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Quantum amplitude amplification and estimation have shown quadratic speedups to unstructured
search and estimation tasks. We show that a coherent combination of these quantum algorithms
also provides a quadratic speedup to calculating the expectation value of a random-exist quantified
oracle. In this problem, Nature makes a decision randomly, i.e. chooses a bitstring according
to some probability distribution, and a player has a chance to react by finding a complementary
bitstring such that an black-box oracle evaluates to 1 (or True). Our task is to approximate the
probability that the player has a valid reaction to Nature’s initial decision. We compare the quantum
algorithm to the average-case performance of Monte-Carlo integration over brute-force search, which
is, under reasonable assumptions, the best performing classical algorithm. We find the performance
separation depends on some problem parameters, and show a regime where the canonical quadratic
speedup exists.

I. INTRODUCTION

Grover’s Algorithm [1, 2], later generalized to Quan-
tum Amplitude Amplification (QAA) and Quantum Am-
plitude Estimation (QAE) by Brassard et al. [3] is a foun-
dational block of quantum algorithms, being one of the
earliest quantum algorithms with a provable speedup,
and providing the scaffolding for many quantum algo-
rithms and subroutines to this day [4–6]. QAA can
find bitstring(s) that will be accepted by an oracle with
quadratically fewer calls to that oracle than a classical
computer would require; this problem is NP-Hard, and
QAA’s quantum speedup for it catalyzed a deeper search
into other ways quantum computers can approach this
complexity class [7].

Positive opinions of QAA waned for a few years due to
the “souffle problem” [8], which is the observation that
while QAA requires a number of oracle queries propor-
tional to a square root of the inverse fraction of marked
elements to find a marked element, one must know this
fraction apriori to obtain the square-root speedup. This
problem was addressed with an elegant solution by Yo-
der et al. [9], which used advances in Quantum Signal
Processing (QSP) [10] to create a wavefunction with a
guaranteed 1 − δ2 overlap with the set of marked states
after enough search time.

Brassard’s other algorithm, QAE, has also become an
essential piece of the quantum algorithms catalog. QAE
provides a quadratic speedup to the approximate count-
ing problem: It estimates the probability of measuring
any bitstring that is a True response to the oracle, given
an arbitrary superposition of all bitstrings. Montanaro
observed this can be used to estimate the expected value
of a function quadratically faster than Monte-Carlo inte-
gration (MCI) [11]. Both QAE and MCI have been shown
to be asymptotically optimal [12]: for N samples, MCI
samples at the “Monte Carlo limit” where error converges
as 1/

√
N , and QAE samples at the “Hiesenberg limit”,

where error converges as 1/N . Because of this guar-

anteed quadratic speedup, QAE is poised to be widely
adopted as an essential quantum algorithm for problems
requiring the estimation of an expectation value of a ran-
dom variable [13], seeing implementations in fields like
finance [14, 15] and power systems [16]. Unlike the QAA
case, where often the oracle can be “unpacked” to find
some structure in the problem, thus loosing much if not
all of the speedup [17], for QAE there is no oracle to
“unpack”, meaning the speedup survives in practical use
cases.
While deterministic combinatorial problems are con-

tained in (and often complete for) the NP complexity
class, tasks involving planning with uncertainty usually
lie in the PP or #P classes [18]. Dramatized as games
against Nature [19], these problems often contain the ran-
domized (

R

) and existential (∃) quantifiers on boolean
variables, where

R

x means the value of x is decided by
some probability distribution (a move made by Nature)
and ∃x is a decision variable controlled by the player
(these existentially quantified variables behave the same
as decision variables in typical NP-complete problems like
SAT). The order of these quantifiers is also significant, as
∃x1

R

x2 means x1 must be decided before the realization
of x2. Alternatively, the ordering

R

x1∃x2 means x2 may
be decided after the uncertainty in x1 is realized as a
definite value.
In this manuscript we solve a random-exist quantified

oracle (REQO) stochastic programming task. Given n
boolean variables, some probability distribution defined
over the first b variables, and an oracle f , compute

R

x1 . . .

R

xb∃y1 . . . ∃yn−b

(
E[f(x, y)]), (1)

where E[f ] is the expected value of the oracle, and Nature
gets to move before the player does. In plain English, this
asks “what is the probability that we will have a valid
reaction to Nature?” We abbreviate the formula as

R

x∃y
(
E[f(x, y)]

)
, (2)

where it is understood that x = (x1, . . . xb), y =
(y1, . . . yc), and c ≡ n − b. Certain stochastic boolean
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satisfiability formulations, e.g. [20], can be reduced to
Eq. 2 and, if the search problem is swapped out for a
min/max problem, it matches previous quantum algo-
rithms work [16], as well as the second-stage cost func-
tion commonplace in industrial two-stage stochastic pro-
grams [21–24].

In the language of QAA, we say that the oracle f has
a set of “marked” n-bit strings. For each bitstring on
x that can be chosen by Nature, we will search for a
bitstring on y that completes a marked state. Unlike
QAA, we are not searching for a marked space; rather,
we are finding the probability a string on x is drawn such
that it concatenated to a string on y is in the marked
space. Define {ξ} ≡ Ξ ≡ {0, 1}b as the set of all b-bit
strings over binary vector x, p(ξ) the probability that
Nature chooses bitstring ξ from Ξ, and {ϕ} ≡ Φ the set
of all c-bit strings over binary vector y. For each ξ, there
might be one or more ϕ which satisfies (solicits a True or
1 response from the oracle) such that f(ξ, ϕ) = 1. We say
such a bitstring completes ξ, because the concatenation
of the two bitstrings completes a marked state, denote
one such bitstring as ϕ∗ξ , and additionally define the set

of all such ϕ for a specific ξ as Φ∗
ξ ≡ {ϕ | f(ξ, ϕ) = 1}.

Let the set of all ϕ which do not complete ξ be denoted as
Φ̄∗

ξ ≡ Φ \Φ∗
ξ . Obviously, if no completing bitstring exists

for some ξ, then Φ∗
ξ = ∅. Note that just because some

bitstring ϕ∗ξ satisfies f for bitstring ξ does not imply it

satisfies f some other bitstring ξ′. We can think of Eq. 2
as computing the probability that, after the realization
of x, the set Φ∗

ξ is not empty. Our final piece of notation

is λξ ≡ |Φ∗
ξ |/|Φ|, which is the fraction of c-bit strings that

complete a given ξ.

We now outline the remainder of this manuscript. We
provide a classical and quantum algorithm to compute an
estimate µ̃ to the expected value of the REQO, defined
as

R

x∃y
(
E[f(x, y)] = µ

)
, (3)

such that the estimate is within additive ϵ of the true
expected value with a certain probability. We find that,
assuming λ = O(1/2c), the quantum algorithm can pro-
vide a quadratic speedup, although other regimes for ad-
vantage may exist. Importantly, we do not claim an ad-
vantage holds for all distributions of λ. The classical
algorithm, along with its expected oracle query complex-
ity, is described in Sec. II. The quantum algorithm and
its oracle query complexity is described in Sec. III; we use
canonical quantum amplitude estimation [3] on oblivious
quantum amplitude amplification [9]. Other implemen-
tations of these subroutines, like [25, 26], might improve
on our results. For completeness, in Sec. IV we prove the
REQO problem is ♯P-Hard. Finally, we discuss the rela-
tive strengths of the algorithm and quantum speedup, as
well as address questions posed by this work, in Sec. V.

II. CLASSICAL ALGORITHM

This is, under the assumption that no structure of the
problem can be leveraged, the best possible classical al-
gorithm to estimate µ. First, we take N samples of ξ
from Ξ, and order them as {ξj}Nj=1. Then, for each ξj ,
we perform a brute-force search for a completing bitstring
ϕ∗ξj such that f(ξ, ϕ∗ξj ) = 1. If a completing bitstring is

found, we can terminate the search for ξj and move on
to ξj+1. If no completing bitstring exists, we will search
all possible c-bit strings before reaching this conclusion.
This will take an expected 1/λξj calls to the oracle f in
the case where a completing bitstring exists, and 2c oth-
erwise. If δ(|Φ∗

ξj
|) = 1, where δ(.) is the Kronecker delta,

indicates that no completing bitstring exists for some ξj ,
then the estimate is given by

µ̃ =
1

N

N∑
j=1

(
1− δ(|Φ∗

ξj |)
)
. (4)

If we assume that N << |Ξ|, we are unlikely to draw
the same ξj multiple times. If {λξj > 0} represents, for

the set of N samples, all λξj ∈ {ξj}Nj=1 which are greater
than zero, our query complexity can be written as

µ̃
∑

λ∈{λξj>0}

λ−1 + (1− µ̃)2c. (5)

According to the central limit theorem, means our ex-
pected number of queries to f is (µEλξ>0[λ

−1
ξ ] + (1 −

µ)2c)×N .
Assuming the variance of f is bound by some σ2, the

error of this estimate can be bound with Chebyshev’s
inequality

Pr
[
|µ− µ̃| ≥ ϵ

]
≤ σ2

Nϵ2
. (6)

f is bound on {0, 1}, so by Popoviciu’s inequality on
variances we know that σ2 ≤ 1/4 [27]. Note that, unless
σ2 is small as a function of n, it only impacts perfor-
mance as a constant multiple. This also implies the clas-
sical algorithm requires N = O(ϵ−2) samples from Ξ to
reach finitely small success probability. Because we are
required by the oracle to perform an unstructured search,
no classical algorithm can perform better than O(λ−1

ξ ) to
determine if a completing bitstring exists for a scenario
ξ. Additionally, MCI is considered asymptotically opti-
mal [12]. Therefore, we get the following conjecture.

Conjecture 1 (Classical approximation algorithm). No
classical algorithm produces an estimate µ̃ such that
Pr

[
|µ − µ̃| ≥ ϵ

]
≤ σ2/(Nϵ2) with expected oracle query

complexity less than
(
µEλξ>0[λ

−1
ξ ] + (1 − µ)2c

)
N =(

µEλξ>0[λ
−1
ξ ] + (1 − µ)2c

)
/ϵ2 if the cumulative distri-

bution function of λ is unknown.

The last note about the distribution of λ is to cover
the following reason: if the cumulative distribution of λ is
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known, for the case where no bitstring completes ξ we can
avoid checking all 2c bitstrings. This is because we might
have some confidence that no completing bitstring exists
once sufficiently many (but not all) have been checked.
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FIG. 1. The dynamics of each ξ subspace’s success probability
PL,ξ as a function of search depth l (defined as L = 2l + 1,
described in detail in Sec IIIA). We hold δ = .3 constant;
each PL,ξ, or the orange lines, follows Eq. 8. The horizontal
dashed line is at 1 − δ2, the convergence floor. The blue
line represents the quantity a from Eq. 16, should that L be
the chosen amplitude amplification search depth; our search
routine is converged once a is within the green region. The
vertical dashed line represents Lt, or the minimum search
depth to converge the search, with ϵt ≤ 0.01. Note that not
all of the individual searches have converged at Lt, but the
quantity we will estimate a has. To generate data: c = b = 6,
with an independent identical distribution for the x register.
The oracle f(ξ, ϕ) returns 1 if ξ/8 − 3 > ϕ, with ξ, ϕ treated
as integers, evaluates to true.

III. QUANTUM ALGORITHM

The quantum algorithm works by performing quantum
amplitude estimation [3] on a state synthesized by obliv-
ious quantum amplitude amplification [9]. We encode
the probability distribution of Nature’s possible actions
as a quantum wavefunction on b qubits, perform quan-
tum amplitude amplification to search for a valid reaction
(completing bitstring) to each scenario at once, and use
quantum amplitude estimation to estimate the expecta-
tion value of this per-scenario solved wavefunction on the
oracle at the Heisenberg limit.

The quantum amplitude amplification routine, de-
scribed in detail in Sec. III A, uses a unitary operator SL

and a state preparation operator V to create the sample-

solved wavefunction

|SL⟩ = SLV |0⟩⊗n
=∑

ξ∈Ξ

√
p(ξ) |ξ⟩

(√
1− PL,ξ |Φ̄∗

ξ⟩+
√
PL,ξ |Φ∗

ξ⟩
)

(7)

with L calls to the oracle. This routine runs 2b = |Ξ|
search problems, or a search for the completing bitstring
to each ξ, at once. Each search problem has its own
success probability PL,ξ defined as

PL,ξ = 1− δ2TL(T1/L
(
1/δ)

√
1− λξ

)2
(8)

with TL the Lth Chebyshev polynomial of the first
kind [28]

TL(x) =

{
cos (L arccos (x)) |x| ≤ 1

cosh (L arcosh (x)) x ≥ 1
(9)

(x ≤ −1 is outside the scope of this manuscript). Each
success probability is the overlap of the |xi⟩ component of
the wavefunction with the set of satisfying solutions for
that scenario: PL,ξ = | ⟨ξ,Φ∗

ξ | SL |ξ,+⟩ |2. If, for a given

ξ, there is no completing bitstring ϕ such that f(ξ, ϕ) =
1, then PL,ξ = 0 for all L. Refer to the orange traces in
Fig. 1 to see the dynamics of PL,ξ.
If a scenario ξ is satisfiable, PL,ξ is considered con-

verged for that scenario once it is bound by 1 − δ2 ≤
PL,ξ ≤ 1; this criteria is met when the number of oracle
queries L (and, consequently, depth of the SL routine)
satisfies the inequality

L ≥ log(2/δ)√
λξ

. (10)

Again, refer to Fig 1 to see that, with large enough L,
each individual search success probability converges to
[1− δ2, 1].
This presents a conundrum, as a single L must be cho-

sen such that a large fraction of the individual searches
converge, while still minimizing algorithm runtime. To
resolve this, we need a way to analyze which searches
have converged. This choice of L is made as follows: Let
the probability of drawing a bitstring ξ, such that the
fraction λξ of bitstrings that complete it is equivalent to
some target λ be given by

p(λ) =
∑
ξ∈Ξ

p(ξ)δ(λ− λξ), (11)

where δ(.) is the Kronecker delta function. Using this
definition, notice that, because there is an integer number
of satisfying bitstrings in Φ∗

ξ for a given ξ, there is no λ

such that 0 < λ < 1/|Φ|, and∫ 1

1/|Φ|
p(λ)dλ = µ. (12)



4

We pick some minimum satisfying fraction λt on the in-
terval 1/|Φ| ≤ λt ≤ 1, and define the oblivious ampli-

tude amplification depth as Lt =
⌈
log(2/δ)/

√
λt

⌉
. In

the general case, this Lt may not be large enough to ac-
commodate all λ; we want to quantify this effect. To do
so, break up Eq. 12 as

µ =

∫ λt

1/|Φ|
p(λ)dλ+

∫ 1

λt

p(λ)dλ. (13)

In the above formula, the left integral is the probability
of drawing a scenario ξ such that |Φ∗

ξ | ≠ ∅ (a completing

bitstring exists for ξ), but λξ < λt, meaning the search
for a satisfying solution has not converged to [1 − δ2, 1]
for this scenario. Complementarily, the right integral is
the probability of drawing a scenario such that λξ ≥ λt.
The following bi-directional statements can be made:

λξ ≥ λt ⇔ 1− δ2 ≤ PLt,ξ ≤ 1

λξ < λt ⇔ 0 ≤ PLt,ξ < 1− δ2.
(14)

It will be useful to re-write Eq. 13 as∫ 1

λt

p(λ)dλ = µ−
∫ λt

1/|Φ|
p(λ)dλ = µ− ϵt, (15)

to define ϵt =
∫ λt

1/|Φ| p(λ)dλ.

Next, quantum amplitude estimation (QAE) [3], de-
scribed in greater detail in Sec. III B, is used to extract
an estimate of µ from the problem statement in Eq. 3.
Formally, QAE calculates the probability of receiving a
pair ξ, ϕ such that f(ξ, ϕ) = 1 from a measurement of the
sample-solved wavefunction |SL⟩. This is the quantity a
such that

a =
∑
ξ∈Ξ

p(ξ)PLt,ξ. (16)

With canonical QAE, for O(M) calls to the state prepa-
ration operator SL, we produce an estimate ã that obeys

Pr
[
|a− ã| ≤ 2π

√
a(1− a)

M
+

π2

M2

]
≥ 8

π2
. (17)

This process adds m = log2(M) + 1 ancilla qubits. In
total, our quantum algorithm uses (Lt + 1)(2M − 1) =
2MLt+2M−Lt−1 calls to the oracle f (for the complete
derivation of this, see Sec III B).

Lastly, we characterize the error of the algorithm.
First, we bound the distance between a and µ. Recall
that we have chosen some Lt which can be used to pre-
dict these bounds. Combining Eq. 16 with Eq. 14, we can
see the upper bound on a is a ≤ µ. The lower bound is
a little more involved; first, partition Ξ into two subsets
Ξ≥t = {ξ |λξ ≥ λt} and Ξ<t = {ξ |λξ < λt}. Obviously,
Ξ = Ξ≥t ∪ Ξ<t. Using Eq. 16 again, we can see

a =
∑

ξ∈Ξ≥t

p(ξ)PLt,ξ +
∑

ξ∈Ξ<t

p(ξ)PLt,ξ. (18)

Notice the rightmost sum is ≥ 0, and plugging in the
observation from Eq. 14 for λξ ≥ λt,

a ≥
∑

ξ∈Ξ≥t

p(ξ)PLt,ξ ≥
(
1− δ2

) ∑
ξ∈Ξ≥t

p(ξ). (19)

Using the definition of Ξ≥t and Eq. 11, we can see that∫ 1

λt
p(λ)dλ =

∑
ξ∈Ξt

p(ξ); combined with Eq. 15, we get∑
ξ∈Ξ≥t

p(ξ) = µ− ϵt. Plugging this in to the above, see

a ≥ (µ− ϵt)(1− δ2). (20)

This means (µ − ϵt)(1 − δ2) ≤ a ≤ µ. This is the green
window shown in Fig 1, which a converges to. Plugging
in Eq. 17 and removing the absolute value, we can see
that with probability ≥ 8/π2

a− 2π

√
a(1− a)

M
− π2

M2
≤ ã

≤ µ+ 2π

√
a(1− a)

M
+

π2

M2
, (21)

which can be further simplified by replacing a and using
the bound

√
a(1− a) ≤ 1/2:

(µ− ϵt)(1− δ2)− π

M
− π2

M2
≤ ã ≤ µ+

π

M
+

π2

M2
. (22)

Finally, we can re-write this as

µ− ϵt − µδ2 + ϵtδ
2 − π

M
− π2

M2
≤ ã

≤ µ+
π

M
+

π2

M2
. (23)

This can be summarized by, and proves, the following
theorem.

Theorem 1 (Oracle query complexity). A quantum al-
gorithm exists which can compute an estimate ã such that

Pr
[
|ã−µ| ≤ ϵ

]
≥ 8/π2, where ϵ ≤ ϵt+δ

2µ−δ2ϵt+ π
M+ π2

M2 ,
with (Lt + 1)(2M − 1) calls to the oracle f .

Note that the bounds on this theorem are not tight;
because the algorithm is more likely to underestimate µ
than it is to overestimate it, we bound ϵ with the under-
estimate.

A. Oblivious Quantum Amplitude Amplification
over a Probability Distribution

Here we describe the subroutine used to prepare the
wavefunction in Eq. 7; see Theorem 2 for a proof of cor-
rectness. This process follows the prescription of [9], with
our own additions of an auxiliary register to store the
probability distribution and control the amplitude am-
plification phase oracle. We set the first b qubits aside
for the randomly quantified variables x, and the next
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FIG. 2. The circuit diagram for the algorithm SLV . The first b qubits in the top register host the probability distribution, or
randomly-quantified variables, while the last c qubits host the decision or existentially-quantified variables. As we can see, the
oracle unitary Uf is operationally identical to the oracle in canonical quantum amplitude amplification algorithms. The mixing
unitary only needs to operate on the decision register.

c = n − b qubits for the existentially quantified vari-
ables y. First we define the initial state of the algo-
rithm, which is a probability distribution in the x register
and a uniform superposition in the y register. We then
describe how a quantum amplitude amplification cre-
ates the sample-solved wavefunction introduced in Eq. 7,
which is the probability distribution on the x variables,
with each ξ paired to its completing bitstring ϕ∗ξ , should
it exist.

Given that p(ξ) is the probability that bitstring ξ is
drawn, define the unitary channel P as

P |0⟩⊗b
=

∑
ξ∈Ξ

√
p(ξ) |ξ⟩ , (24)

which encodes the probability distribution over x as a
quantum wavefunction with probability p(ξ) of measur-
ing state |ξ⟩. For some probability distributions P has
O(poly(b)) circuit depth, e.g. normal, log-normal, in-
dependent, or otherwise learnable distributions [29–32],
while it requires exponential circuit depth in the general
case. We prepare the y register in an even superposition,
completing the description for the operator V from Eq. 7
as

V =
(
P ⊗ I2c

)
×
(
I2b ⊗H⊗c

)
. (25)

It will be useful to define the Grover iterate, which is
comprised of a reflection SΦ(β) about the target state
and a reflection S+(α) about the initial state, both pa-
rameterized by an angle through quantum signal process-
ing [10]. Because we only apply the reflection about the
initial state to the y register, our case differs from com-
mon implementations of Grover-type algorithms. Each
possible scenario ξ ∈ Ξ can be thought of as a label for
its own Bloch sphere, with the St and Ss reflections be-
ing transformations in SU(2) on each scenario. This is
why our search algorithm’s query depth depends on the
individual satisfying fractions, λξ.

We have access to the oracle f , where f(ξ, ϕ) = 1 is a
satisfying statement to the oracle and ϕ is a completing

bitstring for scenario ξ. We use this to define a unitary
oracle operator

Uf |ξ, ϕ, z⟩ = |ξ, ϕ, z ⊕ f(ξ, ϕ)⟩ , (26)

which can, in turn, be used to create the reflection about
the target states (see Figure 2):

SΦ(β) = UfZn+1(β)Uf

= I2n − (1− e−iβ)
∑
ξ∈Ξ

(
|ξ⟩ ⟨ξ| ⊗

∑
ϕ∈Φ∗

ξ

|ϕ⟩ ⟨ϕ|
)
. (27)

Note that the target state is labeled by the bitstring ξ,
while the oracle still need only be applied twice.
We also create the reflection about the initial state.

We must clarify this is a reflection about the initial state
in the y, or decision variable, register only. If the mixing
unitary was also applied to the distribution register (first
b qubits), we would end up amplifying all complete bit-
strings, instead of amplifying the completing bitstring,
should it exist, for each scenario. In other words, the
wavefunction stored in the x register is untouched by this
operator. See Figure 2 for a circuit description. This op-
erator acts as

S+(α) = I2n − (1− e−iα)I2b ⊗ |+⟩ ⟨+|⊗c
. (28)

The Grover iterate is defined as G(α, β) =
−S+(α)SΦ(β), and a sequence of l such iterates is our
oblivious quantum amplitude amplification algorithm:

SL = G(αl, βl) . . . G(α1, β1) =

l∏
j=1

G(αj , βj), (29)

which has oracle query complexity L − 1 = 2l. The
phases, α and β, are analytically chosen according to
their index and the depth l of SL:

αj = −βl−j+1 = 2 cot−1
(

tan
(
2πj/L

)√
1− 1/T1/L(1/δ)2

)
. (30)
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This sets up the following

Theorem 2 (Oblivious amplitude amplification over a
probability distribution). The state |SL⟩ can be prepared

as SLV |0⟩⊗n
= |SL⟩, where unitary operator SL uses

2l + 1 queries to the boolean oracle f .

Proof: To see that SLV |0⟩⊗n
= |SL⟩, we show that

a Grover iterate G(α, β) acts on each SU(2) subspace
labeled by its scenario ξ as it would in the original obliv-
ious amplitude amplification work by Yoder et al. [9].
According to [9], given the operators

UΦ(β) = I2n − (1− e−iβ)
∑
ϕ∈Φ∗

|ϕ⟩ ⟨ϕ| , (31)

U+(α) = I2n − (1− e−iα) |+⟩ ⟨+|⊗n
(32)

the following, if α, β are chosen with Eq. 30, is true:

l∏
j=1

[
− U+(αj)UΦ(βj)

]
|+⟩⊗n

=
√
1− PL |Φ̄∗⟩+

√
PL |Φ∗⟩ . (33)

The operators UΦ and U+ act on a SU(2) space. As
such, we can show that SΦ and S+ act on each SU(2)
subspace, as labeled by ξ, the same way that UΦ and U+

act on a single SU(2) space.
The operator SΦ in Eq. 27 is already in this

form. Notice that, because of the projector |ξ⟩ ⟨ξ| ⊗
(
∑

ϕ∈Φ∗
ξ
|ϕ⟩ ⟨ϕ|), the phase −(1 − e−iβ) is only applied

to a state |ξ⟩ |ϕ⟩ if f(ξ, ϕ) = 1. This means we apply
the phase to a bitstring ϕ iff ϕ is satisfying for a given ξ,
meaning we have correctly built the phase unitary from
Eq. 31 for each SU(2) subspace.

To see this is also true for S+, we use the fact that
Ξ = {0, 1}b and thus forms a complete basis. This means
I2b =

∑
ξ∈Ξ |ξ⟩ ⟨ξ|; we can replace the identity in Eq. 28,

giving us

S+ = I2n − (1− e−iα)
∑
ξ∈Ξ

|ξ⟩ ⟨ξ| ⊗ |+⟩ ⟨+|⊗c
, (34)

which will function the same as U+ in Eq. 32 with a label
for each ξ. Note that this still holds when p(ξ) = 0, as
the sample ξ is still a basis vector, it just has no chance
of being chosen as Nature’s move.

B. Quantum amplitude estimation

We will describe the quantum amplitude estimation
(QAE) primitive here. This subroutine functions iden-
tically to the canonical case; as such, we only describe
it, and do not provide any novel observations. From
Sec. IIIA we know that

SLV |0⟩⊗n
=

∑
ξ∈Ξ

√
p(ξ)

(√
1− PL,ξ |Φ̄∗

ξ⟩

+
√
PL,ξ |Φ∗

ξ⟩
)
. (35)

FIG. 3. The circuit diagram for QAE.

Now add an ancilla qubit initialized as |0⟩ and operate
with Uf from Eq. 26 to separate the wavefunction into a
linear combination of a “good” state |ψ1⟩ marked with a
|1⟩ in the ancilla and a “bad” state |ψ0⟩ marked with a
|0⟩ in the ancilla:

Uf |SL⟩ |0⟩ =∑
ξ∈Ξ

√
p(ξ)

(√
1− PL,ξ |Φ̄∗

ξ⟩ |0⟩+
√
PL,ξ |Φ∗

ξ⟩ |1⟩
)

=
√
1− a |ψ0⟩ |0⟩+

√
a |ψ1⟩ |1⟩ . (36)

If we were to measure the ancilla qubit, we would receive
|1⟩ with probability a, which can be expressed as the
µ+O(ϵ) quantity from Eq. 16,

a =
∑
ξ∈Ξ

p(ξ)PL,ξ. (37)

It will be uesful to define the operator A = UfSLV such
that

A |0⟩⊗n |0⟩ =
√
1− a |ψ0⟩ |0⟩+

√
a |ψ1⟩ |1⟩ (38)

To estimate a, QAE applies quantum phase estimation
to the operator

Q = A
(
I2n+1 − 2 |0⟩ ⟨0|⊗n+1 )A†(

I2n+1 − 2 |ψ0⟩ |0⟩ ⟨ψ0| ⟨0|
)

= A
(
I2n+1 − 2 |0⟩ ⟨0|⊗n+1 )A†(I2n ⊗−Zn+1

)
. (39)

If A = UfSLV then A† = V †S†
LUf . This is possible for

known circuits by reversing the circuit order and negating
the angles; it is more complicated but still possible if P is
not known [33]. We add m “sample” qubits initialized in

|+⟩⊗m
, labeled j ∈ [0, . . . ,m − 1]. Recall that M = 2m.

For each sample qubit, we perform |1⟩ ⟨1|j⊗Q2j . Finally,

we perform an inverse quantum fourier transform, QFT †,
on the sample qubits, and measuring them in the Z basis.
This circuit can be seen in Fig. 3.
The final measurement produces some m-bit string d;

interpreted as an integer, we calculate our estimate as

ã = sin2(dπ/M). (40)

This estimate obeys the inequality

Pr
[
|ã− a| ≤ 2π

√
a(1− a)

M
+

π2

M2

]
≥ 8

π2
. (41)
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The estimation routine applies the operator Q a total
of

∑m−1
j=0 2j times, which simplifies to 2m − 1 = M − 1

times. As each application of Q runs A and A†, the
operator A or its Hermitian conjugate is run 2(M − 1)+
1 = 2M − 1 times total. From Sec. IIIA and Thm. 2
each application of A or its inverse has L + 1 calls to
the oracle. This echoes our result in Sec. III: the total
number of oracle calls is (2M − 1)(L+ 1).

IV. COMPUTATIONAL COMPLEXITY OF
ESTIMATING THE EXPECTATION VALUE

To complete our argument, we also prove that calcu-
lating µ such that

R

x∃y(E[f(x, y)] = µ) is ♯P-Hard. This
can be shown by reduction from graph reliability: Given
a graph G = (V, E) of vertices V and edges E , compute
the reliability of the network, given as the probability
that two fixed nodes u and v are connected, when each
edge has a 1/2 probability of failing. This problem is
♯P-Complete [34, 35]. Note that we do not claim our al-
gorithm provides a speedup to this problem; this problem
is only introduced for the purposes of a proof.

Theorem 3 (Complexity of computing the expected
value of the random-exist quantified oracle). It is ♯P-
Hard to compute µ such that

R

x∃y
(
E[f(x, y)] = µ

)
.

Proof: Suppose we are given an instance of graph re-
liability on a graph G = (V, E) with target nodes u and
v. Set b = c = |E| qubits for the x and y (Nature and
player) registers. Let the state 0 on bit j ∈ [0, b) (register
x) imply the jth edge has failed, and let the state 1 on
bit j ∈ [b, c) (register y) imply that edge j is included in
the path.

An oracle g takes a b-bit (or c-bit) string z, which
represents a path, as an input, and tells us if u and v are
connected by edges in E by that string z; g(z) = 1 implies
that one can walk between u and v following instructions
from string z. Thus, for an attempted path ϕ in the y
register and scenario ξ, the oracle on g(ξ ∧ ϕ) will be 0
if the failures in the specific scenario prohibit traversal,
and will be 1 if there is still a valid path.

Therefore, if we define f(x, y) = g(x ∧ y), we can
see that the reliability of the graph equals µ such thatR

x∃y
(
E[f(x, y)] = µ

)
.

V. DISCUSSION OF ADVANTAGE

We describe some situations where the quantum algo-
rithm has lower query complexity to reach the same ad-
ditive error ϵ. From Sec. II Conj. 1 and Sec. III Thm. 1,
the classical query complexity is(

µEλξ>0[λ
−1
ξ ] + (1− µ)2c

)
/ϵ2 (42)

and the quantum query complexity is

(Lt + 1)(2M − 1). (43)

For the quantum algorithm, we have ϵ ≤ ϵt+δ
2µ−δ2ϵt+

π
M + π2

M2 . As stated in the Introduction, and visible here,
the performance is mostly characterized by the distribu-
tion of the parameter λ. There is a quantum advantage
in oracle query complexity whenever the following holds:

(Lt +1)(2M − 1) <
(
µEλξ>0[λ

−1
ξ ] + (1− µ)2c

)
/ϵ2. (44)

Assume that λ = O(1/2c). Recall that Lt =
⌈log2(2/δ)⌉/

√
λt. If we substitute for λ, the total ora-

cle complexity is (⌈log2(2/δ)/
√
2c⌉+1)(2M − 1). In this

case, ϵt = 0, so δ + π/M + π2/M2 = ϵ is sufficient. If
we let δ = ϵ/2 and M = 2π/

(√
2ϵ+ 1− 1

)
this criteria is

met; we can re-write the quantum query complexity as

(
⌈√

2c log2(4/ϵ)
⌉
+ 1)(

4π(√
2ϵ+ 1− 1

) − 1). (45)

In Big-O notation (dropping the logarithmic factor for

simplicity) we get Õ
(√

2c/ϵ
)
. If we re-write the classical

query complexity as O
(
2c/ϵ2

)
, we can see that, when

λ = O(1/2c), the quantum algorithm has a quadratic
advantage.
An open question is how the query complexity might

separate for other distributions of λ, for known and un-
known cumulative distribution functions (CDF) of λ. If
the CDF is unknown, for a single ξ the classical algo-
rithm needs to check all 2c c−bit strings if no completing
one exists. However, the quantum algorithm only needs
to check up to some λt > 0, instead of all 2c strings, to
reach convergence. If the quantum algorithm can try a
few λt, this might open the door for exponential speedups
at λ = O(1). The existence of such a performance sep-
aration is an open question. If the CDF is known, it is
likely a classical algorithm exists where we can assume
no completing string exists after enough searching; it is
an open question how the performance of each algorithm
can be bound in this case.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we discussed a classical and quantum al-
gorithm for a stochastic programming task: compute the
probability we have a valid reaction to an event caused
by Nature. This problem, for an oracle function, was
shown to be ♯P-Hard. The classical algorithm works
by drawing random samples and performing brute-force
search on each sample, while the quantum algorithm en-
codes Nature’s potential moves as a quantum wavefunc-
tion, solves the search problem over search scenario (ba-
sis vector) in the wavefunction via oblivious amplitude
estimation, then extract an estimate via quantum am-
plitude estimation. The performance separation of the
algorithms depends on the fraction of bitstrings that are
completing bitstrings for a given scenario, as well as the
distribution of this parameter across different scenarios.
We show that the canonical quadratic separation seen in
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quantum amplitude estimation and amplification exists
when λ = O(1/2c). This work fits into a broader effort to
use quantum computers to solve problems with stochas-
ticity (see e.g. [13, 14, 16]) by showing how a quantum
computer can solve many problems at once, with each
problem encoded by some basis vector in a wavefunction,
and how to estimate statistics of the solved problems at
the Heisenberg limit.
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