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Abstract

A quantum algorithm succeeds not because the superpopiiitciple allows
‘the computation of all values of a function at once’ via ‘gtiam parallelism,’
but rather because the structure of a quantum state spawvesallew sorts of
correlations associated with entanglement, with new pdggs for information-
processing transformations between correlations, tlenat possible in a clas-
sical state space. | illustrate this with an elementary gtarof a problem for
which a quantum algorithm is more efficient than any classitgorithm. | also
introduce the notion of ‘pseudo-telepathic’ games and show the difference
between classical and quantum correlations plays a simdlarhere for games
that can be won by quantum players exploiting entanglentenithot by classical
players whose only allowed common resource consists oédtsrings of random
numbers (common causes of the players’ correlated respamsegame).

1 Introduction

The power of quantum computation is commonly thought towéefiom the super-
position principle, which, in some sense, ‘allows the cotapan of all values of a
function at once’ via ‘quantum parallelism.” The claim istta quantum computation
is something like a massively parallel classical compaigtior all possible values of
a function. This appears to be Deutsch’s view [9]: in an Ettiere many-worlds inter-
pretation of quantum mechanics, the parallel computatbamsbe regarded as taking
place in parallel universes. (For a critique, see [21].)

The basic idea can be put simply as follows: A quantum commttaes input
values of a function in an input register and output valueanioutput register. In the
simplest case of a Boolean functigh; {0,1} — {0, 1}, the input register is a qubit, a
guantum system whose state can be represented by a vect®dimeensional Hilbert
space. Each of the two possible input values for the funateonbe stored as one of
two orthogonal quantum states in a standard basis callecbti@utational basis0);
or|1);. The output register is also a qubit, and each of the two plessutputs can
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be stored in one of two orthogonal statgs, or |1),. During the implementation of a
quantum algorithm, the input and output registers can s¢glgrbe in linear superpo-
sitions of the computational basis states, and the twotergisan be in an entangled
state.

If the input register is in a linear superposition of the twasgible input states, and
the output register is in the stgt®:

1
5

a unitary transformatiof0)|0) % [0}]£(0)),|1)|0) % [1)]f(1)) implementing the
functionf@ will induce the transformation:

1
\/5(|0>|f(0)>+|1>|f1>) 2
correlating the two possible input values with the corresliiog output values in the—
now entangled—state of the two registers.

Of course, while all input-output value pairs for the fuoctif are represented
in the entangled state, these values are not accessibleuvdhmeasurement, and a
measurement in the computational basjs|1) will return just one of the input-output
pairs, eithe0, f(0)} or {1, (1)}, randomly.

So, how does a quantum computation achieve a gain in efficietative to a clas-
sical computation? Essentially, a disjunctive (or glolpatperty of a function, such as
the period of a periodic function, is represented as a sulespaHilbert space, which
can then be efficiently distinguished from alternative wisjtive properties by a mea-
surement (or sequence of measurements) that identifieartet tisjunctive property
as the property represented by the subspace containingtietate produced by the
algorithm. While ‘quantum parallelism’ might be involved a stage in a quantum
algorithm, rather than ‘computing all values of a functidroace, a quantum algo-
rithm works by generally avoiding the computatioranfy values of the function at all.
The point of the procedure is preciselyadwoid the evaluation of the function in the
determination of the disjunctive property, in the senserofipcing output values for
given input values of the function. The fact that altermatiisjunctive properties can
be efficiently distinguished in this way, without requiritige evaluation of the function
for individual values of the input, via a quantum algorithot bot via a classical al-
gorithm, depends on structural differences between quaand classical correlations
associated with entanglement in the quantum case and corcause correlations in
the classical case, and on the possible evolutions betweeslations associated with
information-processing in a computation, and it is the$edinces that are exploited
to achieve the relative efficiency of the quantum algorithm.

I illustrate this with Deutsch’s XOR problem in sectioh 2, @lementary example
of a problem for which a quantum algorithm is more efficiemtrttany classical algo-
rithm. In sectiof B, | introduce the notion of ‘pseudo-teldpc’ games and show how

(10) +[1))[0) (1)

1The subscripts are dropped in the following. The order ofestates represents input and output.
U
2To complete the definition of a unitary transformation, weulohave to add:|0)|1) = [0)|1 @
U
£(0)), |1)]1) = |1)|]1 & f(1)), whered is Boolean addition.



the difference between classical and quantum correlaiays a similar role here for
games that can be won by quantum players exploiting entargglg but not by classi-
cal players whose only allowed common resource consistsasésl strings of random
numbers (common causes of the players’ correlated respanasggame).

2 A Quantum Computation

In Deutsch’s XOR probleni[8], a ‘black box’ or oracle commigeBoolean functiotf :
{0,1} — {0,1}. The problem is to determine whether the function is ‘coms{gakes
the same value for both inputs) or ‘balanced’ (takes a difievalue for each input).
The properties ‘constant’ and ‘balanced’ are two altexgatiisjunctive properties of
the functionf (for ‘constant,’0 — 0 and1 — 0 or 0 — 1 and1 — 1; for ‘balanced,’
0 —0andl — 1or 0 — 1 andl — 0). Classically, a solution requires two queries to
the oracle, for the input values 0 and 1, and a comparisoreadtitputs.

Deutsch’s algorithm begins by initializing 1-qubit inputdaoutput registers to the
state|0)|0). A Hadamard transformatiof0) — \/%(|0) +11),]1) — \/%(|O) —|1)))is
applied to the input register (yielding a linear superposibf states corresponding to
the two possible input values 0 and 1) followed by a unitaapsformatior/; applied
to both registers that implements the Boolean funcfion

00y 2 = (10) + 1)) ©
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The final composite state of both registers is then one of titliogonal states,
either (constant):

@) = <5(0)10)+ 1) (5)

@) = (0 + 1) (6)
or (balanced):

) = —5(0)10)+1IL) ™

) = <50} + 1)) ®)

The statese; ), |co) and|by), |b2) Span two plane#., P, in #? @ H?, represented
by the projection operators:

P = P\q) \ P\Q) (9)
Py = Py V Plpy) (10)



Although the statel:; ), |c2) are not orthogonal to the statés), |b2), the planes—
which represent quantum disjunctiﬁnsare orthogonal, except for an intersection, so
their projection operators commute. The intersection éslite (ray) spanned by the
vector:

2 (100) 4101 + 10} + [11)) = —(lex) + e2)) = —
= = —(|c c2)) =
2 \/§ 1 2

In the prime basis spanned by the statés= H|0), |1

is the staté0’)|0"), the constant plane is spanned by:

(|b1) + [b2)) (11)
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= H]|1), the intersection

10%)10°) (12)
09117) = (ler) = le2)) (13)
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and the balanced plane is spanned by:

10%107) (14)
1
1) = —=(by) — b 15
1) \/Q(I 1) = [b2) (15)
i.e.,
Pe = Poyo) + Poyw) (16)
Py = Poyjo) + Py 17

To decide whether the functiofi is constant or balanced we could measure the
observable with eigenstaté®0’), |0'1), [1'0"), |1'1") on the final state, which is in
the 3-dimensional subspace orthogonal to the véttof), either in the constant plane
or the balanced plane. If the state is in the constant plarewill either obtain the
outcomel’0’ with probability 1/2 (since the final state is at an angjé to |0'0’) and
the probability is given by céﬁ)), in which case the computation is inconclusive,
or the outcomé’1’ with probability 1/2. If the state is in the balanced plane, will
either obtain the outcom&0’ with probability 1/2, in which case the computation is
again inconclusive, or the outcomél’ with probability 1/2. So in either case, with
probability 1/2, we can distinguish whether the functiorc@stant or balanced in
one run of the algorithm by distinguishing between the camsand balanced planes,
without evaluating the function at any of its inputs (i.eitheut determining in the
constant case whethgrmaps 0 to 0 and 1 to 0, or whethérmaps O to 1 and 1 to
1, and similarly in the balanced caEeRecalI that a classical algorithm requires two
queries to the oracle, for the input values 0 and 1, and a cosgpeof the outputs.

3SinceP‘cl> and P, are orthogonalPe = P,y V Pe,y = Pl¢;y + Py, Where V' represents
guantum disjunction: the infimum or span (the smallest satxspontaining the two component subspaces).
Similarly for P,. Note that a classical disjunction is the infimum of the disjs in the Boolean algebra of
classical logic.

4Equivalently, we could measure the output register. If thieame i)', the computation is inconclusive.
If the outcome isl’, we measure the input register. The outcarher 0’ for the measurement on the input
register then distinguishes whether the function is cansiabalanced.



Note that, in evaluating the efficiency of the algorithm, weuld have to take ac-
count of the fact that a computation is required to deterrttieeprime basis, and we
would have to count the number of computational steps reddor this computation.
We would also have to consider whether the measurement beuilshplemented ef-
ficiently. These sorts of issues might be trivial for the dendOR algorithm, but in
general will not be. To avoid this sort of problem, the numifeelevant computational
steps in a quantum algorithm is conventionally counted esitmber of applications
of unitary transformations and measurements requirechisticcessful implementa-
tion of the algorithm, where the unitary transformationfohg to a standard set of
elementary unitary gates that form a universal set, and te@saorements are in the
computational basis.

It is easy to see that a Hadamard transformation appliedetirial states of both
registers allows the constant and balanced planes to leglisthed (again with prob-
ability 1/2) by a measurement in the computational basisc&i/? = I, it follows that

|0'0%) A, |00), etc., so a Hadamard transformation of the state amountfpihg
the primes in the representationj16).1(17) for the constadtbalanced planes.

Since the quantum algorithm for Deutsch’s XOR problem haewem probability
of failing, the improvement in efficiency is only achievedlie algorithm succeeds,
and even then is rather modest: one run of the quantum digoviérsus two runs of a
classical algorithm. In a variation of the algorithm by GidgV], the output register is
initialized to|1) instead of0). Instead of the final state of the two registers ending up
as one of two orthogonal states in the constant plane, oreasfdwo orthogonal states
in the balanced plane, the final state now ends uja|8&l’) in the constant plane, or
as=+|1'1") in the balanced plane, and these states can be distinguigitadise they
are orthogonal. So we can decide with certainty whether uhetion is constant or
balanced after only one run of the algorithm. In fact, we catirjuish these two
possibilities by simply measuring the input register in gréne basis, and since a
final Hadamard transformation on the state of the input tegtakes|0’) to |0) and
[1") to |1)), we can distinguish the two planes by measuring the inmister in the
computational basis. Se€ [4] for details.

Deutsch’s XOR problem can be generalized to the problemut&sa’s problem’)
of determining whether a Boolean functign {0,1}™ — {0, 1} is constant or whether
it is balanced, where it is promised that the function is aitbonstant or balanced.
‘Balanced’ here means that the function takes the valuesiQLaan equal number of
times, i.e.2" ! times each. Exploiting the Cleve variation of the XOR alturi, the
Deutsch-Jozsa algorithim [10] determines wheth&r constant or balanced in one run
and is exponentially faster than any classical algorithee [&].

Deutsch’s XOR problem and Deutsch’s problem are elememtadyperhaps not
very interesting problems, but the quantum algorithmsHeirtsolution are structurally
similar to Shor’s factorization algorithri [118, [19], perlsape best-known quantum al-
gorithm. Shor’s algorithm, which achieves a remarkableoagntial speed-up over any
known classical algorithm, is essentially an algorithmffoding the period of a func-
tion. The algorithm exploits the fact that the two prime &@si, ¢ of a positive integer
N = pq can be found by determining the period of a functjga) = «® mod N, for
anya < N which is coprime taN, i.e., has no common factors witki (other than



1). The periodr of f(z) depends om and N. Once we know the period, we can
factor N if r is even andi’/? # —1 mod N, which will be the case with probability
greater than 1/2 if is chosen randomly. (If not, we choose another value.pfThe
factors of N are the greatest common factorsa6f? + 1 and N, which can be found
in polynomial time by the Euclidean algorithm. (For thesentner-theoretic results,
see[[16, Appendix 4].) So the problem of factorizing a coniteaateger/N that is the
product of two primes reduces to the problem of finding théoakof a certain function
f:Zs — Zn,whereZ, denotes the additive group of integers

A particular period partitions the input values to the fumetinto mutually exclu-
sive and collectively exhaustive subsets: the subsetsatieamapped onto the same
output value by the periodic function. So the period of a fimccorresponds to a
disjunctive property of the function: the disjunction otee different subsets of a par-
ticular partition. Distinguishing the period from altetiva possible periods amountsto
distinguishing the corresponding partition or disjunotfom alternative possible par-
titions or disjunctions. A classical algorithm that reeusithe evaluation of the function
for a subset of input values to determine the partition imgslan exponentially increas-
ing number of steps as the size of the input increases.

Shor’s algorithm works as a period-finding algorithm by esgmting alternative
partitions of the input values for a function, defined by mitdive possible periods, as
subspaces in a Hilbert space (i.e., quantum disjunctiertsgh are orthogonal except
for overlaps (where the overlap region in some cases mightde the entire subspace
corresponding to a particular period). The subspace quureing to a particular par-
tition is spanned by orthogonal linear superpositions atest associated with the ele-
ments in the (mutually exclusive and collectively exhargtsubsets of the partition.
The period-finding algorithm is designed to produce an agigghstate in which such
superpositions, representing orthogonal states of art inegister, are correlated with
distinct orthogonal states of an output register. The redwstate of the input register
is then an equal-weight mixture of states spanning the sudesporresponding to the
partition, where each state represents a subset in théigrags a linear superposition
of the elements in the subset. Since the subspaces asdowittalifferent partitions
are represented by commuting projection operators, a merasut of the state of the
input register in a certain basis can reveal the subspadeinorg the state, and hence
the period associated with the partition, except when thesmeement projects the state
onto the overlap region (in which case the algorithm is ruaimgntil the outcome is
definitive). This measurement basis is unitarily relatethts computational basis by
a known unitary transformation that can be implementedieffity, so a measurement
in the computational basis after this unitary informatiéelgs the same information.
For details in terms of a specific example, see [4].

3 Pseudo-telepathic Games

The notion of pseudo-telepathic games as a way of captunmglifference between
classical correlationsamong several parties, associated with common causesaoetsh

SNote thatf (z + ) = f(x) if z + r < s. The functionf is periodic ifr divides s exactly, otherwise it
is almost periodic. This adds a complication, but does nahgk anything essential in the analysis.



randomness,’ and thguantum correlations of entangled states shared by the parties,
goes back to an unpublished idea of Allen Sﬁaimploited (with acknowledgement) by
Heywood and Redhead [14], and later by Greenberger, HonueZailinger [13] and
Mermin [15]. The terminology was explicitly introduced ippaper by Brassard, Cleve,
and Tappl[3]. A pseudo-telepathic game is a game between twooce separated
players, who are not allowed to communicate after the gaaréssthat can be won if
the players share entanglement, but cannot be won if thestialged resource consists
of sequences of random numbers that label correlated respdautputs) in the game
and function, in effect, as common causes of the playergomses. The amount of
communication required between players whose only resogrshared randomness
to win the game is a measure of the difference between thetgymarorrelations of
the players sharing entanglement and the classical ctomdaof the players sharing
random numbers (or common causes, or local hidden varjables

A two-party game between players Alice and Bob is defined as a sextGpte<
X, Y, A, B,P, W >, whereX andY are input setsA and B are output setsP C
X x Y is a predicate oX x Y known as a promise, anld C X xY x A x B,
the winning condition, is a relation between inputs and otgphat is required to be
satisfied by Alice and Bob, whenever the promise is fulfiliadyrder to win the game
(see [2]). Classical players are allowed to discuss styaéegl exchange unlimited
amounts of classical information, including random segesnbefore the game starts.
Quantum players are allowed to share unlimited entang&dstAfter the game starts,
the players are separated and not allowed to communicagacimround of the game,
Alice and Bob are presented with input& X andy € Y, respectively. Alice and Bob
win the round if eithe(z, y) ¢ P, i.e., the promise is not fulfilled, dr, y, a, b) € W.
Alice and Bob have ainning strategy if it can be proved that they are certain to win the
game for any possible round. Note that it is possible for &bnd Bob to win round
after round without having a winning strategy, just as it ésgible to toss ‘heads’
round after round without having a biased coin. Of coursg&nlpa single round shows
that Alice and Bob do not have a winning strategy. A game psaado-telepathic
gameif there is no winning strategy for classical players (whosly allowed resource
is shared randomness), but there is a winning strategy fantgm players (who are
allowed to use entanglement as a resource). The term is siegigeecause, from a
classical viewpoint, the success of the quantum strategydh a case would seem to
require ‘telepathic’ communication between the players.

The following game (first proposed ini[3]), called the Debtdozsa game because
the quantum strategy is based on the Deutsch-Jozsa algdotiDeutsch’s problem,
illustrates the idea. Alice and Bob are separately predentth bit stringsz andy,
each of lengtl2™. They are required to output bitsandb, respectively, each of length
m, such thats = b if and only if x = y. The promise is that = y or, if x # y, then
the sequencesandy differ in exactly half the positions.

Consider the problem withn = 1. Alice is presented with a string = zoz1,
wherezx, € {0,1} andz; € {0,1}. Simlarly, Bob is presented with a string= yoy:,
wherey, € {0,1} andy; € {0,1}. Alice and Bob are required to output bitse
{0,1} andb € {0, 1}, respectively, such that= b if x = y, anda # b if x # y.

6The idea is discussed in Stairs’ PhD dissertation [20].



It is easy to see that, in this case & 1), there is a classical strategy for winning
the game, even without exploiting shared randomness, betha promise entails that
whenx # y:

x=00or11ifandonlyify = 01 or 10 (18)

For example, the input = 00, y = 11 conflicts with the promise. So if Alice and Bob
output:

a = IQ@Il (19)
b = yoen (20)

whered is Boolean addition (addition modulo 2), then:
a=>bifandonlyifz =y (21)

This strategy works because, given the premise, the questiwhetherz = y or
x # y (which requires comparing twaairs of bits) reduces to the question of whether
the parity ofx is the same as the parity gf(which, given the two parities, requires
comparing two bits). Note thaf_(IL8)—and (different) paritgan be expressed as a
disjunctive property of the input strings. The strategy wyed by Alice and Bob
succeeds in winning the game, and is guaranteed to sucaesdt®ugh the strategy
provides no information to Bob about Alice’s input or to Alice about Bob’s input
y. We could think of the strategy as a two-party classical aatajional algorithm
that reduces the problem of deciding whether two 2-bit griheld separately by the
two parties are the same or different, given the promisehéeoptroblem of deciding
whether two 1-bit strings are the same or differevithout providing either party any
information about the identity of the individual bits held by the other party.

Consider, now, the corresponding quantum strategy. AliceBob start with the
two-qubit shared entangled stdte:

1
W) = E(IO>IO> +[1)[1)) (22)
Alice applies the unitary transformation:
0) = (=1)™0) (23)
= ()T (24)

to her qubit, followed by a Hadamard transformati¢) (L{) 1/v/2(]0) + 1)), 1) A
1/+/2(]0) — [1))), and similarly Bob applies the unitary transformation:

0y % (—nw|o) (25)
iy % nu (26)

"That is, before the game starts they prepare and share nizeigdacopies of the entangled stéle);,
so that they are both able to use #fth copy for the:'th round of the game.



to his qubit followed by a Hadamard transformation. Alicel @ob then measure the
transformed state in the computational basis. The resgecteasurement outcomes
provide the outputa andb for the strategy. It is easy to see that the outputs satigfy th
condition for winning the game:

a=>biff x =y 27)

For example, suppose = 00,y = 01, sox # y. The shared entangled state
undergoes the transformations:

1 UaUsp 1
ﬁ(|0>|0> +IDH) = 7§(|0>|0> — D) (28)
HaHp 1
= 7§(|0>|1> +[1)[0)) (29)

A measurement by Alice and Bob on this state produces themés: = 0,6 = 1 or
a=1,b=0,i.e.,a #b.

As with the classical algorithm, the quantum algorithm sects without providing
either party any information about the identity of the iridival bits held by the other
party.

Notice that the quantum algorithm produces output@nd b that are randomly
related to the parity of the corresponding inputs (i.e., mvtie parity of Alice’s input
string is 0, she outputs 0 or 1 with equal probability, andilsity when the parity
is 1; the same goes for Bob). So we should really add this m@insto the winning
condition in the casen = 1. In this case, there is still a classical winning strategy
for the game, but the players would now need to exploit a sheaedom bit string
Ai € {0,1}, where the bit\; is used in obtaining the output for each roundf the
game. A winning classical strategy would be for Alice and Boloutput, for each
roundi:

a = )\1 @ i) EB X1 (30)
b = N®@ydy (31)

Here); is a hidden variable labeling a common cause of the corgk@igputs in each
round of the game.

The Deutsch-Jozsa game can be solved by a classical stfatdhg casen = 1,

m = 2, andm = 3 (see[[11]), but there exists no classical strategyrfor= 4 (see
[12]). Form sufficiently large, classical players cannot win the Delutdozsa game
without communicating at leas2™ bits, for some appropriate constant 0 (seel[5]).
The quantum strategy succeeds for all valuesipfeducing the problem of deciding
whether two privately hel@™-bit strings are the same or different, given the promise,
to the problem of deciding whether two-bit strings are the same or different, without
transferring any information between the two parties.

In effect, the quantum strategy provides a protocol for aisetwo-party computa-
tion. For example, suppose Alice and Bob are adversarieswainbto decide whether
their data bases are the same or different, but they wouddidikkeep as much of the
data private as they can in case it turns out that the data baseifferent. The protocol



allows a determination for data bases of length 2™ on the basis of an exponentially
smaller amount of just: bits of shared information (under the constraint providgd b
the promise).

For the general case,= 2™, Alice and Bob start with the shared entangled state
in ann x n-dimensional Hilbert space:

n—1
0) = % g 9)1) (32)

Taking Alice’s Hilbert space as a tensor productefqubits (i.e.,2™-dimensional),
and similarly Bob’s, the entangled stdfe) can be expressed as a linear superposition
of m x m product qubit states for Alice and Bob by reading the ingles a binary
integer. So, for example, for = 22, i.e.,m = 2, where the (Alice+Bob)-Hilbert space
#'% is 4 x 4-dimensional, we have:

v = %(|0>I0> + D) +12)[2) +13)13)) (33)

§(|00>|00) +101)|01) + |10)|10) + |11)[11)) (34)
The effect of the unitary transformations of the quantunoatgm is to leave V) €
1'% unchangedif: = y (in which case the measurements yielet b), or, if z # y, the
effect is to moveV) to an 8-dimensional subspaceft® which is orthogonal to the 4-
dimensional subspace containing) spanned by00)|00), |01)|01), [10)]10), |11)|11)
and orthogonal to the 4-dimensional subspace forbiddemdyptomise, spanned by
[00)|11),]11)|00), |10)|01), [11)|01).

4 Conclusion

A quantum algorithm succeeds not because the superpositiociple allows ‘the
computation of all values of a function at once’ via ‘quantpanallelism,” but rather be-
cause the structure of a quantum state space allows nevo$odgelations associated
with entanglement, with new possibilities for informatiprocessing transformations
between correlations, that are not possible in a clasdiatd space.

Classical states, pure and mixed, form a convex set thahlkagety specific struc-
ture of asmplex. For a finite set of extremal points or pure states in an affises—
e.g., a set of pure states that can be specified by finite bigstr-the smallest convex
set that contains the pure states (the ‘convex hull’ of thes [states) is called a con-
vex polytope. Ap-simplex is the convex polytope pf+ 1 pure states not confined to
any (p — 1)-dimensional subspace (e.g., a 2-simplex is a triangle dargepwith the
vertices representing pure states and all other pointdennterior and on the edges,
representing mixed states). A simplex has the very speoiglgoty that any point in
the simplex can be expressed as a mixture (probabilityibiigion, convex combina-
tion) of pure states in one and only one way [1]. For examplthdre are only two

pure states, denoted tfyand?, the simplex is the line joining the two pure states, and
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any pointﬁ> on the line can be represented in one and only one way as armddtthe
— —
pure states) and 1 :

— — —
P=X 0 +\1 1,()\0,/\1,20,)\04-/\1:1) (35)
This is a property of a simplex, i.e., a feature of the spagpuife or mixed) classical
states or classical probability measures, and no otherexoset has this property. In
particular, it is not a property of the space of quantum statequantum probability
measures, which does not have the structure of a simplex.

The Bell inequalities are a characteristic feature of datiens associated with a
simplex structure [17]. The Clauser-Horne-Shimony-Helision of the Bell inequali-
ties for a bipartite classical system requires a certairetation function to take values
less than or equal to 21[6]. For an entangled bipartite quarsystem, this correlation
can take a maximum value 8f/2, the Tsirelson bound [22]. What this means, essen-
tially, is that new sorts of correlations are possible foawmum systems that are not
possible in a classical, simplex structure.

In a quantum computation, the information-processing ouantum algorithm
transforms correlations represented by the quantum st#te smput and output regis-
ters (in a way that would be impossible in a classical simptexcture) to determine a
disjunctive property of a function, without the informatiprocessing requiring a de-
termination of any of the individual disjuncts in the disption. This is analogous to
them = 1 Deutsch-Jozsa game which has a classical solution, whére ahd Bob
can output the same 1-bit string if and only if the 2-bit inptrings are the same, with-
out either party coming to know the bits in the other partgisut string. The classical
solution form = 1 depends on the possibility of local information-procegsifithe
input strings to produce a correlation in the winning coiedit Form = 4, the game
becomes a pseudo-telepathic game, with a quantum strategwlzlassical strategy.
The quantum strategy exploits the possibility of correlasi in the winning condition
W C X xY x A x B arising from local operations on the quantum stdtgthat are
not possible in a classical simplex theory.

The question of the efficiency of a quantum algorithm for aipalar problem, rel-
ative to any possible classical algorithm, is a furtherésthat requires consideration
of the relevant computational steps in the quantum algoarithmpared to the compu-
tational steps in a classical algorithm. The purpose of tieeqaling analysis was to
point out the inadequacy of the ‘quantum parallelism’ vidwvbat is distinctive about
a quantum computation, and to propose a very different view.
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