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Quantum Search of SpatialRegions

Scott A aronson Andris Am bainig’
Institute for A dvanced Study, P rinceton University ofW aterloo

A bstract

Can G rover's algorithm speed up search ofa physical region | forexam ple a 2-D grid of size P n P n?
The problem isthat™ n tin e seem s to be needed for each query, jist to m ove am plitude across the grid.
Here we show that this problem can be sum ounted, refuting a clain to the contrary by Benio . In
particular, we show how to search a d-dim ensionalhypercube in tin e O (p n) ord 3,0r0 (p nlog°~? n)
ford= 2. M ore generally, we introduce a m odel of quantum query com plkexity on graphs, m otivated by
fundam ental physical lin its on Infomm ation storage, particularly the holographic principle from black
hole them odynam ics. O ur resuls in thism odel include aln ost-tight upper and lower bounds for m any
search tasks; a generalized algorithm that works for any graph w ith good expansion properties, not just
hypercubes; and relationships am ong several notions of Yocality’ for unitary m atrices acting on graphs.
A s an application of our resuls, we give an O ( n)-qubit com m unication protocol for the dispintness
problem , which In proves an upperbound ofH yer and deW olf and m atches a lowerbound ofR azborov.

1 Introduction

The goal of G rover’s quantum search algorithm [17, 18] is to search an unsorted database’ of sizen In a
num ber of querdes proportionalto - n. C lassically, of course, order n queries are needed. It is som etin es
asserted that, although the speedup of G rover’s algorithm is only quadratic, this speedup is provable, in
contrast to the exponential speedup of Shor’s factoring algorithm [29]. But is that really true? G rover’s
algorithm is typically In agined as speeding up com binatorial search| and we do not know whether every
problem in NP can be classically solved quadratically faster than the \obvious" way, any m ore than we know
w hether factoring is in BPP .

But could G rover's algorithm speed up search of a physical region? H ere the basic problem , i seem s to
us, is the tin e needed for signals to travel across the region. For if we are interested in the fundam ental
lim its in posed by physics, then we should acknow ledge that the speed of light is nite, and that a bounded
region of space can storeonly a nite am ount of nform ation, according to the holographic principle [9]. W e
discuss the latter constraint in detail in Section [J; or now , we say only that it suggests a m odel in which
a Yuantum robot’ occupies a superposition over niely m any locations, and m oving the robot from one
location to an adpcent one takes unit tine. In such a model, the tin e needed to search a region could
depend critically on is spatial lJayout. For exam ple, if the n entries are arranged on a line, then even to
m ove the robot from one end to the other takesn 1 steps. But what if the entries are arranged on, say, a
2-dim ensional square grid  igure[l)?

11 Summary ofResuls

T his paper gives the rst systam atic treatm ent of quantum search of spatial regions, w ith ‘Yegions’ m odeled
as connected graphs. Ourm ain resul ispositive: we show that a quantum robot can search a d-dim ensional
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Figure 1: A quantum robot, in a superposition over locations, searching for a m arked iem on a 2D grid of
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Tabl 1: Upper and lower bounds for quantum search on a d-din ensional graph given in this paper. pThe
symbol €m eans that the upper bound inclides a polylogarithm ic term . Note that, ifd= 2,then (  n)
isalways a lower bound, for any num ber ofm arked item s.

hypercube w ith n vertices for a unique m arked vertex in tine O pﬁ]og3:2n when d = 2, or O (pﬁ)

when d 3. Thismatches (or in the case of 2 din ensions, nearly m atches) the (p n) lower bound for
quantum search, and supports the view that G rover search of a physical region presents no problem of
principle. O ur basic technique is divide-and-conquer; indeed, once the idea is pointed out, an upper bound
of 0 n'™?*" fPllows readily. However, to cbtain the tighter bounds is m ore di cult; or that we use the
am plitude-am pli cation fram ew ork of G rover [19] and B rassard et al. [L1l].

Section [ presents the m ain resuls; Section [E4 show s fiirther that, when there are k or m ore m arked
vertices, the search tin e becom es O pﬁbg5=2n when d = 2, or ©"n=k!2 1 ywhend 3. Also,
Section [@ generalizes our algorithm to arbitrary graphs that have hypercube-like’ expansion properties.
Here the best bounds we can achieve are P n2° (29%) yhend= 2, 0ro (pﬁpo]ybgn) when d > 2 (ote
that d need not be an integer). Table[ll sum m arizes the resulks.

Section [@ show s, as an unexpected application of our gearch algorithm , that the quantum com m unication
com plexity ofthe wellknown dispintness probkm isO ( n). Thisimprovesan O - nc® ® upperbound
ofH yer and de W olf R0], and m atches the ( 1) lowerbound ofR azborov 23].

T he rest of the paper is about the form alm odel that underlies our results. Section [ sets the stage for
thism odel, by exploring the ultim ate lin ison inform ation storage In posed by properties of space and tin e.
T his discussion serves only to m otivate our resuls; thus, i can be safely skipped by readers unconcemed
w ith the physical universe. In Section @ we de ne quantum query aljorithm s on graphs, a m odel sin ilar
to quantum query algorithm s as de ned by Beals et al. [4l], but w ith the added requirem ent that uniary
operations be Yocal’ with respect to som e graph. In Section [3] we address the di cul question, which
also arises In work on quantum random walks [li] and quantum cellilar autom ata [31l], ofwhat Jocal m eans.

o
Section [4 proves general facts about our m odel, including an upper bound of O n forthe tin e needed

to search any graph w ith diam eter , and a proof (using the hybrid argum ent ofBennett et al. [ll]) that this
upper bound is tight for certain graphs. W e conclude in Section [d w ith som e open problem s.
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Tabl 2: Tine needed to nd a unique m arked iem in a d-din ensional hypercube, using the divide-and-

conquer algorithm s of this paper, the orighal quantum walk algorithm of Childs and G oldstone [1€], and
the In proved walk algorithm s of Am bainis, K em pe, and R ivosh [3] and Childs and G oldstone [13].

1.2 Related W ork

In a paperon Space searchesw ith a quantum robot,” Benio [6] asked whether G rover’s algorithm can speed
up search of a physical region, as opposed to a com binatorial search space. H is answer was discouraging:
ra 2D grid of size _n n, G rover’s algorithm is no faster than classical search. The reason is that,
during each of the (  n) G rover iterations, the algorithm must use order  n steps jist to travel across
the grid and retum to is starting point for the di usion step. On the other hand, Benio noted, G rover’s
algorithm does yield som e speedup for grids of dim ension 3 or higher, since those grids have diam eter less
than = 7.

Our results show that Benio ’s clain ism istaken: by using G rover’s algorithm m ore carefiilly, one can

search a 2-D grid Pra single m arked vertex in O pﬁ]og3:2n tin e. To us this illustrates why one should

not assum e an algorithm is optin alon heuristic grounds. P ajnﬁ,llexperjenoe| for exam ple, the \obviously
optinal" 0 n® matrix m ultiplication algorithm [30]| iswhat taught com puter scientists to see the proving
of lower bounds asm ore than a form ality.

O ur setting is related to that of quantum random walks on graphs [1}, 113,114, 128]. In an earlier version
ofthis paper, we asked whether quantum walksm ight yield an altemative spatial search algorithm , possbly
even one that outperform s our divide-and-conquer algorithm . M otivated by this question, Childs and
G oldstone [Ld] m anaged to show that In the continuoustine setting, a quantum wak_can search a d—
din ensional hypercube for a single m arked vertex in tine O ( nlogn) when d= 4, 0r0 (pﬁ) whend 5.
O ur algorithm was still faster in 3 or fewer din ensions (see Tabk[[D). Subsequently, however, Ambainis,
K em pe, and R ivosh [3] gave an algorithm based on a discrete-tim e quantum wal, which was as fast as ours
In 3 orm ore dim ensions, and faster in 2 dim ensions. In particular, when d = 2 their algorithm used only
O ( nlgn) tine to nd a unique m arked vertex. Childs and G oldstone [I5] then gave a continuous-tin e
quantum walk algorithm w ih the sam e perform ance, and related this algorithm to properties of the D irac
equation. It is still open whether O F n) tin e is achievabl in 2 din ensions.

Currently, the m ain drawback of the quantum walk approach is that all analyses have relied heavily on
symm etries in the underlying graph. If even m inor Yefects’ are introduced, it is no longer known how to
upperbound the running tin e. By contrast, the analysis of our divide-and-conquer algorithm is elem entary,
and does not depend on eigenvalie bounds. W e can therefore show that the algorithm works for any graphs
w ih su ciently good expansion properties.

Childs and G oldstone [L€] argued that the quantum walk approach has the advantage of requiring fewer
auxiliary qubits than the divide-and-conquer approach. However, the need form any qubits was an artifact
ofhow we In plem ented the algorithm in a previous version ofthe paper. The current version uses only one
qubit.

2 The Physics of D atabases

T heoretical com puter science generally deals with the lin it as som e resource (such as tim e or m em ory)
Increases to in niy. W hat is not always appreciated is that, as the resource bound increases, physical
constraints m ay com e into play that were negligble at ‘sub-asym ptotic’ scales. W e believe theoretical
com puter scientists ought to know som ething about such constraints, and to account forthem when possible.



For if the constraints are ignored on the ground that they \never m atter In practice," then the cbvious
question arises: why use asym ptotic analysis In the rst place, rather than restricting attention to those
Instance sizes that occur In practice?

A oonstraint of particular interest for us is the holgraphic principle [9], which arose from black-hol
them odynam ics. T he principle states that the inform ation content of any spatial region is upperdbounded
by is surface area (ot volum e), at a rate of one bit per P lJanck area, or about 14 10°° bits per square
meter. Intuitively, if one tried to build a spherical hard disk with m ass density , one (pu]d not keep
expanding it forever. For as soon as the radius reached the Schwarzschild bound of r = 3=08 ) @
P lanck unis, c= G = ~= k= 1), the hard disk would collapse to form a black hole, and thus is contents
would be irretrievable.

A ctually the situation isworse than that: even a planar hard disk of constant m assdensity would collapse
to form a black hole once its radius becam e su ciently large, r= (1= ). W e assum e here that the hard
disk is discshaped. A linear or 1-D hard disk could expand inde niely without collapse.) It is possble,
though, that a hard disk’s Inform ation content could asym ptotically exceed itsm ass. For exam ple, a black
hol’sm ass is proportional to the radius of is event horizon, but the entropy is proportional to the square
ofthe radius (that is, to the surface area). A dm itedly, inherent di culties w ith storage and retrievalm ake
a black hole horizon less than idealas a hard disk. However, even a weakly-gravitating system could store
Inform ation at a rate asym ptotically exceeding its m assenergy. For Instance, Bousso [U] show s that an
enclosed ball of radiation wih radius r can storen = r>=2 Dbits, even though its energy grows only as
r. Our results in Section will m ply that a quantum robot could (in principl!) search such a ‘radiation
disk’ Pramarked tem mtine0 r~? =0 n®%® . Thisis som e In provem ent over the trivial0 @) upper
bound for a 1-D hard disk, though it falls short of the desired O n).

In general, if n = r° bits are scattered throughout a 3-D ball of radius r (where c 3 and the bits’
Iocations are known), we will show in Theorem [30 that the tin e needed to search or a 1’ bit grows as
nl=et1=6 = 1% =6 (om itting Jogarithm ic factors). In particular, ifn = ¥’ (saturating the holographic
bound), then the tim e grow s asn?=3 or r*3. To achieve a search tin e of O F n polylogn), the bits would
need to be concentrated on a 2-b surface.

Because of the holographic principle, we see that it is not only quantum m echanics that yields a (p n)
lIower bound on the num ber of steps needed for unordered search. If the item s to be searched are laid out
spatially, then general relativity in 3+ 1 din ensions independently yields the sam ebound, (  n), up to a
constant factor! Interestingly, in d+ 1 din ensions the relativity bound would be  n'=©@ 1 which for
d > 3 is weaker than the quantum m echanics bound. G iven that our two fundam ental theories yield the
sam e Iower bound, i is naturalto ask whether that bound is tight. The answer seaem s to be that it is not
tight, since (i) the entropy on a black hole horizon is not e ciently accessibble ?, and (ii) weakly-gravitating
system s are sub fct to the Bekenstein bound [0], an even stronger entropy constraint than the holographic
bound.

Yet it is still of basic Interest to know whether n bis In a radiust ball can be searched In time
o fmin fn;rp ng) | that is, whether it is possbl to do anything better than either brute-force quantum
search (with the drawback pointed out by Benio [6]), or classical search. Our results show that i is
possble.

From a physicalpoint of view , several questions naturally arise: (1) whether our com plexiy m easure is
realistic; (2) how to acoount for tim e dilation; and (3) whether given the num ber of bits we are in agining,
cogan ologicalbounds are also relevant. Let us address these questions In tum.

(1) One ocould argue that to m aintain a Yuantum database’ of size n requires n com puting elem ents (32],
though see also 24]). So why not just exploit those elem ents to search the database in paralkel?
Then it becom es trivialto show that the search tim e is lim ited only by the radius of the database, so

1A dm ittedly, the holographic principle is part of quantum gravity and not general relativity per se. A Ilthatm atters forus,

though, is that the principle seem s logically independent of quantum -m echanical linearity, w hich is w hat produces the \other"
n bound.

2In the case of a black hole horizon, waiting for the bits to be em itted as H aw king Iadjatjon| as recent evidence suggests

that they are ?.7]| takes tin e proportional to r3, which ismuch too Jong.



the algorithm s of this paper are unnecessary. O ur resoonse is that, whilke there m ight be n bassive’
com puting elem ents (capable of storing data), there m ight be m any fewer active’ elem ents, which
we consequently wish to place in a superposition over locations. This assum ption seem s physically
unob fctionable. For a particke (and indeed any ob Ect) really does have an indeterm inate location,
not m erely an indeterm inate intemal state (such as soin) at some ocation. W e leave as an open
problem , however, whether our assum ption is valid for speci ¢ quantum ocom puter architectures such
as lon traps.

(2) So long aswe invoke general relativity, should we not also consider the e ects oftin e dilation? Those
e ects are ndeed pronounced near a black holk horizon. A gain, though, for our upperboundswe w i1
have in m ind system s far from the Schwarzschild lim it, for which any tin e dilation is by at most a
constant factor independent ofn.

(3) How do coam ological considerations a ect our analysis? Bousso (8] argues that, in a spacetin e w ith
positive cosn ologicalconstant > 0, the totalnum ber of bits accessible to any one experin ent is at
most 3 =( In2), or roughly 10'?? given current experin entalbounds Pd]lon .°> Mtuitively, even if
the universe is spatially In nite, m ost of it recedes too quickly from any one ocbserver to be hamessed
as com puter m em ory.

O ne regoonse to this result isto assum e an idealization in which wvanishes, although P lanck’s constant
~ does not vanish. As justi cation, one could argue that w ithout the idealization = 0, all asym p—
totic bounds in com puter science are basically ctions. But perhaps a better response is to acospt the

3 =( In2) bound, and then ask how close one can com e to saturating it in di erent scenarios. Clas—
sica them axinum number ofbits that can be searched is, in a crude m odel*, actua p_]:oportjonal
to 1= 10 %! ratherthan 1= . The reason is that ifa region had much m ore than 1= bits, then

after 1= Planck tines| that is, about 101 years, or roughly the current age of the universe| m ost
of the region would have receded beyond one’s cosm ological horizon. W hat our results suggest is
that, using a quantum robot, one could com e closer to saturating the cosm ologjcalbound| since, for

example, a 2-D region of size 1= can be searched n tine 0 #= polylogs= . How anyone could

P—
prepare a database of size m uch greater than 1= rem ains unclear, but if such a database existed, it
could be searched!

3 TheM odel

M uch ofwhat is known about the power of quantum com puting com es from the blackJox or query m odel
2,14,14,1°4,129], In which one counts only the num ber of queries to an oracle, not the num ber of com putational
steps. W e w ill take this m odel as the starting point for a form alde nition of quantum robots. D oing so
w il focus attention on ourm ain concem: how much harder is i to evaluate a function when is inputs are
spatially separated? A s it tums out, all of our algorithm s will be e cient as m easured by the num ber of
gates and auxiliary qubits needed to in plem ent them .

For sin plicity, we assum e that a robot’s goalis to evaliate a Boolean fiinction £ : £0;1g" ! £0;1g, which
could be partial or total. A ‘Yegion of space’ is a connected undirected graph G = (V;E ) with vertices

vi. W e assum e the robot know s G and the vertex labels in advance, and so is gnorant only of the x; bits.
W e thus sidestep a mapr di culty for quantum walks [[1l], which is how to ensure that a process on an
unknown graph is unitary.

32 Iso, Lloyd [Z11] argues that the total num ber of bits accessible up tillnow is at m ost the square of the num ber of P lanck
tim es elapsed so far, or about 106! 22 10122, Lloyd’s bound, unlke B ousso’s, does not depend on  being positive. T he
num erical coincidence betw een the two bounds re ects the experim ental nding [26,125] that we live in a transitionalera, when
both and \dust" contrbute signi cantly to the universe’s net energy balance ( 07, 4qust 0:3). In earlier tim es dust
(and before that radiation) dom inated, and Lloyd’s bound was tighter. In later tines w ill dom inate, and Bousso’s bound
willbe tighter. W hy we should live in such a transitional era is unknown.

4Speci cally, neglecting gravity and other forces that could counteract the e ect of .



At any tin e, the robot’s state has the form

X
iz VirZl.

Here v; 2 V is a vertex, representing the robot’s lIocation; and z is a bit string Wwhich can be arbitrarily
Iong), representing the robot’s intemal con guration. The state evolves via an altemating sequence of T
algorithm steps and T oracle steps:

U(l)! O(l)! U(l)! !(T[_)J! O(T).

An oraclk step O ® m aps each basis state j;;zi to ;2 x;i, where x; is exclusiveO R ’ed into the st
bi of z. An algorithm step U ® can be any unitary m atrix that (1) does not depend on X , and (2) acts
Yocally’ on G . How tom ake the second condition precise is the sub fct of Section 1.

T he Initial state of the algorithm is j;;0i. Let itz) X ) be the am plitude of J;;zi Inm ediately after

the tP oracle step; then the algorithm succeeds w ith probability 1 " if

X
(T) 2

iz (X ) 1 "

Jiiziizoyr =£ X))

forall inputs X , where zo g7 is a bi of z representing the output.

3.1 Locality C riteria

C lassically, it is easy to decide whether a stochastic m atrix acts locally w ith respect to a graph G : it does
if i m oves probability only along the edges of G . In the quantum case, however, interference m akes the
question m uch m ore subtle. In this section we propose three criteria forwhethera unitary m atrix U is local.
O ur algorithm s w ill then be im plem ented using the m ost restrictive of these criteria.

The st criterion we callZ-locality (for zero): U is Z-local if, given any pair of non-neighboring vertices
vi;vz2 In G, U \sends no am plitude" from v; to v,; that is, the corresponding entries in U are all0. The
second criterion, C -locality (for com posability), saysthat this isnot enough: not only must U send am plitude
only between neighboring vertices, but i m ust be com posed of a product of com m uting unitaries, each of
which actson a single edge. The third criterion is perhaps the m ost naturalone to a physicist: U isH -local
(for H am ilttonian) if it can be obtained by applying a locally-acting, low -energy H am iltonian for some xed
amount oftine. M ore form ally, ket U;;,, ; ;» be the entry in the J;;zi column and J; ;z irow ofU.

De nition 1 U isZ-bcalif Ui,y 1 ;z = 0 whenever 16 1 and (vi;v; ) isnotan edge ofG .

(1) Uizt iz = 0 whenever jvi;ziand J; ;z ibelng to distinct P4’s, and
(1) for each j, allbasis states in P are either from the sam e vertex or from two adjpcent vertices.

De nition 3 U isH-bmlifU = e for some Hem itian H wih elgenvalies of absolute value at most ,
such thatH ;;;1 i ; = Owhenever i6$ i and (vi;v; ) isnotan edge in E .

If a unitary m atrix is C -docal, then it is also Z-localand H -Jocal. For the latter im plication, note that
any unitary U can be written as e for some H with eigenvalies of absolute value at most . So we can
w rite the unitary U; acting on each Py as e 7; then since the U;’s comm ute,

Beyond that, though, how are the locality criteria related? A re they approximn ately equivalent? If not,
then does a problem ’s com plexity in ourm odelever depend on w hich criterion is chosen? Let us em phasize



that these questions are not answered by, for exam ple, the Solovay-K itaev theoram (see 22]),thatann n
unitary m atrix can be approxin ated using a num ber of gatespolynom ialin n. For recallthat the de nition
of C Jocality requires the edgew ise operations to comm ute| indeed, w ithout that requirem ent, one could
produce any uniary m atrix at all. So the relevant question, which we leave open, is whether any Z-localor
H -localunitary can be approxin ated by a product of, say, O (logn) CJocaluniaries. A product ofO ()
such uniaries trivially su ces, but that is far too m any.)

4 G eneralBounds

G iven a Boolan function £ : f0;1g" ! £0;1g, the quantum query com plexity Q (£), de ned by Beals et al.
4], isthem nimum T forwhich there existsa T query quantum algorithm that evaliates £ w ith probability
at least 2=3 on all nputs. W e will always be interested in the two-sided, bounded-error com plexity,
som etin es denoted Q, (f£).) Sin ilarly, given a graph G w ih n vertices labeled 1;:::;n, we ket Q (£;G) be
them nimum T Porwhich there existsa T query quantum robot on G that evaluates £ w ith probability 2=3.
Here we require the algorithm steps to be C-local. O ne m ight also consider the corresponding m easures
Q% (£;G) and Q (£;G) with Z-local and H-local steps respectively. Clearly Q (£;G) Q% (£;G) and
Q (£;G) QP (£;G); we confcture that all three m easures are asym ptotically equivalent but were unable
to prove this.
Let ¢ be the diam eter of G, and call f nondegenerate if it depends on alln input bits.

P roposition 4 Forallf;G,
@ Q9 (E;G) 2n 3.
@ Q (;6) @6+ 1)Q (B).
@) Q (E;6) Q ().
() Q (£;G) ¢ =2 if £ is nondegenerate.
P roof.

(i) Starting from the root, a spanning tree forG can betraversed n 2 0 1) 1 steps (there isno need
to retum to the root).

(i) W e can sinulate a query In 2 ¢ steps, by fanning out from the start vertex v; and then retuming.
Applying a unitary at v; takes 1 step.

(i) O bvious.
(I7) There exists a vertex v; whose distance to v; is at least ¢ =2, and £ could depend on x;.

[ ]
W e now show that the m odel is robust.

P roposition 5 For nondegenerate f, the ©llowing change Q (£;G) by at m ost a constant factor.
(1) Replcing the initial state 71 ;01 by an arbitrary (known) j i.

(1) Requiring the nalstate to ke Iocalized at som e vertex v; with prokability at least 1 ", for a constant
"> 0.

(iid) A Jowingm ulipl algorithm stepsbetween each orack step (and m easuring the com plkxity by the num ber
of algorithm steps).

P roof.



(i) W e can transform F,;0ito j 1 (@nd hence j ito j»;01) n ¢ = O Q@ (£;G)) steps, by anning out
from v; along the edges of a m Inin um -height spanning tree.

(i) A ssum e without loss of generality that zoyr is accessed only once, to w rite the output. Then after
ZoyT 1S accessed, uncom pute (that is, run the algorithm backwards) to localize the nal state at v; .
T he state can then be Iocalized atanyviin ¢ = O @Q (£;G)) stegps. W e can succeed w ith any constant
probability by repeating this procedure a constant num ber of tim es.

(ii}) The oracke step O is s own inverse, so we can in plem ent a sequence U; ;U ; ::: of algorithm steps as
follow s Where I is the identity):

U, ol I 0! Uy!
]

W e rst give a generalupper bound on Q OR;G) in tem s of the diam eter of G . (T hroughout the paper,
we som etin esom £ oor and ceiling signs if they clearly have no e ect on the asym ptotics.)
P roposition 6

P
Q OR;G)=0 ng

P roof. Let be am ininum -height spanning tree for G, rooted at vi . A depth- rst search on  uses
2n 2 steps. Let S; be the set of vertices visited by depth— rst search in steps 1 to ¢, S, be those visited
Insteps ¢ + 1to 2 g,and so on. Then

S1 [ inSG =V.
Furthem ore, for each S there is a classical algorithm A 5, using at most 3 ¢ steps, that starts at v;, ends

at vi, and outputs 1’ ifand only ifx; = 1 forsome v; 2 Sy. Then we sin ply perform G rover search at
p__ "~
v; over allA 5; since each iteration takes O (g ) steps and there are O 2n= ¢ Iiterations, the num ber of

P
steps is O ng .M
T he bound of P roposition [ is tight:

Theorem 7 Forall , there exists a graph G with diameter ¢ = such that

Q OR;G)= n

P roof. Let G bea %Star sh’wih centralvertex vy andM = 2 n 1)= lgsli;:::;Ly ,each of length
=2 (see Figureld) . W e use the hybrid argum ent of Bennett et al. [l]. Suppose we run the algorithm on the

alltzero input X o. Then de ne the query m agnitude ;t) to be the probability of nding the robot in leg L 4
inm ediately after the tF query:

vi2Ly 2

Let T be the totalnumber of queries, and ktw = T= (c ) Prsome constant 0 < c< 1=2. Clearly

K 1 r qy X !
3 B 1=w.
g=0 j=1 a=0
Hence theremust exist a leg Ly such that
1
X T q) W _ w
J M 2@ 1)
a=0

[ee}
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Figure 2: The Star sh’ graph G. Them arked item isat one ofthe tip vertices.

Let v; bethe tip vertex of Ly , and ket Y be the Input which is1 atv; and 0 elsswhere. Then kt X 4 be
a hybrid nput, which isX g during querdies1 to T qgc ,butY durlhgqueriesT qgc + 1toT. Also, kt
E x
© g = o ) Frijzi

be the algorithm s state after t querdies when run on X 4, and ket

E E ,
D (gr) = T ®q) T )
X X 2
(T) (T)
= iz (Xq) iz X )

vi2G Z

Then orallg 1,weclhin thatD (g 1;9) 4 ;T @) Forby unitariy, the Euclidean distance betw een

® ®y 1) and © ®K4) canonly ncreassasa resutofqueriesT qc + lthroughT (@ 1)c . But
no am plitude from outside Ly can reach v; during that interval, since the distance is =2 and there are
only c < =2 time steps. Therefore, switching from X4 ;1 to X4 can only a ect am plitude that is In L 4
Inmediately afferquery T qgc :

X X (T qc ) (T qgc ) 2
D @ 1;9 iz X q) iz X q)
v12Lj z
X X 2
=4 ijZqC)(XO) _4:(]T qc )
vi2 Ly z
It follow s that
s s
p— X¥p__ X d— T 2
D (O;w) D @ 1;9 2 . N — == —= .
J 20 1) c n 1)
ag=1 ag=1

Here the rst hequality uses the triangle inequality, and the third uses the C auchy-Schw %rz_jnequaljty. Now
assum Ing the algorithm is correct weneed D (O;w) = (1), which impliesthat T = n . H
Tt is in m ediate that T heorem [A applies to Z <localunitariesaswellasC <localones: that is,0% OR;G) =
P n . W ebelieve the theorem can be extended to H —localunitaries as well, but a full discussion ofthis
issue would take us too fara eld.



5 Search on G rids

Let Ly (n) be a d-din ensional grid graph of size n'= =. That is, each vertex is speci ed by d
coordinates i;;:::;3q 2 1;:::;n'™ , and is connected to the at m ost 2d vertices cbtainabl by adding or
subtracting 1 from a single coordinate (poundary verticeshave few er than 2d neighbors). W ew rite sin ply Ly
when n is clear from context. In this section we present ourm ain positive resuls: thatQ OR;Lg)= (  n)
ford 3,andQ OR;L,)=0 (pﬁpo]y]ogn) ford= 2.

Before proving these clain s, ket us develop som e intuition by show Ing weaker bounds, taking the case
d = 2 for illustration. C]ear]%Q OR;L,) = 0 n** : we sinply partition L, () mto n subsquares,
each a copy of L, ( n). In 5 n steps, the robot can travel from the start vertex to any subsquare C,
gearch C classically for a m arked vertex, and then retum to the start vertex. Thus, by searching all

n of the C’s in superposition and applying G rover’s algorithm , the robot can search the grid in time
1=4 P — 3=4

O n 5 n=0 n

Once we know that, we m ight as well partition L, @) into n'=> subsquares, each a copy of L, n®=> .
Searching any one of these subsquares by the previous algorithm takes tine O n?=3 = _ o (p n), an
am ount oftin e that also su cesto travelto the subgsquare and back from the start vertex. So using G rover’s
algorithm , the robot can search L, () in tineO  n?=3 Po - 0 n?3 . W e can continue recursively in

this m anner to m ake the running tim e approach O (p n). The trouble is that, with each additional layer
of recursion, the robot needs to repeat the search m ore often to upperbound the error probability. U sing
this approach, the best bounds we could cbtain are roughly O (p npolylogn) ord 3, orp 020 (29n) g
d= 2. In what follows, we use the am plitude am pli cation approach of G rover [19] and Brassard et al.

[IT] to in prove these bounds, in the case of a single m arked vertex, to O ( n) ©rd 3 (Section [EJ) and

o Pn g>?n ford= 2 (Section[5A). Section[54 generalizes these results to the case ofm ultiple m arked

vertices.

Intuitively, the reason the case d = 2 is special is that there, the diam eter of the grid is (p n), which
m atches exactly the tin e needed for G rover search. Ford 3, by contrast, the robot can travel across the
grid in much less tin e than is needed to search it.

51 Amplitude Ampli cation

W e start by describing am plitude am pli cation [11),[19], a generalization of G rover search. Let U be a
quantum algorithm that, with probability , outputs a correct answer together w ith a w iness that proves
the answer correct. (For exam ple, In the case of search, the algorithm_outputs a vertex label i such that
x;= 1. Ampli cation generates a new algorithm that callsU order 1= = tim es, and that produces both a
correct answer and a w Iness w ith probability (1). In particular, assum e U starts in basis state i, and
ktm be a positive Integer. Then the am pli cation procedure works as follow s:

(1) Set 3 oi= U Fi.
@) Fori= l1tom set j 34 1i= USU W 7 ;i, where

W  Ips the phase of basis state jyi if and only if i contains a description of a correct w itness,
and

S Ipsthe phase ofbasis state i ifand only if yi= JFi.
W e can decom pose j pliassin j syeclt 00s J gmnl, where § el is a superposition over basis states
containing a correct w itness and j gl is a superposition over all other basis states. Brassard et al. [L11]
showed the follow Ing:

Lemma 8 (MI) jii= sih [@i+ 1) 17 swcci+ cos[@i+ 1) 13 mui-

10



Ifm easuring j ol gives a correct w itness w ith probability , then Fin %‘ = and jj 1:p_ . So taking
m=0(@d= ") yields sin [@m + 1) ] 1. For our algorithm s, though, the m ultiplicative constant under
the big-O alsom atters. To upperbound this constant, we prove the follow ing lemm a.

Lemm a 9 Suppose a quantum algorithm U outputs a correct answer and w itness w ith probability exactly
Then by using2m + 1 callsto U orU !, where

1
—P= =
4 arcsin 2

we can output a correct answer and w itness w ith probability at least
!
om + 1)°
B T
3
P roof. W e perform m steps of am plitude am pli cation, which requires 2m + 1 callstoU orU . By
Lemm alg, this yields the nalstate

sin [@Cm + 1) 17 sycelt cos[@m + 1) 17 gni:

where = arcsjnp_. T herefore the success probability is
s’ @m + larsh® s’ @m+1)0
P
3
_ 2m + 1 _
em + 1)p 1) s
6
om + 1)°
em + 1)° % 2

Here the rst line uses the m onotonicity of sin® x in the interval 0; =2], and the second line uses the fact
that shx x x°=6frallx 0 by Taylr series expansion. m

N ote that there is no need to uncom pute any garbage left by U, beyond the uncom putation that happens
\autom atically" w ithin the am pli cation procedure.

52 D imension At Least 3

O ur goalis the ©llow ing:

Theorem 10 Ifd 3,then Q OR;Lg) = (pﬁ).

Th this section, we prove Theorem [[0 for the special case of a unique m arked vertex; then, in Sections
B4 and 53, we w ill generalize to m ultiple m arked vertices. Let OR & be the problm of deciding whether
there are no m arked vertices or exactly k of them , given that one of these is true. Then:

Theorem 11 Ifd 3,thenQ ORY;Ly = (pH).

Choossconstants 2 (2=3;1)and 2 (1=3;1=2) such that > 1=3 (brexample, = 4=_|_5 and _= 5=11

m
willwork). Let Y% be a lJarge positive integer; then for allpositive integersR, et R = R 1 vl Al

R 1
tng = ‘; . Assum e for sin plicity that n = ng for som e R ; In other words, that the hypercube L4 (ng ) to
be searched has sides of length % . Later we w ill rem ove this assum ption.

Consider the follow Ing recursive algorithm A . Ifn = ng, then search Ly (ng) classically, retuming 1 ifa
m arked vertex is found and 0 otherw ise. O therw ise partition L4 (hg ) Into ng =ng 1 subcubes, each one a

11



copy 0ofLg r 1). Take the algorithm that consists ofpicking a subcube C uniform 7 at random , and then
running A recursively on C . Am plify this algorithm (ng=ngr ;) times.

T he Intuition behind the exponents is that ng 1 ng , 0 searching Ly g 1) should take about nR:2
steps, which dom nates the n;:d steps needed to travel across the hypercube when d 3. A lso, at kevelR

we want to am plify a num ber of tim es that is lessthan (g =ng 1 )1=2 by som e polynom ialam ount, shoe full
am pli cation would be ine cient. The reason for the constraint > 1=3 will appear in the analysis.

W e now provide a m ore explicit description of A , which show s that it can be in plem ented using C -local
t;njrar:ies and only a singlke bit of workspace. At any tin e, the quantum robot’s state w ill have the form

Gz i Yi;zi, where v; is a vertex of Ly (nr ) and z is a single bit that records whether or not a m arked
vertex hasbeen found. G iven a subcube C, ket v (C ) be the \comer" vertex ofC ; that is, the vertex that is
mnimalin alld coordinates. Then the initial state when searching C willbe J (C) ;0i. Beware, however,
that \initial state” in this context jist m eans the state Fi from Section [E1l. Because of the way am plitude
am pli cation works, A w ill often be invoked on C w ith other initial states, and even run In reverse.

For convenience, we will in plem ent A using a two-stage recursion: given any subcube, the task of A
will be to am plify the result of another procedure called U, which in tum runs A recursively on sm aller
subcubes. W e will also use the conditionalphase jpsW and S from Section [El. For convenience, we
write Ag ;Ugr ;W g ;Sr to denote the level of recursion that is currently active. Thus, Ar calls Ugr , which
callsAg 1,which callsUg 1,and soon down toAg.

A lgorithm 12 (Agr) Searches a subcube C of size ng for the m arked vertex, and am pli es the resukt to
have hrger probability. Default initial state: v (C ) ;04i.
IfR = 0 then:

(1) Use clssical C-local operations to visit allng vertices of C in any order. Ateach v; 2 C, use a query
transform ation to m ap the state yi;zito ji;z x;i.

2) Remmm tov C).
IfR 1 then:

(1) Letmy be the snallest integer such that 2m g + 1 r=nr 1)
2) Ca]lUR .

(3) Fori= 1tomg, callW x , then U, ', then Sg , then Ug .

C| m eaning those of size ng. Then the nalstate after A tem inates should be

1 ng=no
PP ¥ €C41)i01
NRr "o 4y

ifC does not contain the m arked vertex. O therw ise the nalstate should have non-negligble overlap w ith
¥ Ci);1li,whereC; isthem inin alsubcube in C that contains them arked vertex. In particular, ifR = O,
then the nalstate should be ¥ (C) ;11 ifC contains the m arked vertex, and j (C) ;01 otherw ise.

T he two phase- I subroutines, W g and Sy, are both trivialto mplement. To apply Wz , map each
basis state Ji;zito ( 1) J;z1i. To apply Sg,map each yi;zito Jy;ziifz= 0andvi= v (C) Prsome
subcube C of size ng , and to jv;;z1 otherw ise. Below we give pseudocode for Uy .

A Igorithm 13 (Ugr) Searchesa subcuke C ofsize ng for them arked vertex. D efaul initialstate: 3 (C ) ;04i.

(1) Partition C into ng=ng 1 smaller subcubesC;;:::;C,, -y, , r@ch ofsizeng ;.
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Jj coordinates. Thus Vg = fv (C)g, and in general ¥5Jj= (R ='r 1)3. Forj=1ltod, kt Viike the
state 1 X
Viyi= ) 7 (C;) ;01
R v(C;)2V;
Apply a sequence of transform ations Z1, 23, ::: Z4 where Z 5 is a unitary thatmaps 35 11ito ¥Vsiby
applying C -local unitaries that m ove am plitude only albng the % coordinate.

(3) CallAg ; recursively. (N ote thatthis searchesC;:::;C,, -, , In superposition. A Iso, the required
am pli cation is perform ed for each of these subcubes autom atically by step (3) ofAr 1.)
IfUr isrun on the initial state jv (C) ;0i, then the nalstate should be

ngs=npg
1 XL
P Ji1s

NR=NR 1 44

where j ;i is the correct nalstate when Ar ; is run on subcube C; with Iniial state v (C;) ;0i. A key
point is that there isno need for Uy to callAr ; twioce, once to com pute and once to uncom pute| for the
uncom putation is already built into Ax . This is what will enable us to prove an upper bound of O (p n)
instead of 0 ~ n2® = 0 ( npolylogn).

W e now analyze the running tine ofAg .

Lemma 14 Ar usesO (@) steps.

Proof. LetTp R)and Ty R) bethetotalnumbersofstepsused by Ar and Ug respectively In searching
Ly hr). Then wehaveTp (0)= O (1), and

Ta R) @mg + 1)Ty R)+ 2mg

Ty R) dnp “+Ta R 1)

forallR 1. ForW g and Sy can both be In plem ented In a single step, while Ug usesdy = dn;=d steps
to m ove the robot across the hypercube. Combining,

Ta R) @mg+1) dny °+ Tp ® 1) + 2mg

(r=ng 1) +2) dng "+ Ta B 1) + @e=ng 1) +1

0O mr=nr 1) n; + (g=nr 1) +2)Ta R 1)

1=d
=0 mr=nr 1) ng + r=ng 1) Ta R 1)
1=d 1=d 1=d
=0 mg=nr 1) ny + @r=nr 2) ng ,+ +r #Mg) nj
]

n1=d ol n1=d :
=n, 0 R4+ 21, 4

Ng 1 Dr No

1=d =d 1=d
= ng O ng + % n + nj

1= 1= "1

1=d 1=d 1=d
= ng O ng + ng + fip
=0 mg)
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Here the second line follow s because 2myg + 1 mr=ng 1) + 2, the Pourth because the hgr=ng 1)
term s Increase doubly exponentially, so adding 2 to each willnot a ect the asym ptotics; the seventh because

n; = n, q ,the eighth becauseng 1 n; ;andthe lastbecause > 1=3 1=d, hence nizd < 1.
[ |

N ext we need to lowerbound the success probability. Say that Az orUr \succeeds" ifa m easurem ent in
the standard basis yields the resul v (C; ) ;1i, whereC; isthem inim al subcube that contains the m arked

vertex. O foourse, the m arked vertex itself can then be found in ng = O (1) steps.

Lemm a 15 A ssum ing there is a unigue m arked vertex, Ar sucoeeds w ith prokability l=n§ z

Proof. Let P, R) and Py R) be the success probabilities of Ag and Ur respectively when searching
Lg r). Then clearly P, 0)= 1,and Py R)= (g 1=ng)Pa R 1) forallR 1. Soby Lemmald,

1
Pa R) 1 < @ma+ 1)°Py R) @mg + 1)°Py R)
1
= 1 Zemg+ 1P lp R 1) emeg+ 1B lp, R O1)
3 ng ng
1 n n
1 Z@r=ng 1)° —Px ® 1) (@p=ng 1)° —P, R 1)
3 ng ng
1
1 5 6r 17ng Y2 r =) P PAR D)
1 2 YR 1 1 2
(no=ng ) 1 3 g 1=ngr)
r=1 '
r 1 ’
12
(no=ng ) 1 3 T a2
r=1 1’IR |
xR 1 )
12
(no=ng ) 1 73 T a2
r=1 nR
_ l=n1 2

R

H ere the third line follow sbecause 2m g + 1 Mg 1=ngr) and the function x %xz is nondecreasing in the

nterval 0;1]; the ourth because P, R 1) 1;the sixth becauseng 1 ng;and the lastbecause < 1
and < 1=2, the ny ’s increase doubly exponentially, and ny is su clently large. ®

Finally, take Ay itself and amplify i to success probability (1) by running i O s - ) times.
This yields an algorithm for searching Ly (hg ) with overall running tine O n?z , which in plies that

1=2
0 oRW;Lgmr) =0 ng

A 1l that rem ains is to handle values of n that do not equalng forany R. The solution is sinple: st
nd the largest R such that ng < n. Then set n®= ng n'9=Y% d, and embed Ly () into the larger

hypercube Ly 0%. Clarly @ ORY;La ) 0 ORW;Lg 0% . Alsonotice thatn®= O (1) and that
n®= o0 n;: =0 n;:z . Next partition Ly 0% into n%ngr subcubes, each a copy of Lq (g ). The
algorithm w ill now have one additional level of recursion, which chooses a subcube of Ly (no) uniform Iy at
random , runs Ar on that subcube, and then am pli es the resulting procedure n%ng times. The
totaltin e is now r ! - |
o) o 0%+ nfz =0 n—n;:Z -0 n ;
ng ng

w hile the success probability is  (1). This com pletes T heorem [Il.
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53 D in ension 2
In the d= 2 case, the best we can achieve is the follow ing:

Theorem 16 0 OR;Ly)=0 " nlbg?n

Again, we start w ith the single m arked vertex case and postpone the general case to Sections[5d and [E3.

Theorem 17 @ ORY;L, =0 prcf:Zn

Ford 3,weperformed ampli cation on large (greaterthan O 1=n! 2 ) probabilities only once, at the
end. Ford= 2, on the other hand, any algorithm that we construct w ith any nonzero success probability
willhave running tine (* n), sin ply because that is the diam eter of the grid. Ifwe want to keep the
nunning time O ( n), then we can only perform O (1) am pli cation steps at the end. T herefore we need to
keep the success probability relatively high throughout the recursion, m eaning that we su er an increase in
the running tin e, sihce am pli cation to high probabilities is less e cient.

The procedures Ag , Uz, W g, and Sg are identical to those in Section [EJ; all that changes are the
param eter settings. For all integers R 0, wenow ktng = ‘gR , for som e odd Integer Yy 3 to be st
later. Thus, Ay and Uy search the squaregrid L, (g ) ofsize § $ . Also,ktm = (Y, 1)=2;thenAy
appliesm steps of am plitude am pli cation to Uy .

W e now prove the counterparts of Lem m as[I4 and [[3 for the two-din ensional case.

Lemma 18 Ag usesO R %' steps.

Proof.LetTp R)and Ty R) bethetineused by Ar and Ur respectively In searching L, (ng ). Then
Ta (0)= 1, and forallR 1,

Ta R) (2m+l)TU (:R)+2m;

Ty R) 205+ Ta R 1):
Combining,

Ta R) @m+1) 2n, °+Ta R 1) + 2m

Y29+ Ta R 1)+ Yy 1
0 %'+ YIa R 1)

R+ 1
O RY

[ ]
Lemma 19 Ar suocceeds with prokability (1=R).

Proof. Let P, R) and Py R) be the success probabilities of Ag and Ur respectively when searching
L, hg). ThenPy R)= P, R 1)=‘% forallR 1. Soby Lemm a[d, and using the fact that2m + 1= Y,
|
em + 1)°

Pa R) 1 ——— Py R) em + 1)°Py R)
_ , GPaR 1) ,PaR 1)
- E 2 0 2
0 0
=Pa R 1) =P; R 1)
= (@{1=R):
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Thisisbecause [R) fterationsofthemap xr = Xg 1 %xi ; areneeded to drop from (say) 2=R to 1=R,
and xo = P, (0) = 1 isgreaterthan 2=R . m

P

W e can am plify Ar to success probability (1) by repeating it O R tines. This yields an algo—
rithm fr searching L, (g ) that uses 0 R32%*H = 0o pKR3:2‘O steps In total. W e can m inin ize
this expression sub gct to ‘%R = nr by taking Y, to be constant and R to be (logny), which yields
Q0 OR™;L, mr) =0 pﬁbgnffz . Ifn isnot of the om “*, then we sinply nd the snallest

Integer R such that n < ‘%R ,and embed L, ) in the lJarger grid L, ‘gR . Since Yy is a constant, this
increases the running tim e by at m ost a constant factor. W e have now proved T heorem [I.

54 Multiple M arked Item s

W hat about the case in which there are multiple i'swih x; = 1? If there are k m arked ftem s Where
k need not be known in advance), then G rover’s algorithm can nd a marked item wih high probabiliy
nO n=k queries, as shown by Boyer et al. [L0]. In our setting, however, this is too much to hope
ﬁ>r| since even if there aremany m a 1 vertices, they m ight allbe in a faraway part of the hypercube.
Then n'? stepsareneeded, even if n=k < n'"®. Indeed, we can show a stronger Iowerbound. Recall
that OR ®) is the problem ofdeciding whether there are no m arked vertices or exactly k of them .

Theorem 20 Foralldimensionsd 2,
Pa
), -
Q OR™iLq = kl=2 1=d
Here, for sim plicity, we ignore constant factors depending on d.

P roof. For sin plicity, we assum e that both k™% and n=3%k ' ° are integers. (In the generalcase, we

can jast replace k by k'™ ¢ and n by the largest integer of the oHrm (3m ) k which is kess than n. This
only changes the lower bound by a constant factor depending on d.)

W e use a hybrid argum ent aln ost identical to that of Theorem [A. D ivide L4 into n=k subcubes, each
having k vertices and side length k'=¢. Let S be a reqularly-spaced set of M = n= 3% ofthese subcubes,
so that any two subcubes in S have distance at last 2k* from one another. Then choosea subcubeC 5 2 S
uniform ly at random and m ark allk vertices in C4y. This enables us to consider each C5 2 S itselfasa
single vertex (out ofM in total), having distance at Jeast 2k'=® to every other vertex.

M ore fom ally, given a subcube C3 2 S, kt &; be the set of vertices consisting of C 5 and the 3¢ 1
subcubes surrounding . (Thus, €; is a subcube of side ength 3k'™®.) Then the query m agnitude of &;

after the t query is

w_ £ X ) 2

3 = iz Xo)

vi2®y %

where X ; is the allzero input. Let T be the number of queries, and ket w = T= ck!™® fr som e constant
c> 0. Then as in Theorem [@, there m ust exist a subcube @j such that

® 1 (r qck'™?) 3 kw .

w
J M n
a=0
Let Y be the nput which is 1 in C5 and 0 elsswhere; then let X § be a hybrid input which is X ¢ during
queries1to T qck'™@,butY during queriesT qck!™@ + 1to T. Next ket

X X
(T) (T) 2

D (@r) = A 0 SR )

vi2G z
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T k=9
Then as in Theorem [, rallc< 1 wehaveD (g 1;q 4 j( ) For in the k!~ queries from

T ok'™@+ 1lthrough T (@ 1)ck!™, no amplimde originating outside ©; can travela distance k'™
and thereby reach C; . Therefore switching from X 4 1 to X 4 can only a ect am plitude that is in &;
inmediately afterquery T gck!™. Tt follows that

r r__ P
pP—— ¥p_— W X (¢ qoxive) 39k 2 39kl =g
D ©O;w) D @ 1l;9 2 3 2w — = ——p——
n ¢ n
ag=1 ag=1
HenceT = PHgi=2 1-a for constant d, since assum ing the algorithm is correctweneedD (O;w) = (1).

[ ]

Notice that ifk  n, then the bound of Theorem PO becomes n'™® which is jist the diam eter of L.
Also, ifd= 2,then 1=2 1=d= 0 and thebound issmply ( n) independent ofk. Thebound ofT heorem
can be achieved (up to a constant factor that depends on d) for d 3, and nearly achieved ford = 2.
W e 1rst construct an algorithm for the case when k is known.

Theorem 21

(1 Ford 3, p_
0 orR®;Ly =0 o
r=d kl=2 1=d
(i) Ford= 2,
P— -
0 oR¥;L, =0 " nlbg?n
To prove Theorem Bl we rst divide L4 ) Into n= subcubes, each of size ™ =4 (where

willbe xed later). Then in each subcube, we choose one vertex uniform ly at random .
Lemma 22 If k, then the probability that exactly one m arked vertex is chosen is at least k= k= )2

P roof. Let x be am arked vertex. The probability that x is chosen is 1= . G iven that x is chosen, the
probability that one ofthe otherm arked vertices, y, is chosen is 0 if x and y belong to the sam e subcube, or
1= ifthey belong to di erent subcubes. T herefore, the probability that x alone is chosen is at least

Since the events \x alone is chosen" arem utually dispint, we conclude that the probability that exactly one
m arked vertex is chosen is at leastk= (k= Y. m

Tn particular, x sothat =3 < k < 2 =3; then Lemm alZd im plies that the probability of choosing
exactly one m arked vertex is at least 2=9. The algorithm isnow as ollows. A s in the lemm a, subdivide
Ly () Into n= subcubes and choose one location at random from each. Then run the algorithm for the

unique-solution case (T heorem [ or[[A) on the chosen locations only, as if they were vertices of Ly (n= ).

T he running tin e in the unique case was O n= ford 3or

r r
n — n —
0 —g? =) =0 — g ?n

ford= 2. However, each Iocalunitary in the orighhalalgorithm now becom esa uniary a ecting tw o vertices
v and w In neighboring subcubesC;, and C,, . W hen placed side by side, C, and C,, form a rectangularbox
ofsize2 1=¢ 1= 1=d | Therefore the distance between v and w isatmost (d+ 1) ™¢. It Pllows
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that each localunitary in the orighalalgorithm takesO d '™ tine i the new algorithm . Ford 3, this
results In an overall running tim e of
r__ jo i jo
—d 1=d _ 0 din =0 711

0 - 1=2 1=d k1l=2 1=d

Ford= 2 we obtain r
n ,_ _ p— -
O — 1’2]og32r1 =0 n]og32n

55 Unknown Number ofM arked Item s

W e now show how to dealw ith an unknown k. Let OR‘ ¥ be the problem of deciding whether there are
no m arked vertices or at last k ofthem , given that one of these is true.

Theorem 23

(i) Ford 3,

n
Ly =0 ———

Q0 OR'!
(i) Ford= 2,
0 OR'®;1L, =0 pHJogS:Zn

P roof. W e use the straightforward Youbling” approach of Boyer et al. [10]:
(1) For j= 0 to Iog, h=k)

Run the algorithm of T heorem Pl w ith subcubes of size = 2k.
If a m arked vertex is found, then output 1 and hal.

(2) Query a random vertex v, and output 1 ifv is a m arked vertex and 0 otherw ise.

Let k k be the number of m arked vertices. Ifk n=3, then there exists a j Iog, (n=k) such
that 4=3 k 2 4=3. So Lemmal[Zd in plies that the % iteration of step (1) nds a m arked vertex
w ith probability at least 2=9. On the other hand, ifk n=3, then step () nds a m arked vertex w ith
probability at least 1=3. Ford 3,thetineused In step (1) isatmost

3
logy,(n=k) — — logy(n=k) —
gx ‘0 Pn pl’l g (n 1 pl’l

= 4 -  5=0 - .
1=2 1=d kl=2 1=d 2j1=2 1=d) ki=2 1=da '

=0 j =0

the sum in brackets being a decreasing geom etric series. Ford= 2,thetine isO P n ]og5=2 n , since each

fteration takes O P n ]og3=2 n tim e and there are at m ost logn ierations. In neither case does step ()

a ect thebound, shcek n inplies that n'= P n=k!=? =4 m
Takingk = 1 givesalgorithm s Hrunconstrained O R w ith running tin esO Cn)prd 3ando £n g n)
ford= 2, thereby establishing T heorem s[I0d and [14.
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6 Search on Irregular G raphs

Th Section[[J, we clain ed that our divide-and-conquer approach has the advantage ofbeing robust: it works
not only for highly sym m etric graphs such as hypercubes, but for any graphs having com parable expansion
properties. Let usnow substantiate this clain .

Say a fam ily of connected graphs fG, = V,;E,)g is d-dim ensional if there existsa > 0 such that for
alln;Yand v 2 V,,

B WiV min “Yn ;

where B (v;") isthe set of vertices having distance at most * from v in G, . Intuitively, G, is d-din ensional
(rd 2 an integer) if its expansion properties are at Jeast as good as those of the hypercube Ly (n) > Tt is
Inm ediate that the diam eter of G, isatmost = )l:Ol . Note, though, that G, m ight not be an expander
graph in the usual sense, sihce we have not required that every su ciently sm all set of vertices has m any
neighbors.

Ourgoalisto show the ollow ing.

Theorem 24 IfG is d-dim ensional, then

(1) Fora constantd > 2, p
Q OR;G)= 0 npolylogn

(i) Ford= 2,
0 (OR;G)=p52°(pbg“):

In proving part (i), the intuition is sin ple: we want to decom pose G recursively into subgraphs (called
clusters), which w ill serve the sam e roke as subcubes did in the hypercube case. The procedure is as follow s.
For som e constant n; > 1, st choose dn=nje vertices uniform Iy at random to be designated as l-pegs.
Then form l-clusters by assigning each vertex in G to its closest 1-peg, as In a Voronoidiagram . (T fes are
broken random ly.) Let v (C) be the peg of cluster C . Next, split up any l-clister C with m ore than n;
vertices into diT j=nie arbirarily-chosen 1-clusters, each w ith size at most n; and with v (C) as is 1peg.
O bserve that

Fnie .
S 5, B
=1 ™M o1
wheren = 13+ Ctan=n,e - Therefore, the splitting-up step can at m ost double the num ber of clusters.

In the next iteration, set n, = nr , forsom e constant 2 (2=d;1). Choose 2 dn=n,e vertices uniform ly
at random as 2-pegs. Then form 2-clusters by assigning each 1cluster C to the 2-peg that is closest to the
1peg v (C). Given a 2-cluster C %, et ¥ %jbe the num ber of 1-clusters in C°. Then asbefre, split up any
Cc%wih £ %> ny=n; Mto dif = M,=n1)e arbitrarily-chosen 2-clusters, each w ith size at m ost n,=n; and
with v €9 as its 2-peg. Continue recursively in thism anner, setting ng = nflf , and choosing 28 !dn=ngze
vertices as R pegs oreach R . Stop at them axinum R such that ng n. Fortechnical convenience, set
ng = 1, and consider each vertex v to be the 0-peg of the O-cluster fvg.

For R 1, de ne the radius of an R cluster C to be the maxinum, over all R 1)-clusters C % in

C, of the distance from v (C) to v C%. Also, callan R -cluster good if it has radius at most % , where
\ 2 1=d
R = ~—Nhgr Inn

Lemm a 25 W ith prokability 1 o (1) over the choice of clusters, all clusters are good.

5In general, it m akes sense to consider non-integer d as well.
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Proof. Letvbethe R 1l)pegofan R 1)<clister. Then B ;"] 9 where B (v; ") is the ball
of radius Y about v. So the probability that v has distance greater than % to the nearest R peg isatm ost

dn=ng e n=n
< : 2hn R
1 — < —:
n n=ng n?

Furthem ore, the total num ber of pegs is easily seen to be O (). It Hllow sby the union bound that every
R 1)peg Prevery R hasdistance atm ost R to the nearest R peg, w ith probabiliyl O (I=n)= 1 o (1)
over the choice of clusters.

At the end we have a tree of clusters, which can be searched recursively Just as in the hypercube case.
Lemm a28 gives us a guarantee on the tin e needed tom ove a keveldown (from a peg ofan R —cluster to a peg
ofan R  l-cluster contained in it) ora levelup. A 1o, ket K °C) be the numberof R 1)-clusters n R—
clusterC ;thenK °(C) K R)whereK R)= 2dng=nr ie. FK°(C)< K R),thenplaceK R) K°(C)
\dummy" R 1)<clustersin C,each ofwhichhas R 1)Pegv (C).Now, every R cluster containsan equal
number of R 1 clusters.

O ur algorithm is sin ilar to Section [E2 but the basis states now have the om j;z;C i, where v is a
vertex, z is an answer bit, and C is the label of the cluster currently being searched. (Unfrtunately,
because m ultiple R clusters can have the sam e peg, a single auxiliary qubit no longer su ces.)

Thealgorithm Ar from Section[EAnow doesthe ollow ing, when invoked on the initialstate v (C ) ;0;C i,
where C isan R —cluster. IfR = 0, then Ar uses a query transform ation to prepare the state v (C);1;C1i
ifv (C) isthem arked vertex and ¥ (C) ;0;C i otherw ise. IfR 1 and C isnot a dummy cluster, then Ay
Beﬁbnn sm g steps ofam plitude am pli cation on Ug , wherem i is the largest integer such that 2m g + 1

ng=ng 12 IfC isa dumm y clister, then Ar does nothing for an appropriate num ber of steps, and then
retums that no m arked iem was found.

W e now describe the subroutine Uy , for R 1. W hen nvoked wih F (C);0;C ias its initial state, Uy

rst prepares a uniform superposition

1 By R)
Jci= p=—= J €C1);0;Cii:
K®) .,
Tt does this by rst constructing a spanning tree T for C, rooted at v (C) and having m inim al depth, and
then m oving am plitude along the edges of T so as to prepare j ¢ i. A fter j ¢ 1 hasbeen prepared, Ugr then
callsAr ; recursively, to search C1;:::;Ck ) In superposition and am plify the results. N ote that, because
ofthe cluster labels, there is no reason w hy am plitude being routed through C should not pass through som e
other cluster C ° along the way| but there is also no advantage In our analysis for allow ing this.
W e now analyze the running tin e and success probability ofA g .

Lemma 26 Az usesO pﬁloglzdn steps, assum ing that all clusters are good.

Proof. Let T, R) and Ty R) be the tin e used by A and Uy respectively in searching an R —cluster.
Then we have

p__
Ta R) ng=ng 1Ty R);
Ty R) R+ Ta R 1)

®In the hypercube case, we perform ed fewer am pli cations in order to lower the running tim e from P npolylogn to P n.
H ere, though, the splitting-up step produces a polylogn factor anyway.
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wih thebasse case Tp (0) = 1. Combining,

P
Ta R) ng=ng 1 (x +Ta R 1))
P P

- - P
ng=ng 1R+ MNg=Ng 2%Rr 1+ +ng =np %
|
1=d 1=d °
p__ (g Iin) (1 Inn)
nr 1 No
pP— = 1=d =2 =d =2
=" ng n'9n O ng + n
R 1
pP— - 1=d =2 1=d =2 = 1=a =2 1)
=" ng n'%n O n; + nj + f]

where the last line hodsbecause > 2=d and thereforen; © < 1. m

Lemm a 27 Ar succeeds with probability (I=polylogngy ) in searching a graph of size n = ngr, assum ing
there is a unigque m arked vertex.

P roof. For allR 0, ket Cg be the R —cluster that contains the m arked vertex, and et P, R ) and
Py R) be the success probabilities of Ax and Ur respectively when searching Cr . Then forallR l,we
havePy R)= P, R 1)=K R), and therefore

@mg + 1)° 2
Pa R) 1 fPU R) @mg + 1)"Py R)
|

) !

I @mg + 1) Pa R 1) Cm g + 1)? P R 1)
3 K R) K R)

= P R 1))
= (l=pokylogngy):

Here the third line holds because @my + 1)°

oglgngy). m o

Finally,weregpeat Ar itselfO (polylogng ) tin es, to achieve successprobability (1) using O ngr polylogng
steps In total. Again, if n is not equal to ng for any R, then we sinply nd the largest R such that
ng E n, and then add onem ore level of recursion that searches a random R —clister and am pli es the result

n=ng times. The resulting algorithm uses O (pHpo]y]ogn) steps, thereby establishing part (i) of
Theorem [24 for the case of a unique m arked vertex. The generalization to multiple m arked vertices is
straightforward.

ng =Ng 1 K (R)=2, and the last lne because R =

Corollary 28 IfG is d-dimensional for a constantd > 2, then

p— n
0 orR'®;c =0 %

P roof. A ssum e w ithout loss ofgenerality that k = o (n), since otherw ise a m arked item is trivially found
in 0 n'™® steps. Asin Theorem B3, we give an algorithm B consisting of log, m=k) + 1 ierations. In
Tteration j= 0, choose dn=ke verticeswi;:::;Wgn-ke Uniom I at random . Then run the algorithm for the
unique m arked vertex case, but instead of taking all vertices In G as O-pegs, take only wi;:::;Wanore. ON
the other hand, still choose the 1-pegs, 2-pegs, and so on uniform Iy at random from am ong all verticesin G .
For allR, the num ber of R pegs should be dn=k)=ngr e. In general, in iteration j ofB, choose n= 23k

21



Tt rem ains only to upperbound B'’s running tim e.

. . . ) ) j . 1=d ,

Tn iteration j, notice that Lem m a[l2d goes through ifwe use ‘E({j) = 22Jkng In z instead of ¥ . That

is, with probabiliy 1 O (k=n)= 1 o (1) over the choice of clusters, every R cluster has radiis at m ost
‘IS) . So ktting Ta R) be the running tin e of Agx on an R —cluster, the recurrence in Lemm a 28 becom es

p — NG)) _ P— 5 ., 1=d
Ta R) ng=ng 1 g +Ta R 1) =0 ng 2-°klog h=k) ;

which is p !
H]oglzd%
g2
ifng = n= 23k . Asusual, the case where there is no R such that ng = n= 2%k is trivially

handled by adding one m ore level of recursion. Ifwe factor In the O (I=polylogng ) repetitions of Ay
needed to boost the success probability to (1), then the total running tim e of iteration j is
|

P npolylog ¥
(2jk)1=2 1=d
T herefore B’s running tin e is
1
logx(n=k) P - P—-
o @ npo]y]ognA -0 npolylogn
(ij)l:Z 1=d kl=2 1=d

=0

[ |

For the d = 2 case, the best upper bound we can show is pﬁ2o (ploT”‘) . This is obtained by sinply
m odifying Ar to have a deeper recursion tree. Instead of taking ng = nR: , orsome ,wetakeng =
2 banng 1= ZprT”‘,  that the total num ber of kevels is = Jogn . Lemm al2d goes through without
m odi cation, while the recurrence for the running tin e becom es

r -
Ta R) ng=ng 1 (kR +Ta R 1))

P -
Nng=nrg 1R+ Ng=Nr 2R 1+ +ng =ng 1
P—— P pP——0 P
=0 2 PIRRDT g +gn R g
=pﬂ2o(pbgn):

A lso, since the success probability decreases by at m ost a constant factor at each level, we have that
P, R)= 2 ° (pm), and hence 2° (pm) am pli cation steps su ce to boost the success probability to

(1). Handlingmultiplem arked iem s adds an additional factor of logn, which is absorbed into 2 © (pm) .
T his com pletes T heorem [24.

6.1 B its Scattered on a G raph

Tn Section [, we discussed several ways to pack a given am ount of entropy into a spatial region of given
din ensions. However, we said nothing about how the entropy is distributed w ithin the region. It m ight
be unifom , or concentrated on the boundary, or distrdbuted in som e other way. So we need to answer the
follow ing: suppose that in som e graph, h out ofthe n verticesm ight be m arked, and we know which h those
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are. Then how much tin e is needed to determ ine whether any of the h is m arked? If the graph is the
hypercube Ly ford 2 or is d-dim ensional for d > 2, then the resuls of the previous sections in ply that
O ( npolylogn) steps su ce. However, we wish to use fewer steps, taking advantage of the fact that h
m ght be much sn aller than n. Fom ally, suppose we are given a graph G w ith n vertices, ofwhich h are
potentially m arked. Let OR ®7 ¥ pe the problem ofdeciding whether G has no m arked vertices or at least
k ofthem , given that one of these is the case.

P roposition 29 For all integer constants d = 2, there exists a d-dim ensional graph G such that

|
1=2 1=d

0 or® X,z = nt=d h
’ k
P roof. Let G be the d-dim ensional hypercube Ly (n). Create h=k subcubes of potentially m arked
vertices, each having k vertices and side length k'=¢. Space these subcubesout in Lq () so that the distance

between any pair ofthem is (r1k=h)1=d . Then choose a subcube C unifom Iy at random and m ark allk

vertices In C . This enables us to consider each subcube as a single vertex, having distance (r1k=h)1=d

to every other vertex. The lower bound now follow s by a hybrid argum ent essentially identical to that of
Theorem 20. =

In particular, ifd= 2 then (p n) tin e is alvays needed, since the potentially m arked verticesm ight all
be far from the start vertex. The lower bound of P roposition can be achieved up to a polylogarithm ic
factor.

P roposition 30 IfG is d-dim ensional for a constant d > 2, then

1=2 1=d

. 4 h h
0 OoR™ k);G =0 n'™d X polylogi

P roof. A ssum e w ithout lossofgenerality that k = o (), since otherw ise am arked item istrivially found.
Use algorithm B from Corollary P8, with the ®llow ing sinpl change. In iteration j, choose h= 23k

m arked vertex as ffwy;:::;W - pik)e Were the only vertices in the graph. That is, take w1/ 113 Wan- 2ix)e

as 0-pegs; then for allR 1, choose h= 2Jkng vertices of G unifom Iy at random asR pegs. Lemma
- . 1=d 5 .

goes through ifwe use béj) = g%23knR ]n% instead of R} . So fllow ing C orollary P8, the running

tin e of fteration j is now

o Prx Dok o Iy1o h 0 n*d h Iy1o h
n - (e} - = n - O -
R4 p el e p 9
ifng = h= 2’k . Therefre the total unning tin e is

1 |

logy (h=k) 1=2 1=d 1=2 1=d :

h h h

o@ nt=¢ — oylog—A =0 n¥d = olylog —

e poly 9% ” poly 9%

3=0

[ |
Inhtuitively, P roposition 30 says that the w orst case for search occurs when the h potentialm arked vertices
are scattered evenly throughout the graph.
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Figure 3: A lice and Bob synchronize’ locations on their respective cubes.

7 A pplication to D ispintness

In this section we show how our results can be used to strengthen a seem ingly unrelated result In quantum
com puting. SupposeA licehasa stringX = x1 :::xp 2 £0;1g" ,and Bob hasa stringY = y; :::yn 2 £0;1g" .
In the dispintness probkm , A lice and B ob m ust decide w ith high probability whether there exists an i such
that x; = y; = 1, usihg as few bits of com m unication as possble. Buhm an, C keve, and W igderson [12]
observed that In the quantum setting, A lice and Bob can solve this problem using on]g o) (p n logn) qubits
of comm unication. Thiswas subsequently inproved by H yerand deW ol P0Jto O ~ nc®¥ ® ,wherec is
a constant and log _n is the iterated logarithm fiinction. U sing the search algorithm of T heorem [[J, we can
in prove this to O (p n), which m atches the celbrated (- n) lowerbound ofR azborov P3].

Theorem 31 The quantum comm unication com plkxity of the dispintness probkm is O (pﬁ).

P roof. The protocolis as follow s. A lice and Bob both store their nputs in a 3-D cube L3 () EFigure
1=3
1

To decide whether there exists a (J;k;1) with x51 = yj1 = 1, A lice sin ply runs our search algorithm for an
unknow n num ber ofm arked item s. If the search algorithm is in the state

X
3ik;Lz Vik1r21;

then the pint state of A lice and Bob w illbe

X
Jkilzie kil B1 FL o gkadis 1)

where A lice holds the rst Jvix11 and i, Bob holds the second jvyx1i, and ¥ is the com m unication channel.
T hus, whenever A lice is at location (j;k;1) ofher cube, Bob is at location (j;k;1) ofhis cube.

(1) To sinulate a query, A lice sends ¥i and an auxiliary qubit holding X1 to Bob. Bob perfom s
¥Zi! ¥ yiii, conditionalon x41 = 1. He then retumsboth bits to A lice, and nally A Iice retums
the auxiliary qubit to the i state by exclusive-OR 'Ing it w ith x k1.

(2) To simulate a non-query transform ation that does not change jrjx1i, A lice just perform s it herself.

(3) By exam ining A jorithm s[I2 and[[3, we see that there are tw o transfom ations that change jryai. W e
dealw ith them separately.
First, step 1 of A gorithm [[J uses a classical C Jocal transfom ation 751 ! Fy0x00i. This trans-
form ation can be sin ulated by A lice and Bob each separately applying jryu;1i ! Jrgomxo;0i.

Second, step 2 of A lgorithm [[3 applies transform ations Z1, Z,, and Z3. Forbrevity, we restrict our—
selves to discussing Z; . T his transform ation m aps an nitial state 75,1701 to a uniform superposition
over J40,;1;01 forall (jo;k;l) Iying in the same C; as (j;k;1). W e can decom pose this into a sequence
oftransform ationsm apping jjoxito  Jjok;i+  Fges 1kl orsome , . Thiscan be in plam ented
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In three steps, using an auxiliary qubit. The auxiliary qubit is initialized to Pi and is mitially held
by A lice. At the end, the auxiliary qubit is retumed to Pi. The sequence of transform ations is

30k ;11 ff)l 30k ;11 ! okt :pl yjo;k;ll"' Vy0k 11 j]-l 30k ;11
Do eoxaiPidreandt  Fyoaalidres 1xal

P eaniPidopat Jromai P i

The rsttransform ation is perform ed by A lice who then sends the auxiliary qubi to Bob. The second
transform ation is perform ed by Bob, who then sends the auxiliary qubit back to A lice, who perform s
the third transfom ation.

Since the algorithm uses O (p n) steps, and each step is sin ulated using a constant am ount of com m uni-
cation, the num ber of qubits com m unicated in the disjpintness protocol is therefore also O (p n). m

8 Open Problem s

A sdiscussed 1n Section 3], a salient open problem raised by thiswork isto prove relationshipsam ong Z-local,

C Jocal, and H Jocal unitary m atrices. In particular, can any Z-local or H-local unitary be approxin ated

by a product of a sn all num ber of C -local unitaries? A lso, is i true that Q (£;G) = Q% (£;G) =
of (£;G) Prallf;G?

A second problem is to obtain interesting lowerbounds in curm odel. For exam pl, ket G be a P Pq
grid, and suppose £ X ) = 1 if and only if every row of G contains a vertex v; wih x; = 1. Clearly
Q (£;G)= 0 n** , and we confpcture that this is optin al. However, we were unable to show any lower
bound better than (* n).

F inally, what is the com plexity of nding a unigue m arked vertex on a 2-D square grid? A sm entioned
in Section [J, Ambainis, K empe, and Rivosh [3] showed that 9 ORY;L, = 0 (pﬁbgn). Can the
rem aining factor of logn be rem oved?
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