j

)
. (7.46)

We can then sum over all j and rewrite the indices
of the right-hand side to get

t∑
j=1

f(Kj) =≤
t∑

j=1

f

(
Kmax

3t−j

)
=

t−1∑
i=0

f

(
Kmax

3j

)
.

(7.47)
Now we show how to prove equation 7.45. We prove

this statement inductively backward over the indices j.
By definition, we know that Kj−1 ≤ Kj/3. The base
case when j = t holds by definition since Kt ≤ Kmax.
By inductive hypothesis, assume that Kk ≤ Kmax

3t−k holds
for some 1 < k ≤ t. Then,

Kk−1 ≤
Kk

3
(7.48)

≤ Kmax

3t−(k−1)
(7.49)

which is what we wanted.

8 Appendix C: Relative Error Algorithm

A key difference between QACS [11] and IQAE [1]
were the type of error bounds they used to define
their algorithms. IQAE used an absolute error, so our
modification to the algorithm also adopts the absolute
error bound. QACS used a relative error bound,
which is a commonly used error bound when defining
approximation algorithms. We show here that the
relative error bound can be achieved with an extra 1/a
overhead, which is optimal as shown in QACS.

Theorem 8.1. Given a confidence level 1− α ∈ (0, 1),
a target accuracy ε > 0, and an (n+ 1)-qubit unitary A
satisfying

A |0〉n |0〉 =
√
a |ψ0〉 |0〉+

√
1− a |ψ1〉 |1〉

where |ψ0〉 and |ψ1〉 are arbitrary n-qubit states and
a ∈ (0, 1), Algorithm 3 outputs a confidence interval for
a that satisfies

P[a 6∈ [al, au]] ≤ α

where au := a(1 + ε) and al := a(1− ε), leading to a
(1 + ε)-approximation for a with a confidence of 1− α,
using O

(
1
a
1
ε log 1

α

)
applications of A.



Algorithm 3 Relative IQAE

Require: ε > 0, α > 0, Unitary A
1: [al, au] = [0, 1]
2: εi = ε
3: â = 0.5
4: while au − al > 2âε do
5: εi = εi/2
6: [al, au] = ModifiedIQAE(εi, α,A)
7: â = (au − al)/2
8: end while
9: return [al, au]

Proof. We know that Algorithm 1 given an error param-
eter ε > 0 outputs an absolute error confidence interval
[â+ε, â−ε] that contains a with confidence 1−α. In the
i-th iteration of the loop of algorithm 3, ModifiedIQAE
is called using εi := ε/2i, which will output an interval
satisfying

[â+ ε/2i, â− ε/2i]. (8.50)

For a ∈ [1/2i, 1/2i−1], this is a (1 + ε) relative error
confidence interval.

From (3.30), we can write the exact query complex-
ity of ModifiedIQAE given εi as a parameter. We de-
fine the constant C = 1/

(
sin2 (π/21) sin2 (8π/21)

)
to

simplify the presentation.

3πC

4

1

εi
ln

(√
27

α

)
(8.51)

=
3πC

4

2i

ε
ln

(√
27

α

)
. (8.52)

If we required R total iterations to achieve the target
approximation error, then a < 1/2R−1, and we can sum
over this to get the query complexity

3πC

4

1

ε
ln

(√
27

α

)
R∑
i=1

2i (8.53)

=
3πC

4

1

ε
ln

(√
27

α

)(
2R+1 − 2

)
(8.54)

<
3πC

sin2
(
π
21

)
sin2

(
8π
21

) 1

a

1

ε
ln

(√
27

α

)
(8.55)

= O

(
1

a

1

ε
ln

(
1

α

))
(8.56)

The inequality follows from 4/a > 2R+1. Therefore
Algorithm 3 returns a relative error confidence interval
with confidence α in the desired query complexity.
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