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Abstract 
Quantum linear system algorithms (QLSAs) can provide exponen?al speedups for the solu?on of linear 
systems, but the growth of the condi?on number for finite element problems can eliminate the 
exponen?al speedup. QLSAs are also incapable of using an ini?al guess of a solu?on to improve upon it. 
To circumvent these issues, we present a Quantum Mul?grid Algorithm (qMG) for the itera?ve solu?on of 
linear systems by applying the sequence of mul?grid opera?ons on a quantum state. Given an ini?al guess 
with error 𝜖!, qMG can produce a vector encoding the en?re sequence of mul?grid iterates with the final 
iterate having a rela?ve error 𝜖̃ = 𝜖/𝜖!, as a subspace of the final quantum state, with exponen?al 

advantage in 𝑂 &poly log "
#$
, ?me using 𝑂 &poly log "

#$
, qubits. Although extrac?ng the final iterate from 

the sequence is efficient, extrac?ng the sequence of iterates from the final quantum state can be 
inefficient. We provide an analysis of the complexity of the method along with numerical analysis.  

1. Introduc0on 
The solu?on of physical problems discre?zed using the finite element method requires solving a system of 
linear equa?ons. Quantum linear system algorithms exhibit an exponen?ally improved scaling, 𝑂(log𝑁) 
in the number of unknowns 𝑁 in comparison to classical algorithms which scale as 𝑂(𝑁) at best	(Harrow 
et al., 2009). As an example, for a general indefinite system the conjugate gradient algorithm scales as 
𝑂(𝑁𝜅 log(1/𝜖)), where 𝜅 is the condi?on number of the system and 𝜖 is the desired precision. However, 
the quantum signal processing algorithm scales as 𝑂(𝜅 poly log(𝑁𝜅/𝜖)) (Martyn et al., 2021) for the same 
linear system of equa?ons. For quantum linear system algorithms to provide an overall exponen?al 
speedup, 𝜅 must scale as 𝑂(poly log𝑁) or beYer. This prevents a quantum speedup from direct 
applica?on of QLSAs to finite element problems since 𝜅 = 𝑂(𝑁%) in the worst case (Montanaro & Pallister, 
2016). In this paper, we propose a mul?grid algorithm to improve the solu?on complexity of finite element 
problems on quantum computers. 



Quantum compu?ng is an emerging computa?onal paradigm with the poten?al to solve problems 
considered intractable using classical compu?ng. The proper?es of superposi?on, entanglement and 
interference in exponen?ally large state spaces set quantum computers apart from classical computers. 
Unlike classical bits, quantum computers use quantum bits or ‘qubits’ to represent informa?on. A quantum 
memory register is represented as an exponen?ally large vector in ℋ%!  as the state of 𝑛-qubits. The state 
of the qubits is represented as a con?nuum of superposi?on of basis vectors in ℋ%!. The state space of 
qubits includes ‘entangled’ states, which makes the state of qubits correlated to each other. Unwanted 
states in the superposi?on can be cancelled out using interference. Quantum computers were originally 
conceived to simulate quantum mechanical systems (Feynman, 1986). However, in recent decades other 
speedups using quantum computers have been discovered, including factoring large integers (Shor, 1994). 
Algorithms that exhibit great poten?al for scien?fic compu?ng are quantum algorithms for linear systems 
of equa?ons (Harrow et al., 2009), systems of ordinary differen?al equa?ons (Berry, 2014a), and par?al 
differen?al equa?ons (Childs et al., 2020a), all of which have exponen?ally improved scaling. 

Gate-based quantum compu?ng (Nielsen & Chuang, 2011) and quantum annealing (Finnila et al., 1994) 
are the two prevalent quantum compu?ng architectures. Quantum annealing is a con?nuous opera?on 
with the goal of preparing and measuring the ground state of a Hamiltonian. This is achieved by a 
con?nuous transi?on of qubits in a known ground state of an ini?al Hamiltonian to the unknown ground 
state of the final Hamiltonian. An itera?ve quantum annealing approach for finite element problems has 
been provided by (Raisuddin & De, 2022). Current-genera?on Noisy Intermediate-Scale Quantum (NISQ) 
quantum annealers show empirical quantum advantage over classical simulated annealing for some 
problems (King et al., 2015) but the only known provable speedup is an exponen?al speedup for the glued 
trees problem (Muthukrishnan et al., 2019). 

This paper focuses on the gate-based quantum compu?ng model, which represents a quantum ‘circuit’ 
consis?ng of quantum ‘gates’ applied to qubits in quantum registers. The output of a quantum algorithm 
can be in the form of classical measurements of the qubits or a quantum state. In gate-based quantum 
computers, data is typically represented using amplitude encoding (Weigold et al., 2021). The entries of a 
vector 𝒖 ∈ ℂ%!  are mapped to the probability amplitudes of a quantum state of 𝑛 qubits |𝒖⟩. The quantum 
state is normalized using the inner product |⟨𝒖|𝒖⟩|%% = 1 due to the Born rule (Born, 1926; Landsman, 
2009). An alterna?ve data representa?on scheme is basis encoding (Weigold et al., 2021), which 
represents classical strings of 𝑛 bits as quantum states of 𝑛 qubits. 

Access to problem parameters can be provided in the form of quantum oracles (Childs et al., 2017; Martyn 
et al., 2021). For a linear system of equa?ons, an oracle may be used to access the entries of a matrix or 
prepare a quantum state |𝒃⟩ corresponding to a vector 𝒃. A powerful method of accessing matrix data in 
quantum compu?ng is using block-encoded unitaries of matrices (Chakraborty et al., 2019). Block-encoded 
unitaries are used in qubi?za?on methods, which are the basis for many op?mal or near-op?mal versions 
of quantum algorithms (Martyn et al., 2021). 

A quantum linear system algorithm (QLSA) takes an amplitude-encoded quantum state |𝒃⟩ as an input and 
outputs a state |𝒙⟩ propor?onal to the solu?on of a 𝑑-sparse system of linear equa?ons 𝑨𝒙 = 𝒃, where 
𝑨 ∈ ℂ"×", 𝒙, 𝒃 ∈ ℂ", and 𝑑 denotes the maximum number of non-zero entries in any row or column. The 
first QLSA was the HHL algorithm developed by (Harrow et al., 2009) with complexity 𝑂(log(𝑁) 𝑑%𝜅%/𝜖	). 
The complexity of QLSAs has improved since then with a complexity of 𝑂(𝑑𝜅 poly log(𝑑𝜅𝑁/𝜖)) using a 
sparse matrix query model and linear combina?on of unitary (LCU) techniques (Childs et al., 2017), which 



can be improved to 𝑂(𝜅 poly log(𝜅𝑁/𝜖)) using a block-encoding query model combined with quantum 
signal processing (QSP) method. QLSAs can also deal with singular systems of equa?ons if 𝒃 lies in the null 
space of 𝑨. 

LCU and QSP QLSAs use a polynomial 𝑃(𝑨) ≈ 𝑨'( over the interval [−1,−1/𝜅] ∪ [1/𝜅, 1], where 𝑨 is 
normalized s.t. ‖𝑨‖ ≤ 1	s.t. max‖𝑃(𝑨) − 𝑨'(‖ ≤ 𝜖. The LCU method applies the individual components 
of the Chebyshev polynomial directly, which requires an overhead of several ancilla qubits due to ‘select’ 
and ‘prepare’ opera?ons. The QSP method uses qubi?za?on techniques (Martyn et al., 2021) to apply the 
polynomial using a QSP circuit. A QSP circuit for a par?cular problem requires a QSP angle sequence 
equivalent to the desired polynomial (Martyn et al., 2021). The QSPPACK (Dong et al., 2021) and PyQSP 
(Martyn et al., 2021) libraries provides angle sequences for desired polynomials. The degree of the 
Chebyshev polynomial is equal to the number of QSP rota?on angles and scales ∝ 𝜅 log 1/𝜖. As a 
consequence, the depth of the quantum circuit is linear in 𝜅. The QSP angles can be increasingly difficult 
to calculate for higher order polynomials due to loss of numerical precision. The QSP method has been 
generalized to accommodate all possible rota?ons (Motlagh & Wiebe, 2023) but an implementa?on of the 
method is not available. Recent work has also shown that approxima?ng only over the interval [1/𝜅, 1]  
allows solu?on of certain classes of symmetric posi?ve-definite systems with 𝑂L√𝜅 poly log(𝜅𝑁/𝜖)N 
scaling instead of the linear scaling in 𝜅 (Orsucci & Dunjko, 2021), which matches classical op?mal scaling 
in 𝜅. 

Quantum algorithms for par?al differen?al equa?ons have been studied by (Childs et al., 2020b) and 
(Arrazola et al., 2019). (Childs et al., 2020b) solves the Laplace and second-order ellip?c problems on 
square or rectangular domains with regularly spaced grid points using finite difference or spectral 
methods. (Arrazola et al., 2019) inverts polynomial differen?al operators instead. The first precondi?oned 
quantum algorithm for the finite element problems was proposed by (Clader et al., 2013), using an SPAI 
(Sparse Approximate Inverse) lek-precondi?oner. However, explicit implementa?on details are not 
provided. (Montanaro & Pallister, 2016) point out in their analysis that while producing a quantum state 
propor?onal to the solu?on of par?al differen?al equa?ons using the finite element method can be 
exponen?ally efficient, extrac?ng informa?on about the output can eliminate the exponen?al speedups, 
but polynomial speedups are possible for problems with large higher-order deriva?ves and spa?al 
dimensions. A comprehensive review and theory of quantum algorithms for differen?al equa?ons can be 
found in (An et al., 2022). 

Itera?ve solu?on methods are founda?onal for efficient solu?ons of problems in mechanics. Op?mal 
itera?ve methods like the mul?grid method can scale as 𝑂(𝑁) (Briggs et al., 2000) compared to the 𝑂(𝑁))  
scaling of direct methods (Trefethen & Bau, 1997). However, itera?ve methods have not been explored 
thoroughly in the context of quantum compu?ng. A limi?ng factor is calcula?ng inner products since it 
entails measuring a quantum state. However, relaxa?on or smoothing methods for posi?ve-definite 
systems do not require calcula?ng inner products (Axelsson, 1994), making them a viable op?on. 
(Raisuddin & De, 2023) provides an efficient relaxa?on method for posi?ve-definite linear systems which 
scales exponen?ally beYer. 

In this paper we present qMG, the first mul?grid approach on quantum computers by encoding all the 
linear opera?ons of the mul?grid method into a larger matrix and encoding all mul?grid iterates in a larger 
vector. The exponen?ally large state space of qubits allows efficient storage and manipula?on of the larger 
vector encoding the mul?grid iterates. Using block-encoding of the larger matrices, we show that the 



sequence of mul?grid iterates can be produced in a subspace of the final vector with exponen?al 
advantage. The quantum state corresponding to the desired final iterate is prepared by performing 
measurements of ancillary qubits. This approach differs from (Raisuddin & De, 2023) since it uses a ?me-
marching strategy used by (An et al., 2022; Fang et al., 2023) to apply linear opera?ons instead of the 
technique based on solving a block-lower-triangular linear system developed by (Berry, 2014b). The aim 
of the qMG algorithm is to prepare a quantum state encoding the output of the mul?grid method. The 
quantum state can then be used to obtain scalar proper?es of the solu?on using quantum measurements. 

The paper is organized as follows: Sec?on 2 introduces the solu?on of finite element problems using the 
mul?grid method. Sec?on 3 introduces our nota?on and method for encoding mul?grid opera?ons on 
quantum computers, along with the amplitude encoding of mul?grid iterates as a quantum state. In 
Sec?on 4 we introduce block-encodings of matrices into unitaries. In Sec?on 5 we provide the quantum 
mul?grid algorithm and analyze its overall complexity along with numerical results. Finally, we conclude 
in Sec?on 6 with a discussion. 

2. Finite element problem 
We consider the following linear finite element problem defined on the discre?zed domain Ω* ∈ ℝ+, d ∈
{1,2,3} with boundary Γ* 

Find 𝒖 ∈ ℝ, such that 

𝚿(𝒖) = 𝐀𝒖 − 𝐛 = 𝟎           (1) 

subject to 𝒖 = 𝒖-  on	Γ.  

where 𝒖 is a vector of nodal unknowns, 𝑨 ∈ ℝ,×, is the system matrix, 𝒃 ∈ ℝ, is the forcing func?on, 𝑁 
is the number of degrees of freedom of the discre?zed problem and Γ.	is the Dirichlet boundary. The 
system in equa?on (1) arises from the discre?za?on of the weak form and incorporates the Neumann 
boundary condi?ons. 

2.1. Mul'grid method 
We denote an approxima?on to the exact solu?on 𝒖 as 𝒗. 

The mul?grid method uses a series of ℒ + 1 discre?zed approxima?ons {𝒗/	|	𝐿 ∈ 𝕎 ≤ ℒ} on increasingly 
coarse grids, along with inter-grid transfer operators to transfer the discre?zed solu?on from the finer 
grids to coarser grids, and vice versa, known as prolonga?on and restric?on operators 𝑰//0( and 𝑰/0(/  , 
respec?vely. 

We denote the finest and coarsest grids by 𝐿 = 0 and 𝐿 = ℒ, respec?vely. One choice of transfer operators 
sa?sfies the Galerkin property: 

 𝑨
/0(

= 𝑰//0(𝑨
/
𝑰/0(/           (2) 

The mul?grid method uses itera?ve techniques to obtain correc?ons to fine-grid solu?ons at coarse grid 
levels, and the correc?ons are then transferred back to the fine grid level. 

To achieve this, first 𝜈( relaxa?on or pre-smoothing steps are performed, typically using Gauss-Seidel or 
Richardson itera?ons of the general form: 



𝒗/,20( = 𝑹2𝒗/,2 +𝜔2𝒇           (3) 

where 𝑹2 = 𝑰 − 𝜔2𝑨 

Here, we consider sta?onary linear itera?ons, i.e., 𝜔 = 𝜔2, and absorb the coefficient 𝜔 into 𝑨 and 𝒇. The 
problem of finding a correc?on to the pre-smoothed solu?on at grid level 𝐿 is posed using the residual 
equa?on 

𝒓/ = 𝒇/ − 𝑨
/
𝒗/            (4) 

The residual at the fine grid level 𝐿 is then prolonged to the coarser grid 𝐿 + 1 using the inter-grid transfer 
operator 

𝒇/0( = 𝑰//0(𝒓/            (5) 

The pre-smoothing steps, residual equa?on, and transfer opera?ons are repeated ?ll the coarsest grid 
level is reached. At the coarsest grid level, either a direct solver or addi?onal smoothing steps can be used 
to obtain the correc?on. The finer grid solu?ons are then corrected using the restric?on opera?on 

𝒗/,20% = 𝑰/0(/ 𝒗/0( + 𝒗/,20(  

Aker the restric?on opera?on, 𝜈% post-smoothing steps are performed using addi?onal itera?ons before 
restric?ng the solu?on to the next finer grid ?ll the finest grid level is reached. 

This sequence of opera?ons from the finest grid level to the coarsest grid level and back to the finest grid 
level is denoted as a V-cycle. One may perform several V-cycles ?ll the error is reduced to the acceptable 
criterion. 

We summarize a V-cycle as a recursive algorithm in the following table: 

Algorithm 1. Mul?grid V-cycle:  𝒗/ ← 𝑉/(𝒗/ , 𝒇/) 

Input: Ini?al guess 𝒗ℒ, {𝑰//0(, 𝑰/0(/ |𝐿 ∈ 𝕎 < ℒ}, j𝑨
/
|𝐿 ∈ 𝕎 < ℒk, 𝒇ℒ, 𝜈(, 𝜈% 

Output: 𝒗ℒ  
1. 𝜈( pre-smoothing steps on 𝑨

/
𝒖/ = 𝒇/ with ini?al guess 𝒗/  

2. If 𝐿 = ℒ, go to 4. 
 Else 
  𝒇/0( ← 𝑰//0( l𝒇/ − 𝑨

/
𝒗/m  

  𝒗/0( ← 𝟎  
  𝒗/0( ← 𝑉/0((𝒗/0(, 𝒇/0()  
3. Correct 𝒗/ ← 𝒗/ + 𝑰/0(/ 𝒗/0( 
4. Relax 𝜈% ?mes on 𝑨

/
𝒖/ = 𝒇/ 

3. Mul0grid opera0ons on quantum computers 
In this sec?on, we provide a method to encode the opera?ons of the mul?grid algorithm into a quantum 
algorithm. We use block-encoded matrices to encode the sequence of mul?grid opera?ons. 



3.1. Nota'on and indexing 
We first define our nota?on for the mul?grid V-cycles: 

𝒱 + 1: Total number of V-cycles 

𝑉: V-cycle number   0 ≤ 𝑉 ≤ 𝒱 ∈ 𝕎 

ℒ + 1: Total number of grid levels 

𝐿: Grid level    0 ≤ 𝐿 ≤ ℒ ∈ 𝕎 

𝜈 − 1: Number of pre- and post-smoothing steps 

𝑣: iterate number   0 ≤ 𝑣 ≤ 2𝜈 − 1 ∈ 𝕎 

𝑣 = 0 denotes the ini?al guess or approxima?on to 𝒖. 

1 ≤ 𝑣 ≤ 𝜈 − 1 denotes the pre-smoothing iterates. 

𝑣 = 𝜈 denotes the restricted solu?on. 

𝜈 + 1 ≤ 𝑣 ≤ 2𝜈 − 1 denotes the post-smoothing iterates. 

We now define our nota?on to address the mul?grid iterates and residuals across V-cycles. We use 𝒗4,/,5 
to denote the 𝑣67 mul?grid iterate for V-cycle 𝑉 and grid level 𝐿. The residual for V-cycle 𝑉 at grid level 𝐿 

before prolonga?on to grid level 𝐿 + 1 is denoted as 𝒓4
/0(
"

, and aker prolonga?on to grid level 𝐿 + 1 is 

denoted as 𝒓4
/0(

. 

We use the nota?on of the mul?grid iterates and residuals to combine all iterates into the vector 𝒙, defined 
in Sec?on 3.2. 

For convenient block-indexing of the iterates in the vector 𝒙, we define the following: 

𝑇4 = 2(ℒ + 1)𝜈 + 2ℒ − 1: Number of blocks in a V-cycle     (6) 

𝑇 = 𝒱𝑇4 + 2ℒ𝜈 + 2ℒ + 2𝜈 − 1: Total number of blocks for mul?grid opera?ons  (7) 

𝑖𝑃𝑟𝑒(𝑉, 𝐿, 𝑣) = 𝑉 ⋅ 𝑇4 + 𝐿(𝜈 + 2) + 𝑣: Indexing for pre-smoothing steps   (8) 

𝑖𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑡(𝑉, 𝐿, 𝑣) = 𝑉𝑇4 + 2ℒ(𝜈 + 1) − 𝐿𝜈 + 𝑣: Indexing for post-smoothing steps  (9) 

We also use the bra-ket or Dirac nota?on to denote quantum registers and opera?ons on quantum 
computers. A quantum register of qubits is described as a ‘ket’ vector |𝜓⟩ where 𝜓 is a descriptor of the 
state of the register. In this paper, we use scalars |𝑖⟩ where 𝑖 ∈ 𝕎 to denote a quantum register in the 𝑖67 
basis state, equivalent to the 𝑖67 standard basis vector 𝒆2. A vector |𝒙⟩ where 𝒙 ∈ ℝ" denotes a quantum 
state that encodes 𝒙 in the probability amplitudes of its basis states. A ‘bra’ ⟨𝜓| is the conjugate transpose 
of a ket |𝜓⟩. ⟨𝜓|𝜙⟩ denotes an inner product of a bra ⟨𝜓| and ket |𝜙⟩. A quantum state is always normalized 
to sa?sfy |⟨𝜓|𝜓⟩|% = 1, however we occasionally omit the overall normaliza?on constants of quantum 
states for brevity and clarity without any loss of generaliza?on. 



3.2. Block-encoding of mul'grid iterates and residuals 
We can define the mul?grid iterates of the pre-smoothing steps as 

𝒑𝒓𝒆4,/ = L𝒗4,/,!8 , 𝒗4,/,(8 , … , 𝒗4,/,9'(8 N         (10) 

Similarly, the residuals before and aker prolonga?on are denoted as  

𝒓𝒆𝒔4,/ = ~𝒓4
/0(
" 8

, 𝒓4
/0(8

�           (11) 

Finally, we define the corrected iterates and the subsequent post-smoothing steps as 

𝒑𝒐𝒔𝒕4,/ = L𝒗4,/,98 , 𝒗4,/,90(8 , … , 𝒗4,/,%9'(8 N        (12) 

Note that for subsequent V-cycles the ini?al guess is the output/final iterate of the previous V-cycle as 
𝒗4,ℒ,! = 𝒗4'(,ℒ,%9'(          (13) 

Combining all the iterates for a single V-cycle, we define 

𝒄𝒚𝒄𝒍𝒆4 =
L𝒑𝒓𝒆4,!, 𝒓𝒆𝒔4,!, 𝒑𝒓𝒆4,(, 𝒓𝒆𝒔4,(, … , 𝒑𝒓𝒆4,ℒ'(, 𝒓𝒆𝒔4,ℒ'(, 𝒑𝒓𝒆4,ℒ , 𝒑𝒐𝒔𝒕4,ℒ , 𝒑𝒐𝒔𝒕4,ℒ'(, …𝒑𝒐𝒔𝒕4,!N  (14) 

We combine all the iterates for 𝒱 V-cycles into the vector 𝒎: 

𝒎 = ((𝒄𝒚𝒄𝒍𝒆!):'(, (𝒄𝒚𝒄𝒍𝒆():'(, … , (𝒄𝒚𝒄𝒍𝒆𝒱'():'(, 𝒄𝒚𝒄𝒍𝒆𝒱)     (15) 

Where (𝒄𝒚𝒄𝒍𝒆4):'( denotes trunca?on to exclude the last vector block 𝒗4,/,%9'(8  since 𝒗4,ℒ,! =
𝒗4'(,ℒ,%9'(. We also define the vector 𝒄, which contains 𝑐 copies of the final iterate 𝒗𝒱,!,%9'( 

𝒄 = L𝒗𝒱,!,%9'(8 , … , 𝒗𝒱,!,%9'(8 N         (16) 

Finally, we define the vector 𝒙, which the qMG algorithm produces as a quantum state: 

𝒙 = (𝒎, 𝒄)8            (17) 

The vector 𝒙 contains the mul?grid iterates (𝒎) along with 𝑐 copies of the final iterate (𝒄), which are used 
to boost the success probability of obtaining the final iterate, which is discussed in Sec?on 5. The iterates 
and copies in 𝒙 are padded with zeros to maintain a consistent block size with the finest grid vector for 
convenient indexing. 

To track the progress of the algorithm across various opera?ons, we addi?onally define the following 
nota?on for a block-slice of the vector by defining an indexing register |𝑖⟩ and a work register |𝒙2⟩: 

�𝒙!:<� = Σ
!=2=<

|𝑖⟩⟨𝑖| ⊗ |𝒙2⟩         (18) 

where |𝑖⟩ is the 𝑖67 basis vector of the indexing register. We occasionally omit normaliza?on of quantum 
states for clarity and brevity, with no loss of generaliza?on. 

The goal of the quantum mul?grid algorithm is to start with an ini?al state |𝒙2>⟩ and prepare the quantum 
state  



|𝒙?@6⟩ = �𝒙<� =
𝒗𝒱,%,&'()
B𝒗𝒱,%,&'()B

.         (19) 

This is achieved when the indexing register is measured in the state |𝑗⟩.  

3.3. Block-encoding of mul'grid opera'ons 
In this sec?on, we define the block-matrices used to prepare the quantum state |𝒙⟩. Since all opera?ons 
in the mul?grid method are linear, they can be defined as block-linear opera?ons as either matrix 
mul?plica?ons or through back-subs?tu?on. In this paper, implement the block-linear opera?ons as matrix 
mul?plica?ons. 

The pre-smoothing or post-smoothing steps may be performed by 𝜈 applica?ons of a block-encoded 
itera?on matrix  
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       (20) 

Similarly, the residual equa?on, prolonga?on and restric?on opera?ons can be applied as block matrix 
mul?plica?on: 

�
𝒗4,/,9'(

𝒓
/0(
" � = & 𝑰 	

−𝑨 𝑰, l
𝒗4,/,9'(

𝒇 m         (21) 

� 𝒓
/0(
"

𝒓
/0(

� = l
𝑰 	

𝑰//0( 𝑰m � 𝒓
/0(
"

𝟎
�,         (22) 

�
𝒗4,/,9'(
𝒗4,/0(,9'(
𝒗5,/,9

� = �
𝑰 	 	
	 𝑰 	
𝑰 𝑰/0(/ 𝑰

��
𝒗4,/,9'(
𝒗4,/0(,9'(

𝟎
�        (23) 

Finally, we define ‘copy’ opera?ons to copy residuals to the appropriate blocks and also to boost the 
success probability of the algorithm by copying the final iterate to subsequent blocks (discussed in detail 
in Sec?on 3.10) using matrix mul?plica?ons of the form: 

⎝

⎜
⎜
⎜
⎜
⎛

𝑰
	
	
	
	
	
	
				

	
⋱
	
	
	
	
	
				

	
	
𝑰
	
	
	
	
				

	
	
	
𝑰
𝑰
	
	
				

	
	
	
	
𝑰
	
	
				

	
	
	
	
	
𝑰
	
				

	
	
	
	
	
	
⋱
				

				
	
	
	
	
	
	
𝑰 ⎠

⎟
⎟
⎟
⎟
⎞

⎝

⎜
⎜
⎜
⎜
⎛

𝒗𝒱,!,%9'(
⋮

𝒗𝒱,!,%9'(
𝒗𝒱,!,%9'(

𝟎
𝟎
⋮
𝟎 ⎠

⎟
⎟
⎟
⎟
⎞

=

⎝

⎜
⎜
⎜
⎜
⎛

𝒗𝒱,!,%9'(
⋮

𝒗𝒱,!,%9'(
𝒗𝒱,!,%9'(
𝒗𝒱,!,%9'(

𝟎
⋮
𝟎 ⎠

⎟
⎟
⎟
⎟
⎞

       (24) 



3.4. Ini'al state 
We begin our algorithm with a given ini?al guess |𝒗!,!,!⟩ and the forcing vector �𝒇ℒ� as the input via. 
oracles 𝑂𝒗 and 𝑂𝒇. We then prepare the ini?al state 

|𝒙2>⟩ = |0⟩�𝒙!,!,!� + Σ
!=4=𝒱
(=5=9

|𝑖𝑃𝑟𝑒(𝑉, 0, 𝑣)⟩|𝒇⟩ + Σ
!=4=𝒱

90(=5=%90(

|𝑖𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑡(𝑉, 0, 𝑣)⟩|𝒇⟩    (25) 

Similar to the block-slicing for the final state, we define a block-slicing for the ini?al vector as: 

�𝒙2>2:8� = Σ
2D<=8

|𝑗⟩⟨𝑗| ⊗ �𝒙2><�         (26) 

3.5. Pre-smoothing and residual equa'on 
For the V-cycle 𝑉 and grid level 𝐿 we apply pre-smoothing steps and calculate the residual by applying the 
following matrix mul?plica?ons 

�𝒙!:2EFG(4,/,9)� + �𝒙2>2EFG(4,/,9):8� + Σ
(DJ=/

�𝒓4,JE?K6� = �∏ 𝑷𝒓𝒆4,/,5(=5=9 � ��𝒙!:2EFG(4,/,!)� +

�𝒙2>2EFG(4,/,!):8� + �𝒓4,/EFG� + Σ
(DJ=/

�𝒓4,JE?K6��       (27) 

where 

𝑷𝒓𝒆4,/,5 = |𝑖𝑃𝑟𝑒(𝑉, 𝐿, 𝑣)⟩⟨𝑖𝑃𝑟𝑒(𝑉, 𝐿, 𝑣 − 1)| ⊗ &L1 − 𝛿ℒ,/𝛿5,9N𝑹 + 𝛿ℒ,/𝛿5,9𝑨, + Σ
!=2=8

|𝑖⟩⟨𝑖| ⊗ 𝑰 (28) 

and 𝛿2,<  is the Kronecker delta. 

The quantum state �𝒓4,/E?K6� is defined in Sec?on 3.7. 

Note that for the coarsest grid level, instead of compu?ng the residual, an addi?onal relaxa?on step is 
performed to ini?alize the post-smoothing steps. 

3.6. Restric'on 
Aker the residual is calculated at a par?cular grid level, we restrict the residual to the coarse grid level by 
applying the following matrix mul?plica?on: 

�𝒙!:2EFG(4,/,9)0(� + �𝒙2>2EFG(4,/,9)0(:8� + Σ
(DJ=/

�𝒓4,JE?K6� = 𝑹𝒆𝒔4,/ ��𝒙!:2EFG(4,/,9)� + �𝒙2>2EFG(4,/,9):8� +

Σ
(DJ=/

�𝒓4,JE?K6��           (29) 

where  

𝑹𝒆𝒔4,/ = |𝑖𝑃𝑟𝑒(𝑉, 𝐿, 𝑣) + 1⟩⟨𝑖𝑃𝑟𝑒(𝑉, 𝐿, 𝑣)| ⊗ 𝑰//0( + Σ
!=2=8

|𝑖⟩⟨𝑖| ⊗ 𝑰    (30) 

3.7. Residual copies 
Aker the residual is restricted to the coarse grid, we ‘copy’ it to the requisite blocks, where it will be needed 
for smoothing opera?ons, by applying the following sequence of matrix mul?plica?ons 



�𝒙!:2EFG(4,/,9)0(� + �𝒙2>2EFG(4,/,9)0(:8� + �𝒓4,/0(EFG� + Σ
(DJ=/0(

�𝒓4,JE?K6� =

�∏ 𝑷𝒐𝒔𝒕𝑪𝒐𝒑𝒚4,/,59D5D%9 ��∏ 𝑷𝒓𝒆𝑪𝒐𝒑𝒚4,/,5(=5=9'( � ��𝒙!:2EFG(4,/,9)0(� + �𝒙2>2EFG(4,/,9)0(:8� +

Σ
(DJ=/0(

�𝒓4,JE?K6��          (31) 

where 

𝑷𝒓𝒆𝑪𝒐𝒑𝒚4/,5 = L1 − 𝛿5,(N|𝑖𝑃𝑟𝑒(𝑉, 𝐿 + 1, 𝑣)⟩⟨𝑖𝑃𝑟𝑒(𝑉, 𝐿 + 1, 𝑣) − 1|⊗ 𝑰 + 𝛿5,(|𝑖𝑃𝑟𝑒(𝑉, 𝐿 +
1, 𝑣)⟩⟨𝑖𝑃𝑟𝑒(𝑉, 𝐿, 𝑣) + 1| ⊗ 𝑰         (32) 

and  

𝑷𝒐𝒔𝒕𝑪𝒐𝒑𝒚4,/,5 = L1 − 𝛿5,90(N|𝑖𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑡(𝑉, 𝐿 + 1, 𝑣)⟩⟨𝑖𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑡(𝑉, 𝐿 + 1, 𝑣) − 1| ⊗ 𝑰 + 𝛿5,90(|𝑖𝑃𝑟𝑒(𝑉, 𝐿 +
1, 𝜈)⟩⟨𝑖𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑡(𝑉, 𝐿 + 1, 𝜈 + 1)| ⊗ 𝑰        (33) 

and the residual copies are defined as 

�𝒓4,/EFG� = Σ
(=5=9'(

|𝑖𝑃𝑟𝑒(𝑉, 𝐿, 𝑣)⟩ � 𝒓4
/0(

�        (34) 

and  

�𝒓4,/E?K6� = Σ
90(=5=%9'(

|𝑖𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑡(𝑉, 𝐿, 𝑣)⟩ � 𝒓4
/0(

�       (35) 

The residuals for the post-smoothing steps come from the calcula?on and copying of residuals from the 
finer grid levels and will be used for the post-smoothing opera?ons. 

3.8. Post-smoothing 
Aker all the pre-smoothing steps are completed at all grid levels, we start applying the post-smoothing 
opera?ons, using a similar process as the pre-smoothing process, consuming the copies of the residual  

�𝒙!:2E?K6(4,/,%9'()� + �𝒙2>2E?K6(4,/,%9'():8� + Σ
(DJ=/'(

�𝒓4,JE?K6� = �∏ 𝑷𝒐𝒔𝒕4,/,59D5D%9 � ��𝒙!:2E?K6(4,/,9)� +

�𝒙2>2E?K6(4,/,9):8� + Σ
(DJ=/

�𝒓4,JE?K6��        (36) 

where  

𝑷𝒐𝒔𝒕4,/,5 = |𝑖𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑡(𝑉, 𝐿, 𝑣)⟩⟨𝑖𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑡(𝑉, 𝐿, 𝑣 − 1)| ⊗ 𝑹 + Σ
!=2=8

|𝑖⟩⟨𝑖| ⊗ 𝑰     (37) 

3.9. Prolonga'on 
Between the post-smoothing steps at various grid levels, we apply the prolonga?on opera?on by applying 
the following matrix mul?plica?on: 

�𝒙!:2E?K6(4,/'(,9)� + �𝒙2>2E?K6(4,/'(,9):8� + Σ
(DJ=/'(

�𝒓4,JE?K6� = 𝑷𝒓𝒐4,/ ��𝒙!:2E?K6(4,/,%9'()� +

�𝒙2>2E?K6(4,/,%9'():8� + Σ
(DJ=/'(

�𝒓4,JE?K6��       (38) 

where  



𝑷𝒓𝒐4,/ = |𝑖𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑡(𝑉, 𝐿, 𝜈) + 1⟩⟨𝑖𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑡(𝑉, 𝐿, 𝜈 − 1)| ⊗ 𝑰/0(/ + |𝑖𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑡(𝑉, 𝐿, 𝜈) + 1⟩⟨𝑖𝑃𝑟𝑒(𝑉, 𝐿, 𝜈 − 1)| ⊗
𝑰 + Σ

!=2=8
|𝑖⟩⟨𝑖| ⊗ 𝑰  

 

3.10. Copies 
Aker the final iterate of the final V-cycle has been calculated, it is copied into the subsequent empty vector 
blocks to boost the probability of isola?ng the final iterate when the indexing qubits are measured. This is 
performed by applying the following opera?ons: 

|𝒙!:80L⟩ = �∏ 𝑪𝒐𝒑𝒚<(=<=L �|𝒙!:8⟩        (39) 

where  

𝑪𝒐𝒑𝒚< = |𝑇 + 𝑗⟩⟨𝑇 + 𝑗 − 1| ⊗ 𝑰 + Σ
!=2=8

|𝑖⟩⟨𝑖| ⊗ 𝑰      (40) 

4. Block encoded unitary matrices 
Since all operators on quantum computers are unitary, except for measurement, non-unitary matrices 
such as the mul?grid opera?ons described in Sec?on 3 cannot directly be mul?plied with a quantum state. 
A powerful method for mul?plying matrices, unitary or non-unitary, with a quantum state is to use block-
encoded unitaries. An (𝛼, 𝑎)-block-encoding of a matrix 𝑨 where ‖𝑨‖ ≤ 𝛼 can be defined as  

𝑼𝑨 = &𝑨/𝛼 ∗
∗ ∗,          (41) 

where 𝑨 = 𝛼(⟨0N| ⊗ 𝐼)𝑼𝑨(𝐼 ⊗ |0N⟩) and 𝛼 is the subnormaliza?on factor. A block encoding of a matrix 
may be created using the Linear Combina?on of Unitaries method and may use several ancilla qubits. We 
note that an (𝛼, 𝑎)-block-encoding of a matrix 𝑨 can be restated, without loss of generality, as an 
(𝛼‖𝑨‖, 𝑎)-block-encoding of 𝑨/‖𝑨‖. 

A matrix-vector product 𝑨𝒃 may be obtained as: 

𝑼𝑨|0N⟩|𝒃⟩ = &𝑨/𝛼 ∗
∗ ∗, &

|𝒃⟩
0 , = l

(
O
𝑨|𝒃⟩
∗

m = (
O
|0N⟩|𝑨𝒃⟩ + |⊥⟩     (42) 

Measuring the ancilla qubits in the state |0N⟩ indicates a successful matrix-vector mul?plica?on, and has 
a success probability of (Lin, 2022) 

𝑝(0N) = (
O&
‖𝑨|𝒃⟩‖% = (

O&
‖𝑨|𝒃⟩‖%        (43)  

Block-encoded unitaries can also be used to apply a product of several matrices. We restate here the 
results of (Gilyén et al., 2019) for a block-encoding of a product of two matrices and generalize it to a 
product of several matrices. 

Lemma 1: If 𝑼𝑨 is an (𝛼, 𝑎)-block-encoding of 𝑨 and 𝑼𝑩 is a (𝛽, 𝑏)-block-encoding of 𝑩, then 
(𝑰Q ⊗𝑼𝑨)(𝑰N ⊗𝑼𝑩) is an (𝛼𝛽, 𝑎 + 𝑏)-block-encoding of 𝑨𝑩. 

This can be trivially extended to products of mul?ple matrices as follows: 



Corollary 2: If 𝑼𝑨% , … , 𝑼𝑨*  are (𝛼!, 𝑎!), … , L𝛼< , 𝑎<N-block-encodings of 𝑨!, … , 𝑨<, then Π
RS<

!
® ⊗
!=J=<
JTR

𝑰J¯𝑼R° 

is a l Π
RS<

!
𝛼R , ∑ 𝑎R!=R=< m-block-encoding of Π

RS<

!
𝑨R. 

Naïve applica?on of products of matrices using Corollary 2 requires a large number of qubits. The number 
of ancilla qubits can be reduced using a ‘compression gadget’ developed by (Low & Wiebe, 2018). 

Lemma 3: (Low & Wiebe, 2018) Given unitaries 𝑼𝑨+∀	𝑘 ∈ [0, 𝑗], each of which is an (𝛼R , 𝑎R)-block-

encoding of 𝑨R. Then we can construct an L𝛼L?UV, 𝑎L?UVN-block-encoding of Π
RS<

!
𝑨R where 𝛼L?UV =

Π
RS<

!
𝛼R, 𝑎L?UV = max

R
𝑎R + ⌈log% 𝑗⌉ + 1 using each 𝑼𝑨+  once. 

For the purposes of our algorithm, we assume access to oracles that block-encode the matrix operators 
described in Sec?on 3. 

5. Quantum mul0grid (qMG) algorithm 
Now we state an algorithm that produces a quantum state encoding of the iterates of the mul?grid 
method. The algorithm follows the same sequence of opera?ons as a classical mul?grid algorithm, with 
the difference being that the opera?ons are performed on a block-encoded quantum state. 

Towards the end of the algorithm, we obtain the state |0⟩⊗X|𝒙2⟩ + |⊥⟩. Measuring the ancilla qubits in 
the state |0⟩⊗X and the indexing qubits in the state |𝑖⟩	∀	𝑇 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑇 + 𝑐 indicates that the remaining qubits 
encode the desired final iterate �𝒗𝒱,!,%9'(� of the mul?grid algorithm. 

Algorithm 2. Quantum Mul?grid Algorithm 
Inputs:  
𝑂𝒗,! , 𝑂𝒇, 𝑂𝑷𝒓𝒆4,/,5 , 𝑂𝑷𝒐𝒔𝒕4,/,5 , 𝑂𝑹𝒆𝒔4,/𝑂𝑷𝒓𝒐4,/ , 𝑂𝑷𝒓𝒆𝑪𝒐𝒑𝒚4,/,5 , 𝑂𝑷𝒐𝒔𝒕𝑪𝒐𝒑𝒚4,/,5 , 𝑂𝑪𝒐𝒑𝒚*   
𝒱, ℒ, 𝜈, 𝑝  
|0⟩⊗X0U  
Output: �𝒗𝒱,!,%9'(� 
1. Prepare |0⟩⊗X|𝒙2>⟩ using oracles 𝑂𝒗,! , 𝑂𝒇 
2. For 𝑉 = 0:𝒱 
3.  For 𝐿 = 0: ℒ 
4.   For 𝑣 = 1: 𝜈 
5.    Apply pre-smoothing or calculate residual using 𝑂𝑷𝒓𝒆4,/,5 
6.   Restrict residual using 𝑂𝑹𝒆𝒔4,/ 
7.   For 𝑣 = 1: 𝜈, 𝜈 + 1: 2𝜈 − 1 
8.    Copy residual using 𝑂𝑷𝒓𝒆𝑪𝒐𝒑𝒚4,/,5 , 𝑂𝑷𝒐𝒔𝒕𝑪𝒐𝒑𝒚4,/,5 
9.  For 𝐿 = ℒ: 0 
10.   For 𝑣 = 𝜈 + 1: 2𝜈 − 1 
11.    Apply post-smoothing using 𝑂𝑷𝒐𝒔𝒕4,/,5 
12.   Prolong solu?on using 𝑂𝑷𝒓𝒐4,/ 
13. For 𝑗 = 1: 𝑐  



14.  Copy final iterate using 𝑂𝑪𝒐𝒑𝒚*  
15. Measure ancilla qubits |𝜓N⟩ and indexing qubits |𝜓2⟩ 
16. If |𝜓N⟩! = |0⟩⊗X or |𝜓2⟩! = |𝑖⟩	∀	𝑇 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑇 + 𝑐 
17.  Restart 
18. End 

We now analyze the complexity of the individual components of the algorithm which include state 
prepara?on, success probabili?es, and number of matrix mul?plica?ons. We arrive at the overall 
complexity in Sec?on 5.3. 

5.1. State Prepara'on 
At the beginning of the algorithm, we need to prepare the ini?al state |𝒙2>⟩. This can be done efficiently 
using the following lemma by no?ng that 𝒙2> contains 𝒱(𝜈 − 1)% copies of 𝒇. 

Lemma 4: (Berry et al., 2017) Let 𝒪𝒗,!  be a unitary that maps |1⟩|𝜓⟩ to |1⟩|𝜓⟩ for any |𝜓⟩ and maps |0⟩|0⟩ 
to |0⟩|𝒗2>⟩ where 𝒗2> = 𝒗2>/‖𝒗2>‖. Let 𝒪𝒇 be a unitary that maps |0⟩|𝜓⟩ to |0⟩|𝜓⟩ for any |𝜓⟩ and maps 
|1⟩|0⟩ to |1⟩|𝒇⟩ where 𝒇 = 𝒇/‖𝒇‖. Suppose we know ‖𝒗2>‖ and ‖𝒇‖. Then the state propor?onal to 

Σ
2S(

J
|𝑖⟩|𝒇⟩ + |0⟩|𝒗2>⟩ can be produced with 𝑂(1) calls to 𝒪𝒗,!  and 𝒪𝒇, and 𝑂(poly log𝒱𝜈) elementary 

quantum gates.  

We use Lemma 2 to factor in the complexity of preparing the state |𝒙2>⟩. 

5.2. Success probabili'es 
Since the goal of a QLSA is to produce the quantum state encoding a solu?on with precision 𝜖, in this case 
the final iterate �𝒗𝒱,!,%9'(�, the final iterate or one of its copies needs to be extracted from the state |𝒙⟩ 
by performing a measurement of the ancilla and indexing registers. Measuring these registers in the state 
|0⟩⊗X and |𝑖⟩	∀	𝑇 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑇 + 𝑐 respec?vely indicates a successful measurement, aker which the 
remaining qubits encode the desired final iterate �𝒗𝒱,!,%9'(�. 

In the following sec?ons we analyze individually the complexity of successful measurements of these 
registers. 

5.2.1. Ancilla registers 
We first note that the algorithm proceeds by applying 𝑇 + 𝑐 + 1 of (𝜁2 , 𝜉2)-block-encoded matrix 
mul?plica?ons to the prepared ini?al state, where 𝑖 ∈ 𝑇 + 𝑐 + 1. Therefore, using Corollary 2 the ac?on 
of the algorithm 𝒒𝑴𝑮 can be viewed as a (Ζ, Ξ)-block-encoding of the product of the matrices as 

(𝒒𝑴𝑮)|0⟩⊗c|𝒙2>⟩ =
(
d
|0⟩⊗c|𝒙⟩ + |⊥⟩       (44) 

Using Lemma 3 Ξ = max
2
𝜉2 + ⌈log%(𝑇 + 𝑐 + 1)⌉ + 1 is the total number of ancilla qubits used for the 

block-encodings and the probability of successfully measuring the ancilla qubits in the state |0⟩⊗c is 

𝑝L|0⟩⊗cN = (

e
,-./0/)

%
f,
&

g e
,-./0/)

%
hVGFN62?>,|𝒙𝒊𝒏⟩g

&

e
,-./0/)

%
‖hVGFN62?>,‖&

= (
d&

      (45) 



Ζ depends on the subnormaliza?on factors 𝜁2  of the individual oracles and their implementa?on and the 

further subnormaliza?on arising from the factor 
e

,-./0/)

%
‖hVGFN62?>,‖

g e
,-./0/)

%
hVGFN62?>,g

 where 𝑂𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛2  denotes the block 

matrix corresponding to the 𝑖67 opera?on in the mul?grid method. Large 𝜁2  and Ζ can make the success 
probability vanishingly small. In the following sec?on we inves?gate the probability of successful 
measurement of the index register. 

5.2.2. Index register 
The probability of successfully measuring the index register in a state |𝑖⟩	∀	𝑇 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑇 + 𝑐 can be 
controlled using the number of copy steps 𝑐. Since the convergence of the mul?grid algorithm is 
monotonic, an ini?al guess of 𝟎 will lead to growing solu?ons across V-cycles. The solu?on at coarser scales 
is a growing solu?on since the ini?al guess for the correc?on is 𝟎. Using these arguments, we see that for 
an ini?al guess of 𝟎 the norm of the final iterate will be greater than the previous iterate. Furthermore, if 
an ini?al guess is provided with an error 𝜖, we can place a bound on the norm of the final iterate due to 
monotonic convergence. Therefore, we may use the following lemmas from (Raisuddin & De, 2023) to 
select an appropriate 𝑝. 

Lemma 5: Given a monotonically convergent scheme and star?ng with an ini?al guess of 𝟎 with a choice 
of 𝑐 = 𝑇 − 1, successfully measuring the first register |𝑖⟩ in the state such that 𝑖 ∈ [𝑙, 𝑙 + 𝑐] has probability 
𝑝 ≥ 1/2. 

Lemma 6: Given a monotonically convergent scheme star?ng with an ini?al guess 𝒙2> and error 𝜖 =
‖𝒙Â − 𝒙2>‖ ≤ ‖𝒙Â‖ , where 𝒙Â = 𝑨'(𝒃 , and a choice of 𝑐 = 𝑇 − 1, the probability 𝑝 of successfully 

measuring the first register |𝑖⟩ in the state such that 𝑖 ∈ [𝑇, 𝑇 + 𝑐] is 𝑝 ≥ (
%
&‖𝒙m‖'#‖𝒙m‖0#

,
%

. 

We note these are conserva?ve es?mates for 𝑐. 

5.3. Complexity analysis 
We now analyze the complexity of the quantum mul?grid algorithm in resources and run?me. 

Theorem 7: Given oracles 𝑂𝒗,! , 𝑂𝒇, 𝑂𝑷𝒓𝒆4,/,5 , 𝑂𝑷𝒐𝒔𝒕4,/,5 , 𝑂𝑹𝒆𝒔4,/ , 𝑂𝑷𝒓𝒐4,/ , 𝑂𝑷𝒓𝒆𝑪𝒐𝒑𝒚4,/,5 , 𝑂𝑷𝒐𝒔𝒕𝑪𝒐𝒑𝒚4,/,5 and 

𝑂𝑪𝒐𝒑𝒚*, the quantum mul?grid algorithm can prepare the state 

|𝜓⟩ = |0⟩⊗U|𝒙⟩ + |⊥⟩          (46) 

in 𝑂 &poly log "
#$
, ?me (accesses to oracles) and requires 𝑂 &poly log "

#$
, qubits. The success probability of 

measuring the ancilla register and index register in a desired state |0⟩⊗U|𝑖⟩	∀	𝑖 ∈ [𝑇, 2𝑇] is  

𝑝 = 𝑂 & (
d&
,           (47) 

The success probability can be boosted to 𝑂(1) using 𝑂(Ζ) rounds of amplitude amplifica?on, leading to 

an overall run?me of 𝑂 &Ζ d
‖|𝒙⟩‖

poly log "
#$
, using 𝑂 &poly log "

#$
, qubits. 

Proof 5: First, we note that solu?on error decreases exponen?ally with the number of V-cycles, i.e., 𝒱 =

𝑂 llog & ‖𝒆‖‖𝒆%‖
,
'(
m = 𝑂 llog & ##%,

'(
m = 𝑂(log(𝜖̃)'(). We also note that the number of grid levels ℒ scales 



logarithmically with the number of unknowns, i.e., ℒ = 𝑂(log𝑁) where 𝑁 is the number of unknowns at 
the finest grid level. Finally, we note that the number of smoothing steps remains constant regardless of 
the problem size, i.e., 𝜈 = 𝑂(1). 

This indicates that the algorithm requires 𝑂 &poly log "
#$
, smoothing steps and residual copy steps, and 

𝑂 &poly log "
#$
, restric?on, prolonga?on, and residual calcula?on steps. The final copying step requires 𝑐 

applica?ons of 𝑂𝑪𝒐𝒑𝒚<. Using an ini?al guess of 𝟎 and Lemma 4, we can choose 𝑐 = 𝑇 − 1 =

𝑂 &poly log "
#$
, for an 𝑂(1) success probability of successful measurement of the index register. 

Therefore, the total number of block-matrix products scales as 𝑂 &poly log "
#$
,. Since the applica?on of the 

matrix products requires block-encodings with Ξ = max
2
𝜉2 + Ãlog% &poly log

"
#$
,Ä + 1 ancilla qubits, in 

addi?on to log% 𝑇 + 𝑐 = 𝑂 &poly log "
#$
, indexing qubits and log%𝑁 work register qubits we require an 

addi?onal 𝑂(𝑇 + 𝑐) ancilla qubits for an overall 𝑂 &poly log "
#$
, total number of qubits, assuming the block-

encodings of the matrices are efficient, i.e. require at most 𝑂 &poly log "
#$
	, ancilla qubits. 

Therefore, to prepare the state |0⟩⊗X0U|𝒙⟩ + |⊥⟩ we require 𝑂 &poly log "
#$
, queries to the oracles and 

𝑂 &poly log "
#$
, qubits. 

The success probability of measuring the ancilla qubits in the state |0⟩⊗X0U is (
d&

. Since the probability of 

successfully measuring the index register in the quantum state |𝒙⟩ is 𝑝 = (
%
= 𝑂(1), the combined 

probability of obtaining a quantum state of the final iterate |𝒙?@6⟩ by measuring the ancilla and index 

qubits is 𝑂 & (
d&
,.  

Amplitude amplifica?on can be used to improve the overall complexity of quantum algorithms by 
amplifying an 𝑂(𝑝) success probability of the desired output to 𝑂(1) by repea?ng the algorithm 𝑂LÅ𝑝N 
?mes, leading to a quadra?c improvement in complexity (Brassard et al., 2002). Using this result, the 
success probability of obtaining the final iterate |𝒙?@6⟩  can be boosted to 𝑂(1) using 𝑂(Ζ) rounds of 

amplitude amplifica?on. Combining these we arrive at an overall complexity of 𝑂 &Ζpoly log "
#$
,	oracle 

queries and 𝑂 &poly log "
#$
, qubits.    □ 

6. Numerical examples 
We inves?gate the qMG algorithm using problems in one- and two- dimensions to inves?gate the qubit 
requirements and behavior of the success probability 𝑝 for various problem sizes. We use MATLAB to 
create 𝒙2> and apply the sequence of opera?ons in qMG to produce the vector 𝒙. 

6.1. 1D problem 
We consider Poisson’s problem in 1D with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary condi?ons and a 
combina?on of Dirichlet and Neumann boundary condi?ons. 

Find 𝑢: 𝛺É → ℝ such that 



𝑢"(𝑥) − 1 = 0 in 𝛺 ∈ (0,1) 

subject to  

Case 1: 𝑢(0) = 𝑢(1) = 	0  

Case 2: 𝑢(0) = 0 , 𝑢′(1) = 1  

Piecewise linear finite elements are used to discre?ze the problem over regular intervals. Various mesh 
sizes are considered, with the parameters of the finest meshes for Cases 1 and 2 shown in Table. Figure 1 
shows the fully converged mul?grid solu?on, the exact solu?on, and the solu?on error for Cases 1 and 2. 

Table1 Number of grid levels ℒ, V-cycles 𝒱, smoothing steps 𝜈, unknowns 𝑁, and length of vector x for the finest grid for 1D 
Cases 1 and 2. 

Case ℒ 𝒱 𝜈 𝜖̃ 𝑁 𝑙𝑒𝑛	(𝒙) ⌈log%𝑁⌉ ⌈log% 𝑙𝑒𝑛	(𝒙)⌉ 
1 12 15 6 10'(! 8191 46926239 13 26 
2 13 15 6 10'(! 8192 50601984 13 26 

 

 

Figure 1 Fully converged and exact soluEons 𝒖/‖𝒖‖ and 𝒗/‖𝒖‖ with the error 𝒆/‖𝒖‖ at the finest grid for Cases 1 and 2. 

Figure 2 demonstrates the number of addi?onal qubits required to store 𝒙 for a solu?on when reducing 
the rela?ve error 𝜖̃ by a factor of 10'(! for various problem sizes 𝑁, as a mul?ple of the log𝑁 number of 
qubits needed to store 𝒗. This is calculated by using the number of V-cycles observed experimentally to 
obtain 𝜖̃ ≤ 10'(!, as seen in Figure 3, to obtain 𝑙𝑒𝑛	(𝒙) = 𝑁(𝑇 + 𝑐 + 1) using Equa?on 7 and the 
choice 𝑐 = 𝑇 − 1. 

We see that as the problem size increases, the factor no. JG>	(𝒙)
no."

 decreases steadily below 2, meaning that 

the number of addi?onal qubits to represent 𝒙 is indeed 𝑂(poly log𝑁) when 𝜖̃ is kept constant. 



However, polynomial growth in log𝑁 is a conserva?ve es?mate and we see that for large 𝑁 the number 
of addi?onal qubits to represent 𝒙 approaches 𝑂(log𝑁). 

 

 

Figure 2 MulEple of addiEonal qubits required for larger problems for 1D Cases 1 and 2 to obtain 𝜖̃ ≤ 10345 

In Figure 3 we plot the convergence of the mul?grid V-cycles, the norms of the blocks of 𝒙 as a ra?o of 
the block ‖𝒙2‖ to the desired output block ‖𝒙?@6‖, and the success probabili?es of successfully 
measuring the index qubit for various 𝑁 and number of V-cycles. As predicted, the norms of the 
undesired blocks are mostly small compared to the desired final iterate. This is reflected in the 
probabili?es of successfully measuring the index qubit being much larger than the predicted 𝑝 ≥ 0.5. As 
the number of V-cycles increases, the success probabili?es decrease slightly, with an almost constant 
success probability seen for many V-cycles. Similarly, as the problem size is increased, the success 



probability also increases. This indicates that for larger problems, successful measurement of the index 
register is more likely. 

 

 

Figure 3 Convergence of mulEgrid V-cycles for various problem sizes, the norms of the blocks as a raEo of the norm of the final 
iterate, and the success probability p of measuring the index register for various problem sizes and number of V-cycles for 1D 

Cases 1 and 2. 

 

6.2. 2D problem 
We consider Poisson’s problem on a square domain: 

Find 𝑢: 𝛺É% → ℝ such that 

𝛻%𝑢 − 𝑓 = 0 in 𝛺 ∈ (0, 𝐿) × (0, 𝐿) 

subject to boundary condi?ons 

𝑢 = 𝑔 on 𝛤- 

−𝑞2𝑛2 = ℎ on 𝛤7 

where 𝑞2𝑛2  is the unit outward normal to Γ = Γ- ∪ Γ7 and Γ- ∩ Γ7 = ∅. 

We consider the cases presented in Table 1 for Γ, 𝑔, ℎ, and 𝑓. 



Table 1 Boundary condiEons for 2D Cases 1-5 

 Γ- 𝑔 Γ7 ℎ 𝑓 

Case 1 (0, 𝑦), (𝐿, 𝑦), (𝑥, 0), (𝑥, 𝐿) 

∀𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ [0, 𝐿] 

0 ∅ − 1 

Case 2 (0, 𝑦), (𝐿, 𝑦), (𝑥, 0) 

∀𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ [0, 𝐿] 

0 (𝑥, 𝐿) 

∀𝑥 ∈ [0, 𝐿] 

0 1 

Case 3 (0, 𝑦), (𝐿, 𝑦) 

∀𝑦 ∈ [0, 𝐿] 

0 (𝑥, 0), (𝑥, 𝐿) 

∀𝑥 ∈ [0, 𝐿] 

0 1 

Case 4 (0, 𝑦), (𝑥, 0) 

∀𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ [0, 𝐿] 

0 (𝐿, 𝑦), (𝑥, 𝐿) 

∀𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ [0, 𝐿] 

0 1 

Case 5 (0, 𝑦) 

∀𝑦 ∈ [0, 𝐿] 

0 (𝐿, 𝑦), (𝑥, 0), (𝑥, 𝐿) 

∀𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ [0, 𝐿] 

0 1 

Four-noded bilinear finite elements are used to discre?ze the problem over regular grids. We discre?ze 
over various grid sizes, with the finest grid sizes shown in Table 2 for Cases 1-5. Figure 2 shows the fully 
converged mul?grid solu?on for Cases 1-5. 

Table 2 Number of grid levels ℒ, V-cycles 𝒱, smoothing steps 𝜈, grid points along 𝑥 and 𝑦 direcEons 𝑁6, 𝑁7, problem size 𝑁, and 
length of 𝑥 for the finest grid size for 2D Cases 1-5.  

Case ℒ 𝒱 𝜈 𝑁q 𝑁r 𝑁 𝜖̃ 𝑙𝑒𝑛	(𝒙) ⌈log%𝑁⌉ ⌈log% 𝑙𝑒𝑛	(𝒙)⌉ 
1 6 25 6 127 127 16129 10'(! 79693389 14 27 
2 6 35 6 127 64 8128 10'(! 55603648 14 26 
3 6 45 6 127 65 8255 10'(! 72156955 13 27 
4 6 45 6 64 64 4096 10'(! 35803136 12 26 
5 6 50 6 64 65 4160 10'(! 36362560 13 26 



  

Figure 4 Fully converged soluEons 𝒗/||𝒗||	for the finest grid sizes for 2D Cases 1-5 

Figure 5 shows the number of addi?onal qubits required to store 𝒙 compared to the number of qubits 
required to store 𝒗 as a mul?ple of log𝑁 when the error is reduced by a factor of 10'(!. Similar to the 
2D case, we see that the overhead in addi?onal qubits decreases for larger problems, demonstra?ng 
that 𝑂(poly log𝑁) is a conserva?ve es?mate of the number of qubits needed to store 𝒙, since it 
approaches 𝑂(log𝑁). 



 

 

Figure 5 MulEple of addiEonal qubits with increasing problem sizes for 2D Cases 1-5 to obtain 𝜖̃ ≤ 10345 

In Figure 6 we show the convergence of the mul?grid V-cycles, the ra?os of the blocks ‖𝒙2‖/‖𝒙?@6‖, and 
the success probability 𝑝 of successfully measuring the indexing register. Once again, we see that the 
theore?cal bound of 𝑝 ≥ 0.5 is conserva?ve, with actual values converging to 𝑝 > 0.9 for large 𝑁 and a 
large number of V-cycles. This indicates that 𝑝 scales favorably for larger problems. 



 

 

Figure 6 Convergence of mulEgrid V-cycles for various problem sizes, the norms of the blocks as a raEo of the norm of the final 
iterate, and the probability 𝑝 of measuring the index register for various problem sizes and number of V-cycles for 2D Cases 1-5. 



7. Conclusion 
 

In this work, we introduce qMG, an algorithm designed to execute V-cycle mul?grid opera?ons on gate-
based quantum compu?ng architectures. The algorithm encodes the series of linear opera?ons associated 
with the V-cycle into large matrices, while the corresponding mul?grid iterates are encoded into an 
extensive vector. A quantum state, represen?ng the sequence of mul?grid iterates, is constructed with 
exponen?al efficiency. The extrac?on of the final iterate is performed by measuring a specific block-
indexing register. To ensure efficient extrac?on, the final iterate is copied to subsequent blocks, resul?ng 
in an 𝑂(1) probability of successful measurement. 

We show numerically that the success probability of extrac?ng the final iterate from the sequence of 
iterates is much larger than the theore?cally derived bound and that it further improves for larger problem 
sizes and the number of V-cycles. We also demonstrate the scaling of the qubit overheads, showing that 
the number of qubits required to store the vector 𝒙 does not grow significantly with 𝑁. 

Although the state encoding the sequence of iterates 𝒙 can be produced exponen?ally efficiently as a 
subspace of the quantum registers, the success probability of measuring the ancilla qubits in the desired 
state can be low due to the sub-normaliza?on of the block encodings. The values of the sub-normaliza?on 
constants depend on the specific implementa?on of the oracles and the norm of the products of matrices. 
This emphasizes the need to design oracles that are not only efficient in the number of gates and ancilla 
qubits but also in the sub-normaliza?on constants. A similar issue is reported in (Shao & Xiang, 2018). 

Recent work has shown that for a product of matrices the subnormaliza?on factor 𝛼2  of each individual 
block-encoding can be reduced to ≈ 1 by amplifying each block using the Uniform Singular Value 

Amplifica?on (Gilyén et al., 2019) method. This comes at an expense of ≈ 𝑂 &𝛼2 log
O,
#,
, accesses to each 

block encoding and an approxima?on error 𝜖2  in the 2-norm and can be performed efficiently using 
quantum signal processing (Fang et al., 2023). This converts the accumula?on of computa?onal cost 
arising from subnormaliza?on factors from a product of 𝛼2  into (approximately) a sum of 𝛼2, which is an 

exponen?al improvement. However, if e‖s,‖‖es,‖
 is large, the success probability remains small. Improved 

techniques to apply products of matrices can enable qMG to improve its success probability for a fully 
exponen?al speedup. 

In our analysis, we choose a conserva?ve value for the number of copies 𝑐. A ?ghter bound will not yield 
a substan?al improvement since the contribu?on to the overall complexity scales the same as the 
complexity of the mul?grid opera?ons. 

Although the presented method realizes a series of V-cycles, it can be extended to include other mul?grid 
cycles like the W-cycle and the F-cycle, which require a more complex sequence or opera?ons for beYer 
convergence (Mandel & Parter, 1990). Furthermore, the method applies to both geometric and algebraic 
mul?grid approaches. 

Domain decomposi?on methods are a similar itera?ve approach that applies relaxa?on operators to 
alterna?ng regions of the domain. The method outlined in this paper can be extended to realize a quantum 
domain decomposi?on approach for similar scaling. However, the accumula?on of sub-normaliza?on 



factors leading to low success probabili?es is not expected to be resolved using a domain decomposi?on 
approach. 

Although the algorithm is readily posed as a variable-?me stopping algorithm by measuring the ancilla 
qubits between matrix mul?plica?on to check for success, variable-?me amplitude amplifica?on 
(Ambainis, 2012) or efficient variable-?me amplitude amplifica?on (Chakraborty et al., 2019) cannot boost 
the success probability of the method beyond simple amplitude amplifica?on since the average stopping 
?me is not less than the maximum stopping ?me. 
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