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Abstract

W e nvestigate the random ized and quantum ocom m unication com plexity of the Hamming D is—
tance problm , which is to determ ine if the Ham m Ing distance between two n-bit strings is no
less than a threshold d. W e prove a quantum lower bound of (d) qubits in the general interactive
m odel w ith shared prior entanglem ent. W e also construct a classical protocol of O (dlogd) bits
in the restricted Sin ultaneous M essage P assing m odel, in proving previous protocols of O (&) bits
A .C A .Yao, Proceedings of the T hirty-F ifth AnnualACM Symposium on T heory of C om puting,

pp. 7781, 2003), and O [dlogn) bits O .G avinsky, J.K em pe, and R .de W olf, quantph/0411051,
2004).
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1 Introduction

C om m unication com plexity was introduced by Yao [ll] and has been extensively studied afterward
not only for its own intriguing problem s, but also for its m any applications ranging from circuit
lower bounds to data stream ing algorithm s. W e refer the reader to the m onograph [P] for an
excellent survey.

W e recall som e basic conceptsbelow . Letn bean integerand X = Y = £f0;1g" . Letf :X Y !
f0;1g be a Boolkan function. Consider the scenario where two parties, A lice and Bob, who know
only x 2 X andy 2 Y, regpectively, com m unicate interactively w ith each other to com pute f x;y).
T he determ inistic com m unication com plkxity of £, denoted by D (f), is de ned to be them inin um
Integer k such that there is a protocol for com puting £ using no m ore than k bits of com m unication
on any pair of nputs. The random ized comm unication com plkxity of £, denoted by RP° (f), is
sin ilarly de ned, w ith the exception that A lice and Bob can use publicly announced random bits
and that they are required to com pute f (x;y) correctly w ith probability at least 2=3. O ne of the
centralthem eson the classical com m unication com plexity studies is to understand how random ness
helps in saving the com m unication cost. A basic nding ofYao [I] is that there are finctions £ such
that R (f) = O (logD (f)). One exam pl is the Equality problem , which sin ply checks whether
X =Y.

Later results show that di erent ways of using random ness result in quite subtle changes on
com m unication com plexity. A basic nding in this regard, due to Newm an [3)], is that public-coin
protocols can save at m ost O (logn) bits over protocols in which A lice and Bob toss private (@nd
Independent) coins. T he situation is, however, dram atically di erent in the Sim ultaneous M essage
Passing (SM P) m odel, also introduced by Yao [l], where A lice and Bcb each send a m essage to a
third person, who then outputs the outcom e of the protocol. A pparently, this is a m ore restricted
m odel and for any function, the com m unication com plexity In this m odel is at least that in the
general interactive comm unication m odel. D enote by R* (f) and R*P (f) the com m unication
com plexities in the SM P m odelw ith private and public random coins, regoectively. Tt is Interesting
to note that R*®" E quality) = O (logn) but R¥ @quality)= ( n) BIBIBE].

Yao also initiated the study of quantum com munication com plexity [4], where A lice and Bob
are equipped w ith quantum com putational power and exchange quantum bits. A llow iIng an error
probability ofno m ore than 1=3 in the Interactive m odel, the resulting com m unication com plexity
is the quantum comm unication com plxity of £, denoted by Q (f). If the two parties are allowed
to share prior quantum entangkm ent, the quantum analogy of random ness, the com m unication
com plexity is denoted by Q (f). Sin ilarly, the quantum ocom m unication com plexities In the SM P
m odel are denoted by Q% and Q% , depending on whether prior entanglkm ent is shared. The
follow ing relations am ong the m easures are easy to cbserve.

Rpub (f)
Q% (£)

Two very Interesting problem s in both com m unication m odels are the power of quantum ness,

Q (f) REPUP (£) @)



ie. detem ining the biggest gap between quantum and random ized com m unication com plexities,
and the power of shared entanglem ent, ie. determ ining the biggest gap between quantum com —
m unication com plexities w ith and w ithout shared entanglem ent. An iIn portant result for the rst
problem by Buhm an, C leve, W atrousand deW ol [B]isQ kE quality) = O (logn), an exponential
saving com pared to the random ized counterpart result R* € quality) = (  n) m entioned above.
T his exponential separation is generalized by Yao [B], show ng that R¥P" = constant inplies
ok@E) =0 (logn). As an application, Yao considered the Hamm ing D istance problm de ned
below . For any x;y 2 £0;1g", the Ham m Ing weight of x, denoted by k7j isthe numberofl’s in x,
and the Hamm ing distance of x and y is X yj with \ " being bitwise XOR.

De nition 1.1.Forl d n,thedHamming D istance problem is to com pute the ollow Ing
Boolan finction HAM 4 : £0;1g"  £0;1d' ! £0;1g,with HAM (x;y) = 1 ifandonly if k¥ y3j> d.

Lemma 12 (Yao).R*P™ HAM ,4)= 0 ().

Tn a recent paper [10], G avinsky, K em pe and de W olf gave another classical protocol, which is
an In provem ent over Yao’swhen d  logn.

Lemmal3 GKW ).R¥P'™HAM ,4)= 0 dlgn).

In this paper, we observe a Iower bound for Q HAM ,4), which is also a lower bound for
RIPIL @AM na) according to Equality [).
de

Notice that HAM x;y) = n  HAM (x;y), where y =" 11 1 y. TherebiBM ,4) =
Q #HAM,; ¢),and weneed only consider the case d n=2.
Proposition 1.4.Foranyd n=2,Q HAM,4)= ).

W e then construct a public-coin random ized SM P protocolthat aln ost m atches the lowerbound
and In proves both of the above protocols.

Theorem 1.5.RTPPHAM ,4)= 0 dbgd).

W e shallprove the above two results In the ollow Ing sections. F nally we discuss open problem s
and a plausbl approach for closing the gap.

O ther related work: Ambainis, Gasarch, Srihavasan, and Utis [[1l]] considered the error-free
com m unication com plexiyy, and proved that any error-free quantum protocol for the Hamm ing
D istance problem requiresat lastn 2 qubits of com m unication in the interactive m odel, for any
d n 1.



2 Lower bound ofthe quantum com m unication com plexity of the
H am m ing D istance problem

For proving the Iower bound, we restrict HAM ;4 on those pairs of inputs w ith equal Ham m ing

distance. M ore speci cally, foran integerk,1 k n,de neXy = Yy L fx 1x 2 £0;1g9"; XJj= kg.
Let HAM ;0 :Xx % ! £0;1g be the restriction of HAM ;g on X %.

B efore proving P roposition [[L4, we brie y introduce som e related results. Let x;y 2 £0;1g™ . The
D isjointness problem is to com pute the follow ing Boolan finction D ISJ, : £0;1g" £0;14" !
f0;1g, D ISJ, (x;y) = 1 ifand only if there exists an integer i, 1 i n,sothatx=y;= 1. Ik is
known thatR @ ISJ,) = @) [M2]1 03, andQ ©ISJ,) = ( n) @4105].

W e shalluse an in portant Jemm a In Razborov[l4], which is m ore general than his rem arkable
lower bound on quantum comm unication com plexiy of D isjointness. Here we m ay abuse the
notation by view ng x 2 £0;1g" asthe set fi2 h]:x;= 1g.

Lemma 2.1 (Razborov). Suppose k n=4 and 1 k=4. LetD : k]! £0;1g be any Bookan
predicate such that D () 6 D (I 1). Let fi4p :Xx % ! £0;1g be such that £, &Kiy) =
D (k¥ \ yJ, wheﬁ:se_xk is the set of all the n-bit binary strings with Hamm ing weight k. Then

Q (fn;k;D ) = ( kl) .

P roof of P roposition [[L4. ConsiderD in LemmalZdl such thatD (t) = 1 ifand only ift< 1.
Forany x;v 2 Xy,wehave ¥\ yj= k HAM (x;y)=2.Let1l= k d=2,thenk HAM (x;y)=2< 1
ifand only f HAM (x;y) > d. Therefore,D (k\ y) = 1 ifand only if HAM (x;y) > d. This in plies
that fxp and HAM , x4 are actually the sam e function, and thusQ (fhxp )= Q HAM px;4)-

To use Jemm a [21]], the follow .ng two constraints on k and 1need to be satis ed: k n=4 and
1 k=4. W hen d 3n=8, ket k = bn=4c, then it is easy to check ﬂlafggoth requirem ents are
satis ed. So applying mmalZl, weget Q HAM p4,4) = Q Exp)= ( kD= @).

For 3n=8 < d n=2, it is reduced to the above case (d 3n=8) rather than lmm d2.1. Let
m = d8d=5 3n=5e.Fix rstm bisin x tobealll’s, and use ¥ to denote Xm +1 :::Xp . SIn ilarly,

x rstm bitsofy to beall0’s, and use y’to denote Y 11 :::yn. Putn®=n m,K¥= n%4, and

d®=d m.Then HAM (x;y) = HAM (&y)+m andQ HAM ,4) x;y) O HAM pog049) x%GyY.
It is easy to verify that & 38 and d°= (d). Em pbying the result ofthe case thatd  3n=8,
wehave Q HAM jox0,90) = @d9.ThusQ HAM,4) QO HAM ouup)= @Y= @). m

3 Upper bound of the classical com m unication com plexity of the

H am m ing D istance problem

To prove theorem [[H, we reduce the HAM 4 problem to HAM ;4424 Problem by the follow ing
lemma.



Lemma 3.1.
RIP HAM ,4) = O RPP™ BAM 1402,4)) + O dIogd)

N ote that T heorem [[J in m ediately ©llow sLem m alEdlbecauseby Lemm a3, R PP HAM , 4) =
0 [dlogn), thus R PP HAM 14p,4) = O dlbgd?) = O (dbgd). Now by Lemma [El, we have
RIPW A M nia) = O ([dlogd). So n what llow s, we shallprove Lem m alZdl. D e ne a partial finc—
tion HAM ,, 4pq ®;y) with dom ain £ (x;y) : x;y 2 £0;1g"; kX yJiseither Jess than d or at least 2dg

as follow s.

0 IfHAM (x;Vv) d
HAM ,, jy) = 2
njapd ®7Y) 1 IfHAM x;y)> 2d 2

Then

Lemma 3.2.
RIP™® HAM [ ,4pq) = O (1)

Proof of Lemm a B22l. W e revise Yao's protocol [B] to design an O (1) protocol for HAM ;494 -
A ssum e the Ham m ing distance between x and y is k. A lice and Bob share som e random public
string, w hich consists ofa sequence of n ( is som e constant to be determ ined later) random bits,
each ofwhich is generated independently w ith probability p = 1=(2d) ofbeing 1. D enote this string
by z1;22; , each of length n. Party A sends the string a = aja, toathe referee, where
a;= x jzmod 2). Party B sendsthe stringb= b, tolthe referee, wherelb; = v jzmod 2).
T he referee announces HAM 4 (x;y) = 1 ifand only if the Hamm ing distance between a and b is
morethanm = (1=2 q whereg= (@ 1=d}+ @ 1=dy¥)=4.

Now we prove the above protocol is correct w ith probability at least 49=50. Let ¢ = a; h.
N otice that the Ham m Ing distance between a and b isthenumberofl’/sin c= ¢ . Wee need
the ©llow ing Lemm a by Yao [B]

Lemm a 3.3. A ssum e that the Hamm ing distance between x and y is k. G iven c as de ned above,
each ¢ is an independent random variabk with prokability | ofleing 1, where = 1=2 1=2(1
1=d)*.

Since  is an Increasing function over k, to separate k d from k > 2d, it would be su cient
to discrim inate the two cases that k = d and k = 2d. Let N be a random variable denoting the
numberofl’sin c,andE Ny ) and () denote corresponding expectation and standard deviation,
respectively. Then we have E M) =  ,and ©Ng) = (x ). ThusE N,y) E Ng) =

(2a =32 @ 3H¥a @ )% I .Let = 20000,thenE N,3) E Ng) 2500, while

Ng); No) < (% )1~ = 100. Thecuto point i theprotocolisthem iddkofE N 4) andE O o4) .
By Chebyshev Inequility, w ith probability of at m ost 1=100, N4 E ©Ng)j> 10 (N 4) = 1000. So
does N 4. Thus w ith probability of at least 49=50, the num ber of 1’s In ¢ being m ore than cuto
point mplies k > 2d and vice versa. Therefore, O ( ) comm unication is su cient to discrim inate
the case HAM (x;y) > 2d and HAM (X;Vy) d w ith error probability of at m ost 1=50.m

T he follow Ing fact is also usefiil



Fact 1. If 2d balls are random ¥ thrown into 16d? buckets, then with prokability of at last 7=8,
each bucket has at m ost one ball
P roofofFact[l. Thereare sz pairs ofballs. T he probability of one speci c pair ofballs alling

iInto the sam e budket is 16{:12 ﬁ 16d= 16{:12 . Thus the probability of having a pair of balls in
the sam e bucket is upper bounded by ﬁ 2d < 1-8. Thus Fact[l hods. m

2
Now we are ready to prove Lemm a[31l.

ProofofLemm aBdl. If16d° n,theO (dlgn) communication protocol in Lemm a3 would
also bea O [dlogd) protocol

If16d° < n, suppose we already have a protocolP; of C com m unication to distinguish the cases
K y] dandd< kK yj 2dwih error probability at m ost 1=8. Then we can have a protocol
ofC + O (1) comm unication orHAM ,, 4 w ith error probability at m ost 1=4. A ctually, by repeating
the protocol or HAM | ,qp4 ;) several tin es, we can have a protocolP, of O (1) com m unication
to distinguish the cases k¥ vyj dand k¥ yj> 2d wih error probabiliy at m ost 1=8. Now
the whole protocol P is as follow s. A lice sends the concatenation ofm 5 ;1 and m p 5, which are her
m essages when she runs P; and P,, regpectively. So does Bob send the concatenation of his two
correspondingm essagesm g ;; and m g » . T he referee then munsprotocolP; on M 4 ;4;m g ;1) and gets
the results r;. T he referee now announces ¥ yj d ifand only ifboth rand r, say k¥ yJj d.

It is easy to see that the protocol is correct. If k¥ yj  d, then both protocols announces so
w ith probability at least 7=8, and thus P says so w ith probability at least 3=4. Iff k¥ yj> d,
then one of the protocols gets the correct range of X yJjw ith probability at least 7=8, and thusP
announces X yJ> dw ih probability at least 7=8 too.

Now it ram ains to design a protocol of O ® TPUP [ A M l6d2;4)) communication to distinguish
K y] dandd< &k VyJ 2d. First we assum e that n is divided by 16¢ otherw ise we pad
som e 0’s to the end of x and y. U sihg the public random bits, A lice divides x random ly into 16d2
parts evenly, Bob also divides y correspondingly. Let A ;B ; (1 i 16d) denote corresponding
parts of x;y. By Fact[ll, w ith probability at least 7=8, each pair A ;;B ; would contain at m ost one
bi on which x and y di er. T herefore, the Hamm Ing distance of A ; and B; would be either 0 or
1, ie, the Ham m ing distance of A ; and B ; equals the parity ofA;  B;, which is further equal to
PARITY @A) PARITY (Bj). Let a; denote the parity of A, by denote the parity bit ofB;, and
ta= aa 162 b= by 1602 DThen HAM 69,4 @;0) = HAM ;4 X;y) wih probability at
last 7=8. So we run the best protocol for Ham 1442 ,4 Oon the input (@;b), and use the answer to
distihguish ¥ yj dandd< k¥ yj 2du

4 D iscussion

W e confcture that our quantum lower bound in lemm al[l4 is tight. Tt seem s plausible to rem ove
the O (logd) factor in our upper bound. Recently, Aaronson and Ambainis [I8] sharpened the
upper bound of the Set D ispintness problem from O ( nlogn) to O (pﬁ) using quantum Jlocal



search instead of G rover’s search. In their m ethod, it takes only constant com m unication qubits
to synchronize two parties and sinulate each quantum query. From Yao’s protocol [B], one can
easily derive an O (dlogd) quantum com m unication protocol using quantum counting[lf] and the
connection between quantum query and comm unication [I7]. M ethods sim ilar to [[8] m ight help
to rem ove the O (logd) factor in this upper bound.
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