2412.00332v1 [quant-ph] 30 Nov 2024

arxXiv
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Grover’s quantum algorithm can find a marked item from an unstructured database faster than any classical
algorithm, and hence it has been used for several applications such as cryptanalysis and optimization. When
there exist multiple marked items, Grover’s algorithm has the property of finding one of them uniformly
at random. To further broaden the application range, it was generalized so that it finds marked items with
probabilities according to their priority by encoding the priority into amplitudes applied by Grover’s oracle
operator. In this paper, to achieve a similar generalization, we examine a different encoding that incorporates
the priority into phases applied by the oracle operator. We compare the previous and our oracle operators and
observe that which one performs better depends on priority parameters. Since the priority parameters can be
considered as the magnitude of the correlated phase error on Grover’s oracle operator, the analysis of our oracle
operator also reveals the robustness of the original Grover’s algorithm against correlated noises. We further
numerically show that the coherence between multiple marked items increases the probability of finding the
most prioritized one in Grover’s algorithm with our oracle operator.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Several quantum algorithms (e.g., [1-9]) superior to classical ones have been proposed, and some of them were already
demonstrated in small scale experiments ]. Among them, Grover’s algorithm [3] (for details, see Sec.[II) is especially
attractive due to its versatility. It has been applied to numerous applications such as collision and claw finding (18], machine
learning 119,207, and optimization [21-24]. Grover’s algorithm finds a marked item from an unstructured database quadratically
faster than any classical algorithm [3,25] and is optimal in the sense that the dependence of its query complexity on the database
size and the number of marked items cannot be improved any further [26,27]. Here, query complexity is the number of accesses
to the database.

To further broaden the application range, Grover’s algorithm has been improved and generalized in various directions. The
success probability of the original Grover’s algorithm, i.e., the probability of finding a marked item is close to one, but it is
strictly less than one except for the special case. This issue was solved in Refs. ] by proposing a modified Grover’s
algorithm that can find a marked item without failure. A method of reducing the failure probability to any non-zero small value
was also devised in Ref. [33]. Another property of the original Grover’s algorithm is that when there exist multiple marked
items in the unstructured database, it outputs one of them uniformly at random, which would imply that the original Grover’s
algorithm cannot take the priority of the multiple marked items into consideration. Panchi and Shiyong modified Grover’s oracle
operator so that the marked items are output with probabilities according to their priority 134). More specifically, they encoded
the priority into amplitudes applied by Grover’s oracle operator [see Eq. (38)]. Grover’s algorithm with their modified oracle
operator was applied to the cluster head selection in wireless sensor networks 135].

In this paper, we propose another quantum algorithm for unstructured search with priority. As a difference from the algorithm
in Ref. [34], we use a phase encoding rather than the amplitude encoding. In the original Grover’s algorithm, the phase —1 is
applied to every marked items by the oracle operator. On the other hand, our oracle operator applies —e?™¢ to the ith marked
item, where —1 < ¢; < 0 is the priority parameter. Since when ¢; = 0 for all 7, our oracle operator becomes the original Grover’s
one, Grover’s algorithm with our oracle operator can be considered as a generalization of the original Grover’s algorithm. To
clarify which of the phase and amplitude encoding is better for taking the priority into account, we numerically compare our
oracle operator and that in Ref. | under the condition that there exist two marked items. As a result, we observe that when a
marked item is highly prioritized than another one, our oracle operator would be superior to the existing one. On the other hand,
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when the two marked items are similarly prioritized, the existing algorithm becomes better than ours (for details, see Sec. [IID).
We further numerically show that the coherence between the two marked items increases the probability of finding the most
prioritized one in Grover’s algorithm with our oracle operator.

The analysis of our oracle operator is also related to the robustness of the original Grover’s algorithm against correlated
phase errors. This is because the absolute value |e;| of the priority parameter can be considered as the noise strength on the
oracle operator. Furthermore, each marked item is basically represented by multiple qubits, and the absolute value of its priority
parameter can depend on all the qubits, and hence we call our errors correlated ones. As with our analysis, several noise effects
on Grover’s algorithm have been investigated by considering noisy oracle operators. Remarkably, when the oracle operator does
not work with an arbitrarily small constant probability, the quadratic speed-up of Grover’s algorithm is completely canceled [34].
The similar results were also shown for the depolarizing and dephasing noises [37]. However, this cancellation does not always
occur, and a concrete noise model where the quadratic speed-up survives was found [38]. Our noise model was also already
investigated under the restriction that there is only a single marked item (39, 40], that the noise strength is the same for all
marked items [@—@], or that the noise strength is randomly chosen from {—1,0} [@, @]. Particularly, Refs. [@, @] consider
a realistic situation where the noise strength changes every time the oracle operator is applied. As another noise model, a
systematic noise that causes coherent errors was also investigated [47]. Our results, together with these existing results, would
deepen the understanding on the noise robustness of Grover’s algorithm.

II. GROVER’S ALGORITHM

Since our oracle operator is constructed by modifying Grover’s oracle operator, we first review the original Grover’s algo-
rithm [3,48]. For a given function f : X = {0,1,...,n — 1} — {0, 1} with a natural number n, its purpose is to find a marked
item x € X satisfying f(z) = 1. It is worth mentioning that such z is, in general, not unique [49]. Let m = > wex f(x) be
the number of z’s satisfying f(z) = 1. For simplicity, we assume 1 < m < n in this section. To find a marked item (with a
sufficiently high probability), any classical algorithm requires €2(n/m) queries to an oracle for f in the worst case. On the other
hand, Grover’s algorithm can do the same thing with only O(y/n/m) quantum queries.

Grover’s algorithm proceeds as follows:

1. Prepare the initial state

n—1
6(0)) = %Z ). ()

2. Apply the unitary operator G = DOy to the initial state in Eq. (I) ¢ times, where

D = 2|9(0))(w(0)] — 1™ @)
is Grover’s diffusion operator, I(?) is the d-dimensional identity operator for any natural number d, and
Op =1 =23 " |z)(a| 3)
reX]

is the oracle operator. Here, X, = {z|x € X, f(x) = b}, and hence Xy U Xy = X, and Xy N A} = &. At the end of this
step, the state is

(1)) = G'[(0)). @

3. Measure the final state |¢)(t)) in the computational basis {|z)}.cx.
4. Output the measurement outcome x as a solution.

The query to the oracle for f is implemented with the oracle operator O because it multiplies (—1)f ) to |x). Therefore,

the query complexity of Grover’s algorithm is the number ¢ of uses of Oy. We derive t = O(y/n/m) by using a geometric
interpretation of G given in Fig.[[l Although Grover’s algorithm uses multiple qubits (more precisely, O(logn) qubits), its
behaviour can be captured as a quantum algorithm running on a single logical qubit with the orthonormal basis

1 1
{|0L>E\/ﬁz |$>7|1L>Eﬁ > |$>}' (5)
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FIG. 1: Geometric interpretation of G = DOj. The oracle operator O transforms cos (¢)|0r) + sin (¢)|1.) to the quantum state in Eq. (8)
for any real number ¢, which can be interpreted as the reflection along the horizontal axis |0z ). Grover’s diffusion operator D transforms the
quantum state in Eq. (8) to that in Eq. (@). It is interpreted as the reflection along the dotted axis corresponding to the initial state [1)(0)). These
interpretations imply that |1/(0)) gets close to the superposition |17,) of marked items by repeating the implementation of G.

By using the basis in Eq. (3), the initial state in Eq. (IJ) is rewritten as

(0 = cos () 02) +sin () 1), ©

L m m
0 = 2sin — | =24/ —. 7
n n

Here, the last approximation comes from the assumption that m < n. On the other hand, the direct calculation shows that

where 0 < 6 < 7, and

Oy [cos (¢)[0L) + sin (¢)[11)] = cos (¢)[0) —sin (¢)11) ®)
for any real number ¢. Then, Grover’s diffusion operator D transforms the quantum state in Eq. (8] to
DOy [cos (¢)[0L) + sin (¢)|1L)] = cos (¢ + 0)[0L) + sin (¢ + 0)[1L). )

The transformations in Egs. (8) and (9) can be interpreted as the reflections in Fig.[[l This geometrical interpretation implies
that the angle 6 is added every time we apply G, and thus the final state of Grover’s algorithm is

2t+1 2t+1
[1(t)) = cos (TG> |0r) + sin ( 5 9> 1L). (10)
The success probability (i.e., the probability of obtaining x satisfying f(z) = 1 in step 3) sin? (2t 4+ 1)6/2) is maximized when
P L O (Y (11)
120 m

with [ -] being the floor function. Note that in the exceptional case of 7/(26) being an integer, ¢t = |7/(26) | — 1 also maximizes
the success probability.

It is worth mentioning that since |17,) is the equal superposition of m marked items [see Eq. (3)], Grover’s algorithm outputs
each correct answer with the same probability

o (13 73)°) o 2

m m

Our subject in this paper is to bias the probability distribution to reflect the priority of each answer by modifying the oracle
operator in Eq. (3.
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FIG. 2: Success probabilities of our quantum algorithm. In this figure, we set n = 256, m = 2, and €z, = 0. The red and blue dotted curves
represent Ps(uzcl)(g7 t) and PS?(@ t), respectively. The black curves correspond to the probability sin® ((2t 4 1)0/2)/m of the original
Grover’s algorithm finding a single marked item Z; or Z2. (a) The case of €z, = —0.05. (b) The case of €z, = —0.1.

III. GENERALIZED GROVER’S ALGORITHM WITH RANKED TARGETS

In this section, we give our main results. In Sec.[[TTA]l we explain the behaviour of Grover’s algorithm for our oracle operator
and numerically evaluate it. In Sec.[[ITBl we give an analytical evaluation of our oracle operator under a concrete condition.
As a result, we show that its success probability can be calculated by solving a cubic equation. We also obtain a sufficient
condition for that the most prioritized items are more frequently observed than the other items by deriving approximations
of success probabilities of Grover’s algorithm with our oracle operator. In Sec. [ITC] we consider the case of m = 2 and
numerically observe that the coherence between the two marked items increases the probability of finding the most prioritized
one in Grover’s algorithm with our oracle operator. In this sense, our oracle operator effectively uses the quantum effect. In
Sec. we compare our oracle operator with that in Ref. 134).

A. Unstructured search of ranked targets

As stated in Sec. [ the original Grover’s algorithm treats all marked items equally. However, in general, some of the marked
items may be prioritized than the others. For example, when a given oracle can only decide the likelihood that an input x satisfies
f(z) = 1, the marked items would be ranked depending on their likelihood. As stated in Sec. [l the same situation arises also
when the oracle operator is affected by correlated phase errors. Our purpose is to devise a quantum algorithm that finds the
marked items with probabilities according to their priority. More formally, let —1 < €, < 0 be a priority parameter for any
marked item € X;. When two marked items « and y satisfy €¢,, > ¢, we would like to find  with a higher probability than
that of y.

To this end, we replace the oracle operator Oy in Eq. (3) with

Op@ =1 = > (1+ ™) |a)(al, (13)

reX]

where € = (€;),,c y,- By definition, it is trivial that O (€) becomes the original oracle operator O; when €, = 0 holds for all
x € AX1. Therefore, we can say that our oracle operator is a generalization of Grover’s oracle operator. Our quantum algorithm
is the same as Grover’s algorithm except for that the oracle operator is replaced with O (€), and hence the final state of our
algorithm is

9@0) = [D0y(@)] 1w (o). (14)

For any 1 < i < m, we define Z; and P (€,t) = |(Z;|(€,t))|? as the ith marked item and the probability of obtaining Z; in
our quantum algorithm, respectively.

To show, in a tangible way, that our quantum algorithm correctly prioritizes marked items, we perform several numerical
simulations with n = 256, m = 2, and €z, = 0. The first numerical simulation is given in Fig.[2l It reveals that the first marked
item z; with the highest priority parameter €z, = 0 is more frequently observed than the second marked item 5 with a lower
priority parameter €z, < 0 by choosing an appropriate ¢ such as [7/(20)] = 8 [see Eq. (II)]. More concretely, compared
with the original Grover’s algorithm, the observation of z; is facilitated, but that of Z5 is suppressed. On the other hand, at
inappropriate values of ¢ such as ¢ = 30, T2 is more frequently observed than ;. To avoid this unfavourable situation, we will
give an analytical sufficient condition on ¢ in Sec. [IIBlunder the assumption that |ez,| is sufficiently small but not 0. It is also
worth mentioning that the unfavourable situation may disappear by increasing the database size n (see Fig.[6). We then compare
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FIG. 3: Overall success probabilities of our quantum algorithm. In this figure, we set n = 256, m = 2, and €z, = 0. The orange dotted

curves represent 3 . () (€,t). The black curves correspond to the overall success probability sin® ((2t 4 1)6/2) of the original Grover’s
algorithm. (a) The case of €z, = —0.05. (b) The case of ¢z, = —0.1.
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FIG. 4: Dependence of our quantum algorithm on €z, . In this figure, we set n = 256, m = 2, ¢z, = 0, and t = |7/(20)] = 8. (a) The ratio
of PSIV(€,8) to PSi2)(€,8). (b) The overall success probability °2_, P{i (€, 8).

the overall success probability X Ps(lfc) (€, t) of our algorithm with that of the original Grover’s algorithm in Fig.[3 From
this comparison, we can deduce that the priority is yielded by sacrificing the overall success probability.

To evaluate the flexibility of our quantum algorithm, we next calculate the ratio Ps(fé) (€,8)/ Ps(ff) (€,8) and the overall success
probability Zle Ps(fé) (€,8) while varying €z, from —1 to 0. The ratio represents to what extent we can prioritize the two

marked items by using our quantum algorithm. As seen from Fig. 2 Ps(fcl)(é’, t) and Ps(fg)(é’, t) take the first local maxima at
different ¢, and hence we cannot uniquely determine the optimal value of ¢. This is why we tentatively adopt the original Grover’s
query complexity ¢ = |7/(20)| = 8. The result of this calculation is given in Fig. @ From Fig. @{a), we can observe that the

ratio P32 (¢,8)/ PSi?) (€, 8) becomes 1 and 95764.3 when €, is 0 and —0.704696, respectively. Despite this high flexibility,
our algorithm keeps the high overall success probability larger than 0.72 [see Fig.[dlb)]. In other words, by considering |ez, | as
the noise strength, this figure implies that Grover’s algorithm is robust against correlated phase errors.

We investigate our algorithm in more detail by increasing the database size to n = 1000 and clarifying a difference between
each marked item. In Fig.[8la), we first numerically derive the ¢;,-dependence of the first local maximum values of the success

probabilities Ps(lfcl) (€,t) and Ps(lff) (€,t) over t. We notice that the probability of finding the first marked item Z; becomes close
to 1 and almost invariant when ¢z, < —0.2. This would also be a circumstantial evidence that the original Grover’s algorithm
is robust against correlated phase errors. Furthermore, since the point corresponding to €z, = 0 [i.e., the intersection of the
red and blue lines in Fig. Bl(a)] represents the half of the success probability of the original Grover’s algorithm, our algorithm
enhances the observation of 1 but suppresses that of Z. This is consistent with Fig. 2l because the first local maximum values
of the red and blue curves are larger and smaller than those of the black curves, respectively. Similarly, in Fig. B(b), we give

the ¢;,-dependence of the query complexity ¢ such that Ps(fg ) (€,t) and Ps(ff) (€, 1) take the first local maxima. We can observe
essentially the same behaviour as that of Fig.[Bla). That is, the query complexity corresponding to Z1 (i.e., the blue line) becomes
almost invariant when €z, < —0.2, and the query complexity corresponding #; and Z2 are increased and decreased compared

with that of the original Grover’s algorithm [i.e., the intersection of the red and blue lines in Fig.[3(b)], respectively. This figure
also shows that Psfcl)(é’, t) and Ps(lfcz)(é’, t) take the first local maxima at different values of ¢ when ez, # 0, and hence the
success probabilities corresponding to the blue and red lines in Fig.[5(a) are not simultaneously achieved.
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FIG. 5: Dependence of our quantum algorithm on €z,. In this figure, we set n = 1000, m = 2, and ez, = 0. (a) The first local maximum
values of the success probabilities Pa’ (€,t) and P (€,t) over t. The blue and red curves correspond to Z1 and Z2, respectively. (b) The

numbers ¢ of queries such that Ps(uicl) (€,t) and Ps(fg) (€,t) take the first local maxima. The blue and red curves correspond to Z1 and Z2,
respectively.

B. Analytical evaluation

In this section, we analytically evaluate our quantum algorithm. As an issue to be solved, the geometrical interpretation
shown in Fig.[Ildoes not work because of the modification on the oracle operator in Eq. (I3). Therefore, we introduce a different
approach to obtain the final state [¢(€, t)) based on the diagonalization of DO (€). Although our approach is applicable to the
general scenario, for simplicity, we particularly consider the situation that marked items can be divided into two sets X7 o and
Xi1.¢ such that (i) Vo € & o, the value of the priority parameter is €, = 0, (i) Vo € X ¢, the value of the priority parameter is
€z = €, and (iii) the cardinarities of the two sets are equal, i.e., | X1 o] = |X1,¢| = m/2. It is trivial that X3 o U X3 ; = &} and
X1 0 N &1z = & hold. This situation is not general but includes all the situations considered in Sec. [TAl

In this case, our oracle operator in Eq. (I3) becomes

Op(@) =1 =2 3 Ja)(a| = (1+e™) > |o)(al. (15)

T€X1 0 TEX ¢

By following the idea in Sec.[ll, we introduce the three logical basis states as follows:

2
=y = D la), (16)

r€X1 0

2
=y = D la) (17)

TEX1 e

and |0.,) in Eq. ). The quantum state during the execution of our algorithm can be written as a superposition of these basis
states. In fact, the initial state, Grover’s diffusion operator, and our oracle operator are rewritten as

s (2)

) =eos () 00+ sn () HEIE - Tt (5) ], i

cos (6) sin (0) sin (6)
in(f) 1 Ve (0) 1 \/5(9)
sin -+ cos — COS
D= TR - , (19)




and
~ 1 0 0
O¢(&)=10 -1 O_ RE (20)
O O _8171'6

respectively. Forany 1 < j < 3, let \; and |¢;) be the jth eigenvalue of D(N)f(é) and the normalized eigenvector associated
with \;, respectively. From Eq. (I4), the final state is

3
[(E1)) = ZA§»<¢J-|¢<O>>|¢J->, 1)

and thus it is sufficient to derive {[¢;)}?_; and {\;}5_, for our purpose.
From Egs. (19) and (20), we obtain

0 - sin (0) ine Sin (9)
cc.)s 7 e 7
DO,(&) = sin (29) 1+ c;)s (0) —e”gl - c2os (9) ' 22)
sin(f) 1—cos(f) , .1+ cos(f)
2 2 ‘ 2

When 1 < m < n/2, the eigenvector of this matrix associated with A € {}; }3’?:1 is

1 V2(1 — \) sin (§)e'(me+@)
— (14 N)[1 — cos (9)]eH(mete) ,
\/2|1 — A2sin® () + |1+ A2 [1 — cos (8)]% + |1 + cos (8) — A[1 + 3cos (6) — 2A]|2 \ |1 4 cos (8) — A[1 + 3 cos (6) — 2)]|

(23)

where

it — |1+cos(9)—/\[1—|—3cos(6‘)—2/\]|. (24)

1+ cos(0) — A[1 4+ 3cos (0) — 2]

The three eigenvalues are the solutions of the cubic equation

N —a(0,)\% 4 e™a* (0, E)\ — ™ = 0, (25)
where a* (6, €) is the complex conjugate of a (0, €), and

1+3 0 -1 0
0.9 = 20O pime 100 0) o)

The proof of Eqs. (23) and (23) is given in Appendix[Al Note that although we do not explicitly write the solutions of Eq. (23)),
it can be automatically solved by just using Cardano’s formula.

To demonstrate the validity of our approach, we derive the success probability sin? ((2t + 1)8/2) of the original Grover’s
algorithm by applying Egs. 23) and (23) with ¢ = 0 to Eq. 2I). Since a(6,0) = 1 + 2 cos (#), Eq. 23) becomes

N —[142cos ()| AM(A—1) =1 =0, (27)

and hence \; = 1, Ay = €', and \3 = e~ By substituting these eigenvalues into Eq. (23), we obtain

1 O
=—\| -1
1 (V2
2 =51 1 | (29)

1
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FIG. 6: Success probabilities of our quantum algorithm. In this figure, we set n = 26 and m = 2. The two marked items in X0 and Xy ¢

are denoted as 1 and Z2, respectively. The red and blue curves represent Ps(uicl) (€,t) and Ps(fg) (€, 1), respectively. (a) The case of ¢ = —0.01.
(b) The case of € = —0.02. (c) The case of € = —0.05. (d) The case of € = —0.1.

and
| [~iV2
|¢s) = o3 B : (30)
1
Therefore, from Eq. 1), the final state (€, t)) is
~ t 7 ) .
e _ LT it+1/2)0 —i(t+41/2)8
(DO @] () = = [~ “1/7I5) + ¢ 9)] (1)

and thus the success probability is

. 2 . 2
VA . . 1 . .
]< 5 [ gn) + T g | 4 \< L [ ga) + e )
1— eit+1)6)? 2+ 1
% = sin? (Te), (32)

which is the same as that of the original Grover’s algorithm.
The above analysis enables us to perform the numerical simulation with n = 216 that is quadratically larger than that in Figs. 2]

Bl and@l In Fig.[6l', we plot Ps(f(}) (€,t) and Ps(fcz) (€, t) for several values of €. As ¢ decreases, the first local maxima of Ps(fcl) (€1)
(z) />

reX o Psuc (E’ t)

and ),y . PS({fC)G7 t). As a result, it turns out that these probabilities are sin? ((2¢ + 1)6/2)/2 4+ O(&?) when ¢ and 6 are

fixed [for details, see Eqs. (BI4) and (BI8)]. The original Grover’s algorithm is quite robust against the correlated phase
errors in the sense that the probabilities do not linearly depend on the noise strength |é|. Furthermore, in Appendix [Bl we

and Ps(fcz)(é t) tend to increase and decrease, respectively. In Appendix [Bl we analytically approximate

! To confirm the precision of the simulation, we numerically calculate the gap between Z?:l Psffg) (€,0) and its correct value m/n = 27 1% in the range of
—0.1 < € < —0.01. As aresult, we obtain | Z?:l Psffg)(a 0) — 2715 < 1.3 x 10710, which is less than 0.0005% of the correct value 2715,
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analytically show that when [€] is sufficiently small but not 0, the inequality >, . v, | P (€1) > ren, . P (€,t) holds by
setting ¢ so that (i) 0 < ¢0 (mod 27) < 7/2 and (ii) ¢ > 1/tan (). This sufficient condition is consistent with the fact that
PV (e |7/(20)]) > P2 (g, |7/(26)]) holds in Fig. [l

In Fig.[7l we also investigate the dependence of the query complexity of our algorithm on the number m of marked items. As
with the original Grover’s algorithm, the query complexity decreases with increasing m and seems to approximately behave as
being proportional to 1/4/m in the range of 2 < m < 100.

C. Effect of quantum coherence between marked items

In this section, we examine the effect of coherence between the marked items in the initial state [¢(0)). To this end, we
consider the same situation as Sec. [l[Bl More specifically, we assume m = 2, and the two marked items Z; and Z2 are in the
sets X} o and X ¢, respectively. We further assume n = 1000 for simplicity. In this case, the ideal initial state in Eq. (I8) is

499| - 1
500 O 1000

It is apparent that the state in Eq. (33) has the coherence between the first and second marked items. More formally, when this
state is projected onto the space of {|#1), |Z2)}, it becomes (|Z1) + |Z2))/+/2. To quantify its coherence, we use the /;-norm of
coherence [50]. Let ¢; 1, be the (j, k) element of any density operator p, i.e., p = > jkex Ciklj)(k|. The ly-norm of coherence

is defined as
Co(p)= Y leirl = lejsl- 34)

j,kex JjEX

[¥(0)) = (121) + [22)) - (33)

By definition, we obtain

(35)

. (|51>\J/r§|5~02><571|\4/'§@2|> .y

which is non-zero, and hence (|#1)+|#2))/+/2 is a coherent state. We consider how the success probability and query complexity
change if the initial state is replaced with the incoherent state

po = (VA99102) + [1)) (VO9S(0L + (11) + 3 (VO99I0r) + 152) ) (V50901 | + <f2|)} . 066

{1000 1000

Note that |01,) does not include |Z;) and |Z2) [see Eq. (3)]. Therefore, |Z1) and |Z3) are not included in the second and first
terms, respectively, but they will be produced by Grover’s diffusion operator during the algorithm. When py is projected onto
the space of {|Z1),|Z2)}, it becomes (|Z1)(Z1| + |Z2)(Z2])/2, which is incoherent because

011 (|j1><571| ‘; |5732><~%2|) _o 37)

The reason of why we use pg as an incoherent state is given in Appendix [Cl
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FIG. 8: Ratios of the first local maximum of the success probability P.%) (€, t) with the ideal initial state |¢)(0)) to that with the incoherent
initial state po. In this figure, we set n = 1000 and m = 2 and assume that the first and second marked items &1 and Z2 are in the sets X o
and X ¢, respectively. (a) The case of x = 1. That is, the ratio of the probability of finding the first marked item with |1/(0)) to that with po.
(b) The case of =z = Ts.
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FIG. 9: Ratios tém(om( ) /tg’;‘g>( ). In this figure, we set n = 1000 and m = 2 and assume that the first and second marked items 1 and

To are in the sets X1 o and X ¢, respectively. (a) The case of x = Z;. That is, the ratio of the smallest argument of the local maximum of the
success probability of finding 1 with the initial state |1 (0)) to that with po. (b) The case of z = Zs.

Recall that Ps(fé)(é t) is the probability of obtaining the ith marked item #; by measuring [DO(€)]*[)(0)) in the basis
{|2)}zecx. Similarly, we define HEw (€,1) as the probability of obtaining Z; by measuring [DO(¢)]* po [O}.(é)DT]t in the same
basis. For any ¢, let P(wl)( ¢) and H(wl)( ¢) be the first local maxima of Ps(fé)(g t) and aE) (€,t) over t, respectively. In Fig.[8]

opt opt
we plot the ratios P(Egtl)( €)/ Héﬁtl)( €) and POI? (€)/ Hoiﬁ (€). Since the ratio in Fig.[8(a) is at least 1, this figure would imply that

the coherence between 1 and 22 increases the success probability of finding the first marked item Z; in our quantum algorithm.
On the other hand, the ratio in Fig.[8(b) is at most 1, and hence the coherence has the opposite influence on the probability of
finding the second marked item Zs.

We next consider the query complexity. For any i, let t(‘w( )>)(~i) and t(p 0)(ji) be the numbers of queries such that

P )( t(WOm( Z)) = P(Il)() and H{3: )(e t(p“)( Z)) H( )( €), respectively. We numerically calculate the dependence

» Yopt opt
of the ratios tg'p“;w (T1)/top (po) ¢ (21) and tg'p“;w (Z2)/t (e 0)(502) on the priority parameter ¢ in Fig.[0l Unlike Fig.[8] the ratio of
the query complexity is less than 1 for all € owing to the coherence between the two marked items in both cases of ¢ = 1 and 2.
This phenomenon would imply that the coherence accelerates our quantum algorithm.

The ratios in Figs.[8(a) andB)a) sharply increase as ¢ decreases in the vicinity of € = 0. These regions of € almost overlap each
other. Since P(Ept 2 (€) rapidly increases to almost 1 in this region of Fig.[8(a), we qualitatively conclude that the rapid increase of

Péptl)( ¢) causes the faster increase of t(‘w( )))( 1) than that of té’;‘i)( 1), and hence we observe the sharp increase in Fig.[0fa).

D. Comparison with algorithm in Ref. [@]

In this section, we compare the performance of our quantum algorithm with that of the algorithm in Ref. (34). For simplicity,
we concretely consider the same situation as Sec. [IIBlwith n = 8 and m = 2. In this case, the algorithm in Ref. [34] uses the
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oracle operator
O (e) = I® — 2 (VI +elin) + V=el2)) (VI + @1] + V—e(@) (38)

with —1 <€ < 0, and thus its final state is [DO PS)( )]¥|¥(0)). The query complexity ¢ of this algorithm is the closet integer to

()

Therefore, when n = 8, we can numerically show ¢ = 1 in the range of —0.99 < e < —0.01. As a result, the final state becomes

(39)

l—l—e

DO§PS)(6)|1/J(O)> — (l —V/=e(l+e \/—7% (VI+elzr) + V—=elz2)) . (40)

2

By direct calculation, the probabilities Qgﬁé) (¢) and Qgﬁg) (¢) of the algorithm in Ref. [@] finding the marked items 77 and -
are

[1+2\/T+e)+4(1+e)}2

(#1)
QY () = = (41)
and
2
[1 + 2/l te) — 46}
QG () = : (42)
32
respectively.
On the other hand, under the same condition, our oracle operator in Eq. (I3) becomes
O7(&) = I'¥ = 2|21} (1] — (1 + €'7)|Z2) (2. (43)
By setting ¢t = 2, the final state of our algorithm becomes
N 2 74 6€i7r€ 4 3621'775 5 — 6 (1 + eiTrE) (1 + 3ei7r€)
DOs()] [(0) = ~ 14(0 |2). 44
[D0s(®)] 1w () o + 2 e + N R— (44

Here, we define Ps(fg )(E) = Ps(f )( 2) for all 1 < j < 2. The probabilities Ps(fcl)( ¢) and Ps(uf)( ¢) of our algorithm finding the
marked items 77 and x5 are

373 — 210 cos (ém) — 99 cos? (érr)

pE) 45
0(6) = - 4s)
and
61 + 30 cos (ém) — 27 cos? (érr)
p(&2) 46
suc ( ) 512 ) ( )

respectively.

To compare the two algorithms, we calculate the overall success probabilities Qgyc(€) = &) (e) + QL) (¢) and Py, (€) =

P(mcl)( €) + Ps(fcz)( ¢) under the following conditions:
(i) —0.99 <e < —-0.01
(i) —0.99 < & < —0.01
(i) QLY (6)/Q%2) () = PV (€)/ PLE) (¢) = R for a fixed real value R.

When R = 16.81, ¢ = (62v679 — 1879)/22730 and ¢ = cos™ ' ((11905 — 41/24935893)/11829)/7 hold, and thus
Qsuc((62v/679 — 1879)/22730) ~ 0.885 and Psuc(cos’l ((11905 — 44/24935893)/11829)/7) ~ 0.972. On the other hand,
when R = 4, ¢ = (2¢/7 —19)/74 and € = cos™* ((55 — 44/181)/3) /7 hold, and thus Qguc((2v/7 — 19)/74) ~ 0.991 and
Pyuc(cos™ ((55 — 44/181)/3) /) ~ 0.67. In short, when R = 16.81 and R = 4, our algorithm is superior and inferior to
the algorithm in Ref. (34), respectively. From these observations, we can anticipate that when we would like to achieve a high
ratio R, our algorithm would be preferred, but when R is sufficiently low, the existing algorithm is preferable. It would be
indispensable for a more detailed comparison to clarify how efficiently these two types of oracle operators can be constructed.
Although the clarification is beyond the scope of this paper, the construction of our oracle operator was explored in Ref. (51
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IV. CONCLUSION & DISCUSSION

We have generalized Grover’s algorithm so that it finds multiple marked items with probabilities according to their priority.
Our quantum algorithm can also be considered as the original Grover’s algorithm with correlated phase errors. We have elab-
orately analyzed the case where there are two kinds of priority parameters 0 and —1 < € < 0. We have finally compared our
quantum algorithm with the existing algorithm (34] and have concluded that which algorithm performs better depends on the
priority parameters.

As an outlook, it would be interesting to analyze our quantum algorithm even in the case where more than two kinds of priority
parameters. When there are & kinds of priority parameters, our analytical approach in Sec. [IIBlrequires to solve a (k + 1)th-
degree equation. Since it is, in general, hard to solve equations with more than fourth degree, the more thorough analysis may
necessitate a different approach.

In the original Grover’s algorithm, if the number ¢ of queries exceeds the optimal value in Eq. (I1)), the success probability
tragically decreases. In this sense, the original algorithm needs to know the number m of marked items. This issue was
affirmatively solved by generalizing Grover’s algorithm so that it works even if the exact value of m is unknown 27,152,153]. 1t
is open whether the same generalization can be achieved for our quantum algorithm.

Recently, several quantum algorithms, which include a quantum algorithm for unstructured search, were understood in a
unified way by using the quantum singular value transformation (QSVT) [9]. It would also be interesting to try to understand
our quantum algorithm in the framework of the QSVT.

Although we consider only the noise on the oracle operator, other noise models such as the random Gaussian noise on quantum
states [@], the unitary noise on the Hadamard gate [é], and the coherent phase noise on (the generalized) Grover’s diffusion
operator (56] were also investigated. To understand the noise robustness of the original Grover’s algorithm more deeply, it would
be effective to combine our noise model with them.
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Appendix A: DERIVATION OF EQS. 23) AND (23)

Let |¢) = |0r) + B8]17) + ~|1%) be a normalized eigenvector of DO (é) associated with the eigenvalue . Since we can

assume that  is real without loss of generality, |o|? + | 3|2 +~% = 1. From DO (€)|¢) = A|$), we obtain the following system
of equations:

[cos (0) — N o — sin ;e)ﬁ - e”g—’ysm ) 0
siil/(;)a N [1 + 0205 (0) 3 /\} 5_ e”gl - c;)s (9)7 _ 0 (A
sin (0) 1 —cos (0) e L+ cos (0) B

\/ia— 5 B—i—[e ﬁ—)\v—o.

Since DOy () is a unitary operator, |\| = 1. On the other hand, from 1 < m < n/2, we have 0 < cos () < 1 because
cos (0) = 1 — 2sin? (§/2) = 1 — 2m/n. Therefore, \ # cos (6), and hence the first equality in Eq. (AT) implies
_ sin (9) (ﬁ + e”gw)
V2([cos (0) — N\

(A2)
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By substituting Eq. (A2)) into the second equality in Eq. (AT,

sin (0) sin (0) (8 + ¢"™y) 1+ cos(0) B _ eiﬂgl —cos(0)
NE R T | ] - e i, (A3)
sin? (0) + [1 + cos () — 2] [cos (6) — A] e 8in? (0) — [1 — cos (6)] [cos (0) — A] B
2 [cos (0) — A pte 2 [cos (0) — A 7=0 (AD)
(L =X)[1+cos(0)] 4+ 2\ [A — cos (0)] iwe L+ A)[1—cos(0)]
- 2 [cos (0) — N e S s@ = Y (A3)

To prove that the coefficient of 3 in Eq. (A3) is not 0, we show (1 — \) [1 + cos (
under the condition 0 < cos (6) < 1. If (1 — A\) [1 4 cos (6)] + 2 [X — cos (0)] = 0, then

_ 1+3cos(0) \/[1 +3cos ()] — 81 + cos ()] 1+ 3cos(0) +i\/[1 — cos (0)] [T+ 9cos (0)]
B 4 B 4
[1 4 3cos (0)]” + [1 — cos (0)] [7 + 9 cos ()] ~ 1+cos(0)

16 - 2

(A6)

= 2= (A7)

Therefore, |A| # 1, which contradicts to the fact that DOy (€) is a unitary operator. In conclusion, (1 — ) [1 4 cos (8)] +
2X [ — cos (0)] # 0. Now, we can immediately obtain

(L+A)[1—cos(0)]

f=—e (T =X)[1+cos(0)] 4+ 2\ [\ — cos (9)]7 (A)
from Eq. (A3). By substituting Eq. (AS8) into Eq. (A2),
B sin (0) _gine (L4 X)[1 —cos(0)] i
“ T VZlcos () — A { (T N1+ cos (@) + 27 A —cos (8)] }7 (A9)
 ime V2(1 — ) sin ()
= AT Feos(@)] £ 20 —cos (0] (A10)
By using Egs. (A8) and (A10),
o + |8 +9° =1 (A11)
N 2|1 — X2 sin? (0) 2 11+ A2 [1 — cos (6)]? 22 1 A
(1= AL +cos(@)] + 2 A —cos(O)] 2 L= N[L+cos @]+ 2 A—cos(@)] 2 "~

oo [(1—=X)[14 cos(8)] +2A [\ — cos (0)] | (A13)

\/2|1 — A|2sin? () 4+ |1+ X2 [1 — cos (8)]% + (1 — M) [1 + cos ()] + 2\ [A — cos ()] |2
|14 cos (0) — A[1+3cos (0) — 2]\ |

(Al4)

B \/2|1 — A2sin? () + |1+ A2 [1 = cos (8)]% + |1 + cos (8) — A [1 + 3cos (6) — 2)] |2

Eq. (AT4) together with Eqs. (A8) and (AT0) implies our objective Eq. 23).
We next derive Eq. (23). It is obtained from the characteristic equation

det (Déf(g) - )\I(3)) = 0. (A15)
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The left-hand side of Eq. (AT3) is

1 0 el G - 1—cos() , .sin®(0)[1 0
2 2 2 2 2
in?(0) [, .1 0 o [1—cos(8)]?
| s 0) {e”ﬁ +cos(f) /\} _ ine [ cos ( )} [cos (6) — Al (A16)
2 2 2
1+3 0 1 0 1 0 o 1-— 0 - 1 0
= |\ - Los())\ + cos () - cos (9) e - cos (9) — A| + €™ sin? (Q)i()_i_ i€ gin?2 (H)LS()
2 2 2 2 2
e sin? (0 in? (¢ e [1—cos (0] e [1—cos(0)]°
e S O)) st (6)y ime [Lcos O gy 4 gime [LZ 08 (0) (A17)
2 2 2 2
_ v 1+3cos(0) . -14cos(f) 32— [cos (0) 1+ cos (6) N e”gl +3cos(0) 1+ cos(0) )
2 2 2 2 2
- 1 N° .. o sin? (6 o [1—cos(8)] o [1—cos(8)]?
+e" cos (0) [7—’_ C;S( )] + e™€ sin? (0) — (1+¢e7) 781112( ))\ — e’ [7208( )] cos (0) + €™ [7208( )] A
(A18)
_ [1 + 3cos () N eiwel + cos (9)} \2
2 2
1+cos(f) . .[3cos?(0)+4cos(f)+1 cos®()—2cos(f)+1
—<cos () ————+¢e'"" - A
2 4 4
- 2(0)+2 0)+1 2(0)—2 0)+1 - _sin? (0
+e'™¢ cos (0) [COS ( )+4COS( )+ . ©) 4COS( )+ } + €™ sin” () — (14 €'™) %()/\ (A19)
I 1+ 3cos(0) L gine 1+ cos (6) 2 cos? (0) + cos (0) N sin® (9) . .1+ 3cos(0) A ein (A20)
2 2 2 2 2
1+3 0 1 0 1 0 143 0 .
_ g [LEB3e0s(O) | el cos(O)] o [1H€0S(0) | inel +3cos(O)] ) e (A21)
2 2 2 2
= =N 4 a(f,6)N\* —e™a* (0, E)\ + e, (A22)

where a(0, €) is defined in Eq. 26). By substituting Eq. (A22) into Eq. (AT3), we immediately obtain Eq. 23).

Appendix B: APPROXIMATION OF SUCCESS PROBABILITIES OF OUR ALGORITHM

Under the same situation as Sec. [I[Bl with 1 < m < n/2, we derive the approximation of the success probabilities
Zwe X0 Ps(uwc) (€,t) and Zwe X, - Ps(uwc) (€,t) of our quantum algorithm. To this end, we transform the orthonormal basis from

{10L), [17), 1)} to {|0L), [+1), |—r)} with |[+2) = (|1,) £ [17))/v/2. From Eq. (Z2), the matrix form of DO () in this
transformed basis is

1 iTE 1— iTE
cos (0) — re sin (6) —7esin(9) . . .
1 4 gine 1_62”5 cos (f) —sin(f) 0 1 _ gine (0 sin(f) —sin(0)
sin (0) cos (0) cos(0) | = [sin(f) cos(d) O+ 5 0 —cos(f) cos(f) |. (BD
iné ine 0 0 1 0 1 -1
0 1-e 1+e
2 2
Let
cos (0) —sin(f) 0
G=|sin(d) cos(d) 0 (B2)
0 0 1
and

(0 sin (f) —sin (9))
E=[0 —cos(f) cos() |. (B3)
0 1 -1
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When |€] is sufficiently small, (1 — e?™¢) /2 ~ —iné/2 + w2€2 /4, and hence

) . R L2 t=20j-2 ‘
A~ ot T t-j—1 _ T 2 ik g rt—i—k—2
[D()f(e)} ~q +( ise+ o e)ZGJEG - Y GEGFEGTITR2. (B4)
7=0 k=0
Note that in Eq. (B4), when ¢ < 2, the third term is zero, and when ¢ = 0, the second term is also zero.
To achieve our purpose, it is sufficient to calculate [(1/, |[[DO(€)]*[1)(0))]? and |(17 |[DO(&)]*|1(0))|2. To this end, we first
derive the matrix form of G'E and calculate G'|+/(0)) for any 0 < [ < t. Since G is a rotation matrix, we obtain

(COS (10) —sin (10) O) (0 sin (f) —sin (9)) (0 sin((l+1)0) —sin((I+1) 9))

G'E = |sin(if) cos(10) 0] |0 —cos() cos(d) | = |0 —cos((I+1)6) cos((I+1)6) (B5)
0 0 1 0 1 -1 0 1 -1

and

0
G'¢(0)) = | sin(10) cos(10) 0
0 1

cos (10) —sin (10)
[

() (D)
el (=0D)

0 0
From Egs. (B4), (B3), and (B6),
(121[DO#(&)]'|4:(0))

N (e
70 L (e )o)

(5 5e) S ( R RS P (-5
0
o L2 0 sin((j+1)0) —sin((j+1)0) C°s<<t_j_k_g 9>
+¢ 2 kzzo [1+cos ((k+1)8)] (8 _COS(({ +1)0) cos((J_Jlr 1)) ) ¢in <(t_j e g) 9> (B7)
0
, 1
) s1n<<i/—; 5) 9> X (_H+ " ):—Zé 1— cos (( g+1)9)sm((t_j_ %) 9)
sTa ;_ij;i 11+ cos ((k + 1) )] 1= COSE/%+ D) n <<t k- g) 9). (B8)
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For simplicity, we define

= Z::[l— ((]+1)9)]sin<<t—j—%) 9) (B9)
2 (10 -
— S: E;) - %ZO {sin <<t+ %) 9> + sin <<t— 2j — g) 9)} (B10)
1n 5 J=
L, [t0 , /0
(D)
2
and
9 = ;z_:tg%Q [14 cos ((k+1)8)][1 —cos ((j +1)6)]sin <<t —j—k— g) 9>. (B12)
From Eq. (BS),
n((+3)9) = Tlne -3

7T

. 2 ! v

> PRIED = |ALIDOs @ (O)] ~ 5
rEX 0

™

1

2
{2 (51 + s2) sin ((t + %) 9) + s%] &
. (B14)

1

>

R ] 8

V2 - V2 2
_7T_2€2 t—2 t—j—2 o 1+cos((j+1)0) sin o §
7 72::0 2 [1 4 cos ((k+1)0)] 7 ((t j—k 2) 9), (B16)
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and thus
. 1 72 o T 2
) ) sin t+§ 0) — 1(334—34)6 +2533e
> PRAE = (D0 @) w(0)| = 5 (B17)
16X1 é
1 2 1
sin ((t+-)0)+ 2 —2(s3+s4)sin{ (t+ =)0+ s3]
N 2 4 2 B18)
~ 5 :
where

: 0 , (0
53; 1[1+cos((j+1)9)]sin((t—j—1)9)=%+fsin<(t+%)e>—M (B19)

2 2 sin ()

Il
=]

J

and

IH
J‘:Mw

Zj_j 1+ cos (k4 1O+ cos(G-+ D O)]sin ( (1=~ k= ) 0). B20)

To evaluate how largely the marked items in & o are prioritized than the other marked items in A ¢, it would be informative
to calculate the gap > v PS({fC)G7 t) =D wex,. PS({fC)G7 t). From Eqs. (BI4) and (BIS),

: S'LlC z S'LlC

reX o reEX ¢
= | 'L|[Déf<a1f|w<o>>]2 - 'L'|[Déf<e>1t|w<o>>]2 B21)
~ %2 [(sl + 53+ 55+ 54) sin ((t + %) 9) Lot 83)2(81 - 83)] & (B22)
.o (10 ] ) 0

3

.o (10 ) 0
2 sin” { ] sin { 5
= Z 2794‘(824-54) sm<<t—|— 5) 9) + &2
S111 5

(B23)
2 sin? (g) , sin? (%) sin (16)
o= o \2) . 1 )
=7 (t —2) n (€> + (s2 4 s4) | sin ((t + 2) 9) + e~ F (B24)
2
[ L (10
i i - t0)
_ «? | tsin(6) — sin (t6) cos (6) _ 1 o ( 2) o
4 o ((t ’ 5) 9) L &, (B25)

| 2sin(0)sin (g)
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where we have used

t—2t—75—2 3
So+s4 = 2 1—|—cos((k+1)9)]s1n<(t—j—k:—§>9> (B26)
J=0 k=0
t—2t—j—2 3
=2 [1+cos((j+1)9)]sin((t—j—k—ﬁ) 9) (B27)
j=0 k=0
t—2 sin? (#9)
=2 [14cos((j+1)6)] ; (B28)
J=0 sin <—>
2
t—2 . .
= 1 cos? (%H) sin? (#9) (B29)

- (g) t_z {sm @) e (#9)} B0
2

i (8 (3 [ (20 gy

| (5 (B31)
(t—1)sin’ <ﬁ) + [t—l_ sin((t—l)H)} <2>
= 2 <2) 2 sin (6) N
sin 3
S - @) |, tsin(6) — sin (10) cos (6) (B33)

w(®) " 2o ()

to derive Eq. (B23). Since 0 < sin (0/2) < cos(0/2) from 1 < m < n/2, Eq. (B23) implies that ) .
Y oeex P (€, t) holds when € # 0 by setting ¢ so that (i) min {sin (¢6), cos (t0)} > 0 and (ii) ¢ > 1/ tan ().

P @Et) >

Appendix C: REASON FOR SELECTING po

The purpose in Sec. [[ILClis to examine the effect of the coherence in the input state. Therefore, a quantum state that is almost
the same as the coherent state [1)(0)) except for the coherence would be proper as an incoherent state to be compared. From
Eq. (33D, we notice that the two marked items Z; and 73 are treated equally in |+/(0)). Furthermore, all the probability amplitudes
are real, and the probability of incorrect answers (i.e., [01,)) being observed is written as a non-negative integer over the database
size 1000. To mimic these properties of |¢/(0)) in an incoherent state, we assume that py is given as

! |O )41 = =) <0 | + °_ (]
2| \/ 1000"" 1000 1000~ ~ 1000

+ ! |0 1-— | ) <0 |+ 2 iz | (C1
2\ \ 1000 * 1000 1000~ ~ To00\22 )

with 0 < a < 1000 being a non-negative integer.
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We show that pg in Eq. (36) is the quantum state closest to |¢/(0)) under this assumption. The fidelity between the quantum
state in Eq. (CT) and |¢(0)) in Eq. (33) is

2

a 499 1 a ~ (v/998a + vI000 —a)”
N \/M (1 ~ ) _ . (€2)

X JES—
1000 500 1000 106

Eq. (C2) is maximized when 1/998a + /1000 — a is maximized, and hence the fidelity takes its maximum value (997003 +
61/110778)/10°% ~ 0.999 at a = 999. In this case, the quantum state in Eq. (CI) becomes Eq. (36).
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