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Abstract

W e investigate the random ized and quantum com m unication com plexity ofthe H amming D is-

tance problem ,which is to determ ine ifthe Ham m ing distance between two n-bit strings is no

lessthan a threshold d.W eprovea quantum lowerbound of
(d)qubitsin thegeneralinteractive

m odelwith shared prior entanglem ent. W e also construct a classicalprotocolofO (dlogd) bits

in therestricted Sim ultaneous M essage Passing m odel,im proving previousprotocolsofO (d2)bits

(A.C.-C.Yao,Proceedings ofthe Thirty-Fifth AnnualACM Sym posium on Theory ofCom puting,

pp.77-81,2003),and O (dlogn)bits(D.G avinsky,J.K em pe,and R.deW olf,quant-ph/0411051,

2004).
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1 Introduction

Com m unication com plexity wasintroduced by Yao [1]and hasbeen extensively studied afterward

not only for its own intriguing problem s,butalso 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 [2]for an

excellentsurvey.

W erecallsom ebasicconceptsbelow.Letn bean integerand X = Y = f0;1gn.Letf :X � Y !

f0;1g be a Boolean function. Considerthe scenario where two parties,Alice and Bob,who know

only x 2 X and y 2 Y ,respectively,com m unicateinteractively with each otherto com putef(x;y).

Thedeterm inistic com m unication com plexity off,denoted by D (f),isde�ned to bethem inim um

integerk such thatthereisa protocolforcom puting f usingno m orethan k bitsofcom m unication

on any pair ofinputs. The random ized com m unication com plexity off,denoted by R pub(f),is

sim ilarly de�ned,with the exception thatAlice and Bob can use publicly announced random bits

and thatthey are required to com pute f(x;y)correctly with probability atleast2=3. O ne ofthe

centralthem eson theclassicalcom m unication com plexity studiesistounderstand how random ness

helpsin saving thecom m unication cost.A basic�ndingofYao [1]isthattherearefunctionsf such

thatR(f)= O (logD (f)). O ne exam ple isthe Equality problem ,which sim ply checks whether

x = y.

Later results show that di�erent ways ofusing random ness result in quite subtle changes on

com m unication com plexity. A basic �nding in thisregard,due to Newm an [3],isthatpublic-coin

protocols can save atm ostO (logn)bitsover protocolsin which Alice and Bob tossprivate (and

independent)coins.Thesituation is,however,dram atically di�erentin theSim ultaneous M essage

Passing (SM P)m odel,also introduced by Yao [1],where Alice and Bob each send a m essage to a

third person,who then outputsthe outcom e ofthe protocol.Apparently,thisisa m ore restricted

m odeland for any function,the com m unication com plexity in this m odelis at least that in the

generalinteractive com m unication m odel. Denote by R k(f) and R k;pub(f) the com m unication

com plexitiesin theSM P m odelwith privateand publicrandom coins,respectively.Itisinteresting

to note thatR k;pub(Equality)= O (logn)butR k(Equality)= �(
p
n)[4][5][6].

Yao also initiated the study ofquantum com m unication com plexity [7],where Alice and Bob

are equipped with quantum com putationalpowerand exchange quantum bits. Allowing an error

probability ofno m orethan 1=3 in the interactive m odel,theresulting com m unication com plexity

is the quantum com m unication com plexity off,denoted by Q (f). Ifthe two parties are allowed

to share prior quantum entanglem ent,the quantum analogy ofrandom ness,the com m unication

com plexity isdenoted by Q �(f).Sim ilarly,the quantum com m unication com plexitiesin the SM P

m odelare denoted by Q k and Q k;�, depending on whether prior entanglem ent is shared. The

following relationsam ong the m easuresare easy to observe.

Q
�(f)�

R pub(f)

Q k;�(f)
� R

k;pub(f) (1)

Two very interesting problem s in both com m unication m odels are the power ofquantum ness,
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i.e. determ ining the biggestgap between quantum and random ized com m unication com plexities,

and the power ofshared entanglem ent,i.e. determ ining the biggest gap between quantum com -

m unication com plexitieswith and withoutshared entanglem ent. An im portantresultforthe �rst

problem by Buhrm an,Cleve,W atrousand deW olf[9]isQ k(Equality)= O (logn),an exponential

saving com pared to therandom ized counterpartresultR k(Equality)= �(
p
n)m entioned above.

This exponentialseparation is generalized by Yao [8], showing that R k;pub = constant im plies

Q k(f)= O (logn). As an application,Yao considered the H amming D istance problem de�ned

below.Forany x;y 2 f0;1gn,theHam m ing weightofx,denoted by jxj,isthenum berof1’sin x,

and theHam m ing distance ofx and y isjx � yj,with \� " being bit-wise XO R.

D e�nition 1.1. For1 � d � n,the d-H amming D istance problem isto com pute the following

Boolean function HAM n;d :f0;1g
n� f0;1gn ! f0;1g,with HAM (x;y)= 1ifand only ifjx� yj> d.

Lem m a 1.2 (Yao).R k;pub(HAM n;d)= O (d2).

In a recentpaper[10],G avinsky,K em pe and de W olfgave anotherclassicalprotocol,which is

an im provem entoverYao’swhen d � logn.

Lem m a 1.3 (G K W ).R k;pub(HAM n;d)= O (dlogn).

In this paper, we observe a lower bound for Q �(HAM n;d), which is also a lower bound for

R jj;pub(HAM n;d)according to Equality (1).

Notice that HAM (x;y) = n � HAM (x;�y),where �y
def
= 11� � � 1 � y. Therefore Q�(HAM n;d) =

Q �(HAM n;n�d ),and weneed only considerthe case d � n=2.

P roposition 1.4. For any d � n=2,Q�(HAM n;d)= 
(d).

W ethen constructa public-coin random ized SM P protocolthatalm ostm atchesthelowerbound

and im provesboth ofthe above protocols.

T heorem 1.5. R jj;pub(HAM n;d)= O (dlogd).

W eshallprovetheabovetwo resultsin thefollowing sections.Finally wediscussopen problem s

and a plausibleapproach forclosing the gap.

O ther related w ork: Am bainis,G asarch,Srinavasan,and Utis [11]considered the error-free

com m unication com plexity,and proved that any error-free quantum protocolfor the Ham m ing

Distanceproblem requiresatleastn � 2 qubitsofcom m unication in theinteractive m odel,forany

d � n � 1.
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2 Lower bound ofthe quantum com m unication com plexity ofthe

H am m ing D istance problem

For proving the lower bound,we restrict HAM n;d on those pairs ofinputs with equalHam m ing

distance.M orespeci�cally,foran integerk,1� k � n,de�neXk = Yk
def
= fx :x 2 f0;1gn;jxj= kg.

LetHAM n;k;d :X k � Yk ! f0;1g betherestriction ofHAM n;d on X k � Yk.

BeforeprovingProposition 1.4,webriey introducesom erelated results.Letx;y 2 f0;1gn.The

D isjointness problem isto com pute the following Boolean function DISJn :f0;1g
n � f0;1gn !

f0;1g,DISJn(x;y)= 1 ifand only ifthere existsan integeri,1 � i� n,so thatxi= yi= 1.Itis

known thatR(DISJn)= �(n)[12][13],and Q �(DISJn)= �(
p
n)[14][15].

W e shalluse an im portantlem m a in Razborov[14],which is m ore generalthan his rem arkable

lower bound on quantum com m unication com plexity of D isjointness. Here we m ay abuse the

notation by viewing x 2 f0;1gn asthesetfi2 [n]:xi= 1g.

Lem m a 2.1 (R azborov). Suppose k � n=4 and l� k=4. LetD :[k]! f0;1g be any Boolean

predicate such thatD (l) 6= D (l� 1). Letfn;k;D :X k � Yk ! f0;1g be such thatfn;k;D (x;y)
def
=

D (jx \ yj), where X k is the set of allthe n-bit binary strings with Ham m ing weight k. Then

Q �(fn;k;D )= 
(
p
kl).

P roof of P roposition 1.4. ConsiderD in Lem m a 2.1 such thatD (t)= 1 ifand only ift< l.

Forany x;y 2 X k,wehave jx\ yj= k� HAM (x;y)=2.Letl= k� d=2,then k� HAM (x;y)=2 < l

ifand only ifHAM (x;y)> d.Therefore,D (jx\ yj)= 1 ifand only ifHAM (x;y)> d.Thisim plies

thatfn;k;D and HAM n;k;d are actually thesam e function,and thusQ
�(fn;k;D )= Q �(HAM n;k;d).

To use lem m a 2.1,the following two constraints on k and lneed to be satis�ed: k � n=4 and

l� k=4. W hen d � 3n=8,let k = bn=4c,then it is easy to check that both requirem ents are

satis�ed.So applying lem m a 2.1,we getQ �(HAM n;k;d)= Q �(fn;k;D )= 
(
p
kl)= 
(d).

For 3n=8 < d � n=2,it is reduced to the above case (d � 3n=8) rather than lem m a2.1. Let

m = d8d=5� 3n=5e.Fix �rstm bitsin x to beall1’s,and usex0to denote xm + 1:::xn.Sim ilarly,

�x �rstm bitsofy to beall0’s,and usey0to denote ym + 1:::yn.Putn
0= n � m ,k0= n0=4,and

d0= d� m .Then HAM (x;y)= HAM (x0;y0)+ m and Q �(HAM n;d)(x;y)� Q�(HAM n0;k0;d0)(x
0;y0).

Itiseasy to verify thatd0� 3n0=8 and d0= 
(d).Em ploying theresultofthe case thatd � 3n=8,

we have Q �(HAM n0;k0;d0)= 
(d 0).ThusQ �(HAM n;d)� Q�(HAM n0;k0;d0)= 
(d 0)= 
(d).

3 U pper bound ofthe classicalcom m unication com plexity ofthe

H am m ing D istance problem

To prove theorem 1.5,we reduce the HAM n;d problem to HAM 16d2;d problem by the following

lem m a.
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Lem m a 3.1.

R
jj;pub(HAM n;d)= O (R jj;pub(HAM 16d2;d))+ O (dlogd)

NotethatTheorem 1.5im m ediatelyfollowsLem m a3.1becausebyLem m a1.3,R jj;pub(HAM n;d)=

O (dlogn), thus R jj;pub(HAM 16d2;d) = O (dlogd2) = O (dlogd). Now by Lem m a 3.1, we have

R jj;pub(HAM n;d)= O (dlogd).So in whatfollows,weshallproveLem m a 3.1.De�nea partialfunc-

tion HAM n;dj2d(x;y)with dom ain f(x;y): x;y 2 f0;1gn;jx� yjiseitherlessthan d oratleast2dg

asfollows.

HAM n;dj2d(x;y)=

�
0 IfHAM (x;y)� d

1 IfHAM (x;y)> 2d
(2)

Then

Lem m a 3.2.

R
jj;pub(HAM n;dj2d)= O (1)

P roof of Lem m a 3.2. W e revise Yao’s protocol[8]to design an O (1)protocolforHAM n;dj2d.

Assum e the Ham m ing distance between x and y is k. Alice and Bob share som e random public

string,which consistsofa sequenceofn( issom econstantto bedeterm ined later)random bits,

each ofwhich isgenerated independently with probability p = 1=(2d)ofbeing 1.Denotethisstring

by z1;z2;� � � ;z,each oflength n. Party A sendsthe string a = a1a2� � � a to the referee,where

ai= x� zi (m od 2).Party B sendsthestringb= b1b2� � � b to thereferee,wherebi= y� zi (m od 2).

The referee announcesHAM n;d(x;y)= 1 ifand only ifthe Ham m ing distance between a and b is

m ore than m = (1=2� q) whereq= ((1� 1=d)d + (1� 1=d)2d)=4.

Now we prove the above protocolis correct with probability at least 49=50. Let ci = ai� bi.

NoticethattheHam m ing distancebetween a and bisthenum berof1’sin c= c1c2� � � c.W eneed

the following Lem m a by Yao [8]

Lem m a 3.3.Assum e thatthe Ham m ing distance between x and y isk.Given c asde�ned above,

each ci isan independentrandom variable with probability �k ofbeing 1,where �k = 1=2� 1=2(1�

1=d)k.

Since �k isan increasing function overk,to separate k � d from k > 2d,itwould be su�cient

to discrim inate the two cases thatk = d and k = 2d. LetN k be a random variable denoting the

num berof1’sin c,and E (N k)and �(N k)denotecorrespondingexpectation and standard deviation,

respectively. Then we have E (N k) = �k, and �(N k) = (�k)
1=2. Thus E (N 2d)� E (Nd) =

(�2d � �d)=
1

2
(1� 1

d
)d(1� (1� 1

d
)d)� 1

8
.Let = 20000,then E (N2d)� E (Nd)� 2500,while

�(N d);�(N 2d)< (1
2
)1=2 = 100.Thecuto�pointin theprotocolisthem iddleofE (N d)and E (N 2d).

By Chebyshev Inequility,with probability ofatm ost1=100,jN d � E (Nd)j> 10�(N d)= 1000. So

doesN 2d. Thuswith probability ofatleast49=50,the num berof1’sin c being m ore than cuto�

pointim pliesk > 2d and vice versa. Therefore,O ()com m unication issu�cientto discrim inate

the case HAM (x;y)> 2d and HAM (x;y)� d with errorprobability ofatm ost1=50.

Thefollowing factisalso useful
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Fact 1. If2d balls are random ly thrown into 16d2 buckets,then with probability ofatleast7=8,

each buckethas atm ostone ball.

P roofofFact 1. Thereare
�
2d

2

�
pairsofballs.Theprobability ofonespeci�cpairofballsfalling

into the sam e bucketis 1

16d2
� 1

16d2
� 16d2 = 1

16d2
. Thusthe probability ofhaving a pairofballsin

the sam ebucketisupperbounded by 1

16d2
�
�
2d

2

�
< 1=8.ThusFact1 holds.

Now we areready to prove Lem m a 3.1.

P roofofLem m a 3.1. If16d2 � n,the O (dlogn)com m unication protocolin Lem m a1.3 would

also bea O (dlogd)protocol.

If16d2 < n,supposewealready havea protocolP1 ofC com m unication to distinguish thecases

jx � yj� d and d < jx � yj� 2d with errorprobability atm ost1=8.Then we can have a protocol

ofC + O (1)com m unication forHAM n;d with errorprobability atm ost1=4.Actually,by repeating

the protocolforHAM n;dj2d(x;y)severaltim es,we can have a protocolP2 ofO (1)com m unication

to distinguish the cases jx � yj� d and jx � yj> 2d with error probability at m ost 1=8. Now

thewholeprotocolP isasfollows.Alice sendstheconcatenation ofm A ;1 and m A ;2,which areher

m essages when she runsP1 and P2,respectively. So does Bob send the concatenation ofhis two

correspondingm essagesm B ;1 and m B ;2.Therefereethen runsprotocolPion (m A ;i;m B ;i)and gets

theresultsri.Therefereenow announcesjx � yj� d ifand only ifboth r1 and r2 say jx � yj� d.

Itiseasy to see thatthe protocoliscorrect. Ifjx � yj� d,then both protocols announces so

with probability at least 7=8,and thus P says so with probability at least 3=4. Ifjx � yj> d,

then oneoftheprotocolsgetsthecorrectrangeofjx� yjwith probability atleast7=8,and thusP

announcesjx � yj> d with probability atleast7=8 too.

Now it rem ains to design a protocolof O (R jj;pub(HAM 16d2;d)) com m unication to distinguish

jx � yj� d and d < jx � yj� 2d. First we assum e that n is divided by 16d2,otherwise we pad

som e 0’sto the end ofx and y.Using the publicrandom bits,Alice dividesx random ly into 16d2

parts evenly,Bob also divides y correspondingly. LetA i;B i(1 � i� 16d2) denote corresponding

partsofx;y.By Fact1,with probability atleast7=8,each pairA i;B i would contain atm ostone

biton which x and y di�er. Therefore,the Ham m ing distance ofA i and B i would be either0 or

1,i.e,the Ham m ing distance ofA i and B i equalsthe parity ofA i� Bi,which isfurtherequalto

PARITY(A i)� PARITY (Bi). Letai denote the parity ofA i,bi denote the parity bitofB i,and

leta = a1a2� � � a16d2,b= b1b2� � � b16d2. Then HAM 16d2;d(a;b)= HAM n;d(x;y)with probability at

least 7=8. So we run the best protocolfor Ham 16d2;d on the input (a;b),and use the answer to

distinguish jx � yj� d and d < jx � yj� 2d.

4 D iscussion

W e conjecture thatourquantum lowerbound in lem m a 1.4 istight. Itseem splausible to rem ove

the O (logd) factor in our upper bound. Recently, Aaronson and Am bainis [15]sharpened the

upper bound ofthe Set Disjointness problem from O (
p
nlogn) to O (

p
n) using quantum local
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search instead ofG rover’s search. In their m ethod,it takes only constant com m unication qubits

to synchronize two parties and sim ulate each quantum query. From Yao’s protocol[8],one can

easily derive an O (dlogd)quantum com m unication protocolusing quantum counting[16]and the

connection between quantum query and com m unication [17]. M ethodssim ilar to [15]m ighthelp

to rem ove the O (logd)factorin thisupperbound.
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