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Abstract

Given a linear system of equations Ax = b, quantum linear system solvers (QLSSs) approximately
prepare a quantum state |x⟩ for which the amplitudes are proportional to the solution vector x. Asymp-
totically optimal QLSSs have query complexity O(κ log(1/ε)), where κ is the condition number of A,
and ε is the approximation error. However, runtime guarantees for existing optimal and near-optimal
QLSSs do not have favorable constant prefactors, in part because they rely on complex or difficult-to-
analyze techniques like variable-time amplitude amplification and adiabatic path-following. Here, we
give a conceptually simple QLSS that does not use these techniques. If the solution norm ∥x∥ is known
exactly, our QLSS requires only a single application of kernel reflection—a straightforward extension
of the eigenstate filtering (EF) technique of previous work—and the query complexity of the QLSS is
(1 + O(ε))κ ln

(
2
√
2/ε

)
. If the norm is unknown, our method allows it to be estimated up to a constant

factor using O(log log(κ)) applications of kernel projection—a direct generalization of EF—yielding a
straightforward QLSS with near-optimal O(κ log log(κ) log log log(κ) + κ log(1/ε)) total complexity. Al-
ternatively, by reintroducing a concept from the adiabatic path-following technique, we show that O(κ)
complexity can be achieved for estimating the norm up to a constant factor, yielding an optimal QLSS
with O(κ log(1/ε)) complexity while still avoiding the need to analyze the adiabatic theorem. Finally, we
give explicit upper bounds on the constant prefactors of the complexity statements: we show that the
query complexity of our optimal QLSS is at most 56κ+ 1.05κ ln(1/ε) + o(κ), saving more than an order
of magnitude compared to existing QLSS complexity guarantees.

1 Introduction

Quantum linear system solvers (QLSSs) efficiently pro-
duce a quantum state |x⟩ that encodes the solution to a
linear system of equations, Ax = b. Since their discov-
ery in 2009 [1], they have been a key driver of enthusiasm
for quantum computing. After all, the need to numer-
ically solve large linear systems appears in a multitude
of applications and already represents a key use case
for advanced classical computational hardware, such as
graphical processing units. However, compared to their
classical counterparts, quantum algorithms begin at an
orders-of-magnitude disadvantage due to slower physical
clock speeds and severe overheads from quantum error
correction (see, e.g., [2]). Thus, providing a substantial
quantum speedup with the QLSS will require making
optimizations at every level of the computational stack.

Toward this end, the asymptotic performance of the
QLSS has been steadily improved over time. The key pa-
rameters that determine the QLSS complexity are the
condition number κ of the matrix to be inverted—that
is, the ratio of its largest and smallest singular value—
and the error ε sought by the solution. The original
QLSS had cost O(κ2/ε) queries to the input data com-
prising A and b [1]. A sequence of improvements [3–9]
has reduced this complexity to O(κ log(1/ε)) [9], which
matches lower bounds showing that linear-in-κ is opti-
mal [1, 10].1

1It has additionally been claimed [9] that O(κ log(1/ε)) is
jointly optimal in both κ and 1/ε, based on forthcoming work
by Kothari and Harrow. However, at the time of this writing,

The optimal QLSS of Ref. [9] achieves this state-
of-the-art complexity by combining two techniques:
(i) eigenstate filtering (EF), and (ii) adiabatic path-
following via the “quantum walk method.” It utilizes
EF [8] to approximately project onto the ideal state |x⟩
at cost O(κ log(1/ε)). However, to apply this technique,
one must first prepare an ansatz state |xans⟩ that has
constant overlap γ = |⟨xans|x⟩| = Ω(1), so that EF
succeeds with substantial probability, and need not be
repeated more than 1/γ2 = O(1) times on average. Ex-
tending ideas first explored in Refs. [6, 7], this ansatz
state is prepared by applying a sequence of unitary
“walk” operators, where the eigenstates of the operators
follow a smoothly varying “eigenpath”—the discrete adi-
abatic theorem guarantees that if the path is traversed
sufficiently slowly, the state of the system will approxi-
mately track the eigenpath. For the QLSS, one chooses
the sequence of walk operators so that the path begins
at a simple-to-prepare state related only to the vector
b. As the sequence progresses, information about A is
introduced, and the path ends at a state from which |x⟩
can be easily extracted. Ultimately, the method pre-
pares a state |xans⟩ achieving overlap γ at total cost
O(κ/

√
1− γ2).

However, rigorous treatment of adiabatic algo-
rithms are notoriously difficult [11]. Accordingly, the
analysis of the discrete adiabatic theorem in Ref. [9] is

we are not aware of a publicly available proof of this fact. In
this paper, unless otherwise stated, when we write “optimal” and
“near-optimal” we mean only with respect to κ, where near-optimal
refers to scaling κpolylog(κ).
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θt θt

Figure 1: Illustration of the conceptual idea of our quan-
tum linear system solver. Roughly speaking, previous
methods approximately follow an adiabatic path from
an initial state |s⟩ to the solution |x⟩, depicted by the
red line, and then refine the resulting state with eigen-
state filtering (EF). In contrast, our method begins in a
known state |en⟩ that is deliberately orthogonal to |x⟩.
Given an estimate t for ∥x∥, it uses the quantum sin-
gular value transformation (QSVT) to reflect about the
solution |xt⟩ to an augmented linear system, arriving at
cos(2θt)|en⟩ + sin(2θt)|x⟩, where θt = arctan(∥x∥/t) is
the initial angle between |en⟩ and |xt⟩. Then, it projects
onto the image of I − |en⟩⟨en| (shaded plane) with suc-
cess probability sin2(2θt), to arrive at |x⟩, up to errors
induced by imperfect reflection. The success probability
is Ω(1) as long as t is a constant-factor approximation
of ∥x∥.

intricate and introduces a large constant prefactor, on
the order of 105 (see [12, Eq. (L2)]), into the rigorous
bound on the complexity of preparing the ansatz state
via the quantum walk method. A rigorous analysis [12]
of an alternative adiabatic path-following strategy called
the “randomization method” [6] has a similar conclu-
sion: ansatz state preparation is far more costly than
the subsequent EF step, even for very small values of ε.
This large cost of the QLSS—and in particular ansatz
state preparation—contributes to the large resource es-
timates reported for QLSS-based applications, such as
financial portfolio optimization [13] and solving differen-
tial equations [14]. Numerical simulations [15] on small
random linear systems of size up to 16×16 suggest that
for both the randomization method and the quantum
walk method, the constant prefactors involved are much
smaller than their explicit upper bounds. Nevertheless,
it remains desirable to have a tighter upper bound that
is guaranteed to hold for larger systems, and in the worst
case.

In this paper, we introduce a new conceptual idea,
depicted in Figure 1, that eliminates the need for ansatz
state preparation via adiabatic path-following. Briefly,
the idea is to augment the linear system by adding a sin-
gle additional variable and a single uncoupled constraint
on that variable. The solution to the augmented linear
system simultaneously has constant overlap with the so-
lution |x⟩ and with an easy-to-prepare state we label
|en⟩. Thus, we can quickly navigate from |en⟩ to |x⟩ by
approximately reflecting about the solution to the aug-

mented system—implementing this reflection is an ex-
tension of the EF technique and has cost O(κ log(1/ε)).
The result is a simper QLSS that relies only on EF-like
operations combined with a few straightforward linear
algebra observations.

A caveat is that augmenting the linear system in the
right way requires knowing (or guessing) an estimate of
the Euclidean norm ∥x∥ of the solution to the linear sys-
tem. Thus, in a sense, our work might be viewed as re-
placing the ansatz-state-preparation step in prior QLSSs
with a solution-norm-estimation step. This trade is ben-
eficial since ∥x∥ is a single real number that need only
be learned once, rather than a high-dimensional quan-
tum state that must be reprepared each time the linear
system is to be solved. If the norm is known to within a
constant multiplicative factor, our QLSS is asymptoti-
cally optimal, with O(κ log(1/ε)) cost. If the norm is un-
known, we also show that our framework offers a simple
way to learn it (up to a constant factor) in near-optimal
cost O(κ log log(κ) log log log(κ)). Alternatively, by us-
ing our method together with some of the intuition from
the adiabatic approach, we show that the norm can be
learned up to a constant factor in optimal O(κ) complex-
ity, while still avoiding the intricate analysis of the adia-
batic theorem. Furthermore, the approximation ratio of
the norm estimate can be improved from constant to 1+ε
incurring additional cost equal to O(κ log(1/ε)/ε), shav-
ing multiple log(κ) and log(1/ε) factors off of the pre-
vious state-of-the-art method for norm estimation from
Ref. [5], and nearly matching the lower bound of Ω(κ/ε)
that we show in the appendix. Depending on which
norm estimation method is used, this gives a full QLSS
with optimal or near-optimal query complexity.

In Section 2, we establish notation and background
information about the quantum linear system problem,
and in Section 3 we introduce kernel projection and ker-
nel reflection, the EF-like operations that constitute the
main technical ingredient of our QLSS. In Section 4, we
present our main algorithm for solving the quantum lin-
ear system problem when an estimate for the solution
norm is known, and in Section 5, we present several al-
gorithms for estimating the norm, along with compact,
non-optimized proofs of correctness. In Section 6, we
provide a discussion of constant prefactors, based on a
more detailed version of our QLSS that we develop in
the appendix. Finally, in Section 7 we provide some
concluding remarks.

2 The quantum linear system
problem

The input to the linear system problem is an m × n
matrix A ∈ Cm×n and a vector b ∈ Cm. The solution
is a vector x ∈ Cn for which Ax = b, assuming such
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a solution exists.2 When more than one such solution
exists, we seek the x with minimum Euclidean norm
∥x∥.

Let s = ⌈log2(1 +max(m,n))⌉ (here we add one to
leave room for an extra row/column, as discussed later).
Consider an s-qubit system with orthonormal computa-
tional basis states {|ej⟩}2

s−1
j=0 . For k ≤ 2s, we associate

k-dimensional vectors u = (u0, . . . , uk−1) ∈ Ck with
normalized s-qubit states |u⟩ = ∥u∥−1

∑k−1
j=0 uj |ej⟩, for

which the coefficients in the computational basis are
proportional to the corresponding vector entries. For
kr, kc ≤ 2s, we associate kr × kc matrices M with the
operator

∑kr−1
i=0

∑kc−1
j=0 mij |ei⟩⟨ej |, where mij are the

matrix entries of M . Then, following standard conven-
tions, we assume we have access to the data in the n-
dimensional vector b via a unitary operator Ub for which
Ub|e0⟩ = |b⟩. We also assume that ∥A∥ ≤ 1 (where
∥·∥ denotes spectral norm for matrix arguments), and
that we have access to the matrix A via a (α, a)-block-
encoding of A, that is, an (a+s)-qubit unitary operation
UA for which

A = α(⟨0|⊗a ⊗ I2s)UA(|0⟩⊗a ⊗ I2s)

where Id denotes the identity operator on a Hilbert space
of dimension d, here the Hilbert space for the s-qubit
system. Note that unitarity requires α ≥ ∥A∥, where
∥·∥ for matrix arguments denotes spectral norm.

The quantum linear system problem (QLSP) takes
as input an error parameter ε and asks to produce
a quantum state |x̃⟩ for which the trace distance
1
2∥|x⟩⟨x| − |x̃⟩⟨x̃|∥1 is at most ε, while minimizing the
number of queries to UA and Ub, as well as their con-
trolled versions and their inverses. We also accept ran-
domized algorithms that output a mixed state ρ̃ for
which 1

2∥|x⟩⟨x| − ρ̃∥1 ≤ ε. Our analysis could have been
performed for other related metrics, such as ∥|x⟩− |x̃⟩∥,
as used in Ref. [9].

Additionally, henceforth we assume the convention
that ∥b∥ = 1 and α = 1. This convention is also without
loss of generality since the quantum linear system prob-
lem asks only to prepare a quantum state proportional
to x, making it insensitive to scaling of A and b. We sup-
pose there is a known value of κ such that all nonzero
singular values of A fall in the interval [κ−1, 1]—thus κ
is an upper bound on the condition number of A, when
A is restricted to act on inputs orthogonal to its kernel.
These conventions imply that

1 ≤ ∥x∥ ≤ κ . (1)

2If no solution exists (because b is not in the column space of
A), we ideally seek the vector for which the least-squares metric
∥Ax − b∥ is minimized. However, our QLSS does not offer a so-
lution in this case, and throughout we assume that b is in the
column space of A. The least-squares case can be handled by the
near-optimal QLSS of Ref. [5].

3 Kernel projection and kernel re-
flection

Kernel projection (KP) is the term we give to the
technique of eigenstate filtering, generalized to non-
Hermitian and potentially non-square matrices. As its
name suggests, when combined with postselection, it
leads to approximate projection onto the kernel of a ma-
trix. Similarly, kernel reflection (KR) leads to approxi-
mate reflection about the kernel. In either case, the first
step is to construct a matrix G out of A and b for which
x is in the kernel. Namely, following prior work [6–8],
we let

G = QbA (2)

where the m×m matrix Qb = Im − bb† is the projector
onto the subspace orthogonal to b. The kernel of G is
the span of the kernel of A and the vector x. Here, we
note that since we have defined x to be the solution to
Ax = b of minimum norm ∥x∥, x is orthogonal to the
kernel of A. We can easily construct a (1, a + 1)-block-
encoding UG for G using one query to each of UA, Ub,
and U†

b ; see Appendix A.
Furthermore, we can assert that the smallest

nonzero singular value of G is at least κ−1, by the follow-
ing argument (see also [6, 7]). Suppose σ is a nonzero
singular value of G, with normalized left singular vec-
tor u and right singular vector v. Since σ is nonzero,
v is orthogonal to x and to the kernel of A. Moreover,
by definition of singular vectors, σu = QbAv = Av −
(b†Av)b = A(v − (b†Av)x), implying that u is in the
image of A, and also that Qbu = u. By the definition of
singular values, σ2 = u†QbAA

†Qbu = u†AA†u ≥ 1/κ2,
where the last inequality follows from the fact that u is
in the image of A, and thus can be expressed as a linear
combination of eigenvectors of AA†, all of which have
eigenvalue at least 1/κ2.

With these facts established, we can now define
the technique of kernel projection. It takes as input
two parameters (κ, η) and only works under the promise
that the nonzero singular values of G lie in the interval
[κ−1, 1] (which we proved above in the case G = QbA).
Consider an arbitrary normalized s-qubit state |ϕ⟩ =
γ|w⟩+ ν|w⊥⟩, where w is a unit vector in the kernel of
G (typically |w⟩ = |x⟩), and w⊥ is a unit vector orthog-
onal to the kernel of G. KP enacts the transformation

γ|w⟩+ ν|w⊥⟩ KP7→ γ|w⟩+ νδ1|w⊥⟩+ νδ2|w′
⊥⟩ (3)

where δ1 and δ2 are real parameters (dependent on w),
that satisfy

√
δ21 + δ22 ≤ η, and w′

⊥ is another unit vec-
tor orthogonal to w⊥ and to the kernel of G. In other
words, KP leaves the kernel ofG untouched while shrink-
ing the norm of the portion of the state orthogonal to
the kernel by a factor of η (or more). The right-hand
side is subnormalized: the probability that KP succeeds
is given by its squared-norm |γ|2 + |ν|2(δ21 + δ22). This
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probability can be small if the initial state |ϕ⟩ has small
overlap γ with the kernel of G, necessitating the step of
ansatz state preparation in prior work [8, 9].

Similarly, KR can be understood as enacting the
transformation

γ|w⟩+ν|w⊥⟩ KR7→ γ|w⟩−ν(1−δ′1)|w⊥⟩+νδ′2|w′
⊥⟩ . (4)

For fixed w and w⊥, the vector w′
⊥ in Eq. (4) is the same

as the one in Eq. (3). Moreover, we have the identities
δ′1 = 2η+2δ1

1+η and δ′2 = 2δ2
1+η , from which we can derive

relations

δ′1 ≥ 0,
√
δ′21 + δ′22 ≤ 4η

1 + η
, |δ′2| ≤

2η

1 + η
(5)

These identities are justified in Appendix B, and fol-
low from the close relationship between KP and KR.
Namely, both KP and KR are enacted as an application
of the quantum singular value transformation (QSVT)
[16, 17]. Briefly, the QSVT procedure involves preparing
the state |0⟩⊗(a+2)⊗|ϕ⟩, applying a sequence of gates in-
cluding UG and U†

G, and then postselecting on the first
register being |0⟩⊗(a+2)—success or failure of KP and
KR is heralded by the outcome of these measurements.
The circuit is constructed to preserve the right singular
vectors of G while applying a certain polynomial trans-
formation to the singular values, and the total cost of
the procedure scales with the degree of the polynomial.
To perform KP, we choose a polynomial p for which
p(0) = 1 and |p(x)| ≤ η for all x ≥ κ−1. To perform
KR, we choose a related polynomial where p(0) = 1 and
−1 ≤ p(x) ≤ −1 + 4η/(1 + η) for all x ≥ κ−1. In both
cases, the degree of this polynomial is 2ℓ, where

ℓ = ⌈κ ln(2/η)/2⌉ (6)

The cost of implementing the KP or KR unitary is ℓ calls
to the block-encoding UG, ℓ calls to its inverse U†

G, 4ℓ
multi-controlled Toffoli gates, and 2ℓ single-qubit rota-
tion gates. Details of this implementation can be found
in Appendix B.

KP is equivalent to EF when the matrix A is Her-
mitian. EF was developed in Ref. [8], where it was ap-
plied to the QLSP to give the first QLSS with error
dependence strictly linear in log(1/ε). The idea was to
use existing QLSSs to first produce a state |xans⟩ with
γ = Ω(1) overlap with |x⟩, and then apply EF to project
to a state ε-close to |x⟩, succeeding with probability
roughly |γ|2. Later, Ref. [9] showed that a QLSS based
on the discrete adiabatic theorem can produce a state
|xans⟩ with O(κ/

√
1− γ2) complexity, which, combined

with EF and taking γ = Ω(1), gives an optimal QLSS
with overall O(κ log(1/ε)) complexity.

4 Optimal QLSS given constant-
factor estimate for norm

The main conceptual idea presented in this paper is to
form an augmented linear system by introducing one
new variable to the system, and adding one new (un-
coupled) linear constraint involving that variable. This
adds a known singular vector to the linear system, with
a known, tunable singular value. If the known singular
value is chosen appropriately, then the solution to the
augmented linear system simultaneously has substantial
overlap with the solution |x⟩ of the original linear sys-
tem, and with the known singular vector. This pro-
duces a navigable path from the known singular vector
to the solution |x⟩ that bypasses the need for sophis-
ticated ansatz-preparation methods—a shortcut to an
optimal QLSS.

Recall that ∥b∥ = 1 and ∥A∥ ≤ 1 by convention,
and that this implies that 1 ≤ ∥x∥ ≤ κ. Let t ∈ [1, κ] be
an estimate of ∥x∥ and define

θt = arctan

(∥x∥
t

)
. (7)

Let At be an (m+1)× (n+1) matrix, where the upper
left m × n block is A, the lower right entry is 1/t, and
the other entries are zero:

At = A+
1

t
emen

† =

A 0

0 t−1

 . (8)

All nonzero singular values of At lie in the interval
[κ−1, 1]. Furthermore, define

b′ =
1√
2
(b+ em) =

b/√2

1/
√
2

 (9)

It is then easy to verify that the solution to the aug-
mented system Atxt = b′ is

xt =
1√
2
(x+ ten) =

x/√2

t/
√
2

 . (10)

The vectors x, xt, and en are depicted in Figure 1. All
three lie in the plane spanned by x and en with θt the
angle between en and xt.

With one ancilla qubit and one controlled query to
Ub, we can easily construct a unitary Ub′ that prepares
|b′⟩. Similarly, with one controlled query to UA, we can
construct a (1, a + 1)-block-encoding UAt

for At. This
block-encoding can be turned into a (1, a + 2)-block-
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encoding UGt of the matrix (cf. Eq. (2))

Gt = Qb′At (11)

for which xt lies in the kernel, and the nonzero singu-
lar values are contained in [κ−1, 1]; these block-encoding
constructions are provided in Appendix A.

Our main algorithm proposes to begin in the state
|en⟩ and end in the orthogonal state |x⟩. In this journey
through the n-dimensional Hilbert space, the vector |xt⟩
is the essential landmark that charts the correct path.
The QSVT-based technique of KR provides the vehicle
for traversing this path, using the matrix Gt as its com-
pass, as Gt encodes |xt⟩ into its kernel. As we will see,
KR is most effective when the state |xt⟩ lies equally far
from |en⟩ and |x⟩, corresponding to θt = π/4. If θt is
larger or too smaller, the algorithm requires more repe-
titions due to reduced success probability.

Formally, the algorithm takes as input the value of
κ, as well as a choice for t ∈ [1, κ] and for η ∈ (0, 1]. The
procedure has three steps, described in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: QLSS given norm estimate
Input: (A, b, κ, η, t)
Output: |x̃⟩ with probability psucc, or “fail” with

probability 1− psucc

1 Prepare |en⟩
2 Apply KR to approximately reflect about the

kernel of Gt (defined in Eq. (11)), with
parameters (κ, η). If KR fails, output “fail.”

3 Project onto span{|ej⟩}n−1
j=0 to produce |x̃⟩, by

measuring the operator I − |en⟩⟨en|. If
projection fails, output “fail.”

We now analyze each step of this algorithm. The
state prepared in step 1 can be decomposed as

|en⟩ = cos(θt)|xt⟩+ sin(θt)|yt⟩ (12)

where

|xt⟩ = sin(θt)|x⟩+ cos(θt)|en⟩ , (13)
|yt⟩ = − cos(θt)|x⟩+ sin(θt)|en⟩ (14)

are orthogonal states. Since |xt⟩ is in the kernel of Gt

and |yt⟩ is orthogonal to |xt⟩ and to the kernel of At (to
see this, observe that both |x⟩ and |en⟩ are orthogonal
to the kernel of At), we can assert that |yt⟩ is orthogonal
to the kernel of Gt. Thus, we may invoke Eq. (4), and
we find that step 2 sends this state to

cos(θt)|xt⟩ − (1− δ′1) sin(θt)|yt⟩+ δ′2 sin(θt)|z⟩ (15)

where δ′1 and δ′2 obey Eq. (5). The state |z⟩ is a unit
vector orthogonal to |xt⟩ and |yt⟩, and therefore orthog-
onal to |x⟩ and |en⟩. Step 3 filters out |en⟩, bringing

the state to

|x̃⟩ ∝ cos(θt) sin(θt)(2− δ′1)|x⟩+ δ′2 sin(θt)|z⟩ . (16)

The probability that steps 2 and 3 both succeed,
denoted by psucc, is given by the squared norm of the
subnormalized state on the right-hand side of Eq. (16).
Using Eq. (5), it is seen to satisfy the bounds

sin2(2θt)
(1− η)

2

(1 + η)
2 ≤ psucc ≤ sin2(2θt) +

4η2

(1 + η)2
(17)

where the lower (upper) bound is generated by replacing
δ′1 with its maximum (minimum) value and δ′2 with its
minimum (maximum) value. The success probability is
plotted in Figure 2 for η → 0. Examining Eq. (16), the
normalized state |x̃⟩ is seen to satisfy

1

2
∥|x⟩⟨x| − |x̃⟩⟨x̃|∥1 =

√
1− |⟨x|x̃⟩|2 (18)

= |δ′2| sin(θt)p−1/2
succ (19)

≤ η +O(η2)

cos(θt)
(20)

Actually, a more careful analysis, performed in Theo-
rem 1 of Appendix C, shows that the unspecified O(η2)
term in the final line above is not necessary.

The cost of step 2 is ℓ = ⌈κ ln(2/η)/2⌉ controlled
queries to each of UA andU†

A, and 2ℓ controlled queries
to each of Ub and U†

b , as well as O(ℓ) other gates. The
cost of step 3 is a single multi-controlled Toffoli gate,
which can be used to set an ancilla to 1 only if the state is
|en⟩. See Figure 10 in Appendix C for more information
on the implementation of the three steps.

If the norm estimate t is a constant-factor ap-
proximation of ∥x∥—that is, t ∈ [β−1∥x∥, β∥x∥]
for some κ-independent constant β = O(1), then
sin2(2θt) = 4∥x∥2t2/(∥x∥2 + t2)2 = Ω(1) and cos(θt) =
t/
√

∥x∥2 + t2 = Ω(1). Setting η = Θ(ε), we conclude
that the algorithm need only be repeated an expected
O(1) number of times to successfully produce an output,
and once it does, the output state |x̃⟩ solves the QLSP
to error ε. The total expected query complexity is

Q = O(κ log(1/ε)) . (21)

Furthermore, if t is exactly equal to the norm ∥x∥, then
sin(2θt) = 1 and cos(θt) = 1/

√
2, so we may choose η =

ε/
√
2 and find that the expected total query complexity

to UA and U†
A is given by

Q = (1 +O(ε))κ ln
(
2
√
2/ε
)
. (22)

See Corollary 1 of Appendix C for a more precise state-
ment of the complexity in terms of the approximation
ratio β.
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Algorithm 1

Kernel projection

Figure 2: Success probability of Algorithm 1 and of the
kernel projection protocol of Eq. (26), as a function of
the approximation ratio t/∥x∥, in the limit that the pre-
cision parameter η → 0.

5 Estimating the norm

To achieve O(κ log(1/ε)) query complexity, Algorithm 1
requires that the input parameter t is chosen to approx-
imate ∥x∥ up to a constant multiplicative factor. How-
ever, ∥x∥ is generally not known, other than that it lies
in the interval [1, κ]. Note that the optimal and near-
optimal QLSSs based on adiabatic path-following do not
offer a straightforward way to also estimate ∥x∥—the
ability to produce |x⟩ in optimal O(κ) complexity is
not alone sufficient for optimal norm estimation. For
example, one could try estimating ∥x∥ by applying the
block-encoding UA to the vector |0⟩⊗a|x⟩, producing the
state ∥x∥−1|0⟩⊗a|b⟩+ |⊥⟩, where |⊥⟩ is a state for which
(⟨0|⊗a ⊗ I2s)|⊥⟩ = 0. The norm ∥x∥ could then be read
out via overlap estimation [18] with the state |0⟩⊗a|b⟩.
However, gaining a constant factor approximation to
the overlap in this fashion requires O(∥x∥) queries to
the procedure that prepares |x⟩, for total complexity
O(κ∥x∥), which can be as large as O(κ2).

The QLSS based on the variable-time amplitude
estimation technique provides a method to gener-
ate a (1 + ε)-factor approximation for ∥x∥ in near-
optimal O(κε−1 log2(κε−1) log3(κ) log log(κ)) complex-
ity [5, Corollary 32]. However, this still leaves consid-
erable room for improvement, both in performance and
in conceptual transparency. In contrast, our approach
offers several immediate near-optimal options for esti-
mating the norm.

5.1 Exhaustive search in log space

The simplest method for norm estimation is an exhaus-
tive search in log space: we can recognize when t is a
good approximation of ∥x∥ by the fact that Algorithm 1

has high success probability—thus, we can simply run
Algorithm 1 on a geometrically increasing sequence of
choices of t until we have found one that leads to suc-
cess.

We now provide a concrete implementation and
compact proof of correctness for this approach. Suppose
we seek a multiplicative 2-approximation to ∥x∥. Equiv-
alently, we may find an additive ln(2)-approximation to
χ = ln(∥x∥). We consider the set

T = {0, ln(2), 2 ln(2), . . . , ⌈log2(κ)⌉ ln(2)} (23)

Let τ∗ denote the element of T that is nearest to
χ, which is guaranteed to be an additive ln(2)/2-
approximation for χ. Since τ∗ is an additive ln(2)/2-
approximation to χ, we have sin2(2θeτ∗ ) = 4e2τ

∗+2χ

(e2τ∗+e2χ)2
≥

8/9 (see Figure 2). Now, fix the precision parame-
ter for Algorithm 1 to η = 0.025, ensuring that (1 −
η)2/(1 + η)2 ≥ 9/10 and 4η2/(1 + η)2 ≤ 1/100. By
Eq. (17), the success probability of Algorithm 1 when
t = eτ

∗
satisfies psucc ≥ (8/9)(9/10) = 0.8. Mean-

while, for any value of τ that is more than ln(2)-far
from χ, we have sin2(2θeτ ) < 16

25 , and by Eq. (17),
psucc < 16

25 + 1
100 = 0.65. Having established these

bounds, we run Algorithm 1

k = ⌈100 ln(20|T |)⌉ = O(log log(κ)) (24)

times for each of the |T | candidate values of τ , and by
observing the fraction of times it succeeds, we compute
an estimate p̃τ of the success probability for each candi-
date. By Hoeffding’s inequality, for all τ ∈ T , it holds
that Pr[p̃τ − psucc ≥ 0.075] ≤ e−2(0.075)2k ≤ 1/(20|T |),
and similarly Pr[psucc − p̃τ ≥ 0.075] satisfies the same
bound. By the union bound, there is at most 0.05 proba-
bility that either pτ∗ ≤ 0.725 or that pτ ≥ 0.725 for some
candidate τ that is not an additive ln(2)-approximation
to χ. Thus, with probability 0.95, at least one of our
estimates will satisfy p̃τ > 0.725 and if we output t = eτ

for the first τ we find for which this is the case, that
value of t will be a multiplicative 2-approximation to
∥x∥. This proves that the output of the algorithm is a
multiplicative 2-approximation to ∥x∥ with high proba-
bility.

The total query complexity to controlled-UA and
controlled-U†

A is

Q = 2k|T |⌈κ ln(2/η)/2⌉ = O(κ log(κ) log log(κ)) . (25)

In Lemma 4 of Appendix D, we provide a more for-
mal analysis of a slightly different implementation that
achieves the same complexity, with better constant pref-
actors on the complexity. This query complexity can
be improved to O(κ

√
log(κ) log log(κ)) by straightfor-

wardly replacing the exhaustive search above with a
Grover search [19, 20], which we analyze in Lemma 5
of Appendix D.
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5.2 Binary search in log space

Furthermore, with a bit more thought, the query com-
plexity can be made even closer to linear-in-κ using a
binary search for τ = ln(t). Here, rather than running
Algorithm 1, we use KP to detect if a candidate value
of τ is too large or too small. Specifically, suppose we
prepare the state |en⟩, as in step 1 of Algorithm 1, and
then we run step 2 using KP in place of KR. Invoking
Eq. (3), we arrive at the state (cf. Eq. (15))

cos(θt)|xt⟩+ sin(θt)δ1|yt⟩+ sin(θt)δ2|z⟩ (26)

where
√
δ21 + δ22 ≤ η. The success probability qsucc of

KP is given by the squared norm of the above state,
which satisfies

cos2(θt) ≤ qsucc ≤ cos2(θt) + η2 sin2(θt) . (27)

The function cos2(θt) is plotted in Figure 2; it is mono-
tonically increasing on the relevant interval and equal
to 1/2 exactly at t = ∥x∥. Thus, estimating the success
probability qsucc of KP for a certain choice of τ = ln(t)
offers a mechanism for determining whether τ ≥ χ or
τ < χ, enabling a (noisy) binary search.

We now provide a concrete implementation for this
noisy binary search. Fix η =

√
1/8. We maintain a

set S of “active” candidates, and initially set S = T . We
choose τ to be the median of S, and we round the median
to the closest element of S, breaking ties arbitrarily. We
run KP

k = ⌈72 ln
(
40⌈log3/2(|T |)⌉

)
⌉ = O(log log log(κ)) (28)

times with t = eτ , and we compute an estimate q̃ for
qsucc based on the fraction of these k trials that succeed.
If q̃ > 1/2, we eliminate all elements of S less than
τ ; otherwise we eliminate all elements greater than τ .
As long as |S| > 2, we are guaranteed to eliminate at
least 1/3 fraction of the elements. We repeat the process
of choosing τ to be the median of S, estimating q̃, and
eliminating part of S, a total of ⌈log3/2 |T |⌉ times, which
reduces the size of S to at most 2. If S = {τ}, we output
t = eτ as the estimate for ∥x∥. If S = {τ, τ + ln(2)}, we
output t = eτ+ln(2)/2.

To show correctness, we argue that with high prob-
ability, at every step of the algorithm there is at least one
element of the active set S that is an additive ln(2)/2-
approximation for χ. Hence, in either case (S = {τ}
or S = {τ, τ + ln(2)}) the output is a multiplica-
tive 2-approximation for ∥x∥. Specifically, by Hoeffd-
ing’s inequality, Pr[|q̃ − qsucc| ≥ 1/12] ≤ 2e−2k/144 ≤
1/(20⌈log3/2(|T |)⌉), and by the union bound, there is at
most 0.05 probability that any of the estimates across
all ⌈log3/2(|T |)⌉ steps have error more than 1/12. If τ
is not an additive ln(2)/2 approximation of ∥x∥, then
by Eq. (27), qsucc lies outside the interval [10/24, 2/3].

Thus, in the 0.95 fraction of cases where |q̃ − qsucc| <
1/12 holds in all steps, the search always correctly de-
cides whether τ > χ or τ ≤ χ, unless τ is an addi-
tive ln(2)/2-approximation to χ. However, since we al-
ways keep τ in the set (eliminating only elements that
are larger than or smaller than τ), we conclude that,
whether or not τ is an additive ln(2)/2-approximation,
the active set S is guaranteed to retain at least one el-
ement that is an additive ln(2)/2-approximation of χ.
This proves that the output of the algorithm is a multi-
plicative 2-approximation to ∥x∥ with high probability.

The overall query complexity is

Q = 2k⌈log3/2(|T |)⌉⌈κ ln(2/η)/2⌉ (29)

= O(κ log log(κ) log log log(κ)) (30)

More sophisticated algorithms for noisy binary
search may be able to eliminate the log log log(κ) fac-
tor. This large body of work (e.g., [21–24]) has estab-
lished that the optimal approach in settings like this
one is to maintain a belief distribution over the possible
estimates τ , initially uniform. Each step of the algo-
rithm chooses τ to be the median of the distribution
and queries whether τ > χ. This query returns a noisy
answer, and the algorithm responds by updating its be-
lief distribution according to Bayes’ rule. This approach
may allow us to exploit the additional information we
have in our setting, namely, that the probability that
KP succeeds follows (up to O(η2) precision) a known
functional form, depicted in Figure 2.

5.3 Achieving linear-in-κ complexity
The methods sketched above do not depend on sophis-
ticated techniques or analytical methods, other than
QSVT with filtering polynomials, yet they achieve
nearly linear-in-κ asymptotic scaling, superior to pre-
vious known methods for estimating the norm.

We can also combine the observations above with
some of the ideas behind adiabatic path-following to
achieve strictly linear-in-κ complexity. Specifically, we
propose to estimate the norm of a sequence of linear sys-
tems of increasing condition number, where the norm of
the solution to the final linear system in the sequence
equals ∥x∥. The linear systems are related in such a
way that the norm cannot change by more than a con-
stant factor from one step to the next. Thus, if we
have an estimate of the norm for one linear system,
we need only search over a constant-sized interval for
the norm of the next linear system—this eliminates the
polylog(κ) factors from the norm estimation methods
proposed in Section 5.1 and Section 5.2 (specifically, the
same analysis goes through with |T | = O(1) rather than
|T | = O(log(κ))).

The sequence of linear systems is parameterized by
σ ∈ [κ−1, 1] and inspired by the adiabatic path followed
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by the QLSS in Ref. [6] and successors. To define it, let

f(σ) =

√
σ2κ2 − 1

κ2 − 1
, (31)

chosen so that f(σ)2 + (1 − f(σ)2)κ−2 = σ2. Observe
that f(σ) is monotonically increasing for σ ∈ [κ−1, 1]
with f(κ−1) = 0 and f(1) = 1. Then, we construct a
linear system

Āσx̄σ = b . (32)

Here for clarity we interpret b as a length-2s vector by
padding it with 2s − m zeros. Let n̄ = 2s − n and
m̄ = 2s − m and define the 2s × 2s+1 matrix Āσ as
follows

Āσ =


n n̄ m m̄

m
√

1− f(σ)2A 0 f(σ)Im 0

m̄ 0 0 0 0

 (33)

where the sizes of each block are included for conve-
nience. In essence, Āσ is really an m× (n+m) matrix,
but the explicit zero padding in Eq. (33) ensures that
the two parts of the matrix separated by the vertical
line are each square 2s × 2s blocks. This convention
makes it more natural to construct a block-encoding for
Āσ on an (s+ 1)-qubit system. In particular, if we fur-
ther zero-pad Āσ to be a square 2s+1 × 2s+1 matrix, we
may identify it with the (s+1)-qubit operator equivalent
to √

1− f(σ)2|0⟩⟨0| ⊗A+ f(σ)|0⟩⟨1| ⊗ Im (34)

where Im is the operator for which Im|ej⟩ = |ej⟩ if
j < m and Im|ej⟩ = 0 otherwise (although the following
results would still hold if Im were replaced with I2s).
Under this identification, we give a block-encoding for
Āσ using one controlled-query to UA in Appendix A.
Unlike previous methods [12], we do not use the standard
LCU technique to combine the two terms, which would
have given a normalization factor

√
1− f(σ)2+f(σ) > 1

when σ ∈ (κ−1, 1). Note also that here we avoid relying
upon the Hermitianized version

[
0 A
A† 0

]
of the matrix A,

as in prior work, which saves a factor of two on the query
complexity.

Intuitively, the purpose of Āσ is that by tuning the
value of σ, we can introduce information about the ma-
trix A and its spectrum gradually: when σ = 1, Āσ has
no dependence on A, and when σ = κ−1, it has full de-
pendence. Crucially, the condition number of Āσ grows
as σ decreases; it can be upper bounded by σ−1 (as jus-
tified later). Thus, as σ is reduced, we can begin to
extract some information about ∥x∥ without paying the
full O(κ) cost associated with the matrix A.

We can derive an explicit expression for the solution
x̄σ to the equation Āσx̄σ = b in terms of the singular

value decomposition (SVD) of A. Specifically, let A =∑
j ςjujvj

† be a SVD of A, with ςj ̸= 0 for all j, and
interpreting uj and vj as length-2s normalized vectors.
Let b =

∑
j wjuj be the decomposition of b into left

singular vectors of A, which is guaranteed to exist since
we have assumed that Ax = b has a solution. Define
the length-2s+1 normalized vector

v̄σ,j =
1√

(1− f(σ)2)ς2j + f(σ)2


√
1− f(σ)2ςjvj

f(σ)uj


(35)

Since the sets {uj} and {vj} are each orthonormal, the
set {v̄σ,j} is also orthonormal. In fact, it can be verified
that {v̄σ,j} are the right singular vectors of Āσ, and the
corresponding left singular vector is uj and correpsond-
ing singular value is

√
f(σ)2 + (1− f(σ)2)ς2j . Thus, by

applying the inverted singular values to the decomposi-
tion of b, we may assert that

x̄σ =
∑
j

wj√
f(σ)2 + (1− f(σ)2)ς2j

v̄σ,j . (36)

Matrix-vector block multiplication of Āσx̄σ yields b,
verifying that x̄σ is a solution to the system. The fact
that x̄σ is the solution of minimal Euclidean norm fol-
lows from the fact that it is orthogonal to the kernel of
Āσ (it is a linear combination of right singular vectors
of Āσ associated with nonzero singular values).

To apply the framework described in this paper to
the matrix Āσ, we will need to augment the linear sys-
tem, as described in Section 4. In this instance, we
augment to form the matrix Āσ,t = Āσ + t−1emen

†

(cf. Eq. (8))

Āσ,t =



n 1 n̄−1 m m̄

m
√
1− f(σ)2A 0 0 f(σ)Im 0

1 0 t−1 0 0 0

m̄−1 0 0 0 0 0


(37)

for which we have the linear system Āσ,tx̄σ,t = b′. This
choice of augmentation avoids the need to expand the
Hilbert space and use more than s + 1 qubits. The re-
lationship between x̄σ,t and x̄σ is the same as the rela-
tionship between xt and x, enabling the methods from
prior sections to be directly applied.

Before proceeding, we must establish a few addi-
tional properties of the linear system.

1. All nonzero singular values of Āσ lie in the interval
[σ, 1].

2. ∥x̄1∥ = 1 and ∥x̄1/κ∥ = ∥x∥.
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3. For all κ−1 ≤ σ ≤ σ′ ≤ 1, it holds that 1 ≤
∥x̄σ∥/∥x̄σ′∥ ≤ σ′/σ.

Property 1 follows from the fact that ĀσĀ
†
σ = f(σ)2Im+

(1 − f(σ)2)AA† has all nonzero eigenvalues in [σ2, 1]
by construction. Property 2 follows by inspection of
Eq. (36), and the fact that f(1) = 1 and f(1/κ) = 0. In
particular, we see that ∥x̄1/κ∥2 =

∑
j |wj |2ς−2

j = ∥x∥2.
To verify property 3, first note that due to the mono-
tonicity of f and the fact that κ−1 ≤ ςj ≤ 1, we have

1 ≤
(f(σ′)2 + (1− f(σ′)2)ς2j )

1/2

(f(σ)2 + (1− f(σ)2)ς2j )
1/2

(38)

=
(σ′2 + (1− f(σ′)2)(ς2j − κ−2))1/2

(σ2 + (1− f(σ)2)(ς2j − κ−2))1/2
≤ σ′

σ
(39)

for any σ ≤ σ′. Thus, working from Eq. (36), we have

∥x̄σ∥
∥x̄σ′∥ =

√∑
j |wj |2(f(σ)2 + (1− f(σ)2)ς2j )

−1√∑
j |wj |2(f(σ′)2 + (1− f(σ′)2)ς2j )

−1

≤

√∑
j |wj |2(f(σ)2 + (1− f(σ)2)ς2j )

−1√∑
j |wj |2 σ2

σ′2 (f(σ)2 + (1− f(σ)2)ς2j )
−1

=
σ′

σ
(40)

Now we are ready to describe the algorithm. We
propose to learn ∥x∥ = ∥x̄1/κ∥ by sequentially estimat-
ing the norm of ∥x̄2−j∥ for j = 0, 1, . . . , log2(κ) (for sim-
plicity, here we round κ up to the closest exact power
of 2). For j = 0, we use the estimate t0 = 1, which is
exact, by property 2 above. We then aim to generate
estimates t1, t2, . . . , tlog2(κ)

such that each tj is a multi-
plicative 2-approximation of ∥x̄2−j∥.

The key insight is that, from property 3, if tj−1 is
a valid 2-approximation, i.e. ∥x̄2−j+1∥ ∈ [tj−1/2, 2tj−1],
then it must hold that ∥x̄2−j∥ ∈ [tj−1/2, 4tj−1]. We
can find a 2-approximation tj to ∥x̄2−j∥ by exhaustively
(or binarily) searching O(1) candidates in this interval—
that is, whereas the analysis in prior subsections re-
quired the size of the set T of candidates to grow as
O(log(κ)) (see Eq. (23)), here we have |T | = 1 instead.
Furthermore, the cost of running KR or KP for a par-
ticular candidate is reduced due to the fact that the
condition number of Ā2−j is only 2j , as seen in property
1.

Ultimately, from Eq. (25), the expected query com-
plexity of producing the estimate tj using the exhaus-
tive search method is O(2j |T | log(|T |)) = O(2j), and
the probability that tj is not a valid 2-approximation—
conditioned on tj−1 being a valid 2-approximation—is
at most 0.05. To suppress this conditional failure prob-
ability from 0.05 to δ, we perform median amplification
[25, Lemma 1] at multiplicative overhead O(log(1/δ))

to the query complexity. Naively, we might choose
δ = O(1/ log(κ)) so that there is high probability that
all log2(κ) steps succeed; however, if we do so then the
final step, for which the condition number is κ, will have
complexity O(κ log(1/δ)) = O(κ log log(κ)) complexity.

Instead, we employ a version of the “log log trick”
[26], choosing δ to be smaller when j is smaller—we
can afford to do more median amplification at the be-
ginning of the sequence because the condition number
is smaller and the norm estimation is cheaper. Specifi-
cally, we use median amplification to suppress the fail-
ure probability of step j to e−Ω(1+log2(κ)−j), at mul-
tiplicative overhead O(1 + log2(κ) − j), and we con-
clude that the overall expected query cost of step j is
O(2j(1 + log2(κ)− j)). By the union bound, the proba-
bility that at least one of the steps fails to generate a 2-
approximation is upper bounded by a geometrically de-
caying series

∑log2(κ)
j=1 e−Ω(1+log2(κ)−j), which is at most

a small constant. Thus, with high probability all of
the steps succeed, and the output is a multiplicative 2-
approximation for ∥x1/κ∥ = ∥x∥.

The overall total query complexity is upper
bounded by the sum of the query complexity of the
log2(κ) steps, given by

Q =

log2(κ)∑
j=1

O(2j(1 + log2(κ)− j)) (41)

≤ O(κ)

∞∑
j′=0

2−j′(1 + j′) ≤ O(κ) (42)

where we have substituted j′ = log2(κ) − j and upper
bounded the finite sum by its infinite extension.

In summary, the method solves the norm estima-
tion problem up to a constant factor with optimal O(κ)
query complexity. It does so by leveraging an idea that is
inspired by adiabatic path-following; in fact, it follows
essentially the same family of linear systems as prior
adiabatic solvers. However, the analysis is fairly simple,
and crucially it avoids the need for rigorous analysis of
the adiabatic theorem.

By first estimating the norm with this method and
then running Algorithm 1 to produce |x̃⟩, we obtain a
method for solving the QLSP with overall query com-
plexity O(κ log(1/ε)). In Section E.2 of the appendix,
we give a more detailed specification of an optimal QLSS
with O(κ log(1/ε)) complexity, which follows the same
general approach sketched above, and we analyze its
complexity, including constant prefactors, in Theorem 4.

5.4 Improving the approximation ratio

We have now seen several methods for obtaining a
constant-factor approximation to the norm ∥x∥. How-
ever, in many instances we may wish to improve the ap-
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proximation ratio of our estimate. For one, the success
probability of Algorithm 1 increases (approaching 1) as
the accuracy of the norm estimate improves, motivat-
ing us to seek the best possible estimate. Additionally,
some applications require not only access to the normal-
ized state |x⟩, but also a precise estimate for ∥x∥ that
is correct up to small relative error—see Section 7.

Given a multiplicative 2-approximation t ∈
[∥x∥/2, 2∥x∥], one can improve the estimate to a multi-
plicative (1 + ε)-approximation

tout ∈ [(1 + ε)−1∥x∥, (1 + ε)∥x∥] (43)

using amplitude estimation [27] (the method is eas-
ily generalized to handle input approximations with
constant-factors worse than 2), as we now explain. Am-
plitude estimation allows one to estimate the quantity
∥Π|ψ⟩∥2 to additive precision ν, using O(1/ν) calls to a
procedure for preparing |ψ⟩ and the ability to recognize
when a state is in the image of a projector Π [27]. Let
η =

√
ε/100 and, as in Section 5.2, consider the proce-

dure that prepares |en⟩ and applies KP for the matrix
Gt. The success probability q of this procedure can be
cast as a measurable quantity ∥Π|ψ⟩∥2, and by Eq. (27),
it lies within η2 = ε/100 of the quantity

qt = cos2(θt) = t2/(t2 + ∥x∥2) ∈ [0.2, 0.8] . (44)

Using O(1/ε) queries to this KP procedure, amplitude
estimation can produce an estimate q̃ for q that is correct
up to additive error ε/100, with probability 0.95. In
this 0.95 fraction of cases, by the triangle inequality, we
have |q̃ − qt| ≤ ε/50. Furthermore, defining the relative
error as ∆ = q̃/qt − 1, we have |∆| ≤ ε/10. Then, to
produce an estimate for ∥x∥, one can take the result q̃
of amplitude estimation and output the quantity

tout =
t
√
1− q̃√
q̃

=
t
√
1− qt(1 + ∆)√
qt(1 + ∆)

=
t
√

∥x∥2

t2 −∆
√
1 + ∆

= ∥x∥

√
1− t2∆

∥x∥2

√
1 + ∆

. (45)

Since t2/∥x∥2 ≤ 4 and |∆| ≤ ε/10, the output is guar-
anteed to be multiplicative (1 + ε)-approximation for
∥x∥. Accounting for O(1/ε) calls to KP, each costing
O(κ log(1/η)), the total complexity is O(κ log(1/ε)/ε).

Since the query complexity of obtaining the 2-
approximation in the first place is O(κ) using the
method from Section 5.3, we have thus established that
the total query complexity to obtain a multiplicative
(1 + ε)-approximation of ∥x∥ is

Q = O(κ log(1/ε)/ε) (46)

In Theorem 5 of Appendix F, building on the method
of Ref. [10], we derive a lower bound on the query com-

plexity of this task when ε < 1/4 of

Q = Ω(min(κ/ε,N)) , (47)

where N is the size of the matrix A. Thus, we have
established optimal-in-κ query complexity for norm es-
timation, and our ε dependence is off by a single loga-
rithmic factor. It is an interesting question for future
work to tighten the ε dependence of the complexity of
norm estimation.

6 Constant prefactor analysis

The constant prefactors and explicit complexity ex-
pressions for the QLSS are important for determining
whether applications based on the QLSS are viable. We
derived the asymptotic complexities of several distinct
norm estimation methods in Section 5; the ability to esti-
mate the norm up to a constant multiplicative factor im-
plies a full-fledged QLSS at the cost of O(κ log(1/ε)) ad-
ditional complexity. However, the implementations and
proofs provided for these algorithms were optimized for
simplicity and ease of presentation, rather than for their
constant prefactors. In Section E.1 of the appendix, we
provide detailed analyses of two QLSS methods, one that
uses a variant of the exhaustive search method for learn-
ing the norm, and one that additionally applies ampli-
tude amplification. We arrive at explicit complexity ex-
pressions in Theorem 2 and Theorem 3. In deriving these
methods, we have put a bit more thought into reducing
the constant factors, although there remains room for
improvement. For example, in Algorithm 3 (analyzed
in Theorem 2), rather than exhaustively searching over
a discrete set of candidate estimates τ = ln(t) for the
norm ∥x∥, we opt to choose τ (nearly) uniformly at ran-
dom from the continuum, repeating this process until
we find a t for which Algorithm 1 succeeds. We do not
need to spend queries repeating Algorithm 1 many times
to become confident in this value of t, and we need not
re-run KR using the value of t we find; we can pro-
ceed directly to the KP step that refines the state to
error ε to solve the QLSP. Ultimately, we achieve com-
plexity that scales as O(κ log(κ) log log(κ)), but this is
upper bounded by the easier-to-use expression reported
in Table 1 and Eq. (128) when κ ∈ [3, 106], which cov-
ers the vast majority of practical cases. See Eq. (130)
for the analogous expression for the amplitude-amplified
method.

In Section E.2, we give a detailed analysis of an opti-
mal QLSS (Algorithm 4). which resembles the QLSS de-
scribed in Section 5.3 and also has optimal O(κ log(1/ε))
complexity. One difference is that with each step in the
sequence, Algorithm 4 increases the condition number
of the linear system by a factor of about 20, rather than
a factor of 2. Furthermore, rather than learning a mul-
tiplicative 2-approximation of the norm at each step,
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QLSS method Asymptotic complexity
+ O(κ log(1/ε))

Explicit upper bound
(κ ∈ [3, 106])

Value at
(κ, ε) = (105, 10−10)

pr
io

r Quantum walk method [9] O(κ) 234470κ+ 4κ ln(2/ε) 234562κ

Randomization method [6] O(κ log(κ)) 162κ ln(κ) + 188κ+ 5.2κ ln(1/ε) [12] 2173κ

th
is

w
or

k

Augmented linear system KR
with exhaustive norm search O(κ log(κ) log log(κ)) 6κ ln(κ) + 6κ+ 1.1κ ln(1/ε) 83κ

Augmented linear system KR
with Grover norm search O(κ

√
log(κ) log log(κ)) 10κ

√
ln(κ) + 1 + 12κ+ 1.1κ ln(1/ε) 66κ

Augmented linear system KR
with binary norm search O(κ log log(κ) log log log(κ)) not analyzed not analyzed

Augmented linear system KR
with adiabatic norm search O(κ) 56κ+ 1.05κ log(1/ε) 80κ

Table 1: A comparison of our proposed QLSS methods with previous optimal and near-optimal methods for which
explicit query complexity bounds have been derived. The explicit upper bounds omit subleading terms, and the
rows for Grover and exhaustive search replace doubly and triply logarithmic factors with their maximum values on
the domain κ ∈ [3, 106] for compactness—see Section E.1 for more detailed expressions. In all cases, the evaluation
of the bound at κ = 105 and ε = 10−10 is calculated using the exact expression. For the quantum walk method, a
numerical calculation of the bound on the domain κ ∈ [1, 50] suggested the bound is about 20 times smaller, but
here we report the fully rigorous bound [9]. Additionally, the estimates for the quantum walk and randomization
method include an additional factor of 2 compared to the numerical values reported elsewhere (e.g., in Refs. [9, 12])
because when A is non-Hermitian they require two queries to UA to block-encode the Hermitianized

[
0 A
A† 0

]
. We

expect the practical performance of all of these methods to be significantly better than their bounds.

it targets an approximation ratio that begins large and
gradually decreases with each step. The decreasing ap-
proximation ratio plays the role of median amplification
and represents a different manifestation of the log log
trick. Some aspects of the analysis are fairly tedious
(perhaps reflecting the fact that this method is more
complicated than the others considered), but crucially
there is no need for the adiabatic theorem. Ultimately,
we prove in Theorem 4 that the method achieves ex-
pected complexity upper bounded by

Q ≤ 56.0κ+ 1.05κ ln

(√
1− ε2

ε

)
+ 2.78 ln(κ)

3
+ 3.17 ,

(48)
which holds for any κ and ε.

Table 1 compares these complexity statements to
the rigorous bounds provided for the quantum walk
method [9] and the randomization method [6]. We see
that all of our methods yield considerable savings of
more than an order of magnitude. The rigorous guaran-
tee provided by the asymptotically near-optimal method
using “Grover norm search” is actually better than the
asymptotically optimal “adiabatic norm search” method
for κ ≈ 106. Indeed, it is quite possible that an asymp-
totically suboptimal method could ultimately be the the
best option practically, since factors like

√
ln(κ) ln ln(κ)

evaluate to less than 10 at the scale of κ = 106, and
grow extremely slowly in κ.

We believe the rigorous bounds we report could be
improved with more work. However, some aspects of

the analysis will always be loose; for example, we see no
way around using worst case error bounds on the QSVT
polynomials used to do KP and KR. We expect that the
empirical performance of our algorithms will have lower
constant factors than those we have reported. Indeed,
numerical experiments conducted in Ref. [15] suggest
the actual constant prefactors of both the randomiza-
tion method and the quantum walk method are signifi-
cantly smaller than their rigorous bounds, and that the
quantum walk method is better than the randomization
method in practice. Concretely, experiments on 16× 16
random matrices of increasing condition number (up to
κ = 50) suggest that for those instances the quantum
walk method can prepare an ansatz state |xans⟩ with
constant overlap γ ≈ 0.98 in complexity roughly 15κ
(here accounting for the factor of 2 to Hermitianize the
matrix, see caption of Table 1), yielding overall QLSS
complexity roughly 17κ+2.1κ ln(1/ε). However, the nu-
merical simulations were on a specific random ensemble
of small matrices (no larger than 16×16), and it remains
untested if this performance would be matched for larger
instances, and for instances appearing in actual applica-
tions. Empirical analyses are valuable, but it is difficult
to replace a broad worst-case guarantee. The question
of which approach yields the best practical performance
on application-relevant instances remains an interesting
open problem.
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7 Conclusions and summary
Here we have developed a new framework for the QLSP,
one where the Euclidean norm ∥x∥ plays a central role.
We have shown that if the value of ∥x∥ is known up to a
constant factor, the QLSP is simple to solve in optimal
complexity; the only algorithmic tools required are well-
established QSVT-based methods for reflecting about
the kernel of an operator.

Conceptually, then, an important aspect of our
QLSS is that it requires the ability to first estimate ∥x∥,
a single real number in the interval [1, κ]. Norm esti-
mation replaces the cost-intensive and technically chal-
lenging task of preparing a high-overlap n-dimensional
ansatz state, which has been the strategy in prior work.
One reason to prefer norm estimation over ansatz-state
preparation is that the norm need only be learned once,
whereas ansatz states may need to be re-prepared each
time the linear system needs to be solved. Another rea-
son is that in certain cases we may have information
about the norm that assists us to obtain a constant-
factor approximation; for example, if the norm concen-
trates for a certain class of instances, the ensemble av-
erage may act as a decent guess for the norm for typical
instances, or at least it can act as a starting point that
enables a faster search.

Having established the importance of norm estima-
tion for solving the QLSP, we have initiated a systematic
study of methods for accomplishing this task. We have
proved a lower bound of Ω(κε−1) query compleixty to es-
timate the norm to within a factor of 1+ ε, and we have
given several methods that nearly achieve this bound.
For one, any constant factor approximation can be im-
proved to a 1+ε approximation at costO(κε−1 log(1/ε));
matching the lower bound to within a log(1/ε) factor.
To obtain the initial constant-factor approximation, our
simple framework offers a straightforward method that is
nearly optimal—its κ dependence is off by a doubly log-
arithmic factor of O(log log(κ) log log log(κ)). Addition-
ally, we have shown that this factor can be eliminated,
yielding a norm estimation algorithm with optimal O(κ)
complexity, by combining our framework with ideas from
the adiabatic path-following methods employed in prior
work for ansatz preparation. Here, the relative simplic-
ity of the norm estimation problem keeps the analysis
manageable and avoids the need to analyze the adiabatic
theorem. Our final complexity of O(κ log(1/ε)/ε) shaves
off several logarithmic factors in κ and 1/ε from the
complexity of the best norm-estimation method known
previously [5].

Furthermore, estimating the norm is an important
task in its own right, independent of how it is used within
our QLSS. By improving the state of the art for norm
estimation, we reduce the asymptotic complexity for sev-
eral end-to-end applications [28]. For example, knowing
the norm is essential when the computational task be-

ing solved is to estimate an inner product W = w†x,
where w is a fixed vector and x is the solution to a
linear system. This can be solved by rewriting W as
∥w∥∥x∥⟨w|x⟩: we may use a QLSS to prepare |x⟩ and
then apply overlap estimation [18] to estimate ⟨w|x⟩,
but notably we still need to know ∥x∥ to compute the
output W . This situation is the prototypical problem
solved by quantum algorithms for differential equations
[29, 30], where Ax = b is a discretization of the differen-
tial equation and W is some physical quantity, such as
an electromagnetic scattering cross section [31]. A sim-
ilar situation arises for quantum algorithms for certain
problems in machine learning, such as Gaussian process
regression [32, 33] and support vector machines [34].

Although the existence of QLSSs with asymptoti-
cally optimal O(κ log(1/ε)) query complexity has been
previously established in Ref. [9], our approach matches
their complexity using a distinct approach with a (we be-
lieve) simpler analysis, and offers the potential for better
rigorous performance guarantees. Indeed, we have given
explicit complexity statements for our methods that are
significantly better than those available previously, al-
though we expect that all of these methods under consid-
eration have substantial room for further optimization.
Moreover, our framework is also slightly more flexible
than much of the previous work on QLSSs. We do not
require any assumptions on our linear system Ax = b,
other than that it has at least one solution. In contrast,
prior work often assumes A is invertible, and some prior
work, such as Refs. [8, 9], handles non-Hermitian matri-
ces A indirectly by doubling the dimension, and exam-
ining the Hermitian matrix

[
0 A
A† 0

]
instead. In general,

this incurs a factor of 2 in the query complexity to UA

and U†
A.

On the other hand, our framework is not able
to handle the situation where there is no x satisfying
Ax = b, and one instead seeks to find the least-squares
solution that minimizes ∥Ax− b∥. This task is handled
by the QLSS based on variable-time amplitude amplifi-
cation of Ref. [5], and fitting it into our framework is an
interesting open problem.
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A Block-encoding and state-preparation constructions
Here we provide circuits for block-encoding and state preparation of various matrices and vectors used in our
analysis. We assume access to the (α = 1, a)-block-encoding UA of A and the state preparation unitary Ub, as well
as their inverses and controlled versions. Our constructions also involve other gates such as single-qubit rotation
gates and multi-controlled Toffoli gates. For a projector Π we denote CΠNOT as the operation that flips an ancilla
bit (by applying a Pauli-X gate) conditioned on being in the image of Π, and otherwise applying the identity.

CΠNOT = Π⊗X + (I −Π)⊗ I2 (49)

In quantum circuits, we draw this with a Π box on the first register controlling a target ⊕ on the ancilla. When
Π = |ej⟩⟨ej |, this is a multi-controlled Toffoli gate, with the control bits set to |0⟩⟨0| or |1⟩⟨1| depending on the
binary representation of j.

We denote single qubit rotations by eiθP = cos(θ)I + i sin(θ)P where P ∈ {X,Y, Z} is a Pauli matrix. Note
that eiθY |0⟩ = cos(θ)|0⟩+ sin(θ)|1⟩.

Furthermore, we recall the identification of the identity matrix of dimension d with s-qubit operators, via
Id =

∑d−1
j=0 |ej⟩⟨ej |.

A.1 Block-encoding of G

The (1, a+1)-block-encoding of G = QbA is depicted in Figure 3. It has normalization 1 and involves a+1 ancilla
qubits. It costs one query to UA, Ub and U†

b , as well as one multi-controlled Toffoli gate.

a

s

UG =
a

s
UA

U†
b

|e0⟩⟨e0| Ub

Figure 3: Quantum circuit implementing (1, a+ 1)-block-encoding of G.

To verify the correctness of the circuit, note that the final three gates implement I2 ⊗ I2a ⊗ (I2s − |b⟩⟨b|)+X ⊗
I2a ⊗ |b⟩⟨b|. By sandwiching this operation with ⟨0| · |0⟩ on the first qubit, the second term vanishes, and we see it
constitutes a block-encoding of I2s − bb† with block-encoding factor 1. The whole circuit then is a simple product
of block-encodings for A and for I2s − bb†. We then conclude by noting that since ej

†A = 0 for all j ≥ m, we have
G = QbA = (Im − bb†)A = (I2s − bb†)A.

A.2 Block-encoding of At

The (1, a+1)-block-encoding of At = A+ t−1|em⟩⟨en| is shown in Figure 4. It uses one controlled-query to UA, two
multi-controlled Toffoli gates, one controlled-rotation gate, and up to s CNOT gates. It requires precomputing the
angle arccos(1/t), based on the choice of t. We can verify the circuit by setting the input and output of the ancillas

a−1

s

UAt =

a−1

s

UA ei arccos(1/t)Y

|en⟩⟨en|
⊕

m−n |em⟩⟨em|

Figure 4: Quantum circuit implementing (1, a+1)-block-encoding of At. The controlled-⊕m−n gate denotes a series
of at most s CNOT gates controlled by the first register and acting on different bits of the final s-qubit register,
which transform |en⟩ into |em⟩ if the control bit is set to 1.

to |0⟩ and considering possible input and output states on the s-qubit sytem. If the input state is not |en⟩, then UA
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is applied and A is enacted on the s-qubit system. Since ⟨em|A|ej⟩ = 0 for all indices j, the final gate does not flip
the first ancilla. Meanwhile, if the input state is |en⟩ and the output state is |em⟩, then the first ancilla is turned
to |1⟩ by the first gate and returned to |0⟩ by the last gate. Prior to being returned to |0⟩, it controls a single-qubit
rotation gate that sends |0⟩ 7→ t−1|0⟩ +

√
1− t−2|1⟩, and it also controls a set of NOT gates that transform the

input |en⟩ into the output |em⟩. Postselecting this ancilla on |0⟩ verifies the correct matrix entry t−1 for |em⟩⟨en|.
Finally, if the input is |en⟩ and the output is not |em⟩, then the matrix element is seen to be zero, as expected.

A.3 State preparation unitary Ub′

The state preparation unitary that prepares |b′⟩ = (|b⟩ + |em⟩)/
√
2 uses one ancilla qubit that begins and ends

in |0⟩. It also requires one controlled query to Ub and a controlled-Uem gate that prepares |em⟩ controlled on an
ancilla—this can be accomplished with up to s CNOT gates (depending on the binary representation of m). Finally,
it utilizes one multi-controlled Toffoli gate to disentangle the ancilla after the controlled operations—to verify this
action, recall that ⟨b|em⟩ = 0.

s

|0⟩
Ub′

|0⟩

|e0⟩ |b′⟩
=

s

|0⟩ H |0⟩

|e0⟩ Ub Uem |em⟩⟨em| |b′⟩

Figure 5: Quantum circuit implementing a state-preparation unitary Ub′ with the assistance of one ancilla qubit
beginning and ending in |0⟩.

A.4 Block-encoding of Gt

The (1, a+2)-block-encoding of Gt = Qb′At is depicted in Figure 6. It is the same as the block-encoding of G from
Figure 3, except with UA replaced by UAt

and Ub′ replaced by Ub′ .

a

s

UGt =

a

s

UAt

U†
b′ Ub′

|e0⟩⟨e0|

Figure 6: Quantum circuit implementing (1, a+ 2)-block-encoding of Gt.

A.5 Block-encoding of Āσ

The (1, a+1)-block-encoding of the matrix Āσ is the most complex, and depicted in Figure 7. It uses one controlled
query to UA, one CNOT gate, one single-qubit rotation gate, and one CΠNOT gate with Π = I2s − Im. The
CΠNOT gate could be further decomposed into poly(s) Toffoli and CNOT gates, for example, by comparing the
binary representation of the input state |ej⟩ to that of m, starting with the most significant digit, and computing
whether m ≥ j into the third register depicted in the figure. This strategy would require at least 1 additional
(unshown) ancilla qubit which would then need to be uncomputed.

To enact the single-qubit rotation, we precompute the angle φ = arccos
(√

1− f(σ)2
)

and note that e−iφ|0⟩ =√
1− f(σ)2|0⟩ − f(σ)|1⟩, and e−iφY |1⟩ = f(σ)|0⟩+

√
1− f(σ)2|1⟩.

To verify the correctness of the circuit, recall that here we view the matrix Āσ as an (s + 1)-qubit operator
equivalent to

√
1− f(σ)2|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ A + f(σ)|0⟩⟨1| ⊗ Im, which acts on the final two registers of the circuit. The

first two gates are seen to enact a block-encoding of the operator |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ A + |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ Im, using the second and
third registers as block-encoding ancillas. Meanwhile, the final two gates are seen to enact a block-encoding of the
operator |0⟩(

√
1− f(σ)2⟨0| + f(σ)⟨1|) ⊗ I2s , using the first register as a block-encoding ancilla—this is because

sandwiching the first qubit between ⟨0| · |0⟩ postselects on both the input and output of the CNOT gate being |0⟩.
The correctness of the circuit is then verified by multiplying the operators block-encoded by these two parts of

the circuit.
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a−1

s

UĀσ
=

a−1

s

UA ∑2s−1
j=m |ej⟩⟨ej |

e
−i arccos

(√
1−f(σ)2

)
Y

Figure 7: Quantum circuit implementing (1, a+ 1)-block-encoding of Āσ, which acts on a s+ 1-qubit system.

B Implementation of kernel projection and kernel reflection

B.1 Quantum singular value tranformation
The formalism of quantum singular value transformation (QSVT) [16] allows for polynomial transformations of the
singular values of a block-encoded matrix.

Let UH be an (1, aH)-block-encoding of a matrix H =
∑2s−1

j=0

∑2s−1
k=0 hjk|ej⟩⟨ek| (viewed as an operator on s

qubits with appropriate zero-padding) and let H = WΣV † be a singular value decomposition (SVD) of H, where
Σ is the diagonal matrix of singular values. Let P be a real, even, degree-d polynomial for which |P (x)| ≤ 1
whenever |x| ≤ 1 (QSVT also works for odd polynomials, but we only need even polynomials in our application).
Corollary 18 of Ref. [16, arXiv version] states that we can find a quantum circuit implementing U (H)

P , which is a
(1, aH + 1)-block-encoding of V P (Σ)V †:

V P (Σ)V † = (⟨0|⊗(aH+1) ⊗ I2s)U
(H)
P (|0⟩⊗(aH+1) ⊗ I2s) , (50)

The unitary U (H)
P uses d/2 calls to each of UH and U†

H , 2d multi-controlled Toffoli gates, and d single-qubit rotation
gates. The circuit for U (H)

P is given in Figure 8.

aH

s

U
(H)
P

=
aH

s

. . .

. . .

. . .

H eiϕ2ℓZ eiϕ2ℓ−1Z eiϕ1Z H

UH U†
H U†

H

Figure 8: Quantum circuit implementing the QSVT unitary U
(H)
P . The phases ϕj must be chosen to implement

the polynomial P . Conditioned on the input and output of the first aH + 1 qubits being |0⟩⊗(aH+1), the operation
V P (Σ)V † is applied to the state on the third register, where H =WΣV † is a SVD of H.

B.2 Kernel projection
We can apply QSVT to perform eigenstate filtering (EF) [8], or more precisely in our application, kernel projection
(KP). This technique gives a procedure to project onto the kernel of a matrix by constructing an appropriate
polynomial filter function and applying QSVT. Specifically, given target parameters ∆ ∈ (0, 1) and η ∈ (0, 1], we
take

ℓ =

 arccosh(η−1)

arccosh
(

1+∆2

1−∆2

)
 ≤

⌈
1

2∆
ln

(
2

η

)⌉
(51)

and we define the even, degree-2ℓ polynomial F∆,ℓ(x) given in Ref. [8]

F∆,ℓ(x) =
Tℓ

(
1+∆2−2x2

1−∆2

)
Tℓ

(
1+∆2

1−∆2

) (52)
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where Tℓ is the ℓth Cheybshev polynomial of the first kind, given by

Tℓ(z) =


cos(ℓ arccos(z)) if |z| ≤ 1

cosh(ℓ arccosh(z)) if z > 1

(−1)ℓ cosh(ℓ arccosh(z)) if z < −1

. (53)

This polynomial is plotted in Figure 9.

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
x

−1.0

−0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

p(
x

)

kernel projection

kernel reflection

Figure 9: Example of F∆,ℓ(x) (kernel projection) and R∆,ℓ(x) (kernel reflection) for ∆ = 0.1 and ℓ = 21, implying
η ≤ 0.03.

Lemma 1. The polynomial F∆,ℓ is guaranteed to satisfy

1. For all x ∈ [−1, 1], it holds that |F∆,ℓ(x)| ≤ 1

2. For all x ∈ [∆, 1], it holds that |F∆,ℓ(x)| ≤ Tℓ(
1+∆2

1−∆2 )
−1 ≤ η.

3. F∆,ℓ(0) = 1.

Proof. This builds on and improves upon Lemma 13 of Ref. [8].3 Note that the Chebyshev polynomial Tℓ(z) is
bounded on [−1, 1] when z ∈ [−1, 1]. Moreover, for z ≥ 1 it is monotonically increasing. Thus, the numerator
achieves its maximum on x ∈ [−1, 1] when x = 0, where F∆,ℓ = 1 by construction, verifying properties 1 and 3.
To verify Property 2, note that for all x ∈ [∆, 1], the numerator is bounded in the range [−1, 1]. Moreover, the
absolute value of the denominator evaluates to

Tℓ

(
1 + ∆2

1−∆2

)
= cosh

(
ℓ arccosh

(
1 + ∆2

1−∆2

))
(54)

We immediately see that if ℓ ≥ arccosh(η−1)/ arccosh((1 + ∆2)/(1 − ∆2)), then the denominator is larger than
η−1.

In other words, F∆,ℓ(x) is a filter of width ∆, which maps the zero input to one and all inputs outside the
window [−∆,∆] to a value close to zero. In fact, the polynomial F∆,ℓ(x) is the optimal filter polynomial of degree
2ℓ in the sense of minimizing the maximum of |F∆,ℓ(x)| outside the window [−∆,∆] subject to F∆,ℓ(0) = 1 [8,
Appendix E].

We can apply QSVT using the polynomial F∆,ℓ. Suppose we have a (1, aH)-block-encoding of H, which has
no singular values in the interval (0,∆). We apply KP to a state |ϕ⟩ = c1|a⟩+ c2|b⟩, where a is in the kernel of H
and b is orthogonal to the kernel. The vector |b⟩ has a decomposition

∑
j wj |uj⟩ into right singular vectors |uj⟩ of

3The lemma stated here has a constant prefactor for ℓ that is better than that of Lemma 13 of Ref. [8] by a factor of
√
2. Additionally,

we no longer require the restriction ∆ ∈ (0, 1/
√
12]. We acknowledge communciation with Yu Tong on how the constant prefactor in

their bound could be improved, a fact that was also pointed out in Ref. [9, Section V].
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H all of which have singular values ςj in (∆, 1). By Property 2 of Lemma 1, for every j, F∆,ℓ(ςj) lies in the interval
[−η, η]. Thus, the application of V F∆,ℓ(H)V † maps

|b⟩ 7→
∑
j

wjF∆,ℓ(ςj)|uj⟩ = δ1|b⟩+ δ2|b′⟩ (55)

where b′ is orthogonal to b and to the kernel of H, and δ21 + δ22 ≤ η2. This allows us to assert

U
(H)
F∆,ℓ

(|0⟩⊗(aH+1) ⊗ |ϕ⟩) =
[
|0⟩⊗(aH+1) ⊗ (c1|a⟩+ c2δ1|b⟩+ c2δ2|b′⟩)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

success

+ |c2|
√
1− δ21 − δ2|⊥⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸

failure

(56)

where |⊥⟩ is a normalized state for which (⟨0|⊗(aH+1) ⊗ I2s)|⊥⟩ = 0. Postselecting on the first register being
|0⟩⊗(aH+1), this implements an approximate projector onto the kernel of H. Accordingly, we can detect the success
of KP by measuring the aH + 1 ancillas and checking if they are all |0⟩.

In our application, the matrix H is given by QbA or Qb′At. The number of ancillas in these two cases is
aH = a + 1 and aH = a + 2, respectively, where a is the number of ancillas for the block-encoding UA. In both
cases, we can give a (1, aH)-block-encoding of H using one (potentially controlled) query to each of UA, Ub, and
U†
b , as illustrated in Appendix A.

Lemma 2 (Using KP to refine QLSS solution). Suppose b is in the column space of A, and let x denote the solution
of minimum ∥x∥ to the equation Ax = b. Suppose A has no singular values in the interval (0, κ−1) and let ρ̃ be
a mixed quantum state for which ⟨x|ρ̃|x⟩ = 1 − µ2 and ⟨y|ρ̃|y⟩ = 0 for all y that are in the kernel of A. Suppose
KP is applied to approximately project ρ̃ onto the kernel of G = QbA using parameters (κ, η). That is, we choose
ℓ using Eq. (51) with ∆ = κ−1 and apply the unitary U (G)

Fκ−1,ℓ
, and then measure the ancillas to determine success.

KP succeeds with probability at least 1− µ2, and when it succeeds it outputs a state ρ̃out for which

⟨x|ρ̃out|x⟩ ≥ 1− µ2η2

1− µ2 + µ2η2
≥ 1− µ2η2

1− µ2
(57)

1

2
∥|x⟩⟨x| − ρ̃out∥1 ≤ µη√

1− µ2 + µ2η2
≤ µη√

1− µ2
(58)

Proof. Let ρ̃ =
∑

i pi|ϕi⟩⟨ϕi| be a decomposition of ρ̃ as an ensemble of pure states. We have ⟨x|ρ̃|x⟩ =∑
i pi|⟨x|ϕi⟩|2 = 1 − µ2. Referencing Eq. (56), here we have |a⟩ = |x⟩ and c1 = |⟨x|ϕi⟩|. Let |ψi⟩ denote the

output state when KP acts on |ϕi⟩ and we postselect on success, and let qi be the probability of success. We can
see that qi ≥ |c1|2 = |⟨x|ϕi⟩|2. We can also see that |⟨x|ψi⟩|2 = |c1|2/qi. The overall probability of success of KP is
given by

∑
i piqi ≥

∑
i pi|⟨x|ϕi⟩|2 = 1 − µ2, showing the first claim of the lemma. Again referring to Eq. (56), we

have |δ1|2 + |δ2|2 ≤ η2, so we can also say qi ≤ |⟨x|ϕi⟩|2 + η2(1− |⟨x|ϕi⟩|2). The output state ρ̃out is given by

ρ̃out =

∑
i piqi|ψi⟩⟨ψi|∑

i piqi
(59)

where including the denominator ensures the state is normalized. We now compute

⟨x|ρ̃out|x⟩ =
∑

i piqi|⟨x|ψi⟩|2∑
i piqi

=

∑
i pi|⟨x|ϕi⟩|2∑

i piqi
=

1− µ2∑
i piqi

(60)

≥ 1− µ2∑
i pi(|⟨x|ϕi⟩|2 + η2(1− |⟨x|ϕi⟩|2))

=
1− µ2

η2 + (1− µ2)(1− η2)
= 1− µ2η2

1− µ2 + µ2η2
(61)

The trace distance bound then follows from the general relationship 1
2∥|x⟩⟨x| − σ∥ ≤

√
1− ⟨x|σ|x⟩ for any state σ

[35, Eq. (9.110)].

B.3 Kernel reflection

We can extend the technique of kernel projection to kernel reflection. In kernel reflection, rather than preserving
the kernel and (approximately) zeroing out its orthogonal complement, we preserve the kernel and (approximately)
apply a −1 phase to the orthogonal complement. We do so within the framework of QSVT by constructing a new
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polynomial K∆,ℓ. Again, we are given parameters ∆ and η, and we choose ℓ as in Eq. (51). We define the 2ℓ-degree
polynomial by scaling and shifting F∆,ℓ to cover the range [−1, 1]:

K∆,ℓ(x) =
2F∆,ℓ(x)− 1 + F∆,ℓ(∆)

1 + F∆,ℓ(∆)
=

2Tℓ(
1+∆2−2x2

1−∆2 ) + 2

Tℓ(
1+∆2

1−∆2 ) + 1
− 1 . (62)

K∆,ℓ is a degree-2ℓ, even polynomial.

Lemma 3. The polynomial K∆,ℓ(0) is guaranteed to satisfy

1. For all x ∈ [−1, 1], it holds that |K∆,ℓ(x)| ≤ 1

2. For all x ∈ [∆, 1], it holds that |K∆,ℓ(x)| ≤ −1 + 4

Tℓ(
1+∆2

1−∆2 )+1
≤ −1 + 4η

1+η .

3. K∆,ℓ(0) = 1.

Proof. Property 3 is readily verified by plugging in x = 0. Property 1 follows from the fact that for x ∈ [−1, 1], the
maximum of Tℓ( 1+∆2−2x2

1−∆2 ) is achieved at x = 0 and the minimum is −1 (as noted in proof of Lemma 1). To verify
Property 2, first note that for all x ∈ [∆, 1], Tℓ( 1+∆2−2x2

1−∆2 ) ∈ [−1, 1]. Moreover, the denominator evaluates to

Tℓ

(
1 + ∆2

1−∆2

)
+ 1 = cosh

(
ℓ arccosh

(
1 + ∆2

1−∆2

))
+ 1 (63)

We immediately see that if ℓ ≥ arccosh(η−1)/ arccosh((1 + ∆2)/(1 − ∆2)), then the denominator is larger than
η−1 + 1 = η/(1 + η), which completes the verification.

We can apply QSVT using the polynomial K∆,ℓ. Suppose we have a (1, aH)-block-encoding of H, which has
no singular values in the interval (0,∆). We apply kernel reflection to a state |ϕ⟩ = c1|a⟩+ c2|b⟩, where a is in the
kernel of H and b is orthogonal to the kernel. Building on Eq. (55), we have

|b⟩ 7→
∑
j

wjK∆,ℓ(ςj)|uj⟩ =
∑
j

wj
2F∆,ℓ(ςj)− 1 + F∆,ℓ(∆)

1 + F∆,ℓ(∆)
|uj⟩ (64)

= −
(
1− 2F∆,ℓ(∆)

1 + F∆,ℓ(∆)

)
|b⟩+ 2

1 + F∆,ℓ(∆)
(δ1|b⟩+ δ2|b′⟩) (65)

= −(1− δ′1)|b⟩+ δ′2|b′⟩ (66)

where δ′1 =
2F∆,ℓ(∆)+2δ1
1+F∆,ℓ(∆) and δ′2 = 2δ2

1+F∆,ℓ(∆) . We know that η ≥ F∆,ℓ(∆); if we take η = F∆,ℓ(∆), we recover the

statements in the main text: δ′1 = 2η+2δ1
1+η and δ′2 = 2δ2

1+η .

U
(H)
K∆,ℓ

(|0⟩⊗(aH+1) ⊗ |ϕ⟩) =
[
|0⟩⊗(aH+1) ⊗ (c1|a⟩ − c2(1− δ′1)|b⟩+ c2δ

′
2|b′⟩)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

success

+ |c2|
√

2δ′1 − δ′21 − δ′22 |⊥⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸
failure

. (67)

From the bound |δ1| ≤ η, we have 0 ≤ δ′1 ≤ 4η
1+η . From the bound

√
δ21 + δ22 we have δ′2 ≤

√
δ′1(

4η
1+η − δ′1).

C QLSS given norm estimate: detailed analysis

First, we provide more specific details on how Algorithm 1 is implemented by providing a quantum circuit. The
full circuit is given in Figure 10.

Theorem 1. Suppose that ∥b∥ = 1, that b is in the column space of A, and that all nonzero singular values of A
lie in the interval [κ−1, 1]. Let UA be a (1, a)-block-encoding of A, and Ub be a state-preparation unitary for |b⟩.
Let x denote the unique vector of minimum norm ∥x∥ for which Ax = b.

Fix parameter choices η > 0, and t ∈ [1, κ], letting θt = arctan(∥x∥/t). Consider Algorithm 1, denoting the
overall success probability by psucc, and the output state conditioned on success by |x̃⟩. Then, the state |x̃⟩ has no
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a+2

s

|0⟩

|0⟩⊗(a+2)

U
(Gt)
K∆,ℓ|en⟩ |en⟩⟨en| |x̃⟩ if all measurement outcomes |0⟩

Figure 10: Quantum circuit implementing Algorithm 1. The gate U (Gt)
K∆,ℓ

is the QSVT circuit depicted in Figure 8
that implements the polynomial K∆,ℓ on the singular values of Gt, leveraging the (1, a + 1)-block-encoding of Gt

from Figure 6. Vertical lines separate steps 1, 2, and 3 in the algorithm. Step 2 (KR) succeeds if all a+ 2 ancillas
in the second register are measured in |0⟩. Step 3 succeeds if the first ancilla is measured to be |0⟩. Conditioned on
success, the output is |x̃⟩.

overlap with the kernel of the operator A. Furthermore, the following bounds are satisfied (the first three require
η/ cos(θt) ≤ 1)

∥|x⟩ − |x̃⟩∥ ≤ arcsin

(
η

cos(θt)

)
(68)

1

2
∥|x⟩⟨x| − |x̃⟩⟨x̃|∥1 ≤ η

cos(θt)
(69)

|⟨x̃|x⟩| ≥
√

1− η2

cos2(θt)
(70)

sin2(2θt)

(
1− η

1 + η

)2

≤ psucc ≤ sin2(2θt) +
4η2

(1 + η)2
sin2(θt) (71)

The query cost of the protocol is ℓ queries to controlled-UA, ℓ queries controlled-U†
A, 2ℓ queries to controlled-Ub,

and 2ℓ queries to controlled-U†
b where

ℓ =

 arccosh(η−1)

arccosh
(

1+κ−2

1−κ−2

)
 ≤

⌈
κ

2
ln

(
2

η

)⌉
(72)

The algorithm requires a+ 3 total ancilla qubits, including the a ancilla qubits for UA.

Proof. The stated query cost follows from the observations in Appendix B. This cost is incurred entirely during
Step 2 of the algorithm (KR).

Note that since x is defined as the solution to Ax = b with minimum Euclidean norm ∥x∥, we have that x is
orthogonal to the kernel of A. If it were not, we could project x onto the orthogonal complement of the kernel and
obtain a vector x′ for which Ax′ = b and ∥x′∥ ≤ ∥x∥, leading to a contradiction.

We now justify the stated bounds by tracking the state of throughout the algorithm. Recall that |xt⟩ =
sin(θt)|x⟩+cos(θt)|en⟩. Define |yt⟩ = − cos(θt)|x⟩+sin(θt)|en⟩ orthogonal to |xt⟩. Note that |yt⟩ is orthogonal to
the kernel of A. In Step 1, we prepare |en⟩, which decomposes as

|en⟩ = cos(θt)|xt⟩+ sin(θt)|yt⟩ (73)

In Step 2, we apply KR for the matrix Gt = Qb′At, which preserves |xt⟩ and approximately flips the sign on |yt⟩.
That is, conditioned on success of KR, using Eq. (67), the resulting state is (up to normalization)

cos(θt)|xt⟩ − (1− δ′1) sin(θt)|yt⟩+ δ′2 sin(θt)|z⟩ (74)

where |z⟩ is some state orthogonal to both |xt⟩ and |yt⟩, δ′1 ≤ 4η/(1 + η), and δ′2 ≤
√
δ′1(4η/(1 + η)− δ′1).

Furthermore, since the kernel of A is contained in the kernel of Gt = Qb′At and yt is orthogonal to the kernel of
A, the image of yt under any QSVT sequence will remain orthogonal to the kernel of A. In particular, this implies
that |z⟩ is orthogonal to the kernel of A.
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In Step 3, we project onto the complement of |en⟩. Note that |z⟩ is orthogonal to |en⟩ and to |x⟩, both of
which lie in the span of {|xt⟩, |yt⟩}. The state that results is (up to normalization)

|x̃⟩ ∝
[
sin(θt) cos(θt) + (1− δ′1) cos(θt) sin(θt)

]
|x⟩+ δ′2 sin(θt)|z⟩ (75)

=

(
1− δ′1

2

)
sin(2θt)|x⟩+ δ′2 sin(θt)|z⟩ (76)

This state is orthogonal to the kernel of A since both x and z are orthogonal to the kernel of A.

We verify the bounds in reverse order. The overall probability of success is given by the squared norm of the
right-hand side of Eq. (76). The lower bound in Eq. (71) follows from the observation that the squared norm is
minimized when δ′1 = 4η/(1 + η) and δ′2 = 0. The upper bound in Eq. (71) is a loose upper bound generated by
maximizing the norm of each term in Eq. (76) individually, without enforcing δ′22 ≤ δ′1(4η/(1+η)−δ′1) ≤ 4η2/(1+η)2.
These terms achieve maximum norm at δ′1 = 0 and δ′2 = 2η/(1 + η), yielding the stated upper bound.

To show Eq. (70), to condense some notation, define M = η/(1 + η), ξ1 = δ′1/2 − M , ξ2 = δ′2/2, and
γ = 1/ cos(θt). We have ξ21+ξ22 ≤M2. After normalizing |x̃⟩ appropriately, and noting that δ′2 sin(θt) = sin(2θt)γξ2,
we see that the overlap is given by

|⟨x̃|x⟩| = 1−M − ξ1√
(1−M − ξ1)2 + γ2ξ22

(77)

≥ 1−M − γξ1√
(1−M − γξ1)2 + γ2ξ22

(78)

where imposing the inequality puts the expression in a form that easier to minimize. The pair (ξ1, ξ2) where it is
minimized will be among the points for which |ξ1|2 + |ξ2|2 achieves its maximum of M2, so we let ξ1 = M sin(φ)
and ξ2 =M cos(φ) for some φ to be specified later. Our lower bound on the overlap simplifies to

1−M −Mγ sin(φ)√
(1−M −Mγ sin(φ))2 + γ2M2 cos(φ))2

(79)

We can upper bound the final expression by a geometric argument, aided by Figure 11.

A
DB

C

φ

φ

Figure 11: Geometric argument for rigorous lower bound on overlap, see text. The angle ∠BCD is essentially
defined as φ. We then deduce that if C is constrained to lie on the circle, then the maximum value of ∠BAC is φ
which is achieved when AC is tangent to the circle.

Let ABC be a triangle, with AB of length 1 −M −Mγ sin(φ), BC of length γM cos(φ) and ∠ABC a right
angle. Then the lower bound on the overlap is equal to the cosine of the angle ∠BAC. Extend the line segment
AB to a point D for which the length of AD is 1−M and the length of BD is Mγ sin(φ). Then the length of DC
is Mγ, independent of φ, and the locus of points C as φ varies is a circle of radius Mγ centered at D. The angle
∠BAC is maximized when AC is tangent to this circle, in which case AC is perpendicular to DC. Noting similar
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triangles, we see that the maximum of ∠BAC is precisely φ, and in this case, sin(φ) is Mγ/(1−M). This implies

|⟨x̃|x⟩| ≥
√

1− M2γ2

(1−M)2
=

√
1− η2

cos2(θt)
. (80)

This bound implies Eq. (69) by the relationship ∥|x⟩⟨x| − |x̃⟩⟨x̃|∥1 = 2
√
1− |⟨x|x̃⟩|2. Finally, to show Eq. (68),

we return to the geometric argument. We note that our method guarantees that the overlap ⟨x̃|x⟩ is a positive
real number, and thus, the lower bound on the overlap ⟨x̃|x⟩ = cos(φ) implies that the length ∥|x⟩ − |x̃⟩∥ is upper
bounded by the angle φ = arcsin(η/ cos(θt)).

Corollary 1. Fix a known constant β ≥ 1 and a value t ∈ [1, κ]. Suppose ∥x∥ satisfies the promise ∥x∥ ∈ [β−1t, βt]
(the case where ∥x∥ is known exactly corresponds to β = 1). Then, the QLSP can be solved with an expected number
Q of combined controlled queries to UA or U†

A, and 2Q combined controlled queries to Ub or U†
b , where

Q ≤ (β2 + 1)2

β2

1 + ε

2
√

β2+1

1− ε

2
√

β2+1

2 ⌈
κ

2
ln

(
4
√
β2 + 1

ε

)⌉
. (81)

Proof. As previously, let θt = arctan(∥x∥/t), implying cos(θt) = t/
√
t2 + ∥x∥2 ≥ 1/

√
β2 + 1 and sin(2θt) =

2t∥x∥/(t2 + ∥x∥2) ≥ 2β/(β2 + 1). Choose η = ε/(2
√
β2 + 1), so that the distance in Eq. (69) is less than ε. Run

Algorithm 1. The success probability is lower bounded in Theorem 1 by psucc ≥ [2β(1 − η)]2/[(β2 + 1)(1 + η)]2.
The protocol must be repeated an expected 1/psucc times to observe success, and the query complexity of each run
of the protocol contributes a factor 2ℓ to Q, where ℓ is given in Eq. (72).

D Estimating the norm: detailed analysis

In Section 5.2 of the main text, we showed that it was possible to learn a 2-approximation to the norm with high
probability in complexity O(κ log log(κ) log log log(κ)). The method sketched there requires many repetitions at
each step of the binary search, which would contribute unfavorably toward the constant prefactors and the practical
performance. We still think the noisy binary search may be a promising practical method, but here we examine an
alternative method with O(κ log(κ) log log(κ)) complexity that more closely resembles the exhaustive search method
from Section 5.1. We then show how to reduce it to O(κ

√
log(κ) log log(κ)) with amplitude amplification. In both

cases we give explicit expressions for the resource cost. Note that
√
log(κ) is not much larger than ln ln(κ) for many

practical values of κ. For example ln
(
ln
(
106
))

= 2.6, whereas
√

ln(106) = 3.7.

The idea—implemented in Algorithm 2—is to guess random values of t, and then run Algorithm 1 using that
value of t. If it succeeds, output t, and if it fails, output fail. Choices of t that are closer to ∥x∥ will be output
more often since they lead to larger values of psucc for Algorithm 1 (see Figure 2). When it succeeds, Algorithm 2
also outputs a state |x̃⟩. This might be regarded as a solution to the QLSP, but its complexity would have a term
of the form O(κ log(κ) log(1/ε)). This can be avoided by instead viewing the output of Algorithm 2 as an ansatz
state, and then refining it with KP. We analyze this two-step algorithm later in Algorithm 3.

In Algorithm 2, we are given as input an interval [L,R] that is known to contain ∥x∥—equivalently ln(∥x∥) ∈
[ln(L), ln(R)]. We choose τ essentially uniformly at random from the interval [ln(L), ln(R)], but we oversample the
edge points τ = ln(L) and τ = ln(R). The reason for this is related to the fact that when we draw τ uniformly at
random from the interval [ln(L), ln(R)], the average distance between τ and ln(∥x∥) is larger when ∥x∥ is near a
boundary of the interval than when it is not near the boundary. By oversampling the edge points, we compensate
for this effect.

Lemma 4. Let η > 0, L, and R be fixed and known parameters and suppose ∥x∥ ∈ [L,R]. Let qsucc denote the
success probability of Algorithm 2 on parameters (A, b, [L,R], κ, η), and when it succeeds denote its output by (t, |x̃⟩).
The probability of success satisfies

qsucc ≥
(1− η)2

(1 + η)2(ln(R/L) + 1)
(82)
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Algorithm 2: Estimating the norm by randomly choosing t + postselection
Input: (A, b, [L,R], κ, η)
Output: (t, |x̃⟩) with probability qsucc, and “fail” with probability 1− qsucc

1 Choose τ uniformly at random from [ln(L)− 1
2 , ln(R) + 1

2 ]
2 if τ ≤ ln(L):
3 Set τ = ln(L)
4 elif τ ≥ ln(R):
5 Set τ = ln(R)
6 Set t = eτ

7 Run Algorithm 1 with parameters (A, b, κ, η, t). If it fails, output “fail.” If it succeeds, denote its output by
|x̃⟩

8 return (t, |x̃⟩)

and the query cost of the algorithm is the same as that of Theorem 1. Postselecting on success, for any β the output
t satisfies

Pr
[
t ̸∈ [β−1∥x∥, β∥x∥]

]
≤ (1 + η)2

(1− η)2
4

β2 + 1
+

2η2(2 ln(R/L) + 1− 4 ln(β))

(1− η)2
. (83)

When it succeeds it also outputs the same |x̃⟩ that appears in Theorem 1 for the corresponding value of t and η.
Denoting the ensemble of |x̃⟩⟨x̃| by the mixed state ρ̃, we have

⟨x|ρ̃|x⟩ ≥ 1− 2η2

(1− η)2

(
3

2
+ ln

(R2 + L2

2L2

))
(84)

Proof. Observe that Algorithm 2 chooses τ randomly as follows. With probability 1/(2 ln(R/L) + 2) it chooses
τ = ln(L), with probability 1/(2 ln(R/L)+2) it chooses τ = ln(R), and with probability ln(R/L)/(ln(R/L)+1), it
chooses τ uniformly at random from the interval [ln(L), ln(R)]. It then runs Algorithm 1 (analyzed in Theorem 1)
using t = eτ , and if it succeeds, outputs t and the resulting state |x̃⟩. Since Algorithm 1 is called exactly one time,
the query cost is identical to that of Algorithm 1.

Let Qt denote the probability that Algorithm 1 succeeds for a certain choice of t, which can be lower bounded
by Eq. (71). The overall probability of success is at least

qsucc =
1

2 ln(R/L) + 2

(
QL +QR + 2

∫ ln(R)

ln(L)

dτQt

)
(85)

≥ (1− η)2

(1 + η)2(2 ln(R/L) + 2)

(
sin2(2θL) + sin2(2θR) + 2

∫ ln(R)

ln(L)

dτ sin2(2θt)

)
(86)

where θt = arctan(∥x∥/eτ ). Computing dθt/dτ = − sin(2θt)/2, we make a change of integration variable and
express the lower bound as

qsucc ≥
(1− η)2

(1 + η)2(2 ln(R/L) + 2)

(
sin2(2θL) + sin2(2θR) + 4

∫ θL

θR

dθt sin(2θt)

)
(87)

=
(1− η)2(sin2(2θL) + sin2(2θR) + 2 cos(2θR)− 2 cos(2θL))

(1 + η)2(2 ln(R/L) + 2)
(88)

=
(1− η)2

(1 + η)2(ln(R/L) + 1)

+
(1− η)2

(1 + η)2(2 ln(R/L) + 2)

[
(2 cos(2θR)− cos2(2θR)) + (−2 cos(2θL)− cos2(2θL)

]
(89)

≥ (1− η)2

(1 + η)2(ln(R/L) + 1)
(90)
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The last line follows by noting the following two facts. First, since L ≤ ∥x∥, we have −1 ≤ cos(2θL) ≤ 0 and hence
−2 cos(2θL)−cos2(2θL) ≥ 0. Second, since R ≥ ∥x∥, we have 0 ≤ cos(2θR) ≤ 1 and hence 2 cos(2θR)−cos2(2θR) ≥
0. This confirms Eq. (82).

We can now compute an upper bound on the probability that the algorithm succeeds and outputs an estimate
for t greater than β∥x∥, which we denote by P>. For this to be the case, first of all, the random choice of τ must
be greater than β∥x∥. Then, conditoned on such a choice of τ , the probability of success Qt is upper bounded by
Eq. (71). If ∥x∥ < R/β, we have

P> =
1

2 ln(R/L) + 2

(
QR + 2

∫ ln(R)

ln(β∥x∥)
dτQt

)
(91)

≤ 1

2 ln(R/L) + 2

(
2

∫ ln(R)

ln(β∥x∥)
dτ

(
sin2(2θt) +

4η2 sin2(θt)

(1 + η)2

)
+ sin2(2θR) +

4η2 sin2(θR)

(1 + η)2

)
(92)

and if ∥x∥ ≥ b/β, we have P> = 0. Following the method that arrived at Eq. (90), we compute

2

∫ ln(R)

ln(β∥x∥)
dτ sin2(2θt) = 2 cos(2θR)− 2 cos

(
2θβ∥x∥

)
. (93)

and we note that 2 cos(2θR)+ sin2(2θR) = 2− 4 sin4(θR) ≤ 2. We also note that 2− 2 cos
(
θβ∥x∥

)
= 4 sin2(θβ∥x∥) =

4
β2+1 .

P> ≤ 1

2 ln(R/L) + 2

(
4

β2 + 1
+

4η2

(1 + η)2

(
sin2(θR) + 2

∫ ln(R)

ln(β∥x∥)
dτ sin2(θt)

))
(94)

Similarly, we can compute the probability that the algorithm succeeds and outputs a value of t < ∥x∥/β. If
∥x∥ ≤ βL, then P< = 0. If ∥x∥ > βL, we follow the same process as above, and we arrive at

P< ≤ 1

2 ln(R/L) + 2

(
4

β2 + 1
+

4η2

(1 + η)2

(
sin2(θL) + 2

∫ ln(∥x∥/β)

ln(L)

dτ sin2(θt)

))
(95)

We will add these two expressions to get an upper bound on the overall probability that the output deviates by
a factor β. To bound the O(η2) terms under the integral, we simply assert that sin2(θt) ≤ 1. First, suppose that
Lβ ≤ ∥x∥ ≤ R/β. This implies that both P< and P> are nonzero, and also that sin2(θR) ≤ 1/(β2 + 1) and
sin2(θL) ≤ β2/(β2 + 1), so sin2(θL) + sin2(θR) ≤ 1. We find that

P> + P< ≤ 1

ln(R/L) + 1

(
4

β2 + 1
+

2η2

(1 + η)2
(1 + 2 ln(R/L)− 4 ln(β)))

)
(96)

If Lβ ≤ ∥x∥ ≤ R/β does not hold, then this implies that at least one of P< and P> is zero and it is easy to see
that the above expression still holds.

Now, we divide P< + P> by the lower bound on qsucc to yield an upper bound on the probability of deviating
by β, conditioned on the algorithm succeeding. The result is Eq. (83).

Finally, we show the lower bound on ⟨x|ρ̃|x⟩. Let the symbol E denote expectation over the ensemble of (t, |x̃⟩).
We can equivalently upper bound E[1− |⟨x|x̃⟩|2]. For any particular value of τ , denote this quantity by µ2

t , which
we can compute from Eq. (76):

µ2
t = 1− |⟨x|x̃⟩|2 =

δ22 sin
2(θt)

Qt
≤ 4η2

(1 + η)2Qt
sin2(θt) (97)
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The probability a certain τ is observed is proportional to the probability τ is randomly chosen, times the probability
Qt that Algorithm 1 succeeds. Thus, we have

1− ⟨x|ρ̃|x⟩ = E[1− |⟨x|x̃⟩|2] = 1

qsucc(2 ln(R/L) + 2)

(
QLµ

2
L +QRµ

2
R + 2

∫ ln(R)

ln(L)

dτQtµ
2
t

)
(98)

≤ 4η2

(1 + η)2qsucc(2 ln(R/L) + 2)

(
sin2(θL) + sin2(θR) + 2

∫ ln(R)

ln(L)

dτ sin2(θt)

)
(99)

We can use the same substitution as above to say

2

∫ ln(R)

ln(L)

dτ sin2(θt) = 2

∫ θL

θR

dθt tan(θt) = 2 ln

(
cos(θR)

cos(θL)

)
= ln

(R2(∥x∥2 + L2)

L2(∥x∥2 +R2)

)
≤ ln

(R2 + L2

2L2

)
(100)

We also have sin2(θL) ≤ 1 and sin2(θR) ≤ 1/2, a fact that follows from the assumption b ≥ ∥x∥. We can also
impose the upper bound on qsucc. This gives

1− ⟨x|ρ̃|x⟩ ≤ 4η2

(1 + η)2qsucc(2 ln(R/L) + 2)

(
3

2
+ ln

(R2 + L2

2L2

))
(101)

≤ 2η2

(1− η)2

(
3

2
+ ln

(R2 + L2

2L2

))
(102)

Briefly, we now discuss how this theorem enables us to learn the norm up to a constant approximation ratio.
Suppose β is a fixed constant greater than 3. We may take η ≥ 0.1(2 ln(R/L) + 1 − 4 ln(β))−1/2 ≥ Ω(κ−1/2) so
that the right-hand-side of Eq. (83) is upper bounded by 0.45. Thus, there is a strictly greater than 1/2 chance
the output of Algorithm 2 is a 3-approximation of ∥x∥. The expected number of times we need to run Algorithm 2
to observe success is upper bounded by q−1

succ ≈ ln(R/L) + 1 ≤ ln(κ) + 1. Thus, the overall complexity to learn
a 3-approximation to the norm is O(κ log(κ) log log(κ)). The probability the output is a 3-approximation can be
boosted to 1− δ with median amplification at the cost of multiplicative O(log(1/δ)) overhead. The approximation
ratio can be improved from 3 to 1 + ε using the method from Section 5.4.

Now we describe how the O(log(κ)) complexity coming from the required number of repetitions can be improved
to O(

√
log(κ)) with fixed-point amplitude amplification.

Lemma 5. Let η > 0, δ > 0, L, and R be fixed constants and suppose ∥x∥ ∈ [L,R], and let d be a positive integer.
Suppose we restrict values of t such that ln(t)− L an integer multiples of 2−d, and we run Algorithm 2 coherently
by creating a superposition over a set of discrete t values, rather than a classical random guess. Then, we may wrap
Algorithm 2 in fixed-point amplitude amplification, and boost its probability of success to 1− δ. The output (t, x̃) of
this protocol is identical to that of Algorithm 2 up to discretization error of order 2−d. Specifically

Pr
[
t ̸∈ [β−1∥x∥, β∥x∥]

]
≤ (1 + η)2

(1− η)2
4

β2 + 1
+ ln(R/L)22−d−1 +

2η2(2 ln(R/L) + 1− 4 ln(β))

(1− η)2
(103)

⟨x|ρ̃|x⟩ ≥ 1− 2η2

(1− η)2

(
3

2
+ ln

(R2 + L2

2L2

)
+ ln(R/L)22−d

)(
1− ln(R/L)22−d−1

)−1

. (104)

The query cost of the algorithm is Q total queries to UA, U†
A and their controlled versions, and 2Q total queries to

Ub, U
†
b , and their controlled versions, where

Q ≤
(
2

⌈
(1 + η)

√
ln(R/L) + 1

2(1− η)

(
1− ln(R/L)22−d−1

)−1/2

ln

(
2√
δ

)
− 1

2

⌉
+ 1

)
2

⌈
κ

2
ln

(
2

η

)⌉
(105)

The algorithm requires d+ ⌈log2 ln(R/L)⌉ additional ancilla qubits, compared to Algorithm 2.

Proof. First, we describe in more detail the modifications that allow fixed-point amplitude amplification to be
applied. Let q = d + ⌈log2 ln(R/L)⌉ + 1 be the number of ancilla qubits. Let jmax = ⌈ln(R/L)2d⌉ ≤ 2q−1. We
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require a unitary P that prepares the state

P|0⟩|0q⟩ = 1√
2 ln(R/L) + 2

|0⟩|0q⟩+ |0⟩|10q−1⟩+
√
2 ln(R/L)√
jmax

jmax−1∑
j=0

|1⟩|j⟩

 (106)

We require another unitary B which applies the block-encoding UAt
for matrix At, where the value of t is controlled

by the setting of the q+1 qubits depicted in the equation above. Referencing Figure 4, to control the value of t, we
merely need to control the value of the rotation angle in the block-encoding UAt

. Let tj = ea+j2−d

, so that ln(tj)
is the left edgepoint of the interval [a+ j2−d, a+ (j + 1)2−d]. Then, we require that

B = |0q+1⟩⟨0q+1| ⊗ UAL + |010q−1⟩⟨010q−1| ⊗ UAR +

2d−1∑
j=0

|1j⟩⟨1j| ⊗ UAtj
(107)

Then, we may run Algorithm 2 by using P to generate the random distribution of values of t, and replace each
occurrence of UAt by B. The analysis of the algorithm is the same in Lemma 4, except that the integrals are
approximated by discrete sums. To bound the error in this approximation, we invoke the well-known formula that
the difference between an integral on the interval [L,R] and a sum of the integrand evaluated at the left edge point
of N equally sized subintervals is at most K1(R− L)2/(2N), where K1 is an upper bound on the derivative of the
integrand on the interval. We note the (non-optimized) upper bounds∣∣∣∣ ddτ (sin2(2θt))

∣∣∣∣ = |− sin(2θt) sin(4θt)/2| ≤ 1/2 (108)∣∣∣∣ ddτ (sin2(θt))
∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣− sin2(2θt)

∣∣ ≤ 1 (109)

(110)

The approximation errors satisfy∣∣∣∣∣∣
∫ ln(R)

ln(L)

dτ sin2(2θt)− 2−d

jmax−1∑
j=0

sin2(2θtj )

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ln(R/L)22−d−2 (111)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∫ ln(R)

ln(L)

dτ sin2(θt)− 2−d

jmax−1∑
j=0

sin2(θtj )

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ln(R/L)22−d−1 (112)

These integrals are used in Lemma 4 in Eqs. (90) and (100). Thus, we instead obtain

qsucc ≥
(1− η)2

(1 + η)2(ln(R/L) + 1)

(
1− ln(R/L)22−d−1

)
(113)

1− ⟨x|ρ̃|x⟩ ≤ 2η2

(1− η)2

(
3

2
+ ln

(R2 + L2

2L2

)
+ ln(R/L)22−d

)(
1− ln(R/L)22−d−1

)−1

(114)

Through a similar method, we also obtain

P> + P< ≤ 1

ln(R/L) + 1

(
4

β2 + 1
+ ln(R/L)22−d−1 +

2η2

(1 + η)2
(1 + 2 ln(R/L)− 4 ln(β)))

)
. (115)

Using this coherent version of Algorithm 3, we can wrap the algorithm in fixed-point amplitude amplification [20].
Given a lower bound λ on the success probability (as in Eq. (113)), fixed-point amplitude amplification allows the
success probability to be boosted to at least 1− δ with using L calls to the algorithm, where L is the smallest odd
integer greater than λ−1/2 ln

(
2/
√
δ
)
, and an equal number of calls to the oracle that determines success. Here,

determining success is simply checking whether the ancilla qubits are |0⟩. Thus, the overall query complexity is the
number L times the query complexity of Algorithm 1, yielding the quoted statement.
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E Explicit complexity bounds for QLSS

E.1 Near-optimal QLSSs
Now, we present a full QLSS that does not require knowing an estimate for the norm ahead of time. All it needs
to know is that ∥x∥ ∈ [L,R] (we can always take [L,R] = [1, κ] if we have no additional information). In this
subsection, we do not yet implement the adiabatic-inspired ideas described in Section 5.3 to achieve linear-in-κ
complexity; we so so in Section E.2. The algorithm presented here is a randomized algorithm that outputs an
ensemble of pairs (t, |x̃⟩), where t is an estimate for ∥x∥ and |x̃⟩ is the associated output of Algorithm 1 for that
choice of t. It works by running Algorithm 2 to generate a good norm estimate t and associated anstatz state |xans⟩,
and then using KP to refine that state. The KP step should be run with precision

ηKP =
ε

µ

√
1− µ2

√
1− ε2

(116)

where

µ =
η

1− η

√
3 + 2 ln

(R2 + L2

2L2

)
(117)

We show that the ensemble ρ̃ of |x̃⟩⟨x̃| that the algorithm outputs is ε-close to |x⟩⟨x|.

Algorithm 3: QLSS using random choice of t + postselection + KP
Input: (A, b, [L,R], κ, η, ε)
Output: (t, |x̃⟩)

1 Let ηKP be given by Eq. (116).
2 Run Algorithm 2 with parameters (A, b, [L,R], κ, η). If it fails, repeat this step. If it succeeds, denote its

output by (t, |xans⟩)
3 Apply KP to |xans⟩ using the matrix G = QbA with parameters (κ, ηKP). If it fails, go to line 2. If it

succeeds, denote its output by |x̃⟩.
4 return (t, |x̃⟩)

Theorem 2. Suppose that ∥b∥ = 1, that b is in the column space of A, and that all nonzero singular values of A
lie in the interval [κ−1, 1]. Let UA be a (1, a)-block-encoding of A, and Ub be a state-preparation unitary for |b⟩. Let
x denote the unique vector of minimum norm ∥x∥ for which Ax = b. Fix η > 0 and ε > 0, and assume η satisfies
η/(1− η) < (3 + 2 ln

(
(R2 + L2)/(2L)2

)
)−1/2. Let ηKP > 0 be given by Eq. (116). Consider Algorithm 3, denoting

its output by (t, |x̃⟩).
Then, the ensemble of outputs |x̃⟩⟨x̃|, denoted by ρ̃, satisfies 1

2∥|x⟩⟨x| − ρ̃∥1 ≤ ε, meaning the output solves
the QLSP. Furthermore, the expected number of queries required is Q total queries to UA, U†

A and their controlled
versions, as well as 2Q total queries to Ub, U

†
b , and their controlled versions, where

Q ≤ 2(1 + η)2(ln(R/L) + 1)

(1− η)2

⌈
κ

2
ln

(
2

η

)⌉
+

1

1− η2

(1−η)2

(
3 + 2 ln

(R2+L2

2L2

))2⌈κ
2
ln

(
2

ηKP

)⌉
(118)

Proof. First, we verify that the output solves the QLSP. From Lemma 4, the ensemble of outputs of Algorithm 2,
denoted by ρ̃ans, satisfies

⟨x|ρ̃ans|x⟩ ≥ 1− 2η2

(1− η)2

(
3

2
+ ln

(R2 + L2

2L2

))
(119)

The subsequent KP step can then be analyzed with Lemma 2, with

µ =
η

1− η

√
3 + 2 ln

(R2 + L2

2L2

)
(120)

It asserts that the output of the KP step satisfies

1

2
∥|x⟩⟨x| − ρ̃∥1 ≤ µηKP√

1− µ2 + µ2η2KP

= ε . (121)
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where the last equality is ensured by the choice of ηKP in Eq. (116)

Next we verify the expected query complexity. We examine the expected complexity from each of the two lines
separately. For line 2, each time it is called, it has the complexity quoted in Theorem 1. The expected number of
times it is called is r−1

succ, where rsucc is the probability that both lines line 2 and line 3 succeed. We can see that
this satisfies the same lower bound as qsucc from Eq. (90), since this lower bound comes entirely from the portion
of the state that is left invariant by the KP step.

rsucc ≥
(1− η)2

(1 + η)2(ln(R/L) + 1)
. (122)

Thus, the contribution to the expected query complexity from line 2 is at most

(1 + η)2(ln(R/L) + 1)

(1− η)2
2

⌈
κ

2
ln

(
2

η

)⌉
(123)

On the other hand, line 3 only executes when line 2 succeeds, and the algorithm terminates immediately once
line 3 succeeds for the first time. By Lemma 2, the success probability of line 3 is at least 1 − µ2. Thus, the
expected number of times line 3 executes is at most (1 − µ2)−1, and its contribution to the query complexity is
upper bounded by

2
⌈
κ
2 ln
(

2
ηKP

)⌉
1− η2

(1−η)2

(
3 + 2 ln

(R2+L2

2L2

)) . (124)

This completes the proof.

If one takes [L,R] = [1, κ] and η = Θ(1/ log(κ)), then µ = Θ(1) and ηKP = Θ(ε). The overall query complexity
is O(κ log(κ) log log(κ) + κ log(1/ε)). Furthermore, we may perform a closer inspection to derive a simpler formula
that holds over a wide range of values of κ. Suppose that κ ∈ [3, 106], so that

√
3 + 2 ln((κ2 + 1)/2) ∈ [2.49, 7.55].

Choose η so that µ = 0.25. This implies(
1 + η

1− η

)2

=

(
1 +

2η

1− η

)2

=
(
1 + 0.5/

√
3 + 2 ln((κ2 + 1)/2)

)2
≤ 1.442 . (125)

Furthermore

ln(2/η) = ln(2/µ) + ln
(√

3 + 2 ln((κ2 + 1)/2)
)
+ ln

(
1 + µ/

√
3 + 2 ln((κ2 + 1)/2)

)
≤ 4.14 (126)

Then, working from Eq. (118), we have

Q ≤ 2 · 1.442(ln(κ) + 1)⌈(4.14)κ
2
⌉+ 16

15
· 2 · ⌈κ

2
ln
(
ε−1
√
1− ε2

)
− κ

2
ln
(√

15/2
)
⌉ (127)

Noting that ⌈x⌉ ≤ x+ 1, we can then write

Q ≤ 5.97 ln(κ)κ+ 5.27κ+ 1.07κ ln
(
ε−1
√

1− ε2
)
+ 2.89 ln(κ) + 5.02 . (128)

This will be a loose bound compared to Eq. (118), especially for smaller κ, but it is a genuine upper bound that
holds whenever κ ∈ [3, 106].

We can reduce the prefactor on the first term by a quantity
√
log(κ) by using (fixed-point) amplitude amplifi-

cation to boost the chances of successfully preparing ρans, prior to performing KP.

Theorem 3. Consider Algorithm 3, with line 2 replaced by the fixed-point amplitude amplified version described in
Lemma 5 for a certain amplification parameter δ, and discretization parameter d. Then one can achieve the same
results with

Q =

1
1−δ

(
2

⌈
(1+η)

√
ln(R/L)+1

2(1−η)

(
1− ln(R/L)22−d−1

)−1/2

ln
(

2√
δ

)
− 1

2

⌉
+ 1

)
2
⌈
κ
2 ln
(

2
η

)⌉
+ 2

⌈
κ
2 ln
(

2
ηKP

)⌉
1− η2

(1−η)2

(
3 + 2 ln

(R2+L2

2L2

)
+ ln(R/L)22−d+1

)(
1− ln(R/L)22−d−1

)−1 (129)
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Proof. This follows by following the same analysis as in Theorem 1, except using Lemma 5 in place of Lemma 4.
The probability that both line 2 and line 3 succeed is at least (1 − δ)(1 − µ2), so the expected number of times
the line 2 must run is at most the inverse of this quantity. As before line 3 must be repeated an expected number
(1− µ2)−1 times, leading to the quoted expression.

We now turn the complexity statement of Theorem 3 into a looser but simpler upper bound. First of all, take
d → ∞, as the bound on the query complexity is monotonically decreasing with d. Let [L,R] = [1, κ]. Choose
δ = 1/4 and note ln

(
2/
√
δ
)
/(1− δ) ≤ 1.85. As previously, choose η so that µ = 0.25, and note ln(2/η) ≤ 4.14 when

κ ∈ [3, 106]. We have

Q ≤

(
1.85 ·

√
1.45 ·

√
ln(κ) + 1 + 8

3

)
(4.14κ+ 2) + κ ln

(
ε−1

√
1− ε2

)
− κ ln

(√
15/2

)
+ 2

15/16
(130)

≤ 9.84
√

log(κ) + 1κ+ 11.1κ+ 1.07κ ln
(
ε−1
√
1− ε2

)
+ 4.76

√
ln(κ) + 1 + 7.83 (131)

E.2 Optimal QLSS

In this subsection, we provide a rigorous and explicit version of the full QLSS with optimal dependence on κ,
following a similar idea as that presented in Section 5.3. The algorithm leverages the family of matrices Āσ defined
in Eq. (33) to estimate ∥x∥. The algorithm is described in Algorithm 4, and we give explicit bounds on the expected
query complexity in Theorem 4.

The algorithm takes in the QLSP parameters A, b, κ, ε. It also chooses a few additional free parameters,
ĉ, q̂, β̂, r̂, χ̂, ∆̂; we denote these free parameters with hats for easy reference. These are independent of κ and ε, and
they must satisfy ĉ > 1, q̂ > 1, β̂ > 1, 0 < χ̂ < 1, and 0 < ∆̂ < 1. We give an expression for the query complexity
that depends on these parameters. A numerical optimization of this expression suggests a locally optimal choice
for the parameters that we report in Table 2.

param value role

β̂ 15.4 target approximation ratio for ∥x∥ prior to final step

χ̂ 0.0398 magnitude of errors in kernel reflection on final step

ĉ 20.0 factor by which effective condition number σ−1 is increased each step

r̂ 3.37 factor by which target approximation ratio decreases each step

q̂ 5.41 factor by which kernel reflection error parameter is increased each step

∆̂ 0.00424 upper bound on total probability of repeated failure of kernel reflection

Table 2: Summary of free parameters in Algorithm 4, along with their role. A specific choice for each parameter is
provided which leads the final complexity statement to achieve a local minimum.
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Additionally, in its operation and analysis, we define the following parameters to depend on the above. The
index j ranges from 1 to J , where J is defined in the first line.

J = ⌈ln(κ)/ ln(ĉ)⌉
σj = κ−1ĉJ−j ∈ [κ−1, 1]

βj = β̂r̂J−j−1

χj = χ̂q̂−J+j

ηj = χj/(1 + χj)

mj = (J − j + 1) ln
(
∆̂−1 + 1

) (1 + ηj)
2(ln

(
ĉβ̂2r̂2J−2j

)
+ 1)

(1− ηj)2

P̄ =
4

β̂2(1− r̂−2)
+

16χ̂

q̂β̂2(1− r̂−2q̂−1)
+

16χ̂2

q̂2β̂2(1− r̂−2q̂−2)
+

2χ̂2 ln
(
eĉ2r̂4

)
q̂2 − 1

µ =

√√√√1−
(
1− ∆̂− P̄

)(
1− 2χ̂2

(
3

2
+ ln

(
ĉβ̂2 + 1

2

)))

ηKP =
ε

µ

√
1− µ2

√
1− ε2

(132)

Algorithm 4: Full optimal QLSS

Input: (A, b, κ, ε) and tunable parameters (ĉ, q̂, β̂, r̂, χ̂, ∆̂)
Output: (t, |x̃⟩)

1 Let J be given as in Eq. (132)
2 Let β0 = 1 and t0 = 1
3 for j = 1, . . . , J :
4 Let σj , ηj , mj , βj , be given as in Eq. (132)
5 Let [Lj ,Rj ] = [max(1, tj−1/βj−1),min(σ−1

j , ĉtj−1βj−1)]

6 Let Āσj
be given as in Eq. (33) and its block-encoding be constructed as in Figure 7

7 If j < J , run Algorithm 2 with parameters (Āσj
, b, [Lj ,Rj ], σ

−1
j , ηj), and if j = J use parameters

(A, b, [Lj ,Rj ], κ, ηj). If it fails, repeat this step up to mj times. If all mj repetitions fail, return to
line 1. Upon first success, denote its output by (tj , |xj⟩) and continue.

8 Let ηKP be given as in Eq. (132)
9 Apply KP to |xJ ⟩ using the matrix G with parameters (κ, ηKP). If it fails, go to line 1. If it succeeds, denote

its output by |x̃⟩.
10 return (t = tJ , |x̃⟩)

Theorem 4. Suppose that ∥b∥ = 1, that b is in the column space of A, and that all nonzero singular values of A
lie in the interval [κ−1, 1]. Let UA be a (1, a)-block-encoding of A, and Ub be a state-preparation unitary for |b⟩. Let
x denote the unique vector of minimum norm ∥x∥ for which Ax = b. Fix ε > 0. Consider Algorithm 4, denoting
its output by (t, |x̃⟩), using the parameter choices listed in Table 2.

Then, the ensemble of outputs |x̃⟩⟨x̃|, denoted by ρ̃, satisfies 1
2∥|x⟩⟨x| − ρ̃∥1 ≤ ε, meaning the output solves

the QLSP. Furthermore, the expected number of queries required is Q total queries to UA, U†
A and their controlled

versions, as well as 2Q total queries to Ub, U
†
b , and their controlled versions, where

Q ≤ 56.0κ+ 1.05κ ln

(√
1− ε2

ε

)
+ 2.78 ln(κ)

3
+ 3.17 (133)

Proof. The first part of the algorithm consists of computing a sequence of estimates tj for j = 1, . . . , J =
⌈ln(κ)/ ln(ĉ)⌉. The final step of this sequence also produces a state |xJ ⟩. For any value of j, we say that step
j “succeeds” if the algorithm advances to step j+1, and step j “fails” if all mj repetitions within line 7 fail, causing
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the algorithm to restart and return to line 1. We say that the algorithm begins a new “cycle” when one of the steps
fails and it returns to line 1, with each cycle being completely independent of the previous cycles.

Conditioned on steps 1, 2, . . . , j all succeeding, there is some fixed ensemble of outputs tj . We argue
that this ensemble is concentrated near ∥x̄σj∥ for all j. In particular, we will call an estimate tj “good” if
tj ∈ [β−1

j ∥x̄σj∥, βj∥x̄σj∥] and “bad” otherwise. Furthermore, we recall from Property 3 shown in Section 5.3
that

∥x̄σj∥ ≤ ∥x̄σj+1
∥ ≤ ∥x̄σj∥σj/σj+1 = ĉ∥x̄σj−1

∥ (134)

Thus, if tj is good, it holds that ∥x̄σj+1
∥ ∈ [β−1

j tj , βj ĉtj ]. Separately we know that ∥x̄σj+1
∥ ∈ [1, σ−1

j+1] since
x̄σj+1

is the solution to a linear system with condition number at most σ−1
j+1, so we conclude that ∥x̄σj+1

∥ ∈
[β−1

j tj , βj ĉtj ] ∩ [1, σ−1
j+1] = [Lj+1,Rj+1].

Let pj denote the probability that tj is bad conditioned on ∥x̄σj∥ ∈ [Lj ,Rj ], and note that by Lemma 4, we
can bound pj by

pj := Pr
[
tj is bad

∣∣ ∥x̄σj∥ ∈ [Lj ,Rj ]
]
≤ (1 + ηj)

2

(1− ηj)2
4

β2
j + 1

+
2η2j (2 ln(Rj/Lj) + 1− 4 ln(βj))

(1− ηj)2
. (135)

Moreover, let δj be the probability that all mj repetitions of Algorithm 2 within step j fail, causing the
algorithm to return to line 1, conditioned on ∥x̄σj∥ ∈ [Lj ,Rj ]. We know from Lemma 4 that the probability of
success of each run of Algorithm 2 is at least qsucc where qsucc is bounded in Eq. (82), and thus δj ≤ (1− qsucc)

mj .
That is,

δj ≤
(
1− (1− ηj)

2

(1 + ηj)2(ln(Rj/Lj) + 1)

)mj

. (136)

Define

P =

J−1∑
j=1

pj (137)

∆ =

J∑
j=1

δj . (138)

If the relation ∥x̄σj∥ ∈ [Lj ,Rj ] is satisfied, then step j will succeed and output a tj that is good, except with
probability at most δj + pj . Then, as argued above, when tj is good, ∥x̄σj+1

∥ ∈ [Lj+1,Rj+1] is satisfied. By the
union bound, the probability that one of the steps fails (resetting the cycle before it completes) or all succeed but
one of the t1, . . . , tJ−1 is bad, can be upper bounded by P +∆. In other words, with probability at least 1−P −∆,
steps 1, . . . , j succeed and all outputs t1, . . . , tj−1 are good.

Now, we verify that the output of the algorithm solves the QLSP. With probability 1 − P −∆, in any given
cycle, step J is executed on input parameters satisfying ∥x̄σJ∥ = ∥x∥ ∈ [LJ ,RJ ], and it succeeds. In this scenario,
Lemma 4 applies, and the ensemble ρ̃J,good of ouptuts |x̃J ⟩⟨x̃J | satisfies

⟨x|ρ̃J,good|x⟩ ≥ 1− 2η2J
(1− ηJ)2

(
3

2
+ ln

(R2
J + L2

J

2L2
J

))
(139)

With probability at most P +∆, either the cycle does not reach the KP step (line 9), or it does reach the KP step
but ∥x̄σJ∥ ∈ [LJ ,RJ ] does not hold, and thus Lemma 4 does not apply. In this scenario, we may still say that the
ensemble ρ̃J,bad of outputs of step J (conditioned on an output existing) satisfies ⟨x|ρ̃J,bad|x⟩ ≥ 0. Weighting these
two ensembles by their (worst-case) probabilities, we conclude that the ensemble ρ̃J of outputs of step J satisfies

⟨x|ρ̃J |x⟩ ≥ (1− P −∆)⟨x|ρ̃J,good|x⟩ ≥ (1− P −∆)

(
1− 2η2J

(1− ηJ)2

(
3

2
+ ln

(R2
J + L2

J

2L2
J

)))
(140)

We now compute some bounds on the above using the particular parameter choices we have made, with the
goal of showing that ⟨x|ρ̃J |x⟩ ≥ 1− µ2, with µ given in Eq. (132). First, we note that by our definitions, for all j,
ηj/(1+ηj) = χj , and (1+ηj)/(1−ηj) = 1+2χj . Furthermore, for j ≥ 2, we have Rj/Lj ≤ ĉβ̂2

j−1 = ĉβ̂2r̂2J−2j . For
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j = 1, we have R1/L1 = σ−1
1 ≤ ĉ ≤ ĉβ̂2r̂2J (since β̂ > 1 and r̂ > 1). Thus, referencing Eq. (135) and substituting

k = J − j − 1, we have

P =

J−1∑
j=1

pj ≤
J−1∑
j=1

[
(1 + ηj)

2

(1− ηj)2
4

β2
j + 1

+
2η2j (2 ln(Rj/Lj) + 1− 4 ln(βj))

(1− ηj)2

]
(141)

≤
J−1∑
j=1

[
4(1 + 2χj)

2β−2
j + 2χ2

j

(
2 ln
(
ĉβ̂2

j−1

)
+ 1− 4 ln(βj)

)]
(142)

=

J−1∑
j=1

[
4(1 + 2χ̂q̂−J+j)2β̂−2r̂−2J+2j + 2χ̂2q̂−2J+2j

(
2 ln
(
ĉβ̂2r̂2J−2j

)
+ 1− 4 ln

(
β̂2r̂J−j−1

))]
(143)

=

J−2∑
k=0

[
4(1 + 2χ̂q̂−k−1)2β̂−2r̂−2k + 2χ̂2q̂−2k−2 ln

(
eĉ2r̂4

)]
(144)

≤
[
4

β̂2

∞∑
k=0

r̂−2k

]
+

[
16χ̂

q̂β̂2

∞∑
k=0

r̂−2kq̂−k

]
+

[
16χ̂2

q̂2β̂2

∞∑
k=0

r̂−2kq̂−2k

]
+

[
2 ˆ̂χ2 ln

(
eĉ2r̂4

)
q̂2

∞∑
k=0

q̂−2k

]
(145)

=
4

β̂2(1− r̂−2)
+

16χ̂

q̂β̂2(1− r̂−2q̂−1)
+

16χ̂2

q̂2β̂2(1− r̂−2q̂−2)
+

2χ̂2 ln
(
eĉ2r̂4

)
q̂2(1− q̂−2)

(146)

= P̄ (147)

where P̄ was defined in Eq. (132). Similarly, working from Eq. (136), we bound ∆, here utilizing the relation
1/x ≥ −1/ ln(1− x), the substitution k = J − j + 1, and the definition of mj in Eq. (132),

∆ =

J∑
j=1

δj ≤
J∑
j=

(
1− (1− ηj)

2

(1 + ηj)2(ln(Rj/Lj) + 1)

)mj

(148)

≤
J∑

j=1

1− (1− ηj)
2

(1 + ηj)2
(
ln
(
ĉβ̂2r̂2J−2j

)
+ 1
)
(J−j+1) ln(∆̂−1+1)

(1+ηj)
2(ln(ĉβ̂2r̂2J−2j)+1)

(1−ηj)
2

(149)

≤
J∑

j=1

1− (1− ηj)
2

(1 + ηj)2(ln
(
ĉβ̂2r̂2J−2j

)
+ 1)

(J−j+1)
ln

(
1

∆̂−1+1

)
ln

(
1−

(1−ηj)
2

(1+ηj)
2(ln(ĉβ̂2r̂2J−2j)+1)

)
(150)

=

J∑
j=1

(
∆̂

1 + ∆̂

)J−j+1

≤
∞∑
k=1

∆̂k

(1 + ∆̂)k
= ∆̂ (151)

Thus we have

⟨x|ρ̃J |x⟩ ≥ (1− ∆̂− P̄ )

(
1− 2η2J

(1− ηJ)2

(
3

2
+ ln

(R2
J + L2

J

2L2
J

)))
(152)

≥ 1−
(
1−

(
1− ∆̂− P̄

)(
1− 2χ̂2

(
3

2
+ ln

(
ĉβ̂2 + 1

2

))))
(153)

= 1− µ2 . (154)

where µ was defined in Eq. (132). The subsequent KP step can then be analyzed with Lemma 2. We observe that
the output |xJ ⟩ has no overlap with the kernel of A (see Theorem 1). Thus, Lemma 2 asserts that the output of
the KP step satisfies

1

2
∥|x⟩⟨x| − ρ̃∥1 ≤ µηKP√

1− µ2 + µ2η2KP

= ε , (155)

where the last equality is ensured by the choice of ηKP in Eq. (132). Thus we have verified that the ensemble output
by the KP step, when it succeeds, solves the QLSP.
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Next, we give an upper bound on the overall expected query complexity. Since each cycle is independent of
the previous cycle, this query complexity is given by the expected number of cycles times the expected number of
queries per cycle. The expected number of cycles is the inverse of the probability that all steps 1, . . . , J succeed, and
then the KP step also succeeds. This quantity is at least the probability that all steps 1, . . . , J succeed and that all
estimates t1, . . . , tJ−1 are good, times the probability the KP step succeeds conditioned on the output ρ̃J,good. This
can then be lower bounded by (1−P −∆)⟨x|ρ̃J,good|x⟩, which was itself lower bounded by 1−µ2 above. Thus, we
conclude that the expected number of cycles is at most (1− µ2)−1.

Let Qj be the expected query complexity incurred by step j within any given cycle, for j = 1, . . . , J , and let
QKP be the expected query complexity incurred by the KP step (line 9) in any given cycle. We may then make the
upper bound on the total expected query complexity

Q ≤
QKP +

∑J
j=1 Qj

1− µ2
(156)

We now provide expressions upper bounding Qj and QKP. We know that when step j executes, the probability that
∥x̄σj∥ ∈ [Lj ,Rj ] is at least 1− P −∆. When this is the case, each call to Algorithm 2 within step j succeeds with
probability lower bounded by Eq. (82), and the expected number of calls to Algorithm 2 is at most the inverse of
that quantity. With probability at most P +∆, we have no such guarantee, but we may still say that the expected
number of calls to Algorithm 2 is mj . Each time Algorithm 2 is called, it has a fixed query complexity equal to
2⌈σ−1

j ln(2/ηj)/2⌉. Thus, in total we have

Qj ≤

(1− P −∆)
(1 + ηj)

2
(
ln
(
ĉβ̂2

j−1

)
+ 1
)

(1− ηj)2
+ (P +∆)mj

 2⌈σ−1
j ln(2/ηj)/2⌉ (157)

On the other hand, the KP step executes at most once per cycle, and it has the same query complexity every time
it executes, given by 2⌈κ ln(2/ηKP)/2⌉. Thus we have

QKP ≤ 2⌈κ ln(2/ηKP)/2⌉ ≤ κ ln

(√
1− ε2

ε

)
− κ ln

(√
1− µ2

2µ

)
+ 2 (158)

where we have used the bound ⌈x⌉ ≤ x+ 1 and substituted the definition of ηKP from Eq. (132).

We now update the bound on Qj for our particular parameter choices. We note the relations (1+ηj)/(1−ηj) ≤
1 + 2χ̂ and 1/ηj = (1 + χj)/χj ≤ (1 + χ̂)/χj = (1 + χ̂)q̂J−j/χ̂. We work from Eq. (157), using the definition of mj

in Eq. (132), to write

Qj ≤

 ln
(
ĉβ̂2r̂2J−2j

)
+ 1

(1− ηj)2(1 + ηj)−2
+ (P +∆)

mj −
ln
(
ĉβ̂2r̂2J−2j

)
+ 1

(1− ηj)2(1 + ηj)−2

 2⌈σ−1
j ln(2/ηj)/2⌉ (159)

≤
ln
(
ĉβ̂2r̂2J−2j

)
+ 1

(1− ηj)2(1 + ηj)−2

(
1 + (P̄ + ∆̂)

(
ln
(
∆̂−1 + 1

)
(J − j + 1)− 1

)) (
σ−1
j ln(2/ηj) + 2

)
(160)

= (1 + 2χ̂)2
(
ln
(
eĉβ̂2

)
+ (2J − 2j) ln(r̂)

)(
1 + (P̄ + ∆̂)

(
ln
(
∆̂−1 + 1

)
(J − j + 1)− 1

))
×
(
κĉ−J+j ln

(
2χ̂−1(1 + χ̂)

)
+ κĉ−J+j ln(q̂)(J − j) + 2

)
(161)

Working from this last expression, we take the sum over j and group terms by their j dependence, as follows.

J∑
j=1

Qj ≤ κZ0

 J∑
j=1

ĉ−J+j

+ κZ1

 J∑
j=1

(J − j)ĉ−J+j

+ κZ2

 J∑
j=1

(J − j)2ĉ−J+j


+ κZ3

 J∑
j=1

(J − j)3ĉ−J+j

+ JZ4 + J2Z5

 J∑
j=1

J − j

J2

+ J3Z6

 J∑
j=1

(J − j)2

J3

 (162)
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where Zp are constants (independent of κ and ε), given by

Z0 = (1 + 2χ̂)2 ln

(
2(1 + χ̂)

χ̂

)
ln
(
eĉβ̂2

)(
1− P̄ − ∆̂ + (P̄ + ∆̂) ln

(
∆̂−1 + 1

))
(163)

Z1 = (1 + 2χ̂)2 ln

(
2(1 + χ̂)

χ̂

)
ln
(
eĉβ̂2

)
(P̄ + ∆̂) ln

(
∆̂−1 + 1

)
+ 2(1 + 2χ̂)2 ln

(
2(1 + χ̂)

χ̂

)
ln(r̂)

(
1− P̄ − ∆̂ + (P̄ + ∆̂) ln

(
∆̂−1 + 1

))
+ (1 + 2χ̂)2 ln(q̂) ln

(
eĉβ̂2

)(
1− P̄ − ∆̂ + (P̄ + ∆̂) ln

(
∆̂−1 + 1

))
(164)

Z2 = 2(1 + 2χ̂)2 ln

(
2(1 + χ̂)

χ̂

)
ln(r̂)(P̄ + ∆̂) ln

(
∆̂−1 + 1

)
+ 2(1 + 2χ̂)2 ln(q̂) ln(r̂)

(
1− P̄ − ∆̂ + (P̄ + ∆̂) ln

(
∆̂−1 + 1

))
+ (1 + 2χ̂)2 ln(q̂) ln

(
eĉβ̂2

)
(P̄ + ∆̂) ln

(
∆̂−1 + 1

)
(165)

Z3 = 2(1 + 2χ̂)2 ln(q̂) ln(r̂)(P̄ + ∆̂) ln
(
∆̂−1 + 1

)
(166)

Z4 = 2(1 + 2χ̂)2 ln
(
eĉβ̂2

)(
1− P̄ − ∆̂ + (P̄ + ∆̂) ln

(
∆̂−1 + 1

))
(167)

Z5 = 4(1 + 2χ̂)2 ln(r̂)
(
1− P̄ − ∆̂ + (P̄ + ∆̂) ln

(
∆̂−1 + 1

))
+ 2(1 + 2χ̂)2 ln

(
eĉβ̂2

)
(P̄ + ∆̂) ln

(
∆̂−1 + 1

)
(168)

Z6 = 4(1 + 2χ̂)2 ln(r̂)(P̄ + ∆̂) ln
(
∆̂−1 + 1

)
(169)

Furthermore, each of the sums in brackets evaluates to a quantity that is upper bounded by a constant, independent
of κ. We can compute upper bounds with the substitution k = J − j and extending the sum to infinity.

J∑
j=1

ĉ−J+j ≤
∞∑
k=0

ĉ−k =
1

1− ĉ−1
(170)

J∑
j=1

(J − j)ĉ−J+j ≤
∞∑
k=0

kĉ−k =
ĉ−1

(1− ĉ−1)2
(171)

J∑
j=1

(J − j)2ĉ−J+j ≤
∞∑
k=0

k2ĉ−k =
ĉ−2 + ĉ−1

(1− ĉ−1)3
(172)

J∑
j=1

(J − j)3ĉ−J+j ≤
∞∑
k=0

k2ĉ−k =
ĉ−3 + 4ĉ−2 + ĉ−1

(1− ĉ−1)4
(173)

J∑
j=1

J − j

J2
=

1

2
− 1

2J
≤ 1

2
(174)

J∑
j=1

(J − j)2

J2
=

(J − 1)(2J − 1)

6J2
≤ 1

3
(175)

We are now ready to conclude. We plug our bound on
∑J

j=1 Qj from Eq. (162) and our bound on QKP in
Eq. (158) into Eq. (156). We find an upper bound on Q equal to

κ

1− µ2

[
ln

(√
1− ε2

ε

)
+

Z0

1− ĉ−1
+

Z1ĉ
−1

(1− ĉ−1)2
+
Z2(ĉ

−2 + ĉ−1)

(1− ĉ−1)3
+
Z3(ĉ

−3 + 4ĉ−2 + ĉ−1)

(1− ĉ−1)4
− ln

(√
1− µ2

2µ

)]

+ ⌈logĉ(κ)⌉
(

Z4

1− µ2

)
+ ⌈logĉ(κ)⌉2

(
Z5

2(1− µ2)

)
+ ⌈logĉ(κ)⌉3

(
Z6

2(1− µ2)

)
+

(
3

1− µ2

)
(176)
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where Zp are given above. As long as κ ≥ ĉ, we can say ⌈logĉ(κ)⌉ ≤ 2(ln(κ)/ ln(ĉ))3, ⌈logĉ(κ)⌉2 ≤ 4(ln(κ)/ ln(ĉ))3

and ⌈logĉ(κ)⌉2 ≤ 8(ln(κ)/ ln(ĉ))3. This allows us to upper bound the final line (sublinear in κ) by

ln(κ)
3

ln(ĉ)
3

((
2Z4

1− µ2

)
+

(
2Z5

1− µ2

)
+

(
4Z6

1− µ2

))
+

(
3

1− µ2

)
(177)

This verfies that the final complexity is O(κ) +O(κ log(1/ε)). By plugging in the parameter choices from Table 2,
the numerical values reported can be verified from this final expression.

F Lower bounds on the complexity of norm estimation

Our method has demonstrated that estimating the norm ∥x∥ to within a constant factor is a key step toward
achieving an optimal QLSS with O(κ) complexity. One might hope that estimating the norm could be easier than
producing the state |x⟩. However, here we show an Ω(κ) lower bound on estimating the norm to within a constant
factor less than 5/4. Our proof extends the method in Ref. [10], which showed an Ω(κ) lower bound on the query
complexity of the QLSP even for positive semi-definite matrices.

The key idea of that method was to reduce the PromiseMajority problem to the QLSP, such that solving
the QLSP yields a solution to PromiseMajority. Known lower bounds on PromiseMajority then imply a lower
bound the QLSP. Here we do the same, modifying the construction of Ref. [10] so that we reduce to the problem
of estimating the norm, rather than the QLSP. Technically, as stated, our bound leaves open the possibility of
achieving a multiplicative-factor approximation worse than 5/4 in o(κ) complexity.

Theorem 5. Let A be a quantum algorithm for esitmating the norm in the following sense. On any input κ ∈ [3,∞),
ε ∈ (0, 1/4], and given (controlled) access to a (1, a)-block-encoding UA for the N ×N matrix A with singular values
contained in [κ−1, 1], and state-preparation unitary Ub for the N -dimensional vector b, the algorithm A outputs a
value t, where, with probability at least 2/3, t ∈ [(1+ε)−1∥x∥, (1+ε)∥x∥] where x is the solution of minimum norm
to the equation Ax = b. Then A must make at least

Ω(min(κε−1, N)) (178)

queries to UA and to Ub.

Proof. First we define the PromiseMajority(M,N ′) problem following Ref. [10]: Given a vector y ∈ {0, 1}N ′
and

a value of M ∈ {1, . . . , N ′} (where M +N ′ is even), and the promise that either (i) yi = 0 for (N ′ +M)/2 of the
entries, or (ii) yi = 1 for (N ′ +M)/2 of the entries, determine whether (i) or (ii) is the case. Suppose a quantum
algorithm has query access to the entries of y via a unitary Py acting as Py|i⟩|z⟩ = |i⟩|z ⊕ yi⟩. Then, the number
of queries to Py that the quantum algorithm must make to solve the PromiseMajority(M,N ′) problem with at
least 2/3 probability of correctness is Ω(N ′/M) (see [10, Lemma 19] and [36, Corollary 1.2]).

Now, we will define a family of linear systems, parameterized by κ, ε, and N . The linear systems will be
size N × N (without loss of generality, we let N be a power of 2) and have condition number κ. We will show
that learning the norm of the solution to these linear systems to within factor 1 + ε yields a solution to the
PromiseMajority(M,N ′) problem, where the relationship between parameters (M,N ′) and (κ, ε,N) is

N ′ = N/2 (179)
M = 2max(1, 4Nε/κ) . (180)

Furthermore, we will show that the linear systems can be constructed such that the block-encoding UA can be
carried out with two queries to the oracle Py, while Ub requires zero queries; or it can be constructed such that UA

requires zero queries, and Ub can be accomplished in one query. Thus, the lower bound of Ω(N ′/M) queries to Py

will imply a query lower bound on the norm estimation problem of Ω(min(κ/ε,N)).

To define the family, let 1 = (1; 1; . . . ; 1)/
√
N ′ denote the unit vector of length N ′ with equal entries. Let D

be the N ′ × N ′ diagonal unitary matrix for which the ith diagonal entry of D is equal to (−1)yi , and define unit
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vector

d = D1 =
1√
N ′


(−1)y0

...

(−1)yN′−1

 . (181)

Finally, let
C = IN ′ − (1− κ−1)11† (182)

where IN ′ is the N ′ ×N ′ identity matrix. We can see that all singular values of C lie in the interval [κ−1, 1]. We
can also see that C is invertible and that its inverse is given by

C−1 = IN ′ + (κ− 1)11† . (183)

Then, define the Hermitian N ×N matrix A and vector b by

A =
1

2

 C + IN ′ (C − IN ′)D

D(C − IN ′) C + IN ′

 b =
1√

1 + ε2N2/M2

 1

εN
M 1

 . (184)

We note the factorizations

A =

IN ′ 0

0 D


︸ ︷︷ ︸

unitary

IN ′/
√
2 IN ′/

√
2

IN ′/
√
2 −IN ′/

√
2


︸ ︷︷ ︸

unitary

C 0

0 IN ′


IN ′/

√
2 IN ′/

√
2

IN ′/
√
2 −IN ′/

√
2


︸ ︷︷ ︸

unitary

IN ′ 0

0 D


︸ ︷︷ ︸

unitary

(185)

b =
1√

2
√
1 + ε2N2/M2

IN ′ 0

0 D


︸ ︷︷ ︸

unitary

IN ′/
√
2 IN ′/

√
2

IN ′/
√
2 −IN ′/

√
2


︸ ︷︷ ︸

unitary

1+ εN
M d

1− εN
M d

 (186)

Since all factors of A are unitary except for the third factor, and C has singular values in [κ−1, 1], we conclude
that A has singular values in [κ−1, 1]. This also implies that A is invertible and Ax = b has a unique solution.
Furthermore, from the factorization we see that this unique solution is

x =
1√

2
√
1 + ε2N2/M2

IN ′ 0

0 D


︸ ︷︷ ︸

unitary

IN ′/
√
2 IN ′/

√
2

IN ′/
√
2 −IN ′/

√
2


︸ ︷︷ ︸

unitary

C−1 0

0 IN ′


1+ εN

M d

1− εN
M d

 (187)

=
1√

2
√
1 + ε2N2/M2

IN ′ 0

0 D


︸ ︷︷ ︸

unitary

IN ′/
√
2 IN ′/

√
2

IN ′/
√
2 −IN ′/

√
2


︸ ︷︷ ︸

unitary

εN
M d+

(
κ+ ε(κ− 1)N

M 1†d
)
1

1− εN
M d

 (188)

We recall that unitary matrices do not change norms, and compute the norm of x as

∥x∥2 =
1 + 2

(
εN
M

)2
+
(
κ+ ε(κ− 1)N

M 1†d
)2 − 2

(
εN
M

)
1†d+ 2

(
εN
M

) (
κ+ ε(κ− 1)N

M 1†d
)
1†d

2(1 + ε2N2/M2)
(189)

(190)
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Now we observe that the value of 1†d differs in case (i) and case (ii) of the PromiseMajority problem.

1†d =

{
M/N ′ = 2M/N in case (i)
−M/N ′ = −2M/N in case (ii)

(191)

Let ∥x∥(i) and ∥x∥(ii) denote the norm values in the two caes. We have

∥x∥2(i)
∥x∥2(ii)

=
1 + 2

(
εN
M

)2
+ (κ+ 2ε(κ− 1))

2 − 4ε+ 4ε (κ+ 2ε(κ− 1))

1 + 2
(
εN
M

)2
+ (κ− 2ε(κ− 1))

2
+ 4ε− 4ε (κ− 2ε(κ− 1))

(192)

=

(
κ2 + 1 + 2

(
εN
M

)2
+ 4ε2(κ2 − 1)

)
+ 4ε(κ2 − 1)(

κ2 + 1 + 2
(
εN
M

)2
+ 4ε2(κ2 − 1)

)
− 4ε(κ2 − 1)

(193)

=

1 +
4κ2−1

κ2+1
ε

1+2(ε N
M )

2 1
κ2+1

+4κ2−1

κ2+1
ε2

1− 4κ2−1

κ2+1
ε

1+2(ε N
M )

2 1
κ2+1

+4κ2−1

κ2+1
ε2

(194)

Now we recall some of our parameter relations. We have chosen M such that M ≥ 4εN/κ. We have assumed κ ≥ 3,
so (κ2 − 1)/(κ2 + 1) ≥ 4/5. Finally, we have assumed ε ≤ 1/4, so 4κ2−1

κ2+1ε
2 ≤ 1/4. This allows us to assert

∥x∥2(i)
∥x∥2(ii)

≥
1 +

16
5 ε

1+ 1
8+

1
4

1 +
16
5 ε

1+ 1
8+

1
4

(195)

=
1 + 128

55 ε

1− 128
55 ε

(196)

Now, if the algorithm A produces an estimate t satisfying t ∈ [(1 + ε)−1∥x∥, (1 + ε)∥x∥], then

t2 ∈ [(1 + 2ε+ ε2)−1∥x∥2, (1 + 2ε+ ε)∥x∥2] ⊆ [(1 + 9ε/4)−1∥x∥2, (1 + 9ε/4)∥x∥2] (197)

where the last inclusion follows under the assumption ε ≤ 1/4. Since 9/4 < 128/55, Eqs. (196) and (197) together
imply that by taking the output t and determining whether t2 is closer to ∥x∥2(i) or ∥x∥2(ii), we can determine
whether we are in case (i) or case (ii) and solve the PromiseMajority problem.

It remains to show that we can construct a block-encoding UA and state-preparation untiary Ub for A and b
as defined. Constucting Ub is simple as the vector does not depend on y and need not query Py, and all entries of
the superposition are known. To construct UA, we refer to its factorization in Eq. (185). The block-encoding for A
multiplies block-encodings for each of the factors:

• The unitary operation
[
IN′ 0
0 D

]
= |0⟩⟨0|⊗IN ′+|1⟩⟨1|⊗Py is accomplished with a controlled-Py query. Controlled-

Py can be built from Py as follows. Prior to beginning the algorithm, we make make T = O(1) queries Py

on random inputs i1, . . . , iT , learning yi1 , . . . , yiT . With high probability we find a value i∗ for which yi∗ = 0
(unless M ≈ N and we are in case (ii), in which case we can already easily differentiate case (i) and case (ii) in
O(1) classical queries). We prepare the state |i∗⟩ in an ancilla register. In order to apply controlled-Py on the
state |i∗⟩|c⟩|i⟩|z⟩, where the first qubit is the ancilla, the second qubit is the control, and the final two qubits
are the target of the query, we perform a controlled swap between the registers holding |i∗⟩ and |i⟩, controlled
on the register holding |c⟩. Then, we query the final two registers, and undo the controlled swap. Since yi∗ = 0,
there is no action on the final register when the control is set to 1.

• The unitary operation 1√
2

[
IN′ IN′
IN′ −IN′

]
is equivalent to a Hadamard gate, H⊗IN ′ . No queries to Py are required.

• The matrix
[
C 0
0 IN′

]
= |0⟩⟨0|⊗C+ |1⟩⟨1|⊗IN ′ is accomplished by controlled-UC operation, where UC is a block-

encoding of C. We block-encode C as follows. Let θ = arccos
(
κ−1

)
. First, perform a parallel layer of Hadmard

gates, which maps |1⟩ to |e0⟩. Then, introduce an ancilla qubit and apply |e0⟩⟨e0| ⊗ eiθY + (IN ′ − |0⟩⟨0|)⊗ I2.
Finally, apply another layer of Hadamards to send |0⟩ back to |1⟩. Since ⟨0|eiθY |0⟩ = κ−1, we have the correct
⟨1|C|1⟩ matrix element. For any vector orthogonal to |1⟩, the Ry gate is not triggered, so UC acts as identity.
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Overall, each UA operation requires two Py queries, and each Ub operation requires no queries. This completes the
proof that the number of queries to UA must be at least Ω(min(κε−1, N)).

The method above does not lower bound the number of times A must query the state-preparation unitary Ub.
To make this lower bound, we slightly modify the construction to

A =

IN ′/
√
2 IN ′/

√
2

IN ′/
√
2 −IN ′/

√
2


︸ ︷︷ ︸

unitary

C 0

0 IN ′


IN ′/

√
2 IN ′/

√
2

IN ′/
√
2 −IN ′/

√
2


︸ ︷︷ ︸

unitary

(198)

b =
1√

2
√
1 + ε2N2/M2

IN ′ 0

0 D


︸ ︷︷ ︸

unitary

 1

εN
M 1

 (199)

Here, the block-encoding UA requires zero queries to Py, and the unitary Ub can be implemented with one query.
Furthermore, the solution x is unitarily related to the solution stated above, and thus has the same norm in case
(i) and case (ii). The same analysis then implies that the number of queries to the state preparation unitary cannot
be smaller than Ω(κε−1, N).
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