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Preface

This set of lecture notes is a self-contained Ph.D.-level course on quantum algorithms, with an emphasis
on optimization algorithms. It is written for applied mathematicians and engineers: we do not rely on
physics or physical intuition, but rather, we derive all results in a rigorous manner starting from first
principles and just three postulates. Thus, knowledge of quantum mechanics or physics is not assumed or
required. A solid background in linear algebra, elementary calculus, and some knowledge of mathematical
optimization will be extremely helpful.

The material contained here started from a set of lecture notes developed over the years, teaching a
“special topics” Ph.D.-level class on quantum algorithms in Industrial & Systems Engineering depart-
ments: first at Columbia University IEOR in the Fall 2019, then at Lehigh University ISE in the Spring
2020, finally at the University of Southern California ISE, first offered in the Fall 2023. The experience
in the classroom had a tremendous impact on the structure and exposition style of this set of lecture
notes. I am extremely grateful to everyone who attended my classes.

This set of lecture notes will be appropriate for graduate students and researchers who want to learn
about quantum algorithms, and who are particularly interested in mathematical optimization. The
choice of topics is heavily skewed in favor of optimization: among the many topic areas in quantum
computing and quantum algorithms, we chose those that, in the opinion of the author, have either
already proven useful in the development of quantum optimization algorithms, or that seem likely to
be useful for that end. It is also worth mentioning that the focus of this set of lecture notes is on the
theory of quantum algorithms, i.e., how to design, understand, and analyze quantum algorithms; we
sometimes discuss practical considerations, but we still assume access to a fully fault-tolerant quantum
computing device, and do not attempt to discuss the (very interesting, and practically useful) intricacies
of running quantum algorithms on real devices. Throughout the set of lecture notes, we give references
to key results for each of the topics discussed, including to very recent work (at the time of this writing).

The main goal of this set of lecture notes is to equip the reader with the tools necessary to investigate
fundamental questions in quantum optimization algorithms: Can quantum algorithms be useful for
optimization? And if so, how? What are some of the tasks that quantum computers are good at,
and that can be used for optimization? Although we will not give precise answers to these questions,
at the end of this course the reader will be able to form their own informed opinion. Perhaps more
importantly, the reader will be able to jump into the beautiful and constantly evolving literature on
quantum algorithms — especially quantum optimization algorithms — where new discoveries are being
made at a tremendous rate.
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Chapter 1

Model of computation

Quantum computing is a relatively new area of computing that has the potential to greatly speed up the
solution of certain problems. Quantum computers work in a fundamentally different way than classical
computers. This set of lecture notes is a course on quantum algorithms, with a focus on algorithms that
may be useful for mathematical optimization. We will begin by introducing the model of computation,
and then proceed to study several quantum algorithms. In the following, the term “classical” is used to
mean “non-quantum”, as is common in the field.

The quantum computing device is, in abstract terms, similar to a classical computing device: it has
a state, and the state of the device evolves by applying certain operations. The model of computation
that we consider is the quantum circuit model, which works as follows:

1. The quantum computer has a state that is contained in a quantum register and is initialized in a
predefined way.

2. The state evolves by applying operations specified in advance in the form of an algorithm.

3. At the end of the computation, some information on the state of the quantum register is obtained
by means of a special operation, called a measurement.

All terms in italics will be the subject of postulates, upon which our exposition will build. Note that
this type of computing device is similar to a Turing machine, except for the presence of a tape. It is
possible to assume the presence of a tape and be more formal in defining a device that is the quantum
equivalent of a Turing machine, but there is no need to do so for the purposes of this set of lecture notes;
fundamental results regarding universal quantum computers (i.e., the quantum equivalent of a universal
Turing machine) are presented in [Deutsch, 1985 [Yao, 1993| |Bernstein and Vazirani, 1997].

We will use the quantum circuit model throughout this set of lecture notes. This model of computation
closely matches the general-purpose implementation provided by certain quantum hardware technologies
used by some of the major players in the field. We should note, however, that the hardware is affected by
noise and therefore it does not provide an exact implementation of the theoretical model. To understand
the effect of noise, we can give the following simple, but overall quite accurate, intuitive explanation.
According to the model of computation, the state evolves by applying operations, and some information
on the state can be extracted via a measurement; due to noise, the state may not evolve in the desired
way (e.g., applying a certain operation on the state s; should yield the state so, but we obtain a different
state s3 instead), or the information extracted by a measurement may not be what it is supposed to be
(e.g., a measurement should produce the output 0 with probability p;, but it produces 0 with a different
probability ps instead).

Since this set of lecture notes aims to be “physics-free”, we will not dicuss the specifics of existing
quantum hardware that follows the circuit model anymore. However, we should note that a different
model for quantum computing exists, and it is the so-called adiabatic model. We do not discuss the
adiabatic model in detail, because the adiabatic and the circuit model are equivalent [Aharonov et al.,
2008], and because the circuit model is more commonly used in the literature, likely because it is often
easier to analyze. We provide some notes and references on the adiabatic model of computation in
Sect. after discussing the adiabatic theorem.
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1.1 Basic definitions and notation

A course on quantum computing requires working with the decimal and the binary representation of
integers, and familiarity with the properties of the tensor product. We describe here the necessary
concepts and the notation.

Definition 1.1 (Tensor product). Given two vector spaces V- and W over a field K with bases eq, . .., em
and fi,..., fn respectively, the tensor product V@ W is another vector space over K of dimension mn.
The tensor product space is equipped with a bilinear operation ® : V. x W — V @ W. The vector space
VW has basis e; ® f; Vi=1,...,m,j=1,...,n.

If the origin vector spaces are complex Euclidean spaces of the form C™, and we choose the standard
basis (consisting of the orthonormal vectors that have a 1 in a single position and 0 elsewhere) in the
origin vector spaces, then the tensor product is none other than the Kronecker product, which is itself a
generalization of the outer product. This is formalized next.

Definition 1.2 (Kronecker product). Given A € C™*" B € CP*?, the Kronecker product A® B is the
matriz D € C"™P*™ defined as:

allB ce alnB

a2lB e a,gnB
D:=A®B=

amB ... am.B

If we choose the standard basis over the vector spaces C"™*™ and CP*9, then the bilinear operation @ of
the tensor product C™*™ @ CP*9 is simply the Kronecker product.

In this set of lecture notes we always work with complex Euclidean spaces of the form C", using the
standard basis. With a slight but common abuse of notation, we will therefore use tensor product to
refer to the Kronecker and outer products.

Example 1.1. We provide an example of the tensor product for normalized vectors, which will link this
concept to probability distributions and hopefully provide an intuition for some of the future material.
Consider two independent discrete random variables X and Y that describe the probability of extracting
numbers from two urns. The first urn contains the numbers 0 and 1, the second urn contains the numbers
00,01,10,11. Assume that the extraction mechanism is biased and therefore the outcomes do mot have
equal probability. The outcome probabilities are given below, and for convenience we define two vectors
containing them:

Pr(Y = 00) 0.2

_ (Pr(X=0)\ _ (025 | Pr(y=o01)| |02
v (Pr(X = 1)) - (0.75) Y= pPe(y=10)] T |02
Pr(Y = 11) 0.4

Notice that because each vector contains probabilities for all possibile respective outcomes, the vectors are
normalized so that their entries sum up to 1. Then, the joint probabilities for simultaneously extracting
numbers from the two urns are given by the tensor product x ® y:

0.05 Pr(X = 0) Pr(Y = 00) Pr(X =0,Y = 00)

0.05 Pr(X = 0)Pr(Y = 01) Pr(X =0,Y =01)

0.2 0.05 Pr(X = 0)Pr(Y = 10) Pr(X =0,Y = 10)

oy (025 o [02] _ [ 01| _[Pe(X=0)Pr(Y =11) | _ | Pr(X=0,Y =11)

TEY=10.75 02| =015 " [Pr(X=1)Pr(y=00)| ~ |Pr(X=1,Yv =00) |’

0.4 0.15 Pr(X =1)Pr(Y = 01) Pr(X =1,Y =01)

0.15 Pr(X = 1)Pr(Y = 10) Pr(X = 1,Y = 10)

0.3 Pr(X = 1)Pr(Y = 11) Pr(X =1,Y =11)

where the last equality is due to the fact that X and Y are independent. The vector x ® y is also
normalized, which is easy to verify algebraically.

The next proposition states some properties of the tensor product that will be useful in the rest of
this set of lecture notes.
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Proposition 1.3. Let A, B : C™*™ C, D € C"*" be linear transformations on V and W respectively,
u,v € C™ w,x € C", and a,b € C. The tensor product satisfies the following properties:

(i) (A2 C)(B® D)= AB® CD.
(ii) (A®C)(u®w) = Au® Cw.
(iii) (u+v)@W=u@w+vw.
() u (w+z)=uRw+u .
(v) (au) ® (bw) = ab(u @ w).
(vi) (A® C)t = AT ® CT.

Above and in the following, the notation At denotes the conjugate transpose of A, which is the matrix
defined as follows: Af := AT (A denotes the complex conjugate). Given a matrix A, the notation A®"
indicates the tensor product of A with itself n times, and the same notation will be used for vector spaces

S:

A" = AR A---Q A, S€" .= S®S---®S.
ti 5 ti S

The quantum computing literature refers to a Hilbert space, typically denoted H, rather than a
complex Euclidean space C™. However, the material discussed in this set of lecture notes does not
require any property of Hilbert spaces that is not already present in complex Euclidean spaces, hence
we stick to the more familiar concept.

We will work extensively with binary strings, using the following definitions.

Definition 1.4 (Binary string). For any integer ¢ > 0, we denote by 7 € {0,1}4 a binary string on q
digits, where we use the arrow to emphasize that j is a string of binary digits rather than an integer. We
use the corresponding symbol without the arrow, j, to denote the decimal number that j corresponds to,
Qe j = F_ 7277k, Given 7€ {0,1}9, we denote its k-th digit by .

We use the notation 0 to denote the all-zero binary string, and 1 to denote the all-one binary string;
the size of these strings will always be clear from the context. Note that according to Def. we use a
little-endian convention for binary strings, i.e., the first digit is the most significant one (e.g., 110 is the
integer 1-22 +1-2! 402 =6).

An additional piece of notation that we use extensively is the bra-ket notation, used in quantum
mechanics. As mentioned earlier, this set of lecture notes will not rely or touch on quantum physics,
however there is an undeniable advantage in the quantum notation in that it puts the most important
information in the center of the symbols, rather than relegate it to a marginal role in the subscript or
superscript. Furthermore, a goal of this set of lecture notes is to equip students with the necessary tools
to understand quantum computing papers, hence it is important to familiarize with the bra-ket notation.

Definition 1.5 (Bra-ket). Given a complex FEuclidean space S = C™, |¢)) € S denotes a column vector,
and (| € ST denotes a row vector that is the conjugate transpose of ), i.e., (1| := |)T. The vector
[1) is also called a ket, and the vector (| is also called a bra.

Thus, an expression such as (1|¢) is an inner product. (For vectors in the “usual”, i.e., non-bra-ket
notation, we denote the inner product by (z,y).) To remember what is a bra and what is a ket, it may
be helpful to remember that a bra-ket is an inner product. The complex Euclidean spaces used in this
set of lecture notes are of the form (C2)®4, where ¢ is a given integer. It is therefore convenient to specify
the basis elements of such spaces.

Definition 1.6 (Standard basis in bra-ket notation). The standard basis for C? is denoted by |0) =

((1)> 1) = ((1)> The standard basis for (C?)®9, which has 29 elements, is denoted by |7),7 € {0,1}9.
Remark 1.2. By convention, given column vectors |i),|d), their juxtaposition indicates their tensor
product, i.e.,

[V)8) = [¥) @ |9).

The same convention is used for row vectors. This convention is used to shorten expressions whenever
it does not create ambiguity.
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According to our notation, for any ¢-digit binary string 7 € {0,1}9, |7) is the 2?-dimensional basis
vector in (C?)®? corresponding to the binary string 7. Since we always use the standard basis and the
most natural order for its vectors, it is easy to verify that for 7€ {0,1}9, |7) is the basis vector with a 1
in position j (for 0-based indices, i.e., 0 corresponds to the first position), and 0 elsewhere. For example,
|110) is the 8-dimensional basis vector (00000010)", obtained as the tensor product 1) ® |1) ® |0),
because the binary string 110 corresponds to the number 6, and |[110) has a 1 in position 6 (if we
start counting from 0). Whenever useful for clarity, we use a subscript for bras and kets to denote the
dimension of the space that the vector belongs to, e.g., we write |), to emphasize that we are working
in a 29 dimensional space (or, in other words, that the basis elements of the space are associated with
binary strings with ¢ digits). We typically omit the subscript if the dimension of the space is evident from
the context, and we omit it more often in later parts of the set of lecture notes where such details will
be less of a concern, but for now it can be helpful to give rigorous definitions of the quantities involved
in each expression. We provide a further example of this notation below.

Example 1.3. Let us write the basis elements of (C?)®? = C? @ C?:

|00)2 = |00) = [0)|0) = [0) ©0) = 01)2 = [01) = [0)[1) = [0) @ [1) =

[10)2 = [10) = [1)|0) = [1) ©0) = [11)2 = [11) = [H[1) = [1) @ [1) =

O OO OO O

— O oo O o +~Oo

In the above example we used the subscript to denote the dimension of the basis vectors, just to
emphasize that |00)2 and |00) are exactly the same. In the remainder of this set of lecture notes, we
will always write |01) rather than |01)s because it is clear that the basis element |01) has two digits and
therefore lives in the space (C2)%2.

In the rest of this set of lecture notes, as is frequent in the quantum computing literature, we use
7 € {0,1}7 or, interchangeably, the corresponding integer j to index the elements of 2¢-dimensional
vectors; such an index is well defined because {0,1}7 has 27 elements. Thus, whenever we are indexing
vectors (or matrices) with indices that correspond to basis states, we use 0-based indices, as opposed to
the usual 1-based indices. For example: if z € R?" we write je{o,1ye Lj tO take the sum of its elements,
so the first element of z is indexed by zero (and the all-zero binary string); at the same time, if € R?
(where ¢ is not necessarily a power of 2), we write Z?Zl x; to take the sum of its elements, so the first
element of z is indexed by one, in the usual manner. This should always be clear from the context.

To improve clarity when dealing with vectors in (C?)®9, we always denote basis vectors using spelled-
out binary strings or Roman letters, (e.g., |01),]7), |k),|#),]7) all denote basis vectors), whereas we use
Greek letters to denote vectors that may not be basis vectors (e.g., |1}, |¢) all denote vectors that may
not be basis vectors). In the same spirit, single-digit binary numbers are always denoted with Roman
letters (e.g., z,y, z denote a 0 or a 1).

We denote by I, «, the identity matrix of size n x n. We generally omit the subscript to refer to the
2 x 2 identity matrix, but sometimes we also omit it if the size of I is clear from the context, for example
if we are using an identity matrix to “fill” the unspecified part of an operator on a tensor product space
(e.g., if we are constructing an n x n operator A, and B is a 2 x 2 matrix, then A = B® I implies that the
identity is of size n/2 x n/2.) The reader is not required to remember these details: experience suggests
that the size of the identity matrix will be clear from the context.

Finally, when discussing efficiency of algorithms we use the traditional O (-) computer science nota-
tion, as well as the perhaps less-known O (+). These are defined below.

Definition 1.7 (Big-O notation). We write f(z) = O (g(x)) if there exist scalars £,a > 0, such that
flx) <ag(z) Vr>{L.

We write f(x) = O (g(x)) if f(z) = O (g(z)polylog (g(x))), where polylog (()) denotes a polylogarithmic
function of the argument. When (5() is used to express the asymptotic running time of an algorithm
on a class of instances, we allow the polylog () term to also depend (still polylogarithmically) on other

instance parameters that are not explicitly noted in g(x).

The O () notation is convenient when one does not want to get bogged down by details: at least from
a theoretical standpoint, polylogarithmic factors are for the most part ininfluential when determining
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the asymptotic running time, and keeping track of the exact expressions can be very cumbersome. Note
that to be precise one should indicate which instance parameters are suppressed by the O (-) notation,
but we choose not to do it here to avoid additional notation. In the vast majority of cases, the reader can
rely on the references given in the sections adopting O (-) notation to track down more precise running
time expressions.

Remarks on our notation. In this set of lecture notes we use several notational devices that are
meant to enhance clarity, but that are not usually employed in the quantum computing literature. We
list the most important ones here.

e We occasionally use the subscript for bra-ket vectors to indicate the dimension of the space, e.g.,
|1h)4 for 27-dimensional vectors. Typically, the dimension of the space is defined elsewhere and/or
can be understood from the context. Whenever subscripts for kets are used, it is normally to
address registers. We use capital letter subscripts to address registers.

e We always use the vector arrow, e.g., 7, to indicate binary strings. Typically, binary strings are
not distinguished from other mathematical symbols and are to be identified from the context.

e We always use Roman letters for basis vectors and Greek letters for general, i.e., possibly not basis,
vectors. This convention is relatively common in the literature, although it is adopted with varying
degree of consistency.

e We use 0,1 to denote the all-zero, all-one binary strings. In the literature, these are usually denoted
by 09, 19 respectively for dimension ¢. (In our notation, the dimension is defined elsewhere or
denoted by a subscript in the ket.)

1.2 Qubits and quantum states

According to our computational model, a quantum computing device has a state that is stored in the
quantum register. Qubits are the quantum counterpart of the bits found in classical computers: a
classical computer has registers that are made up of bits, whereas a quantum computer has a single
quantum register that is made up of qubits. The assumption that there is a single quantum register is
without loss of generality, as one can think of multiple registers as being placed “side-by-side” to form
a single register (of course, one would then need to specify what operations are allowed on the resulting
register). The state of the quantum register, and therefore of the quantum computing device, is defined
next.

Postulate 1. The state of a q-qubit quantum register is a unit vector in (C2)®q =C’®.---®C%
—_————

q times

Remark 1.4. A vector |p) € C™ is a unit vector if |||¢)]] :== +/(¥|¢) = 1.

Remark 1.5. Choosing the standard basis for C2, the state of a single-qubit register (¢ = 1) can be
o’

represented as «|0) 4+ 8]1) = « <(1)) +8 (?) = (ﬁ) where o, f € C and |a]* 4 |B]> = 1.

Remark 1.6. Given the standard basis for C2, a basis for (C2)®q is given by the following 27 vectors:

100+ 00) = [0) @ -~ @ [0) @ [0) = |0) ... ]0)[0)

q digits

q times q times
100---01) = [0) @~ ®[0) ® [1) = [0) ... [0)[1)
q digits q times q times

1111 = (1) @ @ [1) @ [1) = [1) ... [1)]1).

q digits q times q times

In more compact form, the vectors are denoted by |7),7 € {0,1}4. The state of a q-qubit quantum register
can then be represented as: [1) =3 e (0 130 @;17), with aj € C and Yz 140 loj |2 = 1.
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For brevity, we often write “state of g-qubits” or “g-qubit state” to refer to the state of a g-qubit
quantum register. This is common in the literature, where the discussion of qubits is not necessarily
limited to the context of quantum registers. By properties of the tensor product, we will see that
sometimes it is appropriate to refer to the state of just some of the qubits of a quantum computing
device, rather than all of them, and this may still be a well-defined concept; however, this is not always
possible (unlike for classical computers). We will revisit this in Sect.

It is important to remark that (C2)®q is a 29-dimensional space. This is in sharp contrast with
the state of classical bits: given ¢ classical bits, their state is a binary string in {0,1}9, which is a
g-dimensional space.

Remark 1.7. Here, to think about the dimension of the space it may be helpful to think about how many
“numbers” are necessary to specify the state (formally, the numbers would be the coefficients to express

the vector in a basis). For a vector in (C2)®q we need to specify 29 coefficients, whereas for a vector in
{0,1}7, q coefficients suffice.

In other words, the dimension of the state space of quantum registers grows ezponentially in the
number of qubits, whereas the dimension of the state space of classical registers grows linearly in the
number of bits. Furthermore, to represent a quantum state we need complex coefficients: the state of
a g-qubit quantum register is described by 29 complex coefficients, which is an enormous amount of
information compared to what is necessary to describe a g¢-bit classical register. However, later we will
see that a quantum state cannot be accessed directly, therefore even if a description of the quantum
state requires infinite precision in principle, we cannot access such description as easily as with classical
registers. In fact, as it turns out we cannot extract more than ¢ bits of information out of a g-qubit
register! This will be intuitively clear after stating the effect of quantum measurements in Sect.
for a formal proof, see [Holevo, 1973].

1.2.1 Basis states and superposition

We continue our study of the state of quantum states by discussing the concept of superposition.

Definition 1.8 (Superposition). We say that q qubits are in a basis state if the state |1)) = ZJ.E{OJ}Q a;j|q

of the corresponding register is such that 3k lag| =1, a; =0 V] # k. Otherwise, we say that they are
1m a superposition.

Remark 1.8. A simpler, more intuitive definition would be to say that a basis state is such that 1) = |k)
for some ke {0,1}9. It is acceptable to use the simpler definition if desired: as it turns out, even if the
states a|k) for some k€ {0,1}9 and |ag|? = 1 are all different in principle, they are equivalent to |k)
up to the multiplication factor ay, which will be seen to be unimportant in Sect. [1.5.3

Example 1.9. Consider two single-qubit registers and their states |V), |¢):

V) = a0l0) + a1[1)
|§) = Bol0) + B1]1).

If we put these single-qubit registers side-by-side to form a two-qubit register, then the two-qubit register

will be (recall Rem. in state:

[¥)]6) = 20B0[0)[0) + 0 1[0)[1) + a1 5o[1)]0) + ar B[ 1)|1).

If both |¢) and |@) are in a basis state, we have that either g or ay is zero, and similarly either By or By is
zero, while the nonzero coefficients have modulus one. Thus, only one of the coefficients in the expression
of the state of |[1)|p) is nonzero, and in fact its modulus is one. This implies that if both |¢) and |¢>

are in a basis state, |1)|p) is in a basis state as well. But now assume that ag = g = a1 = 1 = ﬁ'

the qubits |1) and |¢) are in a superposition. Then the state of [1h)|@) is 3]00) + £]01) + 1|10) + $|11),
which is a superposition as well. Notice that the normalization of the coefficients works out, as one can
easily check with simple algebra: the tensor product of unit vectors is also a unit vector.

The example clearly generalizes to an arbitary number of qubits. In fact the following proposition is
trivially true:
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Proposition 1.9. A g-qubit register, ¢ > 1, is in a basis state if and only if its state can be expressed
as the tensor product of q single-qubit registers, each of which is in a basis state.

Notice that superposition does not have a classical equivalent: ¢ classical bits are always in a basis
state, i.e., a ¢-bit classical register will always contain exactly one of the 27 binary strings in {0,1}9.
Indeed, superposition is one of the main features that differentiate quantum computers from classical
computers. Another important feature is entanglement, discussed next.

1.2.2 Product states and entanglement

We have seen that the state of a g-qubit register is a vector in (CQ)®q, which is a 29 dimensional space.
Since this is a tensor product of C2, i.e., the space in which single-qubit states live, it is natural to ask
whether moving from single qubits to multiple qubits gained us anything beyond having more single-
qubits. In other words, we want to investigate whether the quantum states that are representable on ¢
qubits are simply the tensor product of ¢ single-qubit states. We can answer this question by using the
definitions given above. The state of g qubits is a unit vector in (C2)®q, and it can be written as:

W)y = > oM > lylP=1.
je{o,1} je{o,1}

Now let us consider the tensor product of ¢ single-qubit states, the k-th of which is given by B.0|0) +
Bra|l), for k =1,...,q (the first qubit corresponds to the most significant bit, according to the little-
endian convention). Taking the tensor product we obtain the vector:

|9) = (B1,010) + B1.1[1)) ® (B2,0[0) + B2,1]1)) @ - -+ @ (Bg,0(0) + By.1[1))

Sy () gai= % (T ),

71=0j2=0  j,=0 \k=1 7€{0,1}a \k=1

taken as a
binary string

satisfying |Brol®> + [Bea|* =1 Vk=1,...,q.

The normalization condition for |¢) implies the normalization condition of |¢), but the converse is not
. . . 1 1 1 2

true. That is, | Bk o|>+|B8k1]? = 1Vk =1,...,q implies D=0 2jy=0" " quzo ITT¢—1 Brj|” =1, but not

viceversa. This means that there exist values of a;, with Zje {0,1}9 |oj|? = 1, that cannot be expressed

as coefficients By 0, Bk (for k =1,...,¢) satisfying the conditions for |¢).
This is easily clarified with an example.

Example 1.10. Consider two single-qubit states:

V) = al0) + a1[1)
|¢) = Bol0) + B1[1).

Taking the two qubits together in a 2-qubit register, the state of the 2-qubit register is:

[¥) @) = anBo|00) + coB1]|01) + 1 Bo|10) + vy f1]11), (1.1)

with the normalization conditions |ag|? + |a1|?> = 1 and |Bo|? + |81]?> = 1. The general state of a 2-qubit
register |£) is:

1€) = 700/00) +701(01) + 10|10} + y11[11), (1.2)
with normalization condition |Yoo|? + |Y01]? + |710/? + |711|? = 1. Comparing equations (1.1)) and (1.2)),

we determine that |£) is of the form |¢) @ |¢) (i.e., a tensor product of two single-qubit states) if and
only if it satisfies the relationship:

Y0011 = Yo1710- (1.3)

Clearly |¢)|¢) yields coefficients that satisfy this condition. To see the converse, let Oyo, 001,010,011 be
the phases of Yoo, Yo1, Y10, Y11- Notice that (1.3)) implies:

\700|2|711|2 = |’701|2|710|2
Ooo + 011 = o1 + O10.
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Using these relationships, we can determine an explicit expression for ag, a1, By, 81 based on oo, Yo1, V10,
v11- We first define their modulus. We have:

|’YOO| = \/Woo|2 = \/|’Y00|2(|“700|2 + |701\2 + |’Ylo\2 + \’Yu|2)
= v/Ino0l* + [00l2[Y01]? + [v00l 27101 + 7012710/

= Vool + o1 2 v/ [0ol? + [110]?,
|aol [Bol

and similarly for the other coefficients, we obtain:

01| = V002 + 17012 V70112 + [y11]?

|aol [B1]

710l = V7102 + 171112 V002 + 7102
ot [Bol

M1l = Vol + il Viver 2 + [ 2.
a1 [B1]

To fully define the coefficients g, a1, By, B1 we must determine their phases. We can assign:
ag = e"°|ay], ar = 0]y, Bo = [Bol, By = e'for=000)| 3, |, (1.4)

Using the fact that 611 = 6p1+ 610 —Ooo, it is now easy to verify that the state |£) in can be expressed
as ) ® |¢) in with coefficients ag, a1, By, B1 as given in ,

The condition in equation , to verify if a two-qubit state |€) can be expressed as a tensor product
of two single-qubit states, can also be written in matriz form, which makes it easier to remember. If we
assign the rows of the matrix to the first qubit, and the columns to the second qubit, we can arrange the
coefficients v as follows (notice how the first qubit has value 0 in the first row and 1 in the second row;
sitmilarly for the second qubit and the columns):

Yoo 7Yo1

Y0 Y1)
Then, |€) is a tensor product of two single-qubit states if and only if this matriz has rank 1. This is
equivalent to (L.3)).

We formalize the concept of expressing a quantum state as a tensor product of lower-dimensional
quantum states as follows.

Definition 1.10 (Entangled state). A quantum state |1)) € ((C2)®q is a product state if it can be

expressed as a tensor product Y1) ... |Yq) of q single-qubit states. Otherwise, it is entangled.

Notice that a general quantum state |¢)) could be the product of two or more lower-dimensional
quantum state, e.g., |¢) = |¢1) ® |[th2), with |¢1) and |1)2) being entangled states. In such a situation,
|t)) exhibits some entanglement, but in some sense it can still be “simplified”. Generally, according to
the definition above, we call a quantum state entangled as long as it cannot be fully decomposed into a
tensor product of single-qubit states. In the case of quantum systems composed of multiple subsystems
(rather than just two subsystems as in the example [¢)) = [1)1) ® [1)2)), the concept of entanglement as
discussed in the literature is not as simple as given in Def. (and the rank-1 test discussed at the end
of Example is not well-defined). However, our simplified definition works in this set of lecture notes
and for most of the literature on quantum algorithms, therefore we can leave other considerations aside;
we refer to [Coffman et al., 2000] as an entry point for a discussion on multipartite entanglement.

Example 1.11. Consider the following two-qubit state:
1 1 1 1
—|00) + =|01) + =|10) + =|11).
3100) + 5101) + 2110) + S]11)

This is a product state because it is equal to (%|0> + %\1)) ® <%|O> + %|1>> By contrast, the

following two-qubit state:
1

1
N

is an entangled state, because it cannot be expressed as a product of two single-qubit states.

)+ —11)
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1.3 Operations on qubits

Operations on quantum states must satisfy certain conditions, to ensure that applying an operation does
not break the basic properties of the quantum state. The required property is stated below, and we treat
it as a postulate.

Postulate 2. An operation applied by a quantum computer with q qubits, also called a gate, is a unitary
matriz in C***2",

Remark 1.12. A matriz U is unitary if UTU = UUT = 1.

A well-known property of unitary matrices is that they are norm-preserving; that is, given a unitary
matrix U and a vector v, ||Uv| = ||v|]|. Thus, for a g-qubit system, the quantum state is a unit vector
|) € C?", a quantum operation is a matrix U € C2**2" and the application of U onto the state |v) is
the unit vector Ultp) € C**. This leads to the following remarks:

e Quantum operations are linear.
e Quantum operations are reversible.

While these properties may initially seem to be extremely restrictive, [Deutsch, 1985] shows that a
universal quantum computer is Turing-complete, implying that it can simulate any Turing-computable
function with an additional polynomial amount of space, given sufficient time. Out of the two properties
indicated above, the most counterintuitive is perhaps reversibility: the classical notion of computation
does not appear to be reversible, because memory can be erased and, in the classical Turing machine,
symbols can be erased from the tape. However, [Bennett, 1973] shows that all computations (including
classical computations) can be made reversible by means of extra space. The general idea to make
a function invertible is to have separate input and output registers: any output is stored in a different
location than the input, so that the input does not have to be erased. This is a standard trick in quantum
computing that will be discussed in Sect. but in order to do that, we first need to introduce some
notation for quantum circuits.

1.3.1 Notation for quantum circuits

A quantum circuit is represented by indicating which operations are performed on each qubit, or group
of qubits. For a quantum computer with ¢ qubits, we represent ¢ qubit lines, where the top line indicates
qubit 1 and the rest are given in increasing order from the top. Operations are represented as gates; we
use the terms “operation” and “gate” interchangeably. Gates take qubit lines as input, have the same
number of qubit lines as output, and apply the unitary matrix indicated on the gate to the quantum
state of those qubits. Fig.[[.1]is a simple example.

qubit 1 — —
qubit 2 — U —
qubit 3 — —

Figure 1.1: A simple quantum circuit.

Note that circuit diagrams are read from left to right, but because each gate corresponds to applying a
matrix to the quantum state, the matrices corresponding to the gates should be written from right to
left in the mathematical expression describing the circuit. For example, in the circuit in Fig. the

|¥) — A+ B — BAY)

Figure 1.2: Order of the operations in a quantum circuit.

outcome of the circuit is the state BA[¢), because we start with state |¢), and we first apply the gate
with unitary matrix A, and then B.

Gates can also be applied to individual qubits. Because a single qubit is a vector in C?, a single-qubit
gate is a unitary matrix in C2*2. Consider the same three-qubit device, and suppose we want to apply
the gate only to the third qubit. We would write it as in Fig. [1.3
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qubit 1
qubit 2

qubit 3

Figure 1.3: A circuit with a single-qubit gate.

From an algebraic point of view, the action of our first example in Fig. [I.Ion the quantum state is clear:
the state of the three qubits is mapped onto another three-qubit state, as U acts on all the qubits. To
give a proper mathematical characterization of the example in Fig. [[33] where U is a single-qubit gate
that acts on qubit 3 only, we have to imagine that an identity gate is applied to all the empty qubit
lines. Therefore, Fig. can be thought of as indicated in Fig.

qubit 1
qubit 2
qubit 3

Figure 1.4: Equivalent representation of a circuit with a single-qubit gate.

This circuit can be interpreted as applying the gate I ® I ® U to the three-qubit state. Notice that
by convention the matrix U, which is applied to qubit 3, appears in the rightmost term of the tensor
product. This is because qubit 3 is associated with the least significant digit according to our little-endian
convention, see Def. and the subsequent discussion. If we have a product state ) ® |¢) ® |€), we can
write labels as indicated in Fig.

) —— |9
¢) ———  [0)
& vk U

Figure 1.5: Effect of a single-qubit gate on a product state.

Indeed, (IR IQRU)(|¢) ®|d)®1€)) = 1) ®|d) @UIE). If the system is in an entangled state, however, the
action of (I ® I ® U) cannot be determined in such a simple way, because the state cannot be factored
as a product state. Thus, for a general entangled input state, the effect of the circuit is as indicated
in Fig. Notice that this fact is essentially the reason why simulation of quantum computations on

[4)§——p UBISU)W)

Figure 1.6: Effect of a single-qubit gate on an entangled state.

classical computers may take exponential resources in the worst case: to simulate the effect of even a
single-qubit gate on the entangled state |1)), we have to explicitly compute the effect of the 27 x 2¢ matrix
(I®I®U) on the state |[¢). This requires exponential space with a naive approach (if the matrices and
vectors are stored explicitly), and even with more parsimonious approaches it may require exponential
time (e.g., if we compute elements of the state vector one at a time). As long as the quantum state is
not, entangled computations can be carried out on each qubit independently, but entanglement requires
us to keep track of the full quantum state in 29-dimensional complex space, leading to large amounts of
memory — or time — required.

1.3.2 Input-output, and measurement gates

We are almost ready to introduce the last postulate that we need to formally define the model of
computation. To do so, it will be useful to discuss the input-output model for quantum computations.
The input of a quantum computation consists of an initial quantum state, and the description of a
quantum circuit.



1.3. OPERATIONS ON QUBITS 19

Remark 1.13. The quantum state and the quantum circuit must be described in a suitable compact way:
for a circuit on q qubits, a unitary matriz can be of size 21 x 21, but for an efficient algorithm we require
that the circuit contains polynomially many gates in g and each gate has a compact representation. This
will be discussed further in the rest of this chapter.

By convention, the initial quantum state of the quantum computing device is assumed to be the
all-zero binary string |0) of appropriate size (i.c., [0), if we have ¢ qubits in total), unless otherwise
specified. Of course, the circuit can act on the state and transform it into a more suitable one. Examples
of how this can be done will be seen in the remainder of this section.

A quantum algorithm consists in the execution of one or more quantum computations. There are
also hybrid algorithms involving classical and quantum computations. In such situations, the quantum
computations can generally be thought of as subroutines, but this does not change the principle that
each of these quantum computations will be described by an initial quantum state (typically, |0)) and
a quantum circuit. An important thing to note is that if there is any data that has to be fed to the
algorithm, this data has to be embedded in the quantum circuit given as part of the input (which may,
sometime, have a significant impact on the number of gates that are necessary to describe the circuit).
This summarizes the input model. But what is the output of the quantum computer?

So far we characterized properties of quantum states and quantum gates. Remarkably, the state
of a g-qubit quantum register is described by a vector of dimension 27, exponentially larger than the
dimension of the vector required to describe ¢ classical bits. However, there is a catch: in a classical
computer we can simply read the state of the bits, whereas in a quantum computer we do not have direct,
unrestricted access to the quantum state. Information on the quantum state is only gathered through a
measurement gate, indicated in the circuit diagram in Fig. We now formally define the effect of a
single-bit measurement gate.

)

Figure 1.7: Single-qubit measurement.

Postulate 3. Information on the state of a quantum computing device can only be obtained through
a measurement. Given a q-qubit quantum state |p) = Zje{o,l}q a;|7), a measurement gate on qubit k
outputs a sample from a random variable Q with sample space {0,1} and:

Pr(Qr=0)= > |og%
7€{0,1}49:5,=0

Pr(Qk = 1) = Z ‘Oéj|2.

je{0,1}4:5,=1
Let x € {0,1} be the observed value. After the measurement, the quantum state becomes:
s
> =
Fe{0.1y0: \/ g = el
Jr=z

The original quantum state is no longer recoverable.

Remark 1.14. The state of the quantum system after a measurement collapses to a linear combination
of only those basis states that are consistent with the outcome of the measurement, i.e., basis states |7)
with ji, = x. The coefficients o for such basis states are normalized to yield a unit vector.

The rule for single-qubit measurements leads to a very simple and natural expression for the proba-
bility of observing a given binary string when measuring all the qubits.

Proposition 1.11. Given a q-qubit quantum state 1)) = 7e{0,1}a a;|7q, applying a measurement gate
to the q qubits in any order yields § with probability |o;|?, for 7€ {0,1}1.

Proof. We need to show that the probability of observing 7 after ¢ single-qubit measurements is equal to
|aj|2. We can do this by induction on g. The case ¢ = 1 is trivial. We now show how to go from ¢ —1 to
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q. As in Post. [3| we write Pr(Qy = z) to denote the probability that the measurement of qubit k yields
x € {0,1}. If it is important to indicate the quantum state on which the measurement is performed, we
denote it as Pry) (Qx = 7).

Suppose we apply a measurement to all qubits in an abitrary order, and the qubit in position A is
the first to be measured. (The order of the remaining measurements does not matter for the proof,
because after the first measurement we rely on the inductive hypothesis). The probability of obtaining
the outcome 7 is:

PI“(Ql—le-qu:jq):

)
lf;lg(Q1 =71, Qhe1 =Th—1, Qnt1 = Tht1,---» Qg = 74|91 :]h)IPI;(Qh =7n) =
E;lg(Q1 =75 Qh1 = Jn—1, @nt1 = Jht1,- .-, Qq —Jq)l};g(Qh =7n),

where |¢) is the state obtained from |¢) after measuring the qubit in position h and observing 7. By

Post. [3] we have:
AL - -
oy =">_ =|k) = > Bl
ke{0,13%: \/Zie{o,l}q:c?ﬁjh o ke{0,1)7:

kn=Jn kn=jn

and the coefficients S, defined as above, are only defined for k € {0,1}2: kpn = Fn. By Post. [3| applying
a single-qubit measurement, we also have:

E;;(Qh =TJn) = > |k |
Ee{0,1}9:kp=7n

By the induction hypothesis:

E}g(gl _]17"'th71 :jhfh Qh+1 :jh+17"‘7Qq :jq) - |B]|27

because: |¢) is the state after measurlng the qubit in position h and obtaining j;, as the outcome, therefore
it only contains basis states k with kj, = 7n; and the induction hypothesis imposes that the probability of
observing the entire binary string 7 (for qubits other than qubit h, because qubit & was already measured),
i.e., value Jjp in position ¢, £ # h, is simply |ﬁj|2. Remembering that 8, = ax/ (\/226{0,1}<1:Eh:jh \ozg|2),
we finally obtain:

. o |2
Pr(Qi=7i,...,Q=Jy) = il 1D el | =yl =
142 Z || ke{0,1}4:
ZE{O,l}q:E;L:jh Eh:jh

Proposition above shows that the two circuits in Fig. are equivalent.

pafeafis

Figure 1.8: Multiple-qubit measurement.

In other words, the single-qubit measurement gate is sufficient to measure any number of qubits in the
most natural way, i.e., the measurement outcome 7 on the ¢ qubits occurs with probability that is exactly
equal to |oy; |2. Notice that with this simple rule, it is easy to compute the probability of obtaining a given
string on a given subset of the qubits: we just need to add up the modulus squared of the coefficients
for all those basis states that contain the desired string in the desired position.

Example 1.15. Consider again the following two-qubit state:

1 1 1 1
0400|00> + 0401|01> + 0410|10> + 0411|11> = 5‘00) + §|01> + §|10> + 5‘11>
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We remarked that this is a product state. As usual, let qubit 1 the first qubit (i.e., the one correspond-
ing to the first digit in the two-digit binary strings), and let qubit 2 be the second qubit (i.e., the one
corresponding to the second digit in the two-digit binary strings). Then:

1\ /1)\?
Pr(Q1 = 0) = |agol* + ao1|* = (2) + (2)

()
2+<
X

Pr(Q: =1) = |ao|* + |1 |* = < )

1
2
1
2
Suppose we measure qubit 2 and we obtain 1 as the outcome of the measurement. Then the state of the
two-qubit system collapses to:

2
2
2

N~ N~ N~ N

1
2
2 2 1
Pr(Q2 =) = o + lanof* = (3
2 2 1
Pr(Qz = 1) = |ap1|” + |an " = (2)
1

111
NI

The outcome distribution for qubit 1 for this new state is:

|01) +

Hence, the probability of observing 0 or 1 when measuring qubit 1 did not change after the measurement.
Consider now the following entangled two-qubit state:

1

Bo0]00) + B11]11) = NG

)+ —=|11).

1
—|00
V2 |
Doing the calculations, we still have:

Pr(Q1 = 0) = [Boo|* = Pr(Q =1) =[Bu]* =

Pr(Q; = 0) = [Boo|? = Pr(Q;=1) =[Bu]* =

N — N
N — N

Suppose we measure qubit qubit 2 and we obtain 1 as the outcome of the measurement. Then the state

of the two-qubit system collapses to:
[11).

If we measure qubit 1 from this state, we obtain:
Pr(Q1=0)=0 Pr(Q;=1)=1.

The situation is now very different: the probability distribution of Q1 has changed after measuring qubit
2 (obtaining a sample from Qs ). This is exactly the concept of entanglement: when two or more qubits
are entangled, they affect each other, and measuring one qubit changes the probability distribution char-
acterizing a measurement of the other qubits.

The example above can be seen in terms of conditional probabilities: if, for all z,y € {0,1}, we have
Pr(Q; = ) = Pr(Q1 = z|Q2 = y), then the two qubits are not entangled (product state), whereas if
Pr(Q; = z) # Pr(Q; = z|Qy = y) for some z,y, there is entanglement. Indeed, recall that taking the
tensor product of two vectors containing outcome probabilities for independent random variables yields
the joint probability distribution. Quantum state vectors do not contain outcome probabilities, but the
modulus squared of the components of the state vector corresponds to a probability. Furthermore, for
any two complex numbers o, 3 € C we have |a3]? = |a|?|3|?, so the operation to compute probabilities
from state coefficients is distributive with respect to multiplication. A product state is a tensor product
of smaller-dimensional state vectors, hence it leads to outcome probabilities that are simply the product
of the outcome probabilities corresponding to measuring each of the qubits independently. Conversely,
an entangled state is not a product state, and the random variables associated with measuring each of
the qubits are no longer independent.
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Remark 1.16. Despite the above discussion, it would be wrong to think of the quantum state as a
probability distribution: the quantum state induces a probability distribution by taking the modulus squared
of its entries, but it is not a probability distribution! Indeed, the coefficients in a quantum state are
complex numbers unrestricted in sign, while probabilities are nonnegative real numbers. Furthermore, just
as there is an infinite set of complex numbers that have the same modulus (i.e., the set {a € C : |a| = v}
for some real number v > 0 is infinite), there is an infinite number of quantum state vectors in (C?)®4
that yield the same distribution. After applying the same sequence of operations to two states that induce
the same probability distribution, we may or may not obtain quantum states that induce the same outcome
distribution: this is shown in the next two examples.

Example 1.17. Suppose we have two q-qubit quantum states 1)), |¢) satisfying |1) = €*®|¢p) for some 6 €
R. Now consider the application of some unitary matriz U onto |¢) and |¢p), followed by a measurement
of all the qubits. Define:

Ulg) = > ;)

je{o,1}¢
for some (normalized) coefficients aj, which implies:

Uly) =Ue’|g) = > ea;lj).

je{o,1}4
This means that for a given k:

:Ili;g(gl - 751, sy Qq = %q) = |O[k‘2, E}g(gl - k)lu ey Qq = 7%(1) = |ei9ak|2 = |ak|27

so the probability of obtaining k as the outcome of a measurement is the same for both [) and |p). Since
this is true after applying an arbitrary unitary U, it is also true after applying a whole circuit, which
is just a sequence of unitaries. Hence, if the vectors 1)), |®) satisfy the relationship |) = €%|¢), they
induce the same outcome distribution. The factor e? is usually called global phase and can be safely be
ignored.

Example 1.18. Consider the following two single-qubit state vectors:
1 1 1 1
=—|0) + —|1 = —]0) — —|1).

Both induce the same probability distribution on the measurement outcomes:

)+ 10)

1 1
ng(Q1 0) 5 ng(Q1 ) 5

1 1
P = = — P =1) = —.
‘(5(91 0) 5 |¢1>V(Q1 )

But |¢) and |¢) are very different states! If we apply a certain unitary matriz to both (this gate is called
Hadamard gate, see Sect. , we obtain very different results — orthogonal vectors, in fact:

502030 2036
5 2)n-3 3030

This illustrates the danger of thinking about the quantum state as a probability distribution.

1.3.3 The no-cloning principle

Because measurement destroys the quantum state, it is natural to look for a way to create a copy of a
quantum state. If a clone could be created, it would be possible to perform measurements on the clone,
so that the original state would not be destroyed. Furthermore, cloning would allow us to take several
measurements of the same set of qubits without having to repeat the circuit that creates the quantum
state. However, it turns out that cloning is impossible: this is a direct consequence of the properties of
quantum gates, in particular the fact that gates are unitary matrices.
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Theorem 1.12. There does not exist a unitary matriz that maps [1),|0), to [)|1)q for an arbitrary
quantum state on q qubits |1)).

Proof. Suppose there exists such a unitary U. Then for any two quantum states [¢), |¢) on ¢ qubits, we
have (all registers in this proof are ¢ qubits each):

U(jv) @ [0)) = [¢) @ |)
U(|¢) ® [0) = |¢) @ |4).

Using these equalities, and remembering that UTU = I, we can write:

(6l1) = (@) O10) = (1) @ ((00)) = (6] @ ©)(1) @ [0))
= ({6l ® ODUU(|9) @ 0) = (6] @ (o) (%) @ |v)) = (g])*.

But (¢|y)) = (¢|)? is only true if (¢|y) is equal to 0 or to 1, contradicting the fact that |@), [¢) are
arbitrary quantum states. O

The above theorem shows that we cannot copy an arbitrary quantum state. We remark that the
proof does not rule out the possibility of constructing a gate that copies a specific quantum state. In
other words, if we know what quantum state we want to copy, one could construct a unitary matrix to do
that; but it is impossible to construct a single unitary matrix to copy all possible states. This establishes
that we cannot “cheat” the destructive effect of a measurement by simply cloning the state before the
measurement. Hence, whenever we run a circuit that produces an output quantum state, in general we
can reproduce the output quantum state only by repeating all the steps of the algorithm.

1.3.4 Basic operations and universality

Quantum computation does not allow the user to specify just any unitary matrix in the code (circuit),
just as classical computations do not allow the user to specify any classical function. Rather, the user is
limited to gates (unitary matrices) which are efficiently specifiable and implementable, just as classically
one can only write efficient programs by specifying a polynomial-size sequence of basic operations on
bits. The specification of a unitary matrix must be done by combining gates out of a basic set, which
can be thought of as the instruction set of the quantum computer. We will now discuss what these basic
gates are, and how they can be combined to form other operations.

We will use the following two definitions of operations on binary strings; these will be frequently used
in this and subsequent chapters.

Definition 1.13 (Bitwise XOR). For any integer ¢ > 0 and binary strings 7 ke {0,1}7, we denote by
7@ k the bitwise modulo-2 addition of q-digit strings (bitwise XOR), defined as:

-

0 ifj,=k
¥y P oforallp=1,...,q.

j@k=nh, withh e {0,1}7 and h, = ,
1 otherwise

Definition 1.14 (Bitwise dot product). For any integer ¢ > 0 and binary strings 7k € {0,1}7, we
denote by je k the bitwise dot product of q-digit strings, defined as:

q
jek= Zjhkh'
h=1

We also use this (common) definition of matrix norm, which we state for completeness. It is usually
referred to as the operator norm induced by the Euclidean norm.

Definition 1.15 (Matrix norm). For a given matriz A, we denote ||Al| = sup,, =1 [|Az].

Single-qubit gates. The first operations that we discuss are the Pauli gates.
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Definition 1.16 (Pauli gates). The four Pauli gates are the following single-qubit gates:
10 0 1
(0 1) (1)
0 —i 1 0
() ()

Proposition 1.17. The Pauli gates form a basis for C2*2, they are Hermitian, and they satisfy the
relationship XY Z =il.

The proof is left as an exercise. The X gate is the equivalent of a NOT gate in classical computers,
as it implements a bit (rather, qubit) flip, changing from |0) to |1) and vice versa:

X0y =11)  X[1) =0).
The Z gate is also called a phase flip gate: it leaves |0) unchanged, and maps |1) to —|1).
Z0)=10)  Z|1) =—[1).

A single-qubit gate that is used in many quantum algorithms is the so-called Hadamard gate:
1 /1 1
i- )

(l0) +[1))  H[) =

The action of H is as follows:
1 1
V2 V2

In subsequent sections we will need an algebraic expression for the action of Hadamard gates on basis
states. The effect of H on a single-qubit basis state |z), € {0,1}, can be summarized as follows:

HI0) = (10) = 11))

1

H‘x>:\/§

(10) + (~1)7[1)) = % S (=1 k).
k=0

This is consistent with our previous definition. Using our notation, we can define the effect of H®4 on a
g-qubit basis state |Z), as:

1 1
1 a .
H®Z), = —— E E (—1) 0= Fnin

TP k1) © - ® |kg)
L (1.5)
=— = (—=1)**7 k),
V2 ke{0,1}¢

where o is the bitwise dot product, see Def.[I.14 When considering multiple Hadamard gates in parallel,
it is sometimes useful to rely on the following relationship, that can be easily verified using the definition:

-1 -1
8 — L H®4q H®q
V2 H®e—1 _pg®(-1) |-
The next proposition shows one of the reasons why the Hadamard gate is frequently employed in many
quantum algorithms.

(1.6)

Proposition 1.18. Given a q-qubit quantum computing device initially in the state |6>q, applying the
Hadamard gate to all qubits, or equivalently the matriz H®9, yields the uniform superposition of basis

states \/% 2 jeto.1yalR)-
Proof. We have:

HE ), = 10/ = (110 = (o]0} +

> O
\/i c{0,1}¢

1 ®a
AY) - vm

J
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0y HHF- 510 +1) 0) L0y +]1)
0y —H} 5 (0)+[1) 0) — B3 — 25 (10) +11))
0) — — 0+ 1)

0) 7 (10) +11))

Figure 1.9: Two representations for multiple Hadamard gates.

S

Remark 1.19. The uniform superposition of the 27 basis states on q qubits can be obtained from the
initial state |0), by applying q gates only.

The multiple Hadamard can be represented by one of the equivalent circuits given in Fig. Several
quantum algorithms start by setting the state of the quantum device to a uniform superposition, and
then apply further operations which, by linearity, are simultaneously applied to all the possible binary
strings. This is a remarkable advantage of quantum computing over classical computing.

Readers with advanced knowledge of theoretical computer science might be wondering how this
compares to classical probabilistic computation, i.e., probabilistic Turing machines, a well-known concept
in computational complexity theory. A probabilistic Turing machine is initialized with a set of random
bits that take an unknown value and influence the state transition. The state is described by a probability
distribution over all the possible states, because we do not know the value of the random bits with which
the machine is initialized. When a state transition occurs, to update the description of the state we need
to apply the transition to all states that appear with positive probability. In this sense, operations in a
probabilistic Turing machine can be thought of as being simultaneously applied to many (possibly all)
binary strings. However, a probabilistic Turing machine admits a more compact description of the state:
if we know the random bits with which the machine is initialized, then the state becomes deterministically
known. Hence, for a given value of the random bits, the state of the probabilistic Turing machine can
be described in linear space, and operations map one state into another state. On the other hand, it is
not known how to obtain such a compact description for a quantum computer: there is no equivalent
for the random bits, and a characterization of the state truly requires an exponential number of complex
coefficients. In fact, it is believed that quantum computers are more powerful than probabilistic Turing
machines, although there is no formal proof.

To conclude our discussion on single-qubit gates, we note that all single-qubit can be represented by
the following parameterized matrix that describes all unitary matrices (up to a global phase factor):

e—i(d+N)/2 cos(6/2) —_e~Ho—N)/2 sin(6/2)
U(ev ¢7 >\) = ( ei(¢—A)/2 51n(0/2) ei(¢+)\)/2 COS(@/Q) )

All single-qubit gates can be obtained by an appropriate choice of parameters 6, ¢, \.

Two-qubit gates. Another fundamental gate is the CX gate, also called “controlled NOT” or “CNOT”
(since the X gate acts as a NOT). The CX gate is a two-qubit gate that has a control bit and a target bit,
and acts as follows: if the control bit is |0), nothing happens, whereas if the control bit is |1), the target
bit is bit-flipped (i.e., the same effect as the X gate). The corresponding circuit is given in Fig. [1.10

—

—
Figure 1.10: The CXj3, or controlled NOT, gate with control qubit 1 and target qubit 2.

The matrix description of the gate with control qubit 1 and target qubit 2 is as follows:

10 00
cXi= g o o 1
0 01 0
Thus, the effect of CX:
CX12/|00) = [00) CX12|01) = [01)

CX12]10) = [11) CX12|11) = [10).
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It is easily verified that this is equivalent to saying that CX implements the map:

CXppla)ly) = [p)ly @ x),  Va,y€{0,1}.

Example 1.20. The CX gate can create and destroy entanglement, as showcased by the circuit in

Fig. [I.11}
‘0) b—

0) ———b—

Figure 1.11: A circuit that produces an entangled state.

The circuit yields the following state:
1 1
V2 V2

As we have seen in Ex. this is an entangled state. In this case it is also easy to break entanglement:
just apply CX one more time, which reverses the last operation and brings us back to the state %(\0) +

[1)]0)-

An interesting feature of the CX gate is that it can be used to swap two qubits. A swap between two
qubits 7 and j is defined as the operation that maps a quantum state into a new quantum state in which
every basis state has its i-th and j-th digit permuted. If two qubits are in a product state |¢)1 ® |p)1,
then SWAP(|1))1 ® |¢)1) = |¢)1 ® |1)1. Considering that CX, like all quantum gates, is a linear map, it
may sound surprising that it can implement a swap. However, the SWAP gate can indeed be constructed
out of CX gates as depicted in Fig.

0X12<H®I>|oo>=cxm( <|o>+|1>>|o>)= (100) + 111))

an)
%

N N
N\ N\

Figure 1.12: A circuit that swaps two qubits.

Proposition 1.19. The circuit in Fig. constructed with three CX s, swaps qubits 1 and 2.

Proof. By linearity, it suffices to show that the circuit above maps |00) — |00), |01) — |10}, |10) — |01),
and [11) — |11). We have:

CX120X210X12|00> = CX12CX21 ‘00

) = CX12]00
CX12C X2, CX12]01) = CX51CX2[01)

)

)

CX10|11

CX15CX21CX12|10) = CX15C X0 |11) = CX15[01

)
)

)= )
CX12C X2 CX 2|11) = CX15CX2[10) = CX;2[10)

Therefore, the SWAP circuit maps:
Oéoo|00> + 0401‘01> + 0410|10> + 0411|11> — 0400|00> + 0401|10> + 0410‘01> + a11|11>. O

The SWAP circuit is particularly important for practical reasons: in the current generation of quan-
tum computing hardware, two-qubit gates can only be applied among certain pairs of qubits. For
example, when employing one of the most prevalent quantum hardware technologies (superconducting
qubits, see e.g. [Devoret and Schoelkopt, 2013} |Castelvecchi, 2017]), two-qubit gates can only be applied
to qubits that are physically adjacent on a chip. Thanks to the SWAP, as long as the graph representing
the qubit adjacency in the hardware device is a connected graph, two-qubit gates can be applied to any
pair of qubits: if the qubits are not directly connected on the graph (e.g., physically located next to each
other on the chip), we just need to SWAP one of them as many times as is necessary to bring it to a
location adjacent to the other qubit. In this way, we can assume that each qubit can interact with all
other qubits from a theoretical point of view, even if from a practical perspective this may require extra
SWAP gates.
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Multiple-qubit gates. A set of gates consisting of (some) single-qubit gates plus CX can be shown to
be sufficient to construct any unitary matrix with arbitrary precision. This is the concept of universality.

Definition 1.20 (Universal set of gates). A wunitary matriz V is an e-approzimation of a unitary matriz
U if |U=V| = supgp=1 (U =V)z|| < e. A finite set of gates that can be used to construct an
e-approximation of any unitary matriz, for any € > 0 and on any given number of qubits, is called a
universal set of gates.

To build a universal set of gates, the first step is to show how to construct arbitrary single-qubit
gates from a finite set of basic gates, then use these gates to build larger ones.

Theorem 1.21. (Solovay-Kitaev [Kitaev, 1997, Nielsen and Chuang, 2002]) Let U € C**? be an arbi-
trary unitary matriz. Then there exists a sequence of gates of length O (logc %), where ¢ is a constant,

that yields an e-approximation of U and consists only of H, T = (1 ? ) and CX gates.

0 e'7

The theorem implies that just two single-qubit gates together with CX allow us to build any single-
qubit gate with arbitrary precision. The constant ¢ can even be taken to be ¢ = 1, see the notes in
Sect. The crucial observation is that the length of the sequence is polylogarithmic in the precision,
so we can obtai high-precision approximations with a relatively small gate count. To go from single-qubit
gates to general g-qubit gates, one needs at most O (q24q) basic gates (i.e., the gates of Theorem ;
intuitively, this is because each gate on ¢ qubits has 29 x 29 elements, and it takes ¢? basic gates to
“f11” an arbitrary element of a large matrix — for a detailed discussion, see [Nielsen and Chuang, 2002}
Ch. 4]. In other words, the set of gates consisting of just H,T and CX is universal. This shows that with
a very small set of basic gates, we can construct any unitary matrix in any dimension to high precision,
although this may require many operations. This is important for practical reasons: when constructing
a quantum computer, it is sufficient to focus on a small number of gates (e.g., some single-qubit gates
and CX), and all other gates can be constructed from these.

One may wonder how the errors accumulate throughout the computation, in light of the fact that with
Thm. (and its generalization to unitaries of arbitrary dimension) we only construct an approximation
of the target unitary. We study this aspect in Sect.

We conclude our discussion on basic operations with a quantum circuit for the logic AND gate. We
already know that the X gate performs the logic NOT: having access to the AND guarantees that we can
construct any Boolean circuit — since we stated already that quantum computers are Turing-complete,
being able to perform Boolean logic is of course implied. Note, in particular, that with the AND and NOT
gate we can simulate any classical Boolean circuit with a quantum circuit, possibly using a polynomial
amount of additional resources (space, i.e., qubits, or time, i.e., gates). The quantum version of the AND
gate is the CCX (doubly-controlled NOT) gate, that acts on three qubits: it has two control qubits, and
it flips (bit flip, i.e., as the X gate) the third qubit if and only if both control qubits are |1). The gate is
depicted in Fig. [L.13] The action of CCX can be described as: [z) ® |y) @ |2) = |2) @ |y) @ |z ® (z - y)),

—

L

Figure 1.13: The CCX, or doubly-controlled NOT, gate.

where z,y,z € {0,1}. Notice that if z = 0, CCX indeed computes the logical AND between = and y
because 0 ® (z - y) =z A y.

Following our earlier discussion, CCX can be constructed using only the basic gates indicated in
Theorem For this, we can use the circuit in Fig. see [Nielsen and Chuang, 2002]. In this
circuit we also use the conjugate transpose T of the T' gate, but it is easy to see that if we really want
to stick to the gates H,T, CX only, TT can be constructed from T because e~ 'T = el Verifying
correctness of the construction in Fig. requires a few calculations, that we leave as an exercise.
One way is to carry out the matrix multiplications; another way, probably more manageable if doing
calculations by hand, is to use linearity and look at the effect of the circuit on each of the 23 possible
basis states. We show only part of the calculations here. Suppose the circuit is applied to the basis state
|11z) with = € {0,1}. After performing several simplifications (7" and T cancel out, the T gate has no
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effect on a qubit in state |0), and we can transform the CXs on the third qubit line into X gates because
we already know that the first and second qubit are in state |1)), we find out that the circuit maps:

@) ®|z) = (T)1) @ (T|1) @ (HTXTT XTXT' X H|z)).

Doing the calculations, we see that:

HTXT'XTXT'XH = (Oi _OZ) ,

so that the mapping reads:
)@ |1) @ |1) =(T|1) @ (T|1) @ (HTXTIXTXT'XH|1)) =
(e'F]1)) ® ("F]1) @ (~il0) = [1) @ |1) ® |0)
D@1 @10) = (e"T1)) @ (e'F]1)) @ (=il1) = 1) ® [1) ® [1).

In general, coming up with these constructions requires a good deal of experience, or a piece of code
implementing the algorithms referenced in Sect. to approximate any unitary with a universal set of
gates.

Tl
L]

(1t o7t o171}
(THH

Figure 1.14: Decomposition of CCX in terms of the universal set of gates of Theorem [1.21]

1.3.5 Dealing with errors

In the preceding section we observed that we can construct an approximation of arbitrary unitary to
some precision € in an efficient manner, i.e., using a number of elementary gates (from some universal
set) that scales as O (log %) This is a positive result, because such a scaling indicates that we can
approximate the unitary with high precision with a small increase in the required resources. However,
in principle we still need to concern ourselves with the total error of a circuit that is composed of several
unitaries, all of which may be only an approximation of the ideal unitary that we want to apply. In this
section we show that in fact we do not need to be too concerned about this fact: the total error of a
circuit is at most the sum of the errors of the individual gates, therefore if we want to approximate a
circuit U with m gates up to precision e, it suffices to approximate each gate to precision e¢/m. In light
of the logarithmic error scaling of Thm. from a theoretical perspective this is a fully satisfactory
answer: if we have a quantum circuit that solves a problem in a polynomial number of “ideal” gates,
m is a polynomial of the input size, therefore compiling these ideal gates to a universal set with error
scaling O (log %) only adds a small (i.e., polylogarithmic) number of gates.

Proposition 1.22. Let U Us ... Uy, U U ... UL be two sequences of unitaries of the same length. Then

T
|U1Us ... Up = ULU...Up|| <> |U; = UJ|l.
j=1

Proof. By induction on the length T. When T = 1 it is obvious. For larger T, we have:

\U\Uy ... Up — UU, ... U
= ||U1U2 U Ur — U{Ué .. U},lUT + U{Ué - Uéw,lUT — U{Ué S Uf},lUf}H
= U Us...Up_y —UUS ... Upr_)Up + U U ... Ur_ (U — UL
<Ny ... Uroy = ULU; ... Up 4 |lIU2 ]| + U0 - .. Up 4 U — Uz |
T—1
< DU = Uil + Uz = Uz,
j=1
where we used the induction hypothesis for the terms with j = 1,...,7T — 1, triangle inequality, Cauchy-
Schwarz and the fact that unitary matrices have unit operator norm. O
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Throughout this discussion there is an implicit assumption that the approximation metric of Def.
i.e., the operator norm of the difference between a target unitary and its approximation, is the right metric
to use. We now show that this is indeed the case, in the sense that a circuit V' that approximates a
target circuit U up to some operator norm distance € yields almost the same output. To do so, we show
that two quantum states with Euclidean distance at most € yield measurement outcome distributions
with total variation distance at most e.

Definition 1.23 (Total variation distance). Given two discrete probability distributions P and Q with
the same sample space Q = {1,...,n}, let p,q be the n-dimensional vectors with entries corresponding
to the probability of j = 1,...,n according to P,Q respectively. The total variation distance between P
and @ is

drv(P,Q) : Z|py

Remark 1.21. It is not difficult to show that the total variation distance between two probability dis-
tributions, as defined in Def. is also the mazimum difference of the probability that these two
distributions can assign to any event. In other words, drv(P,Q) = supgcy1,.. n} | Prp(S) — Prg(S)|.

Proposition 1.24. Let [{)) = 7c 130 17): [0) = 250,134 Bil7) be two quantum states on q qubits.
Let P,Q be the discrete probability distributions over {0,1}7 induced, respectively, by |1),|d) when per-
forming a measurement of all qubits. Suppose |||) — |o)|| < e. Then dry(P,Q) < e.

Proof. Let us define 29-dimensional vectors a,b with entries ||, |3;| respectively. Furthermore, define
the vectors u, v with entries u; = |a; + b;|,v; = |a; — b;|. By Def. [1.23| we can write:

1 1 1
drv(P,Q) = Zlg-—bQI— Z|aa+b 5= < 5 D lay + bllag = byl = FuTv < Sl
J

Let us analize ||ul], ||v]|. For ||u||, recalling that ||a|| = ||b]| = 1, we have:

lull* = Z Jaj + bj|” Z(a + b2+ 2a;b;) = |lal|® + [[b]|> + 2aTb < [Jal|* + ||b]| + 2/|all||b]] < 4.

For ||v||, we have:

lol* = Zlag—bl Z(a + 07 —2a;b5) = Y (loy* +181* — 2lal1851)

J

< Z (ls? + 185 = 2R(a}8;)) = Il = 19)1* < €,
J
where we used the fact that |o;|5;] > \a;ﬂﬂ > %(a}ﬁj). Putting everything together, we find:

1
drv(P,Q) < glullllvll < e.

O

Prop. tells us that if two quantum states are close to each other in Euclidean norm, then any
measurement on the two states yields similarly-distributed outcomes. Thus, suppose our goal is to
prepare some state [¢), encoding the answer to some problem using an algorithm that is successful
with probability 1 — . Suppose also that we can only prepare |¢) instead, with the property that
1Y) — |¢)|| < €; for example, this may happen because we do not know how to implement the unitary
that prepares |¢) exactly, but we can find an e-approximation of it. Eventually, to obtain the answer
to the problem from |¢) we have to perform a measurement; thanks to Prop. we can perform
the measurement on |¢) instead, knowing that we will get the correct answer with probability at least
1-6—c
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1.3.6 Can we solve NP-hard problems?

It is important to remark that even if we can easily create a uniform superposition of all basis states, the
rules of measurement imply that using this easily-obtained superposition does not allow us to immediately
solve NP-complete problems such as, for example, SAT (the satisfiability problem). Indeed, suppose we
have a quantum circuit Uy that encodes a SAT formula on ¢ boolean variables; in other words, a unitary
Us 2 |7)ql0) = |7l f(7)), where f(7) is 1 if the binary string 7 satisfies the formula, and 0 if not.

Remark 1.22. The definition of Uy is somewhat imprecise because we only defined it for certain basis
states; for the sake of exposition we ignore this, and come back to this subject in Sect.[1.3.7

We might be tempted to apply H®? to the initial state |6>q to create the uniform superposition
\/% Zje {0’1}q\j>, apply U; to this superposition (which evaluates the truth assignment of all possible

binary strings), and then perform a measurement on all ¢ + 1 qubits. But measuring the state:

Uy %-Z 710) =¢%ez PG

je{0,1}q je{o,1}e

will return a binary string that satisfies the formula if and only if the last qubit has value 1 after the
measurement, and this happens with a probability that depends on the number of binary assignments
that satisfy the formula. If the SAT problem at hand is solved by exactly p assignments out of 2"
possible assignments, then the probability of finding the solution after one measurement is £;: we have
done nothing better than randomly sampling a binary string and hoping that it satisfies the SAT formula.
Clearly, this is not a good algorithm. In fact, in general solving NP-hard problems (such as SAT) in
polynomial time is not believed to be possible with quantum computers: most researchers believe that
the complexity class BQP, which is the class of problems solvable in polynomial time by a quantum
computer with bounded (and small) error probability (see Def. , does not contain the class NP. Of
course, one cannot hope to prove this unconditionally, because showing NP ¢ BQP would resolve the
famous P vs NP problem. Nevertheless, it is strongly believed that NP ¢ BQP, due to the lower bound
on black-box search of [Bennett et al., 1997], and the inability of quantum computing researchers to
develop an efficient quantum algorithm for SAT (and not for lack of trying).

Even if we cannot solve all difficult problems in polynomial time using a quantum computer, we will
see in the next chapters some examples of quantum algorithms that are faster than any known classical
algorithm.

1.3.7 Implicit measurement, reversibility, and uncomputation

As a direct consequence of the laws of measurement (Post. , we can introduce the following general
principle of quantum computing that is often helpful when thinking about what happens to a quantum
state after measurement.

Proposition 1.25 (Principle of implicit measurement). Any qubits that are not measured at the end of
a quantum circuit may be assumed to be measured, and the corresponding information is discarded.

The motivation should be clear: given a state [¢)) = > . (0,1} a;|7), the probability of observing 7

if we perform a measurement on all qubits is precisely |o;|?. For consistency, the distribution of the
measurement outcomes on any one qubit before we perform any measurement does not change if we
were instead planning to measure all qubits at the same time, rather than just one. Thus, if we apply
a measurement to only some of the qubits, and there remain some qubits on which we never perform
a measurement, we can assume that those have been measured as well, but we simply discarded the
corresponding outcomes.

This raises an issue concerning any information that might be stored into working registers: if we
have a register that is used as working space for some computation, and is subsequently discarded, we
can assume that a measurement is applied onto the working register as well. Moreover, the contents of
the working register may very well be entangled with other registers, so we cannot reuse the working
register: due to entanglement, any additional operation on the working register risks affecting the “main”
(other) registers. This is easily clarified with an example.

Example 1.23. Let us consider a situation similar to the one discussed in Sect. |1.5.6; we have a
function f that takes as input a binary string, and outputs a binary string, i.e., f: {0,1}™ — {0,1}",



1.3. OPERATIONS ON QUBITS 31

where m is not necessarily equal to n. Fvery operation on a quantum computer has to be reversible, so we
must find an appropriate form of this function that can be represented as a valid operation for a quantum
computer. The conventional way of constructing such a function is with a unitary that implements the
following map:
Ug|Z)m|G)n = 1Z)m|T & f(Z))n-

This map is defined for all input states (because it is defined for all input basis states), it allows us to read
the value of f(Z) (if we apply it when the second register contains 0: U;|7)|0) = |Z)|0@ f(Z)) = |2)|f(Z))),
and it is reversible:

UsUs(12)15)) = Us(I2)[g © f(2))) = [D)§ © f(Z) © f(Z)) = [2)|9),

i.e., applying the circuit Uy twice goes back to the initial state.

Now assume that the computation carried out by Uy requires some additional working space, as is
often the case for all but the simplest functions (e.g., recall that the quantum version of the logic AND
gate already requires a separate output qubit, see Sect. . W.l.o0.g. we can assume that there is a third
register, say, q bits, typically initialized in the all-zero basis state, used as working space. The mapping
then becomes: ~

Uf‘f>m‘g>n|0>q = |5_i>m|3_j S f(i)>n|g(i_i)>qa
where g(Z) is some function of the input & that represents the final state of the working space. (We only
define the output of this function when the working register contains 0; if it does not, the circuit computes
some function of the input registers, but we do not need to characterize it.) If we apply this map with
7 =0, we compute f(Z): .
Uy |2)10)[0) = |2)|f(2))|9(Z))-

The last register still contains g(Z), which is uninfluential, but it is still there, and it depends on Z.
Therefore, if we had a superposition over different values of Z, all three registers — including the last
one — would be entangles. If we apply a measurement onto the second register, and observe f(Z), the
implicit measurement principle tells us that the last register also collapses to g(Z). Worse, we cannot
reuse the last register as working register for additional function evaluations, because it still contains

9(Z).

The fact that we cannot reuse the working register would seem to imply that every function application
needs its own working register, so that a large number of qubits is needed even for relatively simple
calculations. In fact, we can avoid this issue, as well as the issue of a working register entangled with
the other registers, by using a technique called uncomputation.

Definition 1.26 (Uncomputation). Let Uy be a unitary that implements some Boolean function f using
a working register, relying on the assumption that the working register is initialized to the all-zero binary
string. To uncompute the function means to apply a sequence of operations to reset the state of the
working register to the all-zero binary string.

To uncompute a function, we introduce an auxiliary register with the same size as the output register.
Thus, in total, we have four registers, which we order as follows: input, auxiliary, working, and output
register. The auxiliary and working registers are initialized with the all-zero basis state. We first apply U
onto the input, auxiliary, and working register; this writes the output of Uy, say, f(Z), onto the auxiliary
register. We then perform bitwise CX from the auxiliary register onto the output register, to “copy”
f(Z) into the output register using bitwise modulo-2 addition. Finally, we apply U } onto the input,
auxiliary, and working register, erasing the last two registers and resetting them to the all-zero binary
string (since U|7)[0)[0) = |Z)|f(Z))|g(Z)), we have U}|5&>|f(f)>|g(§f)> = |#)]0)|0)). The corresponding
circuit is shown in Fig. |[1.15| Because the working and auxiliary registers are reset to 0 at the end of

) —pm )
0) —— Uy U} 0)
0) —r 0)
1) — & 7o £@))

Figure 1.15: A circuit implementing Uy with an uncomputation step.

the circuit, they are no longer entangled with the rest and can be reused for other purposes, thereby
saving working space. We could also SWAP the auxiliary and output register if we want the output in
the second register, as in Ex. [1.23]
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1.4 Mixed states and purifications

Our discussion so far has been based on Post. [l} the state of a g-qubit quantum computer is a unit vector
in (C?)®9. This is correct, but there are situations where such a formalism is not the best approach
to describe the state of a quantum register, or to determine its evolution. For example, consider the
situation of a system with several qubits, but from a certain point of the computation we only apply
operations onto some of the qubits, and discard the rest. How should we characterize the state of a
system when some of the qubits have been discarded?

Example 1.24. Suppose we are in the state:
1
V2

but we only have access to the first qubit; this might be the case if the second qubit is physically distant
(i.e., the above state was constructed over a quantum network), or simply because from now on we only
want to perform computation on the first qubit line. The principle of implicit measurement tells us that
ignoring the second qubit is equivalent to performing a measurement and discarding the information that
we obtained. The measurement outcomes for both qubits are:

1 1 1

Pr(00) = - Pr(01) = = Pr(11) = =.

W00)=5 POy =y Pl =

If the outcome of the measurement on the second qubit is 0, the first qubit is in state |0) with certainty.
If the outcome of the measurement on the second qubit is 1, the first qubit might be in state |0) or |1). It
is mot clear how to represent this situation within the formalism for quantum states used so far: there is

no single-qubit state (i.e., a unit vector in C?) that would accurately describe the state of the first qubit.

1 1
—100) + =|01 11
3100} + [01) + —=[11),

As seen in the above example, our formalism to represent the state of a quantum register does not
work very well when we want to consider only a subset of the qubits of a larger system. There is another
formalism to express the state of a quantum computer: it is the language of mized states, as opposed to
the pure states that we have studied so far. Mixed states generalize pure states, and they are better able
to deal with situations such as the one in Ex. [I.24] at the price of more cumbersome calculations.

Definition 1.27 (Pure state). A pure state |¢)) on q qubits is a unit vector in (C?)®4, i.e., the state of
a q-qubit quantum register.

Definition 1.28 (Mixed state). An ensemble of pure states on ¢ qubits is a collection {p;, |1;)}j=1,...m
of pure states |1;) and corresponding probabilities p;j. A g-qubit quantum register that is in state |1;)
with probability p; is said to be in a mixed state, described by the density matrix corresponding to the
ensemble that is defined as p := Z;nzl ;i X5

Remark 1.25. Recall our notation: |v;) is a column vector, (1;| is a row vector, so |1;Xv;| is the
matriz that performs the orthogonal projection onto |1;).

Remark 1.26. Density matrices are also called density operators. Technically the matriz is the repre-
sentation of the operator once we choose a basis, but since we always use the standard orthonormal basis,
in the context of this set of lecture notes these terms are fully interchangeable. We use density matriz in
the following.

It is relatively straightforward to rewrite Post.s 2] and [3] to work with mixed states. It is sufficient to
write the expression for the application of an operation to each state |¢;) in the ensemble, and define
the resulting collection of states as the new ensemble, with the same probability distribution as before.
This yields the following.

e The application of a g-qubit gate U to the register in state p = Z;ﬂ:l Dl X1;| evolves the system

to the state: UpUT = i p; U ) |UT.

e Define the matrices:
k-th position
(0)
M, =1y o®Ixo®---®@ [0)0] ®-- @ Iaxo ® Ioxa

q times

k-th position
(1)
M7 =Ipxa®@Izx2®@---® |I1] @@ laxa ® Ipxo.

q times
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A measurement gate on qubit k£ yields a sample from a random variable Qj with sample space
{0,1}, Pr(Qp = x) =Tr (M,Ex)p) for x € {0,1}, and the state after the measurement becomes:

M7 p(M”)t My oM
T (M7p) T (M)

Remark 1.27. The derivation of the expression for the state after a measurement highlights the fact

that the effect of this type of measurement is captured by a projection matric: M,gm) projects a pure
state onto the components that are consistent with the measurement. Indeed, this is called a projective
measurement.

Remark 1.28. If we apply a measurement on all qubits, by repeating the procedure described above for

single-qubit measurements we see that the probability of obtaining outcome |k) is Tr (|%>(%|p) = (k|p|k)

(due to the cyclic property of the trace), and the state after measurement becomes |k)(k|. This is consistent
with the pure state formalism, because each state in the ensemble collapses to |k), therefore now the
quantum register is in the state |k) with certainty.

There are more general types of measurements than the projective measurements described above. The
most general expression for a measurement M} is that we observe the corresponding outcome with

probability Tr (MkpM ,;r), and the state after the measurement becomes:

My.pM;|
Tr (Myp(My)')
However, we never use the general case in this set of lecture notes: the projective measurement onto the
states |0) or |1) (usually called measurement in the computational basis) suffices. It is easy to see that for

measurements in the computational basis, the general formulas for the outcome probabilities and for the
state after the measurement reduce to the simplified ones given earlier, due to the fact that the matrices

M ng) are Hermitian projections, and using the cyclic property of the trace.

1.4.1 Properties of density matrices

Density matrices are precisely characterized by two properties: they have unit trace, and their are positive
semidefinite.

Theorem 1.29. The matriz p is a density matriz associated with some ensemble of pure states {p;,
[Vi)}i=1,...m (for some unknown m) if and only if it satisfies the following two properties: (i) it has unit
trace, and (i1) it is positive semidefinite.

Proof. First let us suppose p is a density matrix associated with the ensemble of pure states {p;, [¢¥;) }j=1....m
Then, using the cyclic property of the trace:

Tr(p) = Tr | Y il )yl ZpgTr (I Xw51) Zpg—l

j=1 j=1

and

)2
(¢lplo) = Zp] (Sl (W510) = Zpg (Slvy)l* >0
j=1 j=1
for every vector |¢) (even unnormalized ones).

Then, let us suppose p has unit trace and p = 0. We want to show it corresponds to some ensemble
of pure states. Since p is a Hermitian, positive semidefinite matrix it admits a spectral decomposition
with an orthonormal eigenbasis, and its eigenvalues are real and nonnegative. So

m
p=>_ Djlth; eyl
j=1
for some values p; and vectors [¢);). Because Tr (p) = 1 we also have )", p; = 1, therefore p describes
an ensemble of pure states. O
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Remark 1.29. There could be multiple ensembles that correspond to the same density matrix, i.e., the
spectral decomposition may not be unique. For example, suppose we have a unitary transformation U,

and we define \/q;|¢;) = > ; Uij\/Dj|5). Then:
Zqzwz (¢4l —Z ZUU\/EW)J )(Z<¢J|\/ITJ ZUZJ ik) \/pjp k05 k]

1,5,k

—ZZ i3 (Uik)") VB7PRI; N Won] = ZZ(UZJUM)W\% (el = mej (Wi,

where the fourth equality follows by definition of conjugate transpose of a matriz (notice that the indices
i,k get swapped), and the last equality is due to the fact that U is unitary matriz so the term in round
brackets is 1 if j = k, and 0 otherwise. This shows that the ensembles {p;,|v;)}; and {q, |¢:)}: have the
same density matrix. In fact, it is possible to show that this type of transformation between two ensembles
is not only a sufficient condition to have the same density matriz, but also necessary, see [Nielsen and

Chuang, 2002].

1.4.2 Reduced density matrix

Arguably one of the greatest advantages of the density matrix formalism is the fact that it allows
a rigorous treatment of the “implicit measurement” situation discussed earlier: we have a quantum
register of a certain size, but we want to study the state of only a subset of the qubits, and continue the
computation on those qubits while disregarding the rest. Naturally we could look at the evolution of the
pure state of the entire system, but sometimes this is not possible, or it is mathematically cumbersome;
and even when it is possible, it still faces the issue that in the pure state formalism, we can no longer
describe the state of only the qubits that we are interested in. However, the state of a subset of qubits is
described by an ensemble of pure states, and the density matrix formalism provides an abstraction and
computational rules for this concept.

Formally, suppose we have a quantum register AB whose state is described by the density matrix
pAB) and we split the register into two distinct quantum registers A and B. We now define the reduced
density matriz obtained by tracing out one of the registers, and we claim that this describes the state of
only one of the registers, in some sense that will be specified later.

Definition 1.30 (Partial trace). Let AB be a quantum register composed of two registers A, B with
ma, My qubits respectively. The partial trace over register B is the operation Trg defined as follows:

(i) for any 7,k € {0,1}™ h, 0 € {0,1}™, we have:
Tep (170F| @ ) = (75| Tx (1) = [3)RIER);

(i) Trp is linear.

(This is a proper definition because Trp is linear and we are definining its effect on any possible basis
vector for the space of density matrices over AB.) Computing the partial trace over register B is often
called tracing out register B. In the setting of Def. [1.30} let p(AB) be the density matrix describing the
state of register AB. An alternative definition of the partial trace, that might appear more intuitive to
some readers, is given by the following expression:

T (p49) = > (1% @ (pUB (%™ @ |7),
jefo,1}me

where I®™a is the identity matrix of size 2™« x 2™« i.e., the appropriate size for register A. We can of
course give similar definitions swapping the role of registers A and B, and obtain the partial trace over
register A, which is the following operation:

Tea (pA4P) = 3 (Glo 15m)p @) (7 0 19™).
jefo,1}ma
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Remark 1.30. The original and alternative definitions are equivalent because the elements |7Xk| @ |h)Z|
constitute a basis for the space of density matrices p‘AB) | and if we express pAB) in this basis and apply
the linear operator Trg, we obtain:

(AB) AB) AB) 7
.Z,TrB (p\a><k|®\h z||7><k‘ ® |h) g') Z'Ou wllfyi PN mek\@\h (i 7KL,
Fk,h,t 7Eh 3.5.h
(AB)

where we denoted by p the element of p‘AP) in the position corresponding to the nonzero element

|7)(FI @R )]
of the subscript matriz (one can think of the subscript as a “mask” to identify the correct element). Since
|7Xk| is a basis for register A, we are effectively “acting as the identity” on the first register, but we only
consider the elements of p'AP) corresponding to positions where the second register has collapsed to one

of the possible basis strings |h), according to the principle of implicit measurement, and sum over them.

Definition 1.31 (Reduced density matrix). In the setting of Def. . let pAB) be the density matriz
describing the state of register AB. The reduced density matrix for register A is p4) := Trp (p(AB))

and similarly, the reduced density matriz for register B is p'B) := Try (,o(AB)).

A reduced density matrix characterizes the state of a subsystem of the entire register, as can be seen
in the following examples.

Example 1.31. Consider the state:

7(|00> + [11)).

The corresponding density matriz is:

1 90 1
2 2
1 1 0 0 0 O (AB)
5 (100) +[11))({00] + (11[) = 5(|00X00] +[00X11| + [11X00] + [1IX11)) = | o o o o | =P
1 0900 1
2 2

Let us denote the first qubit as register A and the second qubit as register B. If we now want to drop the
second qubit and consider only the first, its state is represented by the following reduced density matriz:

T ( 5(100)00] + 00)11]+ (1140 + [11311) ) = 510401010+ [OKAOIL) + 101110 + 11|11
= 20)0] +1)1)).

Using the alternative definition, we equivalently obtain:

(A)—TrB( ZIQ><2® (GNP B (Iawz ® |5))

j=0,1

100 3\ /10 100 3\ /00
(1 00 000 0ffo 1} (00 1 0)[0 00 0|00
“\0 10 000 O0]|l0OO 000 1)l0 00 Of|1 0

3 00 3/ \0 0 3 00 3/\0 1

— (5 9) = 30001+ a),

Intuitively this makes sense: from the initial state, if we ignore the second qubit we still end with a system
that is |0) or |1) with probability 0.5 each, which is what we see from the reduced density matriz.

Example 1.32. Let us study Ez. using the formalism of reduced density matrices. Recall that in
that example, we are considering the pure state:

1
+ —|11),

1 1
= ~101
2|OO>+2|O ) V2
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and we want to analyze what happens if we want to describe the state of the first qubit only. The density
matriz for the entire system is:

1 1 1 1
(2|00> +5101) + \/i|11>) ( (00] + = <01| + f<11>

= 1|00><00| + 1|00><01| + \1—[|00><11| + —|01><00| + f|01><01|+

|01)(11] 4+ —=[11)00| + —=|11)01| + f|11><11| = pAB),

v i e

Calling B the register with the second qubit, and tracing it out, yields:

Tep (p4)) = 10Nl + = [o1] + =10 + 5 1)1l

|0
22 f
Recalling Ez. let us consider the ensemble of pure states where a qubit is in state |0) with probability
1/4, and is in state %|0> + \/g|1> with probability 3/4; this is a natural description of the state of the

first qubit, if we apply the principle of implicit measurement and look at what happens if we observe the
second qubit to be |0) or |1). The density matriz corresponding to this ensemble is:

1 2 1 1 1
210X01 + 7 ( 0) + \/>1>< O|+\/;<1|>:2|0><0|+2\/§|O><1|+ \f|1><0\+ 111,

so it is one of the possible ensembles that yield the reduced density matrixz obtained above. This ensemble
is, in fact, a natural expression for the state of the first qubit. In general, the eigendecomposition of a
reduced density matriz may not be unique (if there are eigenvalues with multiplicity greater than one),
implying that there can be multiple ensembles of pure states that equivalently describe the state of the
same system.

We can now precisely state in what sense density matrices correctly characterize the state of a register
after discarding (or ignoring) some other registers: they lead to the correct probability distribution of
the measurement outcomes. We state this result using the reduced density matrix for register A, but
clearly we can obtain a symmetric result for register B.

Proposition 1.32. Let register AB be in state p‘AB) | and let p() = Trp (p(AB)). Then p) correctly
characterizes the probabilities of the measurement outcomes for register A, when discarding register B.

Proof. For this, we need to show that the probability of observing outcome 7 from a measurement on
register A is the same if we compute it from p(4), or if we compute it starting from the original mixed
state p(AB).

Using the entire system, the probability of observing outcome 7 is:

> GlEIpABRE),
Ee{0,1}™b

because it is equal to the probability of observing any string starting with 7 if we apply a measurement on
all qubits. Using the reduced density matrix, the probability of observing outcome 7 in the first register
is:

AP =aG1 D U E) P k) | =Y GNP DR,

Ee{0,1}™b Ee{0,1}™b

so we obtain the same probability as above. O

1.4.3 Purifications

An important concept in the study of density matrices is the idea of a purification; this is also crucial in
several quantum algorithms for semidefinite optimization, because it provides a possible way to construct
a state described by a certain density matrix. Our previous discussion shows that a mixed state is
described by a density matrix. We will show next that given a density matrix p, we can construct a pure
state on two registers such that tracing out one of the registers yields a mixed state corresponding to p.
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Theorem 1.33. Let d = 29. Let p € C*? be a given density matriz. Then, there exists a pure state
|@) over two registers A, B such that A has q qubits and tracing out B yields a mized state described by
p in register A. Moreover, it is possible to choose register B so that it has at most q qubits.

Proof. Let p = Z?;é AjlwiX;| be an eigendecomposition of p, which always exists because p is a
Hermitian positive semidefinite matrix. Note that A; € R and are nonnegative. Furthermore, we can
assume that there are d eigenvalues without loss of generality: if there are fewer we can simply add
some zero eigenvalues, and clearly there cannot be more because the rank of p is at most d. Let
V) =25 ag)@) for some vector of coefficients /). Consider the pure state

6y =D VNl)D
je{0,1}a

over 2¢ qubits (each register has ¢ qubits). Tracing out the second register, which we call register B,
yields:

Tep (J6)el) = Trs | D VAl @el (B | =Tes | S vA o 1) 7 (08 R
3

7k 7k 7
= VAN a1 (@A) T (17 R = D2 v/ N Nel)nl (Rl
7.k h 7 7.k
- J
= > Nl = p,
7=0
concluding the proof. O

Essentially, the second register is used to construct the ensemble of pure states on the first register by
assigning the correct probability to each state of the ensemble. This leads to the concept of a purification.
We will use purifications in Ch.s[7] and

Definition 1.34 (Purification). Given a density matriz p describing the state of register A, a purification
of p is a pure state over two registers A, B such that tracing out register B yields p.

The register B that is traced out is typically called purifying register.

We conclude this section with another result that is often useful in the study of composite systems
(i.e., registers with subregisters), and that plays a crucial roles in some classical simulation algorithms
for quantum circuits. The result can be seen as a restatement of the singular value decomposition, but
in quantum information theory it is referred to as Schmidt decomposition.

Theorem 1.35. Let 1)) be a pure state of register AB. Then there exist orthonormal states \qu‘) for
register A, and |¢F) for register B, such that [¢)) = > Ao |6F), where A are nonnegative reals such
that 3, A3 = 1.

Proof. Let [¢) =37 ajk|ﬁ\%>. Arrange the coefficients a;j, into a matrix M where j indexes the rows
and k indexes the columns, i.e., M;, = ;. The matrix M admits a singular value decomposition:

M = UEVT, and in particular Mj; = Zh UjhthJk where oy, is the h-th diagonal element of ¥. Then:

0= Y Ml = 3 (z Ujho—hvgk) 00

h

7k 7.k
=S o (Sl | [ SV | = onleilef),
h J i h

where we defined |¢7') = >_7Ujnl7) and loB) = Yz V}:{k|i€>> Note that these are indeed orthonormal
vectors because U, V are unitary and the vectors |¢7), |¢2) are simply the columns of U, V. This yields
the desired decomposition up to relabeling. Finally, note that the o, are real because they are the
singular values, and 1 = |||[¢)|| = >_, o7, because all the cross terms in the expression for ||[¢)| cancel
out due to orthonormality of the vectors |¢7 ), |#Z).
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1.5 Notes and further reading

We give references to additional reading material that discusses the fundamentals of quantum computing
and quantum algorithms. The most celebrated reference is [Nielsen and Chuang, 2002|, a comprehensive
treatment of quantum computing, including error correction and quantum algorithms. Due to its sheer
size and scope, the book is often used as a reference, and may not be the most suitable instrument (or the
fastest way) for an applied mathematician who wants to learn about quantum algorithms from scratch.
It does, however, contain a rigorous treatment of many important topics, and will be especially valuable
for readers with a background in physics. |[Rieffel and Polak, 2011] is another extensive treatment of
quantum computing, with a sizeable discussion of quantum algorithms, and it uses a language that may
be more familiar for applied mathematicians. [Kaye et al., 2007] is a concise but rigorous introduction
to quantum computing, quantum algorithms and quantum error correction. Being more recent than
[Nielsen and Chuang, 2002], it has the added benefit of covering certain topics in quantum algorithms
using a modern, and possibly clearer, approach.

In addition to the three well-known books above, there are excellent sets of lecture notes by prominent
scientists available on the arXiv or directly on their author’s website. We mention three in particular.
[Childs, 2017| is an advanced treatment of multiple topics in quantum algorithms, including quantum
algorithms for algebraic problems (e.g., the hidden subgroup problem, see Sect. and quantum walks.
This set of lecture notes is written with a computer science perspective. Another set of lectures notes
with a computer science perspective is [de Wolf, 2019]; the style in |[de Wolf, 2019] is more informal
(although it is precise), and as a result, it may be a more accessible starting point for some readers.
[de Wolf, 2019] covers a vast number of topics, including some that have gained steam quite recently.
Finally, [Lin, 2022] is a set of lecture notes on quantum algorithms for scientific computation, and it
includes an in-depth discussion of quantum phase estimation and operations on matrices (which is also
the subject of our Ch.[7)) via block-encodings and the quantum singular value transformation.

Regarding upper bounds on the length of the sequence of gates from a universal set that is necessary
to construct an arbitrary single-qubit gate, which we discussed in Sect. [[:3:4] and more specifically in
Thm. [Dawson and Nielsen, 2005| gives a detailed proof with ¢ ~ 3.98. Lower values are possible,
in fact even ¢ = 1 (but with a different constant in front of the O (-) notation), see e.g., |Selinger,
2012, Kliuchnikov et al., 2016]. The exact values do not matter much for the high-level exposition in
this set of lecture notes: it is sufficient to know that a polylogarithmic number of gates suffices. It can,
however, be very important for practical implementations.



Chapter 2

Early examples of quantum
algorithms

In this chapter we explore some of the principles of quantum algorithm design, by discussing some of
the (historically) first algorithms providing evidence of a quantum speedup. These algorithms are not
directly useful for optimization, but they serve the purpose of familiarizing the reader with, and building
intuition on, the analysis of quantum algorithms: for this purpose, it is generally helpful to start from
simple algorithms.

2.1 Phase kickback

As discussed in Sect. the CX gate may create entangled states. Recall that the CX gate takes a
control qubit and a target qubit. However, one should not make the mistake of thinking of CX as acting
on the target qubit only. When CX is applied onto a basis state then it is natural to think of the control
as acting on the target, but overall, the effect of CX (like any other two-qubit gate) is dependent on the
state on which it is applied. To see this, consider this operation on a two-qubit state:

H®20X,, H®?.

We claim that this is the same as CX51. Indeed:

1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 10 0 0
11 -1 1 -1 o1 o0o0f1)j1 -1 1 -1 (00 01
211 1 -1 -1 000 1|21 1 -1 —-1| |0 0 1 0]

1 -1 -1 1 0 010 1 -1 -1 1 01 00

and the last matrix swaps the second and third row, i.e., it maps [01) — |11} and |11) — |01). In circuit
form, this means that the circuits in Fig. are equivalent. This tells us that depending on the state on

—$—
s

Figure 2.1: Interchanging the control and target qubit of CX.

which a gate is applied, a CX gate can be interpreted as having an effect on the control qubit, rather than
the target qubit. We can generalize this idea further, and exploit it for computation, so that applying a
CX has some quantifiable effect on the control qubit. More specifically, our goal in this section will be
to develop a technique that encodes information on the value of certain types of functions as the phase
of the control qubit (or, in general, of some basis states).

The technique that we want to develop relies on properties of the eigenstate %(|0> — 1)) of the X
gate.

Definition 2.1 (Eigenstate). Given a unitary U € C2"*?" we say that the q-qubit state |yb) is an
eigenstate of U if the 29-dimensional vector corresponding to 1) is an eigenvector of U, i.e., Ul) =
e|4p) for some 6.

39
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In other words, “eigenstate” simply means that the quantum state is an eigenvector of a given
operator.

Remark 2.1. All eigenvalues of a unitary matriz have modulus 1, so they can be written as €' for some
6.

Notice that:

0 1\ 1 1 1 1 0\ 1 1
(3 6) 7500 -1 = - =-—@ -1 (5 §) 500~ 1) =50 - )

ie., %(\0) — |1)) is an eigenstate with eigenvalue —1 of X, and (trivially) it is an eigenstate with
eigenvalue +1 of the identity gate I. The CX gate applies X to target qubit if the control is 1, and
applies I to the target qubit if the control is 0. Thus, if the target qubit is in the state %HO) — 1)),
depending on the value of the control qubit we obtain a different eigenvalue. We can write:

Cx (Ja) & —=(10) 1)) = (~1)* (I2) ® —=(10) = 1)) ).
(e 10 -m) = v (e 7

With this operation, some information on x becomes encoded in the coefficient of the quantum state: if
x = 0 nothing happens, but if x = 1 the entire quantum state gets sign-flipped.

This effect can be applied even more in general. Let us study a two-qubit operation Uy that imple-
ments the map |z) ® |y) — |z) @ |y ® f(z)) — where, as usual, z,y € {0,1} and we also assume that
f(x) € {0,1}. (The operation @ is defined in Def. [[.13]) As we discussed in Sect. this particular
form of the function is typical of the quantum world. Let us apply the two-qubit operation U; on a
target qubit that is prepared in the state %(|0> —|1)), which can be obtained as H|1). We have:

1 1

Us (I$>®\/§(|0>—|1>))=|x>®\/§(|0@f(w)>—169f($)>)-

If f(x) = 0, this has no effect on the second qubit. If f(z) = 1, this bit-flips the second qubit (i.e., |0)
becomes |1) and |1) becomes |0)), which has the overall effect of changing the sign of the second qubit.
Thus, we can write the effect of Uy as:

1 1
V2 V2
The CX gate can be obtained from Eq. with f(x) = x. If the control qubit is in a general state
ap|0) + a1 |1) rather than a basis state |z), we have:

07 (1) ® 25000 = 1)) = (-7 (Ja) @ Z5(10p - 1) (21)

07 ((@0l0) + aal1)) © =10} = 1)) = (=1 aqio) + (-1 Ve |)) & —=(10) - 1)

If the second qubit is prepared in the state %(\O) —|1)), applying Uy yields the situation that is
depicted in Fig. By properties of the tensor product, we can interpret the multiplicative factor

@, 1 I
2500 - ) T S0 o) )

Figure 2.2: Application of Uy when the second qubit is prepared with an eigenstate of X.

(—1)/®) as being applied to the first qubit, rather than the second one, writing the mapping as |z) ®
%(|0> — 1)) = (=1)7®)2) ® %(|0> —]1)). The relative phase that is — in principle — applied to
the second qubit is now “kicked back” to the first qubit, by virtue of the fact that %(\0) —|1)) is an
eigenstate of the addition @ f(z) that Uy applies to the second qubit. The net effect is to flip the sign
of a basis state |z) such that f(x) = 1. This technique, called phase kickback, is at the heart of many
quantum algorithms discussed in this set of lecture notes.
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2.2 The first quantum algorithm: Deutsch’s algorithm

We discuss Deutsch’s algorithm [Deutsch, 1985] as a direct application of phase kickback, and as a
way to introduce the idea of quantum interference that will be exploited in Simon’s algorithm as well,
in Sect. 2:3] Historically, Deutsch’s algorithm was the first to show a quantum speedup over classical
algorithms for the same problem; it also has the tremendous benefit of being simple to understand.

For Deutsch’s algorithm, we are given access to a function f : {0,1} — {0,1}, and the goal is to find
f(0)® f(1) by querying the function the smallest number of times.

Remark 2.2. For the first two algorithms discussed in this set of lecture notes (i.e., Deutsch’s and
Simon’s), as well as some of the subsequent algorithms, the complexity of the algorithm is determined
only in terms of the number of calls to a function f given as part of the input. Considerations on what
the function f actually implements, and how many operations are performed inside of f, or between the
calls to f, are mot part of how we determine this type of complexity. This model is known as query
complexity, because — as the name implies — it defines the complexity of an algorithm as the number of
queries to a given function (in this case, f). Query complexity is used as a model to answer important
theoretical questions. There are many quantum algorithms that yield speedups under the query complexity
model, but some others, e.g., Shor’s algorithm, are faster than (known) classical algorithms under the
more traditional computational complexity model, i.e., number of basic operations, usually called gate
complexity because it counts the number of (elementary) gates. In fact, even for cases where we are
interested in the query complexity, we may separately discuss the number of gates applied between calls
to f to give a more precise characterization of the gate complexity as well. The gate complexity is
equivalently called time complexity.

Classically, solving the problem described above exactly requires two queries to f: if we query both
f(0) and f(1) we can easily compute f(0) @ f(1). Surprisingly, we can solve the problem with only one
quantum query using the properties of quantum computing. We assume that f is given in the form of a
quantum oracle Uy : |x)|y) — |x)|y & f(z)), as we have seen before.

|0>U
f
0)

Figure 2.3: Circuit to solve Deutsch’s algorithm.

Deutsch’s algorithm works by applying the circuit depicted in Fig. 23] Let us study the evolution of
the quantum state. Clearly the final quantum state is:

(HoI)Uf(H ® H)(I ® X)(]0) ®|0)).

We have:

)
(H @ H)(|0)[1)) =

0)+11) 1) =) _ (=)@ 0) —11)  (=1/® 0) = 1)
Uf( V2 N V2 >_ e V2 i V2 ne V2
_ o (104 GV N o) — )

= (-0 ( V2 +> ? V2

In the third equation above we applied phase kickback, Eq. (2.1]), and in the last line we simply collected
the term (—1)f(0). Finally, we apply (H ® I) to this state, and doing the calculations we obtain:

SIEICs (1O D)0 (1 <—1>f<°>@f<1>>|1>) SLED

The outcome of the measurement operation then depends on the value of f(0) & f(1). We can ignore
the global multiplication factor (—1)7(%), as it is irrelevant when we take the modulus squared to look
at the measurement outcome probabilities. We are measuring the first qubit only, and the state is in a
product state, so we only need to look at the first qubit. If f(0) @ f(1) = 0, then the coeflicient for |0)
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is (1 + (—=1)%)/2 = 1, implying that we have probability 1 of observing 0 as the measurement outcome.
If, on the other hand, f(0) ® f(1) = 1, the coefficient for |0) is (1 + (—=1)!)/2 = 0 and the coefficient for
[1) = 1, implying that we have probability 1 of obtaining 1 as the measurement outcome. Thus, with
this measurement we can determine with probability 1 the value of f(0) @ f(1). Notice that Fig. [2.3
contains a single application of Uy, as opposed to the two function evaluations required classically: a
quantum speedup!

2.3 Quantum interference and period finding: Simon’s algo-
rithm

In the second part of this chapter we describe a quantum algorithm, known as Simon’s algorithm [Simon,
1997], that gives an expected exponential speedup with respect to classical algorithms. Although Simon’s
algorithm has not been directly helpful for quantum optimization algorithms, at least so far, we discuss it
because it has many interesting features from an educational perspective: namely, it uses both classical
and quantum computation, and it yields an exponential speedup.

Admittedly, the problem that Simon’s algorithm solves is not very useful (just as Deutsch’s algorithm),
but the ideas shown here give us further intuition of what quantum computing can do. In fact, this
algorithm was an inspiration for the well-known and groundbreaking work of Shor on integer factorization
[Shor, 1997): a large part of Shor’s algorithm relies on the solution of a period finding problem, and
Simon’s algorithm solves a simplified problem of the same flavor. Shor’s algorithm is, however, much
more involved than Simon’s algorithm, and a full treatment requires several number-theoretical results
that are beyond the scope of this set of lecture notes. Thus, we will focus on Simon’s algorithm; some
notes on Shor’s algorithm are given in Sect. 2:4]

For Simon’s algorithm, we are told that there exists a function f : {0,1}" — {0, 1}" with the property
that f(Z) = f(2) if and only if Z = Z @ 4, for some unknown @ € {0,1}". We do not know anything
else about the function, and the goal is to find @ by querying the function the smallest number of times,
again using a query complexity model. Notice that if @ = 0 then the function is one-to-one, whereas if
G # 0 the function is two-to-one, because for every Z, there is exactly another number in domain for
which the function has the same value. The function f is assumed to be given as a quantum circuit
on ¢ = 2n qubits, via the unitary Uy depicted in Fig. and we are allowed to query the function
in superposition. Remember that by linearity, to describe the effect of Uy it is enough to describe its
behavior on all basis states.

B —F T )
7) — £ e @)

Figure 2.4: The circuit implementing Uy for Simon’s problem, with basis states Z,7 € {0,1}".

2.3.1 Classical algorithm

Because we do not know anything about the binary string d, the best we can do is to feed inputs to the
function, and try to extract information from the output. The number @ is determined once we find two
distinct inputs Z, Z such that f(Z) = f(Z), because then Z = Z @ @ which implies Z @ Z = a.

Suppose we have evaluated m distinct input values and we did not find a match. Then @ # Z & Z
for all Z, Z previously evaluated, therefore we have eliminated at most m(m — 1)/2 values of . (Fewer
values may have been eliminated if we test inputs equal to Z & 3 & Z for any three input values Z, 9, Z
already tested. In fact, if we test @ such that @w = Z & § & Z, we have that @ & Z = T ® ¥, therefore
the value @ & Z had already been eliminated from the list of possible values of @.) Since m(m —1)/2 is
small compared to 2", the probability of success méTfll) is very small until we have evaluated a number
of inputs that is in the order of 2”. In particular, to guarantee a probability of success of at least p, we
need m(m — 1) > p2"*1 which implies that m = O (W) Hence, for any positive constant p, the
number of required iterations is exponential: O (2"/ 2). After evaluating 1+7v2;+3+1 =0 (2”/ 2) distinct
input values satisfying the condition outlined above for non-matching triplets (to obtain this number,
we found the smallest value of m such that m(m — 1) > 2"*!), we are guaranteed that a matching pair
has been found, or we can safely determine that @ = 0.
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2.3.2 Quantum algorithm

Using a quantum computer, we can determine @ much faster. The idea, first described in [Simon, 1997],
is to apply the circuit in Fig.

0) —{me e A
o !
‘0> /n //n

Figure 2.5: Quantum circuit used in Simon’s algorithm.

From an algebraic point of view, the circuit is described by the following equation:
(H®" @ I®™")Up(H®™ @ I1%™)(|0)5 @ [0)n).

We now analyze the output of the quantum circuit, by looking at the quantum states at intermediate
steps of the circuit. Let |¢)) be the state just before the U gate, |¢) the state just after Uy, and |x) the
final state. In other words:

[¥) = (H®" @ 1°")(|0)[0))
0

|6) = Up(H®" © 1°7)(]0)[0))
x) = (H®" @ 19U (H®" @ I97)([0)[0)).

For |1), we know that H®" creates a uniform superposition of |7),7 € {0,1}" over the first n quantum
bits. Therefore we can write:

) = (H®" @ I°7)([0)  [0) = — > 7).

2 je{o,1}n
By linearity, applying U to this state yields:
1 - - 1 -
=Vl =—= 3 Dlef) == 3 M)
je{o,1}3m je{o1}n

We now need to analyze the effect of applying further Hadamard gates on the top lines of the circuit.
Using the algebraic expression for the Hadamard gate in ([1.5)), the next step in the circuit is given by:

1
H" @I <= 3" [DIFQ) =

5 XY COMIRIG). (22)

7e{0,13" fefo,13n

Ix)

When we make a measurement on the top n qubit lines of |x) (i.e., the first n-qubit register, containing
qubits 1 through n), we obtain any given binary string k with probability equal to the sum of the modulus
squared of the coefficient of the states ﬁ%) ® |f(7)), for all . This is a direct consequence of the principle
of implicit measurement (Prop. : if we only measure the first register, and discard the second, we
can assume that the measurement is applied to the second register as well; thus, we observe % in the first
register if measurement of the entire state yields any string that starts with 7%, hence the sum over all
the possibilities in the second register.

It is easy to verify that for fixed k, the probability of observing k in the first measurement (i.e.,
the sum of the modulus squared of the coefficient of the states |k) @ |f(7)), for all 7) is equal to

s 2
= ietouy (“UMI))|
ing the density matrix formalism. The density matrix corresponding to the pure state (2.2)) is:

A simple formal argument for why this is the case is obtained by us-

= X 0RO (5 XX COPRE)

je{o,1}m ze{0,1} he{o,1}n y€{0,1}"
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Recalling Rem. the probability of observing k in the first register is:
Tr ((\E><E| ® 1®") p) _" ((<E| ® 1®") p (|75> ® 1®n))

= (5 X ORI (5 X CORHG)

je{o,1}n hef{o,1}n

je{o,1}n

so we have the following relationship:

Pr(k) = Y (~1MrG)| .

je{o,1}~

where we denote by Pr(E) the probability of observing string k after applying a measurement to the first
register. Now we analyze the expression for Pr(k). First, we deal with the case @ = 0, which is easier

to analyze. In this case the function f is one-to-one, so the summation } . 1}n(—l)f“ﬂf(j)) is over

every basis vector, and:
2

> O UMY =5

je{o,1}n

This means that we have probability 2% to observe a given binary string E, i.e., each measurement gives
an n-digit binary string uniformly at random. Let us now analyze the case @ # 0, which is a bit more
involved but also more interesting. Assuming @ # 0, the function f is two-to-one: f(7) = f(7@ @). So
(7)) = |k)|f(F® @)), which means that there are only 2"/2 = 2"~ nonzero entries in the vector
= 256{071},L(—1)k’5\f(7)>. Let R be a set of cardinality 2"~! with the following property: RU{7®a :
je R} ={0,1}". In other words, for every j € {0,1}", R contains either j or 7 d, but not both — it
does not matter which one of these two we choose, as long as we pick only one. (For the reader familiar
with the concept of quotient sets, R is the quotient set {0,1}"/ ~ where ~ is the equivalence relationship
defined as: & ~ ¢ if and only if 2 = § & d.)

Example 2.3. Suppose n =3 and @ = 101. Then the following holds:

£(000) = £(101)
£(001) = £(100)
£(010) = f(111)
£(011) = £(110).

In this example, the set R contains four (= 2"~1) elements, chosen as follows: for every row of the above
set of equations, we either pick the binary string on the l.h.s., or the one on the r.h.s. It does not matter
which ones we choose.

For each k, the string k appears in the top qubit lines exactly in the 27! basis states |k) @ |f(7)) for
7€ R. For each j € R, the coefficient of the basis state |k) @ |f(7)) is exactly the sum of the coefficients
in (2.2 for |k) @ |f(7) and |k) ® | f(7® @)), that is, it is equal to:

(_1)koj+ (_1)ko(j®a) (_1)on+ (_1)1207(_1)%0&
2mn 2n

Therefore the probability of obtaining the binary string k after measuring the top qubit lines is:

> COR o)\ (O EDR) N [ Rea=0 mod2
P 2" B 2n o ifkeda=1 mod 2,

2 2
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where the multiplication factor 2"~! comes from the fact that |R| = % Thus, the only binary strings

that have positive probability to be observed are those strings % for which k ed@ = 0 mod 2. The
remaining strings are never sampled: by carefully applying quantum operations we have reduced their
state coefficients to zero, a phenomenon known as destructive interference. Notice that unless k= 0,
then there is a nonempty set of bits for which the modulo 2 sum of @ must vanish. In this case, unless
we are unlucky and we obtain the vector k=0 (or some other undesirable cases that will be specified
later), we can express one of those bits as a modulo 2 sum of the others, and we eliminate approximately
half of the possible values for @.

Our discussion shows that with a single quantum query to Uy, in the case @ # 0 with high probability
we learn very valuable information about @, and we can approximately halve the search space for a. In
the case @ = 0, we instead obtain a binary string uniformly at random. It now remains to fully specify,
in a more precise manner, how this information can be used.

2.3.3 Full description and analysis

The quantum algorithm described in the previous section yields information on @, but it does not output
a directly. To recover d, further calculations have to be performed. This is a situation that can be
fairly common in quantum algorithms: a quantum computation measures some properties of the desired
answer; then, classical computations are used to analyze these properties and obtain the desired answer.
Thus, even if the quantum algorithm does not explicitly output the desired answer, it allows us to get
closer to our goal.

In the specific case of the problem discussed here in Sect. [2.3] [2:3] the quantum cornputatlon allows us
to learn % such that £k ed = 0 mod 2: we already discussed why this is the case when d # 0, and this
is also the case when @ = 0 because then trivially ked = 0. Since all k with this property have the
same probability of being output by the measurement, we obtain a uniformly random sample from the
set {7% :hed=0 mod 2}. We embed this equation into an algorithm as follows: we initialize the set of
equations F to the empty set; then, while the system of equations E does not have a unique solution,
we apply the circuit described in Sect. (Fig. to obtain %, and add the equation k e G = 0
mod 2 to E. Notice that @ = 0 is always a solution of the homogeneous system E, but we are interested
in determining if any nonzero solutions exist. In other words, we want to determine if the null space
contains any nonzero vector. We can have two possible situations: either the system has a uniquely
determined nonzero solution @ # 0, or the only possible solution is @ = 0. Since there are n unknowns
and we are dealing with a homogeneous system, to identify which of these situations happens we need E
to contain n linearly independent vectors E, where independence is intended modulo 2. Because at every
iteration we obtain a random k for which k @ =0 mod 2, we need to analyze how many iterations we
need to obtain n such vectors with high probability.

In continuous space, uniform random sampling of vectors yields linearly independent vectors with
probability 1. In this case we are considering linear independence among vectors that have coefficients
0 or 1, and independence is in terms of the modulo-2 sum, so the argument is less clear; however, it
is possible to show that the probability of obtaining n such linearly independent vectors after sampling
n + t times is bounded below by 1 — ¢ IMermln 2007, Apx. G]. This lower bound does not depend on
n. Hence, with overwhelming probablhty after slightly more than n executions of the quantum circuit,
and therefore O (n) queries to the function f, we determine the solution to the problem with a classical
computation that can be performed in polynomial time (i.e., O (nz) to determine a solution to the system
of linear equations modulo 2). We remark that once the unique nonzero @ is determined, we can easily
verify that it is the solution by querying the function. On the other hand, if @ = 0, the algorithm will
detect that this is the case because at some point the system of linear equations E will have @ = 0 as
the only possible solution. Compare the O (n) queries of this approach with the O (2"/ 2) queries that
are required by a classical algorithm, and we have shown an exponential speedup.

This algorithm shows a typical feature of many quantum algorithms: oftentimes, there is a classical
computation to complement the quantum computation. For example, the classical computation could
be used to verify, with certainty, that the correct solution to the problem has indeed been found. In this
case, the verification is carried out by checking whether the system of equations has a unique solution.
Indeed, quantum algorithms are probabilistic algorithm, and we can only try to increase the probability
that the correct answer is returned; only in rare cases the solution can be obtained with probability 1,
see e.g. [Brassard et al., 2002|. For this reason, it is desirable to have a way to deterministically verify
correctness. This may require a classical computation. In other words, the quantum algorithm is applied
to a problem for which it is difficult to classically compute the solution, but once the solution (or some
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information about it) is obtained, it is easy to classically verify that we have the right answer. This is
not known to be possible in general, since the complexity class BQP (Def. is not known or believed
to be contained in NP (recall that NP is the class of problems that admit efficient classical verification).
Some of the quantum algorithms presented in this set of lecture notes admit simple classical verification.

2.4 Notes and further reading

The Deutsch-Jozsa algorithm |[Deutsch and Jozsa, 1992] generalizes Deutsch’s algorithm. The Bernstein-
Vazirani algorithm is another quantum algorithm developed in the early days of the field [Bernstein and
Vazirani, 1997], and it is based on a modified version of the Deutsch-Jozsa construction. [Bernstein
and Vazirani, 1997 additionally lays the mathematical foundations for computational complexity theory
of quantum algorithms. Two other notable and groundbreaking examples of early work on quantum
algorithms are Shor’s prime factorization algorithm [Shor, 1997] and Grover’s search algorithm |Grover,
1996]. An ample discussion of Grover’s algorithm is given in Ch. [4f We do not discuss Shor’s algorithm,
although one of its most important building blocks, the quantum Fourier transform, is the subject of
Ch. 3] Some notes on the relationship between the quantum Fourier transform and Shor’s algorithm are
given therein, Sect. In fact, Simon’s algorithm is a specific instance of the hidden subgroup problem,
discussed in the notes for Ch. Bl

On the topic of classical verification of quantum computation, we mention that it is an active topic of
research to design verification protocols for generic quantum computations, see, e.g., [Broadbent et al.,
2009, |Aharonov et al., 2017, Reichardt et al., 2013, Mahadev, 2018|. In particular [Mahadev, 2018§]
proposes a scheme that allows a classical computer to verify the output of a quantum computation, with
an interactive protocol in which the classical computer uses the quantum computer to run some quantum
computations and report the results of measurements.



Chapter 3

Quantum Fourier transform and
phase estimation

In this chapter we present two fundamental building blocks for quantum algorithms: the quantum Fourier
transform, and one of its direct applications known as phase estimation. Both building blocks will be
used extensively in the rest of this set of lecture notes.

3.1 Quantum Fourier transform

The discrete Fourier transform (DFT) finds numerous applications in science and engineering, and it is
so crucial in many areas that the fast Fourier transform algorithm — a classical algorithm to compute
the DFT — is considered one of the most important algorithms of the 20th century. Given z € C2", its
DFT is defined as:

21
yi= Y wpe?™ I yj=0,. . 2m 1. (3.1)
k=0

We want to construct a quantum algorithm to compute the DFT, or at least something similar to it. To
do so, it is convenient to look at the value of the DF'T when applied onto the k-th standard orthonormal
basis vector; i.e., suppose the input vector x coincides with |k). Then the output vector y has components:

y; = IR =0, 2" 1,

which in the ket notation can be written as y = je{o,1}n e2™7k/2" |7, In a very natural way, we then

define the quantum Fourier transform (QFT) to be the following.

Definition 3.1 (Quantum Fourier transform). The quantum Fourier transform (QFT) on n qubits is
the operation @, that implements the following map:

7 1 : n -
Qnlk) = > TR VE e {013 (3.2)
V2" slony

With this definition, given a (normalized) vector ) ;. (0,137 xk|%>, the j-th component of the quantum

state |¢) obtained applying QFT onto Zke{o 1y xk|E>, i.e., the coefficient of the j-th basis state in |},
is given by:

Gl = Gl \/127 Z T Z p2mihk/2" | = \/127 Z xke2mjk/2".
ke{o,1}»  he{0,1}" ke{o,1}n
This is consistent with the classical definition in : the only difference is the normalization factor,
which is necessary to ensure that the QFT can be implemented as a unitary (since it has to output a
unit vector when applied onto a unit vector).

Define w,, = €2™/2" Then the matrix Q,, that implements the n-qubit QFT has elements:

1 j - 7. n
(Qn)jk = ﬁwik Vjvk € {07 1} .
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In matrix form, this yields:

QUANTUM FOURIER TRANSFORM AND PHASE ESTIMATION

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
1 Wn wfl w?fﬁl 1 w, w,% w;l
1 2 4 2(2"-1) 1 1 2 4 -2
Qn = — 1 w;, Wy, wWn - Wp o Wnooeee W |
1 wgl2'rL_1) w2(2n_1) WSL2"L_1)(27L_1) 1 w;l w;? wn

using the fact that w%n = 1. The conjugate transpose of this matrix is:

1 1 1 o 1
) 1 w;l ng Wy,
-2 —4 2
Q;rl - = 1 w w,, w;
1 w w? wol

n

If @, is to be implemented as a quantum algorithm, it has to be a unitary matrix. We can verify that
it is by showing Q! Q,, = I®". We have:

1 ; 1 ,
§ : QT ) Q _ § : —jt, Lk _ § : L(k—j)
( n)]f( n)fk on wnj Wn, on Wn, 7.

fef{o,1}n fef{o,1}n Ze{o,1}n

(Q1.Qn)j

This last expression is 1 if j = k (because all terms in the summation are equal to 1, and there are 2"
of them), and it is equal to 0 otherwise, because of the formula for a geometric series:

2" —1

1 N 1
o > (wh ) = om

Ze{o,1}n

_GFED
TR

Thus, (Q} Q) = 1 if j = k and 0 otherwise, implying that (Q},Q,);x = I®", i.e., it is the identity
matrix of size 2" x 2™. This confirms that Q,, is unitary, so there may exist an efficient quantum circuit
that implements it. We describe such a circuit in the next section.

3.1.1 A useful way of expressing the QFT

To construct a circuit that implements the QFT and therefore the matrix @,, we show that the image
of a basis state after applying the QFT is a product state, implying that it can be decomposed as a
tensor product of smaller-dimensional quantum states. The decomposed expression will lead to a circuit
construction. We will make use of the following fact.

Remark 3.1. The exponential €279/2" can always be expressed in terms of j mod 27: €27

1, therefore any integer multiple of 2mi in the exponent can be neglected.

s equal to

To express the QFT as a tensor product, we write the definition of Qn|7<:'>, and then split the corre-
sponding sum into basis states ending with 0 and basis states ending with 1:

—_

N .. n 1 e n 1 s o n
Qn|k> = Z 627”]/6/2 |j> _ Z e?T”(?J)/C/? |j0>+ Z 627r1(2j+1)k/2 |,7]->
2 je{o,1}n 2 je{o,1}n-1 2 je{o,1}n=1
S Ly e eSS e
2" jetoaynt 2" ey

627rijk/2"’1 |j) ®

(|0> 4 2mik/2"

1))

1 > 1
V2Tl g v2

(Qn_1|E2E3 . En>) ® \% (|O> + ezm‘k/znm) .
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In the expression above, Q,,_; is the 2"~1 x 2"~1 unitary representing the QFT on n — 1 qubits (con-
sistently with Def. , and |kaks ... ky) is the basis state corresponding to dropping the first (most
significant) digit of k. For the last equality, we used the fact that:

1 s n—1 N N
Va1 Yo TR = Quoalkaks . En)
je{()’l}n—l

because the value of the summation does not depend on %1, the first digit of k (if k1 = 0 we obtain
Qn_1|7€'27§3 . En> directly, if kFi=1— corresponding to adding 277! to the value of the integer j — we
would simply add a multiple of 27 to the exponent, which has no effect on the entire expression). Thus,
we have expressed the n-qubit transformation Q|7<?> recursively in terms of the (n—1)-qubit transformation
acting on the last n — 1 bits of |E> We can simplify and better understand this expression using a little
additional notation.

Definition 3.2 (Binary fraction). For any integer ¢ > 0 and binary string 7 € {0,1}9, we denote by 0.F
the decimal, fractional number defined as:

Example 3.2. With this notation, 0.011 = % + % = %.

Substituting all terms of the recursion from n down to 1, we then obtain this expression:

Qm>:i%(w>+8ﬂwﬂm)®i%(my+&ﬂwﬂw)®
% (|0> + 627Tik/8|1>) R ® % (|0> n e2”i’€/2"|1>) (3.3)

_ b
V2

1 (|O> 4 20 R

V2

Eq. (3.3)) shows that the QFT maps |7%> to a product state, enabling the recursive definition.

1
s
1>) ®-® \% (|0> +e2’”‘0ﬁ|1>) .

10y + €20+ 1)) @ —— (J0) + 2mi0FtFe 1) ) @

3.1.2 Implementation of the QFT
We have established that the QFT of a basis state is a product state, and this helps in the construction
of a circuit that implements the it. We now describe this circuit, one block at a time. We first discuss
the construction of the least-significant qubit % <|O> + 62”0"“|1>). Note that this can be written in the
following way:
1
V2

1

<|0> +62m‘0.l‘c|1>) _ >

<|0> 1 2mi0.F1 2mi0.0F _._e2m0.00...kn|1>)

2740y eQm‘O.OEQ
b AR

Each exponential e . applies a phase shift of a certain magnitude to |1) if the qubit

corresponding to %1, 752, ... is 1, and acts as the identity otherwise. Therefore, these operations can be
implemented as controlled phase shifts. Let us define the following gate.

Definition 3.3 (Phase shift gate). The phase shift gate P(0) is defined as the matriz ((1) 69(,).

Notice that the Z gate is a particular case of the phase shift gate, setting 8 = 7; see also Def. and
the surrounding discussion. Using a controlled version of the P(f) gate (easy to obtain from a basic set of

operations, see Sect.|1.3.4)), we can efficiently implement the unitary that constructs % <|0> + eQWiO‘E|1>).

The corresponding circuit is given in Fig. [3.1l The desired qubit state is found in the first (topmost)
qubit.
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F2) P(5) 4P2nzHP2m># 7 (10) + ey

23 ¢ 23
‘k.n71> |7%n71>

Figure 3.1: Implementation of one qubit of the QFT.

The computation first applies the Hadamard gate H on the top qubit; we claim that this is equivalent
to the transformation:

%) - % (10) + o).

Indeed, this is exactly what the Hadamard does, since e2mi0k — (—1)E1, see (|1.5]). Next, it is obvious that

each of the subsequent controlled gates applies one of the phase factors 627”'0‘0’;2 e 2”0'00“'%" , because

these are given by the Py gates controlled by one of the qubits. Hence, the 01rcu1t in Fig. constructs
the rightmost qubit of the QFT, —= (\0) + 20 k|1>), mapping the first qubit (the one containing k‘l)

to the last qubit of the expression of the QFT. We can now proceed by induction, because this qubit is
in a product state with the remaining qubits. Thus, we can recursively apply this circuit to the qubit
lines containing ko ky. to yield the full QFT implementation. Note that we no longer have access to
k1 after applying Fig. (3.1} but this is not an issue: from Eq. (3.3 -, we can see that ki only appears in the
rightmost qubit on the r.h.s. of the equation. Hence, we do not need k1 after the the rightmost qubit of
the QFT (top qubit in Fig. is computed.

Remark 3.3. Since each application of the circuit in Fig. outputs the last qubit of the desired output
in the first position of the output lines, at the end of the computation we should swap all qubits again to
restore the initial order. Alternatively, we do not need to swap as long as we keep track of the position
of each qubit in subsequent operations, e.g., measurement.

Putting it all together, we obtain the circuit for the full QFT depicted in Fig. [3.2] This circuit
contains O (n2) one and two-qubit gates. Rather than use oracle complexity to determine the runtime
of an algorithm — which is useful for information-theoretical purposes — for this algorithm there is no
natural query concept (i.e., no function is being queried), and it makes more sense to use gate complexity,
in which we assess the performance of an algorithm by looking at how many elementary gates it uses,
see Rem. [2.2] We consider all single-qubit and two-qubit gates as elementary, because they can all be
constructed with a constant number of basic gates (if the precision is fixed), i.e., gates from a minimal,
universal set of gates. Thus, the QFT uses a number of basic gates polynomial in n; this is an exponential
improvement over the classical fast Fourier transform, which uses O (n2™) basic operations and therefore
time.

P(%)}..#P(Q%)HP(%)}
i @...#P(WL_S)HP(%{Q)}

Figure 3.2: Implementation of the QFT.

Example 3.4. We show a full ezample of the QFT circuit on three qubits. It is given in Fig.[3.3 The
gates P(%) and P(%) are commonly called S and T', respectively. We have seen the T' gate in Th.
Using these new names and substituting the SWAP in terms of CX, we obtain the circuit in Fig.[3.4] As
an exercise, perhaps aided by computer code, we could carry out the calculations to compute the unitary
matriz corresponding to this circuit, and verify that it implements the matriz Q3.
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1H]
Figure 3.3: Example of the QFT on three qubits.

=
H—S

H —4

A\

N
N\

Figure 3.4: Example of the QFT on three qubits, with the SWAP gate decomposed into basic operations.

3.2 Phase estimation

The QFT is a crucial building block of many useful quantum subroutines, and its application leads
almost directly to another crucial building block for quantum algorithms called phase estimation. Under
an appropriate input model, phase estimation gives an exponential speedup with respect to classical
algorithms for the same problem.

The purpose of phase estimation is to determine the eigenvalue of a given eigenstate of a given unitary.
Let U be a unitary on n qubits that we can efficiently implement. Let |¢)) be an eigenstate (Def. of
U. Since U is unitary, its eigenvalues have modulus one. Hence, we can write:

Ulg) = ™),

where ¢ € [0,1). Phase estimation solves the following problem: given quantum circuits for U 2" for any
k < [log 1], a circuit to construct the state [1)) such that Ulyh) = e*™?|¢)), and € > 0, determine ¢ such
that min{ly — @, 1 —[p — @[} <e.

Remark 3.5. The distance between ¢ and ¢ is intended with period 1, i.e., 0.99 is close to 0.01, since
all angles in the exponential can be interpreted modulo 2w. This is why we take min{|p — @[, 1—|p —@|}.

Notice that classically, ¢ can be computed by carrying out the multiplication U|y), but this takes
time @ (4™) in general because U is a 2™ x 2™ matrix.

3.2.1 Main idea for quantum phase estimation

Let m = {log ﬂ For now, we will make the simplifying assumption that ¢ is exactly representable on
m bits. More formally, we assume that there exists p € {0,1}" such that ¢ = p/2™ = 0.p. (If the
assumption is not verified, then p would be the closest representation of ¢ on m bits; we will discuss this

case more precisely in Sect. )
The image of the basis state |p) under the QFT on m qubits is:

%] L T m 1 0.5
Qm|p>:ﬁ Z e2miin/2 |j’>:ﬁ Z (2mid0B ().

je{o,1}m je{o,13m
Using the definition of 0.3, relying on the same argument that we used in ({3.3]), this expression can be
rewritten as:

1 1 1
_ _ Q — (
V2 V2 V2
Note that e2i0Pm — ¢27iP/2 — 22" "¢ hecause any integer multiple of 27i in the exponent cancels
out. This gives the following equivalent expression for the QFT applied to |p):

Qm‘ﬁ> = (‘0> + £2mi0.Fm (‘0> + 627\'2'0.1‘9’7”_1[‘5m|1>) Q- |0> + 6271-1'0.[‘)"1>> ) (34)

1)) ®

B

(10 + 2 o) @ % (0 + e o) @ % (10 + 2 ).  (35)
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Then, if we could construct this state, the inverse QFT Q! would recover  and allows us to determine
. To prepare the state , we must be able to construct a quantum state that has several phase
factors of the form e272"¢. We can obtain any such phase with repeated applications of U, exploiting
the fact that |¢) is an eigenstate with eigenvalue €27, Indeed, we have:

k

U |g) = (27%)7 |p) = e2m2"?|y).

To construct (3.5)), we act on the state \/;T (10) + |1))®™ @ |4), which we know can be constructed using
m Hadamard gates applied to |0) and the circuit to prepare |¢)), given as input by assumption. Next, we
apply a controlled version of U to the qubit lines corresponding to |1}, controlled by the m-th qubit; we
follow up with an application of U2 to the qubit lines corresponding to |1}, controlled by the (m —1)-th
qubit; and so on, applying the unitary U?" controlled by qubit m — j for j = 0,...,m — 1. This leads to
the circuit given in Fig.

5]

) T e [Tl

Figure 3.5: State preparation for the quantum phase estimation.

= (=

To understand Fig. we examine the effect of applying a Hadamard on qubit m — j, followed by
controlled-U?’, where qubit m — j is the control, and U?" acts on |¢)) when the control is active. We
have:

1 1

V2 V2

This is exactly the state that we want to construct for qubit m — j in the expression (3.5). It is also a
product state, because it can be expressed as the tensor product:
1
V2
By induction, starting from qubit m down to 1, it is clear that the circuit in Fig. [3.5]leaves the first m qubit

lines in a product state, and produces Eq. (3.5)). Thus, we can construct the full quantum phase estimation
circuit as given in Fig. [3.6f The correctness of this construction is ensured by the above discussion:

Cv (1 & Do) 1) = CU¥ (50 + 1) @14) ) = = (100 o) + [y & o1y

(1) + 22 p1)) @ o)

—

Qi | b IP)

) v o ot —— )

Figure 3.6: Quantum phase estimation circuit on m qubits.

the first part of the circuit, i.e., the circuit in Fig. outputs the state % <|0> +62m‘2m*1¢|1>> ®
om—2 250 . . .
% (|0> + e2mi2 ‘P|1>) ® - ® % (\O) +e2™2°¢?|1) ) ® |¢) as in Eq. (3.5). Then the inverse QFT, which
L

is exactly the inverse of the transformation in Eq. (3.4]), produces the state |p) in the top m output lines.

3.2.2 General phase estimation algorithm

The previous section shows an implementation of the QPE under the assumption that ¢ is exactly
representable on m bits, but this is a restrictive assumption that may not hold in practice. More
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importantly, a priori we have no way of verifying whether the assumption holds unless we know ¢ in
the first place, which would defeat the purpose of the algorithm. Fortunately it is easy to relax this
assumption. Recall that the QFT is a continuous transformation, because it is a linear map on a finite-
dimensional vector space. The forward transformation of the QFT is given in Eq. , mapping |P) to its

image state. By continuity, if we apply the inverse QFT to a state that is close to 7 (|O> + 27i0-Pm 1)) ®

% (|0) 4 €2mi0Pm=1Pm 1)) @ -+ @ % (|0) 4 €2™0P|1)), we will obtain a state that is close to |5). In
particular, while 2™¢ may not be an integer, it is close to some m-bit-representable integer, hence
applying the inverse QFT yields the binary string corresponding to that integer with high probability.
This result is formalized next, by stating that if we want to obtain an accurate ¢-digit representation
of the phase ¢, we need to run the quantum phase estimation using slightly more than g qubits; this
suffices to ensure that the first ¢ digits of the output are correct with good probability.

Theorem 3.4 ([Nielsen and Chuang, 2002], Sect. 5.2). When applying phase estimation, let 0.p be the
output of the procedure when applied to an eigenstate with phase . If we use q+ [log(2 + 2—15)] qubits of
precision, i.e., execute the circuit in Fig. setting m = q + ﬂog(? + %ﬂ, then the first q bits of p will
be accurate with probability at least 1 — §, i.e., Pr(min{|p — 0.p|,1 — |¢ — P| <277) > 1 —4.

The proof is technical, so we skip it; a detailed proof for the above statement can be found in [Nielsen
and Chuang, 2002]. However, there is a precise characterization of the probability distribution of phase
estimation that is sometimes very useful in the analysis of certain quantum algorithms, and it is worth
mentioning. For the most intuitive version of this result (including the edge case where the phase is
representable exactly with the number of qubits used), it is helpful to rely on the sinc function, used in
signal processing and defined below.

sin(mx)

Definition 3.5 (Normalized sinc function). The normalized sinc function is defined as sinc(x) := ===

for x # 0, and sinc(x) := 1 = lim,_,¢ W forx =0.

Proposition 3.6 (|Kaye et al., 2007], Lem. 7.1.2). Suppose the phase estimation circuit (Fig. @) 18
applied to an eigenstate 1) with phase @. Let X be the random wvariable describing the measurement
outcomes of the output register (top m qubit lines). Then X satisfies:

sinc? (2’”(30 — OE))
sinc?(p —0.k)

Pr(X =k) =

For a proof of this result, see [Kaye et al., 2007, Sect. 7.1.1], |Brassard et al., 2002, Lem. 10]. Using
Prop. one can prove a somewhat simpler (and easier to remember) version of Thm. to characterize
the probability of success of phase estimation.

Theorem 3.7 ([Kaye et al., 2007], Thm. 7.1.5). Let m be fized, and suppose the phase ¢ of |¥) bein
estimated satisfies 2% <p< % for k €{0,...,2™ —1}. Then the phase estimation circuit (Fig. @
outputs k or k+ 1 (expressed in binary) with probability at least % ~ 0.81.

The elementary gate complexity of the algorithm is O (m2), plus the cost of applying all the controlled

unitaries U? for j =0,...,m — 1.

Remark 3.6. In general, constructing U? may not be easy: a trivial construction that applies U repeat-
edly a total of 27 times will, in general, incur an exponential cost in m. Sometimes this is acceptable:
usually we want to estimate the phase with error at most €, and we choose m = O (log %), s02m =0 (%)
In other words, even if the number of calls to U (query complexity) depends exponentially on the number
of qubits, such number is often polylogarithmic in the desired precision. This yields a number of appli-

cations of U that is O (% log %) Other times the exponential cost may not be acceptable; unfortunately,

in general we cannot “fast forward” the implementation of U% using a polynomial number operations.
However, for some specific matrices U it may be possible to construct U* more efficiently, avoiding
exponential costs. One known situation where this is the case is the modular exponentiation function
used in Shor’s algorithm [Shor, 1997, in which U applies the function f(x) = a® mod 2". Because
this is the power function, in can be implemented efficiently using the repeated squaring algorithm, i.e.,
computing a2, a*,a'%, ... simply by squaring the result each time. This implies that constructing U2 is
much less expensive than expected.
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We conclude our study of the QPE by analyzing the effect of applying QPE to a state that is not an
eigenstate of U. Let |¢;),7 = 0,...,2"~! be an orthonormal eigenbasis for U with eigenvalues e*™%#i.

Then we can express:
271

lv) = Z ),
3=0
with Z?n:gl laj|? = 1 due to the normalization condition. Since QPE maps [0),,, ® [¢0;) — [BY)) @ 1)
with probability at least 1 — §, by linearity it maps:

2" —1 2" —1

Om e | 3 asley) | — 3 g (B @ hiy))

=0

with probability at least 1—4. Hence, with probability 1—4§ we will be able to obtain one of the eigenvalues
as the output of the circuit; which eigenvalue is produced depends on the overlap [(¥;|¢)| = |a;|. If we
want to obtain a specific eigenvalue p;, we must then be able to produce a state with large |aj\2. We
formalize this as follows.

Proposition 3.8. Suppose we want to estimate the phase p* of eigenstate |¥*) of a unitary U, but
we only have the ability to prepare a state |£) that may not coincide with |v*). Then, applying phase
estimation with precision m and probability of success > 1 — 6, gives us a binary description p* of ¢* up
to precision m with probability at least (1 — §)|(&]y*)|?.

Proof. Phase estimation maps
0)[¢%) — [p*) ")
with probability at least 1 — 0. Using an eigenbasis of U to express |£), just as in the discussion before

the proposition statement, we have:
2m—1

1) = Z ;).

Jj=0

Suppose the desired eigenstate is |1)g) = |1*) for simplicity. Then by linearity, phase estimation maps:

2" —1 2" —1
QPE (0) 216)) = QPE [ [0) @ > ajley) | = 3 a; (139) @ |v)
j=0 j=0

with probability at least 1 — . Tt follows that the probability to obtain py = p* is at least |ao|?(1 — §).
Then, note that ag = (£]tp*). This concludes the proof. O

3.3 Iterative phase estimation

Rather than performing phase estimation in a single pass, i.e., obtaining at the same time the entire bit
description of the phase with a given accuracy, it is known that the procedure can be broken down to
simpler steps, obtaining one bit of the phase at a time. This work was initially developed by Kitaev, and
a detailed description can be found in [Kitaev et al., 2002]. Iterative phase estimation allows splitting
up the phase estimation circuit into several smaller circuits, which are more likely to be executable by
a quantum computing device with limited capabilities. Although the query complexity for the iterative
phase estimation algorithm is not better than the standard algorithm described in Sect. [3.2] we find
its analysis instructive for at least two reasons. First, it gives an avenue to obtain a different tradeoff
regarding the requirement of computational resourcest, i.e., number of qubits and number of gates.
Second, it uses an idea that we have not seen so far, and that has proven very successful in some situations:
start by obtaining a coarse approximation of the answer, and then, based on that approximation, define a
new problem that iteratively improves over the current estimate. We will see that, in a different context
and with different benefits and costs, this idea can be powerful also for linear algebra and optimization;
we discuss some approaches based on a related scheme in Sect.s and

Let us formally state the goal of the algorithm described in this section. It is exactly the same as in
Sect. our goal is to obtain a binary string p with the property that Pr(min{|e —0.9,1 —|¢ —0.5] <
€) > 1 — ¢ for a given probability §. Following the notation of Thm. we choose g = [log ﬂ, so that
obtaining ¢ accurate digits yields error < 279 < e. Thus, we aim to obtain an estimate of ¢ with ¢
correct digits.
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3.3.1 Algorithm for constant precision

The basic circuit executed by the algorithm is the one indicated in Fig. [3.7, which has two parameters:

the integer k, and the angle 6.
) P(0)
) —* 2!

U

Figure 3.7: Iterative phase estimation circuit.

The state at the end of this circuit is given by:

<1 + eQﬂi(2k<p+9) 1— 627ri(2k<p+9)

5 |o>+2|1>> ®19),

as can be easily verified by noticing that the controlled-U* gate introduces a phase kickback of 62”2%,
and the P(6) gate adds an extra if phase (see Def.[3.3). With a slight abuse of notation, in this section
we use the notation of conditional probabilities to indicate the value of the parameter 6, e.g., we write
Pr(Q; = 0|6 = 0) to denote the probabilities of measuring 0 on the first qubit given that the value of
6 is 0 (even though @ is not a random variable). The measurement in the circuit in Fig. yields the
following outcome probabilities:

. 2 9
1+ e2mizte 14 cos 2m2* ¢ + isin 272F
P -0l =0) = -
r(Q1 = 0[6 = 0) 5 ;
1+ cos? 2m2%p + 2 cos 2m2F p + sin? 272k
- 4
2+ 2cos 212k _ 1+cos 212k
B 4 B 2 ’
, 2
Pr(Qy = 1/ 77) 1 — e2mi(@ e+3) 1 — icos 22 + sin 2w2k ¢ |
T = = — ) = —
! 2 2 2
1+ cos? 2128 + 25in 2728 + sin® 2w2F
N 4
_ 242sin272%p 1+ sin2m2%p
4 - 2 '

Using § = 0 and performing the observation multiple times, we can obtain an estimate of cos 27 (2F¢) =
2Pr(Q1 = 0|6 = 0) — 1 with a prescribed level of confidence; the number of samples will be discussed
subsequently. Notice that estimating cos27(2¥¢) does not give us full knowledge of 2¥¢, due to the
symmetry of the cosine. To fully estimate 2¥¢ we should also determine information on the sine of the
angle. This is straightforward to do, because using § = 7, as indicated above, allows us to determine
sin2m(2Fp) =2Pr(Q1 =110 = %) — 1.

Since we can estimate cos2m(2¥p),sin 27(2F¢) with the circuit in Fig. [3.7) we can estimate 2Fy,
thereby solving the goal of phase estimation. We now examine the question of how many samples from
the circuit are necessary to estimate cos 2m(2%¢),sin 27(2¥¢) up to a certain precision: this will tell us
how many calls to U 2" are necessary, which we want to know to assess the query complexity of this phase
estimation algorithm. Recall that the values are estimated by observing frequencies of a certain outcome,
i.e., the cosine is estimated from Pr(Q1 = 0[f = 0), while the sine is estimated from Pr(Q1 = 1|0 = 7).
Let us discuss the estimation of the cosine, as the analysis for the sine is essentially the same. Given ¢
samples from qubit 1, the observed frequency can be expressed as % Z;=1 X, where X; are independent
Bernoulli trials with probability of success (success is defined as the outcome that we are interested in;

. . k . t .
in this case, Q; = 0) equal to p* = W. An error estimate on %ijl X, — p*| translates into

k
an error estimate on cos 22 using the formula p* = W. The Chernoff bound tells us that:

t
1 * —2A2
Pr ;ElXj—p >A| <2 ¢
Jj=



56 CHAPTER 3. QUANTUM FOURIER TRANSFORM AND PHASE ESTIMATION

This implies that for any fixed A, in order to reduce the probability of error below a certain threshold

0. we need a number of trials t = O (log (%)

Remark 3.7. For additional clarity, it may be worth emphasizing the role of the different error param-
eters here. We have the mazimum difference A between the true value p* and its estimate %Z;Zl X,
and we have the mazimum probability . that the estimate fails to satisfy the difference upper bound A.

We discovered that, to ensure that Pr (‘%2221 X;—pt > A) < O, it suffices to choose the number
of samples t in the order of (%. Thus, if the precision A for the cosine estimation is fized (as will

be the case in the iterative phafse estimation algorithm, described below), the number of samples scales
logarithmically in the reciprocal of the error probability.

The final piece needed to determine the accuracy of the estimate for ¢ is to combine cos 272¥¢ and
sin 272Fp. There are many possible ways to do so; the next result gives an error bound on one of the
most straightforward ways, simply combining sine and cosine estimates to form a “box” around the
correct angle.

Proposition 3.9. For any 0 < 1 < 5 and ¢ € [0,27], estimates ¢, 5 for cosine and sine of ¢ with errors
s sinn

|¢ — cos | < i;li", |5 —sinyp| < 7 yield a value ¢ such that | — | <n.

A proof is given in [van den Berg, 2020]. The result tells us that if we want an error of n for the angle
estimate @, we need to choose A < sinn/ /2 as the maximum error for the sine and cosine estimates. In

summary, as long as we want to estimate 2¥¢ up to constant precision, it is sufficient to take O <log (%)
samples from the circuit in Fig. where J. is the maximum probability of failure of the algorithm.

3.3.2 TIterative algorithm

We can now describe an iterative phase estimation algorithm that uses the single-qubit constant-precision
phase estimation of Sect. as a subroutine.

Recall that we aim to obtain P such that Pr(min{|p —0.5|,1—|¢—0.5| <279) > 1—¢. Let h=¢q—2
and let 0. = 0.p1P2 ... Pr+2. The algorithm estimates the digits of p starting from the least significant
digit, Pp+2, and down to p;. It can be described as follows.

e Initialization: use the single-qubit estimation of Sect. [3:3.1] with & = h — 1, maximum error prob-

ability d. = /h, and estimation error of at most A = %6; round the result to the closest multiple
of %. Since we use k = h — 1, we are estimating the phase of the eigenvalue ezm’zhfl‘ﬁ’, and because
integer multiples of 27 can be ignored, this yields the estimate 0.py,pp+1Pr+2 of the last three digits
of p. The maximum approximation error at this step is < %: an error of at most %6 comes from
the estimation of 2", and an additional error of at most 11—6 comes from rounding the estimate

to the closest multiple of %.
e Iteration step, for j=h—1,...,1:
— Use the single-qubit estimation of Sect. with £ = j — 1, maximum error probability
d. = 0/h, and estimation error of at most A = 1—16, obtaining an estimate w; of the angle 2¥¢.
— Set:

- JO0 if 0.0 418542 — wj| <

pj = . S
1 if |0.15j 41542 — wj| <

NN

One of these two conditions is always satisfied because w; € [0,1) and the two fractional
numbers 0.0 415,42, 0.15, 115,42 differ by 1/2, therefore w; must be less than 1/4 away from
one of them.

This iterative procedure yields an approximation with precision 29 = 2=("*2) ag shown below.

Proposition 3.10. At each step j = h,...,1, if the angle w; is an approzimation of 27~ with error
at most 1—16, then the approximation computed by the above algorithm satisfies:

0.5 ... Pryz — 20 L] < 27 (370
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Proof. We show it by induction for j = h,...,1. The base step j = h is obvious from the Initialization
step of the algorithm. Now suppose we are at step j. By the induction hypothesis the digits pj+1,P;+2
are correct, because
0.5j418j42 - - - Pryz — 27| < 2~ (h+2=7)

and there are only h+2 — j digits in total in the string, so all of them have to be correct. Since P11, ;42
are correct, and w; is an approximation of 2=l with error at most %, the estimate for p; must be
correct as well, otherwise |0.5;5; 41542 — w;| > 5. This implies that the total error is less than 27
where /¢ is the number of digits, i.e.,

0.5 ... Bz — 207 L] < 27370, O

Prop. |3.10[shows that the algorithm returns the correct binary string under the assumption that each
intermediate angle w; is estimated correctly. Because each of these estimations has probability at most
d/h to fail, and there are h such estimations in total (equal to the number of steps of the algorithm), by
the union bound the probability that at least one estimation fails is at most h%, so the entire algorithm
is successful with probability at least 1 — 4. The total number of samples required by the algorithm is
O (q log %) =0 (% log %), and the gate complexity for each step is that of implementing controlled-U*
(where the largest k is at most ¢—3 = O (log %)) plus three basic gates. A different tradeoff as compared
to the full phase estimation is thus realized: we execute several smaller circuits, rather than a large
circuit, but at the cost of performing significantly more measurements.

3.4 Notes and further reading

The QFT is one of the main components of Shor’s celebrated quantum algorithm for prime factorization
[Shor, 1997]. Shor’s prime factorization algorithm uses several results from number theory, combined
with a quantum algorithm for the solution of the discrete logarithm problem: given the multiplicative
group of integers {0,...,p— 1} with p prime, and a generator g of the group, the discrete logarithm of x
in the group, denoted log, x is the smallest nonnegative integer a such that z* = g. Here, multiplication
is always intended modulo p. So, for example, for p = 7 and the group G = {0, 1,...,6}, the number 3
is a generator of the group, and log; 6 = 3 because 3° mod 7 = 6. Shor’s work showed that quantum
computers can be used to solve the discrete logarithm problem faster than classical computers. In fact,
the discrete logarithm is a special case of the hidden subgroup problem |Jozsa, 2001}, which can be solved
efficiently by quantum computers for certain types of groups. Abelian groups are discussed in [Simon,
1997, [Shor, 1997] and admit efficient quantum algorithms. Non-Abelian groups do not enjoy the same
positive results in general |Grigni et al., 2001]. A subexponential-time algorithm for the case of the
dihedral group is discussed in [Kuperberg, 2005| [Kuperberg, 2011]. See also [van Dam et al., 2006] for a
generalization to the hidden coset problem.

Several papers discuss efficient methods to implement the QFT, and how to improve the gate count or
depth of the corresponding circuit; see, e.g., [Cleve and Watrous, 2000| for a low-depth implementation,
or [Nam et al., 2020| for an approximate QFT implementation on n qubits with only O (nlogn) gates.

The phase estimation algorithm of Sect. is a fundamental subroutine in many quantum algo-
rithms, and is used multiple times throughout this manuscript. One of the limitations of quantum phase
estimation is the fact that the estimate produced by the algorithm after measurement can be biased
(due to the fact that the possible outcome are discrete, see the distribution in Prop. [3.6]): this can
sometimes interfere with desirable statistical properties. For discussions on how to remove the bias from
the estimator, see |Cornelissen and Hamoudi, 2023| [Linden and de Wolf, 2022, [Lu and Lin, 2022} jvan
Apeldoorn et al., 2023]. One of the simplest techniques to control the bias, discussed in |[van Apeldoorn
et al., 2023|, is to apply — before estimation — a random phase shift to the eigenvalue being estimated,
and subtract the same shift after the estimation procedure. If the phase shift is chosen uniformly at
random, this reduces the bias. Some care needs to be taken because the phase shift eventually needs to
be discretized to obtain a physically-realizable implementation, and the discretization may introduce a
bias, but such bias can be shown to be exponentially small.
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Chapter 4

Amplitude amplification and
estimation

In Ch.s [2] and |3| we described several quantum algorithms that are exponentially faster than classical
algorithms for the same problem, under some measure of complexity. We now describe an algorithm
that gives only a polynomial — more specifically, quadratic — speedup with respect to classical, but it
applies to a very large class of problems. The algorithm is known as Grover’s search [Grover, 1996|, and
its generalization is known as amplitude amplification |Brassard et al., 2002]. Amplitude amplification
is widely used as part of many quantum algorithms. It also serves as the basis for amplitude estimation,
a way of estimating probabilities quadratically faster than with classical Monte Carlo. All these topics
are discussed in this chapter.

4.1 Grover’s algorithm for black-box search

The problem solved by Grover’s algorithm is usually described as black-boz (or unstructured) search: we
are given a circuit that computes an unknown function of a binary string, and we want to determine
for which value of the input the function gives output 1. In other words, we are trying to find a binary
string that satisfies a given property; the property is encoded by a circuit that outputs 1 to “mark”
any string that satisfies the property. For now, we will assume that there is a single binary string that
satisfies the property. The original paper [Grover, 1996] describes this as looking for a certain element in
a database. Such an algorithm can be applied whenever we are searching for a specific element in a set,
we have a way of testing if an element is the desired element (in fact, this test must be implementable
as a quantum subroutine — see below), and we do not have enough information to do anything smarter
than a brute force search, i.e., testing all elements in the set.

The basic idea of the algorithm is to start with the uniform superposition of all basis states, and
iteratively increase the coefficients of basis states that correspond to binary strings for which the unknown
function gives output 1. Crucially, we will see that this can be done even without knowing in advance
which basis states will have their coefficient increased.

We need some definitions. Let f : {0,1}" — {0, 1}, and assume that there exists a unique £ € {0,1}" :
f (Z) =1, i.e., there is a unique element in the domain of the function that yields output 1. We call this
the marked element. We want to determine ¢. The function f is assumed to be encoded by a unitary as
follows:

Us = [Dly) = 1Dy ® f(7))-

As usual, we are allowed to query the function in superposition.
Remark 4.1. Grover’s search can also be applied to the case in which there are multiple input values

that yield output 1, and we want to retrieve any of them: this is discussed in Sect. [{.2.1]

4.1.1 Classical algorithm

Given the problem definition, classical search cannot do better than O (2") operations. Indeed, any
deterministic classical algorithm may need to explore all 2™ possible input values before finding ¢: given
any deterministic classical algorithm, there exists a permutation 7 of {0,1}" that represents the longest

59
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execution path (i.e., sequence of values at which f is queried) of such algorithm. Then, if £ = (1) (i.e., it
is the last element queries by the algorithm) the algorithm requires 2" queries to determine the answer.
At the same time, a randomized algorithm requires O (2™) function calls to have at least a constant

positive probability to determine . This can be verified as follows. Suppose we apply a randomized
algorithm that tries one untested binary string uniformly at random at each iteration. The expected
number of function calls that this algorithm performs until we determine lis given by:

on

Z kPr(7 is found at the k-th function evaluation).

k=1

We can expand this by noticing that the probability that 7 is found at the k-th evaluation is the product
of the probability that ¢ is selected at the k-the iteration, and the probability that ¢ is not found for the
first kK — 1 evaluations. This is equal to:

2m k—1 . 2m
1 on 1 2 — (k-1
Zan_<k_1)H2n_(‘il):Zkzn_(k_l) 2(n )
k=1 j=1 J k=1
k@Dl 274
- on 2 on 9
k=1

Hence, such an algorithm needs approximately 2"~! function calls. By Yao’s principle (the worst case
expected cost of a randomized algorithm is no better than the cost of the best deterministic algorithm
against the worst probability distribution), no randomized algorithm can do better than the above.

4.1.2 Grover’s search: algorithm description

The quantum search algorithm proposed in |Grover, 1996 uses ¢ = n + 1 qubits, which is equal to the
number of qubits of the unitary Uy.

The outline of the algorithm is as follows. The algorithm starts with the uniform superposition of
all basis states on n qubits. The last qubit (n + 1) is used as an auxiliary qubit, and it is initialized to
H|1). We obtain the quantum state |1). Then, these operations are repeated several times:

(i) Flip the sign of the vectors for which Uy gives output 1.

(ii) Invert all the coeflicients of the quantum state around the average coefficient — we will explain the
precise mapping implemented by this operation in Sect. [1.1.2]

A full cycle of the two operations above increases the coefficient of |£) ® %(\0) — 1)), and after a certain

number of cycles (to be specified later), the coefficient of the state |¢) ® \/ii( |0) —|1)) is large enough
that it can be obtained from a measurement with probability close to 1. This phenomenon is known as
amplitude amplification, see Sect.

A sketch of the ideas for the algorithm is depicted in Fig. we have eight basis states, and suppose
the fourth basis state is the target basis state |Z> The representation is purely meant to convey intuition,
and does not geometrically represent the vectors encoding the quantum state, but solely the amplitude of
the coefficients. In Fig. all basis states have the same coefficient. In Fig. the coefficient of the
target basis state has its sign flipped. In Fig. we can see that the average value of the coefficients
is slightly below the coefficient for the undesired states. Taking twice the average and subtracting each
coefficient now yields the red bars in Fig. where the target basis state |Z> has a coefficient with
much larger value than the rest, and will therefore be measured with higher probability. Of course, we
need to show that these steps can be implemented with unitary matrices that can be constructed with
a polynomial number of basic gates.

We now describe each step in more detail.

Initialization. The algorithm is initialized by applying the operation H®("*+1)(I1®"® X) onto the state
[0),,+1. We can express the quantum state as follows:
(%" @ X)[0)n41 = [0)al1)

HED (9" @ X)[0)pr = D 1n|i> o (2210 _ > wlhe WD _ ),
je{o,1}» v V2 ge{o,1}m vz
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(a) Initialization. (b) Sign flip.

(c) Computation of the average. (d) Inversion about the average.

Figure 4.1: Sketch of Grover’s algorithm. The bars represent the coefficients of the basis states.

where a; = % Thus, the initial coefficients a; of the state |1) are real numbers. Since all the other

steps of the algorithm will map real numbers to real numbers, we only need to consider real numbers
through the course of the algorithm.

Sign flip: step (i). To flip the sign of the target state |¢) ® %(|0> —1|1)), we apply Uy to |¢). This is
just an application of phase kickback, since we are applying a function of the form |j)|y) — [H|y @ f (7))
after preparing the last qubit in the eigenstate %UO} — |1)) of modulo-2 addition y @ f(7). Indeed, we
have:

1
Ul =Up | > gl @ —=(|0) — 1))
je{o,1}n V2

- Y )9ype

je{o,1}n

1

—(10y — |1

\/5( 0) — 1))

=~ 1
=|—ad+ > ai|® \ﬁ(l()) — 1)
7e{0,13"
J#L
As the expression above suggests, we can always think of the last qubit as being in the state %(|0> —11))

and unentangled from the rest of the qubits, with the sign flip affecting only the first n qubits. Therefore,
the state that we obtain by applying Uy to |¢) is the same as [¢)) except that the sign of |¢)® %(|O) — 1))
has been flipped.
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Inversion about the average: step (ii). To perform the inversion about the average, we want to
perform the following operation:

>oal > 2| X o) -]

je{o,1}n je{o,1}n Ee{o0,1}n

where ) ;. (0.1}n 5= is the average, and therefore we are taking twice the average and subtracting each
coefficient from it. It is not clear yet that this is a unitary operation, but it will become evident in the
following. This mapping is realized by the following matrix:

2 _1 2 2 2 2 2
5w S 5w 5% 5m - Bm
2 2 1 2 2 2 2
217. 277. ... 2’". 271 2’". ... 217. ®TL
W= i i ) i =" . A IR A
2 2 2 _q 2 2 2
F 27 .. 27 27 ﬁ ... 27

where the denominator 2%, computes the average coefficient, the numerator 2 of the fraction takes twice
the average, and finally we subtract the identity to subtract each individual coefficient from twice the

average. From the definition of the Hadamard gate in (1.5]), we can see that the entry of H®" in position
ok is (H®™) ;) = —=(=1)7*". If we let:

veT
20 0

00 ... 0 o

M = . . . €R2 X27
00 ... 0

then we can write (H®"MH®");, = (H®") , Moo (H®™)y), = 5, because Mjj, = 0 for j # 0 or k # 0.
Therefore, using the fact that H®? H®" = [®" we have:

W = H®"MH®" — [®" = H®"(M — [®")H®"
= H®"diag(1, —1,...,—1)H®" := H®"FH®", (4.1)
N———
271

The expression , besides providing a decomposition for W, also shows that W is unitary, because
it is a product of unitaries (H®™ is a tensor product of unitary matrices, F is diagonal with ones on
the diagonal). We must find a way to construct the matrix F := diag(1,—1,...,—1). This ise discussed
below. For now, we summarize our analysis of the inversion about the average by concluding that it can
be performed by applying W = H®"FH®™ to the n qubits of interest (i.e., the input lines of Uy — all
qubits except the output qubit of Uy, which we use for the sign flip of step (i)).

Constructing the matrix 7. We give a sketch of the idea of how to construct F' = diag(1,—1,...,—1).
Notice that the effect of this quantum operation is to flip the sign of the coefficient of every basis state
except [0),,.

We are going to implement —F' rather than F'

Remark 4.2. As discussed in Fux. a global phase factor in a gate has no effect on the outcome of
the computation, as it gets canceled out during measurement. The matrices F and —F are equal up to a
global phase factor of —1, hence they implement the same operation.

The matrix —F flips the sign of |6> and leaves other basis state untouched. Instead of flipping the
sign of |0), let us start by seeing how to flip the sign of |1),, while leaving all other coefficients untouched.
Let C"~1Z be the gate that applies Z to qubit n if qubits 1,...,n—1 are |1), and does nothing otherwise.
This is similar to the CX gate, except that it has multiple controls, and it applies a Z gate rather than
an X (i.e., X) gate when the control qubits are |1). It is called a “multiply-controlled Z”. C"~!Z in the
case of two qubits (n = 2) is given by the following matrix:

10 0 O
01 0 O
©Z = 0 01 0
0 0 0 -1
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Notice that in the two-qubit case (n = 2), the two circuits depicted in Fig. are equivalent: carrying
out the matrix multiplications will confirm that the circuit on the right in Fig. implements exactly
the CZ matrix as defined above. Thus, the controlled Z gate can be easily realized with a CX and two
Hadamard gates. If we have access to the C"~1Z gate, we can write:

—F = Xx®"(Ccrtz)xen,

because, as can be easily verified, this operations flips the sign of the coefficient of a basis state if and
only if all qubits have value |0) in the basis state. In circuit form, it can be written as depicted in Fig. 4.3

7

Figure 4.2: Controlled Z gate on two qubits: two possible representations.

e
L

Figure 4.3: Quantum circuit implementing the F' operation (up to a global phase factor) used in Grover’s
algorithm.

Of course, one has to construct the operation C"~'Z. There are several ways to do so. Perhaps the
simplest construction, suggested in [Barenco et al., 1995|, is to implement a C" ?X and a controlled Z
gate. The C" 72X is actually easy to implement with some auxiliary qubits. We show this scheme in
Fig. with an example for for n = 4 qubits, but clearly it can be generalized to an arbitary number
of qubits. We first implement a C" %X gate, with an auxiliary qubit (which is initialized to |0), as one
can see from the bottom qubit in Fig. as the target of the C""2X. We then implement a CCZ
gate using a CCX and two Hadamard gates on the target qubit; the reader can easily verify that this
implements a doubly-controlled Z, using the identity HX H = Z and carrying out the calculations (in
the large unitary matrix for CCZ, the gate being controlled appears in the bottom right, just as in CX).
Summarizing, this yields a decomposition of C"~'Z with a linear number of gates and auxiliary qubits.
It is possible to forsake the initialization of the auxiliary qubit, see [Barenco et al., 1995| for details. To
conclude, the construction of F' (more precisely, —F'), and therefore of the whole circuit implementing
step (ii) of Grover’s search, can be done using O (n) gates and auxiliary qubits.

r- - -~ -1
I I
[ [
— -
0) —- —=o—  10)
L - - — J

Figure 4.4: Decomposition of C"~*Z for n = 4. The fifth (bottom) qubit is initialized to |0) and is used
as working space. This implements C*Z for the top four qubits.

4.1.3 Determining the number of iterations

A single iteration of Grover’s search consists of steps (i) and (ii) described in Sect. It is paramount
to determine how many iterations should be performed, so that the coefficient of the desired basis

-

state |0) @ (|0) — |1)) is as large as possible (in modulus), and the binary string ¢ is the outcome of a



64 CHAPTER 4. AMPLITUDE AMPLIFICATION AND ESTIMATION

measurement with high probability. In this section we study how the amplitude of the target basis state
changes through the iterations, and determine the optimal iteraiton number.

Since the last, auxiliary qubit is always in state |0) —|1) and unentangled with the rest, we can ignore
it in this section. Let

-

1
lha) = 16), ) = Tlﬁ
3‘6{02,1}“ V2r —1
FAL

be the “good” and “bad” quantum states, respectively. (One should think of them as a desirable and
undesirable part of the state, i.e., some part that we wish to have as the outcome of a computation, and
one that we do not wish to have. The quantum computing literature usually labels these states “good”
and “bad”.) We claim that after iteration k of the algorithm, the quantum state can be expressed as

) = diva) + uglp) with |dg|* + |ux|* = 1. We show this by induction. Initially, doy = \/% and

= 22;1, where notice that to obtain ug from the value of an individual coefficient in [¢)5) (all such
coefficients are — initially) we have multiplied by /2" — 1 for normalization. Thus, the claim is true

NCE
for k = 0. We now need to show the induction step: assuming |[1;_1) = dk—1|9g) + uk—1|B), we must
show |¢x) = di[va) + ukl¥B).
At step (i) of the algorithm, the algorithm flips the sign of the coefficient in front of |¢¢); formally,
it applies the mapping di|Yc) + uk[tp) = —di|va) + uk|vs).
At step (ii), the algorithm maps ap — 2A; — «ap for each coefficient oy, where Ay is the average
coefficient. Therefore:

—ayp — 245 + ay
Oéh—>2Ak—Ozh VTL#E

To compute Ay, we need to determine the value of each individual coefficient. The coefficient for |¢) is
clearly dj, as there is only one such state. On the other hand, there are 2™ — 1 states with coefficient

g, so the value of the coefficient for each of the states |7),7 # 7 is \/2“;“7_1 (the square root is due to

normalization, see above). The average coefficient at iteration k is therefore:

A (2" - 1)\/%”]@ —dp, V2" — luy, — dy,
k= = .
n n

To obtain u from one of the coefficients ay, we need to multiply by /2" — 1, so the mapping of step (i)
and (ii) can be summarized as:

~dilig) + urlp) — (A + di)lva) + VI 124k — ) ln)

= dpt1|ve) + urt1|¥B),
where we defined:
dpy1 = 24, +dy,
Upg1 = 2A5V/27 — 1 — uy.
With simple algebraic calculations we can verify that |dk+1\2 + |uk+1\2 = 1. This finishes the proof of

the induction step, and therefore of the entire claim.
Now we analyze the coefficients dy 1, ux41 more closely. Performing the substitution of Ay, we obtain:

V2" — lug — d 2427 — 1
dk+1 = 2# -l-dk = (1 — an) dk + Tuk
V2" — lug — d 242" — 1 1
Uk+1 = 2#\/2" —1—u, = _Tdk + (1 — 2n1> Ug; .

This transformation is exactly a clockwise rotation of the vector (uk) by a certain angle 26, because it
k

cos260  sin260 dp.
—sin20 cos260 ) \ug

has the form:
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and it satisfies the relationship sin? 20 4 cos? 20 = 1. (The reason why we call this angle 26, rather than
simply 6, will be clear in Sect. this choice also makes our exposition more consistent with the
literature.) The angle 6 must satisfy:

227 — 1

2’IL
Note that because this value of the sine is very small for large n, we can use the approximation sinz ~ x
(when z is close to 0) to write:

sin 20 = (4.2)

2n — 1
0= ——. 4.3
- (43)
Summarizing, the above analysis shows that each iteration performs a rotation of the vector |iy),
which always belongs to the plane spanned by |1¢) and |¢g), by an angle 26. Thus, after k iterations

the coefficients dj, uy satisfy the following equation:
di\ ([ cos20 sin20 F do
u ) \—sin20 cos?20 uy )’

dy, = cos 2k0dy + sin 2k0u
up = — sin 2k0dy + cos 2k6uy.

which can be rewritten as:

In order to maximize the probability of obtaining |1g) after a measurement, remember that |ug| > |dp|,
so the best choice is to pick 2kf = T which yields the largest value of |dy|. Using (4.3), and noting that
the number of iterations has to be integer, the optimal number of iterations of Grover’s search algorithm
is:

k=] 5] = {4%2277—1} ~ V2T =0 (V). (4.4)

where we write |-] to denote the rounding to the nearest integer. After this many iterations, we have
a probability close to 1 of measuring |¢¢) and obtaining the sought state |¢). Comparing this with a
classical algorithm, that may need to perform O (2™) queries to the oracle f, we obtained a quadratic

speedup.

Remark 4.3. If we perform more iterations of Grover’s algorithm than the optimal number, the proba-
bility of measuring the desired state actually goes down, and reduces our chances of success. Therefore,
it is important to choose the right number of iterations, see the discussion in Sect. [{. for ways to avoid
this issue.

Of course, the approximation for 6 given in is only valid for large n: for smaller n, it is better
to compute the optimal number of iterations deriving 6 from . We conclude this section by noting
that in case there are multiple input values on which f has value 1, we should amend the above analysis
adjusting the values for dy and ug, but the main steps remain the same: we discuss this in Sect. [£:2]
Another situation that can be analyzed is that in which it is not known in advance for how many input
strings the function f outputs 1, i.e., we do not know the number of marked elements; this is discussed

in Sect. [4.3.6]

4.1.4 A geometric interpretation of the algorithm

To continue our study of Grover’s algorithm, and help us transition to a more general version of it, it is
helpful to provide a geometric view of the algorithm’s effect. We are also going to restate the algorithm’s
input and objective in a slightly more general form.

Suppose that we want to approximately construct a certain n-qubit state 1)), having access to the
following two circuits:

(i) A circuit S acting on n qubits that has the following action:
510),, = sinO|pg) + cos O|vp),

where (Yg|¢p) = 0 (i.e., the states are orthogonal) and ¢ € (0, 7).
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(ii) A circuit R acting on n qubits that has the following action:
R(aglve) + aslvs)) = —aclde) + aplis)
for any ag,ap € [-1,1] : |ag|? + |ap|? = 1.

It should be clear that this is a generalization of our previous discussion of Grover’s algorithm: if we
take S = H®", and we let R be the “sign flip” unitary (that can be constructed with Uy and phase
kickback), we obtain exactly the statement of Grover’s problem. Let us call the operator G = SFSTR
a Grover iteration, and let us look at the effect of the Grover iteration on the plane spanned by |[¥¢)
and [¢p). Let us call [)g) = S|0) the initial state that can be prepared by the given circuit S. We can
assume that the mutual relationship between the states is as given in Fig. An application of the
operator R reflects |1)g) through |[¢)5), obtaining the dashed arrow in Fig. let us call this new state
(dashed arrow) [¢)g). Then, an application of SFST reflects |¢)g) through [¢g), see Rem. Thus, if
we call 0 the angle between [¢)p) and |¢g), reflecting |¢g) through |1g) rotates |1)g) closer to |¢g) by an
angle of 20; this is shown in Fig.

ey

Figure 4.5: The initial state |1g) gets reflected through |1 g), using the operation R which flips the sign
of the component along |1)¢). This yields the dashed arrow.

ey

Figure 4.6: A second reflection is applied, this time through [¢g): from the dashed arrow pointing to the
lower right, we obtain [1)1).



4.2. AMPLITUDE AMPLIFICATION 67

Remark 4.4. In principle it is not clear that the operation to reflect through |1o) can be efficiently
implemented, but we have shown that this is possible in Sect. [[.1.3 In particular, recall that we know
how to construct the matriz F' = diag(1,—1,...,—1) = M — I®" = 2|6><6| — I®" . Then, the operation
SFEST implements a reflection through 1) = S|0), because:

SFST = 5(2[0)(0] — 1%7)ST = 25[0) (0]ST — 55T = 2[¢po) (vo| — I°",
which is exactly the desired reflection.

These operations (reflection through |¢p), reflection through |¢g)) can be repeated multiple times
until we obtain |¢) that is close to |tg). The initial angle between |¢g) and |¢¢) is £ — 6, hence the

T
number of iterations is:

301 _ |7 1 - |z

20 | |40 2| Ll40)

exactly as derived in Eq. (4.4). Using Eq.s (4.2) and (4.3)) we obtain once again the optimal number of
iterations previously shown.

4.2 Amplitude amplification

Grover’s algorithm is a special case of a technique known as amplitude amplification, first introduced in
[Brassard et al., 2002]. The geometric interpretation of Grover’s algorithm given in Sect. is a bit
more general than the original algorithm: it takes as input a circuit S preparing a superposition of a
“good” state ) and a “bad” state 1)), and a circuit R that flips the sign of |¢¢); its goal is to find
a state with large overlap with |[¢g). We have seen that in Grover’s algorithm, R is constructed with
phase kickback: the function Uy marks the basis states in |1)g) by performing modulo-2 addition on an
ancilla qubit, and if the ancilla qubit is prepared in the state H|1) (which is an eigenvector of addition
modulo 2, with eigenvalue —1) this applies a sign flip. Note that to implement R in this way, the only
requirement is that we are able to recognize (“mark”) the basis states in [¢)g). Amplitude amplification
is precisely the algorithm that we described with a geometric interpretation in Sect. to prepare
|c) given a unitary that marks [¢g).

Using the geometric intuition described in Sect. we found that the optimal number of iterations
is X, where 6 is the angle such that S|0) = sin|¢)g) + cosf|yp). Using once again the approximation
sinf =~ 6 for small angles, and calling p = sin? 6, we obtain the following result, which follows directly
from our analysis in Sect. and more specifically Sect.

Theorem 4.1 (|[Brassard et al., 2002]). Let S be an n-qubit unitary such that S[0) = \/p|vc) +
V1 —=plYg), where for some M C {0,1}", we have |¢g) = %ZjeM o7, |ve) = ﬁngM a;|7)
and p = e loj|?. Let R be a unitary that maps [Ya) — —|va), [¥B) — |¢¥B). The amplitude

amplification algorithm produces a quantum state such that its overlap with |1¢g) is at least 2/3 using

@) (i> applications of S and R, and additional gates.

VP

One potential issue of amplitude amplification (and thus Grover’s algorithm) is that we need to have a
reasonable estimate of the value of p before executing the algorithm. Indeed, if we have no such estimate,
we cannot compute the right number of iterations k for the algorithm. As a result, the overlap between
the target state |1)g) and the state produced by the algorithm may be too small. Intuitively, this is easy
to see: the overlap is expressed by the function sin 2k, and if k is too small or too large we may obtain
a small value for the sine.

To overcome this issue, several approaches are possible. A simple one (and historically the first to be
proposed) is to use the amplitude estimation algorithm to get an estimate of p [Brassard et al., 2002], see
Sect. This incurs an extra cost, but asymptotically we still obtain a quadratic speedup over classical
algorithms. In fact, this algorithm can be executed in a different way that is more natural: we discuss
a version of it in the context of quantum search, in Sect. Another approach is to use fixed-point
quantum search: this avoids the problem of choosing too large k altogether [Yoder et al., 2014]. The
main idea of fixed-point quantum search is to implement a polynomial function of the amplitudes of the
target state 1)) with the property that even when k increases past the optimal value, these amplitudes
will oscillate between values that are still sufficiently large. Hence, we never go back to amplitudes that
are too small: after reaching a large enough probability of observing |¢)¢) when applying a measurement,
further iterations may increase this probability slightly, but we have a lower bound ensuring that the
probability does not get too small.
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Although these resuls are stated for the general goal of preparing a target state |1)g), it may be useful
to state a version of them for the (simpler) case of quantum search using a binary marking oracle, just
as in Grover’s algorithm.

Corollary 4.2. Let Uy be a quantum (binary) oracle implementing a Boolean function f : {0,1}™ —
{0,1}, and let M = {7 € {0,1}" : f(J) = 1} be the set of marked elements. Then we can determine an

element of M with O (1 /%) applications of Uy, if | M| is known.

When | M| is unknown we can achieve the same expected running time O (, /%) with a randomized

algorithm discussed in Sect. we postpone its description because its analysis will be more natural
after developing a few additional tools.

4.2.1 Obtaining all marked states

Suppose we have a known number ¢ = |M| of marked states in total (the set M is defined as in Cor. ,
and we want to find them all. Note that this is a direct generalization of the black-box search problem
of Sect. The most natural approach is to use amplitude amplification to construct a state with a
large overlap with |[¢)g), measure in the computational basis, and obtain 7 € M with high probability.
Then we can “unmark” the string 7, in the following way: construct a lookup table circuit that for a
given 7, checks whether 7 is a previously observed marked element (i.e., f(7) = 1), and if so it returns 0,
otherwise it returns f(7). In other words, we implement the following function:

mwzﬁ* e r

f(G) otherwise,

where 2 C D is the set of previously observed marked elements. Implementing this function is easy: one
call to ff; can be implemented with one call to f and O (|E|) additional gates.

We then apply the scheme suggested earlier: initialize E < (); apply amplitude amplification to the
function f7 with known number of marked elements ¢t — |E| to determine a new element in M; repeat
until all elements in M are found. Using Corollary the number of calls to f5; (and hence f) before
we find all elements can be upper bounded, in order of magnitude, as:

t—1

Z\/Z:ﬁgﬁgﬁ/j\}i: 7 (224 ) = VoTT(Vi - 1) = 0 (V).

k=0
This implies the following.

Corollary 4.3. Let M be the set of marked elements, and let |M| be known. Then we can determine
all elements in M using O (\/ |M\2"> applications of f.

4.2.2 Oblivious amplitude amplification

We discussed how to amplify certain quantum states, which allows us to increase the probability of
success of quantum algorithms in a very general way. To do so, we required access to a circuit to prepare
an initial state that we can reflect through. In this section we show that amplitude amplification can be
applied to select a “useful” part of the state, obtained by applying a unitary to the initial state, even
if we do not know the initial state itself (and hence cannot reflect through it). This is called oblivious
amplitude amplification [Berry et al., 2014].

The setup for oblivious amplitude amplification is the following. Suppose we want to apply some
unitary U to an initial state |1),, and this unitary produces a superposition of a “good state” that we
want to obtain with some large probability, and a “bad state”. If we have a way of identifying the good
state, for example if we know that all good states are marked by one or more flag qubits, it would seem
that we can apply amplitude amplification to increase the probability of observing the good state up to
the desired level. Formally, suppose the unitary U has the following action:

U0)|¢) = sin 0)V]1) + cos 01| ),

where Vi) is the good state, i.e., the state that we are interested in, and |¢) is the bad state, which in
this case is allowed to depend on [¢)). To apply amplitude amplification, as we have seen in Sect. |4.1.4] we
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need a way of reflecting through |¢g) = |0)V|)). This is easy to do if we have a circuit to construct [¢)
from \6) and we are willing to execute this circuit repeatedly: in this case, we can apply the amplitude
amplification algorithm as discussed in the preceding sections (the circuit S of Thm. is then given by
the circuit that constructs [¢) from |0), followed by U). However, suppose that we do not have a circuit
to construct |¢), or we have the circuit but we choose not to use it more than once because it requires
a large amount of computational resources. Standard amplitude amplification fails because we do not
have the circuit S of Thm. i.e., a circuit that prepares the initial state starting from |6> As it turns
out we can still apply amplitude amplification, as we show next.

The first step in studying amplitude amplification in this setting is to identify a two-dimensional
subspace in which we can do reflection, and such that the Grover operator never leaves that subspace.
In the basic version of Grover search, that was the subspace spanned by [i¢¢) and |[¢5). Here we define
it slightly differently: the two fundamental states are |0)]¢)) and |1)|¢), where the first qubit is used to
identify the good subspace.

Lemma 4.4. Let U,V be unitaries on n+1 and n qubits respectively, and let 6 € (0,7/2). Suppose that
for any n-qubit state 1), we have

U|0)[v) = sin 0]0)V[¢)) + cos 0]1)|6),
where |¢) may depend on [1b). Then the state |U+), defined as:
[0+) = U (cos 0]0)V [v) — sin6]1)|)),

is orthogonal to |¥) = |0)|v) and has no support on the basis states that have |0) as their first qubit, i.e.,
(10){0] ® 1%7)[+) = 0.
Proof. For the first part we need to show that (¥|¥1) = 0. We have:

(U1O+) = ((O[(w)UT (cos 8l0) V) — sin 6]1)|¢))
= (sin(0|()|VT + cos 0(1|(¢]) (cos 8]0)V [1) — sin |1)|¢))
=sinfcosf — cosfsinf = 0.
For the second part we want to show that (|0)(0|@I1%™)|¥L) = (]0)(0|RI®™)UT (cos §]0)V[h) — sin §]1)|¢)) =

0. For this we first need a couple of observations. We want to study (|0)(0] ® I®™)UT, so let us study
((0] ® I®™)UT. Using the definition of U|0)|¢)), we have:

S

(0l 1)U |0}V |y) = 19(<0\ @ 19U (|0)(0] & I°™)U10) )

({0l ® I¥™)UT(|0) (0] @ I®™)U(|0) @ I°7)|3).
Q

sin 6

The operator () defined above satisfies:

@QIY) = ||(10)(0] @ T=™)U0)[)||* = ||(10)(0] @ I%™)(sin 0]0)V [1)) + cos ]1)|4)) ||
= [lsin l0)V[4)|* = sin® 6.

Since this holds for any (1|, it holds for a basis of eigenvectors of @, so we can assume that Q) = sin? 91®"
by working in the corresponding basis. Further, note that:

U (sin 0]0)[4)) + cos O] WL)) = U(sin 0|0 [¢)) + cos QU T (cos 8|0V [4)) — sin O]1)|¢))
sin? 0|0) V1) + sin 6 cos 0|1)|¢) + cos? 0]0)V [)) — cos O sin O]1)|¢p)
= [0)VI]e).

Thus:

sin? 0|y) = Q[p) = sin0((0] @ I®™)UT|0)V 1) = sin O((0] @ I®™)(sin A|0)|4)) + cos | W)
= sin? 0)4)) + sin O cos O((0| @ I°™)|T1),

which implies sin 6 cos #((0| ® I®™)|¥+) = 0 and hence ((0| ® I®")|¥+) = 0, because sin f cosd # 0 due
to 0 € (0,7/2). It follows that (|0)(0| ® I)|¥+) = 0. ]
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We use Lem. [£:4] to show that the evolution of the state when using the Grover operator remains in
a two-dimensional subspace spanned by |0)|¢)) and |1)|¢).

Theorem 4.5. Let U,V be unitaries on n+ 1 and n qubits respectively, and let 6 € (0,7/2). Suppose
that for any n-qubit state |¢), we have

U0)]4) = sin 6]0)V[1h) + cos ] 1)]¢),

where [¢b) may depend on |¢). Let R = 2|0)(0| @ I®" — I®("*Y) gnd G = ~URTUTR. Then for any
integer k > 0 we have:

GFU|0) ) = sin((2k 4+ 1)0)|0)V 1)) + cos((2k + 1)0)[1)|4).
Proof. Let |®) = |0)V ), |®1) = [1)|¢) and let |¥), |¥L) be defined as in Lem. Then:

U|¥) = sin §|®) + cos 0|dL)
UlWL) = cosf|®) — sin §|dL),
where the last equation is by definition of |[U+). Adding these two equations with coefficients (sin 6, cos #)
and (cosf, —sin 0) yields:
UT|®) = sin 0]¥) + cos O] T)
UT|®L) = cos §|T) — sin §|TL).

Then, noting that R|®) = |®) (R is a reflection through the states that have |0) as their first qubit, and
|®) is fully supported on such states), we can study the effect of G on |D):

G|®) = ~UR'UTR|®) = —~UR'(sin 0]¥) + cos §|T1))
= —U(sinO|T) — cos | T*))
= (cos? @ — sin? )| ®) — 2 cos O sin H|d+)
= cos 20| ®) — sin 20| ).
With very similar calculations (|®1) is orthogonal to |®), hence R acts as a sign flip) we find:
G|®t) = —UR'UTR|®*) = URT(cos §|T) — sin §|¥+))
= U(cos O|T) + sin 0| T+))
= 2cos0sinf|®) + (cos® f — sin? 0)| L)
= sin 260|®) + cos 20|d1),

thereby showing that G acts as a rotation by 26 in the subspace spanned by |®) = |0)|¢)) and |®+)
[1)|¢), from which the desired result follows.

Ol

Thus, we have shown that we can perform amplitude amplification even with just a copy of |¢), i.e.,
without a circuit to prepare it: using Thm. we choose k to maximize the probability of obtaining
V]v), and the asymptotic scaling is the same as with standard amplitude amplification. All that is
necessary to apply Thm. is the unitary U that performs the desired operation V on [¢), and a way to
recognize (and reflect through) the subspace where the term Vi) appears. In particular, note that for
simplicity we considered the case of a single flag qubit, but it is straightforward to extend the analysis
to the case with multiple flag qubits, i.e.,

U|6>q|¢>n = Sin9|6>qij>n + C059|¢>n+q

where |¢) is a state that has no support on [0), (formally, [0),(0], ® I)|$¢) = 0). For example, one could
simply use a unitary that checks whether all the flag qubits are set correctly, and performs a controlled
operation to reduce to the case of a single flag qubit. A formal analysis is available in |[Berry et al., 2014],
from which we took the proof approach for Lem. and Thm.
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4.3 Amplitude estimation

Amplitude estimation uses the amplitude amplification framework to estimate the magnitude of an
amplitude. In the context of Grover’s problem, it leads to the following: rather than identifying one
marked binary string 7 in {0,1}", i.e., a string that can be recognized by a function, we can count the
total number of marked strings. Note that counting the number of solutions also answers the question
of existence of a solution. Amplitude estimation has many other applications, besides counting the
number of solutions; some of them are discussed in subsequent sections. The technique was introduced
in [Brassard et al., 2002].

The problem solved by amplitude estimation can be phrased as follows. Similar to the discussion in
Sect. [£.1.4] the input of the algorithm is:

(i) A circuit S acting on n qubits that prepares the state:
S10),, := |to) = sinlpg) + cosO|vp),
with (¢¢lip) =0 and 6 € [0, T].
(ii) A controlled circuit CR acting on n qubits, plus one control qubit, that has the following action:

CR(|z)1 @ (aglve) + aslyr))) = |z) @ (-1)*aclve) + aslvr)),

for any ag,ap € [-1,1] : |ag|?* + |ag|* =1 and = € {0,1}. Note that CR is the controlled version
of the reflection operator R in Sect.

(iii) A precision parameter € > 0.
(iv) A minimum success probability § > 0.

The goal is to determine 6 such that |0 — é| < e with a probability of success at least 1 — §. Note that
estimating 6 is equivalent to estimating (¢g|hg) = sinf, up to some (constant) conversion factor to
translate between the angle and its sine.

Remark 4.5. The problem stated in this form clearly allows counting the number of marked items, i.e.,
solutions. Indeed, suppose we have access to f : {0,1}" — {0,1} and we want to determine |M| where
M = {7 € {0,1}" : f(§) = 1}; the function f identifies the marked binary strings. Using the phase
kickback trick discussed in Sect. the circuit U can be used to implement R using an additional
qubit set in the state (|0) — |1))/v/2; then we can take S = H®™ so that |g) = \/ﬁ > gemld): [¥B) =

—L__ 5. |7). These two states are orthogonal, and:
/2 —| M| je{0, 11"\ M ’

- N M n _ |M
518) = 10 =\ M) 1/ 2o M ).

|M]
on 2
equivalently, sin @) allows us to recover an estimate on the number of marked items.

According to our definition, sinf =

which implies |M| = 2"sin@, so that estimating 6 (or,

4.3.1 Solution strategy

To solve this problem we rely on properties of the Grover iteration operator G = SFSTR.

Remark 4.6. R is the reflection through |tq), that we assume is given in the form of a controlled
operator for reasons that will become apparent in the following; for Grover search, we do not require the
controlled version of R.

Proposition 4.6. The states |$) = %(Wcﬁ +ivE)), lo-) = %(W@) —i|Yg)) are orthogonal eigen-
states of SFSTR with eigenvalues €29, e=2" respectively.

Proof. We simply carry out the matrix-vector multiplication; we have:
1

SFS'R|p4) = SFST%(—I%) +ilYB)) = (2[¢0) (ol — I®”)ﬁ(—lwc> +i[Ys))

(cos 20|vg) — sin 20|y ) + i (sin 20|) + cos 20|¢p)))

(6210|¢G> +i62i9‘wB>) _ 82i0‘¢+>,

Sl- %l

2
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where we used the fact that (2]1o) (1| — I®™) is a reflection through [1y) = sinf|ig) + cos|yg). To
see the effect of such a reflection on —|¢¢) and on |[¢5), we can rely on Fig. and simple geometry:
reflecting —[1g) through [ig) yields cos20|vq) — sin 20|y ), while reflecting |¢p) through |¢g) yields
sin 20]1¢a) + cos 20|y R).

The calculations to find the eigenvalue corresponding to |¢_) are very similar:

SFSTR|¢_) = SFST—(—|va) —ilvs)) = (2vo)(to| — I®™)—=(|ve) +ilvp))

1 1

V2 V2

= :/—; (—cos 20|va) + sin 20| ) + @ (sin 20|Ya) + cos 20|Yg)))
= 5 (7 luG) = e |ug)) = o).

Finally, orthogonality can be checked by computing the inner product of the two eigenstates. O

Given the result in Prop.[4.6] a strategy to compute 6 becomes apparent, via the quantum phase esti-
mation algorithm: we apply phase estimation to the Grover operator G using one of the two eigenstates.
However, to apply phase estimation two more ingredients are needed: we must be able to prepare one of
the two eigenstates |¢4 ), |¢_), and we must implement the controlled operators G2 for integer k.

Let us turn our attention to the first issue, namely, preparing one of the two eigenstates ¢ ), |¢p—).
Recall that by assumption we only know how to prepare S|0) = sinf|yg) + cosf|¢p). We show that
this state is a linear combination of the two eigenstates above. Indeed, we have:

R . il _ o—i0 ¢t 4 —if
510) = sinflvg) + cosblvp) = ————I¥c) + ————vn)
(=€ +e ) —i(e” +e ) |vp))

(= ([be) + i) + () — ihés))
= % (—ei9|¢+> + 67i9(|¢—>) :

Thus, S|0) is a linear combination (with complex coefficients) of the two eigenstates, and the corre-
—ie'? 2 ie 0 2
V2 V2
are orthogonal (Prop. , this decomposition of § |6> in terms of eigenstates of the Grover operator
is unique (it corresponds to the decomposition of S|0) in terms of an eigenbasis of the operator). Tt
follows that if we apply phase estimation to S |(*)>7 we will obtain with equal probability the eigenvalue

corresponding to either of the eigenstates |¢ ), |¢_), namely, 20 or —26.

N = DN =

sponding coefficients have equal amplitude, i.e., = % Since the eigenstates |¢), o)

Remark 4.7. More precisely, we will obtain % or —%, because phase estimation assumes that the

eigenvalue is of the form 2m6.

However, which eigenvalue is obtained does not matter, because by assumption ¢ € [0, 7], hence we
can determine with certainty if we obtained % or —% by simply looking at whether we obtained 6 < %
(in which case we must have collapsed onto the eigenstate with eigenvalue 26) or § > % (in which case
we have collapsed onto the eigensate with eigenvalue —26). Thus, phase estimation leads to an estimate
of 8, no matter which of the two eigenvalue we collapse to after measurement. It remains to determine
how to construct the controlled operators G2 for integer k.

4.3.2 Implementation of the amplitude estimation circuit

We now come to the central question of implementing the algorithm described above, so as to estimate
its resource requirements. To do so, we first study how to implement the controlled (SFSTR) operator;
then, implementing powers of this operator can be done by simply concatenating multiple copies of the
controlled operator.

Remark 4.8. Implementing a controlled version of G2 by chaining 2% copies of controlled-G requires
resources (i.e., number of gates) that grow with 2%, and may therefore be large if k is large. For our
purposes, k will be as large as m, where m is the number of bits of the phase estimation, which in turn
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determines the precision of our estimate for 0. In general we cannot do better than this, because we
are not assuming much structure on S. However, it is possible that for a specific problem at hand, a
more efficient implemention of this operator exists, leading to smaller resource requirements, see also the
discussion in Rem. [3.0.

By assumption we are given access to CR, the controlled version of R. A crucial observation is the
fact that to obtain CG=C(SFSTR), it is sufficient to implement CF. Indeed, consider the circuit in
Fig. In this circuit, when the control qubit |z) is [1) the full Grover operator (SFSTR) is applied to

) )
) "ll (SFS'R)"|¢)

Figure 4.7: Controlled version of the Grover operator, with « € {0, 1}.

the bottom n qubit lines; if, on the other hand, |z) = |0), the transformation acts as the identity on the
bottom n qubit lines, because SST = I®". Thus, we only need to determine how to implement CF.

The operator —F' is implemented by the circuit in Fig. ignoring the global phase factor —1 —
see Sect. Since F' is already a controlled operation with multiple controls, to obtain CF we simply
add one more control, obtaining the circuit in Fig. [I.8] This can be easily decomposed in terms of CCX
gates with some auxiliary qubits.

Control
1—4)( 1X .
X e e + e (20001 - )
)

Figure 4.8: Quantum circuit implementing the controlled-F operation (up to a global phase factor) used
in the amplitude estimation algorithm.

4.3.3 Summary and resource requirements

We summarize the phase estimation algorithm: the circuits S and CR are given as input (see Sect.
for a definition), together with parameters ¢, d > 0; the goal is to determine  such that |§ — | < € with
a probability of success at least 1 — §.

Let m = [log ﬂ + 2; by Thm. with this number of qubits for phase estimation we obtain 6 to
precision £ with probability at least 3/4. In this setting, it is convenient to pick a constant probability

of success for phase estimation, and then repeat the algorithm a few times to boost the probability of
obtaining the correct answer.

Remark 4.9. The factor %, rather than %, 18 due to the fact that phase estimation will output :I:%
rather than +60, so we need to increase the precision slightly.

The algorithm works as follows:
e Initialize the state as |0),,|0),.

Apply S to the last n qubits (second register) to obtain |0),, @ (sinf|¢a) + cos 0]1p)).

Run the quantum phase estimation algorithm to the operator G = SFSTR, using the first m qubits
(first register) to store the phase, the bottom n qubits to store the “eigenstate” sin 8|¢g)+cos8|vp).
(This is in fact a linear combination of eigenstates.)

e Let b be the m-digit binary string obtained as output of phase estimation by measuring the first
m qubits. If by =1, i.e., 0.0 > %, return § = 7(1 — 0.b); otherwise, return 6 = 70.b.
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10)m

|6>n = . (SFSTR)QO I (SFSTR)Ql I — (SFSTR)QMA - m

Figure 4.9: Amplitude estimation circuit with m bits of precision.

This algorithm requires at least n+m qubits, i.e., n 4+ m qubits plus all qubits necessary for auxiliary
space, for example for the implementation of the CF operation, as well as the implementation of the
black-box circuits S and CR. The gate complexity is O (2m(n +Gs +Ger) + m2), where Gg is the
gate complexity of S, and Gcpg is the gate complexity of CR. This is because the phase estimation
requires O (2™) applications of the Grover operator, and each application involves one call to S, one call
to ST, one call to CR, and one application of CF, which requires O (n) gates if implemented with n
auxiliary qubits. The final O (m2) gates are for the inverse quantum Fourier transform. Considering our
choice of m = {log ﬂ + 2, the complexity amounts to O (%) applications of S and CR, and O (% log? %)
additional gates: this yields the correct answer with probability 3/4. To boost the probability of success
to 1—9 we can repeat the algorithm a few times and output the majority answer, which requires O (log %)
repetitions of the constant-success-probability algorithm.

4.3.4 Amplitude estimation for counting

We discuss an application of amplitude estimation to counting marked items, as introduced in Rem. [£.5
In this setting, suppose we have access to f : {0,1}" — {0,1} and we want to determine |M| where
M :={7€{0,1}": f(7) = 1}; the function f identifies the marked binary strings. We use S = H®™ and
set |Yg) = \/ﬁ dsemld) vB) = \/ﬁ >jefo,ym\m|7)- As remarked in Rem. sinf = |§£I’
which implies | M| = 2" sin? §. We first give a bound on the distance between sin? 6 and sin? # based on
the distance between the angles.

Proposition 4.7 (Lem. 7 in |[Brassard et al., 2002]). Let a = sin?0,a = sin? 0 with 0 < 0,0 < 2x. Then
10— 0] <e=|a—al <2e/a(l—a)+e.
Proof. Using trigonometric identities, we have:
sin?(0 + €) — sin® = (sin 6 cos € + sin e cos #)* — sin? @
= sin?  cos? € + cos? fsin? € 4+ 2sin O sin € cos 6 cos € — sin? 6.
We rewrite this, using cos? e = 1 — sin? €, 2sin e cos € = sin 2¢, sin ) = Va, cos = /1 — a, and obtain:
sin?(0 + €) —sin? 0 = \/a(1 — a) sin 2¢ + (1 — 2a) sin’ €.
Using similar transformations, we obtain:
sin? 0 —sin?(0 — €) = \/a(1 — a) sin 2¢ + (2a — 1) sin’e.
Finally, using the fact that sinx < 2 Va > 0, and |2a — 1] < 1, we have:
la — a| < max{sin®(0 + €) — sin? 0, sin? § — sin?(0 + €)} < 2e\/a(l — a) + €. O
Based on this, we can already determine if § = 0 or not.

Example 4.10. Suppose our goal is only to determine if |M| = 0 or not. We choose § = 1/4 and
e = 2= ("/242) - this tells us that we should use m :ﬁg(zn/:“’)" =0 (%) qubits of precision for phase

estimation. When |M| =10, 6 =0, a =0 and Prop. tells us that we have:

1o 11
o2[#+2]  24.2n " 2n’

la—al <
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hence the outcome of phase estimation must be \6) with probability at least 3/4.
Now assume |M| = 1. Then by Prop. have:

(1-5%)_+ 1 1

(1= 30) 1 1 )
1 on 91 gn < gn’

a—al <2 +
| | 9l 5+2] 92] 5+2]

<

hence we will obtain an outcome # |0) with probability at least 3/4. If|M| > 1, the probability to obtain |0)
is even lower. It is therefore easy to distinguish the two cases |M| =0 and |M| # 0. Sincem = O (%), the
query complexity of this algorithm (number of applications of the unitary Uy implementing the marking

function f) is O (\/27)

Tighter bounds on the quality of the estimate can be obtained with a better analysis than the one
above, which is a bit loose (although asymptotically this has no effect): the original paper [Brassard
et al., 2002 shows the following.

Proposition 4.8. Suppose that we apply the amplitude estimation algorithm using with q qubits for
phase estimation (rather than m = [log %] + 2 as prescribed earlier). Define a = sin?0,a = sin? 6 with

0< 9,5 < 2m. Then the algorithm returns a such that

a(l—a)

la —a| <27 59 +ﬁ

(4.5)

with probability at least %.

Corollary 4.9. If we want to estimate the probability of obtaining |¥g) from a measurement of S|0),
since this probability is precisely a = sin® 0, to obtain an estimate with absolute error at most € we pick
qg=0 (log %), leading to O (%) queries to the input unitaries S and CR.

Remark 4.11. Cor.[[.9 provides a quadratic speedup over classical estimation via the empirical average
of a number of samples (see Sect. , but it does mot discuss the bias of the estimator for a, which
unfortunately can be poor. However, with more advanced techniques amplitude estimation can be made
unbiased [Cornelissen and Hamoudi, 2023, |Rall and Fuller, 2023], or rather, it can be modified to effi-
ciently reduce the bias (i.e., the cost of the reduction of the bias is merely polylogarithmic in the reduction

factor), see the notes in Sect.[{.5

4.3.5 Application to Monte Carlo simulation

The technique discussed in the previous section finds application in Monte Carlo simulation. The crucial
observation is that the precision of the estimate grows linearly with the number of samples, rather than
with the square root of the number of samples. Indeed, this can be observed in Prop. by looking at
the error estimates: obtaining a = sin® § with precision e requires © (log %) qubits to store the outcome
of phase estimation, and therefore O (1) calls to the unitary S preparing sin 6[¢)c) +cos 0]¢g). The linear
scaling is stated explicitly in Cor. This is better scaling than in classical Monte Carlo techniques,
where the number of samples that one needs to obtain from a random variable grows quadratically with
the precision; i.e., we generally need O (}2) samples, and therefore calls to a function constructing a
sample from the desired probability distribution, to obtain an estimate with precision e. We formalize
this next, in particular explaining why the comparison between calls to S (for the quantum case) and
classical samples makes sense, at least from some point of view.

Suppose we are given a discrete random variable X with sample space Q = {0,1}" and Pr(X =J) =
p;. Let P be the unitary that maps:

PO).= Y VBl (4.6)

je{o,1}~

Such a unitary can be implemented following using O (2™) basic gates in general, see Sect. (more
efficient implementations may exist for distributions with certain properties, see the notes in Sect. .
We are interested in computing the expected value of a function f : {0,1}" — [0, 1], which we assume
to be given as the following quantum oracle on n + 1 qubits:

Us([Pa @ 10) = 17 @ (VI=FGI0) + VIGID).
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Note that if we have a binary oracle for f, we can implement the above transformation as a controlled
rotation on the last qubit. Then we can apply the amplitude estimation algorithm onto the state:

Up(P0)a @ 10) = > VI=FOvEIDIO)+ D VIDvEIDIL),

je{o,1}n je{o,1}n

aiming to estimate the amplitude of the state } ;e (o 13+ v/ f(7) /D5 [7)[1)-

Remark 4.12. In this setting, one application of the unitary P is equivalent to one classical sample in
the following sense: if we prepare the state P|6> and then apply a measurement to all qubits, we obtain
the string J with probability p;. This is exactly what we would obtain from a classical sample from the
discrete probability distribution encoded by the vector p. Thus, we can simulate one classical sample by
running the unitary P on a quantum computer. This implies that an application of P is more powerful
than the construction of one classical sample: using P once we can simulate a classical sample, but the
converse may not be true.

To solve the problem stated above using amplitude estimation, we let:

) = ! S VIGvEI

276{0 1}n f( )pJ je{o,1}n

1
Vv 1- JW|0
reon 00w 5 {Z} el

and it is easy to verify that these are orthogonal states. The state preparation circuit S is equal to Uy P,
and we have:

V) :

S[O)psr =UsPO) = [ > fOpilve)+ | D (= f@)pilvs). (4.7)

je{o, 1} je{o,1}n

With these definitions, we have sin®f = >jetoy f(Gp; = E[f(X)]. We can, for example, choose
f(3) = 315 to estimate (2" — 1)E[X], or f(7) = (5:57)? to estimate (2" — 1)2E[X?], and similarly for
other moments of X.

Let us discuss the sample complexity of estimating E[f(X)]. Computing E[f(X)] with classical
Monte Carlo yields a standard deviation of the estimator that scales with the square root of the number
of samples, by central limit theorem; thus, to obtain an estimate with error e with high probability,
classically we collect O (6%) samples and therefore we perform that many calls to f. On the other hand,
by Prop. , quantum amplitude estimation has query complexity O (%), i.e., it performs that many
calls to Uy and P. Indeed, it is sufficient to use ¢ = O (log %) qubits to store the output of the phase
estimation, leading to O (29) = O (%) applications of Uy and P. The discussion for different choices of
the function f is similar.

Remark 4.13. The statement on the asymptotic behavior in terms of the number of calls to f is accurate,
but potentially misleading: in order to apply the quantum algorithm we need access to a quantum oracle
for f, i.e., to Uy, whereas classically we just need sampling access to f. In other words, classically we
only need to be able to draw samples from f(X), whereas in the quantum algorithm as described above we
must have access to a circuit that prepares the natural quantum encoding of the distribution of X (i.e.,
the unitary of Fq. ), and we must be able to implement f as a quantum circuit. In theory this is
not an issue, because any function that can be classically computed can also be simulated with a quantum
circuit with at most polynomial overhead; however, in practice this requires knowing an explicit algorithm
(that can then be translated into a Boolean circuit) to compute f.

We end this section with an example, but we first need to define a certain gate.

Definition 4.10 (Y rotation gate). The gate Ry (7y) is defined as the matriz Ry () := (zifzfg C(s)lsn’y';f) .

The factor % in the angles appearing in Ry () may look confusing, but this is the convention, and it
comes from an interpretation of this gate as a rotation in a certain geometric representation of the space
of single-qubit quantum states. We will see other gates of this form in Ch. [9]
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Example 4.14. Let us look at a toy amplitude estimation example, inspired by [Woerner and Eqgger,
2019]. We remark that this is a toy problem — all calculations could be done easily by hand. Suppose we
are trying to determine the expected value of a quantity that takes the value Vi, with probability p, and the
value Vy with probability 1 —p. This can correspond to a number of situations, e.g., determining the price
or value of an asset whenever there are two possible outcomes. This example can also be generalized to
multiple possible outcomes, but the construction of the circuit becomes considerably more involved. The
expected value that we want to estimate is thus:

V=(1-p)Vi+pVp.

Let us renormalize so that V, = 0,V, = 1. Note that this renormalization does not affect the final
outcome: if we can estimate the expected value in the rescaled range [0,1], we can transform it back to
the original range [Vg, Vi, with a linear transformation.

Since there are two possible scenarios, uncertainty can be represented with a single qubit. Furthermore,
the amplitude coefficients \/ f(7), /1 — f(7) in the state , onto which amplitude estimation is applied,
are either 0 or 1, because we normalized the value f(0) =V, =0, f(1) =V}, = 1. Hence, the target state
is:

Sl0)2 = V1= pl0) @ (v/1 = £(0)[0) + v/ F(0)1)) + VBIL) @ (V1 = F(1)[0) + v/ f(1)I1))
= /1 —p|00) + /p|11)

We can prepare this state with the circuit given in Fig.|4.10 In this circuit we use the Y rotation Ry (7)
as defined in Def. setting v = 2sin™! \/P to obtain the correct amplitudes.

10) Ry (v) ——

10) D

Figure 4.10: State preparation circuit S for the amplitude estimation example.

We then need to implement the controlled reflection circuits: CR (reflection through |¢g)) and CF
(reflection through |0)). In this case, we can implement both circuits with a controlled-Z gate. Indeed,
since |Ya) = |11), a Z gate applies a sign-flip to |11) and implements CR; and the reflection through
0, given by 2|0)(0] — I®?, is easily verified to be the same gate. Thus, an application of the controlled
Grover operator CG= C(SFSTR) is given by the circuit in Fig. .

Control
0) Ry (=) b Ry (1) o—
0) H{z}-& alds -

Figure 4.11: Controlled Grover operator SFSTR. The four boxes represent the circuits CR, ST, CF, S
(from the left to the right, in this order).

We can now construct the full quantum amplitude estimation algorithm. If we use three qubits to
store the outcome of the estimation, the full circuit is given in Fig. [[.13 Running some simulations,

0y — 7] | P(—5) [ P(-3)
0) —H] P(-%)H I A
0) —{H] (H}—e A
0) — Ry (7) = H

G| | G? G3

|0) - - -

Figure 4.12: Quantum amplitude estimation circuit on two qubits.

for p = 0.75 with 2048 repetitions, we find that the the distribution of the measurement outcomes is as
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b sin? 6 | Count
000 | 0.00000 540
001 | 0.14645 52
011 | 0.85355 62
101 | 0.85355 1244
111 | 0.14645 150

Table 4.1: Measurement outcomes of the amplitude estimation example; we use the notation of Sect.

given in Tab. . Recall that sin® 0 is the estimate of the amplitude, and therefore it should be close to
p. We find that the most likely outcome corresponds to = 0.85, which is fairly close to the original value
p = 0.75. Notice that with only 3 qubits of precision, the discretization of the possible output values is
coarse, and 0.85 is the closest value to the correct answer given this level of granularity.

4.3.6 Searching when the number of solutions is not known

We now revisit Grover’s algorithm and amplitude amplification to show how one can search in time
O (\/2"/|M|) even when |M| = |{f € {0,1}" : f(f) = 1}| is not known. To achieve this result, we rely
on amplitude estimation. Assume 6 € (0, ). Consider the amplitude estimation circuit in Fig. we
have seen that the bottom n qubit lines are in a superposition of two eigenstates |¢),|¢_). Then we
can express the output of the amplitude estimation circuit in the following way:

i i0 —i0 1
/2 (=e19p)|o4) + e (j0-)]9-)) = VG

up to a global phase factor (we can ignore the i in front and multiply everything by —e~% to obtain
the expression on the r.h.s.), where |J),|9_) are the m-qubit normalized quantum states produced
by the amplitude estimation circuit, and which we will analyze in the following. We claim that as the
number m of qubits used for the phase estimation increases, the two states |[9;), |_) get more and more
orthogonal.

(10-46)1+) — e (j0-)]o-)) (4.8)

Lemma 4.11. In the setting of Eq. with m qubits for the first register (containing |94), |9_)), we
have [(9_|94)| = O (35)-

Before giving a formal proof, we provide an intuitive argument. Suppose that the angle 6 is exactly
representable on m bits: then ¢ ), ) are basis states corresponding to the binary representation of
0, —0, and are orthogonal because § # —0. However in general 6 is not representable on m bits (in fact,
in this section we have not specified how we plan to choose m). In this case |9, ), [9_) are superpositions
with amplitudes that concentrate on some m-bit representation of the angles 8, —6, but their overlap may
not be zero. If m is chosen large enough, however, almost all of the weight in the amplitudes is on the
basis states corresponding to the binary representation of 8, —6, hence |9, ), |[_) are almost orthogonal.
This is the main idea; we now proceed with the proof.

Proof. Let us write down analytical expressions for [91), [9_). For [¥1) we can assume that the bottom
n qubit lines in Fig. contain |¢4), and similarly for [J_) we can assume that they contain |¢_). The
circuit in Fig,. first creates a superposition over m qubits, then applies phase kickback, finally applies
the inverse QFT. Thus, we obtain:

|0.) = = Z 20k Z Qme 2mijk/2™ |3 = o Z 2i(0=m3/27)k 7
Ee{0,1}m je{o,1}m 7,ke{0,1}m
1 —21 1 —27ij m 1 i(—0—mj /2™
|19_> _ = Z e 2 0k Z 2m6 2mijk/2 |‘_7'> _ % Z &2 (—60—mj/2 )k‘ﬁ,
Y ke{o,1}m je{o,13m™ ¥ 7,ke{0,1}m™

thus for the inner product we find:

1 ) o m . . m
(79,|q9+>:47m Z Z e2i(0—m5/2™ )k Z 2i(0+mj/2m)e

je{0,1}™ kefo,1}m Ze{o,1}m™



4.3. AMPLITUDE ESTIMATION 79

1 2i0(k-+£) 2mij /2™ (E—k)
= 2. D, ey
je{o,1}™ £ iefo,1}m

1 210(k+L 2mig /2™ (b—k
= B Z £210( )Q Z e2mid /27 (E—F)
k,fe{0,1}m je{o,1}m

Using the formula for a geometric series, when the exponent is nonzero we have:

S i 2§ g _ Lo
< T 1 — e2mi(i—k)/2m
je{o,1}m =0

and if ¢ # k the numerator is 0, whereas if £ = k each term inside the summation is 1 so the entire
expression simplifies to 2. Setting ¢ = k and simplifying as above, we have:
1 sioe 1 1—e*2"
W) =5n D =g
ke{0,1}™

Now taking the modulus, we obtain:

1 2 1 2 1 2 1
|<19—|19+>|§7ﬁ:7 = — = -
2m |1 —edif|  2m \/(1 — cos40)? + sin® 46 2m \ 1 —cos4f  2msin26
1
2mg )

In the above expression, we used the half-angle identity sin(a/2) = +1/(1 — cos ) /2. O

|
Q

This shows that increasing m makes the | ), [_) more and more orthogonal. In particular, whenever
2 > %, the two states are essentially orthgogonal. Suppose, for the sake of analysis, that the states
[91),]9-) are indeed orthogonal. To compute the probability of observing |1¢) when performing a
measurement, on the second register, we switch to the density matrix formalism. The density matrix
associated with the entire system described in Eq. is:

(1046) (W] @ 164 ) (4] = >[04 ) (9| @ |64 ) (-] — e[ ) (V4] @ |6-) (b4 | + [I-}O-| @ [¢-}o-]),

[N

and if we trace out the first register, using (J_|9;) = 0, we obtain:

([Ye)(Wal = 1ve)(Wsl) .

|~

(1) (P4 ] + o) (o-]) =

DN | =

From this state, we see that the probablity of observing |i¢) (rather, one of the basis states constituting
lc)) when performing a measurement on the second register is 3.

In this analysis, we used the orthogonality of |} ) and |[¢_) to simplify the expression of the state
when tracing out the first register; otherwise, the expression will still contain some cross-terms. If
[94),|9—) are not orthogonal, then the probability of observing 1)) is at least 3 — O (747 ), because in
the worst case the probability decreases by |[(¥_|0+)|. Hence, repeating this circuit twice, we obtain a
desirable solution (i.e., a binary string corresponding to a basis state in |¢g), and hence in the set of all
solutions M) with probability at least % -0 (ﬁ) Relying on this idea, Alg. |T| determines a solution in
the desirable state. More details can be found in [Boyer et al., 1998 [Brassard et al., 2002]. The intuition
is that as soon as 2" > 6, it only takes a few iterations of the “while” loop to have a high probability of
success, and each loop iteration uses O (%) applications of f, i.e., of the Grover operator or of its inverse.

Theorem 4.12. If6 > 0, Alg.|1| returns a value J such that f(J) = 1. The expected number of applications
of the circuit Uy implementing f is O (%) If 0 = 0, the algorithm returns “no solution” and uses O (2™)
queries to f.
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Algorithm 1: Quantum search algorithm (without knowing the number of solutions).
Input: Unitary Uy to evaluate f : {0,1}" — {0,1}.
Output: Index 7 such that f(7) = 1.

1 Initialize: As in Grover search, let S = H®" and R : [7) — (—1)D|3).

2 Set m + 1.

3 while m <n do

4 fori=1,2do
5 Apply the amplitude estimation circuit (Fig. [4.9) with m qubits of precision.
6 Measure the second register to obtain a string |7) € {0,1}™.
7 if f(j) =1 then
8 ‘ return j.
9 end
10 end
11 end

12 for € {0,1}" do
13 if f(j) =1 then

14 | return j.
15 end
16 end

¢

17 return “no solution”.

Proof. We give a sketch of the proof. Let mg be chosen so that 1/(2™0sin260) < 1/10; hence, mo =
O (log1/0). Let us consider the number of applications of Uy that the algorithm performs when m < mq.
Since for each value of m we use O (2™) applications of Uy, this number is:

o (iﬁ) =0@2™)=0 <;) :

Now let us consider the expected number of applications of Uy that the algorithm performs when m > my.
By our choice of mg, each iteration is successful with probability at least 3/4—O (ﬁ) > 3/5. According
to a geometric distribution where each trial has success probability p, the probability that iteration k
is successful, and all previous iterations are unsuccessful, is p(1 — p)*~!. Thus, the expected number of
applications is:

3 3\ 6 SN 1
) gmotk — — gmo -] =0@™)=0(-).
HCHEES S ORISR

By adding the worst-case number of iterations when m < mg and the expected number of iterations
when m > mg, we obtain the bound O (%) on the total expected number of iterations. O

Corollary 4.13. Let Uy be a quantum (binary) oracle implementing a Boolean function f : {0,1}" —
{0,1}, and let M = {7 € {0,1}™ : f(j) = 1} be the set of marked elements. There is a randomized
algorithm that does not require knowledge of |M|, and that determines an element of M with O ( l%‘)

applications of Uy in expectation.

We can simplify this algorithm with the following observation. Note that the circuit used by Alg.
is the same as in Fig. with a variable qubit count m, and measurement gates added to the second
register: we thus obtain the circuit given in Fig. An interesting feature of this circuit is the fact
that we only measure the second register, which contains 7 as the answer if the algorithm is successful.
Since the first register is discarded without measurement, using Prop. [1.25] we can rewrite the above
algorithm ignoring the inverse QFT, as follows.

1. Set m = 1.
2. Pick a random y € {0,...,2™ — 1}. Repeat twice:

e Compute (SFSTR)¥|0), and apply a measurement to obtain a string |7). If £(|7)) = 1, output
7 and stop.
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H]
Bl T
| > @ QT’L
(H] 7
‘6>" (SFSTR)zo . (SFSTR)21 A — (SFSTR)QMA n

Figure 4.13: Amplitude estimation circuit with m bits of precision, in the context of searching when the
number of solutions is unknown.

3. If 2™ < 2" increase m < m + 1 and go back to step (2). If 2" > 2", then do full enumeration of
the 2™ binary string; if 7: f(J) = 1 is found, return 7, otherwise return “no solution”.

The reason why these algorithms are equivalent is that Alg. [I] remains the same if we eliminate the
inverse QFT block (this can be easily proven); without the QFT, if we measured all the qubits in the
first algorithm, the measurement would make the state collapse to one of the possible 2™ binary strings
in the first register, with equal probability. Thus, we are simulating the first algorithm by randomly
selecting a value y € {0,...,2™ — 1}, and then applying the Grover operator a corresponding number of
times. The rewritten algorithm does exactly this.

4.4 Quantum minimum finding

Grover’s algorithm solves the problem of finding an element satisfying a certain easy-to-check property
in a set. Given such an algorithm, it can be turned into an algorithm for finding the minimum of an
unstructured function, which is the subject of this section.

4.4.1 Base algorithm

Let f:{0,1}" — Z, and assume a circuit Uy to evaluate f is given in the usual form:

Us - [DIE) — )k @ FG))-

Suppose we want to find the minimum of f, but we do not know anything about the function: it may be
completely unstructured. Then, classically we may have to scan all elements in the set {0, 1}"™. We can do
better than that with a quantum computer. The idea is to “guess” the value v of the minimum, and then
perform repeated binary search, searching for some j such that f(j) < v using amplitude amplification.
If such J exists, we can update v. If no such 7 exists, then we have found the minimum (provided we
know some value £ such that f (Z) = ). We can turn this idea into an algorithm, given in Alg. El In this
algorithm we use the notation leyent to denote the indicator function of a certain event; more specifically,

-

we write 1., to denote the function that returns 1 if f (7) < f(¢), and 0 otherwise.

Algorithm 2: Quantum minimum finding algorithm.

Input: Unitary Uy to evaluate f, total number of evaluations 7.

Output: Index ¢ such that f(Z) < f(7) for all 7.

Initialize: Randomly choose ¢ € {0,1}".

while the number of evaluations of Uy does not exceed T' do
Construct marking unitary U, : [)|y) = Dy @ 1,5 p@)-

Let k be the index returned by the search algorithm. If k : f(k) < f(€), set £ « F.

1
2
3
4 Apply the search algorithm in Alg. [1{ using the marking unitary U,,.
5
6 end

7

return /.

Theorem 4.14 ([Durr and Hoyer, 1996]). Let f : {0,1}" — Z, let Uy be a circuit that evaluates f in
binary, and let § > 0. Using Alg. [, we can determine the global minimum of f with probability at least
1—9 using O (\/ 27 log %) applications of Uy in total, and O (\/ 2”) additional gates.



82 CHAPTER 4. AMPLITUDE AMPLIFICATION AND ESTIMATION

Proof. We call rank of an element of {0,1}", denoted rank(J), its position in the list ordered by non-
decreasing value of f; our goal is to show that we can determine the element of rank 1, i.e., the global
minimum.

The proof consists of three steps. We first consider the case where Alg. [7]is executed with T' = oo,
which we call the infinite-time algorithm, and analyze the probability that the index of the rank-r
element is returned. Then we use that probability to compute the expected running of the infinite-time
algorithm before it returns the element of rank 1. Finally, we apply Markov’s inequality and show the
desired result.

The main loop of Alg. consists of running the search algorithm of Cor. (Alg. [1)) for a fixed Z;
therefore, the search algorithm is executed to determine an element of the set of marked items M := {j €
{0,1}" : f(7) < f(f)}. Denote |M| = t. Let us call p(r,t) the probability that the element of rank r is
obtained as & on line 5 when running the infinite-time algorithm with a set of marked items of size t. We
claim that p(r,t) = 1/r if r < ¢, and p(r,t) = 0 otherwise. The case r > t is obvious because no element
of rank r exists. Then for each fixed r we perform induction on ¢. If t = r, we have p(r,r) = 1/r because
the search algorithm creates the uniform superposition over all elements of M, so we have 1/|M|=1/r
chance of observing the element of rank 7. For any ¢ > r, we can express p(r,t) as the sum of two terms:
the probability that the index k on line 5 is the element of rank r, and the probability that k it is not
the element of rank r but it becomes so in a subsequent iteration, i.e.,

p(r,t) =Pr(rank(k) = r)+
t
Z Pr(element of rank 7 is chosen subsequently|rank(k) = s) Pr(rank(k) = s).
s=1
s#r

Because the index % is chosen uniformly at random from M, Pr(rank(k) = s) = 1/|M| = 1/t for any t.

-

Furthermore, by definition Pr(element of rank r is chosen subsequently|rank(k) = s) = p(r,s—1). Using
the induction hypothesis, we know p(r,s — 1) =0if s <r, and p(r,s —1) = 1/rif r < s <t — 1. Thus:

We now turn to computing the expected running time (in terms of number of calls to Uy) of the
infinite-time algorithm before ¢ contains the index of the global minimum. Note that once rank(¢) = 1,

the index ¢ will no longer change during the course of the algorithm. By Cor. the number of
applications of the marking unitary U, to find the index of a marked item among 2" items, where ¢

items are marked, is O (\ /2”/75) in expectation. Let ¢ be the constant of the O (+) expression, i.e., Alg.

uses < ¢ "/t applications o e marking unitary. 0 be more concrete oyer et al. 1ves a
< ¢y/2"/t applicati f th king unitary. (To b , [Boy 1., 1998] gi

slightly different quantum search algorithm for which ¢ = %\/2" /t; so we can take ¢ = % below.) Then
we upper bound the total expected running time in the following way:

2’!L
Z Pr(rank(f) = r at some iteration)(Expected runtime to find a better element than rank r).

This is an upper bound because the search at line 4 only looks for better elements, therefore rank(Z) =r
can only occur once in the course of the algorithm. We can expand this expression as follows: when
r =1 we are done with a single application of U,,, and otherwise, it is at most:

> on 11 =11
< C\/ZTL( + Z 7”_3/2> < C\/27< /2"1 r_3/2> (4.9)

=1
27 _1
< eV/2m (2 T (—27”_1/2‘1 )) < eV/or (; T 2) < 327,

Each application of the marking unitary U,, can be implemented with a single call to Uy plus some
binary arithmetic operations. Thus, the expected number of calls of the infinite-time algorithm before 7
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contains the index of the global minimum is O (\/27") The number of gates also follows from Cor.
and Sect. E.3.61
From this bound on the expected number of iterations of the infinite-time algorithm to obtain the
global minimum, we can finish the proof using standard tools. Let X be the random variable correspond-
ing to the number of applications of U before Alg. E finds the global minimum. Let = 3¢v/2" > E[X].
By Markov’s inequality, if we run Alg. m with T' = 3¢, the probability that we do not find the minimum
is at most: E[X] )
Pr(X > 3t) < 3 <73
We execute Alg. [7| k times in total, setting T' = 3t each time, and take the index b of the best element
returned among the k executions as the global minimum. The probability that b is not the global
minimum is at most (1/3)*. Setting k = [logs 3| = O (log }) ensures the success of the algorithm with
probability at least 1 — d, and concludes the proof. O

4.4.2 Function evaluations with errors

We can now address the more general case where we want to find an approximate minimizer of a function
that cannot be evaluated exactly. In the previous section f could be evaluated exactly and in binary.
But we may not always be so lucky: for example, it may be the case that evaluating f requires acting on
quantities obtained from an amplitude/probability estimation procedure, and such an estimation incurs
a probability of error. It may be helpful to distinguish the type of errors that are easy to deal with, and
those that require a more careful treatment. We will proceed in increasing order of difficulty. Here we
only discuss cases where positive results are possible; in other settings quantum speedups are negated
by noise, see the notes in Sect. at the end of this chapter, therefore it is important to pay attention
to the details of the error model.

Deterministic noisy evaluation. In this case f is evaluated through a unitary Uy that acts as:

Us IR = Dk e £ + ),

where €; is some error that may depend on j. Let emax be an upper bound for all errors: |¢;| < emax| V.
Under this assumption, in each execution of the “while” loop in Alg. [7]the marking unitary U, is always
consistent: each state |j) is entangled with a specific binary string | f(j) + ¢;), and the state is marked

-

or not marked depending if f(7) +¢; < f(£). We might miss the true global minimum of the function
because of the error terms ¢;, but it is straightforward to conclude that Alg. [7] with high probability
determines a value that is at most 2e,.x away: the proof of Thm. applies directly.

Nondeterministic evaluation with exogenous randomness. In this case f is evaluated through
a unitary Uy that acts as:

Us  [DIk) = DIk & F(7) + €,
where ¢; is an exogenous random variable. Conceptually, we can think of this situation as having a
separate “random seed” register, and the values of €; are determined once the random seed is fixed, but
we do not know the value of the random seed a priori. Applying Alg. [7] directly may not work here: in
different executions of the “while” loop the samples from the random variables €¢; may be different, so it
is theoretically possible that the marking unitary U, accepts more values 7 than we anticipated (recall
that in principle we only want to mark 7: f(7) < f(£)). The proof of Thm. explicitly relies on the
assumption that if the element of rank r is the incumbent, we can find a better element with expected

running time O ( f_—wl), the exogenous randomness model violates that assumption.

It is however not difficult to recover the same running time as Thm. with some slightly weaker
guarantees. There are multiple ways to do so: if we have some information on the distribution of the
errors €;, we can exploit it to our advantage. A weaker but simpler approach can be employed if we
know that |¢;| < emax Vj. We change the marking unitary on line 3 of the “while” loop of Alg. (7| to:

Un = [Dy) = D]y & 1f(j)<f(z)_2€nlax>

and the acceptance criterion on line 5 to f(k) < f(f) — 2emax. Because l€;] < €max, these modifications
ensure that we only accept elements with a function value guaranteed to be better than the function
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value of the incumbent . Thus, in the proof of Thm. we can rely on p(r,t) = 1/r being an upper
bound on the true probability of selecting the element of rank r. Furthermore, (4.9) is still a valid upper

bound: the more stringent acceptance criterion f(k) < f(f) — 2€max may result in skipping some of the
terms of the summation, i.e.,

on
- 2n - 2m
E Pr(rank(¢) = r at some iteration)c 1 < E Pr(rank({) = r at some iteration)c
\ 7 —
r=2

r—1
2n on
< n
< ;:229(7", e\l 1

and the chain of inequalities continues in (4.9)). This shows that, similar to Thm. with O (V2" log 3)
we can determine ¢ such that I (Z) < fmin + 2€max, where fin is the value of the global minimum of f.

rirank(f)=r
at some
iteration

Nondeterministic evaluation with endogenous randomness. In this case f is evaluated through
a unitary Uy that acts as:

where ZE;éf(_ji |aj x| = 1 — pj. The interpretation of this model is the following: the unitary Uy uses
a working register, initialized in the state |ﬁ>7 to output the correct value of f with some probability
pj, and with the complementary probability it outputs some other value. An instance of this model
is the example mentioned at the beginning of the section, where evaluating f requires some amplitude
estimation or phase estimation procedure: in that case the output of the final QFT is a superposition of
basis states, one of which leads to the “correct” function value; all other basis states lead to a potentially
erroneous computation, and they may also appear with a nonzero but potentially negligible amplitude.
An example should help clarify the difficulties encountered in this setting.

Example 4.15. Consider the case in which we have a state 27{071}7, a;|7) and we want to return the
index 7 such that |o; |2 is minimized. One way to do so is to use amplitude estimation followed by quantum
minimum finding. For concreteness, let [¢)) = 0.6/0) + 0.8|1). Below we perform several approximations
and simplifications for the sake of the example: an actual implementation could yield different results.
The setup is the following: we use three registers, the first one to store the index j over which we search
(in this case, 7 € {0,1}), the second to store |¢), and the third to contain the output of amplitude
estimation.

Suppose we use 4 qubits for the third register. Recall that for an amplitude sin 0, amplitude estimation
outputs +0/m; the “ideal” 4-digit output of amplitude estimation for each of the two amplitudes 0.6,0.8
is then:

|0011) = 0.1875 in decimal (sin0.18757 = 0.5557 ~ 0.6)
|0101) = 0.3125 in decimal (sin 0.31257 = 0.8314 ~ 0.8).

For the sake of this example, assume that amplitude estimation outputs the ideal number with probability
0.81 = (0.9), and the ideal number +£1/16 with probability 0.095 ~ (0.308)? each. (In reality the output
distribution might have quite a different shape than what we assumed.) Then the amplitude estimation
circuit (where, conditioned on some value |J) in the first single-qubit register, we estimate the amplitude
of |7) in the second single-qubit register, and write the answer in the third register) would perform the
following mapping:

|0)(0.6]0) + 0.8]1))[0000) — [0)(0.6]0) + 0.8]1))(0.308|0010) + 0.9/0011) + 0.308|0100))
|1)(0.6]0) + 0.8]1))[0000) — |1)(0.6]0) + 0.8]1))(0.308/0100) + 0.9]0101) + 0.308|0110)).

Let us now apply Alg. @ where in the initialization phase we randomly choose {=1. The search on
line 4 of the “while” loop tries to determine the index of an element with function value better than . An
issue immediately arises: what is the function value associated with the incumbent? For the incumbent



4.4. QUANTUM MINIMUM FINDING 85

{ =1, the function value is the superposition (0.308/0100) + 0.9/0101) + 0.308|0110)). And how do we
compare the function value f(1) with the function value f(0)? The function value for index 7 = 0 is
not deterministically strictly smaller than the function value for index 7 = 1! Assume we implement
the test f(0) < f(1) by using a register to store f(0), one register to store f(1), and another register to
store the outcome of the comparison. The function value f(0), i.e., the output of amplitude estimation
for the index 7 = 0, is (0.308]0010) + 0.9|0011) + 0.308|0100)). Similarly, the function value f(1) is
(0.308|0100) + 0.9|0101) + 0.308|0110)). If we compare the binary values stored in the superpositions for
f(0) and f(1), by doing pairwise comparisons, we see that with probability (0.308)2 - (0.308)? ~ 0.009 the
comparison yields “f(0) is larger than or equal to f(1)”, whereas, for correctness of the algorithm, we
wanted “f(0) is strictly smaller than f(1)”.

Ex. describes a situation where it is not immediately apparent how to execute Alg.[7t to execute
the algorithm we must be able to compare two function values and determine which is smaller, but if the
function values are produced in a superposition, the comparison is not deterministic. The result of the
comparison depends on the outcome of a measurement of the registers involved: this is what we mean
by “endogenous randomness” of the evaluation.

Without loss of generality, we can simplify the exposition by considering the following related search
problem: given a function f : {0,1}" — {0,1}, we want to determine some ¢ € {0,1}" : f(f) = 1, while
having access only to a nondeterministic version f of f satisfying the following:

if £(7) =1 then Pr(f(7) =1) > 9/10,  if f(7) = 0 then Pr(f(5) = 0) > 9/10.

In other words, we cannot access f directly, but we have access to a “noisy” function that outputs the
correct function value at least 90% of the time.

Remark 4.16. The threshold value 9/10 is chosen arbitrarily: as long as it is > 1/2, we can always
boost it it with a few repetitions.

This setting is a direct generalization of the quantum search problem, where the function f is not
correct all the time, but we have a bound on the failure probability: the corresponding problem is
usually called search with bounded error probability [Hoyer et al., 2003]. Clearly if we can solve search
with bounded error probability then we can generalize Alg. [7]to the same setting in which function values
are computed correctly with bounded error probability: the crucial component of the algorithm is the
application of quantum search on line 4, and in the setting considered here, the marking unitary would
act as the function f, not as the error-free version f.

The quantum search algorithm in Alg. [1| does not directly work for the bounded error case, because
errors could accumulate too quickly. There is a very simple approach to design a search algorithm that
works in this setting, at the expense of additional (but polynomial) query complexity. Let m be the
number of queries to (exact) f that the quantum search algorithm would have to apply to find a solution

Z; by Cor.[4.13l m = O “/%) Suppose the failure proabability of f could be reduced to:

- 1 - 1
if f(7) =1 then P HD=1)>1———— if f(7) =0 then P HN=0>1———
it £() = 1then Pr(F() = 1)2 1= ooy i /() =0 then Pr(f() =0) 21— 75—,
and apply quantum search (Alg. 1) using f. Because each call to f differs from a call f with probability
only , and errors in quantum computation accumulate linearly (see Sect. and in particular
Prop. [1.22)), we can bound the difference between the quantum state produced by the search algorithm
using f differs and the quantum state produced by the search algorithm using f as:

1

ber of calls to f)(fail bability of f) < m——— < —
(number of calls to f)(failure probability o f)_mlOOm_ 100

in the Euclidean norm. This implies (Prop. that the quantum search algorithm using f succeeds
with probability at most ﬁ worse than the success probability of quantum search using f. Thus, if we
can reduce the failure probability of f to ﬁ, where c is the constant in the O (+) for quantum search,
applying quantum search substituting f for f obtains the correct answer with high probability.

To boost the probability of success using some extra queries to f we can do the following: we construct
a function fmaj that queries f k = O (n) times, stores the output in separate working registers, takes

the majority vote of the outputs, and finally uncomputes the working registers by applying U}. More
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formally, the unitary Ufmaj’ when applied onto the basis state |j) and several fresh registers, implements
the following steps:

U, 170 [0) - 10)]0) = IDIFL(T)) - 1Fc())10)

k times

= DIAG) - AFe@)IMAIF (). -, Fu(3))
SRR, 17)10) - . |0 MATI(F1 (7). - -, u (D)),
N—_——

k times

where f; ) fk( 7) denotes k different evaluations of f, and the function MAJ takes the majority vote.
The uncomputation process cleans up the working registers almost exactly (in fact the uncomputation
may not be perfect, but it is not difficult to show that it creates a quantum state very close to the desired
one, therefore we neglect this issue for ease of exposition). In this way we implement a function fa;
that can be shown to have the desired very low failure probability. Indeed, we can analyze the failure
probablhty of fmaJ using standard arguments: let k& be the number of queries to f for the majority vote.
fmaJ outputs the correct answer if at least k/2 queries to f give the correct answer. Let Xi,..., X be
Bernoulli random variables that take value 1 if the corresponding query to f gives the correct answer,
an event that happens with probability at least 9/10 by assumption. Let X = 2?21 X;. Using the

multiplicative Chernoff bound, the probability that fewer than k/2 queries to f give the correct answer
can be bounded above as follows:

k 4\ 9% 4 g
< — | = < —— | — ] = < I < 162 [X}
Pr (X_ 2) Pr (X_ <1 9) 10) Pr (X_ (1 Q)E[X]) <e 16

SEX] « o— 18 Sk c
S et S 15 e
k = O (n) is sufficient to make this inequality hold. Summarizing, if we are willing to perform O (n)

queries to f to simulate one almost-exact query to f, we can employ Alg. E using the almost-exact query
and no further modifications; this brings the total query complexity of the algorithm to O (n\/27 log 5).

With some ingenuity it is possible to reduce the query complexity to O (v/2" log 1), as in Thm.
We describe an idea introduced in [Hgyer et al., 2003] in the context of quantum search: as remarked
earlier, if we can perform quantum search the extension to quantum minimum finding is straightforward.
We execute quantum search by interleaving iterations of amplitude amplification and error reduction.
We start with one iteration of amplitude amplification step to amplify all quantum states |j) such
that f(7) = 1: this includes states for which f(j) = 1, but also “false positives”, i.e., branches of the
computation where f(7) = 0 and f outputs an incorrect value. Then we run an error reduction step:
for all 7: f (7) = 1 in the previous step we perform k evaluations of f, take a majority vote, and use
the outcome of the majority vote to reduce the probability of observing a false positive to O (2 ( ) At
this point we go back to the amplitude amplification step and iterate. Note that as we do so, we need
to add new registers as working registers to store the outcome of the majority votes. The details of this
idea can be found in [Hgyer et al., 2003|, with a detailed proof showing that when f has bounded error
probability, the asymptotic complexity of quantum search stays the same, although the algorithm gets
more involved and the constants in O (-) notation get worse.

We want e~ 162 and taking the natural logarithm on both sides, we find that

4.5 Notes and further reading

Even before Grover presented his algorithm for unstructured quantum search with a quadratic speedup
over classical algorithms, it was known that at a quadratic speedup is optimal for unstructured search,
i.e., relative to an oracle that identifies the optimal solution [Bennett et al., 1997).

Amplitude amplification is a fundamental component of most of the optimization algorithms discussed
in subsequent chapters, if only as a way to boost the probability of success of the algorithms. Among the
direct applications of Grover’s unstructured search algorithm to optimization, one of the most notable
is the acceleration of the solution of certain types of dynamic programming problems, discussed in
[Ambainis et al., 2019]. The main feature of these dynamic programs is that they are defined by a
recursion across subsets: to determine the optimal decision over a set of given cardinality, one must loop
over all of its subsets, potentially with some cardinality constraints. [Ambainis et al., 2019] initializes
the dynamic programming recursion with some classical computation, then uses Grover’s algorithm to
fill out the rest of the dynamic progrmaming table by looping over all the possible subsets. The classical
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running time o (2™) for doing so gets reduced to an exponential with a smaller base. Notably, for the
Bellman-Held-Karp dynamic programming formulation of the traveling salesman problem, [Ambainis
et al., 2019] reduces the classical O (2") running time to quantum O (1.728") running time. |Grange
et al., 2023] uses this framework to give quantum speedups for (exponential-time) single-machine job
scheduling problem solved by dynamic programming across subsets. It is important to remark that this
line of work requires QRAM (quantum RAM, see Sect. to achieve a quantum speedup, as the values
used to initialize the dynamic programming table, on which the recursion is built, are assumed to be
available via a constant-time oracle in superposition, and this can be done with QRAM.

There is a version of amplitude amplification that is tailored for algorithms with multiple branches,
each of which has different time complexity. This version is called variable-time amplitude amplification.
We use it in Sect. but do not give all details as we only need it in that specific section. A general
treatment can be found in [Ambainis, 2010].

In Sect. we mentioned that phase estimation yields a biased estimator, and that in some contexts
this is undesirable. The same considerations apply to amplitude estimation, because in turns it relies on
phase estimation (see [Suzuki et al., 2020] for a version of amplitude estimation that employs a maximum
likelihood estimator rather than phase estimation). Unbiased amplitude estimation is discussed in [Cor-
nelissen and Hamoudi, 2023} |[Rall and Fuller, 2023]. It is an important technique in quantum algorithms
for the estimation of partition functions, a task that can be used to approximately count combinatorial
objects such as matchings or independent sets in a graph [Cornelissen and Hamoudi, 2023), Harrow and
Wei, 2020]. Work on the estimation of partition function has also led to nondestructive amplitud esti-
mation, i.e., a technique to apply quantum amplitude estimation on a state while restoring a copy of the
state upon measurement — as opposed to the standard amplitude estimation described in this chapter,
where the final measurement would collapse the quantum state irreversibly.

In general, preparing a quantum state encoding a probability distribution such as has gate com-
plexity @ (2™), i.e., linear in the size of the vector encoding the probability distribution. We can improve
upon this worst-case complexity with additional assumptions. Two such assumptions are common in the
literature. The first assumption is that we have access to QRAM, see Sect. Since QRAM implements
some operations faster than the standard circuit model, one has to be careful that a potential speedup
obtained by encoding probability distributions in quantum states using QRAM is due to some algorith-
mic quantum advantage, rather than to QRAM only. The second assumption is that the probability
distribution being encoded is efficiently integrable, as defined in [Grover and Rudolph, 2002]. Note that
this is a strong assumption, as it implies that we can integrate the probability density function between
arbitrary endpoints, which usually means we know it analytically and often leads to efficient classical
sampling as well.

The topic of quantum search, or quantum minimum finding, in the presence of errors has produced
both positive and negative results, and these depend on the error model. We discussed several positive
results in Sect. [f-4.2] in particular for those error models that appear to be more directly relevant for
fault-tolerant computation (e.g., errors due to oracles that rely on bounded-error subroutines). If the
errors are due to hardware noise, results can be markedly more negative. |Regev and Schiff, 2008| shows
that if the oracle Uy is faulty, i.e., it applies identity instead with some constant probability, then no
quantum speedup can be achieved. An analogous result for continuous-time quantum queries (rather
than the discrete-time queries discussed in this chapter) is shown in [Temme, 2014]. Note that if there
are no marked elements, then the computation is not affected by noise, because Uy would be the identity
map anyways. With a different form of noise (depolarizing noise), that turns the state register of Grover
search into a uniform superposition with probability p, at least Q(p2™) queries are necessary [Vrana et al.,
2014]. A tight characterization of the complexity of quantum search in the presence of depolarizing noise,
as well as additional types of noise, is given in [Rosmanis, 2023|. These noise models are inspired by
commonly used models for faulty hardware.
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Chapter 5

Quantum gradient algorithm and
vector input/output

In this chapter we discuss a multidimensional version of phase estimation, that has a direct application
for the estimation of the gradient of a multidimensional function. We also present an algorithm to create
the natural quantum encoding of a vector, and an algorithm to extract the classical description of the
vector associated with a quantum state; the latter is again an application of phase estimation. Whereas
algorithms discussed in previous chapters always output a scalar, in this chapter they output vectors.

5.1 The quantum gradient algorithm

In this section we show how, using phase estimation, we can simultaneously compute multiple components
of the gradient of a function via finite differences. The first algorithm based on this idea, introduced in
[Jordan, 2005|, is often called “Jordan’s gradient algorithm” in the literature.

The problem that this algorithm solves is defined as follows. We are given oracle access to a function
f(z):[0,1]¢ — R, and we want to output its gradient at the origin. The choice of the origin is w.Lo.g.,
as one can always translate the function. Similarly, a different rectangular domain can be transformed
to the box [0,1]?. Without further knowledge on the structure of the function, a classical algorithm
that outputs the gradient up to some level of precision takes 2(d) function evaluations: otherwise, there
is some direction in R? on which we do not have enough information to compute the gradient. (The
computer science notation (d) means “at least d gates asymptotically, up to a multiplicative factor,”
similar to how O (() d) means “at most d gates asymptotically, up to a multiplicative factor.”) The
simplest and most natural algorithm to perform gradient estimation is to evaluate the objective function
along the coordinate axes, with some small stepsize A, and output the gradient estimate obtained doing
finite differences:

O () J0+8¢) = 1(0)
an A ’
for every j = 1,...,d. We can do better with a quantum algorithm. We divide our discussion on this

topic based on properties of the function f, and how it is specified.

5.1.1 Linear functions with a binary oracle

We first present the quantum algorithm in the setting studied by Jordan |[Jordan, 2005|. In this setting,
we have access to a binary oracle for the function f, which we define below after introducing some
notation.

Definition 5.1 (Addition modulo the largest integer). For any integer ¢ > 0 and integers j, k €
{0,...,29 — 1}, we define j Bk = (j + k mod 29). In other words, B of two integers representable
on q digits is the addition modulo 29.

We estend the definition to binary strings: given 7,k € {0,1}9, Bk =h where h = (j+k mod 29).

The function f is then given to us via the following oracle:

Uslzi)|zz) - - |Z)[7) — [21)|22) - - [T |G B f (21, - -, 2a)),
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where each register is represented on ¢ qubits. We make a further simplifying assumptions in this section:
that the function f is linear. Specifically, f(z1,...,24) = a'z + b for some vector a € R? and b € R,
and each component of @ is representable on ¢ bits. Thus, Vf(0) = a and the answer that we seek is
precisely the vector a. We will discuss how to relax this assumption in subsequent sections.

Remark 5.1. The precise assumption is that we know that the function is linear, but we do now know
what the vector a is. We could estimate it with a classical algorithm using n + 1 function evaluations,
and we seek to do better than that.

Recall that f : [0,1]¢ — R,. Suppose each argument is represented on ¢ bits: this creates a grid of

integer points, say 0, 2%, 2%, ey 22;1 along each axis. Let us study the following state:
]- i(a’ —>\ | —> —>
) = NI Z e2mila = 40) /2% 1 EY T ), (5.1)
7€{0,1}%4

where x is obtained from the dg-dimensional binary string Z by reshaping it as a d-dimensional vector
with ¢-digit entries (that is: the first ¢ digits indicate the first component of z, the next ¢ indicate the
second component, and so on). It is not too difficult to see that the state |¢) is a tensor product of
Fourier states: €270/2? is a constant that can be collected and taken out of the expression; then we use
the fact that 'z = a121 + . .. agzq to write:

|,¢> _ 1 Z e27rib/2q e27ri(a111/2q) “,E—f>e27ri(a2z2/2q) |i,~2>> o e27ri(a,izd/2q) |ird>>

V244

7€{0,1}44q

_ 2mib/2 1 Z e2milma /2972y | e2rilaze2/2 170 | @ .

1
el i

1‘16{0,1}‘7 IQE{O,l}q

1 X .
® \/E Z 827”(‘1d1d/2q)|xd>

z5€{0,1}4

The term e2™/2" is a global phase that can be ignored. In the remaining ¢-qubit registers we have

precisely the Fourier states corresponding to the scalars ai,...,aq. Thus, if each component a; of a
is exactly representable on ¢ bits, applying the inverse QFT to each g-qubit register recovers a binary
description of aq,...,a4:

1 ; qY) | —> —

Q:; Z 627r1(a1x1/2 )|1,1> =a;
V21 #7€{0,1}4

1 ) —> —

QL NeT] Y mlenE) ) = a3

73€{0,1}4

1 ; q) | —> —
o[ L Y et |
2 zg€{0,1}4

It follows that if we could create the state |1) as in Eq. , then the application of the g-qubit inverse
QFT for d times would output the correct answer to the problem of computing the gradient. As it turns
out, creating |¢) is relatively straightforward given our assumptions, by using phase kickback to exploit
the fact that Q,|1) is an eigenstate of modular addition.

Recall that Uy acts on d+1 registers, each of which is on g-qubits: d registers for the input arguments
of the function f, one register for the output. Initialize the algorithm with the following state composed
of g-qubit registers: . . . ~

|O>q ® ‘0>q Q- ® |O>q ® |1>q~
Then we apply H®? to the first d registers, and the QFT to the last register. We obtain:

H®10) @ H®I|0) ® ... H®1|0) ® Q,|1) =

1 i 1 i /o
Nor > \z1>\m2>...|xd>®ﬁ ST ey,

z€{0,1}dq je{o,1}e
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Now we apply Uy to perform modular addition of f(x1,...,z4) to the last register, obtaining:

1 1 o
U | o= D @@ .. #ne—= > /5| =
\/od
2% 7€{0,1}4e \/2756{0,1}11
—2mij /29

\/;@ > X |55Y>|f§>...|5£’§)€W\3E5f(m1,...,xd)>. (5.2)

#€{0,1}4 7e{0,1}a

For every fixed (Z7,...,74) € {0,1}%, relabeling ¥ = j B f(z1,...,74) and looking at the second
summation in the last part of Eq. we have:

1

—27ij /29> 1 —2mi(k—f(x T 7.
> g e 2mii/2 |78 f(z1,...,2q)) = T3 E e 2milh—f(21,.,za))/2 |k)
je{o,1}4 ke{0,1}¢
Twif(x1,...,x a 1 —2mi 7.
— e2mif(z1,0a)/2 5 § e~ 2mik/2 |k>

ke{0,1}4

In the above expression, the first equality is due to the fact that we are still summing over all possible
binary strings, because modular addition applies a constant shift to the index of the sum; the second
equality holds because the term f(x1,...,x4) in the exponent does not depend on the summation index,
hence it can be taken out of the sum. It follows that Eq. can be rewritten as follows:

1 , 1 g
T > e BiEE). L me = 3 e,
7e€{0,1}9¢ 7€{0,1}4

The first dg qubits in this expression are precisely the state |[¢) in Eq. showing that we have
constructed the desired state from which the inverse QFT recovers the correct answer. To construct this
state via phase kickback, we have used Hadamards everywhere in the first d registers, QFT in the last
register, and one application of Uy. The full circuit implementing the algorithm described in this section
is given in Fig.

B BB

Figure 5.1: Circuit for the quantum gradient algorithm for a four-dimensional function (d = 4, the
gradient has four components a1, as, as, as).

Proposition 5.2. Let Uy be given as a binary oracle that performs modular addition in the last register.
Assuming f is linear, and each component of the gradient of f is exactly representable on q bits, the
circuit in Fig. recovers the gradient of f with a single application of Uy.

Remark 5.2. The gradient algorithm discussed in this section is a multidimensional version of phase
estimation. In standard phase estimation, we use phase kickback to construct the Fourier state corre-
sponding to the sought phase — a scalar. In multidimensional phase estimation, we use phase kickback
to construct the tensor product of multiple Fourier states, each corresponding to one component of a vec-
tor. Rather than a single inverse QFT at the end of the circuit, we apply multiple inverse QFT blocks.
Multidimensional phase estimation is a powerful technique to output vectors with a quantum algorithm,
when it is applicable.
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5.1.2 Polynomial functions with other types of oracles

In Sect. we were working with a linear function, and we had access to some form of a binary oracle
for its value, i.e., a unitary that outputs a binary description of the function value. This allowed us to
perform phase kickback using the property that the Fourier state corresponding to the all-ones binary
string is an eigenvector of addition modulo the largest integer in the register. In general we may not
always have a perfectly linear function, or we may not have access to the binary oracle — which is
generally available in situations where we know a (classical) Boolean circuit to compute the function
value, but may be difficult to obtain otherwise. We now present different input models for the function,
and relax the linearity assumption. The discussion in this section is based on the results of |Gilyén et al.,
2019a).

Let us first discuss how to deal with nonlinearity. If we could somehow construct an approximation
of the function Vf(0) "z, starting from an evaluation oracle for the nonlinear function f, then we could
apply Jordan’s gradient algorithm from the previous section to this new function, which is linear in
2 and such that its gradient is Vf(0). We can turn to ideas from calculus and numerical analysis to
attain this goal, relying on a central difference approximation of the function f. A central difference
approximation is a higher-order version of the simple central difference formula aanj (0) = W,

where e; denotes the j-th orthonormal basis vector, as is customary.

Definition 5.3 (Central difference approximation). The degree-2m central difference approximation of
a function f : R* — R is the function defined as:

m

FE(@) = 7 al™ fka) = VF(0)

k=—m

where the coefficients afm) are defined as:

Jemy _ CDG)
' G

for k#0, and a((fm) =0.

By computing f*™) we obtain an approximation of V f (0) "z the value of m that is necessary for a
good approximation depends on the desired error tolerance, and on the degree of nonlinearity of f. Note
that evaluating f(2”) at one point requires evaluating f at 2m points, thus the value for m determines
the cost of implementing an oracle for f(**). We can then apply Jordan’s gradient algorithm to f(2™)
which is linear in . An example of such a result is given below in Thm.

We now move to discussing different input models for the function f. Besides binary oracles, there
are two natural way to encode functions that have been used in one way or another in the quantum
algorithms literature. These are probability oracles and phase oracles. Below, x is a vector and Z is a
binary encoding the vector x, e.g., by listing its components in binary in fixed precision.

Definition 5.4 (Probability oracle). A probability oracle for a function f :[0,1] — [0,1] is a unitary Uy
mapping |0)|Z) — \/f(x)|1>|1/)§c1)> +4/1-— f(x)\0)|1/)_(to)) for all x, where |w§0)>, ‘¢§:1)> are some arbitrary

quantum states.

Note that according to the definition of probability oracle, the probability of observing |1) in the first
qubit is precisely f(x).

Definition 5.5 (Phase oracle). A phase oracle for a function f : [0,1] — [—1,1] is a unitary Uy mapping
|0)|Z) — et/ @) [0)|Z) for all z.

Conversion between these oracles is possible, with variable cost. Converting from a probability oracle
to a binary oracle can be expensive (it can be done with amplitude estimation). We can efficiently convert
a binary oracle to a phase oracle using phase kickback, as shown above. Converting from a probability
oracle to a phase oracle is also efficient: we give a conversion result below.

Theorem 5.6 (|Gilyén et al., 2019a]). Let f : [0,1] — [0,1] and suppose we have access to a probability
oracle Uy for f. Then we can implement an e-approximate phase oracle for f using O (log %) applications

of Uy and U}, i.e., a unitary whose ouput on any valid input state is at most e-away (in Euclidean norm)
from the output of an exact phase oracle.
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Figure 5.2: Oracle conversion. Solid lines indicate efficient conversions (polylogarithmic cost in 1/€),
dashed lines indicate inefficient conversions (polynomial cost in 1/€).

There are likely many constructive proofs for Thm. 5.6 The approach used in |Gilyén et al., 2019a]
approximates the exponential function e’/ (*) with a Taylor series, then constructs each term in the series
(which is a sinusoidal function) relying on an analogy with Grover’s algorithm. Indeed, a probability
oracle constructs a superposition of a “good” and a “bad” state, marked by first qubit, and we can rotate
in the plan spanned by these two. The terms are then combined using a linear combination of unitaries
[Childs and Wiebe, 2012} [Childs et al., 2017], see Sect. To complement Thm. [5.6] we note that
conversion from a phase to a probability oracle is also efficient, provided the probability is bounded away
from 0 and 1 by a constant.

Theorem 5.7 ([Gilyén et al., 2019a]). Let f : [0,1] — [d,1 — 6] and suppose we have access to a phase
oracle Uy for f. Then we can implement an e-approzimate probability oracle for f using O (%log %)

applications of Us and U}.

These conversion results are summarized in Fig. As indicated in the picture, conversions between
oracle types are generally efficient in the inverse precision (i.e., they run in time polylogarithmic in 1/¢)
except when trying to convert a probability or a phase oracle to a binary oracle: such an “analog to
digital” transformation can be resource-intensive (i.e., it runs in time polynomial in 1/¢).

Putting everything together, the cost of gradient computation with an extension of Jordan’s algorithm
of Sect. for nonlinear functions f is no longer as simple as for the linear case. A detailed analysis
is given in [Gilyén et al., 2019a]; we report a version of their results below.

Theorem 5.8 (|Gilyén et al., 2019a)). Let f : [-1,1]¢ — R be a multivariate polynomial of degree k,

given with phase oracle access. Then with o (% log %) calls to the phase oracle, and o (%polylog(%))
additional gates, we can compute an e-approximation (in ls-norm) of V f(0) with probability at least
(1 =)

Note that this bound is worse than the one we obtained for linear functions. It is obtained using the
central difference approximation.

Remark 5.3. The result of Thm. can be extended to more general (nonpolynomial) analytic functions
by using their Taylor series approrimation, and relying on error bounds for the Taylor series. We still
need the higher-order derivatives to be bounded, because otherwise the error terms of the Taylor series
may make it difficult to accurately determine by how much we are deviating from the “ideal” linear case.

5.1.3 The gradient algorithm for quantum state tomography

A perhaps suprising application of the gradient algorithm is to obtain a classical description of an
unknown quantum state that can be prepared with a given unitary; the process of obtaining such a
description is called quantum state tomography. In general we can only obtain information on a quantum
state via measurements, as we discussed in the first lecture, and measuring a g-qubit quantum state only
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yields ¢ bits of information. But there are algorithms to recover a full description of the quantum state,
up to some specified level of precision: obviously, multiple measurements or measurements of a larger
number of qubits become necessary. We describe such an algorithm that uses the gradient algorithm as
a subroutine. This algorithm, a version of which is described in [van Apeldoorn et al., 2023], is optimal
in some settings, but not in all settings: in some situations other algorithms are more efficient. Still,
we find the idea to be pedagogical, and the result can be useful as a subroutine in several optimization
algorithms.

Remark 5.4. Quantum state tomography is another possible approach to output a vector with a quantum
algorithm. If we have a quantum algorithm that encodes its solution in the amplitudes of a quantum state,
and we want a classical description of such solution, we can obtain it with a tomography algorithm. For
example, quantum linear systems algorithms encode the solution in the amplitudes of a quantum state,
see Ch.[7 and the notes therein.

The idea for the algorithm is the following. In Sect. we have seen that Jordan’s algorithm is
efficient for some form of gradient computation: it outputs the gradient of a linear function with a single
application of (some implementation of) that function. If we can construct a unitary implementing a
function such that its gradient is a description of the quantum state, we can use the gradient algorithm
to obtain that description. Let U|0) = |¢) = 2jefo,1y» @jl7) be an n-qubit quantum state constructed
by the unitary U, and let us call d = 2™. The function f(x) := (¢)|z) is a linear function such that its
gradient is precisely |¢). To apply the gradient algorithm we need a phase oracle for f(x).

To construct the phase oracle we use a construction for the inner product of two quantum states,
given access to unitaries that prepare them. This can be done in many ways, including via a probability
oracle inspired by a construction usually known as Hadamard test.

0)
0 U
0) % v

%)

%)

Figure 5.3: Probability oracle for a function encoding a quantity proportional to the inner product of
two quantum states.

Proposition 5.9. Suppose we have two unitaries U,V such that U|0) = [¢) and V|0)|Z) = |¢.)|Z),
and controlled version of them. Then the circuit in Fig. is a probability oracle for the function
flx) = %(1 + R(Y|dz)), and it uses a single application of controlled-U, controlled-V, plus a constant
number of single-qubit gates.

Proof. Let us analyze the circuit in Fig. After the first Hadamard, the state of the system is
%(|0> + |1)) ® |0). Controlled-U acts on the bottom qubit lines when the top qubit is |0), because

it is sandwiched between X gates, whereas controlled-V acts when the top qubit is |1). Thus, after
controlled-V', we are in the state %(|O)|¢>|5£’> + |1} ¢2)|Z)). The final Hadmard produces:

(0) (1)) + [62)12)) + [L)([9)|Z) — 1¢2)|7))) -

The probability of observing |0) when measuring the first qubit is therefore:

N =

1 . . . . 1
7 (W@ + (D [ED(9)[Z) + [92)17)) = 7 (2 + (Plde) + (d:¥)
1
= S+ RI6)).
The final X gate bit-flips the first qubit, ensuring that the probability of observing |1) is the above
expression and concluding the proof. O

Thus, we can easily construct a probability oracle for a function that involves the inner product
(1|éz), and convert it to a phase oracle using Thm. [5.6
In the tomography algorithm we aim to construct a phase oracle for the function:

F@)y=Wl > wlh |,

je{o,1}n
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i.e., the inner product of z with |¢): if we can do this, the gradient algorithm recovers V, f(x), which is
precisely [¢). To do this, we need a unitary that maps |Z) € {0,1}9" to an n-qubit state with amplitudes
To,T1,---,T4—1, Where the string Z is interpreted as a vector with each component encoded on ¢ bits.
This unitary is not difficult to construct, using controlled single-qubit rotations: see Sect. [5.2}

An important detail that must be considered is the normalization factor for the state (Zje (0,1} T |j>> .

Unitaries can only construct proper quantum states, i.e., unit vectors, thus we must ensure that the map-
ping |Z) = > e (0,13 2517) is unitary. In Thm. the function f is assumed to have domain [—1,1]%,
and in fact the algorithm starts by constructing a superposition of grid points inside the unit hypercube.
The argument of f(x) therefore lives in [—1,1]%; the maximum Euclidean norm of such a vector is v/d.
Thus, to ensure that the mapping |Z) — > ¢ g 13» @;17) is well-defined (and unitary) for all input values,
we normalize the output as follows:

. 1 1 .
Vamp + [0)10)alZ)ag = | 10) | == > @l |+ 7 DORRYAE N I NS
je{o1yn gefo1yn

In this way, the output is a normalized quantum state, and the first register acts as a flag register: when
its value is |0), we have produced the desired state % >_je{o1}n %j17)- This unitary can be constructed

with O (dq) gates, where — as before — ¢ is the number of bits for each component of z, i.e., Z is an
dg-digit bitstring. It can be rigorously proven that is sufficient to pick ¢ polynomial in the input size,
because this already yields the necessary precision for each component of z, simplifying the number of
gates to O (d).

Putting everything together, we do the following;:

e We apply Prop. [5.9] where U is the unitary that prepares the state |¢) of which we want a
description, and V is the unitary Vi,p that produces the vector ﬁ > jeqoy 3|7) with a flag
register. This yields a probability oracle for

1
f@) =@l | —= z;[7) | - (5.3)
\/gie{oz;}” !

e We convert it to a phase oracle using Thm.

e We apply the gradient algorithm, Thm. [5.8] Because the function f(z) is linear, we can set k = 1.
To recover the amplitudes «; of |¢) to precision € we need to set the precision in Thm. to
€/ V/d, because in the definition of the function of Eq. each component is scaled down by V/d,
requiring us to increase precision. This recovers the real part of a; up to precision ¢ for all j.

e We repeat the same algorithm pre-multiplying |¢) with a phase gate to add a factor ¢, to recover
the imaginary part of «;.

In this description we have performed a few simplifications. Notably, the fact that V,mp has a flag register
introduces some difficulty, because repeating the calculations of Prop. [5.9] with the added flag register
yields an undesirable extra term in the probability oracle. This is expected: in some sense, the mapping
Vamp is not always successful, because it produces ) 5 T5 |7) only with some probability, i.e., when the
flag register is |0). Nonetheless, the undesirable extra term can be eliminated when converting from
probability to phase oracle: we leave these details as an exercise. We obtain the following.

Theorem 5.10 ([van Apeldoorn et al., 2023|). Let U|0) = |[¢) = 2jefo.1yn 517) be a quantum state.
Let d = 2™. There is a quantum algorithm that, with probability at least 1 — v, outputs & € R? such that
[R(a;) — &;| < € for all 7 using @} (\/&/e) applications of U and UT, and O (dl‘s/e) additional gates. A

small modification of the same algorithm outputs & € R? such that |S(a;) — a;| < € for all 7 with the
same running time.

The gate count can be obtained by noticing that we use precision \/&/ € in Thm. and each call
to Vamp takes 1) (d) gates. As stated in the theorem, we can then easily repeat the argument, with a
small modification of the algorithm (i.e., an extra phase gate), to output the imaginary part of «; as
well, thereby recovering the entire quantum state. Additional discussion on quantum state tomography
can be found in the notes in Sect. 5.4l
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5.2 Encoding an arbitrary vector in a quantum state

Given a d-dimensional vector € R?, in many optimization-related contexts we may need access to its
encoding as a quantum state, i.e., as a quantum state with amplitudes corresponding to the components
of z. This will be useful, for example, in the discussion of quantum linear systems algorithms. Since this
appears rather frequently in subsequent chapters, we introduce a shorthand notation for it.

Definition 5.11 (Amplitude encoding). Given a vector x € C%, we denote its amplitude encoding by

Jamp (@) = > ﬁ“m,

je{o.1}"
where n = [logd].

Already in Sect. we needed a way to map a binary description of x € R? to |amp (x)), in the
context of state tomography.

Remark 5.5. Suppose we have a classical procedure that, starting from a classical description of the
vector x, can produce a quantum circuit that maps [0) — |amp (x)). Then, in general we can also write
a quantum circuit for the same task starting from a basis state that encodes x as a binary string. Indeed,
we can always write a quantum circuit that performs the same steps as the classical procedure, and rather
than simply outputting the description of the quantum circuit, we apply the corresponding operations with
controlled gates onto a fresh register initialized as |0) .

In this section we give such a construction, which is essentially a specialized version of the scheme for
creating the quantum encoding of efficiently integrable distributions described in [Grover and Rudolph,
2002]. Assume d = 2" for simplicity (we can always pad = with zero entries if its dimension is not a
power of two), and assume ||z|| = 1 because we can only amplitude-encode unit vectors. The construction
performs a classical preprocessing and then produces a quantum circuit that maps |0) — |amp (z)), see
Rem.

Starting from a classical description of z € R? we begin by creating a binary tree, illustrated in
Fig. that will be used to determine the angles of some rotations. The tree has n levels, labeled 0 to
n — 1. At the bottom level there are d = 2™ nodes, each node containing a value and its sign; the value
contained in the leaf nodes is the square of the corresponding entry of . For every level k =n—2,...,0,
there are 2t nodes, with each node containing the sum of the values of the nodes below it. Note that
the tree has 2 — 1 nodes in total. We index each node with its level and its position in the tree; for
example, node (0, 0) is the root, nodes (1,0) and (1, 1) are the left and right child of the root respectively,
and so on. The value contained in each node is denoted N(j, k), where (4, k) is the index of the node as
described above.

To construct [amp (z)) = > ¢ 0.13» 517) We then proceed as follows.

e Initialization: let k «<— 0. Prepare a fresh qubit in the state

N(1,0) N(1,1)
\/N(l,O) TNa D0 \/N(l,()) NaD

Call this state [11).

e Iteration step: let k + k+ 1. Prepare a fresh qubit in the state |0). Apply the following controlled
operation onto |¢y)|0), where the first k& qubits — containing |¢;) — are the control (where |7)7]
acts) and the last qubit — the fresh qubit — is the target:

) N(k+1,2j)
> 1d® Ry (2 arccos (\/N(k +1,2)) + Nk + 1,25 + 1))) '

je{0,1}*

(Recall that the gate Ry is defined in Def. [4.10]) Let |¢%) be the state obtained in this way. If
k <n —1, repeat the Iteration step. Otherwise, i.e., if kK =n — 1, additionally apply the following
controlled operation onto |¢):

> sign(a)|7l
7e{0,1}3
(Note that this operation can be merged with the preceding one, as it simply adjusts the sign
of the elements of the rotation matrix Ry and is still unitary; we write it separately for ease of
exposition.)
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Level 0

Level 1

Level 2

Level n — 2

Level n — 1 ((23,sign(zo))

Element 0 Element 1 Element d — 2 Element d — 1

Figure 5.4: Binary tree to prepare the state } ;. 1y, 2;|7) (assuming [|z]| = 1).

This scheme produces the desired state, as is shown below.

Proposition 5.12. FEach state |¢y) produced by the above algorithm satisfies the following:

oY VNG,

]l - 5t
je{o,1}

V) =

Proof. By induction. The base step k = 1 is follows directly from the Initialization step of the algorithm,
remembering that N(1,0) + N(1,1) = X7 " 22,

For the induction step, let |¢r11) = iie{ovl}kﬂ «;|7), and consider a specific coefficient «. Write
|71>k+1 = |Drlz)1, i.e., we isolate the last digit « of the binary string j. By construction, «, is equal to
the product of (7|vk) (i.e., the coefficient of |7) in [¢)) and the coefficient produced by the rotation in
the Iteration step. Using the induction hypothesis, this is equal to:

(\/N( N(k + 1,25) >< 1 m) N

k+1,2))+Nk+1,2j+1) ) \z|

Nk+1,25+1) 1 . .
(\/N( 1)> (x”\/N(k,])> ifx=1.

k+1,2))+ N(k+1,2j +

Furthermore, N(k,j) = N(k+1,25) + N(k+ 1,25+ 1) by construction of the binary tree, and h = 2j if
x =0, h=2j+1if x = 1. Thus, we can combine and simplify the above expressions, obtaining;:

an = /NEFLR).
X

The final operation, applied when k = n — 1, adjusts the signs of the coefficients of the quantum state
to match those of the vector x, concluding the proof. O

Because this construction applies one controlled operation for every inner node of the binary tree,
and the binary tree has O (2") = O (d) nodes, it can be implemented with O (d) multiply-controlled
rotations. If we decompose them into basic gates, the total gate complexity becomes O (d).
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Corollary 5.13. Given a classical description of x € C?, there is a circuit with gate complexity O (d)
that implements the mapping |0) — |amp (x)).

Proof. We follow the construction whose correctness is proven in Prop. with the only difference
that in the last step, rather than adjusting only sign(z;), we apply a general single-qubit unitary to
adjust the phase of each amplitude. As there are O (d) such operations, this does not affect the running

time of O (d). O

Example 5.6. Let x = (0.4,0.4,0.8,0.2) € R%, and note that ||z|| = 1. We want to construct |amp (x)),
i.e., the state:
[) = 0.4/00) + 0.4]01) + 0.810) + 0.2[11).

The binary tree corresponding to this vector is illustrated in Fig. [5.5 Because all coefficients of x are

0.68

Figure 5.5: Binary tree to prepare the state |¢)) = 0.4/00) 4+ 0.4]/01) + 0.8]10) + 0.2|11).

nonnegative, we ignore the sign information at the leaf nodes, i.e., we do not have to implement the
corresponding sign-adjusting operations. We can construct the amplitude encoding of x by performing
the following mappings, each of which requires a controlled rotation (one per line in the equation below):

0) ® |0) — (v/0.32]0) + v/0.68|1)) ® |0)
(v/0.32|0) + v/0.68|1)) & |0) — v/0.16]00) + +/0.16|01) + +/0.63|10)
V0.16]00) + v/0.16]01) + v/0.68|10) — v/0.16]00) + +/0.16/01) + +/0.64]10) + +/0.0411).

In total, this takes three controlled rotations — one for each inner node in the tree.

A modified version of this procedure, described in |Grover and Rudolph, 2002], assumes that the
vector x contains the square root of the probabilities of a probability distribution over {0,...,d}, and
the distribution is efficiently integrable. Indeed, if one takes this view, the values corresponding to inner
nodes of the binary tree of Fig. are just integrals of the density function with certain lower and upper
limits: at level 1 we take the integral between 0 and d/2 — 1, and between d/2 and d — 1; at level 2
we halve these two intervals, and so on. It is not difficult to see that we can then avoid constructing
the binary tree a priori, and rather, construct it on the fly using an oracle that computes the integrals
corresponding to each inner node: details can be found in |Grover and Rudolph, 2002].

5.3 Quantum RAM and faster amplitude encoding

The input model of quantum algorithms usually requires the ability to access data in superposition.
This can create slowdowns, because theoretically any piece of the input data can be queried, requiring
availability of all the input data in the circuit that implements a query to the input data. For instance,
consider the case in which data is accessed via a table containing d pieces of data: a circuit implementing
this table has order d gates in general, because it must contain the entire table. The situation is similar to
a classical singly-linked list of size d: accessing an element takes O (d) time in the worst case. Classically,
this issue is solved by using data structures with constant-time access, such as arrays stored in random-
access memory (RAM). The fundamental principle of a RAM is that any piece of data contained in it
can be accessed in near-constant time. This concept can be translated to the quantum world. We do so
in the next subsection, and then discuss a direct application for faster amplitude encoding of vectors.
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5.3.1 Definition

Quantum RAM (QRAM) is the quantum equivalent of a classical RAM: it allows constant-time (or in
any case, very fast) access to classical data stored in memory. In the literature one can find several
possible definitions for QRAM, as there are subtle details that matter depending on the implementation.
Here we adopt a straightforward definition. In this section we assume d = 2.

Definition 5.14 (QRAM). Let M;,..., My e {0,1}". A classical write, quantum read quantum RAM
(QRAM) of size dr is a device that implements the unitary operation Ugram defined as:

- n - T - Uor > A
V7€ {0,135 € {0,1}" : DY) ——> [N i & M;).

Remark 5.7. We call Def. a classical write, quantum read QRAM bacause the only operations
performed in superposition on the storage device is to read its data: we do not allow writing content in
superposition. In fact, all data My, ..., Mg, which is assumed to be classically available in some form, is
already stored in the QRAM when we perform the operation Ugran. In principle we could also define a
quantum read/write device that allows changing the data My, ..., My stored in the device in superposition,
but this would be an even more powerful device than the classical write, quantum read QRAM. Generally,
in the literature the term QRAM stands for “classical write, quantum read QRAM,” unless otherwise
specified.

Remark 5.8. In principle the operation Ugram should be parametrized by the data ]\7{, .. .,1\7(;, but
we do not do so for the sake of simplicity. In other words, a QRAM of a given size is not just a single
unitary, but rather, a family of unitaries, and the specific unitary chosen from the family is determined
by the value of the data. This subtlety does not impact our subsequent discussion.

Given a QRAM containing some data of interest, such as the input of an algorithm, the running time
of an algorithm that needs access to the data can then be given in terms of the number of times that the
QRAM is accessed. This is another form of oracle complezity, where the oracle corresponds to accessing
the input data. Many (in fact, at the time of this writing, almost all) quantum optimization algorithms
assume QRAM, and their running time is usually given in terms of number of QRAM accesses. If the
QRAM oracle can be implemented with time complexity O (1), similar to the time complexity of classical
RAM, then the number of QRAM calls immediately translates into a running time bound.

Remark 5.9. In the quantum algorithms literature that employs QRAM, it is standard to assume that
one access to the QRAM (i.e., an application of Ugram) takes O (1) time.

We emphasize that the operation Ugrawm is not possible in O (1) time in the standard gate model:
something more powerful than the standard quantum gates is necessary. Indeed, in general to construct
Uqram with standard gates we need to implement a lookup table: a circuit that, conditioned on the
content 7 of the first register, “writes” (with binary XOR) the corresponding datum 1\7; in the second
register. Such a lookup table needs, at the very least, one CX gate for every bit with value 1 among
the data My, ..., My, i.e., Q(d) gates. It is not difficult to give an explicit circuit construction for the
lookup table with O (dr) two-qubit gates. Thus, requiring that Uggram runs in time O (1) is a strong
assumption, yielding a more powerful input model for quantum algorithms: a quantum algorithm with
access to QRAM could run certain operations faster than any quantum algorithm in the standard gate
model; an example of this is discussed in Sect.

One may wonder why such a powerful input model was initially conceived, and why its use is
widespread in the literature: after all, we should be interested in realistic input models only. The
simple reason is that, due to the existence of classical RAM, i.e., storage devices that allow access to any
piece of data in O (1) time, QRAM also becomes plausible. For example, we could consider using the
same construction of classical RAM, replacing the classical electronics, i.e., gates, with quantum gates.
This may be a very poor way of implementing a QRAM, and we are not suggesting that it is practical:
we are merely providing an argument as to why the enticing possibility of constructing a QRAM is not
easily refuted. Several possible constructions for QRAM are discussed in the literature, and some have
even seen some attempts at physical construction and experimental evaluation, but significant skepticism
remains on the prospects of successfully implementing a QRAM with good fidelity [Jaques and Rattew,
2023]; see the notes at the end of this chapter (Sect. for a list of references and historical notes on
QRAM.
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5.3.2 QRAM for amplitude encoding

Let us go back to the goal of encoding a given classical vector in the amplitudes of a quantum state: the
mapping |0) — [amp (x)) given a description of the classical vector z. Suppose the data contained in the
nodes of the tree in Fig. is stored in QRAM as an ordered list of the nodes N(0,0), N(1,0), N(1,1),
N(2,0),..., where we use the same notation as in Sect. Note that this requires a QRAM of size
o (d). Given the indices that uniquely identify a node, it is easy to determine the position of the node
itself in the ordered list: N(i,j) is in position 2¢ + j — 1. Then, in the Iteration step of the procedure,
we replace the operation:

) N(k+1,25)
> 1 ® Ry (2 arccos (\/N(k F1,2)) + Nk + 1,25 + 1))) ’

je{0,1}k

which is the most expensive operation in the construction, by using QRAM. Denote |¢)) = Zje (0.1}% % |7
the state on k qubits that is the input of the k-th iteration, and recall that |¢y) = ﬁ > jetoye VNI
following the proof strategy of Prop. by induction. Add two fresh registers of size equal to the num-
ber of bits necessary to store the data in the nodes of Fig. [5.4] initialized with the all-zero string. We
can then implement the following mapping:

Z a;|7)[0)[0)]0) — Z aj|DIN(k+1,25))[N(k + 1,25 + 1))[0) (QRAM queries)
je{o,1}* je{o,1}*
- Z o [HIN(k+1,25))[N(k+1,2j + 1)) (rotation)
je{0,1}k

N(k+1,27) )
N(k+1,2)) + N(k+1,2j + 1)

N N(k+1,2j+1) )
N(k+1,2))+ N(k+1,2j + 1)

2= N(k+1,2j5) )
— ‘e{zojl}k ;]7)(0)|0) <\/N(l<;+ 12)) T N(k+ 1,2 & 1)|0> (uncomputing)
jed{o,

N N(k+1,2j +1) )
N(k+1,2j)+ N(k+1,2j + 1)

-or 2 (VEEFLZI0)

jefo,1}*
N+ 1,27+ D1 0)[0).

For the sake of brevity we are skipping some minor steps in the chain of operations above, but it is easy
to fill in the gaps. We start by performing two QRAM queries to obtain the values of the nodes of interest
N(k+1,25), N(k + 1,25 + 1); to do so, we must first compute the corresponding indices with binary
arithmetics in some working register that we then uncompute. With these two values we can compute
N (k+1,25)
N(E+1,27)+ N (k+1,2;+1)
conditioned on the value of this register, achieving the same effect as in the Iteration step of Sect.
Then we simply uncompute the working registers. The crucial difference with Sect. is that, thanks
to the QRAM queries, the values N(k+1,2j), N(k+1,2j+ 1) are entangled with the register containing
|7), therefore we only need a single Ry rotation to correctly rotate the last qubit; without QRAM, we
had to apply a different controlled rotation for each value of |7) because the angle depends on 7, greatly
increasing the number of gates. As a result, with QRAM the complexity for the construction of |amp (z))
from |0) only takes a constant number of QRAM queries and O (n) = O (logd) gates for each level of
the tree in Fig. in total, this gives a complexity of in O (n) QRAM queries, and O (nQ) additional
gates — an exponential improvement over the o (2™ = o (d) gates for the same construction without
QRAM. One should not forget that there is also an initial preparation time of O (d) to read the classical
description of the vector x, prepare the tree data structure, and store it in QRAM: this cost dominates
all the other ones, but it only needs to be paid once, after which we can reuse the already-prepared
QRAM to construct |amp (z)) with the stated complexity as many times as we want.

the desired rotation angle 2 arccos ( ) in a new register, and apply the rotation
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Remark 5.10. For quantum algorithms in the QRAM model, the recommended (and most accurate) way
to describe the running time is to report the number of accesses to the QRAM, the number of additional
(two-qubit) gates, and the number of classical operations that need to be performed by the algorithm, e.g.,
to read and prepare some QRAM data structure. In this way, the cost of each component can be properly
assessed. This also immediately translates to an upper bound to the complexity in the standard gate model
without QRAM, because, as we have seen, a QRAM of size dr can be implemented with O (dr) gates.

Corollary 5.15. Given a classical description of x € C? and a QRAM of size O (d), there is a circuit
with that implements the mapping |0) — |amp (z)) using O (logd) QRAM queries, O (log2 d) additional

gates, and O (d) classical arithmetic operations to initialize the QRAM data structure.
Proof. Follows from Prop. and the discussion preceding the corollary statement. O

As we will see in subsequent chapters, QRAM can accelerate many quantum algorithms that require
access to data, not just amplitude encoding. It is however important to remember that the QRAM
input model is stronger than the standard gate model, and that there are significant hurdles to the
physical construction of QRAM, hence this stronger input model may be an even bigger ask than “just”
a fault-tolerant quantum computer.

5.4 Notes and further reading

The two main references for the development of the quantum gradient algorithm presented in this chapter
are [Jordan, 2005, [Gilyén et al., 2019a]. The quantum gradient algorithm has some direct applications
in optimization. Besides the ones mentioned in |Gilyén et al., 2019a], we mention the work on convex
optimization using membership oracles, akin to the framework developed in the seminal optimization
work |Grotschel et al., 1988]: membership oracles are use to develop separation oracles using a modifi-
cation of the gradient algorithm, and these in turn lead to optimization oracles. This line of research
is studied in [van Apeldoorn et al., 2020a), (Chakrabarti et al., 2020|, giving quantum speedups for some
of these translation between oracles, and resulting in an overall speedup of the query complexity for
convex optimization problems solved with this framework. From a practical point of view, depending on
the type of oracle that computes the function f, the quantum gradient algorithm may be less efficient
than techniques based on automatic differentiation |[Stamatopoulos et al., 2022|, which can be applied to
quantum circuits that perform arithmetic computation similarly to how it is applied in classical comput-
ing. Note, however, that the quantum gradient algorithm can also be applied to function that are not
easily computable on a classical computer, e.g., the quantum state inner product function of Sect.
for which automatic differentiation is not applicable.

Quantum state tomography is a fundamental topic in quantum information theory. In the context
of optimization, quantum state tomography is useful to recover a classical description of a solution that
is encoded in a pure or mixed quantum state. Examples of quantum optimization algorithms that rely
on some form of state tomography are [Augustino et al., 2023b, [Augustino et al., 2023c|, Kerenidis and
Prakash, 2020, [Wu et al., 2023]; the matrix multiplicative weights update framework (see Ch. [§]) would
also rely on tomography if a full description of the optimal solution is needed — as opposed to requiring
only the objective function value. Quantum state tomography using the gradient algorithm is studied in
[van Apeldoorn et al., 2023|; the resulting algorithms are essentially optimal for the case where we have a
(controlled, reversible) unitary that prepares the quantum state of interest, which is usuallly the case in
the context of states produced by an algorithm. Thus, Thm. gives the best possible complexity (in
terms of number of calls to a unitary preparing the state of interest) for obtaining a classical description
of a pure quantum state; the gate count can be improved with some form of QRAM. The gradient
algorithm can also be applied to recover the classical description of a mixed state, but the corresponding
derivation is more involved and the complexity increases, see [van Apeldoorn et al., 2023]. Optimal
algorithms for mixed states when we do not necessarily have access to a unitary preparing the state are
discussed in [Haah et al., 2017}, |O’Donnell and Wright, 2016]. A simpler algorithm, using compressed
sensing, is discussed in |Gross et al., 2010].

Historically, the bucket brigade model of |Giovannetti et al., 2008] was impactful for popularizing
the possibility of constructing QRAM. |Giovannetti et al., 2008] proposes an implementation with a tree
of gates of depth O (lognd), resulting in a O (lognd) QRAM access (wall-clock) time. This is a slight
slowdown compared to the ideal O (1), but still exponentially faster than the standard gate model and its
O (nd) running time. [Blencowe, 2010] points to several papers that attempt to make progress on exper-
imental realization of some form of quantum-accessible memory. However, so far all existing proposals
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have faced significant hurdles in achieving a successful implementation and experimental demonstration.
For example, the bucket brigade model has been labeled impractical due to considerations on how to
suppress errors in a device that may have to activate lots of quantum gates at the same time |[Arunacha-
lam et al., 2015]. More specifically, [Arunachalam et al., 2015] shows that an application of Grover’s
algorithm for unstructured search using QRAM queries to identify the marked element (which is pre-
cisely how QRAM is used in the quantum dynamic programming scheme of [Ambainis et al., 2019], see
Sect. would require exponentially small gate errors inside the QRAM. The paper also argues that
error correction could negate several of the purported advantages of bucket brigade QRAM. A detailed
review of several QRAM models, as well as a discussion of their main drawbacks and limitations that
point to difficulties in experimental realizations, can be found in [Jaques and Rattew, 2023].

It is worth emphasizing that despite the notorious difficulty of constructing QRAM, the QRAM model
is widely used in the literature on quantum algorithms, and it is particularly widespread in quantum
optimization and quantum machine learning. Many quantum optimization algorithms are developed in
the framework of a query model, where the problem data can be accessed by querying an appropriate
oracle. For example, the quantum matrix multiplicative weights update algoritm of Ch. [f] was designed
in such a model. Unfortunately, the query model typically loses most of its advantage without QRAM:
for a discussion on the impact of QRAM on optimization, or more generally, data-driven problems, see

Sect.s [[.2.2] and [[.2.3]



Chapter 6

Hamiltonian simulation

Hamiltonian simulation is the problem for which quantum computers were initially proposed by Feynman,
because it is a crucial problem for applications in physics: it corresponds to the simulation of the evolution
of a quantum mechanical system over time. Although this course aims to be physics-free, it is useful to
give at least the mathematical foundations of this problem. The evolution of a physical system follows
the Schridinger equation:

dle(t))

= H(), (6.1)

where H is the Hamiltonian of the system (a function that characterizes the total energy of a system,
and thus its evolution), |1(t)) is the state of the system at time ¢, and the initial conditions [¢)(0)) are
given.

1

Remark 6.1. It is an unfortunate fact that in the quantum computing literature, Hamiltonians and
Hadamard gates are usually indicated with the letter H. Usually it will be clear from the context which
of these mathematical objects we are referring to. If the context might lead to ambiguities, we try to
explicitly indicate what H represents.

In quantum mechanics (6.1) is usually stated with the Planck constant % multiplying the left-hand
side, but for our purposes the constant is unnecessary: we can think of it as being absorbed into the
Hamiltonian, yielding the mathematically-equivalent expression (6.1). The solution to the differential

equation is: .
[¥(1)) = e |y (0)), (6.2)

hence if the initial state [¢)(0)) is given (as a quantum state), to determine the state of the system
after time ¢ we need to implement the operator e~*#*; this is called time evolution of a Hamiltonian, or
Hamiltonian simulation.

6.1 Problem definition and preliminaries

Before we properly introduce the Hamiltonian simulation problem, it may be helpful to recall some basic
facts about the matrix exponential.

Definition 6.1 (Matrix exponential). The matriz exponential is defined as:

Ak
A_ A

kN
k=0

€

If A is diagonalizable A = UDU ™!, then it is not difficult to prove that exp(A) = Uexp(D)U !,
where exp(D) is a diagonal matrix with elements (exp(D));; = exp(D;;). Thus, we are simply applying
the exponential function to the eigenvalues of A. Now we can define Hamiltonian simulation.

Definition 6.2 (Hamiltonian simulation). Given a Hermitian matriz H, a duration t, and a precision
parameter €, the problem Hamiltonian simulation is that of implementing (i.e., providing a quantum
circuit for) a unitary U such that ||U — eletH <e.

Remark 6.2. Hamiltonians are always Hermitian.

103
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Remark 6.3. et is g unitary operation: H is Hermitian, hence it is diagonalizable and e~*t trans-
forms the eigenvalues \; of H into e~ it Thus, all eigenvalues of e~ are complex numbers with unit
modulus.

Remark 6.4. Since the only restriction imposed on H is that it is Hermitian, we can equivalently
consider the problem of simulating e’ rather than e *t: the negative sign can be absorbed into H. In

the following, we often neglect the minus sign in the exponent for brevity.

6.1.1 The class BQP and Hamiltonian simulation

The complexity class BQP is the class of decision problems that can be solved efficiently by a quantum
computer.

Definition 6.3 (Bounded Quantum Polynomial (BQP) class). BQP (Bounded Quantum Polynomial) is
the class of decision problems that can be solved by a polynomial-time quantum algorithm with probability
at least 2.

3

It turns out that Hamiltonian simulation is truly a fundamental problem, as it is BQP-complete;
this implies that any problem that can be solved efficiently by a quantum computer can be (efficiently)
reduced to a Hamiltonian simulation.

Remark 6.5. To show that Hamiltonian simulation is in BQP, it suffices to provide a polynomial-time
quantum algorithm for the problem. Several such algorithms have been known since the early days of the
field, see, e.g., [Lloyd, 1996], or some of the references discussed in subsequent sections. To show that
Hamiltonian simulation is BQP-complete, we additionally need to prove that any quantum computation
can be performed via Hamiltonian simulation.

Suppose we have a quantum circuit that applies unitaries Uy,...,Uy_1 onto the g-qubit state |()’>7
and we want to show that we can simulate the effect of this circuit via Hamiltonian simulation. To
do so, we construct a specific Hamiltonian such that e_th|6> = Un_1Un_9--- U1|6> for some choice
of t. If this construction can be done for any choice of unitaries Uy,...,Uxn_1, and the size of the
Hamiltonian simulation instance is at most polynomially larger than the size of a description of the
quantum circuit (i.e., Uy,...,Un—_1), this would prove that Hamiltonian simulation is BQP-complete:
any problem instance that can be solved by a polynomial-size quantum ciruit can also be solved as a
polynomial-size Hamiltonian simulation problem instance. It is therefore natural to study Hamiltonian
simulation, and many algorithmic advances in quantum computing originated from the study of this
problem.

We do not give a full proof of BQP-completeness, but we show most of it, in particular to showcase
a possible approach to turn a general circuit into a Hamiltonian simulation instance; the ideas discussed
here date back to Feynman’s initial vision for quantum computers [Feynman, 1982 [Feynman, 2018]|.
Recall that we are given N unitaries that we want to apply, and for which we assume that we have
an efficient description. Let us introduce N auxiliary qubits; for 7 = 1,..., N, define binary strings
b e {0, 1}N,5§f) = 1if j = h, 0 otherwise. Each of these N-digit strings encodes an integer from 1
to N by having a 1 in the corresponding position, and 0 elsewhere. We use them as a clock register to
remember at what point in the sequence of unitaries we are, so that each unitary is applied exactly once
and in the right order. Construct the following Hamiltonian:

N-1

VIt =3) (B9 @V & U + B 0| 0 U ). (6.3)

)

H =

DN | =
<

We can check that this is Hermitian by construction, as it is a sum of Hermitian terms. Note that this
Hamiltonian acts on two registers: the clock register containing the strings |b(3)>, and a second register
initialized in the state |0), onto which we apply the unitaries U;. Define a set of states:

) = [B®) ® (kalUk—z . -~U1|6>) :

If we could compute |[¢)n) then we would have obtained, in the second register, Un_1 - - U1|6>, pre-
cisely the effect of the circuit that we wish to simulate. First, we show by induction that H|iy) =

LV (k=1)(N+1=k)[ve_1) + 3/k(N — k)[thy41) for k=1,...,N — 1, where we define [¢)_;) = 0 for
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convenience (i.e., this is not a quantum state, but rather the scalar 0 which simply disappears from the
expression). Indeed, for the base step:

N-1

1 o NOSN - -

Hlyy) = 3 Vil (‘b(ﬂ+1)><b(ﬂ| @ U; + |b(y)><b(9+l)| ® U]T) |b(1)> ® [0)

Jj=1
1 .
=3V (N = D) @ (U1]0)) \/ — D)),
and:
1 V=t o o .
Hlyy) = 3 Vi (‘b(JJrl ><b(])| ®U; + |b(J)><b(J+1)| ® U]’r) |b(k)> ® (Uk—l ... U1|0>)

=1

<.

= \/ NEFEDY @ (UpUp—y - - - Uy [0))+

7\/ k—1)(N+1-E)p* Y oU | (U - UL[0)

= \/ N = jltbrs1) + 5 \/ YN 41— k) [thg—1).

This means that H acts on the subspace spanned by the states |1/3), and the effect of e~** can be
understood in this subspace. We claim that e=*#¢|¢);) = |¢y) if we choose t = 7. A full proof of this
result is beyond the scope of this lecture; for a detailed analysis, we refer to [Kay, 2010]. A high-level
sketch of the proof is the following. First, the effect of H on the first N qubits, when expressed in the
basis |bY)), can be written in this form:

0 N -1 0 0 0
N-1 0 SN-2) ... 0 0
1 0 2N —2 0 0 0
HBzf . ( ) . . . )
0 0 0 0 N -1
0 0 0 N -1 0

which is a symmetric tridiagonal matrix with zeroes on the diagonal. We denote it by Hp because this
is H expressed in the basis |B(j )>, and we perform all the analysis in this basis. The eigenvalues of Hp
matrix are $(N —1),3(N—-1)—1,...,—=(3(N —-1)—1), —%(N 1), i.e., they are spaced by 1. Then we
note that Hp commutes with the matrix M, = Z |b(7)>< b(N+1=9)| which sends the j-th element to
the N +1 — j-th and viceversa: this is easy to check Ab a consequence of this property, the eigenvectors
of Hp can be divided into symmetric and antisymmetric (suppose [¢) is an eigenvector with eigenvalue
A; then AM|y) = M Hply) = HpM,|y), so Mg|y) must be equal to |¢) or to —|¢). We call the first
type of eigenvalue symmetric, the second antisymmetric). We can then state the following.

Proposition 6.4. Let S C {1,...,N} be the set of indices of symmetric eigenvalues of Hg. Suppose
there exists some time t and angle ¢ such that, for every eigenpair X\;,|v;) such that <¢j|b(1)> # 0, we
have e =€ if j € S, and e = —¢'® if j & S. Then e~ *Hp |5(1)> = 6i¢|B(N)>.

Proof. We consider the decomposition of |3(1)) in terms of the eigenvectors |¢;) with nonzero overlap.
Let 8" := {j € S : (¢, [61)) £ 0} be the set of symmetric eigenvalues with nonzero overlap, A’ :=
{7 e{l,....,N}\ S : (¢, [6()) £ 0} the set of antisymmetric eigenvalues with nonzero overlap. Let
61y = > jesuar @jl¥j). The time evolution according to the Hamiltonian is then:

e~ tHB[p)y = gitH B ( Zoz]\% + Z%WJ = Ze i) + Z e™ N aley)

jEeS’ JEA’ jes’ jeA’
= €2 agls) = 3 agls) = €MD ailih+ D aile)) = M [Y)
JES’ JEA’ jES’ JEA’

= " [pN)y, O
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Prop. shows that if a certain property is satisfied, then evolving the state \5(1)> with the Hamilto-
nian H for a specific time ¢ yields the state |B(N )} (the global phase factor ¢*® is unimportant, as usual).
The property requires that the length ¢ of the time evolution is such that it yields the same phase factor
for all eigenvalues in the symmetric eigenspace, and the negative of that phase factor for all eigenvalues
in the antisymmetric eigenspace. As it turns out, for a matrix of the form Hp (symmetric tridiagonal
with positive off-diagonal elements) the symmetry of the eigenvectors alternates, if we examine them in
increasing order of the eigenvalues. With this fact in mind, we can see that the following property is
sufficient to satisfy the conditions of Prop. [6.4}

Aj—)\j,1:(2]€+1)ﬂ/t Vi=2,...,N, (64)

where k € N. Indeed, with this property we have:

77/t)\ . .
o=t = —itOa+j @k )T/t) _ ) © v ifj odd
—e MM if j even,

because the phase factor j(2k + 1)7 yields a multiplicative factor 1 or —1 depending on the parity of
j. Now recall that by construction, for Hp the eigenvalues (which alternate between the symmetric and
antisymmetric eigenspaces) are spaced by exactly 1. Then choosing t = 7 clearly satisfies , thereby
showing that evolving the Hamiltonian Hp for time ¢ = 7 starting from [b(")) yields [6(™)). Going back
to the original Hamiltonian H defined in Eq. , this means that we are evolving [¢1) into |1 ), which
contains the state Uy _1Un_9o---Us |6> and is the output of the circuit that we wanted to simulate. Thus,
via Hamiltonian simulation we can solve any problem that admits an efficient quantum circuit, showing
that Hamiltonian simulation is BQP-complete.

6.1.2 Basic remarks on Hamiltonian simulation

It is important to remark that the difficulty of simulating a Hamiltonian depends on H itself, as well as
on the evolution time ¢. Let H act on n qubits. For a simulation algorithm to be efficient, we require that
the running time of the algorithm is polynomial in n, ¢, and % In fact, some algorithms even depend
polylogarithmically on %

Remark 6.6. Hamiltonian simulation algorithms generally assume some upper bound on ||H||, and the
reason for this is easily explained. Suppose we want to compute eft: if we define a new Hamiltonian
H' = tH, then this is equivalent to computing eiH/, i.e., the time parameter t can now be set to 1,
but note that |H'|| = t|H||. Thus, we can decrease the time parameter t if we increase the norm of
the Hamiltonian. The convention in the literature is to upper bound the norm of H, and analyze the
dependence of the running time of a Hamiltonian simulation algorithm on the parameter t.

t icHt

Remark 6.7. If we have an efficient algorithm to simulate et we can also efficiently simulate e
for any constant ¢ which is polynomial in n, simply by absorbing it into t.

6.2 Overview of simulation algorithms

In this section we discuss several methods for Hamiltonian simulation, based on properties of the Hamil-
tonian or on the input model. In fact, the way in which the Hamiltonian is specified often has an
impact on what techniques are suitable. Initially we will assume that the Hamiltonian is diagonaliz-
able or expressible as a sum of “local” terms (i.e., tensor products of a few single-qubit operators), and
subsequently generalize to Hamiltonians that may not have that structure. For additional resources on
Hamiltonian simulation, we refer the reader to the excellent lecture notes [Childs, 2017, de Wolf, 2019],
which inspired parts of our presentation.

6.2.1 Diagonalizable Hamiltonians

If we know how to diagonalize H, then we can simulate e**| as we show next. We will need the following
basic fact about matrix exponentials.

Proposition 6.5. For any unitary U and Hamiltonian H, eVHU't = UeiHtyt,
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Proof. We have:
waute = (UHUTHF — (iHt) Y pr iHtyrt
gonte 50 QRO (5 GHOMY 1 _ gy
k=0 k=0
by definition of the matrix exponential and because (UHU)* = UH*U, since in the expansion of the
product we can simplify UU = UTU = 1. O

Then, if we know how to efficiently construct the unitary U that diagonalizes H, i.e., H = UDU"
where D is diagonal, and we can compute the diagonal elements D; = (j|U THU|7), we can implement a
unitary that performs the following operations:

70) — |j)|l7;> (because we know how to compute the diagonal elements)
— eiD"t|j>|5j>> (using controlled rotations and the bitstring 17;)
— e'Pit|7)|0) (uncomputing the second register)
= eiUtHUt\j'Hﬁ) (because UTHU acts on |7) as 5;)

= Ut U |7)[0).

The unitary constructed above applies Ute’#*U to any basis state |7). Thus, by linearity, this operation
simulates Ute?*U on an arbitrary state. To accomplishing our goal of applying ¢*/* to a given initial
state |¢), we simply need to compute U(UTe*U)UT|¢), which is easy given our assumption that we
can construct U and we have shown above how to obtain Ute!*U/. Overall, we need one application of
U, U and (UTe!tU).

Remark 6.8. This simplified Hamiltonian simulation procedure only works for a diagonal Hamiltonian,
and, by the preceding discussion, for Hamiltonians that we know how to diagonalize. Otherwise, it is not
obvious how to act on the eigenpairs.

6.2.2 Product formulas: Lie-Suzuki-Trotter decomposition

One of the most common ways of expressing a Hamiltonian is a a sum of “simple” terms. Here, “simple”
can mean several different things; examples of simple terms are sparse matrices (i.e., with at most a
given number of nonzero elements per row), tensor products of Pauli matrices, and so on. In particular,
for Hamiltonians arising from physical models, it is often the case that the Hamiltonian is described as a
summation of several “local” terms, i.e., terms that act only on a small number of qubits (corresponding
to particles) and are therefore described by small matrices tensored with identity. For this reason,
Hamiltonian simulation of a sum of simple terms is particularly well studied. In other applications the
Hamiltonian may be a general matrix, but there is usually an assumption of sparsity because Hamiltonian
simulation algorithms rely on decomposing the Hamiltonian in simpler terms, and simulating these terms
individually.

Let us study the case where H = H; + Hs, and the discussion can naturally be extended to a sum
of multiple terms. If the Hamiltonians H; and Hs can be efficiently simulated, we can try to devise
approaches to simulate H; + Hs using simulation for H; and Hs individually. Suppose H; and Hs
commute; then ef1tH2 = ¢HigHz a5 can be seen from the definition of matrix exponential (Def. |6.1]),
therefore the statement is trivial. Suppose now that H; and Hy do not commute, which is the more
general and difficult case. We can rely on the Lie product formula:

GIHI+H)E — i) (eiHlt/hengt/h>h.
h—o0

While this is an infinite formula, it can be truncated by picking a finite h, thereby introducing some

error. The error depends on the choice of h, because the error of approximating ef1+H2 with ef1eH2

is O (|| H1]|||Hz||); this result is a consequence of the Campbell-Baker-Hausdorff theorem, see |[Bhatia,

2013]. We do not prove it rigorously, but an intuitive explanation is given by taking the first-order Taylor

series approximation of the matrix exponential:

6H16H2 _ 6H1+H2 ~ (I+ Hl)(I+H2) — (I+ Hi + H2) = _['—]'1]3'27

Hi+H>

so if ||Hy|||[Hz|| is small, ef1ef’2 is close to e . Then for any chosen integer h we have:

eth _ (ei(Hl/thHg/h)t)h _ (eiHlt/hengt/h +E)h, (65)
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where E is the error matrix, with ||[E|| = O (|[iHyt/h|||iHat/h||) = O (|[H1|||Hz|[t*/h?). Note that
Eq. holds as equality, because we are explicitly incorporating the error term E. Consider what
happens if we replace the expression on the r.h.s. of Eq. with (e?H1t/heitlat/Myh which is simply
the repeated application of the unitaries eH1t/h ¢if2t/h 5 total of h times each, in an interleaved way:
this is known as the Lie-Suzuki-Trotter first-order approach [Lloyd, 1996]. By Prop. the error of
approximating each unitary in a sequence is at most the sum of the errors of the individual approximations
(i.e., errors in a sequence of unitaries increase at most additively, rather than multiplicatively). By
neglecting the error term E a total of h times, we incur error at most:

I E| = O (hl|Hd|[|Hal[t?/h*) = O (|| Hulll||Ha|t? /1) . (6.6)

Thus, for any given € > 0, choosing h = O (HH1||||H2||§) guarantees:

. . . h
el(HlJer)t _ (e’LHlt/helet/h) H g €.

Remark 6.9. It is possible to obtain an e-approximation with fewer terms, e.g., by using higher-order
terms in the Taylor series of the matriz exponential, which leads to a more accurate approximation for
the same number of terms. The first-order approach suffices for us to get the main idea and to state the
main approximation results used in subsequent chapters.

Finally, we note that the product formula can be extended to a summation of several terms, using
) . h
the fact that (25 Hi)t — limp, o0 (HJ e’Hft/h) . If the Hamiltonian is a summation of m terms, then

to obtain error € we can choose h = O (m2t2 / e). The gate complexity of a Hamiltonian simulation
circuit obtained with the Lie-Suzuki-Trotter first-order approach is h times the gate complexity of each
individual simulation piece e?i*/" so even in the best case where each term e¢*i*/" can be simulated
with a constant number of gates, we end up with gate complexity O (m2t2 / e).

Remark 6.10. The gate complezity of implementing a circuit for eit/" depends on Hj, but it is not
unrealistic to think that it might be constant. For example, for many Hamiltonians arising from physical
model, each term H; acts on a constant number of qubits. In that case, eflit/h is q constant-size matriz,
and as such, it can be implemented in a constant number of gates.

Example 6.11. Let us look at the case in which H is a summation of terms, of the following form.:
H= Z(j,k)eE Cji, where E is the edge set of some graph G = (V, E) and Cjj acts on two-qubits only:

Cir =1®---RI® Z QQIx---I® Z QIx---1.

pos. j pos. k

In other words, Cji acts as the identity on all qubits, except on qubits j and k, where it acts with the
Pauli Z matriz. In the literature, such a Hamiltonian would typically be written more compactly as
H = Z(j’k)eE szaf (see Eq. or simply as H = Z(j,k)eE Z;Zy. This type of Hamiltonian appears
in a certain formulation of quadratic unconstrained binary optimization problems, and will be discussed
thoroughly in Ch.[9; in particular, see Sect.[9.1.1]

Suppose we want to implement P for some value of B, for example f = it. By our discussion
above, it is sufficient to implement €?Ci* and apply a product formula to obtain ™ to a desired level
of accuracy. Regarding the implementation of e®Ci* | note that it acts trivially (i.e., as the identity) on
all qubits except j and k, by definition of the matrix exponential. We can therefore limit ourselves to
understanding the effect of e2%i* on the two qubits j and k, which amounts to computing e?#®%. This
is trivial:

1 0 0 0 e 0 0 0

o -1 0 o0 szez |0 eP 0 0
Z®Z=14 0o -1 0 € o o e# o
0 0 0 1 0 0 0 €°

We can decompose this unitary into basic gates like any other unitary, with CX s and single-qubit gates:
an explicit circuit for this is given in Sect.[9.2.7)

If instead of Z ® Z we had a more complicated (say, non-diagonal) two-qubit gate in the exponent,
the matriz exponential would still be a 4 X 4 matriz, and any such matriz can be well approrimated with
a constant number of gates.
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6.2.3 Linear combination of unitaries

It is easy to apply the product of two unitary matrices, for which we have a circuit implementation, to
a quantum state: we simply apply them one after the other. But how do we apply a linear combination
of those unitaries? In this section we give a possible answer to this question, but before we dive into
that, it will be useful to discuss the connection between linear combination of unitaries and Hamiltonian
simulation. The acronym LCU is often used in the literature to refer to “linear combination of unitaries.”

Throughout this section we assume ||H|| < 1, see Rem. and we want to give a circuit implementa-
tion for e**. Suppose we know a decomposition of H in terms of some unitary matrices: H = Z;”:l B;Uj,
where the coefficients §; are real numbers, which we can assume w.l.o.g. because any complex phase can
be absorbed into U;.

Remark 6.12. A decomposition of H in terms of unitaries always exist: the Pauli matrices, appropri-
ately tensored, form a basis of the space of multi-qubit operators, and they are unitary. However we will
see that it is better if one can find a simple decomposition as a linear combination of unitaries, i.e., with
few terms. To consider a similar situation as in Sect.[6.2.3, if H is a summation of a few terms that act
only on a constant number of qubits, then each of these terms can be written as a linear combination of
a constant number of unitaries (although the constant is exponential in the number of qubits involved).

By definition of matrix exponential we have:

k
, = (iHY)E K (it)F [ & >~ (it)*
= E o (AT =y 2 BjnBis - BinUnUsa -+~ Uy
k=0 k=0 j=1 k=0 J1,925-- 0k €{1,...,m}

(6.7)
At the r.hu.s. of Eq. (6.7) we have an infinite series, but consider what happens if we truncate the Taylor
series at k = c(t +log =) = O (t +log 1), for some constant c. Recalling that k! > (k/e)*, we have:

c(t+log 1)—1

iHt @H)" || _ - (iHt)" - (iHt)*
e - Z k! - Z k! = Z k!
k=0 k=c(t+log L) k=c(t+log 1)
= 2wl 2w

k=c(t+log 1) k=c(t+log 1)

o] et k oo et k
k=c(t+log L) k=c(t+log 1)

i e\ k - (G/C)c(t+log(1/e)) (e/c)ct(e/c)clog(l/e) .

IN

IN

1-— 1-—
k=c(t+log 1) e/c e/c

Simple calculations show that ¢ = 2e suffices to ensure that the above expression is < ¢, and note that

this choice is independent of ¢t or €. Thus, if we can implement the first O (t + log %) terms of the

expression at the r.h.s. of Eq. (6.7)), we obtain an e-approximation of e'/*. In summary, one way to solve
the Hamiltonian simulation problem is to implement:

O(t+log 1) (it
> > o PinBia B3 Ui Uja - Uss (6.8)

k=0 j1,j2,...,5k€{1,...om}

which is a linear combination of unitaries (U;, Uj, - - - Uj, ) with coefficients (i?k B, B, - - - Bj,.- Note that
if we know how to implement all the matrices Uy, then implementing U;, Uj, - - - Uj, is straightforward
as it is just a sequence of operations that we know how to apply. Thus, we now discuss the task of
implementing a linear combination of unitaries.

To simplify the discussion, let us rename some of the quantities involved. We can recast the problem of
implementing a linear combination of unitaries as implementing M = 23:1 o;V; with a; nonnegative
and real (as before, we can absorb everything else into V;). M may not be unitary in general, so if
we want to apply it to some state |1), we must instead aim to implement M |¢)/||M|¢)|, where the
normalization ensures that we obtain a proper quantum state. Because «; are nonnegative and real,



110 CHAPTER 6. HAMILTONIAN SIMULATION

2q_1 . . .
we have [af[, = > 7, a; for the ¢1-norm of the vector of coefficients a. Since the coefficients «; are

known, we can construct a g-qubit unitary W that implements the following map:

W)= —— 3 vl

||Ol||1 je{o,l}q

Note that the state on the r.h.s. is a proper quantum state due to the normalization chosen. Suppose we
have access to a unitary V' that can implement all the Vj in a controlled manner: V' =3 "-c «; 114 [7) (71®V;.
Note that the effect of V is precisely that of applying V; onto the second register if the first register
contains |7):

VIDI) = [Vil)-
Now consider the effect of the circuit in Fig. After W, we are in the state H%”l 2 jeto.1ya VG DY)

10) V
1)

Figure 6.1: Circuit for the implementation of a linear combination of unitaries.

After V, we are in the state ﬁ > jeqo.1ya /17 Vi¥). The final application of Wt is more difficult

to write down analytically, but it yields some state |¢). Let us find an expression for the part of |¢) that
contains |0) in the first register; formally, this can be expressed as:

(Ol @ Dlp) = (Ol HWT @ HV(W @ D[0)|) = (O|W' @ HV(W @ 1)[0)|v)

1 R 1
~\ Ve 2 VEAe | a2 VEvile)

U ge(0.1ys U ge(o,1ys

1

"l 2,

! jefo1ys

Thus, the final state |¢) can be written as:
1 . M)
) + 1 )
llally ey

where |¢) is some quantum state that has no support on |0)(0| ® I and that we do not care about. (The
coefficient under the square root is computed by noting that the state must have unit norm, hence the
amplitude of the second part of the state must be the square root of 1 — (norm of the first part).) In
other words, we have implemented M|}, but only if a measurement of the first register yields |6> this
1M1

llall?
to 1 with O (|||, /[|M|¢)]]) rounds of oblivious amplitude amplification (i.e., O (1/,/p) rounds for an
algorithm with probability of success p: the usual quadratic advantage of amplitude amplification), after
which we can be almost certain that we produced the state M|u)/||M|y)||, as desired. Note that we
need oblivious amplitude amplification because |1)) is given and we do not assume that we have access to
a unitary to prepare it, but fortunately we satisfy the more forgiving assumptions of oblivious amplitude
amplification, see Sect. 1.2.2]

We can now get back to Hamiltonian simulation and conclude our discussion of the linear combi-
nation of unitaries. We want to implement Eq. using the algorithm outlined above, which takes
O (|lally/IIM|)||) applications of W and V. We can ignore ||[M|1)]|, because the M that we want to
implement is (an approximation of) e, thus ||M|¢y)|| ~ 1. Regarding ||a|,, because the components
of v are the coefficients of the linear combination in Eq. [6.8] we have:

happens with probability . We can amplify this probability of success to some value very close

O(t+10g%) tk; o tk
laly = > Yoo mlaBu B <Y Y BiPa B
k=0 ji,j2,.dk€{l,...,m} k=0 j1,j2,....5k€{1,....,m}

— BID* _ s
B SLULINPTN
ke

0
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which is exponential in ¢ and ||3]|;. This would lead to etllBlh applications of V and W, but we can reduce
this cost by taking advantage of the logarithmic error dependence (log %) of the algorithm. Indeed, note
that if ¢ is small then the complexity of the algorithm is also small. Thus, we can divide the Hamiltonian
simulation into ¢||3||; blocks where each block evolves the Hamiltonian for time 7 = 1/||3||; and uses
precision €. The end result is the same because (eiHT)tuﬁ”l = ¢Ht but the complexity of each block (in
terms of the number of applications of V' and W) is now O (el%lh) = O (1). Also note that the gate
complexity of W inside each block is small, because we are summing over O (7’ + log é) =0 (log %)
coeflicients, and similarly, V' inside each block applies O (T + log é) =0 (log %) input unitaries Uj
(this is a consequence of the truncation for ) Finally, we note that it is sufficient to choose error
€ = ¢€/(t]|]];) in each block to achieve total error at most €, and the total cost is ¢||3||; times the cost

of each block. This yields an algorithm with complexity O <t|| B, log t“’%), in terms of the number of
applications of the unitaries U; and additional elementary gates.

6.2.4 Hamiltonian simulation for sparse matrices with oracle access

In the preceding sections we assumed that the Hamiltonian can be expressed as a sum of local terms,
i.e., operators that act only on a small number of qubits. That model is suitable for several applications
originating from the study of physical systems and general abstract models, but it is not necessarily
suitable for data-driven applications where the data may have little structure. In classical (i.e., non-
quantum) scientific computing, data is often represented in a compact form by listing only the nonzero
elements. The equivalent of that representation in the quantum world is the sparse-oracle input model.
In this model, we assume that we have access to the following quantum circuits, generally called oracles
in this context, that give a description of the Hamiltonian H.

-

e The first oracle, mapping |7)|¢) — |7)|c;¢), provides the index c;¢ of the ¢-th nonzero element of
column 7,

e The second oracle, mapping |7)[%)|Z) — |7)[F)|Z@ E;), provides the value of the element in position
j, k of the Hamiltonian.

In other words, one map provides the indices of the nonzero elements in each column, and one map
provides the value of such elements. For algorithms based on this input model, the running time typi-
cally scales with the maximum number of nonzero elements in each column/row. Efficient Hamiltonian
simulation algorithms for this model are described in [Berry et al., 2015, Berry et al., 2015, [Low, 2019).

Remark 6.13. The definition of the oracle providing the value for the nonzero entries of H implicitly
assumes that such entries are integer-valued; this is mot a restrictive assumption, because as long as the
entries are rational (as in any finite-precision representation), we can rescale them to integer and adjust
the value of the simulation time t to compensate for any scaling.

We provide a brief, high-level overview of a Hamiltonian simulation approach tailored for the sparse-
oracle input model. One possibility is to decompose the Hamiltonian into a sum of roughly s terms, where
s is the maximum number of nonzero elements per row/column. That is, we write H = Hgjag + y Hj,
where I_{diag is the diagonal part of the Hamiltonian, and H ; are matrices containing only off-diagonal
terms. To determine these matrices, we interpret the rows and columns of H as nodes in a graph,
with an edge between two nodes if and only if there is a nonzero element in H in the corresponding
position; i.e., if H € C2"*?", we construct a graph G = (V,E) with V = {0,1}*, E = {(4,7) €
{0,1}™ x {0,1}™ if Hy, # 0,u # v}. Then, an edge coloring of G gives a decomposition of H into a sum
of element-wise disjoint matrices, where each matrix contains all elements corresponding to a certain
color. Each of these matrices is easy to diagonalize, thanks to the fact that there is at most one nonzero
element per row or column. We then simulate each matrix in the decomposition independently, and
use some approach (e.g., product formula) to compose the elements of the sum decomposition into the
original Hamiltonian. Note that edge colorings can be computed in polynomial time, and there always
exists an edge coloring of a graph of size at most A + 1, where A is the maximum degree of the graph
— which, by construction, is the number s of nonzero elements per row/column of the Hamiltonian. For
details of this approach, see |[Childs, 2004, Chapter 2].

6.2.5 Signal processing and the block-encoding framework

The fastest quantum algorithms for Hamiltonian simulation rely on the block-encoding framework, al-
though their development originates from the signal processing approach proposed in [Low and Chuang,
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2019]. The input Hamiltonian can be specified in many possible ways in this framework. For example, it
can be described in the same sparse-oracle input model as in Sect. but the block-encoding frame-
work is more general: the only requirement is that we can construct a circuit that acts as the desired
Hamiltonian on a certain subspace.

We do not have the necessary background to describe these algorithms yet, but we will revisit this
topic in Sect. after introducing the block-encoding framework. At a very high level, it is based
on the idea of implementing a polynomial transformation of the singular values of the Hamiltonian,
approximating the exponential function. The polynomial approximation is constructed by acting on a
quantum circuit that implements a (possibly scaled down) version of the Hamiltonian itself, so that we
can implement a matrix function of it. We refer the reader to Sect. and the notes in Sect. for a
detailed discussion of the block-encoding framework and Hamiltonian simulation within that framework.

6.3 Notes and further reading

Feynman’s groundbreaking proposal and discussion of a quantum computer to simulate the evolution of
a quantum mechanical system can be found in |[Feynman, 1982, |Feynman, 2018|. His work also set the
foundations for showing that Hamiltonian simulation is BQP-hard, i.e., that every problem that can be
efficiently solved by a quantum computer can be cast as a Hamiltonian simulation problem. Through-
out this chapter we gave multiple references to efficient (i.e., polynomial-time) quantum algorithms for
Hamiltonian simulation, thereby showing that it is in BQP and hence BQP-complete. To read about
additional BQP problems, |Wocjan and Zhang, 2006] is a good starting point. As it turns out, even the
problem of inverting a Hermitian matrix, specified in an appropriate manner, is BQP-complete: [Har-
row et al., 2009] shows that the problem of simulating an arbitrary quantum circuit can be cast as the
problem of applying the inverse of a certain matrix. The matrix inversion algorithm of [Harrow et al.,
2009] is discussed in Ch. (7} in the context of quantum algorithms for linear systems.

In the context of optimization, Hamiltonian simulation is mainly used as a building block for some
useful subroutines: see Ch. [7] where it is at the heart of matrix manipulation algorithms, Ch. [8| where
matrix manipulation is used to build an algorithm for semidefinite optimization problems, and Ch. [9
where it is used to solve minimum or maximum eigenvalue problems. In a recent line of work, initiated
in [Leng et al., 2023|, the solution of the Schrodinger equation is used directly to solve continuous opti-
mization problems: this is done by defining a Hamiltonian whose evolution follows a descent direction for
the optimization problem. The inspiration for this work is [Wibisono et al., 2016, describing a dynam-
ical system that follows the natural steepest descent direction. [Leng et al., 2023] proposes a quantum
Hamiltonian that closely mimics such a dynamical system, and shows that simulation of the Schrédinger
equation with such a Hamiltonian converges to the global minimum for both convex and nonconvex
problems — although for nonconvex problems the simulation time may need to be exponentially large,
as expected (we do not expect quantum computers to solve nonconvex optimization problems in poly-
nomial time). [Augustino et al., 2023a] extends this work to simulate the central path of interior point
methods for linear optimization problems, yielding a provably convergent quantum algorithm for linear
programs with a favorable running time compared to several classical algorithms. Notably, [Leng et al.,
2023l |Augustino et al., 2023a] do not assume access to QRAM.



Chapter 7

Matrix manipulation with quantum
algorithms

Operations on matrices are at the heart of a vast number of optimization algorithms. Quantum computers
can only apply unitary matrices, but thanks to a vast toolbox of quantum algorithms we can perform
complex operations on non-unitary matrices as well. In this chapter we discuss two aspects of non-
unitary matrix manipulations that have been featured prominently in existing quantum algorithms for
optimization: algorithms for linear systems (i.e., matrix inversion), and the block-encoding framework.
Matrix inversion can also be performed within the block-encoding framework, and it is actually more
efficient in that framework than in the phase-estimation-based approach that we initially present. Since
the phase estimation approach to matrix inversion is historically important, elegant, and showcases a
number of powerful ideas for quantum algorithm design, we discuss it anyway, and in fact we begin our
discussion in this chaper with it.

7.1 Quantum linear system solvers

The subject of this section is the solution of linear systems of equations, one of the most ubiquitous
problems in engineering. We describe and analyze an algorithm for this task introduced by [Harrow
et al., 2009]. Our description is mostly based on the original version of [Harrow et al., 2009] — this is
typically referred to as the HHL algorithm, from the last name of the authors — but there have been
many refinements of that scheme over the years. We discuss notable improvements to the HHL algorithm
in Sect. yielding significantly better gate complexity bounds (even exponentially better, in some
of the input parameters); also see the notes at the end of this chapter (Sect. .

The problem solved by a quantum linear system algorithm can be stated as follows: given a Hermitian
invertible matrix A € C2"*2" a vector b € C2", a precision parameter ¢ > 0, compute an n-qubit state
) such that [|[¢) — Jamp (A71))|| < € (recall Def. . We assume that the input data is described by
suitable quantum oracles P4, Py; we will discuss the exact nature of these oracles later on. Furthermore,
we assume that ||A|| < 1 and the condition number s of A, or an upper bound on it, is known, see
Sect. Note that the assumption [|A|| < 1 may require normalizing the linear system in general,
which in turn requires adjusting the precision. In [Harrow et al., 2009| there is also a somewhat hidden
assumption that A is positive semidefinite, in which case all eigenvalues lie in [%, 1], as the filter functions
(described later) are defined only for positive eigenvalues. This is handled carefully in several subsequent
works, such as [Childs et al., 2017, |(Chakraborty et al., 2019, |Gilyén et al., 2019b], where the assumption
is that the spectrum of the matrix is in [~1, —+]U[=, 1]. For now we keep the more restrictive assumption.

7.1.1 Algorithm description: simplified exposition

We give a simplified exposition of the algorithm that is not entirely accurate, but it conveys the main
ideas without getting bogged down in details. Most of the innaccuracies of our exposition are eventually
discussed in subsequent sections, in particular Sect.s and

The HHL algorithm for the solution of a linear system (quantum linear system algorithm, QLSA)
relies on quantum phase estimation and Hamiltonian simulation. The first step of this QLSA is to
decompose |amp (b)) into an eigenbasis of A. For this, we use phase estimation. Let m be a number of

113



114 CHAPTER 7. MATRIX MANIPULATION WITH QUANTUM ALGORITHMS

qubits, to be determined later, to store the phases in the quantum phase estimation. We apply phase
estimation using the circuit given in Fig. where the controlled U,y is the unitary defined as:

CUeyo := Z IE) (k| @ e2midk.
ke{o0,1}™

This unitary applies Hamiltonian simulation for variable time, where the length of the simulation is
determined by the content of the first qubit lines |k).

O {15

|amp (b)> //n Uevo

Figure 7.1: Determining an eigendecomposition of |amp (b)).

Let |¢p),h =0,...,2™ — 1 be an orthonormal eigenbasis of A (which exists because A is Hermitian),
with eigenvalues Ap,h =0,...,2" — 1. We make the simplifying assumption that Aj, can be expressed

exactly on m binary digits, i.e., there exists a binary string A, such that 0.\ is an exact representation
of Ah = )\h/Qm.

Remark 7.1. Since ||A|| < 1 and A is Hermitian, all eigenvalues are real numbers < 1. Hence, they
can be written as \p, /2™, with Ay, € {0,...,2™ — 1}, for some appropriate value of m. (If one of these
eigenvalues is equal to 1, we cannot represent it exactly in our notation, but the error of approximating
it as (2™ —1)/2™ is exponentially small in m.)

Now suppose, for the sake of the analysis, that the input state for the bottom part of the circuit
in Fig. is one of the eigenstates of A, say [io) for simplicity; in other words, let us analyze what
happens if we execute the circuit setting [amp (b)) = |1g). The effect of the circuit is the following. After
Hadamards, we are in state:

= X Bl

Ee{o,1}m

Applying CU,y, on this state yields:

CUevo \/7 Z |w0 = 27” (|i§>>627"i‘4k|w0>)

ke{0,1}™

23
}'m

§j (1Fye2m2ok/2" ys) )
}771

§j (272472 7)) [1o)-

ke{o,1}m

i- 3

It is immediate to notice that this is just the quantum Fourier transform of |)T0>> on the first register;
thus, applying the inverse QFT yields:

Q}, @ 1°" (2 k72" 8 ) o) | = Aa)o)-

oy

kef{o,1}m

Since this is true for each one of the eigenstates, it also applies to a superposition of the eigenstates. Let
lamp (b)) = Zi 61 Br|tn) be the decomposition of |amp (b)) in terms of the eigenbasis of A. The effect
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of the circuit in Fig. [7:1]is therefore:

2" —1
1 -
(QF ® I%")CUq \/T ST [B)amp (b)) | = (@1, ® I9")CUevo Vo SR D Bulvn)
ke{o,1}m ke{o,1}m  h=
2" —1
=) Bu(Q), @ I®™")Clkyo Un)
> i e L]

ke{o0,1}m

3 (A1) -
h=0

Next, we introduce an auxiliary qubit in state |0), say the last qubit, and perform the mapping:

S o (Tl L3 g, <|A7:>|¢h> ( 1= T+ Aim)) 7 (1)

h=0 h=0

where C is a constant of normalization, to be discussed later. This mapping is composed of two parts:

—1C’> -1 C

—1 C
first, we map |/\h> — |+ sin defining 1 sin to be a binary representation of < sin a, onm’

qubits. Second, we make use of the following operatlon, where 0.6 is some number in [07 1]:
Uy (|6)/[0)) := |6)(cos(270.6)|0) + sin(270.6)[1)).

This operation can be implemented using the Ry gate (Def. ; with it, we can explicitly write Uy
as:

’
m

Oy (1B 10)) = T (15 @ Ry (4nd;/27))
j=1
i.e., as a sequence of controlled rotations on the last qubit, where we successively halve the angle of
rotation and we condition on one digit of the binary representation of 8. After taking care of normalization
factors, and applying some necessary linear transformations of the domain, we are able to rotate the last

qubit by sinsin™! % = A% Here we skipped some details for the sake of exposition, but the remaining
obstacles (e.g., the value of %sin_1 £ is in [~1, 1] rather than [0,1]) can be easily resolved using

quantum circuits for binary arithmetics, similar to what is done in classical digital computers. Putting
everything together, we can see that the map (7.1)) can be implemented efficiently with the (efficient)
building blocks that we just described. After applying the map ([7.1)), we have the following state:

2 Bh <|A_£>Iwh> < 1- iz:'(” + Aim)) .
h=0

Remark 7.2. The constant C is necessary for normalization to ensure that what we obtain is a valid
quantum state. In particular, since we need % € [-1,1] and we know that % < |Ax| £ 1, we must choose

C=0(1/k).

We then uncompute the register containing the outcome of the phase estimation, so that we leave
the working register in the initial state (and unentangled with the rest), and apply a measurement on
the register corresponding to the auxiliary qubit for the rotation. This is depicted in Fig. We

[0 = EE Qi HO" = [0),
jamp (b)) = (Uevo | Ul O Yn st B ln)
|0) (Usor | postselect |1)

Figure 7.2: HHL algorithm for linear systems.

claim that when the outcome of the measurement is |1) in the last qubit, the register initially containing
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|amp (b)) now contains the solution |amp (Aglb)>. Indeed, after uncomputing the register containing the
eigenvalues |\;,), we obtain the following state:

2n_1 . o2 o
hz:‘o Bh <|O>1/fh> < 1- E|O> + Ah|1>>> ;

and if the outcome of the measurement in the last register is |1), we have obtained C’ Zin:gl f—:h/)h)
in the register that initially contained |amp (b)), where the constant of normalization C’ changes from
C because we need to renormalize the state after the measurement — in particular, the state after
measurement has unit norm. The only part left now is to note that 2,2;;61 % [tn) is exactly the solution

lamp (A7'b)). Indeed:

2" —1 2" —1

A=Y Mol AT =3 Sl
h=0 h=0 M
so that:
2" —1 2" —1 2" —1 /Bh
AT = Z W’h (¥n] Z Bultbn) = > A on)-
h=0 h=0 P

Note also that the new normalization constant C” is 1/ ||A_1b\|, as can be verified by doing the calculations
or simply noting that the state after measurement must have unit norm; thus, we obtained precisely the
state |amp (A710)).

7.1.2 Complexity analysis

Let us analyze the complexity of the algorithm described in Sect. [7.1.1] For the sake of accuracy, we
should mention that, rather than preparing the first register in the state F > ke{o1}m |k) using H®™,

2”7’.
as indicated in Sect. [7.1.1] we instead prepare the state:

0=y X

fe{0,1}m

where m has to be chosen appropriately. Although this complicated expression might appear unnecessary,
it is chosen because it leads to a clean analysis of the errors in the Fourier states that we want to construct,
with small errors. Recall that after Hamiltonian evolution we apply the inverse QFT to recover the
eigenvalues, but in general we cannot recover these exactly because the eigenvalues may require a large
number of digits of precision — larger than the ones we have available. In particular, in Sect. we
assumed that Ap = A, /2™ for some integer A, on m bits, i.e., Ay is representable on m bits. Now we
drop this assumption. After applying the conditional Hamiltonian evolution CUsy, onto |£)|amp (b)), we
obtain:

2" —1 1
CU'evo \/ om 2m Z ﬁh Z Sln%‘a'wh) =

te{0,1}m

2" —1 1
[ 2 Gilnte/2m m(t+ 3)
o Z B Apte/2 Sm27m2|{>|wh>’

tE{O 1}m

where c is a suitably chosen parameter. Note that in some sense, ¢ determines the resolution of the esti-
mation of the eigenvalues, because the “step” in the exponent (i.e., the difference between two exponents
when ¢ increases by one) is of size ¢/2™. We choose ¢ = O (r/€) because this leads to error < € in the
final state, see [Harrow et al., 2009]. From the last equation above, applying the inverse QFT yields:

— St (Anc—27k) ﬂ—(t—’_%) 7.
om Z Bh Z Z ez Sln27m|k>|1/)h>-

Ee{o,1}m fe{0,1}™

At this point we need to show that the coefficients ez (Ane=2mk) gre only large when k = )é—’;f, i.e., that

these coefficients are bounded above and small whenever |k — %| > 1. The proof is long and technical,
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and is not discussed here, see [Harrow et al., 2009] for details. However, the outcome is as desired, and
allows us to focus on the basis states |7%> when k ~ % This lets us extract (a multiple of ) the eigenvalues
An (equivalently, Ay,) of A. Fortunately, the preparation of this more complicated initial state does not
increase the gate complexity by a significant amount, because the state can be prepared efficiently with
the procedure of |Grover and Rudolph, 2002] (this is the same algorithm that we described at the end of
Sect. instead of the precomputed binary tree of Cor. we compute the rotation angles for each
inner node of the tree on-the-fly, with a circuit exploiting the analytically-known form of the coefficients).

The complexity of the algorithm can be analyzed as follows. The input data of the algorithm is given
by two oracles P4, Py: one that describes the entries of A, and one that prepares the state |amp (b))
corresponding to the r.h.s. vector b. The complexity is given in terms of the number of calls to these
oracles, plus the number of additional gates. Let us assume that P, runs in time T}, and P4 runs in time
T4 (ie., those are their respective gate complexities). The only operation that we need to perform of
the matrix A is Hamiltonian simulation (i.e., controlled Uey, ), and the gate complexity of the algorithm
depends on the complexity of performing the desired Hamiltonian simulation. Under the sparse-oracle
input model (see Sect. , the Hamiltonian simulation algorithm used in [Harrow et al., 2009] uses
9} (ts2TA) gates, where s is the maximum number of nonzeroes in one row of A. Since ¢ is chosen as
O (k/e), this would give total complexity O (T}, + £5*T4): we prepare [amp (b)) once, then run the circuit
in Fig. where the most expensive operation is the Hamiltonian simulation, and everything else takes
polylogarithmic number of gates and is therefore hidden by the O (-) notation. We must, however, also
consider what the probability of success is. Recall that we obtain the solution to the inversion only if
we obtain the state |1) in the register used for the final rotation (or |11) when we use filter functions: to
avoid the discussion of burdensome details, here we limit ourselves to the simplified case of Sect. H
As it turns out, a careful analysis shows that the probability to obtain [1) in such register is O (= ):
this is related to the fact that we chose C' = O (%) in our simplified exposition. Thus, to obtain the
solution with some constant probability close to 1 we apply O (k) iterations of amplitude amplification.
Summarizing, the algorithm uses o (/-@(Tb + stTA)) gates. As discussed at the beginning of this section,
there have been several papers that followed up on the work of [Harrow et al., 2009] and improved its
running time, sometimes significantly: we discuss some of these in Sect. [7.1.5

7.1.3 Non-Hermitian matrices

The discussion in the preceding sections, as well as the problem definition itself, assume that A is
Hermitian, but of course we would like to be able to apply the algorithm also for non-Hermitian matrices.
In this section we discuss how to lift this assumption, by showing a modification of the algorithm
that works for non-Hermitian matrices. Suppose then that A € C2"*2" with m < n, not necessarily
Hermitian. Let the singular value decomposition of A be:

om

-1
A= on|Yn){Pnl,s

h=0

where 1, are the left singular vectors, (¢n| the right singular vectors. Consider the matrix:

, (0 A
v (4.

This matrix A’ € CE"+2")x2"+2") is Hermitian with nonzero eigenvalues +o;, and corresponding
eigenvectors:
1

V2

It also has 2™ — 2™ zero eigenvalues. Since A’ is double the size of A, it can be represented with an
additional qubit.

We then apply the QLSA using matrix A’ and with the r.h.s. vector (encoded in the input state of
the quantum algorithm) set to:

(10} |¢on) £ [1)|6n)) -

+
lwj, ) =

2m 1 2m 1
|0)amp (b)) = |0) @ <Z Bhlwh>> =y ﬂhi(IUJZHIwD)-
h=0 h=0 V2
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Due to the structure of the matrix A’, the QLSA produces a state proportional to:

Z 1 +>f|w—>>:Z)WLZ_@|1>|<;5;«L>
h=0 Uh\[ " o 7h 7

where the sign — in front of |w; ) comes from the fact that |w; ) has negative eigenvalues. This state is
a solution to the linear system after dropping the first |1), because:

2m_q om_q 3 om _ om _
(Z 0h¢h><¢h|> (Z ;Z|¢h ) Z Brlvn) = Z Brlibn) = [amp (b)).

h=0 h=0

Thus, the QLSA applied to the modified problem A’ recovers a solution to the original problem Ax = b
for non-Hermitian A.

7.1.4 Unknown condition number

In Sect.s and we saw that many of the algorithm’s parameters depend on k, and they are
required to define the quantum circuit that executes the algorithm. Thus, knowledge of k is necessary.

Remark 7.3. An upper bound k' > k is sufficient for the following reason: the assumption that eigenval-
ues are in the interval [%, 1] is clearly satisfied if we use &' instead of k; k is also used as a normalization
factor to ensure that certain operations are well defined (and unitary), e.g., (7.1), and substituting «’
gives subnormalized, but valid, operations — the subnormalization can be taken care of with amplitude
amplification (whose complexity would also depend on «'). From a computational complexity point of
view, we want to ensure that K = O (k), so that, overall, the QLSA is slowed down by no more than a
constant factor.

Under the assumption that eigenvalues are in [%, 1], and & is known, we may not need additional work
compared to Sect. as we can choose the number of qubits appropriately to represent all eigenvalues.
Suppose, however, that we do not know precisely the condition number k; or suppose that we only want
to perform inversion of eigenvalues between certain values, because we know that the corresponding
eigenspaces already span the r.h.s. vector b. In such cases we need a different approach to ensure that
we are inverting the matrix correctly.

The main complication is the fact that if some eigenvalue Ay is very small, say <, then a small
relative error in the computation of the eigenvalue in phase estimation may lead to a very large error in
the computation of the inverse ), ﬁ|¢h><¢h| (i.e., the inverse of some eigenvalue will be of the order of
£ which may be affected by large absolute error). In other words, the computation of inverse matrix is
not numerically stable for small eigenvalues, and small errors in the estimation of eigenvalues may yield
large error in the solution of the linear system. There are several natural approaches to deal with an
unknown condition number; we discuss them here.

Filter functions. To alleviate the issue of an unknown condition number, [Harrow et al., 2009] proposes
the use of filter functions, a concept that is also used in numerical analysis. We remark that these are
not needed with the right assumption on the spectrum of A, however it is very instructive to discuss
the idea of filter functions because they show some of the techniques that can be applied to implement
matrix functions on quantum computers; the block-encoding framework presented in Sect. provides
additional ways to do so.

The idea for filter functions is to have a pair of functions that identify the eigenspaces where the inverse
is well-conditioned, and the eigenspaces where it is not. For filter functions we pick a threshold value
~ k and essentially decide that we are only going to perform inversion of the matrix in the eigenspaces
corresponding to eigenvalues that are approximately larger than 1/k, ignoring any smaller ones because
they might be affected by too large an error. The filter function f that identifies the well-conditioned
subspace must satisfy these criteria:

e The value of the filter function must be proportional to L for \ >

e The value of the filter function must be zero for A < %, where ' is some appropriately chosen
value; say, k' = 2k.

e In the interval [%, %], the filter function should interpolate between the two cases above.
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The other filter function g, identifying the ill-conditioned subspace, should instead satisfy:
e The value of the filter function must be 0 for A > %
e The value of the filter function must be a constant for A\ < %
e In the interval [-1;, 1], the filter function should interpolate between the two cases above.

One can notice that f and g are in some sense complementary. We additionally require that (f()\))? +
(g(N\)? <1 for all ), for normalization. An example of filter functions with these characteristics is:

% Az 0 Az
. )\—% A—L/
fA) = %51n(§%_%) L>a> 2t g(A) = %cos(g%_%J L>a> 2L
1 1 1
0 A< 5 A<

We can apply these functions to compute the reciprocal of the eigenvalues: rather than using a single
bit for the final rotation U, we instead use a two-bit flag register, and produce the following quantum
state after rotation and uncomputation:

™ A (1) (VI= (PR = (@(n)100) + g(An)]01) + F(A)1D) ).
h=0

where the final two-bit register identifies the following:
o If the last register is in the state |00), inversion did not take place.

o If the last register is in the state |01), we inverted the matrix but we are in the ill-conditioned
subspace, where some of the eigenvalues are very small (smaller than %)

o If the last register is in the state |11), we inverted the matrix and we are in the well-conditioned
subspace: this identifies the part of the quantum state where we can find the solution to the linear
system.

Remark 7.4. The use of filter functions implicitly introduces a dependence on k, because we need to
choose a threshold for the eigenvalue filters. Thus, even if we do not make the assumption that the
spectrum of A is contained in [%, 1], we still need to choose a value of k before we run the algorithm, and
inversion of A only takes place for eigenvalues > %

Solution verification. This approach is applicable when we have a computationally efficient procedure
to verify if the correct solution to the linear system has been found. Suppose we have such a procedure,
that takes as input the quantum state encoding the (potential) solution of the linear system, and outputs
“yes” or “no” to indicate if the linear system has been satisfactorily solved. Then, if we do not know &,
we can start with an estimate &£ = 2, and repeatedly execute a loop where we apply the QLSA setting
K = K, run the verification procedure, and if the verification procedure outputs “no”, we double the
current estimate k. Since K increases exponentially fast, it reaches a value that is at most twice the true
value of k in a logarithmic number of iterations, and this is guaranteed to yield the correct solution.

Estimation of k. The last approach is more involved and requires estimating « first. This can be done
using amplitude estimation (Sect. , thanks to the fact that the probability of success of the QLSA
before amplitude amplification is proportional to H—lz by estimating this probability with amplitude
estimation, we estimate x. Note that this requires a flag register that indicates what is the subspace
whose probability (upon measurement) must be estimated, and such register is available in this case: in
the exposition of Sect. it is the last qubit, containing |1) after rotation if the rotation has been
successful. The complexity of executing the estimation procedure for « is a factor O (1/€) larger than the
complexity of running the QLSA, where € is the precision of the estimation: intuitively, this is consistent
with the fact that amplitude estimation has O (1/e) scaling. Such a result also holds for the improved
QLSA algorithms discussed in Sect. For details and a precise statement of the time complexity,
see |Chakraborty et al., 2019).
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7.1.5 Improvements to the running time

Two important improvements over the seminal work of [Harrow et al., 2009] have led to much faster
quantum algorithms for linear systems.

The first improvement concerns the dependence on the precision parameter e. The HHL algorithm
relies on phase estimation to perform an eigendecomposition of A, but this has the inherent O (1/¢)
dependence on precision of phase estimation, and it becomes a major bottleneck for the algorithm
because the factor 1/e then shows up directly in the running time. Note that no other step of the
algorithm has O (1/¢) scaling, therefore if we could get rid of phase estimation altogether, the running
time could improve significantly.

Remark 7.5. In the HHL algorithm, phase estimation is used to obtain a description of the eigenvalues,
which is then used to apply the matriz function f(x) = 1/x to A (i.e., apply the transformation A =

S o Anln)(wn] — A7V = 0 0t ) (W)

Note that in principle, if we could apply the matrix function f(z) = 1/x without phase estimation (and
therefore without an “explicit” eigendecomposition), then we could get rid of it. This idea is explored
in |Childs et al., 2017, and subsequently in |Chakraborty et al., 2019, |Gilyén et al., 2019b]. There
are several possible approaches to construct algorithms that implement this idea. The one proposed
in [Childs et al., 2017] is to compute a polynomial approximation of the function 1/z, showing that
a sufficiently accurate approximation can be constructed with a low-degree polynomial. Then we can
directly implement the matrix function corresponding to the polynomial, rather than directly aiming for
the inverse 1/x.

Remark 7.6. To construct a sufficiently accurate polynomial approxzimation of 1/x, so that it can be
applied as a transformation of the eigenvalues, it is important to know the domain of x, which in this
case represents eigenvalues and therefore the domain is the spectrum of A. We rely on the assumptions
that ||A|| < 1 and an upper bound k on the condition number is known: this implies that we need to
compute a polynomial approximation of 1/x only over [—1, —%] U [%, 1], because all eigenvalues lie in this
set.

Crucially, the complexity of implementing the desired polynomial (which directly depends on the
degree of such polynomial) scales only polylogarithmically in 1/e, improving over the 1/¢ dependence of
the HHL algorithm described in the preceding sections. A more general approach is taken in the singular
value transformation framework [Gilyén et al., 2019D], directly connected to block-encodings (Sect. [7.2).
With singular value transformation we can implement polynomial functions to the singular values of
an appropriately block-encoded matrix, and this includes a sufficiently accurate approximation of the
inverse function f(z) =1/x.

The second improvement is a reduction on the dependence of k, from quadratic to linear. To achieve
this reduction we note that the x? dependence in the complexity of the HHL algorithm comes from two
separate sources: a factor of  in the cost is incurred because of Hamiltonian simulation with ¢t = O (k/e),
which appears necessary because we want to estimate the eigenvalues with error O (¢/k) (i.e., Ay should
be affected by error at most €Ay, and the smallest eigenvalue is of order ~ 1/k); an additional factor x
is due to the rotation to invert the eigenvalues, because of the constant C' in Eq. . Indeed, before
amplitude amplification the rotation is successful only with probability x2: we want the last qubit on
the r.h.s. of Eq. to be |1) upon measurement, and to boost the probability of this event to almost
1 we need O (k) rounds of amplitude amplification. However, the worst case for these two parts of
the HHL algorithm occurs in opposite situations. Suppose all the eigenvalues are small, A, =~ 1/k: in
this case estimating the eigenvalues is difficult and forces us to perform Hamiltonian simulation with
t = O(k/e), but amplitude amplification is easy, because the factor A—(’; in Eq. is a constant
(recall C = O(1/k)) so the rotation is successful with large probability. On the other hand, suppose
all the eigenvalues are large, A, =~ 1: to estimate the eigenvalues to precision €A, ~ ¢, it would be
enough to perform Hamiltonian simulation with ¢ = O (1/€), but amplitude amplification requires more
iterations because the factor % in Eq. is O (1/k). Thus, depending on Ap, one of the steps, among
eigenvalue estimation and amplification of the success probability of the rotation, is not time-consuming.
The pessimistic factor k2 factor in the running time of HHL takes the worst case for both steps, but
the two worst cases cannot happen simultaneously. Unfortunately, standard amplitude amplification is
applied onto the entire eigenvalue estimation circuit, therefore we have to pay the cost for both accurate
eigenvalue estimation, and for amplification of the large eigenvalues.

We can improve the running time with a technique known as wvariable-time amplitude amplification.
We divide the eigenvalue computation into several steps. In each step we use a different value of the
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length t of the time horizon for the corresponding Hamiltonian simulation. We start with a short constant
time, and attempt to estimate the eigenvalues. Based on t, some eigenvalues may be estimated correctly,
while others may not. We use a subroutine to try to assess which ones are correct: those are no longer
modified. After that we double the length of the time horizon, and repeat the procedure. The amplitude
estimation part is applied differently to the different values of ¢. The details of this procedure are
quite involved, and we do not treat them in detail. Normally, if an algorithm has success probability p,
amplitude amplification would perform 1/,/p iterations; thus, normally we would execute the algorithm
1/y/p times for its maximum value of ¢. Instead, with variable-time amplitude amplification we can
reduce this to 1/,/p multiplied by the average value of t. For a detailed description of variable-time
amplitude amplification we refer to |[Ambainis, 2010], see also [Childs et al., 2017, |(Chakraborty et al.,
2019| for further discussion in the context of QLSAs.

7.1.6 Extracting the solution and iterative refinement

The running time 9] (H(Tb + fszTA)) indicated in Sect. refers to a QLSA in its native form: the
algorithm outputs a quantum state that is close to the amplitude encoding of the solution of the linear
system. (As noted in Sect.s and much faster versions of the algorithm have been developed;
at the time of this writing, the fastest known QLSA takes O (max{T4,Tp}rlog1/e) time.) In some
applications, one may want to get a classical description of the solution to the linear system. Such a
description can be obtained with a straightforward application of a quantum state tomography algorithm.
For the general setting considered here, the most computationally-efficient tomography algorithm (in
terms of number of calls to a unitary preparing the state of interest) is precisely the one described in
Thm. [5.10f more efficient algorithms might be possible if we know some properties of the solution to the
linear system. Unfortunately Thm. introduces linear scaling in 1/e: this means that obtaining an
accurate classical description of the solution vector (e.g., ¢ = 1071%) would be prohibitively expensive.
Thus, even if QLSAs have polylogarithmic scaling in 1/e, extracting the solution with quantum state
tomography loses such favorable scaling. This fundamental issue can sometimes be circumvented with
a technique known in the classical literature as iterative refinement |Wilkinson, 1963]. This technique
has proven to be useful for the design of classical and quantum optimization algorithms, see the notes
in Sect.s[7.3] and [8:3] We describe here the main idea, without a detailed running time analysis because
a precise analysis requires specifying many components that would detract from its generality.
Suppose we have a linear system:

Az =b. (7.2)

Let us use x to denote the vector of unknowns, and & to denote a candidate solution with precision d, i.e.,
|[b — AZ|| < 4. Consider the linear system obtained by subtracting A# from both sides of the equation:
we obtain A(z — &) = b— AZ (the vector b — AZ is often called the vector of residuals). Define the linear
system:

Ay = = (b— A#). (7.3)

Suppose we solve (|7.3) to precision §, i.e., we obtain ¢ such that H% (b— Az) — Ay
Z + dy. This vector satisfies the following:

| < §. Now consider

|b— Az +69)| = 5”(15(5— Az) — Ag|| < 62

Therefore, & + 9 is a §2-precise solution to the linear system , and we obtained it with two solves
each with precision §. The idea can be iterated, so that with k& solves we obtain a solution with precision
8%. We can pick any constant §, and if we aim to obtain a solution with final precision €, we can achieve
this goal with k = [logs €] = O (log 1) iterations.

Example 7.7. Suppose we have the linear system:

$1+(£2:3
3x1 4+ x9 = 6,

and we use a solver for this problem that guarantees precision § = 1/v/2. In particular, we obtain
the solution &1 = 1.5,&9 = 2, which has residuals (—0.5,—0.5). To find an adjustment to the current
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solution, we solve the problem:

1
y1+y2:_ﬁ
1

3y1 +y2 = —ﬁ7

again with precision § = 1/\/2. For example, we obtain the solution §; = 0,7, = —4;:)/5, with residuals

). The vector:
o {15\ 1 [ 0\ [15
o= (7) + 7 () - (%)

is mow a solution with precision % < 2%, obtained with the solution of two linear systems each with

(L, L
420 4v2

precision § = 1/+/2 (in general we can only guarantee precision 6% after two iterations).

We can apply the same scheme using a QLSA to solve the linear system at each iteration, followed by
state tomography to extract a classical description of the solution. The classical description is necessary
because at iteration k with the candidate solution z(¥), we keep track of its new value and compute its
residuals b — Az*) exactly (in fact, we could get away with computing the residual with some error, but
it complicates the analysis slightly, so we do not discuss this case). The scheme of the algorithm is as
described in Alg. [3] To carefully analyze the running time we would have to determine the necessary

Algorithm 3: Iterative refinement for linear systems.

Input: Matrix A, r.h.s. b, target precision ¢, iteration precision § > .
Output: Vector x* satisfying ||Az* — b/||]||] < e.

Initialize: Set (9 « 0,70 « Wb.

Set k + 1.

while Hr(k_l)H > e do

Solve the system Az = WT

-

W N

#=1) and obtain solution #*) with precision O (§).

Update candidate solution: z*) « z(*=1) 1 ||7"(k*1) ||:i’(k).
Let k< k+ 1.
end

® N o w

return z(F~1,

precision for the tomography step (which is O (J), but may depend on other numerical parameters such
as the the norm of possible solutions), and commit to a specific QLSA. Since we do not use this algorithm
again in the rest of the set of lecture notes, we do not pursue this analysis. The interested reader can find
one in [Mohammadisiahroudi, 2024]. We note, however, that the intuition built above extends easily,
and the number of iterations of the “while” loop in Alg. [3|is O (log %)

7.2 Block-encodings

We now provide an introduction to the block-encoding framework, highlighting several results concerning
basic operations on block-encodings and the corresponding computational complexity. Throughout,
although we skip some proofs, we try to provide intuition on why these results hold. The framework
of block-encoded operators encompasses several other models and is generally efficient for many forms
of matrix manipulation, including Hamiltonian simulation. Results in this section are adapted from
[Chakraborty et al., 2019, |Gilyén, 2019, van Apeldoorn et al., 2020bl [van Apeldoorn, 2020].

Let us formally define a block-encoding.

Definition 7.1 (Block-encoding). Let A € C***?" be a g-qubit operator. Then, a (q + a)-qubit unitary
U is an (a, a,&)-block-encoding of A if U = <A

) , where - represent arbitrary entries of the matriz,

with the property that B
[ad — Al <¢.



7.2. BLOCK-ENCODINGS 123

By definition, U is a block-encoding of A if U acts as a scaled-down version of A on some part of
the vector space in which quantum states live. In particular, we can rephrase the main property in the
definition as follows.

Definition 7.2 (Block-encoding (alternative-definition)). Let A € C***2" be a q-qubit operator. Then,
a (g + a)-qubit unitary U is an (o, a, §)-block-encoding of A if

le( (0l @ 1)U (10)q @ 197) — Al < &.

This implies that if we limit ourselves to the subspace where the first a qubits are |0), U implements
the desired operation A, which may not be unitary and in fact does not even need to be square, because
we could pad some rows or columns of A with zeroes. The price to pay for this flexibility is that we
may need to scale down A, because clearly not every matrix can be embedded into a unitary without
scaling, and we may need to do some work to “select” the part of the space of quantum states on which
the block-encoding acts as A.

Remark 7.8. [t is important to note that th_? structure of a blogk-encoding U of A does not guarantee
that it will take states of the form |0)|) to |[0)2[y). In fact, U|0)|¢) (i.e., the image of [0)|y) via the
block-encoding) will generally have nonzero support on states that do not start with |ﬁ> Thus, when we
say that U acts as A if we limit ourselves to the subspace where the first a qubits are |0), not only we
need to start in some state |6>\w>, but also postselect or amplify the “correct” output subspace, to ensure
that the first qubits are |0).

2 0
0 0
as A. The following unitary matriz U is a (2,1,0)-block-encoding of A:

Example 7.9. Let A = > This matriz is clearly not unitary, hence there is no circuit that acts

1 0 0 0

0 01 0

01 0 0}’

0 0 0 1

because:
1 0 0 0
1 0 0 01 0 1 1 0
a((O|®I)U(|O>®[)—a((1 0)®<0 1)) 010 0 <<0)®<0 1>>_A.

0 0 0 1

Note that A is a single-qubit operator, whereas U is a two-qubit operator, and we have to scale A down
by a factor 2. Some readers might correctly recognize U as a SWAP gate.

Suppose we want to obtain a representation of AlY), where |p) = B|0) + v|1); note that Al|p) may
not even be a valid quantum state. In the block-encoding framework we can obtain (some representation
of ) Alw) by applying U onto the state |0)|1)): the first qubit must be |0) to be in the right subspace. We
have:

B

vl = | 2 |-

0

and if we look at the restriction of this state onto the basis states beginning with |0) (i.e., we apply (0|®1),
we obtain B|0), which is precisely §|w>: note once again the scaling factor 2 picked up when applying
the block-encoding.

Intuitively, since we chose U to be a SWAP gate, we can see how this approach works: we apply a
SWAP gate to a state of the form |0)|¢)), so we are “zeroing out” the amplitude of |¢) that corresponds
to |1) (|01) in the two-qubit state). Of course this amplitude does not disappear: it simply gets “moved”
to the part of the two-qubit state that has |1) in its first digit, i.e., to |10).

Each block-encoding has three parameters: the subnormalization factor a, the number of auxiliary
qubits a, and the error of the block-encoding &. It is important to keep track of these parameters when
manipulating block-encodings. However, one can often simplify the exposition by reporting only the
subnormalization factor, as long as the number of auxiliary qubits and error £ scale at most polyloga-
rithmically with all the relevant parameters of a problem instance. In this section we try to be formal
as much as possible and keep track of the three parameters of the block-encodings.
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7.2.1 Operations on block-encodings

We now discuss several useful operations on block-encodings, starting with the product of two block-
encoded matrices, which is trivial to construct.

Proposition 7.3. If U, is an (o, a,&4)-block-encoding of a q-qubit operator A, and Ug is an (B,b,&p)-
block-encoding of an q-qubit operator B, then (I,@UA)(I,@Up) is an (af, a+b, alp+BEa)-block-encoding
of AB.

The proof of this result follows easily from the definition.

Remark 7.10. In the above proposition and in subsequent results regarding block-encodings, we abuse
the tensor product notation to avoid overcomplicated expressions. The expression (I, @ Ua) should be
interpreted as “identity on the b auziliary qubits for Ug, and Ua on all the qubits affected by Us”, and
similarly, (I, @Upg) means “identity on the a auziliary qubits for Ua, and Ug on all the qubits affected by
Up”. Writing this accurately in tensor product notation is cumbersome: e.g., if we have three registers
[Yal)ol-)q, how do we express the matriz acting as (I @ Ua) described above? It would have to act on
the first and third register with a and q qubits respectively, but we have not defined a matriz that does so
while tensored with identity on the second register. Hence, we use an imprecise, but considerably simpler
notation, whose meaning should be clear from the context. Note that I here is a 2° x 2° identity matriz,
which we usually denote I®°: we use the subscript precisely because the meaning is different with this
“improper” — but considerably simpler — tensor product notation, where the subscript also indicates to
which register the matrix should be applied.

Linear combinations of block-encodings can be constructed at cost that is merely logarithmic in the
dimension: the construction is very similar to the one presented in Sect. but here it is generalized.
We first define a state-preparation pair, which encodes the coefficients to be used in the linear combination
of block-encodings, then give the complexity of constructing the linear combination. A state-preparation
pair is simply a pair of unitaries Py, Pg such that the element-wise product of the first row of Pz and the
first column of Pg yields a vector with the desired coefficients (or something close to it). This specific
form is useful for the construction of linear combinations, as shown after a formal definition and an
example.

Definition 7.4 (State-preparation pair). Let y € C™ and |y|lx < B. The pair of unitaries (Pr, Pr)
is called a (B, q,§)-state-preparation-pair for y if Pp|0)q = 256{071}11 ¢;l7) and Pr|0), = 7e{0,1}9 ;|7
such that 237:01 |ﬂ(c;dj) —y;| <& and for all j € m,...,29 — 1 we have c;[dj =0.

Example 7.11. Just as in Sect. [6.2.3, if we aim to construct a linear combination with nonnegative
coefficients ag, . . ., m—_1, we can define a [logm]-qubit unitary W such that

W\6>:@ Y v

J€{0,1}Mosm]

Then, setting P, = W1, Pr = W, we see that this is a (||a1||, [logm],0)-state-preparation-pair for the
vector of coefficients . If a 2 0, we can adjust the signs by modifying one of the unitaries Pr, Pg.

Using a state-preparation pair we can construct a linear combination of unitaries according to the
coefficients prescribed by the state-preparation pair. To do so, we also need a controlled unitary that
prepares the (unweighted) terms of the linear combination, i.e., if we want to construct a combination
of m block-encodings, we need a circuit that, given index 7, implements the j-th block-encoding of the
linear combination. This is once again very similar to the approach discussed in Sect.

Proposition 7.5. Let A = Z;":_Ol yjA(j) be a q-qubit operator, where AY) are matrices. Suppose P, P

is a (B,p,&1)-state-preparation pair fory, V = Z;n;Olm(ﬂ ®@UW 4+ ((I, - Z;n;()l\j}(ﬂ) ®1, ®1,) is an
(q + a + p)-qubit unitary with the property that UY) is an («, a, &)-block-encoding of AY). Then we can
implement an (af,a + p, &1 + afB&€2)-block-encoding of A with a single use of V, Pr and Pz,

Proof. The desired block-encoding is given by (P}: ® I4+0)V (PR ® I444). To verify this, using the same
notation as in Def. [7.4] we apply the definition of block-encoding and compute:

((Olastp @ 1) (P} © Iysa) V(PR @ Ipta) ([0)asp ® 1)
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Jj=0

m—1
= [ Y dale o|a®1) Zdli)@\o

—1

m—1
=Y e @l Zd j>®U(J>(|6> @1)
7=0

Jj=
-3 g,
j=1

where AU) is such that [|aAU) — AU < &. Since we also have ||(c Td') —y;|| <& by Def. ﬂ’ simple
calculations show that this is indeed a (a8, a + p, @& + aB&s)-block-encoding A = Zm ! y; A, O

An important feature of block-encodings is the fact that they offer an alternative model to perform
Hamiltonian simulation, as discussed in Sect. and the corresponding complexity matches the state-
of-the-art in other models. We provide a precise statement below.

Theorem 7.6. Suppose that U is an (o, a,&/|2t])-block-encoding of the Hamiltonian H. Then, we can
implement a &-precise Hamiltonian simulation unitary V, i.e., an (1,a + 2,€)-block-encoding of e,
with O (alt| +log(1/€)) uses of controlled-U and its inverse, and O (a(a|t| +log(1/£))) two-qubit gates.

To perform Hamiltonian simulation we apply the function e to the eigenvalues of H, by adding
together (via linear combination of block-encodings) an approximation of cosz and an approximation of
isinz. A full proof of this result can be found in |Gilyén et al., 2019b].

We can also construct the block-encoding of a diagonal matrix that contains inner products of different
quantum states on the diagonal. We show this construction because it can serve as an inspiration for
other, similar building blocks. The construction involves unitaries that prepare the quantum states
of which we want the inner products; in the statement of the lemma, we call these state-preparation
unitaries to emphasize their role.

Lemma 7.7. Let U := 3 s o 13, U; @ [7)J] and V := 37506 130 Vi @ [7)(7] be controlled (by the second
register) state-preparation unitaries, where:

Uj : 10)[0)a — [0)]5) + [1)]4);)

Vj 2 0)[0)a — [0)]6) + [1)]5)
are (a + 1)-qubit state-preparation unitaries for some (subnormalized) a-qubit quantum states |1;), |¢;).
Then (IQVT)(SWAP® I,4,)(I@U) is an (a+2)-block-encoding of the diagonal matriz diag({(¢;|v;)}),

where the single-qubit identity matrix I acts on the first qubit, the SWAP gate acts on the first two qubits,
and the (a + p)-qubit identity I,1, acts on the last a +p qubits.

Proof. We apply the definition of block-encoding.
Olas2(Tlp(I & VISWAP @ L1)(I © U)[0)a2lF)
= (0] ({01451 + (11(G51) (71 (SWAP @ L) 0) (10} + L)1) ) [
= ({001 + (011{55) 71100 ) + [10) 1)) ).

This last expression is equal to (¢;|vx) if 7= 75, and it is 0 otherwise. This concludes the proof. O

For example, we can recast the gradient-based quantum state tomography algorithm of Ch. [5]in the
block-encoding framework: recall that we want to obtain a phase oracle for the function f(z) defined
in . Given the structure of f(z), we can apply Lem. to obtain a block-encoding of a diagonal
matrix containing f(z) on the diagonal for all z, then use Hamiltonian simulation of the block-encoded
matrix to transform them into phase factors of the form e*/(*).

7.2.2 Block-encoding from sparse matrices

The sparse-oracle access model discussed in Sect. is a natural model (even in the classical world)
to describe arbitrary sparse matrices. We now discuss how to implement a block-encoding of a matrix
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that is described in this model; in some cases, this is the first step in a quantum algorithm that uses
the block-encoding framework to work on matrices, allowing us to convert a classical description of the
matrix into a suitable representation on the quantum computer. The block-encoding framework therefore
encompasses the sparse-oracle access model, in the sense that sparse-access oracles can be turned into
a block-encoding. This conversion is computationally quite efficient, although there can be cases where
working with the sparse model leads to computational savings, as is often the case when simulating an
access model with a different one: this should be seen on a case-by-case basis.

A precise presentation of how to construct a block-encoding from a sparse-access oracle requires care
about several details. The data of the matrix to be block-encoded is described in the usual way: we
have an oracle that lists the position of the nonzero elements of the matrix in each row/column, and an
oracle that provides the corresponding values. We must be able to query these oracles in superposition,
of course, i.e., they must be implemented by a quantum circuit. Finally, we need a way of indicating
if some rows/columns have fewer nonzero entries that the maximum allowed number s,., s., because we
want to construct a superposition over all the nonzero entries: we do so by using some indices larger than
the size of the matrix, which eventually result in some inner product being zero (see the construction in
the proof), thereby correctly producing a zero in the corresponding position.

In this and subsequent sections we will ignore issues related to the precision of the representation of
each entry of the matrix: we simply assume that the number of bits of each register is large enough to
perform sufficiently accurate calculations. This is no different from how similar operations are performed
on a classical computer, and the necessary number of (qu)bits scales polylogarithmically with precision.

Proposition 7.8. Let A € C>"*2" be a matriz that has at most s, nonzero elements per row, and at
most s, nonzero elements per column, with each element having absolute value at most 1. Suppose that
we have access to the following sparse-access oracles acting on two (q + 1)-qubit registers:

O, : DIE) = DFn) Vji=0,...,29—1,k=0,...,8 —1,
O IO = Enh v=0,...,8.—1,j=0,...,29 -1,

where 151, 1s the index for the k-th nonzero entry of the i-th row of A, or if there are less than k nonzero
entries, then it is k 4+ 29, and similarly c¢; is the index for the £-th nonzero entry of the j-th column of
A, or if there are less than £ nonzero entries, then it is £+ 2. Additionally, assume that we have access
to an oracle O 4 that returns the entries of A in a binary description:

O : [DINI0), = @ Dai), Vi,j=0,...,29—1,

where a;; is a p-bit binary description of the matriz element (i,7) of A. Then, we can implement a
(\/srsc, q + 3,&)-block-encoding ofA with a single use of O, O, and two uses of O 4, additionally using
O (q) one and two-qubit gates, and O (p) ancilla qubits.

Proof. The proof is constructive and adapted from |Gilyén et al., 2019b]. We work with three registers
(plus some auxiliary space, introduced when necessary): a single-qubit register, and two (g + 1)-qubit
registers. All indices are zero-based, as usual. Define a (¢ 4+ 1)-qubit operator W, such that W,|0) =
\/% Z |j), and similarly define an operator W, such that W,|0) = \/; Zs‘flﬁ), these operators
can be 1mplemented with O (q) gates, see Cor. [5.13] n Let SWAP 41 be the operator that swaps the first
(g + 1)-qubit register with the second (g + 1)-qubit register (i.e., by applying a SWAP gate to g+ 1 pairs
of qubits). Define the following 2(¢ + 1)-qubit operators:

VL - Or(Iqul ® WT)SWAPqul VR - OC(WC ® Iqul),

and note that their action is the following:

Sr—1

VL10)g42[1)q Z Dq+1\ﬁk>q+1 Vi=0,...,29-1

sc—l

Vr|0)gs2l7)g — Z

\/*'CEJ Q+1|ﬁq+1 vj:()a"qu*]--
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Then VgVR block-encodes a matrix that is nonzero only in those positions where A is also nonzero;
formally:

Ol 201V, ValDhgs2l7) = <; \/137<7|<ml> ( ; }7>7>> (7.4)

1
= if a;; # 0,0 otherwise.
575¢

To see the last equality, note that the terms in round brackets are simply superpositions over all the
nonzero elements in a row or column, and the resulting inner product is nonzero precisely if there exists
an index 7, = j and an index ¢g; = ¢, which implies that a;; # 0 (when r;; > 27 because there are not
enough nonzero entries in a row, we have (r;;|7) = 0, and similarly (7|c;;) if ¢g; > 27). Now we construct
two more unitaries: Up, = I ® V1, and Ug that implements the following map:

sc—1
L 1 % .
UnlDharalila = —= 3 (aeul0) + /1= lacs 211)) 1)1l (7.5)
¢ =0

To construct Ug, we first apply I ® Vi to the three registers indicated at the beginning of the proof;
then we apply Oa to write a binary description of |ac, ;) in a p-bit auxiliary register, and with this
binary description we perform a rotation on the first qubit as indicated in Eq. (see, e.g., [Berry
et al., 2015] for details on how to do this, or similarly, our discussion regarding the final rotation
in Sect. . Finally we uncompute the auxiliary register, which requires one more use of O4. The
desired block-encoding is given by U}EU R

Qi

N

Example 7.12. Suppose we want to block-encode the following matriz:

(Olg3@AULURIO) g317) = 0

0 -1 1 0
1 1 -1 0
0 0 0 1
-1 0 0 -1

Then s, = 3,s. = 2, and we need ¢ = 2 qubits to represent each argument. The oracles O,., O, are defined
over two 3-qubit registers, and we use integers > 4 to “mark” invalid inputs because for a 4 x 4 matriz,
the only valid indices are the numbers {0,1,2,3}. O, acts as follows (for ease of exposition, throughout
this example we use integer numbers rather than the corresponding binary representation on three digits):

0-|0)[0) = 10)[1) Or|0)[1) = 10)[2) 0-|0)[2) = 10)[6)
Or[1)]0) = [1)[0) O-[1)[1) = [1)[1) O:[1)[2) = [1)[2)
Or[2)[0) = [2)[3) Or|2)[1) = [2)[5) Or|2)[2) = [2)[6)
Or|3)[0) = [3)[0) Or|3)[1) = [3)[3) Or[3)[2) = [3)[6),
and similarly, O, acts as follows:

0Oc|0)|0) = 10)[1) Oc|0)[1) = 10)[3)

Oc[1)[0) = [1)]0) Oc|1)[1) = [1)]1)

Oc[2)]0) = [2)]0) Oc[2)[1) = [2)]1)

Oc[3)10) = 13)[2) Oc[3)[1) = [3)[3)-

Thus, (7.4)) for position (0,2) in the matriz (i.e., the third element of the first row) reads:
1 1 1 1

0[OV VR|0Y]2) = —= ({O[(1] + (0[(2] + (O(6]) —= (|0)[2) + 1)|2)) = —= = ——,

(0[(0IV V[0)2) \/§(<\<|<|<\(|<|)\/§(|>\>|>|>) 7~ s

whearas for position (0,3) in the matriz (i.e., the last element of the first row, which is empty) it reads:

(01(0[V{ V[0)[3) = % ({O[{1] + (0I(2[ + (0[(6]) % (12)I3) +13)13)) = 0

Finally, the oracle O 4 gives the values of A for the nonzero elements.
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Remark 7.13. When constructing binary oracles, in all our previous discussions we almost always
acted with @ (binary XOR) on the register onto which we want to write, i.e., with operations of the
form |Z)|y) — 12|y & f(Z)). In Prop. and Ez. however, the oracles O,,O. modify the value
of the output register “in place”. To convince ourselves that this is possible, note that the action of
O, : \'z’)|75> — [D)|rik) s simply a permutation of the possible basis states, as by definition it maps binary
strings one-to-one. Every permutation matriz is unitary and can be implemented with Boolean logic, so
a quantum circuit with only X, CX and CCX suffices. The number of gates is polynomial in the number
of bits. (To see that a polynomial upper bound is possible: we can express the value of each bit of the
output of the permutation as a Boolean formula of the input bits. Implementing the formula for each bit
separately already gives a naive polynomial upper bound.)

Prop. [7.§ shows that a block-encoding of a matrix in the sparse-access model can be constructed
with a constant number of calls to the oracles describing the position and values of the nonzero matrix
elements. However, one should carefully consider the cost of implementing those oracles. There are two
natural situations that arise when evaluating the cost of the sparse-access oracles (a third situation is
possible in the QRAM input model, see Sect. .

e Efficient algorithmic description of the matrix: certain structured matrices have nonzero elements
in positions that can be efficiently computed given the row/column index, and with values that can
be efficiently computed as well. In this case, the circuits for O,., O., O 4 implement an algorithm to
compute the positions and values of the nonzero given the input indices. Such an implementation is
often extremely efficient and runs in time polynomial in the number of bits of the indices, although
the details depend on the structure of the matrix that we aim to block-encode. This is the ideal
scenario, because then all oracles of Prop. have low or even negligible cost (such as O (1)).

e Data-driven representation: if an efficient algorithmic description from the input indices is not
available, we can in general assume that the matrix is given as an unstructured list of position/value
pairs for the nonzero elements. From such a list we can implement O,., O., O 4 using a lookup table.
The drawback of such an approach is that the lookup table is inefficient. Because the oracles can
be queried in superposition, the lookup table must contain information about all the nonzero
elements. This implies that the cost of each of these oracles will be roughly linear in the number of
nonzero elements nnz(A), i.e., the number of entries in the lookup table, so that the gate complexity

O,,0¢,04 is O (nnz(A)).

Example 7.14. Let us look at the cost for implementing sparse-access oracles for the constraint matriz
of the assignment problem:

min 37 T iy

st: Vi=1,...,n Z;l:lxij = 1

Vj:l,...,n Z;L:lmij = 1

Vi,j:l,...,n Lij > 0.
The constraint matriz clearly has an efficient algorithmic description. Let us assume the columns are
ordered in the “natural” way: Ti1,T12,...,%T1n,T21,T22,-... For the first n rows, the nonzero elements
are in position n(i—1) to ni—1, and all of them have value 1. For rows with indices n to 2n—1, indexed
by j, the nonzero elements are in position j — 1,7 — 1+ n,j — 1+ 2n,..., and all of them have value

1. We can therefore easily construct a circuit that outputs the nonzero indices in a row, given the row
index; and similarly for the columns. These circuits have cost O (1): polynomial in the number of bits
used to represent the indices.

7.2.3 Block-encoding with QRAM access

We can accelerate the construction of a block-encoding of a classically-available matrix if we have access
to QRAM of an appropriate size. The sparse-access oracle model can of course be directly accelerated:
the oracles O,., O., O 4 can be implemented with a single query to a QRAM containing the corresponding
data, so the QRAM query complexity of Prop. is exactly as stated in the proposition — similar
to the “efficient algorithmic description” case. An even more efficient strategy is described next, and
it is based on the idea of constructing each row of A with with the QRAM-based amplitude encoding
technique of Sect. for vectors. Below, we denote by A; the j-th column of A, and by p the number
of bits used to represent each entry of the data structure of Sect. (which, as usual, will be assumed
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large enough that we can perform all calculations with negligible error — the required precision is only
polylogarithmically large anyway). We recall the definition of Frobenius norm as it appears in the next
proposition.

Definition 7.9 (Frobenius norm). Given a matriz A € C"™*™ with entries a;j, its Frobenius norm is
the quantity ||Al|p = (/3272 220 laijl.

Proposition 7.10. Let d = 29 and A € C*?. Given a QRAM of size O (de), where p is the number
of bits used to store each entry, we can implement a (I1All £, O (q) , €)-block-encoding of A using O (1)

accesses to the QRAM and additional gates, and O (d2) classical arithmetic operations to initialize the
QRAM data structures.

Proof. We use the following two unitaries:

N ~ Al - _
VL10)g[)g = [7) Z Ac] |€) Vi=0,...,29—-1

. | Allr
(e{0,1}a
5 akj |7 .
Val0)gl7g = Y HAJ_”|k>|j> Vji=0,...,20 -1
hefo,1ya 7

The first unitary V7, can be constructed using SWAP gates and Cor. [5.15] for the vector with entries
| Acl|, yielding the quantum state ) ;. (0,1}4 \ll‘jﬁﬂ %) (because the sum of the squares of the column
norms is the Frobenius norm squared). The second unitary can be constructed using Cor. E 5[ for the
vectors with entries ay;, conditioned on the value of the second register |3) to address the correct binary
tree data structure in QRAM (i.e., the one for column j), yielding the vectors che{o,l}q HA H k). For
this, auxiliary registers of size p are necessary to temporarily hold the data queried from the QRAM,
before being used for some controlled operations and eventually uncomputed, as Cor. [5.15] Note that
the normalization factors once again work out, as >, |ax;|* = ||4;]>. We now show that VL Vg is the
desired block-encoding. We have:

= - . AZ - arqi 7
aavivanm = (@ S GlE) (X Amn
7e{0,1}9 kefo1ye Y
@ij o 145 @i

= T a9 = fa

Regarding the complexity, we are applying Cor.[5.15]to construct the amplitude encoding of d-dimensional
vectors, which can be done with O (logd) QRAM calls, O (log® d) additional gates, and O (d) classical
arithmetic operations to initialize the QRAM data structure for one vector. The quantum operations
can be performed in superposition, the classical initialization procedure is repeated d + 1 times (for the
d columns plus the vector of column norms used in V7,), giving the stated complexity. O

Example 7.15. Let us have a closer look at the matrices Vi,,Vr of Prop. to construct a block-
encoding of the following matriz:
o 1 -2 . app Aol
A= (0 —2> B (010 au) ’
By definition, Vi must have the following action:
aoo aio
Viloo) = (2010) + 45011} ) 10) = 00)
([ Aoll [14oll

~_( am a1y _ 1 1
Va0t = ((ER10)+ E10) 10 = - glon - i

This defines two columns of the matriz Vi. We can easily determine the remaining columns to obtain a
unitary that implements this operation.:

(7.6)

0
1

Vi = V2

S-SR
o~ oo

OO O

0
1
V2
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By definition, Vi, must have the following action:

Aol A ) Y

0) + 1)) = =100) + =XZj01)
1A iar) = 3l 3|
1AlF 3

VL|00) = |0)
( (7.7)

veior) = 1) (o + 5l ) = Zuoy+

1]l 7

Once again, this defines two columns of Vi, and a unitary that implements the operation is:

b0 2
24/2 1
vV, = 3 0 3 0
T T
0o =2 9 1
3 3

Finally, we can verify that these unitaries allow us to compute a (|Allp, O (q),€) = (3,1,0)-block-
encoding of A as VLTVR:

1 2 2

£ 4 0 _ 4

o i 1 2°
ViVe=|_23 _ 1 ¢ _’
3 3v2 3v2

0 1 2v2 1

3v2 3 3v2

For this specific case the final error & of the block-encoding is 0, because the given matrices Vi, Vg
implement the corresponding maps exactly. In general this may not be possible, because the coefficients
in ([T.6)-(7.7) are constructed from finite-precision representations of a;j, || A; ||, || Al r, and therefore so are
the corresponding unitaries. These finite-precision representations lead to errors that are exponentially
small (but not necessarily zero) in the number of qubits used to represent each number.

The statement in Prop. is inspired by a similar result in [Chakraborty et al., 2019].

7.2.4 Sampling from Gibbs distributions and trace estimation

Before discussing the Gibbs distribution, we introduce an additional type of matrix norm that is needed
in the following.

Definition 7.11 (Trace norm). For a given matriz A, we denote ||Allry = Tr (\/ATA). This is the
same as the Schatten 1-norm, i.e., the sum of the singular values of A.

Remark 7.16. The trace distance between two density matrices p, p’, i.e., the distance measured with
the trace norm ||p — p'||1,, is generally used to measure the distance between mized quantum states. One
of the reasons for this choice is the fact that the trace distance is a generalization of the total variation

distance for pure states, see Def. and Prop. [1.2]}

The Gibbs distribution plays an important role in many optimization algorithms, for example in the
optimization framework discussed in Ch. [8

Definition 7.12 (Gibbs distribution). Given a finite set Q, a function f : Q@ — R, and a parameter 8 > 0
(called inverse temperature), the corresponding Gibbs distribution is the discrete probability distribution
over Q) defined by: .

Pr(x) = W@ Bf(=) Vz € Q.

The function f in the above definition is often known as Hamiltonian in quantum physics, but this is
not necessary for our purposes: one should simply think of f as providing a value for z € Q (in physics,
this would be an energy level). There is a natural and compact notation for a Gibbs distribution as a
density matrix (i.e., a mixed quantum state). Suppose 2 = {0,1}9, and let H be a diagonal matrix such
that (j|H|7) = —Ff(7); we use H to denote it because it is usually interpreted as a Hamiltonian (i.e., a
function that characterizes the total energy of a system). Then exp(H) is a matrix that has diagonal
elements equal to e #7() and exp(H)/ Tr (exp(H)) has, on its diagonal, exactly the probability values of
Def. Note that exp(H)/ Tr (exp(H)) is also a density matrix, because it is positive definite matrix
with unit trace, therefore it describes a mixed quantum state. This is called a Gibbs state; we can in
fact relax the requirements that H is diagonal, and obtain the following definition.
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Definition 7.13 (Gibbs state). Given a Hermitian matriz H € C***2" usually called Hamiltonian, the
Gibbs state corresponding to H is the (possibly mized) quantum state p with density matriz:

_ exp(H)
P~ T (exp(H))

Note that performing a measurement of all qubits from a quantum register in the state p yields a
sample from the Gibbs distribution encoded by H, therefore constructing a Gibbs state effectively allows
us to sample from a Gibbs distribution. In this section we discuss how to construct a Gibbs state given
a Hamiltonian H, how to block-encode a (subnormalized version of a) Gibbs state, and also how to
perform certain operations on p. The discussion is based on [Gilyén, 2019} [van Apeldoorn, 2020]: all
proofs not given here can be found in one of these two references. We first need to define the concept
of subnormalized density matrix, which is useful because in some situations we may not want to (or
cannot) work with a density matrix, but we can work with a scaled-down version of it.

Definition 7.14 (Subnormalized density matrix). A subnormalized density matrix p is a positive
semidefinite matriz of trace at most 1. A purification o of a subnormalized density matriz p € C2**2* js

a pure state |1) over three registers A, B, C of size, respectively, q, 1 and p < q such that

(I%7 @ 10)(0]) Tre (J)(¥]) = p,

i.e., tracing out the third register (of size p) and projecting on the subspace where the second register (of
size 1) is |0) yields p.

Remark 7.17. The difference between a density matriz and a subnormalized density matriz is subtle,
and is worth pointing out. We have seen in Sect. in particular Thm. that it is possible to express
every density matriz as the partial trace of a pure state, called purification (Def. . In Thm.
we only needed two registers, in particular we did not need the single-qubit register in Def. [7.14 In a
subnormalized density matriz the trace does not need to be 1, whereas in a density matriz it is always 1.
The second register serves the purpose of allowing a smaller trace, by “projecting out” part of the density
matriz, i.e., we have a “larger” density matriz of the form p @ |0X0] + p’ @ |1)1|, with Tr (p + p') = 1,
and the subnormalized densit matriz of interest is p.

We want to provide a result describing the complexity of constructing a Gibbs state from the block-
encoding of some Hermitian matrix, but for the sake of completeness we first need to define the degree
of a certain polynomial that approximates the exponential function sufficiently well.

Lemma 7.15. Let £ € (0,1/6] and 8 > 1. There exists a polynomial P(x) such that:
e For all x € [-1,0], we have |P(x) — exp(2Bx)/4] < €.

e For all x € [-1,1], we have |P(z)| < 1/2.

o deg(P) =0 (B).

The polynomial of Lem. [7.15] appears in the error requirement of the input block-encoding, because
the matrix exponential (rather, the polynomial approximation of the matrix exponential) could amplify
errors significantly. Lem. [7.15|simply states that we can construct the desired polynomial approximation,
in the eigenvalue interval [—1,0], including an amplification factor § for the block-encoding, which is
used to cancel out the subnormalization factor of the input block-encoding. We are now in a position to
state the complexity of constructing a Gibbs state exp(H)/ Tr ((exp(H))).

Proposition 7.16. Let 6 € (0,1/3], > 1, and let d be the degree of the polynomial from Lemma
2

when we let §& = ﬁ. Let U be a (B,a, myblock-enwdm‘q of a Hermitian operator H € R™ ™.

Then we can create a purification of a state p such that

exp(H)

H'E T (Cexp () |1y =

Tr

using O (v/nB) applications of U and o (v/nBa) elementary gates.
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The construction of Prop. is based on polynomial approximations of the exponential function,
which can be obtained using quantum singular value transformation techniques introduced in |Gilyén,
2019, |Gilyén et al., 2019b]. The construction requires a very high precision of the block-encoding U for
H, but this should not be a deterrent: we already described situations where the running time of a block-
encoding construction scales polylogarithmically in the desired inverse precision, e.g., Prop. therefore
obtaining a high-precision block-encoding is not necessarily a bottleneck. The construction also requires
shifting the spectrum of H before applying the (polynomial approximation of the) exponential function,
which is why in Lem. we are only concerned about approximating the exponential for x € [—1,0];
we ensure that the spectrum of H is negative before applying the exponential, otherwise we could not
guarantee ||exp(H)|| < 1. The spectrum shift is not an issue, because exp(H + AI)/ Tr (exp(H + AI)) =
exp(H)/ Tr (exp(H)) for every A € R.

We can also construct a block-encoding of a density matrix p from a unitary that prepares a purifi-
cation of it.

Lemma 7.17 (Block-encoding of a (subnormalized) density operator). Let U be a (g + a) unitary that,
given the input state |6>q|6>a, prepares a purification |o) of the (possibly subnormalized) q-qubit density
matriz p. Then we can implement a (1, g+ a, 0)-block-encoding of p with a single use of U and its inverse,
and q + 1 two-qubit gates.

Finally, we can construct a trace estimator to compute quantities of the form Tr (Ap) using the block-
encoding model. This result is extremely useful in the quantum algorithm for semidefinite optimization
discussed in Ch. [§] because the constraints and objective function of such a problem involve expressions
of the form Tr (Ap): this gives us a way of estimating their value without having explicit knowledge of
p, as long as we can construct a state with density matrix p. To understand some of the ideas for the
construction we start with a simpler example that does not produce what we need, but it allows us to
see the power of block-encoded matrices, and some of the operations that can be performed with them.

Example 7.18. In this example we construct a block-encoding of the scalar Tr (Ap), i.e., of a 1 x 1
matriz, using access to a purification for p and a block-encoding of A. While we do not directly make
use of this, it is a relatively simple construction that is instructive.

Let U be a (g + m) unitary that, given the input state |ﬁ>m|ﬁ>q, prepares a purification |o) of the
q-qubit density matriz p. Let V be a (o, a,&)-block-encoding of a 29 x 29 matrix A (where A acts on the
same q-qubit reigster defined above for U ).

Consider the circuit (I, @ UN)(V @ I,,,)(I, ® U); in this expression we are using the same convention
where the subscript of the identity matrices indicates not only its size, but also which register it is applied
to. This circuit first uses the unitary U to create the purification of p, then applies the block-encoding of
A, finally applies the inverse unitary UT. The reason for the inverse unitary U' is that it allows us to
“sandwich” the block encoding with (o| on the left and |o) on the right, which results in block-encoding
Tr (Ap/a). To see this, let us apply the definition of block-encoding, using the (a + m) auxiliary qubits
as the ones that are “hit” by the all-zero basis state. We have:

(0l (Ol (Oly (Lo ® UV @ L) (Lo @ U)[0)al0)m[0) = (0la{el(V ® Ln)[0)alo)
= (el(A/a® In)le) = Tr ({e|(A/a @ Iim)|0)) = Tr ((A/a ® Im)[e)Xel) = Tr (A/ap) .

For the above chain of equalities, we used the fact that by definition of |0), if we trace out the m-qubit
auziliary (purifying) register we obtain p, and it is easy to see that Tr ((A/a ® I,)|eXo|) corresponds
to tracing out the m-qubit register (since I = Y ;c1o 13m|7)J])- Thus, we obtained the desired block-
encoding, with subnormalization factor .

Unfortunately it is not obvious if one can obtain an estimate of Tr (Ap/«) from the block-encoding
in Ex. the block-encoding in itself ensures that Tr (Ap/a) is the coefficient of |0) after applying the
circuit to the state |0), but from there we can only recover | Tr (Ap/a) |?, which is equal to the probability
of observing |6> when measuring; for example, we can recover it by taking repeated measurements or with
amplitude estimation (Sect. . Because of the absolute value and the square, there is a sign problem
and amplitude estimation would not be able to tell if Tr (Ap) is positive or negative. Furthermore, the
complexity would be quite poor: to obtain an estimate of Tr (Ap) with precision €, in general we might
need to execute amplitude estimation with precision O (62 / a2)7 which could be impractical already for
moderate values of €. There is a more astute construction that leads to a much better algorithm for the
estimation of Tr (Ap). Since in Ex. we end up obtaining the square of the quantity of interest, we
use the matrix square root of A. We start with the state p, then apply the matrix square root of an
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appropriately shifted version of A, obtaining a state corresponding to the density matrix \/Zp\/zT (after
appropriately selecting the right part of the space). From this construction, we show that the probability

of observing |6> is approximately a shifted version of Tr (\/Zp\/Z) Details are given in the proof of the

next result.

Proposition 7.18. Let p be the density matrix representing a given q-qubit quantum state, and U an
(o, a, 0/2)-block-encoding of a Hermitian matriz A € R***2" with ||A|| < 1. We can construct a quantum
circuit that, upon measurement, outputs a (binary-encoded) sample from a random variable Y with the
property that the expected value of Y is at most /4 away from Tr (Ap), and its standard deviation is
o =0O(1). The quantum circuit uses O (o) applications of U and UT, and O () two-qubit gates.

Proof. We provide a sketch of the proof, referring to |Gilyén, 2019] for details.

As a first step, we amplify the block-encoding U to obtain a block-encoding of A/2 (rather than
A/a) using O () applications of U. We do not provide a precise statement of this result, but this can
be done by applying the matrix function f(xz) = ax/2 to the block-encoding (again, via a polynomial
approximation). This is analogous to oblivious amplitude amplification to amplify the subspace where
U acts as A/a, but amplitude amplification would only work for unitary matrices. Then, by linear
combination of block-encodings (Prop. with uniform weights, we transform it into a block-encoding
of A/4 + I/2: this requires a single use of the block encoding of A/2 and of I (which is trivial). Since
[[A]| <1 the smallest eigenvalue of A/4 is > —1/4, s0o A/4+ I/2 = 0. At this point, using a polynomial
approximation of the square root function, we construct a block-encoding W of /A/4 + 1/2/2: this
requires O (1) applications of the block-encoding for A/4 4+ I/2. Throughout these constructions we
accumulate some error O (), but as the complexity of the operations depends polylogarithmically on 6,
we use O () notation and ignore it.

Let w be the number of auxiliary qubits of the block-encoding W (w is of the same order of magnitude
as a). Now we apply W to p, initially setting the auxiliary qubits to |0),, as usual. The state of the
system is W (|0)X0| ® p)WT, and the probability of observing |0),, when performing a measurement in the
auxiliary register is:

T ((I0)0] & L)W (I0)0] @ W) =T (0] @ L)W ()] © o)W (0) @ 1,) )
= Tx (0] & L)W (I0) ® 1,) (0] @ L)W' (0) © 1,) p)

VAJI]3/2 VATAI2/2

1 Tr(Ap)

=§+T+(’)(9),

where the term O () comes from the errors accumulated throughout the construction. Define a random
variable Y that takes value 14 if the auxiliary register contains \6>w after measurement, and —2 otherwise.
We can easily construct a circuit that looks at the first w qubits and outputs 14 or —2 depending on the
value: this is the sample from Y. The expected value of Y satisfies:

14  14Tr (Ap) 9(1 1 Tr(Ap)

EY] =3 16 (1-3 16

) +0(0) =Tr(Ap) +0(6),
and with similar calculations, ensuring the constant in O (6) is chosen sufficiently small, we can also
guarantee that the variance is O (1). O

Remark 7.19. The construction in Prop. [7.18 prepares a random variable via a quantum circuit. The
general structure of an algorithm that prepares a random variable via a quantum circuit is the following:
the algorithm, starting from the state |6), produces a quantum state and concludes with a single measure-
ment. From this single measurement, a (classical) computation outputs the value of the random variable.
This allows us to obtain a sample.

If we want to estimate properties of the random wvariable, for example its expected value E[Y] (to
estimate Tr (Ap) ), in general we need multiple copies of the state p: each sample of the random variable
requires a measurement, and each measurement “consumes” a copy of the state p, which is entangled
with the measured qubits. For example, if we use amplitude estimation to estimate E[Y| — which is
possible under some conditions — then we need multiple applications of a circuit that produces p, and
the inverse circuit; see Rem. and Sect. [{.5 regarding controlling the bias with amplitude estimation.
However, sometimes it is possible to get away with fewer copies of p. An example of this is discussed



134 CHAPTER 7. MATRIX MANIPULATION WITH QUANTUM ALGORITHMS

in Sect. but the techmique is rather involved and relies on the specific setting discussed in that
section. Different approaches for mean estimation are possible, and depending on the properties of the
specific problem at hand, one might be able to get away with more efficient algorithms. For a discussion
of quantum algorithms to estimate the mean of a random variable depending on its properties, we refer

to [Montanaro, 2015].

7.3 Notes and further reading

Our discussion of quantum algorithms for linear systems is mainly based on [Harrow et al., 2009], but we
incorporate some subsequent developments to relax some of the strict assumptions. In addition to the
massive improvements introduced in [Chakraborty et al., 2019, |Childs et al., 2017, |Gilyén et al., 2019b],
and already discussed in Sect. [7.1.5] recent work has tightened existing bounds [Costa et al., 2022] and
improved the constants . The query complexity of these last two papers is O (mlog %),
without hidden polylogarithmic factors, where each query is a call to an oracle block-encoding the matrix
A, or preparing the state |amp (b)). Note that this complexity is optimal, due to matching lower bounds
(a lower bound of Q(k) oracle calls is proven in [Somma and Subagi, 2021}, and [Costa et al., 2022] claims
that a lower bound of €2 (m log %) oracle calls can also be shown, although to the best of our knowledge,
such a proof has not appeared in the open literature yet).

The block-encoding framework is established in [Gilyén et al., 2019b], building on previous work on
qubitization |Low and Chuang, 2017al [Low and Chuang, 2019] and quantum signal processing
[2016} [Low and Chuang, 2017b]. All the results on matrix manipulation discussed in this chapter can
be found in [Gilyén et al., 2019b|, or derived directly from that framework. However, the exposition in
|Gilyén et al., 2019b| is very technical and building intuition on how the main results work may prove
to be a difficult task. Different expositions of the fundamental concepts, which may turn out to be more
accessible to some readers, are given in [Martyn et al., 2021, Tang and Tian, 2024]. The Ph.D. thesis
[Gilyén, 2019] may also be a suitable starting point, as well as the excellent lecture notes [Lin, 2022]. A
direct application of the block-encoding framework is discussed in Ch.

Quantum linear systems algorithms and matrix manipulation via block-encoding are the main source
of quantum speedup for quantum interior point methods, an algorithmic scheme that attempts to accel-
erate classical interior point iterations using a quantum computer for linear algebra. This is motivated
by the fact that in classical interior point methods, the most expensive step is the solution of the (large
and typically dense) Newton linear system in every iteration |[Roos et al., 2005| [Terlaky, 2013, Wright,|
. The idea of using quantum computers for linear algebra in the context of interior point methods
for semidefinite optimization was pioneered in [Kerenidis and Prakash, 2020] and extended in [Kerenidis|
for second-order cone programs, although issues remained in showing convergence to a fea-
sible solution in the usual sense. Convergence was addressed in [Augustino et al., 2023b| for semidefinite
programs, using a reformulation of the Newton linear system into orthogonal bases for the primal and
dual space to ensure reduction of the complementarity violation. Two major sources of slowdown of this
methodology are: the reliance on quantum state tomography to extract the solution of the linear sys-
tem, which incurs 1/e scaling in the precision; and the linear dependence of the QLSA on the condition
number &, which grows as we approach optimality. The first source of slowdown is addressed using iter-
ative refinement, the second source is addressed with preconditioning, see [Mohammadisiahroudi et al.,|
[2023a, Mohammadisiahroudi et al., 2023b, Mohammadisiahroudi et al., 2024, Wu et al., 2023] as well as
Sect. [T.1.6

For a discussion on iterative refinement in the context of classical linear algebra, see [Saad, 2003
Wilkinson, 1963]. In classical optimization, iterative refinement is used in, e.g., [Gleixner et al., 2016
Weber et al., 2019]: both papers also offer accessible introductions to the topic. On the quantum side,
besides the references on interior point methods cited above, and the reference discussed in[8.3] a strategy
based on iterative refinement is used in |[Chen et al., 2024] within an algorithm to approximate the top
eigenvalues of a block-encoded matrix.




Chapter 8

The multiplicative weights update
algorithm for SDP

The Multiplicative Weights Update (MWU) algorithm is a meta-algorithm that has found many applica-
tions in optimization [Arora et al., 2012]; for some references on this topic, mostly of theoretical nature,
see the notes in Sect. at the end of this chapter. The MWU algorithm is a method to find an optimal
strategy in a certain game against an adversary, and can be thought of as an update rule for a probabil-
ity distribution. An instantiation of the MWU algorithm can solve semidefinite optimization problems
(SDPs) [Arora et al., 2005| [Arora and Kale, 2016], and this approach can be turned into a quantum
algorithm for SDPs that obtains a different running time tradeoff as compared to the classical MWU
algorithm. The MWU framework has proven very fruitful for the development of quantum optimization
algorithms; in this chapter we discuss its main components in the classical and quantum setting.

Given Hermitian matrices C, A1), ... A(™) ¢ C*»*" and reals by,...,b,, € R, we define the primal
SDP problem as:

max Tr (CX)

st: Vi=1,...,m Tr(AYX) < b (P-SDP)
= 0
The corresponding dual is:
min by
st YLy A9 —C =0 (D-SDP)
y > 0.

If strong duality holds, the optimal values of (P-SDP) and (D-SDP)) are the same. Strong duality may
not hold in general but it holds under mild conditions, for example if Slater’s condition holds (the primal

and dual have strictly feasible solutions) |Boyd and Vandenberghe, 2004]. We always assume that strong
duality holds, modifying the problem in a suitable way so that strictly feasible solutions exist; this is
discussed in Sect. Note that SDP generalizes linear programming: a linear optimization problem
is simply an SDP where all the matrices AY), C' are diagonal.

8.1 Classical algorithm

Rather than describing the traditional MWU algorithm, we directly proceed with a description of the
matric MWU (MMWU), which is the relevant framework for the quantum algorithms that constitute
the central topic of this chapter.

8.1.1 MMWU algorithm and its regret bound

Suppose we are playing the following two-player game: in each round t we choose a density matrix p(®),
and an adversary chooses a matrix M (®) satisfying ||M ®) H < 1. The matrix M® is allowed to depend on
our choices in previous rounds p™V), ..., p®=1 but not in the current round. At the end of each round
we pay Tr (M®p®), and our objective is to pay as little as possible over T rounds (i.e., minimize the
total loss accumulated over T rounds).

135



136 CHAPTER 8. THE MULTIPLICATIVE WEIGHTS UPDATE ALGORITHM FOR SDP

After T rounds of this game, the best density matrix in hindsight is the rank-1 matrix corresponding
to the eigenvector v of Zthl M® with the smallest eigenvalue: indeed,

T T
Tr <Z M(t)va> = Amin (Z Mm) )

t=1 t=1

where A\pin (23:1 M (t)) denotes the smallest eigenvalue, and it is immediate to observe that the objec-

tive function value of the game is always at least as large as A\pin (Zthl M (t)). Of course we may not be

able to construct a solution that attains such a low objective function value, because to determine v we
would need to know all the matrices M® in advance, but in the game they are revealed one by one. How-
ever, we can try to minimize regret, i.e., the cost difference between the best solution in hindsight and the

solution obtained, and aim to find a sequence of matrices p(*), ..., p® such that Tr (23:1 M(t)p(t)) is
not much larger than Apin (Zthl M (t)>. We do so by choosing, at every iteration, a normalized version

of exp (—77 23:1 M(T)> for some parameter 0 < 17 < 1, where the normalization ensures that we output

matrices with unit trace (since this is a requirement of the game). Note that because of the exponential
function, larger eigenvalues become smaller and smaller, while smaller eigenvalues get magnified.

Algorithm 4: Matrix Multiplicative Weights Update (MMWU) algorithm.

Input: Parameter n < 1, number of rounds 7', dimension n.
Output: Sequence of density matrices pV), ..., p®) € C**",
1 Initialize: p") = I/n.

2 fort=1,...,7T do

3 Use the matrix p® for the current round.

4

5

Obtain loss matrix M® from the adversary.
Compute:

T=1

¢ ¢
P = exp (—UZM(T)> /Tr (exp <—nz M(T)>> .
T=1

6 end

return p), ... pT+D),

~

The MMWU algorithm, described in Alg. 4l attains a small regret.

Theorem 8.1 (|Arora and Kale, 2016|). For any sequence of loss matrices MM ... MT) with ||M(t) H <
1, Alg. @ generates density matrices pV, ..., p'T) such that:

T T T

Inn

Tr (Z M(t)p(t)> < Amin (Z M“”) +nTr (Z(M(t))zp(t)> o (8.1)
t=1 t=1 t=1

Proof. To simplify the calculations, it is convenient to define

t t
W® .= exp (—nz M(T)> =Tr (exp (—nz M(T)>> p(t).
=1 T=1

This is just a de-normalized version of the density matrices constructed by Alg. 4l where we only keep
the numerator and therefore these matrices do not necessarily have unit trace.

To prove the desired result, we define a potential function @(W(t))), and derive upper and lower
bounds to its value as t increases. Combining the bounds for ¢ = T + 1 yields the expression that we
alm to obtain. We define the potential function as:

(WMD) = Tr (W(t)) .
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We have:

(W) = <exp ( n Z M) ))
x|

eXp< WZM(T>GXP (—nM®) ) (by (8:2))

- (W(t) exp(—nM®) )

<Tr (W(t)(l —M® 42 M“))Q) (by (3))

— Tr (Wm) (1-nTr <M<t>p<t>> LT <(M<t)) p<t>))

< o(W®)exp (—n Tr (M(t)p(t)) ST ((M<t>)2p<t>)) . (using ¢® > 1+ 1)

In the chain of inequalities above, we used the Golden-Thompson inequality:
Tr (exp(A + B)) < Tr (exp(A) exp(B)) (8.2)

and the following inequality:
exp(—A) < (I — A+ A?), (8.3)

which holds for every ||A|| < 1 because the corresponding inequality exp(—a) < 1 —a + a? also holds for
every |a| < 1, and diagonalizing the matrix A shows that (8.3 holds.
We can now recursively apply

WD) < oW ) exp (—77 Tr (Mu)p(t)) F 2 Tr ((M<t>)2p<t>)) ,

expanding the r.h.s. down to t = 1, and use ®(W 1)) = &(I) = n to obtain:

T T
d(WTTY) < nexp (—nZTr (M(t)p(t)> + 2772 Tr ((M(t))Qp(t))> :
t=1 t=1

T
o ) s ()

because the trace is the sum of the eigenvalues. Combining the lower bound and upper bound for
O(WT+D) | we obtain:

T T
€xXp ( min ( WZM T)>> < nexp <772Tr (M(t)p(t)> + an Tr ((M(t))Qp(t))> )
t=1 t=1

We also have:

Taking the natural logarithm on both sides, using linearity of the trace, and rearranging the terms yields:

T T T
Inn
Tr (Z M(t)p(t)> < Amin (Z M(“> +nTr (Z(M(t))zp(t)> +—. O
t=1 t=1

t=1 n

8.1.2 MMWU as mirror descent

The result in Thm. might initially be difficult to parse. In this section we try to get some intuition
on what Alg. [ is doing, and how this connects to SDP.

We can interpret the MMWU algorithm (Alg. [4)) as an online version of the mirror descent algorithm
[Nemirovski and Yudin, 1983]. The discussion below is not intended to be fully accurate, but it gives an
idea for how to interpret the algorithm: see |Bansal and Gupta, 2019] for a more detailed discussion of
related concepts. Let us consider the problem of minimizing a convex function f(x) using an iterative
algorithm, with access to subgradients of the function. For now we consider the unconstrained case,
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later we will discuss the case in which we want to minimize over a convex set K. Let 2(®) be the current
iterate and ¢ € 9f (")) a subgradient of f at x(*). The traditional update rule is:

(®)

2D = (0 o),

i.e., we add to the current iterate a negative multiple of the subgradient. It is well known that this rule
can also be obtained as the solution of an optimization problem:

L)

_argmxin{;Hx—x(t) 2+n<g(t),x—x(t)>}. (8.4)
This can be verified by taking the gradient with respect to x for the expression inside the min (the
constant term n(g(t), x(t)> disappears), and setting it equal to zero component-wise.

Note that can be interpreted as minimizing a weighted combination of two terms. The first term
is the distance from the current iterate z(*). The second term is a linear approximation of the objective
function obtained using a subgradient at z(*), g € §f(z®):

f(l‘(t)) + <g(t)7 T — x(t)>_

Minimizing the linear approximation only would make us move indefinitely in the direction opposite to a
subgradient at z(*), since this is an unconstrained problem. Adding a penalty for increasing the distance
from the current iterate #(*) ensures that we do not go too far from =), which is a sensible thing to do
because the linear approximation may not be accurate if we move very far from z®: if we fully trust
the linear approximation, it may lead us astray. In fact, the (negative of the) subgradient may not give
us a descent direction at all, i.e., the objective function can sometimes increase if we add a negative
multiple of the subgradient to z(*), see Ex. by including a penalty term for moving too far from the
current iterate, hopefully we do not move too far in poor directions even if the linear approximation is
inaccurate.

Example 8.1. Consider the univariate function f(zx) = |x| and let ) =0 be our current iterate. The
scalar 1 is a subgradient of f(x) at =W, but adding any multiple of the subgradient to ™) increases the
objective function value.

Now let us generalize Eq. Rather than use the Euclidean distance function, we measure proximity
with the Bregman divergence, which estimates the error between the value of a certain mirror map, and a
linearization of the mirror map at a given point. Since our previous discussion indicates that we optimize
by using a linear approximation of the objective function, and our choice of iterates depends on how good
such an approximation is, it is reasonable to use a distance function that estimates the quality of the
linear approximation of some function, i.e., the mirror map. Hopefully this helps us determine how far
we can go from the current iterate before our model for the objective function (the linear approximation)
becomes too inaccurate. The mirror map is usually chosen in such a way that the Bregman divergence
is easy to compute.

Definition 8.2 (Bregman divergence). Given a strictly convex function h : R? — R and two points
x,y € R?, the Bregman divergence from x to y is defined as:

Dp(yllz) :== h(y) — h(z) — (Vh(z),y — x).
Equipped with this notion, a natural generalization of Eq. (8.4 is:

2 = argmin{ Dy, (z/|z®) + n(g®, z — D)}, (8.5)

where we are using Dy, (z||z(!)) instead of the Euclidean distance between z(Y) and z. By taking the
gradient of the expression inside the min and setting it equal to zero, we find:

19" + Vh(z) = Vh(z"),
so if Vh is invertible, the solution to Eq. leads to the following update rule:

2D (Vh)fl <Vh($(t)) _ Ug(t)) ) (8.6)

This expression can be interpreted as follows. We map the current point =) to dual space using Vh,
and we take a descent step using the subgradient ¢*). Then, we map back to primal space using (Vh)~L:
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this gives us the new point. In this scheme, the function h is called mirror map. We say that z(® is
mapped to a dual space using VA because the gradient of a function lives in the dual vector space (i.e.,
the space of all linear forms on the origin vector space). Note that the update rule Eq. is derived by
solving the optimization problem Eq. over the entire space: if we are interested in minimizing f(x)
over some convex set K, once we map back to primal space we must also project onto K using the same
divergence Dy, as the distance function.

The mirror descent algorithm can easily be turned into an online algorithm: suppose we want to
minimize Tr (23:1 M® p) over the set of density matrices, starting from an initial guess p(*) = T /n,
just as in Alg.[d] but we do not know the full objective function yet. At each iteration ¢ we are presented
with the term M) of the (still not fully known) objective function. The update rule in Eq. can still
be applied, because it only depends on the current iterate and the cost function term M®) revealed at
time t. Of course, now our iterate #(*) should be interpreted as a matrix, and we need an appropriate
mirror map. The von Neumann entropy:

h(p) = Tr (plog p — p)

is strictly convex and satisfies the necessary conditions, leading to a divergence Dy, that is known as the
quantum relative entropy |[Nielsen and Chuang, 2002]:

Dy(pllo) = Tr (plogp — plogo — p+ o).

If we use this divergence in Eq. and consequently Eq. using the fact that Vh(p) = logp, we
recover Alg. |4t given the current iterate p(*),

e we use VA to map p*) to dual space, i.e., we compute its matrix logarithm (which yields —n Zt;:ll M)
up to normalization);

e we add add a multiple of the subgradient, specifically —nM ®);
e we use the inverse (Vh)~! to map back to primal space, i.e., we apply the matrix exponential;

e we project the candidate solution onto the set of density matrices, by normalizing its trace so that
it has unit trace.

This algorithm is precisely Alg. @] The regret bound of Thm. B1] can be shown using the quantum
relative entropy as a potential function, see [Tsuda et al., 2005].

8.1.3 MMWU for SDP

We apply the MMWU algorithm to the primal-dual SDP pair (P-SDP))-(D-SDP)). We make the following
assumptions:

(a) A =T and b; = R;
(b) [Cl < 1.

Assumption (a) ensures that any solution X satisfies Tr (X) < R. It also ensures that the dual has a
strictly feasible solution, i.e., there exists a vector y satisfying Z;nzl yjA(j) — C > 0, and this suffices to
guarantee that strong duality holds. Thus, we can solve the primal or the dual and both yield the same
optimal objective function value. Note that with these assumptions, the value of R is known in advance,
as it is part of the input; the running time of the algorithms that we obtain will depend on it.

We reduce the optimization question (“what is the optimal objective function value of ’) into
a sequence of feasibility questions: for some given scalar v, does there exist a primal feasible solution
with value at least 7 It is well known that we can approximately answer the optimization question by
using binary search on «y. In particular, for the objective function the following inequality holds:

T (CX)] < [[CN[[[ Xl < R,

where the first inequality is known as a matrix Holder inequality, and the for the second inequality we
used || X ||, = Tr (X) < R (this requires X > 0), and ||C|| < 1. Thus, we know that the optimal objective
function value for the primal-dual pair lies in [—R, R], and we can perform binary search to determine
the optimal value:
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e Set /=—R,u=R.
e Repeat until u — ¢ < e:

— Set v = (L4 u)/2.

— Solve a feasibility problem to determine if there exists a solution to (P-SDP)-(D-SDPJ|) with
value at least ~.

— If “yes”, set £ = (L +w)/2. If “no”, set r = (£ + u)/2.

This algorithm halves the search interval at every iteration and therefore takes O (log(R/€)) iterations.
To solve the question “does there exist a primal feasible solution with value at least 47" using the
MMWU algorith, a sketch of the idea is as follows. We start from a candidate primal solution p(® = 0.

At each step t, we generate a vector y*) of dual variables such that Tr ((Z;”:l yj(-t)A(j) —0)pM) >0,

and such that b7y < . We use M) = Z;nzl yj(t)A(j) — C' as the adversary response. Then Eq. from
Thm. Bl states that:

T T T
Inn Inn
Amin <§ M(t)> > Tr <§ M(t)p(t)> —nTr <§ (M(t))Qp(t)> 2 —nT — —, (8.7)
t=1 t=1

t=1 N

because Tr (327, M(t)p(t)) > 0 by construction, and Tr (ZtT:l(M(t))Qp(t)) < 1. Dividing by T" on both
sides of Eq. we find that % Zthl M® is almost positive semidefinite: its smallest eigenvalue is only
slighly negative, > —n — 1;‘—;} Recalling the definition of M (") this implies % Zthl Z;n:l yj(t)A(j) -C
is almost positive semidefinite. Thus, if we define y = % Z?:l y® (the average of the dual vectors
y® generated), we have obtained an almost feasible solution y for the dual , and such that
bTy < v. Using the fact that A is assumed to be the identity matrix, we can make the dual solution
y feasible by increasing y; until Z;"Zl yjA(j) — C = 0: the necessary shift is at most n + %, and with
the right choice of parameters, we can ensure that the objective function deteriorates by at most €, so
that b'y < v + e. This dual feasible solution y therefore certifies that there can be no primal feasible
solution with value > v + €, approximately answering the question that we posed at the beginning, and
allowing us to continue in the binary search for the optimal objective function value. Otherwise, i.e.,
if we cannot find a vector ¥ with the desired properties, the primal solution p(*) can be shown to be
primal feasible, allowing us to continue in the binary search.

Let us formalize the idea sketched in the previous paragraph. We define an oracle that constructs
the adversary matrix M) at iteration ¢, using the information available up to iteration ¢. We call this
PIC-ORACLE, for “Primal-Infeasiblity-Certificate Oracle”. The purpose of the oracle is to either prove
that the primal solution X® is feasible, or give some dual information regarding its infeasibility. The
dual information, in the form of a vector y(®), is used to construct M®). The oracle makes use of a
certain polytope, defined next.

Definition 8.3 (Primal-infeasibility-certificate polytope). We define P.(X) as the following polytope:

bly < o
P(X):=qyeR™: Tr ((Z;n:l y; AU — C’)X) > —€ . (8.8)
y =2 0

The definition of the polytope should depend on +, but in every iteration of the algorithm (using
the reduction from optimality to feasibility) v is fixed, so to ease notation we neglect this detail: ~
can be considered part of the problem data (within a single iteration) just as AU) and C. The oracle
PIC-ORACLE(X) is defined as follows:

y € P(X) if P(X) #0

PIC-ORACLE (X) :=
(X) {“fail” otherwise.

Two properties of P.(X) are important to understand why PIC-ORACLE(X) gives information about
the feasibility or infeasibility of a given primal solution X.
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Lemma 8.4 (|Arora and Kale, 2016]). Let X > 0. Suppose P.(X) (Eq. is empty. Then, up to
rescaling, the matriz X is feasible for (P-SDP)) with objective function value at least v. On the contrary,
suppose P.(X) is nonempty. Then X is either not feasible for (P-SDP)), or it has objective function

value at most v + €.

Proof. Suppose P.(X) is empty. Consider the following LP:

min by
Tr (S), 5A9X) > Tr(CX) —e (8.9)
y = 0,

and its dual:

b (8.10)
0.

IV IA

Note that solving is equivalent to determining if P.(X) is empty: indeed, if P.(X) is empty, it must
be the case that the optimal value of is greater than v (at least one feasible solution for (8.9) exists,
because AD) = I). So the optimum z* of the dual has value > . Then z*X is a feasible solution
to the primal (this is directly implied by the constraints in ), and:

Tr (CXz*) > v+ ez* > 7,

showing the first half of the result.
Suppose now P.(X) is nonempty and y € P.(X). Assume X is primal feasible — if not, the statement
of the lemma already holds. Then from the constraints of (8.8) and (P-SDP|) we have:

T (CX)<Tr | Qg AN)X | +e<d ybj+e=bTy+e<y+e
j=1 j=1

showing that the objective function value of X is at most v + € and concluding the proof. O

Lem. shows that PIC-ORACLE.(X) can provide very useful information: it either shows that we
already have a primal feasible solution with value at least ~, or it gives an infeasibility certificate: the
dual vector y that it returns, which we call y(*) at iteration ¢, is the infeasibility certificate. We can use
the infeasibility certificate y* to construct the matrix M® for the current iteration of Alg. 4 which,
from our earlier discussion, is chosen as:

MO =330 ¢ (8.11)
j=1

There remains a technical issue to resolve: in Thm. and the surrounding discussion, we assumed
HM(t)H < 1, but there is no guarantee that the choice in Eq. satisfies this bound. Thus, we may
have to rescale M (). It turns out that the magnitude of the scaling factor affects the convergence speed
of the algorithm: if we must scale aggressively, the algorithm makes less progress toward feasibility, and
as a result we converge more slowly. Formally, the magnitude of the scaling parameter is called the width
of the primal-infeasibility-certificate oracle.

Definition 8.5 (Width of PIC-ORACLE). The width of PIC-ORACLE(X) is the smallest w* such that
HZT:l y; AW — CH < w* for every y returned by PIC-ORACLE (X)), where PIC-ORACLE (X)) is called
with X = 0 and v € [-R, R).

The unscaled choice of M) in Eq. may not satisfy HM(t) H < 1, but it clearly does if we divide
the r.h.s. by w*, i.e., we choose:

1 [ -
M(t):E Zyj(-t)A(”—C . (8.12)
j=1
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Remark 8.2. The choice of M®) immediately suggests that any upper bound for w* suffices to quar-
antee the desired property HM(t)H < 1. Because the convergence speed of the algorithm depends on the
magnitude of the scaling, we should still aim to find a tight bound on w*.

At this point we have all the necessary components to give the pseudocode of the MMWU algorithm
for SDP, see Alg. [5] and show its convergence. The algorithm closely follows the informal exposition
given earlier in this section.

Algorithm 5: Matrix Multiplicative Weights Update (MMWU) algorithm for SDP.
Input: Description of (P-SDP)), trace bound R > 0, objective function guess ~, tolerance € > 0,
width bound w > 0, oracle PIC-ORACLE (X ) with width at most w.
Output: Either a feasible solution for (P-SDP)) with objective function value at least -y, or a
feasible solution for (D-SDPJ|) with objective function value at most v + €.

Initialize: p() = I/n, n = \/lr‘T", T= [91”213#—‘.

2 fort=1,...,7T do

3 if PIC—ORACLEE/g(Rp(t)) outputs “fail” then

4 return Rp") after rescaling as described in Lem.
5

6

-

end
Otherwise, let y() be the vector generated by PIC-ORACLE,/3(Rp™).

7| Set M0 =1 (T, P40 - ).
8 Set pt*1) = exp (—n S M(T)) / Tr (exp (—n Ztr=1 M(T)>>.
9 end

10 return % Zle y® + Fe1, where e; = (1,0,0,...) € R™.

Theorem 8.6 ([Arora and Kale, 2016, van Apeldoorn, 2020]). Alg. @ returns either a feasible solution
for (P-SDP|) with objective function value at least 7y, or a feasible solution for (D-SDP)) with objective

function value at most v + €.

Proof. There are two possible exit points of the algorithm: either PIC-ORACLE, 3 (Rp™) outputs “fail”
at some iteration, in which case we return a primal solution, or PIC-ORACLE, 3 (Rp(t)) never outputs
“fail”, and we return a dual vector in the last line of Alg.

In case PIC-ORACLE, /3(Rp(t)) outputs “fail” at some iteration, Lem. shows that a properly scaled
version of Rp® is primal feasible and satisfies the desired conditions.

In the other case, in every iteration we return M®) according to Eq. so the following inequality
holds by definition of PIC-ORACLE, /3(Rp®):

Te [ (Y4040 — o) Rp® zfé
j=1

so by rearranging we find:

1 m )
Tr (M(t)p(t)) =Tr E(Zyj(t)A(])—C)p(t) > (8.13)

= 3wR’

j=1

Similar to our discussion for Eq. we use Eq. from Thm. divided by T on both sides:

T T T
1 1 1 Inn € Inn
o (25" 0O ) s (LS 00,0 ) oy (LS r@yz,w ) oy e n
<T; = T; P nTe | 7D (M) ol = 3wrR T T

t=1

where we used Eq. and Tr (M®)2p®) < 1. Plugging in the value for  and T in Alg. we finally
obtain:

1 1 ®) () € € € €
)\ il Al > _ _ >
w i | 7 > O Z"30R 3wk 3wR> wR

t=1 j=1
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hence:

T m
mln ; Zy;t A(J Z _%~ (814)

Jj=1

Using A = T and the fact that Alg. |5|returns § = % Zt Ly + £eq, we have:

N RO I (0 e\ e«

)\mln Zy] AV c| = Inm Zzy A +RI > R+RZO’
Jj=1 t 1 j=1

where the first inequality is due to Eq. This implies that the solution returned by Alg. [5]is dual

feasible, i.e.,

S gD —c-o.

Using the definition of PIC—ORACLEE/g(Rp(t)) and b; = R, the objective function value of this solution

satisfies:
1
(t
b = <T§ Y €1>§T§_l’y—|—€——’}/—|—€. O

Thm. 8.6 shows that MMWU algorithm successfully determines the feasibility of (P-SDP) in T' =
[9“’2?# iterations. In each iteration the most expensive operation is the computation of the matrix
exponential, that can be carried out in O (n3 / e) time by truncating the corresponding Taylor series after
O (1/e) terms.

Remark 8.3. In theory, we can reduce O (n3) to O (n¥), where w is the matriz multiplication exponent;
the best current estimate for w is =~ 2.37 [Duan et al., 2023]. In practice, however, the computational
complezity is O (n3), i.e., the same as the usual complexity for LU factorization.

The binary search scheme calls Alg. [5| as a subroutine O (log(||C||R/€)) times, and by storing the
primal or dual solutions returned by Alg. [5]in each iteration of binary search, we can eventually return
the primal feasible solution with the largest objective function value, and the dual solution with the
tightest bound.

8.2 Quantum algorithm

Looking at the classical algorithm for semidefinite optimization in Alg. [5] one step appears as a natural
candidate for quantization: the preparation of the Gibbs states p®), that can be prepared and sampled
from with a quantum complexity that scales as v/n depending on the input model — this is discussed in
Sect. This seems a clear advantage over classical algorithms: the Gibbs states are n x n matrices,
and constructing them by computing the matrix exponential takes O (n“) time, see Rem. But
exploiting this advantage is not straightforward. In each iteration of the algorithm we must be able to
output a dual vector ), computed via PIC-ORACLE. Finding a quantum algorithm that can execute
all the necessary steps requires some additional effort.

For a proper discussion of the quantum algorithm we must specify the input model. We assume the
following:

e For each of the matrices AU), we have access to a controlled version of the corresponding block-
encoding. That is: we have a circuit with a control register such that if the control register contains
|7), we apply a block-encoding of AU) on an appropriate register.

e For the matrix C, we have access to a block-encoding.

For simplicity, we assume that each of these block-encodings has the same subnormalization factor a, uses
p auxiliary qubits, and has negligible error £, < e. We do not discuss the error of the block-encodings
in too much detail because we have already seen in Prop. that when we construct a block-encoding
from sparse classical data, we can reduce the error of a block-encoding at merely polylogarithmic cost.
Thus, although in principle we have to pay attention to the error parameter, to keep our exposition
simple we just assume that the error is chosen small enough, and this affects the running time only
polylogarithmically. In the following, we label as “negligible” errors that have polylogarithmic scaling
under these assumptions.
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8.2.1 Dealing with inexact trace values

Careful examination of Alg. |5 reveals that full knowledge of the iterates p(*) is not strictly necessary: in
every iteration we simply need to be able to compute an infeasibility certificate y®) in the dual set. The
Gibbs state p(*) has an effect on the algorithm only insofar as it defines the feasible dual vectors y®),
returned by PIC-ORACLE. Therefore we can focus on constructing PIC-ORACLE, taking advantage of
a quantum computer.

The scheme that we would like to use is to exploit Prop.[7.16{to construct each Gibbs state p*), then
apply the trace estimation procedure of Prop. to compute all the trace inner products Tr (A(j )p(t)) ,
Tr (C’p(t)) involved in PIC-ORACLE. This immediately raises an issue: the trace estimation incurs some
error, therefore we must analyze the stability of the algorithm to errors in the definition of the polytope
describing PIC-ORACLE.

Remark 8.4. Some specialized variants of the classical algorithm of Sect. (i.e., Alg. @ described
in [Kale, 2007 also rely on perturbed versions of the polytope describing PIC-ORACLE: this is not a
uniquely “quantum” feature. The advantage of using a perturbed polytope lies in the fact that we can get
away with imprecise trace estimation procedures, which can lead to faster classical algorithms as well.

We need a further assumption, on top of assumptions (a) and (b) given at the beginning of Sect.

(c) There exists an optimal solution to (D-SDP)) satisfying ||y||; < r, and the parameter r > 1 is part of
the input to the algorithm.

Assumption (c) gives us a bound on the set of feasible dual vectors. Using this assumption we define
a hierarchy of relaxations of the feasible region of . For this, we need a more general version
of the polytope P.(X), where the entries of the defining constraints are not fixed: later, we will apply
this definition using some approximate values for Tr (A(j)X ) ,Tr (CX) as the entries of the defining
constraints.

Definition 8.7 (Generalized primal-infeasibility-certificate polytope). Given a € R™,c € R, we define
P(a,c) as the following polytope:

bly < v

» _ m . E;nzl Yj S r
Pla,c)=¢yeR™: Z;n:1 Gy > e (8.15)

y > 0

Note that P(Tr (AVX) ..., Tr (AM™X), Tr (CX)) = Po(X)N{y : [lyl, < r}. The hierarchy of
relaxations is described in the following proposition.

Proposition 8.8 ([van Apeldoorn, 2020]). Let X = 0 and p = X/ Tr (X), with Tr (X) < R. Let 6 > 0.
Let a € R™, ¢ € R satisfy:

ITx (Cp) — & < 6, \Tr(AO')p) —a <0 Vi=1,...,m
The following chain of inclusions holds:

(Po(X) N {y : llyll, <71 € P(@,é— (r +18) € (Pareo(X) N {y : lyl, < 7).

Proof. Let y € Py(X)N{y:|lyll; <r}. We have:
4,7 2 Y_(Tr (ADp) —0)g; > Tr (Cp) — Olylly = &~ (r + 1),

where the first inequality used the definition of @, the second inequality used Tr ((Z;ﬂ:l Yj AV — )X ) >

0 and y > 0, the last inequality used |ly||; < r. This shows the first inclusion.
For the second inclusion, let § € P(@,&— (r + 1)8). Then:

(Z g, A9 —C)p | > Z(aj —0)7; Z 0(lyll, +1) > —2(r +1)0 > —4r0,
=1 =1 =1
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where we used the definition of @, ¢ in the first inequality, and r > 1 in the last inequality. Multiplying
this inequality by Tr (X), using p = X/ Tr (X), yields:

Tr [ (3549 — )X | > —4Tx (X)r0 > —4Rrf. 0
j=1

Prop. B.§ gives a precise way to deal with errors in the trace estimation: suppose we choose 6 =
€¢/(12Rr) as the maximum allowed tolerance in trace estimation. Then P(a,¢ — (r +1)8) C P./3(X), so
if we can give an algorithm to compute a point in P(a,é— (r 4+ 1)6), we can directly implement Alg.
From now on, we use the following shorthand:

€

=R

(8.16)

8.2.2 Computing the dual vector

Following the discussion in Sect. one way to implement a quantum SDP solver is to give a quantum
algorithm to compute a point in P(a,é— (r + 1)), after which we have all the necessary components for
the MMWU framework. The simplest approach is to estimate the trace values on a quantum computer
and then use a classical algorithm to find the required dual vector.

Let us do a back-of-the-envelope calculation of the running time of such an approach. Alg.[5|runs for

T = [9“’213#—‘ iterations: recalling that the oracle width parameter can be chosen as w = r (due to

the constraint ||y||; < r in the generalized PIC polytope), we write this as o ((Rr/e)?). In each iteration
the algorithm returns M®) = 1 (Z;"Zl yj(»t)A(j ) — C’), and the Hamiltonian of the Gibbs state p**1 is a

p
linear combination of the matrices M (), 7 =1,...,t; thus, at every iteration, by taking the appropriate
linear combination we can compute a vector §() € R™*! such that

P = exp(D 5" AD — g, 0)) T | exp(Y g7 A — g, 0)
j=1

=1

We can construct a state-preparation pair (Def. for g with O (m) gates. Then, using linear com-
bination of block-encodings (Prop. followed by Gibbs state preparation (Prop. , we construct
a purification of p*+1), which we use in the subsequent iteration of the algorithm to estimate the trace
values with Prop. [7:I8] We can upper bound the cost of these operations as follows:

e The state-preparation pair for § can be constructed with negligible error, but we need a subnor-
malization factor of ||g|l;,. We can bound this as:

T
N n
Il < 3 2|y
t=1

where the first inequality is due to the scaling of the vectors y®) in Alg. [5| the second inequality
uses ||y||; < r, and the last one is by definition of T'.

. <VTlnn= 0O (Rr/e),

e The linear combination of block-encodings then has subnormalization factor O (aRr/e), because
we need to multiply the subnormalization factor of the input matrices A, C and that of the
state-preparation pair; the additional resource consumption of this step (gates, auxiliary qubits) is
negligible, and so is the error.

e We construct the purification of p®*+1): this gives a running time of (5(aRr\/ﬁ/e), where the
running time is in terms of number of accesses to the block-encodings of the input matrices, and a
similar number of additional gates.

e Finally, we can prepare a random variable with expected value very close to Tr (A(j) p(t)) using
O (a) applications of the block encoding of A% and similarly for Tr (Cp®); crucially, this requires
a single copy of p(), i.e., we do not need to repeat the construction of p(t)Nfor this step. Thus, the
cost for this circuit is dominated by the cost for preparing p®), which is O (aRr+/n/e). Note that
the random variable obtained with Prop. has a small bias, but the running time dependence
on the bias is polylogarithmic, so we can make the bias very small, and the total error accumulated
by the algorithm is dominated by the error in the next step.
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e Each of the trace values must be estimated to error § = ¢/(12Rr): we use mean estimation (see
Rem. and in particular we can use the algorithm of [Montanaro, 2015]) to compute the
expected values. For estimation, we apply the circuit to prepare the random variable a total of
O (1/) times. Overall, this implies that the estimation of a single value among Tr (AU p®) or
Tr (Cp®) takes O (ay/n(Rr/e)?) applications of the input block-encodings. Estimating all of these
values, since there are m + 1 of them, increases this complexity to O (amy/n(Rr/e)?).

Multiplying the above cost by the number of iterations 7', we obtain the running time:

O (amv/n(Rr/e)t) .

Remark 8.5. For such an algorithm to work we have to assume that all the subroutines are successful:
for example, all the trace values must be estimated within the required precision, otherwise the algorithm
may not find the correct solution. This is generally not an issue as long as the complexity of all subroutines
scales polylogarithmically with the inverse of the mazimum failure probability: if the algorithm executes
K subroutines in total, we set the maximum failure probability of each subroutine to §/K. By the union
bound, the probability that any subroutine fails is then at most 6. As long as the term polylog(0/K) is
acceptable in the running time expressions, this allows us to assume that all subroutines are successful
when analyzing the algorithm.

The simple algorithm described above has linear scaling in m, because it estimates all the values
Tr (A(j) p(t)). We can reduce this to v/m based on the observation that if the generalized PIC polytope
P(a,é— (r + 1)) is nonempty, then it contains a sparse vector. Using the definition in Eq. we
reformulate the question of emptiness of P(a,é— (r + 1)6) as a linear program:

min 37 y;

by < v
aly > é—(r+1)0 (8.17)
y > 0

If this problem has a solution with value < r, then P(@, &— (r+1)6) is nonempty and contains the solution
vector. It is known that any feasible linear program with two constraints (besides nonnegativity) has a
solution with at most two nonzero elements — a so-called “basic solution”. Thus, we can choose to solve
problem [B:17] in each iteration of Alg. [5] and we can try to take advantage of the existence of a sparse
solution.

Finding a sparse solution requires a rather sophisticated approach, and we do not discuss it in detail
here. The important features of this approach that need to be highlighted are that it its main idea is
entirely classical (i.e., it is based on the the geometry of problem and it gives a classical algorithm
as well), and it reduces the problem of solving to the problem of searching over the points (b;,a;).

Indeed, as is shown in |[van Apeldoorn et al., 2020b], calling ||y|| = M and using a change of variables
z =y /M, we can reformulate P(a,¢é — (r + 1)0), and therefore , as the following problem:
b’z < /M
a'z > (E—(r+10)/M
[zl = 1
z > 0
O<M < r

Note that z defines a convex combination of the points (b;,a;), and to satisfy the constraints, we want
such a combination that lies to the upper left of the point (y/M, (¢— (r+1)8)/M). If such a combination
exist, there is one that has nonzero coefficients for only two points (a basic solution for the linear
program). We can find these two points with a procedure that we summarize as follows:

e Check if y >0 and ¢ — (r 4+ 1)0 < 0. If so, return z = 0 as a feasible solution.
e Scan the points (b;,a;) to see if any of them is a solution. If so, return z = e, as a feasible solution.

e Find two points (bj,a;), (bx, @x) such that the line segment connecting them intersects the feasible
region. If so, return the corresponding convex combination as a feasible solution. Crucially, these
two points can be found independently of each other, i.e., we do not need to search over all pairs,
but rather search over the list of points at most twice: this exploits a geometric idea described in
[van Apeldoorn et al., 2020b).
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e If a feasible solution was not found in the steps above, return “fail”.
With this procedure we obtain the following statement.

Proposition 8.9 (Informal; see [van Apeldoorn et al., 2020b| for a precise statement). Assume that we
have access to a quantum circuit U that implements the following map:

IDI0YO) — (71,0150,

where @; is such that | Tr (AW p) — a;| < 6. There is a quantum algorithm that uses O (y/m) calls to U,
and a number of gates of the same order, and with high probability returns a vector in Pyryo(X) N{y :
lylly <7} if Po(X)N{y : |lyll; <7} is nonempty, and returns “fail” if Po(X) N{y : lyll; <7} is empty.

In fact, the above proposition also works if U outputs a superposition of possible trace values, as long
as the probability of obtaining a wrong estimate is exponentially small — which is easy to achieve with
Prop. [718 Thus, we construct U with Prop. [7.18 and a mean estimation algorithm, such as the one in
[Montanaro, 2015], that has scaling O (1/6) for error 6.

Summarizing, we can reduce the complexity of finding a point in the generalized PIC polytope
P(a,é— (r +1)0) to performing O (y/m) trace estimations in quantum superposition. This allows to
achieve a total complexity of the algorithm of

O (a/mn(Rr/e)*)

calls to the block-encoding of the input matrices, and a similar number of additional gates.

Remark 8.6. Although the running time reported above is attractive in its dependence on m and n, the
poor scaling on Rr /e is an issue. As discussed in [van Apeldoorn et al., 20200, for the majority of known
problems formulated as SDPs at least one of the parameters R,r scales linearly in the dimensions m,n.
The fastest classical optimization methods for SDPs depend polylogarithmically on the size of primal/dual
solutions, and the precision parameter €. For example, the interior point method of [Jiang et al., 2020]
has a running time 0f5 (\/ﬁ(mn2 +m® + n“’)), where w is as discussed in Rem. . Thus, the quantum
MMWU algorithm for SDP discussed in this section does not give an end-to-end quantum speedup in
general.

8.2.3 Further improvements

We can reduce the complexity of the quantum MMWU algorithm even further (at least in some parame-
ters), using techniques that we overview here because they could be useful in the design of other quantum
optimization algorithms. The discussion in this section is meant to convey intuition and provide the right
references, rather than giving a detailed and mathematically precise overview of the corresponding ideas:
thus, we do not give formal statements or proofs.

The first improvement concerns getting the dependence on m and n from /mn down to /m + \/n.
The scheme presented in Sect. needs to estimate m trace values of the form Tr (A(j ) p)7 and because

the construction of the Gibbs state p runs in time 6(a\/ﬁ), already improving over m./n requires
significant ingenuity. If we want to use Prop. for the construction, an algorithm that scales as
O (y/m + y/n) is only allowed to produce, at every iteration, a number of Gibbs states that does not
scale with m.

To make progress on such a construction we separate the Gibbs state preparation from the trace
estimation procedure. In the setting of the algorithm, at each iteration we construct the same state p(*),
and want to perform a search over multiple Tr (A(j ) p(t)) (recall that the procedure of Prop. reduces to
two searches over these values). Classically this would not be an issue, because after computing p*), we
can “reuse it” in as many calculations as we want, for example estimating all Tr (A(j )p(t)) while paying
the cost for the construction of p(*) only once. In the quantum setting we can do something similar
under certain conditions, exploiting an idea described in the gentle search lemma of [Aaronson, 2018|.
Suppose we have a unitary that outputs a sample from a random variable that estimates Tr (A(j ) p(t))
starting from a copy of p(*) (as in Prop. 7 and ask the question: does there exist some j =1,...,m
such that Tr (A(j ) p(t)) > u for some given value u? If we can answer this existence question, we can
perform binary search on the set {1,...,m} to find the index of such a j: every time we split the current
interval (initially, {1,...,m}) in two sets, check existence of j with Tr (AW p®) > u in each of the
two sets, and recurse on the set that gives the positive answer. This eventually yields an index with
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the desired property. We are back to the existence question: does there exist 7 = 1,...,m such that
Tr (A(j)p(t)) > u? Note again that p( is fixed and only the AY) are changing.

Recall the connection between trace values and measurement probabilities discussed in Sect.
see Rem. and the surrounding discussion. The gentle search lemma of [Aaronson, 201§| states,
informally, that if we have several two-outcome measurements M () (e.g., testing whether a qubit is
|0) or |1)) with the property that either Tr (M(j)p) > B for some j, or Tr (M(j)p) < B -4 for all j,
we can detect which of the two cases holds with O (1 / 62) samples, and this allows to find j such that
Tr (MWp) > B with a similar number of samples.

Remark 8.7. Under the stated property, for fized j, the probability of the first measurement outcome
(“accept”) is at least B in the first case, and is at most 3—3 in the second case. Thus, if Tr (M(J)p) >0,

by the Chernoff bound with very high probability at least a fraction ~ (8 — 6/2) of the O (1/62) samples
outputs “accept”, and we can detect this by counting the number of “accept”. We now use a result
from [Harrow et al., 2017]: given multiple measurements such that either (i) at least one of them is
very likely to output |1), or (ii) all of them are very likely to output |0), distinguishing the two cases
(i.e., determining whether there exists a measurement that outputs |1)) is easy. Combining this with

the previous construction that counts the number of “accept” in the O (1/62) samples, and amplitude
amplification, we obtain the stated result.

The above idea gives us a blueprint to separate Gibbs state preparation and trace estimation: we
prepare O (1/ 02) copies (where 6 is as in Eq. in parallel. We apply the trace estimation procedure
of Prop. [7.18|to each copy, controlled on the index j of the matrix AU for which we want to compute the
estimate, and take the sample average of the O (1 / 92) samples. By Chernoff bound, with high probability
this is a trace estimate with precision o (9), because the standard deviation is constant and so the sample
average is unlikely to deviate much from the true mean. Now construct a circuit that “accepts” if the
sample average is larger than a given threshold value u. If there exists j such that Tr (A(j) p(t)) > u,
the circuit “accepts” with large probability, say at least 2/3 — we can choose the constants and the
number of samples to adjust this value. If, on the other hand, no such j exists, the circuit “rejects”
with the same large probability, and so it “accepts” with probability at most 1/3. Using the gentle
search lemma, with 8 = 2/3,6 = 1/3 we can distinguish these two cases with O (1/6%) = O (1) samples
(i.e., measurements) from these circuits: this allows us to implement a quantum search (with the usual
quadratic speedup) over the values Tr (A(j )p(t)). The quantum search does not require the construction
of additional copies of p(*), because it can be implemented following similar logic to oblivious amplitude
amplification (Sect. , where we amplify the effect of some algorithm applied onto a given state,
without constructing the given state from scratch every time. The details of this procedure are described
in [van Apeldoorn and Gilyén, 2019], with one key result adapted from [Brandao et al., 2019]. Overall,
this gives the following complexity of every iteration:

e We prepare O ((Rr/€)?) copies of p: since each purification of p®) uses O (aRry/n/e) accesses
to the block-encodings describing the input, this brings the cost to O (ay/n(Rr/e€)?).

e We run the search procedure of Prop. This still takes time O (a\/ﬁ(Rr/e)Q), as in Sect. m
because of the required precision and the subnormalization of the block-encodings. Crucially, as we
discussed above, this cost is now additive (rather than multiplicative) with the cost in the previous
bullet, because we use the same O ((Rr/e)?) copies of p®).

The number of iterations is still O ((Rr/€)?), giving a total complexity of:
o ((vm + vnRr/e)a(Rr/e)?)
calls to the block-encoding of the input matrices, and a similar number of additional gates, see [van Apel-
doorn and Gilyén, 2019| for a formal statement and detailed proofs.
8.3 Notes and further reading

The MWU algorithm has its origin in the Fictitious Play algorithm from game theory [Brown, 1951],
although it has been rediscovered multiple times under different names in several fields. An overview of
the MWU algorithm and its applications to optimization is given in the excellent survey |Arora et al.,
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[2012], see also the references mentioned therein. The classical MMWU algorithm for SDP is described in
[Arora et al., 2005, |Arora and Kale, 2016]. The implementation and computational evaluation of some
variants of the MWTU algorithm to mixed-integer nonlinear optimization is discussed in [Mencarelli et al. |
2017,

The quantum MMWU was initially proposed in [Brandao and Svore, 2017, ivan Apeldoorn et al.,|
. The framework, in its first instantiation, presented several limitations, and did not yield an
end-to-end speedup over classical algorithms for most problems, see [van Apeldoorn et al., 2020b| for
a discussion. Nonetheless, the basic ingredients of the framework were already all there in these early
works. Subsequent work has attempted to remove some of the limitations and improve the complexity
of the algorithm, see [Brandao et al., 2019, [van Apeldoorn and Gilyén, 2019]; these more recent works
also include a primal-only algorithm, as opposed to the primal-dual framework discussed in this chapter.
Despite these improvements, the running time dependence of these algorithms on the final optimality gap,
as well as the size of the optimal primal and dual solution, remains poor. The quantum MMWU algorithm
has been specialized to solve the SDP relaxation of quadratic unconstrained binary optimization problems
in [Brandao et al., 2022]: this achieves a potential speedup in the size of the problem, but suffers
from very poor dependence on the final optimality gap. This drawback has been all but eliminated in
[Augustino et al., 2023c| using iterative refinement, yielding an algorithm that solves the aformentioned
SDP relaxation potentially faster than the fastest known classical algorithm. The technique in [Augustino
uses the assumption that the studied SDP relaxation has a special structure: the only
constraints (in addition to positive semidefiniteness) impose that the diagonal elements are equal to 1. It
is currently not known if a similar scheme would work for more general SDPs. An additional limitation
is the fact that all results on the quantum MMWU rely on QRAM to construct block-encodings (see
Sect. , and would suffer a significant slowdown without QRAM. SDPs with only diagonal constraints
admit specialized classical algorithms as well, see, e.g., [Lee and Padmanabhan, 2020].

The mirror descent algorithm for continuous optimization was initially proposed in [Nemirovski and;
, and since then, it has been used in many papers. An overview of the corresponding liter-
ature is arguably out of scope for this chapter, since we only barely used the mirror descent framework.
We refer the interested reader to [Bansal and Gupta, 2019] for a clear exposition of proof techniques for
convergence rates using potential functions, and to [Beck and Teboulle, 2003| for several classic results
on mirror descent. The relationship between MMWU and mirror descent is more specifically addressed
in an appendix in [Allen-Zhu and Orecchia, 2014].
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Chapter 9

Optimization with the adiabatic
theorem

The adiabatic theorem is a powerful result concerning the evolution of quantum mechanical systems.
Intuitively, it states the following: suppose we are given a Hamiltonian H (i.e., a Hermitian matrix,
see Ch. @, and an eigenstate of that Hamiltonian corresponding to the lowest eigenvalue of H. Let us
perform the time evolution according to the Schrodinger equation (6.1)), i.e., iw = H|y(t)), while
slowly changing H into a new Hamiltonian H’. If, during this transformation from H to H’, there is
always a gap between the lowest eigenvalue and all other eigenvalues, then the state of the system will
always remain in an eigenstate with the lowest eigenvalue through the evolution, eventually leading to the
minimum eigenpair of the new Hamiltonian H’. This result can be used for optimization: imagine that
the initial Hamiltonian encodes an easy problem for which we can easily construct the eigenstate with
minimum eigenvalue, and the final Hamiltonian encodes a difficult optimization problem whose solution
is given by the eigenstate with minimum eigenvalue. Of course we need to know how slowly H should
be changed into H'. This adiabatic theorem is at the heart of the quantum approximate optimization
algorithm (QAOA), a framework that has been widely used to implement optimization algorithms on
existing quantum hardware, because it has low requirements of quantum resources — although it does
not guarantee improvements over classical algorithms. In this chapter we first discuss the adiabatic

theorem, and then give an overview of QAOA.

Remark 9.1. The term adiabatic refers to a process that occurs without heat or mass transfer between
a thermodynamic system and its environment. For the purposes of this chapter (and quantum algorithms
more in general), it should be intended as a process where the evolution of the system is slow enough
that the system has time to adapt, i.e., remain in some instantaneous eigenstate evolving through time,
typically the one corresponding to the smallest eigenvalue. Conversely, in a diabatic process the system
evolves too rapidly, and it may not remain in an instantaneous eigenstate of the system.

9.1 The adiabatic theorem

Before diving into a formal statement of the adiabatic theorem, it will be helpful to make its connection
with optimization apparent. In this chapter, optimization refers to the NP-hard problem of optimizing
over binary variables.

9.1.1 Combinatorial optimization as an eigenvalue problem

Suppose we have the following optimization problem:

min f(Z) zZ e {0,1}"™. (9.1)

We put no restriction on f : {0,1}"™ — R for now, therefore we can encode any combinatorial optimization
problem in this way (e.g., by assigning value co to infeasible solutions). We encode this problem in a
diagonal Hamiltonian H € R?"*2" defined as follows:

H:= Y @I

je{o,1}~
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Note that H contains all the possible objective function values on its diagonal, each one in the position
associated with the corresponding binary string ((J1H|7) = f(7) V7 € {0,1}"), and zeroes everywhere
else ((JJH|k) =0 Vj# k). Then (9.1) can be trivially reformulated as the following problem:

min (j|H|7),
_uin (H[7

and this problem has the same optimal solution as:

min _($[H[). (9.2)
[pye(c2)®n
To see the equivalence, simply note that |7),7 € {0,1}"™ is an eigenbasis for H (because H is diagonal),
SO we can express every state 1) in terms of the eigenbasis, and the problem becomes:

: W1 . _ . 42 A . —)
min | @ |H| Y ali) | = min Y Joy[PHy = min (7).

ec ~ N N ec?” . je{o,1}n
Wal\zl je{o,1}n je{o,1}n WQH:NE{OJ}"

This argument also works to show that for every Hamiltonian H — including non-diagonal ones —
is a minimum eigenvalue problem, i.e., it is equivalent to determining the minimum eigenvalue
of H, denoted Apmin(H). Recall that Hamiltonians are Hermitian. Let [t¢g),...,[th2n_1) be a basis of
orthonormal eigenstates of H and V' a matrix with those vectors as its columns. Then H = VAV, and

min _ (Y|H|[y) = min E a; (Y] | H E a;lv;)
lpye(c?)®n acC?” \ . " 3 n
llell=1 je{o,1} je{o,1}

= min Z a; (Y, | vAavt Z ;)

c" \ . ,
flazr \sefo.yn jefo.1yn
= min (> A D> aild
fla=1 \gefo.yn je{o,13n

= min, > JayPAg; = Awin (H).
i1 Jeto.

Thus, we have shown that a general combinatorial optimization problem can be solved as the
problem of determining the minimum eigenvalue of a certain Hamiltonian, written compactly as .

To construct an appropriate Hamiltonian that has the objective function values f(Z) on the diagonal,
the easiest approach is to start with a problem stated as a quadratic unconstrained binary optimization
problem (QUBO), as there is a simple transformation from a QUBO to the desired Hamiltonian. Since
QUBOs are NP-complete [Barahona, 1982], any problem in NP can be formulated as a QUBO with an
appropriate polynomial transformation.

Remark 9.2. The fact that it is possible to formulate every problem in NP as a QUBO does not mean
that it is wise to do so. Polynomial transformations (intended here as polynomial-time reductions, or
Karp reductions) map an instance of a problem to an instance of a different problem with polynomial
overhead [Garey and Johnson, 1990]. The overhead can be very large, and applying a solution algorithm
to the transformed problem could be considerably less efficient, in practice, than applying a solution
algorithm to the original problem.

Definition 9.1 (Quadratic Unconstrained Binary Optimization (QUBO) problem). The following prob-
lem is called a Quadratic Unconstrained Binary Optimization (QUBO) problem with n decision variables:

. =T =
: UBO
somin, T Q7 (QUBO)

where Q) € R™*™ 4s a symmetric matriz.

(In certain algebraic expressions such as the above, we use binary strings also as column vectors. This
should be clear from the context.)
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The mapping from (QUBO) to a Hamiltonian is via Pauli Z matrices. First, transform the {0,1}-
variables Z; into {—1, 1}-variables z;, using the linear transformation Z; = (1 — z;)/2. With this trans-

formation, z =1 — 2% so z € {—1,+1}". Problem (QUBO)] becomes:

min 2" Az4+cz+b (9.3)
ze{—-1,+1}"

where A € R"*" ¢ € R™ b € R are easily computed from (QUBO)):

- B
4= oo le 1

£ ¢ T 1

The desired Hamiltonian can be obtained from these quantities using matrices O'jZ :

position j

1
ol =1®-- @I 2l --®l, (9.4)

n times

where Z is the Pauli Z matrix as given in Def.
Proposition 9.2. The Hamiltonian:
H= i AijjZJkZ +icjajz
Gk=1 j=1
satisfies the properties:
(@ H|Z) =2 Az +c'2 VZe{0,1}", (GHE) =0 Vj#k,
where z =1 — 2% € {—1,1}"™.

Proof. Both properties can be verified with simple algebraic manipulations. It is immediate to see that

the matrices 07,07 commute when j # k. By definition we have:

@HE) = @ | Y Apolol +Y ciol | |7). (9.5)
j,k=1 j=1

Note that for every h =1,...,n,
GloZ k) = Gilk) @ -+ @ Grotlbn1) ® GnlZ|kn) ® Gha1lkns1) ® -+ ® Gulkn),

so each such term is zero if 7 # k, and it is equal to (74| Z|7s) = (=1)7 if 7 = . Similarly, for every
h,t=1,...,n:

(lofof k) = (ilk1) @ - @ (Gnl Z|kn) @~ @ (Gel Z|ke) @ - - @ (FulEn),
position position

- -

which is zero if 7 # F, and it is equal to (7,]Z|7s) (Ge|Z|7e) = (—1)7 (—1)3 if = E. (The latter expression
also works if b = ¢, in which case (jloZa7|7) = 1.) So:

HE) = ()% =25, (Flofof|z) = (17 = 2z,

and using linearity in Eq. (9.5)), we finally obtain (Z|H|Z) = Y= ) Ajkzjzn + 2 ;_y cjzj = 2 Az + ¢z
with z = 1 — 27 € {~1,1}". O

Prop. gives an explicit construction of a Hamiltonian that has the possible objective function
values of on the diagonal, minus the scalar shift b that is not influential for optimization anyway.
After establishing that we can cast a QUBO problem as the problem of finding the minimum
eigenvalue of a certain Hamiltonian, we now discuss the adiabatic theorem, which gives a sufficient
condition to find the minimum eigenvalue via time-dependent Hamiltonian simulation.
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9.1.2 Theorem statement

Properly introducing the context of the adiabatic theorem requires several pieces of notation. Our
exposition in the next few sections is based on [Ambainis and Regev, 2004]. Although the result proven
in [Ambainis and Regev, 2004] is not as strong as it could be, it provides the key elements and their
proof relies on linear algebra only. Tighter and more precise bounds can be found in, e.g., |[Jansen et al.,
2007, |Childs, 2017, see also Sect.

From now on, for brevity we write minimum eigenpair to indicate the lowest eigenvalue and its
corresponding eigenvector of a Hamiltonian, and minimum eigenvector to indicate the eigenvector cor-
responding to the lowest eigenvalue. (Although we often write “eigenstate” for “eigenvector”, in this
chapter we also use the more generic term eigenvector because we sometimes deal with vectors that are
not normalized quantum states.)

Let H(s) be a time-dependent Hamiltonian, with 0 < s < 1. For now we use s to denote time
because we reserve t to denote “unnormalized” time outside the interval [0,1]: this will be clearer in
the following. We assume that the entries of H(s) are twice differentiable. We denote the first and
second derivatives of H at time s as H'(s), H"(s), respectively: these are intended to be the matrices of
element-wise derivatives.

The adiabatic theorem concerns the situation where we know the minimum eigenstate of H(0), and
we want to determine the minimum eigenstate of H(1).

Remark 9.3. This setup is helpful for combinatorial optimization in the following sense. As discussed
in Sect. [9.1.1], we know how to construct a Hamiltonian Hp that encodes a combinatorial optimization
problem — we use the subscript “F” for “final”. Pick a simple initial Hamiltonian H; for which
we know the minimum eigenpair; for example, we could define |@) := \/% ZiE{O,l}" 7) and pick:

Hy=1I9" — |¢)9],

that has minimum eigenvalue 0 achieved by the state |¢) (we do not claim that this is a good choice for
the initial Hamiltonian, but it is a valid choice). We can then define the time-dependent Hamiltonian:

H(s)=(1—-s)H;+ sHp. (9.6)

By construction, this Hamiltonian is such that we know the minimum eigenstate of H(0) = Hy, and we
want to determine the minimum eigenstate of H(1) = Hp, as that corresponds to the solution of ,
FEq. performs linear interpolation between the initial and final Hamiltonian, but some of the results
that we prove hold for more general types of interpolation. In fact, we will see in Sect. that other
forms of interpolation may be advantageous in certain situations.

Definition 9.3 (Norm of time-dependent quantities). We denote ||H|| := maxscp,17 [|[H(s)|, i.e., the
norm of a time-dependent quantity, when written without the time variable, is intended to be the mazimum
norm over the time horizon. We extend this notation to all time-dependent quantities.

We also need the concept of spectral gap of a Hamiltonian, as the statement of the adiabatic theorem
depends on it.

Definition 9.4 (Instantaneous spectral gap). Let H(s) be a time-dependent Hamiltonian, and A(s) an
eigenvalue of H(s), for s € [0,1]. We say that H(s) has instantaneous spectral gap ~y(s) around A(s),
where y(s) is computed in the following way:

o if A(s) has multiplicity > 1, v(s) = 0;

o otherwise, let A< (s) be the largest eigenvalue smaller than (s), A= (s) the smallest eigenvalue larger
than v(s), and v(s) = min{A(s) — A<(s), As(s) — A(s)}.

Definition 9.5 (Spectral gap). Let H(s) and A(s) be as in Def.[9.4 We say that H(s) has a spectral
gap v around A(s) if v = mins y(s). The spectral gap of H(s) is the spectral gap around its minimum
eigenvalue.

Note that the spectral gap could be zero, if the eigenvalues are not distinct. Note also that if H(s)
has spectral gap 7 around A(s), then all other eigenvalues of H(s) are < A(s) —~ or > A(s) + ~ for all
s. In the literature, it is common to use the term spectral gap to refer to a nonzero spectral gap; we use
the more general definition above, and explicitly require v > 0 for the main result.
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In the adiabatic theorem we consider a slow time evolution according to the Hamiltonian H(s). Recall
that the time-independent Schrédinger equation (6.1)) is:
dlv(t))

i — Hlp (),

and it has solution [1(t)) = e"*#*|+)(0)). Thus, if [1/(0)) is an eigenstate of H, the system remains in an
eigenstate as time evolves (see Def. and the surrounding discussion: the eigenvectors of e ~#* are the
same as the eigenvectors of H, only the eigenvalues change). This applies to time-independent Hamilto-
nians. When the Hamiltonian is time-dependent this property is not true in general, but intuitively it is
conceivable that if the Hamiltonian changes slowly enough, the evolution of the system will be similar
to the evolution for time-independent Hamiltonians, thus the system would remain in the instantaneous
eigenstate for each time instant. This is the essence of the adiabatic theorem; of course, we need to prove
that such a result holds.

For some large value T' € R, we consider the following slow evolution, slightly modified from by
absorbing a multiplicative factor —1 into the Hamiltonian for ease of subsequent calculations:

dle(t))

ar = iH(t/T)|(p(t)>, te [O’T]’ (9.7)

where time ¢ progresses from 0 to T. With a change of variable s = ¢/T', we have T'ds = dt, and therefore
(9.7) can be rewritten as:

% =1H(t/T)|p(sT)), s € [0,1].
Defining |1(s)) := |p(sT)), we finally obtain:
w =iTH(s)|¥(s)), s €[0,1]. (9.8)

From now on we always refer to rather than , using s as our time variable; it will be useful to
remember that s =¢/T, and so as T'— oo, time evolves very slowly.

We want to determine a value of T with the following property: if the initial state [(0)) in is
the minimum eigenvector of H(0), then the final state |1(1)) is the minimum eigenvector of H(1).

Remark 9.4. At this point it is not clear that such a value of T exists. The main reason to believe
that such a property may hold is the intuition given earlier in this section: if T — oo, the system
should behave similarly to the case of a time-independent Hamiltonian, thus it should remain in an
(instantaneous) eigenstate of the Hamiltonian.

The analysis leads to the following result.

Theorem 9.6 (Adiabatic theorem). Let H(s) be a time-dependent Hamiltonian, and let |1)(s)) be an

eigenstate at time s with eigenvalue A(s). Assume that for all s € [0,1], there is a spectral gap v > 0

around A(s). Assume further that, from the initial state |[1(0)), we apply the following time evolution:

dly(s))
d

78 = ZTH(S)WJ(S»? 5€ [0’ 1]’

and for some § > 0, T satisfies:

3
p> 100 (IEIT | H A"
=52 ~4 ~3 :

Then the system approzimately remains in the instantaneous eigenstate | (s)) with eigenvalue A(s) for
all s, and in particular, the final state |¢) has Fuclidean distance at most & from |(1)), up to global
phase:

Hew|¢> —[p)| <0 for some 6.

Remark 9.5. It is intuitive to see that the nonzero spectral gap condition is necessary even just to
have the concept of an adiabatic theorem. Suppose there is no spectral gap, i.e., the eigenvalue A(s)
corresponding to the initial eigenstate “crosses” another eigenvalue X' (s) as s goes from 0 to 1. In that
case, the corresponding instantaneous eigenstate |1(s)) would not be well-defined, due to the degenerate
eigenvalue. When there are two eigenvalues N(s) = N(s) that are identical at time s, the eigenstate
[t(s)) corresponding to A(s) would no longer be unique, and we cannot properly define how the state of
the system is supposed to track it. With nonzero spectral gap these issues do not arise: the eigenvalue of
interest is nondegenerate, and there is always a unique eigenstate corresponding to \(s).
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A proof of Thm. is given in Sect.s [0.1.3] and In the first section we give a shorter, more
intuitive but less precise version of the argument of the proof. Several gaps are filled in in the second
section, although we do not give all the details, and refer to [Ambainis and Regev, 2004] for the (very
few) missing pieces.

9.1.3 High-level proof

Simulating directly is difficult because it is a continuous-time dynamical system where the evolution
operator (the Hamiltonian) also changes with time. The approach that we take, as one generally takes
on all digital computers, is to discretize time into very small steps, and perform time evolution in each of
those time steps with a fixed Hamiltonian. As the size of those steps goes down to zero, the discrete-time
evolution approaches the continuous-time evolution, so we can analyze properties of the discrete-time
evolution instead of . More specifically, we divide the time interval [0,1] (for the normalized time
variable s) into N equally-spaced subintervals with breakpoints %, %, ey NA_, L % In each interval we
apply the time-independent Hamiltonian H(j/N) for + units of time. It is easy to verify that the
solution to the differential equation with time-independent Hamiltonian:

dly(s))
ds

= iTH(j/N)[¢(s))

’ b(s)) = ETHONS |4 0)).

Thus, applying the time-independent Hamiltonian H(j/N) for % units of time is equivalent to applying
e!T/NH(I/N) to the initial state (we obtain this by setting s = % in the last equation). As a consequence,
defining

U, = e T/NHG/N), (9.9)
the original continuous-time evolution can be approximated by the sequence of N unitaries:
Un_1Un—2--- U Up.

As N — oo, this approximation gets better and the error goes to zero [van Dam et al., 2001]. We denote
by g, a unit eigenvector of H(j/N) (and, consequently, U;) corresponding to A(j/N), see Rem.

gj € {x: H(j/N)z = A(j/N)z, ||z| = 1}. (9.10)

It is important to note that due to the gap assumption v > 0 in Thm. A(j/N) is an eigenvalue with
multiplicity 1, therefore there is a single eigenspace associated with it.

Remark 9.6. Eigenvectors can only be defined up to a global phase: if g; is an eigenvector, then clearly
e%q; is also an eigenvector with the same eigenvalue. These eigenvectors are equivalent for the purposes
of defining the final state of the adiabatic evolution, but we need to choose the phases appropriately
to be able to compute Fuclidean distances between eigenvectors: we could have eigenvectors gj, gj+1 of
H(j/N),H((j + 1)/N) that are very close to each other for some choice of their phases, but very far
from each other for different phases. In the high-level exposition given in this section we simply ignore
the issue of choosing the phases of the eigenvectors, so the results should be interpreted as “there exists
a choice of the phases such that these results hold.” A more precise discussion is given in Sect.[9.1.7)

Note that in the limit N — oo, g, is the same as |¢(j/N)) assuming that the adiabatic theorem
(Thm. holds. Thus, we want to show that as N — oco:

gy ~Un_1gn1 = Un_1Un_29gn 2 = Un_1Un_2---U1Upgo.

Remark 9.7. Since N — oo, in O () expressions containing N we only write the dependence on N,
which is always the leading term. This means that, for example, O (||H||/N) would be written as O (1/N).

For simplicity, from now on we consider the case in which A(s) = 0 for all s, i.e., we are tracking the
eigenvector corresponding to the zero eigenvalue for the entire time evolution.
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Remark 9.8. This is without loss of generality because, given a general Hamiltonian H(s) and eigen-
value of interest \(s), we can always consider a new Hamiltonian defined as H(s) := H(s)—\(s)I. These
Hamiltonians define the same adiabatic evolution up to a time-dependent global phase, and by construc-
tion, for the new Hamiltonian I:I(s) the system always remains in the eigenvector with eigenvalue 0. To
ensure correctness of this argument we also need to show that the value of T in Thm.[9.0 applies to both
H(s) and H(s); we do this subsequently in Lem. .

Consider a decomposition of g; in terms of g;4; and its orthogonal complement, the subspace Gj-H.
Define:

Pj+1 = Projgr (95 = gj+1) (9.11)

as the projection of g; — gj4+1 onto qu_h i.e., onto the space perpendicular to g;41, see Fig. for a
graphical representation of these vectors. Clearly g; = g;j4+1 + (g — gj+1). It turns out that g; — gj41 is

Figure 9.1: Representation of the eigenvectors g;, gj+1, and the projection p; of g; — gj+1 onto the space
orthogonal to g;41.

almost orthogonal to g;1, i.e., p;+1 almost coincides with g; — g;41:

oy~ (o5 = 9520 = 0 377 )- (912)

Thus, using the fact that U;g; = g;, because g; is an eigenvector with eigenvalue e T/NAG/N) = 1, we
can write:

. 1
Ujgj — (9j+1 + pj+1) = gj — (gj+1 T pj+1) = (95 — gj+1) — Pjt1 = v with [[vj| = O <N?> :

Rearranging the terms in the last equality yields g; = gj4+1 +pj+1 +vj+1. As a consequence, if we apply
all the unitaries Uy, ...,Ux_1 in sequence, we obtain:

Un—1---UiUpgo =Un—a - UdUi(g1 +p1+v1) =Un—1 -+ - UUigr + Un—1 - - - U2Ur (p1 + 1)
=Un_1---UsUs(g2 +p2 +v2) + Un—1--- U2Ur(p1 + 1)
=Un_1--UsUzgo +Un_1---UsUs(p2 +v2) + Un—1---U2Ur(p1 +v1) = ...
N N

:gN"‘ZUNfl"'Ujpj""ZUNfl"'Ujij

Jj=1 Jj=1

error term

and the norm of the error term can be upper bounded as:
N N 1
;UNfl"'Ujvj < ]z:; vl = O (N> ~

Remark 9.9. The summation Zjvzl Un_1---Ujp; is written with upper limit N, even though the se-
quence of matrices stops at Un_1, as a shorthand for the inclusion of the term py. In other words,

Z;\/:l Un-1---Ujpj =pn + Zjvz_ll Un_1---Ujp;. We use the same convention for Zjvzl Un-1---Ujvy,

although this latter sum stops being important in the following.
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If we can show that HZ] 1UNn-1---Ujp; H is small, then Un_1 ---Upgo = gn, proving the desired
result. More precisely, to show Thm . we in fact need to show that HZ 1Un—1---Ujp; H < J: since

N — oo, the norm of the error term goes to zero, implying that the dlstance between the final state of
the evolution and gy = |1(1)) is at most §, as desired. Thus, our last task is to prove:

N
Z - Uppy|| < 6. (9.13)

To this end, we split Zjvzl Un—1---U;p; into groups with M terms each, where we choose an appro-
priate M = O (N), i.e., we partition the expression into N/M sums:

2M
ZUN 1 Ujpy, Z Un-1---Ujpj, Z Un-1---Ujp;, (9.14)
j=M41 j=2M+1

The precise value of M is important and will be specified later, but for now we can just take it to be some
small fraction of N. We then show that each group has a small norm. The reason for performing this split
is not readily apparent, and it may be useful to give some intuition. The expression Zj\;l Un—1---Ujp;
is not easy to analyze; however, if we could replace each p; with p;, and each U; with Uy, then we would
obtain the much simpler expression Z;V;ll Uf p1, which is relatively easy to analyze by expressing p; in
terms of eigenvectors of U;. The issue is of course that replacing each p; with p; and each U; with Uy
incurs a large total error, so this strategy would fail. However, a more nuanced version of this strategy
can be made to work. We know that N — oo, so, recalling the definitions of Uj;, g;,p; in , ,
(9.11)), we see that these quantities change relatively slowly, i.e., the differences ||U;11 — Uj |, [|pj+1 — pjll
are small. Then we perform the following substitution in (9.14)):

M+k—1 M—-1 ]
for k=1,M,2M,...,N > Unoa-Upi— Y Ulp. (9.15)
j=k j=0

This substitution incurs smaller error (summing over all groups of terms) than approximating the entire
summation Z;\[:l Un_1---U;p; with Z] 1 ' Uip,. This is intutive, because the substitution with N/M
groups of terms uses Uy, py for various values of k, rather than just for £ = 1, and can then “track” the
original summation more closely. By triangle inequality:

N/M—=1|| (k+1)M

N
ZUN—l" jp] > Z Z Un-1- _]pj )
j=1

k=0 ||j=kM+1

so if we can show that:

(k+1)M M
Z UN 1° ]pj S W?
j=kM+1

this immediately implies (9.13)). We only need to look at the case k = 0, as the other cases are very
similar. Thus, we are looking for an upper bound to:

M
ZUNfl’ jpj Z U1P1 .
j=1

In fact, it can be shown that the substitution introduces an error of 2 5 N , which is half of the target
upper bound for the norm of szl\il Un-1---Ujp; H The choice for the value of T in Thm. comes up

in this step of the proof, because we need a T large enough to cancel out some other terms and eventually
upper bound the error of (9.15) by ‘;—%. (We give more details in Sect. [9.1.4]) So now we aim to show

that HZM ! U1p1’ < ‘;—%. We can express p; in an eigenbasis of U;, and because by assumption p;
is orthogonal to g1, we know that p; is a combination of the eigenvectors of Uy (hence, H(1/N)) that
are not g;. Calling these unit eigenvectors va, ..., vg (for simplicity and without loss of generality, we
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. . . d
assume v, = g1) with eigenvalues o9, ...,04, and ag, ..., a4 the coefficients such that Zk:Q arVE = P1,
we have:
M-1 M—1 d d M-1 d M-1 ,
) ) . ) j
E Uipi| = Ui g Gk E ak E Ulvg|| = g ay g e TINT gy,
=0 §=0 k=2 k=2  j=0 k=2  j=0
d M—1 M— ‘
< g aRVk g iT/Noy, max E e T/Na, (9.16)
k=2 j=0 =0
M-1 ,
iT/No?
< lpaf| max| Y e TN,
j=0

where the second inequality follows because vy are unit eigenvectors. It is possible to show that

lpall < [1H|l/(vN), (9-17)

see Sect. this bound is rather intuitive, because by (9.11)), we expect that the speed by which H
changes affects the difference between the consecutive (in time) eigenvectors g; and go. Let us now focus

M=1 iT/Neoj | This is simply a geometric sum, thus:

on the remaining term maxy ‘Z

iT/Noi | _ ’1 — 6iMT/NUk‘ 2 4N ﬂ
Z:e k| = |1761T/N0'k| S ‘1762T/N0'k| _TO']CST’Y7 (918)

where for the second inequality we use the fact that |e’9 — 1‘ > 10|/2 for small 6, and for the last
1nequahty we used the fact that |oy| > v for all k (recall Def. [9.5] and the assumptions of Thm.
Using (9 and

M—1

et | AIH
Ipaflmax |y 7 e TN < LQT”. (9.19)
=0

If we pick M appropriately, we can ensure that this expression can be further upper bounded by 5WM,
thereby proving and Thm. o be more precise, we choose M = [8||H'||N/(6v*T)| = O (N);
more details are discussed in Sect. )

The discussion above gives the essence of a possible proof of the adiabatic theorem. In short, starting
from an eigenvector of H(j/N) whose eigenvalue evolves through time without crossing any other eigen-
value, there is a small component of the eigenvector that is orthogonal to the evolution of the eigenvector,
i.e., the corresponding eigenvector in H((j +1)/N). However, this orthogonal component — up to some
small error — gets acted upon by successive powers of eZ/NH(G+1)/N) 'leading to a geometric series that
ends up mostly canceling out. Since the component orthogonal to the evolution of the initial eigenvector
cancels out in these geometric sums, the only meaningful part of the state of the system that “survives”
through the evolution is precisely the desired sequence of eigenvectors of H(j/N). This eventually brings
us to the final eigenvector, i.e., the state [¢(1)).

9.1.4 Filling the gaps

We now describe in more detail several components that were omitted from the proof in Sect. We
begin by stating a version of Thm. for the case where the eigenvalue A(s) is identically zero, which
is the special case discussed in Sect. For this special case we can get somewhat tighter bounds on
T. At the end of this section we show that the assumption is not restrictive, and use the Hamiltonian
transformation of Rem. [0.§] to prove the bound on 7" given in Thm. [9.6]

Theorem 9.7 (Special case of the adiabatic theorem). Let H(s) be a time-dependent Hamiltonian, and
let |¢(s)) be an eigenstate at time s with eigenvalue A(s) = 0. Assume that for all s € [0,1], there is
a spectral gap v > 0 around A(s), i.e., all other eigenvalues are at least v in absolute value. Assume
further that, from the initial state |1(0)), we apply the following time evolution:

d[(s))
ds

=iTH(s)[¢(s)),  s€[0,1],
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and for some 6 > 0, T satisfies:

103 H/3 HINWE"
szax{n I° 10l ||}.

52 N 3
Then the system approzimately remains in the instantaneous eigenstate |1(s)) with eigenvalue 0 for all
s, and in particular, the final state |¢) has Euclidean distance at most & from |(1)), up to global phase:
||ei9|gz5> — |1/J(1)>H <4 for some 6.
To show Thm. we will need the following lemma, which we state without proof.

Lemma 9.8 (Lem. 3.2 in [Ambainis and Regev, 2004]). In the context of Thm. assume the phase
of |(s)) is chosen so that ('(s)|(s)) = 0. Then the following holds:

H H"| 3|H|?
W] < | H'| 16"]| < ="l n | 2|| .
v v v

We can now proceed with the proof of Thm.

Proof. Fix M = [8||H'|[N/(67*T)]. The proof follows exactly the same structure given in Sect.
There are a few intermediate results that are used without proof in Sect. and need to be proven
here.

(i) The choice of the phases of the eigenvectors g; of Eq. (9.10), see Rem. An alternative approach
would be to measure distances using a metric that is insensitive to phase, but we stick with the
familiar Euclidean norm.

(ii) Eq. (9.12), stating that g; — g;+1 is approximated well by pj41.

(iii) Eq. (9.15)), i.e., the approximation whereby we substitute ZJM::k_l Un_1---Ujp; with Zj]\igl ngk.
We discuss a proof for k = 0, as it works in the same way for all k.

(iv) The bound on ||p;|| given in Eq. (9.17). We discuss the case j = 1 as the proof can be generalized
to any j.

(i). We use braket notation as we are dealing with eigenstates. The speed by which the phase
of a time-dependent, differentiable complex unit vector |1(s)) changes is measured by the quantity
('(s)|1(s)). To see this, note first that (¢'(s)|y(s)) is an imaginary number, therefore it is zero for real
vectors. Indeed, (1(s)|1(s)) = 1, and if we take the derivative with respect to s on both sides we obtain:

d

L PEIN(s) = () [9(s) + (W()le'(s) = 0,

so (¥(s)'|1(s)) has no real part. This is geometrically clear: a real unit vector lies on the unit sphere,
and if it moves around the sphere, its derivative is orthogonal to the vector itself because it needs to
remain on the sphere. Not so for complex vectors, where a rotation can also pick up a phase, hence the
nonzero (¢'(s)|¥(s)). We fix the evolution of the eigenvectors by requiring that:

(W' (s)|(s)) =0 for all s € [0,1]. (9.20)

This is always possible. Consider |¢(s)) = e®(*)[1)(s)), where B(s) = [ i(¢'(x)|t(z))dz. Then |@(s)) is
equal to |1(s)) up to global phase, and it satisfies condition (9.20):

(@ ()]6(5)) = (18 () (w(s)] + € ()] ) ) s (s))
= (= @ (o)) (wls)] + 7O W (5)]) €O hi(s)) =0

The evolution of |¢(s)) is equivalent to the evolution of |¢(s)) because they are eigenvectors for the same
eigenvalue, so we can choose to study |¢(s)) instead of [¢)(s)). This fixes our choice of phases. We still
call the eigenvector |i(s)) in the following, but we can now assume that (9.20) holds without loss of
generality.
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(ii). We want to show
1
IPj+1 — (g5 — g5+1)l = O (NQ) :

Take the Taylor expansion of [¢(s)) centered at s = (j + 1)/N, and evaluate it at s = j/N:

[9G/N) = (900 + D/N)) = /(G + D/N)) + O (’ 1 g )

(Here and in the following, we employ the usual convention of indicating error terms in a Taylor series
approximation as additive O (-) terms, to be interpreted as: there is an error term whose norm is O (+).)
Remembering that g; is the zero eigenvector |¢(j/N)) of H(j/N), we can rewrite this as:

5= gy =~ (G + D/ +0 (7).

Project both sides of the equation onto Gj;rl, the orthogonal complement of the space spanned by g;41,
by applying the corresponding projector. Using (9.11)), we obtain:

1
o1 = Proig, (0; — gy01) = Proig, (/G + 10/ ) +0 (373
(9.21)

-G /) +0 (5.
because (¢'((j +1)/N)|¥((j +1)/N)) = 0 (due to (9.20)), implying that [¢((j +1)/N)) lies fully in the

orthogonal complement of ¥((j + 1)/N) = g;j41. Subtracting this equation and the previous one, and
taking the norm, yields:

1
o1 = o5 = 372201 =0 (3 ) -

(iii). We want to show:
M-1

M SM
;UN,1~ Upj — ZU{pl <on (9.22)

The proof of Eq. (9.22)) is rather long and tedious, but it is important to sketch it because it is where
the particular choice of T comes into play. We first study the effect of replacing all p; with p;. Using

(19.21)), we can write:
1 i ;. 1
sk =15 = =y (WG + R/ = 0G0 +0 (3 )

Applying the mean value theorem to the difference at the right-hand side, the following equation holds
at some point y € [j/N, (j + k)/N]:

[+ K)/N)) = [W'(G/N))

7
Therefore, taking a worst-case upper bound on the norm of |¢” ( )) and then using Lem. we obtain:
k 1
oy =l < ezl @)1 +0 (72 ) < 7l + 0 (53

(9.23)

IN

ko (I1H"| | 3llH)? 1

Analyzing the very first summation appearing in (9.22)), using the triangle inequality and (9.23)), we have:

M M M
ZUN—l"'Ujpj_ZUN—l U;p1 <Z |Un—1---Ujp; —Un—1---Ujp1| =Z||pj—p1||
Jj=1 j=1 j=1

(% ( ) o ()
() o )

[\v]

_Ni
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Recall our definition of M = [8|H'||N/(6v*T)|, and substitute into the last equation. We get:

M2 (\H" 3| HP  sMH!| [(1HY) 3| H|P\ oM (32lH'||H"|  96||H|?
N( |, 3l ||>_ || ||<|| I, 3l LA 9SIEITY g oy

~ ~? No~2T y 2 T AN 62~3T 0244T

Since, by assumption,
3 3 3 / "
TZ%HHJ 7 TZ%IIH |||LH I
v Y
the term in parentheses in (9.24) is upper bounded by 1. Thus, thanks to our choice of M and T, we

obtain:
M
oM 1
;UN—l pr ZUN 1 jpl §4]V+O(N>

This bounds the approximation error incurred by substituting p; to replace each p;. Finally, we analyze
the effect of replacing each U; with U;. We do this by induction. Note that in the first term in (9.22),
ie., Zj\il Un-1---U;p;j, Uy appears once, U, appears twice, Us appears three times, and so on. In this
summation we replace each unitary up to Uy with Uy, and proceed by induction on k. The inductive
statement is:

(9.25)

k
(k4 1)k|H' ,
> UpUi-1...Ujpy — ZU] g# O (k/N3). (9.26)

For k = 1, the statement is trivial: the two summations inside the norm are equal, hence the left-hand
side of (9.26) is zero. To inductively go from k — 1 to k, we use the triangle inequality as follows:

k k k k k k
Y Ulioi.. Uppr = ) Ulpa|| = |13 UrUkor - Uppr = Y URUY pi+ 3 UhUY o1 =) Ui
j=1 j=1 j=1 j=1 j=1 j=1
k k ] k ] k )
S UpUiy ... Uipr = Y UUT pu|[+ Y UUT 7 pr = Uipy
j=1 j=1 j=1 j=1

term (a) term (b)
(9.27)
For term (a), note that when j = k the two terms cancel out. Thus, we can write:
k k A k—1
D UUka- Uipt =Y UU pr| = Uk [ D Uka . . Upr — ZU ;|| =
j=1 j=1 j=1
k—1 k—1 2
2k(k —1)||H|
_ j 3
;Uk 1- jpl ZU = j:1Uk 1- Jp1 ZU SW—FO@/N)'

where for the second equality we used the fact that Uy is unitary, for the third equality we simply
reordered the terms in the second summation, and the final inequality applies the induction hypothesis.
For term (b) we have:

k k k k
ZUkUlk_]m—ZUfpl = (Uk—Ul)ZUf_lm < ||Uk — Ui ZUf_lm . (9.28)
,7 - j=1 j=1

We bound ||Uy — Ui ]| using a telescopic sum:

k—
Uk = Urll = Z 1= U < DU = Uyl (9:29)

Using the Trotter formula (Sect. , we have:

Ujyr = el (H(G+D/N)=HG/N)+H(/N)) o, ik (H((G+1)/N)— H(J’/N))ei%H(j/N)’
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with error O (|| (H((j + 1)/N) — HG/N) || ZHG/N)|) = ('H]'VH”) — 0() (see Rem. .
Thus:

i H((G+1/N) _

1Uj1 = e'v

FHG (SR UGHDN)-HG/M) _ 1) H Lo (;3)

_ HJTV (H((j +1)/N) H(j/N))H +0 <J$3> = TUVISH o (J¢3> '

(9.30)
For the third equality we used the fact that eiw HU/N) ig unitary, and for the inequality we used the fact
that limy_, e H<<a+1>/11/vI>V—H<]/N> = H'(j/N). Using (9.30) in (9.29), we finally obtain:

kET||H' k
I -l < S+ 0 (35

We plug this into . For the remaining term HZJ LU

argument used in - ) to show that:

in (9.28), we apply exactly the same

k
- Al H'|
7—1
ZUI b1 SW
Eq. (9.28) then yields:
i S | < (FTIE o (6 VYA _ 4kEP (K
;U’“Ul pl_;Ulpl =S\ 9\ ) e T e O

We can now continue the chain of inequalities in (9.27):

k k 2 2
3 S U 2k(k — DIH'|]"  4k[|H] k
P Ukkal-uUjpl —j:I Ufpl S 72 B} + ’72.7‘72 +O N3

ACh b+ B H)? +0<k)

42 N2 N3
20k + 1)k| H'||? k
:T“g N3 )

This proves the induction statement (9.26]). Applying it for K = M — 1 yields:

—1 2
2M?|H'
E UkUk,1 Jpl E UJ S M+O(1/N2)

By definition of M = [8||H’||N/(0+*T)] and our choice of T, see (9.25):

oM?||H'|*  16M|H'|? 5M 64| H'|| _ oM
v2N2  64ANT C824AT ) T AN
This completes the proof of (iii): up to error terms that go to zero as N —> oo replacing all p; with p;
introduces an error of 2 replacing all U; with U; introduces an error of 4 4 & yielding (9.22)).

AN
(iv). The inequality |p1]] < HH’H/(’yN in (9.17) follows immediately by applying Lem. to

Eq. [

We end the section by formally proving that the assumption A(s) = 0 for all s, which is used in
Thm. [9.7] is not restrictive. We do this using the Hamiltonian transformation sketched in Rem.

Lemma 9.9. In the context of Thm. 9.6, without loss of generality we can assume that the eigenvalue
A(s) of the eigenstate |(s)) is identically zero.
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Proof. Consider the Hamiltonian H(s) = H(s) — A(s)I. Since |1)(s)) is an eigenvector of H(s) with
eigenvalue A(s), we have, for all s:

H(s)[(s)) = H(s)v(s)) — A(s)[i(s)) =0,

thus |¢(s)) is an eigenvector of H(s) with eigenvalue 0. |Ambainis and Regev, 2004|[Lem. 4.1] shows
that for any s:
Ns) < IHlL, N(s) < | H" |+ 415/ (9.31)

Using (9.31)), we therefore have:

. d(H —A(s)I
/] = max MHan/nmeanwL
s€[0,1] ds
and: a2 (H(s) = A(s)1)
N S) — S 2
H|| = max a2 H£||H“||+||A“|s2||H"||+4||H“|| /.

Applying Thm. and using the above bounds for the norm of the derivatives of H , we see that it

|3 7yl et
is sufficient to choose T greater than equal to % max{ ”ILH , L7 ”JlH I }, which we upper bound as

follows:

~ 113
1000 HH ’
max ,

52 o

|

7! 3 2
A oo [ 2 + e
~3 =752 A 3

1000 (SIIH’II3 . 4||H/||||H"||>

62 74 73
3
100 A AT 0
- 62 74 73

9.1.5 Spectral gap dependence, and gap estimation

To understand if the adiabatic theorem can lead to an effective optimization algorithm in theory, we must
analyze its running time relative to the problem instance parameters. Recall how optimization with the
adiabatic theorem works: we start in the ground state of a known, “easy” Hamiltonian (i.e., one for
which the ground state is known and can be easily prepared), then we transform this initial Hamiltonian
into a target Hamiltonian that encodes the desired optimization problem; see the discussion in Rem.
When applying the adiabatic theorem to solve an optimization problem in the above manner, the value
of T (i.e., the length of the simulation of the Schrédinger equation) determines the running time: as we
have seen in Ch. [0 the time complexity of efficient Hamiltonian simulation algorithms is linear in the
length of the time horizon — the parameter that we called “¢” in Ch. [0

Remark 9.10. In fact, no quantum algorithm can solve the Hamiltonian simulation problem with fewer
than t operations, due to existing lower bounds [Berry et al., 2007, |Berry et al., 2015]. So we cannot
expect to perform optimization using the adiabatic theorem with fewer than T operations on a quantum
computer.

In turn, the spectral gap v is often the crucial parameter that determines the value of T.

According to Thm. to ensure that the slow time evolution — always leaves the system
in an instantancous eigenstate of the Hamiltonian, the choice of T satisfies T > ||H’||* /v*. Thus, our
proof of the adiabatic theorem yields a dependence on the spectral gap parameter « that is in the order
of 1/4*. As stated in Sect. this is not tight. The folklore result is that for the main statement of
Thm. to hold, it is sufficient to choose:

1 4
H
r [,
0 v
see, e.g., [van Dam et al., 2001} [Reichardt, 2004]. It should be noted that in the open literature,
occasionally doubt has been cast on the sufficiency of the above condition on T' for the general case.
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This is likely due to the paucity of rigorous proofs and the appearance of counterexamples under specific
conditions; see, e.g., the discussion in [Ambainis and Regev, 2004], as well as |[Jansen et al., 2007 Sect. 5].
A more precise characterization of a sufficient value of T, taken from |Childs, 2017] which is itself based
on [Teufel, 2003], is the following (recall Def.s and [9.5)):

Theorem 9.10 (Adiabatic theorem with tighter spectral bound). There ezists some constant ¢ such
that the statement of Thm.[9.6] holds if we choose T' satisfying:

/ / 1 / 2 7
O A Q) +/ I TH ) o)

7(0)? 7(1)? o \ (s)? v(s)?

An essentially identical result is also proven in [Jansen et al., 2007]. This result tightens the depen-
dence on the spectral gap parameter to the order of 1/v3. The expression in Thm. @ depends on some
instantaneous quantities, in particular the instantaneous spectral gap ~(s) as well as || H'(s)|| evaluated
at specific points. We can simplify it in the case of linear interpolation between the initial and final

Hamiltonian: from we can compute H' and H”, and taking some pessimistic bounds to eliminate
s from the expression, we obtaining the following.

T

Y
ST

Corollary 9.11 (Adiabatic theorem for linear interpolation). There exists some constant ¢ such that,
when the Hamiltonian H (s) is of the form , the statement of Thm. holds if we choose T satisfying:

2
. (nHF—HIn e — | ) |

9 2 73

Unfortunately estimating - is often very difficult. Even when using the linear interpolation strategy
between the initial Hamiltonian and the final (target) Hamiltonian, gap estimation requires the
analysis of the spectrum of a time-dependent matrix that is the sum of two terms, i.e., the initial and
final Hamiltonian. This is notoriously difficult, because there is no precise relationship between the
spectrum of each term and the spectrum of their sum: although several results to bound the eigenvalues
of a sum of two Hermitian matrices are known (e.g., Weyl’s inequality, see also |Bhatia, 2013|), they
generally do not provide useful characterizations of the spectral gap. Note that we are interested in lower
bounds to the spectral gap, because v appears at the denominator of the expression for the simulation
running time 7.

The spectral gap for just a few time-dependent Hamiltonians that solve combinatorial optimization
problems is known. Typically, a lot of structure is required and ad-hoc procedures are necessary. We
provide two illustrative examples below: in one case, Ex. the gap is polynomially small, leading to
a polynomial-time algorithm to solve a trivial optimization problem; in the other case, Ex. the gap
is exponentially small, and leads to an algorithm that is slower than Grover’s algorithm for black-box
search, unless we modify the time-dependent Hamiltonian and do something more sophisticated than
the linear interpolation of Rem.

Example 9.11. Let us apply adiabatic optimization to the problem of minimizing the Hamming weight
(i.e., the number of “17s) of a binary string. This problem has the all-zero binary string 0 as the obvious
solution, therefore it is not a difficult problem to solve — we can determine the solution analytically.
Nonetheless, the application of adiabatic optimization is instructive, and gives us an opportunity to
showcase the choices involved and the type of analysis that is necessary.
Forj7€{0,1}", let w(j) := >_p_; Jr be its Hamming weight. We aim to solve the following optimiza-
tion problem:
min  w(j). 9.32

Snin %) (9.32)

We can choose the final Hamiltonian, for which we want to find the minimum eigenvector, as:
Hp= Y w@l
jefo,13m

It is straightforward to observe that Hp|j) = w(j)|7), therefore the eigenvector with minimum eigenvalue

encodes the global optimum of (9.32)).
To optimize via the adiabatic algorithm we also need to choose an initial Hamiltonian. We choose:

Hi= S w@HEjGHE",
je{o,1}n



166 CHAPTER 9. OPTIMIZATION WITH THE ADIABATIC THEOREM

where H®™ denotes the tensor of n Hadamard gates. (This particular equation showcases the trouble
of using H to denote both Hamiltonians and Hadamard gates, which unfortunately is the convention.
Fortunately, in this example the Hamiltonian has a subscript or is time-dependent, so the notation
should be unambiguous.) The minimum eigenpair of Hy is given by the eigenstate H®”|6> with eigenvalue
w(0) = 0.

We want to analyze the spectrum of the time-dependent Hamiltonian:

H(s)=(1—-s)H;+ sHp,

so that we have an expression for the spectral gap 7y to plug into Cor.[9.11, We can do so by decomposing
H; and Hp into sums of single-qubit Hamiltonians. By definition, w(j) is a sum of terms that depend
on a single digit of the string j. We can then write Hy as sums of n Hamiltonians dependent on a single
digit:

Hi= Y w@H™HAHEE" = (Zﬂ) HEM 7)1 HE"

je{o,1}n 7e{0,1}n \k=1

n
Yie-ele| Y zHx)H|ele oI,
k=1 z€{0,1}

position k

Y w@d= ) < jk) |7X71
k=1

je{o,1}n je{o,1}n

3
I

= I@-@le| Y )| ele--eI,
k=1 z€{0,1}

position k

where we used the facts that 3, oo yla)zl =1 and -, o1y Hlz)Xz|H = H (Zze{0,1}|x><x|> H=1
Thus:

H(s)=> I@-eIe | Y a((l-s)Hz)z|H+slz)z]) | @I &1 (9.33)
k=1 z€{0,1}
position k
Let us analyze a single term of the summation, i.e., a term for fized k — the other Hamiltonians are

similar. For each k the only nontrivial action is on the k-th qubit. The corresponding single-qubit
Hamiltonian on the k-th digit is:

3 x((l—s)Hx><m|H+sx><xl>=§(i‘f i;i)-

z€{0,1}

The eigendecomposition of this matriz is straightforward to calculate, yielding eigenvalues:

1 1
Ao(s) = 3 (1 — /252 —23+1) Ai(s) = 3 (1+ v/ 282 —23+1) ,
with corresponding eigenstates that we label |1 (s)), |11(s)) respectively. Having established the eigenval-
ues of a single term in (9.33)), we can easily establish the eigenvalues of the entire expression for H(s).
Indeed, for every T € {0,1}™, the state:

[z (5)) = [¥z,(5)) @ [1hz,(s)) @ -+ @ |z, (5)),

i.e., a tensor product of the eigenstate |1o(s)) or |11(s)) for each qubit, is an eigenstate of H(s) with
eigenvalue (n — w(Z))Ao(s) + w(Z)A1(s). This follows from the fact that the k-th term in H(s) has |¢z)
as an eigenstate, with eigenvalue Ao(s) or A1(s) depending on Zy. The vectors of the form |)z are 2™
linearly independent eigenstates, therefore we have characterized the full set of eigenvectors for H(s). It
follows that the instantaneous spectral gap is:

v(s) = ((n = DAo(s) + Ar(s)) — nro(s) = V252 — 25 + 1.
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Solving minge(o,1)v(s) yields v = 1/v/2, attained at s = 1/2: the spectral gap ~y is constant. Using
Cor. |9.11}, we see that we must choose T = O (||HF - H1||2) = O (n?). With this choice of the initial

and final Hamiltonians, problem is solved in polynomial time via adiabatic optimization. As
remarked at the beginning of this example, the problem is trivial so this discussion is simply meant to
illustrate a problem with constant spectral gap. In [van Dam et al., 2001], which was the inspiration for
this example, the reader can find a proof that a perturbed version of requires exponential time.

Example 9.12. We now study the application 0]: adiabatic optimization to the black-box search problem
solved with Grover’s algorithm in Sect. . Let ¢ € {0,1}™ be the marked element, which we assume to

be unique for simplicity, and define:
. 0 ifj="0
fG) = { (9.34)

1 ifj#0.
Our goal is to determine Z, which we can do by solving the following optimization problem to its global
optimum:
min 7.
Suin f(7)
We want to solve this problem using the adiabatic theorem. As a Hamiltonian, the problem can be encoded
by: .
Hp = I%" — |iX¢].
This is the projector onto states orthogonal to |€). The state |0) is an eigenvalue of Hp with eigenvalue
0, whereas every state orthogonal to |€) is an eigenvector with eigenvalue 1. This corresponds precisely to
the objective function in Eq. (9.34). Thus, Hp is our final Hamiltonian for which we want to determine
the eigenstate with the smallest eigenvalue. Note that £ is supposed to be unknown, so we assume that we
have the ability to apply and operate on the Hamiltonian Hp, but we do not know its analytical description
— otherwise, we would know the value of £.
As in the previous ezample, we need to choose an initial Hamiltonian. Define |¢) = (H|0))®" =
\/% 236{071}”] , i.e., the uniform superposition state. We choose the initial Hamiltonian as:

Hr=1" — |¢)¢|.

This is the projector onto states orthogonal to |§); the state |¢) is an eigenvalue of H; with eigenvalue
0. Linear interpolation between H; and Hp yields the time-dependent Hamiltonian:

H(s)= (1~ s)Hr+sHp= 19"+ (s — 1)|¢}o| — s[0}{]

The spectrum of H(s) is easy to analyze. Hy acts as the identity on every state orthogonal to |¢), whereas

Hp acts as the identity on every state orthogonal to |Z) Thus, if a state is orthogonal to both |¢) and |Z>,
H(s) acts as the identity. It follows that the only nontrivial action of H(s) takes place in the subspace
spanned by |¢) and |Z>, which is two-dimensional. A basis for this two-dimensional space is given by
{16),1+)}, where:

)= —— h) = 22

1 -
(16— lBID) = L2 (1) - =1
1—\<¢|é’>|2( “ﬁ< Ve )

is the (normalized) projection of |p) onto the space orthogonal to |€). We can then express H(s) in the
basis {|0), |I+)}:

00 — L ¥l
o o n on
HF - (0 1> ) HI =\ _ /227;,1 2% )

therefore:

(9.35)

—(1—5)”2;_1 (1—8)2%4—5

The eigenvalues of this matrix can be obtained with straightforward calculations, yielding:

=3 (imymena (- 8)) g (i isaoa (-)),
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The instantaneous spectral gap is the difference between A1 and Ag:

7(S):)\l_)\oz\/1—45(1—5) (1—21”)

and v(s) is minimized at s = 1/2, where v(1/2) = \/% Thus, the spectral gap is exponentially small.
Applying Cor. with v = \/127 gives a running time of O (23"/2), worse than Grover’s algorithm and
worse than evaluating f(7) for all values of J € {0,1}™. To get a tighter bound, we apply Thm.
directly (remember that Cor. intentionally loosened some bounds to get a simpler expression). Using

the fact that H = Hp — H;, H” = 0, we obtain:

e (1O, 1o, R e,
5( oF et < OO >d>

e e [ |Hp — Hi|* s\ —oem.
_5<|HF H\|+/0 (1—43(1—3)(1—1))3/2d> o (2")

2n

T

v

(The last equality is not obvious, but the computation of the integral is tedious, so we skip it.) This is
still no better than evaluating f(3) for all values of 7€ {0,1}™, therefore giving no quantum speedup.
We can do better, while still relying on the adiabatic theorem, but we need to adapt our strategy.
One approach would be to change the initial Hamiltonian Hy, and try to come up with an Hj that yields
a better running time. There is another possibility: we can change the time-dependent Hamiltonian
H(s), while keeping Hr and Hp fized. Our current definition of H(s) performs linear interpolation
between H; and Hp, see Eq. ; however, the adiabatic theorem as stated (Thm.s and
allows for a general time-varying Hamiltonian, provided that it is twice differentiable and we can bound
the norm of its derivatives. Thus, we are allowed to perform monlinear interpolation, and that can
change the running time because it can affect the spectral gap and the derivatives of H(s). In
we replace the linear interpolation terms (1 — s),s with more general functions 1 — h(s), h(s), yielding

v(s) = \/1 —4h(s)(1 = h(s)) (1 — 5=). With an appropriate choice of h(s) the value of T for adiabatic

on

optimization to work in this context goes down to O (\/2”), matching the query and gate complexity
of Grover’s algorithm: for example, this can be achieved by setting h(s) = ¢y3/2s, with a normalizing

constant ¢ chosen to ensure fol ds = 1. More details on this can be found in, e.g., [Childs, 2017).

In both examples we could characterize the spectral gap because we managed to reduce the time-
dependent Hamiltonian H(s) to one or more two-dimensional time-dependent Hamiltonians, allowing us
to analyze the spectrum with simple linear algebra. Many interesting problems do not have sufficient
amount of structure to give tight bounds on the gap, and as a result, they are difficult to study in the
context of adiabatic optimization.

9.2 The quantum approximate optimization algorithm

The Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithm (QAOA), initially proposed in |[Farhi et al., 2014a],
is designed as a low-resource approximation of adiabatic evolution, with the goal of being implementable
even on quantum computers that can only successfully execute a relatively small number of gates — or
in any case, fewer gates than would be necessary for an accurate simulation of the Schrédinger equation
involved in adiabatic optimization. The QAOA is characterized by an algorithmic parameter p that
determines the number of layers of its circuit implementation, and essentially trades quantum resources
for quality of the approximation. However, we note that in practice larger p does not always mean that
a better solution to an optimization problem will be found; this will be discussed later in this section,
after the necessary concepts have been introduced.

9.2.1 Derivation from the adiabatic theorem

QAOA is traditionally discussed in the setting of solving a binary optimization problem in maximization
form:

max f(7) Z € {0,1}". (9.36)
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Remark 9.13. All of the discussion in this section can be converted to minimization with the usual
transformation max f(x) = —min —f(x), but for reasons that will be apparent later, QAOA is more
naturally discussed for mazximization.

Problem ({9.36)) is encoded by the following Hamiltonian:

Hp:= > fH (9-37)

je{o,1}~

The maximum eigenpair of Hp is a solution of . We can determine such eigenpair by using

adiabatic optimization. It should be clear from the statement of Thm.[9.6] that the derivation of adiabatic

optimization in Sect. is perfectly symmetric with respect to minimization or maximization: if we

start in a minimum eigenstate of the initial Hamiltonian, adiabatic evolution will eventually converge to

a minimum eigenstate of the final Hamiltonian, whereas if we start in a maximum eigenstate of the initial

Hamiltonian, we will find a maximum eigenstate of the final Hamiltonian. For adiabatic optimization
X

we need an initial Hamiltonian Hy; defining matrices o7 :

position j

1
of =10 @I X®l---®l,

n times

where X is the Pauli X matrix as given in Def. [[.16] we choose the Hamiltonian:
Hy:=> of, (9.38)
j=1

for which an eigenstate with maximum eigenvalue is given by the product state:

[4(0)) = (H[0)*".

(Once again, H without subscript and which is not a function of s denotes the Hadamard gate.) This is
easy to prove: each term O']X has eigenvalues with absolute value at most 1 because it is a real unitary
matrix, and the vector that has H|0) on the j-th qubit is an eigenvector with eigenvalue 1, which is
therefore the maximum. Thus:

S (0" = n (H]0)*"

Now we apply the adiabatic theorem, and obtain the following result.

Proposition 9.12. Define the time-dependent Hamiltonian:
H(s):=(1—s)H;+ sHp, (9.39)

where Hp, Hr are defined in (9.37), (9.38)) respectively. Let (3,6 € [0,2x]P be p-dimensional vectors, and
define the following unitary parametrized by p, 5 and 0:

UQAOA(p7 /87 0) = e*iﬂpHIe*iepHFefi,BpleIe*iepleF .. 67iﬁ1H1 671;91HF. (9.40)

Then, for any § > 0 and for p — oo, there exists a choice B*,0% of 5,0 such that the following holds:

where |) is an eigenstate of Hp with mazimum eigenvalue, encoding a solution to (9.36]).

pli_{glc Ugaoa(p, B*,0%) (H|0)*" — |1/J>H <9,

In the proof of Prop. we use the following definition; the definition can be skipped if the reader
is not interested in the details of the proof.

Definition 9.13 (Irreducible matrix). Given a matrix M € R™*™ with nonnegative entries, the matrix
graph associated with M is the graph Gy = (V, A) with V :={1,...,n} and A= {(i,5) : M;; # 0}, i.e.,
there is an arc between i and j if and only if the element M;; is nonzero. The matriz M is said to be
irreducible if its matriz graph Gy is strongly connected.
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We can now proceed with the proof of Prop.

Proof. Thm. states that if we start in the state (H|0))®", which is an eigenstate of H; with maximum
eigenvalue, and simulate the time-dependent Schrédinger equation , we will remain in a maximum
eigenvalue of the time-dependent Hamiltonian H(s), provided that there is a nonzero spectral gap and
T is chosen large enough.

First, let us address the spectral gap . Here it is sufficient to show that the spectral gap is nonzero:
we will eventually choose a very large T, going to infinity, therefore we do not have to worry about
the gap dependence even if v is very small — we only need to make sure that the lower bound on T
given in Thm. [9.6] is finite for this problem. To show that v > 0 we use the Perron-Frobenius theorem.
One version of the Perron-Frobenius theorem states that if a nonnegative matrix is irreducible, then its
largest eigenvalue is positive and simple, i.e., it has algebraic multiplicity 1 [Horn and Johnson, 2012].
Note that if such properties hold, then v > 0, because the largest eigenvalue is strictly larger than the
second largest. We can w.l.o.g. assume that Hp is nonnegative: shifting the objective function value
by a constant does not change the optimum. Hj is also nonnegative by construction, hence H(s) is
nonnegative. Proving irreducibility of H(s) is relatively straightforward: Hp is a diagonal matrix, and
does not affect the rest of the analysis; H; has a special structure and its graph is strongly connected,
as we show next. Recall that H; € R?"*2" and its rows and columns can be indexed by n-digit binary
strings, so the nodes of the matrix graph of H; also correspond to n-digit binary strings. From Eq. ,
Hj is a sum of terms, each of which is the matrix implementing an X gate on a single qubit. It is clear
that oX connects nodes in the matrix graph such that the corresponding labels differ by one bit-flip

J
in the j-th bit, see Fig. Because Hj is the sum of O']X for all 7 and this yields no cancellations

OEONOBO EC @D X

Figure 9.2: Matrix graph of o5 (on the left) and o7 (on the right) over two qubits.

in the matrix terms, the matrix graph of H; is the union of the matrix graphs of all U]X (all of these
graphs have the same vertex set, we just take the union of the sets of arcs). Then, proving that Hj
is strongly connected is equivalent to proving that from any given starting bitstring, we can reach an
another arbitrary bitstring using a sequence of bit-flips on any bit, which is obviously true. Therefore
H (s) is irreducible for every s € [0,1), and by the Perron-Frobenius theorem it has nonzero spectral gap
v > 0. (The spectral gap could be zero for s = 1 if Hp has degenerate largest eigenvalue, i.e., if there
are multiple optimal solutions for the optimization problem, but there are multiple ways to deal with
this issue; for example, we can assume that the optimal solution is unique after adding a small random
perturbation to the objective function values.) Summarizing, there exists a possibly large but finite T’
that satisfies the conditions in Thm. (or Thm. , and whose value depends only on the problem
instance. We fix such value of T

We now consider the simulation of the dynamics of the differential equation for T, which
guarantees finding the maximum eigenvector of Hp. Just as in Sect. [0.1.3] we discretize time in an
infinitely large number of time steps IV, and simulate H(s) for an infinitesimally small time 1/N, where
in each time step s is fixed and therefore H(s) is fixed too. Recalling , in the j-th time step the
system evolves by applying:

) ) T (N —j '
6zT/NH(j/N) = exp <ZN ( ~ ]HI + ]i/‘HF)> . (941)

We now apply a product formula (Sect. [6.2.2) to compute an approximation of Eq. (9.41)). By (6.6)), the
error of the approximation:

T (N—j j T N—j T &
(= +LHp)) ~ 2 2y — Jg 42
exp(zN< N Hity F>> (exp(th N Hi)exp | ir~wHr (9.42)
is O (| H;||||Hp||/(hN?)). With N — oo,h — oo, the error goes to zero. Comparing Eq.s (9.40) and
(19.42), we see that the angles 3,6 in the former can be chosen to obtain the latter. This proves that
there is a choice 8*,0* such that lim, .o, Uqaoa (p, 5%, 0%) (H|O>)®" follows the trajectory for adiabatic

optimization according to Thm. [0.6] and therefore, the final state can be made to have arbitrarily small
distance from a maximum eigenstate |¢) of Hp. O
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The unitary Ugaoa(p, 5, 0) is the main operator of the QAOA, as we discuss in the next section.

9.2.2 Algorithm description and properties

Prop. states that the unitary operator Ugaoa(p,5,60) can approximate adiabatic evolution, for
some choice of the angles (3,6, in the limit p — oo, i.e., when it includes an infinite sequence of matrix
exponentials of Hr and H;. To derive an implementable algorithm we need to work with finite p. The
QAOA is a general framework that leaves many important decisions open, allowing the details to be
specified based on the properties of the optimization problem at hand. The basic scheme followed by
QAOA is: pick a finite value of p (arbitrarily determined); determine values of the angles 3,6 € [0, 27]P;
construct Ugaoa(p, 8, 6) (H|O>)®", and sample from the corresponding quantum states a few times. We
summarize this scheme in Alg. 6l This general description leaves open several crucial choices that have

Algorithm 6: Quantum approximate optimization algorithm (QAOA).

Input: Hamiltonian Hr encoding problem (9.36), parameter p, number of samples s.
Output: Best solution found.
1 Determine angles 3,6 € [0, 27]P.
2 Construct the state Ugaoa (p, 5,0) (H|0>)®", and perform s measurements on it. Let M be the
set of observed measurement outcomes.
3 return j:= argminzep {f(5)}.

tremendous impact on the performance of the algorithm: the choice of p, the choice of the angles f3, 0,
and, to a lesser extent, the number of samples. We discuss these three components separately. We begin
with choosing the angles because the corresponding considerations will make the discussion on choosing
p clearer.

Choosing the angles (§,60. For this discussion assume that p is fixed and given. We need to choose
8,0 € [0,27]P so as to maximize the objective function value of the solution that is returned in the final
step of Alg. |§|, after taking s samples from the quantum state constructed with Ugaoa(p, 8,6). To do so,
we must fix the criterion that is used to compare different values of 5, 0: how do we measure the quality of
a certain choice? The most natural choice, proposed in the seminal QAOA paper [Farhi et al., 2014a], is to
compare the expected value of the measurement outcomes from the final state Ugaoa (p, 3,0) (H|0))®".
Recall from that Hp is a diagonal matrix with the objective function values f(7) on the diagonal.
Given a quantum state [¢) = > ;¢ 3. @;[7) (in this case [) is the state produced by QAOA, but the
property stated next holds for any state), it is easy to see that (¢)|Hp|t)) is precisely the expected value
of the objective function f with respect to the probability distribution over the measurement outcomes:

WiHp) = | > oG He | Y o5l | = D oyl £ =ElF (X)), (943)
7e{0,1}n je{0,1}n je{o,1}n
where X is the random variable over measurement outcomes with probability distribution Pr(X =7) =
|oij|2. The quantity (1)|Hp|¢)) can be computed in multiple ways, for example by measuring [¢/) multiple
times, say m times, and computing the sample average % St f(G*)) where 7% is the k-th observed
sample. (We discuss another way of estimating (¢|Hp[t) in Sect.[9.2.4]) The angles can then be chosen
as the solution to the following optimization problem for fixed p:

max ((<O|H)®n U(EAOA(pa 5,9)> Hp (UQAOA(paﬂa 0) (H\0>)®") . (9.44)
This is equivalent to:
max E[f(X)], (9.45)

where the relationship between (3,6 and the random variable X is via the probabilities |aj|2: in other
words, we aim to maximize the expected objective function value of the binary strings (i.e., solutions)
sampled from the quantum state. Problem (9.44]) is a continuous optimization problem that can be
solved (usually in a heuristic manner, see Rem with a large number of classical algorithms; often,
it is solved with derivative-free optimization techniques, using the quantum computer simply to evaluate
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the objective function, but derivatives can be computed, and no clearly dominant solution strategy has
emerged in the literature so far. We discuss some of the issues related to the solution of (9.44]) in
Sect. [9.2.4]

Remark 9.14. Problem s continuous but nonconvex in general, and can be very difficult to solve
to the global optimum. In very special cases, the Hamiltonian Hr may have sufficient structure that
can be solved efficiently — at least in practice, if not in theory — but in general we can only
hope for a local minimum that may be of poor quality. Thus, the solution of can be a significant
obstacle. In fact, it may be as difficult as solving the original combinatorial optimization problem .'
we are replacing the solution of a difficult problem with the solution of another difficult problem
, and may not gain any quantum advantage in doing so.

Although using — to guide the choice of the angles is natural and well-motivated, it
is not the only possibility. In light of the fact that the ultimate goal is to obtain a sample from
Uqaoa(p,8,0) (H|O>)®n with maximum objective function value in , it may be reasonable to utilize
a metric different from the expected value. For example, [Barkoutsos et al., 2020] proposes focusing on

the lower tail of the distribution (for a minimization problem) rather than the expected value, using the
Conditional Value-at-Risk (CVaR) of f(X) at a given level as the objective function in ({9.45]).

Choice of p. The set of quantum states that can be obtained as Ugaoa (p, 5,6) (H|O>)®" gets larger
as p increases. This is easy to see: any unitary Ugaoa (p, 83, 0) can also be obtained as Ugaoa (', 8, 0)
for p’ > p, simply by setting to zero §;,6; : j > p. Thus, the following relationship holds for p’ > p:

max (((O|H)®” U(BAOA(p,ﬁﬁ)) Hp (UQAOA(pa B,6) (H|0>)®n> <

)

max ((O1H)°" Ubson (¢, 8.0)) Hr (Uaroa ', 5.6) (HI0) ")

As a consequence, at least in theory it is reasonable to choose p as large as possible. However, a large
p has at least two important practical drawbacks: (i) it leads to circuits that require more gates; (ii) it
may lead to worse solutions, because heuristic algorithms to solve the nonconvex problem may
struggle if there are additional parameters 3,6 to optimize.

From a theoretical point of view, a few results are known showing that, for small p, QAOA achieves an
expected approximation ratio with respect to the optimal solution. Here, approximation ratio is meant
in the usual sense as for approximation algorithms.

Definition 9.14 (Approximation algorithm). Given a mazimization problem with optimal objective
function value f*, an approximation algorithm with approximation ratio r is an algorithm that returns
a solution with objective function value at least rf*.

There are two main approximation results that ignited the interest in QAOA, as the first quantum
algorithm with an approximation guarantee for some optimization problem. We report them below.

Theorem 9.15 (QAOA for MaxCut on 3-regular graphs). [Farhi et al., 2014d] Given a 3-regular graph
G (i.e., a graph where each node has exactly three incident edges), for p = 1 there is a choice of the angles
8,0 such that QAOA (Alg. @ returns a solution achieving approximation ratio 0.6924, in expectation.

For the second result we first define the optimization problem, called Max E3LIN2, as it is not as
well-known as MaxCut. We are given a set of linear equations modulo 2 over n binary variables. Each
equation contains exactly three variables. Thus, each equation is of the form:

z;+xp +xp =0 mod 2,

where b € {0,1}. Our goal is to find an assignment of the decision variables that maximizes the number
of satisfied equations.

Theorem 9.16 (QAOA for Max E3LIN2). [Farhi et al., 2014b] Given an instance of Max ESLIN2 such
that each variable appears in no more than D+ 1 equations, for p =1 there is a choice of the angles (3,0
such that QAOA (Alg. @ returns a solution achieving approximation ratio %—i— m, in expectation.

Remark 9.15. The approximation ratios in Thm.s and are lower (i.e., not as good) as the
best approximation ratios that can be obtained by classical algorithms. Thus, QAOA with p =1 does not
showcase provable quantum advantage for these problems.
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Although we do not give a full proof of how these approximation ratios are obtained, it may be useful
to provide a high-level overview, which has the added benefit of illustrating the difficulties faced when
trying to extend these results to higher values of p or other types of combinatorial optimization problems.
In Sect. [9.2:3 we sketch the main ideas of the analysis behind Thm. [9.15

Number of samples. The main consideration to determine the number of samples is the variance of
the random variable whose value is the objective function value of the sample. Applying the formula

Var(X) = E[X?] — (E[X])?, recalling (9.44)-(9.45)), we see that the variance can be expressed as:
(O™ Udaon v, 8.0)) HE (Uaron (. 5,0) (HI0)™" ) -

(01" Uaonp:5.0) i (Varon (v, 5,6) (110)°") )

Although such an expression is typically difficult to analyze, for special cases it may have sufficient
structure. [Farhi et al., 2014a] shows that for the MaxCut problem on graphs with bounded degree and
|E| edges, if p is fixed, the variance is O (|E|) and the standard deviation is o = O (\/ \E|) As before,
let X be the random variable describing the measurement outcomes, and consider the distribution of
f(X), i.e., the objective function values of the samples. By central limit theorem, the sample mean
of O (|E|**) samples, k > 1, is normally distributed with mean p = E[f(X)] and standard deviation
o/\/|[E?* = O (1/|E[*~Y/2). Applying Chebyshev’s inequality (i.e., Pr(|X — u| > ho) < 1/h?) and
choosing the constants appropriately, we then obtain:

Pr(|f(X) —ul > 1) < ﬁ

So, for example (k = 1), with probability at least 1—1/|E| the sample mean of O (| E|?) samples estimates
the expected value with error at most 1.

Remark 9.16. The concentration around the mean has the benefit that we can expect to quickly obtain
binary strings corresponding to solutions with objective function value close to E[f(X)], but it also has
the drawback that we cannot expect to sample solutions with objective function value much better than

E[f(X)].
9.2.3 QAOA for MaxCut with fixed p
We present a high-level overview of the argument that leads to Thm. We fix p = 1 for now. Define:
1 n
Ci == 3 (rem — U]»ZO'ICZ) . (9.46)
By definition, ajZ acts as the identity on every qubit except j, see (9.4). Restricted to the space of qubits

j and k (i.e., the j-th and k-th digit of the n-digit basis states that we are considering), Cj acts as the
following matrix:

_ o O
o O O

0
1
0
0

OO OO

0 0

Thus, each basis state is an eigenstate of Cjj, with eigenvalue 1 if qubits j and k take different values,
and with eigenvalue 0 otherwise. This is exactly the objective function contribution of edge (7, k) in the
MaxCut problem: we gain 1 if the endpoints of an edge have different labels, we gain nothing if they have
the same label. It follows that, for the MaxCut problem on a graph G = (V, E), the final Hamiltonian

Hp can be written as:
Hp= Y Cj

(J,k)EE
Now let us analyze the expected objective function value (9.43) for the state produced by QAOA with
p = 1. By definition of Hpr, we have:
(1) Ulypoa (P, 8.0)) Hie (Ugaoa(p,8,0) (H]0)™" ) =

> (01" Ufyson . 8.0)) Cit (Uanon (. 8,0) (HI0)™")
(4,k)EE
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A single term (), in the above expression is of the following form — using brackets to more easily
identify the constituents:

(<O‘H)®” [eie 2h0eE Chf} [eiﬁ 2h=1 U_;‘Xi| Cjk [e*w 2h=1 G-_;Xi| [e*iez(h,z)eE Chz{:| (H|0>)®n )
(Recall that p =1 so 3,0 are scalars, not vectors.) By definition of C}y, this is equal to:

(<0|H)®" {eiez(h,Z)GEChZ} {eiﬂZLl ”;)f] % (I®” _ O'J-ZO'kZ) [e—iﬂZZzl UhX:| {e*iGZ(h,z)eE Ch£:| (H|0>)®n

To better understand the structure of this expression, we drop the rescaling factor %, and we can drop

the identity matrix too: distributing the multiplication and isolating the term with the identity matrix,
we see that it yields a constant shift to the entire value of this term, which does not depend on S or 6.
Such a constant term can be dropped. Thus, we are left with:

(<0|H)®” ewZ(h,e)eEChZ} [eiﬂ22=1 U})f} (_UjZUkZ) [e—i522=1 U;)L(} {G*WZW,ZEE Ch£j| (H|0>)®n

The central term —oZ0/ acts as the identity on every qubit except the j-th and k-th, and the matrix

. g X . —iBoX .
exponential e~ 2h=1 71 can be written as the product [_ e 895, because the matrices U,)f commute;

similarly for e*# Xhoion Thus, all terms e~iBon except for h = j,k commute through ijZJkZ, and

cancel out with the respective terms in e’ Xh=1 71 . We obtain the following simplification:
(<0|H)®” [eie 2(h0)eE Ch2:| [eiﬁ(af-‘rlﬁf)} (—U]-ZU,CZ) [e—iB(UJX-ﬁ-U;f)} [e*iQZ(h,z)eE Ch2:| (H|0>)®n )

Now we analyze e 02X mnner Cne Fach term in the summation in the exponent is diagonal, hence
everything commutes. Then, all terms in e 02 moer Ort that do not involve qubit j or k commute

through eiBlo5 +o7) (—szaf) e*iﬁ("-er"’i()} , and cancel out the corresponding term in e Linoer Cne,

We are left with the following simplified expression:

(0] H)*"

exXp 0 Z Chg {eiﬁ(aeraf)} (—szdg) [67i5(0;{+05) exp —i6 Z Chg
(hL)EE (h,£)EE
{30 {4.k}7#0 {h,e30{5,k}#0

(H|0)®™.  (9.47)

This expression depends only on qubits j, k, and qubits that are adjacent to j or k in the graph G. In
other words, to compute the value of the objective function contribution for edge (j, k) we only need to
consider the subgraph containing edge (j, k) and any edges adjacent to it.

Remark 9.17. This argument can be extended beyond p = 1: for p =1 we need to consider the subgraph
including edges at distance 1 from nodes j or k, and if we apply exactly the same line of reasoning, we
obtain that in general we need to consider the subgraph including edges at distance p from nodes j or k.

The above discussion helps us characterize the performance of QAOA with p = 1 for MaxCut on
3-regular graph. Since the graph is 3-regular, for every term Cj, in the expected objective function value,
and therefore for every edge (4, k) in the graph, there are only three possible subgraphs with distance
1 from (j,k), illustrated in Fig. [9.3] For fixed 3,6, we can compute the value of for the three
subgraph types. Using the fact that the graph is 3-regular and combinatorial arguments, we can derive
an expression for the number of subgraphs of each type in Fig. [0.3] that can possibly appear, in relation
to each other. Then it is a simple exercise to numerically determine the optimal angles 3,6 and the
worst-case value (i.e., minimum value) for the expected objective function value:

min — max ((0[H)®" Ul roa(1,8.60)) Hr (Uanoa(1, 8,6) (H|0))")
all possible 3,0
3-regular graphs

This is how the approximation ratio 0.6924 of Thm. is shown in [Farhi et al., 2014a).
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Figure 9.3: Possible subgraphs at distance 1 from (4, k) in a 3-regular graph.

9.2.4 Implementation

The circuit Ugaoa(p, 5,0) is simple to implement, consisting of few gates relative to most of the al-
gorithms discussed before. Assuming a QUBO objective function (Def. |9 , yielding the Hamiltonian
of Prop. as in the MaXCut discussion of Sect. - the umtary e_Z 1r can be decomposed into

two-qubit blocks e~ ol , and single-qubit gates. The unitary e ~i05707 can be implemented with two

CX gates and the single qubit rotation Rz(26), as in Fig.

—1i0/2
Definition 9.17 (Z rotation gate). The gate Rz (0) is defined as the matriz Rz (6) := <e 0 eig/2>'

0) ——B— Rz(20) —b—
Figure 9.4: Circuit implementing e~71 7% .

Remark 9.18. The Rz(6) gate is equivalent, up to a global phase factor, to the phase shift gate P(6)
of Def. ' in particular we can obtain e~ 75 up to global phase substituting P(20) for Rz(20) in
Fig. [9 However, controlled versions of Rz are not equivalent to controlled versions of P, and vice-
versa, because of relative phases: controlled-Rz(0) acts as |0X0|® I +|1X1| ® Rz(0), and controlled-P(6)
acts as |[0)0| @ I + [1)(1| ® P(0), so even if P(0) = e'®/2R,(6), the controlled unitaries are not equal up
to a global phase. This remark acts as a reminder to be careful about equivalence up to global phase when
controlled operations are involved.

The unitary e~ *#H1 by its equivalence with the product of single-qubit operators H;‘Zl efiﬁoj" can

be decomposed into single-qubit gates Rx (20).

Definition 9.18 (X rotation gate). The gate Rx (0) is defined as the matriz Rx (0) := ( cos6/2  —isin 9/2)

—isinf/2  cosf/2

Thus, the number of basic gates of Ugaoa(p, B, 0) is directly proportional to p, the number of qubits,
and the number of terms O’Z oi in H F (which depends on the sparsity of the QUBO matrix).

For the solution of problem , there is no known theoretically-elegant solution, except for very
few special cases where the angleb can be determined analytically. The use of classical derivative-free is
common. The derivatives of can be computed analytically, and evaluated using circuits with similar
building blocks as Ugaoa (p, 5,6). The use of derivative-free algorithms for a continuous optimization
problem with a differentiable objective function is likely due to practical and numerical considerations:
the execution of quantum circuits to compute derivatives can represent a significant time investment,
from a practical point of view, and the presence of noise because of hardware limitations may reduce the
impact of (imperfectly-estimated) partial derivatives. Because of the nonconvexity of , the problem
is typically solved without optimality guarantees. This makes it difficult to show rigorous approximation
guarantees similar to Thm.s and Overall, limited to the analysis reported in this chapter,
QAOA does not yield a provable advantage over classical algorithms, and can be considered a heuristic
with an approximation guarantee for some structured problems.

9.3 Notes and further reading

The adiabatic theorem is a foundational result dating back to the early days of quantum mechanics [Born
and Fock, 1928]. Its use in the theory of quantum computating is often associated with the minimization
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of diagonal Hamiltonians for combinatorial optimization problems (the same type of problems discussed
in Sect. , but it has further and much broader implications. Throughout this set of lecture notes
we employed the circuit model for quantum computers. Alternatively, it is possible to model quantum
computers purely using an adiabatic evolution. Intuitively, this may not be surprising: if a quantum
computer can exist in the physical world, its evolution must admit a description in terms of some
quantum-mechanical system, so in theory we can describe that system and simulate its evolution using
the Schrodinger equation. Perhaps more surprisingly, it is possible to give an explicit construction for
an initial Hamiltonian, an initial eigenstate of the initial Hamiltonian, and a final Hamiltonian such that
the adiabatic evolution of the system in the sense of Thm. [0.6] simulates any given quantum circuit, in
time that is polynomial in the size of the circuit. Since we have already shown in Sect. [9.1] that quantum
circuits can simulate the adiabatic evolution, this implies that the adiabatic model and the circuit model
are equivalent. This fundamental result is shown in [Aharonov et al., 2008].

There is vast literature on the subject of combinatorial optimization with the adiabatic theorem, e.g.,
[Farhi et al., 2001, [Finnila et al., 1994, [Santoro et al., 2002]. An area of particular interest for compu-
tational optimization is that of quantum annealers [Johnson et al., 2011], a physical implementation of
the adiabatic model of computation that, due to hardware restrictions, is not fully general, and cannot
simulate an arbitrary quantum circuit. It can, however, attempt to simulate the adiabatic evolution of
QUBO Hamiltonians as those in Prop. Although it does not guarantee finding the global optimum
due to hardware restriction and evolution time, it may heuristically find a solution with optimal or near-
optimal objective function value; see [McGeoch, 2020] for a general introduction and |Crosson and Lidar,
2021] for a discussion on the prospects of proving speedups for some type of problems. The comparison
between the computational performance of quantum annealers and classical algorithms on meaningful
combinatorial optimization problems is the subject of many works in the past ten years, and we refer to
|[Albash and Lidar, 2018 [Junger et al., 2021}, [Rehfeldt et al., 2023| [Tasseff et al., 2022 as entry points
to survey the state of the field.

For readers interested in QAOA, in addition to the seminal articles [Farhi et al., 2014ay, [Farhi et al.,
2014b|, a good starting point may be the PhD thesis [Hadfield, 2018]. The performance of QAOA is
the subject of numerous papers. One of the reasons for this interest is the fact that QAOA circuits can
produce samples from probability distributions that are hard to construct classically; this is shown in
[Farhi and Harrow, 2016], by first proving that it is #P-hard to compute matrix elements of a quantum
circuit, and then showing that QAOA with p = 1 already produces distributions that are hard to sample
classically. Thus, QAOA as a framework exhibits a form of likely quantum advantage. However, this does
not necessarily translate into good theoretical or practical performance for combinatorial optimization.
Some papers suggest that QAOA may yield advantage over classical optimization algorithms for some
problems, e.g., [Lykov et al., 2023, [Shaydulin et al., 2024], while others bring arguments in favor of the
opposite conclusion, e.g., [Hastings, 2019, Bravyi et al., 2020]. [Bravyi et al., 2020] additionally proposes
the idea of employing the QAOA framework to recursively identify pairs of binary variables that can be
fixed to either have the same value, or different value. (This is equivalent to imposing constraints x; = x,
or z; = 1 — x, for a binary integer program.) Each of these fixings reduces the size of the problem.
Assume fixed p. Using the MaxCut problem as an example, and the same notation as in Sect. a
fixing can be identified by first choosing 3, 6 to solve problem , then scanning the edges and picking
the edge (j, k) that maximizes the expression:

(1) Ulypoa (b 8,0)) 07 0f (Uaaoa(p, 3.6) (H|0)™")

i.e., finding the pair of variables that is maximally correlated or anticorrelated in the QAOA solution.
This idea has been shown to outperform the traditional QAOA both numerically and theoretically on
several problems [Bae and Lee, 2024, Kondo et al., 2024].
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