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The logarithm-determinant is a common quantity in many areas of physics and computer sci-
ence. Derivatives of the logarithm-determinant compute physically relevant quantities in statistical
physics models, quantum field theories, as well as the inverses of matrices. A multi-variable version
of the quantum gradient algorithm is developed here to evaluate the derivative of the logarithm-
determinant. From this, the inverse of a sparse-rank input operator may be determined efficiently.
Measuring an expectation value of the quantum state–instead of all N2 elements of the input
operator–can be accomplished in O(kσ) time in the idealized case for k relevant eigenvectors of
the input matrix. A factor σ = 1

ε3
or − 1

ε2
log2 ε depends on the version of the quantum Fourier

transform used for a precision ε. Practical implementation of the required operator will likely need
log2N overhead, giving an overall complexity of O(kσ log2N). The method applies widely and
converges super-linearly in k when the condition number is high. For non-sparse-rank inputs, the
algorithm can be evaluated provided that an equal superposition of eigenstates is provided. The out-
put is given in O(1) queries of oracle, which is given explicitly here and only relies on time-evolution
operators that can be implemented with arbitrarily small error. The algorithm is envisioned for
fully error-corrected quantum computers but may be implementable on near-term machines. We
discuss how this algorithm can be used for kernel-based quantum machine-learning.

I. INTRODUCTION

The logarithm-determinant appears ubiquitously in
the literature, notably in quantum and statistical physics,
but also in quantum chemistry and computer science [1–
6]. Finding the logarithm-determinant of a given ma-
trix is known to solve problems in general relativity [7],
quantum field theories, lattice quantum chromodynam-
ics (QCD) [8], machine learning [5, 9, 10], and statistical
physics [11]. The study of statistical thermodynamics,
which spans classical and quantum descriptions of nature,
is heavily reliant on the use of the logarithm-determinant
of the partition function (written in as a matrix in some
basis), but this often requires many basis functions to
create an accurate enough representation.

Beyond applications in natural sciences, the logarithm-
determinant has a straight-forward connection with the
inverse of a matrix.1

Lemma 1 (Matrix inverse from the derivative of the log-
arithm-determinant). The derivative of the logarithm-
determinant of X with elements xij is

∂

∂xij
ln det(X) = yij (1)

∗ Please direct correspondence to: bakerte@uvic.ca
1 Lemmas are used throughout this paper to signify results that
are proven by other papers. Theorems are used in this paper to
denote results that are given a proof, even if those results were
derived somewhere else. Propositions are statements that are
easily verified without a detailed proof. Corollaries extend what
is already known from a theorem but with some modified detail
that is easily verified without restating the proof.

where the elements yij compose the matrix Y = X−1.

The proof for this is given in Ref. 12.

Classical methods for the logarithm-determinant take
a square matrix and decompose it using an LU decompo-
sition. From the resulting form of a lower- (L) and upper-
triangular (U) matrix, the determinant can be computed
with a cost of O(N3) for an input N ×N matrix [13].

If the inverse exists and the spectrum of singular values
decays sufficiently, the form given for X can be restricted
to a sum over relevant eigenvalues which is far less than
the total Hilbert space size. This can be accomplished
by a sparse-rank factorization of the input matrix with a
Lanczos algorithm [14–16], but these methods often suffer
from stability issues on the classical computer [17–24].

The goal of quantum computing is to evaluate opera-
tions like these in a more efficient manner and so we pur-
sue an algorithm that solves this problem faster than the
classical computer. The idea is to use the operations on
the quantum computer to compute a Hilbert space size
of 2n = N for n qubits. The exponential compression
of data onto n qubits instead of N objects in the entire
Hilbert space is the foundation of many the advantages
for many quantum algorithms [25]. Note that computa-
tion of the logarithm-determinant is not the same as the
determinant nor the permanent of a matrix [26, 27].

This motivates us to look for a quantum algorithm that
can generically compute the logarithm-determinant in a
stable way and with fewer resources than the classical
approach. Such a solution would have wide-ranging im-
plications on the ability to compute quantities in many
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areas.2

The operations required to compute Eq. (1) are ef-
ficiently computable on the quantum computer, as we
show in this paper. The logarithm-determinent for
sparse-rank matrices is no more costly than a quantum
phase estimation (QPE) [28, 29].

For evaluating the derivative in Eq. (1), we use a quan-
tum gradient method–which is based on the ideas of the
quantum gradient algorithm from Ref. 30–that computes
the multi-variable series expansion of an input function.
Here, the oracle required is given explicitly by a QPE
and is the dominant cost of the algorithm. In the prac-
tical case, it is shown that the full scaling algorithm is
poly-logarithmic to determine the expectation value of
the inverse matrix, ⟨Y ⟩.
A necessary starting point for the current algorithm

is the generation of a set of the most relevant eigenvec-
tors and sufficiently accurate. We use a Lanczos method
to prepare this set of eigenstates for the input opera-
tor [15, 16]. Given a set of eigenstates, the subsequent
step of computing the quantum gradient of the logarithm-
determinant (QGLD) will allow for the accurate inverse
of a given sparse-rank operator, which is relevant for
quantum machine learning. We then extend this idea
to note that given an equal superposition of eigenstates
could generate all elements at once, making evaluation of
a non-sparse-rank operator possible provided the correct
initial state.

II. QUANTUM GRADIENT OF THE
LOGARITHM-DETERMINANT

Obtaining the derivative of a function on the quantum
computer is known to be obtainable inO(1) oracle queries
[30]. The only hurdle is the efficient implementation of
the oracle.

We will formulate the gradient algorithm for eigen-
states. This was not an assumption in the original imple-
mentation [30], but it will be useful to understand this to
extend the algorithm to a multi-variable series expansion.

The computation of the logarithm-determinant can be
found through eigenvalues and their derivatives.

Theorem 2 (Inverse operator from eigenvalues).
Given the k most relevant eigenvalues and eigenvectors
and their derivatives, the derivative of the logarithm-
determinant can be expressed as

yij =
∂

∂xij
ln det(X) =

∑
p

δEp(xij)

Ep
(2)

where Ep is the eigenvalue of an operator X indexed by
w and ordered from the k most relevant eigenstates, xij
is the element of X that a gradient is taken over, and i
and j index the elements of the operator X.

2 Some review with mathematics is provided in Appendix A.

Proof. Consider the reduction of the problem in Eq. (1)
by first representing the operator X in the eigenbasis. In
this case,

X =

k∑
p=1

Ep|p⟩⟨p| (3)

for eigenvalues Ep, eigenvectors |p⟩, and rank-k (where
k ∈ {1, . . . , N}). The determinant of such a form is

det(X) =

k∏
p=1

Ep (4)

which the same as that of a diagonal matrix. The key
identification of using this form is that the derivative of
the logarithm gives

∂

∂xij
ln det(X) =

∑
w

((∏
p ̸=w Ep

)
∂

∂xij
Ew

)
∏

pEp
(5)

=
∑
w

∂xijEw

Ew
≡
∑
w

δEw(xij)

Ew
(6)

which is given by the product rule. For the sake of
brevity, we denote ∂xijEw = ∂Ew/∂xij ≡ δEw(xij). ■

A similar proof follows from the trace-logarithm form
that is equivalent to the logarithm-determinant (see Ap-
pendix A).
This remarkably simple form relates the eigenvalues

and their derivatives to the derivative of the logarithm-
determinant (and therefore the matrix inverse). Note
that this form is valid even for negative eigenvalues, and
note that the convergence is best when the number of
eigenvectors required is small and much less than the full
Hilbert space size, k ≪ N .
We will discuss existing methods to generate a suitable

subspace of eigenvectors (i.e., wavefunction preparation)
and then describe a method to find the derivatives of
the eigenvalues. The resulting algorithm will determine
expectation values of a suitable approximation to Y in
poly-logarithmic time provided that we measure the ex-
pectation value ⟨Y ⟩ directly on the quantum computer
instead of trying to discover all O(N2) elements. The re-
covery of all N2 components in anything less than O(N2)
time is not promised in this paper and would run con-
trary to expectation in that an exponential amount of
data should take an exponential amount of time to query
[31]. This is similar to how the output in a quantum
Fourier transform (QFT) are considered [29].

A. Determination of eigensolutions

At the start of this algorithm, k eigenvalues are re-
quired from an input X. We provide in Appendix B
how to do this from a block-Lanczos technique [15, 16]
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Algorithm 1 Random quantum block Lanczos (RQBL)

1: Choose a state Ψ0 = Ψ and b excitations of operator X,
denoted as Ψ0 ▷ From Lanczos [15] or otherwise

2: p← 0
3: B−1 ← 0
4: A0 ← Ψ†

0XΨ0 ▷ Eq. (B2)
5: while p < k do
6: Compute recursion for pth step ▷ Eq. (B1)
7: Measure Ap+1 (stored classically) ▷ Eq. (B2)
8: Measure Bp+1 (stored classically) ▷ Eq. (B3)
9: Create Gp such that Ψp ← GpΨ0 from all of {Ap},
{Bp} (and its inverse)

10: p← p+ 1
11: end while
12: Create S(p) ▷ Eq. (B4)

13: γ(p) ← diag(S(p))

14: return Eigenvectors |ψp⟩ created from Γ(p) ▷ Eq. (B7)

and summarized in Box 1. In principle, block-Lanczos
is not required and other methods may be used in place
of it if they achieve sufficient accuracy of the eigenvec-
tors. For the current paper, this technique is applied
to demonstrate that the wavefunction preparation is not
exponentially large [32].

B. Gradient algorithm for eigenvalues

The goal here is to find the derivative of the determi-
nant from a modification of the quantum gradient algo-
rithm (QGA) [30]. In this algorithm, one computes all
variations of a derivative at the same time and then uses
QFTs to obtain the derivatives after a phase-kickback
trick. This results in an algorithm that is O(1) query
time. The entire circuit for the QGA is presented in
Fig. 1 and below.

Theorem 3 (Quantum gradient algorithm scaling and
resources). Obtaining a gradient from the quantum com-
puter of a eigenvector costs only O(1) query time to an
oracle and two registers of n = log2N and m = log2M
qubits respectively.

Proof. We begin the quantum gradient algorithm with
two registers

|0⟩⊗n|0⟩⊗m (7)

ϵ
|0⟩⊗m

H⊗m QFT †

|0⟩⊗n f(ϵ)

FIG. 1. The quantum circuit diagram for the quantum gra-
dient algorithm.

where these first two registers are multi-qubit registers of
n and m qubits respectively.
A Hadamard transform is applied onto one register

H =
1√
2

(
1 1
1 −1

)
(8)

on each of the gates (one per qubit) which can be written
as

|0⟩⊗n (H|0⟩)⊗m
= |0⟩⊗n

 1√
2m

m∏
p=1

∑
ϵp

|ϵp⟩

 (9)

= |0⟩⊗n

(
1√
2m

∑
ϵ

|ϵ⟩

)
(10)

where ϵ effectively represents the many directions that
the gradient can be taken in.
The other register must implement an oracle query

such that a function f is evaluated controlled on the
variations produced by the Hadamard gates. This would
appear as ∑

ϵ

|f(ϵ)⟩
(

1√
2m

|ϵ⟩
)

(11)

The oracle produces a phase expansion of the form∑
ϵ

(
ei2π

N
ML f( L

N (ϵ−N
2 ))|f(ϵ⟩

)( 1√
2m

|ϵ⟩
)

(12)

where f(ϵ − N
2 ) was the phase result of an oracle with

N = N(1, 1, 1, 1, 1, . . .) appears in a complex phase. The
factor M ≡ 2m is maximum value of the eventual gra-
dient of f that will be revealed in the next step. The
necessary gate that is applied here is imagined to be sim-
ilar to a quantum phase estimation such that the register
conveying f(ϵ) is an eigenstate of that operator in the
limit where L is small.
If we choose L sufficiently small over a region where f

is linear, then we can approximate the function f with a
series expansion to first order as

f

(
L

N

(
ϵ− N

2

))
≈ f(0) +

L

N

(
ϵ− N

2

)
·∇f (13)

plus higher order terms. The leading term f(0) will con-
tribute only a global phase, so it can be safely ignored
for a single input eigenfunction |p⟩ because it will be ir-
relevant on measurement. The terms that depend on ϵ
can be isolated and written as∑

ϵ

ei
2πN
M ϵ·∇f |ϵ⟩ (14)

where this is a Fourier transform over ϵ of the term ∇f .
The final step of the QGA is to apply a QFT which

will give

d⊗
j=1

∣∣∣∣NM ∂f

∂xj

〉
(15)
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ϵ

|Ψ⟩

|0⟩⊗m
H⊗m QFT †

|0⟩⊗n Γ U(ϵ)

FIG. 2. Quantum gradient algorithm for the derivatives of
eigenvalues on eigenstates. The results of a block Lanczos
calculation are used to construct unitaries Γ(p) for each of
the p eigenvalues to capture a sufficiently converged S sparse-
rank representation of the input matrix X. The operator Γ(p)

will depend on a block Lanczos solution that was discussed
in Sec. B. The remaining step is a quantum phase estimation
with rotational gates controlled on the variations ϵ. This pro-
duces a phase related to the eigenvalue, the desired result.

or the components of the derivative. Note that we only
required one call to the oracle query, so this represents
a notable speedup over the classical method. The QFT
can be evaluated in O(m lnm) [33] in the best case or
more generically as O(m2) [29, 34]. ■

Oracle-based methods can often produce large over-
heads to implement the oracle. We show in the follow-
ing that this is not necessarily true here. The value of
L in principle allows us to decompose the input time-
evolution operator into smaller components. We now
show what form the operator must take for the logarithm-
determinant as an extension of the QGA.

C. Oracle: quantum gradient phase estimation

The oracle query–which we refer to as quantum gra-
dient phase estimation (QGPE)–that is shown to be no
more costly than QPE–controlled on a parameter ϵ. The
algorithm is summarized in Fig. 2.

Theorem 4 (Oracle query as a quantum gradient phase
estimation). The oracle query for the quantum gradient
algorithm can be phrased as a quantum phase estimation
controlled on the second register in the QGA. This gives
a scaling of QGPE like QPE of O(m) ≡ O(− log2 ε) for
m qubits giving precision of ε.

Proof. Since the derivative of the logarithm-determinant
was reduced to the gradient of the eigenvalues in Eq. (6),
the intention is now to apply a phase rotation gate onto
the wavefunction–as is performed in a QPE–which will
give the eigenvalues. In order to account for the variation
ϵ, the phase rotation gates in the QPE must be controlled
on those registers. This will result in the energies with a
variation in ϵ.
The variation is applied of the form ϵ∆(i, j) where

∆(i, j) has 1 on all elements of the input matrix that are
to be verified in the derivative ∂xij

which can be taken
to be a set of Kronecker delta functions. The remaining
values are all 0. The form of ∆(i, j) can be taken to be

symmetric so that the determinant of the input matrix
X is commonly defined, although one in principle can
extend the concept if necessary.

The form of the phase rotation gates in the QPE are
taken to have the form

exp

(
2πiN

ML
Ĥ(ϵ)

)
= exp

(
2πiN

ML

(
X +

Lϵ

N
∆(i, j)

))
(16)

where Ĥ can be regarded as a Hamiltonian with time
step 2πN/(ML).
In the following, one can imagine taking an expectation

value of Eq. (16) with respect to |p⟩, ⟨p|ei2π N
ML Ĥ(ϵ)|p⟩.

For the ∆(i, j) operator here, we consider a form
∆(i, j) = δij or that only a few of the elements are non-
zero. For simplicity, consider only one (and its transpose
position to keep the operator of a suitable form to take
a unitary time evolution).

The result of the QPE applied onto |p⟩ is to generate

a phase e(i2π
N
L θ(p)(ϵ) where the eigenvalue is given as

θ(p)(ϵ) = θ0+δθ+ . . . = θ0+∇ijθ
Lϵ

N
+O(L2)+ . . . (17)

and applies for any eigenvalue indexed by p. For small
enough L, the condition holds as before. The end re-
sult is that a global phase exp(i2πθ0) present may be
disregarded in the rest of the computation. After tak-
ing a QFT, the eigenvalue reduces to a form similar to
Eq. (15), ∣∣∣∣NM∇ijθ

(p)

〉
(18)

where the number of qubits m allowed for the ϵ deviation
determines how precise the answer can be.

The scaling for this step is given entirely by the number
of qubits required to represent ε where 0 < ε < 1. For
the case of qubits, we can impose m = − log2 ε and use
the known resource estimates from QPE. ■

There is an additional question of how accurate the
gradient is. We demonstrate that for small L, the time-
evolution operator is essentially error-free.

Theorem 5 (Small L limit for error-free decomposition).
Error in the delta function term in the time evolution are
less than the decomposition error and therefore create no
meaningful error for small L, which can be set arbitrarily
small.

Proof. Given the argument of the exponential operator

Ĥij = (X)ij +
Lϵ

N
∆(i, j) (19)

we can determine that the expansion of the perturbing
term Lϵ∆(i, j)/N follows as a series expansion of the
term as seen in Eq. (17) (see Appendix C for the full
form of a multi-variable series). Higher order terms in
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Eq. (19) therefore appear as O(L2) corrections. The pref-
actor from Eq. (16) of N/(ML) will cancel out the ex-
traneous factor giving an overall term of O(L). As L is
decreased, the error will vanish. In total, higher order
terms will go as O(Lo−1) for order o and so vanish faster
than previous orders.

In the series expansion, we have a leading term that
goes as O( 1

L ), but this first term counts as a global phase
and therefore does not affect the final result. We then
have the first gradient term as O(1) which is the desired
result. The rest of the terms go as, at most, O(L) or
larger which can be made small enough not to affect the
final result. ■

The actual evaluation of the series expansion here
would be difficult to do in practice, so it may be useful
to think of the term eLϵ∆/N as modifying the eigenvector
|p⟩. Reducing L will guarantee less change in the eigen-
vector and there is no restriction for how small L can
be.

This then guarantees that for sufficiently small L that
the error will vanish. One could ponder a similar justi-
fication through the Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff formula
for the decomposition of an exponential, but it is less
straightforward to determine the time-step. We will note
that practical implementation may limit how small L can
be, but theoretically in a perfect implementation, this pa-
rameter can be arbitrarily small.

Upon evaluation of the time-evolution operator, we
therefore have a state that is nearly an eigenstate and the
variation to the new Hamiltonian is a small perturbation.
Estimates for real-time evolution that suggest lengthy
time evaluations are not applicable in this particular use
case because the time-step is infinitesimally small, allow-
ing for arbitrary time-steps without error [35].

D. Expectation values of the inverse

The goal in this section is to see if the computation of
the inverse operator can be performed efficiently on the
quantum computer without having to measure O(N2)
elements as the previous, single-shot algorithm suggests
(i.e., all possible combinations of i and j must be ob-
tained in order to find all elements of the inverse matrix).
In total, we want to evaluate

⟨Y ⟩ = ⟨Φ|Y |Φ⟩ =
∑
ij

Φ∗
i yijΦj (20)

which scales as O(N2) on the classical computer as a sub-
leading cost to the determination of the inverse at O(N3).
In this section, our interest is on how to evaluate the
double sum over i and j in poly-logarithmic time on the
quantum computer to do both the inverse (no measured
in full) and expectation value.

The broad outline of the algorithm is given in Box 2.

Algorithm 2 Quantum gradient of the
logarithm-determinant (QGLD)

1: Generate k eigenvectors {|p⟩} of an operator X and their
eigenvalues {Ep} ▷ e.g., block Lanczos [15, 16]

2: Prepare operator with elements xij + Lϵ∆(i, j)/N con-
trolled on auxiliary qubits |ϵ⟩⊗m

3: Choose L to be sufficiently small
4: Prepare a state Φ for the expectation value
5: p← 1
6: while p < k do
7: Prepare deviations |ϵ⟩⊗m ▷ Eq. (8)
8: QGPE onto wavefunction |p⟩ controlled on |ϵ⟩⊗m to

produce the phase e2πϵiδE(xij) ▷ Eq. (16)

9: |δE(xij)⟩
QFT← e2πϵiδE(xij)|ϵ⟩⊗m and measure

10: p← p+ 1
11: end while
12: return ⟨Y ⟩ ←

∑k
p=1⟨Y

(p)⟩

If Φ is given as a classical wavefunction, we can im-
mediately implement the coefficients into the QGPE by
modifying the perturbing operator ∆ as in the following.

Theorem 6 (Summation of all derivatives). Assuming
a form of

∆ =
Lϵ

N
Φ† ·Φ =

Lϵ

N


Φ∗

1Φ1 Φ∗
1Φ2 Φ∗

1Φ3 · · ·

Φ∗
2Φ1 Φ∗

2Φ2 Φ∗
2Φ3

. . .

Φ∗
3Φ1 Φ∗

3Φ2 Φ∗
3Φ3

. . .
...

. . .
. . .

. . .

 (21)

generates the sum of all derivatives. The weights of the
derivatives are modified here by the components Φ∗

iΦj,
the probability amplitudes of the wavefunction Φ.

Proof. For the sake of simplicity, we can think of the
perturbation ∆ = LϵI/N and define

I ≡


1 1 1 1 1 . . . 1
1 1 1 1 1 . . . 1

1 1 1 1 1
. . . 1

...
...

...
...

. . .
. . .

...
1 1 1 1 1 . . . 1

 (22)

as a matrix of all ones in every entry. It is natural to
wonder why this choice would lead to a sum over all ele-
ments

∑
ij δEp(xij) for a given eigenvalue p, but this case

can be analogized with a multi-variable series expansion.
Each element of Ĥ0 indexed by i and j.

X +
Lϵ

N
I = X +

Lϵ

2N

∑
ij

δij = X +
Lϵ

2N

∑
ij

|i⟩⟨j| (23)

where a factor of 1/2 appears to prevent double count-
ing. We now imagine that we want to series expand in
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several factors of i and j simultaneously. To first order,
we can imagine that we can take the multi-variable series
expansion of the expression for all possible i and j as the
expression

⟨p|X +
Lϵ

N
I|p⟩ = Ep + ⟨p|

∑
ij

Lϵ

2N

(
|i⟩⟨j|

)
|p⟩ (24)

where we notice that a single value of Ep is present just
as in the 0th order of the multi-variable series expansion
followed by a term that when expanded in a series will
yield a derivative with prefactor L. The same analysis
follows as from Thm. 5. The first order derivative then
appears as before for small enough L. The maximum
element of the commutator of X and ∆ will be the lead-
ing error in the expression and that the factor L must
suppress this factor in order to have low error.

In total, with the operator I, we have obtained the
sum of the derivative of all eigenvalues δEp(xij) which
can be viewed as evaluating ⟨Y ⟩ with a vector Φ† =
(1, 1, 1, 1, . . . , 1) and adding in eigenvalue elements as we
demonstrate next.

Adding in arbitrary values of the classical wavefunction
to each element corresponding to i and j gives∑

ij

Φ∗
i

(
δEp(xij)

)
Φj = Ep

∑
ij

Φ∗
i y

(p)
ij Φj (25)

≡ Ep⟨Y (p)⟩ (26)

which corresponds to Eq. (20) with the elements y
(p)
ij cor-

responding to the pth contribution to the inverse element
from Eq. (1). We then recovers the statement of the
proof once divided by Ep as in Eq. (26) and summed,

⟨Y ⟩ =
∑

p⟨Y (p)⟩. This is the expectation value of the

inverse in O(1) applications of QGPE. ■

Note that the sum of these values as presented here will
be for a given eigenvalue p. All k such relevant eigenval-
ues must be summed to obtain the full result.

We note that if there is difficulty in decomposing the
input time-evolution gate, then the operator could be
chunked over several runs since the output gradients can
all be summed together.

E. Complexity scaling

The overall computational scaling of the algo-
rithm with the classical wavefunction is therefore
O(−(k/ε2) log2 ε)–or O(k/ε3) with an alternate quantum
Fourier transform [29, 34]–because we require k eigen-
vectors at ε precision from a quantum phase estimation
scaling as O(1/ε) [28, 29]. The last step is to take a QFT
which scales as Ref. [33], O

(
1
ε log2

1
ε

)
, in the best case or

O(1/ε2) in the standard implementation [29, 34].
If given a quantum wavefunction, a series of measure-

ments could be performed to obtain the classical coef-
ficients [36] or from QAM-sampling [37–39] to find the
coefficients of the end result.

Theorem 7 (Practical scaling). In the case where X +
Lϵ
N ∆ must be implemented by a decomposition onto n
qubits, the scaling of the overall algorithm increases by
a logarithmic factor log2N to O(−(k/ε2) log2 ε log2N).

Proof. A linear combination of unitaries [40, 41] can be
used to decompose the operator in to n = log2N gates.
The decomposition of the full exponential into several
gates, one for each qubit, is guaranteed to be low er-
ror with a suitably low L value as demonstrated in
Thm. 5 but noting that the expansion of the exponen-

tial as ei(A+B)t = eiAteiBtei
t2

2 [A,B] holds and thus can
be done with no error since t ∼ L. Thus, the number of
operations in this case will go as the number of qubits,
justifying the extra factor. ■

Classical algorithms that have pursued similar strate-
gies [42, 43] have been reported to have O(k2N) scaling
[44], meaning that the algorithm here is less by an expo-

nential factor (a ratio of log2 N
kN for some precision) in the

practical case.

As a comment on gate-depth for this algorithm, it is
entirely dependent on the (controlled) gates that are ap-
plied in acting the operators of QGPE onto the quantum
machine and their implementation [45].

F. Discussion

The poly-logarithmic scaling of this algorithm is de-
pendent on writing a suitable operator controlled on the
auxiliary qubits. Note that only one loop is required over
k eigenvalues giving the scaling of O(k) in terms of the
number of times expectations values must be taken on
the quantum computer. This technique is already well
studied in many works and the application to gates in
the QGPE (which have the same form as time-evolution
gates) is already studied, reducing the barrier to imple-
mentation for this algorithm. This does mean that well-
explored methods to apply unitary gates on the quantum
computer can immediately be applied in this algorithm
to achieve an efficient implementation.

The existence of this algorithm seems to match the ex-
pected optimal scaling by related works on the quantum
singular value transformation [46–48]. The quantum al-
gorithm is less than classical algorithms that we are aware
of by an exponential factor [44] in the case of the practical
scaling (N → log2N).

This algorithm can be viewed as a dual algorithm to
Ref. 49 in the sense that Ref. 49 focuses on the input
wavefunction rather than the operator [32, 40, 50–55].
The algorithm here is focused on treating the operator
itself.
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III. APPLICATIONS TO SPARSE-RANK
INPUT: KERNEL-BASED MACHINE LEARNING

There are several applications for which the inverse of
a matrix would be useful. We list a few interesting ones,
although this would not constitute an exhaustive list. We
start where the algorithm is best (i.e., when the problem
is machine-learnable and has few eigenstates necessary
for a complete description). It is then also pointed out
that the problem can be applied on non-sparse-rank ma-
trices for interacting quantum-many problems and be-
yond.

Definition 1 (Machine-learnable). An input matrix is
defined to be machine-learnable when the sum of the
k ≪ N largest eigenvalues has a small difference from
the sum over all eigenvalues.

We will give a specific case here for the learning of
a kernel-based machine learned function [56, 57], but in
general the expressions can be more generic.

One can construct a kernel matrix K between the data
points xj with elements

Kij = κ(xi, xj , σ) (27)

where an example might be, if choosing an exponential
function to be κ(xi, xj , σ) = exp

(
−∥xi − xj∥2/σ2

)
but

any function may be chosen in general and there can be
more hyperparameters than the single σ given here.
The machine-learned approximation is given by [58]

fML(x) =

NT∑
j=1

αjκ(x, xj , σ) (28)

for parameters αj that we will determine by first con-
structing a cost function to be minimized of the form

C(α) =

NT∑
j=1

(
fML(xj)− fj

)2 − λαTKα (29)

where the elements of α are αi and are solved by

α = (K+ λI)−1f (30)

which requires the inverse of a matrix and training points
fj as elements of f . The hyper-parameters σ and λ must
be chosen to fit the model properly (i.e., avoid over-
fitting). In general, one may construct a more generic
cost function to minimize.

The appearance of an inverse is exactly what we wish
to solve with the new algorithm proposed in this paper.
The number of relevant principal components in the ker-
nel matrix depends on the application, but in general,
we can say that a system is machine-learnable if the the
number of principal components is small.

The implementation on the quantum computer to
achieve the best scaling case would use K + λI as the
input X and load f onto the right-vector in Eq. (21).

The left-vector, depending on what resource constraints
are allowed, could be either a function g ·K or if the in-
verse of K is known then that could be applied onto the
original function.

Lemma 8 (Super-linear convergence). Given an input
matrix X such that the singular value σi → 0 as i
increases where i indexes the singular values in order.
Given S determined out to an order k sparse-rank fac-
torization, S(k), then the approximate singular values
σ̃i(S

(k)) tend to

σ̃i(S
(k)) → σi (31)

superlinearly in k (i.e., as a high degree polynomial in
k).

The proof is contained in Ref. 2 (Theorem III.5 of that
paper) [3, 59, 60].
This implies that the choice of block Lanczos as a start-

ing point for kernel-based machine learning is highly ef-
ficient with respect to the number k eigenvectors that
need to be supplied. This algorithm would result in much
larger systems being able to be machine-learned.
We also note that the methods here once implemented

would allow for the training of Bayesian machine learning
algorithms to predict likely outcomes from the machine-
learning model [5, 9, 10, 61].
We note that at least k relevant eigenvectors must be

present for the algorithm to obtain an answer in general.
We find the most useful complexity proof demonstrating
this to be native to machine learning. It has been proven
in Ref. 62 (with concurring results in at least Ref. 63 and
Ref. 64) that the number of oracle queries for a quantum
machine learning algorithm are equal to the number of
training points on the classical computer (i.e., quantum
computers store no more correlations than are provided
to it; same for the classical computer). So, at least this
much information must be provided in the wavefunction,
else the proof from Ref. 62 would need modification and
imply that quantum machine learning is not restricted
by the probably approximately correct (PAC) model of
learning at least [65, 66].

IV. EXTENSIONS FOR OTHER STATE
PREPARATION ASSUMPTIONS

So far, we have made conservative assumptions about
the preparation of the initial wavefunction. This forced
the resulting algorithm to scale as O(k). It is natural to
wonder if the algorithm could be reduced in scaling from
O(k) to O(1). We discuss this possibility here if we are
given an equal superposition of eigenstates. This is not
the same as an equal superposition of all states from a
Hadamard transformation. We require

|Ψ⟩ =
N∑

p=1

cp|p⟩ (32)
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Algorithm 3 Summed Quantum gradient of the
logarithm-determinant (Σ-QGLD)

1: Prepare a register of an equal superposition of k eigen-
states ▷ Eq. (32)

2: Generate the factor 1/Ep on ϵ ▷ Eq. (34)
3: Run an inverse time evolution ▷ Eq. (36)

4: Apply Ûc as in the QGLD algorithm but on the superposi-
tion of all eigenstates to generate δE(xij) for all required
elements ▷ Eq. (E5)

5: return Measure the expectation value of some operator
to obtain the sum over all k

with cp = 1/
√
2n ∀p.

We note that this is related to the same wavefunction
preparation assumptions as other works, namely Ref. 49
[32, 53–55]. If a suitable set of preparation assumptions
can be imposed (potentially with a quantum memory),
then we will explore that possibility in this section.

If the eigenvalues are known, then this procedure can
become simpler. One could in principle construct a
Hadamard gate in the basis of the eigenfunctions and
prepare the state accordingly.

Our goal is only to illustrate the steps required to
generate the gradients in a superposition as a summed-
QGLD (Σ-QGLD) which is summarized in Box 3.

A. Preparation of an equal superposition of
eigenstates

Considering the wavefunction |Ψ⟩, take a QPE to find

Û†
QFTÛQPE|Ψ⟩|0⟩ = 1√

2n

N∑
p=1

|p⟩|Ep⟩ (33)

where a QFT was applied to bring the phase into an
auxiliary register. The number of qubits for the auxiliary
register is m, a small number to store the precision of the
eigenvalue Ep.

Note that determination of the eigenvalues classically
is O(N3), but the cost may be worthwhile when consid-
ering taking the inverse of the input matrix. In those
cases where the input matrix is tridiagonal, one can re-
duce this to O(N2). General inputs can be reduced to
the tridiagonal form by use of a Hessenberg transforma-
tion [13], which is formally O(N2), but in cases where
the input Hamiltonian is sparse, then we can potentially
find the eigenvalues in O(N2). Note that the Hessen-
berg matrix is only applied on the first step, followed by
lower cost operations. This may also be possible with fast
matrix-multiplication algorithms to achieve this scaling
for generic matrices [67].

We do note the recent appearance of some methods to
find excitation energies on the quantum computer that
may be useful [16, 68–70].

B. Inverse phase generation

When performing the the QGLD in superposition, the
eigenvalue must be divided by the perturbing value ϵ →
ϵ/Ep as in Eq. (6). That is, we need

ei
N

ML (Ĥ+Lϵ
N ∆) → e

i N
ML

(
Ĥ+ Lϵ

EpN ∆
)

(34)

for a given eigenvalue Ep of the Hamiltonian. Even if this
procedure is more expensive than normal, or requires a
detailed implementation [71], then the rest of the algo-
rithm is small enough to justify the overhead. Note that
the eigenbasis of the inverse operator is the same as for
the input operator, X|p⟩ = Ep|p⟩ ⇔ Y |p⟩ = 1

Ep
|p⟩.

C. Eigenphase cancellation in superposition

If we are given a single register of log2 k qubits then in
principle we can prepare a state

|Ψ⟩ = 1√
2log2 k

k∑
p=1

|p⟩ (35)

where k can be any number up to the size of the Hilbert
space, k = N . All states in the superposition must have
equal weight, which differs from a general spectral decom-
position of an arbitrary wavefunction into all eigenstates.
If Eq. (35) is provided, then we can evaluate the entire

sum over all k in a single oracle query of the QGLD. Upon
evaluation of the superposition, there will be no uniform

global phase. Instead, terms like exp
(
2πi(θ

(p)
0 − θ

(p′)
0 )

)
will appear and prevent the proper evaluation of the mea-
surement. Instead, we must cancel the phase on each
eigenstate individually in the sum.
To cancel the phases on each state, we can apply an

inverse time-evolution operation of the form

Û(t) = exp

(
−2πiN

ML
X

)
(36)

which will give

|Ψ⟩ = 1√
2log2 k

k∑
p=1

e−
2πiN
ML θ

(p)
0 |p⟩ (37)

and cancel the (“global”)3 phase on each state p when
applying Eq. (16). This will give the sum over all k input
states.

3 But now the previously defined “global phase” is inherent to each
eigenstate, meaning it is not so global in this case. It is different
for each eigenstate in the superposition.
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D. Complexity

The overall scaling of the method reduces to O (σ)
(ideal) or O (σ log2N) (practical) with σ = 1

ε3 or

− 1
ε2 log2 ε depending on the QFT used [28, 29, 33], a

reduction by a factor of k from the QGLD. This scaling
likely hides the complexity of preparing the wavefunc-
tion [55] and the inclusion of the inverse eigenvalue as
discussed in the previous paragraph. This may require a
quantum RAM (QRAM), although it has been noted the
difficulties in using this device and constructing it.

E. Application of Σ-QGLD

This method is perhaps best applied when the eigen-
states are known, such as for the uniform gas. In this
case, we take a collection of fermions in the unit cell of
an infinite system [72]. The external potential is set to
cancel a divergence in the size-extensive exchange term
(although, this can be taken to be zero for all practical
purposes), and the eigenstates are considered to be plane
waves exp(ik · r). In this case, we can prepare the set of
eigenstates on the quantum computer through a unitary.

In this case, we can then evaluate functional deriva-
tives of the quantum field theory as in Eq. (A3) by using
Σ-QGLD as an oracle query to the QGA. This will eval-
uate the problem over a set number of qubits we use on
the quantum computer. This implies a plane-wave cutoff
that scales as the number of qubits [73]. In principle, one
could evaluate for exchange and correlation function.4

Some existing results can be checked against quantum
Monte Carlo studies [74].

Annealing the eigenstates of the uniform gas to a
slightly-perturbed Hamiltonian would allow for study on
any Fermi-liquid [72].

V. CONCLUSION

Logarithm-determinants were shown to be efficiently
computable on the quantum computer from the knowl-
edge of the derivative of the eigenvalue and the eigenvalue
itself if extremal eigenstates are known. The logarithm-
determinant’s derivatives apply widely in both field theo-
retic formulations of physics as well as machine learning.

A multi-variable series expansion was derived from a
quantum gradient algorithm. It was shown that apply-
ing a time-evolution operator in O(1) query time can
generate the contribution from a single eigenvalue to the
expectation value of an inverse operator. A sum over k
such eigenvalues is required in order to obtain the full
result. The time-evolution operator can be decomposed
with the choice of a free parameter that can be reduced to

4 For example, see Eq. (A4).

an infinitesimally small time-step, making the algorithm
implementable on near-term quantum computers as well
as fully error-corrected machines.

For practical implementation, the input matrix into
the argument of the time-evolution operator can be writ-
ten as a linear combination of unitaries and decomposed
to give a poly-logarithmic scaling algorithm in terms of
the size of the input matrix, log2N . The full scaling is
therefore O

(
k
ε3 log2N

)
or O

(
− k

ε2 log2 ε log2N
)
for pre-

cision ε, depending on which form of the quantum Fourier
transform is used. We also provided the method extended
to a superposition of eigenstates provided that the initial
equal superposition of states can be created.

In those cases where the number of eigenvectors needed
to well-describe the input operator is small, the sparse-
rank factorization of the matrix is known to converge
super-linearly in the rank of the matrix for sufficiently
decaying singular values, implying that the method is
very efficient in those cases. One potential use case is
therefore quantum machine-learning.

The goal was to show that the logarithm-determinant
can be solved on the quantum computer. There is no
claim about the ultimate performance with respect to all
possible (un)known classical algorithms [32, 53–55].
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Appendix A: Logarithm-determinant in physics

The logarithm-determinant appears in many places in
the study of physics. Considering the generic expression
for a partition function or generating function of the form

Z =

∫
Dφ eiS[φ] (A1)

where the functional integral is over all possible fields, φ
and S[φ] =

∫
L(φ, φ̇, t)dt for a given Lagrangian, L. The

Lagrangian may describe a classical or quantum system
at zero or finite temperature T . The quantity Z can be
evaluated in a basis and then recast as a matrix, albeit
one that is practically exponentially large in order to ob-
tain accurate results.

Knowledge of Z can be used to obtain thermodynamic
quantities which are related by the derivative of the log-
arithm to obtain [11]

E = − ∂

∂β
lnZ (A2)

the energy of a system for one example, for an inverse
temperature β = 1/T (allowing units such that the Boltz-
mann constant is 1). In general, taking the derivative of
the partition function can give the conjugate variables in
thermodynamics [11].

In the context of a field theory, one can generate corre-
lation functions by taking successive derivatives of source
fields that are added to the Lagrangian (i.e., Jφ). Tak-
ing functional derivatives of the source fields J such as
[8, 75]

∂

∂J(x)

(
∂

∂J(y)
lnZ

)∣∣∣∣
J=0

= ⟨ĉ†iσ(x)ĉjσ(y)⟩ (A3)

would be the Green’s function when J = 0.
Fully interacting Green’s functions can also be ob-

tained from [72, 76]

Gij(ω) = ⟨Ψ|ĉ†iσ(ω − Ĥ ± iη)−1ĉjσ|Ψ⟩ (A4)

where η → 0. The appearance of the inverse of an oper-
ator aligns with the scope of the main results.

We note one small equivalence in the literature that is
equivalent to the logarithm-determinant.

Proposition 1 (Trace-logarithm form). The logarithm-
determinant is equvialent to the trace of the logarithm
of an operator,

ln detX = Tr lnX (A5)

Proof. This is straightforwardly derived by substituting
an eigenvalue decomposition–as in Eq. (3)–and rearrang-
ing. ■

Appendix B: Random quantum block Lanczos
recursion

We preferred to use a randomized quantum block Lanc-
zos (RQBL) algorithm [2, 17–23, 77] as a starting point
for the QGLD for sparse-rank inputs. Lanczos meth-
ods were proposed for the quantum computer [15] be-
cause of their rapid convergence [59], ability to obtain
the ground state in consequently fewer operations, and
their ability to compute the continued fraction represen-
tation of the fully interacting Green’s function [15]. It
was also shown that the same techniques using qubiti-
zation [16, 40, 41, 78, 79] can be used to avoid Trotter
decomposition. A block Lanczos algorithm can be im-
plemented and this is advantageous because the cost is
equal to square the number of states in each block and
the algorithm tends to be more stable [16].
Lanczos methods have recently caught the imagina-

tion of the quantum computing development commu-
nity. After the original proposal with block encodings
in Ref. 15, there was a nearly immediate demonstration
on a real quantum computer of a continued fraction in
Ref. 80. The extension to block Lanczos techniques fol-
lowed shortly after that [16], noting that the method
should be more stable than the scalar Lanczos case based
on error estimates. An in-depth summary of the method
covered existing strategies in Ref. 81–reviewing in detail
that the implementation on the quantum computer is
efficient–with some discussion of error in Ref. 82. The
problem has recently been applied with near-term quan-
tum technologies to large spin chains [83] and lattice de-
scriptions of quantum field theories [84]. Some other im-
plementations of Lanczos methods use Trotter decompo-
sitions of a time evolution operator [85–88]. Some other
methods have investigated Davidson methods for excited
states [89].
Even though quantum Lanczos is roughly the same as

the classical version, the main justification for its imple-
mentation is that the quantum computer bypasses the
exponential increase in the storage requirements for the
wavefunction. The discussion here will be for the fully
error-corrected implementation of quantum computers,
just as previous work has been framed [15]. The limi-
tation of precision on the quantum computer is the un-
certainty limit which allows for a more stable Lanczos
algorithm and avoids the accumulation of round-off er-
ror that appears in classical computations. We note this
implies that the wavefunction preparation here is not ex-
ponentially costly, a bottleneck of some other algorithms
[32, 55]. This is ultimately predicated on having only
a few relevant eigenvectors necessary for the problem at
hand for the QGLD.
We note that other methods of determining excited

states could be used as the generator for the eigenvectors.
We consider a set of eigenvectors that is generated by a

block-Lanczos algorithm, although any appropriate sub-
space could be chosen and this algorithm will immedi-
ately generaize to that case as well. Previous formula-
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tions of this algorithm [16] have focused on starting from
an eigenstate. The key difference here is that this al-
gorithm, quantum randomized block Lanczos, will start
from a random state prepared on the quantum computer.

Block Lanczos methods have been known to be more
stable than scalar Lanczos methods because of their abil-
ity to more stably handle degeneracies in the eigenvalue
spectrum [16], avoiding spurious degeneracies that can
result from a traditional Lanczos algorithm.

The starting point for this algorithm will be a random
initialization of a non-interacting (and non-entangled)
wavefunction on the quantum computer. This will be
the starting point for all future iterations of the this al-
gorithm. The number of qubits required for this is n to
store the wavefunction on the quantum computer.5

The traditional formulation of this algorithm on the
classical computer is to perform then XΨ0 (i.e., multi-
plying the matrix onto the wavefunction) as the starting
point. However, the discussion as follows does not re-
quire anything other than a suitable starting point for
the Lanczos algorithm, the block Lanczos algorithm con-
tinues exactly as in Ref. 16. The multiplication here can
be regarded as a way to start relatively closer to the end
solution, but it is not necessary.

In all, this represents the initial b states for a block-size
b of the Lanczos algorithm. The initial states should be
made to be orthogonal to each other. One easy way to
create the states on the classical computer is to initialize
an N × b sized matrix Ψ0 randomly and then take a
singular value decomposition of the matrix svd(Ψ0) =
UDV † [90] and then reassign Ψ0 = UV †. This will ensure
orthogonality. In principle, the initial wavefunction can
then be prepared on the quantum computer.

From the starting wavefunction, we then continue to
perform a series of block Lanczos steps as outlined in
Ref. 16. A block Lanczos algorithm can be formulated
as a three term recursion relation

Ψp+1Bp+1 = XΨp −ΨpAp −Ψp−1B
†
p (B1)

where matrices

Ap = Ψ†
pXΨp (B2)

and

Bp = Ψ†
p−1XΨp (B3)

both of which provide the expectation values that are to
be found from the quantum computer to determine the
Lanczos coefficient blocks.

For ease of implementation to find the matrix Bp+1,
one way to find it is to measure the b × b elements in

5 Note that the fast counting trick for the Lanczos coefficients used
in Ref. 15 (and generalizing to block Lanczos) is only possible if
the input wavefunction’s energy is known as an eigenvalue of the
operator in question.

the block of (Ψp+1Bp+1)
†
(Ψp+1Bp+1) = B2

p+1 and to
take the square root of the matrix. All coefficients are
stored on the classical computer, so more precision on
the classical computer can be stored in order to avoid a
less in precision when taking the square root operation.
The matrices An and Bn are b × b sub-blocks that

create a block-tridiagonal matrix of the form

S =


A0 B†

1 0 0

B1 A1 B†
2 0

0 B2 A2
. . .

0 0
. . .

. . .

 (B4)

where S is the k-rank sparse factorization of X.
The operator X does not need to have a special form

in order to be applied onto the wavefunctions, it merely
must be represented as a linear combination of unitaries.
In the seminal work of Ref. 41, the technique of qubiti-
zation defined a pathway to apply not only unitary op-
erations onto the quantum computer, but to convert a
broad class of operators to a unitary that can then be
applied on the quantum computer.

Definition 2 (Sparse-rank). A matrix X is said to have
a sparse-rank if the number of eigenvalues that are large
in comparison with the rest is much smaller than the full

size of the matrix,
∑k

p=1Ep ≈
∑N

p=1Ep.

The determinant of a sparse-rank matrix is equivalent
to the determinant of the sparse-rank form with a small
error if the largest eigenvectors are truncated.

Theorem 9 (Equivalent eigenvalue spectrum of operator
and sparse-rank form). The sparse-rank form S of the
input matrix X has approximately the same eigenvalues
as the input matrix.

Proof. At this point, we now have decomposed the input
matrix X into a form

X = USU† (B5)

where U is composed of Lanczos vectors derived from the
block Lanczos procedure. The matrix S is the same as
in Eq. (B4). The determinant of the matrix X can be
written as

det(X) = det(U)det(S)det(U†) = det(S) (B6)

because det(U) = det(U†) = 1 because the determinant
of any matrix U is 1. This is true at any rank represen-
tation of X since U is guaranteed to be unitary over the
entire space.
The eigenvalues of S are therefore approximately equal

to the eigenvalues of the input operator X. Consider the
expectation value ⟨X⟩ =

∑
pEp|ψp⟩⟨ψp| and note that

if the largest eigenvalues are kept, then the expectation
value will have a large overlap with the true expectation
value. ■
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The rate at which the eigenvalues converge to the true
eigenvectors is dependent on the algorithm used to find
S. For the Lanczos algorithm, the rate for extremal
eigenstates is very fast if the extremal eigenvalues are
not spaced too closely together [59].

The oracle query required for the function f for the
case of the logarithm-determinant is given here as a quan-
tum phase estimation controlled on an auxiliary register
representing the variations of the input function.

We start by taking the coefficients from S and diago-
nalize to construct the eigenstates on the quantum com-
puter with the operator [16]

Γ(p) =
∑
r

γ(p)r Gr (B7)

where γp are the entries of the eigenvectors (of which,
these are indexed by p ∈ {1, . . . , k}). This allows fast
preparation of the k excitations of the model on the
quantum computer. The operator Gr is defined from
the three-term recursion relation from Eq. (B4) as in
Refs. 15 and 16. Applying Gr onto the initial wavefunc-
tion gives the rth Lanczos vector. Applying Γ(p) gives
the pth eigenvector.

Lanczos methods are known to be rapidly convergent
to the extremal eigenstates [59], which makes them an
excellent candidate for state preparation on the quantum
computer.

The main utility of the Lanczos method is that the
wavefunction preparation is not exponentially costly for

the defined set of k sparse-rank input wavefunctions that
are considered here. This implies that wavefunction
preparation is super-linearly convergent [2]. Most impor-
tantly, this is not exponential, so the cost of wavefunction
preparation is not exorbitantly costly for the use case en-
visioned here.

Since the quantum computer stores a great deal of pre-
cision out to the uncertainty limit, this implies that the
Lanczos coefficients can be determined to a great accu-
racy than on the classical computer and to avoid the
escalating effects of finite precision kept on the classical
computer. The only limitations are the sampling time
spent to obtain Lanczos coefficients and the accuracy of
gates applied on the quantum computer (although this
goes linearly with the accuracy of the coefficients [16]).

This will be sufficient to determine the most relevant
eigenvalues of the input matrix which is useful on its own
in a variety of applications.

Note that we have stored the coefficients of the block
Lanczos on the classical computer, so we are able to con-
struct the sparse-rank S classically and that this smaller
sized matrix contains the extremal eigenstates after a
small number of Lanczos iterations. This gives us ac-
cess to eigenenergies as well from the diagonalization of
S and Thm. 9.

Appendix C: Multi-variable series expansion

The series expansion over several variables takes the
form

f(x) =

∞∑
n1=0

. . .

∞∑
nN=0

(x1 − a1)
n1 . . . (xN − aN )nN

n1! . . . nN !

∂n1+...+nN f

∂xn1
1 . . . ∂xnN

N

(a1, . . . , aN ) (C1)

where x = ⟨x1, x2, x3, x4, x5, . . . xN ⟩ and the derivative is
centered at a = ⟨a1, a2, a3, . . . , aN ⟩.

Appendix D: Classical checks on small operators

We can compute a variety of examples with the tech-
nology that we have implemented through a simulator
for use in checking future results on a quantum computer
and to illustrate the concepts.

For all examples, we fix

∆ ∝ σx (D1)

with elements ∆ij , and we restrict to a single qubit. We
focus on the derivative with respect to the x12 element
in each case.

Derivatives in this section are taken with respect to
finite difference approximations of the perturbed ma-
trix (non-quantum implementation). The full quantum

implementation, which matches the exact exact result
roughly to O(L), is detailed in Appendix E.

1. X = σx

As a basic example, we compute the derivative of the
Pauli-matrix

σx =

(
0 1
1 0

)
(D2)

with the oracle query developed in Sec. II C. This means
that X = σx. In this example, we have that ϵ∆ij =
ϵσx because we want to uncover the derivatives of the
eigenvalues in this case. The results over a range of ϵ are
shown in Fig. 3.
The inverse of σx is of course itself because it is uni-

tary. Thus, the answer must be equal to 1. As can be
seen in Fig. 3, this is the correct answer. Since the eigen-
value of the largest eigenvalue is 1 as well, the logarithm-
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FIG. 3. An input operator of σx given eigenvalues ±1 can be
shifted by a matrix ∆ = ϵσx. The eigenvalues of the shifted
matrix are shown here. The derivatives make for a good way
to check the algorithm on a small example. In this case, the
eigenvalue lies on top of the derivative of that eigenvalue with
respect to x12.

FIG. 4. An input operator of σz given eigenvalues ±1 can be
shifted by a matrix ∆ = ϵσx. The eigenvalues of the shifted
matrix are shown here. The derivatives make for a good way
to check the algorithm on a small example.

determinant reduces to just the eigenvalue, hence why
this example was chosen.

The quantum algorithm was implemented in a simula-
tor in the DMRjulia library [90–93], and the result when
using a single qubit register (m = 1) matches the slope
in Fig. 3.

2. X = σz

When giving the input of σz, we again apply ∆ = ϵσx.
Since the inverse of σz is also itself, we should expect
that this element will be zero. As the result of Fig. 4
shows, this is true in this case.

The quantum simulator also reproduces this result.

FIG. 5. An input operator of H given eigenvalues ±1 can be
shifted by a matrix ∆ = ϵσx. The Hadamard operator is its
own inverse, thus we expect a value of 1/

√
2. The grid dis-

cretization δε = 10−1 causes some deviation in the slope due
to a finite difference method used to check the results but it is
not present in the quantum algorithm [30]. On this scale the
values are nearly identical, but it is an important difference
between the values when performing practical computation.

3. X = H

We also can see what happens when we use a
Hadamard gate and see what the slopes are. In this case,
the Hadamard is also its own inverse; however the eigen-
values are still ±1. We therefore expect a slope of 1/

√
2,

matching the inverse element. If we choose a grid spacing
of δϵ, then we can see that the deviation between the fi-
nite difference (δϵ(classical) = 0.73...) between the first two
points6 and quantum gradient results has a deviation on
the order of (δϵ(quantum) = 1/

√
2).

Appendix E: Implementation of the Quantum
Gradient Phase Estimation

In the following, we describe the approach for deter-
mining the gradient of an eigenvalue with respect to
changes in the elements of a matrix. We perturb the
original matrix Ĥ0 so that the new matrix is defined by

Ĥ(ϵ) = Ĥ0 +
Lϵ

N
∆(a, b) (E1)

where N = 2n is the size of the Hilbert space of an n-
qubit register, L is a small quantity representing a linear
region for the gradient of the perturbation, ϵ ∈ {0, N−1}
an integer and ∆(ab) is a sparse Hermitian matrix with
one in the matrix position being perturbed corresponding

6 One can in principle extrapolate in the slopes instead of just tak-
ing the first two points, but we wanted to illustrate the concept
from Ref. 30. Automatic differentiation could be used here too.
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to the element in row a and column b. To ensure Her-
mitianity, if a ̸= b then necessarily the element in row b
and column a must also be set to 1. Alternatively (as in
Ref. 30), we can have that

Ĥ(ϵ) = Ĥ0 +
L

N

(
ϵ− N

2

)
∆(a, b) (E2)

which is a shifted form of what was used in the text.
In the above formulation, the matrix elements are devi-
ated by values within the range [−L/2,+L/2] in place of
[0,+L] as in the previous.

1. Oracle query for the gradient

The first register is the answer register which is en-
coded onto n qubits and the second register is encoded
with an eigenstate of the original matrix. As in quantum
phase estimation, the general sequence of the circuit is
to first perform a Hadamard transform on the first reg-
ister, followed by a controlled unitary operation which
targets the second register, and finally the inverse quan-
tum Fourier transform on the first register. The initial
Hadamard (H) transform on the first register forms an
equal superposition of input basis states {|ϵ⟩}. So, we
have

|0⟩⊗n H⊗n

−−−→ 1√
N

N−1∑
ϵ=0

|ϵ⟩ (E3)

which effectively maps the 0 state initialized onto n
qubits into a register of all possible combinations of num-
bers. This accounts for all possible directions that the
gradient can be taken.

On the second register, there is the eigenstate prepa-
ration for

∣∣Ψ(p)
〉
using the Γ(p) operator

|0⟩⊗n0 Γ(p)

−−→
∣∣∣Ψ(p)

〉
(E4)

where p denotes the eigenstate of the matrix Ĥ0 that is
being prepared.

Next, there is a unitary operation that is controlled
(Ûc) by the input register which targets the eigenstate
register. This operator has the format of

Ûc =

N−1∑
ϵ=0

|ϵ⟩⟨ϵ| ⊗ Û(ϵ) (E5)

where the unitary being applied is given as Eq. (E6).
The value M is some maximum anticipated value of the
gradient. The form of Û(ϵ) is given by

Û(ϵ) = ei
N

ML Ĥ(ϵ) (E6)

where N ,M , and L were defined the same as in the main
text.

If we assume initially that [H0,∆(ab)] = 0, the eigen-
value equation is expressed here as

Ĥ0 |Ψ⟩ = λ0 |Ψ⟩ (E7)

and then when the operator is controlled this extended
to first order as

Ĥ(ϵ) |Ψ⟩ =
(
λ0 + δλ(ϵ)

)
|Ψ⟩

Ĥ(ϵ) |Ψ⟩ = λ(ϵ) |Ψ⟩ (E8)

where each wavefunction is not controlled on ϵ.
The eigenvalue corresponding to Û(ϵ) is as in Eq. (E9)

since again we assume here that Ĥ0 and ∆(ab) is com-
muting. Therefore,

ei
N

MLλ(ϵ) = ei
N

ML [λ0+δλ(ϵ)]

= ei
N

MLλ0

(
ei

1
M ϵ∇(ab)λ

)
(E9)

with ∇(ab)λ as the gradient of λ with respect to infinites-
imal changes to the entries of the matrix indicated by the
non-zero elements of ∆(ab), for which we have rewritten

δλ(ϵ) =
Lϵ

N
∇(ab)λ (E10)

giving now the full equation.
The last step is that the inverse quantum Fourier trans-

form ensures that the gradient ∇(ab)λ is written into reg-
ister basis, since the pre-factor containing λ0 is a global
phase.
This procedure is then the set-up for the oracle query

of the QGA.

2. Implementation of the quantum Fourier
transform

The entire circuit evolves as outlined in the follow-
ing. Equations (E11) - (E13) show the transformation
with the controlled unitary operation on the two regis-
ters, noting that λ is replaced by 2πθ for convenience
with QFT convention in the subsequent step. This is
written explicitly as(

1√
N

N−1∑
ϵ=0

|ϵ⟩

)
⊗
∣∣∣Ψ(p)

〉
(E11)

and then followed by application of Ûc from earlier to
give

Ûc−−→ ei2π
N

ML θ
(p)
0

√
N

N−1∑
ϵ=0

|ϵ⟩
∣∣∣Ψ(p)(ϵ)

〉
(E12)

=
ei2π

N
ML θ

(p)
0

√
N

(
N−1∑
ϵ=0

ei2π
1
M ϵ∇(ab)θ

(p)

|ϵ⟩
∣∣∣Ψ(p)

〉)
(E13)
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which is now the eigenvalue for each possible ε.
The inverse QFT operator on the first register alone is

defined in Eq. (E14). This acts on the state at Eq. (E13)
to give Eq. (E15). This is expressed by I is the identity
operator)

QFT−1 =
1√
N

N−1∑
j=0

N−1∑
k=0

e−i2πjk/N |j⟩⟨k| ⊗ I (E14)

and then application onto the existing circuit gives

QFT−1

−−−−−→ α

N

N−1∑
j,k=0

e−i2πk(j− N
M ∇(ab)θ

(p))/N |j⟩ ⊗
∣∣∣Ψ(p)

〉
(E15)

which is now the full Fourier transform of the input,
changing ϵ to a number j. We have denoted

α = ei2π
N

ML θ
(p)
0 (E16)

as the global phase. The wavefunction peaks at the value
of j in the first register such that

j =
N

M
∇(ab)θ

(p) (E17)

=
N

2πM
∇(ab)λ

(p) (E18)

and therefore is the full expression of what is communi-
cated in Eq. (15) under the conventions chosen here.

3. Example 1: Pauli X Gate

As the first example, we consider the matrix for the
X-gate [94]

X =

(
0 1
1 0

)
(E19)

which is useful since it is real and displays off-diagonal
elements [29].

An eigenstate ofX may be encoded onto a single qubit.
For simple evaluation, we consider a single qubit for the
input register as well so that ϵ ∈ {0, 1}. The total number
of qubits required for this gradient estimation circuit is
only 2. This circuit evolves as

1√
2
(|0⟩+ |1⟩)⊗

∣∣∣Ψ(p)
〉

(E20)

where we now apply Ûc just as above to obtain

Ûc−−→ 1√
2

(
ei2π

2
L θ

(p)
0 |0⟩

∣∣∣Ψ(p)
〉
+ |1⟩

∣∣∣Ψ(p)(ϵ)
〉)

=
1√
2

(
ei2π

2
L θ

(p)
0 |0⟩

∣∣∣Ψ(p)
〉
+ e

i2π 2
L

(
θ
(p)
0 +∇(ab)θ

(p) L
2

)
|1⟩
∣∣∣Ψ(p)

〉)
=
ei2π

2
L θ

(p)
0

√
2

(
|0⟩
∣∣∣Ψ(p)

〉
+ ei2π∇(ab)θ

(p)

|1⟩
∣∣∣Ψ(p)

〉)
=
ei2π

2
L θ

(p)
0

√
2

1∑
ϵ=0

ei2πϵ∇(ab)θ
(p)

|ϵ⟩
∣∣∣Ψ(p)

〉
(E21)

so that the circuit is now ready for a phase kick-back. In order to bring the phase onto a register for measurement,
we have

QFT†

−−−−→

 1√
2

1∑
j=0

1∑
k=0

e−i2πjk/2 |j⟩⟨k| ⊗ I

 ei2π
2
L θ

(p)
0

√
2

1∑
ϵ=0

ei2πϵ∇(ab)θ
(p)

|ϵ⟩
∣∣∣Ψ(p)

〉

=
ei2π

2
L θ

(p)
0

2

1∑
j=0

1∑
k=0

e−i2πk(j−2∇(ab)θ
(p))/2 |j⟩ ⊗

∣∣∣Ψ(p)
〉

(E22)

and is now displayed in this form to show that the most likely state will collapse to

j = 2∇(ab)θ
(p) (E23)

=
2

2π
∇(ab)λ

(p) (E24)
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where we have chosen m = 1 for this problem.
Starting from the expression in Eq. (E22), the ex-

act gradient may be deduced according to the output
wavefunction amplitudes. We let c0 and c1 be the out-
put amplitudes corresponding to outcome basis states
|j = 0⟩ and |j = 1⟩ respectively. Calling the global phase

α = ei2π(2/l)θ
(p)
0 and writing 2π∇(ab)θ

(p) = ∇(ab)λ
(p) , we

get

c0 =
ei2π(2/l)θ

(p)
0

2

(
1 + ei2π∇(ab)θ

(p)
)

=
α

2

(
1 + ei∇(ab)λ

(p)
)

(E25)

and

c1 =
ei2π(2/l)θ

(p)
0

2

(
1− ei2π∇(ab)θ

(p)
)

=
α

2

(
1− ei∇(ab)λ

(p)
)

(E26)

and we know that 0 ≤ |c0|2 ≤ 1 and |α|2 = 1. So, by
taking the squared modulus, we deduce the following for
our single qubit case, we have that

|c0|2 =
∣∣∣α
2

∣∣∣2 ∣∣∣1 + ei∇(ab)λ
(p)
∣∣∣2 (E27)

and therefore

∇(ab)λ
(p) =


cos−1(2|c0|2 − 1) ≡ 2 cos−1

(√
|c0|2

)
cos−1

(
1− 2|c1|2

)
≡ 2 sin−1

(√
|c1|2

)
(E28)

gives the full output of the circuit measurement.
Since the answer register is coupled to the eigenstate∣∣Ψ(p)
〉
, we undo the eigenstate preparation operator at

the end of the circuit in order to facilitate the analysis of
the statevector output for the circuit.

Implementations of this algorithm to different cases
will inevitably require different architectures, especially
considering that we do not consider the quantum com-
puter’s architecture here. We leave further development
on this to future works. This analysis here can be use-
ful for calibrating any such technique and checking on a
small problem. We also point to the other examples on a
Z-gate and Hadamard operator for further instances, all
of which follow trivially from this implementation with
results shown in Table I.

4. Results

We choose L = 1 × 10−6 and encode either of the
eigenstates of X which are the |+⟩ = 1√

2
(|0⟩+ |1⟩) and

|−⟩ = 1√
2
(|0⟩ − |1⟩). The state |+⟩ is prepared using the

a Hadamard gate and the state |−⟩ by applying an X-
gate before a Hadamard gate. We also test for different
forms of the perturbation matrix ∆(a, b), all of which
match the expected result.

5. Example 2: Hadamard Gate

Considering now the Hadamard gate as the unper-
turbed matrix H0,

|H+⟩ = cos
(π
8

)
|0⟩+ sin

(π
8

)
|1⟩ (E29)

and

|H−⟩ = − sin
(π
8

)
|0⟩+ cos

(π
8

)
|1⟩ (E30)

as eigenvectors.
The state |H+⟩ is prepared using the rotational Ry(

π
4 )

gate and the state |H−⟩ by applying an X-gate before
an Ry(

π
4 ) gate. Again, L = 1 × 10−6 and we choose

∆(a, b) = X. For both |H+⟩ and |H−⟩, we get an output
of about ∇abλ

(p) = 0.70710691 which is approximately
equal to 1/

√
2 with a difference of ∼ 10−7. Better ap-

proximations are achieved by further decreasing the value
of the parameter L, or extrapolating. We note the error
here decreases linearly for the idealized case. Results on
different quantum computers may vary.

∆(a, b)
∣∣∣Ψ(p)

〉
∇(ab)λ

(p)

X =

(
0 1

1 0

)
|+⟩ 0.999999

|−⟩ 0.999999

|0⟩⟨0| =

(
1 0

0 0

)
|+⟩ 0.500000

|−⟩ 0.499999

|1⟩⟨1| =

(
0 0

0 1

)
|+⟩ 0.500000

|−⟩ 0.499999

I =

(
1 0

0 1

)
|+⟩ 0.999999

|−⟩ 1.000000

TABLE I. Gradient outputs using DMRjulia for Ĥ0 = X and
L = 1× 10−6.

6. Simulation details

We built a quantum simulator on top of a matrix prod-
uct state in the DMRjulia library [90–93]. All basic algo-
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Algorithm 4 QGLD sampling

1: Prepare a number of orthogonal random states in super-
position

2: return Average many samples of the Σ-QGLD algorithm

rithms were tested to ensure accuracy. Implementation
details of this library will be detailed later, but the sim-
ulator is compiler-assumption-free.

Appendix F: QGLD sampling

For completeness from Sec. IV, we discuss here the use
of a non-equal superposition of eigenstates.

Consider a generic wavefunction, perhaps only re-
stricted by its ease of preparation on the quantum com-
puter,

|r⟩ =
N∑
i=1

cp|p⟩ (F1)

where cp ∈ C. This is not the equal superposition of
Eq. (35), but we can propose a scheme to sample and
recover the coefficients so over many samples, the average
of the coefficients becomes uniform.

Note that

cp(r) = ⟨r|p⟩ (F2)

which is the coefficient in Eq. (F1) for a given input vector
r. Choosing a number of random initial states |r⟩ would
sometimes create coefficients cp(r) that sometimes are
less than and sometimes greater than the equal value
desired for Eq. (35).
The average over many choices of r may average to the

value needed in Eq. (35), particularly if the probability
amplitudes of the spectral decomposition of |r⟩ are dis-

tributed such that they are distributed around 1/
√
2n.

Thus, averaging the results of many such choices of r
would approximate the solution of Eq. (35). The algo-
rithm is simply developed from the previous introduc-
tions. Box 4 suggestes to prepare several states r and
average the results.
The primary hope of this construction is that the sam-

pling does not scale with the size of the problem. Each
eigenvalue receives a projection from the initial state |r⟩,
meaning that the individual terms are uncorrelated from
sample to sample merely by construction.
The scaling of this algorithm would be the same as

the Σ-QGLD times the number of samples required. We
mainly explore the sampling as though it were performed
individually on each |r⟩ state; however, this does not
mean that the expectation value could not be taken at
once, potentially with a fast tomography technique [95],
but we would prefer to examine an implementation in full
in a future work.
In tests of this algorithm on four models (spin-half,

Hubbard, t−J , and the transverse field Ising model) of a
small enough size to solve with exact diagonalization, we
noticed a slight increase in the error with the system size.
The hope was that the average over many samples would
tend towards an equal superposition, but this was not
perfectly convergent in our small implementation. We
include these details in case another attempt is tried as
a sampling technique may prove useful for this method.
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factorization, in International Conference on Machine
Learning (PMLR, 2021) pp. 9344–9354.

[44] B. Kulis, M. Sustik, and I. Dhillon, Learning low-rank
kernel matrices, in Proceedings of the 23rd international
conference on Machine learning (2006) pp. 505–512.

[45] M. Mottonen, J. J. Vartiainen, V. Bergholm, and
M. M. Salomaa, Transformation of quantum states us-
ing uniformly controlled rotations, arXiv preprint quant-
ph/0407010 (2004).

[46] N.-H. Chia, A. P. Gilyén, T. Li, H.-H. Lin, E. Tang,
and C. Wang, Sampling-based sublinear low-rank matrix
arithmetic framework for dequantizing quantum machine
learning, Journal of the ACM 69, 1 (2022).

[47] A. Bakshi and E. Tang, An improved classical singular
value transformation for quantum machine learning, in
Proceedings of the 2024 Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium
on Discrete Algorithms (SODA) (SIAM, 2024) pp. 2398–
2453.

[48] E. Tang, A quantum-inspired classical algorithm for rec-
ommendation systems, in Proceedings of the 51st annual
ACM SIGACT symposium on theory of computing (2019)
pp. 217–228.

[49] A. W. Harrow, A. Hassidim, and S. Lloyd, Quantum al-
gorithm for linear systems of equations, Physical review
letters 103, 150502 (2009).

[50] B. D. Clader, B. C. Jacobs, and C. R. Sprouse, Precondi-
tioned quantum linear system algorithm, Physical review
letters 110, 250504 (2013).

[51] L. Wossnig, Z. Zhao, and A. Prakash, Quantum linear
system algorithm for dense matrices, Physical review let-
ters 120, 050502 (2018).

[52] B. Duan, J. Yuan, C.-H. Yu, J. Huang, and C.-Y. Hsieh,
A survey on HHL algorithm: From theory to application
in quantum machine learning, Physics Letters A 384,
126595 (2020).

[53] E. Tang, Quantum-inspired classical algorithms for prin-
cipal component analysis and supervised clustering,

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.103.032404
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.103.032404
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.110.012420
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.043238
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.043238
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physleta.2020.126595
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physleta.2020.126595


19

arXiv preprint arXiv:1811.00414 (2018).
[54] N.-H. Chia, A. Gilyén, T. Li, H.-H. Lin, E. Tang,

and C. Wang, Sampling-based sublinear low-rank ma-
trix arithmetic framework for dequantizing quantum ma-
chine learning, in Proceedings of the 52nd Annual ACM
SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing (2020) pp.
387–400.

[55] S. Aaronson, Read the fine print, Nature Physics 11, 291
(2015).

[56] T. Hofmann, B. Schölkopf, and A. J. Smola, Kernel meth-
ods in machine learning, (2008).

[57] J. V. Davis, B. Kulis, P. Jain, S. Sra, and I. S. Dhillon,
Information-theoretic metric learning, in Proceedings of
the 24th international conference on Machine learning
(2007) pp. 209–216.

[58] L. Li, T. E. Baker, S. R. White, and K. Burke, Pure
density functional for strong correlation and the thermo-
dynamic limit from machine learning, Phys. Rev. B 94,
245129 (2016).

[59] Y. Saad, On the rates of convergence of the lanczos and
the block-lanczos methods, SIAM Journal on Numerical
Analysis 17, 687 (1980).

[60] R.-C. Li and L.-H. Zhang, Convergence of the block lanc-
zos method for eigenvalue clusters, Numerische Mathe-
matik 131, 83 (2015).

[61] Z. Zhao, A. Pozas-Kerstjens, P. Rebentrost, and P. Wit-
tek, Bayesian deep learning on a quantum computer,
Quantum Machine Intelligence 1, 41–51 (2019).

[62] R. A. Servedio and S. J. Gortler, Equivalences and sepa-
rations between quantum and classical learnability, SIAM
Journal on Computing 33, 1067 (2004).

[63] S. Arunachalam and R. De Wolf, Optimal quantum sam-
ple complexity of learning algorithms, Journal of Machine
Learning Research 19, 1 (2018).

[64] H.-Y. Huang, R. Kueng, and J. Preskill, Information-
theoretic bounds on quantum advantage in machine
learning, Physical Review Letters 126, 190505 (2021).

[65] L. G. Valiant, A theory of the learnable, Communications
of the ACM 27, 1134 (1984).

[66] J. B. Amsterdam, The valiant learning model: Exten-
sions and assessment, Ph.D. thesis, Massachusetts Insti-
tute of Technology, Department of Electrical Engineering
(1988).

[67] D. Coppersmith and S. Winograd, Matrix multiplication
via arithmetic progressions, in Proceedings of the nine-
teenth annual ACM symposium on Theory of computing
(1987) pp. 1–6.

[68] S. Barison, J. R. Moreno, and M. Motta, Quantum-
centric computation of molecular excited states with
extended sample-based quantum diagonalization, arXiv
preprint arXiv:2411.00468 (2024).

[69] A. Shajan, D. Kaliakin, A. Mitra, J. R. Moreno, Z. Li,
M. Motta, C. Johnson, A. A. Saki, S. Das, I. Sitdikov,
et al., Towards quantum-centric simulations of extended
molecules: sample-based quantum diagonalization en-
hanced with density matrix embedding theory, arXiv
preprint arXiv:2411.09861 (2024).

[70] T. E. Baker, A. Foley, and D. Sénéchal, Direct solution of
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