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Abstract

Shor’s and Grover’'s famous quantum algorithms for factprémd searching show that
guantum computers can solve certain computational prablgignificantly faster than any
classical computer. We discuss here what quantum compuitetsr do, and specifically how
to prove limits on their computational power. We cover thémkaiown techniques for proving
lower bounds, and exemplify and compare the methods.

1 Introduction

The very first issue of the Journal of the ACM was publishedanuary 1954. It was the first
journal devoted to computer science. For its 50th annivergalume, published in January 2003,
editors-in-chief Joseph Y. Halpern asked winners of thentuAward and the Nevanlinna Prize
to discuss up to three problems that they thought would bempapblems for computer science
the first of which is on physically realizable models for cargiion and formalizes the setting
by defining: “We therefore call our class PhP, the class ofsgiajly constructible polynomial
resource computers.” He then formulates the problem byo {jhrase a single question, the full
characterization of PhP,” and argues that “this single tesppears at this time to be scientifi-
cally the most fundamental in computer science.”

On January 26, this year, Nobel Laureate David Gross gaveRNCEolloquium presenta-
tion on “The future of physics”[Gro05]. He discusses “25 sfins that might guide physics, in
the broadest sense, over the next 25 years,” and includeseaans 15 and 16 “Complexity” and
“Quantum Computing.” In July, this year, the Science magazelebrated its 125th anniversary by
“explor[ing] 125 big questions that face scientific enquimer the next quarter-century” JSei05].
Among the top 25, is the question of “What are the limits ofvantional computing?” Charles
Seife writes: “[T]here is a realm beyond the classical corapuhe quantum,” and he discusses
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the issue of determining “what quantum-mechanical proggrhake quantum computers so pow-
erful.”

In this issue of the Bulletin of the EATCS, we would like to @ffan introduction to the topic
of studying limitations on the power of quantum computergan @uantum computers really be
more powerful than traditional computers? What can quantamputers not do? What proof
techniques are used for proving bounds on the computatmovaér of quantum computers? It
is a highly active area of research and flourishing with puotband beautiful theorems. Though
deep, it is fortunately also an accessible area, based angrawxciples and simple concepts, and
one that does not require specialized prior knowledge. @meo&this paper is to show this by
providing a fairly complete introduction to the two most sessful methods for proving lower
bounds on quantum computations, the adversary method arbtinomial method. Our survey
is biased towards the adversary method since it is likelyeaast familiar method and it yields very
strong lower bounds. This paper is meant to be supplementdeelexcellent survey of Buhrman
and de Wolf {[BWOR2] on decision tree complexities, publisie@002 in the journal Theoretical
Computer Science.

We demonstrate the methods on a running example, and fomteigse one of the most basic
algorithmic questions one may think of: that of searchingoadered set. Can one implement
ordered searching significantly faster on a quantum complod® applying a standase(log NV)
binary search algorithm?

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. We motivatedsfithie our models of compu-
tation in the next section. We then discuss very basic iasiused in proving quantum lower
bounds in Sectiop 3 and use them to establish our first lowenth method, the adversary method,
in Section 4. We discuss how to apply the method in Sectiondjta limitations in Sectiof;6. We
then give an introduction to the second method, the polyabmeéthod, in Sectiori 7. We compare
the two methods in Section 8 and give a few final remarks iniGe&

We have aimed at limiting prior knowledge on quantum conmmutd a bare minimum. Sen-
tences and paragraphs with kets and bitds(is a ket and (this is a brd can either safely be
skipped, or substituted with column-vectors and row-ves;tespectively.

2  Quantum query complexity

Many quantum algorithms are developed for the so-called®raodel in which the input is given
as an oracle so that the only knowledge we can gain about th is in asking queries to the
oracle. The input is a finite bitstring € {0, 1}"¥ of some lengthV, wherez = z,2,...zy5. The
goal is to compute some functidn: {0, 1} — {0, 1}™ of the inputz. Some of the functions we
consider are boolean, some not. We use the shorthand motatie= {1,2,... , N}.

As our measure of complexity, we use the query complexitye @bery complexity of an
algorithmA computing a functiort” is the number of queries used By The query complexity of
Fis the minimum query complexity of any algorithm computifigWe are interested in proving
lower bounds on the query complexity of specific functiond aonsider methods for computing
such lower bounds.

An alternative measure of complexity would be to use the tm@plexity which counts the
number of basic operations used by an algorithm. The timepb®xity is always at least as large



as the query complexity since each query takes one unitatelthus a lower bound on the query
complexity is also a lower bound on the time complexity. Farstrexisting quantum algorithms,
including Grover’s algorithm:[Gro96], the time complexit/within poly-logarithmic factors of
the query complexity. A notorious exception is the so-chHédden Subgroup Problem which has
instances of the problem.

The oracle model is called decision trees in the classi¢ahge A classical query consists of
an indexi € [NV], and the answer of the hit. There is a natural way of modelling a query so that
it is reversible. The inputis a pa(f, b), wherei € [N]is an index and € {0, 1} a bit. The output
is the pair(i, b @ z;), where the bib is flipped if x; = 1. There are (at least) two natural ways of
generalizing a query to the quantum setting, in which we irecall operations to be unitary. The
first way is to consider a quantum query as a unitary operhgdrtakes two inputg)|b), where
i € [N]andb € {0, 1}, and outputsi)|b & z;). The oracle is then simply just a linear extension of
the reversible query given above. We extend the definitidh@bracle so that we can simulate a
non-query, and we allow it to take some arbitrary ancillaesta) with = > 0 as part of the input
and that is acted upon trivially,

O/|b > |’L,b,Z> |f7,:00raj‘Z:0 (1)
1,0, 2) =
o i,b 1;z) if i € [N] andz; = 1.

The ancilla|z) contains any additional information currently part of theagtum state that is not
involved in the query.

The second way is to consider a quantum query as a unitaraimp€r, that takes only the one
input i) and outputg—1)*|i), wherei € [N]. We say that the oracle is “computed in the phases”
by O,.. Both operator®’ andO, square to the identity, i.e., they are their own inversed,thos
unitary. The two operators are equivalent in that one guesjther oracle can be simulated by a
superposition query to the other oracle preceeded andvetldy a basis change. Though the first
way is possibly the more intuitive, we shall adapt the seoeag as it is very convenient when
proving lower bounds. Again, we extend the definition of thecte O, so that it also embodies a
non-query, and we allow it to take some arbitrary ancilléestag that is not acted upon,

, |i; 2) ifi=0
0, ) = . 2
|4 2) {(_1)% isz) if1<i<N. @

We may think of one query as a one-round exchange of infoonditetween two parties, the
algorithm and the oracle. In the classical setting, therétlym sends an index € [N] to the
oracle, and the oracle responds with one bit of informati@melyz;. In the quantum setting, the
algorithm sends thig, (V) qubits|:) to the oracleO,, and the oracle responds with-1)*|:).
The algorithm and oracle thus exchange a total numbei@f, (V) qubits, and thus, a quantum
query toO,. can convey up t@ log, (V) classical bits of information about the oracle by Holevo’s

Information theoretically, a functio” : {0,1}¥ — {0,1}°&®) that outputs at most
O(log,(NN)) bits, can potentially be solved by a constant number of g@aeto the oracle. An
example of such a problem is the Deutsch-Jozsa problem]Pd8akh is to distinguish balanced



boolean functions from constant functions. (A functioms constant ifF'(z) = F(y) for all inputs
z,y, and it is balanced if it is not constant ajfd' (F(x))| = |F~*(F(y))| for all inputsz, y.)

A quantum algorithm in the oracle model starts in a stateithatdependent of the oracle. For
convenience, we choose the stdigin which all qubits are initialized t0. It then evolves by
applying arbitrary unitary operatots$ to the system, alternated with queri@g to the oracler,
followed by a conclusive measurement of the final state, theocme of which is the result of the
computation. In symbols, a quantum algoritAnthat used’ queries, computes the final state

W)g) = UTOxUT—l T UloxU0|0> (3)

which is then measured. If the algorithm computes some iomdt : {0,1}Y — {0,1}™, we
measure then leftmost bit of the final stat)?’), producing some outcome. The success prob-
ability p, of A on inputz € {0,1}" is the probability thatv = F(x). For complete functions
F : {0,1}" — {0,1}™, we define the success probability dfas the minimum of,, over all
z € {0,1}". For partial functions¥’ : S — {0,1}™, whereS C {0,1}", we take the mini-
mum overS only. A quantum algorithnA has error at most if the success probability ok is
at leastl — e. Let Q.(F') denote the minimum query complexity of any quantum algarithat
computesF' with two-sided error at most, and as common, l&p,(F') = Q1/3(F) denote the
two-sided bounded error complexity with= 1/3.

As our running example, we use the well-known ordered s@&zggbroblem. In the oracle
model, the input to ordered searching is/@sbit stringx = (z1,... ,zx). We are promised that
x; <z foralll <i < N andthatry = 1, and the goal is to find the leftmost 1, i.e., the index
i € [N] for whichz; = 1 and no index < i exists withz; = 1.

Given: An N-bit stringz = (x1, z9,... ,zy) given as an oracle.
Promise: z; < z;,; for1 <i < Nandzy = 1.
Output: Indexi such thatr; = 1 and eitherr;_; = 0ori = 1.

The classical query complexity of ordered searchinglig,(/V)| and is achieved by standard
binary searching. The quantum query complexity is at Mmastlog, NV, due to the work of high

two of being optimal.

3 Distinguishing hard inputs

The first quantum lower bound using adversary arguments ivas fy Bennett, Bernstein, Bras-
to at most quadratically many oracle bits, which implies\adobound ofQ2(+/N) for Grover's
problem [Gi696] and thus proves that GrovePéy/N) algorithm is optimal. Grover's problem
is a search problem in which we are given Anrbit stringz € {0,1}" as an oracle, and the
goal is to find an index for which z; = 1, provided one exists. Interestingly, the lower bound
of Bennett et al. was proved in 1994, well before Grover deffinis search problem. In 2000,



guments.”

A constructive interpretation of basic adversary argusenin terms otlistinguishability. \We
will thus not be concerned with computing the functiBnbut merely interested in distinguishing
oracles. Consider some algorithinthat computes some functiafi in the oracle model, and
consider two inputs:;,y € {0,1}" for which F(z) # F(y). SinceA computesF, it must in
particular be capable of distinguishing between oracdad oracle,. For a given problem we try
to identify pairs of oracles that are hard tdistinguish. If we can identify hard input pairs, we may
derive a good lower bound. However, a caveat is that usingtbel very hardest input pairs does
not yield good lower bounds for some problems, and we arertatsally led to also consider less
hard input pairs. A remedy is to useights that capture the hardness of distinguishing each pair
of oracles, and to do so, we define a matrief dimensior2" x 2V that takes non-negative real
values,

I {0, 1} x {0, 1} — R (4)

We require thal is symmetric and thdf[z, y| = 0 wheneverF'(z) = F(y). We say thatl is a
spectral adversary matrix for F if it satisfies these two conditions. The symmetry conditor
states that we are concerned with distinguishiergeen any two inputse, y. We are not concerned
with distinguishingz from y, nor distinguishingy from x. We discuss this subtlety further in
Section's below when considering alternative definitionsveighted adversary arguments. The
spectral adversary matrix allows us to capture both total and partial functions, ad ag&hon-
boolean functions. Since we are only concerned with disisttability, once we have specified
the entries of", we may safely ignore the underlying functién
prove a lower bound of2(log N) for ordered searching arfe V log V) for sorting. Barnum and
Saks [BS04] used weighted adversary arguments to proveer lmwund of2(v/N) for read-once
formulae, and introduced the notidhthat we adapt here. Barnum, Saks, and Szegedy extended
of spectral properties of matriX. Their lower bound has a very elegant and short formulaton,
basic proof, and captures important properties of adwereathods, and we shall thus adapt much
of their terminology.

As discussed above, the key to prove a good lower bound igkoapgood adversary matrix
For our running example of ordered searching, which is aglardon-boolean function, we use the
following weights.

Example: Ordered Seaching 1 The weight on the pair (x,y) is the inverse of the Hamming dis-
tance of x and v,

L if z andy are valid and distinct inputs t&

Pl ) = {(I)F(x)_F(y)l otherwise ®)

The larger the Hamming distance between x and 1y, the easier it is to distinguish them, and the
smaller weight is assigned to the pair.



We have to choose how to measure distinguishability. Theipblyssimplest measure is to
use inner products. Two quantum states are distinguishétiecertainty if and only if they are
orthogonal, and they can be distinguished with high prdigloi and only if their inner product
has small absolute value.

Fact 1 Suppose we are given one of two known states |V,,), |V,). There exists a measurement that
correctly determines which of the two states we are given with error probability at most € if and
only if (V. |V,)| <€, where € = 2,/€e(1 — ).

Since a unitary operator is just a change of basis, it doeshaoige the inner product between
any two quantum states, and thus the inner product can oalygehas a consequence of queries
to the oracle.

4 Adversary lower bounds

Adversary lower bounds are of information theoretical ratuA basic idea in adversary lower
bounds is to upper-bound the amount of information that ealeérned in a single query. If little
information can be learned in any one query, then many guerie required. We use spectral
properties ofl” to put an upper bound on the amount of information the algoritearns about the
oracle.

Let A be some quantum algorithm that computes some fundtiomith bounded two-sided
error. For every integer> 0 and every oracle, let

denote the quantum state aftequeries to the oracle. To measure the progress of the digurit
we define similarly to]Amb02, HNS02, BS04,

-------------- |

W= "Iz, y)d.0, - (VL) (7)
z,y

whereé is a fixed principal eigenvector df, i.e., a normalized eigenvector corresponding to the
largest eigenvalue df, and whereS, denotes the™ entry of 5.

The algorithm starts in a quantum staté) = Uy|0) which is independent of the oracleand
thus the total initial weight is

WO = "Tlx,y]0.0, = \(I), (8)

where)\(I") denotes the spectral normbf The final state of the algorithm aftérqueries igy?)
if the oracle isr, and itis|y] ) if the oracle igy. If F'(z) # F(y), we must have thaty | )| < ¢
by Fact'l, and henc/” < ¢W?P. If the total weight can decrease by at masby each query,
the algorithm require@(WTO) queries to the oracle.

Following Barnum, Saks, and Szegedy [BSS03], we upper baury the largest spectral

norm of the matrice§;, defined by

Vi, y] = {o if 2 =y, ®)



general form than in [BSS0D3] so that it also applies to noaksan functions. Our proof aims at
emphasizing distinguishability and differs from the onigi.

{0, 1} — {0, 1}™,

A
Q2(F) = Q(m) (10)
Proof We prove that the drop in total weight® — W**! by thet + 15t query is upper-bounded by
the largest eigenvalue of the matrides

Foreacth) <i < N, letP;, =" ., |i; 2)(i; 2| denote the projection onto the subspace querying
the i oracle bit. Let3,; = |P;|¢%)| denote the absolute value of the amplitude of querying the
i bit in the t + 1%t query, provided the oracle is. Note thatZiN:0 ﬁii = 1 for any oracler,
since the algorithm queries one of thebits =4, ... ,zy, or simulates a non-query by querying
the oracle withi = 0. Thet + 1% query changes the inner product by at most the overlap batwee
the projections of the two states onto the subspace thasmwnds to indiceson whichz; andy;
differ,

(Wrlty) — (2" )

= |(wtl( - 0.0,)lu})

_ ‘2 S WP <2 ) Beiby

1Ay, 2 A Y

(11)

The bigger the amplitudes of querying the hitsn whichz; andy; differ, the larger the drop in
the inner product can be.
Define an auxiliary vecto; [x] = J,.5,; and note that

N N N
SlafP =330 = ey g2 =Y =1
=0 0 -

=0 =z T =

The drop in the total weight is upper-bounded by
W= W = | ST Tl gl0a, (W) — W4 160)]
"E7y

= 237 3 Tleulod, (P

< 2 Z Z FZ [l’, y](sm(sy : ﬂ:v,iﬁy,i
Ty 1

= 2 Z a;kl",-ai

< 2 AT)|aif?

< 2max A([) - Z |oti|2

7

= 2max\(T}).

2
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Herea! denotes the transpose @f The first inequality bounds the drop in inner product for a
specific pair and follows from Equation;11. The second inétyllows from the spectral norm
of I'. The second and third inequalities state that the bestlgesgiery distributes the amplitude
of the query according to the largest principal eigenveatdhe query matrices;. O

Example: Ordered Seaching 2 Returning to our example of ordered searching, for N = 4, the
adversary matrix with respect to the ordered basis (0001,0011,0111,1111) is given by

01 1 1
2 3
PsearcK4) _ } 0 1 %
5 1 0 1
1 1

The spectral norm is easily seen to be lower-bounded by the sum of the entries in the first row,
)\(Fseam'ﬂ)) > 1+ % + % In general, \(T'S*¥Y s lower-bounded by the harmonic number Hy_,
which is at least In(N). The spectral norm of the query matrices \(I'S*¥™ is maximized when
i = |N/2|, in which case it is upper-bounded by the spectral norm of the infinite Hilbert matrix
[1/(r +s = 1)]TS>1, which is m. We thus reprove the lower bound of (1 — ¢ )ln(N for ordered

S Applying the spectral method

The spectral method is very appealing in that it has a singsletlation, a basic proof, and gives
good lower bounds for many problemSpalek and Szeged$E05] show that for any problem,
the best lower bound achievable by the spectral method iayahat least as good as the best
lower bound achievable by any of the previously publishedeeghry methods. Their proof is
constructive and illuminating: given any lower bound in afiyhe previously published adversary
methods, they construct an adversary mdirand prove it achieves the same lower bound.

The first general quantum Iower bound using adversary argtsmes introduced by Ambainis
bounds on the spectral norm Dhnd each’;. By definition, the numeratox(I) is lower-bounded
by ‘;Qd*l“d for any non-negative vectal and by Mathias’ lemma [Mat90], the denominaidr’;)
is upper-bounded by the product of a row-norm and a colunrmno

matrices such that G M o N is the entrywise product of M and N. Then
AG) < max 7,(M) ¢,(N),

Glz,y]>0

where rx(M) is the {y-norm of the x™ row in M, and cy(N) is the ly-norm ofthe y™ column in N.

method as an unweighted adversary method since it conSJdB/rBNo types of mputs. easy inputs
and hard inputs. We construct a zero-one valued adversanxmahat corresponds to a uniform
distribution over the hard input pairs.



F~Y0) and B C F~Y(1) be subsets of (hard) inputs. Let R C A x B be a relation, and set
R, ={(z,y) € R:x; # vy;} foreach 1 < i < n. Let m, m’ denote the minimal number of ones in
any row and any column in relation R, respectively, and let {, {' denote the maximal number of ones
in any row and any column in any of the relations R;, respectively. Then Qo(f) = Q(+/mm//0").

Proof LetS = {(z,y) : (z,y) € RV (y,x) € R} be a symmetrized version @t. Define a
column vector! from the relationS by settingd, = +/|[{y : (z,y) € S}|, and an adversary matrix
I by settingl'[z, y] = ﬁ if and only if (z,y) € S. Then\(I") > #d*rd = 1. For each of the
matricesl';, we apply Lemma;3 withV/[z,y] = Ny, x] = di if and only if (x,y) € S. For every
(z,y) € R, ro(M) < /t/d2 < \/t/mandc,(N) < \/0/d2 < \/U'/m'. Forevery(z,y) €

S — R, the two inequalities are swapped. By Lemima\@,;) < max, ,.r,[z,y)>0 "z(M)cy(N) <

V0 Jmm. O

The unweighted adversary method is very simple to apply agqtires only to spec-
ify a set R of hard input pairs. It gives tight lower bounds for many cangbional prob-

_____

______________________________

rely only on a few selected hard instances, but rather on glot®l properties of the inputs. Ap-
plying the unweighted method on ordered searching woulédhfstance only yield a lower bound
of a constant. In these cases, we may apply the following wegyvariant of the method, due to

Let w,w' denote a weight scheme as follows:

o Every pair (x,y) € S? is assigned a non-negative weight w(x,y) = w(y, z) that satisfies
w(z,y) = 0 whenever F(x) = F(y).

e Every triple (z,y,1) € S? X [N] is assigned a non-negative weight w'(x,y, 1) that satisfies
w'(z,y,1) = 0 whenever x; = y; or F(z) = F(y), and w'(x,y,))w' (y, z,1) > w*(z,y) for
all x,y,1 with x; # ;.

Then

st A ol )0(y, 0

w(z,y)>0
T FY;

Qz(F)=Q< min M)

where wt(x) = w(z,y) and v(z,i) = 3 w'(z,y,i) forallx € S and i € [N].

At first glance, the weighted method may look rather compdidaboth in its formulation and
use, though it is not. We first assign weights to péirg/) of inputs for whichF'(z) # F(y), asin
the spectral method. We require the weights to be symmeaeidribat they represent the difficulty
in distinguishingpetween = and y.



We then afterwards assign weight§z, y, ) that represent the difficulty in distinguishing
from y by querying index i. The harder it is to distinguish from y by indexi, compared to
distinguishingy from x by indexi, the more weight we put ofx, y, ) and the less ofy, z, i), and
vice versa.

To quantify this, define(x, y, i) = w'(x,y,1)/w'(y, xz, 7). Thent(z,y, i) represents the relative
amount of information we learn about input pafts =) compared to the amount of information
we learn about input pair&:, y), by querying index. If we, by querying index, learn little
aboutx compared toy, we lett(z,y,i) be large, and otherwise small. Consider we query an
index: for which z; # y;. Then we learn whether the oraclezisor y. However, at the same
time, we also learn whether the oracleri®r = for any other pair(x, z) for which z; # z; and
F(z) # F(2); and similarly, we learn whether the oracleusor y for any other pair(u, y) for
which u; # y; and F(u) # F(y). The less information querying indéxprovides about pairs
(x,z) compared to pair§u, y), the larger we choosgx, y, 7). Having thus chosetiz, y, 1), we
setw'(z,y,1) = w(x,y)\/t(z,y,i) andw’(y, z,i) = w(z,y)//t(z,y,1).

We show next that the weighted method yields a lower boun@(dfg V) for the ordered
searching problem. This proves that the weighted methaotigslg stronger than the unweighted
method. The weighted method yields strong lower boundsdad-+once formula [BS04] and it-
use adversary arguments to prove lower bounds for locatiseardistributed version of Grover’s
problem.Spalek and Szegedy prove 6305] that the weighted method is equivalent to the spec-
tral method—any lower bound that can be achieved by one dittbenethods can also be shown
by the other. Their proof is constructive and gives simpleregsions for converting one into the
other. The main weights(z, y) are the coefficients of the weight functid#’ for the input pair
(z,y), thatis,w(z,y) = I'[x, y]d.0,, and the secondary weighis(z, y, i) follow from Mathias’

Example: Ordered Seaching 3 7o apply the weighted method on ordered searching, we pick the
same weights w(x,y) = 5y y] 5,6, as in the spectral method as there are no strong reasons
for choosing otherwise. Now, consider t(x,y,1) with F(z) < i < F(y) so that v; # y;. By
querying index i, we also learn to distinguish between = and z for each of the F(y) — i inputs z
with i < F(z) < F(y), and we learn to distinguish between u and y for each of the i — F'(z) + 1

inputs u with F(x) < F(u) < i. We thus choose to set

. |F(z) —i|+1
tHz,y,t) = =7
() = Ry =i+ 1

Plugging these values into the weighted method yields a lower bound of Q(log N) for ordered
searching.

6 Limitations of the spectral method

The spectral method and the weighted adversary method libamnount of information that can
be learned in any one query. They do not take into accounthiibamount of information that can
be learned in the™" query might differ from the amount of information that canlearned in the
k™ query.

10



In 1999, Zalka [Zal99] successfully managed to capture theunt of information that can
be learned in each individual query for a restricted versibGrover’'s problem;[Gro96]. In this
restricted version, we are promised that the input oradte either the zero-string (s@z| = 0)
or exactly one entry irx is one (soz| = 1), and the goal is to determine which is the case. By
symmetry considerations, Zalka demonstrates that Grwgorithm saturates some improved
inequalities (which are similar to Eg.;11) and hence is opljmven to within an additive constant.

Since current adversary methods do not capture the amoumfoomation the algorithm cur-
rently knows, we may simply assume that the algorithm alyéadws every bit of the oracle and
that it tries to prove so. This motivates a study of the refehip between the best bound achiev-
able by the spectral method and the certificate complexityerificate for an inputz € {0,1}%,
is a subsef’ C [N] of input bits such that for any other inputn the domain off’ that may be ob-
tained fromz by flipping some of the indices not ifl, we have that'(z) = F(y). The certificate
complexity G.(F') of inputx is the size of a smallest certificate for The certificate complexity
C(F) of a functionF' is the maximum certificate complexity of any of its inputs. ¥go define
the z-certificate complexity Q F') when taking the maximum only over inputs that map t@he
spectral theorem can then never yield a lower bound betardrguantity that can be expressed in
terms of certificate complexity.

_______________

spectral adversary lower bound AdV(F) is at most min {/Co(F)N, \/C\(F)N}. If F is total,
the method is limited by \/Co(F)Cy (F).

The certificate complexity of a functiof : {0,1}" — {0, 1}™ is itself polynomially related
to the block sensitivity of the function. An input € {0,1}" is sensitive to a block B C [N]
if F(x) # F(z2P), wherez® denotes the input obtained by flipping the bitszirwith indices
from B. The block sensitivity bg ') of input z is the maximum number of disjoint blocks
By, By, ..., B, C [N] on whichz is sensitive. Thelock sensitivity b F') of F' is the maxi-
mum block sensitivity of any of its inputs. We also define thklock sensitivity bs(F") when
taking the maximum only over inputs that map:to

For any boolean functiod : {0,1} — {0, 1}, the certificate complexity is upper-bounded
by C(F) < bs)(F)bs (F), and thus so is the spectral adversary method. Converse /A >
\/bs(F) by a zero-one valued adversary maffixLet 2’ € {0,1}" be an input that achieves the
block sensitivity of ', and letBy, Bs, ... , B, C [N] be disjoint blocks on which’ is sensitive,
wherek = bg(F). Setl'(F)[x, 2P| = 1if and only if z = 2’ and B is one of thek blocks B; and
closel under transposition. Thex(I') = vk andmax; AT;) =1, and thus

VbS(F) < Adv(F) < bs)(F)bs,(F). (12)

The spectral adversary method is not suitable for provimgtdounds for problems related to
property testing. If functior : S — {0, 1} is a partial function withs C {0, 1}V such that every
zero-input is of Hamming distance at leastfrom every one-input, then the spectral theorem does
not yield a lower bound better tharie.

Laplante and Magniez introduce in [LM04] a lower-bound neetbased on Kolmogorov com-
plexity. They show by direct constructions that their metigat least as strong as each of the two
methods, the spectral and weighted adversary metSpdlek and Szegedy then show qur;]
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that the spectral method is at least as strong as the Kolrmegmmplexity method, allowing
us to conclude that the three methods are equivalent. HastioQ a variety of representations
of the same method shows that the adversary method is vesgatilerand captures fundamental
adversary bound is a lower bound on the formula size. ‘I:Hé\;fn_'lﬂg lower-bound method is a
combinatorial version of the Kolmogorov complexity method

A a bounded-error quantum algorithm for . Let p : S x [N] — R{ be a set of |S| probability
distributions such that p, (i) denotes the average probability of querying the i input bit on input
x, where the average is taken over the whole computation of A. Then the query complexity Qa of
algorithm A satisfies

1
M= BT,

The previous methods satisfy the property that if we plugome matrix or relation, we get
a valid lower bound. The minimax method is principally difat. A lower bound computed by
the minimax theorem holds for one particular algoritAfrand it may not hold for some other and
better algorithm. However, we may obtain a universal lonaird that holds foevery bounded
error algorithm by simply taking the minimum of the boul& over all possible sets of probability
distributionsp. The spectral bound and the minimax bound are in a primal+eletion: the best
lower bound that can be obtained by any adversary matexjuals the smallest bound that can
be obtained by a set of probability distribution§SSU5]. Primal methods are used for obtaining
concrete lower bounds and dual methods are used for prowmtadions of the method, as in
Lemma®.

A useful property of the adversary method is that it compoSesisider a function of the form
H=Fo(Gy,...,Gy),whereF :{0,1}* — {0,1} andG; : {0,1}"i — {0,1}fori =1,... k
are partial boolean functions. A composition theorem sttte complexity of functio#/ in terms
of the complexities of” andG,, ... , . Barnum and Saks [BS04] use composition properties
composition lower bound for iterated boolean functions} baplante, Lee, and Szegedy [LLS05]
prove a limitation on composition lower bounds for funcsar; for which the adversary bound
is upper bounded by a common boundTlo formulate a composition theorem for arbitrary cases
when the functiongr; may have different adversary bounds, we require a weighgesion of the
spectral method.

Let F : {0,1}¥ — {0,1} be a partial boolean function and = (a4, ... ,ay) a string of
positive reals. Let

: A
Adv,(F) = max min {az)\(ri) } ,
wherel ranges over all adversary matrices for If the weights are all 1, then our new quantity
Adv,, (F) coincides with the spectral adversary bound and is thus arlbaund on the quantum
query complexity ofF. If the weightsa are non-uniform, then Ad\ F') is a new abstract com-
plexity measure that assigns cestto querying the™ input bit. We can then pron’[E[}@] that
the quantity Ady, composes in the following sense.
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tion H = F o (Gy,...,Gy), where F--{b: -1-}%-—;-{6,-1-}-62562-6% : {0,110 — {0,1} are
partial boolean functions,

Adv,(H) = Advg(F),

where 3; = AdV,:(G;), and oo = (o, ... o) is a k-tuple of strings o/ € RT".

A natural generalization of Grover’s problem is the soa@lt-fold search problem in which
we are promised that exactlyentries of the input oracle are one (sdx| = k), and the goal
is to find all of theset indices. We say an algorithi succeeds if it outputs a subsetC [N]
of sizek and S contains all indices € [N] for whichz; = 1. Thus, by definition, it fails even
if it outputs all but one of the: indices. Thek-fold search problem can be solvednv/kn)
gueries, essentially by sequentially running Grover'saealgorithmk times. Klauck,Spalek,
then the success probability éf is exponentially small ink. They thus prove a strong direct
product theorem for thé-fold search problem. One of the main elements of the protfies
polynomial method which we discuss in the next section.

During the computation, the input register gets entanglét the workspace of the algorithm
due to the queries to the oracle. We trace out the workspatexamine the eigenspaces of the
density matrix of the input register. Due to symmetriesidtage exactly+1 eigenspaces, indexed
by the number of ones the algorithm “knows” at that stage efalgorithm. In the beginning, all
amplitude is in th@™ eigenspace. One query can only move little amplitude framitrigenspace
to thei 4 1% eigenspace. If the algorithm has good success probaliigyguantum amplitude in
high eigenspaces must be significant, since the algorithat fkhmow” most of thek indices, which
implies a lower bound on the query complexity.

7 Polynomial lower bounds

There are essentially two different methods known for prgyower bounds on quantum compu-
tations. The historically first method is the adversary radtive discuss above. It was introduced
in 1994 by Bennett, Bernstein, Brassard, and Vazirani, afdighed in 1997 in the SIAM Journal
on Computing, in a special section that contains some of thgt wutstanding papers on quan-
tum computing. The second method was introduced shortiy,dft 1998, by Beals, Buhrman,
approach is algebraic and follows earlier very successtukwn classical lower bounds via poly-
nomials (see for instance Beigel's 1993 survey [Bei93] aagdd’s 1997 survey [Reg97]). We first
establish that any partial boolean functibn S — {0, 1}, whereS C {0, 1}", can be represented
by a real-valued polynomial : RY — R.
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Definition 9 Let F' : S — {0,1} be a partial boolean function, where S C {0,1}". An N-
variable polynomial p representd” if p(z) = F(z) for all x € S, and it approximatesF' if
Ip(x) — F(z)| < 4 forall x € S. The degreeof F, denoted deg(F), is the minimal degree of a
polynomial representing F'. The approximate degreef F', denoted agg/(F ), is the minimal degree
of a polynomial approximating F'.

tion F : S — {0,1}, where S C {0,1}", using at most T' queries to the oracle O',. Then there
exists an N-variate real-valued multilinear polynomial pa : RY — R of degree at most 2T, which
equals the acceptance probability of A.

Proof In this theorem, we use the oraclé which is equivalent to the oracl@,, since it allows
for simple formulations. We first rewrite the action©f as

OLli, b5 2) = (1 — @)[i, b 2) + i, b © 15 2) (13)

where we define; = 0 for i = 0 so that we can simulate a non-query by queryipgith i = 0.
Suppose we appl®’ on some superpositioEi,b,z a;p.2|%, b; 2) where each amplitude; ;, ., is an
N-variate complex-valued polynomial inof degree at most Then, by Eq: 1.3, the resulting state
Zi,b’z Biv:|i, b; z) is a superposition where each amplituglg . is an N-variate complex-valued
polynomial inz of degree at most + 1. By proof by induction, aftefl” queries, each amplitude
can be expressed as a complex-valued polynomialohdegree at most'. The probability that
the final measurement yields the outcomeorresponding to accepting the input, is obtained by
summing some of the absolute values of the amplitudes sgju@he square of any of the absolute
amplitudes can be expressed as a real-valued polynpmial: of degree at most7T". Theorem 1.0
follows. O

The above theorem states that to any quantum algorklommputing a boolean functioh :
S — {0,1}, whereS C {0,1}", we can associate aN-variate polynomiap, : ®Y — R that
expresses the acceptance probability of the algorithm grgaen input. If algorithmA is exact,
i.e., if A always stops and outputs the correct answer, fhén) = F'(x) for all x € S, and thus
pa represents’. If A has bounded error, thén< pa(z) < 1/31if F(x) =0and2/3 < pa(z) <1
if F'(x) =1, and thug approximated’. The degree of, is at most twice the number of queries
used by algorithmA. Consequently, the degree of a function is a lower bound emtlantum
guery complexity, up to a factor of two.

where S C {0, 1}, we have Qg (F) > deg(F)/2 and Q2(F) > deg(F)/2.

8 Applying the polynomial method

The challenge in applying the polynomial method lies in timeahsionality of the input. Typically,
the method is applied by first identifying a univariate ordviate polynomial that captures essential
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properties of the problem, and then proving a lower boundhendegree of that polynomial.
The second part is typically reasonably straightforwanteipolynomials have been studied for
centuries and much is known about their degrees. The pgssiplest nontrivial example is
when F' is the threshold functioifhr, defined byThr,(z) = 1 if and only if |x| > ¢. It is easy
to see thatleg(Thr;) = ©(N) for all nontrivial threshold functions, and tha: (Thr,) = Q(N).
Paturi [Pat92] shows thateg(Thr,) = ©(/(t+ 1)(N —t +1)), and we thus readily get that

This degree argument extends to any symmetric funckidsy writing F' as a sum of threshold
functions. The same tight lower bounds for symmetric fuordi can also be obtained by the
unweighted adversary method (see the paragraph after @by

For general non-symmetric functions, the polynomial metisp however, significantly harder
to apply. For problems that are “close” to being symmetrie,a@n sometimes succeed in con-
structing a univariate or bivariate polynomial that yie&dson-trivial lower bound. The first and,
in our view, most important such a result was obtained by Asoa in [Aar02] in which he proves
a lower bound of2(N'/?) on any bounded-error quantum algorithm for the collisiooiytem.

The collision problem is a non-boolean promise problem. difaele is anV-tuple of positive
integers between 1 and, which we think of as a functioX : [N| — [M]. We model the oracle
0% so that a query to th#" entry of the oracle returns the integ&(i). Specifically,0% takes as
input|i, r; z) and outputsi, r & X (i); z) where0 < r < 2™ for m = [log,(M +1)], andr & X (i)
denotes bitwise addition modulo 2. We are promised thaeeithis a one-to-one function, oX
is two-to-one, and the goal is to determine which is the case.

The result of Aaronson was shortly after improved by Shi @&hito Q(N'/*) for general
functionsX : [N] — [M], and toQ(N'/3) in the case the range is larger than the domain by a

The best lower bound for the collision problem that can baioled using the adversary method
is only a constant, since any one-to-one function is of l&tgenming distance to any two-to-one
of Q(log N) for Simon’s problem[Sim97], which is tighf [SIm97, BH97]in%on’s problem is a
partial boolean function having properties related to dimibelian groups. Also for this problem,
the best lower bound that can be obtained using the advarssthod is a constant.

In contrast, for anyotal boolean functiorf” : {0,1}" — {0, 1}, the adversary and polynomial
method are both polynomially related to block sensitivity,

VOS(F) /6 < deg(F) < deg(F) < bs'(F) (14)
Vb F) < Adv(F) < bs'(F). (15)

6deg(F)? > bs(F). Buhrman and de Wolf, TBWO2] provide an excellent survey afsi and
other complexity measures of boolean functions.
The polynomial lower bound is known to be inferior to the weggd adversary method for

_____
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for which deg(F) = 2 and for which there exists an adversary matiiX satisfying that
ATF)/ max; \(TF) = 2.5. We compose the function with itself and obtain a boolearction
Fy = Fo(F,F,F,F) : {0,1}' — {0,1} defined on 16 bits for whickieg(F;) = 4, and for
which \(I'2) / max; A(T'f2) = 2.52, by the composition theorem. Iteratingimes, yields a func-
tion F'on N = 4" bits of degreeleg(F') = 27, with spectral lower bound.5" = deg(F)!3*-, by
the composition theorem. The thus constructed funckias an example of an iterated function
of low degree and high quantum query complexity. It is theexntty biggest known gap between
the polynomial method and the adversary method for a totadtfon. Another iterated total func-
tion for which the adversary methods yield a lower bounddrdtian the degree, is the function

The polynomial method is very suitable when consideringnua algorithms computing
functions with errore that is sub-constant, whereas the adversary method is noufated so
as to capture such a fine-grained analysis. Buhrman, Clew&/odf, and Zalka,[BC99] show that
any quantum algorithm for Grover’s problem that succeedmding an index for whichz; = 1
with probability at least — ¢, provided one exists, requir€s /N log(1/¢)) queries to the oracle,
which is tight. A possibly more familiar example is that arghymomial approximating the parity
function with any positive bias > 0 (as opposed to bigswhere; = 2 — 1) has degreeV, since
any such polynomial gives rise to a univariate polynomial@farger degree witiV roots. Hence,
any quantum algorithm computing the parity function withilary small bias > 0 requiresN/2
gueries to the oracle, which is tight.

A useful property of representing polynomials is that theynpose. Ifp is a polynomial
representing a functiod’, and polynomialsy, ¢s, . . . , g represent functions/q, ... , Gy, then
po(q,...,q) represents’ o (Gy,... ,Gy), when well-defined. This composition property does
not hold for approximating polynomials: if each sub-polymal ¢; takes the valu@.8, say, then
we cannot say much about the valp@.8, ... ,0.8) since the value op on non-integral inputs
is not restricted by the definition of being an approximatadynomial. To achieve composition
properties, we require that the polynomials are inseresitivsmall variations of the input bits.
Buhrman, Newman, Rohrig, and de Wolf give in [BBE] a definition of such polynomials, and
refer to them as being robust.

on S C {0, 1}V if |p(y) — p(x)| < 5 forevery x € S and y € RM such that |y; — x;| < 5 for every
i =1,..., M. The robust degreef a boolean function F' : S — {0, 1}, denoted rdeg(F), is the
minimal degree of a robust polynomial approximating F'.

gree of any total functiodr : {0,1}" — {0, 1} is O(N) by giving a classical algorithm that uses a
quantum subroutine for Grover’s problem [Grp96] which igtant to errors, due to Hgyer, Mosca,

by giving a construction for turning any approximating padynial into a robust polynomial at the
cost of at most a logarithmic factor in the degredofThis implies that for any composite function
H=Fo(G,...,G), wehaveleg(H) € O(deg(F)deg(G)logdeg(F)). Itis not known whether
this is tight. Neither is it known if the approximate degrédfcan be significantly smaller than the
product of the approximate degreesfoindG. The only known lower bound on the approximate
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degree ofA is the trivial bound(deg(F) + deg(Q)).

An and-or tree of depth two is a composed function(G, . . . , G) in which the outer function
F is the logical AND of\/N bits, and the inner functio is the logical OR ofy/N bits. By
the unweighted adversary method, computing and-or tredsgth two require§)(/N) queries.
queries, which thus is tight. The existence of that algaritmplies that there exists an approxi-
mating polynomial for and-or tree of depth two of degree/N). No other characterization of
an approximating polynomial for and-or trees of depth twdegreeO(1/N) is currently known.
The best known lower bound on the approximate degree of atre@s of depth two i§(N'/?),
up to logarithmic factors inV, by a folklore reduction from the element distinctness pgobon
VN integers JAS04].

9 Concluding remarks

We have been focusing on two methods for proving lower bowmdguantum query complexity:
the adversary method and the polynomial method. Adversavgr bounds are in general easy to
compute, but are limited by the certificate complexity. Kmolewer bounds are constructed by
identifying hard input pairs, finding weights accordingipnd computing either the spectral norm
of some matrices, or applying the weighted method. Polyablmiver bounds may yield stronger
bounds, but are hard to prove. Known lower bounds by the pohyal methods are constructed by
identifying symmetries within the problem, reducing themer of input variables to one or two,
and proving a lower bound on the degree of the reduced poliaiom

Barnum, Saks, and Szegedy give1n [BSS03] a third lower baonethod that exactly charac-
terizes the quantum query complexity, but this strengthdwut also to be its weakness: it is very
hard to apply and every known lower bound obtained by the atetian also be shown by one of

their strong direct product theorem implies good quantunetspace tradeoffs, including a quan-
tum lower bound off? - S = Q(N?) for sorting. A significant body of work have been conducted
as a possible starting point.

There is a range of problems for which we do not currently kitigit quantum query bounds.
One important example is binary and-or trees of logarithaejath. A binary and-or tree ol = 4"
variables is obtained by iterating the functiéitz,, xo, 3, x4) = (21 A x2) V (3 A z4) in total

the quantum query complexity §%+/N) by embedding the parity function aAN bits and noting
that the parity function has linear query complexity, whoaim be shown by either method.

on N vertices contains a triangle which us@éN'3) queries to the adjacency matrix. The best
known lower bound i§2( V) by the unweighted adversary method, and has been conjdctatéo
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a non-trivial graph property of quantum query complexiisy/N), up to logarithmic factors iv.

Gasarch, in a survey on private information retrieval, @itgd in this Computational Com-
plexity Column in the BulletinJGas®4], writes: “A field isfieresting if it answers a fundamental
guestion, or connects to other fields that are interestingses techniques of interest.” It is our
hope that the reader will find that the surveyed area of quaudwer bounds fulfills each of those
three criteria.
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