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Abstract

In Exact Quantum Query model, almost all of the Boolean functions for which non-trivial query algorithms exist are
symmetric in nature. The most well known techniques in this domain exploit parity decision trees, in which the parity
of two bits can be obtained by a single query. Thus, exact quantum query algorithms outperforming parity decision trees
are rare. In this paper we first obtain optimal exact quantum query algorithms (Qq/g,(f)) for a direct sum based class

Vi
of Q(ZT) non-symmetric functions. We construct these algorithms by analyzing the algebraic normal form together with

a novel untangling strategy. Next we obtain the generalized parity decision tree complexity (Dg(f)) analysing the Walsh
Spectrum. Finally, we show that query complexity of Qaigo is [%T”] whereas Dg (f) varies between n—1 and [%T”] +1 for
different classes, underlining linear separation between the two measures in many cases. To the best of our knowledge, this
is the first family of algorithms beyond generalized parity (and thus parity) for a large class of non-symmetric functions. We
also implement these techniques for a larger (doubly exponential in %) class of Maiorana-McFarland type functions, but
could only obtain partial results using similar algorithmic techniques.

Index Terms

Boolean Functions, Direct Sum Construction, Exact Quantum Query Algorithm, Maiorana-McFarland (MM) Construction,
Query Complexity.

[. INTRODUCTION

Query complexity considers the model of computation where a function is evaluated by an algorithm, either with
certainty or with some probability. This is achieved exploiting a classical or a quantum computer such that the inputs
to the function can only be accessed by making queries to an oracle. In this paradigm, the complexity of an algorithm
is decided by “the maximum number of queries it makes to an oracle to calculate the output for any input". Studying
the classical-quantum separation in this model is of theoretical interest.

In this paper our basic tool is Boolean functions expressed as f :[F} — [F,, defined at all the points in [}. Since it is
defined at all the points, sometimes we call these Total Boolean functions. In this text, we will sometime simply use the
word “function” also. Boolean functions are the most widely studied class of functions in the query model. At the same
time these are also of huge importance in the fields of cryptography and coding theory [7]. In fact, our motivation here is
to explore the well studied functions in coding and cryptography to identify the separation in terms of query complexity.

In the query complexity model, different aspects of Boolean functions are analyzed to design efficient quantum query
algorithms. Examples are symmetry and Walsh Spectrum (Fourier spectrum) of the function in consideration. In this paper
we concentrate on the F, polynomial of a Boolean function. This is also called the algebraic normal form (ANF). Notably
ANF is a very important property of Boolean functions from a cryptographic aspect [7], in particular the algebraic degree.
However ANFs are seldom used in complexity theoretic studies. Against this backdrop, a central theme of this paper is
to use the ANF of the functions in the pdsp class to merge our positive and negative results. Our exact quantum query
algorithm Qqig () is designed by analyzing the ANF of these functions. In this regard we have created a novel untangling
protocol that gives us optimal complexity. On the other hand the functions in the pdsp class have high granularity.
Granularity is a property of the Fourier spectrum of a function and higher value implies higher parity decision tree
complexity. Now, the high granularity of the pdsp class is a direct consequence of its ANF structure. This result allows us
to separate QCqgo(f) and De(f), which, alongside the novel untangling protocol, is the main result of our paper.

The query complexity model we discuss here is technically different from querying the universal quantum gate Uy,
given a Boolean function f. Many important Quantum techniques, such as Deutsch-Jozsa [8], the Grover’s search [L1],
Simon’s period finding algorithm [I7] and the hidden subgroup problem, underlying Shor’s algorithm [18] are understood
in a different setting. For detailed discussion related to quantum paradigm, the reader is referred to [15].

Given the model of complexity we discuss in this paper, the value of any variable can only be queried using an oracle.
An oracle may be viewed as a black-box that can perform a particular computation. In the classical model, an oracle
can accept an input i (1 <i < n) and output the value of the variable x;. In the quantum model, the oracle is reversible
and it can be represented as an unitary Oy which works as: Ox|i)|¢) =i} [p® x;), 1 <i=<n.


http://arxiv.org/abs/2008.06317v5

The query complexity of a function can be defined as the maximum number of times this oracle needs to be used
to obtain the output value of the function f for any value of the variables xi, xp,..., x;. Naturally, the query complexity
in quantum paradigm will be less than or equal to that in classical domain. It is easy to understand that the maximum
number of queries for n variables will be n. The question is how can we reduce the value over classical domain using
the advantage of quantum computation.

Query complexity can be defined for both deterministic and probabilistic classical computational settings, as well as
in the bounded error quantum and exact quantum model. Out of these models, the Exact Quantum Query complexity
model is perhaps the least explored. Algorithms showing separations between the classical deterministic and the exact
quantum query model has been formulated for very few classes of functions. In the exact quantum query model, a
Boolean function f needs to be evaluated correctly for all possible inputs. The class of functions for which classical-
quantum separation is known, and more importantly, for which we have exact quantum algorithms which outperform
the classical algorithms are far and few. Mostly the exact quantum query algorithms that exist use the same method of
calculating of parity of two input bits in one query, as mentioned in the work by Ambainis et. al. [2].

“However, the techniques for designing exact quantum algorithms are rudimentary compared to the bounded
error setting. Other than the well known XOR’ trick — constructing a quantum algorithm from a classical
decision tree that is allowed to ‘query’ the XOR of any two bits — there are few alternate approaches.”

Even in this case, there is no generalized method for constructing parity decision trees that exhibit deterministic-exact
quantum advantage for a given class of functions. The most striking result in this area is the example of super-linear
separation between the deterministic classical and exact quantum models, shown in [I]. The work by Barnum et. al.
[5] is also equally important, defining a semidefinite programming formulation to find out the exact quantum query
complexity of a given function and also discovering an algorithm to achieve it. Finding such separations remains the
most interesting problem in this area. In terms of the gap between D(f) and Qg(f), the separations can be distinguished

into two different kinds.
1) The first is identifying functions f so that Qg(f) < D%f). As explained in [12] this leads to super-linear separation
between Qr(f*) and D(f¥) where f* is obtained by recursively expanding the function f.
2) The second is where Qg(f) = %f). We do not have any known method of converting such a result into super-linear
separation. However, studying separation of this kind is still of considerable importance. This is because there are
very few results in the exact quantum query model, and it is always of interest to find new approaches of evaluating

functions in this model beyond the well known parity method, as highlighted in the quote above [2].

Before proceeding further, let us first review the main results in this area in a chronological fashion to show where
exactly our work is placed among the state of the art literature.

2012: [1] Superlinear separation between exact quantum query complexity (Qg(f)) and deterministic query complex-
ity (D(f)) is obtained. This could be achieved by first obtaining a function f with Qg(f) < D%f) and then recursively
expanding it.

2013: [3] Exact quantum query complexities of the symmetric function classes Threshold} and Exact; have been

obtained. For both the cases Qg(f) > %f) and thus these results provided linear separation only.

2015: [4] Near quadratic separation between Qg(f) and D(f) was obtained using the concept of pointer functions.
2016: [2] Exact quantum query complexity of the symmetric function class ExactE'I was obtained. For all the functions
we have Qg(f) > D%f) and thus the separation was linear.
As observed from the chronology above, discovering exact quantum query complexity, with only linear separation between
the classical and quantum models, that is, Qg (f) > %f), remained a relevant topic even after discovering the results related
to near quadratic separation.

Against this backdrop, we study the exact quantum query model for Boolean functions by a combined analysis of [,
polynomial and Fourier spectrum to obtain linear separation between Qg(f) and D(f) and show that our algorithms
are more efficient than any parity decision tree method. In fact, the algorithms we design outperform generalized parity
decision tree methods, where one can obtain the parity of any i < n variables using a single query. Another interesting
characteristics of the class of functions we obtain is that, the size of these classes are considerably larger compared to
the symmetric function classes for which linear separations were previously obtained. The comparison of the existing
results with our findings are summarized in Table

Before proceeding further, we first define the following notations that we use in the paper.

Definition 1.

1) D(f): The Deterministic (classical) query complexity D(f) of a Boolean function f is the minimum number number
of queries any classical algorithm must make to evaluate the function correctly for any possible input.

2) QE(f): The exact quantum query complexity Qg(f) of a Boolean function f is the minimum number of queries
any quantum algorithm must make to evaluate the function correctly for any possible input.
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3) Do(f) and D® (f): We define the generalized parity decision tree complexity D (f) of a function f as the minimum
number of queries any algorithm must make where the algorithm can obtain any parity ®;csx; in a single query
where S is any subset of [n] ={1,...,n}. If we restrict |S| =2 then the algorithm is a parity decision tree, which is the
most well known exact quantum query algorithm and we denote by Dg) (f) the minimum number of queries any
parity decision tree needs to make to evaluate f. Consequently Dg(f) < Dg) .

4) Qugo(f) and QCalg,,( f): For any Boolean function f, we denote by Quigo(f) the exact quantum query algorithm
designed in this paper to evaluate the function. The number of queries required by Qquig,(f) is denoted with QCgo(f),
which we denote as the query complexity of the exact quantum query algorithm Qgigo(f). We call an algorithm
Qaigo(f) optimal if we have QCgugo(f) = Q(f). Here it should be clearly noted that Qugo(f) is an exact quantum
query algorithm we design whereas QCggo(f) is a number, which is the query complexity of Qago(f).

We have the following relations between the aforementioned quantities.

Fact 1. For any Boolean function f we have
) Q&(f) <D (f) < D). 2) De(f)=Dg’(f) < D(f).

One should note here that unlike the situation of Qg(f) < Dg) (f), there is no strict relationship between Dg(f) and
Qe(f). In fact for the simple parity function on n variables, we have Qg(f) = [§] whereas it only takes a single query
in the generalized parity decision tree model by definition, making Dg(f) = 1. Let us now lay out the organization and
contribution of this paper.

A. Organization & Contribution

In this paper we discuss the exact quantum query complexity of two classes of non-symmetric functions which we
analyze based on their [, polynomial structure. We attempt to obtain Qg(f), De(f) and D(f) of the functions and identify
the situations with QCyugo(f) = Qr(f) < De(f) < D(f). The motivation for this is threefold.

1) To design non-trivial optimal exact quantum algorithms Qg (f) for non-symmetric functions.

2) To identify situations where QCago( < Dg) (f). In fact, we discover classes for which QCago( ) < Dg(f).

3) Design a class of algorithmic techniques, so that it can outperform parity decision tree method for a large number

of functions for any n.

We summarize the list of our results in Table



Functions Size Qe(f) | QCag(f) | De(f) | DP(f) | D)
The classes

pdsp(n, [321,t+1), | @(V2/7) ES EJ n—t | n—14 | n
l<r=<|f]

A subclass of u
MM type ol e W N 0 I I 10 B V3 P T Y 10 I

Bent functions

TABLE II
ADVANTAGE ACHIEVED BY QUERY ALGORITHMS

Let us now discuss these results in more details. We have worked with two Boolean function classes, the pdsp class
and Maiorana-McFarland (MM) type bent functions. In this direction, Section [[B] explains these two important classes.
As well, in Section we describe the different unitary operations needed towards building the quantum algorithms.

Section [[lis on the pdsp class of functions. We build various algorithmic techniques needed towards proving Theorem 5]
which is the main contribution of this paper. First we explain the methodologies to obtain Dg(f) and D(f) in Section [I-Al
Then, in Section [[[-Bl we describe the oracle in the quantum query model and the registers on which quantum query
algorithms are designed. Section [[I-Cl presents the algorithmic techniques to design the family of exact quantum algorithms
and how these techniques are modified when dealing with different functions in question leading to the pdsp class. Finally,
for the function f in pdsp(n, [%],t+ 1) class, we have obtained the following result in Theorem

1) We first observe D(f) = n using the real polynomial representation of f.

2) Then we obtain that the generalized parity decision tree complexity Dg(f) is n—t, which we derive using the
concept of Granularity in the work [I6] and results we obtain in Lemma [l In this direction it is easy to see that
D(Z)(f) is at most n— L |. Thus we have n— t<D(2)(f) <n- L | as we know Dg(f) <D(2)(f)

3) Next we observe that QE( = 3—"] by reducing f to the ANDLSn function. Finally we design an algorithm that

reaches this query complexity using the untangling protocol described in Theorem Bl Thus, for 0 < ¢ <[] this is
more efficient than any generalized parity decision tree method.

We conclude with Corollary [2] showing that there are Q(\/ﬁ) such functions, for which this separation is achieved.

Next we discuss a subclass of the MM type bent functions. Section [[IIl describes the results related to the MM bent
functions borrowing certain ideas from Section [[Il We first study the relation between D( f),Dg) (f),De(f) and Qge(f) on
a small number of variables, and then get into the generic discussion. In fact the study for n =4,6 had been our initial
study that directed us to explore the area in this manner. The effort starts with this subclass and we finally estimated
that it contains a number of functions that is doubly exponential in n, as explained in Section [II-DI However, while
we design an algorithm in Theorem [7] that evaluates any function in this class by making a total of [%"] functions, our
results are incomplete from two directions.

- Firstly, we cannot obtain Qg(f) of the functions in these class. All we know is § < Qg(f) < [%”].

« On the other hand, as described in [13] we have Dg) (f) = L%J, but we do not have any relevant lower bound on
this measure. Furthermore, it is easy to see that Dg(f) is [g] +1 and thus even linear separation between Qg(f) and
Dg(f) is not possible. Coming up with tight bounds for Qg(f) and Dg) (f) remains the main open problem related
to this MM class.

We conclude the paper in Section

Having discussed the function related results, we now talk about another important point related to our contribution.
Let us explain our novel algorithmic idea based on untangling of qubits that allows us to finally design algorithm whose
complexity touches Qg(f) for the pdsp class.

Novel Algorithmic Techniques: The exact quantum query algorithms for the symmetric functions such as Threshold or
Exact as described in Table [] are designed by creating an equal superposition of all possible input states. Then some
properties of the symmetric functions are exploited to obtain the desired result. In this paper we design a general class
of algorithms that works in a completely different way. Informally, our algorithms are based on treating the function in
f in question as the direct sum of two functions g and #, ie., f(x) = g(X) ® h(X) where the variables in x are divided
(partitioned) into two disjoint subsets X and X. Then (—1)& ® and (- l)h(f‘) are evaluated as relative phases at parallel using
the superposition property of quantum computation which in its course entangles the system. Next we design a novel
way of un-entangling the system described in Theorem [B] We effectively negate the entangling due to 4 variables using
a single query in the functions we choose, which is driven by the fact that X and X do not share any variable. Repeated
use of this technique is central to the separations we achieve.

B. Boolean Function Classes

Definition 2 (The pdsp class). First we define a perfect direct sum function to be a function on n variables such that all
the variables x;,1 <i < n appear only once in the function’s unique algebraic normal form (F, polynomial).



Then a function f is said to belong to the class pdsp(n,l,q) if the variable space x = (x1,X2,...,X,) consisting of n
variables can be divided into the two subspaces X = (Xr, Xr,,..., X)) and X = (X, Xr,,,...,Xr,) containing | and n—1
variables respectively so that

) fx®) = /fE).

2) fi is a perfect direct sum function defined on the | variables X, which consists of q monomials such that each

monomial consists of at least q variables.

n
3) f2 is the product function of the n—1 variables in X. That is, (X) = [| x. If I =n then f, function is not defined.
i=l+1

We observe that these functions have high granularity as well as their F, polynomial structure agrees with our exact
quantum query algorithm, and this leads us to Theorem Bl which provides the provable separations noted in Table [l To
see that f (as in Theorem[§) is indeed a function in pdsp(n, [%], t+1), it suffices if we define X = (xl,...,x%,xlsTnJH,...xn)

z 3n

and X = (x%H,...xL@J). Then We have fi(®) =17, x;@gx) and fo(%) = H;fi+1xj, and thus fj is a perfect direct sum
1 = =2

function containing r+1 monomials so that the degree of each monomial is at least ¢+1. Considering g(x) = HZ—P"

T
3n
we get the function f(x) = Hll. :41J X; @H;.’_ﬂﬂ x; for which we obtain the desirable separations.
-2

X,
J+1 70

Definition 3 (MM type functions). For any two positive integers ny and ny with ny +ny = n, An MM Boolean function on
F} is defined as
F&X) =¢pX) -x0gRX)

where the subspaces are X € F,', X €F,?, g is any Boolean function defined on F," and ¢ is a map of the form ¢ :F,* —F,%.

Here a-b is the dot product of two n, dimensional vectors, defined as a-b= a1 b1 ® axb;...au,by,. If we set n; = np
and restrict ¢ to be a bijective map, then all resultant Boolean functions are bent. These are the functions with highest
possible nonlinearity for any even n [9].

Now consider the quadratic bent functions on 4 variables, fl.‘fj(x) = X1X3® X, x4 and on 6 variables, fl%(x) = X1 X4 D Xp X5 ®
x3x6. We observed that for any MM type bent function there is a parity decision tree of query complexity [%T”]. For the
case of fl.‘;, this strategy proved to be optimal, as verified through semi-definite programming formulation of [5]. However
for fl% we note that Qg( fl%) =4, whereas the parity decision technique has a query complexity of 5. This motivated us to
study how to design an exact quantum query algorithm Qg based on the F» polynomial structure of these functions,
so that it matches the Qp value for fl.6 , and then generalized it to it a novel untangling based algorithmic technique that
we have discussed in Theorem [3] which has given us the efficient quantum query algorithms for the said pdsp classes.

C. Some Unitary Matrices

Si”j: This operation is also defined on an n+1 dimensional register. It only performs the transformation |0) BLER
5 +15)).

The corresponding matrix can fairly simply be defined as S{‘j = (Par{‘j)*. Below are examples of the matrices corre-
sponding to operations of type P, Pari”j and Sinj'

1 00070 o L o L o L L 000
000 10 vz vz vz Vi
Pi=]0 0 1 0 0 PR R v , | w000
01 00 0 Parjs=11 0 0o o0 o So1=l0o 0o 1 0 o0
000 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 01 0

0 0 0 0 1 0 0 00 1

To avoid confusion, it should be noted that in a Quantum Computer built with qubits, a unitary operator working
on z qubits is has a dimension of 2%. In the following remark we state how a general n dimensional register can be
implemented in such a setup.

Remark 1. To implement an unitary operator U on an n+1 dimensional register, it would require [log(n+1)] qubits
and thus the corresponding unitary matrix U’ being applied on these qubits would actually be 2"°8"* D1 dimensional. The
matrix U' can be formed by adding 2"°8"+D! _ (n+1) rows and columns to U, such that entries in the rows and columns
corresponding to the basis states |i),i € {n+1,...,[log(n+1)]1 -1} would simply be U'(i,i) =1.

log(3+1)1 —

For example, given the matrix P%, the matrix P%’ that would be implemented in a 2 4 dimensional system

built of 2 qubits is as follows:
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o~ O O
o o = O
—_ o O O

P%:[

CoU and C1U: The algorithm we design uses unitary matrices that are controlled on the state of a work qubit w;. At
each step we apply a set of unitaries controlled on w; =|0) and another set controlled on w; =|1). Given any unitary
U, we denote by CoU the operation that is U controlled on w; =|0). We use the notation C;U to denote the operation
that is U controlled on w); =|1). It is easy to see that if U is a unitary operation, then so is CoU and C;U.

CNOT}: This operation is the Controlled-NOT operation from register a to register b, with register a as control and
register b as target. Here either one of the registers is the query register, or else both the registers are work qubits. Let
us suppose register a is the query register, then the transformation will be denoted by

. 114100, — 1411}

« Dall)p = 114100

If both the registers are qubits, then it works as the conventional C-NOT operation. If a and b are both qubits, then
it is a 4 dimensional unitary operation, otherwise it is a 2(n+1) dimensional operation.

swap(a,b): This operation is simply defined as swap(a,b) = CNOT@ CNOTE CNOT@, and swaps the value of two
registers a and b, with dimensions d; and dy, so that it is defined on the computational basis states |i)®|j):1,j <
min(dl,dg).
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II. RESULTS ON THE pdsp CLASS OF FUNCTIONS

In this section we build till Theorem [ by obtaining different query complexity measures, describing the properties of
Boolean functions and the algorithmic techniques designed for the pdsp class of functions.

First we obtain the deterministic query complexity D(f) and generalized parity query complexity Dg(f) of this class
of functions.

A. Dg(f) =n—t and D(f) = n for the pdsp class
We first obtain the deterministic query complexity of the functions defined in Definition [2] by analyzing the polynomial

degree of the function. Let pdeg(f) be the degree of the unique real multi-linear polynomial p :F} — R such that
fX) =px) Vxe [F;’. From [6], we know D(f) = pdeg(f). Then we have the following result.

Theorem 1. For any function f € pdsp(n,l,q) we have pdeg(f) = n.

Now let us discuss the generalized parity decision tree complexity Dg(f) for these functions. Naturally this also works
as lower bound on the parity decision tree complexity Dg) (f). We first obtain lower bounds on Dg(f) by analyzing the
granularity of the functions as described in [16] and then show that these bounds are in fact tight for pdsp class. Let us
first define the notion of granularity and the result.

Definition 4. [16]

1) For a set S< [n] the Fourier Character at S is defined as ys(x) = [ [(-1)*.
i€eS
Y (n®ysm)

x€{0,1}"

2) Given a function f on n variables its Fourier coefficient on the S < [n] is denoted as f(S) = > .
3) The granularity of a rational number t is defined as gran(f) = k where k is the smallest power of two such that
tx k is an integer.

Having noted the notations used in [16], we now refer to the following result.

Theorem 2. [I6] The general parity complexity of a Boolean function f on n variables is lower bounded by De(f) =
gran,(f)+1 where gran,(f) = gn?u%gmn(f(S)).
n

<

We observe that the bound due to Theorem [2] is tight for any perfect direct sum function, and then also obtain that
it is tight for the pdsp class of functions defined in Definition

Interestingly we also identify that the result for this class is even more specific, in the sense that the granularity is
maximum for f(¢). That is, the lower bound on Dg(f) is solely based on the number of ones in the truth tables of the
functions. In this regard we have the following result.

Lemma 1. Let f be a function defined on n variables such that f € pdsp(n,l,q). Then we have Dg(f) = gran,(f)+1=
gran(f{ph)+1=n—qg+1.

Proof. We prove this by first showing gran(f({¢}) = n— g which implies Dg(f) = n—q+1 and then describe a simple
general parity decision tree with complexity n— k+ 1. For simplicity let us assume r; = i.



grany(f) = n—k: The ANF of f; can be represented as a partition of X = {x;, x,,... X;,} into g disjoint sets. We
denote these sets as m;,1 < i < g, where m; consists of g; variables. Then f can be written as

q n
reo=([ 11 5] 1 5
i=1 \xjem; p=I1+1
We know that f({<p}) = Y (—1)f(‘1) =2"-2wt(f) where wt(f) is the number of input points for which the function

aef0,1}"
outputs 1.

The output of f; for some input is 1 if some odd number of these ¢ monomials are evaluated to 1 and x,, =1, [+1<p =<
n. Let us denote by x/ all inputs from {0,1}* for which j of the said monomials evaluate to 1. If j is odd then for each input
in x; fi evaluates to 1. For each such ae€ x/, there is only input a’ € {0,1}" for which f evaluates to 1, where a’' = al|1,,_;.

q—l

We can represent the number of ones in the truth table of f as Z |x21+1|. Then we have |x!|= (H 24 — 1)) as it
i=1\j#i
consists of inputs for which exactly one monomial has all Variables set to one, and because of the monomial disjoint

nature of the function there is no repetition in the counting. We can express x! as

x| = a;29 + g such that a; is an integer, if g is odd.

Ix!| = @129 - g such that a; is an integer, if g is even.
This is because in expansion of |x!| in each product term we have a (— 197! ( =1 if k is even +1 otherwise ) and all
other terms are of the form +2717 %274 gince q; = q Vi, all these terms are integer multiple of 29, and thus their
sum is also an integer multiple of 29, or zero. Now since each product term has a (-1)7~! and there are g terms in the
expansion can be written as some ;29 + (— l)q‘lq. Similarly, x! can be expressed as a;29 + (— 1)‘7‘1(?) and therefore the

192)
support set of f is of the size ) (062;'+12q + (- 1)"_1(2 Z 1)) =a29+(-1)9712971 Therefore the Fourier coefficient of
i=0 !
the function at S={¢} is
. 2" —2(@29 + (-1)971297Y) 21— q2a+l 4 (—1)924
fleh = ( ) = .

2n 2n
Thus granularity of the Fourier coefficient at this point is gran(f({(,b})) =n-q and therefore gran,(f)=zn—q+1.
Dg = n—k+1: We now show a simple general parity tree of with n— g+ 1 queries that evaluates f, showing
Dg(f) =n—gq+1. Given an input a= {a;, ay,...,a,} It first queries all but one variable from each monomial of f;. This
takes [—¢q queries. For the monomial m; the product of these variables evaluate to m; = Hq" 1a i.. Then only if ri1; =1 the

output of f; depends on x;, . Therefore the final query to evaluate f; is the linear functlon €B | MiXi, as the value of
mi; are already calculated. Thus evaluating fi needs /—g+1 queries. Now we can simply evaluate b which is defined on
n—1[ variables by querying each of the variables individually which enables us as to output the function f(x) = fiX) f>2(X).
Therefore this method requires a total of /- g+1+n—-1=n—-g+1 query, which shows Dg(f) <n—g+1.

Since Dg(f) = gran,,(f) and we have gran,,(f) 2n—q+1 and Dg(f) < n—k+1 this implies Dg(f) = gran,(f) =
n—-q+1. a

Having determined D(f), De(f) and Dg) (f), we now describe the family of exact quantum query algorithms Qg
that we design, and their query complexity QCygo(f). Let us now proceed with the functionality of the oracle and the
different registers that are used by Qaigo.

B. Quantum Query Algorithms

The set-up for a Quantum Query algorithm in relation to Boolean functions is as follows. Given a Boolean function
on 7n influencing variables, a Quantum Query Algorithm for evaluating the function is defined on the Hilbert space
H=H“®HT® H".

. Here H“ represents an n qubit register that contains the input to the function. The inputs stored in the input register

can only be accessed using the oracle O, which operates on H%® HY.

« The Hilbert space HY is n+1 dimensional, and can be indexed with the basis states |0) |1),]2),...|n). This space is

used to make queries to the oracle and we call this the query register Q.
. The Hilbert space HY is used as the working memory and has no restrictions. We define H" to be formed of some
w qubits, where the basis states of a qubit is [0) and |1) .

The oracle Oy works on the space H*® H? in the following way.
e 1=i=n:O«x) i) w) = (D" %) i) |w).

ITherefore a Quantum Query Algorithm corresponding to a function f with z influencing variables is essentially a circuit defined on the Hilbert
space H of n+[log(n+1)]+w qubits with the restriction that the n qubits corresponding to the input register can only be accessed through an oracle.



« 1=0:041x)10) [w) = x) 0) | w).

Since the input register remains unchanged throughout the algorithm, we describe our algorithm on H9 ® HY, and
describe the working of the oracle as Oy |i) = (—1)*|i), 1 <i<n and O|0) = |0).

An algorithm that uses the oracle k times can be expressed as a series of unitaries Uy, Uy,... Uy applied on H? ® HY
with an oracle access between each U; and U;;;, 0<i < k—1. The algorithm starts with the state |y) =10)|0)...|0) and
finally reaches the state UpO,Uj-1...U1O0xUplw), on which some measurement is performed and the output is decided
depending on some predefined condition on the result.

An exact quantum query algorithm is one which evaluates a function correctly for any input. The Exact Quantum
Query complexity (Qg) of a function is the least possible number of queries an exact quantum query algorithm needs to
make at most to evaluate the function in any point.

1) The workspace of Qgigo: The workspace of the algorithms that we design consists of Q, and I/ +1 qubits for some
I. In this paper we denote the basis states of the query register with |0)¢,[1)g,...,|n)g. The qubits are denoted by w;
through w;,;. We denote the computational basis states of the i-th work qubit by |0); and |1);. Thus we describe this
system with the basis states

13
lao)o Q) laid;i, ao€{0,1,...,n}, a; €{0,1} Yie{l,...,I+1}.
i=1

C. Constructing Qgigo leading to the pdsp class

Remark 2. From here on we assume n =2 mod 4. This is to simply reduce the tediousness of the proof. For other cases the
algorithms and the bounds develop in an almost identical manner, conforming to the same generalized query complexity
value. One can refer to the extended version of this work [14] (uploaded as an earlier Arxiv version)to view the simple
modifications needed to incorporate the other cases.

The general flow of the algorithms are as follows.
. The function is expressed as f(x) = g(X) ® h(X) where X and X are two subspaces that form a disjoint partition of x.
. We then start with the state |0} ®ls;’1 |0); where s is dependent on the structure of the function.
- We apply a Hadamard gate on the first work qubit w; to obtain the state

1
V2

. Then we apply certain transformations to obtain a state of the form

lwo) = —= (1000 10)1 ®_; 10} 141 +10) 1)1 ®_; 10)741).

1 o -
lys) = % ((—1)g“" 10)010)1 ®_, 1%r)) 101 + (1)@ [0)g 1), ®5_, |xru+l-)>,-+1) o)

using some k < s queries. Here r(i),1 <i<2s are elements of an injective map r: [n] — [n].
At this stage if we had x,(.;) = X, = m; (say) Vi we could write the state as |0)( % ((— 1)8%® [0} + (-1)h® |1)1) le M) i1
and we could simply apply a Hadamard gate on the w; to obtain |0), %|g(ﬁ) ®h(X))®?:_, Im;);,, (ignoring global phase)
and measuring w; would suffice. However we do not have any way of ensuring x;) = X;+; which leaves the state |y )
in an entangled form. Here we design a new un-entangling protocol that finally gives us the separations.
1) The un-entangling protocol: Our algorithm is currently in the state

1 o _
1Bo) = 7 ((—1)8'(’" 10)010)1 ®_, 1%r5) 141 + (1" ® [0} 1), ®5_, |xr<z+i)>i+1).

Here it is important to note that x,(; € hx and x,(4; €X, that is the possible values of the qubits in the superposition
states are also decided by our partition of x into % and Xx. If the system was in a product state at this stage, we could have
simply obtained the parity of the phases (—1)8 ® and (- l)h(f‘), which would have given us the desired outcome. However,
the system is entangled as the value of x,; may differ depending on the input on which we have no control. At this
stage we design a technique of untangling two qubits deterministically using a single query. This can be summarized as
follows.

Theorem 3. Let a quantum query algorithm be in the state

ly) = %(Wa)u 10)1 1xp)2 IWA) + )0 111 1Xa)2 | W2))

Here x4, xp, xX; and x4 are inputs to a function corresponding to an oracle. Then this state can be transformed to

1
ly") = (—l)xbﬁ(lwb)o 10} 1Xa)2 IWA) + @) 1)1 1Xa) | W) )

using a single query to the oracle. Here |W)) and |W,) represent any two arbitrary m-qubit states.



Proof. We again define a protocol, untangle which enables the defined transformation by making a single query to the
oracle.

We first define the unitaries U; and U, that act on Q,. The structure of untangle is as follows. First CoU; and C; U,
are applied, followed by the oracle Oy and then CoPar; qand C1 Pargvc. That is, we define

untangle = (CoPar;d (:;lPar{;c O, Coly ClUg),
and show that |y) ——— untangle, ly').

We denote [Tq)ol0)1 x50 IWh) =1y1) and [Ee)oll)11xg)2 [Wa) = |y2).Then |y) = % (|}/1) +|y2)) Let us now observe the
evolution of the two states |xq)o|0)1 [Xp)» and [Te)o 1)1 |xq)» individually, depending on the state of the w;.

We start with the case when w; =[0). U; can be looked as the composition of two operations Ujp and Uj;. Ujp and
Uy acts on the register Q, depending on if wy =10) or |1), i.e. x, =0 or x; = 1 respectively. That is Ujg and Uy are
operators acting on H? ® H,. Therefore at any point, only one of the unitaries actually perform their transformations,
depending on the value of x;. These transformations are defined as follows.

a) Ujp: b) Uir:
1) |0>0~L(|a>o+|d>o) 1) |0>o—’— layo + |d)o)
2) |1)0—’— la)o + |d)g) 2) 1)g— 2(|a)0+|d)0)
That is,

¢ lzado 2= (=1 ayy + [dho)

U
« |zado = S5 (=D a)y +1d)o)
The oracle is then applied on CqU;0CoU11 Y1), followed by the Unitary Operation CgPar” ;. We now observe the state
pp Y y ry Up ad
(CoPar;‘ deCo U10C0U11) ly1), depending on the value of x, and compare the resultant state with

D™ (lzp D za)o) 10)1 x5 -

We tabulate the comparisons for both x; =0 and x; =1 in Table [Mll The transformations CoU;0,CqUp;, O and C()Par;l1 d
only act on the query register, depending on the values of the qubits w; and w», which remain unaltered throughout.
Therefore we only show the evolution of the query register.

Xp=0:
Xa CoUoly1) | 0xColUnolyn) CoPar] ;0xCoUnoly1) 18)
T T ”
0 vzl@o |z lak CDwa®Tady | |,
+ sl | + S5 Iy = l&q)g d’o
T T T
. —E %o 7(‘ @ | et lza @2a @D | | )
+% IdYo \/—( 1*d |d)g = lzglg 0
Xp = 1
Xa CoUnlyry | 0xCoUrily1) CoPar] ;0xCoUnilyn) 18)
T 1\Xq+1
0 \[lﬂa)o Ei 1) la)o (_l)xa+1|wa@wd@1>0 —lzg D1)
\/— Idyo + ﬁ(—l)xd Id)o =-lzg D) 0
1 1 X
la) —=(=D*|a) _1\X
1 ‘/_ |d>0 +\/i(_1)xd|d(; ( 1:) _a||wwa$ﬁd>0 —lxg © 1)y
+75 10 vz 0 4T
TABLE III
EVOLUTION OF |y1) AND COMPARISON WITH |3) = (=D*p ey Dag)g

Therefore in all the cases the state post these transformations is
D™ 1zp D Td)o10)1 1Xp)2 -

Now we describe the evolution of the state |z¢)g11)11x4),. As in the previous case, we apply an unitary C; U, and then
the state queries to the oracle, which is followed by Cy Par . We define U, as the composition of two unitary operators
defined on H9® H», U,y and Uy;. Similar to Uyg and Uqy, these are operators that transform the query register depending
on w» =10) and |1), respectively. The transformations due to Uyg and U»; are as follows.
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c) Ugo.‘
D |0)o—’%(|b)o+|c)o)
2) 1o — 5 (b)o - le)o)

d) U21:
D |0)o—’%(|b)o—|c)o)
2) 1o — (bl +leX)

That is
U,
« 1ze)o = 5 (1b)o + (=) % [e)o)
+ Iz 2 5 (1b) + (<)% [e)o)
The oracle is applied on C;U>;C1 Uz |y2) and on the resultant state,
05 C1U21C1 Uy ly2) we apply Cy Pargc. We observe the evolution for all possible {x, x¢, x4} tuples and compare the final

state with (-1)* |xp @ xg)o|1)11x4)». We again list solely the evolution of the query register in Table [Vl as the other
registers remain unchanged.

+(—1)XL% le)o

V2

CiPar! Oy
X C1U21C1 Uz ly2) 0,C1U21C1 Uz l71) b,c 16 )]
d 1 211 1U20ly2 x 11 21C1U20 171 C1UnCyUso ly2) B
—=b)o —= (=1 by
V2 V2 —1* —1)*b
0 2 e o (=1)% lazp),g (1D [z,

% 1b)o
+(—1)xc+1% leYo

25D 1b)o
+E(_1)2xc+1 |c>0

(1% |z B 1),

(1) |z B 1),

TABLE IV
EVOLUTION OF |y2) AND COMPARISON WITH |3) = (=1)*p ey Dxg)g

Therefore in all the cases the state post these transformations is
(=D |z B xadg 00 1Xa); -
We now look at the collective effect of the transformations CoU;, C1 Uz, Oy, Co Parg q and Cq Pargc. The state at start was

1
—=(12a)0 101 1Xp)2 (W) + [T edo 1)1 1Xa)2 IW2) ).

V2
The state after these operations are applied is
1
V2
We now apply the operations COCNOTSQ followed by CNOTVQV2, evolving the system to (— l)xb%(lmb)OIO)l [Xq)o |WT) +

|Zp) 1)1 1xa)2 IW2) ). and this completes the step. This also shows that for this method the qubit w, can be swapped
with any other work qubit, and the method is indifferent towards its choice. |

(D |xp BT g)o |0y [xp)2 IWh) + (=1 |2 D xg)o 1)1 1X4)2 |Wa)).

Observe that this subroutine does not depend on the function we are dealing with. However, the advantage is most
prominent for the classes of functions that we discuss. Given the general framework of this technique, it is an interesting
problem to check if this technique can have applications in other black box problems in the quantum paradigm as well
as if this methodology can be further optimized in the bounded error quantum model.

Let us now denote the generalized routine in this regard that form part of the exact quantum query algorithm. This
is simply obtained by applying the untangling protocol many times, each time untangling two new qubits. We omit this
proof for brevity.

Lemma 2. Corresponding to a quantum query algorithm defined on the variables x = (x1, X2,...,X,) with X and X are two
subspaces that form a disjoint partition of X, where s =2t the state

N S

1 o -
1Bo) = 7 ((—1)“’ 10)010); @) 1xr,);,1 + (=1 ® 10 11); @ Ixr,, ;)

i+1
i=1 j=1 Y

can be evolved to the state |f) using the protocol untangley,, where,

1 < < t
B == (=DE® 103 [0)) + (=1)"® 0}, 1), & (1@ )il Xrse20 Do) -

by making t queries to the oracle Oy.
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Using this protocol on the state |y ) described in Equation (I) gives us the state using a further ¢ queries:

t
Wena) = f(( DE® 10)010), + (=1)"® 103 1)1} Q) (| %720 ) *ris 20 D111 -
i=1

Applying a Hadamard gate and then measuring w; in the computational basis gives us the output after a total of

+ [%] queries. The efficiency of the algorithm relies on how well can we partition x into X and x and then choose k
and s properly.

Let us now go over the rest of the lemmas, subroutines and intermediate results that we obtain en-route.

2) The complete algorithm: We start with |y), where [ = k and define the following transformation.

Lemma 3. Let f(x) be a Boolean function on n variable which is being evaluated using an algorithm Qggo(f) with the
registers Qp and k qubits of working memory.

Then there exists a transformation acq(i —1) which transforms the state |w;_1) to |v;) by making a single query to the
oracle, where |v;) is defined as follows.

|wi>=7 |0>o|0>1®|x, i ® |0)]+|0>0|1)1®|xk+]>]+1 ® 10);

j=i+l j=i+l

Proof. This is very similar to the acquire(i) transformation shown in Lemma G and one can refer to it for a more detailed
view of a similar process. Here the difference is that in this case the value of two variables are stored in the qubits in
the entangled system with each query.

We show that this transformation can be achieved by using the acq(i —1) transformation defined as the sequential
application of the following unitaries and the oracle in the given order.

COSO I’C]_SS K+i Ox; CO Parg'i, C]. Parg,k_H, CNOTVQV:‘LI, CNOTV(;:_I.

That is acq(i—1) = CNOTVQV'*ICNOT8 1ClPar0 ki CoPar oxclso ki SO|
The step-wise transformation due to acq(i —1) on Iw, 1) is as follows.

|1//i—1>ZE(|O>0|0>1|x1>2...|xl'—1>i|0>i+l"'|0>k

+10)0 1)1 1%ks1)2 - 1Xi=1)710) 11 - 10) )

CoSp; Ci1S5,,i 1 ((|0>o+|i>o
V2 V2

)|0)1 (X102 1%i-1)7 10} 41 ... 10) &

0)g+ 1k 2
+(%)|1>1|xk+1>2---|xi—1>i|0>i+1---|0>k)
o, 1 |0)o+(—1)xi|i>0)
—_— [ — "0 L XG- iOi ...|0
\/5(( 7 [0)11x1)2 .. [Xi=10710) 141 ... [0)

N (I())o + (=11 |k 1)
V2

(1240101 1X1)2. . 1%i=1) 7 10) 141 ... 10) &

)|1>1|xk+1>2---|xi—1>iIO)i+1---|0>k)
CoPar C1Par0k+| 1
NG

1T g0 D1 [ Xpes )2 1Xi-1) 1 10) 1 ... 10) i)

CNOTQI"+1 1

NG

1@ kri)0 111 [ Xpea)2 oo %01 [ Xki) 11 -+ 10V k)

CNOTG*! 1
‘——’E (10%0 1001 121 )2 +.. 1211 )7 1Xi) i1 - - 10) &

(123301001 1x1) 2 1%i—1 ) 1Xi) 41 - 10) e

+ 1000 1) [ Xk1)2 - 1%i=1 ) [ Xewid v ---100k)
=lyi).
O

The first transformation is applied k—1 times (which requires k—1 queries to be made to the oracle) and it transforms
the system to
1
75 (1000100 85 i) +1000 11 8 k-1

Then we apply the following transformational result.

[Wr-1) = —
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Lemma 4. The state |Wi_1) can be converted to the state

j=2

k n
1Bo) = f(< pa* |0>0|0>1®|x] 1)+ (=1 W |0>o|1>1®|xk+] 1>)
by making a single query to the oracle.
Proof. We begin with the system being in the state
1 k k
lyz_1)=—=110)010)1 Q) Ixj-1); +10)0 1)1 Q) [Xkc+j-1) ;|-
Yz NG 01%11] 01%1&]1]

At this stage we apply a unitary transformation C*¥~! that changes the state of Q, from |0), to |1), controlled on
w; =11);,2 < i < k, similar to a ck-1_NOT operatlon That is, iff ]'[k 1 X =1 Qn changes to the state |1), in the
superposition state with w; =|0) and similarly iff Hl 2 +1x, =1 then Q, changes to |1)( in the superposition state with
wi =11), forming Iw;c_l), which is

k-1
H:ci> |0>1®|x, D+
i=1

0 j=2

n-1
I1 = > |1>1®|xk+, 1>)
0

CF gy = i(
\/E i=k+1 j=2

The next step takes one query and this is the last query the algorithm makes before starting the un-entanglement

protocol. We apply COP” C1P} followed by the oracle Oy and then COP” C1Pn again. Let pg = H X;, q <r. Then the

transformation due to the operations is as follows.

CoPT Ci1Pp

Vi1 @
1 B k
E“kx(p’{ 1)>0|0)1%|xj_1)j+|’n><(pk+1)>0|1>1®|xk+] 1 )
&i 1y h k-1 X .
ﬂ(( D=0k x (p} )>0|0>1]@|x,_1>,.
. CoP?, CyPI
+ (P |n (pk+1)>0|1>1®|x1c+f v )
(kl:ll ) k (kl_[l ) s
1 XL xj Xn 1 X+ j
E((_D = |O>0|0>1§|xj—1)]~+(_1) =1 |0)o|1)1%|xk+]’—1)]~)
k n
1 I x; k I x k
= 7 ((—1)!—l |0Yo |0>1§|xj—1>j + (=1)i=k+1 |O>0|1>1§|xk+j—l>j)-
O

At this stage we only need to untangle the system to obtain the output. We now apply Lemma [Z] to obtain the final
output, which costs a further || queries. Together with the result of Lemma [T} this results in the following Algorithm [Tl
This coupled with the generalized parity decision tree complexity of the function provides the first separation result.

Theorem 4. For the function fi = H X; ® H xj, we have QCpg,(f1) = L3”J and Dg(fi)=n—-1.
i=1 ]_—+1

Proof.

Dg(f) =n—1: This is a direct implication of Proposition [Il where f € pdsp(n, n,2)
QCalgo(f) = [SnJ
We run Algorithm [I] initializing it in the state |0) ®k _1 1005 This algorithm makes a total of £ +L 1= LT"J queries,

which completes the proof.
O

For fi we are able to separate QCygo(f) and De(f), but the algorithm is not provably optimal for this function. However
we observe that this technique is indeed optimal for the following function.
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3 n
Algorithm 1 Qg0 (f) to evaluate f(x) = ﬁ x;® ]I x; along with query complexity count (QCjygo(f)) :
i=1 ]:g+l

1 Begin with the state |0) ®f:1 |0);, consisting of the Query register and 4 work qubits w;,1<i<Z.

2 We apply a Hadamard to the first work qubit w; to get |wo) = %(|O)0|0)1 ®k ,10); +10)011); ®k ,10);).

3 Then we run the subroutine acq(i) of Lemma [l for £ 7 —1 times for 0<i=<Z-2, which evolves the state from |y() to
Iwg_l), where

|wi>—7(|0>o|o>1®|x] D; ® |0)]+|0>0|1)1®|xk+] D, ® 10) )

] i+1 ] i+1

x; and h(X) = sz

4 Here let us define g®) = i-

one query to the oracle.
Then after 5 queries the system is in the state

L X2 Then we apply the step described in Lemma (4] which makes

1 . k 5 k
— & . _1h® ,
W%)—\/z((—l)g |0)o|0)1g|x]—1)j+( D |0)0|1)1§|xk+]—1)]~)-
n

5 We then apply the transformation untangle;, described in Lemma 2l where s = % — 1. This step requires a further | 7]
queries, and finally the system is in the state

’ ky
1Br) = (=DE®0)|g®) & h®)); @ (Ix2:) 141 1Xk+21)i42)
i=1

after a total of L | queries.
6 Get the output by then measuring w; in the computational basis.

L3 n
Corollary 1. For the function f, on n =2k variables where f,(x) = ﬁ xi® [I x;j wehave QCpuyg(f2) = Qr(f2) = L%J and
=1

j=5+1
Dg(f2)=n-1.
Proof.
Qre(fH) = 3—" : We can reduce fj to ANDL371 by fixing the variables x; =0, LT"J +1=<i<n, and therefore evaluating f

must take at least L3”J queries as we know QE(ANDLS'nJ) = L3”J
QCugo(f) = L3”J This function can in fact be written as

fx) =

i:lzllxi@ 1 )ﬁ

i=132]+1 =

n
2

We proceed in the same direction as Theorem El After 7 queries the system is in the state

1 X k ) k
lyz)= 7z ((—ng |O>0|0>1®|xj—1)]~ +(=D"® 0y, |1>1®|xk+j—1>j

j=2 j=2
We now swap the values of the qubit w» to wy so that the value §+ J goes to the qubit wy,;. This ensures after the

untangle;, is applied where s = 77_1, the system’s state after L%”J queries is
1 g h) ;
10%o ((—1) 10)1 +(-1) |0>0|1>1)®|xj—1>2j X105
V2 =1

We can apply a Hadamard to obtain the state |0)y|gX) @ h(i())®;=1 |xj—1>2]~ |xk+f—1>2j+1'

2 n
We can now obtain the value of f(x) as both the values of gX) ® h(X) = ( ﬁ xP 11 xl-) and measuring the qubit
i=1 i:L§ﬂJ+1
Wi+ gives the variable X !
O

We now briefly describe the phase kickback method before finally proving the result of Theorem [3 which gives us the
main separation of this paper, which is just a broader extension of Theorem [4]
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Phase Kickback: The only technique we require to evaluate the functions of this kind apart from the ones used in
Corollary [ is that of phase kickback a widely used methodology in black box algorithms. Suppose we have a k+1
qubit system ®k+1 w; in the state (® 1|xl) )I Yk+1. Let S< (k] where [k] ={1,...,k}. Then the controlled not operation
CIS'—=NOT controlled on w;=|1);,ie€S (i.e. x; =i VieS ) with wi,;; being target works as follows.

(®|xi>i) |=yias O, () (Ties 1) (®|xi>i) -Yis1 3)

i=1 i=1
Let us now present Theorem [5] which is one of our main results.

Theorem 5. Let f € pdsp(n, [ 21,t+1) be a function on n =2k variables such that

12
f(x):(izl_[lx,-@g(x'))( H ) (xl%njﬂ,x[%ﬁz,...,xn).

=l
J=z+

where g is perfect direct sum function defined on (xlg_nHl,st_nHz,...,xn) so that it contains t monomials such that each
4 4
monomial consists of at least t+ 1 variables. Then we have (i) QCalgo(f) =Qp(f) = L%”J, (ii) Dg(f) =n—t, (iii) D(f) = n.

Proof.

Qe(f) = L3”J For any such function, if we fix the variables x;, LT"J +1<i=<n to 0 then the function is reduced to
AND EY Wthh implies Qgp(f) = L3”J

DEB (f) =n—t: This is a direct implication of Proposition [I] where the number of monomials is £+ 1.

QCligol f) LS” |: We initialize the algorithm in the state |0), ®k+2|0), We first apply a Not gate and a Hadamard
gate to w4 and then a Hadamard gate which evolves the system to

k k

1
— (|0>o 103 (®|0>l-) 10 k1 1= k2 +10)0 1 1)1 (®|0>,-) 10) 41 |_>k+2)-
V2 i=2 i=2
This state can be written as |y), |0>k+1 |—)k+2 where |p) is the starting state of Theorem [4] and Corollary [Il We now apply
the transformations acq(i),0<i< % —2 as defined in Lemma [Bl which makes 2 7—1 queries to the oracle. This evolves the

system to the state |1//)n_1 [0) st l— )k+2, that is

f(|0>o|0>1(®|xl i )+|0>o|1>1(®|xk+l i ))|0>k+1|—>k+2.

i=2 i=2
This transformation is same as described in Theorem [6] and since no operation is made on the k+1 and k +2-th qubit
k . /
their states remain unchanged. We now acquire the phases (—1) lelx’) and (—1)8%),

Since g has a perfect direct sum representation there is a single monomial (say m;) in g(x') that contains x,. Let
the other variables of the monomial be xLSn [ +i»1 €81 where §; ¢ [{%1]. Therefore the qubits storing these values in the
superposition state with w; =[1); are w sn,;,i € Si. We then apply the following operations.

4

Controlled on w, =10), we apply a controlled not gate with Q,, as target and w;,2 <i < k as controls.
Controlled on w; = 1), we apply a controlled not gate with Q,, as target and W)z |+i+1, L € S1 as controls.

This transforms the system to the state

\/E i=1

I1 m> 0}, (®|xl i )

|J EZPIR >0|1>1(®|xk+, n))

ieS)
[0} k1 1 =D k42

The next operations are Co P}/ and C; P}, followed by the oracle and then CoP}' and C; P;; again, which results in the same
transformation as shown in Equation [2] with the only difference that the monomial corresponding to the superposition
state with w; =[1) has changed. This forms

k k

1
— ((_1)1'[?:1%' 10%010)1 (®|xi—l>i) + (=1)™10)g 1), (®|xk+i—1>i)) 10) k41 1= k42

W) =
V2 i=2 i=2

after § queries.
We now obtain the phases corresponding to the other monomials m;,2 < i < t using phase kickback as shown in
Equation Bl Let the variables in the i-th monomial be xlﬂjﬂ.,j €S§;,S; ¢ [{%1]. Controlled on wj =]1), corresponding to
4
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each monomial m;, we apply the operation C'SI—NOT on Wy42, Where the |S;| controls are Winjpje = [1),j € S;. After
the phases corresponding to the t—1 monomials of g are evaluated this way, the system is in the state
1 k : k
e =z (01000100 (o 11131
@l.‘_ m; k
D 1090 11 (@6 [xiio1)i)) 1001 1Dk
1
V2
+ (=D& |0y (1), (®f:2 |xk+i—l>i))-|0>k+1 [=) k42
From here on the algorithm proceeds identically as Corollary[I]We first swap the values of the qubits in the superposition

state with w; =|1) so that the qubits are in the state wy;y; = |x¢+;). Then the untangling protocol makes % queries and
the system is in the following state after an application of Hadamard gate on w;.

(=DM=10)9 10y, (5, 1xi-1)s)

(-1E® 10y,

k s
Hxi@g(xl)> @ Ux2i)2i 1Xk+i)2i+1) 100 k1 =) a2 -
i=1 1i=1

132)
From here-on we can obtain the value of the monomial [] x; as the value of each variable x; is the state of the
j=5+1

qubit woj1, which is in the state |x; This completes the proof.

>2j+1‘
O

The number of functions covered by the class, referred in Theorem [5] is as follows.

Corollary 2. For any n there are Q (24) functions (without considering permutation of variables) for which we can obtain
Qalgo(f) =Qe(f) <Ds(f).

Proof. We give a lower bound on number of functions which satisfy the constraints of the function described in Theorem 5
Without considering the permutation of variables, we can simply count the number of ways the function g(x') can
be constructed. The function g is defined on [%1 variables and is it self a perfect direct sum function as defined in
Definition 2] If g contains ¢ monomials then then each of the monomial must have at least £+ 1 variables in them. This
is because Hle x; @ g(x') must satisfy the constraints of Definition 21 Therefore each construction of g is a different way
of partitioning the [] variables into ¢ sets. If we do not consider which variable is in which monomial, and rather just the
distribution of the variables in the partitions, then this becomes same as finding the number of solutions to Zle v; = [%1
where v; = t+1 Vi. We do this is as it is well known that if a function is derived from some other function just by a
permutation of the variable names, they have the same query complexity and are called PNP equivalent [12]. We aim to
2
count the functions that are not PNP equivalent with each other. The number of such partitions is net t(Hl bo-1 =
(f%1 —2—r-1

i1 ) Here ¢ is minimum 1 and at maximum [%1 — 1. Therefore the total possible number of function is

) et n-ae)

x=1 x=1

a

Again, note that the advantage is from being able to deterministically untangle two qubits with a single query, owing
to the result of Theorem [3] and the fact that these functions have high granularity.

The next important fact is in untangling we have a degree of freedom in terms of which variables we want to carry
over to the end, and then their values can again be deterministically to obtain other monomials. In fact in the state |Bp),
if there are s variables each whose values are stored in the two superposition state, we can carry over [%] values from
each of the superposition states to the final state that is simply a tensor product of qubits in computational basis states,
meaning the value of all the variables stored in the working memory can be deterministically obtained.

This is evident from the structure of the state that we obtain at the end for fj(x) and f>(x) (For f, we have already
decided on which values from xi,g <i<n we want to carry over to the final, pre-measurement state):

k n k1
[Txie [] x (1%r@i)) 141 1 Xkt i) i42)-
i=1 1

i=k+1 [ qi=

1B = (=DE @0,

The algorithm for the other functions progresses in a similar manner.
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This coupled with the fact that the pdsp class has high granularity, which allows us to efficiently lower bound the
generalized parity tree complexity gives us the desired advantage.

III. THE RESULTS FOR MM TYPE BENT FUNCTIONS

In this section we apply our techniques on Maiorana-McFarland (MM) type functions [9]. As we have pointed out in
the introduction, our investigation started with the study of MM bent functions on small number of variables.

A. MM Bent Functions on 4 and 6 variables

It has been shown in [13] that we can construct an exact quantum query algorithm to evaluate any MM Bent function
f on n variables with [%”] queries using the parity decision tree technique. This method utilizes the definition of the
MM construction. However, given that we only know Qg(f) = %, this does not rule out the possibility of an algorithm
with lesser query complexity. To verify the tightness of the upper bound due to the parity method, we obtained the
exact quantum query complexity of the functions ﬁd(x) = X1 X3 ® X2x4 and fgd = X1 X4 ® X2X5 ® X3Xg using the semidefinite
programming method of [5], utilizing the CVX package of Matlab [10]. It is worth mentioning here that the default solvers
of CVX couldn’t accurately solve the semidefinite program for n = 6, and we had to use a commercial solver called "Mosek..
The parity method requires 3 and 5 queries for f4"d and fgd respectively. For f4id the exact quantum query complexity
of the function indeed matched that value. However, we found Qg( fgd) =4, which is lower than the query complexity
of the parity method and could not formulate any other parity based method that reached the query complexity of 4.
This was the starting point of trying to design a new exact quantum query algorithm that could meet touch this lower
bound. Although F,-polynomial and untangling based algorithms that we designed are not provably optimal for this
class, we were able to use the same philosophy to obtain optimal results for the pdsp class, as described in Section [[Il In
this direction we first develop our algorithm for the function f,é'd and then extend it for a larger class of MM type bent
functions, of the size doubly exponential in %.

B. Extending for general n
g
i=1
%+ [g] = [%”] queries. We then observe that the same algorithm in fact evaluates a much larger class of functions in B,
although the permutation is still identity permutation. Finally we show how this algorithm can be modified to evaluate
functions in B, beyond the identity permutation.

For the functions f,ﬁd we need [+ 1 qubits as working memory where [ = |4]. First we describe the phase obtaining
method corresponding to the monomials when evaluating f/¢. This is very similar to that of the pdsp class.

We first extend our techniques to build an exact quantum algorithm for evaluating ;% (x) = (xix%+ l-) that requires

Lemma 5. Corresponding to a query algorithm for a function on n =2k variables with 1= |}|, the state |y;) can be
transformed to the state |y;.1) by making two queries to the oracle for 0 <i <l where the state |y;) is defined as

_ 1 1 Zi‘=1xjxk+j O : i I+1 0
v === (D 00101 @15 @ 10
j=

\/_ Jj=i+
bl OB 0 1), @)y @ 10
2 0118 Xi+jl 41 e j+l
Jj=1 Jj=i+l
Proof. We define a protocol acqs (i) which functions as follows. We first apply the unitaries CoSg; ; and C157,.. ; on

lw);. This transforms the system to

1 i) 1000 + 14 1)
(D) 2R 0y 1)z i) 10) a2 10) 1

V2
1 Zi.: X4 jXl+k+j |O>0 + |l 2 1)0
v (0 J 0 0y

X140 41 10Y 42+ 10D 141 -

We apply the oracle on this state, forming

1 Zi.: Xj X+ j |0>0 + (_1))6”1 |'L 1)0
E(H) X%k ) ; 103 1x1)2
el X341 10) 142 .10} 41
1 Y X1 XLk ] [0)g + (=1)"+i+1 ]l 2 1)¢
+72(H) =1 ) - 1)1 114102

X401 10Y 142 10) 141
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The next unitaries are CoParS . and Cg Par8 1+iz1> Which forms the state

1 i . ,
— (=D E T (130 10)1 13102 1% 141 10Y 42 ... 10},

V2
1 Zi-_lxl+jxl+k+j
+E(_1) i= [ 1+i+100 D1 1X04102 - 10400 141 10) i42 - 10) 141 -
We then use the permutation matrices CoP! . . and C{P7 , then make a query to the oracle, and use the
k+i+1 I+k+i+1

permutation matrices with the same controls. The resultant state is then

1 b ixr. . .
—(—DZFIX}XH] (=D s )0 1001 [X1)2 e 1% 141 10) 42+ 10) 141

V2

]' Zi- +jAl+k+] i i

+%(—1) JR MBI ()X b1 X ki) [Zp4ir0 D1 X102 1 X040 41
[0}i2.--10) 141 -
1 PRAR R

=— (-1~ HNeir1)01001 1x1)2. . 1% 41 10) 42+ .. 10} 141

V2
1 Zi-tl X4 j Xl k+j
+—= (DT e o 1D X2 X000 141 10) a2 - 10) 147

V2

Finally we swap the values of the query register and the i+2-th work qubit which is i the |0) state in both superposition
state. Which results in the state

1 I+1
L pTEET 0y j0) gbix ® |0)
V2 0171 i j+1 i)
] i+2
i+1
+7( Dt pREEIN |0>0|1>1Q|XZ+]>]+1 ® 10) j+1
J

=|yit1)
Therefore we get |y ;) e, |wi+1) and this completes the proof.
|

We now start describing the algorithm for evaluating fi¢ assuming n=0 mod4 ( then [ = 4] =%). We start with the
state

1 1
9o =—=(10)010)1 @10} j41 +10)011)1 §10) 1)
j=1 j=1

1
V2
We then apply acqi(i),0 <i<|I described in Lemma [l transforming the system to the state

1 I yixrn: !
), =%<—1)ZF1"J”+J 10)010)1 (.§§i|x,~>j+1
]:
1

o (DT 0} 1), @)1 )
V2 i

At this point, we have used 3 queries and have obtained all the required phases needed to evaluate the function’s
value for the corresponding input. However, the system at this point is entangled if any of the qubits w; is in different
state in the two states. We now construct the next building block of the algorithm, which is built to bring two qubits
in the two superposition states (one with w; =10) and the other with w; =[1) to the same state using a single query.
This method of untangling two qubits with one query is the foundational step of algorithm. Since there are § qubits
containing values of different variables in |y)», this process needs to be applied [g] times to get the desired result and
un-entangle the system. We now describe this methodology.

Recall that the state of the system after § queries is in the state

Jj+1

1 xjx
|W)n :E( 1)( = )|0)0|0)1|x1)2|X2)3---|x%)%+1

+L( 1)( i ath )|0)0|1)1|x"+1) lXn4), . 1x2)
NG 3

LS|
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ijlxjx%ﬂ-) and fo(x) = (@E

We define fi(x) = (EB i Jlx[%J+jxﬁT"j+j)’ and thus fi%x) = fi(x) ® f»(x) when n =0 mod 4.

Therefore,

L
J

12

1 X X, l
=% ((—nfl( 110)910)1 @ 1x)) ., + (=12 )|0>o|1>1§1%+]>m). )

j=1

We have the acquired the value of fi and f, as local phases. At this stage we use the protocol untangle defined in
Theorem [l iteratively to un-entangle the state. We define this protocol in a generic manner so that it can be used for
other states as well.

We now directly apply the untangle} protocol to the state |1//>% as described in Equation [] as

1 i i
v =% ((—1)“") 10 |0>1§i|x,~>j+1 + (=D~ |0>o|1>1]®|x%+j>j+l).

Here |1//%) can be described as the state |f) described in Lemma 2 by putting s =  and r; = i,1 < i< 7. Thus untanglej,

takes [%] = [g] queries and the system is in the state

!
(-1¢ x) |0)0|x1_Xg+1 eaxgx%+2...®xgxn>l |x2)2|xl+2)3...|x%)ﬂ+l
4

and measuring w; in the computational state gives us the output.

In case of n=2 mod 4 the number of monomials is not even. and we have f/%(x) = fi(X) & f>(x) ® X1 Xp. Thus we acquire
the phase related to L%J monomials in the state with |w;) = 0 and for [%1 monomials in the state with |w;) = 1. We apply
acquire(i),0<i< L%J, bringing the system to the state

L
V2

Thus, the monomial X1 Xp still needs to be evaluated. At this point we obtain the last monomial with the state containing
[1); using two queries. For the superposition state with |0);, the value of qubit |x;), is transformed to |x, J+1>2 and the
query register holds the value of Xn. Thus after [7]+2 queries the system is in the state

12] 12]
() x)
((—1)f1 x |0)0|0)1§|xj>j+1+(_1)f2 * |0>o|1>11962|%+j>j+1 .

n
4

L)

/ 1 A
—_1)8'® _NNA® 1, n .
(-1 (\/5( D |w7>0|0>1|xLZJ+1>2j=2|x]>j+1

L]
1 frXoxn x, .
+ — (-1 2 |xen) |1)1]xn Xjni4i).
\/5( ) lz2), 11l [ZJ+1>2§| LZJ+]>]+1

Thus at this stage apart from w;, [§1-2 qubits have different variables in the two superposition state. We swap the
value of Q, and w, with Wy and Winje and apply the untangle), protocol (with s =[41-2) and reverse the swap

n
n1-2 . .
3 ; 1 queries and the system is in the state

operations. This protocol makes [
(=18 x) |m%)0 |X1X%+1 @ XZXg_Q ) x% xn)l |x[%l+1>2 [x3)3... |x§_1>[%J+1 .
This gives us the answer after making a total of ZL%J +2+ [[éi] -1= [%"] queries to the oracle. Thus both in the case
of n=0 mod4 and n=2 mod 4 we require [%”] queries to evaluate the function f,éd exactly.
The above discussion, combined with the Lemma [5] Theorem [3] Lemma [2] and the description of Algorithm [I] can be
summarized as the following theorem.

Theorem 6. The function f,é'd can be evaluated by an exact quantum algorithm that makes [%”] queries to the oracle and
uses |1+ 1 qubits as working memory.

This completes the description of the exact quantum algorithm that evaluates f,ﬁ'd using [%"] queries. As we can
observe, in case of n =0 mod4 the qubits w», ws,... winyy are in the states X2, X 8]42, X4y X 2] 42y, X2 respectively. If
n=2 mod4 then the query register contains the variable x» and the qubits contain the variables X1j41, X2, X242 SO
on. In both cases value of [7] input variables is obtained via these qubits. Therefore we can also evaluate any function
g depending on these variables without making any more queries to the oracle, which we summarize in the following
corollary.

Corollary 3. This algorithm can also be used to evaluate any MM type Bent function with identity permutation and the
function g having at most [} influencing variables.
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C. Beyond the Identity Permutation

We have shown that our algorithm can evaluate the MM Bent functions of type f,ﬁd ® g(x') where x' is a subset of
% consisting of at most [7] variables. However, the techniques we have used are do not restrict the permutation to be
identity permutation. The algorithm works on dividing the variables of X into two (close to) equal disjoint sets and then
calculating the value of the corresponding points of X, depending on the permutation. In case of the identity permutation,
since the variable Xny€ X depended solely on the value of x; € X we could realize this procedure in a sequential manner.
Therefore, as long we have a permutation such that it can be expressed as the concatenation of two permutations on 7
variables each, or more precisely concatenation of permutations on | 4J and [ 4] variables, we should be able to calculate
the influencing variables in X corresponding to the values of the variables in X at parallel, and thus be able to evaluate the
function with the same query complexity of [%”]. We now concretize this relaxation in restraint and the corresponding

modifications needed in the algorithm.

Theorem 7. Let f be an MM Bent function f on n variables such that f = ¢(R)- X ® g(x'), with the following constraints:
1 ¢ and ¢y are two permutations such that ¢X)-X=p1(P)- e P2(2) -2
2 The sets of variables §,2,7,Z are all disjoint, |y =71 = 171, |21 =12| =[]
3 yuzZ=xand yuz=Xx
4 X cxlxXnyl=sT1gLIx Nzl <T§]
Then the function can be evaluated by an exact quantum query algorithm that makes [T"] queries to the oracle and
uses 5 +1 qubits as working memory.

Proof. Let the variables of y be x;,,x;,,.. X, and x,L M,xll FIPEEE x,,, be the variables of 2. We start the system in the
4
state in the all zero state and apply a Hadamard gate ‘on the qublt w1 to get the state

—|0)0|0)1|0)2 |0)"+1+ [03011)110),.. |0)g+1-

V2 f
Corresponding to the state with w; =10), the algorithm progresses as follows: we obtain the values of the L%J variables
in y using the first [§] queries and store them in the qubits wy, ws,.. Winjs- Before the t-th query, where 1 < ¢<|%] the

gate Cg Par , is applled followed by the oracle and then the value of query register is swapped with the ¢+ 1-th work
qubit, Wthh is in the state |0) at this point. The next |7] queries are used to obtain the corresponding linear function
in y as follows. The linear function in 7 can be encoded usmg 23l unitary operations. Each operation correspond to
a point in y. For example, if ¢;(e1,ey,...e ZJ) = (hy, ho,... % 1),er,hy €{0,1} then we apply a multiple target clzl —_NOT
operation controlled on wj = |0),w, = |e1),...,wL%J+1 =len 4J), with the targets being the qubits W41+t where h; = 1.
We apply these kinds of operations for all 2la) points in j. Note that for any input only one of these operations will
have all controls satisfied. Once this operation is applied, we have the indexes of the variables in j obtained which are
influential at that input point. We can obtain the corresponding phase one after another in a multiplied form by putting a
C-NOT from the qubit Win 4144 1O the query register and then apply the appropriate CoPJ gate where v depends on the
encoding used. This is followed by a query to the oracle and then the C-NOT operation is applied again to un- compute
the query register. Thus, after 2x | §] query this superposition state is in the form. At this point we apply the clal-NOT
operations to un-compute the garbage in the qubits Winy4 10 Wy, leading the system to

_1\ 7y . . ,, n
(=1 |0>0|0>1|xll>2---|xll%J>L%J+l|0>|_ZJ+2"-|0>7+1

Similarly, in case of the state with w; = 1), this set of operations take 2 x [ 1 queries to get the phase (- 1)%2®-Z and
at this state the superposition state is in

(—1D)?#210y, 11); |x’l%m>2'“|x’l%J+r%w>r%1+1 0)r2142---10) 24y

Now, if n=0 mod 4, then [}] = [41, and we can apply the method of Lemma [2lto un-compute the qubits w», ws, wini
using [§1 queries.

The step of Lemma [2] is applied so that the variables in x’ are the ones that are stored in the work qubits as final
states of those qubits.

If n=2 mod4 then L%J = [%] 1 and the state with w; =|1) requires 2 less queries to obtain the related phase. It uses
the two queries to transforms two qubits Wi and Wrny4 to the same state as in the other superposition state, in the
same manner as shown for fgd and thus after |7]+2 queries there are [{]—2 qubits that need to be brought to the

r%w—

. 2 . . .
same state to un-entangle the system. This takes a further [ 1 queries using the methodology of Lemma [2I Thus in
5n

both cases, the algorithm requires [3] queries, and the system is in the state



20

Xi, +

S (D#7105010)y 1xi oo 1iy) 100
Rk 2

4

+(—1)¢1Z'Z|0)o|1>1|xi1>2---|xi%) +1|0)[%1+2---|0)g+1)

£

Finally in both cases the Hadamard gate is applied on the qubit w; which now contains the value of the permutation
¢(x).x corresponding to the input given to the oracle.

At this point the work qubits w» through Wrny4 store the variables in x/, which are then used to calculate the value
of the function g, XOR-ing the output of g with w; and then measuring w; in the computational basis gives us the final
output.

O

We call the set of MM Bent functions satisfying the constraints of Theorem [7] as T',.

The case of odd n

So far, we have concentrated on the class of MM Bent functions, which are defined for all even n, and have obtained
a large class of functions with deterministic query complexity of n which our exact quantum algorithm evaluates using
[%”] queries.

However this technique can be extended for all odd values of odd n as well. This can be done as follows.

1) Take any function on f = ¢(%).X® g(x") on n =2k variables such that ¢ and g follow the constraints of Theorem [7]

2) Form the function f'= f(x) ® xp+1
Since f has a polynomial degree of n, as shown in [13], this implies f’ has a polynomial degree of n+ 1. This function
can be evaluated in the exact quantum model by first evaluating f using [%"] queries and using one more query to
obtain the value of x,.;. Thus this takes [%"] +1< [W] +1 queries. The number of functions that can be evaluated
in this case is same as that for n.

D. The number of functions evaluated:

We finally calculate the number of functions covered via the definition of Theorem [0l for even n (|T';|), and the number
of functions for any odd n is the same as the number of functions for n—1. We essentially give a lower bound on the
number of functions, as our calculation is based on a single partition of X and X into these four sets, and any choice of

/
x'.

There are 2!/ inputs to the first permutation and 2041 inputs to the second permutation, and x’ contains [7] inputs.
1

n n 14
Therefore the total number of functions are ZLZJ!) (ZrZ !) (22 ! )
We now recall the definition of PNP-equivalence from [12].

Definition 5. Two functions f and g are called PNP-equivalent if f can be obtained from g by permuting the name of
the variables in g, replacing some variables x; with x; &1 in g and by finally complementing the new formed function
with 1.

If two functions are PNP equivalent then they have the same deterministic and exact quantum query algorithm and
often an algorithm to evaluate one of them can be very easily modified to evaluate the other using the same number of
queries.

Corresponding to a function on 7 variables, there can be at most n!2"*! functions that are PNP-equivalent to it. This
is because there can be n! permutation of variables and each variable x; can be replaced with x; @1, and finally each
function f(x) can be replaced with f(x) @ 1. Also, the PNP-equivalence relation is reflective, symmetric and transitive in
nature.

Therefore if there is a set of cardinality S consisting of functions on n variables, then it consists of at least
functions that are not PNP-equivalent.

Therefore in this case the class I';, (exactly evaluated by our algorithm using [%”] or [%"] + 1 queries) must consist of

at least . . i
(2] (2';“2 ) )
n!

S
nlan+l

functions, which is doubly exponential in L%J.

In conclusion, the fact that this algorithm cannot evaluate all MM Bent functions and thus all functions derived using
the Bent concatenation method for odd values of n is a limitation compared to the parity decision method, which we
note down in the following remark.
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Remark 3. The parity decision tree method in [13] evaluates all MM Bent functions on n variables using [%] queries
where as the algorithm described in this requires [%”] queries, but is able to evaluate only the MM Bent functions that
meet the constraints described in Theorem[4

While the family of algorithms designed by us evaluates a class of functions super exponential in |%], with a query
complexity lower than any known parity decision tree technique, it lacks in two areas. The first is that we are unable
to show that QCqg(f) = Qe(f) for these functions. The second is that we are unable to show QCyg(f) < Dé( f) for
any of these functions. That is, we do not know if there exists a parity decision tree technique that can have the same
query complexity as the family of algorithms we have presented. We have noted down in Theorem 2l that Dg(f) is lower

bounded by granularity. It is known that MM type Bent functions have a flat Fourier Spectra, with f(S)= -4 V S<(nl.
2

Therefore granularity of any MM type Bent function is 5 which gives us a lower bound that we can show to be tight.

IV. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

In this paper we have designed a new family of exact quantum algorithms (Qago) for certain classes of non-symmetric
functions f with query complexity QCjyigo(f).
First we have described the class pdsp(n, [%"], q) using perfect direct sum constructions with products, and shown that

for a set of Q(Zg) functions in this class we get Qp(f) = QCago (= L%”J with Dg(f) > L%J. For these set of functions we
have L%T"J +1 < Dg(f) = n-1, depending on the value of g in pdsp(n, [%T”], g). We have obtained this result by designing
exact quantum query algorithms based on F» polynomial structure and then proven separation from generalized parity
complexity technique by exploiting the high granularity of these functions.

In this regard we design a subroutine as described in Theorem [B] which un-entangles two qubits in an entangled
system with a single query, which allows us to obtain the said separations and is central to our algorithms. It would be
interesting to study if this subroutine can be modified to be more efficient in the bounded error quantum query model.

In fact, we not only obtain advantage over the parity decision tree model in which the parity of two bits is calculated
in a single query, but also the stronger generalized parity decision tree model in which parity of any number of bits can
be calculated in a single query.

Using similar F, polynomial based techniques we have also designed algorithms for a subclass of MM type Bent

functions (a variable XOR-ed with MM Bent function when 7 is odd) consisting of at least Q(ZZLZJ) functions that are not
PNP equivalent for any value of n. This family of algorithms have query complexity of [%”] where as the lowest query
complexity of any known parity decision tree technique is [%]. While Quigo(f) is optimal for f = x1x4 ® x2X5 ® X35, We
could neither show QCag, (f) = Qr(f) or that QCyig (f) < Dg) (f) for these classes of functions, which we note down here
as open problems.

1) Does there exist any parity based method that can evaluate functions from this subclass using less than [%”] queries?
2) What is the exact quantum query complexity of the functions in this class?

Thus we design a family of algorithms that is both more powerful than the parity decision tree technique, and even the
generalized parity decision tree technique and can be applied to a large class of non symmetric functions. In comparison,
almost all the existing exact quantum query algorithms can only be applied to poly(n) (mostly) symmetric functions.
It remains of interest to understand the extent to which these techniques can be applied and how can they be modified
to get optimal query complexity for other classes of Boolean functions, towards better understanding of this domain.
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