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Abstract. The first separation between quantum polynomial time arssidal bounded-error polynomial time was
due to Bernstein and Vaziraniin 1993. They first showél &) vs. £2(n) quantum-classical oracle separation based
on the quantum Hadamard transform, and then showed how tbfithis into a n®™ time quantum algorithm
and an?(°2™) classical query lower bound.

We generalize both aspects of this speedup. We show thateackass of unitary circuits (which we calispersing
circuits) can be used in place of Hadamards to obtail{( B vs. {2(n) separation. The class of dispersing circuits
includes all quantum Fourier transforms (including ovenatzelian groups) as well as nearly all sufficiently long
random circuits. Second, we give a general method for agipgjfquantum-classical separations that allows us to
achieve m®™ vs.n?(°2 ") separation from any dispersing circuit.

1 Background

Understanding the power of quantum computation relativeassical computation is a fundamental ques-
tion. When we look at which problems can be solved in quantutmbt classical polynomial time, we get
a wide range: quantum simulation, factoring, approxintathre Jones polynomial, Pell’s equation, estimat-
ing Gauss sums, period-finding, group order-finding and elacting some mildly non-abelian symme-
tries [Sho97,Hal07,Wat01,FIND3,vDHI03]. However, when we look at what algorithmic toeldst on a
guantum computer, the situation is not nearly as diversartfpom the BQP-complete problems [AJL06],
the main tool for solving most of these problems is a quanteurier transform (QFT) over some group.
Moreover, the successes have been for cases where the gralglian or close to abelian in some way. For
sufficiently nonabelian groups, there has been no indicdliat the transforms are useful even though they
can be computed exponentially faster than classicallyekample, while an efficient QFT for the symmet-
ric group has been intensively studied for over a decadeusecaf its connection to graph isomorphism, it
is still unknown whether it can be used to achieve any kindoeesglup over classical computation [Bea97].

The first separation between quantum computation and ramddntomputation was the Recursive
Fourier Sampling problem (RFS) [BV97]. This algorithm hagtcomponents, namely using a Fourier
transform, and using recursion. Shortly after this, Sim@hgorithm and then Shor’s algorithm for factoring
were discovered, and the techniques from these algorittavis heen the focus of most quantum algo-
rithmic research since [Sim97,Sho97]. These developedtivg hidden subgroup framework. The hidden
subgroup problem is an oracle problem, but solving certages of it would result in solutions for factor-
ing, graph isomorphism, and certain shortest lattice vguoablems. Indeed, it was hoped that an algorithm
for graph isomorphism could be found, but recent evidenggests that this approach may not lead to
one [HMR"06]. As a way to understand new techniques, this oracle pnollas been very important, and
it is also one of the very few where super-polynomial spestgve been found [IMS01,BCvDO05].

In comparison to factoring, the RFS problem has receivedhniess attention. The problem is defined
as a property of a tree with labeled nodes and it was proveretsobvable with a quantum algorithm
super-polynomially faster than the best randomized algori This tree was defined in terms of the Fourier
coefficients ovefZ;. The definition was rather technical, and it seemed thatithpliity of the Fourier
coefficients for this group was necessary for the constractd work. Even the variants introduced by
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Aaronson [Aar03] were still based on the same QFT @&4grwhich seemed to indicate that this particular
abelian QFT was a key part of the qguantum advantage for RFS.

The main result of this paper is to show that the RFS struatarebe generalized far more broadly. In
particular, we show that an RFS-style super-polynomiakdpp is achievable using almost any quantum
circuit, and more specifically, it is also true for any Foutiansform (even nonabelian), not just ov&}.
This illustrates a more general power that quantum comipuataias over classical computation when using
recursion. The condition for a quantum circuit to be usefulgn RFS-style speedup is that the circuit be
dispersing a concept we introduce to mean that it takes many differgnits to fairly even superpositions
over most of the computational basis.

Our algorithm should be contrasted with the original RFSatgm. One of the main differences be-
tween classical and quantum computing is so-called gartbegeesults from computing. It is important in
certain cases, and crucial in recursion-based quantumithigs because of quantum superpositions, that in-
termediate computations are uncomputed and that erroretdmmpound. The original RFS paper [BV97]
avoided the error issue by using an oracle problem whereg epgntum state create from it had the exact
property necessary with no errors. Their algorithm coulekttalerated polynomially small errors, but in this
paper we relax this significantly. We show that even if we caly oreate states with constant accuracy at
each level of recursion, we can still carry through a reseraigorithm which introduces new constant-sized
errors a polynomial number of times.

The main technical part of our paper shows that most quantrouits can be used to construct sepa-
rations relative to appropriate oracles. To understandliffieulty here, consider two problems that occur
when one tries to define an oracle whose output is relatectarttplitudes that result from running a circuit.
First, it is not clear how to implement such an oracle sinéedint amplitudes have different magnitudes,
and only phases can be changed easily. Second, we need Envenace we can prove that a classical al-
gorithm requires many queries to solve the problem. If tleeler outputs many bits, this can be difficult or
impossible to achieve. For example, the matrix entries ofabelian groups can quickly reveal which rep-
resentation is being used. To overcome these two problenshowe that there are binary-valued functions
that can approximate the complex-valued output of quanturnits in a certain way.

One by-product of our algorithm is related to the Fouriengfarm of the symmetric group. Despite
some initial promise for solving graph isomorphism, the syetric group QFT has still not found any
application in quantum algorithms. One instance of ourltésthe first example of a problem (albeit a rather
artificial one) where the QFT over the symmetric group is useathieve a super-polynomial speedup.

2 Statement of results

Our main contributions are to generalize the RFS algorithfB\@97] in two stages. First, [BV97] described
the problem of Fourier sampling ovér;, which has arO(1) vs. £2(n) separation between quantum and
randomized complexities. We show that here the QFT @¥ecan be replaced with a QFT over any group,
or for that matter with almost any quantum circuit. Next, [BX turned Fourier sampling into recursive
Fourier sampling with a recursive technique. We will getieeathis construction to cope with error and to
amplify a larger class of quantum speedups. As a result, wduwa any of the linear speedups we have
found into superpolynomial speedups

Let us now explain each of these steps in more detail. WeaepkeO(1) vs £2(n) separation based on
Fourier sampling with a similar separation based on a manergé problem calledracle identification In
the oracle identification problem, we are given access taati@?, : X — {0, 1} wherea € A, for some
setsA and X with log |A|,log | X| = ©(n). Our goal is to determine the identity @f Further, assume that
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we have access to a testing ora€le: A — {0,1} defined byT,(a’) = ¢, , that will let us confirm that
we have the right answer.

A quantum algorithm for identifying: can be described as follows: first prepare a statg using
q queries to0,, then perform a POVM 11}y ca (with Y~ , 11, < I to allow for the possibility of a
“failure” outcome), using no further queriesd®,. The success probability {$,|11,|¢,). For our purposes,
it will suffice to place a2(1) lower bound on this probability: say that for each(y, |11,|¢.) > ¢ for some
constan® > 0. On the other hand, any classical algorithm trivially regsi> log(|A|0) = {2(n) oracle calls
to identify a with success probabilityy 4. This is because each query returns only one bit of infoilrmatin
Theorem 9 we will describe how a large class of quantum ds@an achieve thi® (1) vs. 2(n) separation,
and in Theorems 11 and 12 we will show specifically that QFTsranst random circuits fall within this
class.

Now we describe the amplification step. This is a variant ef [BV97] procedure in which making
an oracle call in the original problem requires solving a-puiiblem from the same family as the original
problem. Iterating thig times turns query complexity into ¢®¥), so choosing’ = O(log n) will yield
the desired polynomial vs. super-polynomial separatioea VWM generalize this construction by defining an
amplified version of oracle identification callegcursive oracle identificatianThis is described in the next
section, where we will see how it gives rise to superpolyrabrspeedups from a broad class of circuits.

We conclude that quantum speedups—even superpolynongatisps—are much more common than
the conventional wisdom would suggest. Moreover, as usefihe QFT has been to quantum algorithms,
it is far from the only source of quantum algorithmic advaeta

3 Recursive amplification

In this section we show that once we are given a constant ydirsear separation (for quantum versus
classical oracle identification), we are able to amplifystto a super-polynomial speedup. We require a
much looser definition than in [BV97] because the constas¢ can have a large error.

Definition 1. For setsA, X, let f : A x X — {0,1} be a function. To set the scale of the problem, let
|X| = 2" and |A| = 2°("). Define the set of oraclefD, : a € A} by O,(z) = f(a,z), and the states
lpa) = ﬁ > ex (—1)7@|2). The single-level oracle identification problem is definethé the task of

determininga given access t@,. LetU be a family of quantum circuits, implicitly depending onwe say
that U solves the single-level oracle identification problem if

{alUlpa)* > 2(1)
for all sufficiently largen and alla € A. In this case, we define the POUNI, },c4 by IT, = U'|a)(a| U.

When this occurs, it means thatan be identified fron®, with £2(1) success probability and using a
single query. In the next section, we will show how a broag<laf unitaried/ (the so-calleddispersing
unitaries) allow us to construgt for which U solves the single-level oracle identification problem. féhe
are natural generalizations to oracle identification gFotsl requiring many queries, but we will not explore
them here.

Theorem 2. Suppose we are given a single-level oracle problem withtimmg and unitaryU running in
timepoly(n). Then we can construct a modified oracle problem frgomhich can be solved by a quantum

3 This will later allow us to turn two-sided into one-sided arrunfortunately it also means that a non-deterministicinu
machine can find with a single query td%,. Thus, while the oracle defined in BV is a candidate for plgd&®P outside PH,
ours will not be able to place BQP outside of NP. This limadatappears not to be fundamental, but we will leave the proble
of circumventing it to future work.
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computer in polynomial time (and queries), but requiré&!'°s™) queries for any classical algorithm that
succeeds with probability + n=o0°s™).

We start by defining the modified version of the problem (D&b6ni3 below), and describing a quantum
algorithm to solve it. Then in Theorem 4 we will show that theagtum algorithm solves the problem
correctly in polynomial time, and in Theorem 6, we will shdvat randomized classical algorithms require
superpolynomial time to have a nonnegligible probabilitguccess.

The recursive version of the problem simply requires thatlzer instance of the problem be solved in
order to access a value at a child. Figure 1 illustrates thetste of the problem.

Fig. 1. A depthk node at location: = (x1,...,zx) is labeled by its secret, and a bith,. The secres, can be computed from
the bitsb,, of its children, and once it is known, the it is computed from the oracl®(z, s.) = b.. If = is a leaf then it has no
secret and we simply have = O(z). The goal is to compute the secret hjtat the root.

Using the notation from Figure 1, the relation between aedegr and the bit$, of its children is given
by by = f(sz, 2’), where f is the function from the single-level oracle identificatiproblem. Thus by
computing enough of the bitg, , b,,, . .. corresponding to childrem, i, . . ., we can solve the single-level
oracle identification problem to fingl,. Of course computing thi, will require finding the secret strings
sy, Which requires finding the bits dfieir children and so on, until we reach the bottom layer whereigsier
return answer bits without the need to first produce searegst

Definition 3. A level{ recursive oracle identification problem is specifiedXyA and f from a single-level
oracle identification problem (Definition 1), any functisn ) U X UX x X U...U X% 1 — A, and any
final answer, € {0,1}. Given these ingredients, an oradleis defined which takes inputs in

/—1
U [X’f x A} U x?
k=0
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and to return outputs if0, 1, FAIL }. Oninputszy, ...,z € X,a € Awith1 < k < ¢, O returns

O(ﬂi‘l,...,l’k,a) :f(s(l'l,...,l'k_l),ﬂjk) Whena:s(xlv"ka) (l)
O(xy,...,zk,a) = FAIL whena # s(zq,...,zk). (2

If k = 0, thenO(s(0)) = by and O(a) = FAIL if a # s(0). Whenk = ¢,

0(331, cee 7'1'() = f(S(ZL'l, s 7'1'(—1)73:5)'
The recursive oracle identification problem is to deterntipgiven access t@.

Note that the function gives the values, in Figure 1. These values are actually defined in the oracle
and can be chosen arbitrarily at each node. Note also thairtteée defined here effectively includes a
testing oracle, which can determine whethet s(x1,...,xx) foranya € A, z;,...,z; € X with one
query. (Whenz = (x1,...,x%), we uses(x1,...,x;) ands, interchangeably.) A significant difference
between our construction and that of [BV97] is that the valoks at different nodes can be set completely
independently in our construction, whereas [BV97] had aparated consistency requirement.

The algorithm. Now we turn to a quantum algorithm for the recursive orackntdication problem.

If a quantum computer can identifywith one-sidefl error 1 — § using time7" andq queries in the non-
recursive problem, then we will show that the recursive ieersan be solved in tim@((q%)fﬂ. For
concreteness, suppose that) = ﬁ S pex(—1)7@®|2), so thatg = 1; the case whep > 1 is an
easy, but tedious, generalization. Suppose that our fgangiquantum circuit id/, soa can be identified
by applying the POVM 1, }ore 4 With 1T, = UT |a’){a’| U to the statéyp, ).

The intuitive idea behind our algorithm is as follows: At bdevel, we finds(x1, ..., zx) by recur-
sively computings(x1,...,xx1) for eachz,,q (in superposition) and using this information to create
many copies ofw,(,,, .. z,)), from which we can extract our answer. However, we need towaddor the
errors carefully so that they do not blow up as we iterate ¢oension. In what follows, we will adopt the
convention that Latin letters in kets (ela), |x), .. .) denote computational basis states, while Greek letters
(e.9.1¢), ), ...) are general states that are possibly superpositions oaey epmputational basis states.
Also, we let the subscripf, indicate a dependence @uy, ..., x;). The recursive oracle identification
algorithm is as follows:

Algorithm: FIND
Input: |x1,...,z)|0) for k < ¢
Output: a(y = s(z1,...,rx) UP tO errore = (§/8)%, wheres is the constant from the oracle. This means

|z1, ... ok) [ /T =€) |0)ag)) Sy + m]lﬂ(ék))] , wheree i,y < e and|()) and](ék)> are arbitrary.
(We can assume this form without loss of generality by alisgrphases int¢¢)) and](ék)>.)

Create the superpositi% reprex |Tre)-

If k+1 < £then letag,1) = FIND(z1, ..., zx41) (With error < ¢), otherwisea ;1) = 0.

Call the oracleD(z1, . .., Tk 41, a(41)) t0 apply the phase—1)7(s(@1i)z+1) using the keya 4 1).
If k+ 1 < ¢then call FIND to (approximately) uncompuigy 1)

We are now left with@ ;) ), which is close Ay, .. 2,))-

Repeat steps 1+ = % In § times to obtain@;,) "™

Coherently measurgll, } on each copy and test the results (i.e. agplytest the result, and apply®).
7. If any tests pass, copy the corregt) to an output register, along with) to indicate success.

arown P

o

4 One-sided error is a reasonable demand given our accesestirmytoracle. Most of these results go through with tweaid
error as well, but for notational simplicity, we will not egpe them here.
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Otherwise put &l) in the output to indicate failure.
8. Let everything else comprise the junk registgy,)).

Theorem 4. Calling FIND on |0) solves the recursive oracle problem in quantum polynonmaé t

Proof. The proof is by backward induction df we assume that the algorithm returns with eroe for

k + 1 and prove it fork. The initial step wherk = / is trivial since there is no need to computg ;, and
thus no source of error. § < ¢, then assume that correctness of the algorithm has alressty firoved for
k + 1. Therefore Step 2 leaves the state

T 2l [y = e O] + E D KGen)]
:Bk+1€X

In Step 3, we assume for simplicity that the oracle was callatitional on the success of Step 2. This
yields

W) = \/— Z |Tx41) [ Hag @) 1 — €k+1) 0@+ ICk41)) + \/5(k+1)|1>|qk+1)>] :

Ik+1€X

Now define the statg) ;) by

1 a Tl
[Y)) = X > (—nf ) gy ) [ 1 — 1) [0}t 1)) IS (k41)) + \/5(k+1)‘1>‘qk+1)>} -
Tp1€X
Note that )
(W) = x| > (1 — ks t (—1)f(a(’“)’x’“+l)€(k+1)> :
Tp1€X

This quantity is real and always 1 — 2¢(;,1) > v/1 — 4¢ by the induction hypothesis. Let

1

D)) = x|

> (D) g )]0).

Tp1€X

Note that FIND |y, ...,z ¥3) = |21,..., 2k, d)). Thus there exists;, such that applying FIND
to |x1, ... ,;Uk>|1/)Ek)> yields

21, .., %) ® [ 1 —dey b)) + 45(/f)“ﬁ,(k)ﬂ ’

Where<¢(k)|¢,(k)> =0 andz—:(k) <e.
We now want to analyze the effects of measudiig, } when we are given the state

o)) = /1 = 4ew) b)) + 1/ 4er) (k)

instead ofl¢y)). If we define|| M ||, = tr v MTM for a matrixM, then|| | o) ) (i | — |0 ) (D | 11 =
4./Ek) [FvdG99]. Thus

Py Hagy [9k)) = (D) Hagy D)) —4\/Ek) = 6 — 4, /Ey = 6/2.

In the last step we have choser= (5/8)2.
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Finally, we need to guarantee that with probabilityl — ¢ at least one of the tests in Step 6 passes. After
applyingU and the test oracle tig(;)), we have> /5/2 overlap with a successful test and /1 — §/2
overlap with an unsuccessful test. When we repeatittisnes, the amplitude in the subspace corresponding
to all tests failing is< (1 — §/2)"/2 < e=™/4, If we choosen = (2/6)In(1/¢) = (4/6)In(8/6) then the
failure amplitude will be< /¢, as desired.

To analyze the time complexity, first note that the run-timé&{7") times the number of queries made
by the algorithm, and we have assumed fhiag polynomial inn. Suppose the algorithm at leviekequires
Q(k) queries. Then steps 2 and 4 requin€)(k + 1) queries each, steps 3 and 6 requitgqueries each
and togethe(k) = 2mQ(k + 1) + 2m. The base case s = ¢, for which Q(¢) = 0, since there are
no secret strings to calculate for the leaves. The total mmrabqueries required for the algorithm is then
Q(0) ~ (2m)?. If we choose/ = log n the quantum query complexity will thus b&'°&2m = nO() and
the quantum complexity will be polynomial imcompared with the:*?(°¢™) jower bound.

This concludes the demonstration of the polynomial-timargum algorithm. Now we turn to the clas-
sicalnf?(°s™) |ower bound. Our key technical result is the following lemma

Lemma 5. Define the recursive oracle identification problem as abwaith a functionf : Ax X — {0,1}
andasecres : )UX UX x XU...UX ! Aencoded in an oracl®. Fix a deterministic classical
algorithm that makes< @ queries toO. Then ifs and ANS are chosen uniformly at random, the probability
that ANS is output by the algorithm is

1 Q log | A\ ~*
§§+max<‘AP/3—Q’Q< 3 > )

Using Yao’s minimax principle and plugging je| = 2°*, ¢ = log n and@Q = n°(°2™) readily yields

Theorem 6. If log |A| = n®?(M) and ¢ = 2(logn), then any randomized classical algorithm usiQg=
n°(eem) queries will havel + n~?(°e™) probability of successfully outputtingNS.

Proof (of Lemma5)LetT =0 U X U...U X’ denote the tree on which the oracle is defined. We say that
a nodex € T has beerhit by the algorithm if position: has been queried by the oracle together with the
correct secret, i.60(s(z), z) has been queried. The only way to find to obtain informatioouaA NS is
for the algorithm to query) with the appropriate secret; in other words, tofhit
Forz,y € T we say thatr is anancestorof y, and thaty is adescendantf z, if y = = x z for some
z € T.If z € X then we say thay is achild of = and thatr is aparentof y. Now defineS C T to be the
set of allx € T such that: has been hit but none afs ancestors have been. Also define a functign) to
be the depth of a node i.e. for allz € X*, d(x) = k. We combine these definitions to declare an invariant

log | A]\ /")
7 —
> (*57)

zeSs

The key properties of we need are that:

. Initially Z = 0.

. If the algorithm is successful then it terminates with= 1.

. Only oracle queries change the valugZof

. Querying a leaf can add at mdsig |A|/3)~¢ to Z.

. Querying an internal node (i.e. not a leaf) can add at Ay$#|'/? — Q) to E Z, whereE indicates the
expectation over random choicessof

a b~ wNPEk
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Combining these facts yields the desired bound.

Properties 14 follow directly from the definition (with thequality in property 4 because it is possible
to query a node that has already been hit). To establish gyopesuppose that the algorithm queries node
x € T and that it has previously hit of z’s children. This gives us some partial information abs{t).

We can model this information as a partition 4finto 2* disjoint setsAy, ..., A, (of which some could
be empty). From thé& bits returned by the oracle on tlechildren ofz we have successfully queried, we
know not only thats(z) € A, but thats(z) € A; for somei € {1,...,2%}.

We will now divide the analysis into two cases. Either< 1 log|A| or k > £ log |A|. We will argue
that in the former cased,| is likely to be large, and so we are unlikely so successfullgsgs(z), while
in the latter case even a successful guess will not incr&aSehe latter casek( > %log |A]) is easier, so
we consider it first. In this cas&;, only changes if: is hit in this step and neither nor any of its ancestors
have been previously hit. Then even though hittingvill contribute (log |A|/3)~4®) to Z, it will also
remove thek children fromS (as well as any other descendantsedf which will decrease” by at least
E(log|A|/3)~4=)=1 > (log | A|/3)~4(*), resulting in a net decrease Bf

Now suppose that < %log |A|. Recall that our information aboutx) can be expressed by the fact
that s(x) € A; for somei € {1,...,2*}. Since the values of were chosen uniformly at random, we
havePr(4;) = |A;|/|A|. Say that a set|; is badif |4;| < |A|?>/3/2F. Then for a particular bad set;,
Pr(4;) < |A|='/32=*. From the union bound, we see that the probability tatbad set is chosen is
< |A|—1/3_

Assume then that we have chosen a gooddgemeaning that conditioned on the values of the children
there argl4;| > |A|*/3/2% > |A|'/3 possible values of(z). However, previous failed queries atmay
also have ruled out specific possible values:ofrhere have been at mo§t queries atr, so there are>
\A[l/?’ — @ possible values of(x) remaining. (Queries to any other nodes in the graph yielahfasrnation
ons(z).) Thus the probability of hitting: is < 1/(|A|'/® — Q) if we have chosen a good set. We also have a
< |A|~1/3 probability of choosing a bad set, so the total probabilitpitting z (in the k < %log |A| case)
is < |[A|713 +1/(JA]Y3 — Q) < 2/(|AIY? — Q). Finally, hitting z will increaseZ by at most one, so the
largest possible increase BfZ when querying a non-leaf node is 2/(]A|'/3 — Q). This completes the
proof of property 5 and thus the Lemma.

4 Dispersing Circuits

In this section we defindispersingcircuits and show how to construct an oracle problem with resstant
versus linear separation from any such circuit. In the nexgtisns we will show how to find dispersing
circuits. Our strategy for finding speedups will be to stathwa unitary circuitU which acts om qubits and
has size polynomial in. We will then try to find an oracle for whiclti” efficiently solves the corresponding
oracle identification problem. Next we need to define a stafethat can be prepared with(1) oracle calls
and has2(1) overlap withUf|a). This is accomplished by letting, ) be a state of the for2"/2 3" +|z).
We can preparéyp,) with only two oracle calls (or one, depending on the modal}, tb guarantee that
|(a|U]¢,)| can be made large, we will need an additional conditio®oRor anya € A, U'|a) should have
amplitude that is mostly spread out over the entire comjauak basis. When this is the case, we say that
is dispersing The precise definition is as follows:

Definition 7. LetU be a quantum circuit on qubits. For0 < «, 8 < 1, we say thaU is («, 3)-dispersing
if there exists a sett C {0, 1}"™ with |A| > 2% and
Y lalUle)| = p25. (3)
ze{0,1}m

for all a € A.
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Note that the LHS of (3) can also be interpreted asith@orm of UT|a).

The speedup in [BV97] usd$ = H®", which is (1,1)-dispersing since., |(a| H®"|x)| = 2"/2 for all
a. Similarly the QFT over the cyclic group is (1,1)-dispesimNonabelian QFTs do not necessarily have
the same strong dispersing properties, but they satisfya@valefinition that is still sufficient for a quantum
speedup. Suppose that the measurement operator is ingtireedcas, = U(|a)(a| @ I)UT, wherea is a
string onm bits andl denotes the identity operator an- m bits. ThenU still permits oracle identification,
but our requirements that be dispersing are now relaxed. Here, we give a definitionithi@ibse enough
for our purposes, although further weakening would stilpbssible.

Definition 8. Let U be a quantum circuit om qubits. For0 < o, < 1 and0 < m < n, we say that/
is (o, 8)-pseudo-dispersing if there exists a set_ {0,1}"™ with |A| > 2% such that for alla € A there
exists a unit vectofy) € C>"~™ such that

> Halw|Ulz)| > 25 (4)

ze€{0,1}"

This is a weaker property than being dispersing, meaningaima(«, 5)-dispersing circuit is als¢x, 3)-
pseudo-dispersing.
We can now state our basic constant vs. linear query separati

Theorem 9. If U is («, B)-pseudo-dispersing, then there exists an oracle problefohwdan be solved with
one query, one use &f and success probability23/7)2. However, any classical randomized algorithm
that succeeds with probability 6 must use> an + log § queries.

Before we prove this Theorem, we state a Lemma about how veddissof the forn2—"/2 3" '« |z)
can be approximated by states of the f@m#/2 Y +|x).

Lemma 10. For any vector(xz1, ... ,z4) € C? there existg6, ... ,0,) € {+1}¢ such that

d .
PRE =D E
s i1

The proof is in the full version of the pap&}|

Proof of Theorem 9SinceU is («, 5)-pseudo-dispersing, there exists adet {0,1}™ with |A] > 29"
and satisfying (4) for each € A. The problem will be to determine by querying an oracl®,(x). No
matter how we define the oracle, as long as it returns only pebcall any classical randomized algorithm
makingq queries can have success probability no greater 2lat* (or else guessing could succeed with
probability > 27" without making any queries). This implies the classicaldowound.

Givena € A, to define the oracl®,, first use the definition to choose a state satisfying (4). Then
by Lemma 10 (below), choose a vectbthat (when normalized t®)) will approximate the stat&’™|a)|v)).
DefineO,(x) so that(—1)%(®) = g, = 27/2(z|9). By construction,

2
2772 (a|(|U16)| > —p (5)
which implies that creatingf), applyingU, and measuring the first register has probabitity(23/7)? of
yielding the correct answe. O

® Another possible way to generalize [BV97] is to considereoiimitaries of the forni/ = A®™, for A € Us. However, itis not
hard to show that the only way for sucl/ato be (£2(1), £2(1))-dispersing is fotd to be of the forme??17= [f¢i¢29=,
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5 Any quantum Fourier transform is pseudo-dispersing

In this section we start with some special cases of dispgi@nauits by showing that any Fourier transform
is dispersing. In the next section we show that most cirargsdispersing.

The original RFS paper [BV97] used the fact tHa®" is (1,1)-dispersing to obtain their startiig(1)
vs {2(n) separation. The QFT on the cyclic group (or any abelian groufact) is also (1,1)-dispersing. In
fact, if we will accept a pseudo-dispersing circuit, theg @+ T will work:

Theorem 11. Let G be a group with irrepgs and d,, denoting the dimension of irrep. Then the Fourier
transform oveiG is («, 1/+/2)-pseudo-dispersing, whete= (log >_, d,)/log |G| > 1/2.

Via Theorem 9 and Theorem 2, this implies that any QFT can bd tgsobtain a superpolynomial quantum
speedup. For most nonabelian QFTs, this is the first exanfiplpr@blem which they can solve more quickly
than a classical computer.

Proof (Proof of Theorem 11).et A = {(\,i): A€ G i e {1,...,dx\}}.

Let V, denote the representation space corresponding to an)reegs. The Fourier transform ot
maps vectors iiC[G] to superpositions of vectors of the forfth) vy ) |ve) for |v1), |ve) € Vi.

Fix a particular choice ok and|i) € V. If U denotes the QFT o&' then let

p=U" (W()\] ® |i)(i| ® %) U.

DefineV := supp p, and letE,,, 1 denote an expectation ovir) chosen uniformly at random from unit
vectors inV® Finally, let IT be the projector ont®". Note thatp = I7/dy = E |¢)(3)].

Because of the invariance pflinder right-multiplication by group elements (i(&1|p|g2) = (g1h|p|g2h)
for all g1, g2, h € GG), we have for any that

1 1 1
(glel) = 17 Eh:(ghlplgm = g ) = i1 (6)
SinceE |¢) (¢| = p, (6) implies that
1
lwgv|(9|¢>|2 = (glplg) = ar
Next, we would like to analyz& |(g|y)|*.

‘g {glw)|* = Ig tr (|9) (gl @ [g)(gl) - ([¥) (¥ @ [¥) () (7)
= tr (9} o] @ la)ol) Foes (T 1) (®)
< tr(|lg)(gl @ 19)(gl) - (I + SWAP)(p @ p) 9)
= 2((glola)? = 5 (10)

To prove the equality on the second line, we use a standardsemation-theoretic trick (cf. section V.B
of [PSWO06]). First note tha|t¢>®2 belongs to the symmetric subspacelof® V, which is a%—
dimensional irrep ot{y, . SinceE,,, |¢>(¢|®2 is invariant under conjugation by ® v for anyu € Uy,,

® We can think ofi)) either as the result of applying a Haar uniform unitary to adisnit vector, or by choosing)’) from any
rotationally invariant ensemble (e.g. choosing the redliaraginary part of each component to be an i.i.d. Gaussigmmgan

zero) and settingg)) = [o')/+/ (W'|¥").
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it follows that E \zp>(z/z\®2 is proportional to a projector onto the symmetric subspdcE . Finally,
SWAPIT®? has eigenvalué on the symmetric subspace B2 and eigenvalue-1 on its orthogonal com-
plement, the antisymmetric subspace/6f2. Thus, LESWAR 1792 projects onto the symmetric subspace and
we conclude that

I+ swaP)(II ® IT)
B 1o (22 —
) W) da(dx +1)
Now we note the inequality
E|Y|> (EY?):/(EY')?, (11)

which holds for any random variab¥ and can be proved using Holder’s inequality [Ber97]. Segtli” =
|(g[¥)|, we can boundg,, [{(g|v)| > 1/+/2|G|. Summing ovels, we find

1
|§>§;\(9\¢>\ > E\/@'

Finally, because this last inequality holds in expectatibmust also hold for at least some choice|©§.

Thus there existg)) € V such that
1
> —/|G|.
> gl = 5 Vc

geG

ThenU satisfies the pseudo-dispersing condition in (4) for theestd with 3 = 1/1/2.
This construction works for each € G and for|v;) running over any choice of basis ©f. Together,
this comprise$ |, . d» vectors in the sed.

6 Most circuits are dispersing

Our final, and most general, method of constructing dispgrsircuits is simply to choose a polynomial-size
random circuit. We define a lengthrandom circuit to consist of performing the following steganes.

1. Choose two distinct qubitsj at random fronjn].
2. Choose a Haar-distributed randéme ;.
3. Apply U to qubits:i andj.

A similar model of random circuits was considered in [DOR@{Jr main result about these random circuits
is the following Theorem.

Theorem 12. For any«, 8 > 0, there exists a constaidt such that ifU is a random circuit om qubits of
lengtht = Cn? thenU is («, 3)-dispersing with probability

232
>1l—-——F.
21 1 — 2—n(l-a)

Theorem 12 is proved in the extended version of this p&péeFpe idea of the proof is to reduce the evo-
lution of the fourth moments of the random circuit (i.e. qiiiges of the formEy; tr U M, U MyU M3U M))
to a classical Markov chain, using the approach of [DOPORgnTwe show that this Markov chain has a gap
of £2(1/n?), so that circuits of lengtly (n?) have fourth moments nearly identical to those of Haar-unifo
unitaries fronify-. Finally, we use (11), just as we did for quantum Fouriergfanms, to show that a large
fraction of inputs are likely to be mapped to states withdakg-norm. This will prove Theorem 12 and
show that superpolynomial quantum speedups can be builulggimg almost any circuit into the recursive
framework we describe in Section 3.
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A Most circuits are dispersing

In this Appendix we prove Theorem 12.

Suppose we start in a computational basis gtateand aftert steps of a random circuit (described in
Section 6), we have the stdtg;). LetUT denote the circuit we have applied, anddgtdenote|y,) (1], SO
thaty, = UT |a)(a| U. Forp € {0,1,2,3}" lets, denote the tensor product of Pauli matriegs®- - -®@a,,,,
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where{oy, o1, 02,03} are the usual single-qubit Pauli matricgs ., 0, o, }. Then we can expandg, in
the Pauli basis (following [DOPQ7]) as

=272 wu(p)op,
p

wherey;(p) = 277 triyo,. The advantage of this approach is that eadh) is real and)_, v (p) =1,s0
we can think of{v?(p)} as a probability distribution op € {0, 1,2, 3}".

Indeed, by an argument similar to that in [DOP07], we can show {E¢~?(p)} evolves in a way
that can be described as a Markov chain{énl, 2,3}™. (Here the expectation is taken over the choice of
random quantum circuit.)

Lemma 13. Random quantum circuits are such t{&: v?(p)} evolve according to the following Markov
chain on{0, 1,2, 3}"™:

— Selecti # j randomly from[n].
— If p; = p; = 0 then do nothing.
— Otherwise setp;, p;) to a random element d0, 1,2, 3}*\{(0,0)}.

Furthermore, this Markov chain satisfies the following payes.

1. This Markov chain is irreducible and ergodic once we detbk isolated verte§™.

2. Its stationary distribution (when starting with any phg state) hasy?(0") = 27, but otherwise is
uniform onp # 0", i.e.v%(p) = 47" /(1 +27") forall p € {0,1,2,3}".

3. Its spectral gap is> 2(1/n?).

4. There exists a consta@tsuch that it > Cn? and if the initial state is a computational basis state then
Ec+7(p) < 47" forall p # 0.

Before proving the Lemma, we show how it implies Theorem I2ah input|a), applyt random two-
qubit unitaries as described above to yield the state and defing); := > |(z|:)|*. Expandingy; in
terms ofo,, we obtain

Q=27 (2| Y wpople)al Y wl@ogle).

x pe{0,1,2,3}" qe{0,1,2,3}7

Now (x|o,|x) will be zero ifp contains any 2's or 3's, since each of these lead to bit flipsv&can restrict
our sum top’s andg’s that are strings of 0's and 1's (corresponding/tandc,). Moreover, ifp is such a
string, then(z|o,|z) = (—1)P*. Thus

Q=2 Y wun@d (DPT =3 ().

pG{O,l}n,qG{O,l}n ‘T pG{O,l}”
To bound this sum, we use the last part of Lemma 13 together#{0") = 2=" to find

}CEQt <2.27"

Thus, Markov's inequality implies that

2—n
Pr <Qt > W) < 2p3%
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Now consider the event th&p, < 27"/3%. We will use this to lower-bound" _ |(x|¢:)|. To do so,
we define a random variablg to equal|(z|¢y)| for a uniformly random choice of € {0,1}". Then
E,Y2=2""E, Y*<p3 2.4 andby (11)E,Y = E,|Y| > 27"/23. ThusY_ [(z|¢)| > B2"/2.

Putting this together, we see that for any fixed injat and for all but &32-fraction of (sufficiently
long) random circuits,

> @|Ufa)| > p22.
ze€{0,1}"
Say that a paitU, a) is badwhen this does not hold. So for anythe probability ovel/ € C that(U, a) is
bad is< 242. Thus Markov’s inequality implies that

Pr [Pr[(U a)isbad >1—2 0~ < L
vec a7’ - ~1-2-(-an’
Turning this around, we conclude that a random cirélit C is («, §)-dispersing (meaning thal, a)
is good for> 29" values ofa) with probability > 1 — 252/(1 — 2‘(1‘0)”). Thus, we can obtain a quan-
tum/classical separation from almost any quantum circith wniformly bounded parameters for both the
guantum upper bound and the classical lower bound.
Recent work[HLO8] has improved the analysis of the Markosicho show that the gap 8(1/n) and
hence that circuits of lengtf(n?) are generically dispersing.
Proof of Lemma 13The reduction of the quantum random circuit to a classicalkig\achain is due to
[DOPO7], but we will present an alternate, shorter proofriten to have a self-contained presentation.
First, we show that, (p)? follows a Markov chain. Recall that, = 2-"/2 >, t(p)op and letl denote

the random unitary applied at tinter 1. Theny,., = W, W, SinceW acts only on two qubits, we can
assume for the purpose of this analysis that 2, soW € U,. Then

1 1
Yer1(p) = = tro,Wip Wi = 1 Z Y(q) tr o, Wao W,

2
q6{0,172,3}2
and
1
W =1 D wud)roWoW tro,Wou W (12)
q,9'€{0,1,2,3}2
= > wl@nd)pplady’ lg,¢). (13)

¢,4'€{0,1,2,3}2

Hereadyy is an operator o6 defined by(p| adw |q) := tro,Wo,WT/4 for p,q € {0,1,2,3}%. When
we take the expectation over random choiceblgfwe obtain

Eviap) = Y.  w@nd)prpl (gmﬁ}) g, 4"). (14)
q,94’€{0,1,2,3}2

Define )
== > I (15)
p€{0717273}2\{(070)}
We claim thatEy ad$? = [00)(00| + [€)(£]. Since(p, p|£)(£|q,¢’) is equal tol/15 whenp # 00 and
q = ¢ # 00, and zero otherwise, we will have
ifp=qg=¢q =00

1
E(p,p|ad$? |q,¢') = { « if p#00andg = ¢ # 00 ,
v 0 otherwise
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as claimed in the lemma.

To prove thatEy, ad$? = 00)(00| + |€) (€|, we will use representation theory. Schur's Lemma implies
thatEy, ad is a projector onto the invariant subspacead)ﬁ,2 For any integers, > ... > A4, we have
an irrep ofud, which we caIIQd The conjugate irrep of4¢, obtained by taking the complex conjugate of
each representation matrix, is given (94)* = Q¢,, where)N = (—Ag, —Ag—1,- ., —A1).

The simplest non-trivial{; representation is the defining representa@ﬁﬂ) =~ ¢4, whereU € U, is
mapped to itself. Here we have dropped trailing zerog,1$ds equivalent tq1, 0,0, 0). Now observe that
W — adw is a representation @f, that is equivalent th?l) ® (Q?l))* & Q‘(ll) ® 9?0,0,07—1)- Now we
apply the Clebsch-Gordan decomposition of the adjointermxntatior@?l) ® QE*070707_1) to obtain

Q4 ®Q000—1 NQ? @9(100—1

meaning the direct sum of a trivial irr@?o) and a 15-dimensional irre@?1 0,0,-1)" To find the invariant
subspace afd®?, we will need to find the invariant subspace of

(Qzlo) ©® Q?l,o,o,—1))®2 = (Q?o))®2 D (Q?o) ® Q?I,O,O,—l)) @ (9?1,0,0,—1) ® Q?o)) D (Q?1,0,0,—1))®2-

Since Q4 is the trivial representationQ4 ® Q4 is trivial as well, and the projector onto it is given
by ]00>(00\ Next Q4 ® Q4100 Ly = Q(wo ) and thus has no invariant subspace. Similarly for
Q(1 0,0,-1) ®Q has no invariant subspa@(170,07_ ) Is self-dual, and thus by Schur’s Lem“@q,o,o,_n@
9(1,0,0,— 1 has a one-dimensional invariant subspace. To determisisubspace we observe that in the basis
{IP) }pefo,1,2,312\{(0,0)} » the representation matrices@f1,0707_1) arereal. AlsdA®1)[¢) = (IQAT)|¢) for
any matrixA and for|¢) defined in (15). Together this means th@tis an invariant vector irQ‘(*1 0,0,-1) ®

Q?LO,O,—I)’ and in fact spans its invariant subspace. We concludéhaadS;? = |00) (00| + |£)(&].

We now turn to the analysis of the classical Markov chain.ilginarguments were used in [DOPO07] and
a tighter analysis is forthcoming in [HLO8]. First, we clathat the Markov chain is ergodic and irreducible
outside the verte®”. Irreducibility follows from the fact that every nonzerortex is connected td", while
the presence of self-loops implies ergodicity. We can ydtie stationary distribution from the detailed
balance condition using a short calculation.

For the gap we will use the comparison method of Diaconis ataffSCoste [DS96]. Consider a Markov
chain that picks two random sites and replaces them eachranttom numbers fron0, 1,2, 3} subject
only to avoiding the stat@”. It follows from [DS96, Thm 3.2] that this chain has gap2/», and applying
the comparison method ([DS96, Thm 3.3]) to the Markov chascdbed in Lemma 13 yields a lower bound
of 1/n? for its gap.

To prove the final claim of Lemma 13, we want to choéssufficiently large so that

|[Eqf(p) —47"/(1+27") <27 (16)

whenevert > Cn?. Note that any computational basis state has overtg—O(n)) with the stationary
distribution. Since the gap i€(1/n?), we can then use standard bounds on the mixing time of Markov
chains (e.g. [DS96, Lemma 2.8]) to show that (16) holds whenCn? for some constant'.

B Proof of Lemma 10

We want to bound .

Zﬂkxk

k=1

max

d
= maxmax Re | ¢ Orxr | .
— ( ZM>

k=1
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Here ¢ is maximized ovef0, 27|, and Ré&z) refers to the real part of a complex numbkeiWe can now
move the maximization ovet inside the sum to obtain

d d

Re( @S 02y | = Re( i ) 17
qu}xmgx (e kz::l kxk> 1fnqz;uxkz1 BkIél{a:I}:(l} e P0Lx an

d d
= max Re(ex ‘ > E ‘R e ‘ 18
: ;1 ey > %ZZI &) (18)

d 9 d
=ED |ug|[cosd| == |u| (19)

et =

E, indicates the expectation ov@rchosen uniformly at random froffi, 2|, and the second to last equality
uses the rotational invariance of the distributionpof O



