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Abstract. We prove the following facts about the language recognition power of Kondacs-
Watrous quantum finite automata in the unbounded error setting: One-way automata of this
kind recognize all and only the stochastic languages. When the tape head is allowed two-way (or
even “l.5-way”) movement, more languages become recognizable. This leads to the conclusion
that quantum Turing machines are more powerful than probabilistic Turing machines when
restricted to constant space bounds.

1 Introduction

Several alternative models [1,2,4,8,10,15,17] of quantum finite automata (QFA’s) have been studied
in the recent years. Most of the attention in this regard has been focused on the classes of languages
recognized by these machines with bounded error [1,3,7,8,10,12,13]. In this paper, we examine the
computational power of one of the most popular QFA models, the measure-many (Kondacs-Watrous)
QFA, in the unbounded error setting. We give a complete characterization of the class of languages
recognized by one-way QFA’s of this kind; they turn out to recognize all and only the stochastic
languages. We also show that allowing the tape head to “stay put” for some steps during its left-to-
right traversal of the input increases the language recognition power of these QFA’s. This contrasts the
situation in the classical probabilistic models, where two-way and one-way automata are equivalent in
power in this setting [9]. We conclude that quantum Turing machines are strictly more powerful than
their probabilistic counterparts when restricted to constant space bounds.

The rest of this paper is structured as follows: Section 2 contains the relevant background informa-
tion. Section 3 presents our results. Section 4 is a conclusion.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we give a brief review of the definitions and facts that will be used in the rest of the
paper.
2.1 Classical Automata

A 1-way probabilistic finite automaton (1pfa) [19] with n € ZT states is a 5 tuple P = (S, X, {A, | 0 €
X'}, vo, F), where

. S ={s1,-+-,8,} is the set of states,
. X is the finite input alphabet,
. A, is the n x n real-valued stochastic transition matrix for symbol o, that is, A, (¢, j) is the value of

transition probability from state s; to state s; when reading symbol o,
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4. vg is a 1 x n vector representing the initial distribution of the states, that is, the i** entry of vq is the

probability that P is initially in state s;, and,

5. F C S is the set of accepting states.

T W N =

For an input string w € X%, the computation of P can be traced using the relations

Vj = ijlij (1)
Aw = AuyAuy Ay, (2)
Viw| = VOAwu (3)

where w; is the i*" symbol of w and v; is the vector of states after step j (1 < 4,5 < |w|). The
acceptance probability of w is
Fr(w) =" vy (D),
s;€F

where v|,((i) denotes the i*"

A €[0,1) is defined as

entry of vj,|. The language L C X* recognized by P with cut-point

L={w]|weX fp(w) > A}.

Languages recognized by 1PFA’s with cut-point form the class of stochastic languages.

Theorem 1. [18] If L is a stochastic language, then for any A € (0,1), there exists a 1PFA that
recognizes L with cut-point .

The generalized probabilistic finite automaton (GPFA) [20] model is a generalization of the 1PFA
model where neither the transition matrices nor the state vectors need to be stochastic. Additionally,
a GPFA has a final vector f, which is a column vector with real entries, instead of the set of accepting
states. Formally, a generalized probabilistic finite automaton (GPFA) with n € Z™ states is a 5 tuple
G=(S,2,{A; | o € X},v,f), where

. S is the set of n states,

. X is the finite input alphabet,

. A, is the n x n real-valued transition matrix for symbol o,
. vg is the real-valued initial 1 x n vector,

. and f is the real-valued final n x 1 vector.

For an input string w € X*, the acceptance probability of w by GPFA G is calculated as
fg (w) = Vkof = V|w|f,

where A, is as defined in Equation (2). Note that the range of fg is R. The language L C X* recognized
by G with cut-point A € R is defined as

L={w|weX", fp(w) > A}.

It is known that the class of languages recognized by GPFA’s with cut-point is precisely the class of
stochastic languages [20].

Theorem 2. [20] If L is recognized with cut-point A1 € R by a GPFA with n states, then there exist
a 1PFA P with O(n?) states and a cut-point \g € [0,1) such that P recognizes L with cut-point \o.

Another generalization of the 1PFA is the two-way probabilistic automaton (2PFA) model [11], in
which the input string is viewed as written on a tape flanked by two end-markers, and the machine
has a tape head which can move to the left or stay put, as well as moving to the right. This additional
capability does not increase the recognition power; the class of languages recognized by 2PFA’s with
cut-point is again equal to the stochastic languages [9].
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2.2 Quantum Automata

A 1-way Kondacs-Watrous quantum finite automaton (KWQFA) [10] with n € Z* states is a 5-tuple
M = (Q7 27 {UU | o€ 2 U {¢7$}}7QaccaQrej)u where

Q = {q1, - qn} is the set of states, such that ¢; is the initial state,

. X is the finite input alphabet not containing the symbols ¢ and $,
. Uy is the n x n complex-valued unitary transition matrix for symbol o € X' U{¢, $} such that U,(j,7) =

a if the amplitude of the transition from g; to g; is o when reading the symbol o,

. Qacc and Q.j, disjoint subsets of ), are the sets of accepting and rejecting states.

Additionally, Qnon = @ \ (Qace U Qrej) is the set of non-halting states; Pnon, Pacc, and Py are diag-
onal zero-one projection matrices, which project the state vector onto the subspaces of non-halting,
accepting, and rejecting states, such that Pnon(j,7) = 1 if ¢j € Qnon, Pacc(4,5) = 1 if ¢; € Qqee, and
Prj(j,7) = 1 if gj € Qrej, respectively; I' = X U {¢, $} is the tape alphabet where ¢ and $ are the
end-markers, and for input string w € X*, the tape contains ¢w$.

The state vector, by an unfortunate twist of convention between probabilistic and quantum au-
tomata, is a column vector, and is denoted as |u). Its conjugate transpose is a row vector, and is
denoted by (ul.

The computation of M proceeds as follows: |ug) is the initial state vector, where |ug)(1) = 1 and
all other entries are zeros, and |uf) = |ug). For a given input string w € X*, w = ¢wS$,

|ui') = Pron|ui), [uf') = Paccus), |uf) = PreJ|“l>a (4)
|ui) = Uw, |ui’ ), (5)

Pmiace(i) = Prace(i — 1) + (u a|U ) (6)

Prrej (i) = Pryrej (i — 1) + (u7 |ug), (7)

where 1 <4 < |wl; |u;) is the state vector after the ith step; Pa,ace and Py re; are finite sequences that
trace the acceptance and rejection probabilities that have accumulated so far during the computation,
with initial values Py qcc(0) = 0 and Pag,re;(0) = 0, respectively. Equations 4 and 5 mean that the
machine undergoes two operations in each step. First, its state vector evolves according to the unitary
transformation dictated by the scanned symbol. Then, it is measured to see whether it has accepted,
rejected, or not halted yet. As seen in Equations (6) and (7), the acceptance and rejection probabilities
are calculated using the amplitudes of the relevant states. Halting states “drop out” of the state vector,
and computation continues with only the non-halting states having nonzero amplitude.
The probability that M accepts input w is

fM(w) = PM,acc(|¢w$|)v
and the language L C X* recognized by M with cut-point A € [0,1) is defined as
L=Aw]|weX* fpw) > A}

The class of languages recognized by KWQFA’s with cut-point (i.e. with unbounded error) has been
studied by Brodsky and Pippenger [8], who named it UMM, and proved some closure properties!.
Analogously to Theorem 1, any language in UMM can be recognized by a KWQFA with cutpoint %

KWQFA’s can be generalized by allowing the tape head more freedom of movement.

A 1.5-way quantum finite automaton (1.5QFA) [1] can be seen as a generalized KWQFA where the
tape head is allowed to stay put, and does not have to move right in all steps. The transition function
0:QxIxQx{0,1} = C of a 1.5QFA, where @ and I' are as defined above, is interpreted as
follows: For each ¢,¢ € Q, 6 € I'and d € {0,1}, 6(q, o, q/,d) is the amplitude with which the machine

! Note that the proof in [8] that UMM is closed under complementation contains an error, and that question
is still open.



currently in state ¢ and scanning symbol ¢ will change to state ¢ and move its head d symbols to the
right.

Not every transition function of the form described above can be used in a 1.5QFA. The additional
restrictions imposed by quantum theory on ¢ are described in detail in [10]. In the particular 1.5QFA we
will describe in Section 3, every transition entering the same state involves the tape head moving in the
same direction (either right or stationary). We represent this feature of a state ¢ using the appropriate
one of the notations 7,¢q for this state in the machine description. With this simplification, considering
the Hilbert space ¢2(Q), a syntactically correct 1.5qfa can be specified easily by just providing a unitary
operator U, : £5(Q) — £2(Q) for each symbol o € I', exactly as described earlier for one-way KWQFA's.
0 can then be specified to be just

o [{d|Us|q)if D(¢') =d
5(q’a’q’d)_{ 0 ifD(g)#£d’

where the function D : @ — {0,1} maps each state to the single direction in which all incoming
transitions to this state move the tape head.

A pair of the form (state, head position) is called a configuration of a 1.5QFA. A 1.5QFA which is
working on a tape of n symbols (including the end-markers) has therefore n|Q)| different configurations.
Initially, the head is on the left end-marker, and so the machine starts in the configuration (gg,0). At
later steps of the computation, the machine may exist in superpositions of more than one configuration.
It is sometimes useful to visualize such superpositions of multiple configurations as snapshots of the
machine running in multiple parallel computation paths.

As described above for KWQFA’s, each step of the computation consists of a unitary transforma-
tion of the current superposition according to the transition function, followed by a measurement to
see whether the machine has accepted, rejected, or not halted yet. The probability of each outcome is
determined by the amplitudes of the relevant configurations in the present superposition. The obser-
vation of accepting (rejecting) configurations cause the accumulated acceptance (rejection) probability
to be updated accordingly. The machine continues running from a superposition of the non-halting
configurations.

In the 2-way quantum finite automaton (2QFA) [10] model, the tape head is allowed to go left,
as well as staying put and going to the right, and the exposition above regarding 1.5QFA’s can be
generalized in a straightforward manner to 2QFA’s.

3 Main Results

Our first result is a complete characterization of UMM.

Lemma 1. Any language recognized with cutpoint % by a 1PFA with n states can be recognized with
cutpoint & by a KWQFA with O(n?) states.

Proof. Let P = (S,X,{A, | 0 € X},vo, F) be a 1IPFA with n states that recognizes language L with
cutpoint 3. We construct a KWQFA M = (Q, X, {U, | 0 € X U{¢,$}}, Quce; Qre;) with O(n?) states
that recognizes the same language with cutpoint %

For each s; € S, there will be a corresponding non-halting state ¢; € Qnon (1 < i < n). M will have
two special halting states, gn+1 € Qace and ¢ni2 € Qre;. The remaining states of M are accepting and
rejecting states that will be defined later.

The idea behind the construction is to convert the stochastic transition matrices of P to unitary
transition matrices of M by adding new rows and columns (corresponding to new halting states), so
that the distribution of the probabilities in the state vector of P is “imitated” by the distribution of
the amplitudes of the non-halting states of M: For any position ¢ of the input string, there will be
a positive real number k; such that the amplitude of ¢; just after M reads the ' symbol equals k;
times the probability of s; just after P reads that symbol (1 < i < n). The newly added halting states



will come in accept/reject pairs, so that transitions to them during the computation will add equal
amounts to the overall acceptance and rejection probabilities, and therefore will not affect the decision
on the membership of the input in L.

We begin the construction by defining two stochastic matrices Ag and Ag for the symbols ¢ and
$, respectively. We define Ag as if P started in state si, and then made a transition to its initial
state vector vg when reading symbol ¢. For this purpose, it is enough to set the first row of A¢ as vp.
(The remaining rows can be arbitrary stochastic vectors.) We would like the acceptance and rejection
probabilities of P at the end of the computation to accumulate in a single accept and a single reject
state, respectively. Therefore, Ag is defined as if P had two more states, s,+1 € F and s,42 € S\ F,
and the probability of the transitions from all accept states to s,4+1 and those from all other states
to $p+2 were 1 when reading symbol $. (Note that, ¢,4+1 and ¢,+2 in M will correspond to s,4+1 and
Sn+t2, respectively.) The matrices A, for o € X U {¢, $} are extended so that both s,,+1 and s,2 have
self-loops with transition probability 1.

Now, for each symbol o € X U {¢,$}, we construct a unitary matrix U,, by starting with the
stochastic one A,, adding new states to it, and then updating all transition amplitudes carefully so
that both unitarity is ensured, and M imitates P in the sense described above. This transformation
consists of the following five stages:

1. Orthogonalization. Each pair of rows, say, (4, ), corresponding to (s;,s;), (i < j) belonging to
SU{Sn+1, Sn+2}, are made orthogonal with each other. This is achieved by adding two new states,
one in Qqcc and one in @Qy¢;, to M, and extending the matrices with the corresponding additional
pairs of columns and rows. If the inner product (A, (¢)|As(j)) is a, we define the entries at which
rows i and j cross the two new columns of the new states as follows: Row ¢ contains —\/g in both
positions, whereas row j contains \/% in both positions. Therefore, the inner product of the two
rows for ¢; and g; becomes 0. All other entries in the top n + 2 positions of the two newly added
columns are 0’s in order not to affect the inner products of other pairs of rows.

2. Padding. The lengths (norms) of all the n + 2 rows orthogonalized in Stage 1 are equalized. At least
one row has a maximum length [/, and all shorter rows will be extended to this length. For each
row with length k& < [, two new states, (one in Qqec and one in Qy¢;, as described above) are added
to M. The entries at which the row under consideration crosses these new columns are both set

to 4/ lzgkz, so that the length of the newly extended row equals [. Therefore, the lengths of all

rows are equalized without changing the amplitudes inherited from the transition matrix of P. As
in Stage 1, all other entries in the top n + 2 positions of the columns corresponding to the newly
added states are 0, so the orthogonality achieved in that stage is preserved.

3. Completion. The rows corresponding to the halting states added in Stages 1 and 2 are filled in, so
that all rows of the matrix form an orthogonal set, and the length of each row is the same.

4. Normalization. All rows are normalized by dividing each entry with the square root of the common
length, that is, all entries in the matrix associated with o, including, of course, all those inherited
from A,, are multiplied by a constant ¢, = % At the end of this stage, the matrix is unitary.

5. Transposition. U, is set to be the transpose of the matrix obtained above to accommodate for the
switch between the matrix representations for probabilistic and quantum automata.

This construction requires at most O(n?) new states, and so |Q| = O(n?).
Note that, for each o € X' U {¢, $}, the matrix U, has the form

Ucr = ( CUAI

Ho

e ). )

where A, is the original stochastic matrix extended with s, 41 and s,2 as previously described. H, and
B, are created in Stages 1-2 and Stage 3, respectively, and then both are normalized and transposed
to their present positions in Stages 4 and 5.

If m pairs of halting states have been created during the transformation procedure, H, has 2m
rows. By our construction, for 1 < k < m, the (2k — 1) and (2k)*" rows of H, are identical vectors,



corresponding to the incoming transition amplitudes of an accepting and a rejecting state of M,
respectively. Assuming that the j** symbol read during the computation is o, the amplitudes of these
2m states after that step can be determined by multiplying the last 2m rows of U, with the non-halting
states vector |uf_;) of the (j — 1) step. Since only the top n entries of |[uf ;) can be nonzero, the
contents of B, are immaterial to the calculation, and so gorx—1 and g9 will always have exactly the
same amplitude, and contribute equally to the overall acceptance and rejection probabilities.

For an input string w € X*, let w = ¢w$ denote the corresponding tape content including the end-
markers, and let fp(w) and faq(w) represent the acceptance probabilities of P and M, respectively,
for w. Recalling our notation from Section 2, v; is the (n + 2)—dimensional state (row) vector of P
after the i*" step of the computation, where 1 < i < |w|. lu%) is the non-halting states vector of M
after the j step of its computation, where 1 < j < |w|. Before beginning to read w, M reads symbol
¢ and we have

|u711> :c¢(V0 | 0,--- 70)T7 (9)

where vg is the initial state vector of P. It is easily followed from (1), (4), (5), (8), and (9) that for

any 1,
i

|u?+l> = C¢(H Cw]‘)(vi | 07 T aO)T
j=1

where 1 < i < |w|, and w; denotes the j* symbol of w. After reading symbol $, the amplitude of g, 11
is c¢fp(w), where ¢ = H‘szvll Cw,, recalling that the overall acceptance probability of v, i.e., fp(w),
is summed up in s,41 by the transitions in Ag. Similarly, the amplitude of ¢, 12 at that point equals
c(l — fp(w)). As discussed above, at each step of the computation, some of the amplitude may be
diverted to accepting and rejecting states, (except ¢n+1 and ¢n+2, which are reachable only when $
is scanned), such that the newly registered probabilities of acceptance and rejection are equal. The
total probability that the computation will halt in this manner in a state other than g,+; and g2 is
1—c2(fp(w))? — c*(1 — fp(w))?. Therefore, the total acceptance probability of M is

L p)? — 0~ o)
2
1 2

fm(w) = 5t 7(2f7)(w) - 1),

where 0 < ¢ < 1. If w € L, then fp(w) > 3, and so fa(w) > 3. If w ¢ L, then fp(w) < i, and so
fr(w) < 3.

The standard definitions of PFA’s and QFA’s that we gave in Section 2 allow arbitrary real numbers
as transition amplitudes, and therefore the related language classes include undecidable languages. To
rectify this situation, one may restrict the amplitudes to efficiently computable numbers, as in [5]. Our
results in this section remain valid in that case as well.

fa(w) +c*(fp(w))?,

Lemma 2. Let M be a KWQFA with n states and fap : X* — [0,1] be its acceptance probability
function. Then there exists a GPFA G with O(n?) states such that fam(w) = fg(w) for all w € X*.

PT’OOf. Let M = (Q,E7{Ug’ | o€ XU {¢,$}}7Qacc7Qrej) and |Qnon| = kla |Qacc| = k27 |Q7‘ej| = k37
where k1, ko, k3 > 0 and k1 + ko + k3 = n. We assume that the states in @ are indexed as

_qiEQnonforlgiSkla
= @i € Qace for ky <i < ky + ko,
— i € Qrej for k1 + ko <i <.

For any symbol 0 € ¥ U {¢,$}}, U, can be partitioned into nine blocks as

Ua,n—n Uo,a—n Ua,r—n
Uo’ = Ucr,nfa Ucr,afa Ucr,rfa )

Ua,n—r Uo,a—r Ua,r—r




where U, q_p represents the transitions from the states in Q4 to the states in Qp, a,b € {n : non,a :
ace,r : rej}. We define A, vo, and f as

Ua,n—n ® U;,n—n Okkag
As = Uo,n—a(l) ® U;,n—a(l) ’
E Ik}g)(kg
Uo’,nfa(k2) X Ug n— a(kQ)

vo = (1,0,...,0)T,
f=0(0,...,0,11xz,),
where

— Ay is a (k% + ko) x (k3 + ko) square matrix;

vo and f are k? + ko dimensional column and row vectors, respectively;
— Uj ,,_, denotes the conjugate of Uy n—n;

- Okkaz represents the k7 X ks zero matrix;

— Ik, xk, is the ky X ko identity matrix;

— Us,n—a(i) denotes the i'" row of Uy, —q, and U}, (i) denotes its conjugate, (1 < i < k), and;
— lixk, is a 1 X kg row vector whose entries are all 1’s.

For a given input string w € X*, w = ¢w$, we will prove by induction that

q - q
Vi = (([u})e, @ 1u7)e)T | Prgtace (D) Phdlacee ()7

k2 entries ks entries

where

= vj = (Aw; )vj-1,

— |u})k, is a ki-dimensional vector formed of the top k1 entries of the non-halting states vector [u’)
of M after the jt* step and |uZ)y, is its conjugate,

— P+ (4) is the probability that M halts by reaching the accepting state g, 4, in the first j steps

M,acc
of the computation (1 <[ < ko).

vo can be written as (([uf)r, @ |ug);, )T 10,---,0)T.
For j =1,
Vi = AW1VO'

The first k7 entries of v; make up the vector

(Uwy,n—n ® Ujvl,n—n)(|u8>k1 ® |U3>Zl) = (UW1,n—n|U8>k1) ® (Ujvl,n—n|u701>ltl)
= (Juf)k, @ [ui)z,)-

The remaining ko entries of vq are, 1 <1 < ks,

(Uwin—a(l) @ UG, e (D) (UG )e: @ [ug)y,)
(Uwy,n— a()|u0>k1) (Vs m—aD[ug)r,)
(|U1 k1 ®|U1>k1(l))

(|U1 K (D)|uf) kl(l))

= P aec(1):

V1 (k% + Z)



For the inductive step, 7,
Vi = ij Vj—1-

The first k7 entries of v; make up the vector

(UWj,n—n ® U:vj,n—n)(|uz‘l—1>k1 ® |U;‘1—1>Zl) = (ij-,n—n|u;‘l—1>k1) ® (Ui‘vj,n—n|U?_1>Zl)
= (u}) ke, @ [uf)},)-

The remaining kg entries of v; are, 1 <1 < ko,

Vi (k +0) = (U nma (D) @ Uy, o D) (010 @ 0 0)3,) + Phidce (5~ 1)
n * n * k l .
= (Uw]',nfa(l)|ujf1>k1) ® (Uv(\llj,n—a(l)|uj71>kl) + PMf;cc(J -1)
a a\ * k 1 .
= (|Uj>k1 ()@ |uj>k1 (l)) +qf¢/lﬁa+cc(1 -1)
= (|;‘I§>fll (l)lug>ltl (l)) + P./\/lfacc(] - 1)
= PM}acc(])'
So, it is easily followed that
Viw| = ((|uﬁv|>k1 ® |Urw\>zl )T | PXZT;:CGWD, e ,PXZT;:CQ (|W|))Ta
and . .
k l
fviw =222 PMTJCC(|W|)
= PM,acc(|W|)
= fM(w)

Moreover, by using fa(w) = (far(w))T,

Iaaw) = (F Ay A2 Ay v0)T
- (\/,0 ,/A\¢)Aw1 -A%‘ (AgfT)
7V9A7”\1,\ ' W\w\f
=voA,f,

where vy = vJ AL f = AlfT and A, = Al , 1 <i < |w|.
Since any complex number ¢ = a + bi can be represented by 2 x 2 real matrices

[ ab
““\-ba)

the complex entries of the transition matrices, the initial vector and the final vector can be eliminated
[15] by replacing each entry with its equivalent 2 X 2 matrix.

fa(w) 0\ o
( 0 fM<w>)‘V°Awf’

where vg , A;, " are obtained from v(;, A;U, fl, respectively, after the complex entry elimination. Note
that, for any symbol ¢ € X, A; is actually obtained from A:, and the dimension of A; becomes
2(k2 + ky). That is, the state set, say S, of the machine for which A. is a transition matrix must
contain 2(k? + k) states.

If V is the first row of vy and T is the first column of f*, then

fm(w) =vAf.
Therefore, for any given input string w € X*,

frm(w) = fg(w),
where G = (S, 2,7, {A, | o € X},T) is a GPFA with O(n?) states.



Theorem 3. UMM equals the class of stochastic languages.
Proof. Follows from Lemma 1, Lemma 2, and Theorem 2.

We now show that, unlike classical probabilistic finite automata, allowing the tape head to “stay
put” for some steps during its left-to-right traversal of the input increases the language recognition
power of quantum finite automata in the unbounded error case.

Theorem 4. UMM is a proper subset of the class of languages recognized by 1.5QFA’s with unbounded
error.

Fig. 1. Specification of the transition function of Q

Stages Ug, Uqg Up Us
Uelag) = o513l + o5 151)
o7y —
[ |Vel@) = Z513) + FleAD + $1LRy) |UplTD) = 4Rs) Uglal) = [LR3)
(pathy) |Ual@d) = 13 — hisan) - himyy |1 2@ Uslz) = [1ha)
VTt = omlea) A T3 Y gy @) = [LRe) Ugl|a@3) = L Rs)
Ualpt) = [dw1) N
I Uqldwy) = ﬁ\ﬁ’) + 314A2) + LILRy) |UblPD) = LR7) Uglpf) = [LRe)
L Up|53) = 153) UglP3) = [LR7)
(pathy) |Uqalp3) = [Lw2) Up153) = 1L Rg) Us |53y = 1L Rg)
Ualp3) = J5153) = $1442) - $1uRy) [ °7F ° 8178 s
Ual@3) = [dwg)
— 1 1 1
I Uallwz) = —=|Td) + 314A3) + 3 LR3) |uy13d) = 3 1@) + 21ﬁ\a'1’> + 2fm> + 31441) + 4R |Ugl@) = [LRg)
(pathy) |Ual@d) = [twy) Up1@) = ILRg) Uglad) = $1441) + 2 14R1)
Uallwg) = Z=1a0) — §11A3) — §ILR3)
— 1 1
n o |ValPd) = J5IPD + 510AD + 31Ra) |y i) = $13) + 5351a) — gk 7 + d1bA2) + §1LR) |UglFd) = 11R10)
(pathy) |UalPd) = =1P4) — 514A4) = §1LR4)  |U,158) = [4R10) Uglp3) = $14A2) + 1LR2)
Ua|TE) = [Lws)
Uqldws) = 1138 + L14A5) + 3 1LRs)
111 a 5 V2 6)+ 3 5 2 5y a2y = 1122 1= 1= 1 1
blag) = 51a3) + laf) + [71) = 51HA1) — SR (Ug|ag) = |LR
(pathy) |Uq|@g) = |Lwg) 2 22 22 2 2 $l36) = [LR11)
Uallwe) = T=138) — §14A5) — 5ILR5)
UalP3) = <=158) + $1446) + 114 Re)
111 alPs V3 P6 2 2 U _ 1= 1 1 1 1
p158) = 3158) + s2=1at) — 1= 17) — L1442) — L1LR2) |Ug|58) = [LR12)
(pathy)  |Ua|Bg) = J=158) — %1446) — 3 ILRe) 2 2v2 2v2 2 2 8IP6) = 1+ F12
—\ _ L 1
el = g1 ) + 2‘”” TILED uyiag) = J1ad) + F1as) + FiLRg) Uglat) = 1143)
— . — 1
111 Uqglaz) = 7—\‘1 3) — \lA7) 3 L R7) Uplat) = ILR11) Ugla3) = [LAyg)
(Pathaccept)|Ua|@3) = —=13d) + 314A48) + 314Rs)  |Uplad) = J5133) — 31443) — 3 14Rs) Uglad) = |LR13)
al) =
Ualad) = Jzlal) — 514As) — §1LRs) |Uplad) = |LR12) Uslad) = LR1a)
= = 1 1
Valiy = f” D+l 3Ry ) = L) + d1LAg) + 1R Ugl7T) = [LR15)
== 1 1
ur |Val73) = f” 2~ g9l = 5 Re) uy ey = |LRys) Ug|73) = I4R16)
(Pathreject) |Ua |73 = = 174) + 314410} + 31LR10) |Up170) = = 178) — §14A4) — 31LR4) U$\T:2:> = |LR17)
Ual™d) = T 174) — 5114100 — 5 1LR10)|Up|73) = |4 R14) Uglmd) = ¥ R1g)

Proof. By the definition of 1.5QFA’s and Theorem 3, every stochastic language can be recognized with
unbounded error by 1.5QFA’s. We will show that the context-free nonstochastic language [16]

k
L1 = {a"ba¥" ba??b- - -a¥'b € {a,b}* | x,t,y1, -+ ,yr €ZT and , Tk (1 <k <t),z = Zyz}
i=1

can be recognized with unbounded error by a 1.5QFA with cutpoint % Consider the 1.5QFA Q =

(@, X,0,Quce, Qrej), where X = {a,b} and the state sets are as follows:

G e U 1 <i <6 U | 1<i<6}U{@ | 1<i<dlU{T|1<i<d)
U{sz|1§1§6}7 Qacc_{J/Az|1SZ§10}7andQT6]:{LRZ|1§7’§18}

Let each U, act as indicated in Figure 1, and extend each to be unitary. Let ¢ be related to the U, as

described in Section 2.
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Machine @Q starts computation on symbol ¢ by branching into two paths, path; and path,, with
equal probability. Each path and their subpaths, to be described later, check whether the input is of
the form (aa*b)(aa*b)(aa*b)*. The different stages of the program indicated in Figure 1 correspond to
the subtasks of this regular expression check. Stage I ends successfully if the input begins with (aa*b).
Stage IT checks the second (aa*b). Finally, Stage III controls whether the input ends with (aa*b)*.

The reader will note that many transitions in the machine are of the form

Uslai) = [9) + | Ax) + | R),

where [1)) is a superposition of configurations such that (1[1)) = 1 — 202, Ax € Quee, Rk € Qrej. The
equal-probability transitions to the “twin halting states” A and Rj are included to ensure that the
matrices are unitary, without upsetting the “accept/reject balance” until a final decision about the
membership of the input in £; is reached. If the regular expression check mentioned above fails, each
path in question terminates in a rejecting configuration, and the overall probability of acceptance of
the machine turns out to be less than 1. If the input is indeed of the form (aa*b)(aa*b)(aa*b)*, the
acceptance probability is at least %, and whether % will be exceeded or not depends on the following
additional tasks performed by the computation paths in order to test for the equality mentioned in
the definition of L:

1. path; walks over the a’s at the speed of one tape square per step until reading the first b. After
that point, path; pauses for one step over each a before moving on to the next symbol.
2. pathy pauses for one step over each a until reading the first b. After that point, path, walks over
each a at the speed of one square per step.
3. On each b except the first one, path; and path, split to take the following two courses of action
with equal probability:
(a) In the first alternative, path; and path, perform a two-way quantum Fourier transform (QFT)
[10]:
i. The targets of the QFT are two new computational paths, i.e., pathaccept and pathyeject.
Disregarding the equal-probability transitions to the twin halting states mentioned above,
the QFT is realized as:

1 1
pathl — %pathaccept + ﬁpathreject

1 1
pathQ — ﬁpathaccept - ﬁpathreject

ii. pathaccept and pathreject continue computation at the speed of pathy, walking over the b’s
without performing the QFT any more.
(b) In the second alternative, path; and path, continue computation without performing the QFT.
4. On symbol $, pathaccept enters an accepting state, patheject €nters a rejecting state, path; and path,
enters accepting and rejecting states with equal probability.

Suppose that the input is of the form
w = a”ba? ba¥?b - - -a¥'b,

where z,t,y1, -,y € ZT.

path; reaches the first b earlier than path,. Once it has passed the first b, path, becomes faster, and
may or may not catch up with path;, depending on the number of a’s in the input after the first b.
The two paths can meet on the symbol following the x’th a after the first b, since at that point path;
will have paused for the same number of steps as path,. Only if that symbol is a b, the two paths will
perform a QFT in the same place and at the same time. To paraphrase, if there exists a k (1 < k < t)
such that x = Zle y: , path; and path, meet over the (k + 1)** b and perform the QFT at the same
step. If there is no such k, the paths either never meet, or meet over an a without a QFT.
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The pathaccept and pathrejects that are offshoots of path; continue their traversal of the string faster
than path;. On the other hand, the offshoots of path, continue their traversal at the same speed as
path,.

By definition, the twin halting states reached during the computation contribute equal amounts to
the acceptance and rejection probabilities. path; and path, accept and reject equiprobably when they
reach the end of the string. If path; and path, never perform the QFT at the same time and in the
same position, every QFT produces two equal-probability paths which perform identical tasks, except
that one accepts and the other one rejects at the end.

The overall acceptance and rejection probabilities are equal, %, unless a pathyeject With positive
amplitude and a pathrejec: With negative amplitude can meet and therefore cancel each other. In such
a case, the surviving pathaccept’s will contribute the additional acceptance probability that will tip the
balance. As described above, such a cancellation is only possible when path; and pathy perform the
QFT together.

Therefore, if w € L4, the overall acceptance probability is greater than % If w ¢ L4, the overall
acceptance probability does not exceed %

4 Concluding Remarks

In this paper, we examined the capabilities of measure-many (Kondacs-Watrous) quantum finite au-
tomata in the unbounded error setting. We gave a full characterization of the class of languages
recognized by one-way QFA’s of this kind; they turn out to recognize all and only the stochastic lan-
guages. We also showed that allowing the tape head to “stay put” for some steps during its left-to-right
traversal of the input increases the language recognition power of quantum finite automata in the un-
bounded error case. This means that two-way (and even “1.5-way”) QFA’s are strictly more powerful
than 1QFA’s; whereas 2PFA’s are known to be equivalent in power to 1PFA’s [9] in this setting. Since
two-way finite automata with suitable restrictions (which do not affect our results) on the transition
amplitudes are equivalent to Turing machines restricted to constant space bounds, this answers a ques-
tion of Watrous [21] about the relationship between the computational powers of probabilistic Turing
machines and quantum Turing machines with space bounds less than logn; QTM’s are strictly more
powerful than PTM’s in this case.

Theorem 3 has some obvious ramifications about upper bounds on the numbers of states of
KWQFA’s that recognize regular languages. All the well-known results [14, 18] about the “state econ-
omy” provided by NFA’s and PFA’s over DFA’s carry over easily to KWQFA’s. Lemma 1 can be
specialized to show that an n-state DFA can be simulated by an unbounded-error KWQFA with just
O(n) states, and cut-point 0.

A question left open in this work is the relationship between the computational powers of 1.5QFA’s
and 2QFA’s. It is not too difficult to show that a 2QFA can recognize the nonstochastic language

Lcenter = {’LU S {aub}* | w = wlbw27 |’LU1| = |’LU2|}

with unbounded error (see Appendix A), we do not know whether a 1.5QFA for recognizing Leenter
exists or not.

Other types of QFA’s [2,12,15,17] have been defined in the literature. The class of languages
recognized with unbounded error by measure-once QFA’s [6,15] has been shown to be a proper subset
of the stochastic languages. The generalized quantum finite automaton [17] (GQFA) model allows
the full repertory of operations sanctioned by quantum physics. All KWQFA’s are GQFA’s. It is not
known [13] (in both the bounded and the unbounded error settings) whether there exists a language
that a GQFA can recognize but a KWQFA cannot.
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Lemma 3. Leepier 15 Tecognized with unbounded error by a 2QFA.

Proof. The algorithm begins by checking the input length by traversing the input from left to right.
If the length is even, then the computation halts with rejecting probability 1. If not, the computation
splits to two paths, path; and paths, on the $ symbol, and proceeds to a superposition where path; is
on the ¢ symbol, and path; is on the $ symbol simultaneously. (This can be achieved in linear time,
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even if one does not assume the tape to be circular, as stated in [10].) Both paths then traverse the
input string in opposite directions. At each step, path; and path, move one square to the right and
left, respectively, by making the following transitions: If they read symbol a,

1 1 1
Pathl — — 5 qaccept + S qreject + _pathlv

2 2 V2

1 1 1
path2 — gqaccept + 5‘]raject + Epathz;

and if they read symbol b,
1 1
pathl — 5 daccept + S dreject + ﬁpathla

2 2
1 1 1
pathQ — gqaccept - 5‘]Taject + Epath%

where Gaccept and @reject are accepting and rejecting states, respectively. Upon reaching the end-
markers, both paths enter accepting and rejecting states with equal probability.

It is easily seen that, the paths meet only on the center symbol. If that symbol is an a, some
accepting probability gets canceled; if it is a b, some rejecting probability gets canceled. Since the
computation’s halting probability is equally divided between accepting and rejecting states at all other
steps, input strings in Lcenter are accepted with probability greater than %, and the input strings that
are not in Leenter are accepted with probability less than % Furthermore, if the length of the input
string is not odd, it is accepted with probability 0.



