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Block encoding is a key ingredient in the recently developed quantum signal processing that forms
a unifying framework for quantum algorithms. Initially showcased for simplifying and optimizing
resource utilization in several problems, such as searching, amplitude estimation, and Hamiltonian
simulation, the capabilities of the quantum signal processing go beyond these and likely offer un-
tapped potential for devising new quantum algorithms. In this article, we utilize block encoding to
substantially enhance two previously proposed quantum algorithms: largest eigenvalue estimation
and quantum gradient descent. Unlike previous works that involve sophisticated procedures, our
findings, using the unitary block encoding, demonstrate that even with elementary operations, these
newly revamped algorithms can shed major scaling factors present in their original counterparts.
This yields much more efficient quantum algorithms capable of tackling complex computational
problems with remarkable efficiency. Furthermore, we show how to extend our proposed method to
different contexts, including matrix inversion and multiple eigenvalues estimation.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum computing is currently experiencing rapid and exciting advancements due to its immense potential to
tackle complex computational problems that often elude classical computing capability, as well as tremendous progress
in quantum devices. There has been development of many quantum algorithms, a few of them exhibiting substantial
speedup against known classical ones. For example, Grover’s search algorithm [1] demonstrated a quadratic speedup
compared to the most efficient classical counterpart. On the other hand, Shor’s algorithm [2] and a recently im-
provement by Regev [3] showcase superpolynomial speedup in the integer factorization. Notably, a series of pivotal
contributions [4–8] yielded quantum algorithms for simulating the dynamics of quantum systems, which is also a criti-
cal and highly impactful application of quantum computing in the physics domain. Moreover, some recent works have
demonstrated the unprecedented potential of quantum computing in machine learning and artificial intelligence [9–15],
which is arguably one of the major focuses in industry.

Among many quantum algorithmic breakthroughs, the Harrow-Hassidim-Lloyd (HHL) algorithm [16] provides an
exponential speedup for solving linear systems. This landmark achievement has opened up new horizons in quantum
computing, given the foundational role that linear systems play across a wide array of engineering, theoretical, and
applied scientific domains. In fact, various subsequent quantum algorithms have been built upon the framework of the
HHL algorithm to tackle diverse computational challenges. Notable examples include quantum data fitting [17], accu-
rate estimation of electromagnetic cross sections [18], creation of support vector machines for classification tasks [19],
and solving linear and non-linear partial differential equations [20–22].

As the potential of quantum computers continues to unfold, exploring domains where quantum advantage can make
a transformative impact is both natural and increasingly imperative. This quest to enhance the frontiers of computing
is driven by the growing demand to harness the power of quantum advancements and unlock novel possibilities.

In the above, we have described various quantum algorithms, each tailored to address specific computational
challenges. These algorithms exhibit unique execution patterns, aligning with their distinct problem-solving objectives.
However, a recent groundbreaking advancement has shed new light on the field. Referred to as “quantum singular-
value transformation” [23, 24] (QSVT), this innovative framework has revealed a unifying approach that transcends
the individual differences among various quantum algorithms. It is worth noting that this concept can also be
likened to “quantum signal processing” [25], as a nearly simultaneous development occurred when the authors of [25]
proposed a simple yet remarkably powerful technique. Essentially, the underlying power of such a framework features
two things. First, one encodes some matrix of interest into a unitary, i.e., the so-called unitary block encoding (see
definition 1 below). Second, one utilizes single and multi-qubit gates (e.g., the Toffoli gate) to transform such a block-
encoded matrix to our desire. This approach, for instance, has constructed provably optimal quantum simulation
algorithms [25, 26]. Over time, the QSVT framework has undergone multifaceted extensions, including the works
of [27–31], and it underscores the dynamic nature of quantum algorithmic research and its capacity for far-reaching
impact.
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Our work here aims to exploit the unitary block encoding technique to significantly improve two quantum algorithms.
The first algorithm addresses the estimation of the largest eigenvalue of a given matrix A through an oracle access [32].
The second algorithm, as outlined in [19], tackles the challenge of the gradient descent for a multi-valued input function
f , aiming to identify the vector at which f is minimized. Both these original quantum algorithms boast logarithmic
time complexity concerning the input dimension n. However, they suffer from expensive resource scaling in relation
to different factors. The primary bottleneck for both algorithms results from the necessity to obtain a series of
desired states via complicated quantum operations plus measurements, inevitably resulting in major time growth as
the function of error tolerance and iteration count accumulate.

Interestingly, as an example, while the work in [31] necessitates a complex algorithmic procedure plus delicated
analysis for an enhanced quantum algorithm, our findings demonstrate that even elementary operations utilizing the
unitary block encoding technique can suffice. These operations enable the removal of the exponential factor present
in the original versions of the algorithms [19, 32], as we will illustrate in subsequent sections.

The remaining structure of our work is as follows. In section III, we begin with a brief review of the problem of
interest, i.e., estimating the largest eigenvalue of a given matrix A. We summarized the previous solution [32] as well
as its running time. We then proceed to describe our improved quantum algorithm. A comparison is then made to
see the superiority of the improved version, which is a consequence of the unitary block encoding framework. In the
next section IV, we tackle the (quantum) gradient descent problem [19]. The same structure holds, where we first
begin with a revision of the main problem and its solution of the original quantum algorithm [19]. We then proceed
to outline our improved version, which consists of two perspectives, followed up with a comparison to the original
work. In Sec. V, we conclude our work with further comments and discuss how our methods can be extended to solve
different kinds of problems.

As a summary, we point out the key improvements of our work in the following bullet points. Technical details are
provided in subsequent discussions.

• Improved quantum power method: The running time of the quantum power method outlined in [32] has a
scaling factor of O(κk), where κ is the conditional number of given matrix and k is the number of iteration steps. The
bottleneck of this approach, e.g., the exponential growth on k, results from the requirement to obtain some desired
state by measurements, which incur some finite probability of failure at each round. Our proposed method here
removes such an exponential scaling and, in turn, provides an efficient algorithm with O(k) dependence. Therefore,
with respect to k, our new version achieves exponential speedup relative to the previous one [32]. In particular, by
using a new quantum matrix multiplication tool based on unitary block encoding, our algorithm removes the running
time dependence on κ and improves the scaling dependence over error tolerance ϵ.

• Alternative quantum gradient descent: In this part, we introduce two versions. The first version is more or
less an indirect improvement to the original work in [19], and we make an adjustment to the input and output of the
quantum Newton method. Roughly speaking, instead of working with vectors x⃗ (pure states in the context of [19]), we
work with density operators x⃗x⃗T . By recasting this way, our algorithm, once begins with an initial guessed operator
x0x

T
0 , allows a simple iterative procedure that leads to the final operator xTx

T
T that corresponds to the final solution

vector of the Newton method for a total of T iterations (note T in the subscript of x). While the representation of
such a solution in terms of a density matrix is not typical (as opposed to most quantum algorithms, the output is a
pure state), any information of xT could be extracted from xTx

T
T using the QSVP technique. This approach admits

highly efficient scaling resource on error tolerance ϵ, which is polylogarithmic. On the contrary, the original work [19]
has time scaling dependence being polynomial in 1/ϵ. Subsequently, we point out how the same idea (of this version)
can be applied to the problem of finding the inverse of a matrix.

• Improved quantum gradient descent: In this second version, we make a direct improvement on the original
algorithm proposed in Ref. [19]. The key step in the quantum gradient descent method [19] is, by taking multiple
copies of a quantum state, denoted as |xt⟩ (where t refers to t-th iteration step), to produce an updated state |xt+1⟩.
For such a single step in the gradient descent method, our algorithm requires a power-of-three fewer number of copies
of the given state at step t. Furthermore, the time complexity of our approach has a power-of-four advantage compared
to that of Ref. [19] with respect to the error tolerance ϵ.

II. PRELIMINARIES

Here, we summarize the key recipes used in our subsequently described quantum algorithms. We keep the statements
here concise and precise, with their proofs/constructions referred to the original works or the appendices of this paper.
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Readers familiar with these results can skip this section. Throughout the work, we use ||·|| to denote the matrix/vector
norm, |.| to denote the absolute value of numbers.

Definition 1 (Block Encoding Unitary) [23, 25, 26] Let A be some Hermitian matrix of size N × N whose
matrix norm |A| < 1. Let a unitary U have the following form:

U =

(
A ·
· ·

)
.

Then U is said to be an exact block encoding of matrix A. Equivalently, we can write:

U = |0⟩ ⟨0| ⊗A+ · · ·

where |0⟩ simply denotes the extra ancilla system. In the case where the U has the form

U = |0⟩ ⟨0| ⊗ Ã+ · · · ,

where ||Ã−A|| ≤ ϵ, then U is said to be an ϵ-approximated block encoding of A.

Lemma 1 ([23]) Let ρ = TrA |Φ⟩ ⟨Φ|, where |Φ⟩ ∈ HA ⊗ HB, and thus ρ is a density matrix that acts on states in
HB. Given a unitary U that generates |Φ⟩ from |0⟩A ⊗ |0⟩B, then there exists a procedure that constructs an exact
unitary block encoding of ρ in complexity O(TU + log(n)), where n is the dimension of HB.

The proof of the above lemma is given in [23] (see their Lemma 45).

Lemma 2 (Block Encoding of Product of Two Matrices) Given the unitary block encoding of two matrices A1

and A2, an efficient procedure exists that constructs a unitary block encoding of A1A2.

The proof of the above lemma is given in appendix A.

Lemma 3 ([33]) Given the unitary block encoding {Ui}mi=1 of multiple operators {Mi}mi=1 (assumed to be exact en-
coding), then there is a procedure that produces the unitary block encoding operator of

⊗m
i=1Mi, which requires a

single use of each {Ui}mi=1 and O(1) SWAP gates.

The above lemma is a result from [33].

Lemma 4 Given oracle access to an s-sparse matrix A of dimension n × n, then an ϵ-approximated unitary block
encoding of A/s could be prepared with gate/time complexity O

(
log n+ log2.5( 1ϵ )

)
.

This is a standard result from previous works [23, 25, 26]. In fact, the optimal Hamiltonian simulation algorithm
outlined in [25, 26] essentially makes use of the oracle access to entries of a given Hamiltonian H to construct the
unitary block encoding of H, followed by a series of transformations on such blocks to approximate the desired
operator, i.e., exp(−iHt).

III. IMPROVING EIGENVALUES ESTIMATION

In this section, we consider the following

Problem: Given an oracle access to entries of a Hermitian, s-sparse matrix A of dimension n×n, whose eigenvalues’
norm has known bounds, we estimate its largest eigenvalue (in magnitude) λmax up to an additive error δ.

In [32], the authors propose a quantum algorithm for the above problem based upon the classical power method,
which relies on an iterative multiplication of matrix A to some initial random vector. A further assumption on matrix
A is that its eigenvalues’ norms are within a fixed range, e.g., (1/κ, 1), which is always achievable by a trivial scaling.
While the method in [32] is simple, its running time grows exponentially with respect to the number of iterations
k in the power method. Here, we aim to reduce such an exponential scaling based on the unitary block encoding
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technique recently proposed [23, 25].

We first remind readers of some key ideas from the classical power method and its quantum counterpart [32]. The
method begins with some random unit vector x0, or equivalently a quantum state |x0⟩ (subsequently, we will use
these two notations interchangeably). Upon being acted by matrix A for k times, we obtain a vector xk = Ak |x0⟩.
Let |xk⟩ denote the (normalized) quantum state corresponding to xk, whose difference is essentially a normalization.
The quantity that we wish to compute is:

λ = ⟨xk|A |xk⟩ , (1)

which is an approximation to the true maximum eigenvalue λmax. The accuracy apparently depends on the number
of iteration k. Ideally, λ should approach λmax as k → ∞. In what follows, we treat k as a parameter and aim to
outline a quantum algorithm that has highly efficient running time with respect to k. In order to obtain |xk⟩, the
algorithm in [32] used results from [17] to perform the so-called quantum matrix multiplication. We quote Lemma 3
from [32]:

Lemma 5 Given access to entries of A, assumed to have the norm of eigenvalues in the range (1/κ, 1), the following
unitary action can be (approximately) achieved:

UAk |0⟩ |x0⟩ = |0⟩Ak |x0⟩+ |1⟩ |Garbage⟩ , (2)

with a running time:

O
( log(n)sκ

ϵ
+ log(k)

)
,

where n, κ, and s are, respectively, the dimension, conditional number and sparsity of A; ϵ is the error tolerance, i.e.,
with the actual unitary denoted as ŨAk , it holds that ||ŨAk − UAk || ≤ ϵ, where || · || denotes the operator norm.

For convenience, we rewrite the state in Eqn 2 as:

UAk |0⟩ |x0⟩ =
√
pk |0⟩ |xk⟩+

√
pG |1⟩ |Garbage⟩ , (3)

where pk = ||Akx0||2 (where || · || here refers to the l2-norm of a vector) and pG = 1 − pk are, respectively, the
probabilities of measuring |0⟩ and |1⟩.

One can easily see that the state |xk⟩ can be obtained if we perform measurement on the first qubit and post-select
the outcome |0⟩. This step is the main bottleneck that leads to the exponential scaling w.r.t. k, as the success
probability pk = ||Akx0||2 grows exponentially small with k (which we will explicitly show later). Once |xk⟩ is
obtained, another round of matrix multiplication based on [17] is enacted to obtain A |xk⟩ that is entangled in a larger
state with an extra ancilla qubit. An additional simple step is the Hadamard test to estimate the overlap ⟨xk, Axk⟩,
giving rise to our quantity of interest.

What we have described above is the essence of the algorithm in [32] and we recapitulate the running time in [32]
for the purpose of subsequent comparison:

Lemma 6 ([32]) Given oracle access to entries of a Hermitian matrix A and some initial state |x0⟩, and denoting
xk = Ak |x0⟩ and |xk⟩ be its normalized version, then the λ = ⟨xk|A |xk⟩ can be estimated up to an additive error δ
in time

O
(( log(n)sκ

δ
+ log(k)

)
· κ

k

δ

)
.

We remark that the above quoted Lemma is slightly different from (but is equivalent to) the main result stated
in [32], as the parameter k now appears explicitly in the time complexity. In [32], the parameter k was absorbed into
the scaling O, as we will see later that it depends logarithmically on dimension n and the error tolerance δ, and,
therefore, it was safe to absorb such dependence to obtain an overall running time. Here, we explicitly write out the
k dependence and treat it as a parameter of the algorithm.

The challenge now is evident: how can we estimate λ by performing as fewer measurements as possible?

Before working out our main algorithm, we remark that the above matrix multiplication (used in 5) method has
been improved in [34] by using ideas from [35] that improved matrix inversion. Here, we point out that unitary block
encoding can also provide a highly efficient quantum matrix multiplication. We first show the following lemma:



5

Lemma 7 Given oracle access to some s-sparse matrix A, then the following unitary:

UAk
|0⟩ |x0⟩ = |0⟩ A

k

sk
|x0⟩+

∑
j ̸=0

|j⟩ |Garbage⟩j (4)

can be realized up to additive accuracy ϵ in time

O
(
k
(
log(n) + log2.5

(sk
ϵ

)))
,

where |0⟩ refers to an ancillary system. We note that all {|Garbage⟩j} are not properly normalized.

The proof of the above lemma is simple. We use Lemma 4 to obtain an ϵ-approximated block encoding of A/s. Note
that due to the error accumulation, we require each block encoding of A/s to have error tolerance ϵ/k. We then use
Lemma 2 k times to obtain an ϵ-approximated block encoding of (A/s)k. By using the definition of the block encoding
(see Def 1), we have arrived at equation (4).

For convenience, we write the equation (4) as:

UAk
|0⟩ |x0⟩ = |0⟩ A

k

sk
|x0⟩+

√
pG |Garbage⟩

=
√
pk |0⟩ |xk⟩+

√
pG |Garbage⟩ , (5)

where xk = Ak |x0⟩ and |xk⟩ is the corresponding normalized quantum state, pk = |xk|2/sk and pG = 1− pk. We first
mention that if instead of measurement, we trace out the first register (that contains |0⟩) from Eqn 5, we will obtain
the following density matrix:

ρk = pk |xk⟩ ⟨xk|+ pG σgarbage,

where σgarbage denotes the redundant density state after tracing out the first register. Therefore, we have

Tr(Aρk) = pk Tr(A |xk⟩ ⟨xk|) + pG Tr(Aσgarbage). (6)

For simplicity, we denote Tr(Aσgarbage) = β and we rewrite the above equation as:

Tr(Aρk) = pkλ+ pGβ. (7)

So the central question is how to estimate λ from here. There are four variables in the above equation, including
both sides, as pk + pG = 1. However,

√
pk and

√
pG are two related amplitudes of the resultant states obtained from

some initial state undergoing a unitary transformation UAk (see Lemma 5). Therefore, they can be estimated using
the amplitude estimation method [36, 37], given the unitary UAk and the initial state. As a result, the number of
independent variables reduces to three, i.e., λ, β, and Tr(Aρk).

Below, we describe a procedure that allows us to estimate Tr(Aρk), or more precisely, Tr(Aρk/s), where s is
the sparsity of A. This subsequently enables us to estimate λ from solving a linear equation derived from further

observables, i.e., Tr
(

M⊗Aρk

s

)
, where M is some 2× 2 matrix of our choice; see further detailed discussions below.

A. Estimation of Tr(Aρk)

We note that the density matrix ρk is obtained by tracing out a subsystem of a state for which we know how to
generate, i.e., we have the unitary UAk in Lemma 5. The following result from [30] allows us to estimate the desired
quantity:

Lemma 8 ([30]) Given the block encoding U of some matrix A (whose norm less than 1) and a unitary Uρ that
satisfies

ρ = TrA(Uρ |0⟩ |0⟩A ⟨0| ⟨0|A U
†
ρ),

then the quantity Tr(Aρ) can be estimated up to an additive error ϵ using a circuit of size

O
(TU + Tρ

ϵ

)
,

where Tρ is the time required to construct Uρ and TU is the time required to construct U .
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In our context, we have that the oracle access to entries of A can be used to obtain the unitary block encoding of
A/s (where s is the sparsity of A), which requires O(log n) time. Therefore, by virtue of Lemma 8 (plus Eqn. 4), the
quantity Tr(Aρk/s) is easily estimated up to accuracy δ in time

O
(k(log(n) + log2.5(sk/δ))

δ

)
.

We remark that we already include the error from the approximated block encoding with the error coming from
estimation, which is set to δ for convenience.

B. Estimating λ

From Lemma 7, we have:

UAk |0⟩ |x0⟩ =
√
pk |0⟩ |xk⟩+

√
pG |Garbage⟩ . (8)

We modify the above process by adding an ancilla initialized in |1⟩a:

I⊗ UAk |1⟩a (|0⟩ |x0⟩) =
√
pk |1⟩a |0⟩ |xk⟩+

√
pG |1⟩a |Garbage⟩ . (9)

Now we use the controlled-X gate, with the second register as the control (conditioned on being |0⟩), and this
transforms the above state to:

√
pk |0⟩a |0⟩ |xk⟩+

√
pG |1⟩a |Garbage⟩ . (10)

If we trace out the second register from the above state, we obtain the following density matrix (note that we have
abused the notation, as we already use ρk previously; however, it does not create any issue here):

ρk = pk |0⟩a ⟨0| ⊗ |xk⟩ ⟨xk|+ pG |1⟩a ⟨1| ⊗ σgarbage, (11)

where again σgarbage denotes the remaining part of |Garbage⟩ after tracing over the second register.
We now observe the following: if instead of A, we have access to M ⊗ A, where M is some 2× 2 matrix acting on

the ancilla a, and we compute:

Tr(M ⊗A · ρk) = pk Tr(M |0⟩ ⟨0|) Tr(A |xk⟩ ⟨xk|) + pG Tr(M |1⟩ ⟨1|) Tr(Aσgarbage) (12)

= pk Tr(M |0⟩ ⟨0|)λ+ pG Tr(M |1⟩ ⟨1|)β, (13)

where we have suppressed the subscript a. From here, we can see that ifM has known entries, which means that both
Tr(M |0⟩ ⟨0|) and Tr(M |1⟩ ⟨1|) are known, and additionally, if we can estimate Tr(M ⊗A · ρk), then, in principle, we
can find λ (we will elaborate on this later). In the previous subsection, we have provided a way to estimate Tr(Aρk/s).
The story does not change much in this setting, where the quantity of interest is Tr(M ⊗A · ρk/s). The key takeaway
is that if one chooses M to be a known matrix, then M ⊗A is simply an embedding of matrix A into a larger matrix.
This trick has been used in many scenarios, such as the celebrated quantum linear system solver [16], singular-value
decomposition [38], data-fitting [17], etc. The only issue that we may need to deal with is producing the unitary block
encoding of M ⊗A/s, but this is actually straightforward from Lemma 3, as the unitary block encoding of the chosen
M is easy to obtain. As we have mentioned, M could be an arbitrary single-qubit rotational gate with a known angle.
Therefore, with the obtained block encoding of M ⊗A/s, we can use Lemma 8 to estimate

Tr
(M ⊗Aρk

s

)
.

Procedure for finding λ:

Let b1 ≡ Tr(Aρk) in equation 7) and b2 ≡ Tr(M ⊗ A · ρk) in equation (13) (noting the notation ρk). We have a
linear system: {

b1 = pkλ+ pGβ,

b2 = pk Tr(M |0⟩ ⟨0|)λ+ pG Tr(M |1⟩ ⟨1|)β.
(14)
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The solution will not change if we divide both sides by the same factor s,{
b1/s = (pk/s)λ+ (pG/s)β,

b2/s = (pk/s) Tr(M |0⟩ ⟨0|)λ+ (pG/s) Tr(M |1⟩ ⟨1|)β.
(15)

Therefore, the above equations form a simple 2× 2 linear equation: A · x = b, where

A =

(
pk/s pG/s,

(pk/s) Tr(M |0⟩ ⟨0|) (pG/s) Tr(M |1⟩ ⟨1|)

)
, (16)

x =

(
λ
β

)
, (17)

b =

(
b1/s
b2/s

)
, (18)

which can be easily solved. However, we do not have the ideal case here, as we only know approximately the entries of
A and b. By now, we have obtained pk, pG, b1/(s), and b2/(s) estimated to some accuracy, for example, δ. Therefore,
the solution we will obtain after solving the approximated linear equation is clearly only an approximation to the real
solution. Fortunately, there is the following elementary result on the numerical linear algebra [39]:

Theorem 1 Consider two linear equations A1x1 = b1 and A2x2 = b2. If A1 is non-singular and ||A1 − A2|| ≤
1/||A−1

1 ||, then the following holds:

||x2 − x1||
||x1||

≤ κ

1− κ||A2 −A1||/||A1||
·
( ||b2 − b1||

|||b1||
+

||A2 −A1||
||A1||

)
,

where || · || refers to any norm measure and κ is the conditional number of A1.

Since the above inequality holds for any arbitrary norm measure, we use the l1-norm for subsequent discussions. It
means that for an arbitrary vector x = (x1, x2, ..., xn), ||x||1 =

∑n
i=1 ||xi||; and for an arbitrary matrix A of dimen-

sion n, ||A||1 = maxj=1,...,n

∑
i=1,...,n |aij |. In the following, we drop the subscript 1 and simply use || · || for simplicity.

The application of the above result to our case is now straightforward. More specifically, we have to solve the linear
system A′x′ = b′, where the entries of A′ and b′ are entry-wise δ-approximation to those of A and b in the original
ones, respectively. We now calculate the deviation of b:

||b′ − b|| =
2∑

i=1

||b′i − bi|| ≤ 2δ. (19)

The deviation ||A′ −A|| is a bit more tricky to compute since ||A′ −A|| depends on the columns. However, it will be
easy to see after we write them out explicitly,

A′ −A =

(
(p′k − pk)/(s) (p′G − pG)/(s)

(p′k − pk)/(s) Tr(M |0⟩ ⟨0|) (p′G − pG)/(s) Tr(M |1⟩ ⟨1|)

)
. (20)

Since |p′k − pk| ≤ δ (and same thing holds for |p′G − pG|), (p′k − pk)/(s) is clearly upper bounded by δ, as s is greater
than 1 and δ/s < δ. Therefore, the difference in the two matrices is upper bounded by the following,

||A′ −A|| ≤ max{δ(1 + Tr(M |0⟩ ⟨0|), δ(1 + Tr(M |1⟩ ⟨1|)}, (21)

which is of order O(δ). Let m = max{(1 + Tr(M |0⟩ ⟨0|), 1 + Tr(M |1⟩ ⟨1|)}. Therefore, from Thm. 1, we have:

||x′ − x||
||x||

≤ κ

1− κmδ/||A||
·
( 2δ

||b||
+

mδ

||A||

)
. (22)

For small δ, we make the first approximation to the denominator:

1

1− κmδ/||A||
≈ 1 +

κmδ

||A||
+O(δ2). (23)
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which leads to:

||x′ − x||
||x||

≤ κ
(
1 +

κmδ

||A||

)( 2

||b||
+

m

||A||

)
δ (24)

= κ
( 2

||b||
+

m

||A||

)
δ + κ

( 2

||b||
+

m

||A||

)κmδ
||A||

δ (25)

= O(δ), (26)

where in the last line, we have retained the result to the first order. Therefore, the above bound suggests that as
δ → 0, x′ will approach x, which is desirable. Since the matrix A depends on the iteration numbers k, one may ask,
what if ||A|| grew exponentially small with respect to k? If so, we would have to require δ to be exponentially small
w.r.t. k, necessitating no fewer than exponential scaling resources. However, we now argue that this is not the case
by analyzing pk and pG.

Recall that pk = |Akx0|22, where |.|2 refers to the l2 norm of a vector. Let {λi, |Ei⟩}ni=1 denote the spectrum of A,
and x0 =

∑n
i=1 ci |Ei⟩ be the expansion of x0 in the eigen-basis of A. Then it is clear that pk =

∑n
i=1 c

2
iλ

2k
i , which

means that pk decreases exponentially with k. At the same time, pG = 1−pk; therefore, the exponential decreasing of
pk implies that pG approaches one exponentially. It means that beginning with some arbitrary value, pG will become
greater than pk at an exponential pace. Thus, it is very reasonable to conclude that for a sufficiently large value of k,
pG > pk, and, hence,

||A|| = pG
s

+
pG Tr(M |1⟩ ⟨1|)

s
, (27)

which is clearly upper bounded (since pG ≤ 1) and lower bounded (as pG approaches 1 quickly). Therefore, ||A||
would not suffer from the exponential decay. However, we remark that there is a factor 1/s, which means that we
need to choose δ → δ/s to cancel out the sparsity term s, so as to guarantee the error δ.

At this point, we have successfully constructed a new quantum algorithm for estimating λ, which is also an approx-
imation of λmax. We summarize the result in the following theorem:

Theorem 2 (Improved Quantum Power Method) Given oracle access to entries of a Hermitian matrix A and
some initial state |x0⟩. Let xk = Ak |x0⟩ and |xk⟩ be its normalized quantum state. Then, λ = ⟨xk|A |xk⟩ can be
estimated up to accuracy δ in time

O
(ks( log(n) + log2.5(sk/δ)

)
δ

)
.

The above running time’s dependence on k has a huge implication. As a direct comparison with Lemma 6, the
improvement on k is exponential, and we can even see that by incorporating the new quantum matrix application
tool, there is also an improvement in error.

To elaborate further on how it really affects the estimation of the largest eigenvalue λmax, we first recall that in the
original classical (and quantum) power method, k is the number of iterations for which we apply the given matrix A
to some initial seed vector. The value λ is an approximation of the true largest eigenvalue of A, λmax, and the quality
of such approximation depends on k. Ref. [40] thoroughly analyzes the classical power method and shows that, in
order for λ to be a ∆-multiplicative approximation to λmax, k needs to be as large as

Ω((log(1/∆) + log
√
n))).

The logarithmic dependence on ∆ means that the classical power method can estimate λmax with a very modest cost
regarding the scaling error in ∆. However, as analyzed in Ref. [32], the quantum power method does not seem to be
as effective due to the measurement and post-selection issues.

As we can see that the running time in Thm 2 is highly efficient w.r.t. k, which means that we can make the power
method extremely precise at a modest cost. Therefore, if we choose k in Thm 2 that is sufficiently high enough to
guarantee the error from the power method itself to be O(δ), then the largest eigenvalue λmax can be estimated up
to an additive accuracy δ in time

O
( log(n)

δ

(
log(

1

δ
) +

log(n)

2

))
.
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IV. IMPROVING THE GRADIENT DESCENT METHOD

In the second problem, we explore how the unitary block encoding method can be used to improve the quantum
gradient descent method proposed in [19]. We refer the readers to the original work [19] for full details. In the
following, we simply provide a brief overview of the problem and the proposed quantum algorithm developed in [19].

Problem: Find x that minimizes a function f : Rn → R, where f is some homogeneous polynomial of even degree.

A very popular method to solve the above problem is the gradient descent method. According to [19], we begin
with some random guess x0, and then iteratively perform the following subtraction:

xt+1 = xt − η▽ f(xt), (28)

where t refers to the iteration step and η is the known time step. In [19], the authors imposed the spherical constraint,
i.e., xTx = 1, where x ∈ Rn refers to the input of f . The spherical constraint simply implies that the temporal
solution xt+1 is normalized after each iteration before performing the next step. It means that the above step should
be rewritten as:

xt+1 = |xt⟩ − η▽ f(|xt⟩), (29)

and subsequently, one uses the normalized state |xt+1⟩ as a starting point and repeat the process.
The challenge in this method is the evaluation of the gradient of the function f . Let us briefly mention some

definitions from the original work [19] that we will need. Recall that in [19], the authors considered a real-valued
function f that is a polynomial of degree 2p:

f(x) =
1

2

n∑
m1,m2,...,mp=1

Am1,m2,...,m2p
xm1

...xm2p
. (30)

Particularly, it can be written in an algebraic form:

f(x) =
1

2
⟨x| ⊗ · · · ⊗ ⟨x|A |x⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |x⟩ , (31)

where A is a real matrix of dimension np×np with a bounded norm. Furthermore, A can be formally decomposed as:

A =

K∑
α=1

Aα
1 ⊗Aα

2 · · · ⊗Aα
p , (32)

where K is some number counting the terms in the decomposition and each Aα
i is a matrix of dimension n×n (which

can be a distinct matrix for each i). Given the above tensor formulation, the gradient of f can be rewritten as:

▽f(x) = D(|x⟩) |x⟩ , (33)

where

D(|x⟩) =
K∑

α=1

p∑
m=1

( p∏
n=1,n̸=m

⟨x|Aα
n |x⟩

)
Aα

m. (34)

The above gradient operator D is equivalent to:

D = tr1,2,...,p−1(|x⟩ ⟨x|⊗(p−1) ⊗ I)MD, (35)

where

MD =

K∑
α=1

p∑
m=1

( p⊗
n=1,n̸=m

Aα
n

)⊗
Aα

m. (36)

As further shown in [19], the above MD can be simplified as

MD =

p∑
j=1

Mj , (37)



10

where entries of Mj can be obtained from elements of A. Therefore, the oracle access to A can be used to access Mj

for all j.
We refer the readers to the original work [19] for full details of the execution of the quantum gradient descent,

as well as the cost of the algorithm. Here, we simply point out that the gradient operator D (see Eqn. 35) literally
consumes multiple copies of |xt⟩ at each of the t-th iteration step. As MD is not unitary, it is not straightforward
to execute D. What the authors in [19] did was that they employed the Hamiltonian simulation method to simulate
exp(−iMDδt) for varying time steps δt, adapting the quantum state exponentiation procedure outlined in [10], e.g.,
as in the following approximation

Tr1,2,...,p−1

(
exp(−iMDδt) |x⟩ ⟨x|⊗p

exp(iMDδt)
)
≈ exp(−iDδt) |x⟩ ⟨x| exp(iDδt). (38)

From the simulation of exp(−iDδt), a similar method as in [17] is employed to finally obtain the multiplication D
to some state |x⟩. While we have left out a lot of technical details in the above description, we would like to mention
that the simulation step exp(−iMDδt), plus the above partial trace step and the final subroutine for applying D,
introduces many sources of error, which thus requires substantial resources to suppress below a desired threshold.

Now, we proceed to describe the first version of our quantum gradient descent. We shall see that the framework
of the unitary block encoding can remove major complicated steps, providing a relatively simpler yet more accurate
method. By being accurate, we mean that the errors induced during the process are negligible. For simplicity, we set
a convention that ||A|| < 1, where || · || refers to the matrix norm, as it is always achievable by trivial scaling, e.g.,
by considering the matrix A′ = A/|Amax| instead. As a result, as also pointed out in [19], the norm of the gradient
operator D, denoted as ||D||, is upper bounded by p for arbitrary input during the iteration. Such an assumption
does not incur any systematic issue but is merely made for simplification. Furthermore, we assume that the oracle
access to each term in the summation of MD (Eqn. 37) is available, similar to that of [19].

A. First Version

In the first version, our problem statement is somewhat an alternate to that of [19]. First, we relax the spherical
constraint condition and treat the minimization problem in its full generality. Next, for each iteration step t, instead
of producing the exact quantum state |xt⟩, we aim to produce the block encoding of a matrix that is proportional to
xt(xt)

T . (Note that we will deal with real vectors xt’s, so the Hermitian conjugate produces the same effect as the
transpose, and we use transpose for convenience.) The reason for such a representation is more or less inspired by
our main tool, i.e., the unitary block encoding [23, 25, 26]. The framework allows a highly flexible and universal way
to manipulate an arbitrary matrix by encoding it into a unitary matrix. Therefore, if we can produce the desired
state, or more generally, the density matrix in such a unitary block encoding representation, then, in principle, we
can extract useful information from such a representation. A marked difference between this alternative problem
compared to that of [19] is because we do not require the spherical constraint, e.g., at each iteration step t, and the
output is a quantum state (normalized vector) |xt⟩. Therefore, we do not employ the intermediate measurement and,
hence, relax a major step that could contribute substantially to the running time due to the finite probability of
success in measurement.

In the above formulation of A and D, we see that there are tensor product structures in their formulation. As such,
the first recipe we will need is the production of the unitary block encoding of the tensor product of some operators,
given the unitary block encoding of each operator, respectively. For convenience, we recall the following tool from [33].

Lemma 9 ([33]) Given unitary block encoding {Ui}mi=1 of multiple operators {Mi}mi=1 (assumed to be exact encoding).
Then there is a procedure that produces a unitary block encoding operator of

⊗m
i=1Mi, which requires a single use of

each {Ui}mi=1 and O(1) SWAP gates.

Since each term in the summation of MD (Eqn. 37), e.g., Mj , has entries given via the oracle access, the same
assumption as given in [19], and the preparation of ϵ-approximation unitary encoding of Mj/s is achievable due to
Lemma 4, where s is the sparsity of A (see e.g., chapter 27 of [41]). Furthermore, in [23], the authors showed the
following:

Lemma 10 Given unitary block encoding of multiple operators {Mi}mi=1. Then there is a procedure that produces a
unitary block encoding operator of

∑m
i=1 ±Mi/m with a time complexity O(m),

where the ± sign in the above lemma indicates that it can be either addition or subtraction. Therefore, the ϵ-
approximation block encoding of MD/(sp) is easily obtained in time O(p(log(n) + log2.5(1/ϵ))).
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It is also straightforward to see that Lemma 3 allows us to obtain the unitary block encoding of (xxT )⊗(p−1)⊗I given
the unitary block encoding of xxT , since the block encoding of I is simple. For example, the matrix corresponding to
the controlled-Z gate

c− Z =

1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0
0 0 0 −1


is a block encoding of the 2×2 identity using two qubits (if we focus on the top left corner of the 2×2 block structure).
Therefore, the tensor product c − Z ⊗ Id (for an arbitrary dimension d) will produce a trivial block encoding of the
identity matrix of an arbitrary dimension.

In order to produce the block encoding of the gradient operator D, we can use the following procedure. With the
block encodings of MD/(ps) and (xxT )⊗(p−1) ⊗ I, it is straightforward to use Lemma 2 to prepare the block encoding
of the operator

(xxT )⊗(p−1) ⊗ I · MD

ps
· (xxT )⊗(p−1) ⊗ I.

Using Eq. (36), we can straightforwardly show that

(xxT )⊗(p−1) ⊗ I · MD

ps
· (xxT )⊗(p−1) ⊗ I = (xxT )⊗p−1 ⊗ D(x)

ps
. (39)

In the appendix, we show the following lemma:

Lemma 11 Given the block encoding of (xxT )⊗p−1⊗ D(x)
ps , then it is possible to obtain the block encoding of D(x)/ps

in time O(γ2(p−1)ps), where γ is some constant.

The factor γ in the above lemma will be derived in appendix C, and it will be shown there that γ is upper bounded
by either heuristic method or by choosing the learning rate η in the gradient descent sufficiently small. Now, we are
ready to outline our improved quantum gradient descent in detail.

Improved Quantum Gradient Descent

• The first step in the gradient descent method is the creation of a random real vector x0. Without loss of generality,
we can take x0 to be generated by some known circuit (therefore, it has a unit norm). We need to prepare a unitary
encoding of x0x

T
0 . To do so, we first note the decomposition of x0, or |x0⟩ in the standard computational basis as:

|xo⟩ =
n∑

i=1

xi0 |i⟩ . (40)

If we then add a second register initialized in |0⟩ and trace it out, then we trivially obtain:

ρ =

n∑
i,j=1

xi0x
j
0 |i⟩ ⟨j| , (41)

which is exactly |x0⟩ ⟨x0|. It is thus straightforward to apply Lemma 1 to prepare the unitary encoding of x0x
†
0. The

generation of |x0⟩ can be done with an arbitrary low-depth circuit, e.g., one with a few rotation gates. Therefore,
it is safe to assume that the time required is O(1), as we will choose some random vector x0 that can be gener-
ated with a short-depth circuit. Therefore, the complexity for preparing the block encoding of ρ as above is O(log(n)).

• Given the randomly chosen state x0, the previous step yields the unitary encoding of x0x
T
0 . Then we need to

perform the following iteratively:

xt+1 = xt − η▽ f(xt). (42)

In the density matrix representation, the above formulation can be rewritten as:

xt+1(xt+1)
T = (xt − η▽ f(xt))(xt − η▽ f(xt))

† (43)

= (I − ηD(xt))xtx
T
t (I − ηD(xt)

†) (44)

= (I − ηD(xt))xtx
T
t (I − ηD(xt)), (45)
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where in the last line, we have used the hermitian property of the gradient operator D. Previously, we have shown
that we can prepare the unitary encoding of D(xt)/(ps) given the unitary block encoding of xtx

T
t . Note that the

factor ps is non-trivial, and we only need to make a corresponding adjustment. In this case, we need to obtain the
unitary block encoding of (I−D(xt))/(ps), which requires the unitary block encoding of I/(ps), which has dimension
n × n. We consider the following procedure to achieve the unitary block encoding of I/(ps). Recall that the RY
rotational gate has the matrix representation:

RY (θ) =

(
cos(θ/2) − sin(θ/2)
sin(θ/2) cos(θ/2)

)
. (46)

If one choose θ such that cos(θ/2) = 1/ps, then RY (θ) has
1
ps on the diagonals. The tensor product of Ry(θ) with I2

(where I2 is the identity matrix of size 2× 2), i.e., RY (θ/2)⊗ I2, contains the following matrix( 1
sp 0

0 1
sp

)
on the top-left corner. Therefore, RY (θ)⊗ I2 is exactly the unitary block encoding of the above matrix. Keep repeat-
ing the process, i.e., the tensor product with I2, we will obtain the unitary block encoding of an n × n matrix that
contains 1

sp on the diagonals, which is nothing but I/(sp) (where we have omitted the dimension n in the subscript).

The same procedure as above also allows us to build the unitary block encoding of diag(η), whose nonzero entries are
all η on the diagonals. Then, we can use Lemma 2 to construct the unitary block encoding of ηD(xt)/(ps).

Given the block encoding of I/(sp) as outlined above (note that we are only concerned with the top left corner
block) plus the unitary block encoding of x0x

T
0 , Lemma 2 allows us to construct the unitary block encoding of

U1 ≡ x0x
T
0 /(sp). Similarly, the block encoding of, say, ηD(x0)/(sp) and of x0x

T
0 allows us to construct the block

encoding of their product, U2 ≡ ηD(x0)x0x
T
0 /(sp) and the reverse of their product, i.e., U3 ≡ x0x

T
0 ηD(x0)/(sp).

Furthermore, Lemma 2 combines the block encoding of ηD(x0)x0x
T
0 /(sp) and ηD(x0)/(sp) to yield the block encoding

of

U4 ≡ ηD(x0)

(sp)
x0x

T
0

ηD(x0)

(sp)
. (47)

Note that there is an unwanted factor (sp), which might accumulate to a larger factor as we continue to iterate the
process. Fortunately, this issue has been handled in [23], where the authors show that by using a technique called
preamplification, it is possible to get rid of such a factor using O(sp) corresponding block-encoding operators, e.g.,
U2. Given U1, U2, U3, U4 (we already assume that the unwanted factor is removed), Lemma 10 allows us to construct
the block encoding of

U1 − U2 − U3 + U4

4
.

It is then straightforward to verify the following property:

x0x
T
0 − ηD(x0)x0x

T
0 − x0x

T
0 ηD(x0) + ηD(x0)x0x

T
0 ηD(x0) = (I − ηD(x0)x0x

T
0 (I − ηD(x0)) (48)

= x1x
T
1 , (49)

where the last line comes from Eqn. (45). Therefore, the matrix defined in Eqn. (47) is exactly x1x
T
1 /4. We can

iteratively proceed with the above procedure to obtain the desired operator for a fixed time T . We note that the
factor 4 from the above could be removed using preamplitication method [23]. In the appendix, we would show that
if one carefully chooses the initial operator x0x

T
0 with bounded norm, then the norm of operator xtx

T
t is less than

unity at any t-th iteration step.

As a summary, our algorithm begins with preparing unitary encoding of Mj (see 37). Each unitary encoding of
Mj takes p log(n) time to prepare since a SWAP operation between two p log(n)-qubit systems is required to do this
(see further [23, 25]). The preparation of MD in Eqn. (37), by Lemma 10, will incur O(p) operations of Mj ’s. The
preparation of the unitary block encoding for the gradient operator D/ps with

D = tr1,2,...,p−1((xx
T )⊗(p−1) ⊗ I)MD (50)

takes O(α2p−2) operations due to the step in taking the trace. As we can see, such a time is negligible compared to
the time required by MD, as the summation requires O((p) log(n)) operations. Lastly, we use the preamplification
method to remove the undesired subnormalization factor, which takes further O(sp) time. Now, we summarize the
main result of this section before comparing it with the original version in [19].
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Theorem 3 Given a function f : Rn → R with algebraic form as defined in Eqn. (31). For a fixed iteration number
T , there exists a quantum algorithm that produces a unitary UT that encodes an ϵ-approximation of the operator xTx

T
T .

Define β ≡ α2p−2ps, where α is some bounded constant. The running time of the quantum algorithm is

O
(
(log(n) + log2.5

1

ϵ
)β
βT+1 − 1

β − 1

)
.

Given the output in Thm 3, one can perform arbitrary subsequent processing on the block-encoded matrix, which
contains xTx

T
T without using measurement. As to what kind of useful operation depends on the kind of application.

To compare the complexity with the original algorithm, we recall that from [19], the time complexity for producing
the final state |xT ⟩ up to accuracy ϵ is

O
((p
ϵ

)3T (psA
ϵ

)T
log(n)

)
.

The seeming advantage of the above algorithm relative to that of [19] is that the running time is much more efficient
with respect to error tolerance ϵ, and polynomial improvement over T . However, as we have commented previously,
the goal of our method is a bit different from that of [19], but what we will do next is to introduce another algorithm
closer to that of [19], where we expect that the unitary block encoding framework can also provide some enhancement.

B. Second Version

In this setting, we directly improve upon the method in [19], which means that we impose the spherical constraint.
Our goal now is to produce the quantum state |xt⟩ that corresponds to the temporal solution after t-th iteration
step. Similar to [19], suppose at step t, we are presented with multiple copies of |xt⟩, which can be the output of the
previous step. The new solution is then updated per the following formula:

xt+1 = |xt⟩ − ηD(|xt⟩ ⟨xt|) |xt⟩ . (51)

Then, of course, we need to obtain the quantum state |xt+1⟩ that corresponds to the (un-normalized) vector xt+1.
We note that in this condition, the formula for the gradient operator (Eqn. 35) needs to take into account such a
normalization issue as well because we will be working with a quantum state instead of a general vector.

What we do now is to construct the unitary block encoding of ρt ≡ |xt⟩ ⟨xt|. Since we are only presented with
copies of ρt, we cannot apply Lemma 1, as we do not have the means to prepare the purification of ρt. We first need
the so-called density matrix exponentiation technique that was proposed in [10].

Lemma 12 ([10]) Given multiple copies of ρ, the unitary exp(−iρt) can be simulated up to error ϵ in time O
(
t2ϵ−1

)
.

We note that the technique in [10] also allows us to construct a controlled version of exp(−iρt). Given the unitary
exp(−iρt) plus its controlled version, if we set t = 1, then it is possible to construct an approximation of the unitary
block encoding of ρ. This has been done in [23], for which we quote the following result.

Lemma 13 (Corollary 71 in [23]) Given the unitary exp(−iρ), it is possible to construct a δ-close unitary block

encoding of πρ/4 using O
(
log

(
1
δ

))
controlled versions of exp(−iρ) and its inverse plus a single ancilla qubit.

Now, we have enough preparation to solve our problem. By Lemma 10, the unitary encoding of (I − ηMD)/ps can
be constructed, as each of the terms in the subtraction can be block encoded. Lemma 13 yields the δ-close block
encoding of πρt/4, which can be used to construct the pδ-close block encoding of (πρt/4)

⊗p. Then Lemma 2 allows
us to construct the (approximated) unitary block encoding of their product, i.e.,

I − ηMD

sp
· (πρt

4
)⊗p. (52)

We use the approximated block encoding of (πρt/4)
⊗p−1 ⊗ I (note that the last term is the identity matrix) plus

Lemma 2 to construct the block encoding Ut of

Pt ≡ (πρt/4)
⊗p−1 ⊗ I · (I − ηMD)

sp
· (πρt

4
)⊗p.
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Now, we pay attention to the numerator. As ρt is a projector, ρt · ρt = ρt, we have:

ρ⊗p−1
t ⊗ I · (I − ηMD) · ρ⊗p

t = ρ⊗p
t − ηρ⊗p−1

t ⊗ I ·MD · ρ⊗p
t . (53)

We recall that the original formulation of MD:

MD =

K∑
α=1

p∑
j=1

( p⊗
i=1,i̸=j

Aα
i

)⊗
Aα

j .

Therefore, we have

ρ⊗p−1
t ⊗ I ·MD · ρ⊗p

t =

K∑
α=1

p∑
j=1

( p⊗
i=1,i̸=j

|xt⟩ ⟨xt|Aα
i |xt⟩ ⟨xt|

)⊗
Aα

j |xt⟩ ⟨xt| (54)

=

K∑
α=1

p∑
j=1

( p⊗
i=1,i̸=j

⟨xt|Aα
i |xt⟩ |xt⟩ ⟨xt|

)⊗
Aα

j |xt⟩ ⟨xt| (55)

= |xt⟩ ⟨xt|⊗p−1 ⊗D(|xt⟩) |xt⟩ ⟨xt| . (56)

We thus arrive at the following action,

Pt |xt⟩⊗p
=

(π
4

)2p−1 1

sp
|xt⟩⊗p−1 ⊗

(
In − ηD(|xt⟩)

)
|xt⟩ , (57)

where In denotes specifically the identity matrix of dimension n× n, which is the same dimension as that of |xt⟩. As
we know that Ut can be explicitly written out as:

Ut = |0⟩ ⟨0| ⊗ Pt + · · · , (58)

its action on an arbitrary state |0⟩ |ϕ⟩ (the dimension of |ϕ⟩ is np) is:

Ut |0⟩ |ϕ⟩ = |0⟩Pt |ϕ⟩+
∑
j ̸=0

|j⟩ |Garbagej⟩ . (59)

If we choose |ϕ⟩ = |xt⟩⊗p
, and perform measurement on the first register, post-selecting the outcome on seeing |0⟩,

then we obtain:

1

C
|xt⟩⊗p−1 ⊗ (In − ηD(|xt⟩)) |xt⟩ ,

which contains our desired state in the last register. In the above, C is a normalization factor, which is:

C2 = ||(In − ηD(|xt⟩)) |xt⟩ ||2 (60)

= (1− 2η ⟨xt|D(|xt⟩) |xt⟩+ η2 ⟨xt|D2(|xt⟩) |xt⟩), (61)

and it is proportional to the probability of successfully obtaining the outcome |0⟩ on the first register. As also proved
in [19], the factor C is lower bounded by:

C2 ≥ (1− η
√
⟨xt|D2(|xt⟩) |xt⟩)2. (62)

Previously, we have made the assumption that the norm of D satisfies that |D| ≤ p, which means that√
⟨xt|D2(|xt⟩) |xt⟩ ≤ max

y
||D |y⟩ || ≤ p.

If we choose η to satisfy 0 < η < 1/(2p), then we have: C2 ≥ 1/4. As in the previous version, we can use the quantum
amplitude amplification to improve the success probability [36]. Therefore, altogether, it yields the following lower
bound:

psuccess ≥
(π
4

)2p−1 1

4sp
,

and the total number of repetitions required is

O
(
sp
( 4

π

)2p−1)
,

where we have absorbed a factor π/2 into the O scaling. The tolerance in all steps is set to be ϵ for convenience. We
summarize the single gradient step in the following theorem.
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Theorem 4 Given O(p/ϵ) copies of |xt⟩, there exists a quantum algorithm that produces an ϵ-tolerance of the updated
state that corresponds to

xt+1 = |xt⟩ − ηD(|xt⟩) |xt⟩ .

The running time for obtaining the state |xt+1⟩ from copies of |xt⟩ is

O
((
p2 log(n) +

1

ϵ
log(

1

ϵ
)
)
s
( 4
π

)2p−1
)
.

In [19], a single gradient step, requires O
(

p3

ϵ3

)
copies of |xt⟩, with a further running time O

(
p3

ϵ3 · ps
ϵ log(n)

)
=

O
(

p4

ϵ4 s log(n)
)
in order to obtain the updated state |xt+1⟩. One can see that in our approach there is a polynomial

improvement (i.e., saving) in the number of copies required. For the total running time, our method achieves significant
improvement over the dependence on the error tolerance ϵ, but with the same O(log n) dependence. Regarding the
factor p, we observe that our method has a factor (π/2)2p−1 grows exponentially w.r.t. p. To assess the whether this
is a disadvantage, we must compare the growth of the two functions: p4 and p2(4/π)2p−1 and the regime of p. For
example, from numerical evaluations, we observe that for 1 < p < 10 (we remind that 2p is the degree of the given
polynomial function f), the value of p2(4/π)2p−1 is smaller than p4. Therefore, this is the regime where our method
is overall better than that of [19].

In the above, we discuss a single-step gradient descent. Multiple-step gradient descent is a purely straightforward
execution from the single-step gradient descent. Therefore, the total cost of our improved method is still exponential
in the number of iteration steps T , similar to [19]. However, the enhancement of our method for the whole multi-step
procedure is substantial, as it is already more efficient in each iteration step, as discussed above.

V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Here, we discuss some possible extensions that are directly applicable from our methodology.

A. From Largest Eigenvalue to Multiple Eigenvalues

Interestingly, the method introduced in this work via the block encoding is relatively simple compared to previous
constructions, but yields a substantial speedup. The first problem we have discussed is finding the largest eigenvalue
based on the quantum power method, as has been previously discussed by us in [32], and its inverse version (by
replacing the original matrix A by its inverse A−1) can be used to find the minimum eigenvalue (in magnitude). It is
well-known that the minimum eigenvalue problem is a very important problem, for instance, the ground-state energy
of a given system. Therefore, improving this work suggests a more efficient way to achieve the other task better by
reducing the cost induced by the iteration steps. While in [32], a hybrid Krylov subspace method was introduced
to find multiple eigenvalues, here, we point out another simpler and potentially more efficient way to find multiple
eigenvalues when the given matrix A is positive-definite, i.e., having positive eigenvalues.
Denote the eigenvalues of A (in increasing magnitude) 0 < λ1 < λ2, ..., λn < 1 (note n is the dimension of A and of

course we consider A to be Hermitian). Suppose we already find the largest eigenvalue λn of A, e.g., via the improved
quantum power method. If we compute the difference λn − λi for i = 1, 2, ..., n − 1, then λn − λ1 has the largest
magnitude. It means that if we consider the matrix:

λnIn×n −A.

Then this matrix has λn−λ1 to be its largest eigenvalue. However, this matrix has a 0 eigenvalue (since λn−λn = 0),
which might cause some issues. For instance, if one randomizes an initial vector, say x0, that happens to be the
eigenvector with the zero eigenvalue, then we cannot execute the method, as Ax0 = 0. A simple way to avoid this
issue is to slightly shift the spectrum by a constant ∆, i.e., we consider instead the matrix

(λn +∆)In×n −A.

We note that we still need to choose ∆ such that λn+∆ ≤ 1. Then again, this matrix has λn+∆−λ1 to be its largest
eigenvalue. Since we know λn (and apparently ∆), we can estimate λ1, which is the minimum eigenvalue. Therefore,
we can employ the improved quantum power method here to find λn+∆−λ1. As we mentioned previously, the block
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encoding of A/s is easily constructed, and hence the block encoding of (λn +∆)In×n/s is also easy to construct. For
example, one considers the matrix RY

RY (θ) =

(
cos(θ/2) − sin(θ/2)
sin(θ/2) cos(θ/2)

)
. (63)

If we choose cos(θ/2) = (∆+λn)/s and construct its tensor product with, for instance, In×n, then we obtain a unitary
block encoding of a n × n matrix that contains only λn/s on the diagonal. The construction of the unitary block
encoding of

λn +∆

s
In×n − A

s
=

1

s

(
(λn +∆)In×n −A

)
is doable due to Lemma 10.

Note that as λn −λ1 is the largest eigenvalue of the matrix λnIn×n −A, it is straightforward to see that λn −λn−1

is its minimum (non-zero) eigenvalue. Therefore, one can repeat the same process with the new matrix above to find
λn − λn−1, which gives us the value of λn−1 – the second largest eigenvalue of A. Hence, doing this multiple times
allows us to find multiple eigenvalues of A.

B. Newton Iteration Method for Matrix Inversion

We have provided two perspectives on the quantum gradient descent method. While the second version is clearly a
direct improvement on what has been done previously in [19], the first one is more or less an indirect procedure inspired
purely by block encodings. Here, we wish to point out that the idea presented in the first version actually has a very
relevant application: finding the inverse of some matrix A. We recall that the main spirit of this approach is to encode
our matrices into larger ones, and by using simple operations of the block-encoded matrices (see Lemmas 2 & 10),
a simple iterative procedure is carried out. It turns out that there is a similar method, i.e., the Newton iteration
method for finding the inverse of a given matrix, to which we can also apply our idea straightforwardly. This is a
well-known classical approach, and its proof of performance guarantee can be found in any standard literature [42].
We simply summarize the procedure first.

Suppose we are given matrix A and hope to find its inverse A−1. We begin with a random guess X0 = αAT where
α is some small parameter. At the t-th iteration step, the matrix is updated as follows:

Xt+1 = 2Xt −XtAXt. (64)

In order to construct a quantum approach, we apply the idea from the first version, described in Sec. IVA. First,
we note that the black box access to entries of A allows us to construct the unitary block encoding of A/s, where s is
the sparsity, which directly yields the block encoding of AT /s. To insert the factor α, we choose cos(θ/2) = α in the
RY rotational gate

RY (θ) =

(
cos(θ/2) − sin(θ/2)
sin(θ/2) cos(θ/2)

)
(65)

and construct the tensor product RY (θ) ⊗ AT , which contains the matrix αAT in the top left corner, then we
obtain exactly the unitary block encoding of αAT ≡ X0. The remaining task is straightforward as we simply use
Lemmas 10 & 2 to iteratively update the matrix according to Eqn. (64). Hence, we obtain the desired approximation
of the inverse of A encoded in a bigger unitary, for which subsequent operations can be executed depending on the
application context.

C. Conclusion

We have successfully introduced more efficient methods for two different problems: estimating the largest eigenvalue
and performing the quantum gradient descent. The underlying framework of our algorithm is the powerful unitary
block encoding [23, 25, 26], which has recently transformed quantum algorithms in a very fundamental way, as it
provides a unified viewpoint for all previously proposed algorithms. Our work thus contributes as another instance of
demonstrating the efficacy of the unitary block encoding method, following the success in [25], [30], [31], and [43]. It
is remarkable that our method utilizes only the block-encoded matrices and elementary operations between them to
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construct an efficient procedure that removes some exponential scaling from the original versions. This highlights the
subtle but extremely useful ideas from quantum signal processing, or quantum singular value transformation, that
allow the handling of arbitrary matrices, which is not necessarily unitary. It is thus of interest to explore further
the power of such block encoding or quantum singular value transformation framework, and we hope our work to
motivate further such exploration into various contexts.
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Appendix A: Product of Block Encoding

Here we explicitly show that, given unitary block encoding of matrices A1 and A2 respectively, one can construct
the unitary block encoding of A1A2, or A2A1 with a few modest steps. While it has been established in the original
work [23], we present a proof here for completeness.

Let U1, U2 be block encoding of A1, A2, i.e, we have:

U1,2 =

(
A1,2 ·
· ·

)
.

Equivalently, we can write U (we drop the subscript for now, as it is not too important):

U = |0⟩ ⟨0| ⊗A+ · · ·

We observe the following property

U |0⟩ |ϕ⟩ = |0⟩A |ϕ⟩+
∑
j ̸=0

|j⟩ |ϕj⟩ , (A1)

where |ϕ⟩ and all |ϕj⟩’s (essentially garbage states) share the same dimension as matrix A. For a reason that will be
clear later on, we borrow an extra qubit initialized in |0⟩ and rewrite the above equation as:

I⊗ U |1⟩ |0⟩ |ϕ⟩ = |0⟩ |0⟩A |ϕ⟩+ |0⟩
∑
j ̸=0

|j⟩ |ϕj⟩ . (A2)

We use X gate to flip the ancilla qubit (to |1⟩) to obtain the state:

|1⟩ |0⟩A |ϕ⟩+ |1⟩
∑
j ̸=0

|j⟩ |ϕj⟩ .

Denote the whole above unitary process, which maps |0⟩ |0⟩ |ϕ⟩ to |1⟩ |0⟩A |ϕ⟩ + |1⟩
∑

j ̸=0 |j⟩ |ϕj⟩ as U . For matrix

A1, given a computational basis state |i⟩, we have the corresponding action U1:

U1 |0⟩ |i⟩ = |1⟩ |0⟩A1 |i⟩+ |1⟩
∑
j ̸=0

|j⟩ |ϕj⟩ . (A3)

For matrix A2, we will use the conjugate transpose of the original U2 (without the extra CNOT step that flips the
ancilla) to obtain:

U†
2 |0⟩ |k⟩ = |0⟩ |0⟩A†

2 |k⟩+ |0⟩
∑
j ̸=0

|j⟩ |ϕj⟩ . (A4)

Now, for the above state, we use the register |0⟩ as controlling qubits, aiming to flip the first qubit |0⟩ to |1⟩. In
other words, from the above state, we obtain:

|1⟩ |0⟩A†
2 |k⟩+ |0⟩

∑
j ̸=0

|j⟩ |ϕj⟩ . (A5)

We denote the process containing U2 and the controlled-X step above as U2. To summarize, we have

U2 |0⟩ |0⟩ |k⟩ = |1⟩ |0⟩A†
2 |k⟩+ |0⟩

∑
j ̸=0

|j⟩ |ϕj⟩ . (A6)

It is straightforward to observe that, thanks to the orthogonality of computational basis states, the inner product:

⟨0| ⟨0, k| U†
2U1 |0⟩ |0, i⟩ = ⟨k|A2A1 |i⟩ ≡ (A2A1)ki, (A7)

which is exactly the definition of unitary block encoding. Therefore, we have successfully constructed the block
encoding of A2A1. The procedure is the same for the reverse order A1A2, except that we need to reverse the role of
U1,2 from the above procedure.
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Appendix B: Norms of Solution

In this section, we show that if the initial solution x0 has a bounded norm, then the norm of the solution at any
time step t is guaranteed to be less than unity. Our proof is borrowed from the analysis of success probability in [19].
Once we begin with x0, we have that:

x1 = x0 − ηD(x0)x0. (B1)

So the norm is:

||x1||2 = ||x0||2 − 2ηxT0 ·D(x0)x0 + η2||D(x0)x0||2 (B2)

≤ ||x0||2 + 2η||x0||||D(x0)x0||+ η2||D(x0)x0||2 (B3)

≤ ||x0||2(1 + η||D||)2 (B4)

≤ 4||x0||2, (B5)

where the last line comes from the fact that one can choose η to be smaller than 1/||D|| < 1/p. Iteratively continuing
the procedure, we have that at the t-th iteration:

||xt||2 ≤ 4t||x0||2. (B6)

If we choose x0 such that: ||x0||2 ≤ 1/4t, then, the norm of xt is guaranteed to be less than unity, as we desired.
The question now is how to generate x0 satisfying such a condition. A simple solution is that we choose to generate
a vector X of dimension M > n, and pick the first n amplitudes so that their squared sum is less than 1/4t. Such
a state could be prepared with a method outlined in [44]. Another simple way to prepare such a state apparently
exists. If we use 2t qubits initialized in |0⟩ and apply Hadamard gates, we obtain the state:

|ϕ⟩ = 1√
22t

4t∑
i

|i⟩ .

If we choose t such that 2t > log(n), then the above summation has 4t > n terms. If we consider only the first n
amplitudes, then their squared sum is n/4t. We simply need to choose t′ = t+log(n)/2, then the norm is 1/4t, which
is exactly the desired norm. Given that we can prepare such M -dimensional state, Lemma 1 allows us to construct
the block encoding of XXT of dimension M ×M . If we limit ourselves to the top left block of dimension n× n, then
this is the operator x0x

T
0 that we desired.

Appendix C: Proof of Lemma 11

We remind the lemma we wish to prove:

Lemma 14 Given block encoding of (xxT )⊗p−1 ⊗ D(x)
ps , then it is possible to obtain the block encoding of D(x)/ps in

O(γ2(p−1)ps) where γ is some constant.

We first define several symbols. Let P denote the block encoding of X ≡ (xxT )⊗p−1 ⊗ D(x)
ps . Let A, B, and C

denote the registers corresponding to the auxiliary system of block encoding (see the definition 1), (xxT )⊗p−1, and
D(x)/ps, respectively. Let U denote some unitary of dimension n× n. Then, we have the following:

P (IA ⊗ U⊗p−1 ⊗ I) |0⟩A |0⟩B |k⟩C = |0⟩AX(U⊗p−1) |0⟩B |k⟩C + |Φ⊥⟩ , (C1)

where |Φ⊥⟩ satisfies that |0⟩A ⟨0|A ⊗ I · |Φ⊥⟩ = 0. Let us note the following:

U⊗p−1 |0⟩B = U⊗p−1 |0⟩⊗p−1
= |α⟩⊗p−1

,

and define the symbol β = ⟨α|xxT |α⟩. It is then straightforward to see that:

⟨0|B ⟨i|C U
†⊗p−1

XU⊗p−1 |0⟩B |k⟩C = βp−1 ⟨i|C
D(x)

ps
|k⟩C = βp−1(D(x)/ps)ik, (C2)
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where the last term comes from the definition of a matrix. Therefore, the unitary (IA⊗U†⊗p−1 ⊗I)P (IA⊗U⊗p−1⊗I)
is the unitary block encoding of βp−1D(x)/ps. Thanks to the preamplification technique introduced in [23], one can
use the block encoding above roughly O((1/β)p−1) times to remove such a factor. Therefore, the factor γ in the stated
lemma is 1/

√
β. We remark that the factor β = ⟨α|xxT |α⟩ can be estimated using the Hadamard test method and

the procedure is as follows.
We use the block encoding of xxT to apply to the state |0⟩A |α⟩ (where A refers to the ancilla system for the block

encoding), resulting in the following:

|ψ⟩ = |0⟩A xx
T |α⟩+ |ϕ⊥⟩ , (C3)

where again |0⟩A ⟨0|A ⊗ I · |ϕ⊥⟩ = 0.
Then we generate |0⟩A |α⟩ in another register. We use |ψ⟩ and |0⟩A in the Hadamard test and observe that their

overlap is β. One may wonder what if the value of β is small, e.g., of the order 1/n. If that is the case, then 1/β is
very large, resulting in a substantial running time. Since the state |α⟩ can be arbitrary, one can heuristically choose
an arbitrary unitary U and execute the algorithm. As the value β can be evaluated via the Hadamard test, we can
first test to see if β is large enough. Then the value of γ in Lemma 11 is bounded, as claimed. Note that since at
each iteration step t, we might use a different U and hence the value of β at each step is different, the actual value of
γ in Lemma 11 is the maximum among all values of γ, hence justifying the running time to be O(Tγ2p−2).

The above procedure is quite heuristic as we choose U that provides a non-small value of β. This is quite practical
as it only requires changing the circuit U and using the Hadamard test. Now we provide a more careful analysis to
show that, for a given U , e.g., one might choose U to be the circuit that generates the initial state |x0⟩, if one chooses
the step size η to be sufficiently small, then the value of β is guaranteed to be lower bounded.
We observe that, once we begin with |x0⟩ ⟨x0| (or x0xT0 for simplicity), at step t, we obtain the new operator

Xt = xtx
T
t and the new operator in the next iteration is:

Xt+1 = xt+1x
T
t+1 =

1

4

(
(I −D(Xt))Xt(I −D(Xt))

T
)
. (C4)

As the norm of D ≤ p for any input, we have that:

|xT0 xt+1| = |1
2
xT0 (I − ηD(Xt))xt| (C5)

= |1
2
xT0 xt −

1

2
ηxT0D(Xt)xt| (C6)

≥ |1
2
xT0 xt −

1

2
ηpxT0 xt| (C7)

= |(1− ηp

2
) · xT0 xt|. (C8)

By a simple inductive procedure for a total of (t + 1) iterations, and using the fact that |x0|2 = 1/4t as shown
previously, we can infer that:

|xT0 xt+1| ≥
(1− ηp

2

)t+1 1

4t
= 4

(1− ηp

8

)t+1

. (C9)

If we choose the unitary U to be the one that generates x0, we have that at the t-th step:

β = xT0 xtx
T
t x0 = 16

(1− ηp

8

)2t

. (C10)

If we want β to be lower bounded, for example, greater than 1/4, then we require:(1− ηp

8

)2t

≥ 1

64
. (C11)

The above condition is equivalent to:

η ≤ 1

p

(
1− 8

(1
8

)1/t)
, (C12)

which shows that if η is sufficiently small then β is guaranteed to be lower bounded at time step t, which in turn
means that γ (in Lemma 11) is upper bounded at the same time step. For a total T steps in the gradient descent
algorithm, one simply chooses η correspondingly by fixing t = T in the above equation.
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