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Abstract

The optimal control problem for open quantum systems can be formulated as a time-
dependent Lindbladian that is parameterized by a number of time-dependent control variables.
Given an observable and an initial state, the goal is to tune the control variables so that
the expected value of some observable with respect to the final state is maximized. In this
paper, we present algorithms for solving this optimal control problem efficiently, i.e., having
a poly-logarithmic dependency on the system dimension, which is exponentially faster than
best-known classical algorithms. Our algorithms are hybrid, consisting of both quantum and
classical components. The quantum procedure simulates time-dependent Lindblad evolution
that drives the initial state to the final state, and it also provides access to the gradients of the
objective function via quantum gradient estimation. The classical procedure uses the gradient
information to update the control variables.

At the technical level, we provide the first (to the best of our knowledge) simulation al-
gorithm for time-dependent Lindbladians with an ℓ1-norm dependence. As an alternative, we
also present a simulation algorithm in the interaction picture to improve the algorithm for the
cases where the time-independent component of a Lindbladian dominates the time-dependent
part. On the classical side, we heavily adapt the state-of-the-art classical optimization analysis
to interface with the quantum part of our algorithms. Both the quantum simulation techniques
and the classical optimization analyses might be of independent interest.
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1 Introduction

The ability to control the dynamics of a quantum system to maximize its property has been a
persistent pursuit in quantum physics and chemistry [18]. This endeavor has recently gained mo-
mentum, spurred by the growing interest in designing quantum information processing devices.
One remarkable obstacle in controlling a quantum system’s behavior stems from the reality that
quantum systems typically evolve in the presence environmental noise. Consequently, the control
strategy must take into account system/bath interactions. In the Markovian regime, this problem
can be formulated as an optimal control problem based on the Lindblad master equation [38, 24]
acting on n qubits,

d

dt
ρ = L(t)(ρ) := −i

[
H0 +

nc∑

β=1

uβ(t)µβ , ρ

]
+

m∑

j=1

(
LjρL

†
j −

1

2
{L†

jLj, ρ}
)
, (1)

in conjunction with a control functions uβ(t) that enters the system Hamiltonian through the
operator µβ , and we have nc control functions. Here ρ is a density operator on n qubits, and the
second term in Eq. (1) is a result of system/bath interactions with Lj ’s being the jump operators.
The quantum optimal control (QOC) is then formulated as an optimization problem following [2]:

max
u

f [u(t)], f [u(t)] := tr
(
Oρ(T )

)
− α

nc∑

β=1

∫ T

0

|uβ(t)|2dt. (2)

The Hermitian operator O represents the property to be maximized. The term u(t) embodies
all the control variables {uβ} and the last term in the objective function f [u(t)] is regarded as a
regularization. It is worthwhile to point out that there are other choices of the objective function
[8] in the formulation of the QOC problem. For example, one can guide the Lindblad dynamics (1)
toward a target state ρ̄(T ). In this case, one can minimize the difference between ρ̄(T ) and ρ(T ),

min
u

f [u(t)], f [u] := ‖ρ(T )− ρ̄(T )‖2 + α
∑

β

∫ T

0

|uβ(t)|2dt. (3)

Implicit in both optimization problems Eqs. (2) and (3) is that ρ(T ) has to be obtained from the
Lindblad equation (1). Thus the main computational challenge comes from the repeated computa-
tion of the solution of the Lindblad equation. In this paper, we mainly focus on the optimal control
problem with the objective function Eq. (2).

To be able to clearly illustrate the computational complexity, we assume that the Hamiltonian
H(t) and the jump operators Lj(t)’s are sparse. Moreover, the sparsity structure for each operator
does not change over time (i.e., the positions of nonzero entries do not change with time). For a
sparse matrix A, we assume we have access to a procedure PA that can apply the following oracles:

OA,loc |i, j〉 = |i, νA(i, j)〉 , and (4)

OA,val |t, i, j, z〉 = |t, i, j, z ⊕ Ai,j(t)〉 , (5)

where νA(i, j) is the index of the j’s nonzero entry of column i in A. Particularly for the optimal
control problem, we assume we have access to PH0 , Pµβ

, and PLj for all j ∈ [m], as well as PO for
the observable O.
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Main contributions We will present a hybrid quantum/classical algorithm for the QOC problem
(1) and (2). The overall algorithm consists of the following elements:

1. A Lindblad simulation algorithm [14, 15, 36] that prepares ρ(T ) in a purification form. The
complexity of our algorithm exhibits a linear scaling with respect to T with a scaling factor
proportional to the L1 norm of the Lindbladians instead of the Lmax norm. The dependence
of the complexity on the precision ǫ is only poly-logarithmic. Alternatively, we can also
simulate time-dependent Lindbladian using interaction picture [41]. This algorithm applies
to important models in experimental physics. For instance, in an ion trap system, it is
common to have a time-independent Hamiltonian with norm much larger than the rest of the
Lindbladian terms, and thus our algorithm can make the simulation more efficient.

2. The construction of a quantum phase oracle of the gradient of the function f . This is achieved
by incorporating the quantum gradient computation algorithms in [21]. This phase oracle will
then be interfaced with a classical optimization algorithm.

3. Having approximates of gradients ∇f(u(t)), we use an accelerated gradient descent (AGD)
method [26] to solve the optimization problem. In particular, we analyze the influence of the
statistical error from the gradient estimation and provide a precise complexity analysis for
solving the optimization problem, which essentially characterizes the robustness of AGD for
reaching second-order stationary points and may be of independent interest.

In addition to the proposed algorithms, we provide rigorous analysis of the numerical error and
precise overall complexity estimates for the hybrid algorithm. Formally, we establish the following
result for optimal control of open quantum systems:

Theorem 1.1 (main theorem). Assume there are nc control functions uβ(t) ∈ C2([0, T ]). Further
assume1 that ‖H0‖, ‖O‖, ‖µβ‖, ‖Lj‖ ≤ 1, and α ≥ 2/T . There exists a quantum algorithm that,
with probability at least 2/32, solves problem (2) by:

• reaching a first-order stationary point ‖∇f‖ < ǫ with (1) using Õ
(

nc‖L‖be ,1T

ǫ23/8
∆f

)
queries

to PH0 and Pµβ
, β = 1, 2, . . . , nc, and Õ

(
mn

nc‖L‖be ,1T

ǫ23/8
∆f + nT 3/2

ǫ9/4
∆f

)
additional 1- and

2-qubit gates; or

• reaching a second-order stationary point using Õ
(

nc‖L‖be ,1T
7/4

ǫ5 ∆f

)
queries to PH0 and Pµβ

,

β = 1, 2, . . . , nc and Õ
(
mn

nc‖L‖be ,1T
7/4

ǫ5 ∆f + nT 3/2

ǫ9/4
∆f

)
additional 1- and 2-qubit gates.

Here nc and m are respectively the number of control variables and jump operators.

Techniques Our technical contributions are outlined as follows.

• In Section 3, we give efficient quantum algorithms for simulating time-dependent Lindbladians
with a scaling factor in time proportional to the L1-norm of the Lindbladians instead of the
Lmax-norm, as well as poly-logarithmic ǫ dependence. Our simulation algorithm is based on

1More generally, if ‖H0‖, ‖µ‖ = Θ(Λ), it is equivalent to enlarge the time duration T by a factor O(Λ).
2Using standard techniques, the success probability can be boosted to a constant arbitrarily close to 1 while only

introducing a logarithmic factor in the complexity.
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the higher-order series expansion from Duhamel’s principle as sketched in [36]. A notable
difference from [36] is that in their paper, Gaussian quadratures are used to approximate
integrals; however, in our time-dependent case, Gaussian quadratures can no longer be used
as, unless upper bounds on the higher-order derivatives of the operators are given in advance.
The techniques for obtaining the L1-norm dependence follow from the rescaling trick in [5],
while generalized to Lindbladians. Our time-dependent Lindbladian simulation techniques
might be of independent interest.

• In Section 4, we show how to simulate time-dependent Lindbladian using interaction pic-
ture [41]. This technique is suited for simulating a Lindbladian L = L1 + L2 where L1(·) =
−i [H1, ·] is a Hamiltonian with complexity linear in norm of L2 (up to poly-logarithmic fac-
tors) and similar number of simulations of the Hamiltonian H1 . The simulation scheme is
based on a mathematical treatment of the Lindblad equation as a differential equation, and
the construction leverages the simulation algorithms shown in Section 3 without rescaling the
evolution time. It turns out that using our simulation algorithm in the interaction picture,
we obtain better gate complexity compared with directly using the simulation in Section 3
even with the ℓ1-norm dependence. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first Lindblad
simulation algorithm in the interaction picture, which can also be of independent interest.

• In Section 5, we adapt a nonconvex optimization algorithm that can reach first-order sta-
tionary points with Õ(1/ǫ7/4) noisy gradient queries with ℓ2-norm error at most O(ǫ9/8),
and reach second-order stationary points with Õ(1/ǫ7/4) noisy gradient queries with ℓ2-norm
error at most Õ(ǫ3). Our setting is different from either gradient descent (GD) or stochastic
gradient descent (SGD): Compared to GD we only have access to noisy gradients, while in
standard SGD the noise can be adjusted and there is no Lipschitz condition for the noisy
gradient. With this novel setting, we successfully design an optimization algorithm based on
perturbed accelerated gradient descent (PAGD) [26]. We carefully analyze the error bound in
different cases and it turns out that our algorithm reaches an optimal error scaling for PAGD
(up to poly-logarithmic factors) in finding a first-order stationary point.

Related work In addition to the large variety of conventional applications [20], quantum opti-
mal control problems are crucial in near-term quantum computing, because in the architecture of
quantum computers, the underlying physical operations such as microwave control pulses and the
modulated laser beam can be abstracted as control pulse sequences (see the survey [48] for more
detailed discussions), and hence the are inherently quantum control problems. Quantum optimal
control also plays a vital role in quantum computing algorithms. For instance, Magann et al. [42]
studied the relationship between variational quantum algorithms (VQAs) and quantum optimal
control, and showed that the performance of VQAs can be informed by quantum optimal control
theory. Banchi and Crooks [4] demonstrated how gradients can be estimated in a hybrid quantum-
classical optimization algorithm, and quantum control is used as one important application. In
Ref. [40] the authors showed that for a quantum many-body system, if it exists an efficient clas-
sical representation, then the optimal control problems on this quantum dynamics can be solved
efficiently with finite precision.

There exist heuristic classical methods for solving the quantum optimal control problem, includ-
ing the monotonically convergence algorithms [49], the Krotov method [45], the GRadient Ascent
Pulse Engineering (GRAPE) algorithm [28, 17], the Chopped RAndom-Basis (CRAB) algorithm [9],
etc. Furthermore, such heuristics can be extended to quantum optimal control of open quantum
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systems [31, 32, 46, 23], including [1, 33, 6]. However, these algorithms do not establish prov-
able guarantees for the efficiency of solving the quantum optimal control problem. Meanwhile, the
landscape of the quantum control problem has been analyzed in [13, 16, 19], which suggests that
for closed quantum systems, the landscape may not involve suboptimal optimizers. However, the
implication to the computational complexity still remains open.

Quantum algorithms, due to their natural ability to simulate quantum dynamics, have been
developed for quantum control problems [43, 34, 12, 35]. Liu and Lin [39] developed an efficient
algorithm to output the integral of the observable in Eq. (2), which can potentially solve a more
generalized optimal control problem. These approaches employ hybrid quantum-classical algorithms
that combine a quantum algorithm for the time-dependent Schrödinger equation with a classical
optimization method. However, these efforts have been focused on closed quantum systems, and
quantum control algorithms for open quantum systems require separate techniques.

Open questions Our paper leaves several open questions for future investigations:

• Are there efficient quantum algorithms for the optimal control of other master equations
beyond the Lindbladian equation?

• How to extend the current framework to the control problems with a target density operator
ρ̄(T )? The challenge in such a control problem (3) is the estimation of the Frobenius norm
from the quantum circuit.

• Gaussian quadrature was used in the Lindblad simulation method [36], which significantly
suppressed the number of terms in a Dyson-series type of approach, and implies the implemen-
tation. The extension of Gaussian quadrature to the current framework with time-dependent
Lindbladians would require derivative bounds for the evolution operator from both the drift
and jump terms, which is not trivial.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notations

For a positive integer m, we use [m] to denote the set {1, . . . ,m}. In this paper, we use two types
of notations to denote vectors. For a quantum state, we use the Dirac notation |·〉 to denote the
corresponding state vector. For vectors involved in classical information, e.g., the gradient vector,
we use bold font, such as u, to denote them. For such a vector u ∈ Cd, we use subscripts with
a norm font to indicate its entries, i.e., u1, . . . , ud are the entries of u. When we use subscripts
with a bold font, such as, u1, . . . ,uk, they are a list of vectors. For a vector v ∈ Cd, we use ‖v‖
to denote its Euclidean norm. For a matrix M ∈ C

d×d, we use ‖M‖ to denote its spectral norm,

and use ‖M‖1 to denote its trace norm, i.e., ‖A‖1 = Tr(
√
M †M). We also use [·, ·] to denote the

operator commutator, i.e., [A,B] := AB − BA, and use {·, ·} to denote the anticommutator, i.e.,
{A,B} := AB +BA.

In addition, we use calligraphic fonts, such as L, to denote superoperators, which is also referred
to as quantum maps. Superoperators are linear maps that take matrices to matrices. The induced
trace norm of a superoperatorM, denoted by ‖M‖1, is defined as

‖M‖1 := max{‖M(A)‖1 : ‖A‖1 ≤ 1}. (6)
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The diamond norm of a superoperatorM, denoted by ‖M‖⋄, is defined as

‖M‖⋄ := ‖M⊗ I‖1, (7)

where I acts on the space with the same size as the spaceM acts on.
We denote by C2[0, T ] the class of twice continuously differential functions in [0, T ].

2.2 Algorithmic tools

2.2.1 Block-encoding and implementing completely-positive maps

Although we assume that the input of the operators of the Lindbladian are given by sparse-access
oracles, it is convenient to use a more general input model when presenting the simulation algorithm.
For a matrix A ∈ C2n×2n , we say that a unitary, denoted by UA, is an (α, b, ǫ)-block-encoding of A
if ∥∥∥A− α(〈0|⊗b ⊗ I)UA(|0〉⊗b ⊗ I)

∥∥∥ ≤ ǫ, (8)

where the identity operator I is acting on n qubits. Intuitively, this unitary UA is acting on (n+ b)
qubits and A appears in the upper-left block of it, i.e.,

UA =

(
A/α ·
· ·

)
. (9)

Here, we refer to α as the normalizing factor.
Our simulation algorithm relies on the following technical tool from [37] for implementing com-

pletely positive maps given the block-encodings of its Kraus operators, which generalizes a similar
tool in [15] where the Kraus operators are given as linear combinations of unitaries.

Lemma 1 (Implementing completely positive maps via block-encodings of Kraus operators [37]).

Let A1, . . . , Am ∈ C2n be the Kraus operators of a completely positive map. Let U1, . . . , Um ∈ C2n+n′

be their corresponding (sj , n
′, ǫ)-block-encodings, i.e.,

‖Aj − sj(〈0| ⊗ I)Uj |0〉 ⊗ I)‖ ≤ ǫ, for all 1 ≤ j ≤ m. (10)

Let |µ〉 := 1√∑
m
j=1 s2j

∑m
j=1 sj |j〉. Then (

∑m
j=1 |j〉〈j| ⊗ Uj) |µ〉 |0〉 ⊗ I implements this completely

positive map in the sense that
∥∥∥∥∥∥
I ⊗ 〈0| ⊗ I




m∑

j=1

|j〉〈j| ⊗ Uj


 |µ〉 |0〉 |ψ〉 − 1√∑m

j=1 s
2
j

m∑

j=1

|j〉Aj |ψ〉

∥∥∥∥∥∥
≤ mǫ√∑m

j=1 s
2
j

(11)

for all |ψ〉.
We also need the following lemma from [37] for obtaining a block-encoding of a linear combina-

tion of block-encodings.

Lemma 2 (Block-encoding of a sum of block-encodings [37]). Suppose A :=
∑m

j=1 yjAj ∈ C2n×2n ,

where Aj ∈ C2n×2n and yj > 0 for all j ∈ {1, . . .m}. Let Uj be an (αj , a, ǫ)-block-encoding of Aj ,

and B be a unitary acting on b qubits (with m ≤ 2b−1) such that B |0〉 =∑2b−1
j=0

√
αjyj/s |j〉, where

s =
∑m

j=1 yjαj. Then a (
∑

j yjαj , a+b,
∑

j yjαjǫ)-block-encoding of
∑m

j=1 yjAj can be implemented

with a single use of
∑m−1

j=0 |j〉〈j| ⊗ Uj + ((I −∑m−1
j=0 |j〉〈j|) ⊗ IC2a ⊗ IC2n ) plus twice the cost for

implementing B.
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2.2.2 Optimization

For the current quantum-classical hybrid algorithm, we will couple a Lindblad simulation with a
classical optimization algorithm. For this purpose, we work with the PAGD algorithm [26], which
is based on Nesterov’s accelerated gradient descent idea [44],

uk+1 = uk − η∇f(uk) + (1 − θ)vk, vk+1 = uk+1 − uk. (12)

Here uk is the kth iterate of the control variable. The idea in PAGD is to introduce a perturbation
to the iterate when ‖∇f‖ > ǫ for some iterations, along with a negative curvature exploitation step.

There are two common goals for solving (nonconvex) optimization problems:

• x is called an ǫ-approximate first-order stationary point if ‖∇f(x)‖ ≤ ǫ.

• x is called an ǫ-approximate second-order stationary point if ‖∇f(x)‖ ≤ ǫ, λmin(∇2f(x)) ≥
−√̺ǫ. Here f is a ̺-Hessian-Lipschitz function, i.e., ‖∇2f(x)−∇2f(y)‖ ≤ ̺‖x− y‖ for any
x and y.

2.2.3 Quantum gradient estimation

With copies of ρ(T ), which will be obtained from Lindblad simulation algorithms, and sparse access

to O, we can obtain an estimated gradient value of J̃1(u). The high-level strategy is to construct a
probability oracle first, then construct a phase oracle with the probability oracle, and finally obtain
the gradient by the phase oracle. The probability oracle and the phase oracle are defined as follows.

The Lindblad simulation algorithm leads to a purification of ρ(T ), i.e., ρ(T ) = tr(|ρT 〉〈ρT |). It is
clear that the regularization term in (2) is easy to compute. With the purification, we can express
the first term as,

J̃1(u) := 〈ρT |O ⊗ I |ρT 〉 . (13)

Suppose UO denotes the block encoding of O, i.e. 〈0 |〈ψN |UO | 0〉|ψN 〉 = 〈ψN |O|ψN 〉. Let c-UO be
the controlled UO . Applying Hadamard test circuit (H⊗I) (c−UO) (H⊗I) acting on |ρT 〉 produces

√
f(u) |1〉 |φ1(u)〉+

√
1− f(u) |0〉 |φ0(u)〉 (14)

where f(u) := − 1
2 〈ρT |O|ρT 〉+ 1

2 = − 1
2 J̃1(u)+

1
2 . By Lemma 48 of [22], we can efficiently construct

a block encoding of O with sparse access to O. The 1/2 factor does not matter because the gradient
will only be multiplied by a constant factor.

Definition 1 (Probability oracle). Consider a function f : Rd → [0, 1]. The probability oracle for
f , denoted by Uf , is a unitary defined as

Uf |x〉|0〉 = |x〉
(√

f(x)|1〉 |φ1(x)〉 +
√
1− f(x)|0〉 |φ0(x)〉

)
,

where |φ1(x)〉 and |φ0(x)〉 are arbitrary states.

Definition 2 (Phase oracle). Consider a function f : Rd → R. The phase oracle for f , denoted by
Of , is a unitary defined as

Of |x〉|0〉 = eif(x)|x〉|0〉

7



Theorem 2.1 (Constructing phase oracle with probability oracle, Theorem 14 of [21]). Consider
a function f : Rd → [0, 1]. Let Uf be the probability oracle for f . Then, for any ǫ ∈ (0, 1/3), we can

implement an ǫ-approximate of the phase oracle Of for f , denoted by Õf , such that ‖Õf |ψ〉|x〉 −
Of |ψ〉|x〉‖ ≤ ǫ, for all state |ψ〉. This implementation uses O(log(1/ǫ)) invocations to Uf and U †

f ,
and O(log log(1/ǫ)) additional qubits.

In order to interface the Lindblad simulation algorithm with a classical optimization method,
one needs to estimate the gradient of the objective function. Similar to the approach in [35], we

first represent the control variable as a piecewise linear function in time uβ(t) ≈
∑N

j=1 ujBj(t) with
Bj(t) being the standard shape function and uj being a nodal function. The total number of steps N
is proportional to the time duration T. We will use the improved Jordan’s algorithm [27] using high
order finite difference formulas [21]. Basically, the gradient estimation in [21] produces an estimate
g(u), such that, ‖∇J1(u)− g(u)‖ < ǫ with complexity O(d/ǫ), which is clearly better than a direct
sampling approach. However, to achieve this complexity, the objective function needs to satisfy a
derivative bound. Toward this end, we first establish an a priori bound for the derivative.

Lemma 3. Let α = (α1, . . . , αk) ∈ [N + 1]k be an index sequence3. The derivatives of the control

function J̃1 with respect to the control variables satisfy:
∥∥∥∥∥

∂αJ̃1
∂uα1uα2 · · ·uαk

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ (k + 1)! (δt‖µ‖)k . (15)

This smoothness provides a basis for estimating the complexity of Jordan’s algorithm [21],

Lemma 4 (Rephrased from Theorem 23 of [21]). Suppose the access to f : [−1, 1]N → R is given
via a phase oracle Of . If f is (2m+ 1)-times differentiable and for all x ∈ [−1, 1]N ,

|∂2m+1
r

f(x)| ≤ B for r = x/‖x‖, (16)

then there exists a quantum algorithm that outputs an approximate gradient g such that ‖g −∇f(0)‖∞ ≤
ǫ with probability at least 1− ρ using

Õ

(
max

{
N1/2B1/(2m)N1/(4m) log(N/ρ)

ǫ1+1/(2m)
,
m

ǫ

})
(17)

queries to Of , and Õ(N) additional 1- and 2-qubit gates.
In particular, when f(x) is a polynomial of degree no greater than 2m, the query complexity to

Of becomes,

Õ
(m
ǫ

)
. (18)

After adapting this algorithm to the objective function in Eq. (13), we find that,

Lemma 5. Let J̃1 be defined as in Eq. (13). Suppose we are given access to the phase oracle OJ̃1

for J̃1. Then, there exists a quantum algorithm that outputs an approximate gradient g such that∥∥∥g −∇J̃1
∥∥∥ ≤ ǫg with probability at least 1−γ using Õ (ncT log(N/γ)/ǫg) queries to OJ̃1

, and Õ(N)

additional 1- and 2-qubit gates.
3For a precise definition of an index sequence, see Definition 4 of [21].
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Proof. Although the derivative bound in Lemma 3 does not fulfill the condition in [21], we can apply
Theorem 23 in [21]. By choosing the optimal value m, we arrive at the complexity bound.

With the gradient estimated, we can now move to the optimization algorithm. The PAGD
algorithm in [26] assumes the gradient- and Hessian-Lipschitz condition, which we will prove here
for the control problem. In particular, the smoothness constant ℓ and the Hessian-Lipschitz constant
̺ can be approximated by the same technique as Lemma 3.

Lemma 6. Let α = (α1, . . . , αk) ∈ [N+1]k be an index sequence, then J̃1 is l-smooth and ρ-Hessian
Lipschitz continuous, i.e.

‖∇J̃1(u)−∇J̃1(v)‖ ≤ l‖u− v‖, and ‖∇2J̃1(u)−∇
2J̃1(v)‖ ≤ ̺‖u− v‖. (19)

The smoothness parameters are given by,

l = 3!(N + 1)δt2‖µ‖2‖O‖, ̺ = 4!(N + 1)δt3‖µ‖3‖O‖. (20)

The proof of this lemma is deferred to Appendix B.

3 Simulating open quantum systems with time-dependent

Lindbladian

Ref. [36, Section 6] sketched a method for simulating open quantum systems with time-dependent
Lindbladian. In this section, we present the details of this simulation algorithm.

Motivated by the time scaling idea in [5], we define a change-of-variable function as

var(t) :=

∫ t

0

ds ‖L(s)‖be. (21)

By simulating the Lindblad dynamics on the new time scale, the overall complexity exhibits a better
dependence on the norm of the Lindbladians in time. To this end, we need the following oracle to
perform the inverse change-of-variable:

Ovar |t〉 |z〉 = |t〉
∣∣z ⊕ var−1(t)

〉
. (22)

In addition, we need the following oracle to obtain the normalizing constant α0(t) for H(t) and
αj(t) for Lj(t): for all j = [m],

OH,norm |t〉 |z〉 = |t〉 |z ⊕ α0(t)〉 , and OLj ,norm |t〉 |z〉 = |t〉 |z ⊕ αj(t)〉 . (23)

As in [36], we define the block-encoding norm for a Lindbladian L, denoted by ‖L‖be for nor-
malization purposed:

‖L‖be := α0 +
1

2

m∑

j=1

α2
j . (24)

The goal of this section is to prove the following theorem.
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Theorem 3.1. Suppose we are given an (α0(t), a, ǫ
′)-block-encoding UH(t) of H(t), and an (αj(t), a, ǫ

′)-
block-encoding ULj(t) for each Lj(t) for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T . Let ‖L‖be,1 be defined as

‖L‖be,1 :=

∫ T

0

dτ ‖L(τ)‖be, (25)

Suppose further that ǫ′ ≤ ǫ/(2t(m + 1)). Then, there exists a quantum algorithm that outputs a

purification of ρ̃T of ρ̃(T ) where
∥∥∥ρ̃(T )− T e

∫ T
0

dτ L(τ)(ρ0)
∥∥∥
1
≤ ǫ using

O


‖L‖be,1




log
(
‖L‖be,1/ǫ

)

log log
(
‖L‖be,1/ǫ

)




2

 (26)

queries to UH(t), ULj(t), Ovar, OH,norm, and OLj,norm, and Õ
(
(m+m)‖L‖be,1

)
additional 1- and

2-qubit gates, where n is the number of qubits the Lindbladian is acting on.

3.1 High-level overview of the simulation algorithm

Here we briefly outline the techniques that led to the stated complexity. Let the Hamiltonian
H(t) = H0 +

∑
β uβ(t)µβ , we rewrite equation (1) as follows

d

dt
ρ = L(t)(ρ) := −i[H(t), ρ] +

m∑

j=1

(Lj(t)ρL
†
j(t)−

1

2
{Lj(t)

†Lj(t), ρ}) (27)

= LD(t)(ρ) + LJ (t)(ρ). (28)

Here we have decomposed the Lindbladian into a drift term LD(t) and a jump term LJ(t):

LD(t)(ρ) = −i[H(t), ρ]− 1

2

m∑

j=1

{Lj(t)
†Lj(t), ρ} = J(t)ρ+ ρJ(t)†, (29)

LJ(t)(ρ) =
m∑

j=1

Lj(t)ρLj(t)
†, (30)

where J(t) := −iH(t)− 1
2

∑m
j=1 Lj(t)

†Lj(t).
With the known initial value ρ(0) = ρ0, the solution of Eq. (28) can be written as the linear

combination of the following equations.
{
∂tρ = LD(t)(ρ)
ρ(0) = ρ0

, and

{
∂tρ = LD(t)(ρ) + LJ(t)(ρ)
ρ(0) = 0

. (31)

Specifically, for the first part of Eq. (31), the density operator follows ρ(t) = V (0, t)ρ0V (0, t)† =

K[V (0, t)](ρ0), where V (s, t) = T e
∫ t
s
J(τ)dτ is the time-ordered exponential of J . A brief introduction

of time-ordered exponential can be found in Appendix A. For the second part of Eq. (31), the density

operator follows ρ(t) =
∫ t

0
g(t, s)ds, where the function g(t, s) satisfying

∂tg(t, s) = LD(t)(g(t, s)), and lim
t→s

g(t, s) = LJ(s)(ρ(s)). (32)

10



By using time-ordered evolution operator and Duhamel’s principle, the solution of Eq. (27) can be
expressed as

ρ(t) = K[V (0, t)](ρ0) +

∫ t

0

K[V (s, t)](LJ(s)(ρ(s))) ds. (33)

The time-ordered exponential V (0, t) can be approximated by the truncated Dyson series (see
Appendix A.1 for details),

V (0, t) = T e
∫ t
0
J(τ)dτ ≈

K∑

k=0

1

k!
T
∫ t

0

dτJ(τk) · · · J(τ1), (34)

where T
∫ t

0 dτ (·) denote an integration over a k-tuple of time variables (τ1, . . . , τk) while keeping
the time ordering: τ1 ≤ τ2 ≤ · · · ≤ τk. Thus,

V (s, t) = T e
∫

t
s
J(τ)dτ = T e

∫
t−s
0

J(s+τ)dτ (35)

≈
K∑

k=0

1

k!

∫ t−s

0

dτT [J(τk) · · · J(τ1)]. (36)

As in [29], we use the rectangle rule to approximate the integral in the truncated Dyson series.
Note that more efficient quadratures could be potentially used as we use later approximation the
integral in Eq. (33), for instance, the scaled Gaussian quadrature; however such methods require
upper bounds on higher-order derivatives of J(t), which are not readily available.

By applying Duhamel’s principle (see Eq. (33)) several times, we obtain the following approxi-
mation with notations introduced in [10].

GK(t) := K[V (0, t)] +

K∑

k=1

∫

0≤s1≤···≤sk≤t

Fk(sk, . . . , s1) ds1 · · · dsk, (37)

where

Fk(sk, . . . , s1) := K[V (sk, t)]LJ(sk) · · · K[V (s1, s2)]LJ(s1)K[V (0, s1)]. (38)

This yields an approximation of the evolution superoperator ρ(t) ≈ GK(t)(ρ(0)). The key observa-
tion is that Fk is a composition of CPTP maps. The second term of GK(t) can be approximated
by using truncated Dyson series.

3.2 Detailed constructions

In this subsection, we present the construction of the time-dependent Lindbladian simulation algo-
rithm. For the sake of conciseness, we omit the convoluted details in treating the time-ordering of
the truncated Dyson series. All these details are postponed to Appendix D.

The scaled evolution time Recall that we introduced the rescaled time in Eq. (21), and let
define t̂ as

t̂ = var(t) =

∫ t

0

ds ‖L(s)‖be. (39)

11



Correspondingly, we follow the rescaled Lindblad equation, by defining ρ̂(t̂) = ρ((var−1(t̂)),
which, from Eq. (1), satisfies the equation

d

dt̂
ρ̂(t̂) = L̂(t̂)ρ̂(t̂), (40)

where the rescaled Lindbladian is as,

L̂(t̂) = L(var−1(t̂))∥∥L(var−1(t̂))
∥∥
be

. (41)

This rescaling can be achieved by defining

Ĥ(t̂) :=
H(var−1(t̂))∥∥L(var−1(t̂))

∥∥
be

, and L̂(t̂) :=
L(var−1(t̂))√∥∥L(var−1(t̂))

∥∥
be

. (42)

The scaled effective Hamiltonian (not Hermitian), denoted by Ĵ(t̂), is therefore defined as

Ĵ(t̂) :=
J(var−1(t̂))∥∥L(var−1(t̂))

∥∥
be

. (43)

As a result, simulating L̂ for time t̂ = var(t) is equivalent to simulating L for time t. Moreover, the

block-encoding-norm of L̂ is at most 1 because of Eq. (41).
To simplify the notation, in the remainder of this section we assume the Lindbladian is already

scaled so that we can drop the ·̂ notation for the scaled operators and evolution time.

LCU construction Let UJ(t) be an (α, a, ǫ)-block-encoding of J(t). Given the oracles as in
Eqs. (4) and (5), the unitary

∑
t |t〉〈t| ⊗ UJ(t) for discretized times t can be implemented. Using

Lemma 2, a block-encoding of V (s, t) can also be implemented. More specifically, we use the
rectangle rule as in [29] to approximate the integrals in Eq. (36):

Ṽ (s, t) =

K′∑

k=0

(t− s)k
Mkk!

M−1∑

j1,...,jk=0

T J(tjk) · · · J(tj1). (44)

Here the time-ordered term is defined as follows, for each tuple tk, tk−1, . . . , t1,

T J(tk) · · · J(t1) = J(tjk) · · · J(tj1),

where tjk , . . . , tj1 is the permutation of tk, tk−1, . . . , t1 that is in ascending order.
The error of the above approximation is bounded by

∥∥∥V (s, t)− Ṽ (s, t)
∥∥∥ ≤ O

(
(t− s)K′+1

(K ′ + 1)!
+

(t− s)2J̇max

M

)
, (45)

where J̇max := maxτ∈[0,t]

∥∥∥dJ(τ)
dτ

∥∥∥.
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Now, we need to approximate the integrals in Eq. (37). In [36], Gaussian quadratures were used
to approximate similar integrals in the time-independent case, which yields a simpler LCU con-
struction. Unfortunately, using such efficient quadrature rules in the time-dependent case requires
bounding the norm of high-order derivatives of V (s, t), which is not directly given. Instead, we use
the simple Riemann sums for treating the integrals, where the LCU constructions follow closely
from the ones in [29].

More specifically, we uniformly divide the evolution time t into q intervals, and let tj = tj/q
for j ∈ {0, . . . ,M − 1}. Assuming V (s, t) is implemented perfectly, we consider the following
superoperator,

tk

k!qk

q∑

j1,...,jk=0

T Fk(tjk , . . . , tj1), (46)

which approximates the integrals in Eq. (37). To bound the quality of this approximation, we
need to bound the derivative of Fk. We begin by bounding ‖V (0, t)‖, which can be deduced
from the stability of the differential equation d

dty = J(t)y, which can be studied by examining
the eigenvalues of the Hermitian part of J(t) [7, Lemma 1]. Since the Hermitian part of J(t) is
semi-negative definite, one has ‖y(t)‖ ≤ ‖y(0)‖, which implies that

‖V (0, t)‖ ≤ 1. (47)

Since d
dtV (0, t) = J(t)V (0, t), the derivative of V (0, t) can be bounded by

∥∥∥∥
d

dt
V (0, t)

∥∥∥∥ ≤ J̇max. (48)

We further consider d
dtK[V (0, t)]. For any operator A with ‖A‖1 = 1, we have

d

dt
K[V (0, t)](A) =

(
d

dt
V (0, t)

)
AV (0, t)† + V (0, t)A

d

dt
V (0, t)†. (49)

We then have
∥∥∥∥
d

dt
K[V (0, t)](A)

∥∥∥∥
1

≤ 2J̇max, (50)

which follows from Eqs. (47) and (48) and the fact that ‖BAC‖1 ≤ ‖B‖‖A‖1‖C‖ for matrices
A,B,C. This bound easily extends to the diamond norm by tensoring the Kraus operator with an
identity operator to extend it to a larger space. Hence, we have

∥∥∥∥
d

dt
K[V (0, t)](A)

∥∥∥∥
⋄
≤ 2J̇max. (51)

Let L̇j,max be defined as L̇j,max := maxτ∈[0,t]

∥∥ d
dτLj(τ)

∥∥. Then, using similar arguments, we can
bound the derivative of LJ(t) as

∥∥∥∥
d

dt
LJ(t)

∥∥∥∥
⋄
≤ 2

m∑

j=1

L̇j,max, (52)
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where we have assumed that the Lindbladian is scaled as in Eq. (41), i.e., ‖Lj‖ ≤ 1. For the
derivative of Fk, we have

d

dtj
Fk

= K[V (tk, t)]LJ(tk) · · ·
d

dtj
(K[V (tj , tj+1)]LJ(tj)K[V (tj−1, tj)])LJ(tj−1) · · · K[V (0, t1)]

= K[V (tk, t)]LJ(tk) · · ·
d

dtj
(K[V (tj , tj+1)])LJ(tj)K[V (tj−1, tj)]LJ(tj−1) · · · K[V (0, t1)]

+K[V (tk, t)]LJ(tk) · · · K[V (tj , tj+1)]
d

dtj
(LJ(tj))K[V (tj−1, tj)]LJ(tj−1) · · · K[V (0, t1)]

+K[V (tk, t)]LJ(tk) · · · K[V (tj , tj+1)]LJ(tj)
d

dtj
(K[V (tj−1, tj)])LJ(tj−1) · · · K[V (0, t1)].

(53)

Again, assume the Lindbladian is scaled as in Eq. (41), the above expression of d
dtj
Fk together

with Eqs. (51) and (52) implies that
∥∥∥∥

d

dtj
Fk

∥∥∥∥
⋄
≤ 4J̇max + 2

m∑

j=1

L̇j,max. (54)

This implies that the error for using the Riemann sums can be bounded by
∥∥∥∥∥∥
GK −K[V (0, t)]− tk

k!qk

K∑

k=1

q∑

j1,...,jk=0

T Fk(tjk , . . . , tj1)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
⋄

=

∥∥∥∥∥∥

K∑

k=1

∫

0≤s1≤···≤sk≤t

Fk(sk, . . . , s1) ds1 · · · dsk −
tk

k!qk

K∑

k=1

q∑

j1,...,jk=0

T Fk(tjk , . . . , tj1)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
⋄

≤
K∑

k=1

t2

q
·


4J̇max + 2

m∑

j=1

L̇j,max


 (55)

=
Kt2

q
·


4J̇max + 2

m∑

j=1

L̇j,max


 . (56)

In addition, it is easy to see that the error caused by using Duhamel’s principle is

∥∥∥eT
∫ t
0
dτ L(τ) − GK

∥∥∥
⋄
≤ (2t)K+1

(K + 1)!
. (57)

It follows from Eqs. (56) and (57) that
∥∥∥∥∥∥
eT

∫
t
0
dτ L(τ) −K[V (0, t)]− tk

k!qk

q∑

j1,...,jk=0

T Fk(tjk , . . . , tj1)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
⋄

≤ (2t)K+1

(K + 1)!
+
Kt2

q


4J̇max + 2

m∑

j=1

L̇j,max


 .

(58)
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Finally, we have the following LCU form:

G̃K := K[Ṽ (0, t)] +

K∑

k=1

tk

qk

q∑

j1,...,jk=0

F̃k(tjk , . . . , tj1), (59)

where F̃K is an approximation of Eq. (38) by using Ṽ (s, t) instead of V (s, t), i.e.,

F̃k(sk, . . . , s1) := K[Ṽ (sk, t)]LJ (sk)K[Ṽ (sk−1, sk)] · · · K[Ṽ (s1, s2)]LJ (s1)K[Ṽ (0, s1)]. (60)

We use the same compression scheme as in [29] to deal with the time-ordering in Eqs. (44) and (59).
Note that implementing the LCU requires additional O(KK ′m(logM + log q + n)) 1- and 2-qubit
gates.

Complexity analysis We first analyze the normalizing constant for the LCU implementation.
Recall that we are working with scaled operators, so the normalizing factors are at most 1. For
the implement of V (0, t̂), we can use, for example, the LCU construction involving quantum sort
as in [29] for implement Eq. (44). If we further assume the implementation uses an infinite Dyson
series, the normalizing constants of the block-encoding K[V (0, t)] is upper bounded by

∞∑

k=0

tk

k!
= et. (61)

As a result, the sum-of-squares of the normalizing constants of the Kraus operators of Fk(t̂k, . . . , t̂1)
can be bounded by

m∑

j1,...,jk=0

e2(t−sk)e2(sk−sk−1) . . . e2(s1−0) = e2t. (62)

Recall that the normalizing constant for Lj is 1 since the Lindbladian is rescaled. For the second
term in Eq. (37), the sum-of-squares of the normalizing constants of the Kraus operators can be
bounded by

e2t
tk

k!qk
qk = e2t

tk

k!
. (63)

By Eqs. (61) and (63), we have that the sum-of-squares of the normalizing constants of the Kraus
operators of the LCU in Eq. (37) can then be bounded by

e2t +

K∑

k=1

e2t
tk

k!
≤ e2t + e3t. (64)

Therefore, it suffices to set

t = Ω(1) (65)

to achieve constant success probability when using Lemma 1. Then, we use the oblivious amplitude
amplification for channels [15] to boost the success probability to 1 with constant applications of
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Lemma 1. For the error bound in Eq. (58), assume for now that the second error term is dominated

by the first (by some choice of q to be determined). It suffices to set K = log(1/ǫ)
log log(1/ǫ) to make the

total error at most ǫ/2, because of the choice of t in Eq. (65). The choice of q satisfies

q = Θ


2K

ǫ


4J̇max + 2

m∑

j=1

L̇j,max




 . (66)

Now, we deal with the error from truncated Dyson series and Riemann sum to implement V (s, t).
By Eq. (44), we can choose M large enough (determined later) so that the second error term is
dominated by the first. Then, using [36, Lemma 7], we have

∥∥∥Fk(sk, . . . , s1)− F̃k(sk, . . . , s1)
∥∥∥
⋄
≤ 8et

(K ′ + 1)!
2k+1tK

′+1. (67)

Further, using the analysis as in [36], we can bound the total approximation error (with appropriate
choice of M to be determined later) as

∥∥∥T e
∫ t
0
L(τ)dτ − G̃K

∥∥∥
⋄
≤ 32e5ttK

′+2

(K ′ + 1)!
. (68)

With the choice of t in Eq. (65), we can choose

K ′ =
log(1/ǫ)

log log(1/ǫ)
(69)

so that the total error is bounded by ǫ. For the choice ofM , we need to make sure the second error
term in Eq. (44) is dominated by the first term. Hence we can choose

M = Θ

(
J̇max

ǫ

)
. (70)

It remains to analyze the cost for the LCU implementation, which is the same as the analyses
in [36] and [29]. Note that the dependence on M is logarithmic if the compressed scheme is used

in [29] for implementing Ṽ (s, t). The total gate cost is now upper bounded by O(KK ′m(logM +
log q+n)). Further note that the error ǫ′ brought by the block-encoding can be eventually transferred
to L causing an (m + 1)ǫ′ error on L in terms of the diamond norm, and the accumulated error
for evolution time t is then at most t(m+ 1)ǫ′. As a result, choosing ǫ′ ≤ ǫ/(2t(m+ 1)) suffices to
ensure the total error is at most ǫ.

Recall that the above analysis is based on the scaled version of L defined in Eq. (41), and the
evolution time is scaled as in Eq. (39). For arbitrary evolution time t̂, we apply the above procedure
O(t̂) times with precision ǫ′ = ǫ/t̂. This gives the desired complexity in Theorem 3.1. Lastly, it is
important to note that the LCU circuit yields a purification of ρ(t). This completes the proof of
Theorem 3.1.

Note that the above analysis easily extends to the simulation of the original Lindbladian with-
out any scaling, where the complexity depends linearly on the product of evolution time and the
maximum of the block-encoding norm of the Lindbladian. More specifically, we have the following
corollary.
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Corollary 1. Suppose we are given an (α0(t), a, ǫ
′)-block-encoding UH(t) of H(t), and an (αj(t), a, ǫ

′)-
block-encoding ULj(t) for each Lj(t) for all t ≥ 0. Let ‖L‖be,∞ be defined as

‖L‖be,∞ := max
τ∈[0,T ]

‖L(τ)‖be, (71)

Suppose further that ǫ′ ≤ ǫ/(2T (m + 1)). Then, there exists a quantum algorithm that outputs a

purification of ρ̃T of ρ̃(T ) where
∥∥∥ρ̃(T )− eT

∫
T
0

dτ L(τ)(ρ0)
∥∥∥
1
≤ ǫ using

O


T ‖L‖be,∞




log
(
T ‖L‖be,∞/ǫ

)

log log
(
T ‖L‖be,∞/ǫ

)




2

 (72)

queries to UH(t), ULj(t), Ovar, OH,norm, and OLj ,norm, and

Õ
(
(m+ n)T ‖L‖be,∞

)
(73)

additional 1- and 2-qubit gates, where n is the number of qubits the Lindbladian is acting on.

4 Simulations in the Interaction Picture

Many control problems involve a system Hamiltonian that contains a time-independent Hamiltonian
that dominates the spectral norm H(t), and thus the overall computational complexity. Motivated
by the interaction picture approach for Hamiltonian simulations [41], we devise an approach to
simulate the Lindblad dynamics. To formulate the problem, we assume that the Lindbladian
admits the following decomposition:

L(·) = −i [H1 +H2(t), ·] +
∑

j

Lj(·)L†
j −

1

2

{
L†
jLj , ·

}
, (74)

where H1 is a time-independent free Hamiltonian, H2(t) is the coupling Hamiltonian which contains
the control variables, and the dissipative terms still come from the interaction with the environment.

One such example is the control of an ion trap system [25], in which the model Hamiltonian
consists of the following terms,

H1 = ~

N∑

i=1

(ω01|1〉i 〈1 |+ω0e| e〉i 〈e|) + ~

∑

k

ωka
†
kak (75)

H2(t) = ~Ω1 cos (k1 · rj − ω1t− ϕ1) (|0〉j〈e|+ |e〉j〈0|) (76)

+ ~Ω2 cos (k2 · rj − ω2t− ϕ2) (|1〉j〈e|+ |e〉j〈1|) , (77)

and Ljs includes λheata
†
j , λdampaj and λdephasenj . The observation in [25] is that

ω0e ≫ |Ω1| , |Ω2| ≫ λheat, λdamp, λdephase. (78)

Motivated by such applications, we assume that in Eq. (74),

‖H1‖ ≫ ‖H2(t)‖ ≫ ‖Lj‖. (79)
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In the interaction approach, e.g., [41], one simulates the density operator in the interaction
picture, where the large magnitude of H1 is absorbed into the slow Hamiltonian H2(t) and the jump
operators. In this section, we provide detailed quantum algorithms for simulating the Lindbladian
Eq. (74) in the interaction picture.

4.1 Lindbladian simulation in interaction picture

In light of Eq. (74), we first write the Lindbladian into two parts

L(t) = L1 + L2(t) (80)

where L1 contains a time-independent Hamiltonian term and L2(t) can be a general Lindbladian
term

L1(·) = −i [H1, ·] (81)

L2(t)(·) = −i [H2(t), ·] +
∑

j

Lj(·)L†
j −

{
L†
jLj, ·

}
. (82)

Then the Lindblad master equation in Eq. (1) is equivalent to:

d

dt
V1†(t0, t)ρV1(t0, t) = V †

1 (t0, t)L2(t)V1(t0, t)V †
1 (t0, t)ρV1(t0, t), (83)

where V1(t0, t) = e−iH1(t−t0), and t ≥ t0.
We can define ρI = V †

1 (t0, t)ρV1(t0, t) as the density operator in the interaction picture, and

it satisfies the Lindblad equation, d
dtρI(t) = L2,I(t)ρI(t), where L2,I(t) := V †

1 (t0, t)L2(t)V1(t0, t).
Effectively, this transforms H2 and Lj(t) in Eq. (82) into an interaction picture as well.

By simulating the time evolution in the interaction picture and transforming it back to the
original picture at last, we have

ρ(t) =
(
eL1(t−t0)

)(
T e

∫ t
t0

L2,I(s)dsρ(t0)
)
, (84)

where
(
eL1(b−a)

)
(·) = V1 (a, b) (·)V −1

1 (a, b). We can further decompose this evolution into N Trot-
ter steps (with τ = (t− t0)/N),

ρ(t) =

N−1∏

i=0

(
eL1τT e

∫ t0+(i+1)τ

t0+iτ L2,I(s)ds

)
ρ(t0). (85)

At a high level, Eq. (85) summarizes our simulation strategy in the interaction picture. The
total time complexity is determined by the number of time steps N , and the time complexity in
each step, which follows from our Lindbladian simulation algorithm in Section 3.

Theorem 4.1 (Modified from Corollary 1). Suppose we are given an (α0, a, ǫ
′)-block-encoding UH

of H, and an (αj , a, ǫ
′)-block-encoding ULj for each Lj. For all τ, ǫ′ ≥ 0 and t‖L(τ)‖be,∞ = Θ(1),

there exists a quantum algorithm for simulating eLτ using

O

(
log (1/ǫ′)

log log (1/ǫ′)

)

18



queries to UH and ULj and

O

(
m

(
log (1/ǫ′)

log log (1/ǫ′)

)2
)

additional 1-and 2-qubit gates.

Lemma 7 (Error accumulation). Given that Aj = Wj and Bj = T
[
e
∫ tj
tj−1

L1(s)ds
]
are bounded

‖Wj‖ ≤ 1, ‖Bj‖ ≤ 1, and error in each segment is bounded by δ

‖Aj −Bj‖ ≤ δ. (86)

Then the accumulated error is
∥∥∥∥∥∥

L∏

j

Wj − T
[
e
∫

t
0
L(s)ds

]
∥∥∥∥∥∥
≤ Lδ. (87)

Proof. The lemma holds by applying the triangle inequality

∥∥∥∥∥∥

L∏

j=1

Aj −
L∏

j=1

Bj

∥∥∥∥∥∥
≤

L∑

k=1




k−1∏

j=1

‖Aj‖


 ‖Ak −Bk‖




L∏

j=k+1

‖Bj‖


 . (88)

These results imply the following result for Lindbladian simulation in the interaction picture:

Theorem 4.2 (Query complexity of Lindbladian simulation in the interaction picture). Let L(t) =
L1(t)+L2(t), with L1(t) and L2(t) defined by Eqs. (81) and (82) respectively. Assume the existence
of a unitary oracle that implements the Hamiltonian and Lindbladian within the interaction picture,
denoted UHI and ULI

j
which implicitly depends on the time-step size τ ∈ O

(
||L2||−1

be

)
and number

of quadrature points q, such that

(〈0|a ⊗ 1s)UHI (|0〉a ⊗ 1s) =

q∑

jk=1

|jk〉〈jk| ⊗
eiH1τ x̂(jk)H2e

−iH1τ x̂(jk)

αH
(89)

(〈0|a ⊗ 1s)ULI
j
(|0〉a ⊗ 1s) =

q∑

jk=1

|jk〉〈jk| ⊗
eiH1τ x̂(jk)Lje

−iH1τ x̂(jk)

αLj

, (90)

For t ≥ ||L2(t)||beτ , the time-evolution operator T e
∫ t
0
L1(s)+L2(s)ds may be approximated to error ǫ

with the following cost.

1. Simulations of e−iH1τ : O (t||L2(t)||be,∞),

2. Queries to UHI and ULI
j
: O

(
t||L2(t)||be,∞ log(t||L2(t)||be,∞/ǫ)

log log(t||L2(t)||be,∞/ǫ)

)
,

3. Primitive gates: O
(
mt||L2(t)||be,∞(

log(t||L2(t)||be,∞/ǫ)
log log(t||L2(t)||be,∞/ǫ) )

2
)
.
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Proof. Consider simulation strategy shown in Eq. (85), we uniformly divide the evolution time
[0, t] into M = ⌈t ‖L2(t)‖be,∞⌉, time step τ = t/M . Then τ ‖L2(t)‖be,∞ = Θ(1), which satisfies
the pre-condition of Theorem 4.1. Therefore, using Theorem 4.1, the time and gate complexity of

each time interval is O

(
log(1/ǫ′)

log log(1/ǫ′)

)
and O

(
m

(
log(1/ǫ′)

log log(1/ǫ′)

)2
)
, respectively. Furthermore, by the

error accmulation in Lemma 7, we choose ǫ′ = ǫ/t (‖L‖be) in order to bound the overall error by ǫ.
In addition, since we need to invoke e−iH1τ once every step, the invoking number equals to M

and is hence bounded as claimed.

4.2 Comparison of the simulation complexity with and without interac-

tion picture

In this subsection, we compare the complexity with simulations of Lindblad dynamics with and
without the interaction picture. For the Lindbladian decomposition shown in Eq. (80), suppose
we have access to the oracles UH1 ,UH2(t), and ULj . According to Theorem 3.1, a direct simulation
involves a time complexity

Cdirect = O

(
t(C1 + C2)(αL1 + αL2)(

log (t(αL1 + αL2)/ǫ)

log log (t(αL1 + αL2)/ǫ)
)2
)

(91)

where α1 = ‖L1(t)‖be,1 , αL2 = ‖L2(t)‖be,1; C1 and C2 representing the gate complexity of imple-
ment UH1 and the maximum gate complexity of implement UH2(t), ULj respectively.

Meanwhile for the simulation algorithm in interaction picture, the time complexity is given by
the following theorem.

Theorem 4.3 (Gate complexity of Lindbladian simulation in the interaction picture). Suppose we
are given UH1 ,UH2(t) and ULj block encoding of H1, H2(t) and Lj respectively, such that e−iHs is
approximated to error ǫ using Ce−iH1s [ǫ] ∈ O (|s| logγ(s/ǫ)) gates for some γ > 0 and any |s| ≥ 0.

For all t > 0, the time-evolution Eq. (85) may be approximated to error ǫ with gate complexity

Cinteract

= O
(
αL2t

(
C2 + C

e
−iA/αL2

[
ǫ

αL2t log (αL2)

]
log

(
t (αL1 + αL2)

ǫ

))
log (αL2t/ǫ)

log log (αL2t/ǫ)

)

= O
(
αL2t

(
C2 + C

e
−iA/αL2

[ǫ]
)
polylog (t (αL1 + αL2) /ǫ)

)
(92)

where α1 = ‖L1(t)‖be,∞ , αL2 = ‖L2(t)‖be,∞ = ‖L2,I(t)‖be,∞ .

The proof follows by using αL1 , αL2,I to substitute αA and αB in Theorem 7 in [41], respectively.
We highlight that the assumption Ce−iH1s [ǫ] = O (|s| logγ(s/ǫ)) imposes strong requirement on

simulating the H1 dynamics. With Hamiltonian simulation algorithm [5], gate complexity should
be Ce−iH1s [ǫ] = Õ(||H1||s). But here the assumption removes the ||H1|| dependence. This implies
that the simulation of H1 is supposed to be easy, the dynamics can be fast-forwarded. Nevertheless
this assumption is valid in some common settings [41], for instance when H1 is diagonal. Another
assumption is Eq. (79), which implies that α2 ≪ α1. By comparing Eq. (91) and Eq. (92) with this
relation, we find the simulation strategy using the interacting picture has a better gate complexity.
As long as these two assumptions hold, the simulation algorithm in the interaction picture can serve
as an alternative to reduce the simulation complexity.
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5 The Optimization Algorithm for Quantum Optimal Con-

trol

In this section, we present our main results for finding first- and second-order stationary points of
the optimization problem induced by the quantum optimal control problem (2), which in general is
nonconvex. We consider the accelerated gradient descent (AGD) method [26]. A key departure from
a direct implement of AGD is that the gradient has to be estimated using the quantum algorithm
[21], in which case, the gradient input is subject to noise. We believe that this result may be of
general interest to the optimization community.

Theorem 5.1. Assume that the function f(·) is ℓ-smooth and ̺-Hessian Lipschitz. There exists an

absolute constant cmax such that for any δ > 0, ǫ ≤ ℓ2

̺ ,∆f ≥ f (x0)− f⋆, if χ = max
{
1, log

dℓ∆f

̺∈δ

}
,

c ≥ cmax and such that if we run modified PAGD (Algorithm 2) with the choice of parame-
ters in Appendix C.1 using an approximate gradient ∇̂f(x) with error bounded at every step:∥∥∥∇f(x)− ∇̂f(x)

∥∥∥ ≤ ǫg with

ǫg =
̺1/8√

2ℓ1/4χ3/2c3/2
ǫ9/8, (93)

then with probability at least 1− δ, one of the iterates xt will be an ǫ-first order stationary point in
the following number of iterations:

O

(
ℓ1/2̺1/4 (f (x0)− f∗)

ǫ7/4
log6

(
dℓ∆f

̺ǫδ

))
. (94)

Furthermore, if the error bound of the gradient is chosen as,

ǫg =
δχ−11c−16

64ℓ

ǫ3√
d

1

∆f
, (95)

then with probability at least 1− δ, one of the iterates xt will be an ǫ-second order stationary point.

The proof of this theorem is deferred to Appendix C.7. Note that the complexity Õ(1/ǫ7/4)
in [26] is the currently best-known result for finding first- and second-order stationary points us-
ing only gradient queries, and there is not much space to improve as [11] proved a lower bound
Ω(1/ǫ12/7) for deterministic algorithms with gradient queries when the function is gradient- and
Hessian-Lipschitz. Our error bound Õ(1/ǫ9/8) in (93) is optimal (up to poly-logarithmic factors)
for PAGD because up to a concentration inequality, it can give an algorithm for stochastic gradient
descent with complexity Õ(1/ǫ7/4 · (1/ǫ9/8)2) = Õ(1/ǫ4), which is optimal as there is a matching
lower bound Ω(1/ǫ4) [3]. In other words, if the error ǫ9/8 can be further improved, it implies an al-
gorithm for finding stationary points with better convergence than [26], the current state-of-the-art
work on this.

The AGD algorithm relies on an estimate of the gradient. Toward this end, we first show that
the objective function (13) from the quantum control problem is essentially a polynomial. The
polynomial nature of the objective function allows us to use high-order finite difference methods to
compute the gradient. In particular, a centered difference scheme with 2m+ 1 points will produce
an exact gradient for a polynomial of degree 2m.
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Lemma 8. Assume that the control function is expressed as a linear combination of shape func-
tion bj(t): u(t) =

∑N
j=0 ujbj(t) and let u = (u0, u1, . . . , uN). Then the expectation in Eq. (13)

from the Lindblad simulation algorithms from the previous section is a polynomial with degree
d = O

(
T polylog 1

ǫ

)
.

Proof. We begin by examining the time-dependent unitary V (0, t) in Duhamel’s representation.
Specifically, from Eq. (34), we see that the Dyson series approximation yields a polynomial of
degree at most K. In addition, in the Kraus form approximation in Eq. (37), the operators LJ(s)
do not involve the control variable u. Overall, the approximation GK(t) in Eq. (37) constitutes a
polynomial of degree at most K2. Therefore, after applying GK(δ) for T/δ times to approximate
the density operator at time T , we obtain a polynomial of degree at most Tpolylog1

ǫ . Here we

have used the fact that K = log(1/ǫ)
log log(1/ǫ) . Furthermore, when the gradient estimation algorithm in

Lemma 4 is applied, the query complexity (18) becomes Õ(T/ǫ).

6 Proof of Main Theorem

Finally, we outline the proof of our main theorem (Theorem 1.1). We first summarize our quantum
algorithm as follows,

Algorithm 1 Quantum Algorithm for Open System Quantum Control

1: Given kmax, ǫg as in Theorem 5.1; set u(t) = 0
2: for t = 0,1,...,kmax do

3: Use Theorem 3.1 and strategy in Section 2.2.3 to construct the phase oracle for J̃1(u);
4: Use Lemma 5 to estimate g(k) ≈ ∇J

(
u(k)

)
with ||g(k) − J

(
u(k)

)
|| ≤ ǫg;

5: Update control variable with one step of modified PAGD, as shown in Algorithm 2
6: end for

Now, we restated the main theorem and give its proof:

Theorem 6.1 (main theorem, restated). Assume there are nc control functions uβ(t) ∈ C2([0, T ]).
Further assume4 that ‖H0‖, ‖O‖, ‖µβ‖, ‖Lj‖ ≤ 1, and α ≥ 2/T . There exists a quantum algorithm
that, with probability at least 2/35, solves problem (2) by:

• reaching a first-order stationary point ‖∇f‖ < ǫ with (1) using Õ
(

nc‖L‖be ,1T

ǫ23/8
∆f

)
queries

to PH0 and Pµβ
, β = 1, 2, . . . , nc, and Õ

(
mn

nc‖L‖be ,1T

ǫ23/8
∆f + nT 3/2

ǫ9/4
∆f

)
additional 1- and

2-qubit gates; or

• reaching a second-order stationary point using Õ
(

nc‖L‖be ,1T
7/4

ǫ5 ∆f

)
queries to PH0 and Pµβ

,

β = 1, 2, . . . , nc and Õ
(
mn

nc‖L‖be ,1T
7/4

ǫ5 ∆f + nT 3/2

ǫ9/4
∆f

)
additional 1- and 2-qubit gates.

Here nc and m are respectively the number of control variables and jump operators.
4More generally, if ‖H0‖, ‖µ‖ = Θ(Λ), it is equivalent to enlarge the time duration T by a factor O(Λ).
5Using standard techniques, the success probability can be boosted to a constant arbitrarily close to 1 while only

introducing a logarithmic factor in the complexity.
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Proof. We denote gate complexity of control UO by Cc−UO
, gate complexity of UH , ULj by CUH ,ULj

,

and gate complexity of quantum simulation by C̺(t).
The gate complexity of preparing a state after Lindblad evolution is given by Theorem 3.1,

C̺(t) = O

(
‖L‖be,1

log (‖L‖be,1/ǫ)
log log (‖L‖be,1/ǫ)

)
CUH ,ULj

+ Õ (m‖L‖be,1n) . (96)

With copies of states ̺(t) and access to control UO oracle, we can construct the gradient following
Section 2.2.3. According to that section, we can construct the probability oracle with ̺(t), construct
the phase oracle with probability oracle, and calculate the gradient with the phase oracle. The
corresponding complexity is listed below:

CUJ1
= C̺(t) +O(1) + Cc−UO , (97)

COJ1
= O(log 1/ǫ)CUJ1

, (98)

C∇J = Õ(ncT log(N/γ)/ǫ)COJ1
+ Õ(N), (99)

where 1 − γ is the successful probability of obtaining a gradient, nc is the number of parameters,
and N is the time steps N = O

(
t3/2/ǫ1/2

)
as in [35, Corollary 2.2]. Here we define γ = ν/k, where

ν is a small finite number and k is the iteration steps, which we will give below. Combining them
together, we have

C∇J = Õ

(
nc

‖L‖be,1T log N
γ

ǫ

)
CUH ,ULj

+ Õ(nc

T log N
γ

ǫ
)Cc−UO

+Õ(mnnc

‖L‖be,1T log N
γ

ǫ
+N). (100)

Here we reassign the gradient noise ǫ with ǫg to distinguish from the other errors.

C∇J = Õ

(
nc

‖L‖be,1T log N
γ

ǫg

)
CUH ,ULj

+ Õ(nc

T log N
γ

ǫg
)Cc−UO

+ Õ(mnnc

‖L‖be,1T log N
γ

ǫg
+N). (101)

With modified PAGD method(Algorithm 2), we can find a first or second order ǫ-stationary
point within

k = Õ

(
ℓ1/2̺1/4 (f (x0)− f∗)

ǫ7/4

)
(102)

iterations by Theorem 5.1. For first ǫ-order stationary point, the gradient noise tolerance is

ǫg =
̺1/8√

2ℓ1/4χ3/2c3/2
ǫ9/8. (103)

For second order ǫ-order stationary point, it is

ǫg =
δχ−11c−16

64ℓ

ǫ3√
d

1

∆f
. (104)
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In each iteration, we need to calculate ∇J once and calculate J once. Noticing that CJ =
O(C(̺(t))), we have

Ctotal = k × (C∇J + C̺(t)). (105)

Substitute Eqs. (96) and (101), (102) into Eq. (105) we finish the proof. Notice that in opti-
mization, dimension d = N , and here we regard ℓ and ̺ as constants.
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[45] José P Palao and Ronnie Kosloff. Optimal control theory for unitary transformations. Physical
Review A, 68(6):062308, 2003.

[46] Daniel M. Reich. Efficient Characterisation and Optimal Control of Open Quantum Systems-
Mathematical Foundations and Physical Applications. PhD thesis, Universitä”t Kassel, 2015.
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A Time-ordered Exponential

The ordered exponential is a math concept defined in non-commutative algebras, which is a coun-
terpart of exponential of integral in commutative algebras. The ordered exponential of J is denoted
as

OE[a](t) = T {e
∫ t
0
J(t′)dt′} =

∞∑

n=0

1

n!

∫ t

0

· · ·
∫ t

0

T {J(t′1) · · · J(t′n)}dt′1 · · · dt′n

=

∞∑

n=0

∫ t

0

∫ t′n

0

· · ·
∫ t′2

0

J(t′n) · · · J(t′1)dt′1 · · · dt′n.
(106)

From this definition we can observe that t′1 ≤ t′2 ≤ · · · ≤ t′n ≤ t and it shows the ordered time
property.
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A.1 Dyson Series

Consider a Schrödinger equation with time-dependent Hamiltonian

∂tψ = J(t)ψ, ψ(0) = ψ0 (107)

Let U(t0, t) be the fundamental solution satisfying

∂tU(t, t0) = J(t)U(t, t0), U(t0, t0) = I (108)

and ψ(t) = U(t, t0)ψ0 by the definition of fundamental solution. Using fundamental theorem of
calculus, we know that

U(t, t0) = I +

∫ t

t0

J(t1)U(t1, t0)dt1 (109)

Applying the expression again for U(t1, t0), we obtain

U(t, t0) = I +

∫ t

t0

J(t1)dt1 +

∫ t

t0

∫ t1

t0

J(t1)J(t2)U(t2, t0)dt2dt1

...

U(t, t0) = I +

∞∑

n=1

∫ t

t0

∫ t1

t0

· · ·
∫ tn−1

t0

J(t1) · · · J(tn)dtn · · ·dt1

(110)

The time-order operator T can change the order of product such that

T (J(t1)J(t2)) =
{
J(t1)J(t2) if t1 ≥ t2
J(t2)J(t1) otherwise

(111)

so that ∫ t

t0

∫ t1

t0

J(t1)J(t2)dt2dt1 =
1

2

∫ t

t0

∫ t

t0

T [J(t1)J(t0)]dt2dt1 (112)

In general, the time-ordered operator is defined as

T [J(t1)J(t2) · · · J(tn)] = J(ti1 )J(ti2) · · · J(tin) (113)

where the subscript i1, · · · , in is a reordering of 1, 2, · · · , n such that ti1 ≥ ti2 ≥ · · · ≥ tin . Then
the fundamental solution can be written as

U(t, t0) = I +
∞∑

n=1

1

n!

∫ t

t0

∫ t

t0

· · ·
∫ t

t0

T [J(t1) · · · J(tn)]dtn · · · dt1 = T e
∫

t
t0

J(s)ds
. (114)

B Upper bounds for the gradients

In this section, we prove Lemma 6 that gives an upper bound on the gradient of J̃1(u) in Equa-
tion (13).
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Consider the Lindblad master equation 1. For simplicity, we consider a single control variable,
expressed as a piecewise linear function in terms of the shape (or hat) functions:

∑N
β=0 uβbβ(t),

∂t̺ = −i[H0 +

N∑

β=0

uβbβ(t)µ, ̺] +
∑

j

Lj̺L
†
j − {L†

jLj , ̺} = L̺. (115)

Let the first order derivative Γ = ∂̺
∂uα1

= Γα1 , it follows the equation,

∂tΓ = −i[H0 +

N∑

β=0

uβbβ(t)µ,Γ] +
∑

j

LjΓL
†
j − {L†

jLj,Γ} − i[bα1µ, ̺]

= LΓ− i[bα1µ, ̺],

Γ(0) = 0.

(116)

We first make the observation that the operator L is the generator of a Markovian dynamics,
and

∥∥etL
∥∥ is a completely positive map, satisfying the property that [47],

∥∥etLIA
∥∥ ≤ ‖A‖, ∀A ∈ C

N×N .

Using the Duhamel’s principle, this implies that,

‖Γ(t)‖ ≤
∫ t

0

‖[bαµ, ̺]‖dτ ≤ δt‖µ‖. (117)

Similarly, one can differentiate Eq. (116), and let Γ2 = ∂2̺
∂uα1∂uα2

= Γ
(α1,α2)
2 , which satisfies the

equation,
∂tΓ2 = LΓ2 − i[bα1µ,Γ

α2 ]− i[bα2µ,Γ
α1 ]. (118)

The same argument leads to the bound,

‖Γ2(t)‖ ≤ 2

∫ t

0

‖[bαµ,Γ(τ)]‖dτ ≤ 2δt2‖µ‖2. (119)

More generally, for Γk = ∂k̺
∂uα1 ···∂uαk

, it satisfies

∂Γk = LΓk − i
k∑

l=1

[bαl
µ,Γk−1] (120)

Then by induction

‖Γk‖ ≤ k
∫ t

0

‖[bαl
µ,Γk−1]‖dτ ≤ k!δtk‖µ‖k. (121)
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Using these bounds, the derivative of the objective function J̃1(u) can be bounded as follows

∥∥∥∥∥
∂αJ̃1

∂uα1uα2 · · ·uαk

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤
k∑

l=0

(
k

l

)
‖Γl‖‖O ⊗ I‖‖Γk−l‖

≤
k∑

l=0

(
k

l

)
l!δtl‖µ‖l(k − l)!δtk−l‖µ‖k−l‖O ⊗ I‖

=

k∑

l=0

k!δtk‖µ‖k‖O‖ = (k + 1)!δtk‖µ‖k‖O‖.

(122)

Using similar techniques, we can show that J̃1(u) is ℓ-smooth and ̺-Hessian Lipschitz such that

‖∇J̃1(u)−∇J̃1(v)‖ ≤ ℓ‖u− v‖, ‖∇2J̃1(u)−∇
2J̃1(v)‖ ≤ ̺‖u− v‖, (123)

where ‖ · ‖ is l2-norm for vectors and spectral norm for matrices. For smoothness, with the obser-
vation that there exist second order derivatives of J̃1(u), it is sufficient to show that ∇2J̃1(u) is
bounded, which can be obtained directly from Eq. (122). To show that J1(u) is ̺-Hessian Lipschitz,
we utilize the property of induced matrix norm,

‖∇2J̃1(u)−∇
2J̃1(v)‖ = sup

w∈RN+1

‖(∇2J̃1(u)−∇
2J̃1(v))w‖

‖w‖

= sup
w∈RN+1

‖(
∫ 1

0 ∂λ∇
2J̃1(u+ λ(u − v))dλ)w‖

‖w‖

≤ sup
w∈RN+1

∫ 1

0
‖∂λ∇2J̃1(u + λ(u− v))‖dλ‖w‖

‖w‖ ≤ max
λ∈[0,1]

‖∂λ∇2J̃1(u+ λ(u − v))‖.

(124)

Consider the general form Eq. (13), the derivatives can be calculated as follows

∂iJ̃1(u) = 〈̺N |O ⊗ I |∂i̺N 〉+ c.c.

∂2i,j J̃1(u) = 〈̺N |O ⊗ I
∣∣∂2i,j̺N

〉
+ 〈∂j̺N |O ⊗ I |∂i̺N〉+ c.c.

∂λ∂
2
i,j J̃1(u+ λ(u − v)) = 〈∂λ̺N (u− v)|O ⊗ I

∣∣∂2i,j̺N
〉
+ 〈∂λ∂j̺N (u− v)|O ⊗ I |∂i̺N 〉

+ 〈̺N |O ⊗ I
∣∣∂λ∂2i,j̺N (u − v)

〉
+ 〈∂j̺N |O ⊗ I |∂λ∂i̺N (u− v)〉+ c.c.

|∂λ∂2i,j J̃1(u+ λ(u − v))| ≤ 6‖Γ1‖‖O‖‖Γ2‖‖u− v‖+ 2‖̺N‖‖O‖‖Γ3‖‖u− v‖
≤ 4!δt3‖µ‖3‖O‖‖u− v‖.

(125)
These bounds show that

‖∂λ∇2J̃1(u + λ(u− v))‖ ≤ ‖∂λ∇2J̃1(u + λ(u− v))‖∞ = max
i

∑

j

|∂λ∂2i,j J̃1(u+ λ(u − v))|

≤ (N + 1)4!δt3‖µ‖3‖O‖‖u− v‖ =: ̺‖u− v‖, (126)

which gives Eq. (122) when k = 3. The Hessian Lipschitz coefficients ̺ = 4!(N +1)δt3‖µ‖3‖O‖ and
smooth coefficients ℓ = 3!(N + 1)δt2‖µ‖2‖O‖.
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C Perturbed Accelerated Gradient Descent with Noisy Gra-

dients

In this section, we are going to prove that Perturbed Accelerated Gradient Descent (PAGD) [26]

can be used in our scheme, which implies that the step for optimization can be Õ
(
1/ǫ7/4

)
instead

of Õ
(
1/ǫ2

)
. Because gradient obtained by Jordan’s algorithm [27] is noisy, here we present a proof

that as long as the error of gradient is bounded in every step, the asymptotic complexity Õ
(
1/ǫ7/4

)

still holds. To distinguish from the real gradient ∇f(x), we denote the noisy gradient calculated
by Jordan’s algorithm [21] as ∇̂f(x), and denote the corresponding noise as e(x):

e (x) = ∇f(x)− ∇̂f(x). (127)

We denote the upper bound of this noise as ǫg,

max
τ
||e(xτ )|| ≤ ǫg, (128)

where τ iterates all time steps in the optimization process. Substituting ∇f(x) with ∇̂f(x) to
accommodate our scheme, we get a modified PAGD, as shown in Algorithm 2.

The major theorem in original paper [26] is its Theorem 3, which bounds the time complexity by
showing that when encountering no ǫ-second-order stationary point, the Hamiltonian will decrease
by E in at most 2T steps. In this Appendix, we prove Theorem 5.1 with a similar strategy.

The proof is divided into three cases according to gradient, Hessian, and whether the negative
curvature exploitation (NCE) step is invoked:

1. Large gradient scenario: gradient is larger than ǫ in T steps. We are going to prove that
ET − E0 ≤ −E . Gradient noise is bounded by ǫg ≤ Õ(ǫ1.125).

2. Negative curvature scenario: at some step, we stuck in an saddle point, we use perturbation
to escape from it. We are going to prove that we have high probability to escape from the

saddle point. Gradient noise is bounded by ǫg ≤ Õ(
√
̺

ℓ
ǫ3√
d
∆f ).

3. NCE: we are going to prove that if NCE step is invoked, Hamiltonian decreases by E in the
next step. Gradient noise is bounded by ǫg ≤ Õ(ǫ).

The choices of these parameters are given in Appendix C.1. We first prove that improve or localize
theorem still holds with ǫg = O(ǫ) in Appendix C.2. This theorem serves as a key ingredient in
following parts. Then we show that gradient error accumulation does not affect the performance of
our algorithm in all three cases cases listed above in Appendix C.3, C.4, C.5 respectively. Our main
technical contribution in this section is Appendix C.6, which gives a detailed analysis of accumulated
gradient noise in PAGD. Finally in Appendix C.7, we put together the final complexity.

C.1 Choices of parameters

Due to the complexity behind the analysis of the global convergence, numerous hyper parameters
have to be introduced, and they are summarized as follows:

• ǫ: condition of sufficiently small gradient ||∇f || < ǫ
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• η: learning rate xt+1 ← yt − η∇f(yt)

• 1− θ: rate of momentum: yt ← xt + (1− θ)vt

• γ: condition of large non-convex: f (xt) ≤ f (yt) +
〈
∇̂f (yt) ,xt − yt

〉
− γ

2 ‖xt − yt‖2

• ℓ: gradient Lipschitz: ‖∇f (x1)−∇f (x2)‖ ≤ ℓ ‖x1 − x2‖ ∀x1,x2.

• ̺: Hessian Lipschitz:
∥∥∇2f (x1)−∇2f (x2)

∥∥ ≤ ̺ ‖x1 − x2‖ ∀x1,x2

• κ := ℓ/
√
̺ǫ

• s: NCE step length

• c, χ: two large enough constants

• T =
√
κ · χc: a period

• E :=
√

ǫ3

̺ · χ−5c−7: scale of accumulated error in T steps

• S :=
√

2ηT E
θ =

√
2ǫ
̺ · χ−2c−3

• M := ǫ
√
κ

ℓ c−1: small momentum condition ‖v0‖ ≤M

• ∆f := f(y0)− f(y∗): the difference between initial function value and the minimum function
value.

• r = ηǫ · χ−5c−8: the radius for perturbation in escaping the saddle point.

Settings of hyper parameters:

• η = 1
4ℓ

• θ = 1
4
√
κ

• γ = θ2

η

• s = γ
4̺

• S: the subspace with eigenvalues in
(
θ2/

[
η(2− θ)2

]
, ℓ
]

• Sc: the subspace with eigenvalues in
[
−ℓ, θ2/

[
η(2 − θ)2

]]

It is noticed that θ2/
[
η(2 − θ)2

]
= Θ(

√
̺ǫ).
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C.2 Improve or localize theorem

[Modified from lemma 4 in [26]; Hamiltonian decreases monotonically]

Lemma 9. Assume that the function f(·) is ℓ-smooth and set the learning rate to be η ≤ 1
2ℓ , θ ∈[

2ηγ, 12
]
in AGD (Algorithm 1). Then, for every iteration t where NCE condition f (xt) ≤ f (yt)+〈

∇̂f (yt) ,xt − yt

〉
− γ

2 ‖xt − yt‖2 does not hold, we have:

Et+1 ≤ Et −
θ

2η
||vt| |2 −

η

4
‖∇f (yt) + e (yt)‖2 + η ‖e (yt)‖2 (129)

Et+1 ≤ Et −
θ

2η
||vt| |2 −

η

8
‖∇f (yt)‖2 +

5

4
η ‖e (yt)‖2 (130)

Proof.

f (xt+1) ≤ f (yt)− η∇f (yt) · ∇̂f (yt) +
ℓη2

2

∥∥∥∇̂f (yt)
∥∥∥
2

(131)

f (xt) ≥ f (yt) +
〈
∇̂f (yt) ,xt − yt

〉
− γ

2
‖yt − xt‖2 (132)

‖xt+1 − xt‖2 =
∥∥∥yt − xt − η∇̂f (yt)

∥∥∥
2

(133)

=

[
(1 − θ)2 ‖xt − xt−1‖2 − 2η

〈
∇̂f (yt) ,yt − xt

〉
+ η2

∥∥∥∇̂f (yt)
∥∥∥
2
]

(134)

so we have

f (xt+1) +
1

2η
‖xt+1 − xt‖2 (135)

≤f (xt) +
1

2η
‖xt − xt−1‖2 −

θ

2η
‖vt‖2 −

η

4

∥∥∥∇̂f (yt)
∥∥∥
2

− ηe(yt) · ∇̂f(yt) (136)

=f (xt) +
1

2η
‖xt − xt−1‖2 −

θ

2η
‖vt‖2 −

η

4

∥∥∥∇̂f (yt) + 2e(yt)
∥∥∥
2

+ η||e(yt)||2 (137)

=f (xt) +
1

2η
‖xt − xt−1‖2 −

θ

2η
‖vt‖2 −

η

4
‖∇f (yt) + e(yt)‖2 + η||e(yt)||2. (138)

We can further simplified the inequality with

‖∇f (yt) + e (yt)‖2 ≥
1

2
‖∇f (yt)‖2 − ‖e (yt)‖2 , (139)

and we have

f (xt+1) +
1

2η
‖xt+1 − xt‖2

≤ f (xt) +
1

2η
‖xt − xt−1‖2 −

θ

2η
‖vt‖2 −

η

8
‖∇f (yt)‖2 +

5

4
η ‖e (yt)‖2 . (140)
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Algorithm 2 modified perturbed AGD

1: v0 ← 0
2: for t = 0,1,... do
3: if ||∇̂f(xt)|| ≤ ǫ and no perturbation in last T steps then

xt ← xt + ξt ξt ∼ Unif (B0(r))
4: end if

5: yt ← xt + (1− θ)vt

6: xt+1 ← yt − η∇̂f (yt)
7: vt+1 ← xt+1 − xt

8: if f (xt) ≤ f (yt) +
〈
∇̂f (yt) ,xt − yt

〉
− γ

2 ‖xt − yt‖2 then

9: (xt+1,vt+1)← Negative-Curvature-Exploitation (xt,vt, s)
10: end if

11: end for

Theorem C.1 (Modified from Corollary 6 of [26]). Under the same setting as in Lemma 9, we
have:

t+T∑

τ=t+1

||xτ − xτ−1||2 ≤
2η

θ
(Et − Et+T ) +

2η2

θ

t+T∑

t+1

||e (yt) ||2 (141)

Proof. Eq. (141) can be directly obtained by Lemma 9

Proposition 1. Suppose that maxτ ||e (yτ ) || < 1
2
√
2
ǫ. Then the following inequality holds,

t+T∑

τ=t+1

||xτ − xτ−1||2 ≤
2η

θ
(Et − Et+T ) +

η

θ
E . (142)

Proof. Noticed that

2η2

θ

t+T∑

t+1

‖e (yt)‖2 ≤
2η2

θ
T max

τ
‖e (yτ )‖2 ≤

2η2

θ
T
ǫ2

8
≤ η

θ
E (143)

Substitute it into Eq. (141)

In modified PAGD, we can define

δ̂τ = δτ + e (yτ ) (144)

∇̂f (yτ ) = ∇f(0) +Hyτ + δτ + e (yτ ) (145)

= ∇f(0) +Hyτ + δ̂τ (146)
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C.3 Large gradient scenario

In this subsection, we suppose that gradient is large,

‖∇f (xτ )‖ ≥ ǫ for τ ∈ [0,T ] (147)

Lemma 10 (Modified from Lemma 15 in [26]). if ‖vt‖ ≥ M or ‖∇f (xt)‖ ≥ 2ℓM , and e(yt) <
1
c2 ǫ,and at time step t only modified AGD is used without NCE or perturbation, then:

Et+1 − Et ≤ −4E /T . (148)

Proof. When ‖vt‖ ≥ ǫ
√
κ

10ℓ , by Lemma 9, we have:

Et+1 − Et ≤ −
θ

2η
‖vt‖2 +

5

4
η ‖e (yt)‖2 (149)

≤ −Ω
(

ℓ√
κ

ǫ2κ

ℓ2
c−2

)
+

5

4
η(
ǫ

c2
)2 = −Ω

(
ǫ2
√
κ

2ℓ
c−2

)
+O(c−4ǫ2/ℓ) (150)

≤ −Ω
(

E

T
c6
)
+O(

E

T
c4/
√
κ) (151)

≤ −4E

T
. (152)

In last step, we choose c to be large enough . When ‖vt‖ ≤ M but ‖∇f (xt)‖ ≥ 2ℓM , by the
gradient Lipschitz assumption, we have:

‖∇f (yt)‖ ≥ ‖∇f (xt)‖ − (1 − θ)ℓ ‖vt‖ ≥ ℓM .

Similarly, by Lemma 9, we have:

Et+1 − Et ≤ −
η

4
‖∇f (yt)‖2 +

5

4
η ‖e (yt)‖2

≤ −Ω
(
ǫ2κ

ℓ
c−2

)
+O

(
c−4ǫ2ℓ−1

)
≤ −Ω

(
E

T
c6
)
+O

(
E

T
c4κ−1

)
≤ −4E

T
.

Again we choose c to be large enough, and thus finish the proof.

Lemma 11 (Modified from Lemma 16 in [26]). Under the setting of Theorem S, if ‖PSc∇f (x0)‖ ≥
ǫ
2 , ‖v0‖ ≤M ,v⊤

0

[
P⊤
S ∇2f (x0)PS

]
v0 ≤ 2

√
̺ǫM 2, maxτ ‖e (yτ )‖ < ǫ/χc

√
2T = ̺1/8

√
2ℓ1/4(χc)3/2

ǫ9/8,

and for t ∈ [0,T /4] only modified AGD steps are used without NCE or perturbation, then:

ET /4 − E0 ≤ −E . (153)

Proof. The proof is almost the same as in [26], the only difference is that every δτ should be replaced

by δ̂τ = δτ + e (yτ ), i.e. the last equation in page 22 and the first two equations in page 23 should
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be re-evaluate:

∣∣∣ˆ̃δ(j)
∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣

t−1∑

τ=0

p(j)τ δ̂(j)τ

∣∣∣∣∣

≤
∣∣∣∣∣

t−1∑

τ=0

p(j)τ δ(j)τ

∣∣∣∣∣+ |
t−1∑

τ=0

p(j)τ e(j) (yτ ) |

≤
t−1∑

τ=0

p(j)τ

(∣∣∣δ(j)0

∣∣∣+
∣∣∣δ(j)τ − δ̂(j)0

∣∣∣
)
+ |

t−1∑

τ=0

p(j)τ e(j) (yτ ) |

≤
t−1∑

τ=0

p(j)τ

(∣∣∣δ̂(j)0

∣∣∣+
∣∣∣δ̂(j)τ − δ̂(j)0

∣∣∣
)
+ |

t−1∑

τ=0

p(j)τ e(j) (yτ ) |

≤
[
t−1∑

τ=0

p(j)τ

](∣∣∣δ(j)0

∣∣∣+
t−1∑

τ=1

∣∣∣δ(j)τ − δ(j)τ−1

∣∣∣
)

+ |
t−1∑

τ=0

p(j)τ e(j) (yτ ) |

≤
∣∣∣δ(j)0

∣∣∣ +
t−1∑

τ=1

∣∣∣δ(j)τ − δ(j)τ−1

∣∣∣+ |
t−1∑

τ=0

p(j)τ e(j) (yτ ) |

(154)

Similar to Lemma 16 in [26], we know

∥∥∥PSc δ̃
∥∥∥
2

(155)

=
∑

j∈Sc

∣∣∣ˆ̃δ(j)
∣∣∣
2

(156)

≤
∑

j∈Sc

(∣∣∣δ(j)0

∣∣∣+
t−1∑

τ=1

∣∣∣δ(j)τ − δ(j)τ−1

∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣∣

t−1∑

τ=0

p(j)τ e(j) (yτ )

∣∣∣∣∣

)2

(157)

≤2
∑

j∈Sc

(∣∣∣δ(j)0

∣∣∣+
t−1∑

τ=1

∣∣∣δ(j)τ − δ(j)τ−1

∣∣∣
)2

+

∣∣∣∣∣

t−1∑

τ=0

p(j)τ e(j) (yτ )

∣∣∣∣∣

2

(158)

≤4 ‖δ0‖2 + 4t

t−1∑

τ=1

‖δτ − δτ−1‖2 + 2
∑

j

∣∣∣∣∣

t−1∑

τ=0

p(j)τ e(j) (yτ )

∣∣∣∣∣

2

(159)

and
√√√√4 ‖δ0‖2 + 4t

t−1∑

τ=1

‖δτ − δτ−1‖2 ≤ O
(
̺S 2

)
≤ O

(
ǫ · c−6

)
≤ ǫ/10 (160)

By Lemma 15, the third term is also bounded by ǫ2, so we have

∥∥∥PSc δ̃
∥∥∥
2

≤ ǫ2. (161)
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Lemma 12 (Modified from Lemma 17 in [26]). Under the setting of Theorem G, suppose ‖v0‖ ≤M

and ‖∇f (x0)‖ ≤ 2ℓM , ET /2 − E0 ≥ −E , maxτ ‖e (yτ )‖ < ǫ/c
√
2T = ρ1/8

√
2ℓ1/4χ1/2c3/2

ǫ9/8, and

for t ∈ [0,T /2] only modified AGD steps are used, without NCE or perturbation. Then ∀t ∈
[T /4,T /2]:

‖PS∇f (xt)‖ ≤
ǫ

2
and v⊤

t

[
P⊤
S ∇2f (x0)PS

]
vt ≤

√
̺ǫM 2.

Proof. In our case, the expression of ∇f (xt) and vt should each have one more term representing
the effect of gradient error.

∇f (xt) = g1 + g2 + g3 + g4 + g5, (162)

g5 = −ηH
(
I 0

) t−1∑

τ=0

At−1−τ

(
e (yτ )

0

)
, (163)

where g1,g2,g3, and g4 are defined as in Lemma 17 in [26].

vt = m1 +m2 +m3 +m4, (164)

m4 = −η
(
1 −1

) t−1∑

τ=0

At−1−τ

(
e (yτ )

0

)
. (165)

where m1,m2, m3, and m3 are defined as in Lemma 17 in [26].
We will prove that

‖PSg5‖2 < ǫ2/64, (166)

and

∥∥∥
[
P⊤
S ∇2f (x0)PS

] 1
2 m4

∥∥∥
2

<
1

3

√
̺ǫM 2 =

1

3

ǫ2ℓ

c2
, (167)

so that the proof still holds. The proof is in Lemma 16 and 17

C.4 Negative curvature scenario

Lemma 13 (Modified from Lemma 18 of [26]). Under the same setting as Theorem $, suppose

‖∇f(x̃)‖ ≤ ǫ , λmin

(
∇2f(x̃)

)
≤ −√̺ǫ and maxτ ‖e (yτ )‖ ≤ θ

8ηT
δE
2∆f

r√
d
=

δ
√
ρχ−11c−16

64l
ǫ3√
d
∆fx.

Let x0 and x′
0 be at distance at most r from x̃. Let x0 − x′

0 = r0 · e1 and let v0 = v′
0 = ṽ where

e1 is the minimum eigen-direction of ∇2f(x̃). Let r0 ≥ δE
2∆f
· r√

d
. Then, running PAGD starting

at (x0,v0) and (x′
0,v

′
0) respectively, we have:

min
{
ET − Ẽ, E′

T − Ẽ
}
≤ −E ,

where Ẽ, ET and E′
T are the Hamiltonians at (x̃, ṽ), (xT ,vT ) and (x′

T ,v
′
T ) respectively.

Proof. The only difference from original proof is the treatment of

min {ET − E0, E
′
T − E′

0} , (168)

37



in our case, because we have a modified improve or localize theorem C.1, We can show that with
e∇f < ǫ and A1 smaller enough, we have

max {‖xt − x̃‖ , ‖x′
t − x̃‖} ≤ r +max {‖xt − x0‖ , ‖x′

t − x′
0‖} ≤ r +

√
9ηT E /θ ≤ 3S . (169)

And in our case, the expression of wt should each have one more term representing the effect of
gradient error

wt =
(
I 0

)
At

(
w0

w0

)
− η

(
I 0

) t−1∑

τ=0

At−1−τ

(
δτ
0

)

−η
(
I 0

) t−1∑

τ=0

At−1−τ

(
e (yτ )− e (yτ−1)

0

)
.

This holds if we can prove that

∥∥∥∥
(
I 0

)
At

(
w0

w0

)∥∥∥∥−
∥∥∥∥∥η
(
I 0

) t−1∑

τ=0

At−1−τ

(
e (yτ )− e (y′

τ )
0

)∥∥∥∥∥ ≥ Ω(
θ

4
(1 + Ω(θ))tr0).

(170)

Notice that w0 = r0 · e1, where subscript 1 represents the minimum eigenvalue direction, we
have

∥∥∥∥
(
I 0

)
At

(
w0

w0

)∥∥∥∥ =
(
a(1)τ − b(1)τ

)
r0. (171)

For the second term, we use Cauchy–Schwarz inequality,
∥∥∥∥∥η
(
I 0

) t−1∑

τ=0

At−1−τ

(
e (yτ )− e (y′

τ )
0

)∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ η
t−1∑

τ=0

∥∥∥∥
(
I 0

)
At−1−τ

(
e (yτ )− e (y′

τ )
0

)∥∥∥∥

≤ η
t−1∑

τ=0

∥∥∥∥
(
I 0

)
At−1−τ

(
I

0

)∥∥∥∥ ‖e (yτ )− e (y′
τ )‖ .

According to Lemma 18 and Lemma 32 in [26], (I, 0)At−τ

(
I

0

)
achieves its spectral norm along

the first coordinate which corresponds to the eigenvalue λmin(H), so
∥∥∥∥∥η
(
I 0

) t−1∑

τ=0

At−1−τ

(
e (yτ )− e (y′

τ )
0

)∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ η
t−1∑

τ=0

a
(1)
t−1−τ ‖e (yτ )− e (y′

τ )‖

≤ 2ηmax
τ
‖e (yτ )‖

t−1∑

τ=0

a(1)τ

≤ θr0
4T

t−1∑

τ=0

a(1)τ

≤ θr0
4
a
(1)
T .
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In last equality, we use a
(1)
τ ≤ a(1)τ+1. Combining these results together, we have

∥∥∥∥
(
I 0

)
At

(
w0

w0

)∥∥∥∥−
∥∥∥∥∥η
(
I 0

) t−1∑

τ=0

At−1−τ

(
e (yτ )− e (y′

τ )
0

)∥∥∥∥∥ (172)

≥
(
(1− θ

4
)a

(1)
T − b

(1)
T

)
r0. (173)

Following Lemma 18 and Lemma 32 in [26], we have finished the proof.

C.5 Negative curvature exploitation

Lemma 14 (Modified from Lemma 5 in [26]). Assume that f(·) is ℓ-smooth and ̺-Hessian Lips-

chitz. For every iteration t of Algorithm where NCE condition f (xt) ≤ f (yt)+
〈
∇̂f (yt) ,xt − yt

〉
−

γ
2 ‖xt − yt‖2 holds (thus running NCE), we have:

Et+1 ≤ Et −min

{
s2

2η
,
1

2
(γ − 2̺s)s2 − s||e (yt) ||

}
.

Proof. When ‖vt‖ ≥ s, the same; when ‖vt‖ < s, we have

〈e (yt) ,xt − yt〉+
1

2
(xt − yt)

⊤∇2f (ζt) (xt − yt) ≤ −
γ

2
‖xt − yt‖2 (174)

Et+1 ≤ Et −
1

2
(γ − 2̺s)s2 − 〈e (yt) ,xt − yt〉 (175)

≤ Et −
1

2
(γ − 2̺s)s2 + s||e (yt) || (176)

Then we evaluate the min function value. Note that,

1

2
(γ − 2̺s)s2 =

1

2
θ2
s2

2η
. (177)

Thus we have

min

{
s2

2η
,
1

2
(γ − 2̺s)s2 − s ‖e (yt)‖

}
=

1

2
(γ − 2̺s)s2− s ‖e (yt)‖ = O(

√
ǫ3

̺
−
√
ǫ

̺
‖e (yt)‖) (178)

so we require ‖e (yt)‖ = A−1ǫ where A is large enough. Then the following arguments in [26] still
holds.
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C.6 Detailed analysis of accumulated gradient noise

In this subsection, we provide the proof of some lemmas we used above.

Lemma 15. Suppose that maxτ ‖e (yτ )‖ < ǫ/χc
√
2T , 1 < θ ≤ 1/4, we have

∑

j∈Sc

∣∣∣∣∣

T −1∑

τ=0

p(j)τ e(j) (yτ )

∣∣∣∣∣

2

≤ ǫ2, (179)

where index j sums over all eigen-direction of H = ∇2f(0) satisfying λj ∈
[
−ℓ, θ2/

[
η(2− θ)2

]]
.

Proof.

∑

j∈Sc

∣∣∣∣∣

T −1∑

τ=0

p(j)τ e(j) (yτ )

∣∣∣∣∣

2

≤ T
∑

j∈Sc

T −1∑

τ=0

(
p(j)τ e(j) (yτ )

)2
(180)

≤ T
T −1∑

τ=0

∑

j∈Sc

(max
j
p(j)τ )2(e(j) (yτ ))

2 (181)

= T
T −1∑

τ=0

(max
j
p(j)τ )2

∑

j∈Sc

(e(j) (yτ ))
2 (182)

≤ T

(
T −1∑

τ=0

(max
j
p(j)τ )2

)
max
τ
‖e (yτ )‖2 (183)

≤ 2ǫ2

χ2c2

(
T −1∑

τ=0

(max
j
p(j)τ )2

)
. (184)

Now we try to bound the summation
∑T −1

τ=0 (maxj p
(j)
τ )2. By definition, we have

p(j)τ =
a
(j)
T −1−τ∑T −1
τ=0 a

(j)
τ

, (185)

a(j)τ =
(
1 0

)
Aτ

j

(
1
0

)
, (186)

=
µτ+1
1 − µτ+1

2

µ1 − µ2
. (187)

where µ1 and µ2(µ1 ≥ µ2) are two roots satisfying

µ2 − (2− θ)(1 − x)µ+ (1 − θ)(1 − x) = 0, (188)

x = ηλj . (189)

It is noticed that µ1 and µ2 are dependent of eigen-direction j, and they are real numbers when
j ∈ Sc.
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Combining Eq. (185) and Eq. (187), we have

p(j)τ =
µT −τ
1 − µT −τ

2∑T
τ0=1 µ

τ0
1 − µτ0

2

(190)

≤ µT −τ
1 − µT −τ

2∑T
τ0=T −τ µ

τ0
1 − µτ0

2

(191)

≤ µT −τ
1∑T

τ0=T −τ µ
τ0
1

(192)

=
1∑τ

τ0=0 µ
τ0
1

. (193)

Noticed that the reciprocal sum of µ1 and µ2 is independent of the eigen-direction j,

1

µ1
+

1

µ2
=

2− θ
1− θ , (194)

and µ1 ≥ µ2, we have

µ1 ≥ 1− θ

1− θ ≥ 1− 2θ. (195)

Combining Eq. (193) and Eq. (195), we have

p(j)τ ≤
1∑τ

τ0=0(1 − 2θ)τ0
(196)

=
2θ

1− (1 − 2θ)τ+1
(197)

≤ 2θ

1− 1
1+2(τ+1)θ

(198)

=
1 + 2(τ + 1)θ

τ + 1
(199)

≤ 1 + 2(T + 1)θ

τ + 1
(200)

≤ χc

τ + 1
. (201)

Therefore, we have

(
T −1∑

τ=0

(
max

j
p(j)τ

)2
)
≤ (χc)2

∑

τ

1

(1 + τ)2
≤ 2(χc)2. (202)

Then we get
∑

j∈Sc

∣∣∣
∑T −1

τ=0 p
(j)
τ e(j) (yτ )

∣∣∣
2

≤ ǫ2.
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Lemma 16. Suppose that maxτ ‖e (yτ )‖ < ǫ/
√
2T , we have

∑

j∈S

∣∣∣∣∣ηλj
t−1∑

τ=0

a(j)τ e(j) (yt−1−τ )

∣∣∣∣∣

2

< ǫ2/64, (203)

where index j sums over all eigen-direction of H = ∇2f(0) satisfying λj ∈
(
θ2/

[
η(2 − θ)2

]
, ℓ
]
.

Proof.

∑

j∈S

∣∣∣∣∣ηλj
T −1∑

τ=0

a(j)τ e(j) (yt−1−τ )

∣∣∣∣∣

2

≤ T
∑

j∈S

T −1∑

τ=0

(
xa(j)τ e(j) (yt−1−τ )

)2
(204)

≤ T
T −1∑

τ=0

∑

j∈S

(
max

j
xa(j)τ

)2 (
e(j) (yt−1−τ )

)2
(205)

= T
T −1∑

τ=0

(
max

j
xa(j)τ

)2∑

j∈S

(
e(j) (yt−1−τ )

)2
(206)

≤ T

(
T −1∑

τ=0

(
max

j
xa(j)τ

)2
)
max

τ
‖e (yτ )‖2 (207)

≤ ǫ2
(

T −1∑

τ=0

(
max

j
xa(j)τ

)2
)
. (208)

Thus we have

(xa(j)τ )2 = (x
rτ sin[(τ + 1)φ]

sin[φ]
)2, (209)

where

r =
√
(1 − θ)(1− x), sinφ =

√
((2 − θ)2x− θ2) (1− x)/2r. (210)

To proceed, we split x ∈
(

θ2

(2−θ)2 ,
1
4

]
into two cases

Case 1:x ∈
(

θ2

(2−θ)2 ,
2θ2

(2−θ)2

]
.Using | sin[(τ+1)φ]

sin[φ] | ≤ τ

(
xa(j)τ

)2
= (O(x(1 − θ)τ/2τ))2 = O(x2τ2(1− θ)τ ) = O(θ4τ2(1− θ)τ ). (211)

Case 2: x ∈
(

2θ2

(2−θ)2 ,
1
4

]
. We have | sin[(τ + 1)φ]| ≤ 1 and x = Θ

(
sin2 φ

)
, then we have

(
xa(j)τ

)2
= O(

(
x
rτ sin[(τ + 1)φ]

sin[φ]

)2

) = O((
√
xrτ )2) = O((1 − θ)τx(1 − x)τ ) < O((1 − θ)τ/τ),

(212)

where we make use of x(1 − x)τ < O(1/τ).
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From these cases we deduce that

(
xa(j)τ

)2
≤ max{O

(
θ4τ2(1− θ)τ

)
, O ((1 − θ)τ/τ)} ≤ O

(
θ4τ2(1 − θ)τ

)
+O ((1− θ)τ/τ) , (213)

implying that

T −1∑

τ=0

(
max

j
xa(j)τ

)2

≤
∞∑

τ=0

(
max

j
xa(j)τ

)2

≤
∞∑

τ=0

O
(
θ4τ2(1 − θ)τ

)
+O ((1− θ)τ/τ) = O(θ) < O(1),

(214)

where we make use of
∑∞

τ=1(1 − θ)τ/τ = log(1− θ), and ∑∞
τ=1 τ

2(1− θ)τ = O(1/θ3).
Gathering these bounds, we find that,

∑

j∈S

∣∣∣∣∣ηλj
T −1∑

τ=0

xa(j)τ e(j) (yt−1−τ )

∣∣∣∣∣

2

< O(ǫ2), (215)

Lemma 17. Suppose that maxτ ‖e (yτ )‖ < ǫ/c
√

T , we have

∑

j∈S

∣∣∣∣∣ηλ
1
2

j

t−1∑

τ=0

(aτ − aτ−1) e
(j) (yt−1−τ )

∣∣∣∣∣

2

<
1

3

ǫ2ℓ

c2
, (216)

where index j sums over all eigen-direction of H = ∇2f(0) satisfying λj ∈
(
θ2/

[
η(2 − θ)2

]
, ℓ
]
.

Proof.

∑

j∈S

∣∣∣∣∣ηλ
1
2

j

t−1∑

τ=0

(aτ − aτ−1) e
(j) (yt−1−τ )

∣∣∣∣∣

2

≤ T
∑

j∈S

T −1∑

τ=0

(
ηλ

1
2

j (aτ − aτ−1) e
(j) (yt−1−τ )

)2

≤ T
T −1∑

τ=0

∑

j∈S

(
max

j
ηλ

1
2

j (aτ − aτ−1)

)2 (
e(j) (yt−1−τ )

)2

= T
T −1∑

τ=0

(
max

j
ηλ

1
2

j (aτ − aτ−1)

)2∑

j∈S

(
e(j) (yt−1−τ )

)2

≤ T

(
T −1∑

τ=0

(
max

j
ηλ

1
2
j (aτ − aτ−1)

)2
)
max

τ
‖e (yτ )‖2

≤ ηǫ2/c2
(

T −1∑

τ=0

(
max

j

√
x (aτ − aτ−1)

)2
)
.

We notice that

√
x (aτ − aτ−1) =

√
x(
r cosφ− 1

r sinφ
· rτ sin[τφ] + rτ cos[τφ]), (217)
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and the second term can be bounded as follows

|√xrτ cos[τφ]| ≤ √xrτ ≤
√
(1− θ)τ

√
x(1 − x)τ ≤

√
(1− θ)τ
1 + τ

, (218)

where we make use of x(1 − x)τ ≤ 1
1+τ (1− 1

1+τ )
τ ≤ 1

1+τ .

For the first term, we also split x ∈
(

θ2

(2−θ)2 ,
1
4

]
into two cases

Case 1: x ∈
(

θ2

(2−θ)2 ,
2θ2

(2−θ)2

]
.

|√xr cosφ− 1

r sinφ
· rτ sin[τφ]| ≤ O(√x(θ + x)rτ−1τ) ≤ O(θ2τ(1− θ)τ−1), (219)

where we use | sin[τφ]/ sinφ| ≤ τ ,r ≤ O(1 − θ) and |r cosφ− 1| ≤ O(θ + x).

Case 2: x ∈
(

2θ2

(2−θ)2 ,
1
4

]
.

∣∣∣∣
√
x
r cosφ− 1

r sinφ
· rτ sin[τφ]

∣∣∣∣ ≤ O((θ + x)rτ−1) ≤ O((1 − θ) τ−1
2 (θ + x)(1 − x) τ−1

2 ) (220)

≤ O((1 − θ) τ−1
2 θ) +O(

(1 − θ)τ/2
1 + τ

), (221)

where we used | sin[τφ]| ≤ 1, x = Θ
(
sin2 φ

)
, |r cosφ − 1| ≤ O(θ + x), (1 − x)

τ−1
2 < 1 and

x(1 − x) τ−1
2 < O( 1

τ+1 ).
Thus we have the following bound,

(
max

j

√
x (aτ − aτ−1)

)2

≤ 2(
∣∣√xrτ cos[τφ]

∣∣2 + | √xr cosφ− 1

r sinφ
· rτ sin[τφ]|2)

≤ 2(
(1− θ)τ
1 + τ

+max{|O
(
θ2τ(1 − θ)τ−1

)
|2, |O

(
(1− θ) τ−1

2 θ
)
+O

(
(1− θ)τ/2

1 + τ

)
|2})

≤ 2(
(1− θ)τ
1 + τ

+
∣∣O
(
θ2τ(1 − θ)τ−1

)∣∣2 + 2(|O
(
(1− θ) τ−1

2 θ
)
|2 + |O

(
(1− θ)τ/2

1 + τ

)
|2)).

Similar to the proof of Lemma 16, we obtain

(
T −1∑

τ=0

(
max

j

√
x (aτ − aτ−1)

)2
)
< O(θ) < O(1). (222)
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C.7 Proof of Theorem 5.1

Proof. Combining Lemma 10, Lemma 11, Lemma 12, Lemma 13, and Lemma 14, we know that
when gradient noise satisfies

max
τ
‖e (yτ )‖ ≤ min{ 1

c2
ǫ,

ρ1/8√
2ℓ1/4χ1/2c3/2

ǫ9/8,
ρ1/8√

2ℓ1/4χ3/2c3/2
ǫ9/8,

δχ−11c−16

64ℓ

ǫ3√
d

1

∆f
, ǫ} (223)

=
δχ−11c−16

64ℓ

ǫ3√
d
∆f , (224)

Lemma 15, Lemma 16, Lemma 17, Lemma 18, Lemma 5 in [26] still hold. And thus the proof of
theorem 3 in [26] applies here.

If we want to search an ǫ-first order stationary point instead, only large gradient scenario needs
to be taken into consideration, then

max
τ
‖e (yτ )‖ ≤ min{ 1

c2
ǫ,

ρ1/8√
2ℓ1/4χ1/2c3/2

ǫ9/8,
ρ1/8√

2ℓ1/4χ3/2c3/2
ǫ9/8} = ρ1/8√

2ℓ1/4χ3/2c3/2
ǫ9/8. (225)

D Detailed constructions of time-dependent Lindbladian sim-

ulation

In this section, we present the details of the simulation algorithm for simulating time-dependent
Lindblad evolution. Recall in Section 3 that we aim to implement the superoperator defined by
Eq. (37). If we use time ordering operator for this, it becomes

GK(t) = K[V (0, t)] +

K∑

k=1

1

k!

∫

0≤s1≤t

∫

0≤s2≤t

· · ·
∫

0≤sk≤t

T [Fk(sk, . . . , s1)]ds1 · · · dsk, (226)

where T [Fk(sk, . . . , s1)] := Fk(τk, . . . , τ1), such that τk ≤ · · · ≤ τ1. Then applying the Riemann
sum, we have

GK(t) = K[V (0, t)] +

K∑

k=1

tk

k!qk

q∑

j1,...,jk=0

T Fk(tjk , . . . , tj1) (227)

= K[V (0, t)] +

K∑

k=1

tk

qk

∑

0≤j1≤,...,≤jk≤q

Fk(tjk , . . . , tj1). (228)

Recall Eq. (38). The superoperator Fk is defined as

Fk(sk, . . . .s1) = K[V (sk, t)]LJ (sk)K[V (sk−1, sk)]LJ (sk−1) · · · K[V (s1, s2)]LJ (s1)K[V (0, s1)].
(229)

Applying Fk to ρ yields

Fk(sk, . . . .s1)(ρ) =

m∑

ℓ1,...,ℓk=1

[V (sk, t)Lℓk(sk)V (sk−1, sk)Lℓk(sk−1) · · ·Lℓ1(s1)V (0, s1)]ρ (230)

[V (sk, t)Lℓk(sk)V (sk−1, sk)Lℓk(sk−1) · · ·Lℓ1(s1)V (0, s1)]
†. (231)
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To simplify the notation, we define

Aℓk,...,ℓ1(sk, . . . , s1) := V (sk, t)Lℓk(sk)V (sk−1, sk)Lℓk(sk−1) · · ·Lℓ1(s1)V (0, s1). (232)

Then Fk can be rewritten as

Fk(sk, . . . .s1)(ρ) =
m∑

ℓ1,...,ℓk=1

Aℓk,...,ℓ1(sk, . . . , s1)ρA
†
ℓk,...,ℓ1

(sk, . . . , s1). (233)

Now, rewriting Eq. (228) using Eq. (232), we have

GK(t)(ρ) = V (0, t)ρV †(0, t) +
K∑

k=1

∑

0≤j1≤···≤jk≤q

m∑

ℓ1,ℓ2,...,ℓk=1

tk

qk
Aℓk,...,ℓ1(tjk , . . . , tj1)

ρA†
ℓk,...,ℓ1

(tjk , . . . , tj1).

(234)

We define the index sets J as

J := {k, ℓ1, . . . , ℓk, j1, . . . , jk : k ∈ [K], ℓ1, . . . , ℓk ∈ [m], j1, . . . , jk ∈ [q]}. (235)

With A0̂ := V (0, t), and for all ĵ ∈J , define

Aĵ := Aℓk,...,ℓ1(jkt/q, . . . , j1t/q). (236)

Then, Eq. (234) can be further rewritten as

GK(t)(ρ) = A0(t)ρA
†
0(t) +

∑

ĵ∈J

tk

qk
Aĵ(t)ρA

†
ĵ
(t). (237)

To implement the above completely positive map, we need to first construct the block-encoding
UAĵ

for each Aĵ ’s, namely,

∑

ĵ

|ĵ〉〈ĵ| ⊗ UAĵ
, (238)

where

UAĵ
=

[
Aĵ/sĵ ·
· ·

]
. (239)

To apply Lemma 1, we also need the following state.

|µ〉 =
∑

ĵ

sĵ|ĵ〉 =
1

N

K∑

k=1

m∑

ℓ1,...,ℓk=1

∑

0≤j1<···<jk≤q

sĵ

√
tk

qk
|k〉|j1, . . . , jk〉|ℓ1, . . . , ℓk〉, (240)

where sℓk , . . . , sℓ1 are normalization constant for block-encodings of Lℓk , . . . , Lℓ1 . It is straightfor-
ward that the block-encoding UAĵ

can be implemented by the block-encodings of Aℓk,...,ℓ1 (jkt/q, . . . , j1t/q)

what was defined in Eq. (232).
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By the time-dependent Hamiltonian simulation algorithm [29], we can simulate V (s, t) by trun-
cated Dyson series. Note that

V (s, t) := T e
∫ t
s
J(τ)dτ , (241)

where

J(t) := −iH(t)− 1

2

m∑

j=1

L†
j(t)Lj(t). (242)

Assume that we are given an (α0(t), a, ǫ
′)-block-encoding UH(t) of H(t), and an (αj(t), a, ǫ

′)-block-
encoding ULj(t) for each Lj(t) for all t ≥ 0. That is, we have

UH(t) =
∑

t

|t〉〈t| ⊗
[
H(t)/α0(t) ·

· ·

]
, (243)

and

ULj(t) =
∑

t

|t〉〈t| ⊗
[
Lj(t)/αj(t) ·

· ·

]
. (244)

Then by Lemma 2, we can get a (‖L(t)‖be, a, 2‖L(t)‖beǫ′)-block-encoding of J(t). Where ‖L(t)‖be
is defined in Eq. (24). We denote this block-encoding by UJ(t).

More specifically, we first multiply UL†
j
with ULj and get an (α2

j(t), a, 2ǫ
′)-block-encoding of

each Lj(t)
†Lj(t), this requires O(1) implementations to each ULj (t)’s and additional O(m) ele-

mentary gates. Then we apply Lemma 2 with each Lj(t)
†Lj(t)’s and H(t) to get an (α0(t) +

1
2

∑m
j=1 α

2
j (t), a, (α0 +

∑
j α

2
j)ǫ

′)-block-encoding of J(t). This requires O(1) implementations of
UH(t) and additional O(1) elementary gates. So the total gate complexity for implementing UJ(t)

is O(m). For any input state |ψ〉, the effect of UJ(t) is

UJ(t)|0〉|t〉|ψ〉 = |0〉|t〉
J(t)

α0(t) +
1
2

∑m
j=1 α

2
j (t)
|ψ〉+ |0⊥〉, (245)

or equivalently, we can write it as

UJ(t) =
∑

t

|t〉〈t| ⊗
[

J(t)

α0(t)+
1
2

∑m
j=1 α2

j (t)
·

· ·

]
. (246)

Regarding the normalizing constant and the approximation error, it is a (‖L(t)‖be, a, 2‖L(t)‖beǫ′)-
block-encoding of J(t).

Noticing that the evolution time has been rescaled, we can assume our ‖L(t)‖be at each time t
to be

‖L(t)‖be = 1, (247)

and

α0(t) +
1

2

m∑

j=1

α2
j (t) ≤ 1. (248)
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For each V (s, t), consider its Dyson series expansion:

Ṽ (s, t) =
K′∑

k=1

(t− s)k
Mkk!

M−1∑

j1,...,jk=0

T J(tjk) · · · J(tj1). (249)

Then we use the LCU method as in [29] to simulate the above operator, by O(K ′) invocations of
UJ(t), where each invocation requires O(m) gates. We also need additional O(K ′(logM + logK ′))

gates for LCU state preparation. So our total gate complexity for preparing each Ṽ (s, t) is

O(K ′(logM + logK ′ +m)). (250)

So the gate complexity for implementing each Kraus operator in Eq. (234) is

O(KK ′(logM + logK ′ +m)). (251)

The normalizing constant for Ṽ (s, t) is then




K′∑

k=0

(t− s)k‖L(t)‖kbe
k!




2

≤ e2(t−s)‖L(t)‖be ≤ e2(t−s). (252)

Next, by multiplying the block-encodings of each operator in Eq. (232), we can get a block-
encoding of Aℓk,...,ℓ1(sk, . . . , s1) with normalizing constant sĵ , which can be bounded by

sĵ ≤ e2(t−sk)αℓk(t)e
2(sk−sk−1)αℓk−1

(t) · · ·αℓ1(t)e
2s1 = e2tαℓk(t)αℓk−1

(t) · · ·αℓ1(t). (253)

For t = O(1), we have

e2t = O(1). (254)

Then sĵ can be bounded by

sĵ ≤ c0αℓk(t)αℓk−1
(t) · · ·αℓ1(t), (255)

where c0 = O(1) is some constant.
For the third register of Eq. (240), we need to prepare

1

N1(t)

m∑

ℓ1,...,ℓk=1

αℓk(t)αℓk−1
(t) · · ·αℓ1(t)|ℓ1, . . . , ℓk〉, (256)

corresponding to

m∑

ℓ1,...,ℓk=1

sĵ |ℓ1, . . . , ℓk〉. (257)

Basically, we prepare each subregister αℓ|ℓ〉 separately, controlled by a unary register |k〉 (we will
discuss how to prepare |k〉 later). That is we assign K registers for |ℓk〉, then we do control state
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preparation. If the control register is |k〉, we prepare αℓ1 |ℓ1〉, αℓ2 |ℓ2〉, . . . , αℓk |ℓk〉 for only the first k
registers, while keeping the rest of them unchanged. The normalizing constant N1 is then

N1(t) =

(
m∑

ℓ=1

α2
ℓ (t)

)k/2

≤ (2‖L(t)‖be)k/2 ≤ 2k/2, (258)

where the last inequality follows from ‖L(t)‖be = O(1). The gate complexity for preparing each
of αℓ1 |ℓ1〉, αℓ2 |ℓ2〉, . . . , αℓk |ℓk〉 is O(m), since k can be as large as K, the total time complexity for
preparing the third register is O(Km).

For the second register of Eq. (240), we aim to prepare the state

1

N2(t)

K∑

k=1

∑

0≤j1<···<jk≤q

√
(2‖L(t)‖be)ktk

qk
|k〉|j1, . . . , jk〉. (259)

We add (2‖L(t)‖be)k term to absorb the normalizing constant N1(t) in our previous step. The
normalizing constant N2(t) is

N2(t) =

√√√√
K∑

k=1

∑

0≤j1<···<jk≤q

(2‖L(t)‖be)ktk
qk

≤

√√√√
K∑

k=1

qk

k!

(2‖L(t)‖be)ktk
qk

≤ et‖L(t)‖be ≤ et. (260)

For t = O(1), the normalizing constant will be a constant, so the number of steps in the amplitude
amplification is O(1). As in [29], there are two methods to prepare Eq. (259). In the next subsection,
we present the method based on a compressed encoding scheme, and in Appendix D.2, we present
the method based on quantum sorting.

D.1 State preparation by compressed encoding scheme

We first initialize q qubits to |0〉⊗q, then we rotate each qubits by a small angle, to give

( |0〉+√ζ|1〉√
1 + ζ

)⊗q

= (1 + ζ)−q/2
∑

x

ζ|x|/2|x〉

= (1 + ζ)−q/2
∑

x,|x|≤K

ζ|x|/2|x〉+ (1 + ζ)−q/2
∑

x,|x|>K

ζ|x|/2|x〉

=
√
1− µ2|time〉+ ν|ν〉,

(261)

where ζ := 2‖L‖bet
q , and

|time〉 = 1√
S

∑

|x|≤K

ζ|x|/2|x〉. (262)

The amplitude ν satisfies

ν2 = (1 + ζ)−q
∑

x,|x|>K

ζ|x| = O

(
(2‖L(t)‖bet)K+1

(K + 1)!

)
. (263)
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For t‖L(t)‖be = O(1), by setting K = O
(

log(1/ǫ)
log log(1/ǫ)

)
, we can get ν2 = O(ǫ). Then we compress

each string x. For a string x = 0s110s210s3 · · · 0sk10t, we represent it with s1s2 . . . sk. We define
the encoding operator CK

q as

CK
q |x〉 := |s1, . . . , sk, q, . . . , q〉. (264)

By applying encoding operator CK
q to [261], we get

|ΞK
q 〉 =

√
1− µ2CK

q |time〉+ ν|ν′〉, (265)

where |ν′〉 is defined as

|ν′〉 = CK
q |ν〉. (266)

But this only gives the interval between different time. We still need to compute the absolute
time and the Hamming weight for each string x. We first count the number times q appears
to determine k, which has complexity O(K log q). Then we increment registers 2 to k to give
|s1, s2 + 1, . . . , sk + 1, q, . . . , q〉|k〉. Note that, here our k takes unary form. Then we add register 1
to register 2, register 2 to register 3, and so on to give |j1, . . . , jk, q, . . . , q〉|k〉.

However, in practice, we can’t construct encoding operator CK
q by really ”counting” 0’s in state

(262). The detailed construction follows from [30]. The idea is that we first prepare a state

|φp〉 =
p−1∑

s=0

βαs|s〉+ αp|p〉, (267)

where α = 1/
√
1 + ζ and β =

√
ζα. We choose p to be

log p = Θ(logM + log log(1/δ)). (268)

Taking a tensor product of K + 1 of the state |φp〉 gives a state similar to |ΞK
q 〉.

According to [29], to prepare the above state within trace distance O(ǫ), the total gate complexity
for preparing |µ〉 is

O(K(m+ log q + log log(1/ǫ))). (269)

Note that the total gate complexity for preparing

∑

ĵ

|ĵ〉〈ĵ| ⊗ UAĵ
(270)

is

O(KK ′(logM + logK ′ + n)). (271)

So the total gate complexity for simulating (234) is

O(KK ′(logM + log q +m+ n+ log log(1/ǫ))). (272)
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And the total query complexity is

O(KK ′). (273)

To make our error to be within ǫ, also by our analysis in the main text, it suffices to take

K =
log(1/ǫ)

log log(1/ǫ)
, (274)

q = Θ


2K

ǫ


4Jmax + 2

m∑

j=1

L̇j,max




 , (275)

K ′ =
log(1/ǫ)

log log(1/ǫ)
, (276)

M = Θ

(
J̇max

ǫ

)
. (277)

By substituting these back, we can rewrite the total gate complexity as

O

((
log(1/ǫ)

log log(1/ǫ)

)2

· (m+ n+ log(1/ǫ))

)
. (278)

D.2 State Preparation by Quantum Sort

We use the scheme in [29] to sort the time index. For quantum sort scheme, we use Eq. (227) to
simulate our target operator. Now we define Aj as

Aj =

√
tk

k!qk
Alk,...,l1(

jkt

q
, . . . ,

j1t

q
). (279)

Then we use quantum sort scheme to prepare |µ〉, such that

|µ〉 =
K∑

k=1

m∑

ℓ1,...,ℓk=1

q∑

j1,...,jk=0

√
tk

qk
sĵ |k〉|ℓ1, . . . , ℓk〉SORT|j1, . . . , jk〉. (280)

Here SORT operator is defined as

SORT|τ1, . . . , τk〉 = |s1, . . . , sk〉, (281)

such that s1 ≤ s2 ≤ · · · ≤ sk. To discuss the details for preparing |µ〉, first we need to prepare

1

N
m∑

ℓ1,...,ℓk=1

αℓkαℓk−1
· · ·αℓ1 |ℓ1, . . . , ℓk〉. (282)
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The state preparation process is the same as in Compression Scheme. Its gate complexity is O(Km).
For the rest of them, we first prepare a superposition over k in unary form

|0〉⊗K 7→ 1√
s

K∑

k=0

√
tk

k!
|1k0K−k〉. (283)

Then we do control rotation to K subregisters, that is we do the following

1√
s

K∑

k=0

√
tk

k!
|1k0K−k〉|0〉 7→ 1√

s

K∑

k=0

√
tk

qkk!
|1k0K−k〉

q−1∑

j1=0

q−1∑

j2=0

· · ·
q−1∑

jk=0

|j1, j2, . . . , jk〉. (284)

The gate complexity for the above operation is O(K log q). Then we apply SORT to |j1, j2, . . . , jk〉
as in [29]. We use a sequence of comparison operation COMPARE which acts on two multi-qubit
registers storing the values q1 and q2 and an ancillary qubit initialized to |0〉

COMPARE|q1〉|q2〉|0〉 = |q1〉|q2〉|θ(q1 − q2)〉, (285)

where θ is the Heaviside step function (θ(0) = 0). Then we apply a SWAP gate to |q1〉 and |q2〉
controlled by our ancillary qubit. Then the overall effect is, if q1 ≤ q2, we do nothing; otherwise,
we swap the first two registers. Then we apply such sorting network to all registers |j1〉, . . . , |jk〉
and by certain sorting algorithm, we make j1 ≤ j2 ≤ · · · ≤ jk. We also swap qubits in register |k〉
to keep their correspondence. Readers may refer to [30] for an example of a sorting circuit.

The gate complexity for quantum sort network is O(K logK). So the total gate complexity for

preparing µ is O(K(log q + logK +m)). Since we take K = O
(

log(1/ǫ)
log log(1/ǫ)

)
, the gate complexity is

the same as the compressed encoding scheme.
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