
Quantum Eigensolver for General Matrices

Xiao-Ming Zhang,1, 2 Yukun Zhang,2 Wenhao He,3, 4 and Xiao Yuan2, ∗

1School of Physics, South China Normal University, Guangzhou 510006, China
2Center on Frontiers of Computing Studies, School of Computer Science, Peking University, Beijing 100871, China

3School of Physics, Peking University, Beijing 100871, China
4Center for Computational Science and Engineering, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, MA 02139, USA

The eigenvalue problem, a cornerstone in linear algebra, provides profound insights into studying matrix
properties. Quantum algorithms addressing this problem have hitherto been constrained to special normal
matrices assuming spectral decomposition, leaving the extension to general matrices an open challenge. In this
work, we present a novel family of quantum algorithms tailored for solving the eigenvalue problem for general
matrices, encompassing scenarios with complex eigenvalues or even defective matrices. Our approach begins
by tackling the task of searching for an eigenvalue without additional constraints. For diagonalizable matrices,
our algorithm has �̃� (𝜀−1) complexity with an error 𝜀, achieving the nearly Heisenberg scaling. Subsequently,
we study the identification of eigenvalues closest to a specified point or line, extending the results for ground
energy and energy gap problems in Hermitian matrices. We achieve an accuracy scaling of �̃� (𝜀−2) for general
diagonalizable matrices, further refining to �̃� (𝜀−1) under the condition of real eigenvalues or constant distance
from the reference point. The algorithm’s foundation lies in the synergy of three techniques: the relationship
between eigenvalues of matrix 𝐴 and the minimum singular value of 𝐴 − 𝜇𝐼, quantum singular value threshold
subroutine extended from quantum singular-value estimation, and problem-specific searching algorithms. Our
algorithms find applications in diverse domains, including estimating the relaxation time of Markov chains,
solving Liouvillian gaps in open quantum systems, and verifying PT-symmetry broken/unbroken phases. These
applications underscore the significance of our quantum eigensolvers for problems across various disciplines.

Eigenvalue, a fundamental concept in linear algebra, repre-
sents scalar factors by which a matrix transformation stretches
or compresses space. Formally, complex value 𝜆 𝑗 and nor-
malized vector |𝑣 𝑗⟩ are considered as the eigenvalue and the
corresponding eigenvector of matrix 𝐴 if

𝐴|𝑣 𝑗⟩ = 𝜆 𝑗 |𝑣 𝑗⟩. (1)

The applications of quantum computing in solving Eq. (1) have
mostly been restricted to the Hermitian cases 𝐴 = 𝐴† [1–3],
where 𝜆 𝑗 are real, and |𝑣 𝑗⟩ forms an orthonormal basis. For
a general matrix, however, we encounter complex and even
defective eigenvalues, and eigenvectors are not necessarily or-
thogonal. While quantum computing naturally favours Her-
miticity, its applicability in solving Eq. (1) for non-Hermitian
matrices remains an outstanding question.

Relating to the eigenvalues, one can perform Jordan decom-
position of 𝐴 as

𝐴 = 𝑃Λ𝑃−1, (2)

where Λ is a matrix in the Jordan canonical form (JCF), whose
diagonal elements correspond to the eigenvalues, and 𝑃 is an
invertible matrix. 𝐴 is called diagonalizable if Λ is diagonal.
Note that a diagonalizable matrix is not necessarily Hermitian
since 𝑃 is generally non-unitary. Most generally, Λ is a block-
diagonal matrix as close to a diagonal matrix as possible
Λ = Λ1 ⊕ Λ2 ⊕ · · · ⊕ Λ𝑀 with 𝑀 ⩽ 𝑁 . Each Jordan block Λ 𝑗

is in the form of

Λ 𝑗 =

©«
𝜆 𝑗 1

𝜆 𝑗

. . .

. . . 1
𝜆 𝑗

ª®®®®®¬
. (3)

If there exists a nontrivial Jordan block with a dimension larger
than one, we call 𝐴 a defective matrix. In this case, we have
strictly 𝑀 < 𝑁 and there are less than 𝑁 linearly independent
eigenvectors.

It is worth noting that eigenvalues are fundamentally differ-
ent from singular values. There is no direct correspondence
between eigenvalues and singular values in general unless the
matrix is normal with spectral decomposition. Therefore, the
eigenvalue problem does not trivially fit into the framework of
quantum singular value transformation [4, 5].

Here, we propose quantum eigensolver algorithms for gen-
eral matrices. The complexity of the algorithms for solving
Eq. (1) depends on two properties of the matrix 𝐴. The first
one is how defective 𝐴 is, which can be formally defined as the
largest dimension of the Jordan block 𝑚′max ≡ max 𝑗 dim(Λ 𝑗 ).
The second one is the condition number of the matrix 𝑃,
denoted as 𝜅𝑃 . Regarding the nonuniqueness of the Jordan
decomposition, we define 𝜅𝑃 as the minimum value for all
possible 𝑃 in the following text. In our discussion, we assume
that we have knowledge of the upper bound of both quantities,
i.e. 𝑚max and 𝐾 satisfying 𝑚max ⩾ 𝑚

′
max and 𝐾 ⩾ 𝜅𝑃 .

Eigenvalue Problems. We first summarize the detailed def-
initions of the eigenvalue problems. The first problem we
consider is to output an estimation of an eigenvalue defined as
follows.
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FIG. 1: Sketch of (a) the energy gap for Hermitian matrices with reference point 𝑃 = 0, (b) the point gap for non-Hermitian matrices with
reference point 𝑃 = 0, and (c) the line gap for non-Hermitian matrices with reference line 𝐿 = {𝑖𝑏, 𝑏 ∈ R}.

Problem 1 (Eigenvalue searching). Given a square matrix 𝐴
with ∥𝐴∥ ⩽ 1, output an estimation of an eigenvalue �̂�, such
that min |�̂� − 𝜆 | ⩽ 𝜀 for some error 𝜀, where 𝜆 is one of the
eigenvalue solutions to Eq. (1).

Here, ∥ · ∥ refers to the spectral norm of a matrix. Problem 1
has no restrictions on the eigenvalue. We may require that
the eigenvalue to be estimated have certain properties. Take
the Hermitian matrix as an example, there are two important
questions related to eigenvalues. The first one is the lowest
eigenvalue problem. For a quantum many-body system de-
scribed by a Hermitian Hamiltonian, this corresponds to the
ground-state energy of the system [1–3]. The second one
is the eigenvalue gap problem, which plays a critical role in
many-body physics phenomena, such as conductivity and su-
perconductivity. Extending from Hermitian to non-Hermitian
matrices with complex eigenvalues, the generalization of both
questions is not unique [6, 7], which correspond to the eigen-
value searching problems under different restrictions. In par-
ticular, we consider the following two problems.

Problem 2. Given a square matrix ∥𝐴∥ ⩽ 1, a reference point
𝑃 ∈ D(0, 1) and accuracy 𝜀 ∈ (0, 1). Let 𝑔 ≡ min𝜆 𝑗≠𝑃

��𝜆 𝑗 −
𝑃
��, S ≡ {

𝜆 𝑗

��|𝑃 − 𝜆 𝑗 | ∈ [𝑔, 𝑔 + 𝜀]
}
. The goal is to output

the gap estimation 𝑔′ and eigenvalue estimation 𝜆′, such that
|𝑔′ − 𝑔 | ⩽ 𝜀 and |𝜆′ − 𝜆 𝑗 | ⩽ 𝜀 for some 𝜆 𝑗 ∈ S.

Problem 3. Given a square matrix ∥𝐴∥ ⩽ 1, a reference
line 𝐿 in the complex plain such that 𝐿

⋃D(0, 1) ≠ ∅, and
accuracy 𝜀 ∈ (0, 1). Let 𝑔 = min𝜆 𝑗∉𝐿,𝑝∈𝐿 |𝜆 𝑗 − 𝑝 |, S ≡{
𝜆 𝑗

�� min𝑝∈𝐿 |𝜆 𝑗 − 𝑝 | ∈ [𝑔, 𝑔 + 𝜀]
}
. The goal is to output the

gap estimation 𝑔′ and eigenvalue estimation 𝜆′, such that |𝑔′−
𝑔 | ⩽ 𝜀 and |𝜆′ − 𝜆 𝑗 | ⩽ 𝜀 for some 𝜆 𝑗 ∈ S.

Here, we have defined the disk as D(𝜇, 𝑟) ≡
{
𝑥
��|𝑥 − 𝜇 | ⩽ 𝑟}.

In case 𝑃 or 𝐿 have no overlap with eigenvalues, Problem 2
or 3 corresponds to finding an eigenvalue that is closest to the
reference point 𝑃, or line 𝐿 (up to an accuracy 𝜀). Therefore,
they can be considered as two different ways of the generaliza-
tion of the ground energy problem for Hermitian matrices. On
the other hand, when 𝑃 or 𝐿 overlaps with at least one of the

eigenvalues, Problems 2 and 3 become Point gap, or Line gap
problems [6–8]. As illustrated in Fig. 1, they can be considered
as two different ways of the generalizations from the energy
gap problem of the Hermitian case. We note that the point gap
and line gap are different. In some cases, both point gaps and
line gaps are non-vanishing. But there exists matrices with
non-vanishing point gap, but zero line gap. Physics systems
with Hamiltonian corresponding these two cases may emerge
from different symmetries and topologies [6–8]. In particular,
the second case does not have a Hermitian counterpart, the
corresponding physics system is also named to be genuinely
non-Hermitian [7].

Furthermore, eigenvalue and eigenvector are related in gen-
eral. We discuss in [9] that an accurate eigenvalue estimation
implies a good approximation to the corresponding eigenvec-
tors. In the remaining of the main text, however, we focus on
the eigenvalue problems.

Results. Here, we introduce our results for the three eigenvalue
problems. We only summarize the results in the main text and
refer to [9] for details.

We first discuss the assumptions of the algorithms. Given a
general square matrix 𝐴 ∈ C𝑁×𝑁 with 𝑁 = 2𝑛, we consider its
block encoding that provides unitary access to the matrix. For
a unitary 𝒪𝐴, we say it is a block encoding of 𝐴 if it encodes
the desirable matrix 𝐴 such that 𝐴 = (⟨0𝑎 | ⊗ 𝐼)𝒪𝐴 ( |0𝑎⟩ ⊗ 𝐼),
with 𝐼 the 𝑁-dimensional identity. Note that we have neglected
a scaling factor compared to the conventional definition as it
can be absorbed in matrix 𝐴. Block-encoding is a standard way
of encoding the classical description of a matrix to quantum
operations [4, 5, 10–12]. In practice,𝒪𝐴 may be constructed by
sparse-access input model or linear combination of unitaries
(LCU) [10], depending on the form of 𝐴 being presented.

For Hermitian matrices, the eigenvalue problem is typically
solved by assuming the existence of an initial state that can
be prepared to have a reasonable lower-bounded overlap with
the targeted eigenstate [1, 2]. Otherwise, the problems are in
general QMA-compete [13]. Here, a similar assumption is
also made for general matrices. We introduce an oracle 𝒫𝐴,
which given an input 𝜇 satisfying |𝜇 | ⩽ 1, outputs a quantum
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state |𝜓ini
𝜇 ⟩ satisfying |⟨𝜓ini

𝜇 |𝑢0 (𝜇)⟩| ⩾ 𝛾. Here, |𝑢0 (𝜇)⟩ is the
right singular vector of the matrix 𝐴 − 𝜇𝐼 corresponding to its
smallest singular value. 𝒫𝐴 may be constructed quantumly,
with methods like variational quantum algorithms [14–16] or
adiabatic state preparation [1]. Alternatively, one may find an
approximated model of 𝐴 whose eigenvalue can be calculated
efficiently on a classical computer.

Here and after, we assume that 𝒪𝐴, 𝒫𝐴, and their inverses
can be queried efficiently. For simplicity, we also count the
query to controlled 𝒪𝐴 or 𝒫𝐴 as a single query to them.

For Problem 1, we have the following result.

Theorem 1. With success probability at least 1−𝛿, Problem 1
can be solved with

Õ
(
𝐾3𝜀−3𝑚max+2𝛾−1

)
(4)

uses of the query to 𝒪𝐴, 𝒫𝐴 and their inverses, and extra
single- and two-qubit gates.

Here Õ(·) omits the polylogarithmic dependence on 1/𝛿, 1/𝜀,
𝐾 , and 𝑁 . We also clarify that for qubit systems, the extra
single- and two-qubit gate number contains a dependency of
qubit number 𝑂 (𝑛), which is however neglected by �̃�.

When 𝑚max = 1, i.e. 𝐴 is diagonalizable, Eq. (4) reduces
to Õ

(
𝐾3𝜀−1𝛾−1) , achieving a nearly-optimal dependency on

𝜀, which is also called the Heisenberg scaling. Besides, the
dependency on𝐾 can be reduced if we have further restrictions
on 𝐴. For example, if the eigenvalue is promised to be real,
the complexity can be further reduced to �̃� (𝐾2𝜀−1𝛾−1).

We achieve the following result for Problems 2 and 3.

Theorem 2. Promised that 𝑔 ⩾ 𝜀. With success probability
at least 1 − 𝛿, Problem 2 and 3 can be solved with

�̃� (𝐾3𝜀−3𝑚max−1𝛾−1) (5)

queries to 𝒪𝐴, 𝒫𝐴 and their inverses, and extra single- and
two-qubit gates.

For diagonalizable matrix, the accuracy dependency is
�̃� (𝜀−2). It is open whether the above theorem is optimal
or not. The complication is that different from Problem 1,
we should exclude the possibility for eigenvalues with a
gap smaller than 𝑔. Besides, if more restrictions exist on
the eigenvalue distribution, the query complexity may be
further reduced. For example, if we are promised that the
eigenvalues are real, or in a circle, the complexity can be
reduced to �̃� (𝐾2𝜀−1𝛾−1), achieving the Heisenberg scaling.
The former is consistent with results for Hermitian case [2],
while the latter is consistent with the result of quantum phase
estimation [17].

Below, we briefly introduce the main idea of our algorithms
achieving Theorem 1 and 2 and refer to [9] for details. To

begin with, we consider an equivalent form of Eq. (1) as

(𝐴 − 𝜆 𝑗 𝐼) |𝑣 𝑗⟩ = 0. (6)

Our algorithm is based on the following key observation.

𝜎0 (𝐴 − 𝜇𝐼) = 0 if and only if 𝜇 is the solution to Eq. (6),

where𝜎0 (·) is the minimum singular value of a matrix. Specif-
ically, eigenvalue problems can be transferred to the problem
of searching for 𝜇, such that 𝐴 − 𝜇𝐼 has zero singular values.
In practice, however, we can only estimate the singular value
up to a certain accuracy. To this end, we define a cost function

𝐶 (𝜇) ≡ 𝜎0 (𝐴 − 𝜇𝐼). (7)

The distance from 𝜇 to an eigenvalue can be bounded by 𝐶 (𝜇)
in the following lemma.

Lemma 1. When 𝐴 is diagonalizable, we have

𝐶 (𝜇) ⩽ min
𝑗
|𝜇 − 𝜆 𝑗 | ⩽ 𝜅𝑃𝐶 (𝜇). (8)

When 𝐴 is defective, we have

𝐶 (𝜇) ⩽ min
𝑗
|𝜇 − 𝜆 𝑗 | ⩽ 3(𝜅𝑃𝐶 (𝜇))1/𝑚max . (9)

As we have assumed that 𝜅𝑃 ⩽ 𝐾 , Lemma. 1 indicates that for
diagonalizable matrix, it suffice to find 𝜇 satisfying 𝐶 (𝜇) ⩽
𝜀𝐾−1 to achieve accuracy min |𝜇 − 𝜆 𝑗 | ⩽ 𝜀, and similar for
defective matrices.

To solve Problem 1, the remaining task is to search for
a 𝜇 with small 𝐶 (𝜇). Our searching method is based on
a subroutine, called the singular value threshold subroutine
(SVTS). The SVTS gives us the following result.

Lemma 2 (SVTS). Let 𝜇 ∈ D(0, 1), 𝜀, 𝛿 ∈ (0, 1) be the
centre, threshold and success probability of the SVTS. We
define 𝑂𝐶 (𝜇, 𝜀, 𝛿) as the output of SVTS, which satisfies the
following

Pr
[
𝑂𝐶 (𝜇, 𝜀, 𝛿) = True

��𝐶 (𝜇) ⩽ 𝜀/2] ⩾ 1 − 𝛿 (10a)
Pr

[
𝑂𝐶 (𝜇, 𝜀, 𝛿) = False

��𝐶 (𝜇) ⩾ 𝜀] ⩾ 1 − 𝛿 (10b)

Then, SVTS can be constructed with Õ
(
𝜀−1𝛾−1) uses of the

query to 𝒪𝐴, 𝒫𝐴 and there inverses, and extra single- and
two-qubit gates.

In [9], we prove Lemma. 2 by constructing 𝑆𝑉𝑇𝑆with quantum
singular value transformation [4]. Note that there is a “blur”
region 𝐶 (𝜇) ∈ (𝜀/2, 𝜀), in which the output of the oracle is
arbitrary. The runtime of SVTS depends on the range of the
blur region.

Based on Lemma. 2, one can find the eigenvalue with brute
force search using SVTS, but it requires total𝑂 (1/𝜀2) queries
to SVTS. We develop a divide-and-conquer method for eigen-
value searching, which uses only 𝑂 (polylog(𝜀−1)) queries to
SVTS, and achieve scaling claimed in Theorem 1.
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Problem 2 and 3 are more challenging. Take Problem 2
as an example, the complication is that to claim 𝑔′ is a good
estimation of 𝑔 with accuracy 𝜀, we should ensure that there
is no eigenvalue in the region D(𝑃, 𝑔′ − 𝜀)/D(𝑃, 𝜀). Our
iterative strategy is as follows. Suppose at the 𝑗 th step, we are
confidence that 𝑔 ∈ [𝑅min

𝑗
, 𝑅max

𝑗
]. Let Δ 𝑗 = 𝑅max

𝑗
− 𝑅min

𝑗
, we

reduce Δ 𝑗 by querying a set of SVTSs. The process is termi-
nated until Δ 𝑗 ⩽ 𝜀. After that, we search for an eigenvalue
near the circle with radius 𝑔′.

Now we discuss the applications of our results in different
problems.

Applications 1: Relaxation time of Markov chain. Markov
chains model systems transitioning between states with prob-
abilities determined solely by their current state, with broad
applications in both natural and social science [18–22]. A
finite Markov chain can be described by the stochastic matrix.
In this case, we have

∑
𝑖 𝐴𝑖, 𝑗 = 1 for each column 𝑗 . For every

finite Markov chain, the largest eigenvalue is 1. So we can de-
fine the absolute spectral gap of 𝐴 as 𝑔mar ≡ 1−max𝜆 𝑗≠1 |𝜆 𝑗 |.
The relaxation time, defined as 𝑡rel ≡ 1/𝑔mar, is a crucial pa-
rameter in understanding the properties of the Markov chain.
In particular, for irreducible, time-reversible Markov chain,
𝑡rel can be used to upper bound the mixing time, i.e. the time
converging to the stationary distribution [22].

With a similar strategy to solving Problem 2 and 3, we can
estimate the relaxation time with complexity consistent with
Theorem 2 as follows.

Theorem 3. Suppose 𝐴 is a stochastic matrix describing a
Markov chain. Promised that the relaxation time 𝑡rel is larger
than 𝜀 ∈ (0, 1). Then, 𝑡rel can be estimated to accuracy 𝜀 with
�̃� (𝐾3𝜀−3𝑚max+1𝛾−1) queries to𝒪𝐴, 𝒫𝐴 and their inverses, and
extra single- and two-qubit gates.

Applications 2: Liouvillian gap for open quantum systems.
The Liouvillian gap (LG) is an important quantity character-
izing the decaying behaviour and phase transitions of open
quantum systems [23–28]. The dynamics of an open quantum
system can be described by the Lindblad master equation ¤𝜌 =

−𝑖[𝐻, 𝜌]+∑𝜇

(
2𝐿𝜇𝜌𝐿

†
𝜇 −

{
𝐿
†
𝜇𝐿𝜇, 𝜌

})
≡ L(𝜌) for the Hamil-

tonian 𝐻 and dissipators 𝐿𝜇. Because the Liouvillian operator
L is a linear superoperator, we can perform vectorization of
¤𝜌 = L(𝜌) as ¤̃𝜌 = L̃ · �̃�, where �̃� =

∑
𝑚,𝑛 𝜌𝑚𝑛 |𝑚⟩⊗ |𝑛⟩ and L̃ =

−𝑖𝐻 ⊗ 𝐼 + 𝑖𝐼 ⊗𝐻𝑇 +∑𝜇

(
2𝐿𝜇 ⊗ 𝐿∗𝜇 − 𝐿†𝜇𝐿𝜇 ⊗ 𝐼 − 𝐼 ⊗ 𝐿𝑇𝜇𝐿∗𝜇

)
.

Let 𝜆 𝑗 (L̃) be the eigenvalues of L̃ ordered according to the
magnitude of the real part, i.e. Re𝜆0 (L̃) ⩾ Re𝜆1 (L̃) ⩾ · · · .
For a general Lindbladian, there exists at least one steady state
𝜌ness satisfying ¤̃𝜌ness = L̃ �̃�ness = 0, resulting in 𝜆0 = 0. The
LG is formally defined as

𝑔L ≡ |Re𝜆1 (L̃) |. (11)

𝑔L has a close relation to the relaxation behaviour of the open
quantum system. In most cases, the relaxation time 𝜏 of an
open quantum system satisfies 𝜏 ≲ 1/𝑔L [26].

For many-body systems, analytic solutions to LG only ex-
ist for some special cases, while numerical calculation with
classical computers suffers from the exponential increase of
the Hilbert space. On the other hand, LG can potentially
be solved with a quantum computer efficiently based on our
quantum eigensolver. One may assume that the vectorized Li-
ouvillian has a Jordan decomposition L̃ = 𝑃Λ𝑃−1, where the
condition number of satisfies 𝜅𝑝 ⩽ 𝐾 . We may also assume
that L̃ is diagonalizable. Compared to Problem 3, LG is a line
gap problem with 𝐿 = {𝑖𝑏, 𝑏 ∈ R}. According to Theorem 2,
we have the following result.

Theorem 4. Promised that 𝑔L ⩾ 𝜀 and L̃ is diagonalizable
and ∥L̃∥ ⩽ 1. With success probability at least 1 − 𝛿, 𝑔L can
be estimated to accuracy 𝜀 with

�̃� (𝐾3𝜀−2𝛾−1) (12)

queries to 𝒪L̃ , 𝒫L̃ and their inverses, and extra single- and
two-qubit gates.

In most open quantum system models, L̃ can be decomposed
into the linear combination of Pauli strings. Accordingly, the
block encoding of L̃, up to a rescaling factor, can be con-
structed by the linear combination of unitaries technique [29].

Applications 3: PT-broken/unbroken phase classification.
In quantum systems described by non-Hermitian operators,
the eigenvalue does not necessarily to be complex. A typi-
cal example is the parity-time (𝑃𝑇) symmetry operators [30–
34]. An operator is called 𝑃𝑇 symmetry if it is invariant
under simultaneous application of parity-reversal operator P
and time-reversal operator T respectively. The eigenvalues of
the 𝑃𝑇-symmetry operator can either be real only or appear as
complex conjugate pairs. The former possesses 𝑃𝑇-symmetry
and is therefore categorized as 𝑃𝑇-unbroken phase when the
matrix is diagonalizable [34, 35]. In the second case, 𝑃𝑇-
symmetry is simultaneously broken and therefore categorized
as the 𝑃𝑇-broken phase. The transition between these two
phases is of broad interest with applications in quantum sens-
ing [36, 37].

To verify whether the quantum system is in the 𝑃𝑇-broken
or 𝑃𝑇-unbroken phase, it suffices to determine if it contains
complex eigenvalues. In practice, we may allow a certain error
𝜀. When all eigenvalues are at most 𝜀 distance away from the
real axis, the matrix is categorized as 𝑃𝑇-unbroken. With a
mild modification of the algorithms for solving Problem 3, one
can solve this problem with a similar complexity claimed in
Theorem 2. More specifically, we have the following result.

Theorem 5. Given a square, diagonalizable matrix ∥𝐴∥ ⩽ 1.
With success probability 1 − 𝛿, one can verify whether 𝐴 has
eigenvalues satisfying

��Im[𝜆 𝑗 ]
�� ⩾ 𝜀, or all eigenvalues are in

the real axis, with �̃� (𝐾3𝜀−2𝛾−1) queries to 𝒪𝐴, 𝒫𝐴 and there
inverses, and extra single- and two-qubit gates.

Based on Theorem 5, we can characterize the 𝑃𝑇-
broken/unbroken phase readily under the diagonalizable as-
sumption.
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Discussions. We have developed quantum algorithms for solv-
ing eigenvalue problems. The idea can also be generalized to
the study of the properties related to eigenvectors. Future
works include finding more applications in physics, data sci-
ence, and other related fields.
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Note-added. Another related work has appeared during the
preparation of this work [38]. In Theorem 3 and Theorem
12 of Ref [38], eigenvalue estimation is discussed based on
stronger assumptions that initial state with 𝑂 (𝜀) distance to
the corresponding eigenvector can be prepared.
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Supplemental material (Partial)

I. BOUND THE ACCURACY OF EIGENVALUE WITH 𝐶 (𝜇): PROOF OF LEMMA. 1

𝐶 (𝜇) ⩽ min |𝜇−𝜆 𝑗 | follows straightforwardly from Weyl’s Theorem Below, we focus on the upper bound of min |𝜇−𝜆 𝑗 |. We
begin with the diagonalizable matrix. We should proof that min |𝜇 − 𝜆 𝑗 | ⩽ 𝜅𝑃𝐶 (𝜇). Let ∥ · ∥ = 𝜎max (·) be the operator norm.
According to definition, the cost function satisfies

𝐶 (𝜇) = 0 𝜇 = 𝜆 𝑗 , (S-1)

𝐶 (𝜇) =
(𝑀 − 𝜇𝐼)−1−1

𝜇 ≠ 𝜆 𝑗 . (S-2)

When 𝜇 = 𝜆 𝑗 , Lemma. 1 holds obviously. We now consider the case when 𝜇 ≠ 𝜆 𝑗 . Because 𝑃𝑃−1 = 𝑃−1𝑃 = 𝐼, we have

𝑀 − 𝜇𝐼 = 𝑃(Λ − 𝜇𝐼)𝑃−1, (S-3)

and

(𝑀 − 𝜇𝐼)−1 = 𝑃(Λ − 𝜇𝐼)−1𝑃−1. (S-4)

Therefore,

∥(𝑀 − 𝜇𝐼)−1∥ = ∥𝑃(Λ − 𝜇𝐼)−1𝑃−1∥
⩽ ∥𝑃∥∥(Λ − 𝜇𝐼)−1∥∥𝑃−1∥
⩽ ∥𝑃∥∥𝑃−1∥∥(Λ − 𝜇𝐼)−1∥ (S-5)

By definition, we have 𝜅𝑃 ≡ 𝜎max (𝑃)/𝜎min (𝑃), where 𝜎min (𝑃) is the minimum singular value of 𝑃. Because 1/𝜎min (𝑃) =
𝜎max (𝑃−1), we have

𝜅𝑃 = 𝜎max (𝑃)𝜎max (𝑃−1) = ∥𝑃∥∥𝑃−1∥. (S-6)

Moreover, we have

∥(Λ − 𝜇𝐼)−1∥ = 1
min |𝜇 − 𝜆 𝑗 |

. (S-7)

Combining Eq. (S-5), (S-6) and (S-7), we have

𝐶 (𝜇)−1 =
𝜅𝑃

min |𝜇 − 𝜆 𝑗 |
, (S-8)

which is equivalent to Eq. (8).

We then consider the defective matrix case. We first consider the Jordan normal form of the matrix 𝑀 − 𝜇𝐼. It can be expressed
as 𝑀 − 𝜇𝐼 = 𝑃Λ̃𝑃−1, where Λ̃ ≡ Λ − 𝜇𝐼 ≡ Λ̃1 ⊕ Λ̃2 ⊕ · · · ⊕ Λ̃𝑀 is a block-diagonal matrix, where each Jordan block is

Λ̃ 𝑗 =

©«
𝜆 𝑗 − 𝜇 1

𝜆 𝑗 − 𝜇
. . .

. . . 1
𝜆 𝑗 − 𝜇

ª®®®®®¬
. (S-9)
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According to Eq. (S-2), we have

𝐶 (𝜇) =
(𝑀 − 𝜇𝐼)−1−1

=

𝑃diag
(
Λ̃−1

1 , Λ̃−1
2 , · · · , Λ̃−1

𝑁

)
𝑃−1

−1

⩾𝜅−1
𝑃

diag
(
Λ̃−1

1 , Λ̃−1
2 , · · · , Λ̃−1

𝑁

)−1

⩾𝜅−1
𝑃

Λ̃−1
𝑗

−1

=
𝜎min (Λ̃ 𝑗 )

𝜅𝑃
. (S-10)

Note that Eq. (S-10) is applied for arbitrary 𝑗 . According to Ref.[39] (see also Ref. [40]), let 𝛿 𝑗 = |𝜆 𝑗 − 𝜇 |, we have

𝜎min (Λ̃ 𝑗 ) ⩾
𝛿
𝑚 𝑗

𝑗

(1 + 𝛿 𝑗 )𝑚 𝑗−1 . (S-11)

Because the operator norm of 𝐴 is bounded by ∥𝐴∥ ⩽ 1, we also have |𝜆 𝑗 | ⩽ 1 for all eigenvalues. Our searching region is also
restricted by |𝜇 | ⩽ 1, so we have 𝛿 𝑗 ⩽ 2. We can simplify Eq. (S-11) as

𝜎min (Λ̃ 𝑗 ) ⩾
(
𝛿 𝑗

1 + 𝛿 𝑗

)𝑚 𝑗

(1 + 𝛿 𝑗 ) ⩾ (𝛿 𝑗/3)𝑚 𝑗 . (S-12)

Combining Eq. (S-10) with Eq. (S-12), we have

𝜅𝑃𝐶 (𝜇) ⩾ (𝛿 𝑗/3)𝑚 𝑗 , (S-13)

which gives

𝛿 𝑗 ⩽ 3(𝜅𝑃𝐶 (𝜇))1/𝑚 𝑗 . (S-14)

Because min 𝑗 |𝜇 − 𝜆 𝑗 | ⩽ 𝛿 𝑗 , we have

min
𝑗
|𝜇 − 𝜆 𝑗 | ⩽ 3(𝜅𝑃𝐶 (𝜇))1/𝑚 𝑗 . (S-15)

When 𝐶 (𝜇) ⩽ 1/𝜅𝑃 , we have 𝜅𝑃𝐶 (𝜇) ⩽ 1, and the right hand side of Eq. (S-15) increases monotonically with 𝑚 𝑗 . So
min 𝑗 |𝜇 − 𝜆 𝑗 | ⩽ 3(𝜅𝑃𝐶 (𝜇))1/𝑚max . When 𝐶 (𝜇) > 1/𝜅𝑃 , we have 𝜅𝑃𝐶 (𝜇) > 1, so the right hand side of Eq. (S-15) is larger than
3. Because we always have min 𝑗 |𝜇 − 𝜆 𝑗 | ⩽ 2, so we also have min 𝑗 |𝜇 − 𝜆 𝑗 | ⩽ 3(𝜅𝑃𝐶 (𝜇))1/𝑚max , and the proof is of Lemma. 1
completed.

II. SOLUTIONS TO PROBLEM 1

In this section, we discuss the solution to Problem 1, which is summarized as the pseudo-code in Algorithm. 1. Our protocol
is based on the following lemma that can be straightforwardly verified from Lemma. 1 and the definition of 𝑂𝐶 in Lemma. 2.

Lemma 3. For diagonalizable matrix, if min 𝑗 |𝜇 − 𝜆 𝑗 | ⩽ 𝑟/(2𝐾), with probability at least 1 − 𝛿, the output of 𝑂𝐶 (𝜇, 𝑟/𝐾, 𝛿) is
True. If min 𝑗 |𝜇 − 𝜆 𝑗 | ⩾ 𝑟 , with probability at least 1 − 𝛿, the output of 𝑂𝐶 (𝜇, 𝑟/𝐾, 𝛿) is False.

For defective matrix, we define

𝜈(𝑟) = (𝑟/3)𝑚max (2𝐾)−1. (S-16)

if min 𝑗 |𝜇−𝜆 𝑗 | ⩽ 𝜈(𝑟), with probability at least 1−𝛿, the output of𝑂𝐶 (𝜇, 2𝜈(𝑟), 𝛿) is True. If min 𝑗 |𝜇−𝜆 𝑗 | ⩾ 𝑟 , with probability
at least 1 − 𝛿, the output of 𝑂𝐶 (𝜇, 2𝜈(𝑟), 𝛿) is False.

Lemma. 3 is also illustrated in Fig. S1a. For each SVTS (i.e. 𝑂𝐶 (𝜇, 𝑟/𝐾, 𝛿) for defective matrix or 𝑂𝐶 (𝜇, 2𝜈(𝜇), 𝛿)), we
mark the region of 𝜇 in which the output of SVTS is “True” (with probability at least 1 − 𝛿) using yellow color. We also mark
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Gray circle: Initial guess region

Updated guess region

Gray ring: Initial guess region

Updated guess region

True False

SVTS

Eigenvalues inside yellow region: output “True” is likely

Eigenvalues outside green region: output “False” is unlikely

(a)

(b)

(c)

Supplementary Figure S1: (a) Sketch of SVTS. (b) Sketch of Algorithm. 2 for shrinking the range of eigenvalue searching (Problem 1). The
initial and updated guess region is enclosed by grey circles. (c) Sketch of Algorithm. 4 for shrinking the range of point gap. The initial guess
region is a ring enclosed by two grey circles (Problem 2). The updated guess region is a ring enclosed by a grey circle and red (one of the
SVTS has output “True”) or blue (all of the SVTS has output “False”) circles.

a larger region with a green color. If all eigenvalues are outside the green region, the output of SVTS is unlikely to be “True”
(with probability at least 1− 𝛿). Note that the radius of yellow regions is 𝑟/2𝐾 or 𝜈(𝑟) for diagonalizable and defective matrices,
the radius of green regions is 𝑟 .

Because ∥𝐴∥ ⩽ 1, all eigenvalues are in D(0, 1). Our strategy is to iteratively shrink the region in which there is at least one
eigenvalue in it (with high probability). Our method contains 𝐽 = ⌈log2 (1/𝜀)⌉ steps, and the process of each step is illustrated in
Fig. S1b (see also Algorithm. 2). Suppose that before the 𝑗 th step, we are confidence that there is at least one eigenvalue in the
region D(𝜆gss, 𝐷). At this step, we shrink the radius of such confidence region from 𝐷 to 𝐷/2. This is achieved by introducing
a set of SVTSs, whose yellow region covers D(𝜆gss, 𝐷). This ensures that at least one of the SVTS has output “True”. Another
restriction is that the green region of each SVTS has a radius 𝐷/2. In this way, once we obtain an output “True”, we are confident
that at least one eigenvalue is in the region D(𝜆′gss, 𝐷/2), where 𝜆′gss is the center of such SVTS with output “True”.

Note that in Algorithm. 2, we have introduced a set of points Nnet (𝜆gss, 𝐷, 𝑚max). It represents the centers of all SVTSs
satisfying the criteria above. Equivalently, we have

D(𝜆gss, 𝐷) ⊂
⋃

𝜇∈Nnet (𝜆gss ,𝐷,1)
D(𝜇, 𝐷/4𝐾), (S-17)

when 𝑚max = 1, or

D(𝜆gss, 𝐷) ⊂
⋃

𝜇∈Nnet (𝜆gss ,𝐷,𝑚max )
D(𝜇, 𝜈(𝐷/2)). (S-18)

when 𝑚max > 1.

We first estimate the complexity of diagonalizable matrices. According to Lemma. 3, the query to each SVTS has complexity
�̃� (𝐾𝐷−1𝛾−1). Moreover, the area of D(𝜆gss, 𝐷) and the yellow regions of SVTSs are 𝜋𝐷2 and 𝜋𝐷2/(4𝐾)2 respectively. So it
suffices to use𝑂 (𝐾2) number of SVTSs to coverD(𝜆gss, 𝐷). Therefore, the complexity at each step is �̃� (𝐾𝐷−1𝛾−1) ×𝑂 (𝐾2) =
�̃� (𝐾3𝐷−1𝛾−1). In Algorithm. 1, the total algorithm contains 𝐽 = ⌈log2 (1/𝜀)⌉ steps, and we have 𝐷 ⩾ 𝜀. So the total complexity
is �̃� (𝐾3𝜀−1𝛾−1).

For defective matrix, the threshold of each SVTS is 2𝜈(𝐷/2) = 𝑂 (𝐷𝑚max/𝐾). The complexity of each query to SVTS is
therefore �̃� (𝐾𝐷−𝑚max𝛾−1). The yellow region of each SVTS has area 𝑂 (𝐷2𝑚max/𝐾2), so totally 𝑂 (𝐾2𝐷−2𝑚max+2) number
of SVTSs is required to cover D(𝜆gss, 𝐷). Therefore, the complexity for each step is �̃� (𝐾3𝐷−3𝑚max+2𝛾−1), while the total
complexity of Algorithm. 1 is �̃� (𝐾3𝜀−3𝑚max+2𝛾−1).
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Algorithm 1 Quantum eigenvalue searching for Problem 1.
𝐷 ← 1, 𝛿′ ← 𝛿/⌈log2 (𝐷/𝜀)⌉
while 𝐷 > 𝜀:
𝜆gss ←ℛdiag

(
𝜆gss, 𝐷, 𝛿

′)
𝐷 ← 𝐷/2:

end while
return 𝜆gss

Algorithm 2 ℛ(𝜆gss, 𝐷, 𝛿)
𝛿′ ← 𝛿/|Nnet (𝜆gss, 𝐷, 𝑚max) |
for all 𝜇 ∈ Nnet (𝜆gss, 𝐷, 𝑚max):

if 𝑚max = 1:
𝐵← 𝑂𝐶 (𝜇, 𝐷/4𝐾, 𝛿′)

else if: 𝑚max > 1:
𝐵← 𝑂𝐶 (𝜇, 2𝜈(𝐷/2), 𝛿′)

end if
if 𝐵 = True:

break for
end if

end for
return 𝜇

III. SOLUTION TO PROBLEM 2

In below, we briefly introduce the main idea of our protocols for solving Problem 2. For Problem 3 and other related problems,
the processes are similar. We specify the reference point as the original point, i.e. 𝑃 = 0. The goal is then to find an eigenvalue
that is closest to, but not equal to 0. In case 𝑃 ≠ 0, we can always define a new matrix �̃� = (𝐴 − 𝑃𝐼)/(1 + |𝑃 |), and the problem
then reduces to the point gap problem for �̃� with the original point as the reference point.

Our algorithm contains two stages, in the first stage, we output an estimation of the gap 𝑔 ≡ min𝜆 𝑗
|𝑃 − 𝜆 𝑗 | to accuracy 𝜀. In

the second stage, we search the estimation of a target eigenvalue to accuracy 𝜀.

A. Stage 1

According to definition in Problem 2, we initially have 𝑔 ∈ [𝑅min
0 , 𝑅max

0 ] with 𝑅min
0 = 𝜀 and 𝑅max

0 = 1. Our strategy is to shrink
the range of 𝑔 iteratively. The full process is summarized in Algorithm. 3. Suppose at the 𝑗 th step, we are confidence that

𝑔 ∈ [𝑅min
𝑗−1, 𝑅

max
𝑗−1] . (S-19)

In this step, 𝑅min
𝑗−1 or 𝑅max

𝑗−1 is updated by querying the eigenvalue range shrinking subroutine (ERSS)

𝒮(𝑅min, 𝑅max, 𝑟, 𝛿) → (�̃�min, �̃�max) (S-20)

defined in Algorithm. 4 (4.1, and 4.2 corresponds to diagonalizable and defective matrix respectively). The ERSS contains four
input parameters. 𝑅min and 𝑅max are the recent confidence region in which the gap 𝑔 is in. The third parameter 𝑟 > 0 controls the
step size of updating. It is required that 𝑟 ⩽ 𝑅min and 𝑟 ⩽ 𝑅max−𝑅min. The first requirement ensures that the output of ERSS will
not be affected by eigenvalue at the original point, if any. The second requirement ensures that the current gap Δ 𝑗 ≡ 𝑅max

𝑗
− 𝑅min

𝑗

is non-increasing. The last parameter 𝛿 is the failure probability. The ERSS has the following property.

Lemma 4. Let 𝐴 be a square matrix satisfying ∥𝐴∥ ⩽ 1. Let
(
�̃�min, �̃�max) be the output of 𝒮(𝑅min, 𝑅max, 𝑟, 𝛿) for some

0 < 𝑅min < 𝑅max ⩽ 1, and 0 < 𝑟 ⩽ min(𝑅min, (𝑅max − 𝑅min)/2), and 𝛿 ∈ (0, 1). Then, suppose the point gap satisfies
𝑔 ∈ [𝑅min, 𝑅max], with probability 1 − 𝛿, we have 𝑔 ∈ [�̃�min, �̃�max]. Here, �̃�min and �̃�max are defined in Algorithm. 4.

Moreover, the complexity of ERSS is given by the following.
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Lemma 5. 𝒮(𝑅min, 𝑅max, 𝑟, 𝛿) defined in Algorithm. 4 can be realized with �̃�
(
𝐾2𝑅min𝑟−2𝑚max𝛾−1) queries to 𝒪𝐴, 𝒫𝐴 and there

inverses, and single- and two-qubit gates.

Base on Lemma 4, we are able to update the region of 𝑔 by 𝒮

(
𝑅min

𝑗−1, 𝑅
max
𝑗−1, 𝑟, 𝛿

′
)
→ (𝑅min

𝑗
, 𝑅max

𝑗
), where 𝛿′ is set as a

sufficiently small value. From Algorithm. 4, it can also be verified that

|Δ 𝑗−1 − Δ 𝑗 | ⩾ Ω(𝑟𝑚max/𝐾). (S-21)

Stage 1 is separated into two substages. In substage 1, we set 𝑟 = 𝑅min
𝑗−1 at each step, and this substage terminates when

𝑅min
𝑗
⩾ 𝑅max

𝑗
/2. The complexity of each step is �̃�

(
𝐾2 (𝑅min

𝑗
)−2𝑚max+1𝛾−1

)
. From Eq. (S-21), it can be verified that this substage

terminates with at most 𝑂 (𝐾𝜀−𝑚max+1) steps. Because 𝑅min
𝑗
⩾ 𝜀, The total complexity for this substage is

�̃�

(
𝐾2𝜀−2𝑚max+1𝛾−1

)
×𝑂 (𝐾𝜀−𝑚max+1) = �̃�

(
𝐾3𝜀−3𝑚max+2𝛾−1

)
. (S-22)

In substage 2, we set 𝑟 =
(
𝑅max

𝑗−1 − 𝑅
min
𝑗−1

)
/2, and this substage terminates when Δ 𝑗 ⩽ 𝜀. In this substage, the complexity of each

step is �̃�
(
𝐾2𝜀−2𝑚max𝛾−1) . This substage contains �̃� (𝐾𝜀−𝑚max+1) steps as can be verified from Eq. (S-21). So the total complexity

of substage 2 is

�̃�

(
𝐾2𝜀−2𝑚max𝛾−1

)
×𝑂 (𝐾𝜀−𝑚max+1) = �̃�

(
𝐾3𝜀−3𝑚max+1𝛾−1

)
. (S-23)

Combining Eq. (S-22) and Eq. (S-23), the total complexity of stage 1 is �̃�
(
𝐾3𝜀−3𝑚max+1𝛾−1) .

Algorithm 3 Stage 1 for solving Problem 2
𝑅min

0 ← 𝜀; 𝑅max
0 ← 1; 𝑗 ← 1

while 𝑅min
𝑗−1 < 𝑅

max
𝑗−1/2: # Substage 1

(𝑅min
𝑗
, 𝑅max

𝑗
) ← 𝒮(𝑅min

𝑗−1, 𝑅
max
𝑗−1, 𝑅

min
𝑗−1, 𝛿

′)
𝑗 ← 𝑗 + 1

end while
while 𝑅max

𝑗−1 − 𝑅
min
𝑗−1 > 𝜀: # Substage 2

(𝑅min
𝑗
, 𝑅max

𝑗
) ← 𝒮

(
𝑅min

𝑗−1, 𝑅
max
𝑗−1,

(
𝑅max

𝑗−1 − 𝑅
min
𝑗−1

)
/2, 𝛿′

)
𝑗 ← 𝑗 + 1

end while
return

(
𝑅min

𝑗−1, 𝑅
max
𝑗−1

)
B. Stage 2

After stage 1, we are confidence that 𝑔 ∈ [𝑅min
𝐽
, 𝑅max

𝐽
] for some 𝑅max

𝐽
− 𝑅min

𝐽
⩽ 𝜀. In other words, we are confident that

there exists at least one eigenvalue in the region D̃ = D(0, 𝑅max
𝐽
)/D(0, 𝑅min

𝐽
), while there is no eigenvalue in the region

D(0, 𝑅min
𝐽
)/D(0, 𝜀).

The remaining task is then to find an eigenvalue estimation in D̃. This is achievable with a similar strategy for Problem 1.
We introduce a set of SVTSs, whose green region has radius 𝜀, and the yellow region covers �̃�. Accordingly, the complexity
of implementing each SVTS is �̃� (𝜈(𝜀)) = �̃� (𝐾𝜀−𝑚max ). The area of D̃ is upper bounded by 2𝜋𝜀, while the yellow region of
each SVTS is 𝜈(𝜀) = �̃� (𝜀𝑚max/𝐾). So it suffices to use totally �̃� (𝐾𝜀−𝑚max+1) number of SVTSs to cover D̃. Therefore, the total
complexity of this stage is �̃� (𝐾𝜀−𝑚max ) × �̃� (𝐾𝜀−𝑚max+1) = �̃� (𝐾2𝜀−2𝑚max+1).

Combining the complexity for stage 1 and stage 2, the total complexity for solving Problem 2 is �̃�
(
𝐾3𝜀−3𝑚max+1𝛾−1) .

IV. EIGENVALUE RANGE SHRINKING SUBROUTINE

In this section, we give detailed construction of the ERSS. We described the ERSS for diagonalizable matrix and defective
matrix separately in Algorithm. 4.1 and Algorithm. 4.2. They are denoted as Sdiag and Sdef respectively.
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Algorithm 4 𝒮(𝑅min, 𝑅max, 𝑟, 𝛿)
if 𝑚max = 1
(�̃�min, �̃�max) ← 𝒮diag (𝑅min, 𝑅max, 𝑟, 𝛿)

elseif 𝑚max > 1
(�̃�min, �̃�max) ← 𝒮def (𝑅min, 𝑅max, 𝑟, 𝛿)

end if
return (�̃�min, �̃�max)

Algorithm 4.1 𝒮diag (𝑅min, 𝑅max, 𝑟, 𝛿) (i.e. eigenvalue range shrinking subrutine for diagonalizable matrix)
𝛿′ ← 𝛿/|Nring (𝑅min, 𝑟/𝐾) |
for all 𝑡 ∈ Nring (𝑅min, 𝑟/𝐾):
𝐵← 𝑂𝐶 (𝑡, 𝑟/𝐾, 𝛿′)
if 𝐵 = True:

break for
end if

end for
if 𝐵 = True:
�̃�min ← 𝑅min

�̃�max ← 𝑅min + 𝑟
else if 𝐵 = False:
�̃�min ← 𝑅min + 𝑟/(4𝐾)
�̃�max ← 𝑅max

end if
return

(
�̃�min, �̃�max)

Algorithm 4.2 𝒮def (𝑅min, 𝑅max, 𝑟, 𝛿) (Eigenvalue range shrinking subrutine for defective matrix)
𝛿′ ← 𝛿/|Nring (𝑅min, 𝜈(𝑟)) |
for all 𝑡 ∈ Nring (𝑅min, 𝜈(𝑟)):
𝐵← 𝑂𝐶 (𝑡, 𝜈(𝑟), 𝛿′)
if 𝐵 = True:

break for
end if

end for
if 𝐵 = True:
�̃�min ← 𝑅min

�̃�max ← 𝑅min + 𝑟
else if 𝐵 = False:
�̃�min ← 𝑅min + 𝜈(𝑟)/4
�̃�max ← 𝑅max

end if
return

(
�̃�min, �̃�max)

Here, we have also defined

Nring (𝑅, 𝑠) =
{
𝑅𝑒𝑖2𝜋𝑚/𝑀 (𝑅,𝑠)

��𝑚 ∈ {1, 2 · · · , 𝑀 (𝑅, 𝑠)}} , (S-24)

where

𝑀 (𝑅, 𝑠) = 2𝜋
arctan(𝑠/(2𝑅)) . (S-25)

Nring (𝑅, 𝑠) defines a set of points at the circle with radius 𝑅 and center 0. The main idea of ERSS is illustrated in Fig. S1c. The
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yellow region of all SVTSs covers the edge of the circle with radius 𝑅min. If either of the SVTS has output true, we have 𝐵 =

True. In this case, with confidence at least 1− 𝛿, there exists at least one eigenvalue in the region covered by the green circle. So
𝑅max is updated. Otherwise, we have 𝐵 = False. In this case, with confidence at least 1 − 𝛿, all of the eigenvalues are outside in
the region covered by the yellow circle. So 𝑅min is updated.

V. SINGULAR VALUE THRESHOLD SUBROUTINE: PROOF OF LEMMA. 2

Given a general matrix 𝐴 ∈ C𝑁×𝑁 satisfying ∥𝐴∥ ⩽ 1, we can always rewrite it in the form of singular value transformation
form

𝐴 =

𝑁−1∑︁
𝑗=0

𝜎𝑗 |𝑤 𝑗⟩⟨𝑢 𝑗 | (S-26)

for some singular value 0 ⩽ 𝜎0 ⩽ 𝜎1 · · · , orthonormal left singular vectors {|𝑤 𝑗⟩} and right singular vectors {|𝑢 𝑗⟩}. The SVTS
aims to determine if there are singular values smaller than a threshold. Below, we show how this can be realized with the
block-encoding of matrix 𝐴.

Let 𝑁 = 2𝑛, we choose the simplest definition of block encoding, i.e. an (𝑛 + 𝑎) qubit unitary 𝒪𝐴 is called the block encoding
of 𝐴 if (⟨0𝑎 | ⊗ 𝐼)𝒪𝐴( |0𝑎⟩ ⊗ 𝐼) = 𝐴. It is typically required that 𝑎 = 𝑂 (poly(𝑛)). Let 𝑃(·) be a real polynomial function, we
define the singular value transformation of a matrix as

𝑃 (svt) (𝐴) =
{
𝑃(𝜎𝑗 ) |𝑤 𝑗⟩⟨𝑢 𝑗 | if the degree of 𝑃(·) is odd
𝑃(𝜎𝑗 ) |𝑢 𝑗⟩⟨𝑢 𝑗 | if the degree of 𝑃(·) is even (S-27)

According to [4], QSVT can be effectively constructed with 𝒪𝐴 and few extra elementary quantum gates, if 𝑃(·) satisfies some
reasonable criteria. More specifically, we have the following.

Lemma 6 (QSVT for real polynomials with definite parity, adapted from Theorem 4 in [4]). Let 𝑃 ∈ R be a polynomial function
satisfying (1) The degree of 𝑃 is at most 𝑑; (2) 𝑃 is either of even or odd parity; (3) For ∀𝑥 ∈ [−1, 1], |𝑃(𝑥) | ⩽ 1.

Then there exists a block encoding of 𝑃(𝐴) using 𝑑 queries of 𝒪𝐴, 𝒪†
𝐴

, one extra ancillary qubit, and 𝑂 (𝑎 + 1)𝑑 extra single-
and two-qubit gates.

As mentioned earlier, the aim of Lemma. 2 is approximately determine where the targeted eigenvalue lies, a task similar to
the fuzzy bisection scheme proposed in Ref. [41]. To this end, we also utilize the Heavised function for the bisection. Yet, the
main difference between our construction and Dong et al. [41]’s construction is that to deal with complex eigenvalues, we take
advantage of the relationship between eigendecomposition and singular value decomposition as given by Lemma. 1. That is given
the construction of the shifted matrix 𝐴 − 𝜇𝐼, if the shifted value 𝜇 is close enough to the targeted eigenvalue 𝜆 𝑗 , 𝐶 (𝜇) is then
close to zero. Therefore, we can decide whether there is an eigenvalue 𝜆 𝑗 that is close to the attempted shift 𝜇 by determining
the existence of singular value signals close to zero by QSVT techniques [4]. As such, an approximated Heaviside function of
the matrix is constructed. The assumption on the initial state |𝜓𝐼⟩ then dictates the threshold (lower-bound value) of the signal
that we are seeking. The main difference between our and Dong et al. [41]’s scenario is that the polynomial function we applied
is for the singular values but not eigenvalues.

The next step is thus to approximate a shifted Heaviside function 𝐻 (𝑥 − 𝜃) with a polynomial function 𝑃 (svt)
𝐻
(·) using QSVT

methods. The shifted Heaviside function is given by

𝐻 (𝑥 − 𝜃) =
{

1, 𝑥 ≤ 𝜃
0, 𝑥 > 𝜃

(S-28)

Regarding the approximated block encoding, we say that a unitary𝑈𝐴 is the (𝛼, 𝑎, 𝜂)-block encoding of 𝐴 if ∥𝛼(⟨0𝑎 |⊗ 𝐼)𝑈𝐴( |0𝑎⟩⊗
𝐼) − 𝐴∥ ⩽ 𝜂. From [42], we have the following lemma.

Lemma 7. Let Δ, 𝜂 ∈ (0, 0.5). Given a matrix 𝐴 with its (1, 𝑎, 0) block-encoding 𝒪𝐴, we can construct a (1, 𝑎 + 1, 𝜂)-block-
encoding of 𝑃svt

𝐻
(𝐴) satisfying |𝑃𝐻 (𝑥) − 1| ≤ 𝜂,∀𝑥 ∈ [−1,Δ/2] and |𝑃𝐻 (𝑥) | ≤ 𝜂,∀𝑥 ∈ [Δ, 1] using 𝑂

(
1
Δ

log
(

1
𝜂

))
applications

of 𝒪𝐴 and 𝒪
†
𝐴

, and 𝑂
(
𝑎
Δ

log
(

1
𝜂

))
extra one- and two-qubit gates.



14

Here, we have approximated the Heaviside function with a shift 𝜃 = 3Δ/4. It is worth noting that the function between interval
𝑥 ∈ [Δ/2,Δ] often takes values that smoothly interpolate the function value of the two endpoints of the interval. See Sec. V of
Ref. [41] for an example. For simplicity, we will denote the (1, 𝑎 + 1, 𝜂)-block encoding unitary of 𝑃svt

𝐻
(𝐴) as𝑈𝐻 .

As discussed in the main text, we further assume that we have a unitary oracle 𝒫𝐴 which prepares an initial state with nontrivial
overlap to |𝑢0⟩. More specifically, we have 𝒫𝐴 |0𝑛⟩ = |𝜓⟩, for some |⟨𝑢0 |𝜓⟩| ⩾ 𝛾. Applying 𝑈𝐻 to the join state of ancillary
qubits at state |+⟩|0𝑎+1⟩ and data qubit at state |𝜓⟩, we obtain

𝑈𝐻 |+⟩|0𝑎+1⟩|𝜓⟩ = |+⟩|0𝑎+1⟩
∑︁
𝑗

𝑐 𝑗𝑃𝐻 (𝜎𝑗 ) |𝑢 𝑗⟩ + |garb⟩ (S-29)

for some |𝑐0 | ⩾ 𝛾, and

(⟨+|⟨0𝑎+1 | ⊗ 𝐼) |garb⟩ = 0. (S-30)

If we project the ancillary qubits to |+⟩|0𝑎+1⟩, the success probability of the projection is given by

𝑝suss ≡
(⟨+|⟨0𝑎+1 | ⊗ 𝐼)𝑈𝐻 |+⟩|0𝑎+1⟩|𝜓⟩

 (S-31)

=
∑︁
𝑗

|𝑐 𝑗 |2 |𝑃𝐻 (𝜎𝑗 ) |2. (S-32)

If the smallest singular value of 𝐴 satisfies 𝜎0 ⩽ Δ/2, we have

𝑝suss ⩾ |𝑐0 |2 |𝑃𝐻 (𝜎0) |2 ⩾ |𝑐0 |2 (1 − 𝜂)2 ⩾ 𝛾/4. (S-33)

If 𝜎0 (𝐴) ⩾ Δ, we have

𝑝suss ⩽ 𝜂
2. (S-34)

We note that 𝜂 decays rapidly with order 𝑑 for the polynomial function. For example, we may require that the probability in the
second case is at most half of the probability in the first case, i.e.

𝜂2 ⩽ (𝛾/4)/2 = 𝛾/8. (S-35)

This can be achieved with 𝑑 = 𝑂

(
log(1/𝛾)

Δ

)
. To distinguish whether Eq. (S-33) or Eq. (S-34) are satisfied, we can use the Monte

Carlo method by performing the projection process many times. To achieve a constant correct probability, this method requires
sampling size𝑂 (𝛾−2), and each run of the quantum circuit requires a single query to𝑈𝐻 (Lemma 9 of Ref [41], see also Ref [2]).
Alternatively, we can improve the dependency on 𝛾 to 𝑂 (𝛾−1) with the amplitude amplification method.

Lemma 8 (Lemma.12 in Ref [41]). Given a unitary𝑊 applied at 𝑛𝑤 + 1 qubits, and let

𝜔 = ∥(⟨0| ⊗ 𝐼2𝑛𝑤 )𝑊 |0⟩|0𝑛𝑤 ⟩∥, (S-36)

where 𝐼2𝑛𝑤 is 2𝑛𝑤 -dimensional identity. It is further promised that either 𝜔 ⩽ 𝛾1 or 𝜔 ⩾ 𝛾2 for some 0 ⩽ 𝛾1 < 𝛾2. These two
cases can be distinguished with success probability at least 1-𝛿 with 𝑂

(
(𝛾2 − 𝛾1)−1 log(𝛿−1)

)
queries to 𝑊 and one additional

ancilla qubit.

We define 𝒫
′
𝐴
= (𝐼2 ⊗ Hard ⊗ 𝐼2𝑎+1 ⊗𝒫𝐴), where Hard is Hardamard gate. Following the definition in Eq. (S-29), it can be

verified that

(𝐼2 ⊗ 𝑈𝐻 )𝒫′𝐴 |0⟩|0
𝑛+𝑎+2⟩ (S-37)

=|0⟩|+⟩|𝜓⟩ (S-38)

=|0⟩
(
|+⟩|0𝑎+1⟩

∑︁
𝑗

𝑐 𝑗𝑃𝐻 (𝜎𝑗 ) |𝑢 𝑗⟩ + |garb⟩
)
. (S-39)
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We define |𝜓′⟩ = |+⟩|0𝑎+1⟩∑ 𝑗 𝑐 𝑗𝑃𝐻 (𝜎𝑗 ) |𝑢 𝑗⟩, and a controlled rotation 𝑅 |𝜓′ ⟩ ≡ 𝐼2 ⊗ |𝜓′⟩⟨𝜓′ | + 𝑋 ⊗ (𝐼 − |𝜓′⟩⟨𝜓′ |). According
to Eq. (S-30), we have

𝑝suss = ∥(⟨0| ⊗ 𝐼2𝑎+2 )𝑅 |𝜓′ ⟩ |0⟩|0𝑎+2⟩∥. (S-40)

Here, 𝑝suss is the success probability of projection defined in Eq. (S-31). According to Eq. (S-33) and Eq. (S-34), we can set two
thresholds of projection success probabilities to be 𝛾1 = 𝜂2 ⩽ 𝛾/8 and 𝛾2 = 𝛾/4 respectively. According to Lemma. 8, we can
distinguish whether 𝑝suss ⩽ 𝛾1 or 𝑝suss ⩾ 𝛾2 with 𝑂

(
(𝛾2 − 𝛾1)−1 log(𝛿−1)

)
= �̃�

(
𝛾−1) queries to 𝑅 |𝜓′ ⟩ .

𝑅 |𝜓′ ⟩ requires single query to 𝑈𝐻 , 𝒫′
𝐴

and 𝑂 (𝑛) extra single- and two-qubit quantum gates. Summing up the complexity for
𝑈𝐻 and 𝒫

′
𝐴

, we have

Lemma 9. Let Δ, 𝜂 ∈ (0, 0.5), Given 𝐴 ∈ C𝑁×𝑁 satisfying ∥𝐴∥ ⩽ 1, and promised that either 𝜎0 (𝐴) ⩽ Δ/2 or 𝜎0 (𝐴) ⩾ Δ. We
can distinguish these two cases with probability at least 1 − 𝛿 using �̃� (Δ−1𝛾−1) queries to 𝒪𝐴, 𝒫𝐴 and their inverses, and extra
single- and two-qubit gates.

Note that �̃� (), has neglected the dependency on 𝑛. The difference of Lemma. 2 from Lemma. 9 is that we should deal with the
shifted matrix (𝐴 − 𝜇𝐼). This can be achieved by performing rescaling �̃� = (𝐴 − 𝜇𝐼)/(1 + |𝜇 |), which ensures that ∥ �̃�∥ ⩽ 1. As
shown in Sec. VI, we can encode �̃� with𝑂 (1) extra single- and two-qubit gates and one extra ancillary qubit. Moreover, because
|𝜇 | < 1, the accuracy scaling is identical for dealing with 𝐴 and (𝐴 − 𝜇𝐼)/(1 + |𝜇 |). Then, Lemma. 2 can be verified readily.

VI. BLOCK ENCODING OF 𝐴 − 𝜇𝐼

In the block encoding implementation, we typically require that the spectral norm of the matrix being encoded is bounded by
1. However, we have ∥𝐴 − 𝜇𝐼 ∥ > 1 in some cases. This problem can be solved by encoding a rescaled matrix (𝐴 − 𝜇𝐼)/(1 + |𝜇 |)
instead, because ∥(𝐴−𝜇𝐼)/(1+ |𝜇 |) ∥ ⩽ 1. For brevity, we simply denote𝒪𝐴,𝜇 as the block encoding of matrix (𝐴−𝜇𝐼)/(1+ |𝜇 |).
We have the following result about its construction.

Lemma 10. 𝒪𝐴,𝜇 can be constructed with one query of single-qubit controlled𝒪𝐴, single ancillary qubit, and a constant number
of extra single- and two-qubit gates.

Proof. Let 𝜃 = arccos
(√︃

1
1+|𝜇 |

)
and

𝑅(𝜃) =
(
cos 𝜃 − sin 𝜃
sin 𝜃 cos 𝜃

)
, Ph(𝜙) =

(
1 0
0 𝑒𝑖𝜙

)
. (S-41)

The block encoding unitary is constructed as

𝒪𝐴,𝜇 = (𝑅(−𝜃) ⊗ 𝐼)
(
|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ 𝒪𝐴 − |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ 𝑒𝑖arg(𝜇) 𝐼

)
(𝑅(𝜃) ⊗ 𝐼) , (S-42)

which is equivalent to the following quantum circuit

𝑅(𝜃) Ph(𝜋 + arg(𝜇)) 𝑅(−𝜃)

𝑂𝐴

It can be verified that.

⟨0𝑎+1 |𝒪𝐴,𝜇 |0𝑎+1⟩ = (cos 𝜃⟨0| + sin 𝜃⟨1|) ⊗ 𝐼
(
|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ 𝒪𝐴 − |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ 𝑒𝑖arg(𝜇) 𝐼

)
(cos 𝜃 |0⟩ + sin 𝜃 |1⟩) 𝐼

= cos2 𝜃𝒪𝐴 − sin2 𝜃𝑒𝑖arg(𝜇) 𝐼

=
𝒪𝐴 − 𝜇𝐼
1 + |𝜇 | . (S-43)

□
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We note that for algorithms related to QSVT, the runtime is affected by the rescale factor 1 + |𝜇 |. However, because we always
have |𝜇 | ⩽ 1 in our application, the rescale factor is bounded by a constant and will affect the runtime significantly.
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