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Abstract

Quantum signal processing allows for quantum eigenvalue transformation with
Hermitian matrices, in which each eigenspace component of an input vector gets
transformed according to its eigenvalue. In this work, we introduce the multivariate
quantum eigenvalue transformation for functions of commuting Hermitian matrices.
We then present a framework for working with polynomial matrix functions in which
we may solve MQET, and give the application of computing functions of normal
matrices using a quantum computer.

1 Introduction

One fundamental matrix problem is the computation of matrix-valued functions. Specif-
ically, we define the quantum eigenvalue transformation as follows:

Quantum Eigenvalue Transformation (QET): Let A be a diagonaliz-
able complex N x N matriz with eigenvalues {\r} C D and corresponding
eigenvectors {vy}. Given a function f : C — C, a state |v) = > ci|vg),
and € > 0, output (a scaling of) the state f(A)lv) := > cif(Nj)|vk) to
precision €.

(Here, D is the closed unit disk in C.) QET may be implemented using the quantum
signal processing algorithm (QSP) for a degree-D polynomial f and a Hermitian matrix A
with constant ancilla overhead and O(D) instances of a quantum circuit implementation
of A, for instance as a block-encoding, which comes with some prescribed additional
ancillae and an intrinsic constant known as the subnormalization factor (see §2.2); f can
be provided as a classical blackbox,! and |v) can be given via some prepare oracle U of

ie., a blackbox from which we may query one input at a time. In principle f could take time

polynomial in the problem parameters to evaluate, but since this is all done on the classical side we treat
it as a constant-time blackbox.
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which we have only one copy.” As we will need |v)’s prepare oracle exactly once and f’s
blackbox is only accessed on the classical side, we are more concerned with minimizing
the number of instances of A’s block-encoding. The QSP method requires that f is
L*>-bounded.

QET is not well-understood for other classes of matrices. We propose the following
generalization of QET that makes sense for several commuting matrices. One generic
setting in which this would be of use is in the case of multiple commuting observables; it
may be the case that one wishes to compute some function of several such observables,
without having to compute individual measurements.

In preparation for the definition, we remark that commuting matrices have a simulta-
neous eigenbasis, in particular commuting Hermitians have a simultaneous orthonormal
eigenbasis.

Multivariate Quantum Eigenvalue Transformation (MQET): Let
A = {Asto<e<r be a family of r + 1 pairwise commuting diagonalizable
complex N x N matrices. Let {vg} be a mutual eigenbasis of A and let
A = (Aek)o<e<r € D" t! denote the vector of eigenvalues for the mutual
eigenvector vi. Given a function f : C'*t — C, a state |[v) = 3. cp|vi),
and € > 0, output (a scaling of) the state f(A)|v) = > cif(Ag)|vi) to
precision €.

The matrices A, can be provided as block-encodings, the function f : C"! — C can
be provided as a blackbox, and the state |v) can be provided by a single prepare oracle,
all as in QET.

To motivate our method for MQET, first consider the problem of QET for normal
matrices. Suppose we want to compute QET for a normal matrix M and function f :
C — C that is L*°-bounded on the unit square. We retain the boundedness assumption
from the case where M is Hermitian because it occurs as a special case of the problem
we are currently considering. Let us also make the additional assumption that f is a
polynomial. This is a mild assumption as any L°°-bounded function on the unit square
can be approximated by L°°-bounded polynomials. Now, make the critical observation
that any normal matrix M decomposes as A + iB, where A and B are commuting
Hermitian matrices. We look for a decompostion

f(A+iB)~ > Pi.(A)Qx(B)
k

for some polynomials Py, Q. Then, we could implement Py(A) and Q(B) using QSP
and combine the products using the linear combination of unitaries primitive. The
number of block-encoding instances required grows with the number of terms in the
sum, and the subnormalization factor grows with the L°° norms of the polynomials

Py, Q. appearing in the decomposition. A reasonable idea would be to let Py(z) = z*.

%j.e., we initialize all registers to a tensor of |0)s and on U’s register apply it to obtain the input state

|v), while U acts on other states unpredictably.



Then, the number of terms in the sum is 1 + deg f, but the L norm of Q) blows up
rapidly. However, by letting Py(z) = Tx(x), the Chebyshev polynomial of degree k, we
can obtain a decomposition where the number of terms in the sum is still 1 + deg f,
but @Q remains L*°-bounded. It is not clear in general how to compute the optimal
decomposition of the polynomial f.

The method just outlined for QET of normal matrices inspires our method for
MQET of commuting Hermitian matrices. Observe that f(A 4 iB) = g(A, B) where
g : [~1,1] — C is a bivariate L>°-bounded polynomial. In general, we may compute
MQET for a family A = {As}o<r<r of pairwise commuting Hermitian matrices and
f:[-1,1]"*! — C as follows. Compute a decomposition

F(A) = PO (4P (A) - P (A
k

where k is indexed by tuples (a;)o<i<r and P,gl) = Ty, for 0 < 7 < r. The number
of terms scales with the degree vector of f and the the polynomials appearing in the
decomposition remain L°°-bounded.

We believe that this framework is promising and will have many applications beyond
those provided in this work.

Let 1 +deg f = D = 2%. We present the following:

Theorem 1. Consider any pairwise commuting Hermitians A = {Ag}0<£<r. Given
block-encodings Ua, € BEq m(As;e), target precision ¢ > 0, and an (r + 1)-variate
polynomial g approzimating a given continuous L>-bounded function f : [—1,1]"T! — C
as || f = gllpso—1,1+1 € O(&"), there is an algorithm (Algorithm 1) for implementing a
block-encoding of f(A) using O(rD™1) instances of the unitaries Ua,, O(r(m + d))
additional ancillae, and O((D + 2)") subnormalization factor. Applying this matriz to
|v) solves the given MQET instance with precision &'

As a consequence, we may specialize to the case of bivariate functions to obtain the
following result about QET for normal matrices:

Theorem 2. Consider any normal matriz M. Given block-encoding Uy € BEq (M),
target precision €' > 0, and a bivariate polynomial g approximating a given L*°-bounded
function f: C — C as ||f = gll oo (_1,1)4i[—1,1) € O(€'), there is an algorithm (Algorithm 2)
for implementing a block-encoding of f(M) using O(D?) instances of the unitary Uys,
O(m + d) additional ancillae, and O(D) subnormalization factor. Applying this matrix
to |v) solves the given QET instance with precision €.

A further application is to perform a sort of ‘Hamiltonian’ simulation, where the
‘Hamiltonian’ operator is actually just any normal matrix (not necessarily Hermitian).
This framework fits into the recent development of quantum matrix functions, with
hallmarks such as Grover’s search algorithm [Gro96] and its generalization amplitude
amplification, matrix inversion (Harrow—Hasidim—Lloyd [HHLOS]), the linear combina-
tion of unitaries algorithm (Childs—-Wiebe [CW12], which we use as a subroutine), and
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quantum singular value transformation (Gilyén—Su-Low—Wiebe [GSLW18]). Our results
even more deeply rely on QSP of Low—Chuang [L.LC16], and furnish approximate versions
for both the specialized setting of normal operators as well as families of commuting
operators, albeit with potentially steep costs and without so general a framework as
offered by QSP and QSVT (see the grand unification of Martyn—Rossi-Tan—Chuang
[MRTC21]). This is similar in spirit to the recent work of Rossi-Chuang [RC22] on
multivariable quantum signal processing (M-QSP); many of the deliverables obtained in
this paper also appear, possibly with different associated costs, in [RC22].

We briefly describe some differences between this work and [RC22]. M-QSP achieves
extremely short block-encodings, using linearly-many instances of the block-encodings
of the input matrices, but relying on a separate conjecture about the Fejér—Riesz theo-
rem, on a relatively restricted class of functions, and requiring that the block-encodings
commute—not just that the underlying, block-encoded matrices themselves commute.
In dropping constraints on functions (and their polynomial approximations) and the
structure of the block-encodings, we incur greater cost in block-encoding parameters
and total instances used.

Our application here to normal matrices recalls the aims of the recent work of
Takahira—Ohashi-Sogabe-Usuda [TOSU20, TOSU21| which uses quadrature and Cauchy’s
integral formula to implement matrix functions, though [TOSU20, TOSU21]’s and §3’s
approaches are ultimately fundamentally incomparable. The idea in [TOSU21] is for
any holomorphic function and any diagonalizable matrix to approximate the integral
via Cauchy’s integral formula using an appropriately-chosen contour containing the ma-
trix’s eigenvalues. In order to compare resulting block-encoding parameters, one must
somehow contrast the parameters chosen for a given quadrature against a polynomial
approximation. As the philosophies of the algorithms are simply incompatible, any
comparison cannot hold, and indeed there are instances where the quadrature approach
is advantageous (such as when the eigenvalues in D are well-understood and lie in a
convenient contour’s interior), while there are also instances where the polynomial de-
composition approach is advantageous (such as when the function is nearly an indicator
function in D, which admits poor L holomorphic approximation).

Lastly, the work of Guo—Mitarai-Fujii [GMF21] concerns a quantum operation dis-
tinct from matrix functions, instead known as nonlinear transformation of complex am-
plitudes (NTCA), in which the individual amplitudes of a state (with respect to a canon-
ical basis) are transformed by a polynomial. Our approach gives rise to a solution to
this problem for a less constrained class of functions than those considered in [GMF21].

The paper is organized as follows. In §2 we describe present methods for imple-
menting QET. This includes the framework of block-encoding and QSP for Hermitian
matrices, as well as some newer literature on QET algorithms for other families of ma-
trices. In §3 we describe the proposed method for normal matrices, revealed to be a
special case of the algorithm for MQET (§5). §4 details an application of the algorithm
for normal matrices to NTCA.
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Figure 1: 0- and 1-controlled U-gates.
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Figure 2: An example of the new notation for multiply-controlled gates.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Mathematics notation

We will always consider operators on n qubits (possibly with ancillae), and will put
N := 2", In general, upper-case letters used for integers will be powers of 2, whose
logarithms are given in lower-case. All logarithms are base 2. By U(N) we refer to the
unitary linear operators on CV, by PU(NV) we refer to the quotient of U(NN) by scalars,
and by Mat(N) we refer to all linear operators on CV, that is, CV*N. D is the closed
unit disk in C. For d € N, let [[d]] := {0,...,d — 1}. Let ||| be the operator norm.
Let -], be the LP-norm on [-1,1], p € [1,00]. We use the shorthand “f : S — C is
L*>-bounded” (for any domain S) to say that ||f|| g € O(1), independently of other
ambient parameters (such as the number of qubits in the relevant circuit). Finally, T
is the kth Chebyshev polynomial.

2.2 Circuit notation

When we provide examples of quantum circuits, we will predominantly use standard
notation, and will introduce two new notations intended for visual ease.

The first is a compact notation for controls on ancilla registers. We say (consistent
with the standard notation) that a single-wire control as in Figure 1 is 0-controlled on
the left and I-controlled on the right. Suppose we have a m-ancilla register A, indexed
from the top as 0,1,...,m — 1, and that U acts on the register B with a 0- or 1-control
from each wire of A. We will compactly identify this with a number written in binary:
the j-indexed wire is the jth place value, and it is 0 if the corresponding control is
0-controlled, and 1 if 1-controlled. If the resulting binary value is b, then this will be
indicated by grouping all m wires and putting |b) in a rounded control box. For instance,
we have the equivalent circuits depicted in Figure 2.

We also introduce notation for multi-wire gates that do not act on some wires that
they are “on top of.” For instance, if there are three registers A, B, and C', which for
broader clarity must be provided in that order, but a specific gate U only acts on A and
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Figure 3: An example of the new notation for gates that don’t incorporate a specific
register.

C, then we will depict a “break” in the wire(s) for B. See for an example Figure 3, which
also depicts a formulation via SWAP gates which circumvents this notation, assuming
that (say) A and B comprise the same number of qubits. Another example is Figure 4.

2.3 Block-encodings

Computations with general matrices are most easily performed in the block-encoding
model, which we summarize here.
Intuitively, a block-encoding of a not necessarily unitary matrix A is a large unitary

matrix )
A %
— | o

where the *’s represent arbitrary matrices (not necessarily all square). More specifically,
given a n-qubit matrix A, we say that a (n + a)-qubit matrix Uy is an (o, a,€)-block-
encoding of A if

|A — a((0% & I,)Uy(|0%) @ I,)|| < e.

This is also written as Uy € BE, 4(A;€). o is known as the subnormalization factor and
is related to the number of repetitions needed to obtain the correct state after applying
a block-encoding (since one wishes to measure the first register to be |0%)).

To highlight its applicability, we note that if each matrix entry may be efficeintly
computed then so too can a block-encoding, by the universality of the Toffoli gate in
classical circuitry and the Toffoli4+-H gates in quantum circuitry [Shi02, Aha03]. Further,
(S,n + 1,0)-block-encodings are implementable using specialized oracles which identify
the locations of nonzero entries in A, in the event that A has at most S nonzero entries in
each row and in each column, and in the case that (e.g.) A has exactly S bands the same
oracles give (5,log S+ 1, 0)-block-encodings [Lin21, §6.3]. However, for our purposes, we
will fully blackbox the implementation details of our given block-encodings, as matrix-
specific considerations quite often inform the choice of block-encoding model.

Various functions are relatively easy (but not free) to compute with block-encoded
matrices. We highlight two, which we will use later on.

Proposition 3 (block-encoding of product [GSLW18, Lemma 53]). Given n-qubit ma-
trices A, B and Ua € BEqy 4(A;e4), Up € BEg(B;ep), then (I, ® Ua)(I, ® Up) €
BEqg,a+5(AB;acp + fea), where Io, I, act on the ancilla registers of A, B respectively.’

3That is, suppose the work register is labeled 3, and we have an a-qubit register 1 and a b-qubit
register 2. Then we arrange U to be acting on 1 and 3, and Up to be acting on 2 and 3.
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Figure 4: [GSLW18]’s multiplication circuit.

See also Figure 4 for a depiction of this circuit.

Proposition 4 (block-encoding linear combinations of unitaries (LCU) [CW12] (see also
[Lin21, §7.3])). Given access to a prepare oracle V' satisfying

Vo = —— 37 vali)

fall 2=,

for K =2F and Uy, ...,Ux_1 € U(N) arranged in a select oracle

U= Iiileu,

0<j<K

then we have that

VI @L)U(V ®1,) € BEjg | > aUj;0

0<i<K

IfU and V are implemented so that actually (Vi®1,)U(V®I,) € BE|q|, .k < > a;Uj; 8)
0<j<K

then we will write LCUE((UZ-)KKK, a) for the circuit.

Using quantum signal processing (QSP) (for Hermitian matrices) or quantum singu-
lar value transform many other matrix functions can be implemented using polynomial
approximations and block-encodings, cf. [Lin21, Chapters 7-8]. See in particular the
algorithm named QFET for Hermitian matrices [Lin21, §7.5].

3 QET for normal matrices

Recall the notion of block-encoding non-unitary matrices into larger, unitary matrices
which may then be implemented as quantum circuit primitives. If Uy € BEq mn(A4;¢)
is such a block-encoding and f : CV*N — CN*N is a matrix function, one seeks to
implement a circuit for Ug4y € BEqy v (f(A);€’) using only the standard quantum

primitives as well as Uy (and Uil)’ with as few calls to U4 and Ui‘ as possible, m’ as
small as possible (minimal number of ancillae), and o/ as small as possible (maximal
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Figure 5: Circuit for block-encoding of f(M). See §5.1 for the algorithm, and
Algorithm 1 for a pseudocode description. V' comes from LCU (Proposition 4), and
the remaining notation on the top wire is introduced in §2.2. We may let P be Tk, as
discussed in §3.3.

success probability). For A Hermitian, this problem is discussed extensively in [Lin21,
Chapter 7]. This analysis crucually depends on the A-block being Hermitian in order
to construct an alternating sequence of C-spaces, leaving the question of block-encoding
matrix functions for normal matrices unresolved by these techniques. In this section we
put forth an algorithm to implement quantum circuits for a given matrix function f of
a given normal matrix M. We assume that it is feasible to produce an arbitrarily good
approximation to f by a complex polynomial g(z) = G(x,y) where z = z + iy (see §A),
into which we may plug in z = M.* Classically computing phase factors for QSP is
a feasible task, which has been studied in Haah [Haal9] and Dong-Meng—Whaley—Lin
[DMWL21]. However, at no point do we assume that computing M’s eigenvalues is
tractable.

For clarity, we recall that a normal matrix is one which commutes with its Hermitian
adjoint, and normal matrices are precisely those which are unitarily diagonalizable.

We defer a treatment of the most general case to §5.

3.1 Algorithm

We describe an algorithm for obtaining a block-encoding of f(M) given a block-encoding
Unm € BEqgm(A4;¢e) of a normal matrix M and a function f : D — D. We let f be
(v, k)-extensible (Property 19) for v,k € O(1). This is a technical condition, defined
in §A, which just ensures that f is well-approximable. Let us assume that f is well-
approximated on ID by a polynomial g.
Consider the decomposition
M=A+1iB (5)

where A and B are commuting Hermitians with the same dimensions as M. It is not
hard to obtain block-encodings of A and B. In fact, all three are simultaneously di-
agonalizable, where if M = UDUT then A = U(ReD)UT and B = U(ImD)UT. (It is

4The technical formulation of this condition is that f on I satisfies Property 19, (v, k)-extensibility
for (say) v,k € O(1).



this observation that powers §B.) In light of this, we immediately see how to implement
block-encodings of A and B:

Uy = LCUE((UM, UL), (1/2, 1/2)>, Ui € BEamsi1(A;¢)
Up = LCUE((UM, UL), (—z’/2,z'/2)), Up € BEam1(B;e).

As suggested in §1, we can expand g(x + iy) = G(z,y) in terms of polynomials in = and
1 so that

g(M) =G(A,B)= > Pi(A)Qk(B) (6)

0<k<D

for some Py, Qi € Clz] of degree less than D (where g is also of degree less than D;
suppose for convenience that D is a power of 2). In the following, we describe how
to use this decomposition, along with QSP, to obtain a block-encoding of g(M), and
how the parameters of the block-encoding depend on the decomposition we use. The
implementation is also summarized in Figure 5. We will find that the subnormalization
factor of the block-encoding of g(M) is proportional to ||3||;, where 8 € RQO is defined
by Bk := || Pkl oo || Qkllo- Our method for optimizing ||3||; is to let P, = T} and

21—6;6’0 1 dz
Q= [ gla+inTio) ==
In Proposition 7, we show that this guarantees ||3|; < 2D. Our entire algorithm is
summarized in Algorithm 1.

Elaborating on how to use the decomposition in (6) to implement a block-encoding
of g(M), first, normalize to P, = Hl:{,;—llch)o and Qk = ”QQT’HOO Figure 5 describes how to
obtain g(M) as quantum circuitry, we (classically) compute the phase factors @y, ¥y, for
the polynomials = — Py(z),Qx(z) (respectively), e.g. via [DMWL21].> Then, we use
QSP to compute Up, 4 € BEq,m+2(Px(A);e) and Usu(B) € BEq,m+2(Qr(B);€), and
compute via [GSLW18, Lemma 53] the block-encoding of the product Uﬁk(A)

BE,2 o 44 (Pe(A)Gr(B); 202). Finally,

Q) €
Ug(amry = LCUzq¢ ((pk(A)Qk(B)%ng’ﬁ)’ Ugnr) € BEq2|g), 2m+a4d(9(M); 2ae).

3.2 Analysis of the algorithm

In the previous section, we kept a running tally of the ancilla count; the final count
was 2m +4+d. We also track precision—2as—and subnormalization factor—a?||3|;—
above.

®For clarity, we assume that one’s implementation of phase factor computation is exact. However,
error here is relatively insignificant: if each phase factor of @}, is off by &’ additively then we may crudely
bound that the block-encoding of Py (A) is off by De’, but since this computation is done classically it
is sensible to assert that its error vanishes relative to the error on the quantum computer.



Algorithm 1 block-encoding of f(M)

Input: Uy € BE, ,,»,(M;e) for M € Mat(N) normal; g € Clz,Z] of degree less than D
such that || f — g, is small for f: D — D

Output: Upps) € BEy o (f(M);€”)

1 Uy LCU((UM, UL), (12, 1/2)> > Up € BEgmi1(A;€)
2 Up « LCU((Unr, U, ), (=if2,42)) > Up € BEq mi1(B;e)
3: for0 < k< Ddo
4: Py« Ty, > A Chebyshev polynomial
1-6
5 Quly) « 20 [ gla o+ iy) Te(e) 2 > These satisfy
glz+iy) = > Ti(z)Qx(y)

0<k<D
6 B [[Prlloo | Qrlloo
(P Qr) — (Pe/ 1Pl oo, @/l Qkll o)
8: Compute Up, 4 € BEq m+2(Px(A);€) > Using QSP
9: Compute Us,(B) € BEq.m12(Qk(B);e) > Using QSP
10: Compute Si € BEa2,2m+4(kak; 2a¢)
11: end for

12: return LCU((S@KKD’ 5)

We can track the number of applications of Uy (and its adjoint) as follows. Uy,
UL, Upg, and U;_; each requires two such gates; applying QSP for a degree less-than-D
polynomial multiplies the number of instances by at most 2D. Computing products
adds this cost. Running LCU adds these costs; the final LCU call is on D unitaries.
Thus there are at most 4(D — 1)D € O(D?). Within the framework of decomposing a
function by a polynomial of degree less than D as in (6) for which each monomial of the
form 2%yP~1=* has nonzero coefficient (as is generically the case), the decomposition
described using integration against the Chebyshevs uses as few Ujss as possible; see §C.

Observe that all nontrivial costs are incurred precisely when we deal with the many
polynomials arising from the decomposition (5), by computing their paired products and
then add using LCU (all of these inducing possibly large multiples of the base cost for
each polynomial coming from QSP).

3.3 Subnormalization factor

Proposition 7. If G(z,y) is degree less than D in both x and y and satisfies |G| o1 12 <
1, then there are efficiently-computable degree-less-than-D polynomials P, and @y for

0 <k < D such that G(z,y) = Y. Pi(x)Qr(y) with || Pyl <1 and ||Qkl < 2.
0<k<D

Proof. Let P, := T} and

dx

1
Quly) = /_1G(w,y)Tk(:c)m.

10



Let Q¢ = %QO and Q = %Qk for £ > 0. It is well-known that Chebyshev polynomials
satisfy ||Tx||,, = 1. Also, for y € [—1,1],

2

@I < 2 [ 16T 2.

| dx < 2 / L dx B
V1—22 S 1 V1 — 22

Chebyshev polynomials form an orthogonal set with respect to the measure (1—22)~! dz.
Further, T} has norm 7 for K = 0 and 7/2 otherwise. It follows that by construction

G(r,y) = >, Pu(2)Qk(y).

0<k<D
To compute Qf, we use the techniques of §A and §D: first write G in the form (14).
and evaluate (8) as a sum using Proposition 28. [ |

The algorithm described in §3.1 implements a block-encoding of f(M) with sub-
normalization factor bounded by 2aD assuming that |f(z + iy)| < 1 for z,y € [-1,1].
Because of the L*° constraint on f it is nontrivial to implement QET for several in-
teresting functions. However, the approximation f is not required to he holomorphic.
This allows for a certain freedom. For example, if we wish to implement QET for the
function f(z) = 2", assuming that the eigenvalues are contained on the unit disk, then
we actually need to choose a polynomial approximation f with the following properties:
f(z)

<1 for Rez,Imz € [—1,1]

f(2) = f(2)

o < e for |z] < 1, for some approximation parameter e

Because the function f(z) blows up outside of the unit disk, it seems these two
conditions are in contention. Perhaps it is possible then that these two conditions can
be simultaneously satisfied by a bivariate polynomial with reasonable degree. There are
similar questions, for example, for functions such as f(z) = #/z on the domain |z| > k.

4 On nonlinear transformation of complex amplitudes

We now demonstrate that the methods of §3 naturally provide an extension to the
nonlinear transformation of complex amplitudes as developed in [GMF21].

Nonlinear Transformation of Complex Amplitudes (NTCA): Let
F : D — C be any function. Given a state |v) = > ck|k) in the com-
putational basis and € > 0, output (a scaling of) the state > F(cy)|k) to
Precision €.

In the setting of [GMF21], we have access to a (unitary) state preparation oracle U,
as well as its adjoint and controlled versions, such that U]0)®" = |v). [GMF21] addresses
this problem with € = 0 for

F(z) = Fi(z) = P(Rez) + Q(Im 2) 9)

11



for arbitrary continuous functions P, Q@ : [—1,1] — C. Specifically, if P and @ can be

approximated up to error ;5 by degree-D polynomials P and @, respectively, such that

F1(2) := P(Re z)+Q(Im z) approximates F1, and y = sup max{|P(z)|,|Q(z)[}, then®
z€[—1,1]

% 3" Fi(c)|k) can be approximated to L? error ¢/N, using in expectation

controlled U and UT gates.

The algorithm in [GMF21] uses the technique of block-encoding of amplitudes. In
particular, let A = (I@ WH)G(I ® W) and B = (1@ WT)G'(I ® W), where W, G,
and G’ are defined as in [GMF21, Figures 1-3]; for completeness, we also include their
definitions and a brief explanation in §E. Then A and B are block-encodings of matrices
which map |k) to (Recg)|k) and (Im ¢y)| k), respectively, that is, they are block-encodings
of diagonal matrices containing the data of the original amplitudes.

Applying the algorithm from §3.1 to A and B, we may obtain a block-encoding of a
matrix that maps |k) to Fa(ck)|k), for all F, which are (v, k)-extensible, which is defined
in Property 19—allowing for an additional kind of function as those specified in (9).
Thus, this resolves NTCA with expected

N
> [ Faler))?

0<k<N

0| D%y

controlled U and UT operations. A concrete instance of a newly-attainable function is

_ VR VU
(2+2)°(z =2+ -5z +2)(: -2,

1) = 1531
or f(x +iy) = 5aby* + 17218

5 MQET for several commuting Hermitian matrices

We generalize the ideas in §3 following the observation that QET of normal matrices is
a special case of MQET of two commuting Hermitian matrices.

Consider a continuous function f : [~1,1]"+t! — D for which we select a polynomial
approximation g, perhaps via the techniques of §A. Suppose the maximum total degree
of any monomial in g is less than D.

SSuppose the normalization factor is ¢ := > |F(cx)|”.
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Figure 6: Circuit for block-encoding of f(Ay,...,A,). Here we let 0 < s < D" denote
the integer given in base D by s. See §5.1 for the algorithm, and Algorithm 2 for a
pseudocode description. V' comes from LCU (Proposition 4), and the remaining notation

on the top wire is introduced in §2.2. We may let Ps(k) be T, , as discussed in §5.3.

Generalizing the method from Section 3.1, we write down an expansion of g analogous
to (6). Suppose we find polynomials Ps(k), Qs € C[z] for s ranging in [[D]]" and k ranging
from 0 to r — 1 satisfying

g@) = > Qslar) [ PV ) (10)

se[[D]]" 0<k<r

Remark 11. This sum has a factor of D fewer terms than the number of monomials.
This is crucial because we avoid applying LCU to each of the monomials, which causes
the subnormalization factor to needlessly increase.

In the following subsection, we describe in detail how to use this decomposition, along
with QSP, to obtain a block-encoding of g(A), and how the parameters of the block-
encoding depend on the decomposition we use. The implementation is summarized
in Figure 6. We will find that the subnormalization factor of the block-encoding is
proportional to ||3||;, where 3 € Rgg“”r is defined by s = ||Qsll [I Ps(k)H .

0<k<r o0
We optimize ||3]|]; by letting Ps(k) = T, (the sith Chebyshev polynomial) and defining
Qs by an orthogonal projection formula proposed in §5.3; we show that this ensures
18]l; < 2D". Our entire algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 2.

5.1 Algorithm

We describe an algorithm for obtaining a block-encoding of g(A) given block-encodings

Uec [] BEq, m,(Ak;cr), as well a decomposition of g as in (10).
0<k<r
For convenience, we introduce some notation. Let

T(s, A) = Qs(A) [ PP (Ap),

0<k<r

13



so that g(A) = >  T(s,A). Let also
sc[[D]]"

Q= g, m = E my, €= E QLER- (12)
0<k<r 0<k<r 0<k<r

)

Let B € Rgg““r be the vector where s = [|Qsll,, 1 Normalize to

0<k<r

~ (k)
P = P and Qs = . To obtain g(A) as quantum circuitry, we (classically)

Qs
Qs

oo

compute the phase factors @gk),\lf for the polynomials =z ~ p(k)( ), Qs(x) (respec-

tively), e.g. via [DMWL21]. Then, we use QSP to compute U 5 A5 (ay) € BEak7m+2( p* )(Ak) )

and Ug_ (Ap) € BEq, m+2 (Qs( F €r>, and compute via [GSLW18, Lemma 53] the block-

encoding of the product Ups 4) € BEam44(T(s,A);¢e) (called Us a in Algorithm 2).
Finally,

Ugay = LCU. <(T(5, A))se[[p]]r,ﬁ> € BEy 8, m+a+a(9(A);€).

Algorithm 2 MQET for several commuting Hermitian matrices
Input: A € Mat(N) Hermitian and Uy, € BEq, (Ag;er) for 0 < k <75 [Ag,, Ag,] =0
for all 0 < k1, ko <73 f: [-1,1]"" — D; g € Clx, ..., x,] with degree less than D
such that || f — g/, is small
Output: Usa) € BEy v (f(A),€')
1: for s € [D]]" do

2: (80,...,87»_1) — S8
3: Ps(k)<—Tsk pfor0< k<r
2753 0 1 dx
4 Qs(x) < I —= ) 9(=®) II Ts,(x) e
0<k<r f ! 0<k<r
5: > These satisfy g(x ) > Qs(zr) I Pe(zk)
se[[D]]" 0<k<r
6 s @l T [P
0<k<r o0
~ (k)
7 Ps(k)<—P37 pfor0 < k<r
. o Qs
5 Qs <ol
9: Compute U~(k)(A ) € BEq, m+2 (P(k) (Ag); ak) > for 0 < k < r, using QSP
10: Compute U4, € BEa, m+2 (Qs( r); € > > Using QSP

0<k<r

11: Compute Ug a4 € BEq 44 (QS(AT) II Ps(k) (Ag); €>

12: end for
13: return LCU, ((U&A)SEHDHT, B)

14



5.2 Analysis of the algorithm

Recall that o, m, and ¢ are defined in (12). In the previous section, we kept a running
tally of the ancilla count; the final tally was 2m+4+d. We also track precision—e—and
subnormalization factor—al|3||—above.

We can track the number of applications of U4, and UIV' Applying QSP for degree
at-most-D polynomials multiplies this quantity by by at most 2D. Computing products
and running LCU adds; the final LCU call is on D" unitaries. Thus there are at most
2(D — 1)rD" € O(rD"™*1) instances.

5.3 Subnormalization factor

By enforcing Ps(k) := Ty, (the sith Chebyshev polynomial) and, as in Proposition 7,

_ 1 .
Quter)i= T 2250 [ g@) T] Tt

7
1<k<r 1<k<r \J1—a3

PS(k)Hoo = 1 and ||Qs]|, < 2. This leaves us with B; < 2. (Also as

before, again using Proposition 28 we can efficiently compute Qs given g.) Thus, ||3]| =
S 22(8) where z(s) is the number of zeroes appearing in the vector s. This rewrites
se[[D]]"

to 0<z:£< 2f (Z) D% = (D + 2)", the subnormalization factor asserted in the beginning.
X \T

we see that ‘

6 Conclusions

We briefly recapitulate some of the main points from the work above. The core ideas for
implementing MQET are that polynomials admit relatively cheap decompositions, from
the perspective of block-encoding parameters (as well as computationally for QSP phase
factors, as the Chebyshev polynomial phase factors are trivial to compute), and that
we harness commutativity (and the fact that the polynomials are tacitly in commuting
variables) to freely plug in the matrix inputs. Then, for QET with a normal matrix,
we exploit the observation that the real and imaginary parts are simply two commuting
Hermitian matrices and can accordingly be used for bivariate MQET. Computationally,
the main difficult tasks given the present state of the art is to select an appropriate
polynomial approximation and to compute QSP phase factors; in particular, if working
with the Chebyshev basis for all but the final polynomial in MQET, then that last
polynomial can be computed from its coeflicients as sums rather than needing to deal
with numerical precision in an integral.
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A Selecting polynomial approximations

Consider the task of computing a low-degree uniform-precision-& polynomial approxima-
tion p to a given continuous function f : § — C on the square § := 8% = [-1,1]%, a
special case of the d-hypercube S% := [~1,1]¢.

First, some definitions. Let P,, be the complex polynomials of degree at most n. Let
dist(q,4 (f, Pn) := pieng |f = Pl oojq> for f any function taking values on [a,b]. We say

that the nth Chebyshev points on |a,b] are T, = <t(()n), . ,t,&")) € [a,b]"*! which attain

min max [[ |z —t. For 0< k <nand T = (t1,...,t,), define the interpolating
teE[a,b] $E[a,b] otl<n

polynomials
__tg
L) (2, T) := v .
=
0<l<n
t#k
Let w(f,E,0) := sup |f(z) — f(y)|, for any compact set £ C R? and any continuous
YEE
i<
f:E—R.
Consider the following result.
d
Theorem 13 ([Ple94, Lemma 2.2]). Consider the domain P := [] [ag, bs] C R? and any

/=1
continuous function f : P — R. Select positive integers ny for 1 < £ < d and compute

T,,.” Define

pl@)= Y f(t,g’j”,...,t,gjd)) I Zh (e, Tny). (14)

ke 1 (] 1<t<d
1<e<d

Then, we have that®

sup|f(@) — p@)| <swp > D (ogne+2)distie,p (£ (L5

zEP TPy <dje 1 (]l

1<k<t

Notice that degp = > ny. We are interested in the case of d = 2 and a1 = ag = —1,
1<4<d
b1 = by =1, and degp = n1 + ns. It just so happens that:

) 2#5)

Proposition 15 (classical). The nth Chebyshev points on [—1,1] are tén = cos ().

Thus, our task is greatly simplified, as the bound from Theorem 13 reduces to

Z (log ng 4 2) dist|_q ) (f <t§m), -),Pn2>

0<g<ny

"The published statement of this theorem elects to work with Fekete (Legendre) points, but Chebyshev
points feature an exponentially better Lebesgue constants and so are advantageous in this setting. The
proof is unchanged.

8The published statement of this theorem erroneously omits the supremum on the right-hand side.
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which is in turn boundable via:

Theorem 16 (Jackson’s inequality, cf. [Riv69, Theorem 1.4]). Let f € C[—1,1] be con-
tinuous. Then,

disty_1.(f,Pa) < 6 (f, —1,1], 1>.

n

and its explicit, more general version

Theorem 17 (Jackson’s inequality, cf. [Ple94, Theorem 2.1]). Let f € CFla,b] and
0< k<n. Then,

dist[mb] (f,Pn) < (%k(!bT_k—f—cll)))k Hf(k) H

Notice that the denominator grows as n* for n > k, so if H i

L°[ab]

k k
)HLw[a,b} < n” then
the bound is interesting.

Therefore we can apply the bound to Re f and Im f, supposing that each has
the appropriate differentiability along each “slice.” Define the quantity M, (f) =

t s[ullou H@g(Re £, -) HLoo[—Lu and similarly M ;,(f) for the imaginary part. Let My(f) :=
el—1,

max{ M, x(f), Mir(f)}
We thus have in full:

Theorem 18. For allny,ny € N, let f € C[—1,1]? satisfy Re f(t,-),Im f(t,-) € C¥[~1,1]
for allt € [-1,1] and some 0 < k < ny,ne. Then p as in (14) satisfies

(n/2)" My(f) nilogne _ ~¢ 1y
B G

for ni,ng = n/2.

Of course, this is worst-case behavior, so in practice f will converge to its best
polynomial approximant even faster.

While it is often the case that we focus on functions defined only on D € S C C,
in our setting we assume that any such function of focus extends continuously to all of
S in such a way that allows us to apply Theorem 18, i.e. that it extends with k-times-
differentiable real and imaginary parts. We name this the following:

Property 19 ((7, k)-extensibility). A function f: D — C is said to be (v, k)-extensible
if there exists an extension f : S — C satisfying f = f on D, ‘fHL s < v, and
Re f,Im f € C*[-1,1].

Theorem 18 has a natural version for S¢. For f € CS8<, let

OERe f)(t1y ..o to1, - tgs .. g

M, ,(f) == max sup

) ;
2<Z<dtesd71 HL‘X’[fl,l]

M; ,(f) := max sup

OF(Im f)(t1s .. toony o teye o ta H
2<<d y gd—1 / (Im f) (1 yLe—15"1¢ ytd—1)

Leo[-1,1)
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and My (f) := max{M,, M;}. The same reasoning as before gets:
Theorem 20. For all ny,...,nqg €N, let f € C[—1,1]? satisfy
Ref(t17 RPN 7/ P 7 7td*1)71mf(t17 RS 7 PR 7 7td*1) € Ck[_la 1]

for allt € S¥ 1 and 2 < ¢ < d and some 0 < k < mindng. Then p as in (14) satisfies

It

s kM 1
sup (@) —pla)| < D 55 TR T
xeS 2<4<d \ kK 1<5<e

B Exponentiation of normal matrices

The core observation—that normal M decomposes into two attainable communiting
Hermitians—can be used also for ‘Hamiltonian’ simulation, where the goal is to obtain
access to a block-encoding of e™? for t € R, though as M is not actually Hermitian the
resulting exponential is itself not unitary. Nonetheless, it is plausible to desire such a
matrix function, and the form (5) readily resolves this task:

eMt — eAteiBt (21)

precisely because A and B (or really, At and iBt) commute. e is unitary and achievable

by standard methods (e.g. Trotterization, cf. [Lin21, Chapter 5]). €!P! is not unitary but
is approximable using a block-encoding of B and then either QET as in [Lin21, §7.5],
by choosing a polynomial approximation to x + €™ or as in [TOSU21], by choosing
a quadrature. It is then a matter of taking the product, adding the ancilla counts, and
updating precisions accordingly (Proposition 3).

C Optimizing the number of block-encoding instances

QSP for block-encodings of Hermitian matrices entails using linear-in-polynomial-degree-
many instances of the block-encoding, while our method is quadratic. We use relatively
little in our method specific to normalcy, after using the existence of (commuting) A =
Re M and B = Im M. One might hope to find a modification where this count is o(D?)
without sacrificing too many ancillae. Unfortunately, this turns out to not be possible
with any similar scheme:

Proposition 22. Let G € C[z,y] have degree exactly D—1 and say g(z+1iy) := G(x,y).
Suppose O(D) of G’s “mazimal monomials,” i.e. those of the form z*y™, +m = D —1,
have nonzero coefficients. Then G has no decomposition as

g(z +iy) = Glz,y) = > Pel)Qr(y) (23)

1<k<E

where Py, Q € Clz] for 1 < k< E, and E € o(D).
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For clarity, we assume that in fact all D of G’s maximal monomials have nonzero
coefficient; however, the result certainly holds for any constant fraction of D.

Notice that this result holds no matter how large the degrees of P and Qj, are allowed
to be.

Proof. Write
G(Cﬂ,y) = Z Cﬁ,mxgym

£,m=0
L+m<D
and suppose that such Py(z) = > a2’ and Qp(y) = > by v’ as in (23) exist,
0<j< D’ 0<j<D’

with deg Py,deg Q < D’ (any D’ € N is possible here) for all 1 < k < E. The zfy™
coefficient of (23)’s right-hand side is

Z ag bgm = cj 0. (24)

1<k<E

This is just a dog product! So we are inspired to consider the following matrices:

a0 G20 - AEoO
a1 a1 - Gg;1
A= (akj) 1<k<p =
j<D’
ai,pr asp -+ Ggp
bio bao -+ bgpo
bip b1 -+ bga
B:= (blw’) 1<k<E — .
0<j<D’ :
bipr bapr - bgp
€0,0 ¢,1 -° Co,D-1
c1,0
C:= (C&m)0<£<D =
o<m<D
CD-1,0

where in C, the unspecified entries are all 0. Then, by (24), ABT = C. We have that
FE < D so rank A, rank B < F, thus rank(ABT) <E<D.
However, detC = (—1)l"2) ] ck,p—1—k 7 0 by hypothesis. Therefore C is full-
0<k<D
rank, i.e. rankC = D — 1. This stands in contradiction to rankC = rank(.ABT) €
o(D). [ |

We interpret this as follows. The sum Y (deg Py + degQy) is, up to a small
0<k<E
constant factor, the number of calls to the block-encoding of the given normal matrix for

implementing the decomposition (23) using the QSP/LCU approach described herein.
If we choose to approximate f by p(z,%Z) € C|z,Z], then p is characterized by O(D?)
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complex numbers (one for each term z‘Z™ for £ + m < D), so we end up using about
D-many polynomials, many or possibly all of which have degree ©(D).

D Chebyshev expansion of Chebyshev interpolants

In §3.3 and §5.3 it becomes necessary to evaluate expressions of the form

[ mwe 2
(x T)—.

1 J n 1_ $2

Here, we turn this integral into a sum of n — 1 terms.

First, we compute the Chebyshev coefficients for monomials:

Lemma 25. Take integers m,j = 0. Suppose m = j and m and j share the same parity.

Then,
1
dx T [ m
Ti(x)a" ——= = — | i |-
/1 (@) V1—2x2 2m<%>
Otherwise, the integral evaluates to 0.

Proof. The “otherwise” case is trivial by parity considerations and since the Chebyshev
polynomials span R[z].

For convenience, define T_,, := T,, for n > 0 (in contrast to the convention T;, = 0
sometimes used). The result then follows by iteratively multiplying T), by 2z: 22T, (z) =
Thi1(z) + T—1(x), which holds regardless of n’s sign. In particular, (2z)%Ty(z) =

z (Z)Ta+bf2c(x)- n

0<c<a

Remark 26. It is a standard fact that

/2] n—2k
n 2 n—~k\ ,_
To(w) =5 > (—1)kn_k< N )m 2k, (27)

k=0

Proposition 28. For the Chebyshev polynomial T, if k shares n’s parity then let ay, j =

n ntk ‘
5(—1) kaik(" k) otherwise let an := 0. Put f;(y) := Oq%@gyj% (which satisfies
E<J
fity) =vyfi—1(y) + a; for j >0). Then,
[ o A = 3 Dl (1),
-1 1—=x hejon
2[(j—k)

The advantage of this formulation is that it gives the integral in terms of a finite sum,
in particular requiring O(n) computations (since f(t,,;) and (g) = 1 can be computed
initially as the base case for recursion).

Proof. From (27) we perform polynomial long division of = — t,,; into T;,(z), and then
use Lemma 25. |
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Figure 7: The circuits for the gate W (left) and W’ (right) [GMF21, Figure 1].

E Nonlinear transformation of complex amplitudes prim-
itives

In the interest of self-containedness, we present here the definitions of the gates W, G,
and G’ as used in §4.

In Figure 7, U is the prepare oracle for the starting state, i.e.
Uy = Y elk),
0<k<n

and S and H are the standard 1-qubit gates (in PU(2))

() ()

(The function of the S in W’ but not W is to distinguish between the real and imaginary
parts of the amplitudes.) The effect of W is to establish

W k)0)="10) = [k)(jo)[+) + k)| =)

(using the single-qubit states |+) = %UO) +11))).
In Figure 8, Z refers to the standard 1-qubit gate (in PU(2))

()

and Sy is reflection about the all-zeros state of the bottom two registers |0)®"|0). The
effect of G’s construction is to find an operator whose eigenstates include the explicitly-
known eigenpairs

. 1 1 1
(— Rocy & iy/T= (Rea)?, |1 (a—kum +8)10) £ () - |k>>|1>)>

(for ag, Bx > 0 appropriate normalizing factors).
Finally, in Figure 9, X is the standard 1-qubit gate (in PU(2))

x=(, )

the circuit functions to give a LCU of G and GT (or G’ and (G')"), to eliminate any
remaining imaginary parts.
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Figure 8: The circuits for the gate G (left) and G’ (right) [GMF21, Figure 2].
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Figure 9: The circuit for the gate G (left) and G’ (right) [GMF21, Figure 3].
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