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Despite the successful enhancement to
the Harrow-Hassidim-Lloyd algorithm by
Childs et al., who introduced the Fourier
approach leveraging linear combinations of
unitary operators, our research has iden-
tified non-trivial redundancies within this
method. This finding points to a consid-
erable potential for refinement. In this
paper, we propose the quantum Krylov-
subspace method (QKSM), which is a hy-
brid classical-quantum algorithm, to mit-
igate such redundancies. By integrating
QKSM as a subroutine, we introduce the
quantum Krylov-subspace method based
linear solver that not only reduces compu-
tational redundancy but also enhances effi-
ciency and accuracy. Extensive numerical
experiments, conducted on systems with
dimensions up to 210 × 210, have demon-
strated a significant reduction in computa-
tional resources and have led to more pre-
cise approximations.

1 Introduction

Over the past decade, the field of quantum com-
puting has advanced rapidly, driven by develop-
ments in theoretical understanding and practical
applications[1]. Quantum algorithms[2], based
on the properties of quantum mechanics, offer
the promise of exponentially faster computation
for certain problems compared to classical algo-
rithms. From factoring large integers[3] to opti-
mizing complex systems[4], quantum algorithms
have the potential to revolutionize various do-
mains of computation.

In the realm of quantum computation, the
Quantum Linear Systems Problem (QLSP) is
conventionally defined as follows: Given a system
of linear equations Hx = b, where H ∈ CN×N
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and b ̸= 0 ∈ CN , the goal is to prepare a quan-
tum state |x̃⟩ that is proportional to the solu-
tion x with an error of at most ϵ. Following
common practice, H is typically postulated to
be d-sparse, Hermitian, with a condition num-
ber of κ, normalized to have a spectral norm of
1 and the eigenvalues of H fall within the inter-
val [−1, −1/κ] ∪ [1/κ, 1]. Moreover, it is widely
accepted that the quantum state |b⟩ proportional
to b can be efficiently prepared with a quantum
procedure P.

In quantum computation research, the QLSP
has garnered substantial attention, prompting
numerous studies to address this challenge. The
Harrow-Hassidim-Lloyd (HHL) algorithm [5] has
achieved an ϵ-approximation to the desired quan-
tum state with poly(log N, 1/ϵ, d, κ) resources.
Among the enhancement of the HHL[6, 7, 8, 9],
Childs et al. [7] introduced the Fourier approach
that leverages linear combinations of unitary
operators(LCU), demonstrating polylogarithmic
scaling in 1/ϵ. Despite the Fourier approach’s
well-established status, our research has identi-
fied significant inherent redundancies within the
method. This finding suggests considerable scope
for improvement, which is further elaborated in
Section.2.

In recent years, the quantum Krylov-subspace
method (QKSM)[10, 11] has emerged as a valu-
able complement and, in certain scenarios, a
preferable alternative to quantum phase estima-
tion (QPE)[12, 13] for addressing the eigenpair
problems. In this context, the QKSM is dis-
tinguished from the QPE in that it necessitates
a multitude of shallow quantum circuits in con-
trast to the deeper circuits typically utilized by
QPE. As a hybrid classical-quantum algorithms,
the QKSM can effectively transform the original
problem into a generalized eigenvalue problem of
exponentially smaller dimension, which can be
easily computed on a classical computer. Conse-
quently, we immediately recognized the potential
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of the QKSM to reduce the redundancies of the
Fourier approach.

Building upon these insights, we introduce the
quantum Krylov-subspace method based linear
solver(QKLS) which significantly diminishes the
complexity factor κ from polynomial to linear
compared to the Fourier approach, thereby in-
directly enhancing the HHL algorithm. More-
over, in the light of the findings from previous
research[10, 11] on the QKSM and our numerical
experiment conducted on a 10-qubits non-trivial
QLSP, our conclusions are rather moderate and
conservative. This is because our analysis is pred-
icated on the convergence studies of the classi-
cal Krylov-subspace method which is discussed
in Section.4.

It is crucial to recognize that this enhance-
ment comes with a trade-off. The implemen-
tation of the QKSM necessitates the use of a
substantial number of shallow quantum circuits,
that presents future researchers with considera-
tions that demand careful evaluation. However,
it is reasonable to anticipate that reducing the
depth of quantum circuits will be essential even in
the era of fault-tolerant quantum computers[14].
This is due to the fact that overly deep circuits
will introduce increased noise and a greater risk
of decoherence.

This paper is structured as follows: In Sec-
tion.2, we present our analysis demonstrating
that there are substantial redundancies within
the Fourier approach. In Section.3, we apply
the QKSM to the QLSP and propose a novel
approach for evaluating the required elements,
which is more efficient for the QKSM. In Sec-
tion.4, we present techniques for reconstructing
quantum states based on the outcomes of the
QKSM, along with the theoretical analysis of
both query complexity and gate complexity. In
Section.5, we exhibit numerical experiments and
proceed with discussions.

2 Fourier Approach

Childs et al.[7] proposed the Fourier approach for
QLSP. They provided an explicit analytical ex-
pression to demonstrate that within the domain
[−1, −1/κ] ∪ [1/κ, 1], the inverse of H could be

approximated with an error ϵ as follows:

1
H

≈ i√
2π

J−1∑
j=0

∆y

k=K∑
k=−K

∆zzke−zk
2/2e−iHyjzk

(1)
where yj := j∆y , zk := k∆z , for some fixed
J = Θ(κ

ϵ log(κ/ϵ)) , K = Θ(κ log(κ/ϵ)) , ∆y =
Θ(ϵ/

√
log(κ/ϵ)) , and ∆z = Θ((κ

√
log(κ/ϵ))−1)

. An explicit algorithm for linearly combin-
ing the terms in Eq.(1) was also provided in
Ref.[7], thus the desired state |x̃⟩ could be pre-
pared by mapping |b⟩ to |x̃⟩, where |x̃⟩ =

i√
2π

∑J−1
j=0 ∆y

∑k=K
k=−K ∆zzke−zk

2/2e−iHyjzk |b⟩.
The Fourier Approach introduced for solving

the QLSP presented a novel framework that im-
proved computational efficiency. Nonetheless, the
following analysis reveals substantial potential for
enhancement to the algorithm. Assume that H
is invertible for the sake of argument, it becomes
feasible to deduce the underlying essence of the
expression delineated in Eq.(1) by summing and
taking the union:

1
H

≈ i√
2π

J−1∑
j=0

∆y

K∑
k=−K

∆zzke−z2
k/2e−iHyjzk

= i√
2π

J−1∑
j=0

∆y

(
∆2

z

K∑
k=1

ke−z2
k/2e−iHyjzk

+ ∆2
z

K∑
k=1

(−k)e−z2
k/2eiHyjzk + ∆2

z · 0
)

= i√
2π

J−1∑
j=0

∆y∆2
z

K∑
k=1

ke−z2
k/2(e−iHyjzk

− eiHyjzk)

= i√
2π

J−1∑
j=0

∆y∆2
z

K∑
k=1

−2kie−z2
k/2 sin(Hyjzk)

= 2√
2π

J−1∑
j=0

∆y∆2
z

K∑
k=1

ke−z2
k/2 sin(Hyjzk).

(2)

With Eq.(2), in Fourier approach, it is evi-
dently that the representation above is expressed
as a linear combination of the odd-order powers
of that.

However, let the minimal polynomial of H
be f(λ) =

∑N
p=0 bpλp. According to the

Hamilton-Cayley theorem, which states f(H) =
0. The general inverse of H is given by
(−1/b0)

∑N
p=1 bpHp−1, with the condition that
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Figure 1: Overview of the quantum Krylov-subspace method based linear solver. The whole algorithm consists of
three parts: 1. Evaluate each elements of F(H) and s on the quantum computer; 2. Solve F(H)c = s on the
classical computer. The first two components of our algorithm constitute the QKSM; 3. Reconstruct |x̃⟩ with the
linear combinations of unitary operators on the quantum computer.

b0 ̸= 0. This implies that the representation of
1/H should contain both even-order powers of
H and odd-order powers of H. Consequently, to
achieve a desired state |x̃⟩, the Fourier approach
actually employs a substantial number of redun-
dant terms to compensate for the absence of even-

order powers of H.
In view of this, we introduce the quantum

Krylov-subspace method based linear solver(as il-
lustrated in Figure.1). Our algorithm employ the
QKSM as a subroutine, effectively reducing the
redundancies of the Fourier method.

3 Quantum Krylov-subspace method

3.1 Apply the Quantum Krylov-subspace
method to QLSP

The QKSM was initially introduced by Stair et
al.[10], who first associated real-time evolution
operators with classical Krylov-subspace basis.
This innovative approach culminated in the con-
ception of the "quantum Krylov-subspace". The
underlying concept of the QKSM is to represent
the target state as a linear combination of a set of
non-orthogonal quantum states, which are gener-
ated through real-time quantum dynamics.

Similar to the research approach detailed in
Ref.[10] for eigenpair problems, we establish the
connection between the classical Krylov-subspace
method and the QKSM, and apply the QKSM to
the QLSP.

Classically, the approximate solution |̃xM ⟩ in
the M order Krylov-subspace KM (|b⟩ , H), where
KM (|b⟩ , H) := span{|b⟩ , H |b⟩ , . . . , HM−1 |b⟩},
can be represented as a linear combination of the

Krylov-subspace basis[15]:

|̃xM ⟩ =
M−1∑
k=0

ĉkHk |b⟩ . (3)

Building upon the foundational principles of
Krylov-subspace method, researchers have suc-
cessfully developed a multitude of outstanding
iterative algorithms[16, 17, 18, 19, 20]. How-
ever, performing Krylov-subspace method based
iterative algorithms directly in quantum comput-
ers is not efficient. Nonetheless, a set of time-
evolution operators can be employed to approxi-
mate KM (|b⟩ , H).

Consider the set {e−iHlτ }M−1
l=0 , where τ is the

fixed time-step. Throughout the paper, the
Planck constant is set to 1. A general state
|xM ⟩ in KM (|b⟩ , e−iHτ ) can be represented as∑M−1

l=0 cle
−iHlτ |b⟩. The exponential function is

3



expanded into a Taylor series:

|xM ⟩ =
M−1∑
l=0

cle
−iHlτ |b⟩

=
M−1∑
l=0

(cl

M−1∑
k=0

(−ilτ)k

k! )Hk |b⟩ + O(τM )

=
M−1∑
k=0

(
M−1∑
l=0

(−ilτ)k

k! cl)Hk |b⟩ + O(τM )

=
M−1∑
k=0

ĉkHk |b⟩ + O(τM ) ≈ |̃xM ⟩. (4)

In Light of the information, (−ilτ)k

k! could be
regard as an element of a square matrix M ,
where [M ]kl := (−ilτ)k

k! , and M is a Vander-
monde matrix. With Eq.(4), the coefficients cl

can be selected to depict various linear combina-
tions of the classical Krylov basis, ranging from
l = 0 . . . M − 1, up to higher-order terms.

That is the origin of the QKSM heuristic[10].
Establishing a conceptual bridge between the
quantum and classical Krylov-subspace method
enhances our comprehension of the QKSM’s un-
derlying principles. Nevertheless, this connection
should not mislead one to believe that the two
methods have equal capabilities. Experimental
data from related research[10, 11] indicates that
the QKSM is not merely an extension of the
classical Krylov-subspace method in the realm
of quantum computation. Its performance sig-
nificantly surpasses that of the classical Krylov-
subspace method.

With Eq.(3) and Eq.(4), if |̃xM ⟩ is ϵ-
approximate to x, the approximate solution can
be represented with quantum Krylov-subspace
basis as:

|x̃⟩ =
M−1∑
n=0

cne−iHnτ |b⟩ :=
M−1∑
n=0

cn |ϕn⟩ . (5)

Substituting Eq.(5) into the original problem
and multiplying from the left by ⟨ϕn′ |, we get:

F(H)c = s, (6)

where c = (c0, c1, · · ·, cM−1)T is the column vec-
tor of expansion coefficients and the matrix F(H)
and vector s defined as:

[F(H)]n′n = ⟨ϕn′ | H |ϕn⟩ , [s]n′ = ⟨ϕn′ |ϕ0⟩ . (7)

Upon solving Eq.(6) on classical computer, the
coefficients of Eq.5 can be readily derived. Prior

to the solution process, we should evaluate the el-
ements of F and s. The elements of vector s can
be efficiently evaluated with standard Hadamard-
Test[21]. To evaluate the square matrix elements
efficiently, we introduce a novel approach in Sec-
tion.3.2. Ultimately, the state |x̃⟩ can be repre-
sented with the LCU on quantum computer and
we discuss this in Section.4.

remark 1. The application of the QKSM to the
QLSP leads to the derivation of an approximation
of the target state within the quantum Krylov-
subspace. Based on the convergence analysis of
the classical Krylov-subspace method [22], the or-
der M required to obtain the desired |x̃⟩ is of the
order O(κ log 1

ϵ ). This can be taken as an up-
per bound for the QKSM. Under the premise of
achieving the same level of precision, the terms
in Eq.(1) are Θ(κ2

ϵ log2(κ
ϵ )). It is crucial to em-

phasize the marked decrease in redundancy asso-
ciated with employing the QKSM compared to the
Fourier approach. This reduction in redundancy
optimizes the overall computational resources.

3.2 A novel approach to evaluation the ele-
ments of F(H)

To evaluate the elements of the matrix F(H), it
is practical to categorize them into two types,
the diagonal elements ⟨ϕn| H |ϕn⟩ and the off-
diagonal elements⟨ϕn′ | H |ϕn⟩.

For the diagonal elements, the value can be
determined by the expectation of the measure-
ment of the observable H. Typically, this ex-
pectation is calculated by decomposing H into
Pauli operators and computing the value for each
term. Thus, the number of these decomposition
terms directly impacts the resource expenditure
for evaluating diagonal elements. To mitigate
this, Alonso-Linaje et al.[23] proposed a quan-
tum algorithm that approximates H using the
time evolution operator e−iHt, thereby reducing
the consumption resources associated with evalu-
ating the diagonal elements. We omit a detailed
description of the algorithm since our promotion
of it will lead to a framework where the compu-
tation of the diagonal elements becomes a partic-
ular case of off-diagonal elements computation.
Moreover, in certain cases, alternative variants of
the Hadamard-Test may also be effective[24, 25].

For the off-diagonal elements, the situation is
more intricate. Firstly, as |ϕn′⟩ and |ϕn⟩ are dis-
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tinct, we cannot determine the overlap by ex-
pectation of measurement of observable H. Ad-
ditionally, H is not guaranteed to be unitary,
which means H cannot be directly implemented
in quantum circuits. Therefore, we cannot apply
the methods typically used for evaluating the di-
agonal elements to the off-diagonal elements. In-
spired by the work of Alonso-Linaje et al.[23], we
propose an extension to their algorithmic frame-
work to address these problems.

Consider the overlap between the quantum
states |ϕn′⟩ and |ϕn⟩ is given by the inner product
⟨ϕn′ | e−iHt |ϕn⟩, where H is replaced by the time-
evolution operator e−iHt. Expanding the expo-
nential e−iHt into a Taylor series:

⟨ϕn′ | e−iHt |ϕn⟩ = ⟨ϕn′ | I |ϕn⟩ + i ⟨ϕn′ | H |ϕn⟩ t

− ⟨ϕn′ | H2 |ϕn⟩ t2

2! − . . . (8)

Given the above Eq.(8), we need to calculate
the second term in right hand of Eq.((8)). Upon
rearranging the formula, the following expression
is obtained:

⟨ϕn′ | H |ϕn⟩ = 1
it

(⟨ϕn′ | e−iHt |ϕn⟩ − ⟨ϕn′ | I |ϕn⟩

+ ⟨ϕn′ | H2 |ϕn⟩ t2

2! − . . .) (9)

Taking a limit with respect to time t on this re-
sult, we could obtain:

⟨ϕn′ | H |ϕn⟩ = 1
it

(⟨ϕn′ | e−iHt |ϕn⟩ − ⟨ϕn′ | I |ϕn⟩)

+ O(t). (10)

It should be noticed that both terms in right
hand of Eq.(10) can be efficiently determined
with the standard Hadamard-Test. This is rea-
sonable, as e−iHt and all the other e−iHkτ are
commutative. Then, we could find that:

Re⟨ϕn′ | H |ϕn⟩ ≈ 1
t

(
Im⟨ϕn′ | e−iHt |ϕn⟩

− Im⟨ϕn′ | I |ϕn⟩
)

(11)

Im⟨ϕn′ | H |ϕn⟩ ≈ 1
t

(
Re⟨ϕn′ | I |ϕn⟩

− Re⟨ϕn′ | e−iHt |ϕn⟩
)

(12)

After some classical post-processing,
⟨ϕn′ | H |ϕn⟩ can be determined. The circuit
for implementing the novel approach is illus-
trated in Figure.2.

Figure 2: Quantum circuit for implementing the varia-
tion of the novel approach. The circuit shown here is the
computation of a general elements ⟨ϕn′ | H |ϕn⟩, where
k=n−n′. The operator H is Hadamard gate. The oper-
ator inside the dashed box is activated when one is going
to evaluate the imaginary part of the overlap.

4 Reconstruction of the target state

The last step of our algorithm is to reconstruct
the target state |x̃⟩ with the LCU on the quan-
tum computers. This process is similar to the
Fourier approach, and we have not generalized or
improved it in the present work. To ensure the
integrity of the QKLS, we would elaborate the
LCU and give the analysis of computational com-
plexities based on Ref.[7]. Additionally, the com-
plexity analysis in Ref.[7] was predicated upon
a Hamiltonian simulation algorithm, which is a
query model[26], we shall give the query com-
plexity and gate complexity (2-qubit gate) respec-
tively.

4.1 Overview of the linear combinations of uni-
tary operators

We employ the LCU to implement the quantum
operation M =

∑M−1
n=0 cne−iHnτ via a quantum

circuit. M is designed to map |b⟩ to |x̃⟩. In ac-
cordance with Ref.[7], we assume that cn > 0 for
all n and log(M −1) = m is an integer. With the
lemma.6 and lemma.7 in Ref.[7], we could imple-
ment M as following:

Let V be an operator acts on the first register
and satisfies V |0m⟩ = 1√

c

∑M−1
n=0

√
cn |n⟩, where

c :=
∑M−1

n=0 cn. Let U :=
∑M−1

n=0 |n⟩ ⟨n| ⊗ e−iHnτ

acts on the whole circuit. Then the operator
W := V†UV satisfies :

V†UV |0m⟩ |b⟩ = 1
c

|0m⟩ M |b⟩ + |Ψ⊥⟩ , (13)

where (|0⟩ ⟨0| ⊗ I) |Ψ⊥⟩ = 0. Upon measuring
the first m-qubits of the state and obtaining the
outcome |0m⟩, the state of the second register is

5



Figure 3: The main part W for implementing linear com-
bination of unitary operators. The part in the dashed
box is the explicit circuit of U , which is consist of the
set {c-e−iH2rτ }m

r=0.

proportionally represented as M |b⟩ with a proba-
bility given by (∥M |b⟩ ∥/c)2. Figure.3 illustrates
the explicit quantum circuit designed for the im-
plementation of W.

In this scenario, given one capability to repli-
cate the input state |b⟩ with P, the amplitude
amplification[27] could be utilized to construct
the state with a high probability. Leveraging the
quadratic speedup facilitated by amplitude am-
plification, the desired state could be determined
with O(c/∥M |b⟩ ∥) repetition. With Corol-
lary.10 in Ref.[7], the norm ∥M |b⟩ ∥ is found to
be greater than or equal to 1 when the eigenvalues
of H fall within the interval [−1, −1/κ] ∪ [1/κ, 1].
Consequently, the desired state could be deter-
mined with making Θ(c) uses of P, U , and V in
expectation.

4.2 Query complexity
The query complexity of the LCU is determined
by the query complexity of U , as detailed in Sec-
tion.4.1. This is because the implementation of
V query-free. The total query complexity for the
LCU, which is consistent with the total query
complexity of U , can be calculated by consid-
ering two main factors: the query complexity
associated with each individual simulation and
the number of Hamiltonian simulation instances,
whih is Θ(c).

From Section.3.1, we could know that the
longest evolution times is τmax = (M − 1)τ =
O(κ log 1

ϵ ), where τ < 1. τmax can be regarded
as a upper bound of the evolution time.

The cumulative error in the procedure is guar-
anteed not to exceed ϵ, provided each individ-
ual simulation’s error is bounded by the average
error ϵ′ = O(ϵ/c). Moreover, the evaluation of
cn is performed on classical computers. Before

performing LCU, we can always scale c = O (1).
Hence, we obtain ϵ′ = O(ϵ)

Using the Hamiltonian simulation algorithm in
Ref.[28], the query complexity of simulating a d-
sparse Hamiltonian for time t with error at most
ϵ′ is

O
(
d∥H∥maxt log

(
∥H∥t/ϵ′) )

= O
(
dt log(t/ϵ′)

)
,

(14)
where we drop the denominator and use the as-
sumption that ∥H∥max ≤ ∥H∥ ≤ 1.

We can use τmax as a upper bound for all
t ≤ τmax. That is the query complexity of
each individual simulation can be upper bounded
by O

(
dτmax log(τmax/ϵ′)

)
. Then the total query

complexity of LCU equals the number of Hamil-
tonian simulation instances multiplied by the up-
per bounded query complexity of each individual
simulation:

O
(
cdτmax log(τmax/ϵ′)

)
= O

(
dκ log(1/ϵ) log(κ/ϵ)

)
.

(15)

4.3 Gate complexity

To analyze the gate complexity of LCU, we need
to consider the gate complexity of V and U de-
fined in Section.4.1 respectively.

Firstly, we could utilize O(M) gates[29] to im-
plement the operator V, which maps m-qubits
vacuum state |0m⟩ to 1√

c

∑M−1
k=0

√
ck |k⟩.

Then we consider the operator U . The explicit
circuit of operator U is to implement sequen-
tially the set {c-e−iH2rτ }m

r=0, where c-e−iH2rτ is
the controlled version of e−iH2rτ . Therefore, we
could sum the gate cost of c-e−iH2rτ from r = 0
to r = m = O

(
log(κ log 1

ϵ )
)

to get the total gate
cost of U . Additionally, for a given unitary op-
erator U with gate complexity G, the gate com-
plexity of c-U is O(G).

From Ref.[28, 7], we could know that the gate
complexity of simulating a d-sparse Hamiltonian
H for time t with error ϵ̄, where t ≤ 1, is

O
((

dt+1
)(

log N +log2.5(t/ϵ̄)
)(

log(t/ϵ̄)
))

, (16)

where we drop the denominator and use the as-
sumption that ∥H∥max ≤ ∥H∥ ≤ 1.

The error in the implementing of U is guar-
anteed not to exceed ϵ′, provided the error to
implement the operator e−iH2rτ is bounded by
ϵ̄ = O(ϵ′/m) = O

(
ϵ′/ log(κ log 1

ϵ )
)
.
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Table 1: Comparison between the Fourier approach in [7] and the quantum Krylov-subspace method based linear
solver(QKLS).

Algorithm QueryComplexity GateComplexity

F A O
(

dκ2 log2.5(1/ϵ)
)

O
((

dκ2 log2.5 κ
ϵ

)(
log N + log2.5 κ

ϵ

))
QKLS O

(
dκ log(1/ϵ) log(κ/ϵ)

)
O

((
dκ log2 1

ϵ

)(
log N + log2.5 1

ϵ

))

The longest time of Hamiltonian simulation of
U is τmax. Then the cost of simulation H for any
time t ≤ τmax, to error ϵ̄ can be bound by

O
((

dt+1
)(

log N +log2.5(τmax/ϵ̄)
)

log
(
τmax/ϵ̄

))
.

(17)
That means the total cost of implementing U is
the sum of Eq.(17) over t, which is

O
((

dκ log 1
ϵ

)(
log N + log2.5(τmax/ϵ̄)

)
log

(
τmax/ϵ̄

))
.

(18)

The overall gate complexity of LCU equals the
number of Hamiltonian simulation instances mul-
tiplied by the gate complexity of U , since the gate
complexity of V is dominated by that of U . In-
voking Hamiltonian simulation Θ(c) times, then
the overall gate complexity of LCU is:

O
((

dκ log2 1
ϵ

)(
log N + log2.5 1

ϵ

))
, (19)

where we substitute the values of τmax, ϵ̄ and us-
ing ϵ′ = O(ϵ/c) = O(ϵ).

We shall not delve further into the complexity
analysis within Section.3.2 in this present work,
as we posit it is dominated by LCU. We list the
computational complexities of both QKLS and
the Fourier approach in Table.1. It is not diffi-
cult to find that our algorithm improves the de-
pendence on both κ and ϵ with both additionally
classical and quantum preprocessing.

5 Numerical experiment
To demonstrate the performance of the quantum
Krylov-subspace method based linear solver in
solving QLSP, we conducted numerical simula-
tions on the nontrivial sparse matrix as defined
in Ref.[30]:

H = 1
ζ

 n∑
j=1

Xj + J
n−1∑
j=1

ZjZj+1 + ηI

 (20)

(a)

(b)

Figure 4: This numerical experiment of the novel ap-
proach introduced in Section.3.2, presenting curves for
τ set to 0.1 and various κ values: 27.6, 47.6, 134.6,
and 176.6. It is important to recognize that Figures 4a
and 4b together encompass the complete sampling time
t over the interval (0.01, 0.1).

|b⟩ = H⊗n |0⟩ , (21)

where Xj , Zj in Eq.20 is Pauli operator σx, σz

acts on the j-th qubit respectively. We assign
the value of J to be 0.1 and select distinct val-
ues for η and ζ to construct matrices with varying
condition numbers. The quantum state |b⟩ is pre-
pared by applying a sequence of Hadamard gates
to all qubits, making |b⟩ a non-trivial state for
the QLSP.

Firstly, we calculated the overlaps with the
novel approach introduced in Section.3.2 using
numerical simulations on the Pennylane [31] plat-
form and then benchmarked it against the actual

7



(a) (b)

(c) (d)

(e) (f)

(g) (h)

Figure 5: This experiment numerically compares the performance of the quantum Krylov-subspace method based
linear solver with the Fourier approach using a 10-qubit system. Figures 5b, 5d, 5f and 5h, with QKLS, display curves
for a fixed time step τ of 0.001, with different condition numbers κ set to 27.6, 47.6, 134.6, and 176.6 respectively.
Similarly, Figures 5a, 5c, 5e and 5g present curves for the same values of τ and κ with the Fourier approach.

value. In our numerical experiments, we approx-
imated the real-time evolution using the Trotter-
Suzuki decomposition[32]. The error metric em-
ployed in this comparison was the absolute dis-
tance between the two values, i.e. ∥a − b∥. Fig-

ure.4 suggested that the error tended to rise lin-
early with an increase in time t. This observed
scaling is consistent with the analysis presented
in Section.3.2.

We proceeded to simulate the entire algorithm

8



classically, which means that both our algorithm
and the Fourier approach were operating under
ideal conditions. In this context, we employed
the error metric given by the distance between
the norm of the inner product between vectors a⃗
and b⃗ and 1, i.e. ∥1 − ⟨⃗a, b⃗⟩∥.

Figure.5 indicated that by using fewer time-
evolution operators e−iHkτ , our algorithm could
achieve much better approximations in compari-
son to the Fourier method. These findings sup-
ported the analysis in both Section.2 and Sec-
tion.4. It was also observed that with an increase
in the dimension of subspace, the performance
of our algorithm exhibited notable fluctuations.
Nonetheless, the error continued to decrease over-
all. We chose not to further investigate the causes
of these fluctuations in this paper, leaving this as
an open question for future research.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduced the quantum Krylov-
subspace method based linear solver, which was
designed to address quantum linear systems prob-
lem. Our approach integrated the quantum
Krylov-subspace method with the linear combi-
nation of unitary operators. It effectively reduce
the redundancies of the Fourier approach, sub-
sequently achieved a much better performance
in terms of both κ and ϵ in computation com-
plexity. Additionally, we developed a more ef-
ficient and general quantum circuit for evaluat-
ing the desired overlaps required by the QKSM.
On the numerical side, we conducted numeri-
cal simulations to evaluate the performance of
our proposed algorithm for calculating overlaps
on the PennyLane platform. Additionally, we
provided a comprehensive analysis of the preci-
sion achieved. Furthermore, we simulated both
the quantum Krylov-subspace based linear solver
and the Fourier approach under ideally condi-
tion. With the comparison, we found that our
algorithm provided a more precise approximation
while using much less quantum computation re-
sources.

In addition to our findings, we also identi-
fies two open questions that merit further explo-
ration and potential investigation in subsequent
research:

(1) In our analysis of the algorithm’s complex-
ity, we have utilized the convergence of the classi-

cal Krylov-subspace method as a provisional up-
per bound. It remains an open question whether
a more precise upper bound can be determined
through further analysis.

(2) During the numerical experiment, we no-
ticed that as the quantum Krylov-subspace di-
mension increases, the performance of our algo-
rithm exhibits noticeable fluctuations. What fac-
tors contribute to these variations in performance
remains an open question for investigation.
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