
Quantum Computing for Option Portfolio Analysis

Yusen Wu,1 Jingbo B. Wang,1, ∗ and Yuying Li2

1Department of Physics, The University of Western Australia, Perth, WA 6009, Australia

2Cheriton School of Computer Science, University of Waterloo, Waterloo, Canada

(Dated: June 4, 2024)

In this paper, we introduce an efficient and end-to-end quantum algorithm tailored for computing
the Value-at-Risk (VaR) and conditional Value-at-Risk (CVar) for a portfolio of European options.
Our focus is on leveraging quantum computation to overcome the challenges posed by high di-
mensionality in VaR and CVaR estimation. While our innovative quantum algorithm is designed
primarily for estimating portfolio VaR and CVaR for European options, we also investigate the fea-
sibility of applying a similar quantum approach to price American options. Our analysis reveals a
quantum ’no-go’ theorem within the current algorithm, highlighting its limitation in pricing Amer-
ican options. Our results indicate the necessity of investigating alternative strategies to resolve the
complementarity challenge in pricing American options in future research.

I. INTRODUCTION

Financial institutions such as banks and insurance companies often manage extensive portfolios of financial deriva-
tives that require regular risk assessment. The Basel Accords have embraced a measure of market tail risk in global
banking regulation, including using traditional Value-at-Risk (VaR) and Conditional Value-at-Risk (CVaR). For a
given time horizon [0, t̄], where t̄ could be a day, a week or longer from now and before the expiry of any option in
the portfolio, VaR is the maximum potential loss within a specified confidence level (e.g. 95%), and CVaR represents
the expected value of losses that exceed the VaR threshold. Regularly calculating such risk values is crucial and often
required by regulatory bodies and institutional risk management. As an example, an insurance company needs to
compute VaR/CVaR of a large portfolio of hundreds of thousands of (potentially very complex) option contracts, as
discussed in [1–4]. Estimating the risk of a large portfolio of options is a computationally challenging task faced by
financial institutions and insurance companies, because computing VaR and CVaR for a large portfolio of complex
options is a computationally intensive task in classical computing.

The aforementioned challenge can be appreciated by considering the following. Computing VaR of a portfolio of
financial options requires calculating the time t̄ value of each option for each possible underlying price realization
at t̄. Following classical no-arbitrage option pricing theory, the fair value of an option is derived from the value of
the underlying asset S and contract specification parameters, such as strikes and time to maturity. At any given
future time t > 0, the fair value of the option is some nonlinear function V (S, t) of the underlying price S and time t.
Since the underlying price St follows a stochastic process, it exhibits a behavior characterized by random fluctuations
over time. Consequently, the distribution of the value of a portfolio of options is determined by distributions of
option values in the portfolio, which are given by distributions of underlying assets and corresponding option value
functions. Calculating VaR/CVaR of a portfolio of options at a future time horizon t̄ > 0 requires the availability
of joint distributions of all underlying assets and all option value functions. In general, VaR analysis consists of two
significant components: (1) simulation of the time t̄ price joint distributions of all underlying assets of options in the
portfolio and (2) computation of fair option values for all underlying asset price realizations at time t̄.

For simplicity, in this paper, we assume that the underlying of an option is a single asset but underlying asset
prices across different options can be correlated. In order to generate accurate option values, it is well known that
a constant volatility Black-Scholes (BS) model is inadequate [5], as evidenced by the implied volatility smile [6–9].
The local volatility function model is one of the simplest generalizations of the BS model, which has been widely
studied in the literature, e.g., [9–11], in addition to being frequently adopted in industry practice. More sophisticated
models used in option pricing include generalizations of the diffusion BS model augmented with stochastic jumps [12],
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stochastic volatility [13], and more recently, rough volatility [14]. The fair value of the option is generally characterized
by the unique solution to a partial differential equation, which can suffer the curse of dimensionality and becomes
computationally infeasible on a classical computer when when there are more than 3 assets.

Recent advances in quantum computational processors have demonstrated significant quantum computational ad-
vantages in problems such as random quantum state sampling [15–17] and density matrix/quantum channel property
learning [18, 19]. Given the significance of these outcomes, quantum computers are expected to be capable of acceler-
ating finance models, such as option value modelling [20–23], portfolio management [24–27] and forecasting anomaly
detection recommendations [28–30]. In the context of option value modelling, efficient quantum algorithms have been
proposed for solving European options and Asian options [20–22], which approximately transform the differential
equation into a system of linear equations on discretized grid points. Although under various assumptions on the
conditioning of the linear systems and data-access model, the quantum linear system can be solved with an expo-
nential reduction in the dependence on the dimension [31], a sampling cost needs to be paid to read out the solution
from the quantum state, making this technique lose its original quantum advantage. As a result, a rigorous quantum
advantage is still unclear for pricing risk modelling problems.

In this paper, we investigate the power of quantum computation in computing the VaR and CVaR for option
portfolios. Specifically, when the fair option value function V (S, t) is determined by a PDE method for European
options, we design an efficient quantum approach to estimate the VaR/CVaR value, where the involved fundamental

steps are provided in Sec. III. The proposed quantum algorithm requires a Õ(max{t̄, T − t̄}ϵ−1/2
d ϵ−4)-depth quantum

circuit, where ϵ represents the additive error to VaR/CVaR estimation and ϵd represents the error induced by the
discretization approach. Although the computation of VaR/CVaR value requires the joint distribution of all underlying
assets and option value functions, the proposed quantum algorithm does not require expensive classical post-processing
(large sampling cost to read out the solution) and thus maintains the potential quantum speed-up. The main goal of
this paper is to present a quantum implementation for a hybrid PDE-MC approach to compute VaR/CVaR of a large
portfolio of options, e.g., we are interested in computing, e.g., 5% VaR/CVaR at time t̄ > 0.

II. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

A. Black Scholes Model

To illustrate option pricing on a single underlying asset, we assume a generalized Black Scholes local volatility
function model for an underlying asset price evolution,

dS(t)

S(t)
= µdt+ σ(S(t), t)dZt, (1)

where Zt represents a standard Brownian motion, µ a drift, and σ(S(t), t) a local volatility function. This stochastic
differential equation (SDE) does not have a closed-form solution in general, and consequently there can be no analytic
formula for the distribution function for S(t) at a given t > 0. In addition, prices of the underlying assets of the
options in the portfolio are typically correlated, with a given correlation matrix Σ (or its Cholesky factorization)
for the corresponding Brownian motions. Without loss of generality, in this paper, we demonstrate here quantum
VaR/CVaR calculation assuming the constant elasticity volatility model [32], σ(S, t) = α/

√
S, where α is a positive

constant.

B. PDE Approach to Compute Fair Option Value

Assume that r > 0 is the risk-free interest rate. For an option with expiry T , the fair option value function V (S, t)
is the unique solution to the partial differential equation:

∂V

∂t
+

1

2
σ(S, t)2S2 ∂

2V

∂S2
+ rS

∂V

∂S
− rV = 0, 0 ≤ S < +∞, 0 ≤ t < T

V (S, T ) = payoff(S),

(2)

which is an expression of the no-arbitrage assumption and the existence of a hedged portfolio under continuous
rebalancing. The expected rate of return of the underlying µ does not appear in BS PDE. Hence the no-arbitrage
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value of the option does not depend on µ. It can be shown that, for an European option with an expiry T > t > 0,
under reasonable conditions, the fair value function has the form,

V (S, t) = e−r(T−t)EQ
S,t(payoff(ST )) (3)

where EQ
S,t(·) is the conditional expectation, conditional on time t and underlying price S, i.e., assuming St now

satisfies

dS(t)

S(t)
= rdt+ σ(S(t), t)dZQ

t , (4)

where ZQ
t is a standard Brownian motion, and r is the risk free interest rate. Under a general model (1), this

conditional expectation may not have an explicit formula but can be estimated using Monte-Carlo (MC) simulations.
Note that the above BS PDE can be readily generalized to accommodate multi-assets.

The fair value of the American option is the solution to the following partial differential equation complementarity
problem: 

∂V
∂t + 1

2σ(S, t)
2S2 ∂2V

∂S2 + rS ∂V
∂S − rV ≤ 0,

V (S, t)− payoff(S) ≥ 0

(V (S, t)− payoff(S))(∂V∂t + 1
2σ(S, t)

2S2 ∂2V
∂S2 + rS ∂V

∂S − rV ) = 0
0 ≤ S < +∞, 0 < t < T
V (S, T ) = payoff(S)

(5)

There are two main approaches for computing fair option values, either PDE or MC, with the PDE offering more
accurate values in general. It is well known that the PDE approach can suffer the curse of dimensionality and becomes
computationally infeasible on a classical computer as the dimensionality of the pricing problem becomes greater than
3. Monte Carlo simulation is an alternative approach for computing fair option value, where the underlying price is
under the risk-neutral dynamics shown in Eq. (4). However, using the Monte Carlo pricing method, computing VaR
of a portfolio of options requires nested Monte Carlo simulations, which is also computationally expensive on classical
computers. In addition, accurately computing the option value using MC faces more challenges for American options
in comparison to European options.

III. OUTLINE OF THE QUANTUM APPROACH

While an option can have multiple assets as the underlying and typically simulations of joint distribution of all
underlying prices are required, to highlight quantum implementation of option pricing, VaR calculation, and Monte
Carlo simulation, here we consider the underlying of each option to be a single asset, which is shared by all options
in the portfolio.

For each option V (S, t) in the portfolio, option values on a finite grid can be computed by a finite difference
PDE method. Recall that, for simplicity, here we have assumed that each option is written on a single asset.
Assume a uniform discretization with timestep ∆τ = T/N along the time axis t and a non-uniform discretization
{S0, S1, . . . , S2n−1} along the asset S axis is provided. Let V t(Sj) = V (Sj , t) denote option values on the grid, where
j ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 2n − 1} and t ∈ Tset = {0,∆τ, 2∆τ, · · · ,N∆τ}. Given a target time horizon t̄ ∈ Tset, the proposed
computation follows the following steps:

• Step 1 (to be implemented in Section IV): Option values V⃗ t̄ = {V t̄(Sj)}2
n−1

j=0 are computed on the discretization
grid described above by a PDE approach. This step generates the quantum state

|V t̄⟩ =
2n−1∑
j=0

V t̄(Sj)√∑
j(V

t̄(Sj))2
|j⟩, (6)

where V t̄(Sj) represents the fair option value on the point (t̄, Sj).

• Step 2 (to be implemented in Section V): Stock price S t̄
sub = (S t̄

1, S
t̄
2, · · · , S t̄

L) ∈ RL at time t̄ ∈ Tset are computed
by Monte Carlo simulations in quantum parallel. Each Monte Carlo trajectory is shaped by a distinct sequence
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of pseudo-random numbers. This step prepares the quantum state |ϕt̄⟩ = 1√
L

∑L
k=1 |k⟩|S̃ t̄

k⟩, where the register

|S̃ t̄
k⟩ contains m ancillary qubits such that |S̃ t̄

k − S t̄
k| ≤ 2−m with m = log(1/ϵ).

• Step 3 (to be implemented in Section VI): A finite sample distribution of option values is obtained by the
following mapping

U :
1√
L

L∑
k=1

|k⟩0|S̃ t̄
k⟩1|0⟩m2 7→ |Φ⟩ = 1√

L

L∑
k=1

|k⟩0|S̃ t̄
k⟩1|V (S̃ t̄

k)⟩2,

where S̃ t̄
k = Sj′ ∈ S for some index j′ ∈ [2n], and the corresponding option value V (S̃ t̄

k) = V t̄(Sj′).

• Step 4 (to be implemented in Section VII): A bisection search on option values provides the VaR of the portfolio
at time t̄. Based on the estimated VaR, a quantum amplitude estimation algorithm can be used to obtain the
CVaR.

We provide the technical details of the above four steps in the following sections.

IV. A QUANTUM ALGORITHM FOR EUROPEAN OPTION VALUES

A. Discrete PDE for European Options

For each option V t(Sj) in the portfolio, option values on a finite discretization grid can be computed by a finite
different PDE method. Recall that, for simplicity, here we have assumed that each option is written on a single asset.
For simplicity, assume that volatility function does not depend on time, for example set σ(S, t) = α/

√
S, and let

αj =

[
σ2
jS

2
j

(Sj − Sj−1)(Sj+1 − Sj−1)
− rSj

Sj − Sj−1

]
,

βj =
σ2
jS

2
j

(Sj+1 − Sj)(Sj+1 − Sj−1)
,

where r is the risk-free interest rate. Let the vectors

V t =

 V t(S0)
V t(S1)

|
V t(S2n−1)

 , V t−∆τ =


V t−∆τ (S0)
V t−∆τ (S1)

|
V t−∆τ (S2n−1)

 , (7)

and let M be the tridiagonal matrix with entries

[MV t−∆τ ]j = −∆ταj(V
t−∆τ (Sj−1)− V t−∆τ (Sj))−∆τβj(V

t−∆τ (Sj+1)− V t−∆τ (Sj)) + r∆τV t−∆τ (Sj) (8)

when j ̸= 0, 2n − 1. Let the first row and last row of M correspond to boundary conditions. We can write the fully
implicit time stepping as

V t−∆τ = [In +M ]−1V t. (9)

Updating V t to V t−∆τ requires a high-dimensional matrix transformation especially for multi-asset option pricing,
posing significant challenges for classical computers.

B. A Quantum algorithm for European Option PDE

Here, we demonstrate how to utilize a quantum computer to prepare the quantum state |V t̄⟩ given in Eq. 6 where
t̄ represents the target time. According to the update rule (Eq. 9), the vector at t̄ can be represented by

V t̄ = [I +M ]
−1
V t̄+∆τ = · · · = [I +M ]

−(T−t̄)(∆τ)−1

V T , (10)
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where the starting point V T = [payoff(S0), · · · ,payoff(S2n−1)]. Note that the matrix M is a 3-sparse tridiagonal
matrix, whose entries are given in Eq. 8, and is thus generally non-Hermitian. Then we need to consider the singular

value decomposition of M̃ = I +M =
∑J

k=1 λk|wk⟩⟨vk|, where J ≤ O(2n) represents the rank of M̃ , (λ1, · · · , λJ)
represent singular values of M̃ , and {|wk⟩}, {|vk⟩}Jk=1 are singular vectors of M̃ . As a result, the vector V t̄ can be
further expressed in terms of the singular vectors |wk⟩ and |vk⟩, that is

|V t̄⟩ = M̃−(T−t̄)∆τ−1

|V T ⟩ =
J∑

k=1

⟨vk|V T ⟩
λ
(T−t̄)∆τ−1

k

|wk⟩. (11)

Since the function payoff(·) is classically efficiently computable, the initial quantum state

|V T ⟩ =
2n−1∑
i=0

payoff(Si)|i⟩√∑2n−1
i=0 payoff(Si)2

can be efficiently prepared by the Grover-Randolph algorithm [33]. In the following, we demonstrate how to utilize

the Quantum Singular Value Transformation (QSVT) [34] to simulate the process M̃−(T−t̄)∆τ−1 |V T ⟩ on a quantum
computer and finally yield the quantum state |V t̄⟩.

Let g(x) = 1
2 (x/∥M̃∥2)−(T−t̄)∆τ−1

, where the norm ∥M̃∥2 = max{|λk|}Jk=1, then the QSVT method provides a

quantum circuit implementation to achieve g(M̃)|V T ⟩
∥g(M̃)|V T ⟩∥ , where the matrix function g(M̃) =

∑J
r=1 g(λr)|wr⟩⟨vr|. Here,

the fundamental idea within the QSVT method relies on two steps:

• Encoding the non-unitary matrix M̃ into a higher-dimensional unitary matrix UM̃ (Encoding Phase);

• Constructing a d-degree polynomial approximations P (x) to g(x) within ϵ-additive error. Furthermore, finding

phase factors Φ = (ϕ1, · · · , ϕd) ∈ Rd to modulate UM̃ to achieve P (M̃) which approximates g(M̃) (Modulation
Phase).

1. Encoding Phase

We introduce the block-encoding technique, where the fundamental idea is to represent a sub-normalized matrix as
the upper-left block of a unitary matrix

UM̃ =

[
M̃/γ · · ·
· · · · · ·

]
(12)

which is equivalent to M̃ = γ (⟨0| ⊗ I)UM̃ (|0⟩ ⊗ I).

Definition 1 (Block-Encoding). Suppose that the matrix M̃ is an n-qubit operator, γ, ϵ ∈ R+ and a ∈ N, then we

say that the (n+ a)-qubit unitary UM̃ is an (γ, a, ϵ)-block-encoding of M̃ , if

∥M̃ − γ
(
⟨0|⊗a ⊗ In

)
UM̃

(
|0⟩⊗a ⊗ In

)
∥ ≤ ϵ. (13)

In our case, M is a tridiagonal matrix, and M̃ = M + In ∈ R2n×2n is thus a 3-sparse matrix. Camps et al. [35]
provided an efficient method for constructing a Block-Encoding of sparsity matrices. Consider c(j, l) to be a function

that gives the row index of the l-th non-zero matrix elements in the j-th column of M̃ ∈ R2n×2n . Suppose there exists
a unitary Uc such that Uc|l⟩|j⟩ = |l⟩|c(j, l)⟩, and a unitary UR such that

UR|0⟩|l⟩|j⟩ =
(
M̃c(j,l),j |0⟩+

√
1− |M̃c(j,l),j |2|1⟩

)
, (14)

then UM̃ =
(
I2 ⊗H⊗2 ⊗ I⊗n

2

)
(I2 ⊗ Uc)UR

(
I2 ⊗H⊗2 ⊗ I⊗n

2

)
represents a (1, 3, 0)-block-encoding of M̃/3. This
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statement can be verified easily. Starting from the quantum state |0⟩|0[log s]⟩|j⟩, we have

|0⟩|0[log s]⟩|j⟩
(I2⊗H⊗2⊗I⊗n

2 )
−→ 1√

s

∑
l∈[s]

|0⟩|l⟩|j⟩ UR−→ 1√
s

∑
l∈[s]

(
M̃c(j,l),j |0⟩+

√
1− |M̃c(j,l),j |2|1⟩

)
|l⟩|j⟩

(I2⊗Uc)−→ 1√
s

∑
l∈[s]

(
M̃c(j,l),j |0⟩+

√
1− |M̃c(j,l),j |2|1⟩

)
|l⟩|c(j, l)⟩

(I2⊗H⊗2⊗I⊗n
2 )

−→ 1√
s

∑
l∈[s]

(
M̃c(j,l),j |0⟩+

√
1− |M̃c(j,l),j |2|1⟩

)
H⊗2|l⟩|c(j, l)⟩.

(15)

Finally, we utilize ⟨0|⟨0[log s]|⟨i| to post-process the above quantum state, hence the inner product

⟨0|⟨0log s|⟨i|UM̃ |0⟩|0log s⟩|j⟩ = M̃ij

s

which implies UM̃ is a (1, 3, 0)-block-encoding of M̃/s.

2. Modulation Phase

A polynomial approximation of g(x) = 1
2 (x/∥M̃∥2)−(T−t̄)∆τ−1

is required.

Lemma 1. Let ϵ ∈ (0, 1/2], T − t̄ > 0 and function g(x) = 1
2 (x/∥M̃∥2)−(T−t̄)∆τ−1

, then there exist a real polynomial
function P (x) ∈ R[x], such that ∥P (x) − g(x)∥[∥M̃∥−1

2 ,1] ≤ ϵ and ∥P (x)∥[−1,1] ≤ 1. The degree of P is at most

O
(
(T − t̄)∆τ−1∥M̃∥2 log(1/ϵ)

)
.

The proof is based on Corollaries 66 in Ref [34].

Lemma 2 (Ref [34]). Let x0 ∈ [−1, 1], r ∈ (0, 2], δ ∈ (0, η] and let f : [−x0 − η − δ, x0 + η + δ] 7→ C and f(x0 + x) =∑∞
l=0 alx

l for all x ∈ [−η− δ, η+ δ]. Suppose that
∑∞

l=0(η+ δ)l|al| ≤ B. Let ϵ ∈ [0, 1/2B], then there is an efficiently
computable polynomial P (x) ∈ C[x] of degree J ≤ O( 1δ log(B/ϵ)) such that ∥f(x)− P (x)∥[x0−η,x0+η] ≤ ϵ.

Proof of Lemma 1. Denote T̃ = (T − t̃)∆τ−1. For all y ∈ (−1, 1), the generalized binomial theorem yields (1+y)−T̃ =∑∞
k=0

(−T̃
k

)
yk, where

(−T̃
k

)
= −T̃ (−T̃ − 1) · · · (−T̃ − k + 1)/k!. Let x0 = 0, η = 1 − ∥M̃∥−1

2 and δ = T̃−1∥M̃∥−1
2 .

Furthermore, we have al =
∥M̃∥T̃

2

2

(−T̃
k

)
and

∞∑
l=0

(η + δ)l|al| =
∥M̃∥T̃2

2

∞∑
l=0

(η + δ)l
∣∣∣(−T̃

l

)∣∣∣ = ∥M̃∥T̃2
2

∞∑
l=0

(−T̃
l

)
(−η − δ)l =

∥M̃∥T̃2
2

(1− η − δ)−T̃ ≤ e

2
. (16)

As a result, the upper bound of
∑∞

l=0(η + δ)l|al| is B = e/2, and the polynomial approximation P (x) has degree

≤ O(δ−1 log(B/ϵ)) = O
(
T̃∥M̃∥2 log(1/ϵ)

)
O
(
(T − t̄)∆τ−1∥M̃∥2 log(1/ϵ)

)
.

Fact 1 (QSVT). Suppose the matrix M̃ ∈ R2n×2n is encoded by a (1, 2, 0)-block-encoding unitary UM̃ . Given the
polynomial function P (x) described in Lemma 1, there exists a set of phase factors Φ = (ϕ1, · · · , ϕd) such that

UΦ =


eiϕ1(2Π−I)UM̃

(d−1)/2∏
j=1

(
eiϕ2j(2Π−I)U†

M̃
eiϕ2j+1(2Π−I)UM̃

)
, (d is odd)

d/2∏
j=1

(
eiϕ2j(2Π−I)U†

M̃
eiϕ2j+1(2Π−I)UM̃

)
, (d is even)

(17)

and UΦ is a (1, 4, 0)-block-encoding unitary of P (M̃), where d = O
(
(T − t̄)∆τ−1∥M̃∥2 log(1/ϵ)

)
and the projector

Π = (|0⟩⟨0|)⊗3
.
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Noting that the phase factors (ϕ1, · · · , ϕd) can be efficiently calculated by using the QSPPACK. The above result
directly yields

∥
(
⟨10⊗3| ⊗ In

)
UΦ

(
|10⊗3⟩ ⊗ In

)
|V T ⟩ − |V t̄⟩∥2 ≤ ϵ, (18)

where the query complexity of UΦ is at most O
(
(T − t̄)∆τ−1∥M̃∥2 log(1/ϵ)

)
.

|0⟩

|0log(𝑠𝑠)⟩

|𝑉𝑉𝑇𝑇⟩

𝐶𝐶𝑅𝑅𝜙𝜙𝑑𝑑

𝑈𝑈 �𝑀𝑀

|1⟩

𝐶𝐶𝑅𝑅𝜙𝜙𝑑𝑑−1

𝑈𝑈�𝑀𝑀
†

|0⟩

|0log(𝑠𝑠)⟩ 𝐻𝐻⊗log(𝑠𝑠) 𝑈𝑈𝑅𝑅
𝑈𝑈𝐶𝐶

𝐻𝐻⊗log(𝑠𝑠)

𝑈𝑈 �𝑀𝑀

𝐶𝐶𝑅𝑅𝜙𝜙2

𝑈𝑈 �𝑀𝑀

𝐶𝐶𝑅𝑅𝜙𝜙1

𝑈𝑈�𝑀𝑀
†

𝐶𝐶𝑅𝑅𝜙𝜙 = 𝑒𝑒𝑖𝑖𝜙𝜙(2Π−𝐼𝐼)

|1⟩

|0log 𝑠𝑠 +1⟩

𝑋𝑋 𝑍𝑍𝜙𝜙 𝑋𝑋

(a) (b)

(c)

|𝑉𝑉�̅�𝑡⟩

|1⟩⟨1|

|0⟩⟨0|

|0⟩⟨0log(𝑠𝑠)|

|𝑉𝑉𝑇𝑇⟩

Figure 1. Quantum circuit in implementing Step 1. (a) A quantum circuit to achieve the (1, 3, 0)-block-encoding

of the matrix M̃ . (b) The quantum circuit to achieve the controlled rotation CRϕ. (c) A quantum circuit of depth d =

O
(
(T − t̄)∆τ−1∥M̃∥2 log(1/ϵ)

)
to achieve the (1, 4, 0)-block-encoding of the polynomial transformation g(M̃), as shown in

Eq. 17. Suppose g(·) can be approximated by a d-degree polynomial function within ϵ additive error, then UΦ is composed of

d controlled rotations CRϕ and a d block-encoding of M̃ .

V. A QUANTUM CIRCUIT FOR MONTE CARLO STOCK PRICE SIMULATION IN QUANTUM
PARALLEL

Underlying price dynamics can be modelled according to a generalized Black-Scholes framework given by Eq.(1),
which includes stochastic volatility using a local volatility function. This enhanced model demonstrates improved
capability in matching traded option market prices, i.e. generating a volatility smile, which is widely recognized and
documented in the equity options markets [6–9]. The local volatility function allows volatility to vary with time and
future random stock price realization, potentially leading to a more accurate depiction of price uncertainty. This
enhanced model provides a sophisticated tool for analyzing and predicting stock price behaviour, recognizing the
dynamic and variable nature of volatility in financial markets. Applying Euler’s method to (1), we have

St+∆τ = St

(
1 + µ∆τ +

α√
St

∆Zt

)
, (19)

where ∆Zt is the change in a standard Brownian motion, µ is a drift, σ(S, t) = α√
S
is a local volatility function and

the time variable t ∈ [0, t̄] which is different to the backward propagation shown in Sec. IV. Let S0
sub = (S0

1 , · · · , S0
L),

St+∆τ
j = St

j

(
1 + µ∆τ + α(∆Z)tj(S

t
j)

−1/2
)
, S̃t

j represent the estimation of St
j within 2−m additive error and the number

of ancillary qubits m = O(log(1/ϵ). In the following, we demonstrate how to utilize a quantum computer to prepare

|ϕt̄⟩ = L−1/2
∑L

k=1 |k⟩|S̃ t̄
k⟩ in parallel.
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The quantum algorithm starts from the initial state

|S0
sub⟩ =

 1√
L

L∑
j=1

|j⟩1

⊗ |S̃0⟩2 (20)

where the first register contains log(L) qubits while the second register has m qubits. Then |S0
sub⟩ can be efficiently

prepared by [log(L)]-Hadamard gates and O(m) Pauli-X gates, since the composite system 1 and 2 are in a tensor
product state. To simulate the random variable ∆Zj in the quantum circuit, we assign ∆Zj = 4j/L(1− j/L) which
naturally simulates the logistic chaos variable. Let the function F(j, x) = (1 + µ∆τ)x + α (∆Zj)

√
x and define the

quantum gate

CC-CUS : |j⟩|x⟩|0⟩m 7→ |j⟩|x⟩|F(j, x)⟩. (21)

This enables us to achieve

1√
L

L∑
j=1

|j⟩|S̃t−∆τ
j ⟩|0⟩m CC-CUS−→ 1√

L

L∑
j=1

|j⟩|S̃t−∆τ
j ⟩|S̃t

j⟩. (22)

Note that the inverse function of F(·) exists, that is F−1(j, x) =
(√

(a−1(x+ b2/4a))− b/2a
)2

, where a = (1+µ∆τ)

and b = α∆Zj . This thus enables the map

CC-CU−1
S : |j⟩|S̃t−∆τ

j ⟩|S̃t
j⟩ 7→ |j⟩|S̃t−∆τ

j ⊕F−1(j, S̃t
j)⟩|S̃t

j⟩. (23)

Using quantum control gates CC-CUSt and CC-CU−1
St iteratively, the initial state |S⃗0⟩ may evolves to

|ϕt̄⟩ = 1√
L

L∑
j=1

|j⟩|S̃ t̄
j⟩ (24)

after t̄∆τ−1 steps. The elaborate quantum circuit is shown in Fig. 2.

𝐻𝐻|0⟩1
log(𝐾𝐾)

0 𝑚𝑚

0 𝑚𝑚 𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑆𝑆1

𝐶𝐶𝑆𝑆0
†𝐶𝐶𝑆𝑆0

𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑆𝑆2
−1 0 𝑚𝑚

|�̃�𝑆𝑗𝑗�̅�𝑡⟩

|𝑗𝑗⟩
(c)

𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑆𝑆2 𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑆𝑆𝑇𝑇

𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑆𝑆2
−𝑇𝑇

𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑆𝑆𝑡𝑡
−1

|𝑗𝑗⟩

|�̃�𝑆𝑗𝑗𝑡𝑡⟩

|𝑗𝑗⟩

|�̃�𝑆𝑗𝑗𝑡𝑡⟩

|�̃�𝑆𝑗𝑗𝑡𝑡−Δ𝜏𝜏 ⊕ ℱ−1(𝑗𝑗, �̃�𝑆𝑗𝑗𝑡𝑡)⟩

(b)

|�̃�𝑆𝑗𝑗𝑡𝑡−Δ𝜏𝜏⟩

𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑆𝑆𝑡𝑡

|𝑗𝑗⟩

|�̃�𝑆𝑗𝑗𝑡𝑡−Δ𝜏𝜏⟩

|𝑗𝑗⟩

|ℱ(𝑗𝑗, �̃�𝑆𝑗𝑗𝑡𝑡−Δ𝜏𝜏)⟩

|�̃�𝑆𝑗𝑗𝑡𝑡−Δ𝜏𝜏⟩

(a)

0 𝑚𝑚

Figure 2. Quantum Circuit for Sub-Algorithm 2 (a) CC-CUSt maps |j⟩|0⟩m|S̃t−∆τ
j ⟩ 7→ |j⟩|F(j, S̃t−∆τ

j )⟩|S̃t−∆τ
j ⟩, where

the function F(j, S̃t−∆τ
j ) = (1+µ∆τ)S̃t−∆τ

j +α∆Zj

√
S̃t−∆τ
j . (b) When 1+µ∆τ > 0, the function F−1(j, S̃t

j) exists and equals

F−1(j, S̃t
j) = S̃t−∆τ

j =

[√
(a−1(S̃t

j + b2/4a))− b/2a

]2

, where a = (1 + µ∆τ) and b = α∆Zj . The controlled-unitary CC-CU−1
St

then maps |j⟩|S̃t
j⟩|S̃t−∆τ

j ⟩ 7→ |j⟩|S̃t
j⟩|S̃t−∆τ

j ⊕F−1(j, S̃t
j)⟩. (c) This circuit maps |S0

sub⟩ 7→ |S t̄
sub⟩, where US0 |0m⟩ = |S0⟩.
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VI. A QUANTUM ALGORITHM FOR DISTRIBUTION OF VALUE OF PORTFOLIO

Given several copies of the input quantum state |V t̄⟩ =
∑

i∈{0,1}n Ṽ t̄(Si)|i⟩, we demonstrate how to achieve the
map

U : |ϕt̄⟩ = 1√
L

L∑
k=1

|k⟩0|S̃ t̄
k⟩1|0⟩m2 7→ 1√

L

L∑
k=1

|k⟩0|S̃ t̄
k⟩1|Ṽ t̄(S̃k)⟩2, (25)

where {S̃ t̄
1, · · · , S̃ t̄

L} represents the stock price at time t̄.

The fundamental idea is based on Quantum Principle Component Analysis (QPCA) [36, 37] and Quantum Phase
Estimation (QPE) [38]. Suppose we have prepared the quantum state |V t̄⟩, then added m ancillary qubits to store
the grid information Sj in the ancillary register

|V t̄⟩|0⟩m 7→ |ψ2⟩ =
1√∑

j(V
t̄(S̃j))2

∑
j∈{0,1}n

V t̄(Sj)|j⟩1|S̃j⟩2. (26)

Discarding subsystem 1, the quantum system naturally becomes the density matrix

ρ = Tr1 [|ψ2⟩⟨ψ2|] =
∑

i∈{0,1}n(V t̄(Si))
2|S̃i⟩1⟨S̃i|1∑

i∈{0,1}n(V t̄(Si))2
. (27)

We can now utilize the QPCA method [36] to simulate e−iρτ and extract the spectrum information of ρ by using the

QPE algorithm [38]. To achieve the estimation |S̃j⟩1|0⟩m 7→ |S̃j⟩1|V̂ t̄(S̃j)⟩, where the estimated value V̂ t̄(S̃j) satisfies∣∣∣∣∣∣V̂ t̄(S̃j)−
V t̄(S̃j)√∑
j(V

t̄(Sj))2

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2−m,

we need the time parameter τ = O(2m).

Starting from the quantum state (I0 ⊗ I1 ⊗H⊗m) |ϕt̄⟩ = 1√
L

∑L
k=1 |k⟩0|S̃ t̄

k⟩1 ⊗Hm|0⟩m2 , the QPCA algorithm can

help us estimate the spectrum information of ρ from the ancillary qubits. For any n-qubit density matrix σ, we have
TrA[e

−iω∆tρA ⊗ σBe
iω∆t] = e−iρ∆tσeiρ∆t + O((∆t)2), where ω represents the 2n-qubit swap operator. As a result,

we can perform the quantum operation

I0 ⊗
Nqpe∑
l=1

e−iρl∆t ⊗ |l∆t⟩2⟨l∆t|2 (28)

on systems 1, 2, then perform the inverse Quantum Fourier Transformation and square-root function to prepare the
quantum state

|Φ⟩ = 1√
L

L∑
k=1

|k⟩0|S̃ t̄
k⟩1|V̂ t̄(S̃k)⟩2. (29)

To provide an estimation of V̂ t̄(S̃k) within an acceptable accuracy, we need the evolution time τ = Nqpe∆t = O(2m).
The whole process is visualized as Fig. 3.

VII. A QUANTUM ALGORITHM FOR VAR/CVAR ESTIMATION

A. VaR Estimation

Here, we try to find the smallest value V̄ ∈
[
minj∈[L](V̂

t̄(S̃j)),maxj∈[L](V̂
t̄(S̃j))

]
such that Prj∈[L](V̂

t̄(S̃j) ≤ V̄ ) =

0.05. To find V̄ on a quantum computer, we utilize the bisection search method over V̄ [24]. The bisection search
approach depends on the unitary UCC that achieves the map

|V̂ t̄(S̃j)⟩|V̄ ⟩|0⟩ 7→ |V̂ t̄(S̃j)⟩|V̄ ⟩|h⟩,
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|𝑗𝑗⟩

|�̃�𝑆𝑗𝑗�̅�𝑡⟩

𝐻𝐻

𝜙𝜙�̅�𝑡 =
1
𝐿𝐿
�
𝑗𝑗

⊗

0 1

0 2

0 3

0 𝑚𝑚

𝑒𝑒𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖21Δ𝑡𝑡 𝑒𝑒𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖22Δ𝑡𝑡 𝑒𝑒𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖23Δ𝑡𝑡 𝑒𝑒𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖2𝑚𝑚Δ𝑡𝑡⋯

𝐻𝐻

𝐻𝐻

𝐻𝐻

𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑇𝑇† | �𝑉𝑉(�̃�𝑆𝑗𝑗�̅�𝑡)⟩

|Φ⟩

|�̃�𝑆𝑗𝑗�̅�𝑡⟩
𝑒𝑒𝑖𝑖𝜔𝜔Δ𝑡𝑡

Discard
Repeat 2𝑙𝑙 times

|𝑗𝑗⟩

|�̃�𝑆𝑗𝑗�̅�𝑡⟩
⊗

⊗

(2𝑚𝑚+1−2) copies of 𝜌𝜌 in total

𝑅𝑅𝑦𝑦(𝜃𝜃1)

𝑉𝑉�̅�𝑡 = ∑
𝑉𝑉�̅�𝑡 𝑆𝑆𝑖𝑖 𝑖𝑖 1

∑𝑖𝑖 𝑉𝑉�̅�𝑡(𝑆𝑆𝑖𝑖)
2

⊗

|0⟩2𝑚𝑚 𝑈𝑈𝑆𝑆

𝑛𝑛 qubits
Discard

𝜌𝜌 = ∑
(𝑉𝑉�̅�𝑡 𝑆𝑆𝑖𝑖 )2

∑𝑖𝑖 𝑉𝑉�̅�𝑡(𝑆𝑆𝑖𝑖)
2 |𝑆𝑆𝑖𝑖⟩⟨𝑆𝑆𝑖𝑖|

Figure 3. Quantum Circuit for computing the distribution of portfolio value. A quantum circuit in preparing the
density matrix ρ which is shown in Eq. 27 is shown in the top-left, where the quantum gate US achieves the map |i⟩|0⟩m 7→ |i⟩|Si⟩.
To extract information hidden in the density matrix ρ, the QPCA is used in simulating the unitary operator eiρ2

l∆t, achieving
the quantum phase estimation required for the mapping described by Eq. 25.

where h = 0 if V̂ t̄(S̃j) ≤ V̄ , otherwise h = 1. Applying UCC to the quantum state |Φ⟩|V̄ ⟩|0⟩ produces√
p(0)

∑
V̂ t̄(S̃k)≤V̄

|k⟩0|S̃k⟩1|V̂ t̄(S̃j)⟩2|V̄ ⟩3|0⟩4 +
√
p(1)

∑
V̂ t̄(S̃j)>V̄

|k⟩0|S̃k⟩1|V t̄(S̃k)⟩2|V̄ ⟩3|1⟩4. (30)

The probability of measuring |0⟩ for the last qubit is p(0) = Prj∈[L](V̂
t̄(S̃j) ≤ V̄ ). Therefore, with a bisection search

over V̄ , we may efficiently find the smallest V̄ such that Prj∈[L](V̂
t̄(S̃j) ≤ V̄ ) = 0.05 in at most m steps, where m

represents the number of qubits in representing V̂ t̄(S̃j) given in the second register. Using the quantum mean value
estimation [39], we may estimate a ϵ-approximation to p(0) within O(1/ϵ) queries to |Φ⟩ (as defined by Eq. 29).

B. CVaR Estimation

Suppose we have estimated the VaR value V̄ such that Prj∈[L](V̂
t̄(S̃j) ≤ V̄ ) = 5%. Then we can divide all V̂ t̄(S̃j)

given in Eq. 29 into two sets: L1 = {V̂ t̄(S̃j)|V̂ t̄(S̃j) ≤ V̄ } and L2 = {V̂ t̄(S̃j)|V̂ t̄(S̃j) > V̄ }. As a result, CVaR could
be estimated by ∑

V̂ t̄(S̃j)∈L1
V̂ t̄(S̃j)

∥L1∥
, (31)

where ∥L1∥ represents the number of entries in L1.

The quantum algorithm in predicting CVaR can be summarized as follows.

• After estimating the VaR of V̄ , we append ancillary qubits |V̄ ⟩3|0⟩4 to |Φ⟩ (as defined by Eq. 29), and perform
the unitary UCC to achieve

|Φ1⟩ =
√

∥L1∥
L

∑
V̂ t̄(S̃k)∈L1

|k⟩0|S̃k⟩1|V̂ t̄(S̃j)⟩2|V̄ ⟩3|0⟩4 +
√

∥L2∥
L

∑
V̂ t̄(S̃j)∈L2

|k⟩0|S̃k⟩1|V̂ t̄(S̃k)⟩2|V̄ ⟩3|1⟩4. (32)
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• Undo the QFT and QPCA process (as demonstrated in Sec. VI), the quantum state becomes

|Φ2⟩ =
√

∥L1∥
L

∑
V̂ t̄(S̃j)∈L1

|k⟩0|S̃k⟩1|0m⟩2|V̄ ⟩3|0⟩4 +
√

∥L2∥
L

∑
V̂ t̄(S̃j)∈L2

|k⟩0|S̃k⟩1|0m⟩2|V̄ ⟩3|1⟩4. (33)

• Now trace over the 2nd and 3rd registers, we have |Φ3⟩⟨Φ3| = Tr2,3[|Φ2⟩⟨Φ2|], where

|Φ3⟩ =
√

∥L1∥
L

∑
V̂ t̄(S̃j)∈L1

|k⟩0|S̃k⟩1|0⟩4 +
√

∥L2∥
L

∑
V̂ t̄(S̃j)∈L2

|k⟩0|S̃k⟩1|1⟩4. (34)

As a result, we can utilize the swap-test combined with quantum phase estimation to provide an ϵ-approximation
to

∥ (⟨ψ2| ⊗ ⟨0|) |Φ3⟩∥ =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
 1√∑

j(V
t̄(S̃j))2

∑
j∈{0,1}n

V t̄(Sj)⟨j|⟨S̃j |⟨0|

 |Φ3⟩

∣∣∣∣∣∣
=

∥L1∥1/2

L

∑
V̂ t̄(S̃k)∈L1

V̂ t̄(S̃k),

(35)

where the quantum state |ψ2⟩ is given in Eq. 26, and V̂ t̄(S̃k) = V t̄(Sj)/
√∑

j(V
t̄(S̃j))2. The above quantum

state overlap can be efficiently estimated by utilizing a O(G/ϵ)-depth quantum circuit, where G represents the
quantum circuit complexity in preparing |ψ2⟩ and |Φ3⟩.

• Recall that the selection of VaR V̄ enabling Prj∈[L](V̂
t̄(S̃j) ≤ V̄ ) = ∥L1∥/L = 5%, as a result, CVaR can be

predicted by

CVaR =
∥⟨ψ2| ⊗ ⟨0|Φ3⟩∥
(5%)3/2L1/2

=
∥L1∥1/2

(5%)3/2L3/2

∑
V̂ t̄(S̃k)∈L1

V̂ t̄(S̃k) =

∑
V̂ t̄(S̃j)∈L1

V̂ t̄(S̃j)

∥L1∥
. (36)

VIII. COMPLEXITY ANALYSIS

Here, we summarize all involved complexity in Steps 1-4 as demonstrated above. In step 1, the QSVT frame-
work is used to prepare the quantum state |V t̄⟩. As shown in Fig. 1 (a), a constant-depth quantum circuit UM̃

suffices to provide a (1, 3, 0)-block-encoding of the s-sparse matrix M̃/s, given oracles UR and Uc. Using UM̃

and the QSVT technique, a (1, 4, 0)-block-encoding to P (M̃) can be constructed, where the involved quantum

circuit depth is upper bounded by O((T − t̄)∆τ−1∥M̃∥2 log(1/ϵ1)). The error ϵ1 represents the upper bound on
∥
(
⟨10⊗3| ⊗ In

)
UΦ

(
|10⊗3⟩ ⊗ In

)
|V T ⟩ − |V t̄⟩∥2 ≤ ϵ1. Noting that we essentially utilize the discretisation method to

approximate the exact option value function V , as a result, ∆τ -length time slice may introduce ϵd = (∆τ)2 additive

error. Then the corresponding quantum circuit depth can be approximated by O((T − t̄)ϵ
−1/2
d ∥M̃∥2 log(1/ϵ1)).

In step 2, a quantum circuit implementation of “classical MC” is implemented, which is independent of the result
given in step 1. Here, a O(t̄∆τ−1)-depth quantum circuit is designed to prepare the quantum state |ϕt̄⟩. Each
layer utilizes quantum control gates to compute functions F(·) and F−1(·), whose quantum gate complexity can be
estimated by O(log(L)poly(log(1/ϵ2))) by using the Fourier-Transformation-based method [40], where L represents
the number of stock prices and ϵ2 represents the additive error in approximating functions F(·) and F−1(·).

Step 3 utilized the QPCA and QPE methods to combine option values (given by |V t̄⟩) with the stock prices state
|ϕt̄⟩. To simulate e−iρτ , where the density matrix ρ is provided by Eq. 27, we first divide the evolution time τ into N
time-slice ∆t, then utilize TrA[e

−iω∆tρA⊗σBeiω∆t] to approximate e−iρ∆t with O(∆t2) additive error. Therefore, the
total error in simulating e−iρτ can be approximated by ϵ3 ≤ N(∆t)2 = N(τ/N)2, resulting in the sample complexity
N ≤ O(ϵ−1

3 τ2). Furthermore, to encode the spectrum information of ρ into the quantum state |ϕt̄⟩, the QPE algorithm
is required by utilizing the operator, as shown in Eq. 28. To provide an estimation within ϵ error, the evolution time
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(in Eq. 28) should satisfy (Nqpe∆t) = τ . As a result, the sample complexity on |V t̄⟩ in performing quantum phase
estimation meanwhile generating |Φ⟩ is

O
(
ϵ−1
3 (Nqpe∆t)

2
)
= O

(
ϵ−3
3

)
. (37)

The number of qubits is upper bounded by O(n+ log(1/ϵ3)).

However, step 1 does not output the exact |V t̄⟩ without any error. Actually, it outputs an ϵ1-approximation to
|V t̄⟩. Without loss of generality, we assume step 3 essentially performs QPCA on

|Ṽ t̄⟩ = 1√
1 + ϵ21

|V t̄⟩+ ϵ1√
1 + ϵ21

|e⟩, (38)

where |e⟩ represents the error component. It is easy to verify that ∥|Ṽ t̄⟩−|V t̄⟩∥2 ≤ ϵ1. Performing the gird computation
gate (as shown in Eq. 26), the quantum system occupies

|ϕ̃t̄⟩ = 1√
(1 + ϵ21)

∑
j(V

t̄(S̃j))2

∑
j∈{0,1}n

V t̄(Sj)|j⟩1|S̃j⟩2 +
ϵ1√
1 + ϵ21

CUS (|e⟩1|0m⟩2) . (39)

Let the error component |e⟩ =
∑

j ej |j⟩, we have

Tr1

[
|ϕ̃t̄⟩⟨ϕ̃t̄|

]
=

1

(1 + ϵ21)
∑

j(V
t̄(S̃j))2

∑
j

V t̄(S̃j)
2|S̃j⟩⟨S̃j |+

ϵ21
1 + ϵ21

∑
k

e2k|S̃k⟩⟨S̃k|

+
ϵ1

(1 + ϵ21)
Tr1

[
|V t̄⟩12⟨ψ|12

]
+

ϵ1
(1 + ϵ21)

Tr1

[
|ψ⟩12⟨V t̄|12

]
,

(40)

where |ψ⟩ = CUS (|e⟩1|0m⟩2). This naturally results in

∥∥∥Tr1 [|ϕ̃t̄⟩⟨ϕ̃t̄|]− Tr1

[
|ϕt̄⟩⟨ϕt̄|

]∥∥∥
2
≤ ϵ21

1 + ϵ21

∥∥∥Tr1 [|ϕt̄⟩⟨ϕt̄|]∥∥∥
2
+

ϵ21
1 + ϵ21

+
2ϵ1

1 + ϵ21
≤ 4ϵ1. (41)

The demonstrated L2 norm difference upper bound implies all eigenvalues of Tr1
[
|ϕt̄⟩⟨ϕt̄|

]
can be approximated by

that of Tr1

[
|ϕ̃t̄⟩⟨ϕ̃t̄|

]
with at most 4ϵ1 additive error. Combining this error analysis with the sample complexity given

in Eq. 37, let ϵ1 = ϵ/8 and ϵ3 = ϵ/2, then repeat step 1 O(8ϵ−3) times. This suffices to prepare an ϵ-approximation
to |Φ⟩.
Finally, step 4 utilized the binary search program and mean value estimation algorithm, where each iteration step

requires O(ϵ−1
4 ) copies of |Φ⟩ to estimate VaR and CVaR. Combining all steps together, the quantum circuit depth

can be approximated by

O

(
t̄ϵ

−1/2
d log(L)poly(log(1/ϵ))

ϵ
+

8(T − t̄)ϵ
−1/2
d ∥M̃∥2 log(8/ϵ)

ϵ4

)
. (42)

We summarize the required quantum computational resources for each step in Table I.

Alg. Steps Assumption Circuit Depth Post-Selection Sample Complexity

Step 1 Efficient access to M̃ O(T − t̄)∆τ−1∥M̃∥2 log(8/ϵ)) O(1) O(1)
Step 2 — O(t̄∆τ−1 log(L)poly(log(1/ϵ))) — O(1)

Step 3 — O(log(1/ϵ)) — O(8ϵ−3)-copies of |V t̄⟩ (Eq. 6)
Step 4 — O(1/ϵ) — O(log(1/ϵ))

Table I: Quantum Computational Resources Summary
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IX. AMERICAN OPTION VALUES

For American option pricing, finite difference approximation of the partial differential equation complementarity
problem (5) leads to a linear complementarity problem. While more sophisticated iterative methods, e.g., penalty
method [41] and Newton method [42] can be applied to compute the solution of this linear complementarity problem,
here we attempt to implement a rudimentary method that explicitly handles the inequality payoff constraint, as
described in Alg. 1. Note that, if explicit finite difference approximation is used, this simple scheme does solve the
resulting linear complementarity finite difference approximation of Eq. 5.

Algorithm 1: American Option Value Computation

1Input: V⃗ T = (V T
0 , V T

1 , · · · , V T
2n−1) = (payoff(S0), payoff(S1), · · · , payoff(S2n−1)), matrix M , t̄.

2Output: V⃗ 0

3for t = T, T −∆τ . . . , t̄+∆τ, t̄

4 solve V̂ t−∆τ = [I +M ]−1V t.
5 for j = 0, . . . , 2n − 1

6 V t−∆τ
j = max(payoff(Sj), V̂

t−∆τ
j )

7 End for
8End for

As shown in Alg. 1, the option value V t is updated by two steps: (i) solving a linear system (I +M)V̂ t−∆τ = V t

and (2) taking the higher value of V̂ t−∆τ
j and payoff(Sj). Now encode the option values in the amplitudes in the same

way as the European option values given in Eq. 6, and the representative quantum state is then |V t⟩ =
∑

j V
t
j |j⟩.

Given an efficient oracle to access entries within the matrix M , there are several efficient quantum algorithms for
preparing the quantum state |V̂ t−∆τ ⟩ = [I +M ]−1|V t⟩. However, we argue that achieving the comparison between

V̂ t−∆τ
j and payoff(Sj) is quantum hard.

Definition 2 (Amplitude Maximum (AM) Problem). Given N copies of valid quantum states |x⟩ =
∑2n−1

i=0 xi|i⟩ and
|y⟩ =

∑2n−1
i=0 yi|i⟩ with n qubits, where xi, yi ∈ R, prepare the quantum state

|z⟩ =

2n−1∑
i=0

max(xi, yi)|i⟩√
2n−1∑
i=0

max2(xi, yi)

(43)

by using a quantum computer.

In what follows, we demonstrate the difficulty of solving the American option problem using the above proposed
algorithm with quantum computers. In other words, the method described above would necessitate the same O(2n)
operations as classical computing, i.e. without any quantum advantage.

Theorem 1. Given N copies of valid quantum states |x⟩ =
∑2n−1

i=0 xi|i⟩ and |y⟩ =
∑2n−1

i=0 yi|i⟩ with n qubits and real
amplitudes xi, yi ∈ R, any quantum algorithm that generates |z⟩ (as shown in Eq. 43) will require N ≥ Ω(2n) samples.

Proof. We first consider the sample complexity of a quantum state classification problem: how many samples suffice

to distinguish quantum states |ψ⟩ = −
√

d−1
d |0⟩n +

√
1
d |1⟩

n and |ϕ⟩ = |0⟩n, where d = 2n. It is known that quantum

states ρ and σ are distinguishable if ∥ρ− σ∥1 ≥ 0.8 [43]. Now suppose we have m copies of |ψ⟩ and |ϕ⟩, then

∥(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|)⊗m − (|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|)⊗m∥1 ≥ 0.8 (44)

may directly result in
√
1− (1− 1/d)m ≥ 0.8, equivalently m ≥ Ω(2n).

Now suppose there exists a quantum algorithm A that can solve the AM problem with N < O(2n) copies of |x⟩
and |y⟩, that is A((|x⟩⟨x|)⊗N , (|y⟩⟨y|)⊗N ) = |z⟩⟨z|. Let the testing quantum state |test⟩ = |1⟩n, and consider a
classification program

A(·, |test⟩⟨test|). (45)

This leads to
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• A(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|⊗N , |test⟩⟨test|⊗N ) = (0, 0, · · · , 0, 1) = |1⟩n

• A(|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|⊗N , |test⟩⟨test|⊗N ) =
(

1√
2
, 0, · · · , 0, 1√

2

)
= 1√

2
(|0⟩n + |1⟩n)

which imply |ψ⟩ and |ϕ⟩ could be distinguished by a quantum algorithm with N < 2n copies and constant number of
computational basis measurements. This results in a contradiction.

X. CONCLUSION

In finance, even modest improvements in computational speed and model performance can have a substantial effect
on the profitability of a business. For instance, fast and accurate evaluation of the risk metrics in derivatives trading
is crucial in effectively hedging the risks especially under volatile market conditions.

This paper introduces an efficient end-to-end quantum algorithm for predicting the VaR/CVaR of a portfolio of
European options. Specifically, given the backward propagation time target t̄ and accuracy ϵ, our quantum algorithm
takes market sensitive parameters as inputs and generates a ϵ-approximate VaR/CVaR by running a quantum algo-

rithm with Õ(max{t̄, T − t̄}ϵ−1/2
d ϵ−4) time complexity, where ϵd represents the error induced by the discretization

approach. The essential quantum speed-up relies on matching the stock price S̃ t̄
j to its corresponding option value

V̂ (S̃ t̄
j), where the option value function lives in a high-dimensional space induced by discretization. In general, classi-

cal approaches would require transverse all option values in the look-up table, however, QPCA and QPE provide an
efficient approach to project all concerned option value functions to the concerned stock prices.

This work opens new avenues for further research. For instance, we have only considered the single stock option
pricing in this paper to demonstrate potential quantum advantages of the proposed algorithm. Multi-stock scenarios
naturally induce a high-dimensional fair option value PDE. The curse of dimensionality and the complex correlations
between different stocks within this PDE pose formidable challenges to classical algorithms. Therefore, extending this
quantum algorithm to multiple underlying stocks is an obvious next step. Furthermore, analyzing whether different
discretization strategies for the American option PDE can bypass the established ’no-go’ theorem is a topic deserving
further investigation.
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