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QUANTUM ALGORITHM FOR MULTIVARIATE POLYNOMIAL INTERPOLATION

JIANXIN CHEN#, ANDREW M. CHILDS* ¥, AND SHIH-HAN HUNG*#

ABSTRACT. How many quantum queries are required to determine the coefficients of a degree-d
polynomial in n variables? We present and analyze quantum algorithms for this multivariate poly-
nomial interpolation problem over the fields IFy, IR, and C. We show that k¢ and 2k¢ queries suffice

to achieve probability 1 for C and R, respectlvely, where k¢ = [ 1 ("+dﬂ except for d = 2 and four

n+1
other special cases. For IF;, we show that [n = (";d)] queries suffice to achieve probablhty approach-

ing 1 for large field order q. The classmal query complexity of this problem is (" ;d) so our result

provides a speedup by a factor of n + 1, 2 , and ";d for C, R, and IF, respectively. Thus we find
a much larger gap between classical and quantum algorithms than the univariate case, where the
speedup is by a factor of 2. For the case of IF;, we conjecture that 2kc queries also suffice to achieve
probability approaching 1 for large field order g, although we leave this as an open problem.

1. INTRODUCTION

Let f(x1,...,xn) € K[x1,...,x,] be a polynomial of degree d. Suppose d is known and we are
given a black box that computes f on any desired input. The polynomial interpolation problem is
to determine all the coefficients of the polynomial by querying the black box.

Classically, a multivariate polynomial can be interpolated by constructing a system of linear
equations. Invertibility of the Vandermonde matrix implies that (”+d) queries are necessary and
sufficient to determine all the coefficients. (Note that one must choose the input values carefully
to construct a full-rank Vandermonde matrix for n > 1 [GS00].)

Recent work has established tight bounds on the quantum query complexity of interpolating

univariate polynomials over a finite field IF;. In particular, [CvDHS16] developed an optimal

quantum algorithm that makes d“ queries to succeed with bounded error and one more query

to achieve success probability 1 — O(1/g). They also showed that the success probability of the
algorithm is optimal among all algorithms making the same number of queries. Previous work
[KK11, MP11] shows that no quantum algorithm can succeed with bounded error using fewer
queries, so the optimal success probability exhibits a sharp transition as the number of queries is
increased.

For multivariate polynomials, [CvDHS16] conjectured that a straightforward analog of the uni-
variate algorithm solves the interpolation problem with probability 1 — o(1) using | (" +1
queries. However, while that conjecture is natural, the analysis of the algorithm appeared to re-
quire solving a difficult problem in algebraic geometry and was left open. (In addition, Montanaro
considered the quantum query complexity of interpolating a multilinear polynomial [Mon12], but
this is quite different from the general multivariate case.)

To the best of our knowledge, all previous work on quantum algorithms for polynomial in-
terpolation has focused on finite fields. Cryptographic applications of interpolation typically use
finite fields, and the multivariate case could lead to new applications in that domain. However,
polynomial interpolation over infinite fields is also a natural problem, especially considering the
ubiquity of real- and complex-valued polynomials in numerical analysis.
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In this paper, we propose an approach to the quantum query complexity of polynomial inter-
polation in the continuum limit. To obtain a well-defined initial state, the algorithm prepares a
superposition over a bounded working region. The bounded region limits the precision that can
be achieved due to the uncertainty principle, but the algorithm can be made arbitrarily precise by
taking an arbitrarily large region. Using this strategy, we present a quantum algorithm for multi-
variate polynomial interpolation over the real and complex numbers. To simplify the analysis, we
allow the algorithm to work with arbitrarily precise inputs and outputs over R or C; in practice,
sufficiently fine discretization of the space could achieve similar performance. We also consider
multivariate polynomial interpolation over finite fields, where our algorithm can be viewed as a
generalization of the univariate polynomial interpolation algorithm proposed in [CvDHS16].

To analyze the success probability of our approach, we relate it to the tensor rank problem. The
rank of a given tensor, which is the smallest integer k such that the tensor can be decomposed as
linear combination of k simple tensors (i.e., those that can be written as tensor products), was first
introduced nearly a century ago. A half century later, with the advent of principal component
analysis on multidimensional arrays, the study of tensor rank attracted further attention. How-
ever, it has recently been shown that most tensor problems, including tensor rank, are NP-hard
[H&s90, HL13, Shil6], and restricting these problems to symmetric tensors does not seem to alle-
viate their NP-hardness [HL13,Shil6]. More specifically, tensor rank is NP-hard over any field
extension of Q and NP-complete over a finite field IF,.

Fortunately, analyzing the success probability of multivariate polynomial interpolation does
not require exactly computing the rank of a symmetric tensor. The number of queries needed
to achieve success probability 1 can be translated to the smallest integer k such that almost every
symmetric tensor can be decomposed as a linear combination of no more than k simple tensors.
In turn, this quantity can be related to properties of certain secant varieties, which lets us take
advantage of recent progress in algebraic geometry [BBO15, BT15].

The success probability of our algorithm behaves differently as a function of the number of
queries for the three fields we consider. Specifically, by introducing

n+1 d=2,n>2;
ke(n,d) == ¢ [ (") N +1 (n,d) = (4,3),(2,4),(3,4), (4,4); (1)
[%(”Jr )] otherwise,

we have the following upper bounds on the query complexity:

Theorem 1.1. For positive integers d and n, there exists a quantum algorithm for interpolating an n-variate
polynomial of degree d over the field K using at most

(1) n+d (”*d) queries for K = Iy, succeeding with probability 1 — O(1/q);
(2) 2kc queries for K = R, succeeding with probability 1;
(3) kg queries for K = C, succeeding with probability 1.

Note that these upper bounds can be improved using known results [CvDHS16] for univariate
polynomial interpolation (see the final remark in Section 3.3.3).

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. After introducing the notation and math-
ematical background in Section 2, we describe the query model in Section 3.1 and present our
algorithms in Section 3.2. We then analyze the algorithm to establish our query complexity upper
bounds in Section 3.3. In Section 4, we show that our proposed algorithm is optimal for finite
tields. Finally, in Section 5 we conclude by mentioning some open questions.



QUANTUM ALGORITHM FOR MULTIVARIATE POLYNOMIAL INTERPOLATION 3

2. PRELIMINARIES AND NOTATIONS

In Section 2.1, we introduce some notation that is used in the paper, especially when describing
the algorithm in Section 3.2. Section 2.2 reviews basic definitions and concepts from algebraic
geometry that arise in our performance analysis in Section 3.3.

2.1. Notation and definitions. Let f € K]xy,...,x,] be a polynomial of degree at most d over the
field K. We let x/ := [T/, x}' forj € J, where ] := {j € N" : j; + - - - + j, < d} is the set of allowed
exponents with size | := (”;rd). Thus x/ is a monomial in xy,...,x, of degree j; + jo + -+ + jn.
With this notation, we write f(x) = Yy ¢jx/ for some coefficients {c; € K :j € J}.

Access to the function f is given by a black box that performs |x,y) — |x,y + f(x)) for all
x € K" and y € K. We will compute the coefficients of f by performing phase queries, which are
obtained by phase kickback over KK, as detailed in Section 3.1.

For k-dimensional vectors x,y € K¥, we consider the inner product -: K x K¥ — K defined by
x-y = Y5, %y;, where ¥ is the complex conjugate of x (where we let ¥ = x for x € IF;). We denote
the indicator function for a set A C R" by I4(z), whichis1ifz € Aand 0if z ¢ A. We denote a
ball of radius r € R centered at 0 by B(r).

A lattice A is a discrete additive subgroup of R" for positive integer n generated by ey, ..., e, €
R". For every element x € A, we have x = }}' ;| y;e; for some y; € Z fori € {1,...,n}. A fun-
damental domain T of A centered at zero is a subset of R” such that T = {}./' ; aje; 1 a; € [—3,3) }.

The dual lattice of A, denoted by A, is an additive subgroup of R" generated by fi,..., f, € R"
satsifying e; - f; = 0;; fori,j € {1,...,n}.

The standard basis over the real numbers is the set {|x) : x € R"} for positive integer n. The
amplitude of a state |¢) in the standard basis is denoted by (x) or (x|¢). The standard basis
vectors over real numbers are orthonormal in the sense of the Dirac delta function, i.e., (x'|x) =

8 (x — x') for x, x' € R".

2.2. Algebraic geometry concepts. A subset V of K" is an algebraic set if it is the set of common
zeros of a finite collection of polynomials g1, 2, ..., with ¢; € K[xq,x2,..., x| for1 <i <r.

A finite union of algebraic sets is an algebraic set, and an arbitrary intersection of algebraic sets
is again an algebraic set. Thus by taking the open subsets to be the complements of algebraic sets,
we can define a topology, called the Zariski topology, on K".

A nonempty subset V of a topological space X is called irreducible if it cannot be expressed as
the union of two proper (Zariski) closed subsets. The empty set is not considered to be irreducible.
An affine algebraic variety is an irreducible closed subset of some K".

We define projective n-space, denoted by P", to be the set of equivalence classes of (n + 1)-
tuples (ap,...,a,) of complex numbers, not all zero, under the equivalence relation given by
(ag,...,an) ~ (Aag,...,Aay) forall A € K, A # 0.

A notion of algebraic variety may also be introduced in projective spaces, giving the notion of a
projective algebraic variety: a subset V C IP" is an algebraic set if it is the set of common zeros of a
finite collection of homogeneous polynomials g1, £, . . ., g with g; € K][xo, x1,..., x| for1 <i <r.
We call open subsets of irreducible projective varieties quasi-projective varieties.

For any integers n and d, we define the Veronese map of degree d as

Vg [xo:xg s 2] e 68 x8 oy o on ] ()
where the notation with square brackets and colons denotes homogeneous coordinates and the
expression in the output of V; ranges over all monomials of degree d in xo, x1, ..., x,. The image
of V,; is an algebraic variety called a Veronese variety.

Finally, for an irreducible algebraic variety V, its kth secant variety oy (V) is the Zariski closure of
the union of subspaces spanned by k distinct points chosen from V.
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For more information about Veronese and secant varieties, refer to Example 2.4 and Example
11.30 in [Har92].

3. QUANTUM ALGORITHM FOR POLYNOMIAL INTERPOLATION

3.1. The query model. Using the standard concept of phase kickback, we encode the results of
queries in the phase by performing standard queries in the Fourier basis. We briefly explain these
queries for the three types of fields we consider.

3.1.1. Finite field IF,;. The order of a finite field can always be written as a prime power g := p’.
Lete: [F; — C be the exponential function e(z) := e27T1(2)/P where the trace function Tr: F, —
[F, is defined by Tr(z) := z 4 z" + 2V* + .- 42", The Fourier transform over IF; is a unitary

transformation acting as |x) — % Yyer, e(xy) |y) for all x € FF;. The k-dimensional quantum
Fourier transform (QFT) is given by |x) — # Lyert e(x-y)|y) for any x € ]F’[;.

A phase query is simply the Fourier transform of a standard query. By performing an inverse
QFT, a query, and then a QFT, we map |x,y) — e(yf(x)) |x,y) for any x,y € [F,.

As in the univariate case, our algorithm is nonadaptive, making all queries in parallel for a care-
fully chosen superposition of inputs. With k parallel queries, we generate a phase YK vif(x) =
Yk, Yiey yixicj for the input (x,y) € IF’,; X IF’,; For convenience, we define Z: ]F;Zk X ]F’[; — ]Fé by

Z(x,y)j = Zﬁ;l yixif for j € J, so that Zﬁ;l vif(xi) = Z(x,y) - c.

3.1.2. Real numbers R. Lete: R — C be the exponential function e(x) := ¢”™*. For any function
whose Fourier transform exists, the QFT over R acts as

| axv@) [0~ [ ¥y, ©

where ¥ (y) = [ dxe(—xy)y(x). By Parseval’s theorem, the QFT is unitary.
As in the finite field case, we construct a phase query by making a standard query in the Fourier
basis, giving

/Rz dxdy ¢(x,y) |x,y) — /IRz dxdye(yf(x))p(x,y) [x,y) - (4)

An algorithm making k parallel queries generates a phase Z(x,y) - ¢, where we similarly define
Z: R™ x RF — R/ by Z(x,y); = Ly yix// forj € J.

3.1.3. Complex numbers C. The complex numbers can be viewed as a field extension of the real
numbers of degree 2, namely C = R[\/—1]. For any positive integer 1, let ¢,,: C" — R>" be an
isomorphism ¢, (x) := (Re(x1),Im(x7),Re(x2), Im(x2),...,Re(x,), Im(x,)), which we also denote
in boldface by x. A complex number x € C can be stored in a quantum register as a tensor product
of its real and imaginary parts, |x) = |Re(x)) [Im(x)).

A complex function 1: C™ — C" can be seen as a function with 2m variables. Let {(x) = (x).
By abuse of notation, we will neglect the tilde and write ¢(x) = ¥(x). Lete: C — C be the
exponential function e(x) := ¢2™¢(*). For any function ¢: C — C whose Fourier transform
exists, we define the transform

[ @y x) > [ Py Iy, ©
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where ¥(y) = [g.d?xe(—7x)9(x). Note that in general ¥(y) cannot be written in the form of
¥ (y) with a complex variable y € C. To encode the output in the phase, the queries act as

/mz dzx/]Rz 2y p(x,y) % y)

o [Lax [ dy [ zpixy)e(T2) v z) ©)
~ [ /IR Py /R Pz p(x,y)e(~72) x 2+ £(x)) @)
= [Ldx [ @y [ a2 [ dup(xy)e(Te(z + f(x) xw) ®
= [ @ [ By py)e@f () xy), ©)

where we use the identity [, d%ye(y(x — x')) = 6 (x —x/) for x,x’ € C.
An algorithm making k parallel queries generates a phase Y'*_, 7if(x;) = Y5, Yiey Vixjcj. We
define Z: C" x CF — C/ satisfying Z(x,y); = YKy forj €], sothat VX 7if(xi) = Z(x,y) -c.

3.2. The algorithm. Our algorithm follows the same idea as in [CvDHS16]: we perform k phase
queries in parallel for a carefully-chosen superposition of inputs, such that the output states cor-
responding to distinct polynomials are as distinguishable as possible. For a k-query quantum
algorithm, we consider the mapping Z: K" x K* — K/ defined in Section 3.1 for K = F,, R, and
C. Reference [CvDHS16] gave an optimal algorithm for n = 1 using a uniform superposition over
a unique set of preimages of the range Ry := Z(K"¥, K¥) of Z, so we apply the same strategy here.
For each z € Ry, we choose a unique (x,y) € K" x K such that Z(x,y) = z. Let Ty be some set
of unique representatives, so that Z: Ty — Ry is a bijection.

3.2.1. K =T,;. Thealgorithm generatesa uniform superposition over Ty, performs k phase queries,
and computes Z in place, giving
1 1

1
\/W( Z ’x'y>’_> \/W( Z e(Z(x'y)'C)’x'y>Hﬁzgke(z'c) |Z>

xy) €Tk xy) €Tk

(10)

1

We then measure in the basis of Fourier states |¢) := 7 Y, 5 €(z - c)|z). A simple calculation
q q

shows that the result of this measurement is the correct vector of coefficients with probability
IRel/q/.

3.22. K = R. We consider a bounded subset S C R/ and a set T} of unique preimages of each
element in Ry N S such that Z(T]) = Ry NS and Z: T| — Ry N S is bijective. The algorithm on
input |¢) with support supp(¢) C Ry NS gives

W= [ Ak [ a1z @) a1
> J V@0 ) 27(@) (12)
= [ V2P e f2) = [y} (13)

The choice of S constrains the set of inputs that can be perfectly distinguished by this procedure,
as captured by the following lemma.
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Lemma 3.1 (Orthogonality). For positive integer n, let m(A) := [, d"z be the measure of the set A C
R". Let S be a bounded subset of R" with nonzero measure. Let |¢) = \/1(_5) Jsd"ze(c-z)|z) and let U
m

be the maximal subset of R" such that for any ¢, € Uwithc # ¢,
|A}— /d”ze c—c)-z)=0. (14)
Then there is a lattice A such that U € R" / A.

Proof. By definition, ¢ — ¢’ must be a zero of the Fourier transform F (IIs) of the indicator function
Is(z). We denote A := {c: F(Is)(c) =0} U {0} and let ¢¢ € U. Clearly U C ¢o+ A as A

contains all zeros. Since </Ic/o|&)> = 0 forall c € A\{0}, we have co+ A C U and U =
cot+ A Ifc € A\ {0}, then (co Co +cl@) = (Gleg—c) =0 implies that —c € A. If ¢,/ € A\ {0},

then (¢ + co|—c’' + c0> = (c+ Folt co|co) = 0 implies c + ¢’ € A\ {0}. Therefore A is an additive
subgroup of R".
Now we prove that A is a lattice. Fore > 0,6 € B(e), and ¢ € A,

(o) = \/Sd"zew-z)

if S C B(r) for r < 4. Thus B(e) contains exactly one element in A and hence A is discrete. O

2 2
> /d”z cos(2rtd-z)| >0 (15)
S

Roughly speaking, Lemma 3.1 is a consequence of the uncertainty principle: restricting the sup-
port to a finite window limits the precision with which we can determine the Fourier transform.
In the proof, note that a larger window offers better resolution of the coefficients.

We have shown that the set A of perfectly distinguishable coefficients forms a lattice. We also
require the set {|¢) : c € A} to be a complete basis. Since (z|¢) = \/%e(z - ¢), completeness

implies that |z) is of the form )" .., e(—z - ¢) |¢) up to a normalization constant. More formally, we
have the following lemma.

Lemma 3.2 (Completeness). For positive integer n, let m(A) := [, d"z be the measure of the set A C
R". Let A be a discrete additive subgroup of R". Let S be a bounded set with nonzero measure and
=1 n . . . . )

Ic) = TS Jsd"ze(z - c)|z). Then {|c) : c € A} forms a complete basis over support S if and only if S

is a fundamental domain of the dual lattice of A.

Proof. Let A be the dual lattice of A. We observe that (ignoring the normalization constant)

d]/ _ d/z 5(z —z— 16
Zezcm/ CeAzz / Zzzzo|z> (16)

ceEA zoeA
= Z]Is(z+zo)|z+zo>:‘(z+/~\)ﬂS>. (17)
ZOG]\
In Equation (16), Ycepe(z - ¢) = ¥, .5 6(z — z0) up to a constant factor [H6r83, Section 7.2]. The
set (z 4+ A) N S cannot be empty, so a fundamental domain of A is a subset of S. For z,2 € R”,

(z+A)NS|(Z +A)NS) = 0if 2 ¢ z+ A, which implies that S is a subset of a fundamental
domain of A. 0

Lemma 3.2 further restricts the bounded set S has to be a fundamental region of A. Without
loss of generality, one may choose S to be a fundamental domain of a lattice centered at zero. In
the last step, the algorithm applies the unitary operator

Z/d]ze —z-)|d) (= (18)

C’GA
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to the state |i.) in Equation (13). The algorithm outputs ¢’ € A with probability

1
m(Re 1 S)m(S)

2
/kas dzy(z)e(z- (c— )| < %, 19)

where the upper bound follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. The maximum is reached if
P(z) = mﬂlgkms(z) and ¢ happens to be a lattice point. If ¢ ¢ A, the algorithm returns the
k

closest lattice point with high probability.

To achieve arbitrarily high precision, one may want to take S — R/. In this limit, the basis of
coefficients is normalized to the Dirac delta function, i.e., (¢'|c) = 6)(c — ¢). In this case, A — R/
and the unitary operator in Equation (18) becomes the J-dimensional QFT over the real numbers.

However, for the interpolation problem, the success probability mgf("gs) is not well-defined in the

limit S — R/ since different shapes for S can give different probabilities. Thus it is necessary to
choose a bounded region, and we leave the optimal choice as an open question.

Though the size of the fundamental domain S affects the resolution of the coefficients, it does
m(RyNS)
m(S)
z € Ry, there is a preimage (x,y) such that Z(x,y) = z. Then Az € Ry since Z(x, A\y) = Az for
any A € R. In terms of the bijection ¢: z — Az for A € R*, we have ¢(Ry) = Ry and /(RN S) =
Ri N (S). Then m(Ry NL(S)) = m(£(ReNS)) = Am(Re N S) and hence M) — mUbes),

Thus we can make the precision arbitrarily high by taking S arbitrarily large, and we call mg("g)s)

not affect the maximal success probability . This can be seen by scale invariance: for every

the success probability of the algorithm.

3.2.3. K = C. We consider a bounded set S C C/ and a set T} of unique preimages of each element
in Ry N S such that Z(T}) = Ry and Z: T, — Ry NS is bijective. The algorithm on input |¢) with
support supp(y) C Ry NS gives

|lp> = A)(kas) dZIzlP(Z) ’Z> — /4>(ka5) d2]Z¢(Z) |Z> ’(P(Zil(z)» 20)
— / d2]Z ¢(z)e(z . C) |Z> |¢(Z_1(z))> (21)

¢(RkNS)
- /4> gy P2z ) |2) = 9] )

By Lemma 3.1 and Lemma 3.2, the set S must be a fundamental domain in C/. Let {[¢) : c € A}
be the measurement basis. In the last step of the algorithm, we apply the unitary operator

1 / 2] / /
d”ze(—z- ') |c") (2] (23)
m(S) eépin) /9 |

to the state |i.) in Equation (22). The algorithm outputs ¢’ € A with probability

m(Ry N s '/ s & 2V @z (e =€) ; (24)

Again, since |¢) is normalized, Equation (24) cannot be arbitrarily large. By the Cauchy-Schwarz

inequality, Equation (24) is upper bounded by (R("m)s) this maximal success probability is ob-

tained if 770( ) - \/m 4) RxNS) ( )

returns the closest lattice point with high probability.

and c happens to be a lattice point. If ¢ & A, the algorithm
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By the same argument as in Section 3.2.2, we can show scale invariance holds for complex num-
bers: for ¢: z — Az where z € C/ and A € R¥, m(yf("sqs) = mg("ggé()‘;)) Thus we can make the pre-

cision of the algorithm arbitrarily high by taking S arbitrarily large without affecting the maximal
success probability.

3.3. Performance. We have shown in Section 3.2.1 that the optimal success probability is at most
|Rk|/q for K = F,. For real and complex numbers, we consider a bounded support S in which
the algorithm is performed. The success probability of the algorithm with this choice is at most
m(RxNS)
()
show that if dim Ry = J, the algorithm outputs the coefficients with bounded error.

, as shown in Equation (19) and Equation (24). To establish the query complexity, first we

Lemma 3.3. For positive integers n, k,d, let | := (”Zd) and let m(A) := [, d/z be the volume of A C R/.
Let Z: K™ x K, Z(x,y) = Y.X_, yix] for an infinite field K. Let Ry = Z(K"¥, K¥) be the range of Z. If

dim Ry = J, then m%{(kgs) > 0if S is a fundamental domain centered at 0.

Proof. Ry is a constructible set for K = C and it is a semialgebraic set for K = IR. By [BBO15] and
[BT15], Ry has non-empty interior if dim(Ry) = ] for both cases.

S is a fundamental domain centered at 0 with finite measure, so we only need to prove that
m(Ry N S) is of positive measure, or equivalently, that the interior of Ry and the interior of S have
non-empty intersection.

If this is not the case, then any interior point of S cannot be in the interior of R;. By scale
invariance of Ry, any point in K" except 0 cannot be in the interior of Ry, which contradicts the
fact that Ry has non-empty interior given dim(Ry) = J. O

Lemma 3.3 shows that for infinite fields, although we perform the algorithm over a bounded
support, the query complexity can be understood by considering the dimension of the entire set
Ry. Moreover, by invoking recent work on typical ranks, we can establish the minimum number
of queries to determine the coefficients almost surely.

Now letv;(x1, x2,...,x,) be the (”;’d)-dimensional vector that contains all monomials with vari-
ables x4, ..., x, of degree no more than d as its entries. Let

Xpa = A{va(x1,x2,..., %) X1, %2,..., %, € K} (25)
where K is a given ground field. For example, we have

Xz0 = {(x3,x3, X3, x1%2, X1X3, X2X3, X1, X2, X3, 1) T = x1, %0, x3 € K}. (26)

. . . . . n+d
Our question is to determine the smallest number k such that a generic vector in K! ') can be
written as a linear combination of no more than k elements from X, ;. More precisely, we have

R, = {21-‘21 civi : ¢; € K,v; € X, 4}, and we ask what is the smallest number k such that Ry has
full measure in K("1").

Our approach requires basic knowledge of algebraic geometry—specifically, the concepts of
Zariski topology, Veronese variety, and secant variety. Formal definitions can be found in Section 2.2.
For the reader’s convenience, we also explain these concepts briefly when we first use them.

Now we make two simple observations.

(1) In general, vy(x1,x2,...,x,) can be treated as an (”;rd)-dimensional vector that contains all
monomials with variables x1, ..., x,, x,4+1 of degree d as its entries, by simply taking the
map (x1,x2,...,%:) = (£5,..., 3 ) and multiplying by x?. . For example, applying

this mapping to X3, gives

/ 2 .2 .2 2\T .
X3, = {(x1,x3, X3, X1X2, X1 X3, X2X3, X1 X4, X2X4, X3X4, X5) " : X1, X2, %3, X4 € K}.
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The new set X, , is slightly bigger than X, 4 since it also contains those points correspond-
ing to x,41 = O but this will not affect our calculation since the difference is just a measure
zero setin X] .

(2) The set X , is the Veronese variety. One may also notice that this set is isomorphic to

d.
((x1,%2, -, %211)T) " in the symmetric subspace.
These observations imply that instead of studying Ry, we can study the new set

k
=) civi:ic e Kvie X, p. (27)
i=1
In general, we have a sequence of inclusions:

X, ,=R{CR,C---CR,C-- CKUa. (28)

By taking the Zariski closure, we also have

m:R_/lgR_/zg...gR_]/(g...glK(";d) (29)
where R_,Q is the kth secant variety of the Veronese variety X| ,.
Palatini showed the following [Pal09, Ad187]:
Lemma 3.4. Ifdim R} ; < dim RI+1, then R, | ki1 18 linear.
In particular, this shows that if dim R}, = (”+d) then R} = K&
For an infinite field K, define kx to be the smallest integer such that m(fnk(]‘g)ms) = 1. Thus kg

represents the minimal number of queries such that our algorithm succeeds with probability 1.
m(Rg,. NS)
For the finite field case K = F;, we only require that mk%g) goes to 1 when g tends to infinity.

3.3.1. K = C. A theorem due to Alexander and Hirschowitz [AH95] implies an upper bound on
the query complexity of polynomial interpolation over C.

Theorem 3.5 (Alexander-Hirschowitz Theorem, [AH95]). The dimension of R_,i satisfies

k1) = HGY d=22<k<un
dim R}, = (”;d) 1 (d,n k)= (3,4,7),(4,2,5),(4,3,9),(4,4,14); (30)
min{k(n +1), ("3} otherwise.
Thus, the minimum k to make R_,Q — s
n+1 d=2,n>2;
ke(n,d) == ¢ [ (N1 (n,d) = (4,3),(2,4),(3,4), (4,4); (31)
=i (”;rdﬂ otherwise.

By parameter counting, we see that Ry is of full measure in R}. It remains to show that R} is of full
measure in its Zariski closure R;:

Theorem 3.6. R, is of full measure in R_,Q

Proof. Ry is just the image of the map (Q1,Q2, ..., Qk) — (Q1 4+ Q2 + - - + Qx). By Exercise 3.19
in Chapter II of [Har77], R;( is a constructible set, so it contains an open subset of each connected

component of R_i Therefore its complement is of measure 0. O

This immediately implies the following:
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Corollary 3.7. Ry has measure 0 in C!" for k < kc(n,d) and measure 1 in C(" for k> ke(n,d).

Thus, as the integer k increases, m(R("Sm) ) suddenly jumps from 0 to 1 at the point k¢ (n,d), and

so does Eff(kqs) This implies part (3) of Theorem 1.1.

3.3.2. K = R. Now consider the case K = R. For d = 2, (n 4 1)-variate symmetric tensors are
simply (n+ 1) x (n + 1) symmetric matrices, so a random (1 + 1)-variate symmetric tensor will
be of rank n + 1 with probability 1. However, if the order of the symmetric tensors is larger than
2, the situation is much more complicated. For example, a random bivariate symmetric tensor of
order 3 will be of two different ranks, 2 and 3, both with positive probabilities.

From the perspective of algebraic geometry, it still holds that R} = R4 for k > k¢ (n,d), and
for k < ke(n,d), R_;( is of measure zero in R("4"). It also holds that Ry is of full measure in R;.
However, the claim that RIQ has full measure in R_,i no longer holds over R. As we explained in the
proof of Theorem 3.6, R} is the image of the map (Q1,Q>, ..., Qx) — (Q1 + Q2+ - -+ Qx). Foran
algebraically closed field KK, it is known that the image of any map is always a constructible set in
its Zariski closure. Thus R} is of full measure in R;. Over R, it is easy to verify that the image may
not be of full measure in its Zariski closure (a simple counterexample is x — x?). Consequently,
over C, R} has non-empty interior for a unique value of k, and this value of k is called the generic
rank. Over R, R} is just a semialgebraic set and it has non-empty interior for several values of k,
which are called the typical ranks.

For the univariate case, we have the following theorem:

Theorem 3.8 ([CO12,CR11]). For n =1, all integers from k¢ = [d%l] to kr = d are typical ranks.

For the multivariate case n > 2, it still holds that k¢ (n, d) defined in Section 3.3.1 is the smallest
typical rank [BT15]. According to [BBO15], every rank between k¢ (1,d) and the top typical rank
kr(n,d) is also typical. Thus we only need to study the top typical rank kg (1, d). Unfortunately,
the top typical rank in general is not known. In the literature, considerable effort has been de-
voted to understanding the maximum possible rank kmax (7, d), which, by definition, is also an
upper bound for kg (n,d). In particular, we have kmax(1,2) < n+1forn > 2, kmax(2,4) < 11,
kmax(3,4) <19, kmax(4,4) < 29, kmax(4,3) < 15, and kpmax(n,d) < 2““ (”+dﬂ otherwise [BT15].

The above result implies kg (11, d) < kmax(1,d) < 2kc(n,d). We also mention a few other upper
bounds on kmax (1, d). Trivially we have kmax(1,d) < (”+d) In [GS98,LT10], this was improved
t0 kmax(n,d) < (") — n. Later work showed that kmax(1,d) < ("7*~') [BBS08]. Jelisiejew then
proved that kmax (1, d) < (”Jr,‘j*l) - (”er %) [Jel13], and Ballico and De Paris then improved this to
kmax (n,d) < ("4 — ("F5) — ("T76) [BDP17]. For small cases, these bounds may be stronger
than the bound kmax (1, d) < 2kc (1, d) mentioned above.

To summarize, we have the following, which implies part (2) of Theorem 1.1:

Theorem 3.9. As the integer k increases from kc(n,d) — 1 to kr(n,d) < 2kc(n,d), ( forms a

strictly increasing sequence from 0 to 1, and so does (R("Ss).

3.3.3. K =IF;. We link the finite field case with the complex case using the Lang-Weil theorem:

Theorem 3.10 (Lang-Weil Theorem, [LW54]). There exists a constant A(n,d,r) depending only on
n,d, r such that for any variety V- C IP" with dimension r and degree d, if we define V over a finite field IF,
the number of points in V must satisfy

IN—¢'| < (d—1)(d—2)q "2 + A(n,d,r)g . (32)
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The Lang-Weil theorem shows that when g is large enough, the number of points in a variety

over IF, is very close to g™V So it actually tells us that mB05) — 0 if k < kc(n,d). It remains

m(S)
unclear whether mg(kg)s) > 0 for k = kc(n,d). Once again, for the finite field case, when we talk

about the measure, we always assume g is sufficiently large. As in the real field case, the main
challenge now is to study the measure of R in R;.

For the upper bound, recall our notation that v;(x1, x2, ..., x;,) is the (”;rd)—dimensional vector
that contains all monomials with degree no more than d as its entries.

Here we make a slight change to the definition in which we require all those x;s in v; to be
nonzero. We can similarly define X}/ ; and R}. We prove the following:

n+d

—0(q"a) ). Then r,,; <

Lemma 3.11. Let 1, 4 be the minimum number such that |R; | = q(n?;d)

Tn1d+ Tnd-1

Proof. The proof is by induction on n 4 d.

Forn+d = 2, itis easy to verify rp0 = 3 < 112+ 1217 = 2+ 1. Assume Lemma 3.11 holds for
n+d < m—1and consider the pair (n,d) with n +d = m. For the sake of readability, we first
explain how the induction works for the specific example (1,d) = (3,2), and then generalize our
idea to any (n,d).

The vector

2 .2 .2 T 11
v2(x1, X2, X3) = (X, X3, X3, X1X2, X1X3, X2X3, X1, X2, %3,1)" € X3, (33)

can be rearranged as (x3, X3x1, X3X2, X3, X3, X3, X1x2, X1, X2, 1)T. The first 4 entries can be rewritten

as x%(x%, %, ;—g, T = x%vl(x%, %, z—g), and the last 6 entries form v, (x1, x2).
When (x1, x2, x3) ranges over all 3-tuples in FF, \ {0}, (xl—s, o ) also ranges over all possible

3-tuples in F, \ {0}. By assumption, if we take linear combinations of r3; vectors chosen from

3+1
X3,, the first 4 entries will range over no fewer than q(aTl) — O(qﬁl)*l) different vectors in ]F{(7 ),

For any such linear combination, we can add r,» extra vectors from X3, with the restriction that

x3 = 0, which will guarantee these extra vectors do not affect the first 4 entries. By assumption,

. . 242 242 -1 . . (2+2)
the last 6 entries will range over no fewer than q(2) — O(q("2)~1) different vectors in F; 2.

3+1 3+1 242 242 542

Thus, in total, we have (1) — O(g1)71)) (427 — O(4(2)~1)) different vectors in ]F{(7 > if we
take linear combinations of r31 + 12, vectors from Xg’ », Which implies 735 < 131 + 12.

For general (n,d), the analogous partition of v;(x1,x2,...,x,) is still valid. Those (”;rd) —

(”—;de) = (”ﬁ;l) entries involving x,, will form xﬁflvd,l(xln, T x;—;l) and the rest will form

v4(x1,%2,...,%,-1). All arguments follow straightforwardly, so we have r,, 4 < r,_1 4+ 1, 41 for

n+d = m and for any (n,d) by induction. O
d—1

Corollary 3.12. 1,4 < ("7°71).

Proof. We use induction on n +d. For n +d = 2, it is easy to verify. If it is true for n +d = m, then

forn+d=m+1,wehaver,; <r, 14+1,4-1 < (”ﬁ;z) + (”ﬁf) = (”ﬁ;l). O

R} is obviously a subset of R}, so kf , (n,d) <r, 4. By combining Theorem 3.10 and Corollary 3.12,
we have the following, which implies part (1) of Theorem 1.1:

Corollary 3.13. k¢(n,d) < k]pq(n, d) <rpg < (”ﬁ;l) = nier(”j;d).

Remark 3.14. By combining Corollary 3.12 with the fact r,2 > k¢ (n,2), we have ry, = n + 1.
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Remark 3.15. It was previously known that 1,1 = 1 [BV97,dBCWO02] and ry ; = (%1 [CvDHS16].
We can further refine the upper bound using these boundary conditions:

=2 1y 24 d+n—3 =2 /1y 24i\d—i+3 d+n—3
B (T s () < (T ()

i=0 i=0
n+d+2/m+d-3 n—1/n+d-2 d+n—-3
-2 < n—1 >_ 2 < n >+< d—1 > (34)

4. OPTIMALITY

In this section, we show that our algorithm is optimal for the case of finite fields. Specifically,
we show that no k-query quantum algorithm can succeed with probability greater than |Ry|/q’.
This follows by essentially the same argument as in the univariate case [CvDHS16].

First we show that the final state of a k-query algorithm is restricted to a subspace of dimension
|Rk|. We prove the following:

Lemma 4.1 (cf. Lemma 3 of [CvDHSI16, arXiv version]). Let | := (”;d), and let |.) be the state of
any quantum algorithm after k queries, where the black box contains ¢ € ]Fé. Then dim span{|¢.) : ¢ €
Fi} < [Ryl.

q —

Proof. Following the same technique as in the proof of Lemma 3 in [CvDHS16, arXiv version], con-
sider a general k-query quantum algorithm U;Q Ux_1Qc ... Q.U1Q.Up acting on a state space of
the form |x, y, w) for an arbitrary-sized workspace register |w). Here Q.: |x,y) — e(yf(x))|x,y)
for x € Fj,y € F, is the phase query. Starting from the initial state |xo, yo, wo) = |0,0,0), we can
write the output state in the form

pe) = Y e(z-0)|E2), (35)

zZERy

where with x = (x1,...,x¢) € (]F;Z)k, y=1,...,y) € ]Ff;, w = (w1, ..., W) and I an appropri-
ate index set,

k
’€z> = Z Z < <x]‘+1,yj+1,w]-+1 ‘U]" XirYjr w]‘>> |xk+lryk+1/wk+1> . (36)
(xy)€Z71(z) ¥ €Fg, \j=0
yk+1€]qu
we [F+1
Then dim span{|¢.) : c € IF{;} < dimspan{|&;) : z € Rx} < |Rg|. O

We also use the following basic lemma about the distinguishability of a set of quantum states
in a space of restricted dimension.

Lemma 4.2 (Lemma 2 of [CvDHS16, arXiv version]). Suppose we are given a state |¢p.) with ¢ €
C chosen uniformly at random. Then the probability of correctly determining c with some orthogonal
measurement is at most dim span{¢. : c € C}/|C]|.

Combining these lemmas, the success probability of multivariate interpolation under the uni-

form distribution over ¢ € lFé (and hence also in the worst case) is at most |Ry|/¢’.

Unfortunately it is unclear how to generalize this argument to the infinite-dimensional case, so
we leave lower bounds on the query complexity of polynomial interpolation over R and C as a
topic for future work.
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5. CONCLUSION AND OPEN PROBLEMS

In this paper, we studied the number of quantum queries required to determine the coefficients
of a degree-d polynomial in n variables over a field K. We proposed a quantum algorithm that
works for K = C, R, or IF;, and we used it to give upper bounds on the quantum query complexity
of multivariate polynomial interpolation in each case. Our results show a substantially larger gap
between classical and quantum algorithms than the univariate case.

There are still several open questions that remain. Recall that kx represents the minimal num-
ber of queries required for our algorithm to succeed with probability 1 over the field K (or with
probability approaching 1 for large g if K = IF;). First, for the finite field case K = IF;, can we
bound kg, by Ckc where C is a constant independent of the degree d? For the values of (1,d) for
which explicit values of k¢, kr and kf , are known, we always have k¢ < kF , < kr. For example,
ke (L d) = kg, (1,d) = [442] <d = kr(1,d) and k¢ (n,2) = kg, (1,2) = kg(n,2) = n+ 1. Thusiit is
plausible to conjecture that k ; (n,d) < kr(n,d), which would imply kg , < 2kc.

Another question is whether we can always obtain positive success probability with only k¢
queries. We know that k¢ queries are sufficient to achieve positive success probability for K = C
and R, but are they also sufficient for K = IF,? Indeed, if they are, then kp , < 2k follows
immediately. To see this, if there is a point p with rank greater than 2k¢, then consider a line
through p and a point g with rank k¢. This line has no other points with rank at most k¢, since
otherwise p would be of rank no more than 2k¢, a contradiction. Therefore, the measure of the
set of points with rank k¢ must be less than a fraction % of the whole space, which contradicts

the assumption that k¢ queries suffice. Thus there is no point with rank greater than 2kc—or in
other words, if k¢ queries are sufficient to achieve positive success probability, then 2k¢c queries
are sufficient to achieve success probability 1.

While we considered an algorithm with a bounded working region, it is unclear what is the
highest success probability that can be achieved by a general k-query algorithm without this re-
striction (and in particular, whether fewer than kx queries could suffice to solve the problem with
high probability). Indeed, even for the algorithm we proposed in Section 3.2, it remains open to
understand what choice of the region S leads to the highest success probability. As mentioned
in Section 4, it would be useful to establish lower bounds on the query complexity of polynomial
interpolation over infinite fields. Also, as stated in [CvDHS16], for the univariate case over finite
fields, the algorithm is time efficient since the function Z~1(z), i.e., finding a preimage of elements
in the range of Z, is efficiently computable. However, for multivariate cases, it remains open
whether there is an analogous efficiency analysis.

Finally, Zhandry has placed the quantum algorithm for polynomial interpolation in a broader
framework that includes other problems such as polynomial evaluation and extrapolation [Zha15].
It could be interesting to consider these problems for multivariate polynomials and/or over infi-
nite fields.
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