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Quantum signal processing and quan-
tum singular value transformation are
powerful tools to implement polynomial
transformations of block-encoded matri-
ces on quantum computers, and has
achieved asymptotically optimal complex-
ity in many prominent quantum algo-
rithms. We propose a framework of quan-
tum signal processing and quantum singu-
lar value transformation on U(N), which
realizes multiple polynomials simultane-
ously from a block-encoded input, as a gen-
eralization of those on U(2) in the original
frameworks. We provide a comprehensive
characterization of achievable polynomial
matrices and give recursive algorithms to
construct the quantum circuits that re-
alize desired polynomial transformations.
As three example applications, we propose
a framework to realize bi-variate poly-
nomial functions, demonstrate N-interval
decision achieving O(d) query complexity
with a log2N improvement over iterative
U(2)-QSP requiring O(d log2N) queries, and
present a quantum amplitude estimation
algorithm achieving the Heisenberg limit
without adaptive measurements.
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1 Introduction
Quantum Signal Processing (QSP) is a powerful
tool for building quantum algorithms, capable of
unifying many other existing algorithms [1, 2, 3].
QSP can be conceptualized as a framework of
polynomial transformation of matrices, which
maps a set of phase angles to a polynomial
function to approximate a wide range of target
functions. Quantum Singular Value Transfor-
mation (QSVT) [2], another framework derived
from QSP, extends the application to polynomial
transformations of singular value of even non-
square matrices. QSP-based quantum algorithms
have been developed for various tasks, such as
Hamiltonian simulation [1, 4, 5], linear system
solving [6], ground state preparation [7], fixed-
point quantum search [8]. QSP is also used to im-
prove and simplify algorithms for quantum ampli-
tude estimation (QAE) [9], which is a fundamen-
tal task in quantum metrology [10, 11, 12] and has
direct applications in numerical integration [13],
quantum tomography [14, 15, 16, 17, 18], over-
lap and expectation value estimation in quan-
tum simulation [19, 20, 21, 22, 23], Gibbs sam-
pling [24], variational quantum algorithms and
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quantum machine learning [25, 26, 27, 28]. Re-
cent research in QSP theories has focused on effi-
cient realization of block encoding [29, 30], clas-
sical evaluation of phase angles [31, 32, 33], and
generalization [34, 35, 36, 37, 38]. Experiments
have also been conducted to realize QSP on a
noisy quantum computer [39, 40].

Meanwhile, the original framework of QSP has
some restrictions that limit its applicability. On
the mathematical side, the original framework
utilizes a series of parameterized U(2) elements
to realize a class of polynomial transformations,
i.e., to construct a unitary transformation that is
a block encoding of the target polynomial P (U)
given input U . It is a natural question whether
we can realize multiple polynomials at once if we
use a sequence of parameterized U(N) elements
instead of U(2) elements. On the practical side,
realizing multiple target functions simultaneously
is essential for quantum algorithms like the quan-
tum phase estimation (QPE) and quantum am-
plitude estimation (QAE) algorithms [41], where
different measurement outcomes must correspond
to different functions that collectively partition
the domain of interest. In addition, by expanding
the toolkit in manipulating matrices in quantum
computers, QSP and QSVT on U(N) can also
help us in more complicated tasks like the multi-
variate generalization of QSP, which is much less
understood than the uni-variate one, and known
to have significant difficulties brought by its ex-
ponentially large target space and the commuting
relations between different variables [37, 38].

During the preparation of this paper, Lan-
eve [34] studied the generalization of QSP over
SU(N), which realizes state preparation for
N -dimensional outputs by preparing the state∑

m Pm(z) |m⟩ from |0⟩, with applications to
quantum phase estimation. Our framework on
U(N) is more general: Laneve’s result corre-
sponds to the special case of our Theorem 4 where
P (z) is aN×1 polynomial block, whereas we pro-
vide a complete theory for arbitrary N ×N poly-
nomial matrix blocks, enabling full exploitation
of the U(N) structure in all three applications
demonstrated in this work.

In this paper, we establish a complete theory
of QSP and QSVT on U(N) with multiple out-
puts block encoded in a single unitary. Given any
mathematically permissible set of target polyno-
mials, we provide a recursive procedure to de-

termine the sequence of U(N) circuit elements
that realizes them. Compared to the U(2) frame-
work, our U(N) theory requires new perspectives
on quantum circuits and additional mathemati-
cal tools from matrix theory. We demonstrate
three key applications: (i) bi-variate polynomial
functions with an expanded range of achievable
polynomials, (ii) multi-interval decision with an
O(log2N) reduction in query complexity, and
(iii) quantum amplitude estimation achieving the
Heisenberg limit without adaptive measurements.
A graphical summary is given in FIG. 1.

The paper is organized as follows. Sec. 2 re-
views fundamental results on uni-variate QSP
with single block encoding, then generalizes to
U(N) for both QSP-U and QSVT, establish-
ing the main theorems on achievable polyno-
mial sets. We then demonstrate three key appli-
cations where U(N)-QSP provides concrete ad-
vantages. Sec. 3.1 presents bi-variate quantum
signal processing that leverages product struc-
tures to realize bi-variate polynomial functions
with practical advantages over naive decompo-
sition approaches. Sec. 3.2 demonstrates multi-
interval decision with O(d) query complexity,
providing a factor of log2N improvement over
the O(d log2N) complexity required by iterative
U(2)-QSP methods. Sec. 3.3 shows that QAE
measurement outputs correspond to polynomial
transformations on U(N), achieving Heisenberg-
limited precision in a single non-adaptive mea-
surement round. Sec. 4 provides conclusions and
future research directions.

2 Theories

In this section, we first briefly review the funda-
mental results about QSP in Sec. 2.1. Then, in
Sec. 2.2 and Sec. 2.3, we first define the general-
ization on U(N), then construct a quantum cir-
cuit with parameterized parts that help achieving
different target functions, and finally state and
prove the achievable polynomial sets by the cir-
cuit.

2.1 Review of Quantum Signal Processing and
Quantum Singular Value Transformation

To block-encode any matrix A in a quantum op-
eration, an ancilla system is used to construct a
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Figure 1: A summary of our contributions in the paper. The orange quantum gates are for parameterized unitaries
or projectors, while the blue gates are for fixed input variables.

unitary U such that,

U |0⟩ |ψ⟩ =
∣∣0̃〉

A |ψ⟩ + · · · , or U =
[
A ∗
∗ ∗

]
, (1)

in which both |0⟩ and
∣∣0̃〉

are qubits all set to
zero, and we use different notations here to indi-
cate that the number of qubits in them can be
different, so that the block encoding can also be
well defined for non-square matrix A.

In this paper, we focus on two algorithms in
the QSP family, namely the QSP for unitary ma-
trices and quantum singular value transforma-
tion (QSVT) for general matrices. In QSP-U, one
use several controlled-U operations to construct
a block encoding of polynomials of U of the form
P (U) =

∑
j cjU

j [33, 42]. A fundamental result
in QSP-U is as follows.

Theorem 1 (Generalized QSP [42]) Given
any polynomial P (z) of degree d s.t.
|P (z)| ≤ 1, ∀|z| = 1. Then one can block-
encode P (U) using d calls to controlled-U for
any unitary matrix input U .

In QSVT, however, one uses U and U † alterna-
tively to construct a block encoding of singular-
value polynomial transformations of A, which is

defined as,

P (SV )(A) =
{∑

j P (λj) |ψj⟩⟨ψj | , if d is even,∑
j P (λj)

∣∣ψj

〉〈
ψ̃j

∣∣ , if d is odd,
(2)

where d is the number of calls to U and U †

in total, and A =
∑

j λj

∣∣∣ψj

〉〈
ψ̃j

∣∣∣ for two or-

thogonal sets {|ψj⟩}, {
∣∣∣ψ̃j

〉
} and λj ∈ R, and

P naturally subjects to the parity condition that
P (−x) = (−1)dP (x). When A is Hermitian, one
can write A =

∑
j λj |ψj⟩⟨ψj | with λj ∈ R, then

the singular value polynomial transformation is
equal to the matrix polynomial. But in general
they can be different. A milestone result in the
original framework of QSVT is as follows.

Theorem 2 (QSVT [43]) Given a pair of polyno-
mials P (z) satisfying,

1. deg(P ) ≤ d;

2. P has parity d mod 2;

3. ∀x ∈ [−1, 1], |P (x)| ≤ 1;

and a general matrix A block-encoded by a unitary
U , one can block-encode P (SV )(A) using d calls to
U and U−1 in total.

3



Compared to QSP-U, it has inherent restric-
tions on parity, since singular value transforma-
tion (SVT) by polynomials without definite par-
ity is not well-defined in Eq. (2) and can give un-
expected results. One exception is that for Her-
mitian input, the SVT by polynomials without
definite parity is well-defined since the left and
right singular vector spaces share the same basis
and is identical to the common polynomial trans-
formation. In this case SVT with complex-valued
polynomials is also well-defined. To tackle these
two problems, we can utilize the linear combi-
nation of unitaries (LCU) [44], given additional
access to controlled U and U−1.

2.2 U(N)-Quantum Signal Processing
Given any unitary U and complex polynomial
matrix P (z) = {Pjk(z)}, by U(N)-QSP we aim
to construct the unitary transformation,

P00(U) P01(U) · · · ∗
P10(U) P11(U) · · · ∗

...
...

. . .
...

∗ ∗ · · · ∗

 . (3)

For this task, we construct a quantum circuit in
FIG. 2, parameterized by arbitrary unitary oper-
ators R0, R1, . . . , Rd ∈ U(N) acting on the ancilla
register. The circuit alternates between these
unitaries and controlled-U operations, where the
control is based on computational basis projec-
tors. This structure generalizes the standard
U(2)-QSP, which uses single-qubit unitaries

R(θ, ϕ, λ) =
[
ei(λ+ϕ) cos θ eiϕ sin θ
eiλ sin θ − cos θ

]
, (4)

with |1⟩⟨1|-controlled U gates interleaved between
them.

In the U(N) generalization, we use N -
dimensional ancilla systems where N = 2n for
n ancilla qubits. The controlled operations are
defined with respect to computational basis pro-
jectors: specifically, the Πℓ-controlled U gate is

CΠℓ
(U) := Πℓ ⊗ U + (I − Πℓ) ⊗ I, (5)

where

Πℓ :=
ℓ−1∑
j=0

|j⟩⟨j| . (6)

For example, CΠN
(U) is simply the uncontrolled

U gate, and CΠN/2(U) is a single qubit controlled
U gate.

We characterize the achievable polynomials of
U(N)-QSP in FIG. 2 by the following lemmas
and theorems.

Lemma 3 (U(N)-QSP, forward) Using d calls to
a unitary U , the quantum circuit in FIG. 2 im-
plements the unitary operation,

P00(U) P01(U) · · · P0,N−1(U)
P10(U) P11(U) · · · P1,N−1(U)

...
...

. . .
...

PN−1,0(U) PN−1,1(U) · · · PN−1,N−1(U)

 .
(7)

for a matrix of complex-valued polynomials
{Pjk(z)} of degrees no more than d, denoted as
P (z).

Proof of Lemma 3. The proof proceeds by in-
duction on d. For d = 0, the circuit consists only
of R0 ⊗ I, so Pjk is the constant function equal
to the (j, k)-th entry of R0.

For the inductive step, assume the lemma holds
for d− 1, meaning the circuit up to the (d− 1)-th
controlled-U implements P (U) =

∑d−1
l=0 P̃l ⊗ U l

for some constant matrices {P̃l}. Applying Rd

on the ancilla register followed by CΠd
(U) gives

(Rd ⊗ I)CΠd
(U)P (U)

=RdΠℓd
⊗ UP (U) +Rd(I − Πℓd

) ⊗ P (U),
(8)

which expands to polynomials of degree no more
than d in U . □

Theorem 4 (U(N)-QSP, backward) Given any
unitary U and complex polynomial matrix P (z)
of degrees no more than d, such that P (z) has all
singular values in [0, 1] whenever |z| ≤ 1. Then
one can construct a quantum circuit with d calls
to controlled-U to implement a block encoding of
P (U), as defined in Eq. (3).

Before the proof of Theorem 4, we first prove a
special case where P (z) is not a partial block of
a bigger unitary, but the entire unitary matrix.

Lemma 5 (U(N)-QSP for full unitary) Given
any unitary U and complex polynomial matrix
P (z) that is unitary for all |z| ≤ 1. Then one can
determine the parameters R0, R1, . . . , Rd ∈ U(N)
in FIG. 2 to implement the unitary transforma-
tion P (U).

Proof of Lemma 5. We use induction on d to
prove the lemma.

For d = 0, each entry of Eq. (7) is con-
stant, so we simply set R0 to be the target uni-
tary. For the inductive step, assume the lemma

4



Figure 2: The quantum circuit for U(N)-QSP, parameterized by arbitrary unitaries R0, R1, . . . , Rd ∈ U(N) acting
on an N -dimensional ancilla register. The circuit uses d applications of controlled-U operations, where CΠℓ

(U) :=∑ℓ−1
j=0 |j⟩⟨j| ⊗ U +

∑N−1
j=ℓ |j⟩⟨j| ⊗ I applies U when the ancilla is in computational basis states |0⟩ through |ℓ− 1⟩.

holds for degree d − 1. We show that for de-
gree d, we can always find Rd and a computa-
tional basis projector Πd =

∑ℓ−1
j=0 |j⟩⟨j| such that

CΠd
(U−1)(Rd ⊗ I)P (U) is of the form Eq. (7)

with degree no more than d− 1.
Write P (U) =

∑d
l=0 P̃l⊗U l. From the unitarity

condition P (U)†P (U) = I, examining the coef-
ficient of Ud gives P̃ †

0 P̃d = 0, showing that the
column spaces of P̃0 and P̃d are orthogonal. Let
rP̃d

and rP̃0
be the ranks of P̃d and P̃0 respec-

tively. Then we have

rP̃d
+ rP̃0

≤ N. (9)

Therefore, we can pick a basis {|ψj⟩} of CN

such that the first rP̃d
basis vectors span the col-

umn space of P̃d, and the last rP̃0
basis vectors

span the column space of P̃0. Picking any

rP̃d
≤ ℓd ≤ N − rP̃0

, (10)

and let

Rd =
N−1∑
j=0

|ψj⟩⟨j| . (11)

Then,

CΠd
(U−1)(Rd

−1 ⊗ I)P (U)

=
d∑

l=0

[
ΠdRd

−1P̃l ⊗ U l−1 + (I − Πd)Rd
−1P̃l ⊗ U l

]
=

d−1∑
l=0

[
ΠdRd

−1P̃l+1 + (I − Πd)Rd
−1P̃l

]
⊗ U l,

(12)
where in the last equation the degree-d term van-
ishes since (I − Πd)Rd

−1P̃d = 0, and the degree-
(−1) term vanishes since ΠdRd

−1P̃0 = 0.
By induction, this provides a constructive al-

gorithm to determine R0, R1, . . . , Rd. □
Proof of Theorem 4. Since I − P (z)†P (z) is

positive semidefinite on |z| = 1, by the Polyno-
mial Matrix Spectral Factorization Theorem [45,

46], there is a polynomial matrix Q(z) of degree
no more than d such that,

I − P (z)†P (z) = Q(z)†Q(z). (13)

Next, we construct a polynomial matrix block
R(z) such that, [

P (z)
R(z)

Q(z)

]
(14)

is unitary on |z| = 1, where R(z) has proper size
to make it a square matrix and satisfies,[

P (z)
R(z)

Q(z)

] [
P (z)† Q(z)†

R(z)†

]
=

[
P (z)
Q(z)

] [
P (z)† Q(z)†]

+ R(z)R(z)† = I,

(15)

Again, this is always possible since

I −
[
P (z)
Q(z)

] [
P (z)† Q(z)†]

(16)

is positive semidefinite for all |z| = 1, as

[
P (z)† Q(z)†] [

P (z)
Q(z)

]
= I (17)

from Eq. (13) implies that[
P (z)
Q(z)

] [
P (z)† Q(z)†]

(18)

is identity in some subspace. Finally,[
P (U)

R(U)
Q(U)

]
(19)

is a block encoding of P (U) and by Lemma 5, it
can be implemented as desired. □

Theorem 4 is a generalization of the results in
[42], in which only one ancilla qubit is used, and
the corresponding P (z) contains a single entry
p(z), with prerequisites |p(z)| ≤ 1 for all |z| = 1.

To find the circuit parameters in Theorem 4
given only the P (z) block, it is sufficient to find

5



only Q(z) in Eq. (13) using the algorithm de-
scribed by the constructive proof in [46] and ig-
nore the R(z) block. To see this, we merge Q(z)
into P (z) and write

P (z) =
d∑

l=0

[
P̃l ∗

]
zl, (20)

where ∗ corresponds to the R(z) block in Eq. (14)
that we no longer need here.

Similar to the proof of Lemma 5, the constraint
P (U)†P (U) = I gives[

P̃ †
0

∗

] [
P̃d ∗

]
= 0, (21)

which implies that P̃ †
0 P̃d = 0. Let M be the num-

ber of columns of P (z), then there is a M × M
projector Π̃d such that Π̃dP̃0 = (I − Π̃d)P̃d = 0.
One can choose,

Πd =
[
Π̃d 0
0 0

]
, (22)

Then Eq. (12) becomes,
d−1∑
l=0

(
Πd

[
P̃l+1 ∗

]
+ (I − Πd)

[
P̃l ∗

])
⊗ U l

=
d−1∑
l=0

[
Π̃dP̃l+1 + (I − Π̃d)P̃l ∗

]
⊗ U l.

(23)

So it is sufficient to determine Πd recursively only
using information from the selected columns (or
equivalently, rows) instead of the whole matrix.

When the target block encoded matrix P (z)
has rank no more than N/2, we have rP̃0

, rP̃d
≤

N/2 in Eq. (10), so we can always choose ℓd =
N/2, and simplify the circuit in FIG. 2 to use
only single-qubit controlled-U gates.

In some cases, we may need to realize Laurent
polynomials [47], where each entry is of the form
Pjk(z) =

∑d
l=−d Pjk,lz

l.

Corollary 6 (U(N)-QSP for Laurent polynomials)
Given any unitary U and Laurent polynomial
matrix P (z) of degrees no more than d, such that
P (z) has all singular values in [0, 1] whenever
|z| ≤ 1. Then one can construct a quantum
circuit with (2d) calls to the double-headed gate
CΠ(U1/2, U−1/2) := Π ⊗ U1/2 + (I − Π) ⊗ U−1/2

to implement a block encoding of P (U).

Proof of Corollary 6. We construct the cir-
cuit to realize the degree-(2d) polynomial ma-
trix

∑d
l=−d Pjk,lz

l+d using Theorem 4. By re-
placing each controlled-U gate with the double-
headed gate CΠ(U1/2, U−1/2), we realize the Lau-
rent polynomial matrix P (z) as desired. □

Corollary 7 (Approximate U(N)-QSP) Given
any unitary U and complex polynomial matrix
P (z) of degrees no more than d, such that
P (z) has all singular values in [0, 1] whenever
|z| ≤ 1. Let G be a finite set of unitary gates
with determinant one and their inverses, gener-
ating a dense subset of SU(N), where N is the
ancilla dimension. Then for any ϵ > 0, one can
construct a quantum circuit using gates from G
with d calls to controlled-U that implements a
unitary Ũ such that the realized block-encoded
matrix satisfies∥∥Π†ŨΠ − P (U)

∥∥ ≤ ϵ, (24)

where Π = |0 . . . 0⟩⟨0 . . . 0| projects onto the an-
cilla subspace. The total number of gates from G
required is

O

(
d · logc

(
d

ϵ

))
, (25)

where c ≥ 1 is a constant depending on the gate
set G, and the constant hidden in the O(·) nota-
tion depends polynomially on the ancilla dimen-
sion N .

Proof of Corollary 7. By Theorem 4, we con-
struct the circuit with unitaries R0, R1, . . . , Rd as
in FIG. 2.

Let Uexact = R0 · CΠ1(U) · R1 · · ·Rd · CΠd
(U)

be the exact circuit by Theorem 4. Each Rk is a
unitary operator on the ancilla system of dimen-
sion N . The Solovay-Kitaev theorem [48, 49, 50]
of dimension N ensures that for any V ∈ SU(N),
there exists a finite sequence S of gates from G
of length O(logc(1/δ)) such that ∥V − S∥ < δ,
where c is a constant depending on G and the
constant in the O(·) notation depends polynomi-
ally on the ancilla dimension N . We apply this to
approximate each Rk by R̃k with error tolerance
δk, obtaining

∥Rk − R̃k∥ ≤ δk. (26)

We choose δk = ϵ
2d+2 for all k ∈ {0, 1, . . . , d}.

The compiled circuit is then

Ũ = R̃0 · CΠ1(U) · R̃1 · · · R̃d · CΠd
(U). (27)

We have,∥∥Π†ŨΠ − P (U)
∥∥

=
∥∥Ũ − Uexact

∥∥
=

∥∥R̃0 · CΠ1(U) · R̃1 · · · R̃d · CΠd
(U)

−R0 · CΠ1(U) ·R1 · · ·Rd · CΠd
(U)∥

≤
d∑

k=0
∥R̃k −Rk∥

≤ϵ,

(28)
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where we used

∥A1A2 · · ·An −B1B2 · · ·Bn∥ ≤
n∑

j=1
∥Aj −Bj∥, (29)

for any unitary operators {Aj , Bj}.
Each approximation R̃k requires O(logc(1/δk))

gates from G. Since there are d+1 unitaries Rk to
approximate (for k = 0, 1, . . . , d) with δk = ϵ

2d+2 ,
the total gate count is

(d+ 1) ·O
(

logc

(
2d+ 2
ϵ

))
= O

(
d · logc

(
d

ϵ

))
,

(30)
where the constant hidden in the O(·) notation
depends polynomially on the ancilla dimension
N . □

2.3 U(N)-Quantum Singular Value Transfor-
mation

In this subsection we assume all polynomial
transformations of matrices are the singular value
polynomial transformations in Eq. (2), and with-
out ambiguity we omit the superscript (SV ).
Assume |ψ⟩ is exactly some right singular vec-
tor |ψk⟩ of A. Define |Ψk⟩ = |0⟩ |ψk⟩,

∣∣∣Ψ̃k

〉
=∣∣0̃〉 ∣∣∣ψ̃k

〉
, and define

∣∣∣Ψ⊥
k

〉
,
∣∣∣Ψ̃⊥

k

〉
by

U |Ψk⟩ = λk

∣∣∣Ψ̃k

〉
+ λ̄k

∣∣∣Ψ̃⊥
k

〉
, (31)

U †
∣∣∣Ψ̃k

〉
= λk |Ψk⟩ − λ̄k

∣∣∣Ψ⊥
k

〉
, (32)

where λ̄k :=
√

1 − λ2
k. Thus in the basis

(|Ψk⟩ ,
∣∣∣Ψ⊥

k

〉
) → (

∣∣∣Ψ̃k

〉
,
∣∣∣Ψ̃⊥

k

〉
),

U =
[
λk −λ̄k

λ̄k λk

]
. (33)

Given a general matrix A and a matrix of poly-
nomials P , the U(N)-QSVT is defined as the uni-
tary transformation,∑

j

|j⟩ |0⟩ |ϕj⟩

7→
∑

k

|k⟩ |0⟩
∑

j

Pkj(A) |ϕj⟩ +
∣∣0⊥〉

|· · ·⟩

 . (34)

Similar to the idea of qubitization [2], we first
give the following two lemmas that work with one
singular value λk.

Lemma 8 (U(N)-QSVT for one singular value)
If d is odd, then the quantum circuit in FIG. 3
implements the unitary transformation,

|j⟩ |Ψk⟩

7→
∑

k

|k⟩
[
Pkj(λk)

∣∣Ψ̃k

〉
+ λ̄kQkj(λk)

∣∣Ψ̃⊥
k

〉]
, (35)

for some d-polynomials {Pkj} and (d − 1)-
polynomials {Qkj} such that,∑

k

[
|Pkj(x)|2 + (1 − x2)|Qkj(x)|2

]
≡ 1. (36)

Otherwise, if d is even, then in Eq. (35) the∣∣∣Ψ̃k

〉
,
∣∣∣Ψ̃⊥

k

〉
should be replaced by |Ψk⟩ ,

∣∣∣Ψ⊥
k

〉
.

Proof of Lemma 8. We prove by induction
on d. For d = 0, the output state is simply∑

k ukj |k⟩ |Ψk⟩, with ukj being the (k, j)-th en-
try of R0, and these constant functions are 0-
polynomials.

Suppose the lemma holds for some even num-
ber (d− 1), i.e., the state before the final U and
CΠ(Rd) gates in FIG. 3 is Eq. (35). Then after
applying the two gates, the state is,

∑
k

|k⟩
{∑

l

ukl

[
λkPlj(λk) − (1 − λ2

k)Qlj(λk)
] ∣∣Ψ̃k

〉
+ λ̄k [Plk(λk) + λkQkj(λk)]

∣∣Ψ̃⊥
k

〉}
,

(37)
which is of the desired form in Eq. (35) with poly-
nomials satisfying both the degree and parity con-
straints.

The case when d is even is analogous. □
By the linearity of quantum circuits, the single

singular value case can be immediately general-
ized as follows.

Lemma 9 (U(N)-QSVT, forward) The quantum
circuit in FIG. 3 implements the unitary transfor-
mation Eq. (34) for some matrix of polynomials
P .

The main theorem showing the usefulness of
the quantum circuit in FIG. 3, as a generalization
of Theorem 2, is as follows.

Theorem 10 (U(N)-QSVT, backward) Given a
matrix A block-encoded by U as in Eq. (1), and a
polynomial matrix P (x) such that I−P (x)†P (x)
is positive semidefinite for all x ∈ [−1, 1], with d
calls to U and U−1 in total, one can implement a

7



Figure 3: The U(N)-QSVT unit, in which Π = |0⟩⟨0| and Π̃ =
∣∣0̃〉〈

0̃
∣∣. The U and U† gates applied to the second

register alternate, and it depends on the parity of d whether the last two gates in the second register are U and Π,
or U† and Π̃.

block encoding of P (A) by the following unitary
transformation,

|0⟩
∑

j

|j⟩ |0⟩ |ϕj⟩

7→ |0⟩
∑

k

|k⟩ |0⟩
∑

j

Pkj(A) |ϕj⟩ + |1⟩ |· · ·⟩ .
(38)

Lemma 11 (U(N)-QSVT from 2 polynomials)
Given a matrix A and its block encoding U , a
matrix of d-polynomials P (x) and a matrix of
(d − 1)-polynomials Q(x) of the same size such
that,

P (x)†P (x) + (1 − x2)Q(x)†Q(x) ≡ I, (39)

for all x ∈ [−1, 1], one can find R0, · · · , Rd in
FIG. 3 to make it implement the transformation
Eq. (35) for each j.

Proof of Lemma 11. We prove by induction on
d. The case d = 0 is trivial, as Q(x) = 0 and
P (x) is a constant unitary matrix, and one can
simply let R0 = P (x).

Suppose the lemma holds for some even (d−1),
and now we consider the case for d. Write,

P (x) =
(d−1)/2∑

l=0
P̃2l+1x

2l+1, (40)

Q(x) =
(d−1)/2∑

l=0
Q̃2lx

2l. (41)

Picking the x2d terms out of the constraint
Eq. (39),

P̃ †
d P̃d − Q̃†

d−1Q̃d−1 = 0, (42)

so there is a unitary Rd such that R†
dP̃d = Q̃d−1.

Write R†
d = {ukl}. Then,

(I ⊗ U)−1CΠ(Rd)−1·∑
k

|k⟩
[
Pkj(λk)

∣∣Ψ̃k

〉
+ λ̄kQkj(λk)

∣∣Ψ̃⊥
k

〉]
=

∑
k

|k⟩

{[∑
l

uklλkPlj(λk) + (1 − λ2
k)Qkj(λk)

]
|Ψk⟩

+λ̄k

[
−

∑
l

uklPlj(λk) + λkQkj(λk)
] ∣∣Ψ⊥

k

〉}
,

(43)
in which the coefficient polynomial of |Ψk⟩ is ac-
tually a (d − 1)-polynomial, since its λd+1

k term
coefficient

∑
l ukl(P̃d)lj − (Q̃d−1)kj = 0, and sim-

ilarly the coefficient polynomial of
∣∣∣Ψ⊥

k

〉
is actu-

ally a (d−2)-polynomial. So we reduce the degree
of the problem by 1.

The case when d is even is analogous. □
Proof of Theorem 10. All we need to show is

that one can find a matrix of d-polynomials P1(x)
and a matrix of (d − 1)-polynomials Q1(x) such
that,[
P (x)† P1(x)†] [

P (x)
P1(x)

]
+(1−x2)Q1(x)†Q1(x) = I,

(44)
such that by rearranging order, one can label the
flag qubit corresponding to the P (x) block to zero
while P1(x) and Q1(x) to one, to obtain the de-
sired block encoding of P (A).

Again, we prove the case when d is even,
and the other case is analogous. Write P as
Eq. (40). Make substitution x → cos θ

2 , then
P (x) = e−i dθ

2 P̃ (eiθ), for some polynomial ma-
trix P̃ (z) of degree no more than d. Moreover,
I − P̃ (eiθ)†P̃ (eiθ) is positive semidefinite for all
|z| = 1. By the Polynomial Matrix Spectral Fac-
torization Theorem [45, 46], there is a polynomial
matrix Q̃(eiθ) of degree no more than d such that

I − P̃ (eiθ)†P̃ (eiθ) = Q̃(eiθ)†Q̃(eiθ). (45)

Write

e−i dθ
2 Q̃(eiθ) = P1

(
cos θ2

)
+sin θ2Q1

(
cos θ2

)
, (46)

8



then P1(x) is a matrix of d-polynomials and
Q1(x) is a matrix of (d− 1)-polynomials. Since,

Q(eiθ)†Q(eiθ) − P1(x)†P1(x) − (1 − x2)Q1(x)†Q1(x)

= sin θ2
[
P1(x)†Q1(x) + Q1(x)†P1(x)

]
,

(47)
in which the left hand side is even about θ and
the right hand side is odd, thus both are zero.
As a result, Eq. (44) holds. Finally, the proof is
completed by Lemma 11. □

Like the original QSVT algorithm, for Her-
mitian matrix input A, one can block-encode
polynomial matrix P (A) without definite par-
ity constraints, by splitting the polynomial into
even and odd parts, namely Pe(A) and Po(A)
such that P (A) = 1

2(Pe(A) + Po(A)), and us-
ing Linear Combination of Unitaries (LCU) [6]
to obtain a block encoding of P (A). To guar-
antee the nonnegativity of I − Pe(A)†Pe(A) and
I−Po(A)†Po(A), a sufficient condition is that the
maximum eigenvalue norm of P (A) is less than 1

2 .
If P (A) is of degree no more than d, then the cir-
cuit requires d calls to U , U † and their controlled
gates in total.

3 Applications
3.1 Bi-variate Quantum Signal Processing
Multi-variate quantum signal processing (M-
QSP) generalizes uni-variate QSP to realize
multi-variate polynomials f(U1, · · · , Un) using
controlled operations on multiple signal opera-
tors. While uni-variate QSP achieves polyno-
mial transformations through alternating signal
processing unitaries and signal operators, M-
QSP must handle signal vectors z = (z1, . . . , zm)
where each component zk is encoded in a different
signal operator, and the algorithm selects which
operator to invoke at each step [37]. The char-
acterization of achievable polynomials in M-QSP
has attracted considerable attention. Németh et
al. established complete necessary and sufficient
conditions for homogeneous and low-degree cases,
but the general case remains open [38]. Laneve
and Wolf provided the first general sufficient con-
dition by extending to three-dimensional Hilbert
space, requiring non-zero endpoint coefficients,
though this condition is restrictive [51]. Com-
pared to the mature theory of uni-variate QSP,
M-QSP lacks universal achievability criteria, with
existing methods limited to specific assumptions

such as variable commutativity, homogeneity, or
low degree.

We propose an alternative approach based on
the block encoding product rule. Our method dif-
fers fundamentally from existing M-QSP frame-
works: while previous approaches attempt to di-
rectly construct alternating product decomposi-
tions of multi-variate polynomials—requiring so-
lutions to algebraic geometry problems such as
multi-variate polynomial factorization and posi-
tive extension—our method transforms the prob-
lem into block encoding construction and linear
combination of uni-variate polynomials, circum-
venting the difficulties of multi-variate decom-
position. Specifically, we express the bi-variate
polynomial as f(w, v) =

∑
j pj(w)qj(v), where

pj(w) and qj(v) are uni-variate polynomials. Us-
ing uni-variate U(N)-QSP, we construct block
encodings Upj and Vqj for pj(w) and qj(v) re-
spectively, then obtain the block encoding of
pj(w)qj(v) through the block encoding product
rule (Lemma 12), and finally combine all terms
through linear combination of unitaries [44] to
obtain the block encoding of f(w, v).

We focus on bi-variate Laurent polynomials of
the form

f(ŵ, v̂) =
d∑

j,k=−d

fjkŵ
j v̂k, (48)

where ŵ and v̂ are signal operators. Throughout
this section, we use w, v ∈ C with |w| = |v| = 1
to denote complex scalars on the unit circle, and
ŵ, v̂ to denote signal operators that may be either
scalars or commuting unitary matrices. When
ŵ, v̂ are commuting unitaries, the polynomial
f(ŵ, v̂) acts on their simultaneous eigenspaces,
and our constructions apply with ŵ, v̂ represent-
ing the corresponding eigenvalues. This is use-
ful in scenarios like ŵ = eiκq̂1 and v̂ = eiκq̂2 ,
where q̂1 and q̂2 are the position operators on two
bosonic modes, to encode potential energy terms
in Hamiltonian simulation. We require all ŵ to
appear to the left of v̂ and aim to realize the block
encoding [

f(ŵ, v̂) ∗
∗ ∗

]
. (49)

Our protocol for constructing a block encoding
of f(ŵ, v̂) is illustrated in FIG. 4. Two unitaries
for variables ŵ and v̂ are constructed separately,
and the block encoding of the target bi-variate
polynomial is obtained via the following product
rule.

9



Product of block-
encoded matrices

Figure 4: Block encoding of bi-variate polynomials via uni-variate U(N)-QSP. The product of block-encoded matrices
is obtained by treating either the blue or orange box as a single block.

Lemma 12 (Product of block-encoded matrices [43])
If U and V are block encodings of matrices A and
B respectively, with ancilla qubits on different
spaces a and b, then (Ib ⊗ U)(Ia ⊗ V ) is a block
encoding of the product AB.

To apply this lemma, we first express the poly-
nomial as a linear combination of products of uni-
variate polynomials:

f(ŵ, v̂) =
∑

j

pj(ŵ)qj(v̂), (50)

where pj(ŵ) and qj(v̂) are uni-variate polynomi-
als. The U(N)-QSP framework requires that the
column vector {pj(w)} and row vector {qj(v)}
have bounded norms:

∑
j |pj(w)|2 ≤ 1 and∑

j |qj(v)|2 ≤ 1 for all unit complex numbers
|w| = |v| = 1. We call such bi-variate polyno-
mials achievable by the product of U(N)-QSP.

Corollary 13 (Achievable polynomials) A bi-
variate polynomial is achievable by product
of U(N)-QSP if and only if it can be writ-
ten as f(ŵ, v̂) =

∑
j pj(ŵ)qj(v̂) such that∑

j |pj(w)|2 ≤ 1 and
∑

j |qj(v)|2 ≤ 1 for all
|w| = |v| = 1.

While this condition provides a clear achiev-
ability criterion, finding a decomposition
f(ŵ, v̂) =

∑
j pj(ŵ)qj(v̂) satisfying the norm

constraints requires numerical optimization. A
natural approach is to use low-rank decomposi-
tion of the coefficient matrix F = (fjk)d

j,k=−d.
However, direct decomposition may yield too
many terms: for a (2d + 1) × (2d + 1) matrix,
a full rank decomposition requires O(d) terms,
leading to correspondingly many U(N)-QSP
sequences and excessive circuit complexity.

We employ principal component analysis
(PCA) to find low-rank approximations. Decom-
posing the coefficient matrix as

F =
N∑

i=1
λiviu

⊤
i , (51)

where N = (2d + 1)2, and retaining only the r
largest eigenvalues yields the rank-r approxima-
tion

Fr =
r∑

i=1
λiviu

⊤
i , (52)

corresponding to the polynomial approximation

fr(ŵ, v̂) =
r∑

i=1
λipi(ŵ)qi(v̂), (53)

where pi(ŵ) =
∑d

j=−d(vi)jŵ
j and qi(v̂) =∑d

k=−d(ui)kv̂
k. The reconstruction error is mea-

sured by
ε =

∑
j,k

|fjk − (fr)jk|. (54)

The effectiveness of PCA depends on the struc-
ture of the coefficient matrix. In practical appli-
cations, target functions often possess smooth-
ness, reflected in the decay of their Fourier coeffi-
cients. Consider coefficient matrices with spatial
decay

fjk = rjk · w(j, k), (55)

where rjk is a random value and w(j, k) = [(|j| +
1)(|k| + 1)]−s with decay exponent s > 0.

FIG. 5 compares the reconstruction error for
different decay patterns at fixed matrix size N =
32: no decay versus polynomial decay w(j, k) =
[(|j| + 1)(|k| + 1)]−s with s ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}. For
completely random coefficient matrices (no de-
cay), the reconstruction error scales as approx-
imately

√
1 − r/N with the retained principal

component ratio r/N , requiring about 99% of
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Figure 5: Comparison of PCA reconstruction error for different coefficient decay patterns. Polynomial decay signifi-
cantly reduces the number of principal components needed to achieve the same error. Larger decay exponent s yields
better low-rank approximation. When s = 4, only r/N ≈ 5% is needed to achieve ε < 0.1, while random matrices
require retaining over 90% of principal components.

principal components for small error (ε < 0.1).
In contrast, for polynomial decay with increas-
ing exponent s, the required number of principal
components decreases substantially: when s = 4,
only r/N ≈ 5% is needed to achieve ε < 0.1.
This demonstrates that for functions with good
smoothness properties, very few principal compo-
nents suffice for high-accuracy reconstruction.

This result has significant implications for
quantum algorithms. In quantum simulation
and optimization, target functions typically have
physical meaning and thus possess smoothness
and regularity, with Fourier coefficients exhibit-
ing decay. For such functions, even as the co-
efficient matrix dimension d grows rapidly, PCA
can keep the required rank r small, significantly
reducing the number of ancilla qubits and gate
complexity in U(N)-QSP.

Compared to existing M-QSP methods, our ap-
proach offers several advantages. First, the cri-
terion is based on the complete theory of uni-
variate QSP, avoiding the algebraic geometry dif-
ficulties of multi-variate positive extension with-
out requiring verification of stability conditions
or Fejér-Riesz decomposition. Second, the high-
dimensional parameter space of the U(N) frame-
work makes numerical optimization more likely
to find effective decompositions. Third, for func-
tions with regular structure, PCA provides a sys-
tematic approximation method whose effective-

ness is guaranteed by the smoothness of the tar-
get function.

The method also has limitations. While the
condition is explicit, finding a satisfying de-
composition still requires numerical optimization.
The method naturally handles commuting signal
operators; for non-commuting unitary matrix in-
puts, the fixed variable ordering required by the
product rule (ŵ always before v̂) restricts appli-
cability to cases where this ordering is physically
meaningful. Additionally, the method requires
O(log2 r) ancilla qubits for linear combination,
resulting in higher space complexity compared to
existing methods that require only 1 or 2 ancilla
qubits [37, 51]. Finally, the effectiveness of PCA
strongly depends on the smoothness of the target
function; for random or highly oscillatory func-
tions, the rank reduction brings limited resource
savings.

3.2 Multi-interval Decision

The multi-interval decision problem asks to de-
termine which of N disjoint intervals a physical
quantity of a quantum system belongs to. This
problem has broad applications in quantum com-
puting, including determining the interval con-
taining the ground state energy of a Hamilto-
nian, the amplitude of a quantum state, or the
eigenvalue phase of a unitary operator. Tra-
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Figure 6: Empirical scaling of the degree d required to achieve error ϵ for different gap widths δ. The linear relationship
between d and log
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for each δ confirms the scaling d ∼ C(δ) · log
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ϵ−1)

. The dashed lines fit d = C(δ) · log
(
ϵ−1)

.
Numerical regression shows that C(δ) ≈ 0.170 · δ−1.

ditional U(2)-QSP uses a single ancilla qubit,
which from an information-theoretic perspective
extracts only one bit of information per measure-
ment, requiring log2N measurement rounds to
distinguish N intervals. In contrast, U(N)-QSP
uses an N -dimensional ancilla system, extracting
log2N bits of information in a single measure-
ment and achieving a factor of log2N improve-
ment in oracle complexity.

Let {I0, . . . , IN−1} be N disjoint intervals on
[−1

2 ,
1
2 ] with pairwise distance at least 2δ. Con-

sider determining which interval the parameter
φ in the eigenvalue ei2πφ of a unitary operator
U with respect to state |ψ⟩ belongs to. Sup-
pose one uses a quantum circuit that queries
the signal d times and output a random variable
j ∈ {0, 1, . . . , N − 1} with probability Pr(j|φ)
when the true parameter is φ, to decide which
interval φ belongs to, with target error ϵ such
that,

Pr(j|φ) ≥ 1 − ϵ, ∀φ ∈ Ij . (56)
By the Fejér-Riesz theorem [52, 53], for

any function f(φ) =
∑d

j=−d fje
i2πjφ satisfying

f(φ) ≥ 1 for all φ ∈ [−π, π], one can by its square
root g(φ) =

∑d
j=0 gje

i2πjφ such that |g(φ)|2 =
f(φ) for all φ ∈ [−π, π].

For N = 2, one can find a pair of Pr(0|φ) and
Pr(1|φ) that approximate the indicator functions
of the two intervals respectively, and the Fejér-
Riesz theorem guarantees the existence of their
square roots P0(φ) and P1(φ). Using generalized
QSP (Theorem 1), one can realize a circuit with
output state,

|0⟩P0(U) |ψ⟩ + |1⟩P1(U) |ψ⟩ , (57)

so measuring the first qubit gives probabilities
Pr(j|φ) = ∥Pj(U) |ψ⟩ ∥2 = Pr(j|φ) for j = 0, 1.

In the problem of multi-interval decision, one
can use binary search by repeating the two-
interval decision process log2N times with dif-
ferent circuits [3, 47]. Alternatively, we can con-
struct a set of decision polynomials Pj(φ) (j =
0, 1, . . . , N−1) such that the measurement proba-
bilities Pr(j|φ) = |Pj(φ)|2 approximate the indi-
cator functions of theN intervals respectively. To
realize these polynomials, we need to use U(N)-
QSP (Theorem 4) to implement the transforma-
tion

N−1∑
j=0

|j⟩Pj(U) |ψ⟩ . (58)

This allows us to decide which interval φ be-
longs to by measuring all the ancilla register in
one go, saving a factor of log2N in oracle com-
plexity compared to binary search.

In the rest of this section, we provide a numer-
ical construction of decision polynomials Pr(j|φ)
that works for binary decision and general multi-
interval decision, along with error bounds.

We define a family of Fourier polynomials op-
timized for decision problems. Let

pd,δ(φ) =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
d∑

j=0
cje

i2πjφ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

, (59)
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and we minimize the window cost function,

Wδ =
∫ 1/2

−1/2
wδ(φ)pd,δ(φ)dφ

=
d∑

j,k=0
cjc

∗
k

∫ 1/2

−1/2
wδ(φ)ei2π(j−k)φdφ

=
d∑

j,k=0
cjc

∗
kMjk,

(60)

under constraints,∫ 1/2

−1/2
pd,δ(φ)dφ =

d∑
j=0

|cj |2 = 1, (61)

where wδ(φ) = 0 for φ ∈ [−δ, δ] and 1 elsewhere
on [−1/2, 1/2], and

Mjk =
∫ 1/2

−1/2
wδ(φ)ei2π(j−k)φdφ

=
{

1 − 2δ, j = k,

− sin(2π(j−k)δ)
π(j−k) , j ̸= k.

(62)

The minimal Wδ can be obtained by choosing
{cj} as the eigenvector corresponding to the min-
imal eigenvalue of the (N + 1) × (N + 1) matrix
M = (Mjk). To achieve window cost ϵ for fixed
δ, one needs a large value of d such that a more
narrow peak can be formed within [−δ, δ]. We nu-
merically compute ϵ for various d and δ, and find
the following empirical scaling relation (FIG. 6).

Claim 14 (Window cost scaling) For the numer-
ically optimized Fourier polynomial pd,δ defined
in Eq. (59), in the regime δ ∈ [10−3, 10−1], the
polynomial degree required to achieve error ϵ for
optimal window cost satisfies

d ≳ 0.170 · δ−1 · log
(
ϵ−1)

. (63)

The following theorem provides an explicit
construction and error bound for general multi-
interval decision.

Theorem 15 (Degree in multi-interval decision)
Let intervals Ij = [aj , bj ] (j = 0, 1, . . . , N − 1)
be disjoint with pairwise distance 2δ. For each
interval Ij, define the decision polynomial

Pr(j|φ) =
∫

Ĩj

pd,δ(φ− φ′)dφ′, (64)

where Ĩj := [aj − δ, bj + δ] is the extended inter-
val and pd,δ is defined in Eq. (59). Then, in the
regime δ ∈ [10−3, 10−1], one can achieve

Pr(j|φ) ≥ 1 − ϵ, ∀j and φ ∈ Ij . (65)

with
d ≳ 0.170 · δ−1 · log

(
ϵ−1)

(66)

number of queries to the signal.

Proof of Theorem 15. For any φ ∈ Ij we have,

1 − Pr(j|φ)

=
∫

[−π,π]−Ĩj

pd,δ(φ− φ′)dφ′

≤
∫

[−π,π]−[−δ,δ]
pd,δ(φ− φ′)dφ′

=ϵ,

(67)

therefore, one can refer to Eq. (63) to determine
the required degree d to achieve error ϵ. □

Example: 4-interval decision.— As a concrete
example, we consider the 4-decision problem
where we determine whether φ belongs to I0 =
[−π+δ,−π

2 −δ], I1 = [−π
2 +δ,−δ], I2 = [δ, π

2 −δ],
or I3 = [π

2 + δ, π − δ]. FIG. 7a shows the 4 de-
cision polynomials for d = 16 and δ = 0.1 by
Eq. (64), demonstrating that each polynomial ap-
proximates 1 in its corresponding interval and 0
elsewhere. One can implement these polynomials
using U(4)-QSP with d = 16 queries to the signal
in one go.

An alternative approach using traditional
U(2)-QSP would require two-stage binary deci-
sion: the first stage performs binary decision at
φ = 0 to distinguish left and right half-planes,
and the second stage performs binary decisions at
φ = −π

2 and φ = π
2 respectively. This U(2)-QSP

based method extracts only one bit of information
per stage, requiring log2N rounds. FIG. 7b com-
pares the error performance of both approaches,
clearly showing that U(4)-QSP achieves the same
error with roughly half the number of signal calls.

3.3 Quantum Amplitude Estimation
Quantum amplitude estimation (QAE) addresses
the following problem: given a state preparation
operator U that prepares |ψ⟩ = U |ψ0⟩ from an
initial state |ψ0⟩, and a projection operator Π,
estimate x = ⟨ψ|Π|ψ⟩ using N queries to U and
U−1.

This is useful in the task of estimating the
expectation value of an observable A with re-
spect to a state |ψ⟩, where we assume A has
all eigenvalues in [−1, 1] and is block-encoded by
U . The expectation value, ⟨ψ|A|ψ⟩, of a block-
encoded observable A can be estimated via quan-
tum amplitude estimation if we consider the state
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Figure 7: 4-decision QSP polynomials and comparison.

(|0⟩|0⟩|ψ⟩ + |0⟩U |0⟩|ψ⟩)/
√

2 and the projector
|+⟩⟨+| ⊗ I, where the identity acts on the block-
encoding ancilla and system qubits.

Let Pr(k|x) denote the probability of obtain-
ing the k-th measurement outcome when the am-
plitude is x. We assume the circuit has a fixed
structure that does not adaptively change based
on intermediate results, and each output proba-
bility Pr(k|x) depends only on x. The total num-
ber of calls to U and U−1 is the degree of the QAE
circuit, denoted d.

Lemma 16 (QAE probabilities are polynomials)
Each output probability of a degree-d QAE circuit
is a polynomial in x of degree at most d.

Proof. Consider a simple QAE setup with state
preparation

W (θ) =
[
cos(θ/2) − sin(θ/2)
sin(θ/2) cos(θ/2)

]
, (68)

initial state |0⟩, and projector |0⟩⟨0|, where the
target amplitude is x = cos2(θ/2). By induc-
tion on d, after d calls to W (θ) and its inverse,
the quantum state becomes a polynomial vec-
tor in cos(θ/2) and sin(θ/2) of degree at most
d with definite parity. Any projection measure-
ment probability must have the form P1(x) +
sin θ P2(x), where P1 and P2 are polynomials of
degrees at most d and d−1 respectively. However,
since W (θ) and W (−θ) share the same amplitude

x but opposite sign of sin θ, and must yield iden-
tical probabilities, we conclude P2 = 0, establish-
ing that the probability is indeed a polynomial in
x. □

As a concrete example, if we apply the ampli-
tude amplification operator [41]

U(I − 2 |ψ0⟩⟨ψ0|)U−1(I − 2Π) (69)

k times to U |ψ0⟩ and measure on {Π, I−Π}, the
output probability for Π is

sin2
(

2k + 1
2 θ

)
= 1 − T2k+1(2x− 1)

2 , (70)

a polynomial of degree 2k + 1 in x, where Tk is
the Chebyshev polynomial of the first kind. This
matches the QAE circuit degree since each am-
plification adds degree 2, plus 1 for initial state
preparation, giving total degree d = 2k + 1.

QAE is structurally similar to multi-interval
decision. Given target precision ϵ, partition [0, 1]
into k = O(ϵ−1) intervals {Ij = [jϵ, (j + 1)ϵ]}.
The goal is to determine which interval contains
the unknown amplitude x, thereby estimating
x with precision O(ϵ). This shares the same
structure as multi-interval decision discussed in
Sec. 3.2, but with each sampling point directly
corresponding to a measurement outcome rather
than being integrated over an interval.

Theorem 17 (QAE via U(N)-QSVT) For any
set of probability functions {Pr(k|x)} that are
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Figure 8: QAE measurement probabilities and RMSE scaling.

polynomials in x of degree at most d, non-
negative on [0, 1], and satisfy

∑
k Pr(k|x) ≡ 1,

there exists a U(N)-QSVT circuit that produces
measurement outcome k with probability Pr(k|x).

Proof. Using Lemma 6 of [2], we decompose each
probability polynomial as

Pr(k| cos2(θ/2))
=Ak(cos(θ/2))2 + sin2(θ/2)Bk(cos(θ/2))2 (71)

for suitable polynomials Ak and Bk of degrees d
and d−1 respectively. Write the state preparation
as

U |ψ0⟩ = cos(θ/2)
∣∣ψ̃0

〉
+ sin(θ/2)

∣∣ψ̃1
〉
, (72)

where |ψ0⟩ is on the projected subspace of Π,
and |ψ1⟩ is orthogonal to |ψ0⟩. Define |ψ1⟩ =
U−1[− sin(θ/2)

∣∣∣ψ̃0
〉

+ cos(θ/2)
∣∣∣ψ̃1

〉
] orthogonal

to |ψ0⟩. In the basis (|ψ0⟩ , |ψ1⟩) → (
∣∣∣ψ̃0

〉
,
∣∣∣ψ̃1

〉
),

U has matrix representation

U =
[
cos(θ/2) − sin(θ/2)
sin(θ/2) cos(θ/2)

]
. (73)

The target state for U(N)-QSVT is

N−1∑
k=0

|k⟩
[
Ak(cos(θ/2))

∣∣ψ̃0
〉

+ sin(θ/2)Bk(cos(θ/2))
∣∣ψ̃1

〉]
,

(74)

if d is odd (or with |ψ0⟩ , |ψ1⟩ replacing
∣∣∣ψ̃0

〉
,
∣∣∣ψ̃1

〉
if d is even), which satisfies the conditions of The-
orem 10. □

To minimize the standard deviation of the esti-
mated amplitude, we use the decision polynomial,

Pr(k|x) =


|psin(θx − θk)|2 + |psin(θx + θk)|2,

k = 1, . . . , N
2 − 1,

|psin(θx − θk)|2, k = 0, N
2 ,

(75)
where θx = arccos(1 − 2x), θk = kπ/N for k =
0, 1, . . . , N/2, and

psin(φ) =

√
2

N(N + 1)

N−1∑
k=0

sin
(

(k + 1)π
N + 1

)
eikφ,

(76)
which is known to minimize the variance in phase
estimation [54, 55, 56]. The range of k excludes
values greater than N/2 because they correspond
to amplitudes already covered by k ≤ N/2 due
to the symmetry θx ∈ [0, π]. Using Bayesian es-
timation, the amplitude estimate for outcome k
is

xk =
∫ 1

0 xPr(k|x)dx∫ 1
0 Pr(k|x)dx

. (77)

FIG. 8a shows the probability curves Pr(k|x)
for N = 8. Different outcomes k have high proba-
bility in different amplitude regions, enabling in-
ference of the amplitude from the measurement
result.

To analyze performance, we compute the root
mean square error (RMSE)

RMSE =

√√√√∫ 1

0

N/2∑
k=0

(xk − x)2Pr(k|x)dx, (78)

where xk is given by Eq. (77). FIG. 8b shows
RMSE versus circuit degree N . The numeri-
cal results indicate RMSE decreases as O(N−1),
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matching the reference line 1.28N−1. This
demonstrates that the U(N)-QSVT based QAE
achieves the Heisenberg limit, where estimation
precision is inversely proportional to the cir-
cuit degree. Similarly, U(2)-based QAE requires
O(log2N) rounds of binary search to achieve the
same precision [47, 3].

4 Conclusion and Outlook

We have established a comprehensive theoreti-
cal framework for quantum signal processing and
quantum singular value transformation on U(N),
generalizing the standard U(2) framework by us-
ing N -dimensional ancilla systems with parame-
terized unitary operations. Our main theoretical
contribution is a constructive characterization of
achievable polynomial matrices: any polynomial
matrix P (z) satisfying appropriate norm con-
straints on the unit circle can be block-encoded
using controlled-U operations, with explicit re-
cursive algorithms provided for circuit parameter
determination.

Three applications demonstrate the practical
advantages of this framework. First, we present a
method for bi-variate quantum signal processing
that leverages the product rule for block encod-
ings and principal component analysis, avoiding
the algebraic difficulties of existing multi-variate
QSP approaches. Second, we show that U(N)-
QSP achieves multi-interval decision with oracle
complexity O(d) for N intervals, achieving a fac-
tor of log2N improvement over the O(d log2N)
complexity required by iterative U(2)-QSP meth-
ods. Third, we establish that quantum ampli-
tude estimation via U(N)-QSVT achieves the
Heisenberg limit scaling O(N−1) in a single non-
adaptive measurement, eliminating the need for
the O(log2N) adaptive rounds required in con-
ventional approaches.

Several directions for future research are
promising. First, developing efficient classical
algorithms for computing the unitary parame-
ters R0, . . . , Rd beyond the inductive construc-
tion, potentially using techniques from numeri-
cal optimization or tensor networks, would im-
prove practical applicability. Second, investigat-
ing whether the expanded parameter space of
U(N)-QSP can enhance the expressivity of vari-
ational quantum algorithms compared to U(2)-
based approaches could reveal new applications

in quantum machine learning. Third, extend-
ing PCA-based decomposition methods for bi-
variate QSP to higher-order multivariate polyno-
mials and exploring connections to tensor decom-
position would address the broader challenge of
multi-variate quantum signal processing. Finally,
practical implementation of U(N)-QSP on real
quantum hardware, studying the effects of deco-
herence and gate errors on circuit fidelity, and
extending these techniques to non-qubit architec-
tures such as bosonic systems and hybrid quan-
tum processors [47, 57] remain important open
questions.
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