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Abstract

The computational complexity of random k-SAT problem is contingent on the clause number m. In
classical computing, a satisfiability threshold is identified at m = rkn, marking the transition of random
k-SAT from solubility to insolubility. However, beyond this established threshold, comprehending the
complexity remains challenging. On quantum computers, direct application of Grover’s unstructured
quantum search still yields exponential time requirements due to oversight of structural information.
This paper introduces a family of structured quantum search algorithms, termed k-local quantum search,
designed to address the k-SAT problem. Because search algorithm necessitates the presence of a target,
our focus is specifically on the satisfiable side of k-SAT, i.e., max-k-SAT on satisfiable instances, denoted
as max-k-SSAT, with a small k ≥ 3. For random instances with m = Ω(n2+ϵ), general exponential
acceleration is proven for any small ϵ > 0 and sufficiently large n. Furthermore, adiabatic k-local
quantum search improves the bound of general efficiency to m = Ω(n1+ϵ), within an evolution time of
O(n2). Specifically, for m = Θ(n1+δ+ϵ), the efficiency is guaranteed in a probability of 1−O(erfc(nδ/2)).
By modifying this algorithm capable of solving all instances, we prove that the max-k-SSAT is polynomial
on average if m = Ω(n2+ϵ) based on the average-case complexity theory.
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1 Introduction

The Boolean satisfiability (SAT) problem is to determine whether there exists an interpretation that satisfies
a given Boolean formula. This problem holds a pivotal status as the first proved NP-complete problem in
Karp’s 21 NP-complete problems [24]. In the context of k-SAT problem, the Boolean formula is confined
to conjunctive normal form, where each clause is constrained to at most k literals, with NP-completeness
maintained for k ≥ 3. NP-completeness [11] of k-SAT implies the intractability in the worst-case scenario,
but it does not characterize the problem as universally challenging for every instance. This is the original
intention to discuss the average-case complexity of NP-complete problem.

In Levin’s framework of average-case complexity theory [27], a random problem is defined as a pair
(µ,R), where R ⊂ N × N is a binary relation defined on “instance-witness” pair (x, y), and µ : N → [0, 1]
represents the probability distribution function of inputs x. The density µ′(x) = µ(x) − µ(x − 1) denotes
the probability of occurrence for a specific input x. A random problem is deemed polynomial on average if
R̄(x) ⇔ ∃yRx can be computed in polynomial time concerning t(x), where the ratio t(x)/ |x| is bounded
by a constant on average. Formally, this implies that limx→∞

∑
x µ

′(x)t(x)/ |x| < ∞. The essence of this
polynomial-on-average complexity lies in its capacity to tolerate instances with extreme difficulty, provided
that their occurrence probability µ′(x) remains sufficiently small.

The reduction between random problems necessitates consideration of both µ and R. In [27], the rela-

tionship between µ1 and µ2 is denoted as µ1 ≲ µ2 if ∃k∀x µ′
1(x)/µ

′
2(x) < |x|k. A polynomial time algorithm

f(x) reduces a problem (µ1, R1) to (f[µ2], R2), if µ1 ≲ µ2 and R̄1(x) ⇔ R̄2(f(x)). Here, f[µ2] denotes the
probability distribution function on x′ = f(x), explicitly defined as f[µ2](x

′) =
∑

f(x)≤x′ µ′
2(x). According

to this reduction, a random NP problem is complete if every random NP problem is reducible to it.
The random k-SAT problem under the random model F (n,m, k) is a random NP-complete problem,

owing to the naturality of F (n,m, k) in describing k-SAT instances, making any other random NP problem
reducible to it [24, 28]. By limiting the number of literals in each clause to exactly k, F (n,m, k) generates
a k-SAT instance on n variables by uniformly, independently, and with replacement selecting m clauses
from the entire set of 2kCk

n possible clauses [2]. Notable, with the variation of m, the average complexity
of random k-SAT problem does not consistently exhibit exponential growth on n. Rather, phase transition
phenomena is observed in early numerical experiments[7, 29], wherein random k-SAT transfers from solubility
to insolubility. Based on heuristic analytic methods, the satisfiability threshold conjecture emerges, asserting
that for each k ≥ 2, there exists a constant rk that

lim
n→∞

Pr[F (n, rkn, k) is satisfiable] =

{
1 if c < rk,

0 if c > rk.
(1)

For case of k = 2, rk is established as 1 [9, 19]. For k ≥ 3, the previous works provide exact upper and lower
bound [26, 10] as

2k ln 2− 1 + ln 2

2
− ok(1) < rk < 2k ln 2− 1 + ln 2

2
+ ok(1). (2)

Furthermore, the existence of rk is proved for k ≥ k0, with k0 an absolute constant [13].
However, beyond this established threshold, comprehending the complexity of random k-SAT becomes

elusive in the domain of classical computing. Limited theoretical research delves into the range of m far
beyond rkn. Generally, when m surpasses rkn, the Boolean formula becomes over-constrained, resulting
in instances to be generally unsatisfiable. In such scenarios, the identification of contradictions may be
more attainable [29, 31]. Nevertheless, despite existing with exponentially low probability, the satisfiable
instances introduce significant complexity, thereby perpetuating the average complexity of random k-SAT
exponentially with respect to n.

Quantum computation [30] is an emerging computational model grounded in the principles of quantum
mechanics that utilizes the quantum systems as basic computational units, termed quantum bits (qubits) |x⟩.
Substantial progress has been achieved in the expeditious resolution of diverse computational challenges, such
as the Shor algorithm for prime factorization [34] and HHL algorithm for solving linear systems [21]. The
Grover search algorithm [20] introduces a general framework for addressing search problems by eliminating
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structural information and reducing them to unstructured searches, yielding a query complexity of O(
√
N),

where N = 2n. Specifically, the Grover Oracle O reverses the phase of target state |t⟩, expressed as

|x⟩ O−→ (−1)f(x) |x⟩ (3)

where f(x) = 1 if x = t, and f(x) = 0 otherwise. Noteworthily, the Grover Oracle operates globally on |x⟩
in an unstructured manner. However, it is crucial to acknowledge that real-world problems often possess
structural information capable of facilitating their resolution. In the realm of quantum search, attentions are
primarily directed towards the physical structural of specific problem, such as d-dimensional grid structures
[1] and k-neighbors in a graph [36], which still fall short of dealing NP-complete problems.

In this work, we investigate the potential structural information inherent in the Oracle of a search
problem. Drawing inspiration from the k-local Hamiltonian problem, which is considered as the quantum
computing counterpart of max-k-SAT [25], we formulate the k-local search problem, wherein the n-local
search corresponds to the unstructured search. This natural extension leads to the establishment of k-local
quantum search, with the specific case of k = n aligning with the well-known Grover search. Notably, when
k is held constant, the k-local search becomes computationally tractable on classical computers, requiring
a query complexity of O(n). It is this simplicity that has led to the oversight of this problem in previous
research, resulting in the k-local quantum search remaining undiscovered for an extended period.

However, we illuminate the fact that the k-local search problem represents the expectation of all possible
random instances of k-SAT with interpretations. Moreover, we establish that, for random instances of k-SAT
sharing the same interpretation, the normalized problem Hamiltonian H̄C converges, in probability, to the
Hamiltonian Hk of the k-local quantum search at a rate of O(m−1/2). Given that the search algorithm
necessitates the presence of a target, we focus on the satisfiable side of k-SAT, specifically max-k-SAT for
satisfiable instances, denoted as max-k-SSAT. The k-local quantum search naturally applies to max-k-SSAT.
We demonstrate that, for a small constant k, the k-local quantum search also requires O(n) queries to deal
with k-local search, and its performance generally maintains when applied to max-k-SSAT instances with
m = Ω(n2+ϵ) for any small ϵ and sufficiently large n.

To explore the complexity of max-k-SSAT withm less than Θ(n2), two considerations are applicable. One
approach involves the design of quantum algorithms with reduced query complexity. For instance, algorithms
requiring O(

√
n) queries achieve efficiency on random k-SAT instances with m = Ω(n1+ϵ). Another avenue

is to address the impact of the deviation ∆HC of H̄C from Hk. In this paper, we opt for the latter
approach. In the current landscape of quantum computing, multiple algorithms offer insights into managing
such deviations [32, 14, 23], with the adiabatic quantum computation [22, 18, 3] standing out as the most
representative and extensively theoretically analyzed.

The adiabatic theorem asserts that a quantum system will adhere to the instantaneous state, provided
that the system Hamiltonian undergoes sufficiently slow variations [6]. Building upon this principle, adia-
batic quantum computation encodes the problem’s target in the ground state of the final Hamiltonian and
establishes a gradually evolving system Hamiltonian, showcasing considerable potential in addressing compu-
tationally challenging problems [15, 8]. The efficiency of adiabatic quantum computation relies on satisfying
adiabatic approximation conditions [37, 39], ensuring that the required evolution time T ≫ g−2

0 , where g0
denotes the minimal gap of the system Hamiltonian. Despite substantial efforts have been dedicated to
analyzing the gap of NP-complete problems [12, 17, 16], a general result remains elusive.

In our study, we introduce an adiabatic k-local quantum search, following a similar form to the adiabatic
Grover search [33] when k = n. Built on the convergence of the deviation ∆HC and the efficiency of the
k-local quantum search with O(n) Oracle calls, we establish a general convergence of the minimal gap g0 for
max-k-SSAT withm = Ω(n1+ϵ), consequently ensuring the efficiency of the adiabatic varient on max-k-SSAT
with m = Ω(n1+ϵ) within an evolution time of O(n2). To be precise, for m = Θ(n1+δ+ϵ), the guaranteed
efficiency fails with a probability of O(erfc(nδ/2)), where erfc(x) denotes the complementary error function.
Simulations of k-local quantum search and its adiabatic varient are conducted on max-k-SSAT, yielding
results that align with the established theorem.

Accordingly, by introducing the Grover search to handle the cases where the efficiency failed, we demon-
strate the max-k-SSAT is polynomial on average with m = Ω(n2+ϵ) based on the average-case complexity
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theory. Here, the random model accompanied with max-k-SSAT in the theorem is Fs(n,m, k), which is the
natural deviation of F (n,m, k) by eliminating unsatisfiable instances. Additionally, our focus in this paper
primarily lies on a small constant k, implying that k is not on the order of hundreds or larger. Throughout
the following discussion, unless explicitly stated otherwise, k is assumed to be of this magnitude.

Theorem 1.1 (main theorem). For any small ϵ > 0 and sufficient large n, the max-k-SSAT with random
model Fs(n,m, k) is polynomial on average when m = Ω(n2+ϵ).

With the proposed k-local quantum search and its varient, we contribute to refining the complexity
landscape of max-k-SSAT concerning m within the range beyond ckn. We establish that max-k-SSAT
exhibits its highest complexity when m falls within the interval [(rk − ϵ)n, (rk + ϵ)n] with any small ϵ and
sufficient larger n. Beyond this range, the computational complexity diminishes with the increasing efficiency
of adiabatic k-local search. Finally, whenm exceeding the magnitude of Θ(n2), the computational complexity
of max-k-SSAT become polynomial on average.

The subsequent sections of this paper are structured as follows. Section 2 introduces the quantum
algorithms designed to address the k-local search problem, specifically, the k-local quantum algorithm and
its adiabatic variant. In Section 3, we further prove the general efficiency of these algorithms on max-k-SSAT
with a specified bound of m. Section 4 presents the proof of the main theorem. Based on this, Section 5
provides a refined landscape of the average-case computational complexity of max-k-SSAT.

2 Algorithm design

The goal of this section is to present the k-local quantum search and its adiabatic varient. Initially, some
basic about quantum computing and adiabatic quantum computation are presented. On base of the k-local
search problem, the k-local quantum search algorithm and its adiabatic varient are proposed. Additionally,
we analyze their performances on k-local search problem through the proof of the number of iterations
required to evolve the initial state to the target state. Specifically, with a small constant k, the k-local
search requires O(n) Oracle calls, while the adiabatic varient necessitates O(n2) evolution time.

2.1 Quantum computing basics

Quantum computation is rooted in the principles of quantum mechanics, enabling computations on quantum
systems. The basic unit of quantum computation is the qubit, which encodes the state of a two-level quantum
system as |0⟩ and |1⟩. A qubit can exist in any superpositions of these basic states, represented as

|ψ⟩ = α |0⟩+ β |1⟩ , (4)

where α, β are complex coefficients satisfying |α|2 + |β|2 = 1. In mathematical terms, |ψ⟩ corresponds to a

normalized vector [α, β]
T
in the complex Hilbert space C2. Consequently, the composite state of n qubits is

described by the tensor product ⊗, resulting in a state residing in CN .
Owing to the superposition property of quantum state, parallel computation becomes feasible during

processing. Specifically, the |+⟩ state represents the equal superposition of |0⟩ and |1⟩, expressed as

|+⟩ = 1√
2
(|0⟩+ |1⟩). (5)

With n qubits, the equal superposition |+⟩⊗n
= |+⟩ ⊗ |+⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |+⟩ can be expanded as

|+⟩⊗n
=

1√
N

N−1∑
j=0

|j⟩ . (6)

When processing states of this kind, parallel computing is executed on every computational basis state |j⟩,
where 0 ≤ j < N .
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The evolution of quantum state |ψ(t)⟩ is dictated by the Schrödinger equation, in the time-independent
form as

i
d

dt
|ψ(t)⟩ = H |ψ(t)⟩ , (7)

where H is a Hermitian matrix representing the system Hamiltonian. The solution to the Schrödinger
equation can be expressed as

|ψ(t)⟩ = U(t) |ψ(0)⟩ , (8)

where the time evolution operator U(t) = e−iHt in the time-independent scenario. U(t) maps the state |ψ⟩ to
U(t) |ψ⟩ within the Hilbert space CN , represented as an N -dimensional unitary matrix. For a time-dependent
Hamiltonian, the Trotter-Suzuki decomposition [38, 35] can be employed to simulate the evolution by a series
of time-independent Hamiltonians with ∆t = T/p, where T is the total evolution time, and p is the number
of decomposition steps. The approximate evolution operator is then given by

U(t) ≈
p∏

d=1

e−iH(d∆t)∆t. (9)

Analogous to classical logic gates in classical computing, quantum computing utilizes quantum gates to
represent basic evolutions in a quantum system, forming any evolution operator U(t) within the quantum
circuit model. A widely used single-qubit gate is the Hadamard gate H, which acts on |0⟩ as H |0⟩ = |+⟩,
with its matrix representation given by

H =
1√
2

[
1 1
1 −1

]
. (10)

In quantum circuits, Pauli gates are also commonplace and expressed as

I =

[
1 0
0 1

]
, X =

[
0 1
1 0

]
, Y =

[
0 −i
i 0

]
, Z =

[
1 0
0 −1

]
. (11)

Additionally, in representation of Hamiltonian, these Pauli gates (Pauli matrices) are also denoted as σ0,
σx, σy and σz, respectively. Specifically, the single-qubit rotations are defined as Rx(θ) = e−iθσx/2, Ry(θ) =
e−iθσy/2 and Rz(θ) = e−iθσz/2.

Regarding multi-qubit gates, the swap gate and controlled gate are introduced. The swap gate is employed
to exchange the states of two qubits. Additionally, the most representative controlled gate, Controlled NOT
(CNOT) gate, flips the value in the controlled qubit if the control qubit values |1⟩. Their matrix forms are
respectively expressed as

SWAP =


1 0 0 0
0 0 1 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 0 1

 , CNOT =


1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 0 1
0 0 1 0

 , (12)

where the less significant qubit of CNOT is the controlled qubit. Notably, the matrix of CNOT can be
written in a block matrix form as

CNOT =

[
I

X

]
, (13)

where the X gate corresponds to the effect of NOT. The X gate occupying the more significant encoding
positions in the matrix, corresponding to the computational bases |10⟩ and |11⟩, while the rest positions are
filled with I. This property maintains for general multi-controlled U gates, provided that the control qubits
take up the more significant qubits and the gate is activated only when the control qubits are all |1⟩. In cases
where this condition is not met, to obtained the analytical form of the gate, the swap gate can be applied
to adjust the order of qubits, and the X gate can be used to modify the 0/1 value of the control condition.

In this paper, we introduce a type of multi-controlled phase gate to represent the problem Hamiltonian for
solving a Boolean formula. Given a Boolean conjunctive α = (¬)xa1

∧ (¬)xa2
∧· · ·∧ (¬)xak

, its characteristic
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 Pθ

X X

Figure 1: An example quantum circuit for eiθhα , where α = x1 ∧ ¬x2 ∧ x4. This clause is denoted as α = (1,−2, 4),
indicating that the 1st, 2nd, and 4th qubits (from top to bottom in the figure) are occupied. An additional pair
of X gates is applied to the 2nd qubit due to the inversion in this qubit. In this circuit, the 4th qubit serves as
the controlled qubit, with the phase gate Pθ activated on this qubit. The 1st and 2rd qubits are the control qubits,
denoted in black point in this figure. However, due to the property of the multi-controlled Pθ gate, the controlled
qubit can be any of the involved qubits, with the rest qubits acting as the control qubits.

function fα(x) = 1 only when the formula is satisfied; otherwise, fα(x) = 0. Correspondingly, its problem
Hamiltonian hα can be defined as hα |x⟩ = fα(x) |x⟩. We denote α as α = (±a1,±a2, · · · ,±ak), where +at
corresponds to xat and −at to ¬xat . The problem Hamiltonian hα can be expressed as

hα = σ
(a1)
z∓ ⊗ σ

(a2)
z∓ ⊗ · · · ⊗ σ

(ak)
z∓ , (14)

where ±aj corresponds to σ
(aj)

z∓ , and the rest positions are tensor-multiplied with I. σ
(aj)

z± is σz± on the aj-th
qubit, where σz± = 1

2 (I ± σz) are the corresponding components of σz on |0⟩ and |1⟩, in matrix form as

σz+ =

[
1 0
0 0

]
, σz− =

[
0 0
0 1

]
. (15)

The evolution eiθhα is a (k− 1)-controlled phase gate with a circuit complexity of O(k) [4], where the phase
gate refers to the single-qubit gate Pθ = eiθσz− , in matrix form as

Pθ =

[
1 0
0 eiθ

]
. (16)

An example of a Boolean formula is presented in Figure 1.
While quantum computing offers superior parallel computation capabilities, accessing results is not as

straightforward as that in classical computing. For instance, when measuring with the computational basis
on the latter register of the given quantum state

|ψ⟩ =
∑
j

αj |f(j)⟩ |j⟩ , (17)

it collapses to |f(j)⟩ |j⟩ with a probability of |αj |2, outputting a single computation result of f(j). Conse-
quently, quantum algorithms must be well-designed to fully leverage parallelism and accelerate computation
effectively.

2.2 k-local search problem

The Grover search algorithm is specialized for unstructured searches with a goal function in form of

f(x) =

{
1 if x = t,

0 if x ̸= t.
(18)

Due to the absence of structural information, no classical strategy can efficiently solve this type of problem.
Specifically, when considering the situation with only one target t, the query complexity on classical com-
puters is O(N). In contrast, on a quantum computer, Grover search provides a quadratic acceleration with a
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query complexity of O(
√
N), showcasing the inherent superiority of quantum computers in search problems.

Regardless of the workspace qubits for the Oracle, the evolution of the Grover search can be expressed as

|ψ⟩ =
(
H⊗n(2 |0⟩ ⟨0| − I)H⊗nO

)p |+⟩⊗n
. (19)

where |0⟩ refers to |0⟩⊗n
in multi-qubits scenario, and ⟨0| is the conjugate transpose of |0⟩.

The Grover Oracle O induces a phase reversal in the target state |t⟩, as illustrated in Eq. (3). Interest-
ingly, Oracle O can be expressed in the form of Hamiltonian evolution as e−iπHG , where HG is the Grover
Hamiltonian defined by HG |x⟩ = f(x) |x⟩. Furthermore, if we disregard the global phase eiπ, 2 |0⟩ ⟨0|−I can
also be formulated as e−iπHG,0 , where HG,0 represents HG with the target t = 0. Both HG and HG,0 unveil
the unstructured nature by treating any x ̸= t equally. Moreover, these Hamiltonians also demonstrate a
global nature, wherein all bits of x are simultaneously checked, and an output of 1 occurs only when x
perfectly matches with the target t.

Corresponding to global search, a type of k-local search can be formulated. The concept of k-local is
extensively discussed in quantum computing, as evidenced in the k-local Hamiltonian problem [25]. The
k-local Hamiltonian refers to a Hamiltonian H =

∑
αHα where each component Hα operates on at most

k qubits. The k-local Hamiltonian problem aims to find the minimal energy state, i.e., the eigenstate
(eigenvector) of Hamiltonian H with the minimal eigenvalue. When Hα becomes diagonal, this problem is
reduced to max-k-SAT [25].

If the global Oracle of Grover search becomes k-local, for an input x, it can only check k bits simulta-
neously in the Oracle. In a straightforward example, the Oracle has only a k-bit register for processing the
input x, and it lacks the capability to selectively pick k bits for ⌈n/k⌉ times to form the global information
about t. Consequently, the Oracle must consider all k-combinations of {xj}, obtaining the count when a cer-
tain k-combination of x matches that of t. In the multi-target situation, each k-combination matches as long
as any target is satisfied. In this paper, the single-target situation is considered. To maintain consistency
with the global search with k = n, the frequency of matches is output by the k-local Oracle Ok.

With only a single target t, the Oracle Ok of the k-local search problem rotates the phase of |x⟩ according
to the k-local “similarity” of x with t, expressed as

Ok |x⟩ = e−iπfk(x) |x⟩ , (20)

where fk(x) is the goal function of k-local search problem, expressed as

fk(x) =
Ck

l

Ck
n

. (21)

l denotes the number of bits that x matches with t. Specifically, l = n − dH(x, t), where dH represents the
Hamming distance.

As k increases to n, the structural information embedded in fk(x) gradually diminishes, and ultimately,
when n = k, Ok reduces to the Oracle of Grover search. However, when k is held constant, the explicit
structural information offered by fk(x) enables an efficient solution to the k-local search problem on classical
computers within O(n) calls to the Oracle, as outlined in Algorithm 1.

The goal function fk(x) yields an output of 0 only when the number of matched bits between x and t

is less than k. Given a constant k, this probability is
∑k−1

l=0 C
l
n/2

n, converging to 0 with the increase of n.
Consequently, constant random initializations are necessary to identify an x with fk(x) larger than 0. In the
subsequent steps, each bit of x is adjusted to optimize fk(x) towards 1, ultimately resulting in the output
of the target t. The k-local search problem is characterized by its simplicity, and it is this simplicity that
holds significance.

7



Algorithm 1: Classical solution to k-local search problem

Data: Oracle Ok with goal function fk(x);
Result: target t;

1 x← 0;
2 while fk(x) = 0 do
3 x← random initialization;
4 end
5 for j ← 1 to n do
6 x′ ← x;
7 x′

j ← ¬xj ;
8 if f(x) < f(x′) then
9 x← x′;

10 end

11 end

2.3 k-local quantum search algorithm

By formulating the k-local search Hamiltonian as

Hk |x⟩ = fk(x) |x⟩ , (22)

the circuit of k-local quantum search is devised as

|ψp⟩ =
(
H⊗ne−iπHk,0H⊗ne−iπHk

)p |+⟩⊗n
(23)

according to the framework of Grover search, where Hk,0 is Hk with target t = 0. When k = n, this circuit
reduces to the extensively discussed Grover search. Here, our primary focus lies in the scenario where k is a
small constant.

To implement the evolution of e−iπHk on a quantum computer, the Hamiltonian Hk must be decomposed
into sub-Hamiltonians that act only on a small number of qubits. While the diagonal Hk can generally be
decomposed using the Walsh operator [40], a more natural decomposition is available for Hk in this context.
Initially, we consider the decomposition of Hk,0. Denoting the combinations of n taken k as In,k, for every
combination α = (a1, a2, · · · , ak) ∈ In,k, the selected bits of xmatch those of t only when the Boolean formula
¬xa1

∧¬xa2
∧· · · ¬xak

is true, representing a component in the entire Hk,0. Using the multi-controlled phase
gate presented in Section 2.1, Hk,0 can be expressed as

Hk,0 =
1

Ck
n

∑
α∈In,k

h
(α)
k , (24)

where h
(α)
k is hk acting on the qubits identified by α = (a1, a2, · · · , ak), and hk = σ⊗k

z+ . Since Hk,0 is diagonal,
the evolution of e−iθHk,0 can be decomposed into the evolutions of every single e−iθhα . For a general Hk, it
differs from Hk,0 only in that these Boolean formulas are satisfied by t other than 0. Consequently, for the
j-th bit, if tj is not 0, only an additional pair of X gates is required to flip the state.

Additionally, by denoting Xk = H⊗khkH
⊗k and leveraging the property HH = I, the Hamiltonian

H⊗nHk,0H
⊗n in Eq. (23) can be expressed as

HB,k =
1

Ck
n

∑
α∈In,k

X
(α)
k (25)

with the introduction of an extra pair of Hadamard gates H⊗k between every component of hk, as illustrated
in Lemma 2.1. Consequently, the search operator in Eq. (23) can be represented as

Uk = e−iπHB,ke−iπHk . (26)
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Figure 2: An example of evolution of Un+1,k(−θ) with n = 3 and k = 2.

Lemma 2.1. Given a single-qubit gateM such thatMM = I, the Hamiltonian HM,k =M⊗n(
∑

α∈In,k
h
(α)
k )M⊗n

is equivalent to HM,k =
∑

α∈In,k
M

(α)
k , where M

(α)
k represents Mk acting on qubits identified by α, and

Mk =M⊗khkM
⊗k.

Proof. To identity the Hamiltonians with different n, an extra subscript n is introduced to the Hamiltonian
notation. The lemma is unequivocally established when k = 1, as the sub-Hamiltonians become local on
single qubit. Besides, the lemma holds true for the case where k ≥ 2 and n = k. Having established the
lemma for the cases of k−1 with any arbitrary n, as well as for k with a specific n, we proceed to demonstrate
its validity for the scenario involving k with n+ 1.

The equivalence between HM,n+1,k and HM,n+1,k can be reduced to establishing the equivalence between
evolutions Un+1,k(θ) = eiθHM,n+1,k and Un+1,k(θ) = eiθHM,n+1,k for any arbitrary θ. The decomposition of
Un+1,k(θ) is expressed as

Un+1,k(θ) =
∏

α∈In+1,k

eiθM
(α)
k .

The sub-evolutions eiθM
(α)
k can be classified by whether the (n+1)-th qubit is evolved. These without the

presence of (n+1)-th qubit contribute to the construction of Un,k(θ). Regarding the rest sub-evolutions, with
the (n+1)-th qubit consistently involved, the entire evolution can be conceptualized as Un,k−1(θ) with an
extra control qubit in the (n+1)-th position, denoted as U ′

n,k−1(θ). A straightforward example is presented
in Figure 2. Consequently, the evolution Un+1,k(θ) can written as

Un+1,k(θ) = Un,k(θ)U
′
n,k−1(θ). (27)

Denoting the resulted states of M on computational basis as |+M ⟩ =M |0⟩, |−M ⟩ =M |1⟩, respectively,
we show the specific evolution based on the state of the (n+1)-th qubit. If the (n+1)-th qubit is in state
|+M ⟩, given M |+M ⟩ = |0⟩, the control qubit in the (n+1)-th position is not satisfiable, leading to the
exclusive influence of Un,k(θ) on the lower n qubit. Conversely, if the (n+1)-th qubit is in state |−M ⟩, the
evolution on the lower n qubits should be Un,k(θ)Un,k−1(θ). For any n-qubit computational basis |x⟩, the
evolution is written as

Un+1,k(θ)(α |+M ⟩+ β |−M ⟩) |x⟩ = αUn,k(θ) |+M ⟩ |x⟩+ βUn,k(θ)Un,k−1(θ) |−M ⟩ |x⟩ .

By bring in the established results, this evolution can be further expressed as

Un+1,k(θ)(α |+M ⟩+ β |−M ⟩) |x⟩ = αUn,k(θ) |+M ⟩ |x⟩+ βUn,k(θ)Un,k−1(θ) |−M ⟩ |x⟩ .

This represents the evolution of Un+1,k(θ) on quantum state (α |+M ⟩+β |−M ⟩) |x⟩. Consequently, the lemma
establishes for the case of k and n+ 1.

The number of iterations required to locate the target for k-local quantum search varies with different
k, denoted as pk. The circuit is certainly effective when k = n, and the required number of iterations is
pn ≈ π

4

√
N , with the amplitude of the target state |t⟩ converging to 1 [20]. However, the required iterations

9



for other values of k remain unknown. Due to the simplicity of k-local search on a classical computer when
k is constant and the proven efficiency of a quantum computer [5, 4], it is intuitively expected that O(n)
Oracle calls are necessary to evolve to the target state.

To theoretically describe the performance of k-local quantum search, we provide two key points. Initially,
we extensively discuss the scenario when k = 1, demonstrating that the required number of iterations p1 is
approximately n√

2
, and the amplitude of the target computational basis |t⟩ converges to 1 with the increase

of n, as presented in Proposition 2.4. Building upon this foundation, for a general small constant k, we
establish that when n is sufficiently larger than k, only O(n) iterations are required to evolve the initial state
to the first maximum regarding the amplitude of |t⟩, as elucidated in Theorem 2.9.

The 1-local scenario serves as the simplest case in k-local search, yet it is also the most representative,
corresponding to the other side when k = n, i.e., the Grover search. These two cases establish the lower
and upper bounds (in magnitude) for the required number of iterations for the k-local quantum search. In
1-local quantum search, the evolution is localized on each single qubit. Consequently, the eigenspace of every
1-local unitary operator comprises the full eigenspace of the search operator, along with its eigenvalues. The
iterations manifest as rotations corresponding to these eigenvalues in the eigenspace. Lemma 2.2 streamlines
the circuit of k-local quantum search to a unified form by reducing the circuit of k-local quantum search
with target t to that with t being 0. Moreover, Lemma 2.3 provides an approximate decomposition of the
search operator. Finally, Proposition 2.4 demonstrates that when p1 = n√

2
, the rotation precisely aligns with

the target computational basis |t⟩.

Lemma 2.2. The circuit of k-local quantum search with target t can be reduced to that with target 0.

Proof. When k = 1, the Hamiltonian Hk,0 corresponds to HZ =
∑

j σ
(j)
z with normalization, i.e., Hk,0 is

HZ/2n without considering the global phase. Given that −σz = XσzX, Hk with target t is equivalent to
Hk,0 with a pair of Xtj gates on both sides of each j-th qubit, where tj is 0/1, and X1 = X,X0 = I. That
is, the evolution of 1-local quantum search can be expressed as

|ψp⟩ =
(
H⊗ne−iπHZ/2nH⊗nXCe

−iπHZ/2nXC

)p

|+⟩⊗n
.

where XC =
∑

j X
tj
j and Xj is the X gate on the j-th qubit. Since HeiθσzH commutes with Xtj , most of

XC is canceled, and the evolution is reduced to

XC |ψp⟩ =
(
H⊗neiπHZ/2nH⊗neiπHZ/2n

)p

|+⟩⊗n
, (28)

with the only XC left. The operator XC fully characterizes the information of |t⟩ due to the relation
XC |0⟩ = |t⟩. Consequently, the circuit of 1-local search with target t is reduce to that with target 0.

When k ≥ 2 and n = k, this lemma also holds true. Notably, for every X
tj
j , X

tj
j X

tj
j = I. Consequently,

the evolution of k-local quantum search with target t can be represented as

|ψp⟩ =
(
H⊗ne−iπHkH⊗nXCe

−iπHkXC

)p |+⟩⊗n

according to the approach used in the proof of Lemma 2.1. Moreover, due to HeiθσzH commutes with Xtj ,
a similar conclusion can be derived for HeiθhkH. Actually, HeiθhkH can be viewed as (k − 1)-controlled
HeiθσzH with any evolved qubit acting as the controlled qubit. Consequently, this lemma is established for
k ≥ 2.

Lemma 2.3. The 1-local search operator UC = H⊗neiπHZ/2nH⊗neiπHZ/2n can be approximately eigende-
composed as

UC = V TEV +O(n−2), (29)

where V = V ⊗n
0 , and E = E⊗n

0 with

E0 =

[
e

iπ√
2n 0

0 e
−iπ√

2n

]
, V0 =

[
cos

(
π
8

)
sin

(
π
8

)
− sin

(
π
8

)
cos

(
π
8

)] . (30)
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Proof. In the context of the 1-local quantum circuit, the entire evolution can be decomposed into evolution
on a single qubit, given by U0 = He

iπ
2nZHe

iπ
2nZ for p iterations. U0 can be represented as

U0 =
1

2

[
eiπ/n + 1 1− eiπ/n

eiπ/n − 1 1 + eiπ/n

]
.

Applying the Taylor series expansion, U0 can be further approximated as

u =

[
1 + i π

2n −
(

π
2n

)2
i π
2n +

(
π
2n

)2
i π
2n −

(
π
2n

)2
1− i π

2n −
(

π
2n

)2
]
+O(n−3),

We denote a = cos (π/8) and b = sin (π/8). Noting that u0 = V T
0 E0V0 can be expanded as

u0 =

[
a2eiπ/

√
2n + b2e−iπ/

√
2n ab(eiπ/

√
2n − e−iπ/

√
2n)

ab(eiπ/
√
2n − e−iπ/

√
2n) b2eiπ/

√
2n + a2e−iπ/

√
2n

]
,

U0 can be decomposed into u0 +∆u, where the remainder term ∆u has a magnitude of

∆u =

[
O(n−3) O(n−2)
O(n−2) O(n−3)

]
.

Directly asserting ∥∆u∥ = O(n−2) would imply ∥∆U∥ = O(n−1), where ∆U = UC − u⊗n. However,
a more nuanced analysis delves into the search operator UC = U⊗n

0 , revealing that ∥∆U∥ = O(n−2).
Upon examination of the matrices u and ∆u, it becomes apparent that the diagonal and non-diagonal
elements exhibit distinct orders of magnitude. Specifically, in the diagonal scenario, denote u1 = O(1) and
∆u1 = O(n−3). In contrast, for the non-diagonal case, let u0 = O(n−1) and ∆u0 = O(n−2).

Each element of the matrix UC can be identified by an n-bit binary string x during the tensor product
process, where xj represents whether the diagonal or non-diagonal element is selected in the j-th matrix.
Denote the specific element with x as UC(x), expressed as

UC(x) =

n∏
j=1

(
uxj

+∆uxj

)
.

Furthermore, UC(x) can be expanded to N terms, identified by another n-bit binary string y, where yj
represents whether the major or minor component is selected in the j-th matrix, written as

UC(x) =

N−1∑
y=0

 n∏
j=1

u1−yj
xj

∆uyj
xj

. (31)

Denoting the every term in the sumation of Eq. (31) as f(x, y), the magnitude of f(x, y) can be classified
by l = dH(y, 0), representing that there are l possiable ∆uxi

are selected. Every term of f(x, y) with l = 0
is taken by the approximation u⊗n, and the rest residue is

∆U(x) =
∑
l>0

∆U(x, l),

where
∆U(x, l) =

∑
dH(y,0)=l

f(x, y).

∆U(x) can be further classified by m = dH(x, 0), representing how many diagonal elements of U are selected,
for ∆U(x) with the same m, the magenitude is the same, denoted as

∆U(m) =
∑
l>0

∆U(m, l),
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where ∆U(m, l) represents any ∆U(x, l) with m = dH(x, 0).
For each value of m, it can be established that ∆U(m) = O(n−2). Initially, for the special case when

m = n, every element in f(x, y) is the diagonal elements in original matrix U0. Consequently, ∆U(n, l) =
Cl

nO(n−3l), resulting in an overall value of ∆U(n) = O(n−2). In more general scenarios with 0 ≤ m < n
and 0 < l ≤ n, ∆U(m) should decrease with the decrease of m, while ∆U(m, l) decreases with the increase
of l.

When n − l ≥ m, the maximum of f(x, y) within ∆U(m, l) should encompass all m diagonal elements
of uxj

and the remaining n− l −m nondiagonal elements of uxj
. In the other l positions, the non-diagonal

elements of ∆uxj
are selected. Consequently, these maximums are an infinitesimal of O(1mn−(n−l−m)n−2l) =

O(n−(n+l−m)) with a count of Cl
n−m, and the entire summation still falls within the magnitude of O(n−2).

In contrast, for the non-maximum cases, selecting fewer diagonal elements of uxj results in a smaller value
for fu(x, y), and the total contribution is significantly less than the maximum.

The conclusion remains consistent when n− l < m. The maximums of f(x, y) within ∆U(m, l) involves
the selection of n − l diagonal elements of uxj

, while the remaining elements are constituted by ∆uxj
,

respectively selecting m − n + l diagonal elements and n − m non-diagonal elements. The value of the
maximums conform to O(1n−ln−3(m−n+l)n−2(n−m)) = O(n−(m+3l−n)), with the count being Cn−l

m , falling
within the magnitude of O(n−2) in total. The cumulative effect of the non-maximum cases is notably smaller
for analogous reasons. Consequently, every element of ∆U is an infinitesimal of O(n−2).

Proposition 2.4. When k = 1, the k-local quantum search requires p1 = n√
2
iterations to evolve the state

to the first maximum regarding the amplitude of the target state |t⟩. The amplitude converges to 1 with the
increase of n.

Proof. The search operator can be approximately decomposed as V TEV , and the whole iteration is V TEpV H |0⟩.
According to the evolution of 1-local quantum search presented in Eq. (28), the proof is reduced to determine
whether there exists a certain p such that V |0⟩ ≈ EpV H |0⟩. Denoting a = cos (π/8), b = sin (π/8), it is
obvious that

√
2a = a+ b and

√
2b = a− b. Bringing in V , V |0⟩ and V H |0⟩ can be expanded as

V |0⟩ =
N−1∑
x=0

(−1)
l
an−lbl |x⟩, V H |0⟩ =

N−1∑
x=0

an−lbl |x⟩.

where l = dH (x, 0). Therefore, the phase difference between V |0⟩ and V H |0⟩ for the computation basis |x⟩
is (−1)

l
= eilπ. The phase shift of |x⟩ after the operator E depends on l, and after p iterations, the overall

phase shift is approximately ei(n−2l)pπ/
√
2n. When p ≈ n√

2
, the condition is satisfied regardless of the global

phase, and the required number of iterations is thus proved.
Regarding convergence, denoting the deviation as ∆Up = Up

C − V TEpV , the primary contribution to
∆Up, relies on the terms involving ∆U at the first order. Consequently, the iterations of the search operator
can be expanded as

Up
C = V TEpV +

p∑
j=1

V TEj−1V∆UV TEp−jV +O(n−1).

leading to the final state expressed as

|ψp⟩ = V TEpV H |0⟩+∆UpH |0⟩ .

With p = O(n), every element of ∆Up adheres to a magnitude of O(n−1). Consequently, its influence on the
final result is ⟨0|∆UpH |0⟩, still within the magnitude of O(n−1). The convergence is thereby established.

For a small constant k ≥ 2, the whole evolution can also be conceptualized as rotation within the
eigenspace, where the eigenspace varies with different n and k. Denoting the Hamiltonian Hn,k = HB,n,k +
Hn,k, in order to establish a connection between the evolution of k-local quantum search and that of Hn,k,
an approximation is introduced as

e−iθHn,k = e−iθ/2Hn,ke−iθHB,n,ke−iθ/2Hn,k +O(θ3) (32)
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according to Trotter-Suzuki decomposition. In the following proof, θ is specified on the order of Θ(n−1). By
employing e−iθHn,k as the search operator, the evolution of Trotterized k-local quantum search is expressed
as (

e−iθHn,k
)q |+⟩ =

(
e−iθ/2Hn,ke−iθHB,n,ke−iθ/2Hn,k

)q

|+⟩+O(qn−3)

=
(
e−iθHB,n,ke−iθHn,k

)q |+⟩+O(n−1) +O(qn−3). (33)

Here, demonstrating the essential number of iterations p to be O(n) is reduced to establishing that the
required q for the trotterized k-local quantum search is O(n2).

Our proof revolves around establishing the minimal gap gk of Hn,k = HB,n,k + Hn,k to be Θ(n−1), as
demonstrated in Lemma 2.7. In this context, with the target encoded in the computational basis state
of HC with the highest energy, the minimal gap refers to the energy gap between the eigenstate with the
highest and second-highest energy in Hn,k. With a minimal gap of Θ(n−1), the overall rotation angel cannot
exceed Θ(n), resulting in q being on the order of O(n2), as shown in Lemma 2.8. This naturally leads to the
conclusion that p = O(n) in Theorem 2.9.

Lemma 2.5. For small angle θ1, θ2, when the evolved qubits of eiθ1Pk1 have overlaps with that of eiθ2Xk2 ,
eiθ1Pk1 can approximately commutate with eiθ2Xk2 with a deviation of O(θ1θ2).

Proof. For fixed values of k1 and k2, as the number of overlapped qubits increases, the deviation is expected
to be greater. Consequently, we consider the upper bound scenario when k1 = k2 and all the evolved qubits
are identical. Given that

eiθ2Xkeiθ1Pk = eiθ1Pke−iθ1Pkeiθ2Xkeiθ1Pk ,

the commutator [
eiθ1Pk1 , eiθ2Xk2

]
= eiθ1Pk1 eiθ2Xk2 − eiθ2Xk2 eiθ1Pk1

is in the same magnitude with
∆E = e−iθ1Pkeiθ2Xkeiθ1Pk − eiθ2Xk .

For an arbitrary square matrixM , the deviation between e−iθ1PkMeiθ1Pk andM only lies in the non-diagonal
elements {MK,m(e−iθ1 − 1)|1 ≤ m < N} and {Ml,K(eiθ1 − 1)|1 ≤ l < N}, where K = 2k. The subscript of
Ml,m represents the position of the deviation in the matrix. Regarding eiθ2Xk , for the deviation

eiθ2Xk − I = H⊗k(eiθ2Pk − I)H⊗k,

every element is of order O(θ2). Consequently, every non-diagonal element of eiθ2Xk is of order O(θ2). Com-
bining both approximations, every element of ∆E is O(θ1θ2), and the same holds true for the commutator[
eiθ1Pk1 , eiθ2Xk2

]
.

Lemma 2.6. For a sufficiently large n compared to k, the eigenvalues of Hn+1,k have the same order of
magnitude as that of

H̃n+1,k =

[n+1−k
n+1 Hn,k

n+1−k
n+1 Hn,k + k

n+1Hn,k−1

]
. (34)

Proof. With θ being on the order of Θ(n−1), the analysis of the gap of Hn,k can be reduced to a discussion
about the gap of Hamiltonian of Un+1,k(θ) = e−iθHB,n+1,ke−iθHn+1,k . Moreover, as illustrated in Eq. (27),
both Hn+1,k and HB,n+1,k can be decomposed based on whether the (n+1)-qubit is evolved, with the only
difference lying in the extra coefficient in Hn+1,k and HB,n+1,k, ie, 1/C

k
n+1. Taking Hn+1,k as an example,

it can be expressed as

Hn+1,k =
n+ 1− k

n+ 1
I ⊗Hn,k +

k

n+ 1
H ′

n,k−1,

where H ′
n,k−1 represents Hn,k−1 with an additional control qubit at the (n+1)-th position. Denoting

H ′
B,n,k−1 = H⊗n+1H ′

n,k−1H
⊗n+1, Un+1,k(θ) can be expanded as

Un+1,k(θ) = e−iθ n+1−k
n+1 HB,n,ke−iθ k

n+1H
′
B,n,k−1e−iθ k

n+1H
′
n,k−1e−iθ n+1−k

n+1 Hn,k .
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There are Ck−1
n terms in e−iθ k

n+1H
′
B,n,k−1 and e−iθ k

n+1H
′
n,k−1 . Due to the additional factor k

n+1 , there two

operators can commutate with each other within a deviation of O(θ2n−2) according to Lemma 2.5. Conse-
quently, the evolution is reduced to

Un+1,k(θ) = e−iθ n+1−k
n+1 HB,n,ke−iθ k

n+1H
′
n,k−1e−iθ k

n+1H
′
B,n,k−1e−iθ n+1−k

n+1 Hn,k +O(n−4).

Notably, e−iθ n+1−k
n+1 HB,n,k can also approximately commute with e−iθ k

n+1H
′
n,k−1 with a deviation on the order

of O(θ2n−2), as not every sub-evolution encompasses overlapped qubits.
Regardless of the negligible deviation, we denote the main component of Un+1,k(θ) as U0(θ). U0(θ) is

constituted by two components, namely, U0(θ) = UH1,n+1,k(θ)UH2,n+1,k(θ), respectively expressed as

UH1,n+1,k(θ) = H⊗n+1e−iθ n+1−k
n+1 Hn,kH⊗n+1e−iθ k

n+1H
′
n,k−1 ,

UH2,n+1,k(θ) = H⊗n+1e−iθ k
n+1H

′
n,k−1H⊗n+1e−iθ n+1−k

n+1 Hn,k .

For any computational basis |x⟩ on the lower n qubits, the evolutions of UH1,n+1,k(θ) on the states |0⟩ |x⟩
and |1⟩ |x⟩ are respectively expressed as

UH1,n+1,k(θ) |0⟩ |x⟩ = e−iθ n+1−k
n+1 HB,n,k |0⟩ |x⟩ ,

UH1,n+1,k(θ) |1⟩ |x⟩ = e−iθ n+1−k
n+1 HB,n,ke−iθ k

n+1Hn,k−1 |1⟩ |x⟩ .

Consequently, the evolution UH1,n+1,k(θ) can be reformulated in the block matrix form as

UH1,n+1,k(θ) =

[
e−iθ n+1−k

n+1 HB,n,k

e−iθ n+1−k
n+1 HB,n,ke−iθ k

n+1Hn,k−1

]
.

A similar conclusion can be derived for the evolution of H(n+1)UH2,n+1,k(θ)H
(n+1), where H(n+1) represents

the Hadamard gate on the (n+1)-th qubit. The evolution is expressed as

H(n+1)UH2,n+1,kH
(n+1)(θ) |0⟩ |x⟩ = e−iθ n+1−k

n+1 Hn,k |0⟩ |x⟩ ,

H(n+1)UH2,n+1,kH
(n+1)(θ) |1⟩ |x⟩ = e−iθ n+1−k

n+1 Hn,ke−iθ k
n+1HB,n,k−1 |1⟩ |x⟩ ,

which can also be represented in a block matrix form as

H(n+1)UH2,n+1,k(θ)H
(n+1) =

[
e−iθ n+1−k

n+1 Hn,k

e−iθ n+1−k
n+1 Hn,ke−iθ k

n+1HB,n,k−1

]
.

As n increases, the pair of Hadamard gateH(n+1) applied on a single qubit cannot influence the magnitude
of the eigenspectrum. Consequently, our focus shifts to the eigendecomposition of UH1,n+1,k(θ)H

n+1UH2,n+1,k(θ)H
n+1,

represented in a block matrix form as

U ′
0 =

[
U00

U11

]
,

where

U00 = e−iθ n+1−k
n+1 HB,n,ke−iθ n+1−k

n+1 Hn,k ,

U11 = e−iθ n+1−k
n+1 HB,n,ke−iθ k

n+1Hn,k−1e−iθ k
n+1HB,n,k−1e−iθ n+1−k

n+1 Hn,k .

Actrually, U ′
0 has an identical magnitudes in eigenvalue of the Hamiltonian with that of

U ′
0 =

[
e−iθ n+1−k

n+1 Hn,k

e−iθ(n+1−k
n+1 Hn,k+

k
n+1Hn,k−1)

]
.
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Specifically, U00 can be reformulated as

e−
n+1−k
2(n+1)

θHn,ke−
n+1−k
n+1 θHB,n,ke−

n+1−k
2(n+1)

θHn,k

with invariant eigenvalues. This evolution approximates e−iθ n+1−k
n+1 Hn,k within a deviation of O(θ3). As for

U11, it can be represented as

e−iθ n+1−k
2(n+1)

Hn,ke−iθ n+1−k
n+1 HB,n,ke−iθ k

n+1Hn,k−1e−iθ k
n+1HB,n,k−1e−iθ n+1−k

2(n+1)
Hn,k .

Additionally, the approximate commutations can be undertaken to approximate e−iθ(n+1−k
n+1 Hn,k+

k
n+1Hn,k−1)

with a deviation of O(θ3). Consequently, the gap of Hamiltonian of Un+1,k(θ) is in the same magnitude with
U ′
0.

Lemma 2.7. For a small constant k, the minimal gap gk of Hn,k is on the order of Θ(n−1).

Proof. When k = 1, it can be inferred from Lemma 2.3 that the minimal gap is of the order Θ(n−1). For
small k ≥ 2, the establishment of this lemma is straightforward by verification with n sufficiently larger than
k. Supposing that this lemma holds for case of k − 1 with any n, and also for case of k with a specific n
that is sufficiently larger than k, we proceed to establish its validity for the case of k with n+ 1. According
to Lemma 2.6, the minimal gap of Hn,k is on the same magnitude with that of H̃n+1,k. Moreover, the

minimal gap of H̃n+1,k can be determined by analyses on each block matrix of H̃n+1,k, as shown in Eq. (34).

Specifically, the minimal gap of H̃n+1,k is the minimum of the minimal gap of each block matrix and the
gap between the maximal eigenvalue of each block matrices.

Focusing initially on the main component n+1−k
(n+1) Hn,k, we denote the gap of this Hamiltonian as g1,n+1,k =

n+1−k
(n+1) gn,k, where gn,k represents the gap of Hn,k. Given that g1,n+1,k − gn,k = Θ(n−2), g1,n+1,k remains on

the order of Θ(n−1). As for another block matrix, with the minor term k
n+1Hn,k−1 combined, the eigenspace

V ′
n,k of the entire Hamiltonian n+1−k

n+1 Hn,k + k
n+1Hn,k−1 is very similar to the that of Hn,k.We denote the

minimal gap of Hamiltonian n+1−k
n+1 Hn,k +

k
n+1Hn,k−1 as g2,n+1,k. With an approximate eigendecomposition

under V ′
n,k, the main component of g2,n+1,k originating from n+1−k

(n+1) Hn,k remains of the same order as

g1,n+1,k. Additionally, due to the Θ(n−1) gap of Hn,k−1 and an infinitesimal coefficient k
(n+1) ,

k
(n+1)Hn,k−1

cannot impact the magnitude of the entire Hamiltonian. Consequently, the gap g2,n+1,k is still on order of
Θ(n−1).

The gap between the maximal eigenvalue of n+1−k
(n+1) Hn,k +

k
(n+1)Hn,k−1 and that of n+1−k

(n+1) Hn,k, denoted

as g3,n+1,k, is also on the order of Θ(n−1). Noting that fk−1(x) − fk(x) = n−l
n−k+1fk−1(x), Hn,k−1 is no

smaller than Hn,k for every element with difference in magnitude of O(n−1), and the same holds for HB,n,k.
Accordingly, n+1−k

(n+1) Hn,k+
k

(n+1)Hn,k−1 can be expressed asHn,k+∆H0, where ∆H0 is a positive semidefinite

Hamiltonian of order O(n−2). Consequently, the magnitude of gap g3,n+1,k should be no less than that of
the maximal eigenvalue of k

(n+1)Hn,k, which is also on the order of Θ(n−1). In conclusion, this lemma holds

for k with n+ 1.

Lemma 2.8. With θ = Θ(n−1), q = O(n2) iterations are necessary for the Trotterized k-local quantum
search to evolve the state to the first local maximum concerning the amplitude of the target state |t⟩.

Proof. Denoting the eigendecomposition ofHn,k as V †EV , the evolution of
(
e−iθHn,k

)q
can be conceptualized

as a rotation in the eigenspace V . Identifying the state with eigenvalue the closest to the target state |t⟩ as∣∣t̃〉, given a gap of Θ(n−1) in Hn,k between |t⟩ and
∣∣t̃〉, iterations of q > Θ(n2) imply the phase difference

in the evolution between |t⟩ and
∣∣t̃〉 is greater than O(1), i.e., qθgn,k > O(1). Due to the periodicity of

the phase, this results in a significant over-rotation, inducing chaotic phase differences concerning the range
of [0, 2π]. Consequently, the amplitude of the target state cannot exhibit monotonic increase during this
number of iterations.

Theorem 2.9. With θ = Θ(n−1), p = O(n) iterations are necessary for k-local quantum search to evolve
the state to the first local maximum concerning the amplitude of the target state |t⟩.
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2.4 Adiabatic quantum computation

In the quantum system, the time-dependent Schrödinger equation is expressed as

i
d

dt
|ψ(t)⟩ = H(t) |ψ(t)⟩ , (35)

where H(t) represents the time-dependent system Hamiltonian. The adiabatic theorem states that a physical
system remains in its instantaneous eigenstate if a given perturbation is acting on it slowly enough and if
there is a gap between the eigenvalue and the rest of the Hamiltonian’s spectrum [6]. Therefore, with a
time-dependent Hamiltonian H(t) and the initial state |ψ(0)⟩ in the ground state of H(0), |ψ(t)⟩ will persist
in the ground state of H(t) as long as H(t) varies sufficiently slowly.

Quantum adiabatic computation [3] leverages the adiabatic theorem to solve for the ground state of a
given problem Hamiltonian HC . By designing the system Hamiltonian as

H(s) = sHC + (1− s)HB , (36)

and preparing the initial state |ψ(0)⟩ in the ground state of HB , the state evolves to the ground state of HC

as s slowly varies s from 0 to 1. The evolution time T for H(s) should satisfies

T ≫ ε0
g20
, (37)

where g0 is the minimum of energy gap between the ground state ψ1(s) and the first excited state ψ2(s) of
H(s). Denoting g(s) as the gap between ψ1(s) and ψ2(s), g0 = mins g(s). Additionally, ε0 is determined by
the maximum of the derivative of H(s), given by

ε0 = max
s

〈
ψ1(s)

∣∣∣∣ ddsH(s)

∣∣∣∣ψ2(s)

〉
. (38)

In simulation, the mapping from s ∈ [0, 1] to time t ∈ [0, T ] should be established. The Quantum
Adiabatic Algorithm (QAA) [18, 15] employs a straightforward approach by utilizing a linearly varying
system Hamiltonian

H(t) = (1− t

T
)HB +

t

T
HC , (39)

where 0 ≤ t ≤ T . Here HB represents the transverse field
∑

j σ
(j)
x , and the initial state is the superposition

state |+⟩⊗n
. Consequently, the derivative d

dtH(t) remains invariant, and the evolution time of QAA is

O(g−2
0 ).

2.5 Adiabatic k-local quantum search algorithm

According to the adiabatic quantum computation, the system Hamiltonian of adiabatic k-local quantum
search is defined as

Hk(s) = sHk + (1− s)HB,k, (40)

Here, the target is encoded in the eigenstate possessing the maximal energy. Consequently, the gap gk(s) for
Hamiltonian Hk(s) refers the energy gap between the largest and second-largest energies. The minimal gap
gk,0 = mins gk(s). When k = n, the evolution is reduced to the adiabatic Grover search which is extensively
discussed in [33]. The gap of adiabatic Grover search is

gn(s) =

√
1− 4

N − 1

N
s(1− s). (41)

When s = 1
2 , gn(s) attains its minimum gn,0 = N− 1

2 . Since a linear varying H(t) would necessitate an
evolution time of O(N), an alternative approach is employed by adopting a variational evolution function.
This strategy effectively diminishes the evolution time to O(

√
N) [33].
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Current instance 
with m clauses

······ ······

α1 α2 αi αi+1 αM

Clause set {α} with 
interpretation set {t}

Selecting another 
clause

S1: Clause set SAT 
by  t0

S3: Clause set 
UnSAT by any 

of {t}

S2: Clause set 
SAT by any of 
{t} except for t0

Figure 3: The process of clause selection in the generation of a random k-SAT instance. Let instance I ∈ Us

with clause set {α} and interpretation set {t}. For F (n,m, k), when selecting the next clause, it randomly chooses
any clause from S1 + S2 + S3. In contrast, Fs(n,m, k) selectively picks clauses that are satisfiable for any t ∈ {t},
specifically from S1 + S2. Meanwhile, Ff (n,m, k) exclusively selects clauses from S1.

In the scenario of a small constant k, according to Lemma 2.7, it is demonstrated that the minimum gap
is consistently of order Θ(n−1). To be exactly, the gap g(s) is Θ(n−1) on the whole range of s. Consequently,
it is impossible to reduce the evolution time by the technique of variational evolution function as [33], thereby
resulting in a requisite evolution time of O(n2). In the context of Trotterization, with a linear varying system
Hamiltonian akin to QAA, the circuit of Trotterized adiabatic k-local quantum search takes the form as

|ψp⟩ =
p∏

d=1

(
e−i p−d

p+1 πHB,ke−i d
p+1πHk

)
|+⟩⊗n

, (42)

with required p = O(n2).

Theorem 2.10. The adiabatic k-local quantum search requires an evolution time of O(n2) to evolve the
quantum state to the target state.

3 Efficiency on random k-SAT

The goal of this section is to establish the efficiency of k-local quantum search and its adiabatic varient
on random k-SAT. Given that a search algorithm necessitates the presence of a target, our focus is on the
satisfiable side of k-SAT, specifically, max-k-SAT on satisfiable instances, denoted as max-k-SSAT.

To describe the random instances of k-SAT with interpretation, two kinds of random models, denoted
as Fs(n,m, k) and Ff (n,m, k), are presented. The model Fs(n,m, k) is a direct extension of F (n,m, k),
which selectively chooses clauses while maintaining satisfiability. On the other hand, Ff (n,m, k) serves as
an approximation of Fs(n,m, k) for theoretical derivation. In this model, a pre-fixed interpretation t0 is
randomly provided, and only clauses satisfied by t0 are selected. The process of selecting a new clause for
these random models is outlined in Figure 3. The primary focus of this section is to substantiate the general
efficiency of these algorithms on max-k-SSAT with random model Ff (n,m, k).

3.1 k-SAT: k-local search with absent clauses

The SAT decision problem can be reformulated to an optimization version by defining the goal function
as f(x) =

∑
α fα(x), where α denotes the clause, and fα(x) represents the characteristic function of α.

Moreover, the k-SAT decision problem can be effectively reduced to max-k-SSAT, provided that there exists
a polynomial-time-bounded algorithm for max-k-SSAT.

17



Lemma 3.1. The k-SAT decision problem can be effectively reduced to max-k-SSAT, assuming the avail-
ability of a polynomial-time-bounded algorithm for max-k-SSAT.

Proof. The complete set U of k-SAT is divided into two subset: Us, comprising all satisfiable instances, and
Uu, containing the unsatisfiable ones. Assuming that an algorithm A can efficiently solve the max-k-SSAT
in polynomial time of O(f(n)), an algorithm A′ tailored for the k-SAT decision problem can be devised.
Algorithm A′ accepts any instance I ∈ U and processes I using algorithm A. If the running time surpasses
O(f(n)), the algorithm terminates and outputs a random result. For any instance I, algorithm A′ concludes
within O(f(n)) time, producing a result denoted as x. In the event that I ∈ Us, the result x serves as the
interpretation t and satisfies the Boolean formula; otherwise, x is a random value, indicating unsatisfiability.
Through a subsequent verification step, the satisfiability of the formula is determined. The cost of this
verification process does not exceed O(f(n)), ensuring an overall complexity of O(f(n)).

This reduction demonstrates that k-SAT becomes solvable if its satisfiable side, max-k-SSAT, is effectively
addressed. Similar conclusions can be drawn for the unsatisfiable side, although the requirement is stringent,
specifically, the need for a polynomial-bound accurate algorithm. Given the goal function of max-k-SSAT
as f(x) =

∑
α fα(x), the problem Hamiltonian is defined as

HC |x⟩ = f(x) |x⟩ . (43)

In k-SAT, the clause α is Boolean disjunctive α = (¬)xa1
∨(¬)xa2

∨· · · (¬)xak
, denoted as (±a1,±a2, . . . ,±ak).

By denoting the complement of α as ᾱ = (∓a1,∓a2, . . . ,∓ak), it follows that the Hamiltonian Hα = −hᾱ.
Consequently, the problem Hamiltonian of the entire Boolean formula is

HC = −
∑
α

hᾱ. (44)

Noteworthily, the Hamiltonian HC of random k-SAT model Ff (n,m, k) can be conceptualized as random
variable. Specifically, for certain Hα, since α is randomly selected from the entire clause set St that is
satisfiable by the prefixed t, the diagonal Hamiltonian Hα can be viewed as a random vector, and its
eigenvalues Eα,x at |x⟩ also become random variables.

The mean and variance of Eα,x can be derived by statistical analysis on the clause set. The clause set St

can be divided into k subsets, denoted as St,j , where 1 ≤ j ≤ k represents the number of literals in the clause

that are satisfied by t. Within each subset, there are Cj
kC

k
n clauses, and the count of unsatisfied clauses of x

is Ck−j
l Cj

n−l, where l = n− dH(x, t), and dH(x, t) represents the Hamming distance between binary strings
x and t. Therefore, the total number of clauses satisfied by x is

k∑
j=1

(
Cj

kC
k
n–C

k−j
l Cj

n−l

)
= (2k − 2)Ck

n + Ck
l . (45)

If x is satisfied by α, Eα,x = 1, otherwise, Eα,x = 0. Consequently, the mean of Eα,x is

µk,x =
2k − 2

2k − 1
+

Ck
l

(2k − 1)Ck
n

≤ 1. (46)

The variance of Eα,x is

σ2
k,x = (1− µk,x)

2
µk,x +

µ2
k,x

(
Ck

n − Ck
l

)
(2k − 1)Ck

n

≤ 1

2k − 1
. (47)

Denoting the eigenvalue of HC as Ek,x =
∑

αEα,x, since α is randomly selected from the same set
with replacement, the diagonal Hamiltonian Hα should be an independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.)
random vector. For a given x, according to the central limit theorem, Ek,x/m approximately follows the
normal distribution such that

√
m

(
1

m
Ek,x − µk,x

)
∼ N(0, σ2

k,x). (48)

18



This phenomenon is particularly intriguing: for the problem Hamiltonian HC of a random instance in
Ff (n,m, k), HC/m tends to converge in probability to certain “standard form” as m increases. Denoting

this standard Hamiltonian as Ĥk, it should take the form Ĥk = µk,x |x⟩. By disregarding the global phase
2k−2
2k−1

and normalizing the problem Hamiltonian, namely,

H̄C =
(2k − 1)HC

m
− (2k − 2), (49)

the average of H̄C can be expressed as

Hk |x⟩ =
Ck

l

Ck
n

|x⟩ , (50)

where l = n − dH(x, t). Recalling the problem Hamiltonian of k-local quantum search in Eq. (22), it takes
the same form.

Indeed, these average Hamiltonians for random k-SAT in Ff (n,m, k) imply a scenario where all clauses
are equally selected, thereby naturally taking the same form as Hk. Furthermore, from another perspective,
general instances of k-SAT with interpretations can also be viewed as k-local search with absent clauses.
This raises a fundamental question: during the process of missing clauses, at what point does the problem
transition from being a P problem to an NP-complete problem? Section 3.2 and 3.3 address this question
by providing an upper bound.

3.2 Efficiency of k-local quantum search

By introducing the normalized problem Hamiltonian H̄C to replace that of k-local search, the circuit of
k-local quantum search can be modified as

|ψp⟩ =
(
e−iπHB,ke−iπH̄C

)p

|+⟩⊗n
. (51)

to address the random instance of k-SAT in Ff (n,m, k). The analysis in Section 3.1 reveals the convergence
of the normalized problem Hamiltonian H̄C for random instance in Ff (n,m, k). More precisely, there is a
convergent deviation between H̄C and Hk, denoted as ∆HC = H̄C −Hk.

Concerning the normal distribution shown in Eq. (48), the eigenvalue Ek,x of HC should satisfies∣∣∣∣ 1mEk,x − µk,x

∣∣∣∣ ≤ c√
m(2k − 1)

, (52)

with a probability of erf(c/
√
2), where erf(x) denotes the error function.

Theorem 3.2. For any small ϵ > 0 and sufficiently large n, the k-local quantum search algorithm, when
addressing a random instance in Ff (n,m, k) with m = Θ(n2+ϵ+δ), exhibits efficiency comparable to that of
the k-local search problem, with a probability of 1−O(erfc(nδ/2)).

Proof. According to Eq. (52), with m = Θ(n2+ϵ+δ),

∣∣Ēk,x − Ek,x

∣∣ ≤ √
2k − 1

m
nδ/2 (53)

with a probability of 1 − O(erfc(nδ/2)), where Ēk,x is the eigenvalue of H̄C as presented in Eq. (49), and
Ek,x is the eigenvalue of Hk. Bring in the magnitude of m, Ēk,x deviates from Ek,x within a magnitude of
O(n−(1+ϵ/2)), namely, o(n−1).

The evolution of k-local quantum search can be represented as

|ψ⟩ = (EB(EC +∆EC))
pk |+⟩⊗n

,
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where EB = e−iπHB,k , EC = e−iπHk and ∆EC = e−iπHC − e−iπHk . Regarding the magnitude of ∆EC , when
acting on the quantum state in a specific iteration, each eigenvalue of ∆HC influences the computational
basis states separately. In mathematical terms,

(EC +∆EC)
∑
x

αx |x⟩ =
∑
x

e−iπ(Ek,x+∆Ēk,x)αx |x⟩ .

Furthermore, the final state is measured and collapsed to certain computational basis state. Consequently,
the deviation is not dependent on the maximum of ∆Ēk,x but rather on some random ∆Ēk,x. Consequently,
following Eq. (53), we denote ∥∆EC∥ = or(n

−1) to illustrate the magnitude of effect of ∆EC on the state is
o(n−1) in probability of 1−O(r), where r = erfc(nδ/2).

The whole evolution U can be expanded as

U = (EBEC)
pk +

pk−1∑
j=0

[(EBEC)
jEB∆EC(EBEC)

pk−j−1] + or(1),

where the sum of high-order term of ∆HC can exceed o(1) only in a much more smaller probability than
O(erfc(nδ/2)). Therefore, the result state |ψ′⟩ is

|ψ′⟩ = |ψ0⟩+
pk−1∑
j=0

[(EBEC)
jEB∆EC(EBEC)

pk−j−1] |+⟩⊗n
+ or(1),

where |ψ0⟩ is the result state for k-local search. Here, the amplitude of target state |t⟩ is mainly considered,
and its deviation ∆P with ⟨t|ψ0⟩ is

∆P =

pk−1∑
j=0

⟨t| (EBEC)
jEB∆EC(EBEC)

pk−j−1 |+⟩⊗n
+ or(1).

Denoting each term in ∆P as ∆Pj , every ∆Pj is of order or(n
−1), and their summation is approximately

or(1). Specifically, regarding each term ∆Pj as random variables, if these variables are dependent, the error
rate can be maintained within O(erfc(nδ/2)). In the case of independence, the error rate can be further
reduced. Consequently, the overall deviation is o(1) in probability of 1−O(erfc(nδ/2)). In other words, after
the evolution of k-local quantum search, the amplitude of the target computational basis is of magnitude
O(1) in probability of 1−O(erfc(nδ/2)). In this case, with constant repetitions of the quantum circuit, the
interpretation can be obtained.

3.3 Efficiency of adiabatic k-local quantum search

When applying the adiabatic k-local quantum search to random k-SAT instance, the system Hamiltonian
can be defined as

H(s) = sH̄C + (1− s)HB,k. (54)

In the form of Trotterization with a linearly varying system Hamiltonian, akin to QAA, the circuit can be
expressed as

|ψp⟩ =
p∏

d=1

(
e−i p−d

p+1 πHB,ke−i d
p+1πH̄C

)
|+⟩⊗n

. (55)

The quantum adiabatic evolution exhibits a natural tolerance to deviations in the system Hamiltonian.
In simpler terms, as the evolution time T of system Hamiltonian increases, the duration of evolution (also
the number of iterations in discrete form) of H̄C absolutely increases, resulting in an expansion of the
evolution of ∆HC . However, in adiabatic k-local quantum search, a larger T further enhances performance,
which is contrasts with the behavior of the original k-local quantum search. Specifically, the adiabatic k-
local quantum search provides tolerance for ∆HC at the expense of increased time complexity (also the
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circuit depth). The evolution of k-local quantum search must take into account both the minimal gap and
the number of iterations, whereas adiabatic k-local quantum search only considers the minimal gap. This
relationship is elucidated by the following Lemma 3.3, naturally leading to Theorem 3.4.

Lemma 3.3. Given the general efficiency of k-local quantum search on Ff (n,m, k) for m = Θ(f(n)) within
O(n) iterations, the adiabatic k-local quantum search is similarly generally efficient on Ff (n,m, k) for m =
Θ
(
f1/2(n)

)
within an evolution time of O(n2).

Proof. The evolution of k-local quantum search corresponds to rotations in the eigenspace, as detailed in
Section 2.3. Lemma 2.7 establishes that the gap gk of the search Hamiltonian is Θ(n−1), ensuring the
efficiency of k-local quantum search in O(n) iterations. If k-local quantum search is generally efficient on
Ff (n, f(n), k) with O(n) iterations, it implies that the deviation ∆HC does not significantly influence the
magnitude of the minimal energy gap g′k,0 of H̄C within O(n) iteration. In other words, O(n∆gk) is generally

o(n−1), i.e., ∆gk = o(n−2), where ∆gk = g′k,0 − gk. Consequently, when applying adiabatic k-local search, a
smaller m is feasible.

Because the gap gk(s) of Hk(s), as presented in Eq. (40), achieves its minimum of Θ(n−1) when s = 1/2,
H(s) of H̄C should also exhibit its minimal gap g′k,0 around s = 1/2 because ∆HC is always an infinitesimal
compared to HC when m = Ω(n). Consequently, the focus is primarily on the approximate minimal gap g′k
when s = 1/2, given that g′k is of the same order of magnitude as g′k,0. When m = f(n), the deviation of H̄C

from Hk is generally on the order of O(f−
1
2 (n)), leading to the gap g′k having a deviation of ∆g′k = o(n−2)

from gk. If we reduce m to f1/2(n), the ∆HC enlarges to a magnitude of O(f−
1
4 (n)), naturally increasing

the deviation of the gap ∆g′k to an order of o(n−1). However, the resulted ∆g′0 would not influence the
magnitude of gk, maintaining the magnitude of g′k also on the order of Θ(n−1). Therefore, the efficiency of
adiabatic k-local quantum search on Fs(n,m, k) is maintained with m = Θ

(
f1/2(n)

)
.

Theorem 3.4. For any small ϵ > 0 and sufficiently large n, the adiabatic k-local quantum search, when
applied to a random instance in Ff (n,m, k) with m = Θ(n1+ϵ+δ), exhibits efficiency comparable to that of
the k-local search problem, with a probability of 1−O(erfc(nδ/2)).

Proof. According to Theorem 3.2 and its proof, k-local quantum search demonstrates efficiency on random
k-SAT instances in Ff (n,m, k) with m = Θ(n2+ϵ+δ), where 2 + ϵ is chosen to ensure the efficiency of the
circuit, and the additional δ is employed to control the error probability as O(erfc(nδ/2)). Consequently,
according to Lemma 3.3, the efficiency is achieved with m = O(n1+ϵ/2), and an extra δ still controls the
error probability. By replacing ϵ/2 with ϵ, the theorem is established.

4 Proof of main theorem

Lemma 4.1. For any small ϵ > 0 and sufficiently large n, the random max-k-SSAT with random model
Fs(n,m, k) can be effectively reduced to that with Ff (n,m, k), provided that m = Ω(n1+ϵ).

Proof. The process of clause selection in these two random models is presented in Figure 3. By arranging
the clauses in a specific sequence, a distinct instance is characterized by this clause sequence, which allows
for repetitions and is order-dependent. This sequence also precisely delineates the process of clause selec-
tion. With this foundation, the random models Fs(n,m, k) and Ff (n,m, k) yield identical sets of instances.
Specifically, when presented with an satisfiable instance, it is impossible to discern which random model was
employed to generate it. The sole distinction lies in the probability of obtaining this instance.

For Fs(n,m, k), each instance is uniformly generated, serving as the natural deviation from F (n,m, k)
by excising these “unsatisfiable branches”. Regarding Ff (n,m, k), a pre-fixed target t0 is randomly assigned
initially. As a result, there exist N possible “entries” for generating instances, and within each entry,
the instances are generated with equal probability. However, when presented with a specific instance, the
available entries are constrained by its interpretations. For an instance with a single interpretation, there
is only one entry, resulting in the same probability as any other instances with a single interpretation. In
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the case of an instance with q interpretations, its probability is q-fold compared to that of instances with a
single interpretation due to the existence of multiple entries.

In the random model Ff (n,m, k), instances with exponential interpretations exhibit exponentially higher
individual probabilities compared to those with polynomial interpretations. However, the total quantity
of these instances diminishes super-exponentially when m = Ω(n1+ϵ). Furthermore, due to the inherent
simplicity of these instances, their complexity does not contribute to the magnitude of the overall compu-
tational complexity. Regarding instances with polynomial interpretations, the reduction can be achieved
through Levin’s random problem reduction technique.

Remark 4.1. This reduction implies that Theorem 3.2 and 3.4 also apply to max-k-SSAT with the random
model Fs(n,m, k).

Proposition 4.2. For any small ϵ > 0 and sufficiently large n, the adiabatic k-local quantum search is
general efficient on k-SAT with the random model F (n,m, k) for m = Θ(n1+δ+ϵ) within an evolution time

of O(n2), with an error probability of O(( 2
k−1
2k

)n
1+δ

erfc(nδ/2)).

Proof. For random k-SAT with F (n,m, k), as m surpasses the threshold of rkn, the ratio of satisfiable

instance exponentially diminishes with the increase of m, exhibiting a probability of O(( 2
k−1
2k

)m−rkn). With

δ > 0 and a sufficiently large n, it holds that n1+δ+ϵ−n1+δ > rkn. Within the satisfiable subset, the adiabatic
k-local quantum search with T = O(n2) fails with a probability of O(erfc(nδ/2)). According to the reduction
in Lemma 3.1, for random k-SAT, the algorithm only fails when the instance is satisfiable, and adiabatic

k-local quantum search fails, resulting in an overall error probability of O(( 2
k−1
2k

)n
1+δ

erfc(nδ/2)).

The algorithm capable of solving all max-k-SSAT instances is outlined in Algorithm 2, leveraging the
adiabatic k-local quantum search routine AQSk(HC , T ) and Grover’s quantum search routine QSn(HC),
where T is the given evolution time for adiabatic computation.

Algorithm 2: Quantum search algorithm to max-k-SSAT

Data: Boolean formula Φ ∈ Fs(n,m, k) and its problem Hamiltonian HC ;
Result: Interpretation t;

1 T ← n2;
2 t← AQSk(HC , T );

3 while ¬Φ(t) ∧ (T ≤
√
N) do

4 T ← 2T ;
5 t← AQSk(HC , T );

6 end
7 if ¬Φ(t) then
8 t← QSn(HC);
9 end

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Given the reduction presented in Lemma 4.1, our focus lies specifically on the average
complexity of max-k-SSAT with the random model Ff (n,m, k). Assuming m = Ω(n2+ϵ), we can split the
coefficient 1+ϵ into two halves, denoted as ϵ′ = ϵ/2 and δ′ = 1+ϵ/2, respectively. According to Theorem 3.4
with ϵ′ and δ′, general random instances can be effectively addressed by adiabatic k-local quantum search
with a probability of 1 − O(erfc(n1/2+ϵ/4)) within O(n2) time. Consequently, the average complexity of
these instances is decidedly polynomial with respect to n. Regarding the remaining instances, although
Algorithm 2 gradually increases the evolution time to handle them, we consider the worst-case scenario in
which all of them require a time of O(

√
N) with Grover search. The average time complexity should be

O(erfc(n1/2+ϵ/4)2n/2), with its magnitude expressed as

f(n) = 2n/2
∫ ∞

n1/2+ϵ/4

e−t2 dt.
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Approximating this magnitude through discretization, it can be expressed as

f(n) < 2n/2
∞∑

j=⌊n1/2+ϵ/4⌋
e−j2 . (56)

The initial term of the summation in Eq. (56) is approximately e−n1+ϵ/2

, exhibiting exponential diminution
compared to 2n/2 for any small ϵ > 0 and sufficient large n. Additionally, each term in Eq. (56) experiences
exponential decay with the growth of j. Consequently, f(n) is polynomial with sufficient large n, resulting
in the overall average complexity in magnitude of polynomial.

5 Refined landscape of average-case complexity for random k-SAT

Lemma 3.1 establishes that if the max-k-SSAT is polynomially solvable, then so is k-SAT. Noteworthily,
polynomial-time average-case complexity cannot yield this reduction. Nevertheless, it remains crucial to
present a clear landscape of the average-case complexity on either satisfiable or unsatisfiable side of k-SAT.
Given the focus of this paper is on max-k-SSAT, we delve into the refined landscape of the average-case
complexity of max-k-SSAT with random model Fs(n,m, k).

Whenm is small, k-SAT is inherently easy due to the abundance of exponential number of interpretations.
As m increases around the threshold rkn, k-SAT undergoes a transition from solubility to insolubility. In the
context of max-k-SSAT, the problem reaches its most challenging scenario. Lemma 5.1 and 5.2 respectively
establish the lower and upper bound of this challenging range. Furthermore, Proposition 5.3 precisely locates
this range within [(rk − ϵ)n, (rk + ϵ)n], for any small ϵ and sufficiently large n.

With further increases in m, duo to the convergence of the normalized problem Hamiltonian to Hk, the
performance of adiabatic k-local quantum search on max-k-SSAT improves. There might exist a threshold
r′k ≥ rk at which adiabatic k-local quantum search generally becomes efficient on instances withm = (r′k+ϵ)n.
In other words, the error probability of adiabatic k-local quantum search converges to 0 as n increases. Once
m reaches a magnitude of Θ(n2), the random instances exhibit characteristics similar to the k-local search
problem, enabling the efficiency of k-local quantum search. Moreover, the error probability of adiabatic
k-local quantum search decreases to such an extent that the max-k-SSAT becomes polynomial on average.
There might exist a certain thresholdRk at which the average complexity of max-k-SSAT becomes polynomial
on average on instances with m = (Rk + ϵ)n2.

Lemma 5.1. Given ml that for ϵ > 0,

lim
n→∞

Pr[F (n,m, k) is satisfiable] =

{
1 ifm = ml,

0 ifm = (1 + ϵ)ml,
(57)

then for any m0 < ml, the average-case complexity of Fs(n,m0, k) should be no harder than Fs(n,ml, k).

Proof. Suppose the existence of an algorithm A1 capable of producing a satisfying assignment for instances in
Fs(n,ml, k) with an average time complexity of O(g1(n)). Let Iα represent a random instance in Fs(n,m0, k).
By introducing an additional (ml −m0) clauses into Iα, a new instance, denoted as I ′α, is generated with
m = ml. Since F (n,ml, k) is general satisfiable, only a constant number of repetitions on average are
required to ensure that I ′α belongs to Fs(n,ml, k). Utilizing the algorithm A1, the average time complexity
of solving instances in Fs(n,m0, k) should also be O(g1(n)).

Lemma 5.2. Given mu that the count of interpretations for instance in Fs(n,mu, k) is generally O(1),
namely,

lim
n→∞

Pr[Count[Int(Fs(n,m, k))] = O(1)] =

{
0 ifm = (1− ϵ)mu,

1 ifm = mu,

then for any m0 > mu, the average-case complexity of Fs(n,m0, k) should be no harder than Fs(n,mu, k).
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Table 1: The required depth p for the Trotterized adiabatic k-local search presented in Eq. (42) to achieve a target
state probability of more than 99%. The result show the required depth generally follow a growth of O(n2)

n 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

p 98 116 129 143 163 178 201 217 232 259 276

Proof. Suppose there exists an algorithm A2 that is capable of deriving all possible interpretations of random
instances in Fs(n,mu, k) with an average complexity of O(g2(n)). For any instance Iβ ∈ Fs(n,m0, k), it can
be transformed into another instance, denoted as I ′β , through the random and uniform removal of (m0−mu)
clauses. Due to this uniform removal process, I ′β effectively becomes a random instance of Fs(n,mu, k) and
can be solved with an average time complexity of O(g2(n)). With O(1) extra verifications on average, the
original instance Iβ is effectively solved.

Proposition 5.3. For max-k-SSAT with the random model Fs(n,m, k), given any small ϵ > 0 and suffi-
ciently large n, the random instances with m ∈ [(rk − ϵ)n, (rk + ϵ)n] exhibit greater average-case complexity
compared to instances with other values of m.

Proof. According to Lemma 5.1 and 5.2, the assertion that mu is no less than ml can be substantiated
through a proof by counterexample. Since instances in Fs(n,mu, k) typically possess a constant number of
interpretations, mu consistently meets the upper bound condition in Eq. (57). In the event that mu < ml,
the lower bound condition would also be fulfilled, yielding a threshold that satisfies Eq. (57) but is smaller
than ml. This leads to a contradiction.

Actually, ml approximates rkn with a slight reduction to ensure the near-satisfiability of F (n,ml, k).
With respect to the convergence described in Eq. (1), with any small ϵ1 > 0 and sufficiently large n,
Fs(n, (rk − ϵ1)n, k) should be satisfiable for the majority of instances. Regarding mu, for Fs(n, rkn, k), the
average number of interpretations ought to be polynomial; otherwise, the instances would become excessively
simple to solve. Therefore, with the introduction of an additional ϵ2n clauses, the number of interpretation
can be reduced to O(1) as long as n attains a sufficiently large value. Denoting ϵ = min{ϵ1, ϵ2}, this
proposition is established.

This paper establishes the polynomial-on-average complexity of the satisfiable side of random k-SAT with
m = Ω(n2+ϵ). However, it also reveals the existence of untrackable instances with sufficiently low probability.
This complexity characteristic prevents a comprehensive analysis of the entire set of random k-SAT based
solely on discussions pertaining to the satisfiable side. To better comprehend the overall complexity of
random k-SAT, efforts should be directed towards addressing the unsatisfiable side as well.

A Performance

A.1 Performance on k-local search problem

The circuit of k-local quantum search algorithm, as depicted in Eq. (23), is implemented for k-local search
problems with n = 20 and k = 1, 2, 3 in simulation. The resulting probabilities of the target computational
basis state |t⟩ with varying depth p are illustrated in Figure 4. The simulation outcomes align with the
theoretical analysis, indicating that O(n) iterations are necessary, as stated in Theorem 2.9. Moreover, the
circuit of Trotterized adiabatic k-local quantum search, as presented in Eq. (42), is applied to 3-local search
problem. With varying values of n ranging from 10 to 20, the necessary depth p to ensure a probability
exceeding 99% for |t⟩ is listed in Table 1. Notably, the depth p demonstrates a growth of O(n2), as elucidated
in Theorem 3.4.
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Figure 4: The probability of the target computational basis |t⟩ during the iterations of k-local quantum search when
n = 20, k = 1, 2, 3.
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Figure 5: The probability distribution of the target computational basis |t⟩ when applying the 3-local quantum
search to 1000 random instances in Fs(n,m, 3). The number of variables n ranges from 10 to 20, and the number of
clauses m = n2, 2n2, 4n2, represented in red, blue and green boxes, respectively.

A.2 Performance on random 3-SAT problem

According to Theorem 3.2, the k-local quantum search, as represented in Eq. (23), naturally applies to
random instances of k-SAT with m = Ω(n2). To validate the proposed approach, simulations are conducted
on random instances in Fs(n,m, 3) withm = n2, 2n2, 4n2. The corresponding simulation results are presented
in Figure 5. Notably, due to the impact of ∆H = H̄C −Hk and the inherent property of k-local quantum
search, an over-rotation adversely affects the performance. Consequently, a controlled but fixed p′k ≤ pk is
employed in the evolution. The results shows a notably high success probability when applying the 3-local
quantum search on random instances in Fs(n,m, 3) with m = Θ(n2), and this performance improves with
an increase in m.

According to Theorem 3.4, the adiabatic 3-local quantum search is applied to random instance of 3-SAT
with m = Ω(n). With a depth of O(n2), as specified in Table 1, the circuit demonstrates commendable
performance on random instances in Fs(n, cn, 3) with c varies from 2.5 to 10, as illustrated in Figure 6.
In case where c is small, the excellent performance can be attributed to the abundance of exponential
interpretations. Notably, the bounds of rk represented in Eq. (2) is around 2k ln 2 − 1+ln 2

2 ≈ 4.6986 when
k = 3. Despite n = 16, 18, 20 not being sufficiently large, the phenomenon of phase transition in solvability
becomes evident when c falls within the range [4, 5.5]. The performance experiences a decline as extremely
challenging instances emerge with a certain probability. As c continues to increase beyond 5.5, the likelihood
of encountering such extreme instances diminishes significantly. This observation aligns with the explanation
in Proposition 5.3.
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