arXiv:2504.03626v1 [quant-ph] 4 Apr 2025

Quantum Speedups for Markov Chain Monte Carlo Methods with Application to Optimization

Guneykan Ozgul^†, Xiantao Li^*, Mehrdad Mahdavi^†, and Chunhao Wang^†

†Department of Computer Science and Engineering, Pennsylvania State University *Department of Mathematics, Pennsylvania State University

{gmo5119,xiantao.li,mzm616,cwang}@psu.edu

Abstract

We propose quantum algorithms that provide provable speedups for Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods commonly used for sampling from probability distributions of the form π ∝ e^{−f} , where f is a potential function. Our first approach considers Gibbs sampling for finite-sum potentials in the stochastic setting, employing an oracle that provides gradients of individual functions. In the second setting, we consider access only to a stochastic evaluation oracle, allowing simultaneous queries at two points of the potential function under the same stochastic parameter. By introducing novel techniques for stochastic gradient estimation, our algorithms improve the gradient and evaluation complexities of classical samplers, such as Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (HMC) and Langevin Monte Carlo (LMC) in terms of dimension, precision, and other problem-dependent parameters. Furthermore, we achieve quantum speedups in optimization, particularly for minimizing non-smooth and approximately convex functions that commonly appear in empirical risk minimization problems.

Contents

1 Introduction 3 1.1 Main Contributions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 1.2 Preliminaries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5

2 Quantum Speedups for Finite-Sum Sampling via Gradient Oracle 7 2.1 Sampling under Strong Convexity via Hamiltonian Monte Carlo . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 2.2 Sampling under Log-Sobolev Inequality via Langevin Monte Carlo . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9

3 Quantum Gradient Estimation in Zeroth-Order Stochastic Setting 10 3.1 Overview of Jordan’s algorithm . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 3.2 Gradient Estimation for Smooth Potentials . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 3.3 Gradient Estimation under Additional Smoothness Assumption . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12

4 Quantum Speedups for Sampling via Evaluation Oracle 14 4.1 Zeroth Order Sampling under Strong Convexity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14 4.2 Zeroth Order Sampling under Log-Sobolev Inequality . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15

5 Application in Optimization 15

6 Acknowledgement 17

A Overview of Multi-Level Monte Carlo Algorithm 22

B Proofs for Hamiltonian Monte Carlo in Strongly Convex Case 23 B.1 Proof of QHMC-SVRG . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23 B.2 Proof of QCV-HMC . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24 B.3 Proof of QZ-HMC . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25

C Proofs for LSI Case 25 C.1 Proof of QSVRG-LMC . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28 C.2 Proof of QZ-LMC . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31

D Proofs for Gradient Estimation 32

E Proofs for Optimization 36

1 Introduction

Efficient sampling from complex distributions is a fundamental problem in many scientific and engineering disciplines, becoming increasingly important as modern applications deal with high-dimensional data and complex probabilistic models. For example, in statistical mechanics, sampling is used to analyze the thermodynamic properties of materials by exploring configurations of particle systems [Cha87, FS02]. In convex geometry, it helps in approximating volumes and studying high-dimensional structures [LV06, CV18]. In probabilistic machine learning, sampling plays an important role in Bayesian inference, as it facilitates posterior estimation and quantifies uncertainty in model predictions [WT11, WFS15, DM18, RSBG21]. Similarly, in non-convex optimization, sampling allows for the exploration of complex energy landscapes and helps avoid local minima, facilitating progress in tasks such as resource allocation, scheduling, and hyperparameter tuning in machine learning [ZLC17, CDT20].

Given a potential function f : R^d → R, we consider the problem of sampling from a probability distribution π of the form

π(x) = e^{−f (x)} ∫ e^{−f (x)}dx

. (1)

This distribution is called the Boltzmann-Gibbs distribution, and our goal is to efficiently sample approximately from π while minimizing the number of gradient queries in the finite-sum setting, i.e., f(x) = 1 n ∑_n i=1 f_i(x), and minimizing the number of stochastic evaluation queries in the zeroth-order setting, where we have only access to noisy function values.

One widely-used method for sampling from the Gibbs distribution is through the Langevin diffusion equation, which follows the solution to the following stochastic differential equation (SDE):

dx_t = −∇f(x_t)dt + √ 2dB_t, (2)

where B_t is the standard Brownian motion. The Euler-Maruyama discretization of this SDE results in the well-known Langevin Monte Carlo (LMC) algorithm:

x_{t+1} = x_t − η_t∇f(x_t) + √ 2η_tϵ_t, (3)

where η_t is the step size and ϵ_t is isotropic Gaussian noise. Another method that is commonly used in sampling is the Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (HMC) algorithm, which uses the principles of Hamiltonian dynamics to propose new states in a Markov Chain. It introduces the Hamiltonian H(x, p) = f(x) + 1 2 ‖p‖^2 with auxiliary momentum variables and updates the position (x) and momentum (p) by simulating Hamiltonian dynamics, which follows the equations: dx dt = ∂H ∂p , dp dt = − ∂H ∂x . (4)

Similar to LMC, in practice HMC is simulated by discretizing Eq. (4). Although effective, the computational cost of each iteration in these algorithms becomes prohibitive when the computation of the gradient is costly, such as in the finite sum or zeroth-order setting. To alleviate the computational burden, stochastic gradient-based samplers such as Stochastic Gradient Langevin Dynamics (SGLD) [WT11] and Stochastic Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (SG-HMC) [CFG14] have been proposed. Instead of computing the full gradient, these algorithms use stochastic approximation to the gradient. For example, the stochastic update for LMC becomes x_{t+1} = x_t − η_tg_t + √ 2η_tϵ_t. (5)

In the finite sum form, g_t can be obtained by randomly sampling a component i ∈ [n] and computing ∇f_i(x_t). In the zeroth-order scenario, a stochastic gradient can be obtained by using finite difference formulas by evaluating the function at two close points [NS17].

While stochastic gradient methods reduce computation at each iteration, they introduce variance into the gradient estimates, which can degrade the quality of the samples and slow down convergence. Nonasymptotic convergence rates for SGLD and SG-HMC have been analyzed extensively by [RRT17, XCZG18,

ZXG21, DNR23] and [CFG14, ZG21] respectively. In the finite sum setting, more sophisticated variance reduction techniques such as SVRG [JZ13], SAGA [DBLJ14], SARAH [NLST17], and Control Variates (CV) [BFFN19] have been used to reduce the variance of stochastic gradients by leveraging the gradient information from previous iterations. Although these methods were originally introduced in the context of optimization, successive works have applied these methods to improve sampling efficiency via LMC [DJRW^+16, CFM^+18, BFFN19, KS22] and HMC [ZXG19, ZG21]. In particular, [ZG21] has incorporated various variance reduction techniques to SG-HMC and analyzed convergence in Wasserstein distance for smooth and strongly convex potentials. In the non-log-concave setting, [KS22] has analyzed the convergence of SVRG-LMC and SARAH-LMC for target distributions that satisfy the Log-Sobolev inequality and applied their results to optimize structured non-convex objectives.

In certain problems where the gradient is either unavailable or computationally too expensive to query, one must often rely on noisy function evaluations, which can significantly degrade performance due to the inherent difficulty in accurately estimating the gradient from noisy function values. This scenario has been analyzed under various settings in optimization literature [DJWW15, NS17, BG22, LZJ22]. For sampling problems, [RSBG21] has analyzed the convergence of various discretizations of Langevin diffusion algorithms both for strongly convex and non-convex potentials using the noisy zeroth-order oracle. It is also worth noting that [DK19] has established the convergence of sampling under inexact gradients; however, their analysis only applies when the bias and the variance of the inexact estimates are bounded, which does not always hold in the zeroth-order setting. Similarly, [YW23] analyzed the convergence of the inexact Langevin algorithm in KL divergence under different assumptions on the score function.

Quantum computing has emerged as a powerful tool for tackling problems in computational science, offering potential speedups in various domains, including sampling and optimization. In the context of optimization, quantum algorithms such as multi-dimensional quantum mean estimation [CHJ22] and quantum gradient estimation [Jor05, GAW19] have shown promise in reducing the computational cost associated with gradient-based methods [vAGGdW20, CCLW20, SZ23, ZZF^+24, LGHL24]. These techniques are particularly well-suited for addressing challenges in large-scale and noisy settings, as they can provide more accurate gradient estimates with fewer queries. This paper focuses on integrating these quantum techniques to enhance the efficiency of stochastic gradient-based samplers and alleviate the computational burden inherent in classical methods.

1.1 Main Contributions

• Speedups for Finite Sum Potentials: We propose novel quantum algorithms to sample from Gibbs distribution for finite-sum potentials implemented via quantum variance reduction techniques (Section 2). We prove that our algorithms improve the dependency on n compared to classical state-of-the-art algorithms such as HMC (Theorems 2.3 and 2.4) and LMC (Theorem 2.7) to approximately sample from strongly convex and non-convex potentials, respectively (See Table 1).

• Quantum Speedups for Gradient Estimation via Stochastic Evaluation Oracle: In the zerothorder setting, where only stochastic evaluations of the potential function are available, we develop new quantum gradient estimation algorithms under various smoothness assumptions in Section 3. Our algorithm provides quadratic speedup when the potential function is smooth, reducing the evaluation queries from Õ(^{d2σ2}_{ϵ2} ) to Õ(^{dσ}_ϵ ) to compute the gradient up to ϵ accuracy (Theorem 3.5) where σ^2 is the variance of the noise as in Assumption 3.2. Furthermore, when the stochastic functions are also smooth with high probability, we manage to shave off an additional d^{1/2} term (Theorem 3.10). This is achieved by combining quantum mean estimation with Jordan’s quantum gradient estimation in a robust manner. Our gradient estimation algorithms could be useful as independent tools, especially in zeroth-order stochastic optimization.

• Speedups for Zeroth-Order Sampling: In Section 4, we combine our new quantum gradient estimation algorithm with HMC and LMC algorithms and show that the final algorithm uses fewer number of queries to evaluation oracle than the best known classical samplers under the same assumptions (Theorems 4.1 and 4.2).

• Application to Non-Convex Optimization: In Section 5, we extend our quantum sampling methods to optimize non-convex functions with specific structural properties, demonstrating that faster sampling translates to provable speedups in complex optimization tasks. In particular, we show that we can optimize non-smooth and approximately convex functions, i.e. a function that is uniformly close to a strongly convex function, using fewer stochastic evaluation queries than the best known classical algorithms in terms of dimension dependency (Theorem 5.5).

It is worth noting that one other approach to improve the sampling efficiency is the use of quantum walks, which has been shown to provide speedups for certain Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods by improving the mixing time of the underlying Markov chain [Sze04, SBB07, SBBK08, WA08, CCH^+23]. These methods have been incorporated into various domains to improve the computation time of various tasks [MNRS07, AS19, CLL^+22, CCH^+23, LZ24, OLMW24, CHO^+24]. However, a key limitation of quantum walks is that they require the Markov chain to be reversible. In other words, the Markov chain on Ω with transition density matrix P and stationary density π needs to satisfy for all x, y ∈ Ω, π(x)P (x, y) = π(y)P (y, x). Unfortunately, many commonly used sampling algorithms, such as LMC and HMC, are not reversible due to the finite discretization steps involved in their implementation. This irreversibility makes it difficult to directly apply quantum walk-based methods to these algorithms. Moreover, even when the Markov chain is reversible, stochastic gradients introduce randomness that disrupts the coherent evolution of the quantum walk, which is a critical component of its speedup. This randomness creates further complications when attempting to integrate quantum walks with stochastic gradient-based samplers. Recently, [OLMW24] managed to analyze quantum walks for nonreversible chains such as LMC and SGLD in the non-log-concave setting using a perturbation analysis; however, their result does not provide any speedup compared to the best-known classical samplers in those settings. Moreover, it is not clear how to generalize their analysis for other sampling algorithms such as HMC. More recently, [CPM25] proposed a similar technique to obtain quantum speedups for nonreversible Markov chains, using the idea of geometric reversibilization with respect to the so-called “most reversible” distribution. Although their result applies to a broader class of Markov chains, it still requires bounding certain quantities, such as the spectral gap of the geometric reversibilization and the overlap between the stationary distribution and the most reversible distribution. Another limitation of quantum walks is that they typically offer convergence guarantees in terms of total variation distance; however, many practical sampling tasks are more concerned with metrics like Wasserstein distance or Kullback-Leibler divergence.

1.2 Preliminaries

Notation: Bold symbols, such as x and y, are used to represent vectors, with ‖·‖ indicating the Euclidean or operator norm depending on the context. Given two scalars a and b, we use a∧b to denote min{a, b} and use a∨b to denote max{a, b}. We use B_d(c, r) to denote the d dimensional ball centered at c with radius r and G^l_d(c) to denote the d dimensional grid centered at point c with side length l. We occasionally use G^l_d when the center of the grid is clear from the context. The notation Õ is used to suppress the polylogarithmic dependencies on d, ϵ, L, μ and α that will be defined later in the text. In the quantum framework, a classical probability distribution p over R^d can be represented by the quantum state ∑ x∈R^d √ p(x) |x⟩. When measuring this state, the resulting outcomes are governed by the probability distribution p. Metrics: We use several metrics to compare probability distributions over a state space X . Let π and μ be two probability distributions on X . The p-Wasserstein distance between π and μ is defined as W_p(π, μ) = ( inf_{γ∈Γ(π,μ)} E_{(x,y)∼γ}‖x − y‖^p )_{1/p} where Γ(π, μ) is the set of all joint distributions γ(x, y) whose marginals are π and μ. The KL divergence of π with respect to μ is defined as KL(π‖μ) = ∑ x∈X π(x) log

(_{π(x)}

μ(x) ) and the relative Fisher information is FI(π‖μ) = ∑ x∈X π(x) ‖ ‖∇ log (_{π(x)}

μ(x) )‖ ‖^2. The total variation distance is defined as TV(π, μ) = sup_{A⊆X} |π(A) − μ(A)| =^1_2 ∑ x∈X |π(x) − μ(x)|.

Table 1: Summary of the results (some of the previous results use different scaling of f and we convert the results to the same scaling as ours in the table). Here, we mainly focus on n and ϵ dependency. See Theorems 2.3, 2.4 and 2.7 for dependency on L, μ, α, d.

Algorithm Assumptions Metric Gradient Complexity SG-HMC [ZG21] Strongly Convex W_2 Õ(nϵ^{−2}) SVRG-HMC [ZG21] Strongly Convex W_2 Õ(n^{2/3}ϵ^{−2/3} + ϵ^{−1}) SAGA-HMC [ZG21] Strongly Convex W_2 Õ(n^{2/3}ϵ^{−2/3} + ϵ^{−1}) CV-HMC [ZG21] Strongly Convex W_2 Õ(ϵ^{−2}) SRVR-HMC [ZXG19] Dissipative Gradients W_2 Õ(n + n^{1/2}ϵ^{−2} + ϵ^{−4}) SVRG-LMC [KS22] LSI KL Õ(n + n^{1/2}ϵ^{−1}) SARAH-LMC [KS22] LSI KL Õ(n + n^{1/2}ϵ^{−1}) QSVRG-HMC [Theorem 2.3] Strongly Convex W_2 Õ(n^{1/2}ϵ^{−3/4} + ϵ^{−1}) QCV-HMC [Theorem 2.4] Strongly Convex W_2 Õ(ϵ^{−3/2}) QSVRG-LMC [Theorem 2.7] LSI KL^1 Õ(n + n^{1/3}ϵ^{−1})

Quantum Mean Estimation: Quantum mean estimation is a technique to estimate the mean of a ddimensional random variable X up to ϵ accuracy using Õ(d^{1/2}/ϵ) queries, which is a quadratic improvement in ϵ compared to classical algorithms [CHJ22]. Although the quantum mean estimation algorithm is biased, [SZ23] developed an unbiased quantum mean estimation algorithm. Specifically, for a multi-dimensional variable with mean μ and variance σ^2, unbiased quantum mean estimation outputs an estimate μ̂ such that E[μ̂] = μ and E[‖μ̂ − μ‖^2] ≤ σ̂^2 using Õ(d^{1/2}σ/σ̂) queries.

Definition 1.1 (Quantum Sampling Oracle). Quantum sampling oracle O_X of a random variable X ∈ Ω is given by O_X |0⟩ |0⟩ → ∑ X∈Ω √ Pr(X) |X⟩ |garbage(X)⟩.

Here, the second register contains |garbage(X)⟩, which depends on X. The state in the (auxiliary) garbage register is usually generated in some intermediate step of computing X in the first register. It is important to note that the state in this quantum sampling oracle differs from the coherent quantum sample state, as the former is entangled and we cannot simply discard the garbage register.

The following lemma shows that the mean E[X] for a random variable X can be computed quadratically faster than classical mean estimation with respect to oracle O_X .

Lemma 1.2 (Unbiased Quantum Mean Estimation [SZ23]). For a d-dimensional random variable X with Var[X] ≤ σ^2 and some σ̂ ≥ 0, suppose we are given access to its quantum sampling oracle O_X . Then, there is a procedure QuantumMeanEstimation(O_X , σ̂) that uses Õ (_{d1/2σ} σ̂ ) queries to O_X and outputs an unbiased estimate μ̂ of the expectation μ satisfying Var[μ̂] ≤ σ̂^2.

In the next section, we analyze the trade-off between the error due to stochastic gradients and discretization to quantify how much quantum mean estimation techniques can provide speedups when combined with classical variance reduction methods such as SVRG and CV.

1Convergence in KL divergence implies convergence in squared TV and W_2 distances due to Pinsker’s and Talagrand’s inequalities.

Algorithm 1 QSVRG/QCV input O_{∇f} , current iterate x_k, smoothness constant L, variance scale factor b, epoch length m. output Quantum variance reduced stochastic gradient g.

1: QSVRG:

2: if k mod m = 0 then 3: g_k = ∇f(x_k ) 4: x̃ = x_k 5: else 6: Define oracle O^{xk}_{SVRG}: |0⟩ |0⟩ → 1 √ n n∑ i=1 |∇f_i(x_k ) − ∇f_i(x̃) + ∇f(x̃⟩) |i⟩ 7: σ̂^2 = L^2‖x_k − x̃‖^2/b^2 8: g_k = QuantumMeanEstimation(O^{xk}_{SVRG}, σ̂^2) 9: end if

10: QCV:

11: Define oracle O^{xk}_{CV}: |0⟩ |0⟩ → 1 √ n n∑ i=1 |∇f_i(x_k) − ∇f_i(x_0) + ∇f(x_0)⟩ |i⟩

12: σ̂^2 = L^2‖x_k − x_0‖^2/b^2 13: g_k = QuantumMeanEstimation(O^{xk}_{CV}, σ̂^2)

14: Return g_k

2 Quantum Speedups for Finite-Sum Sampling via Gradient Oracle

In this section, we consider a finite sum potential f(x) =^1_n ∑_n i=1 f_i(x). We assume that we have a stochastic gradient oracle that takes i ∈ [n] and x ∈ R^d and returns ∇f_i(x). That is, O_{∇f} |x⟩ |i⟩ |0⟩ → |x⟩ |i⟩ |∇f_i(x)⟩ (6) Computing the exact gradient takes O(n) queries to this oracle and dominates the sampling complexity, especially when n ≫ d. The goal is to approximately sample from π by using as few gradient computations as possible without deteriorating the convergence.

2.1 Sampling under Strong Convexity via Hamiltonian Monte Carlo

First, we consider quantum speedups for Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (HMC) algorithm using quantum variance reduction techniques.

Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (HMC) is an advanced sampling technique designed to efficiently explore high-dimensional probability distributions by introducing auxiliary momentum variables. Given a target distribution π(x) ∝ e^{−f (x)}, HMC augments the state space with momentum variables p and defines the Hamiltonian H(x, p) = f(x) +^1_2 ‖p‖^2 where p ∼ N (0, I).

HMC alternates between updating the position x and momentum p by simulating Hamiltonian dynamics Eq. (4). In practice, Hamiltonian dynamics is simulated using the leapfrog integrator, which discretizes the continuous equations of motion. The key advantage of HMC is that it allows for large, efficient moves through the parameter space by leveraging gradient information and auxiliary momentum. This reduces the correlation between successive samples, particularly in high-dimensional spaces, resulting in faster convergence compared to simple random-walk methods like the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm. In practice, Hamiltonian dynamics are simulated using the leapfrog integrator, which discretizes the continuous equations of motion. The leapfrog method proceeds in three steps:

p_{k+} 1_2 = p_k − η 2 ∇f(x_k), x_{k+1} = x_k + ηp_{k+} 1_2 ,

p_{k+1} = p_{k+} 1_2 − η 2 ∇f(x_{k+1}),

where η is the step size. After a series of updates, the momentum p_{k+1} is refreshed by sampling from N (0, I). This discretization ensures symplecticity, preserving volume in phase space and allowing the algorithm to make large, energy-conserving moves through the parameter space.

Algorithm 2 SG-HMC input The stochastic gradient oracle O_{∇f} , initial point x_0, step size η, number of leapfrog steps S, number of HMC proposals T output Approximate sample from π ∝ e^{−f (x)}

for t = 0 to T do Sample p_{St} ∼ N (0, I) for s = 0 to S − 1 do k = St + s x_{k+1} = x_k + ηp_k −^{η2}_2 g(x_k , ξ_k) p_{k+1} = p_k −^η_2 g(x_k , ξ_k) −^η_2 g(x_{k+1}, ξ_{k+1/2}) end for end for Return x^T

Similar to SGLD, one can replace the gradients with stochastic gradients resulting in SG-HMC (See Algorithm 2). The stochastic gradients g(x, ξ) in Algorithm 2 can be obtained using different techniques such as mini-batch, SVRG, CV, or even zeroth-order methods. In this case, we use quantum variance reduction techniques to compute g(x, ξ).

We propose to replace the gradients in HMC (See Algorithm 2 in appendix) with quantum gradients computed via Algorithm 1. Essentially Algorithm 1 combines the classical variance reduction techniques with the unbiased quantum mean estimation algorithm in Lemma 1.2 to reduce the variance further. The epoch length m for QSVRG determines the period where the full gradient needs to be computed. The parameter b is the quantum analog of batch size and will be determined analytically. To establish the convergence of the new samplers, we make the following assumptions in this section.

Assumption 2.1 (Strong Convexity). There exists a positive constant μ such that for all x, y ∈ R^d it holds that f(x) ≥ f(y) + ⟨∇f(y), y − x⟩ + μ 2 ‖x − y‖^2. (7)

Assumption 2.2 (Lipschitz Stochastic Gradients). There exists a positive constant L such that for all x, y ∈ R^d and all functions f_i, i = 1, ..., n, it holds that ‖∇f_i(x) − ∇f_i(y)‖ ≤ L‖x − y‖. (8) We also define the condition number κ =^L_μ . These assumptions are standard and used in the classical analysis of HMC [ZG21]. Next, we give the main theorem for the quantum Hamiltonian Monte Carlo algorithm implemented with QSVRG technique.

Theorem 2.3 (Main Theorem for QSVRG-HMC). Let μ_k be the distribution of x_k in QSVRG-HMC algorithm. Suppose that f satisfies Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2. Given that the initial point x_0 satisfies ‖x_0 − arg min_x f(x)‖ ≤^d_μ , then, for η = O (_ϵ L^{1/2}d^{1/2}κ^{3/2} ) , S = Õ (_{Ld1/2κ3/2} ϵ ) , T = Õ(1), b = O (_{L1/8ϵ1/4n1/2} d^{1/8}κ^{3/8} ∨ 1 ) , and m = n/b, we have W_2(μ_{ST} , π) ≤ ϵ. The total query complexity to the stochastic gradient oracle is Õ (_{Ld1/2κ3/2} ϵ +^{L9/8d7/8κ3/4n1/2} ϵ^{3/4} ) . The following theorem is for quantum Hamiltonian Monte Carlo algorithm implemented with QCV technique.

Theorem 2.4 (Main Theorem for QCV-HMC). Let μ_k be the distribution of x_k in QCV-HMC algorithm. Suppose that f satisfies Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2. Given that the initial point x_0 satisfies ‖x_0−arg min_x f(x)‖ ≤ d μ , then, for η = O (_ϵ L^{1/2}d^{1/2}κ^{3/2} ) , S = Õ (_{Ld1/2κ3/2} ϵ ) , T = Õ(1), and b = O (_{d1/4κ3/4} L^{1/4}ϵ^{1/2} ∨ 1 ) , we have W_2(μ_{ST} , π) ≤ ϵ. The total query complexity to the stochastic gradient oracle is Õ (_{Ld5/4κ9/4} ϵ^{3/2} ) . We postpone the proofs of Theorems 2.3 and 2.4 to Appendix B. Theorems 2.3 and 2.4 imply that when n = O(ϵ^{−1/2}) the best classical (SVRG-HMC) and the best quantum (QSVRG-HMC) algorithms have Õ(ϵ^{−1}) gradient complexity. On the other hand, when n = ω(ϵ^{−1}), quantum algorithms have better complexity than the best classical algorithms, where the race between QSVRG-HMC and QCV-HMC depends on how large n is.

Remark 2.5. Both the classical algorithms in [ZG21] and quantum algorithms in this paper assume that the starting point is (d/μ)-close to the minimizer x^⋆ = arg min f(x). In case this point is not given, it can be obtained using O(n) iterations of SGD [BFFN19].

2.2 Sampling under Log-Sobolev Inequality via Langevin Monte Carlo

We use SVRG-LMC for the base algorithm in [KS22] and replace the stochastic gradient calculation with unbiased quantum mean estimation. This section generalizes the strong convexity assumption with the following LSI assumption, which is common in non-log-concave sampling.

Assumption 2.6 (Log-Sobolev Inequality). We say that π satisfies the Log-Sobolev inequality with constant α if for all ρ, it holds that KL(ρ||π) ≤ 1 2α FI(ρ||π). (9) This is a sampling analog of the PL (Polyak-Łojasiewicz) condition commonly used in optimization [CS24] and standard in non-log-concave sampling literature [VW19, MCJ^+19, CEL^+22, KS22]. We note that LSI relaxes strong convexity in the sense that for any μ strongly convex function f, π satisfies the Log-Sobolev inequality with constant^μ_2 . We also note that this assumption is weaker than the dissipative gradient condition [RRT17, ZXG19] which is used commonly in non-log-concave sampling.

Theorem 2.7 (Main Theorem for QSVRG-LMC). Let μ_k be the distribution of x_k in QSVRG-LMC algorithm. Suppose that f satisfies Assumptions 2.2 and 2.6. Then for η = O (_{ϵα} dL^2 ∧ α L^2m ) , K = Õ

(_{L2 log(KL(μ0 ||π))}

α^2 ( n^{2/3} +^d_ϵ )) , b = Õ(n^{1/3}), and m = Õ(n^{2/3}) we have { KL(μ_K ||π), TV(μ_K , π)^2, α 2 W_2(μ_K , π)^2 } ≤ ϵ. The total query complexity to the stochastic gradient oracle is Õ

(_{L2 log(KL(μ0 ||π))}

α^2 ( nd^{1/2} +^{d3/2n1/3}_ϵ )) .

The proof of Theorem 2.7 is postponed to Appendix C. Our algorithm improves the dominant term in gradient complexity from Õ(n^{1/2}ϵ^{−1}) to Õ(n^{1/3}ϵ^{−1}). It is also worth mentioning that recently [HZD^+24] proposed a proximal sampling algorithm that uses Õ(σ^2ϵ^{−1}) gradient queries in the LSI setting when the stochastic gradients have bounded variance σ^2. However, this assumption is different from our setting since the variance in the stochastic gradients is not uniformly bounded by a constant, but it is bounded throughout the trajectory by a function of problem parameters such as d, b, m, L, α (See Lemma C.3).

3 Quantum Gradient Estimation in Zeroth-Order Stochastic Setting

In this section, we assume access to a zeroth-order oracle rather than a gradient oracle. This approach is useful in scenarios where gradients are not available or where computing gradients is more expensive than evaluating the function. Specifically, we consider access to an evaluation oracle for the stochastic components f_ξ(x) = f(x; ξ), where ξ ∈ Ξ represents a random seed characterizing the stochasticity. Then, the stochastic evaluation oracle is given by O_f |x⟩ |ξ⟩ |0⟩ → |x⟩ |ξ⟩ |f(x; ξ)⟩ . (10) We characterize the complexity of our algorithms in this section with respect to this oracle. Before presenting our algorithms, we give a brief overview of Jordan’s algorithm in the next section.

3.1 Overview of Jordan’s algorithm

Jordan’s algorithm [Jor05] approximates the gradient using a finite difference formula on a small grid around the point of interest and encodes the estimate into the quantum phase. Then, the algorithm applies an inverse quantum Fourier transform to estimate the gradient. Although Jordan’s original analysis implicitly assumes that higher-order derivatives of the function are negligible, Gilyén, Arunachalam, and Wiebe [GAW19] analyzed the algorithm and extended it to handle functions in the Gevrey class, using central difference formulas and a binary oracle model commonly encountered in variational quantum algorithms. The closest analysis of Jordan’s algorithm to our setting was provided by [CCLW20], who demonstrated that Algorithm 3 achieves constant query complexity for functions with Lipschitz gradients, provided that the function values can be queried with high precision.

The following lemma from [CCLW20] demonstrates that Algorithm 3 achieves Õ(1) query complexity for evaluating the gradient of a β-smooth function with high probability.

Lemma 3.1 (Lemma 2.2 in [CCLW20]). Let f : R^d → R be a function that is accessible via an evaluation oracle with error at most ϵ. Assume that ‖∇f‖ ≤ L and f is β-smooth in B_∞(x, 2 √ ϵ/β). Let g̃ be the output of QuantumGradient(f, ϵ, M, β, x_0) (as defined in Algorithm 3). Then: Pr [ |g̃_i − ∇f(x)_i| > 1500 √ dϵβ ] < 1 3 , ∀ i ∈ [d]. (11) Although Algorithm 3 results in an accurate estimate for the gradient with high probability, it is possible to run the algorithm multiple times and take the coordinate-wise median of the outputs to obtain a smooth estimate for the gradient (Lemma 2.3 in [CCLW20]) when the norm of the gradient is bounded. To estimate the gradient up to δ error (in L2 norm), it is required to have an evaluation oracle with error at most O(δ^2/d^2) which might not be feasible if the noisy evaluation oracle is stochastic.

Our algorithms work in the stochastic setting where we prove that we can create an accurate evaluation oracle under Assumptions 3.2 and 3.3. Furthermore, the function f needs to be smooth; however, under Assumptions 3.2 and 3.8 the smoothness constant is not bounded and this might cause unbounded error. We propose a robust version of Algorithm 3 so that we can still estimate the gradient accurately (See the step-by-step description in Section 3.3). We also note that the oracle O_F is known as the phase oracle. Our oracle (Eq. (10)) can be converted to phase oracle efficiently.

Algorithm 3 QuantumGradient(f, ϵ, L, β, x_0) 0: Input: Function f, evaluation error ϵ, gradient norm bound L, smoothness parameter β, and point x_0.

Define

• l = 2 √ ϵ/βd to be the size of the grid used, • b ∈ N such that^{24π√dϵβ}_L ≤^1_{2b} =^1_N ≤^{48π√dϵβ}_L , • b_0 ∈ N such that^{Nϵ}_{2Ll} ≤^1_{2b0} =^1_{N0} ≤^{Nϵ}_{Ll} , • F (x) =^N_{2Ll} [f(x_0 +^l_N (x − N/2)) − f(x_0)], and, • γ : {0, 1, . . . , N − 1} → G := {−N/2, −N/2 + 1, . . . , N/2 − 1} s.t. γ(x) = x − N/2. Let O_F denote a unitary operation acting as O_F |x⟩ = e^{2πiF̃ (x)} |x⟩, where |F̃ (x) − F (x)| ≤^1_{N0} , with x represented using b bits and F̃ (x) represented using b_0 bits.

1: Start with n b-bit registers set to 0 and Hadamard transform each to obtain 1 √ N^n ∑ x_1,...,x_n∈{0,1,...,N−1} |x_1, . . . , x_n⟩ ;

2: Perform the operation O_F and the map |x⟩ → |γ(x)⟩ to obtain 1 N^{n/2} ∑ g∈G^n e^{2πiF̃ (g)} |g⟩ ;

3: Apply the inverse QFT over G to each of the registers 4: Measure the final state to get k_1, k_2, . . . , k_n and report g̃ =^{2L}_N (k_1, k_2, . . . , k_n) as the result.

3.2 Gradient Estimation for Smooth Potentials

Assumption 3.2 (Bounded Noise). For any x ∈ R^d, the stochastic zeroth-order oracle outputs an estimator f(x; ξ) of f(x) such that E[f(x; ξ)] = f(x), E[∇f(x; ξ)] = ∇f(x), and E‖∇f(x; ξ) − ∇f(x)‖^2 ≤ σ^2.

Assumption 3.3 (Smoothness). The potential function f : R^d → R has L-Lipschitz gradients. Specifically, it holds that ‖∇f(x) − ∇f(y)‖ ≤ L‖x − y‖. These assumptions are standard in the zeroth-order sampling and optimization literature [RSBG21, BG22]. We note that Assumption 3.2 is broader than an additive noise model, as it accommodates models with multiplicative noise. For example, suppose that f : B_d(0, R) → R is an L smooth differentiable function, and that the stochastic components are of the form f(x; ξ) = ξf(x), where E[ξ] = 1 and E[ξ^2] ≤

σ^2 4L^2R^2 . In this case, Assumption 3.2 is satisfied. Suppose that the function f can be queried with the same

randomness at two different points, that is, we can query f(x; ξ_i) and f(y; ξ_i) simultaneously^2. Classically, the gradient in this two-point setting can be estimated using the Gaussian smoothing technique. This involves sampling random directions from the extended space around the target point and performing two-point evaluations to approximate the gradient. Specifically, the gradient can be approximated as:

g_{ν,b}(x) = 1 b b∑ i=1 f(x + νu_i; ξ_i) − f(x; ξ_i) ν u_i, (12)

where u_i ∼ N (0, I_d) are independent and identically distributed random vectors. [BG22] showed that for any x ∈ R^d, the estimator g_{ν,b} satisfies E‖g_{ν,b}(x) − ∇f(x)‖^2 ≤^{4(d+5)(‖∇f (x)‖2+σ2 )}_b +^{3ν2 L2(d+3)3}_2 .

2This is the case in finite-sum and some bandit settings where ξ can be queried explicitly.

Although the squared norm of the gradient on the right-hand side is unbounded, it is typically of order Õ(d) in expectation throughout the trajectory of LMC (See Eq. (73)). Consequently, this method requires b = O(d^2/ϵ^2) function evaluations to achieve an ϵ-accurate gradient estimate in the L_2 norm. We show that we can estimate the gradient of f up to ϵ accurate in L_2 norm using quantum gradient estimation techniques quadratically faster using Jordan’s gradient estimation algorithm [Jor05], which we implement through a proper phase oracle (See Proposition 3.4) using the stochastic evaluation oracle for f.

Although Jordan’s algorithm is appealing as it only uses a constant number of evaluations to estimate the gradient (See Lemma 3.1), its practical use cases are limited as it requires the function evaluations to be very accurate. In particular, to be able to use the quantum gradient estimation algorithm, we need to be able to implement the phase oracle (line 4 in Algorithm 3) O_F |x⟩ →^1_{N d/2} ∑ x∈G^l_d e 2πiF (x) |x⟩ where F (x) =^N_{2Ml} [f(x_0 +^l_N (x −^N_2 )) − f(x_0)]. We show that even with the stochastic evaluation oracle, this oracle can be implemented accurately using additional techniques under Assumption 3.2. We prove in Proposition 3.4 that given the sampling oracle O_X , a sufficiently accurate phase oracle that maps |0⟩ → e^{tE[X]} |0⟩ for t ≥ 0 can be implemented using Õ(σt) stochastic evaluation queries. Next, we incorporate this oracle into Jordan’s algorithm. Since Jordan’s algorithm is biased and succeeds with high probability, we postprocess the output using the Multi-Level Monte Carlo technique (Algorithm 5) to make the output smooth and unbiased. The preliminaries for the MLMC algorithm can be found in Appendix A.

Proposition 3.4. Let X ∈ R be a random variable such that E‖X − E[X]‖^2 ≤ σ^2. Given two reals t ≥ 0 and ϵ ∈ (0, 1), then there is a unitary operator P^X_{t,ϵ} : |0⟩ |0⟩ → |ϕ_X ⟩ |0⟩ acting on H_X ⊗ H_{aux} that can be implemented using Õ(tσ log(1/ϵ)) quantum experiments and binary oracle queries to X such that ‖ |ϕ_X ⟩ − e^{itE[X]} |0⟩ ‖ ≤ ϵ, with probability at least 8/9.

This phase oracle is similar to the oracle implemented in [CHJ22]; however, their algorithm requires ‖X‖ ≤ 1 whereas ‖X‖ might be unbounded in our case. Hence, Proposition 3.4 generalizes the phase oracle to the unbounded random variables by constructing a sequence of unitaries for different levels of truncation of the random variable X (See the more detailed description in Appendix D).

Theorem 3.5. Suppose that the potential function f satisfies Assumptions 3.2 and 3.3 and further suppose that ‖∇f(x)‖ ≤ M for all x. Then, given a real σ̂ > 0, there exists a quantum algorithm that outputs a random vector g such that E[g] = ∇f(x), and E‖g − ∇f(x)‖^2 ≤ σ̂^2

using Õ(^{σd}_{σ̂} ) queries to the stochastic evaluation oracle.

Proofs of Proposition 3.4 and Theorem 3.5 are postponed to Appendix D.

Remark 3.6. One can show that the norm of the gradient is bounded by a function of problem parameters throughout the trajectory of HMC or LMC due to smoothness. Since the dependency on M is logarithmic, we do not give an explicit bound on M.

Remark 3.7. Suppose that f_ξ is a non-smooth but locally L-Lipschitz function around the grid G^l_d. We define f_v(x) = E_{ξ∈Ξ,u∼B(0,1)}[f(x + vu; ξ)]. Then, let y ∈ G^l_d, E‖∇f(y + vu) − ∇f_v (y)‖^2 ≤ 4L^2. It is known that f_v is a smooth function with smoothness parameter O(Ld^{1/2}v^{−1}). Hence, by Theorem 3.5 our algorithm outputs an unbiased estimator g such that E[g] = ∇f_v(x) and E‖g − ∇f_v(x)‖^2 ≤ σ̂^2 using Õ(^{Ld}_{σ̂} ) queries to f_ξ. This result has recently been established in [LGHL24], and it is a special case of Theorem 3.5.

3.3 Gradient Estimation under Additional Smoothness Assumption

In this section, we consider a setting that imposes a slightly stronger smoothness assumption on the stochastic functions f_ξ to be able to improve the dimension dependency further.

Assumption 3.8 (Lipschitz Stochastic Gradients). The stochastic component f(·; ξ) : R^d → R has L(ξ)- Lipschitz gradients for any ξ ∈ Ξ. Specifically, it holds that ‖∇f(x; ξ) − ∇f(y; ξ)‖ ≤ L(ξ)‖x − y‖, (13) and the expected Lipschitz constant satisfies E[L(ξ)] = L.

Assumption 3.8 is weaker than the assumption that each stochastic function f_ξ has L-Lipschitz gradients and it is straightforward to show that Assumption 3.8 implies that f has Lipschitz gradients.

As opposed to implementing an accurate phase oracle, one can estimate the gradient ∇f(x; ξ) and then use the quantum mean estimation algorithm to compute ∇f(x). However, Assumption 3.8 implies that f_ξ might not be a smooth function (even if f is smooth), which is the requirement in Lemma 3.1. Hence, Jordan’s algorithm might fail to compute the gradient for ∇f_ξ with small probability no matter how large we set β in Algorithm 3. To address this, we propose a robust version of the quantum mean estimation algorithm such that we can still estimate the mean of a random variable X even when X is corrupted with small probability, which corresponds to the case Jordan’s algorithm fails. Our final algorithm achieves Õ(d1/2ϵ−1) query complexity to estimate the gradient up to ϵ error.

Algorithm 4 QuantumStochasticGradient

0: Input: stochastic functions f_Ξ, variance σ^2, target ϵ, smoothness parameter L, point x.

Define β =^{164Lσ2}_{ϵ2} , D =^{40σ2}_ϵ , ϵ^′ =^{ϵ2}_{β2d3(12000)2} . 1: Sample ξ_0 at random from Ξ.

2: Compute s = QuantumGradient(f_{ξ0} , ϵ^′, M, β, x).

3: Let A be a randomized algorithm that runs g = QuantumGradient(f_ξ , ϵ^′, M, β, x) with random ξ ∈ Ξ and outputs g if ‖g − s‖ ≤ D, otherwise it outputs s. Further suppose that A does not make any measurement.

4: Output v = QuantumMeanEstimation(A, ϵ/4, δ).

We give a step-by-step description of Algorithm 4. The algorithm begins with the application of the oracle O_ξ , which creates the following superposition state: |ψ_1⟩ = O_ξ |x⟩ |0⟩ = ∑ ξ∈Ξ √ Pr(ξ) |x⟩ |ξ⟩ . (14)

We then construct a superposition over d-dimensional grid points, G^l_d, centered around x with side length l, using the oracle O_Gl_d :

|ψ_2⟩ = O_Gl_d |0⟩ |ψ_1⟩ = 1 √ N^d ∑ ξ∈Ξ ∑ y∈G^l_d √ Pr(ξ) |y⟩ |x⟩ |ξ⟩ . (15)

Next, the evaluation oracle O_f is applied, resulting in the state:

|ψ_3⟩ = O_f |ψ_2⟩ = 1 √ N^d ∑ ξ∈Ξ ∑ y∈G^l_d √ Pr(ξ)e^{2πi N2M l [f (x+ lN (y−N/2);ξ)−f (x;ξ)]} |y⟩ |x⟩ |ξ⟩ . (16)

Note that this oracle is different than the oracle Proposition 3.4. Here, we have superposition over the randomness whereas Proposition 3.4 implements the expectation over the randomness to the phase.

Applying the inverse QFT and scaling the resulting vector by M/N, we estimate a vector g(x; ξ) for each ξ:

|ψ_4⟩ = QFT^{−1} |ψ_3⟩ = ∑ ξ∈Ξ √ Pr(ξ) |g(x; ξ)⟩ |x⟩ |ξ⟩ + |X_1⟩ , (17) where |X_1⟩ represents a garbage state with a small amplitude arising from the failure probability in gradient estimation. The scaling by M/N compensates for the scale factor introduced in the phase. When the deviation from linearity is quadratic and sufficient precision is chosen by N and l, as shown in Lemma 3.1, g(x; ξ) is an accurate estimate for ∇f(x; ξ). However, the small deviation condition might not hold under Assumption 3.8 for a subset of Ξ.

Next, we sample from |ψ_4⟩ and measure the first register, obtaining an output s. Using the previously defined steps, we recreate |ψ_4⟩. At this point, we define a corrected gradient estimate:

g̃(x, ξ) = { g(x, ξ) if ‖g(x, ξ) − s‖ ≤ D, s otherwise.

(18)

Next, we construct the following quantum state by applying a controlled operation and undoing the ancillary registers:

|ψ_5⟩ = U_x |ψ_4⟩ = ∑ ξ∈Ξ √ Pr(ξ) |g̃(x; ξ)⟩ |x⟩ |ξ⟩ + |X_2⟩ , (19)

where |X_2⟩ is another garbage state with a small amplitude.

Finally, we estimate the mean of the first register to compute v, which is output as the gradient estimate. Note that g(x; ξ) after the inverse Fourier transform may not be ϵ-accurate for all f(x, ξ). In particular, for some ξ, the error in the gradient could be unbounded because the deviation from linearity may not be small for every f_ξ. To address this, the subsequent step replaces such erroneous estimates with the mediocre estimate s, ensuring robustness.

Lemma 3.9. Under Assumptions 3.2 and 3.8, Algorithm 4 returns a vector v such that ‖v − ∇f(x)‖ ≤ ϵ with high probability using Õ(σd^{1/2}ϵ^{−1}) queries to the stochastic evaluation oracle.

Next, we postprocess the output of Algorithm 4 to obtain a smooth and unbiased estimate.

Theorem 3.10 (Smooth Gradient). Suppose that the potential function f satisfies Assumptions 3.2 and 3.8 and further suppose that ‖∇f(x)‖ ≤ M for all x. Then, given a real σ̂ > 0, there exists a quantum algorithm that outputs a random vector g such that

E[g] = ∇f(x), and E‖g − ∇f(x)‖^2 ≤ σ̂^2

using Õ(^{σd1/2}_{σ̂} ) queries to the stochastic evaluation oracle.

Proofs of Lemma 3.9 and Theorem 3.10 are postponed to Appendix D.

4 Quantum Speedups for Sampling via Evaluation Oracle

We apply our quantum gradient estimation algorithm to establish the convergence of both HMC and LMC in strongly convex and LSI settings, respectively. In particular, at each iteration, we use the inexact gradients computed by our quantum gradient estimation algorithms introduced in previous sections.

4.1 Zeroth Order Sampling under Strong Convexity

Theorem 4.1 (Main Theorem for QZ-HMC). Let μ_k be the distribution of x_k in QZ-HMC algorithm. Suppose that f satisfies Assumption 2.1. Given that the initial point x_0 satisfies ‖x_0 − arg min_x f(x)‖ ≤^d_μ , if we

set the step size η = O (_ϵ d^{1/2}κ^{3/2} ) , S = Õ (_{Ld1/2κ3/2} ϵ ) , T = Õ(1), and σ̂^2 = O (_{L3/2d1/2ϵ} κ^{3/2} ) , we have W_2(μ_{ST} , π) ≤ ϵ.

In addition, under Assumptions 3.2 and 3.3, the query complexity to the stochastic evaluation oracle is Õ (_{d5/4σ} ϵ^{3/2} ) or under Assumptions 3.2 and 3.8 the query complexity to the stochastic evaluation oracle is Õ (_{d3/4σ} ϵ^{3/2} ) . The proof is postponed to Appendix B.3. The closest result in the classical setting is given by [RSBG21] for Kinetic LMC algorithm which is obtained by setting the inner iterations to 1 in HMC algorithm. Their classical evaluation complexity under Assumptions 3.2 and 3.3 is Õ(d^2σ^2/ϵ^2) for convergence in W_2 distance (Theorem 2.2 in [RSBG21]). Our algorithm uses Õ(d^{5/4}σ/ϵ^{3/2}) evaluation queries providing speedup both in d, ϵ, and σ.

4.2 Zeroth Order Sampling under Log-Sobolev Inequality

In this section, we consider the sampling problem under the Log-Sobolev inequality using gradients computed via stochastic evaluation oracle. We first present the main result and defer the proof to the appendix.

Theorem 4.2 (Main Theorem for QZ-LMC). Under Assumption 2.6, let μ_k be the distribution of x_k in

QZ-LMC algorithm. Then, if we set the step size η = O

(_{ϵα} dL^2 ) , K = Õ

(_{dL2 log(KL(μ0||π))} ϵα^2 ) , and σ̂^2 = O (αϵ), we have { KL(μ_K ||π), TV(μ_K , π)^2, α 2 W_2(μ_K , π)^2 } ≤ ϵ. In addition, under Assumptions 3.2 and 3.3, the query complexity to the stochastic evaluation oracle is Õ (_{d2L2σ} α^{5/2}ϵ^{3/2} ) , or under Assumptions 3.2 and 3.8 the query complexity to the stochastic evaluation oracle is Õ (_{d3/2L2σ} α^{5/2}ϵ^{3/2} ) . Comparing to the classical results, [RSBG21] analyzed the convergence of LMC in the zeroth-order setting under Assumptions 3.2 and 3.3 and established evaluation complexity O(d^3σ^2/ϵ^4) for convergence in W_2 distance (Theorem 3.2 in [RSBG21]). Our algorithm uses Õ(d^2σ/ϵ^3) evaluation queries under the same assumptions.

5 Application in Optimization

Optimizing non-convex objectives arises frequently in machine learning, particularly in empirical risk minimization (ERM), where the goal is to minimize a loss function f that approximates the population risk F based on empirical observations. While F is sometimes assumed to be smooth and strongly convex, the empirical objective f, defined as

f(x) = 1 n n∑ i=1 f_i(x) (20)

can lose the smoothness and convexity due to small perturbations introduced by finite sample effects. Such perturbations often result in f containing numerous local minima; therefore, traditional gradientbased methods like gradient descent or stochastic gradient descent (SGD) are prone to getting trapped in local minima, limiting their ability to find the global minimum of f. On the other hand, Langevin type algorithms are more robust to such local minima that only appear in the empirical objective caused by small perturbations. For example, [ZLC17] showed that stochastic Langevin algorithm can escape from such local minima efficiently due to the noise term that scales with η^{1/2}, whereas SGD gets trapped as the noise scales as η. Motivated by this, we investigate whether our quantum Langevin algorithms can provide a way to obtain quantum speedup for optimizing non-convex empirical objectives. To be more precise, we make the following assumptions.

Assumption 5.1 (Approximate-Convexity). Let f be a differentiable function, we say that f : R^d → R is an ϵ-approximately convex function, if there exists a strongly convex function F such that for all x, |F (x) − f(x)| ≤ ϵ d . (21)

Since f is usually not smooth, we only assume that f is Lipschitz continuous.

Assumption 5.2. For all x, y ∈ R, f : R^d → R satisfies, |f(x) − f(y)| ≤ M‖x − y‖. (22) The goal is to find an approximate minimizer x^⋆ such that |f(x^⋆) − min_x f(x)| ≤ ϵ. Similar settings have been analyzed in the context of escaping from local minima both in classical [BLNR15] and quantum settings [LZ24] with access to a stochastic evaluation oracle. Since f is not Lipschitz smooth, we consider the smoothed approximation f_v(x) = E_{u∼Bd(0,1)}[f(x + vu)] and run the sampling algorithm using QZ-LMC on potential βf_v. By setting v sufficiently small and β sufficiently large, we make sure that the Gibbs distribution is concentrated around the global minimum of f. The local properties of f_v are known and given by the following proposition.

Proposition 5.3. If f satisfies Assumption 5.2, then f_v satisfies • |f_v(·) − f(·)| ≤ vM and |f_v(x) − f_v(y)| ≤ L‖x − y‖, • |∇f(x) − ∇f(y)| ≤ cM √ dv^{−1} for some constant c > 0.

First we notice that,

E_u‖∇f(x + vu) − ∇f_v(x)‖^2 ≤ 4M^2 (23)

as ‖∇f(x)‖ ≤ M because of Lipschitz continuity. Hence, Assumption 3.2 holds with σ^2 = 4M^2 and Assumption 3.3 holds with L =^{cM√d}_v . Therefore, using Theorem 2.7, we can sample from the Gibbs- Boltzmann distribution with potential f_v. Since our initial goal is to optimize f rather than to sample from the Gibbs distribution, we use the following lemma that describes a method to turn the sampling algorithm into an optimizer.

Lemma 5.4. Let π^β_v =^{e−βfv (x)∫}_{e−βfv (x) dx} . If β = O(d/ϵ) and v ≤^ϵ_{Md} , then sampling from π^β_v returns ϵ approximate optimizer for f with high probability.

Next, we give our main result.

Theorem 5.5. Suppose that f satisfies Assumptions 5.1 and 5.2. Then, there exists a quantum algorithm that returns ϵ approximate minimizer for f with high probability using Õ(^{d9/2}_{ϵ3/2} ) queries to the stochastic evaluation oracle for f.

The proof of Lemma 5.4 and Theorem 5.5 are postponed to Appendix E. The closest result to our setting is given by [LZ24] and their query complexity in the stochastic setting is Õ(d^5/ϵ) although their assumptions are slightly different. First, they assume that the noise is sub-Gaussian and additive. Furthermore, they assume F is convex in a bounded domain but not necessarily strongly convex. Noting that these differences might possibly make the classical results loose, our algorithm seems to give a speedup in dimension dependence with a small performance drop in terms of ϵ. However, this is a known trade-off in sampling algorithms. Since their algorithm uses a reversible sampler (hit-and-run walk), their ϵ dependence only comes from the quantum mean estimation. On the other hand, our algorithm uses a non-reversible sampler (also referred to as a low accuracy sampler) which typically gives better dependency on dimension but worse on accuracy. We also note that the classical algorithm by [BLNR15] takes Õ(^{d7.5}_{ϵ2} ) queries to the stochastic evaluation oracle.

Upon completion of this work, we became aware of recent studies by Augustino et al.[AHF^+25] and Chakrabarti et al.[CHW^+25], which also investigate zeroth-order stochastic convex optimization under assumptions similar to those in [LZ24]. They propose algorithms with query complexities of ~O(d^{9/2}/ϵ^7) and ~O(d^3/ϵ^5), respectively. While both approaches exhibit worse dependence on ϵ compared to ours, we emphasize that the assumptions and problem settings are not identical to ours.

6 Acknowledgement

CW and GO acknowledge support from National Science Foundation grant CCF-2238766 (CAREER). XL would like to acknowledge the support of NSF Grants DMS-2111221 and CCF-2312456.

References

[AHF^+25] Brandon Augustino, Dylan Herman, Enrico Fontana, Junhyung Lyle Kim, Jacob Watkins, Shouvanik Chakrabarti, and Marco Pistoia. Fast convex optimization with quantum gradient methods, 2025.

[AS19] Simon Apers and Alain Sarlette. Quantum fast-forwarding: Markov chains and graph property testing. Quantum Info. Comput., 19(3–4):181–213, March 2019.

[BFFN19] Jack Baker, Paul Fearnhead, Emily B. Fox, and Christopher Nemeth. Control variates for stochastic gradient mcmc. Statistics and Computing, 29(3):599–615, May 2019.

[BG22] Krishnakumar Balasubramanian and Saeed Ghadimi. Zeroth-order nonconvex stochastic optimization: Handling constraints, high dimensionality, and saddle points. Found. Comput. Math., 22(1):35–76, February 2022.

[BLNR15] Alexandre Belloni, Tengyuan Liang, Hariharan Narayanan, and Alexander Rakhlin. Escaping the local minima via simulated annealing: Optimization of approximately convex functions. In Peter Grünwald, Elad Hazan, and Satyen Kale, editors, Proceedings of The 28th Conference on Learning Theory, volume 40 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 240–265, Paris, France, 03–06 Jul 2015. PMLR.

[CCH^+23] Shouvanik Chakrabarti, Andrew M. Childs, Shih-Han Hung, Tongyang Li, Chunhao Wang, and Xiaodi Wu. Quantum algorithm for estimating volumes of convex bodies. ACM Transactions on Quantum Computing, 4(3), May 2023.

[CCLW20] Shouvanik Chakrabarti, Andrew M. Childs, Tongyang Li, and Xiaodi Wu. Quantum algorithms and lower bounds for convex optimization. Quantum, 4:221, January 2020.

[CDT20] Xi Chen, Simon S. Du, and Xin T. Tong. On stationary-point hitting time and ergodicity of stochastic gradient langevin dynamics. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 21(68):1–41, 2020.

[CEL^+22] Sinho Chewi, Murat A Erdogdu, Mufan Li, Ruoqi Shen, and Shunshi Zhang. Analysis of langevin monte carlo from poincare to log-sobolev. In Po-Ling Loh and Maxim Raginsky, editors, Proceedings of Thirty Fifth Conference on Learning Theory, volume 178 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 1–2. PMLR, 02–05 Jul 2022.

[CFG14] Tianqi Chen, Emily Fox, and Carlos Guestrin. Stochastic gradient hamiltonian monte carlo. In Eric P. Xing and Tony Jebara, editors, Proceedings of the 31st International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 32 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 1683– 1691, Bejing, China, 22–24 Jun 2014. PMLR.

[CFM^+18] Niladri Chatterji, Nicolas Flammarion, Yian Ma, Peter Bartlett, and Michael Jordan. On the theory of variance reduction for stochastic gradient Monte Carlo. In Jennifer Dy and Andreas Krause, editors, Proceedings of the 35th International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 80 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 764–773. PMLR, 10–15 Jul 2018.

[Cha87] David Chandler. Introduction to modern statistical. Mechanics. Oxford University Press, Oxford, UK, 5(449):11, 1987.

[CHJ22] Arjan Cornelissen, Yassine Hamoudi, and Sofiene Jerbi. Near-optimal quantum algorithms for multivariate mean estimation. In Proceedings of the 54th Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC ’22. ACM, June 2022.

[CHO^+24] Shouvanik Chakrabarti, Dylan Herman, Guneykan Ozgul, Shuchen Zhu, Brandon Augustino, Tianyi Hao, Zichang He, Ruslan Shaydulin, and Marco Pistoia. Generalized short path algorithms: Towards super-quadratic speedup over markov chain search for combinatorial optimization, 2024.

[CHW^+25] Shouvanik Chakrabarti, Dylan Herman, Jacob Watkins, Enrico Fontana, Brandon Augustino, Junhyung Lyle Kim, and Marco Pistoia. On speedups for convex optimization via quantum dynamics, 2025.

[CLL^+22] Andrew M. Childs, Tongyang Li, Jin-Peng Liu, Chunhao Wang, and Ruizhe Zhang. Quantum algorithms for sampling log-concave distributions and estimating normalizing constants. In S. Koyejo, S. Mohamed, A. Agarwal, D. Belgrave, K. Cho, and A. Oh, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 35, pages 23205–23217. Curran Associates, Inc., 2022.

[CPM25] Baptiste Claudon, Jean-Philip Piquemal, and Pierre Monmarché. Quantum speedup for nonreversible markov chains, 2025.

[CS24] Sinho Chewi and Austin J. Stromme. The ballistic limit of the log-sobolev constant equals the polyak-łojasiewicz constant, 2024.

[CV18] Ben Cousins and Santosh Vempala. Gaussian cooling and o^∗(n^3) algorithms for volume and gaussian volume. SIAM Journal on Computing, 47(3):1237–1273, 2018.

[DBLJ14] Aaron Defazio, Francis Bach, and Simon Lacoste-Julien. Saga: A fast incremental gradient method with support for non-strongly convex composite objectives. In Z. Ghahramani, M. Welling, C. Cortes, N. Lawrence, and K.Q. Weinberger, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 27. Curran Associates, Inc., 2014.

[DJRW^+16] Kumar Avinava Dubey, Sashank J. Reddi, Sinead A Williamson, Barnabas Poczos, Alexander J Smola, and Eric P Xing. Variance reduction in stochastic gradient langevin dynamics. In D. Lee, M. Sugiyama, U. Luxburg, I. Guyon, and R. Garnett, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 29. Curran Associates, Inc., 2016.

[DJWW15] John C. Duchi, Michael I. Jordan, Martin J. Wainwright, and Andre Wibisono. Optimal rates for zero-order convex optimization: The power of two function evaluations. IEEE Trans. Inf. Theor., 61(5):2788–2806, May 2015.

[DK19] Arnak S. Dalalyan and Avetik Karagulyan. User-friendly guarantees for the langevin monte carlo with inaccurate gradient. Stochastic Processes and their Applications, 129(12):5278– 5311, 2019.

[DM18] Alain Durmus and Eric Moulines. High-dimensional bayesian inference via the unadjusted langevin algorithm, 2018.

[DNR23] Aniket Das, Dheeraj M. Nagaraj, and Anant Raj. Utilising the clt structure in stochastic gradient based sampling : Improved analysis and faster algorithms. In Gergely Neu and Lorenzo Rosasco, editors, Proceedings of Thirty Sixth Conference on Learning Theory, volume 195 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 4072–4129. PMLR, 12–15 Jul 2023.

[FS02] Daan Frenkel and Berend Smit. Understanding Molecular Simulation: From Algorithms to Applications, volume 1 of Computational Science Series. Academic Press, San Diego, second edition, 2002.

[GAW19] András Gilyén, Srinivasan Arunachalam, and Nathan Wiebe. Optimizing quantum optimization algorithms via faster quantum gradient computation, page 1425–1444. Society for Industrial and Applied Mathematics, January 2019.

[HS87] Richard Holley and Daniel W. Stroock. Logarithmic sobolev inequalities and stochastic ising models. Journal of Statistical Physics, 46:1159–1194, 1987.

[HZD^+24] Xunpeng Huang, Difan Zou, Hanze Dong, Yian Ma, and Tong Zhang. Faster sampling via stochastic gradient proximal sampler. In Ruslan Salakhutdinov, Zico Kolter, Katherine Heller, Adrian Weller, Nuria Oliver, Jonathan Scarlett, and Felix Berkenkamp, editors, Proceedings of the 41st International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 235 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 20559–20596. PMLR, 21–27 Jul 2024.

[Jor05] Stephen P. Jordan. Fast quantum algorithm for numerical gradient estimation. Physical Review Letters, 95(5), July 2005.

[JZ13] Rie Johnson and Tong Zhang. Accelerating stochastic gradient descent using predictive variance reduction. In C.J. Burges, L. Bottou, M. Welling, Z. Ghahramani, and K.Q. Weinberger, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 26. Curran Associates, Inc., 2013.

[KS22] Yuri Kinoshita and Taiji Suzuki. Improved convergence rate of stochastic gradient langevin dynamics with variance reduction and its application to optimization. In S. Koyejo, S. Mohamed, A. Agarwal, D. Belgrave, K. Cho, and A. Oh, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 35, pages 19022–19034. Curran Associates, Inc., 2022.

[LGHL24] Chengchang Liu, Chaowen Guan, Jianhao He, and John C.S. Lui. Quantum algorithms for non-smooth non-convex optimization. In The Thirty-eighth Annual Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems, 2024.

[LV06] László Lovász and Santosh Vempala. Simulated annealing in convex bodies and an o*(n4) volume algorithm. Journal of Computer and System Sciences, 72(2):392–417, 2006. JCSS FOCS 2003 Special Issue.

[LZ24] Tongyang Li and Ruizhe Zhang. Quantum speedups of optimizing approximately convex functions with applications to logarithmic regret stochastic convex bandits. In Proceedings of the 36th International Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems, NIPS ’22, Red Hook, NY, USA, 2024. Curran Associates Inc.

[LZJ22] Tianyi Lin, Zeyu Zheng, and Michael Jordan. Gradient-free methods for deterministic and stochastic nonsmooth nonconvex optimization. In S. Koyejo, S. Mohamed, A. Agarwal, D. Belgrave, K. Cho, and A. Oh, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 35, pages 26160–26175. Curran Associates, Inc., 2022.

[MCJ^+19] Yi-An Ma, Yuansi Chen, Chi Jin, Nicolas Flammarion, and Michael I. Jordan. Sampling can be faster than optimization. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 116(42):20881–20885, September 2019.

[MNRS07] Frederic Magniez, Ashwin Nayak, Jeremie Roland, and Miklos Santha. Search via quantum walk. In Proceedings of the Thirty-Ninth Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC ’07, page 575–584, New York, NY, USA, 2007. Association for Computing Machinery.

[NLST17] Lam M. Nguyen, Jie Liu, Katya Scheinberg, and Martin Takáč. SARAH: A novel method for machine learning problems using stochastic recursive gradient. In Doina Precup and Yee Whye Teh, editors, Proceedings of the 34th International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 70 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 2613–2621. PMLR, 06–11 Aug 2017.

[NS17] Yurii Nesterov and Vladimir Spokoiny. Random gradient-free minimization of convex functions. Found. Comput. Math., 17(2):527–566, April 2017.

[OLMW24] Guneykan Ozgul, Xiantao Li, Mehrdad Mahdavi, and Chunhao Wang. Stochastic quantum sampling for non-logconcave distributions and estimating partition functions. In Ruslan Salakhutdinov, Zico Kolter, Katherine Heller, Adrian Weller, Nuria Oliver, Jonathan Scarlett, and Felix Berkenkamp, editors, Proceedings of the 41st International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 235 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 38953– 38982. PMLR, 21–27 Jul 2024.

[OV00] F. Otto and C. Villani. Generalization of an inequality by talagrand and links with the logarithmic sobolev inequality. Journal of Functional Analysis, 173(2):361–400, 2000.

[RRT17] Maxim Raginsky, Alexander Rakhlin, and Matus Telgarsky. Non-convex learning via stochastic gradient langevin dynamics: a nonasymptotic analysis. In Satyen Kale and Ohad Shamir, editors, Proceedings of the 2017 Conference on Learning Theory, volume 65 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 1674–1703. PMLR, 07–10 Jul 2017.

[RSBG21] Abhishek Roy, Lingqing Shen, Krishnakumar Balasubramanian, and Saeed Ghadimi. Stochastic zeroth-order discretizations of langevin diffusions for bayesian inference, 2021.

[SBB07] R. Somma, S. Boixo, and H. Barnum. Quantum simulated annealing, 2007.

[SBBK08] R. D. Somma, S. Boixo, H. Barnum, and E. Knill. Quantum simulations of classical annealing processes. Phys. Rev. Lett., 101:130504, Sep 2008.

[SZ23] Aaron Sidford and Chenyi Zhang. Quantum speedups for stochastic optimization. In A. Oh, T. Naumann, A. Globerson, K. Saenko, M. Hardt, and S. Levine, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 36, pages 35300–35330. Curran Associates, Inc., 2023.

[Sze04] M. Szegedy. Quantum speed-up of markov chain based algorithms. In 45th Annual IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, pages 32–41, 2004.

[Tsy09] Alexandre B. Tsybakov. Introduction to Nonparametric Estimation. Springer Series in Statistics. Springer New York, NY, 1 edition, 2009.

[vAGGdW20] Joran van Apeldoorn, András Gilyén, Sander Gribling, and Ronald de Wolf. Convex optimization using quantum oracles. Quantum, 4:220, January 2020.

[VW19] Santosh Vempala and Andre Wibisono. Rapid convergence of the unadjusted langevin algorithm: Isoperimetry suffices. In H. Wallach, H. Larochelle, A. Beygelzimer, F. d'Alché-Buc, E. Fox, and R. Garnett, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 32. Curran Associates, Inc., 2019.

[WA08] Pawel Wocjan and Anura Abeyesinghe. Speedup via quantum sampling. Phys. Rev. A, 78:042336, Oct 2008.

[WFS15] Yu-Xiang Wang, Stephen Fienberg, and Alex Smola. Privacy for free: Posterior sampling and stochastic gradient monte carlo. In Francis Bach and David Blei, editors, Proceedings of the 32nd International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 37 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 2493–2502, Lille, France, 07–09 Jul 2015. PMLR.

[WT11] Max Welling and Yee Whye Teh. Bayesian learning via stochastic gradient langevin dynamics. In Proceedings of the 28th International Conference on International Conference on Machine Learning, ICML’11, page 681–688, Madison, WI, USA, 2011. Omnipress.

[XCZG18] Pan Xu, Jinghui Chen, Difan Zou, and Quanquan Gu. Global convergence of langevin dynamics based algorithms for nonconvex optimization. In S. Bengio, H. Wallach, H. Larochelle, K. Grauman, N. Cesa-Bianchi, and R. Garnett, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 31. Curran Associates, Inc., 2018.

[YW23] Kaylee Yingxi Yang and Andre Wibisono. Convergence of the inexact langevin algorithm and score-based generative models in kl divergence, 2023.

[ZG21] Difan Zou and Quanquan Gu. On the convergence of hamiltonian monte carlo with stochastic gradients. In Marina Meila and Tong Zhang, editors, Proceedings of the 38th International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 139 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 13012–13022. PMLR, 18–24 Jul 2021.

[ZLC17] Yuchen Zhang, Percy Liang, and Moses Charikar. A hitting time analysis of stochastic gradient langevin dynamics. In Satyen Kale and Ohad Shamir, editors, Proceedings of the 2017 Conference on Learning Theory, volume 65 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 1980–2022. PMLR, 07–10 Jul 2017.

[ZXG19] Difan Zou, Pan Xu, and Quanquan Gu. Stochastic gradient hamiltonian monte carlo methods with recursive variance reduction. In H. Wallach, H. Larochelle, A. Beygelzimer, F. d'Alché-Buc, E. Fox, and R. Garnett, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 32. Curran Associates, Inc., 2019.

[ZXG21] Difan Zou, Pan Xu, and Quanquan Gu. Faster convergence of stochastic gradient langevin dynamics for non-log-concave sampling. In Cassio de Campos and Marloes H. Maathuis, editors, Proceedings of the Thirty-Seventh Conference on Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence, volume 161 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 1152–1162. PMLR, 27–30 Jul 2021.

[ZZF^+24] Yexin Zhang, Chenyi Zhang, Cong Fang, Liwei Wang, and Tongyang Li. Quantum algorithms and lower bounds for finite-sum optimization. In Ruslan Salakhutdinov, Zico Kolter, Katherine Heller, Adrian Weller, Nuria Oliver, Jonathan Scarlett, and Felix Berkenkamp, editors, Proceedings of the 41st International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 235 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 60244–60270. PMLR, 21–27 Jul 2024.

A Overview of Multi-Level Monte Carlo Algorithm

In this section, we give a brief overview of a technique known as the Multi-Level Monte Carlo algorithm. Without using this technique, our gradient estimation algorithms would not provide an unbiased estimate for the gradient. Suppose that we have an algorithm BiasedStochasticGradient(x, σ) that outputs v such that E‖v−∇f(x)‖ ≤ σ̂^2 with cost Õ (_C σ̂ ) where C is a function of other problem parameters. Consider the following algorithm.

Algorithm 5 UnbiasedStochasticGradient 0: Input: Estimator BiasedStochasticGradient, target variance σ̂^2 Output:An unbiased estimate g of ∇f(x) with variance at most σ̂^2 1: Set g_0 ←BiasedStochasticGradient(x, σ̂/10) 2: Randomly sample j ∼ Geom

(_1 2 ) ∈ N 3: g_j ←BiasedStochasticGradient(x, 2^{−3j/4}σ̂/10) 4: g_{j−1} ←BiasedStochasticGradient(x, 2^{−3(j−1)/4}σ̂/10) 5: g ← g_0 + 2^j (g_j − g_{j−1}) 5: Return g

Lemma A.1. Given access to an algorithm BiasedStochasticGradient that outputs a random vector v such that E‖v − ∇f(x)‖ ≤ σ̂^2 with a cost Õ (_C σ̂ ) , the algorithm UnbiasedStochasticGradient outputs a vector g such that E[g] = ∇f(x) and E‖g − ∇f(x)‖ ≤ σ̂^2 with an expected cost Õ (_C σ̂ ) . Proof. We repeat the proof in [SZ23].

g = g_0 + 2^J (g_J − g_{J−1}), J ∼ Geom ( 1 2 ) ∈ N. (24)

Given that Pr(J = j) = 2^{−j} , we have

E[g] = E[g_0] + ∞∑ j=1 Pr(J = j)2^j (E[g_j ] − E[g_{j−1}]) = E[g_∞] = ∇f(x). (25)

As for the variance, using the inequality (a + b)^2 ≤ 2a^2 + 2b^2, we have

E‖g − ∇f(x)‖^2 ≤ 2E‖g − g_0‖^2 + 2E‖g_0 − ∇f(x)‖^2 (26)

where

E‖g − g_0‖^2 = ∞∑ j=1 Pr(J = j)2^{2j} E‖g_j − g_{j−1}‖^2 = ∞∑ j=1 2^j E‖g_j − g_{j−1}‖^2, (27)

and for each j we have

E‖g_j − g_{j−1}‖^2 ≤ 2E‖g_j − ∇f(x)‖^2 + 2E‖g_{j−1} − ∇f(x)‖^2. (28)

By assumption on BiasedStochasticGradient,

E‖g_j − ∇f(x)‖^2 ≤ σ̂^2 100 · 2^{3j/2} , ∀j ≥ 0, (29) which leads to

E‖g_j − g_{j−1}‖^2 ≤ σ̂^2 50 · 2^{3(j−1)/2} + σ̂^2 50 · 2^{3j/2} ≤ σ̂^2 10 · 2^{3j/2}

, (30) and E‖g − g_0‖^2 = σ̂^2 10 ∞∑ j=1 1 2^{j/2} ≤ 1 3 σ̂^2 . (31)

Hence,

E‖g − ∇f(x)‖^2 ≤ 2E‖g − g_0‖^2 + 2E‖g_0 − ∇f(x)‖^2 ≤ σ̂^2, (32)

Moreover, the expected cost is Õ ( C σ̂ ) · 1 + ∞∑ j=1 Pr{J = j} · ( 2^{3j/4} + 2^{3(j−1)/4} ) = Õ ( C σ̂ ) . (33)

B Proofs for Hamiltonian Monte Carlo in Strongly Convex Case

We start with the following result in [ZG21] that quantifies the convergence of the stochastic Hamiltonian Monte Carlo algorithm in Wasserstein distance.

Theorem B.1 (Theorem 4.4 in [ZG21]). Under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, let D = ‖x^0 − arg min_x(f(x))‖ and μ_T be the distribution of the iterate x^T , then if the step size satisfies η = O(L^{1/2}σ^{−2}κ^{−1} ∧ L^{−1/2}) and K = 1/(4 √ Lη), the output of HMC satisfies

W_2(μ_T , π) ≤ (1 − (128κ)^{−1})^{T2} (2D + 2d/μ)^{1/2} + Γ_1η^{1/2} + Γ_2η, (34)

where Γ^2_1 = O(L^{−3/2}σ^2κ^2) and Γ^2 = O(κ^2(LD + κd + L^{−1/2}σ^2η)) where σ^2 = max_{t≤T} E‖g(x_k, ξ_k) − ∇f(x_k)‖^2 is the upper bound on the variance of the gradients in the trajectory of SG-HMC algorithm.

This is a generic result that applies to any HMC algorithm under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 that uses stochastic gradients with variance upper bounded by σ^2. Note that we do not assume a uniform upper bound for σ that is independent of problem parameters. Instead, the variance upper bound depends on the trajectory of the algorithm, which can be characterized using theoretical analysis.

B.1 Proof of QHMC-SVRG

Lemma B.2. Under Assumption 2.2, if the initial point satisfies ‖x^0 − x^⋆‖ ≤^d_μ , then it holds that

E_i‖∇f_i(x_k) − ∇f(x_k )‖^2 ≤ L^2‖x_k − ~x‖^2, (35)

where ~x = x_k′_{<k} is the last iteration the full gradient is computed.

Proof. The proof simply follows from the definition of variance in the SVRG algorithm and the smoothness of each component.

E_i‖∇f_i(x_k ) − ∇f(x_k )‖^2 ≤ E_i‖∇f_i(x_k) − ∇f_i(~x) + f(~x) − ∇f(x_k)‖^2 (36) ≤ E_i‖∇f_i(x_k) − ∇f_i(~x)‖^2 (37) ≤ L^2‖x_k − ~x‖^2. (38)

Lemma B.2 allows us to set the target variance in quantum mean estimation to be L^2‖x_k − ~x‖/b^2. Hence, each mean estimation call takes O(d^{1/2}b) gradient evaluations by Lemma 1.2. The following lemma characterizes the variance of the stochastic gradients along the trajectory of the algorithm. Lemma B.3 (Modified Lemma C.2 in [ZG21]). Let g(x_k , ξ_k) be the vector computed using the unbiased quantum mean estimation algorithm in QHMC-SVRG. Then, under Assumption 2.2,

E‖g(x_k, ξ_k) − ∇f(x_k)‖^2 ≤

768m^2L^2η^2κd b^2

, (39)

where the expectation is over both the iterate x_k and the noise in quantum mean estimation ξ_k.

Next, we prove the main theorem for QSVRG-HMC.

Theorem 2.3 (Main Theorem for QSVRG-HMC). Let μ_k be the distribution of x_k in QSVRG-HMC algorithm. Suppose that f satisfies Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2. Given that the initial point x_0 satisfies ‖x_0 − arg min_x f(x)‖ ≤^d_μ , then, for η = O (_ϵ L^{1/2}d^{1/2}κ^{3/2} ) , S = Õ (_{Ld1/2κ3/2} ϵ ) , T = Õ(1), b = O (_{L1/8ϵ1/4n1/2} d^{1/8}κ^{3/8} ∨ 1 ) , and m = n/b, we have W_2(μ_{ST} , π) ≤ ϵ. The total query complexity to the stochastic gradient oracle is Õ (_{Ld1/2κ3/2} ϵ +^{L9/8d7/8κ3/4n1/2} ϵ^{3/4} ) . Proof. By the choice of η in the theorem statement and the variance upper bound in Lemma C.3, η = O(L^{1/2}σ^{−2}κ^{−1} ∧ L^{−1/2}). Therefore, by Theorem B.1, for K =^1_4^√_{Lη} , we have

W_2(μ_T , π) ≤ (1 − (128κ)^{−1})^{T2} (2D + 2d/μ)^{1/2} + Γ_1η^{1/2} + Γ_2η (40) where,

Γ^2_1 = O ( L^{1/2}m^2κ^3dη^2 b^2 ) , (41)

Γ^2 = O ( κ^3d +

L^{3/2}m^2κ^3dη^3

b^2 ) . (42)

We set bm = O(n). The first term in Eq. (40) is O(ϵ) when T = Õ(log(1/ϵ)). The last two terms in Eq. (34) for QHMC-SVRG become O (_{L1/4d1/2κ3/2η3/2n} b^2 + d 1/2κ^{3/2}η ) . For b = O(d^{−1/8}κ^{−3/8}ϵ^{1/4}n^{1/2}L^{1/8} ∨ 1) and η = O(ϵκ^{−3/2}d^{−1/2}), the bias term becomes O(ϵ). Using Lemma 1.2, the number of gradient calculations scales as Õ(Ld^{1/2}κ^{3/2}ϵ^{−1} + L^{9/8}d^{7/8}κ^{3/4}ϵ^{−3/4}n^{1/2}).

B.2 Proof of QCV-HMC

Lemma B.4 (Modified Lemma C.4 in [ZG21]). Let g(x_k , ξ_k) be the vector computed using the unbiased quantum mean estimation algorithm in QHMC-CV. Then, under Assumption 2.2,

E‖g(x_k, ξ_k) − ∇f(x_k)‖^2 ≤ 688Ldκ b^2 , where the expectation is over both the iterate x_k and the noise in quantum mean estimation ξ_k.

Next we prove the main result.

Theorem 2.4 (Main Theorem for QCV-HMC). Let μ_k be the distribution of x_k in QCV-HMC algorithm. Suppose that f satisfies Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2. Given that the initial point x_0 satisfies ‖x_0−arg min_x f(x)‖ ≤ d μ , then, for η = O (_ϵ L^{1/2}d^{1/2}κ^{3/2} ) , S = Õ (_{Ld1/2κ3/2} ϵ ) , T = Õ(1), and b = O (_{d1/4κ3/4} L^{1/4}ϵ^{1/2} ∨ 1 ) , we have W_2(μ_{ST} , π) ≤ ϵ. The total query complexity to the stochastic gradient oracle is Õ (_{Ld5/4κ9/4} ϵ^{3/2} ) .

Proof. By the choice of η in the theorem statement and the variance upper bound in Lemma C.3, η = O(L^{1/2}σ^{−2}κ^{−1} ∧ L^{−1/2}). Therefore, by Theorem B.1, for K =^1_4^√_{Lη} , we have

W_2(μ_T , π) ≤ (1 − (128κ)^{−1})^{T2} (2D + 2d/μ)^{1/2} + Γ_1η^{1/2} + Γ_2η, (43)

where,

Γ_1 = O ( L^{−1/2}κ^3d

b^2 ) , (44)

Γ_2 = O ( κ^3d ) . (45)

The first term in Eq. (43) is O(ϵ) when T = Õ(1). The last two terms in Eq. (43) for QHMC-CV become O (_{L−1/4d1/2κ3/2η1/2} b^2 + d 1/2κ^{3/2}η ) . For b = O(L^{−1/4}d^{1/4}κ^{3/4}ϵ^{−1/2} ∨ 1) and η = O(ϵd^{−1/2}κ^{−3/2}), the bias term becomes O(ϵ). Using Lemma 1.2, the number of gradient calculations scales as Õ(Ld^{1/2}κ^{3/2}ϵ^{−1} + L^{3/4}d^{5/4}κ^{9/4}ϵ^{−3/2}) = Õ(Ld^{5/4}κ^{9/4}ϵ^{−3/2}).

B.3 Proof of QZ-HMC

Theorem 4.1 (Main Theorem for QZ-HMC). Let μ_k be the distribution of x_k in QZ-HMC algorithm. Suppose that f satisfies Assumption 2.1. Given that the initial point x_0 satisfies ‖x_0 − arg min_x f(x)‖ ≤^d_μ , if we set the step size η = O (_ϵ d^{1/2}κ^{3/2} ) , S = Õ (_{Ld1/2κ3/2} ϵ ) , T = Õ(1), and σ̂^2 = O (_{L3/2d1/2ϵ} κ^{3/2} ) , we have W_2(μ_{ST} , π) ≤ ϵ. In addition, under Assumptions 3.2 and 3.3, the query complexity to the stochastic evaluation oracle is Õ (_{d5/4σ} ϵ^{3/2} ) or under Assumptions 3.2 and 3.8 the query complexity to the stochastic evaluation oracle is Õ (_{d3/4σ} ϵ^{3/2} ) . Proof. By Theorem B.1 for η = O(L^{1/2}σ^{−2}κ^{−1} ∧ L^{−1/2}) and K =^1_4^√_{Lη} , we have

W_2(μ_T , π) ≤ (1 − (128κ)^{−1})^{T2} (2D + 2d/μ)^{1/2} + Γ_1η^{1/2} + Γ_2η, (46)

where

Γ_1 = O ( L^{−3/2}σ̂^2κ^2 ) , (47)

Γ_2 = O ( κ^3d ) . (48)

The first term in error is O(ϵ) when T = Õ(log(1/ϵ)). The last two terms become O ( L^{−3/4}σ̂η^{1/2} + d^{1/2}κ^{3/2}η ) . For σ̂ = O(L^{3/4}d^{1/4}κ^{−3/4}ϵ^{1/2} ∧ σ) and η = O(ϵd^{−1/2}κ^{−3/2}), the bias term becomes O(ϵ). Then, under Assumptions 3.2 and 3.3, the number of calls to evaluation oracle scale as Õ(d^{1/2}κ^{3/2}ϵ^{−1}+σd^{3/4}κ^{3/4}ϵ^{−3/2}) = Õ(d3/4κ3/4ϵ−3/2). Similarly, under Assumptions 3.2 and 3.8 the evaluation complexity is Õ(σd5/4κ3/4ϵ−3/2).

C Proofs for LSI Case

Lemma C.1 (Stochastic-LMC One Step Convergence). Let μ_k be the distribution of the iterate x_k , then if the step size satisfies η =^2_{3α} , KL(μ_{k+1}||π) ≤ e^{−3αη/2} [( 1 + 32η^3L^4 α ) KL(μ_k||π) + 6ησ^2_k + 16η^2dL^2 ] , (49)

where σ^2_k = E_{xk ,ξk} ‖g(x_k, ξ_k) − ∇f(x_k)‖^2.

Proof. We compare one step of LMC starting at x_k with stochastic gradients g(x_k, ξ_k) to the output of continuous Langevin SDE (Eq. (2)) starting at x_k with true gradient ∇f(x_t) after time η. This technique has been used to establish the convergence of unadjusted Langevin algorithm with full gradients under isoperimetry by [VW19]. We extend the analysis by [VW19] to the stochastic gradient LMC. Assume that the initial point x_k and g(x_k , ξ_k) obey the joint distribution μ_0. The randomness on g(x_k, ξ_k) depends both on the randomness on x_k and the randomness in the quantum mean estimation algorithm. Then, one step update of LMC algorithm with stochastic gradient yields,

x_{k+1} = x_k − ηg(x_k , ξ_k) + √ 2ηϵ_k. Alternatively, x_{k+1} can be written as the solution of the following SDE at time t = η,

dx_t = −g_kdt + √ 2dW_t where g_k = g(x_k , ξ_k) and W_t is the standard Brownian motion starting at W_0 = 0. Let μ_t(x_k , g_k, x_t) be the joint distribution of x_k, g_k, and x_t at time t. Each expectation in the proof is over this joint distribution unless specified otherwise.

Consider the following stochastic differential equation dX = v(X)dt + √ 2dW , where v is a smooth vector field and W is the Brownian motion with W_0 = 0. The Fokker-Planck equation describes the evolution of probability density function μ_t as follows: ∂μ_t ∂t = −∇ · (μ_tv) + Δμ_t, (50)

where ∇· is the divergence operator and Δ is the Laplacian. Then, the Fokker Planck equation gives the following evolution for the marginal density μ_t(x|x_k , g_k) = μ_t(x_t = x|x_k , g_k),

∂μ_t(x|x_k , g_k) ∂t = ∇ · (μ_t(x|x_k , g_k)g_k) + Δμ_t(x|x_k , g_k). (51)

Taking the expectation over both sides with respect to (x_k , g_k) ∼ μ_0,

∂μ_t(x) ∂t = E_{(xk,gk )∼μ0} [∇ · (μ_t(x|x_k )g_k)] + E_{(xk ,gk)∼μ0} [Δμ_t(x|x_k )] (52) = ∫ R^d

∇ · (μ_t(x|x_k , g_k)g_k)μ_0(x_k , g_k)dx_k dg_k + ∫ R^d

Δμ_t(x|x_k , g_k)μ_0(x_k , g_k)dx_k dg_k (53)

= ∫ R^d

∇ · (μ_t(x)μ(x_k , g_k|x_t = x)g_k)dx_k dg_k + Δμ_t(x) (54)

= ∇ · ( μ_t(x)E[g_k − ∇f(x_k)|x_t = x] + μ_t(x)∇ log ( μ_t(x) π(x) )) . (55)

Consider the time derivative of KL divergence between μ_t and π, d dt KL(μ_t||π) = d dt ∫ R^d

μ_t(x) log ( μ_t(x) π(x) ) dx (56)

= ∫ R^d

∂μ_t(x) ∂t log ( μ_t(x) π(x) ) dx_t + ∫ R^d

μ_t(x) ∂ ∂t log ( μ_t(x) π(x) ) dx (57)

= ∫ R^d

∂μ_t(x) ∂t log ( μ_t(x) π(x) ) dx_t + ∫ R^d

∂μ_t(x) ∂t dx (58)

= ∫ R^d

∂μ_t(x) ∂t log ( μ_t(x) π(x) ) dx_t. (59)

The last term in the third equality vanishes since the μ_t is probability distribution and its L_1 norm is always 1. Then the KL divergence evolves as d dt KL(μ_t||π) = ∫ R^d ∇ · ( μ_t(x)E[g_k − ∇f(x)|x_t = x] + μ_t(x)∇ log ( μ_t(x) π(x) )) log ( μ_t(x) π(x) ) dx (60)

= − ∫ R^d

μ_t(x) ⟨ E[g_k − ∇f(x)|x_t = x] + ∇ log ( μ_t(x) π(x) ) , ∇ log ( μ_t(x) π(x) )⟩ dx (61)

= − ∫ R^d

μ_t(x) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖∇ log ( μ_t(x) π(x) )‖ ‖ ‖ 2 dx + E ⟨ ∇f(x_t) − g_k, ∇ log ( μ_t(x) π(x) )⟩ . (62)

The second term can be bounded as follows: E ⟨ ∇f(x_t) − g_k, ∇ log ( μ_t(x) π(x) )⟩ ≤ E [ ‖∇f(x_t) − g_k‖^2 + 1 4 ‖ ‖ ‖∇ log ( μ_t(x) π(x) )‖ ‖^2 ] (63)

= E‖∇f(x_t) − g_k‖^2 + 1 4 FI(μ_t||π) (64)

= E‖∇f(x_t) − ∇f(x_k ) + ∇f(x_k ) − g_k‖^2 + 1 4 FI(μ_t||π) (65)

≤ 2E‖∇f(x_t) − ∇f(x_k)‖^2 + 2E_{μt(xt,xk )}‖∇f(x_k) − g_k‖^2 (66) + 1 4 FI(μ_t||π). (67)

The first inequality holds since ⟨a, b⟩ ≤ a^2 +^{b2}_4 . The last line follows from Young’s inequality. Furthermore, using Lipschitzness of gradients of f, we have

E‖∇f(x_t) − ∇f(x_k)‖^2 ≤ L^2E‖x_t − x_k‖^2 (68) ≤ L^2E‖ − tg_k + √ 2tϵ_k‖^2 (69) = t^2L^2E_{μ0} ‖g_k‖^2 + 2tdL^2. (70)

Plugging back these into the time derivative of KL divergence, we have d dt KL(μ_t||π) ≤ − 3 4 FI(μ_t||π) + 2t^2L^2E_{μ0} ‖g_k‖^2 + 2E_{μ0} ‖∇f(x_k) − g_k‖^2 + 4tdL^2 (71) ≤ − 3 4 FI(μ_t||π) + (4t^2L^2 + 2)E_{μ0} ‖∇f(x_k) − g_k‖^2 + 4t^2L^2E_{μ0} ‖∇f(x_k)‖^2 + 4tdL^2. (72)

The third term can be bounded as follows: We choose an optimal coupling x_k ∼ μ_0(x_k) and x^⋆ ∼ π so that E‖x_k − x^⋆‖ = W_2(μ_0, π)^2, then using Young’s inequality and smoothness of f,

E_{μ0} ‖∇f(x_k)‖^2 ≤ 2E_{μ0} ‖∇f(x_k) − ∇f(x^⋆)‖^2 + 2E_{μ0} ‖∇f(x^⋆)‖^2 (73) ≤ 2L^2E_{μ0} ‖x_k − x_0‖^2 + 2E_{μ0} ‖∇f(x^⋆)‖^2 (74) ≤ 2L^2W_2(μ_0, π)^2 + 2dL (75) ≤ 4L^2 α KL(μ_0||π) + 2dL. (76)

The last inequality follows from Talgrand’s inequality. Hence for t ≤ η and η ≤^1_{2L} , we have d dt KL(μ_t||π) ≤ − 3 4 FI(μ_t||π) + (4t^2L^2 + 2)E_{μ0} ‖∇f(x_k) − g_k‖^2 +

16t^2L^4 α KL(μ_0||π) + 4tdL^2 + 8t^2dL^3 (77) ≤ − 3α 2 KL(μ_t||π) + (4t^2L^2 + 2)E_{μ0} ‖∇f(x_k) − g_k‖^2 +

16t^2L^4 α KL(μ_0||π) + 4tdL^2 + 8t^2dL^3 (78) ≤ − 3α 2 KL(μ_t||π) + 3E_{μ0} ‖∇f(x_k) − g_k‖^2 +

16η^2L^4 α KL(μ_0||π) + 8ηdL^2 (79) ≤ − 3α 2 KL(μ_t||π) + 3σ^2_k +

16η^2L^4 α KL(μ_0||π) + 8ηdL^2. (80)

The second inequality is due to Eq. (9). Equivalently, we can write, d dt (e^{3αt/2}KL(μ_t||π)) ≤ e^{3αt/2} ( 3σ^2_k +

16η^2L^4 α KL(μ_0||π) + 8ηdL^2 ) . (81)

Integrating from t = 0 to t = η gives,

e^{3αη/2}KL(μ_η||π) − KL(μ_0||π) ≤ 6ησ^2_k +

32η^3L^4 α KL(μ_0||π) + 16η^2dL^2 (82)

for η ≤^2_{3α} . Rearranging the terms, KL(μ_η||π) ≤ e^{−3αη/2} [( 1 + 32η^3L^4 α ) KL(μ_0||π) + 6ησ^2_k + 16η^2dL^2 ] . (83)

Renaming μ_0 = μ_k and μ_η = μ_{k+1}, we obtain the result in the statement.

The statement in Lemma C.1 is generic and can be applied to any LMC algorithm with stochastic gradients with bounded variance on the trajectory of the algorithm. Note that this is different from assuming that the variance is uniformly upper bounded. Instead, we set inner loop and variance reduction parameters so that the variance does not explode along the trajectory of the algorithm.

C.1 Proof of QSVRG-LMC

We start with the following lemma that characterizes the variance of the quantum stochastic gradients in QSVRG-LMC in terms of the distance between the current iterate and the reference point where the full gradient is computed.

Lemma C.2. Let x̃ be any iteration where QSVRG-LMC computes the full gradient. Then under Assumption 2.2, the quantum stochastic gradient g_k at x_k that is computed using x̃ as a reference point in QSVRG-LMC satisfies E[‖g_k − ∇f(x_k)‖^2] ≤

L^2‖x_k − x̃‖^2

b^2

(84)

using Õ(d^{1/2}b) gradient computations.

Proof. Recall that SVRG computes the stochastic gradient g̃ at x_k by the following.

g̃_k = ∇f_i(x_k ) − ∇f_i(x̃) + ∇f(x̃), (85) where x̃ is the last iteration the full gradient is computed and i is a component randomly chosen from [n].

Let σ^2_k = E‖g̃_k − ∇f(x_k)‖^2. Then, σ^2_k can be bounded in terms of the distance between x_k and x̃.

σ^2_k = E[‖∇f_i(x_k ) − ∇f_i(x̃) + ∇f(x̃) − ∇f(x_k)‖^2] (86)

= E[‖∇f_i(x_k ) − ∇f_i(x̃)‖^2] − (E[∇f_i(x_k ) − ∇f_i(x̃)])^2 (87)

≤ E[‖∇f_i(x_k ) − ∇f_i(x̃)‖^2] (88)

≤ L^2‖x_k − x̃‖^2, (89)

where the equality follows from the fact that ∇f_i is an unbiased estimator for ∇f and the last line follows

from Assumption 2.2. Hence, using unbiased quantum mean estimation in Lemma 1.2, we can obtain a

random vector g_k such that,

E‖g_k − ∇f(x_k)‖^2 ≤

L^2‖x_k − x̃‖^2

b^2

(90)

by using Õ(d^{1/2}b) calls to the gradient oracle.

To be able to apply Lemma C.1, we need to characterize the expected upper bound on the variance of

the stochastic gradients over the algorithm trajectory for SVRG.

Lemma C.3 (QSVRG-LMC Variance Lemma). Let k^′ < k be the last iteration where the full gradient is

computed in QSVRG-LMC and σ^2_k = E‖g_k − ∇f(x_k)‖^2. Then, for η^2 ≤^1_{6L2m2} ,

σ^2_k′_{+l} ≤

16L^4η^2 α l∑ r=1 KL(μ_k′_{+r−1}||π) + 8ηdmL^2 b^2

. (91)

Proof. Let x̃ = x_k′ . Then, by Lemma C.2, quantum stochastic gradient g_k satisfies

E[‖g_k − ∇f(x_k)‖^2] ≤

L^2E‖x_k − x̃‖^2

b^2

. (92)

Let x̃ = y_0 and x_k = y_k, then using the update rule of Langevin Monte Carlo,

E[‖x_k − x̃‖^2] = E ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ l∑ r=1 (y_r − y_{r−1}) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 = E ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ l∑ r=1 −ηg_{r−1} + √ 2ηϵ_{r−1}) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 (93)

≤ E 2η^2 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ l∑ r=1 g_{r−1} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 + 4η ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ l∑ r=1 ϵ_{r−1} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 (94)

≤ 2η^2m l∑ r=1 E ‖g_{r−1}‖^2 + 4η l∑ r=1 ‖ϵ_{r−1}‖^2 (95)

≤ 2η^2m l∑ r=1 E ‖g_{r−1}‖^2 + 4ηdm. (96)

The first inequality is due to Young’s inequality and the second inequality follows from the fact that

the Gaussian noises at different iterations are independent and the fact that l ≤ m. Defining σ^2_{max} =

max_k E‖σ_k‖^2, we can write the first term on the right-hand side in terms of σ^2_{max},

E[‖g_r‖^2] = E‖g_r − ∇f(x_r) + ∇f(x_r)‖^2 (97)

≤ 2E‖g_r − ∇f(x_r)‖^2 + 2‖∇f(x_r)‖^2 (98)

≤ 2σ^2_{max} +

8L^2 α KL(μ_r||π) + 4dL, (99)

and using Eq. (92),

σ^2_{max} ≤

4L^2m^2η^2σ^2_{max}

b^2 + 16L^4η^2m

b^2α l∑ r=1 KL(μ_{r−1}||π) + 8dL^3η^2m^2 b^2 + 4ηdmL^2 b^2

. (100)

If we set η^2 ≤^1_{6L2m2} , we obtain

σ^2_k′_{+l} ≤

32L^4η^2m

b^2α l∑ r=1 KL(μ_{r−1}||π) + 8ηdmL^2 b^2

. (101)

Theorem C.4 (Convergence theorem for QSVRG-LMC). Assume that m ≤ b^2. Then, for η ≤^{α2}_{24L2m} , the iterates in QSVRG-LMC satisfy, KL(μ_k||π) ≤ e^{−αηk}KL(μ_0‖π) + 64mηdL^2 αb^2 + 24ηdL^2 α . (102)

Proof. Let l < k be the last iteration the full gradient is computed. Then, using Lemmas C.1 and C.3, we can write one step bound as follows. KL(μ_{k+1}||π) ≤ e^{−3αη/2} [( 1 + 32η^3L^4 α ) KL(μ_k||π) + 192mη^3L^4

b^2α k∑ r=l KL(μ_r||π) + 48mη^2dL^2

b^2

+ 16η^2dL^2 ] . (103)

First, we claim that the following inequality is true. KL(μ_{k+1}||π) ≤ e^{−αηk}KL(μ_0‖π) + 48mη^2dL^2 + 16η^2dL^2b^2

b^2(1 − e^{−αη})

. (104)

To prove Eq. (104), we use induction. For k = 1, the statement holds due to Eq. (103). That is, KL(μ_1||π) ≤ e^{−3αη/2} [( 1 + 224η^3L^4 α ) KL(μ_0||π) +

48mη^2dL^2 b^2

+ 16η^2dL^2 ] (105) ≤ e^{−αη}KL(μ_0‖π) + 48mη^2dL^2

b^2

+ 16η^2dL^2 (106) ≤ e^{−αη}KL(μ_0‖π) + 48mη^2dL^2 + 16η^2dL^2b^2 b^2(1 − e^{−αη} )

. (107)

The first inequality is due to the fact that m ≤ b^2. The second inequality holds since ( 1 +^{224η3 L4}_α ) ≤ ( 1 +^{ηα}_2 ) ≤ e^{αη/2} since η ≤^α_{24L2m} . The third inequality follows from the fact that 1 − e^{−αη} ≤ 1. Next, assume that the statement holds for k − 1, and then we prove the k-th step of induction. KL(μ_k ||π) ≤ e^{−3αη/2} [( 1 + 32η^3L^4 α ) KL(μ_{k−1}||π) + 192η^3L^4 α k−1∑ r=ℓ KL(μ_ℓ||π) + 48mη^2dL^2 + 16η^2dL^2b^2 b^2 ]

(108) ≤ e^{−3αη/2} ( 1 + 32η^3L^4 α ) ( e^{−αη(k−1)}KL(μ_0‖π) + 48mη^2dL^2 + 16η^2dL^2b^2 b^2(1 − e^{−αη}) ) (109)

+ e^{−3αη/2} 192η^3L^4 α k−1∑ r=l ( e^{−αηr}KL(μ_0‖π) + 48mη^2dL^2 + 16η^2dL^2b^2

b^2(1 − e^{−αη} ) ) + 48mη^2dL^2 + 16η^2dL^2b^2 b^2 (110) ≤ e^{−3αη/2} ( 1 + 32η^3L^4 α ) ( e^{−αη(k−1)}KL(μ_0‖π) + 48mη^2dL^2 + 16η^2dL^2b^2 b^2(1 − e^{−αη}) ) (111) + e^{−3αη/2} 192mη^3L^4 α e^{mαη} ( e^{−αη(k−1)}KL(μ_0‖π) + 48mη^2dL^2 + 16η^2dL^2b^2 b^2(1 − e^{−αη}) ) + 48mη^2dL^2 + 16η^2dL^2b^2 b^2 (112) ≤ e^{−3αη/2} ( 1 + 32η^3L^4 α ) ( e^{−αη(k−1)}KL(μ_0‖π) + 48mη^2dL^2 + 16η^2dL^2b^2 b^2(1 − e^{−αη}) ) (113) + e^{−3αη/2} 96mη^3L^4 α ( e^{−αη(k−1)}KL(μ_0‖π) + 48mη^2dL^2 + 16η^2dL^2b^2

b^2(1 − e^{−αη}) ) + 48mη^2dL^2 + 16η^2dL^2b^2 b^2 (114) ≤ e^{−3αη/2} ( 1 + 128η^3L^4 α ) ( e^{−αη(k−1)}KL(μ_0‖π) + 48mη^2dL^2 + 16η^2dL^2b^2 b^2(1 − e^{−αη}) ) + 48mη^2dL^2 + 16η^2dL^2b^2 b^2 (115) ≤ e^{−αη} ( e^{−αη(k−1)}KL(μ_0‖π) + 48mη^2dL^2 + 16η^2dL^2b^2 b^2(1 − e^{−αη}) ) + 48mη^2dL^2 + 16η^2dL^2b^2 b^2

(116) ≤ e^{−αηk}KL(μ_0‖π) + 48mη^2dL^2 + 16η^2dL^2b^2 b^2(1 − e^{−αη})

(117) ≤ e^{−αηk}KL(μ_0‖π) + 64mηdL^2 + 24ηdL^2b^2 αb^2 . (118)

The first two inequalities are due to Eq. (103). The third and fourth inequality follow from the fact that k − l ≤ m and e^{mαη} ≤ e^{α2}8L^2 ≤ e^{18} ≤^1_2 for η ≤^α_{8mL2} and the fifth inequality holds since ( 1 +^{128η3 L4}_α ) ≤ ( 1 +^{ηα}_2 ) ≤ e^{αη/2} for η ≤^α_{24L2m} . The final inequality follows from the fact that 1 − e^{−αη} ≥^3_4 αη when αη ≤^1_4 . This concludes the proof.

Theorem 2.7 (Main Theorem for QSVRG-LMC). Let μ_k be the distribution of x_k in QSVRG-LMC algorithm. Suppose that f satisfies Assumptions 2.2 and 2.6. Then for η = O (_{ϵα} dL^2 ∧ α L^2m ) , K = Õ

(_{L2 log(KL(μ0 ||π))}

α^2 ( n^{2/3} +^d_ϵ )) , b = Õ(n^{1/3}), and m = Õ(n^{2/3}) we have { KL(μ_K ||π), TV(μ_K , π)^2, α 2 W_2(μ_K , π)^2 } ≤ ϵ. The total query complexity to the stochastic gradient oracle is Õ

(_{L2 log(KL(μ0 ||π))}

α^2 ( nd^{1/2} +^{d3/2n1/3}_ϵ )) . Proof. Setting b = Õ(n^{1/3}) and m = Õ(n^{2/3}) and η ≤^{ϵα}_{176dL2} the second term on the right hand side of Theorem C.4 becomes smaller than ϵ/2. By the step size requirement of Theorem C.4, we have η ≤ ϵα 176dL^2 ∧ α 24L^2m . The first term in Theorem C.4 is smaller than ϵ/2 when K ≤ log(2KL(μ_0 ‖π)/ϵ)

αη . Hence TV distance is smaller than ϵ. The results for W_2 distance and TV distance hold due to Talagrand’s inequality [OV00] and Pinsker’s inequality [Tsy09] respectively. The total gradient complexity is bK = Õ (_{L2KL(μ0‖π)} α^2 ( nd^{1/2} +^{d3/2n1/3}_ϵ )) . C.2 Proof of QZ-LMC

Theorem 4.2 (Main Theorem for QZ-LMC). Under Assumption 2.6, let μ_k be the distribution of x_k in

QZ-LMC algorithm. Then, if we set the step size η = O

(_{ϵα} dL^2 ) , K = Õ

(_{dL2 log(KL(μ0||π))} ϵα^2 ) , and σ̂^2 = O (αϵ), we have { KL(μ_K ||π), TV(μ_K , π)^2, α 2 W_2(μ_K , π)^2 } ≤ ϵ. In addition, under Assumptions 3.2 and 3.3, the query complexity to the stochastic evaluation oracle is Õ (_{d2L2σ} α^{5/2}ϵ^{3/2} ) , or under Assumptions 3.2 and 3.8 the query complexity to the stochastic evaluation oracle is Õ (_{d3/2L2σ} α^{5/2}ϵ^{3/2} ) . Proof. By Lemma C.1, one-step equation can be written as KL(μ_{k+1}||π) ≤ e^{−3αη/2} [( 1 + 32η^3L^4 α ) KL(μ_k||π) + 6ησ̂^2 + 16η^2dL^2 ] (119)

≤ e^{−αη}KL(μ_k||π) + 6ησ̂^2 + 16η^2dL^2. (120)

Since for η ≤^α_{8L2} , 1 +^{32η3 L4}_α ≤ 1 +^{αη}_2 ≤ e^{αη/2}. Unrolling the recursion, we have KL(μ_k||π) ≤ e^{−αηk}KL(μ_0||π) + 6ησ̂^2 + 16η^2dL^2 1 − e^{−αη} (121) ≤ e^{−αηk}KL(μ_0||π) + 8σ̂^2 + 32ηdL^2 α (122) ≤ e^{−αηk}KL(μ_0||π) + 8σ̂^2 + 32ηdL^2 α . (123)

The second inequality is due to the fact that for η ≤^α_{8L2} , 1 − e^{−αη} ≥^3_4 αη when αη ≤^1_4 . We set η ≤^{ϵα}_{128dL2} and σ̂^2 ≤^{αϵ}_{32} and k ≥^1_{αη} log (_{2KL(μ0 ||π)} ϵ ) so that KL(μ_k||π) ≤ ϵ. The number of calls to the stochastic evaluation oracle under Assumptions 3.2 and 3.3 to achieve σ̂^2 ≤^{αϵ}_{32} at each iteration is O (_{dσ} α^{1/2}ϵ^{1/2} ) by Theorem 3.5. Hence, the total number of calls to the stochastic evaluation oracle is Õ (_{d2L2σ} α^{5/2}ϵ^{3/2} ) . Similarly,

under Assumptions 3.2 and 3.8 the number of calls to stochastic evaluation at each iteration is O (_{d1/2σ} α^{1/2} ϵ^{1/2} ) by Theorem 3.10. Hence, the total number of calls to stochastic evaluation oracle is Õ (_{d3/2L2σ} α^{5/2} ϵ^{3/2} ) . D Proofs for Gradient Estimation

Proposition 3.4. Let X ∈ R be a random variable such that E‖X − E[X]‖^2 ≤ σ^2. Given two reals t ≥ 0 and ϵ ∈ (0, 1), then there is a unitary operator P^X_{t,ϵ} : |0⟩ |0⟩ → |ϕ_X ⟩ |0⟩ acting on H_X ⊗ H_{aux} that can be implemented using Õ(tσ log(1/ϵ)) quantum experiments and binary oracle queries to X such that ‖ |ϕ_X ⟩ − e^{itE[X]} |0⟩ ‖ ≤ ϵ, with probability at least 8/9.

Proof. The proof constructs a sequence of unitary operators using the binary-to-phase conversion algorithm for different quantiles of X. We begin by randomly drawing a classical sample s from the distribution that generates X. By Chebyshev’s inequality, Pr[|s − E[X]]| ≥ 3σ] ≤ 1 9 . (124)

We consider the case |s − E[X]| is smaller than 3σ which holds with probability 8/9. Next, we define the random variable Y = X − s. Additionally, we introduce a random variable Y_{a,b}, a truncated version of Y , where values of Y outside the interval [a, b) are set to zero. The expectation E[Y_{0,∞}] can be expressed as a sum:

E[Y_{0,∞}] = E[Y_{0,1}] + K∑ k=1 2^kE [ Y_2k−1_{,2}k

2^k ] + E[Y_2K_{,∞}]. (125)

We define the unitary operator P^{Ya,b}_{t,ϵ} , which implements the phase oracle for E[Y_{a,b}] with an error of at most ϵ. The unitary P^{Y0,∞}_{t,ϵ/2} can be implemented as the following product:

P^{Y0,∞}_{t,ϵ/2} = P^{Y0,1}_{t,ϵ/6} (_K ∏ k=1 P^{Y2k−1,2k} t,ϵ/6K ) P^{Y2K ,∞} t,ϵ/6 . (126)

When K = log

(_{120σ2 t} ϵ ) , the operator P^{Y2K ,∞}_{t,ϵ/6} is effectively the identity operator, as: | | ||0⟩ − e^{itE[Y2K ,∞]} |0⟩ | | | ≤ tE[Y_2K_{,∞}] ≤ ϵ 6 . (127)

The last inequality holds because:

E[Y_2K_{,∞}] = ∑ Y ≥2^K Pr(Y )Y ≤ ∑ Y 1 2^K

Pr(Y )Y^2 = E‖Y ‖^2 2^K

(128)

≤ 2E‖X − E[X]‖^2 + 2‖s − E[X]‖^2 2^K

(129) ≤ 20σ^2 2^K = ϵ 6t , (130)

where the inequality in the second line follows from the definition of Y and Young’s inequality. Since X_{0,1} is bounded between 0 and 1, we can implement P^{Y0,1}_{t,ϵ/6} using Õ(1) queries to X via the binary-to-phase conversion algorithm (Lemma 2.12 in [CHJ22]). We need to show how to implement P^{Ya,b}_{t,ϵ/6K} when b > 1. We start by defining the unitary operator: V_{a,b} : |0⟩ |0⟩ → ∑ Y √ Pr(Y ) |Y_{a,b}/b⟩ |0⟩ (131) → ∑ Y √ Pr(Y ) |Y_{a,b}/b⟩ (√ Y_{a,b}/b |0⟩ + √ 1 − Y_{a,b}/b |1⟩ ) (132) = √ E[Y_{a,b}/b] |ψ_0⟩ |0⟩ + √ 1 − E[Y_{a,b}/b] |ψ_1⟩ |1⟩ , (133) where the |ψ_0⟩ and |ψ_1⟩ are normalized quantum states. Noting that E[Y_{a,b}/b] ≤ 1 b ∑ a≤Y ≤b Pr(Y )Y ≤ 1 ab ∑ a≤Y ≤b Pr(Y )Y^2 (134)

= 1 ab E‖Y ‖^2 ≤ σ^2 ab , (135)

we can apply the linear amplitude amplification algorithm (see [CHJ22, Proposition 2.10]) to implement the operator: W_{a,b} : |0⟩ |0⟩ → √ p_{a,b} |ψ_0⟩ |0⟩ + √ 1 − p_{a,b} |ψ_1⟩ |1⟩ , (136) such that, | | | | √ p_{a,b} − √ E[Y_{a,b}/b] σ^2/(ab) | | | | ≤ ϵ 24Ktb (137)

using Õ( √ ab/σ) calls to V_{a,b}. Let t^′ = tσ^2/a. Using the binary-to-phase conversion algorithm, we then implement |ϕ_{a,b}⟩ = e^{itE[Ya,b ]} |0⟩ with Õ(tσ^2/a) calls to W_{a,b} up to an operator norm error of at most^ϵ_{12K} . By using the triangular inequality, ‖W_{a,b} |0⟩ − e^{itE[Ya,b ]} |0⟩ ‖ = ‖e^{it′pa,b} |0⟩ − e^{itE[Ya,b ]} |0⟩ ‖ (138) ≤ t^′ | | |p^{a,b} − E[Y_{a,b}/b] σ^2/(ab) | | | + ϵ 12K (139)

≤ 2t^′ | | | | √ p_{a,b} − √ E[Y_{a,b}/b] σ^2/(ab) | | | | + ϵ 12K (140) ≤ ϵ 6K . (141)

Thus, the total implementation of P^{Ya,b}_{t,ϵ/6K} requires Õ(tσ √ a/b) calls to V_{a,b}. This implies that each term in the product can be implemented using Õ(tσ) quantum experiments and binary query oracles to Y . Finally, we apply the phase e^{its} to the resulting state to implement P^{X0,∞}_{t,ϵ/2} . Similarly, we use the same method to

implement P^{X−∞,0}_{t,ϵ/2} , and take the product: P^X_{t,ϵ} = P^{X0,∞}_{t,ϵ/2} P^{X−∞,0}_{t,ϵ/2} . (142) This concludes the proof.

Lemma D.1. Suppose we run Algorithm 3 with the phase oracle in Proposition 3.4 with evaluation accuracy ϵ^′ =^{ϵ2}_{d2β} to f(x, ξ). Let g̃ denote the output. Then, under Assumptions 3.2 and 3.3, ‖g̃ − ∇f(x)‖ ≤ ϵ, with probability at least 5/9 using Õ(^{σd}_ϵ ) queries to f(x; ξ).

Proof. To be able to run the quantum gradient estimation algorithm, we need to implement O_F that maps O_F |x⟩ → e^{iEξ [F (x,ξ)]} |x⟩ , (143) where F (x; ξ) =^N_{2Ll} (f(x_0 +^l_N (x − N/2); ξ) − f(x_0; ξ)). Let y =^l_N (x − N/2), the variance of F (x, ξ) is

E‖F (x; ξ) − E[F (x; ξ)]‖^2 = E ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_1 0 ⟨∇f(x + ty; ξ) − ∇f(x + ty), y⟩dt ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 (144) ≤ ‖y‖^2 ∫_1 0 E‖∇f(x + ty; ξ) − ∇f(x + ty)‖^2dt (145)

≤ σ^2l^2d. (146)

Hence, implementing e^{iE[F (x,ξ)]} takes Õ(σld^{1/2 N}_{Ll} ) = Õ(^σ_{ϵ′1/2β1/2} ) = Õ(^{σd}_ϵ ) queries to stochastic zerothorder oracle and succeeds with probability 8/9. Since Algorithm 3 uses Õ(1) queries to O_F by Lemma 3.1 and succeeds with probability 2/3, the total query complexity is Õ(^{σd}_ϵ ) and success probability is at least 5/9 due to union bound.

Theorem 3.5. Suppose that the potential function f satisfies Assumptions 3.2 and 3.3 and further suppose that ‖∇f(x)‖ ≤ M for all x. Then, given a real σ̂ > 0, there exists a quantum algorithm that outputs a random vector g such that E[g] = ∇f(x), and E‖g − ∇f(x)‖^2 ≤ σ̂^2 using Õ(^{σd}_{σ̂} ) queries to the stochastic evaluation oracle.

Proof. Suppose that we run Algorithm 3 in Lemma D.1 T times with target accuracy^{σ̂}_2 , then compute the median (coordinate-wise) of these outputs. If the result has norm smaller than M, we output this vector. Otherwise, we output all 0 vector. Let v be the output of this algorithm. Since the algorithm in Lemma D.1 outputs a vector g̃ such that ‖g̃ − ∇f(x)‖ ≤^{σ̂}_2 with high probability, then by Chernoff bound and union bound over each dimension, at least^T_2 of the outputs satisfy ‖g̃ − ∇f(x)‖ ≤ σ̂ with probability at least 1 − 2 exp(−T^2/24). Since the norm of the gradient is M, when the condition fails, the error is ‖g̃ − ∇f(x)‖ ≤ M. Then in expectation,

E‖v − ∇f(x)‖^2 ≤ σ̂^2 4 + 2 exp(−T^2/24)M^2. (147)

Setting T^2 = 24 log(^{8M 2}_{3σ̂2} ) gives E‖v − ∇f(x)‖^2 ≤ σ̂^2. Hence, the overhead to Lemma D.1 to make the output smooth is at most logarithmic. Finally, we can use this algorithm as the biased stochastic gradient estimator in Algorithm 5 and obtain an unbiased estimator g.

Lemma 3.9. Under Assumptions 3.2 and 3.8, Algorithm 4 returns a vector v such that ‖v − ∇f(x)‖ ≤ ϵ with high probability using Õ(σd^{1/2}ϵ^{−1}) queries to the stochastic evaluation oracle.

Proof. As the algorithm essentially computes the expectation of E_ξ[g̃(x, ξ)], we need to prove that E_ξ[g̃(x, ξ)] is close to ∇f(x). We consider the case that Algorithm 3 returns ϵ/8 accurate estimate whenever the function f behaves like β smooth inside the grid points. Furthermore, we consider the case ‖s − ∇f(x)‖ ≤ 2σ. Both conditions are in fact achieved with high probability. Let S ⊆ Ξ be a set such that the output of quantum gradient estimation (Algorithm 3) g satisfies ‖g − ∇f(x, ξ)‖ ≤^ϵ_8 . Let S^′ = Ξ − S. We can consider the difference in L_2 norm separately for S and S^′ using triangular inequality.

‖E_ξg̃(x, ξ) − ∇f(x)‖ ≤ ‖E_S (g̃(x, ξ) − ∇f(x; ξ))‖ + ‖E_S′ (g̃(x, ξ) − ∇f(x; ξ))‖. (148)

We first analyze the first term. The contribution to the first term is either due to gradient estimation error^ϵ_8 or it is due to the fact that g is replaced by s because ‖g − s‖ > D. Suppose that S_1 = {ξ ∈ Ξ : ‖g(x; ξ) − s‖ ≤ D} and S_2 = S − S_1. We can separate the error further for both cases using triangular inequality.

‖E_S(g̃(x, ξ) − ∇f(x; ξ))‖ ≤ E_{ξ∈S1} ‖(g(x, ξ) − ∇f(x, ξ))‖ + E_{ξ∈S2} ‖(s − ∇f(x, ξ))‖ (149) ≤ E_{ξ∈S1} ‖(g(x, ξ) − ∇f(x, ξ))‖ + E_{ξ∈S2} ‖(s − g(x; ξ)‖ (150) + E_{ξ∈S2} ‖(g(x; ξ) − ∇f(x, ξ))‖ (151) ≤ ϵ 8 + E‖s − ∇f(x, ξ))‖^2 D + ϵ 8 . (152)

The first inequality is due to the fact that for any ξ ∈ S_2, Algorithm 4 replaces g by s. The last inequality follows from the fact that ‖g(x; ξ) − ∇f(x; ξ)‖ ≤^ϵ_8 for any ξ ∈ S and E_{ξ∈S2} ‖s − g(x; ξ)‖ ≤^{E‖s−g(x;ξ)‖2}_D since for any ξ ∈ S_2 we have ‖g(x; ξ) − s‖ > D. As ‖s − ∇f(x)‖ ≤ 2σ,

E‖s − g(x; ξ)‖^2 ≤ 2E‖s − ∇f(x; ξ)‖^2 + 2E‖∇f(x; ξ) − g(x; ξ)‖^2 (153)

≤ 10σ^2. (154)

Then, for D =^{40σ2}_ϵ , we have^{E‖s−g(x;ξ)‖2}_D ≤^ϵ_4 . Therefore, ‖E_S(g̃(x, ξ) − ∇f(x; ξ))‖ ≤^ϵ_2 .

The term due to S^′ comes from the case where gradient estimation fails. Notice that whenever gradient estimation fails, we have ‖g̃(x; ξ) − ∇f(x)‖ ≤ max(D, 2σ). Gradient estimation only fails when f(x; ξ) has smoothness constant larger than β. Using Markov’s inequality this happens with probability at most^L_β . Then, E_S′ ‖(g̃(x, ξ) − ∇f(x))‖ ≤ L β max(D, 2σ) ≤ ϵ 4 (155)

for β =^{160Lσ2}_{ϵ2} and σ ≥ ϵ. This implies that non-smooth branches do not affect the expectation by replacing g with g̃. Furthermore, the variance of g̃(x) is

E_ξ‖g̃(x, ξ) − E[g̃(x, ξ)]‖^2 ≤ 2E ‖g̃(x, ξ) − ∇f(x)‖^2 + 2 ‖E[g̃(x, ξ)] − ∇f(x)‖^2 (156) ≤ 2E_S′ ‖g̃(x, ξ) − ∇f(x)‖^2 + 2E_S ‖g̃(x, ξ) − ∇f(x)‖^2 + 2ϵ^2 (157) ≤ 2Ld β max(D^2, 4σ^2) + 2E ‖∇f(x; ξ) − ∇f(x)‖^2 + 2E ‖s − ∇f(x)‖^2 + 3ϵ^2 (158)

= O(σ^2). (159)

Therefore we can use quantum mean estimation to output ϵ accurate vector v such that ‖v − ∇f(x)‖ ≤ ϵ using Õ(σd^{1/2}/ϵ) calls to algorithm A. Since algorithm A uses Õ(1) queries to evaluation oracle, total stochastic evaluation complexity is Õ(σd^{1/2}/ϵ).

Theorem 3.10 (Smooth Gradient). Suppose that the potential function f satisfies Assumptions 3.2 and 3.8 and further suppose that ‖∇f(x)‖ ≤ M for all x. Then, given a real σ̂ > 0, there exists a quantum algorithm that outputs a random vector g such that

E[g] = ∇f(x), and E‖g − ∇f(x)‖^2 ≤ σ̂^2

using Õ(^{σd1/2}_{σ̂} ) queries to the stochastic evaluation oracle.

Proof. Suppose that we run Algorithm 4 T times with target accuracy^{σ̂}_2 , then compute the median (coordinate-wise) of these outputs. If the result has norm smaller than M, we output this vector. Otherwise, we output all 0 vector. Let v be the output of this algorithm. Since Algorithm 4 outputs a gradient v such that ‖v−∇f(x)‖ ≤ σ̂/2 with high probability (say 2/3), then by Chernoff bound and union bound over each dimension, at least^T_2 of the outputs satisfy ‖v − ∇f(x)‖ ≤ σ̂ with probability at least 1 − 2 exp(−T^2/24). Since the norm of the gradient is M, when the condition fails the error is ‖v − ∇f(x)‖ ≤ M. Then in expectation, E‖v − ∇f(x)‖^2 ≤ σ̂^2 4 + 2 exp(−T^2/24)M^2. (160)

Setting T^2 = 24 log(^{8M 2}_{3σ̂2} ) gives E‖v − ∇f(x)‖^2 ≤ σ̂^2. Hence, the overhead is at most logarithmic. Finally, we run Algorithm 5 to obtain an unbiased estimator g.

E Proofs for Optimization

To be able to characterize the run-time of the algorithm, we first need to characterize the Log-Sobolev constant of f_v. To achieve this, we use the following lemma by Halley-Stroock [HS87]. Lemma E.1. Let ρ be the Log-Sobolev constant of the Gibbs distribution with potential F . Then, the Log-Sobolev constant of f satisfies, α ≥ ρe^{−| supx(f (x)−F (x))−infx(f (x)−F (x))|}. (161)

Next we present the proofs of Lemma 5.4 and Theorem 5.5.

Lemma 5.4. Let π^β_v =^{e−βfv (x)∫}_{e−βfv (x) dx} . If β = O(d/ϵ) and v ≤^ϵ_{Md} , then sampling from π^β_v returns ϵ approximate optimizer for f with high probability.

Proof. Without loss of generality, assume that min_x F (x) = 0. Then, using the fact that F is convex,

E_πβ_v [F (x)] = ∫ F (x) exp(−βf_v(x))dx ∫ exp(−βf_v(x))dx

(162) ≤ ∫ F (x) exp(−βF (x))dx ∫ exp(−βF (x))dx exp(2vβM + 2βϵ/d) (163) ≤ (d + 1)/β exp(2vβM + 2βϵ/d). (164) Therefore, E_πβ_v [F (x)] − min_x F (x) ≤ (d + 1)/β exp(2vβM + 2βϵ/d) ≤ O(ϵ) for v ≤^ϵ_{Md} . Since F is uniformly close to f, the Gibbs distribution returns an ϵ optimizer for f with high probability due to Markov’s inequality.

Theorem 5.5. Suppose that f satisfies Assumptions 5.1 and 5.2. Then, there exists a quantum algorithm that returns ϵ approximate minimizer for f with high probability using Õ(^{d9/2}_{ϵ3/2} ) queries to the stochastic evaluation oracle for f.

Proof. We consider the potential function βf_v (x) where β is the inverse temperature parameter. By ??, sampling from π^β_v ∝ e^{−βfv} returns^ϵ_2 approximate minimizer for f with high probability (say 0.9) for sufficiently large β = O(^d_ϵ ). Suppose that we sample from a probability distribution μ such that

TV(μ, π^β_v ) ≤ 0.1. (165)

Then, the sample must be^ϵ_2 minimizer for f with probability at least 0.8. Therefore, it is sufficient to sample from π^β_v up to a constant TV distance.

We need to characterize the sampling complexity from π^β_v . From Bakry Emery theorem, Log Sobolev constant ρ of βF satisfies ρ ≥^{βμ}_2 where μ is the strong convexity constant of F . Let M^′ = max(M, 1) and take v =^ϵ_{2M ′ d} . Then using Lemma E.1, we have α ≥^{βμ}_2 e^{−3βϵ/d} = Ω(^{μd}_ϵ ) since |f_v −F | ≤ |f_v −f|+|f −F | ≤ vM +^ϵ_d ≤^{3ϵ}_{2d} . Since βf_v is a smooth function with smoothness constant L = O(^{βM} √ d v ) = O(^{d5/2M 2}_{ϵ2} ) by Proposition 5.3, the number of calls to stochastic evaluation oracle to sample from π_v is Õ(^{L2 d2}_{α5/2} ) = Õ(^{M 4 d9/2}

μ^{5/2}ϵ^{3/2} ) by Theorem 4.2. Hence, we can optimize f in polynomial time.