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A bstract

Can G rover’salgorithm speed up search ofaphysicalregion| forexam plea2-D grid ofsize
p
n�

p
n?

Theproblem isthat
p
n tim eseem sto beneeded foreach query,justto m oveam plitudeacrossthegrid.

Here we show that this problem can be surm ounted,refuting a claim to the contrary by Benio�. In
particular,weshow how to search a d-dim ensionalhypercubein tim eO (

p
n)ford � 3,orO (

p
n log5=2 n)

ford = 2. M ore generally,we introduce a m odelofquantum query com plexity on graphs,m otivated by
fundam entalphysicallim its on inform ation storage,particularly the holographic principle from black
holetherm odynam ics. O urresultsin thism odelincludealm ost-tightupperand lowerboundsform any
search tasks;a generalized algorithm thatworksforany graph with good expansion properties,notjust
hypercubes;and relationshipsam ong severalnotionsof‘locality’forunitary m atricesacting on graphs.
As an application ofour results,we give an O (

p
n)-qubit com m unication protocolfor the disjointness

problem ,which im provesan upperbound ofH�yerand deW olfand m atchesa lowerbound ofRazborov.

1 Introduction

The goalofG rover’squantum search algorithm [17,18]is to search an ‘unsorted database’ofsize n in a
num berofqueriesproportionalto

p
n. Classically,ofcourse,ordern queriesare needed. Itissom etim es

asserted that,although the speedup ofG rover’s algorithm is only quadratic,this speedup is provable,in
contrastto the exponentialspeedup ofShor’sfactoring algorithm [29]. Butisthatreally true? G rover’s
algorithm is typically im agined as speeding up com binatorialsearch| and we do not know whether every
problem in NP can beclassically solved quadratically fasterthan the\obvious"way,any m orethan weknow
whetherfactoring isin BPP.

Butcould G rover’salgorithm speed up search ofa physicalregion? Herethebasicproblem ,itseem sto
us,isthe tim e needed for signalsto travelacrossthe region. Forifwe are interested in the fundam ental
lim itsim posed by physics,then weshould acknowledgethatthespeed oflightis�nite,and thata bounded
region ofspacecan storeonly a �niteam ountofinform ation,according to theholographicprinciple[9]. W e
discussthe latterconstraintin detailin Section 2;fornow,we say only thatitsuggestsa m odelin which
a ‘quantum robot’occupies a superposition over �nitely m any locations,and m oving the robot from one
location to an adjacent one takes unit tim e. In such a m odel,the tim e needed to search a region could
depend critically on its spatiallayout. Forexam ple,ifthe n entriesare arranged on a line,then even to
m ovetherobotfrom oneend to theothertakesn � 1 steps. Butwhatiftheentriesarearranged on,say,a
2-dim ensionalsquaregrid (Figure 1)?

1.1 Sum m ary ofR esults

Thispapergivesthe�rstsystem atictreatm entofquantum search ofspatialregions,with ‘regions’m odeled
asconnected graphs. O urm ain resultispositive:weshow thata quantum robotcan search a d-dim ensional

�Em ail:aaronson@ ias.edu. Thiswork wasm ostly done while the author wasa PhD studentatU C Berkeley,supported by
an N SF G raduate Fellowship.

yEm ail:am bainis@ iqc.ca. Supported by an IQ C U niversity Professorship and by CIA R . Thiswork wasm ostly done while
the author was atthe U niversity ofLatvia.
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Figure 1:A quantum robot,in a superposition overlocations,searching fora m arked item on a 2D grid of
size

p
n �

p
n.

d = 2 d > 2

Hypercube,1 m arked item O

�p
nlog3=2 n

�

�(
p
n)

Hypercube,k orm orem arked item s O

�p
nlog5=2 n

�

�
� p

n

k1=2�1=d

�

Arbitrary graph,k orm orem arked item s
p
n2O (

p
log n) e�

� p
n

k1=2�1=d

�

Table 1: Upperand lowerboundsforquantum search on a d-dim ensionalgraph given in thispaper. The
sym bole� m eansthatthe upperbound includesa polylogarithm ic term . Note that,ifd = 2,then 
(

p
n)

isalwaysa lowerbound,forany num berofm arked item s.

hypercube with n vertices for a unique m arked vertex in tim e O

�p
nlog3=2 n

�

when d = 2,or O (
p
n)

when d � 3. This m atches (or in the case of2 dim ensions,nearly m atches) the 
(
p
n) lowerbound for

quantum search,and supports the view that G rover search ofa physicalregion presents no problem of
principle.O urbasic technique isdivide-and-conquer;indeed,once the idea ispointed out,an upperbound
ofO

�
n1=2+ "

�
followsreadily. However,to obtain the tighterboundsism ore di�cult;forthatwe use the

am plitude-am pli�cation fram ework ofG rover[19]and Brassard etal.[11].
Section 5 presents the m ain results;Section 5.4 shows further that,when there are k or m ore m arked

vertices,the search tim e becom es O
�p

nlog5=2 n
�

when d = 2,or �
�p

n=k1=2� 1=d
�
when d � 3. Also,

Section 6 generalizes our algorithm to arbitrary graphs that have ‘hypercube-like’expansion properties.

Here the bestboundswe can achieve are
p
n2O (

p
logn) when d = 2,orO (

p
npolylogn)when d > 2 (note

thatd need notbe an integer). Table 1.1 sum m arizesthe results.
Section 7 shows,asan unexpected application ofoursearch algorithm ,thatthequantum com m unication

com plexity ofthewell-known disjointnessproblem isO (
p
n). Thisim provesan O

�p
nclog

�
n
�
upperbound

ofH�yerand de W olf[20],and m atchesthe 
(
p
n)lowerbound ofRazborov [23].

The restofthe paperisaboutthe form alm odelthatunderliesourresults. Section 2 setsthe stage for
thism odel,by exploring theultim atelim itson inform ation storageim posed by propertiesofspaceand tim e.
This discussion servesonly to m otivate ourresults;thus,it can be safely skipped by readersunconcerned
with the physicaluniverse. In Section 3 we de�ne quantum query algorithm s on graphs,a m odelsim ilar
to quantum query algorithm sasde�ned by Bealsetal. [4],but with the added requirem entthat unitary
operations be ‘local’with respect to som e graph. In Section 3.1 we address the di�cult question,which
also arisesin work on quantum random walks[1]and quantum cellularautom ata [31],ofwhat‘local’m eans.

Section 4 provesgeneralfactsaboutourm odel,including an upperbound ofO
�p

n�

�

forthe tim e needed

to search any graph with diam eter�,and a proof(using thehybrid argum entofBennettetal.[7])thatthis
upperbound istightforcertain graphs. W e concludein Section 8 with som eopen problem s.
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d = 2 d = 3 d = 4 d � 5

Thispaper O

�p
nlog3=2 n

�

O (
p
n) O (

p
n) O (

p
n)

[16] O (n) O
�
n5=6

�
O (

p
nlogn) O (

p
n)

[3,15] O (
p
nlogn) O (

p
n) O (

p
n) O (

p
n)

Table 2: Tim e needed to �nd a unique m arked item in a d-dim ensionalhypercube,using the divide-and-
conquer algorithm softhis paper,the originalquantum walk algorithm ofChilds and G oldstone [16],and
the im proved walk algorithm sofAm bainis,K em pe,and Rivosh [3]and Childsand G oldstone[15].

1.2 R elated W ork

In apaperon ‘Spacesearcheswith aquantum robot,’Benio�[6]asked whetherG rover’salgorithm can speed
up search ofa physicalregion,asopposed to a com binatorialsearch space. Hisanswerwasdiscouraging:
fora 2-D grid ofsize

p
n �

p
n,G rover’salgorithm isno fasterthan classicalsearch. The reason isthat,

during each ofthe �(
p
n) G roveriterations,the algorithm m ust use order

p
n steps just to travelacross

the grid and return to itsstarting pointforthe di�usion step. O n the otherhand,Benio� noted,G rover’s
algorithm doesyield som e speedup forgridsofdim ension 3 orhigher,since those gridshave diam eterless
than

p
n.

O urresultsshow thatBenio�’sclaim ism istaken:by using G rover’salgorithm m ore carefully,one can

search a 2-D grid fora singlem arked vertex in O
�p

nlog3=2 n
�

tim e. To usthisillustrateswhy oneshould

notassum e an algorithm isoptim alon heuristic grounds. Painfulexperience| forexam ple,the \obviously
optim al" O

�
n3
�
m atrix m ultiplication algorithm [30]| iswhattaughtcom puterscientiststo seetheproving

oflowerboundsasm orethan a form ality.
O ursetting isrelated to thatofquantum random walkson graphs[1,13,14,28]. In an earlierversion

ofthispaper,weasked whetherquantum walksm ightyield an alternativespatialsearch algorithm ,possibly
even one that outperform s our divide-and-conquer algorithm . M otivated by this question,Childs and
G oldstone [16]m anaged to show that in the continuous-tim e setting, a quantum walk can search a d-
dim ensionalhypercube fora singlem arked vertex in tim e O (

p
nlogn)when d = 4,orO (

p
n)when d � 5.

O uralgorithm wasstillfasterin 3 orfewerdim ensions(see Table 1.2). Subsequently,however,Am bainis,
K em pe,and Rivosh [3]gavean algorithm based on a discrete-tim equantum walk,which wasasfastasours
in 3 orm ore dim ensions,and fasterin 2 dim ensions. In particular,when d = 2 theiralgorithm used only
O (

p
nlogn)tim e to �nd a unique m arked vertex. Childsand G oldstone [15]then gavea continuous-tim e

quantum walk algorithm with the sam e perform ance,and related thisalgorithm to propertiesofthe Dirac
equation. Itisstillopen whetherO (

p
n)tim e isachievablein 2 dim ensions.

Currently,the m ain drawback ofthe quantum walk approach isthatallanalyseshave relied heavily on
sym m etriesin the underlying graph. Ifeven m inor‘defects’are introduced,itisno longerknown how to
upper-bound therunning tim e. By contrast,theanalysisofourdivide-and-conqueralgorithm iselem entary,
and doesnotdepend on eigenvaluebounds. W ecan thereforeshow thatthealgorithm worksforany graphs
with su�ciently good expansion properties.

Childsand G oldstone[16]argued thatthequantum walk approach hastheadvantageofrequiring fewer
auxiliary qubitsthan thedivide-and-conquerapproach. However,theneed form any qubitswasan artifact
ofhow weim plem ented thealgorithm in a previousversion ofthepaper. Thecurrentversion usesonly one
qubit.

2 T he Physics ofD atabases

Theoreticalcom puter science generally deals with the lim it as som e resource (such as tim e or m em ory)
increases to in�nity. W hat is not always appreciated is that,as the resource bound increases,physical
constraints m ay com e into play that were negligible at ‘sub-asym ptotic’scales. W e believe theoretical
com puterscientistsoughttoknow som ethingaboutsuch constraints,and toaccountforthem when possible.
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For ifthe constraints are ignored on the ground that they \never m atter in practice," then the obvious
question arises: why use asym ptotic analysis in the �rst place,rather than restricting attention to those
instancesizesthatoccurin practice?

A constraint ofparticular interest for us is the holographic principle [9],which arose from black-hole
therm odynam ics. The principlestatesthatthe inform ation contentofany spatialregion isupper-bounded
by itssurface area (notvolum e),ata rate ofone bitperPlanck area,orabout1:4� 1069 bits persquare
m eter. Intuitively,ifone tried to build a sphericalhard disk with m ass density �,one could not keep
expanding it forever. For as soon as the radius reached the Schwarzschild bound ofr =

p
3=(8��) (in

Planck units,c= G = ~ = k = 1),the hard disk would collapse to form a black hole,and thusitscontents
would be irretrievable.

Actually thesituation isworsethan that:even aplanar hard disk ofconstantm assdensity would collapse
to form a black hole onceitsradiusbecam e su�ciently large,r= �(1=�). (W e assum ehere thatthe hard
disk isdisc-shaped. A linearor1-D hard disk could expand inde�nitely withoutcollapse.) Itispossible,
though,thata hard disk’sinform ation contentcould asym ptotically exceed itsm ass. Forexam ple,a black
hole’sm assisproportionalto the radiusofitseventhorizon,butthe entropy isproportionalto the square
oftheradius(thatis,to thesurfacearea). Adm ittedly,inherentdi�cultieswith storageand retrievalm ake
a black hole horizon lessthan idealasa hard disk. However,even a weakly-gravitating system could store
inform ation at a rate asym ptotically exceeding its m ass-energy. For instance,Bousso [9]shows that an
enclosed ballofradiation with radiusr can store n = �

�
r3=2

�
bits,even though its energy growsonly as

r. O urresultsin Section 6.1 willim ply thata quantum robotcould (in principle!) search such a ‘radiation
disk’fora m arked item in tim eO

�
r5=4

�
= O

�
n5=6

�
. Thisissom eim provem entoverthetrivialO (n)upper

bound fora 1-D hard disk,though itfallsshortofthe desired O (
p
n).

In general,ifn = rc bits are scattered throughout a 3-D ballofradius r (where c � 3 and the bits’
locations are known),we willshow in Theorem 30 that the tim e needed to search for a ‘1’bit grows as
n1=c+ 1=6 = r1+ c=6 (om itting logarithm ic factors). In particular,ifn = �

�
r2
�
(saturating the holographic

bound),then the tim e growsasn2=3 orr4=3. To achievea search tim e ofO (
p
npolylogn),the bitswould

need to be concentrated on a 2-D surface.
Becauseofthe holographicprinciple,weseethatitisnotonly quantum m echanicsthatyieldsa 
(

p
n)

lowerbound on the num berofstepsneeded forunordered search. Ifthe item sto be searched are laid out
spatially,then generalrelativity in 3+ 1 dim ensionsindependently yieldsthe sam ebound,
(

p
n),up to a

constantfactor.1 Interestingly,in d+ 1 dim ensionsthe relativity bound would be 

�
n1=(d� 1)

�
,which for

d > 3 is weakerthan the quantum m echanicsbound. G iven thatourtwo fundam entaltheoriesyield the
sam e lowerbound,itisnaturalto ask whetherthatbound istight. The answerseem sto be thatitisnot
tight,since (i)the entropy on a black hole horizon isnote�ciently accessible 2,and (ii)weakly-gravitating
system sare subjectto the Bekenstein bound [5],an even strongerentropy constraintthan the holographic
bound.

Yet it is still of basic interest to know whether n bits in a radius-r ball can be searched in tim e
o(m infn;r

p
ng)| that is,whether it is possible to do anything better than either brute-force quantum

search (with the drawback pointed out by Benio� [6]),or classicalsearch. O ur results show that it is
possible.

From a physicalpointofview,severalquestionsnaturally arise:(1)whetherourcom plexity m easure is
realistic;(2)how to accountfortim e dilation;and (3)whethergiven the num berofbitswe are im agining,
cosm ologicalboundsarealso relevant. Letusaddressthese questionsin turn.

(1) O necould arguethatto m aintain a ‘quantum database’ofsizen requiresn com puting elem ents([32],
though see also [24]). So why not just exploit those elem ents to search the database in parallel?
Then itbecom estrivialto show thatthe search tim e islim ited only by the radiusofthe database,so

1A dm ittedly,the holographic principle ispartofquantum gravity and notgeneralrelativity per se. A llthatm attersforus,
though,isthat the principle seem s logically independent ofquantum -m echanicallinearity,which iswhatproduces the \other"


�p

n

�
bound.

2In the case ofa black hole horizon,waiting for the bits to be em itted as H awking radiation| as recent evidence suggests
that they are [27]| takestim e proportionalto r3,which ism uch too long.
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the algorithm softhispaperare unnecessary. O urresponse isthat,while there m ightbe n ‘passive’
com puting elem ents (capable ofstoring 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
unobjectionable. Fora particle (and indeed any object)really doeshave an indeterm inate location,
not m erely an indeterm inate internalstate (such as spin) at som e location. W e leave as an open
problem ,however,whetherourassum ption isvalid forspeci�c quantum com puterarchitecturessuch
asion traps.

(2) So long asweinvokegeneralrelativity,should wenotalso considerthee�ectsoftim edilation? Those
e�ectsareindeed pronounced neara black holehorizon. Again,though,forourupperboundswewill
have in m ind system s far from the Schwarzschild lim it,for which any tim e dilation is by at m ost a
constantfactorindependentofn.

(3) How do cosm ologicalconsiderationsa�ectouranalysis? Bousso [8]arguesthat,in a spacetim e with
positive cosm ologicalconstant� > 0,the totalnum berofbitsaccessible to any one experim entisat
m ost3�=(�ln2),orroughly 10122 given currentexperim entalbounds[26]on �.3 Intuitively,even if
the universeisspatially in�nite,m ostofitrecedestoo quickly from any one observerto be harnessed
ascom puterm em ory.

O neresponsetothisresultistoassum ean idealization in which �vanishes,although Planck’sconstant
~ doesnotvanish. Asjusti�cation,one could argue thatwithoutthe idealization � = 0,allasym p-
toticboundsin com putersciencearebasically �ctions. Butperhapsa betterresponseisto acceptthe
3�=(�ln2)bound,and then ask how closeonecan com eto saturating itin di�erentscenarios. Clas-
sically,them axim um num berofbitsthatcan besearched is,in a crudem odel4,actually proportional
to 1=

p
� � 1061 ratherthan 1=�. Thereason isthatifa region had m uch m orethan 1=

p
� bits,then

after1=
p
� Planck tim es| thatis,about1010 years,orroughly the currentageoftheuniverse| m ost

ofthe region would have receded beyond one’s cosm ologicalhorizon. W hat our results suggest is
that,using a quantum robot,one could com e closerto saturating the cosm ologicalbound| since,for

exam ple,a 2-D region ofsize 1=� can be searched in tim e O
�

1p
�
polylog 1p

�

�

. How anyone could

prepare a databaseofsizem uch greaterthan 1=
p
� rem ainsunclear,butifsuch a databaseexisted,it

could be searched!

3 T he M odel

M uch ofwhatisknown aboutthe powerofquantum com puting com esfrom the black-box orquery m odel
[2,4,7,17,29],in which onecountsonly thenum berofqueriestoan oracle,notthenum berofcom putational
steps. W e willtake thism odelasthe starting pointfora form alde�nition ofquantum robots. Doing so
willfocusattention on ourm ain concern:how m uch harderisitto evaluate a function when itsinputsare
spatially separated? Asitturnsout,allofouralgorithm swillbe e�cientasm easured by the num berof
gatesand auxiliary qubitsneeded to im plem entthem .

Forsim plicity,weassum ethata robot’sgoalisto evaluateaBoolean function f :f0;1gn ! f0;1g,which
could be partialor total. A ‘region ofspace’is a connected undirected graph G = (V;E ) with vertices
V = fv1;:::;vng. LetX = x1 :::xn 2 f0;1gn be an inputto f;then each bitxi isavailableonly atvertex
vi. W e assum e the robotknowsG and the vertex labelsin advance,and so isignorantonly ofthe xi bits.
W e thus sidestep a m ajor di�culty for quantum walks [1],which is how to ensure that a process on an
unknown graph isunitary.

3A lso,Lloyd [21]argues that the totalnum ber ofbits accessible up tillnow isat m ostthe square ofthe num ber ofPlanck

tim es elapsed so far,or about
�
1061

�
2
= 10122. Lloyd’s bound,unlike Bousso’s,does not depend on � being positive. The

num ericalcoincidence between the two boundsre
ectsthe experim ental�nding [26,25]thatwe live in a transitionalera,when
both � and \dust" contribute signi�cantly to the universe’s netenergy balance (
 � � 0:7,
 dust � 0:3). In earliertim esdust
(and before that radiation) dom inated,and Lloyd’s bound was tighter. In later tim es � willdom inate,and Bousso’s bound
willbe tighter. W hy we should live in such a transitionalera isunknown.

4Speci�cally,neglecting gravity and other forces that could counteract the e�ect of�.
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Atany tim e,the robot’sstate hasthe form
X

�i;z jvi;zi.

Here vi 2 V is a vertex,representing the robot’s location;and z is a bit string (which can be arbitrarily
long),representing the robot’sinternalcon�guration. The state evolvesvia an alternating sequence ofT
algorithm stepsand T oraclesteps:

U
(1)

! O
(1)

! U
(1)

! � � � ! U
(T )

! O
(T ).

An oracle step O (t) m aps each basis state jvi;zi to jvi;z� xii,where xi is exclusive-O R’ed into the �rst
bitofz. An algorithm step U (t) can be any unitary m atrix that(1)doesnotdepend on X ,and (2)acts
‘locally’on G . How to m akethe second condition preciseisthe subjectofSection 3.1.

The initialstate ofthe algorithm is jv1;0i. Let�(t)i;z (X )be the am plitude ofjvi;ziim m ediately after

the tth oraclestep;then the algorithm succeedswith probability 1� " if

X

jvi;zi:zO U T = f(X )

�
�
��

(T )

i;z (X )
�
�
�
2

� 1� "

forallinputsX ,wherezO U T isa bitofz representing the output.

3.1 Locality C riteria

Classically,itiseasy to decide whethera stochastic m atrix actslocally with respectto a graph G :itdoes
ifit m ovesprobability only along the edgesofG . In the quantum case,however,interference m akes the
question m uch m oresubtle. In thissection weproposethreecriteriaforwhetheraunitary m atrix U islocal.
O uralgorithm swillthen be im plem ented using the m ostrestrictiveofthesecriteria.

The�rstcriterion wecallZ-locality (forzero):U isZ-localif,given any pairofnon-neighboring vertices
v1;v2 in G ,U \sendsno am plitude" from v1 to v2;thatis,the corresponding entriesin U are all0. The
second criterion,C-locality (forcom posability),saysthatthisisnotenough:notonly m ustU send am plitude
only between neighboring vertices,butitm ustbe com posed ofa productofcom m uting unitaries,each of
which actson a singleedge. Thethird criterion isperhapsthem ostnaturaloneto a physicist:U isH-local
(forHam iltonian)ifitcan be obtained by applying a locally-acting,low-energy Ham iltonian forsom e�xed
am ountoftim e. M oreform ally,letUi;z! i�;z� be the entry in the jvi;zicolum n and jvi�;z�irow ofU .

D e�nition 1 U isZ-localifUi;z! i�;z� = 0 whenever i6= i� and (vi;vi� )isnotan edge ofG .

D e�nition 2 U isC-localifthe basisstatescan be partitioned into subsetsP1;:::;Pq such that

(i) Ui;z! i�;z� = 0 whenever jvi;ziand jvi�;z�ibelong to distinctPj’s,and

(ii) for each j,allbasisstatesin Pj are either from the sam e vertex or from two adjacentvertices.

D e�nition 3 U is H-localifU = eiH for som e Herm itian H with eigenvalues ofabsolute value atm ost�,

such thatH i;z! i�;z� = 0 whenever i6= i� and (vi;vi�)isnotan edge in E .

Ifa unitary m atrix isC-local,then itisalso Z-localand H-local. Forthe latterim plication,note that
any unitary U can be written aseiH forsom e H with eigenvaluesofabsolute value atm ost�. So we can
writethe unitary Uj acting on each Pj aseiH j;then since the Uj’scom m ute,

Y
Uj = e

i
P

H j.

Beyond that,though,how are the locality criteria related? Are they approxim ately equivalent? Ifnot,
then doesa problem ’scom plexity in ourm odeleverdepend on which criterion ischosen? Letusem phasize

6



thatthesequestionsarenotanswered by,forexam ple,theSolovay-K itaev theorem (see[22]),thatan n � n

unitary m atrix can beapproxim ated using a num berofgatespolynom ialin n. Forrecallthatthede�nition
ofC-locality requires the edgewise operations to com m ute| indeed,without that requirem ent,one could
produceany unitary m atrix atall. So therelevantquestion,which weleaveopen,iswhetherany Z-localor
H-localunitary can be approxim ated by a productof,say,O (logn)C-localunitaries. (A productofO (n)
such unitariestrivially su�ces,butthatisfartoo m any.)

4 G eneralB ounds

G iven a Boolean function f :f0;1gn ! f0;1g,thequantum query com plexity Q (f),de�ned by Bealsetal.
[4],isthem inim um T forwhich thereexistsa T-query quantum algorithm thatevaluatesf with probability
at least 2=3 on allinputs. (W e willalways be interested in the two-sided, bounded-error com plexity,
som etim esdenoted Q 2 (f).) Sim ilarly,given a graph G with n verticeslabeled 1;:::;n,we letQ (f;G )be
them inim um T forwhich thereexistsa T-query quantum roboton G thatevaluatesf with probability 2=3.
Here we require the algorithm steps to be C-local. O ne m ight also consider the corresponding m easures
Q Z (f;G ) and Q H (f;G ) with Z-localand H-localsteps respectively. Clearly Q (f;G ) � Q Z (f;G ) and
Q (f;G )� Q H (f;G );we conjecture thatallthree m easuresare asym ptotically equivalentbutwere unable
to provethis.

Let�G be the diam eterofG ,and callf nondegenerate ifitdependson alln inputbits.

P roposition 4 For allf;G ,

(i) Q (f;G )� 2n � 3.

(ii) Q (f;G )� (2�G + 1)Q (f).

(iii) Q (f;G )� Q (f).

(iv) Q (f;G )� �G =2 iff isnondegenerate.

P roof.

(i) Starting from the root,a spanning tree forG can be traversed in 2(n � 1)� 1 steps(there isno need
to return to the root).

(ii) W e can sim ulate a query in 2�G steps,by fanning out from the start vertex v1 and then returning.
Applying a unitary atv1 takes1 step.

(iii) O bvious.

(iv) Thereexistsa vertex vi whosedistanceto v1 isatleast�G =2,and f could depend on xi.

W e now show thatthe m odelisrobust.

P roposition 5 For nondegenerate f,the following change Q (f;G )by atm osta constantfactor.

(i) Replacing the initialstate jv1;0iby an arbitrary (known)j i.

(ii) Requiring the �nalstate to be localized atsom e vertex vi with probability atleast1� ",for a constant

"> 0.

(iii) Allowingm ultiplealgorithm stepsbetween each oraclestep(and m easuringthecom plexitybythenum ber

ofalgorithm steps).

P roof.

7



(i) W e can transform jv1;0ito j i(and hence j ito jv1;0i)in �G = O (Q (f;G ))steps,by fanning out
from v1 along the edgesofa m inim um -heightspanning tree.

(ii) Assum e withoutlossofgenerality thatzO U T isaccessed only once,to write the output. Then after
zO U T isaccessed,uncom pute (thatis,run the algorithm backwards)to localize the �nalstate atv1.
Thestatecan then belocalized atany viin �G = O (Q (f;G ))steps. W ecan succeed with any constant
probability by repeating thisprocedurea constantnum beroftim es.

(iii) Theoraclestep O isitsown inverse,so wecan im plem enta sequence U1;U2;:::ofalgorithm stepsas
follows(where I isthe identity):

U1 ! O ! I ! O ! U2 ! � � �

A function ofparticularinterestisf = O R (x1;:::;xn),which outputs1 ifand only ifxi = 1 forsom ei.
W e �rstgive a generalupperbound on Q (O R;G )in term softhe diam eterofG . (Throughoutthe paper,
wesom etim esom it
oorand ceiling signsifthey clearly haveno e�ecton the asym ptotics.)

P roposition 6

Q (O R;G )= O

�p
n�G

�

:

P roof. Let� be a m inim um -heightspanning tree forG ,rooted atv1. A depth-�rstsearch on � uses
2n � 2 steps. LetS1 bethesetofverticesvisited by depth-�rstsearch in steps1 to �G ,S2 be thosevisited
in steps�G + 1 to 2�G ,and so on. Then

S1 [ � � � [ S2n=�G = V .

Furtherm ore,foreach Sj there isa classicalalgorithm A j,using atm ost3�G steps,thatstartsatv1,ends
atv1,and outputs ‘1’ifand only ifxi = 1 for som e vi 2 Sj. Then we sim ply perform G roversearch at

v1 overallA j;since each iteration takesO (�G )stepsand there areO
�p

2n=�G
�

iterations,the num berof

stepsisO
�p

n�G
�
.

Thebound ofProposition 6 istight:

T heorem 7 For all�,there existsa graph G with diam eter �G = � such that

Q (O R;G )= 

�p

n�

�

:

P roof.LetG bea ‘star�sh’with centralvertex v1 and M = 2(n � 1)=� legsL1;:::;LM ,each oflength
�=2 (seeFigure2).W eusethehybrid argum entofBennettetal.[7]. Supposewerun thealgorithm on the

all-zero inputX 0. Then de�nethequery m agnitude �(t)j to betheprobability of�nding therobotin leg L j

im m ediately afterthe tth query:

�(t)j =
X

vi2L j

X

z

�
�
��

(t)

i;z (X 0)
�
�
�
2

.

LetT be the totalnum berofqueries,and letw = T=(c�)forsom econstant0 < c< 1=2. Clearly

w � 1X

q= 0

MX

j= 1

�(T � qc�)j �

w � 1X

q= 0

1 = w.

Hence therem ustexista leg Lj� such that

w � 1X

q= 0

�(T � qc�)j� �
w

M
=

w�

2(n � 1)
:

8



δ/2δ/2

Figure2:The‘star�sh’graph G . Them arked item isatoneofthe tip vertices.

Letvi� be the tip vertex ofLj�,and letY be the inputwhich is1 atvi� and 0 elsewhere. Then letX q be
a hybrid input,which isX 0 during queries1 to T � qc�,butY during queriesT � qc� + 1 to T. Also,let

�
�
� 

(t)(X q)
E

=
X

i;z

�
(t)

i;z (X q)jvi;zi

be the algorithm ’sstate aftertquerieswhen run on X q,and let

D (q;r)=







�
�
� 

(T )(X q)
E

�

�
�
� 

(T )(X r)
E





2

2

=
X

vi2G

X

z

�
�
��

(T )

i;z (X q)� �
(T )

i;z (X r)
�
�
�
2

.

Then forallq� 1,weclaim thatD (q� 1;q)� 4�(T � qc�)j� . Forby unitarity,theEuclidean distancebetween
�
� (t)(X q� 1)

�
and

�
� (t)(X q)

�
can only increaseasa resultofqueriesT � qc�+ 1 through T � (q� 1)c�. But

no am plitude from outside Lj� can reach vi� during that interval,since the distance is �=2 and there are
only c� < �=2 tim e steps. Therefore,switching from Xq� 1 to X q can only a�ectam plitude thatisin L j�

im m ediately afterquery T � qc�:

D (q� 1;q)�
X

vi2L j�

X

z

�
�
��

(T � qc�)

i;z (X q)�
�

� �
(T � qc�)

i;z (X q)
��
�
�
2

= 4
X

vi2L j�

X

z

�
�
��

(T � qc�)

i;z (X 0)
�
�
�
2

= 4�(T � qc�)j� :

Itfollowsthat

p
D (0;w)�

wX

q= 1

p
D (q� 1;q)� 2

wX

q= 1

q

�(T � qc�)j� � 2w

s

�

2(n � 1)
=
T

c

s

2

� (n � 1)
:

Herethe�rstinequality usesthetriangleinequality,and thethird usestheCauchy-Schwarzinequality. Now

assum ing the algorithm iscorrectweneed D (0;w)= 
(1),which im pliesthatT = 

�p

n�

�

.

Itisim m ediatethatTheorem 7appliestoZ-localunitariesaswellasC -localones:thatis,Q Z (O R;G )=



�p

n�

�

. W ebelievethetheorem can beextended to H -localunitariesaswell,buta fulldiscussion ofthis

issuewould takeustoo fara�eld.

9



5 Search on G rids

LetLd (n) be a d-dim ensionalgrid graph ofsize n1=d � � � � � n1=d. Thatis,each vertex is speci�ed by d

coordinatesi1;:::;id 2
�
1;:::;n1=d

	
,and isconnected to the atm ost2d verticesobtainable by adding or

subtracting1from asinglecoordinate(boundaryverticeshavefewerthan 2dneighbors). W ewritesim plyLd

when n isclearfrom context. In thissection wepresentourm ain positiveresults:thatQ (O R;Ld)= �(
p
n)

ford � 3,and Q (O R;L2)= O (
p
npolylogn)ford = 2.

Before proving these claim s,let us develop som e intuition by showing weakerbounds,taking the case
d = 2 for illustration. Clearly Q (O R;L2) = O

�
n3=4

�
: we sim ply partition L2 (n) into

p
n subsquares,

each a copy ofL2 (
p
n). In 5

p
n steps,the robot can travelfrom the start vertex to any subsquare C ,

search C classically for a m arked vertex, and then return to the start vertex. Thus, by searching all
p
n ofthe C ’s in superposition and applying G rover’s algorithm ,the robot can search the grid in tim e

O
�
n1=4

�
� 5

p
n = O

�
n3=4

�
.

O nce we know that,we m ight as wellpartition L2 (n) into n1=3 subsquares,each a copy ofL2

�
n2=3

�
.

Searching any one ofthese subsquaresby the previous algorithm takes tim e O
��
n2=3

�3=4
�

= O (
p
n),an

am ountoftim ethatalsosu�cestotraveltothesubsquareand back from thestartvertex. SousingG rover’s

algorithm ,therobotcan search L2 (n)in tim eO
�p

n1=3 �
p
n

�

= O
�
n2=3

�
. W e can continuerecursively in

this m anner to m ake the running tim e approach O (
p
n). The trouble is that,with each additionallayer

ofrecursion,the robotneedsto repeatthe search m ore often to upper-bound the errorprobability. Using

thisapproach,the bestboundswecould obtain areroughly O (
p
npolylogn)ford � 3,or

p
n2O (

p
logn)for

d = 2. In what follows,we use the am plitude am pli�cation approach ofG rover[19]and Brassard et al.
[11]to im prove these bounds,in the case ofa single m arked vertex,to O (

p
n)ford � 3 (Section 5.2)and

O

�p
nlog3=2 n

�

ford = 2 (Section 5.3). Section 5.4 generalizestheseresultsto thecaseofm ultiplem arked

vertices.
Intuitively,the reason the case d = 2 isspecialisthatthere,the diam eterofthe grid is�(

p
n),which

m atchesexactly the tim e needed forG roversearch. Ford � 3,by contrast,the robotcan travelacrossthe
grid in m uch lesstim e than isneeded to search it.

5.1 A m plitude A m pli�cation

W e start by describing am plitude am pli�cation [11,19],a generalization ofG rover search. Let U be a
quantum algorithm that,with probability �,outputs a correctanswertogetherwith a witnessthatproves
the answercorrect. (For exam ple,in the case ofsearch,the algorithm outputs a vertex labelisuch that
xi = 1.) Am pli�cation generatesa new algorithm thatcallsU order1=

p
� tim es,and thatproducesboth a

correctanswerand a witnesswith probability 
(1). In particular,assum e U startsin basisstate jsi,and
letm be a positiveinteger. Then the am pli�cation procedureworksasfollows:

(1) Setj 0i= U jsi.

(2) Fori= 1 to m setj i+ 1i= USU� 1W j ii,where

� W 
ipsthe phase ofbasisstate jyiifand only ifjyicontainsa description ofa correctwitness,
and

� S 
ipsthe phaseofbasisstatejyiifand only ifjyi= jsi.

W e can decom pose j 0iassin�j	 succi+ cos�j	 faili,where j	 succiisa superposition overbasisstates
containing a correctwitnessand j	 failiisa superposition overallotherbasisstates. Brassard etal. [11]
showed the following:

Lem m a 8 ([11]) j ii= sin[(2i+ 1)�]j	 succi+ cos[(2i+ 1)�]j	 faili.
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Ifm easuring j 0igivesa correctwitnesswith probability �,then jsin�j
2 = � and j�j� 1=

p
�. So taking

m = O (1=
p
�) yields sin[(2m + 1)�]� 1. For our algorithm s,though,the m ultiplicative constantunder

the big-O also m atters. To upper-bound thisconstant,weprovethe following lem m a.

Lem m a 9 Suppose a quantum algorithm U outputsa correctanswerand witnesswith probability exactly �.

Then by using 2m + 1 calls to U or U� 1,where

m �
�

4arcsin
p
�
�
1

2
;

we can outputa correctanswer and witnesswith probability atleast

 

1�
(2m + 1)2

3
�

!

(2m + 1)2 �:

P roof. W e perform m stepsofam plitude am pli�cation,which requires2m + 1 callsto U orU � 1. By
Lem m a 8,thisyieldsthe �nalstate

sin[(2m + 1)�]j	 succi+ cos[(2m + 1)�]j	 faili:

where� = arcsin
p
�. Thereforethe successprobability is

sin2
�
(2m + 1)arcsin

p
�
�
� sin2

�
(2m + 1)

p
�
�

�

 

(2m + 1)
p
� �

(2m + 1)3

6
�
3=2

! 2

� (2m + 1)2 � �
(2m + 1)4

3
�
2
:

Here the �rstline usesthe m onotonicity ofsin2 x in the interval[0;�=2],and the second line usesthe fact
thatsinx � x � x3=6 forallx � 0 by Taylorseriesexpansion.

Notethatthereisno need to uncom puteany garbageleftby U,beyond theuncom putation thathappens
\autom atically" within the am pli�cation procedure.

5.2 D im ension A t Least 3

O urgoalisthe following:

T heorem 10 Ifd � 3,then Q (O R;Ld)= �(
p
n).

In this section,we prove Theorem 10 forthe specialcase ofa unique m arked vertex;then,in Sections
5.4 and 5.5,we willgeneralizeto m ultiple m arked vertices. LetO R (k) be the problem ofdeciding whether
thereareno m arked verticesorexactly k ofthem ,given thatoneoftheseistrue. Then:

T heorem 11 Ifd � 3,then Q

�

O R(1)
;Ld

�

= �(
p
n).

Chooseconstants� 2 (2=3;1)and � 2 (1=3;1=2)such that�� > 1=3(forexam ple,� = 4=5and � = 5=11

willwork). Let‘0 bea largepositiveinteger;then forallpositiveintegersR,let‘R = ‘R � 1

l

‘
1=�� 1

R � 1

m

. Also

letnR = ‘dR . Assum eforsim plicity thatn = nR forsom eR;in otherwords,thatthehypercubeLd (nR )to
be searched hassidesoflength ‘R . Laterwewillrem ovethisassum ption.

Considerthefollowing recursivealgorithm A . Ifn = n0,then search Ld (n0)classically,returning 1 ifa
m arked vertex isfound and 0 otherwise. O therwise partition Ld (nR )into nR =nR � 1 subcubes,each one a

11



copy ofLd (nR � 1). Takethealgorithm thatconsistsofpicking a subcubeC uniform ly atrandom ,and then
running A recursively on C . Am plify thisalgorithm (nR =nR � 1)

� tim es.

The intuition behind the exponentsisthatnR � 1 � n
�

R
,so searching Ld (nR � 1)should take aboutn�=2

R

steps,which dom inatesthe n1=d
R

stepsneeded to travelacrossthe hypercube when d � 3. Also,atlevelR

wewantto am plify a num beroftim esthatislessthan (nR =nR � 1)
1=2 by som epolynom ialam ount,sincefull

am pli�cation would be ine�cient. The reason forthe constraint�� > 1=3 willappearin the analysis.
W enow providea m oreexplicitdescription ofA ,which showsthatitcan beim plem ented using C-local

unitaries and only a single bit ofworkspace. At any tim e,the quantum robot’s state willhave the form
P

i;z
�i;z jvi;zi,where vi isa vertex ofLd (nR )and z isa single bitthatrecordswhetherornota m arked

vertex hasbeen found. G iven a subcubeC ,letv(C )bethe\corner" vertex ofC ;thatis,thevertex thatis
m inim alin alld coordinates. Then theinitialstatewhen searching C willbejv(C );0i. Beware,however,
that\initialstate" in thiscontextjustm eansthestatejsifrom Section 5.1. Becauseoftheway am plitude
am pli�cation works,A willoften be invoked on C with otherinitialstates,and even run in reverse.

For convenience,we willim plem ent A using a two-stage recursion: given any subcube,the task ofA
willbe to am plify the result ofanother procedure called U,which in turn runs A recursively on sm aller
subcubes. W e willalso use the conditionalphase 
ips W and S from Section 5.1. For convenience,we
write A R ;UR ;W R ;SR to denote the levelofrecursion thatis currently active. Thus,A R callsUR ,which
callsA R � 1,which callsUR � 1,and so on down to A 0.

A lgorithm 12 (A R ) Searches a subcube C ofsize nR for the m arked vertex,and am pli�es the resultto

have larger probability. Defaultinitialstate:jv(C );0i.
If R = 0 then:

(1) Use classicalC-localoperationsto visitalln0 verticesofC in any order. Ateach vi 2 C ,use a query

transform ation to m ap the state jvi;zito jvi;z� xii.

(2) Return to v(C ).

If R � 1 then:

(1) Letm R be the sm allestinteger such that2m R + 1� (nR =nR � 1)
�
.

(2) CallUR .

(3) For i= 1 to m R ,callW R ,then U
� 1

R
,then SR ,then UR .

Suppose A R is run on the initialstate jv(C );0i,and let C1;:::;CnR =n0
be the m inim alsubcubes in

C | m eaning those ofsizen0. Then the �nalstate afterA R term inatesshould be

1
p
nR =n0

nR =n0X

i= 1

jv(Ci);0i

ifC doesnotcontain the m arked vertex. O therwisethe �nalstateshould havenon-negligibleoverlap with
jv(Ci� );1i,whereCi� isthem inim alsubcubein C thatcontainsthem arked vertex. In particular,ifR = 0,
then the �nalstateshould be jv(C );1iifC containsthe m arked vertex,and jv(C );0iotherwise.

The two phase-
ip subroutines,W R and SR ,are both trivialto im plem ent. To apply W R ,m ap each
basisstatejvi;zito (� 1)

z
jvi;zi. To apply SR ,m ap each jvi;zito � jvi;ziifz = 0 and vi = v(C )forsom e

subcube C ofsizenR ,and to jvi;ziotherwise. Below we givepseudocodeforUR .

A lgorithm 13 (UR ) Searchesa subcubeC ofsizenR forthem arked vertex. Defaultinitialstate:jv(C );0i.

(1) Partition C into nR =nR � 1 sm aller subcubesC1;:::;CnR =nR �1
,each ofsize nR � 1.

12



(2) For allj2 f1;:::;dg,letVj be the setofcorner vertices v(Ci)thatdi�er from v(C )only in the �rst

j coordinates. Thus V0 = fv(C )g,and in generaljVjj= (‘R =‘R � 1)j. For j = 1 to d,letjVjibe the
state

jVji=
1

‘
j=2

R

X

v(C i)2Vj

jv(Ci);0i

Apply a sequence oftransform ationsZ1,Z2,:::,Zd where Zj isa unitary thatm apsjVj� 1ito jVjiby

applying C-localunitariesthatm ove am plitude only along the jth coordinate.

(3) CallA R � 1 recursively. (Note thatthissearchesC1;:::;CnR =nR �1
in superposition. Also,the required

am pli�cation isperform ed for each ofthese subcubesautom atically by step (3)ofA R � 1.)

IfUR isrun on the initialstatejv(C );0i,then the �nalstateshould be

1
p
nR =nR � 1

nR =n0X

i= 1

j�ii;

where j�iiisthe correct�nalstate when A R � 1 isrun on subcube Ci with initialstate jv(Ci);0i. A key
pointisthatthere isno need forUR to callA R � 1 twice,once to com pute and once to uncom pute| forthe
uncom putation isalready builtinto A R . Thisiswhatwillenable usto prove an upperbound ofO (

p
n)

instead ofO
�p

n2R
�
= O (

p
npolylogn).

W e now analyzethe running tim e ofA R .

Lem m a 14 A R usesO (n�
R
)steps.

P roof.LetTA (R)and TU (R)bethetotalnum bersofstepsused by A R and UR respectively in searching
Ld (nR ). Then wehaveTA (0)= O (1),and

TA (R)� (2m R + 1)TU (R)+ 2m R

TU (R)� dn
1=d

R
+ TA (R � 1)

forallR � 1. ForW R and SR can both be im plem ented in a single step,while UR usesd‘R = dn
1=d

R
steps

to m ovethe robotacrossthe hypercube. Com bining,

TA (R)� (2m R + 1)
�

dn
1=d

R
+ TA (R � 1)

�

+ 2m R

� ((nR =nR � 1)
� + 2)

�

dn
1=d

R
+ TA (R � 1)

�

+ (nR =nR � 1)
� + 1

= O

�

(nR =nR � 1)
�
n
1=d

R

�

+ ((nR =nR � 1)
� + 2)TA (R � 1)

= O

�

(nR =nR � 1)
�
n
1=d

R

�

+ (nR =nR � 1)
�
TA (R � 1)

= O

�

(nR =nR � 1)
�
n
1=d

R
+ (nR =nR � 2)

�
n
1=d

R � 1
+ � � � + (nR =n0)

�
n
1=d

1

�

= n
�

R
� O

 

n
1=d

R

n
�

R � 1

+
n
1=d

R � 1

n
�

R � 2

+ � � � +
n
1=d

1

n
�

0

!

= n
�

R
� O

�

n
1=d� ��

R
+ � � � + n

1=d� ��

2 + n
1=d� ��

1

�

= n
�

R
� O

�

n
1=d� ��

R
+
�

n
1=d� ��

R

�1=�
+ � � � +

�

n
1=d� ��

R

�1=�R �1
�

= O (n�
R
):
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Here the second line follows because 2m R + 1 � (nR =nR � 1)
� + 2, the fourth because the (nR =nR � 1)

�

term sincreasedoubly exponentially,so adding 2 to each willnota�ecttheasym ptotics;theseventh because

n
�

i = 

��
n
�

i+ 1

��
�

,theeighth becausenR � 1 � n
�

R
;and thelastbecause�� > 1=3� 1=d,hencen1=d� ��1 < 1.

Nextweneed to lower-bound thesuccessprobability. Say thatA R orUR \succeeds"ifa m easurem entin
thestandard basisyieldstheresultjv(Ci�);1i,whereCi� isthem inim alsubcubethatcontainsthem arked
vertex. O fcourse,the m arked vertex itselfcan then be found in n0 = O (1)steps.

Lem m a 15 Assum ing there is a unique m arked vertex,A R succeedswith probability 

�

1=n1� 2�
R

�

.

P roof. LetPA (R)and PU (R)be the successprobabilitiesofA R and UR respectively when searching
Ld (nR ). Then clearly PA (0)= 1,and PU (R)= (nR � 1=nR )PA (R � 1)forallR � 1. So by Lem m a 9,

PA (R)�

�

1�
1

3
(2m R + 1)2 PU (R)

�

(2m R + 1)2 PU (R)

=

�

1�
1

3
(2m R + 1)2

nR � 1

nR
PA (R � 1)

�

(2m R + 1)2
nR � 1

nR
PA (R � 1)

�

�

1�
1

3
(nR =nR � 1)

2� nR � 1

nR
PA (R � 1)

�

(nR =nR � 1)
2� nR � 1

nR
PA (R � 1)

�

�

1�
1

3
(nR � 1=nR )

1� 2�

�

(nR � 1=nR )
1� 2�

PA (R � 1)

� (n0=nR )
1� 2�

RY

r= 1

�

1�
1

3
(nR � 1=nR )

1� 2�

�

� (n0=nR )
1� 2�

RY

r= 1

 

1�
1

3n(1� �)(1� 2�)
R

!

� (n0=nR )
1� 2�

 

1�
RX

r= 1

1

3n(1� �)(1� 2�)
R

!

= 

�

1=n1� 2�
R

�

:

Herethethird linefollowsbecause2m R + 1� (nR � 1=nR )
� and thefunction x� 1

3
x2 isnondecreasing in the

interval[0;1];the fourth becausePA (R � 1)� 1;the sixth becausenR � 1 � n
�

R
;and the lastbecause� < 1

and � < 1=2,the nR ’sincreasedoubly exponentially,and n0 issu�ciently large.

Finally, take A R itself and am plify it to success probability 
(1) by running it O (n 1=2� �

R
) tim es.

This yields an algorithm for searching Ld (nR ) with overallrunning tim e O

�

n
1=2

R

�

, which im plies that

Q

�

O R (1)
;Ld (nR )

�

= O

�

n
1=2

R

�

.

Allthatrem ainsisto handle valuesofn thatdo notequalnR forany R. The solution issim ple:�rst

�nd the largest R such that nR < n. Then set n0 = nR
�
n1=d=‘R

�d
,and em bed Ld (n) into the larger

hypercube Ld (n0). Clearly Q
�

O R (1)
;Ld (n)

�

� Q

�

O R (1)
;Ld (n0)

�

. Also notice thatn0= O (n)and that

n0 = O

�

n
1=�

R

�

= O

�

n
3=2

R

�

. Next partition Ld (n0) into n0=nR subcubes,each a copy ofLd (nR ). The

algorithm willnow have one additionallevelofrecursion,which choosesa subcube ofLd (n0)uniform ly at

random ,runs A R on that subcube,and then am pli�es the resulting procedure �
�p

n0=nR

�

tim es. The

totaltim e isnow

O

 r
n0

nR

�

(n0)
1=d

+ n
1=2

R

�
!

= O

 r
n0

nR
n
1=2

R

!

= O
�p

n
�
;

while the successprobability is
(1). Thiscom pletesTheorem 11.
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5.3 D im ension 2

In the d = 2 case,the bestwecan achieveisthe following:

T heorem 16 Q (O R;L2)= O

�p
nlog5=2 n

�

.

Again,westartwith thesinglem arked vertex caseand postponethegeneralcaseto Sections5.4 and 5.5.

T heorem 17 Q

�

O R (1)
;L2

�

= O

�p
nlog3=2 n

�

.

Ford � 3,weperform ed am pli�cation on large(greaterthan O
�
1=n1� 2�

�
)probabilitiesonly once,atthe

end. Ford = 2,on the otherhand,any algorithm thatwe constructwith any nonzero successprobability
willhave running tim e 
(

p
n),sim ply because that is the diam eter ofthe grid. Ifwe want to keep the

running tim eO (
p
n),then wecan only perform O (1)am pli�cation stepsattheend. Thereforeweneed to

keep the successprobability relatively high throughoutthe recursion,m eaning thatwe su�eran increasein
the running tim e,since am pli�cation to high probabilitiesislesse�cient.

The procedures A R ,UR ,W R ,and SR are identicalto those in Section 5.2; allthat changes are the
param etersettings. For allintegers R � 0,we now let nR = ‘2R0 ,for som e odd integer ‘0 � 3 to be set
later. Thus,A R and UR search thesquaregrid L2 (nR )ofsize‘R0 � ‘R0 . Also,letm = (‘0 � 1)=2;then A R

appliesm stepsofam plitude am pli�cation to UR .
W e now provethe counterpartsofLem m as14 and 15 forthe two-dim ensionalcase.

Lem m a 18 A R usesO
�
R‘

R + 1
0

�
steps.

P roof.LetTA (R)and TU (R)bethetim eused by A R and UR respectively in searching L2 (nR ). Then
TA (0)= 1,and forallR � 1,

TA (R)� (2m + 1)TU (R)+ 2m ;

TU (R)� 2n1=2
R

+ TA (R � 1):

Com bining,

TA (R)� (2m + 1)
�

2n1=2
R

+ TA (R � 1)
�

+ 2m

= ‘0
�
2‘R0 + TA (R � 1)

�
+ ‘0 � 1

= O
�
‘
R + 1
0 + ‘0TA (R � 1)

�

= O
�
R‘

R + 1
0

�
:

Lem m a 19 A R succeedswith probability 
(1=R).

P roof. LetPA (R)and PU (R)be the successprobabilitiesofA R and UR respectively when searching
L2 (nR ). Then PU (R)= PA (R � 1)=‘20 forallR � 1. So by Lem m a 9,and using thefactthat2m + 1= ‘0,

PA (R)�

 

1�
(2m + 1)2

3
PU (R)

!

(2m + 1)2 PU (R)

=

�

1�
‘20

3

PA (R � 1)

‘20

�

‘
2
0

PA (R � 1)

‘20

= PA (R � 1)�
1

3
P
2
A (R � 1)

= 
(1=R):

15



Thisisbecause
(R)iterationsofthem ap x R := xR � 1 �
1

3
x2R � 1 areneeded to drop from (say)2=R to 1=R,

and x0 = PA (0)= 1 isgreaterthan 2=R.

W e can am plify A R to success probability 
(1) by repeating it O
�p

R

�

tim es. This yields an algo-

rithm for searching L2 (nR ) that uses O
�
R 3=2‘

R + 1
0

�
= O

�p
nR R

3=2‘0
�
steps in total. W e can m inim ize

this expression subject to ‘2R0 = nR by taking ‘0 to be constant and R to be �(logn R ),which yields

Q

�

O R (1)
;L2 (nR )

�

= O

�
p
nR logn

3=2

R

�

. Ifn is not ofthe form ‘2R0 ,then we sim ply �nd the sm allest

integer R such that n < ‘2R0 ,and em bed L2 (n) in the larger grid L2

�
‘2R0

�
. Since ‘0 is a constant,this

increasesthe running tim e by atm osta constantfactor. W e havenow proved Theorem 17.

5.4 M ultiple M arked Item s

W hat about the case in which there are m ultiple i’s with xi = 1? Ifthere are k m arked item s (where
k need not be known in advance),then G rover’salgorithm can �nd a m arked item with high probability

in O

�p
n=k

�

queries,as shown by Boyer et al. [10]. In our setting,however,this is too m uch to hope

for| since even ifthere are m any m arked vertices,they m ight allbe in a faraway part ofthe hypercube.
Then 


�
n1=d

�
stepsareneeded,even if

p
n=k < n1=d. Indeed,wecan show a strongerlowerbound. Recall

thatO R (k) isthe problem ofdeciding whetherthereareno m arked verticesorexactly k ofthem .

T heorem 20 For alldim ensions d � 2,

Q

�

O R (k)
;Ld

�

= 


� p
n

k1=2� 1=d

�

:

Here,for sim plicity,we ignore constantfactors depending on d.

P roof. Forsim plicity,we assum e thatboth k1=d and
�
n=3dk

�1=d
are integers. (In the generalcase,we

can justreplace k by
�
k1=d

�d
and n by the largestintegerofthe form (3m )d k which islessthan n. This

only changesthe lowerbound by a constantfactordepending on d.)
W e use a hybrid argum entalm ostidenticalto thatofTheorem 7. Divide Ld into n=k subcubes,each

having k verticesand sidelength k1=d. LetS be a regularly-spaced setofM = n=
�
3dk

�
ofthesesubcubes,

sothatany twosubcubesin S havedistanceatleast2k1=d from oneanother. Then chooseasubcubeCj 2 S

uniform ly at random and m ark allk vertices in Cj. This enables us to consider each Cj 2 S itselfas a
single vertex (outofM in total),having distanceatleast2k1=d to every othervertex.

M ore form ally,given a subcube Cj 2 S,let eCj be the set ofvertices consisting ofCj and the 3d � 1

subcubessurrounding it. (Thus, eCj isa subcube ofside length 3k1=d.) Then the query m agnitude of eCj

afterthe tth query is

�(t)j =
X

vi2 eC j

X

z

�
�
��

(t)

i;z (X 0)
�
�
�
2

;

where X 0 isthe all-zero input. LetT be the num berofqueries,and letw = T=
�
ck1=d

�
forsom e constant

c> 0. Then asin Theorem 7,there m ustexista subcube eCj� such that

w � 1X

q= 0

�
(T � qck1=d)
j� �

w

M
=
3dkw

n
:

Let Y be the inputwhich is 1 in Cj� and 0 elsewhere;then letX q be a hybrid input which is X 0 during
queries1 to T � qck1=d,butY during queriesT � qck1=d + 1 to T. Nextlet

D (q;r)=
X

vi2G

X

z

�
�
��

(T )

i;z (X q)� �
(T )

i;z (X r)
�
�
�
2

.
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Then as in Theorem 7,for allc < 1 we have D (q� 1;q) � 4�
(T � qck1=d)
j� .For in the ck1=d queries from

T � qck1=d + 1 through T � (q� 1)ck1=d,no am plitude originating outside eCj� can travela distance k1=d

and thereby reach Cj� . Therefore switching from X q� 1 to X q can only a�ect am plitude that is in eCj�

im m ediately afterquery T � qck1=d. Itfollowsthat

p
D (0;w)�

wX

q= 1

p
D (q� 1;q)� 2

wX

q= 1

r

�
(T � qck1=d)
j� � 2w

r
3dk

n
=
2
p
3dk1=2� 1=dT

c
p
n

:

HenceT = 

�p

n=k1=2� 1=d
�
forconstantd,sinceassum ingthealgorithm iscorrectweneed D (0;w)= 
(1).

Noticethatifk � n,then the bound ofTheorem 20 becom es

�
n1=d

�
which isjustthe diam eterofLd.

Also,ifd = 2,then 1=2� 1=d= 0and thebound issim ply 
(
p
n)independentofk. Thebound ofTheorem

20 can be achieved (up to a constantfactorthatdepends on d) ford � 3,and nearly achieved for d = 2.
W e �rstconstructan algorithm forthe casewhen k isknown.

T heorem 21

(i) For d � 3,

Q

�

O R (k)
;Ld

�

= O

� p
n

k1=2� 1=d

�

:

(ii) For d = 2,

Q

�

O R (k)
;L2

�

= O

�p
nlog3=2 n

�

:

To prove Theorem 21,we �rstdivide L d (n)into n=
 subcubes,each ofsize 
1=d � � � � � 
1=d (where 

willbe �xed later). Then in each subcube,we chooseonevertex uniform ly atrandom .

Lem m a 22 If
 � k,then the probability thatexactly one m arked vertex ischosen isatleastk=
 � (k=
)2.

P roof.Letx bea m arked vertex. Theprobability thatx ischosen is1=
. G iven thatx ischosen,the
probability thatoneoftheotherm arked vertices,y,ischosen is0 ifx and y belong to thesam esubcube,or
1=
 ifthey belong to di�erentsubcubes. Therefore,the probability thatx aloneischosen isatleast

1




�

1�
k� 1




�

�
1




�

1�
k




�

:

Sincetheevents\x aloneischosen" arem utually disjoint,weconcludethattheprobability thatexactly one
m arked vertex ischosen isatleastk=
 � (k=
)2.

In particular,�x 
 so that 
=3 < k < 2
=3;then Lem m a22 im plies that the probability ofchoosing
exactly one m arked vertex isatleast2=9. The algorithm isnow asfollows. Asin the lem m a,subdivide
Ld (n)into n=
 subcubes and choose one location atrandom from each. Then run the algorithm forthe
unique-solution case(Theorem 11 or17)on the chosen locationsonly,asifthey wereverticesofLd (n=
).

Therunning tim e in the unique casewasO
�p

n=


�

ford � 3 or

O

�r
n



log3=2 (n=
)

�

= O

�r
n



log3=2 n

�

ford = 2. However,each localunitary in theoriginalalgorithm now becom esaunitary a�ectingtwovertices
v and w in neighboring subcubesCv and Cw . W hen placed sideby side,Cv and Cw form a rectangularbox
ofsize2
1=d � 
1=d � � � � � 
1=d. Thereforethedistancebetween v and w isatm ost(d+ 1)
1=d. Itfollows

17



thateach localunitary in theoriginalalgorithm takesO
�
d
1=d

�
tim ein thenew algorithm . Ford � 3,this

resultsin an overallrunning tim e of

O

�r
n



d


1=d

�

= O

�

d

p
n


1=2� 1=d

�

= O

� p
n

k1=2� 1=d

�

:

Ford = 2 weobtain

O

�r
n





1=2 log3=2 n

�

= O

�p
nlog3=2 n

�

:

5.5 U nknow n N um ber ofM arked Item s

W e now show how to dealwith an unknown k. LetO R (� k) be the problem ofdeciding whetherthere are
no m arked verticesoratleastk ofthem ,given thatoneofthese istrue.

T heorem 23

(i) For d � 3,

Q

�

O R (� k)
;Ld

�

= O

� p
n

k1=2� 1=d

�

:

(ii) For d = 2,

Q

�

O R (� k)
;L2

�

= O

�p
nlog5=2 n

�

:

P roof.W e usethe straightforward ‘doubling’approach ofBoyeretal.[10]:

(1) Forj= 0 to log2 (n=k)

� Run the algorithm ofTheorem 21 with subcubesofsize 
j = 2jk.

� Ifa m arked vertex isfound,then output1 and halt.

(2) Q uery a random vertex v,and output1 ifv isa m arked vertex and 0 otherwise.

Let k� � k be the num ber ofm arked vertices. Ifk� � n=3,then there exists a j � log2 (n=k) such
that 
j=3 � k� � 2
j=3. So Lem m a 22 im plies that the jth iteration ofstep (1) �nds a m arked vertex
with probability at least2=9. O n the other hand,ifk� � n=3,then step (2)�nds a m arked vertex with
probability atleast1=3. Ford � 3,thetim e used in step (1)isatm ost

log
2
(n=k)X

j= 0

p
n



1=2� 1=d

j

=

p
n

k1=2� 1=d

2

4

log
2
(n=k)X

j= 0

1

2j(1=2� 1=d)

3

5 = O

� p
n

k1=2� 1=d

�

;

thesum in bracketsbeing a decreasing geom etricseries. Ford = 2,thetim e isO
�p

nlog5=2 n
�

,sinceeach

iteration takesO
�p

nlog3=2 n
�

tim e and there are atm ostlogn iterations. In neithercase doesstep (2)

a�ectthe bound,sincek � n im pliesthatn1=d �
p
n=k1=2� 1=d.

Takingk = 1givesalgorithm sforunconstrainedO R with runningtim esO (
p
n)ford � 3andO (

p
nlog5=2 n)

ford = 2,thereby establishing Theorem s10 and 16.
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6 Search on Irregular G raphs

In Section 1.2,weclaim ed thatourdivide-and-conquerapproach hastheadvantageofbeing robust:itworks
notonly forhighly sym m etric graphssuch ashypercubes,butforany graphshaving com parableexpansion
properties. Letusnow substantiatethisclaim .

Say a fam ily ofconnected graphsfG n = (Vn;E n)g isd-dim ensionalifthere existsa � > 0 such thatfor
alln;‘and v 2 Vn,

jB (v;‘)j� m in
�
�‘

d
;n
�
;

whereB (v;‘)isthesetofverticeshaving distanceatm ost‘from v in G n. Intuitively,G n isd-dim ensional
(ford � 2 an integer)ifitsexpansion propertiesareatleastasgood asthoseofthehypercubeLd (n).5 Itis

im m ediate thatthe diam eterofG n isatm ost(n=�)1=d. Note,though,thatG n m ightnotbe an expander
graph in the usualsense,since we have notrequired thatevery su�ciently sm allset ofverticeshasm any
neighbors.

O urgoalisto show the following.

T heorem 24 IfG isd-dim ensional,then

(i) For a constantd > 2,
Q (O R;G )= O

�p
npolylogn

�
:

(ii) For d = 2,

Q (O R;G )=
p
n2O (

p
logn):

In proving part(i),the intuition issim ple: we wantto decom pose G recursively into subgraphs(called
clusters),which willservethesam eroleassubcubesdid in thehypercubecase. Theprocedureisasfollows.
For som e constant n1 > 1,�rst choose dn=n1e vertices uniform ly at random to be designated as 1-pegs.
Then form 1-clusters by assigning each vertex in G to itsclosest1-peg,asin a Voronoidiagram . (Tiesare
broken random ly.) Letv(C )be the peg ofcluster C . Next,splitup any 1-clusterC with m ore than n1

verticesinto djC j=n1e arbitrarily-chosen 1-clusters,each with size atm ostn1 and with v(C ) asits 1-peg.
O bservethat

dn=n1eX

i= 1

�
jCij

n1

�

� 2

�
n

n1

�

;

wheren = jC1j+ � � � +
�
�Cdn=n1e

�
�. Therefore,thesplitting-up step can atm ostdoublethenum berofclusters.

In thenextiteration,setn2 = n
1=�

1 ,forsom econstant� 2 (2=d;1). Choose2dn=n2everticesuniform ly
atrandom as2-pegs. Then form 2-clustersby assigning each 1-clusterC to the2-peg thatisclosestto the
1-peg v(C ). G iven a 2-clusterC 0,letjC 0jbe the num berof1-clustersin C 0. Then asbefore,splitup any
C 0 with jC 0j> n2=n1 into djC 0j=(n2=n1)e arbitrarily-chosen 2-clusters,each with size atm ostn2=n1 and

with v(C 0)asits2-peg. Continuerecursively in thism anner,setting nR = n
1=�

R � 1
and choosing 2R � 1 dn=nR e

verticesasR-pegsforeach R. Stop atthe m axim um R such thatnR � n. Fortechnicalconvenience,set
n0 = 1,and considereach vertex v to be the 0-peg ofthe 0-clusterfvg.

For R � 1,de�ne the radius ofan R-cluster C to be the m axim um ,over all(R � 1)-clusters C 0 in
C ,ofthe distance from v(C ) to v(C 0). Also,callan R-cluster good ifit has radius at m ost ‘R ,where

‘R =
�
2

�
nR lnn

�1=d
.

Lem m a 25 W ith probability 1� o(1)over the choice ofclusters,allclustersare good.
5In general,itm akes sense to consider non-integer d as well.
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P roof. Letv be the (R � 1)-peg ofan (R � 1)-cluster. Then jB (v;‘)j� �‘d,where B (v;‘)isthe ball
ofradius‘aboutv. So the probability thatv hasdistancegreaterthan ‘R to the nearestR-peg isatm ost

�

1�
�‘dR

n

� dn=nR e

�

�

1�
2lnn

n=nR

� n=nR

<
1

n2
:

Furtherm ore,the totalnum berofpegsiseasily seen to be O (n). Itfollowsby the union bound thatevery
(R � 1)-pegforevery R hasdistanceatm ost‘R tothenearestR-peg,with probability1� O (1=n)= 1� o(1)
overthe choiceofclusters.

Atthe end we have a tree ofclusters,which can be searched recursively justasin the hypercube case.
Lem m a 25givesusa guaranteeon thetim eneeded to m ovea leveldown (from a peg ofan R-clustertoa peg
ofan R � 1-clustercontained in it)ora levelup. Also,letK 0(C )be the num berof(R � 1)-clustersin R-
clusterC ;then K 0(C )� K (R)whereK (R)= 2dnR =nR � 1e. IfK 0(C )< K (R),then placeK (R)� K 0(C )
\dum m y"(R � 1)-clustersin C ,each ofwhich has(R � 1)-pegv(C ).Now,everyR-clustercontainsan equal
num berofR � 1 clusters.

O ur algorithm is sim ilar to Section 5.2 but the basis states now have the form jv;z;C i,where v is a
vertex,z is an answer bit,and C is the labelofthe cluster currently being searched. (Unfortunately,
becausem ultiple R-clusterscan havethe sam epeg,a singleauxiliary qubitno longersu�ces.)

Thealgorithm A R from Section 5.2now doesthefollowing,when invoked on theinitialstatejv(C );0;C i,
where C isan R-cluster. IfR = 0,then A R usesa query transform ation to prepare the state jv(C );1;C i
ifv(C )isthe m arked vertex and jv(C );0;C iotherwise. IfR � 1 and C isnota dum m y cluster,then A R

perform sm R stepsofam plitude am pli�cation on UR ,wherem R isthe largestintegersuch that2m R + 1�p
nR =nR � 1.6 IfC isa dum m y cluster,then A R doesnothing foran appropriatenum berofsteps,and then

returnsthatno m arked item wasfound.
W e now describe the subroutine UR ,forR � 1. W hen invoked with jv(C );0;C iasitsinitialstate,UR

�rstpreparesa uniform superposition

j�C i=
1

p
K (R)

K (R )X

i= 1

jv(Ci);0;Cii:

Itdoesthisby �rstconstructing a spanning tree T forC ,rooted atv(C )and having m inim aldepth,and
then m oving am plitudealong the edgesofT so asto preparej�C i. Afterj�C ihasbeen prepared,UR then
callsA R � 1 recursively,to search C1;:::;CK (R ) in superposition and am plify theresults. Notethat,because
oftheclusterlabels,thereisno reason why am plitudebeing routed through C should notpassthrough som e
otherclusterC 0 along the way| butthereisalso no advantagein ouranalysisforallowing this.

W e now analyzethe running tim e and successprobability ofA R .

Lem m a 26 A R usesO

�
p
nR log

1=d
n

�

steps,assum ing thatallclustersare good.

P roof. LetTA (R)and TU (R)be the tim e used by A R and UR respectively in searching an R-cluster.
Then wehave

TA (R)�
p
nR =nR � 1TU (R);

TU (R)� ‘R + TA (R � 1)

6In the hypercube case,we perform ed fewer am pli�cations in order to lower the running tim e from
p
n polylogn to

p
n.

H ere,though,the splitting-up step produces a polylogn factor anyway.
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with the basecaseTA (0)= 1. Com bining,

TA (R)�
p
nR =nR � 1 (‘R + TA (R � 1))

�
p
nR =nR � 1‘R +

p
nR =nR � 2‘R � 1 + � � � +

p
nR =n0‘1

=
p
nR � O

 

(nR lnn)
1=d

p
nR � 1

+ � � � +
(n1 lnn)

1=d

p
n0

!

=
p
nR

�

ln1=d n
�

� O

�

n
1=d� �=2

R
+ � � � + n

1=d� �=2

1

�

=
p
nR

�

ln1=d n
�

� O

�

n
1=d� �=2

1 +
�

n
1=d� �=2

1

�1=�
+ � � � +

�

n
1=d� �=2

1

�(1=�)R �1
�

= O

�
p
nR log

1=d
n

�

;

wherethe lastline holdsbecause � > 2=d and thereforen1=d� �=21 < 1.

Lem m a 27 A R succeeds with probability 
(1=polylogn R ) in searching a graph ofsize n = nR ,assum ing

there isa unique m arked vertex.

P roof. For allR � 0,let CR be the R-cluster that contains the m arked vertex,and let PA (R) and
PU (R)be the successprobabilitiesofA R and UR respectively when searching CR . Then forallR � 1,we
havePU (R)= PA (R � 1)=K (R),and therefore

PA (R)�

 

1�
(2m R + 1)2

3
PU (R)

!

(2m R + 1)2 PU (R)

=

 

1�
(2m R + 1)2

3
�
PA (R � 1)

K (R)

!

(2m R + 1)2
PA (R � 1)

K (R)

= 
(P A (R � 1))

= 
(1=polylogn R ):

Here the third line holds because (2m R + 1)2 � nR =nR � 1 � K (R)=2, and the last line because R =
�(loglogn R ).

Finally,werepeatA R itselfO (polylognR )tim es,toachievesuccessprobability
(1)usingO
�p

nR polylognR
�

steps in total. Again,ifn is not equalto nR for any R,then we sim ply �nd the largest R such that
nR < n,and then add onem orelevelofrecursion thatsearchesa random R-clusterand am pli�estheresult

�
�p

n=nR

�

tim es. The resulting algorithm uses O (
p
npolylogn) steps,thereby establishing part (i) of

Theorem 24 for the case ofa unique m arked vertex. The generalization to m ultiple m arked vertices is
straightforward.

C orollary 28 IfG isd-dim ensionalfor a constantd > 2,then

Q

�

O R (� k)
;G

�

= O

� p
npolylog n

k

k1=2� 1=d

�

:

P roof.Assum ewithoutlossofgenerality thatk = o(n),sinceotherwisea m arked item istrivially found
in O

�
n1=d

�
steps. As in Theorem 23,we give an algorithm B consisting oflog2 (n=k)+ 1 iterations. In

iteration j= 0,choosedn=keverticesw1;:::;wdn=ke uniform ly atrandom . Then run the algorithm forthe
unique m arked vertex case,butinstead oftaking allverticesin G as0-pegs,take only w1;:::;wdn=ke. O n
theotherhand,stillchoosethe1-pegs,2-pegs,and so on uniform ly atrandom from am ong allverticesin G .
ForallR,the num berofR-pegsshould be d(n=k)=nR e. In general,in iteration j ofB,choose

�
n=

�
2jk

��
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verticesw1;:::;wdn=(2jk)e uniform ly atrandom ,and then run the algorithm fora unique m arked vertex as
ifw1;:::;wdn=(2jk)e werethe only verticesin the graph.

Itiseasy to seethat,assum ingtherearek orm orem arked vertices,with probability 
(1)thereexistsan
iteration j such thatexactly one ofw1;:::;wdn=(2jk)e ism arked. Hence B succeedswith probability 
(1).
Itrem ainsonly to upper-bound B’srunning tim e.

In iteration j,noticethatLem m a 25 goesthrough ifweuse‘(j)
R

:=
�
2

�
2jknR ln

n

k

�1=d
instead of‘R . That

is,with probability 1� O (k=n)= 1� o(1)overthe choice ofclusters,every R-clusterhasradiusatm ost

‘
(j)

R
. So letting TA (R)be the running tim e ofA R on an R-cluster,the recurrencein Lem m a 26 becom es

TA (R)�
p
nR =nR � 1

�

‘
(j)

R
+ TA (R � 1)

�

= O

�
p
nR

�
2jklog(n=k)

�1=d
�

;

which is

O

 p
nlog1=d n

k

(2jk)1=2� 1=d

!

ifnR = �
�
n=

�
2jk

��
. As usual,the case where there is no R such that nR = �

�
n=

�
2jk

��
is trivially

handled by adding one m ore levelofrecursion. Ifwe factor in the O (1=polylognR ) repetitions ofA R

needed to boostthe successprobability to 
(1),then the totalrunning tim e ofiteration j is

O

 p
npolylog n

k

(2jk)1=2� 1=d

!

:

ThereforeB’srunning tim e is

O

0

@

log
2
(n=k)X

j= 0

p
npolylogn

(2jk)1=2� 1=d

1

A = O

� p
npolylogn

k1=2� 1=d

�

:

For the d = 2 case,the best upper bound we can show is
p
n2O (

p
logn). This is obtained by sim ply

m odifying A R to have a deeper recursion tree. Instead oftaking nR = n
1=�

R � 1
for som e �,we take nR =

2
p
lognnR � 1 = 2R

p
logn,so that the totalnum ber oflevels is

�p
logn

�
. Lem m a 25 goes through without

m odi�cation,while the recurrenceforthe running tim e becom es

TA (R)�
p
nR =nR � 1 (‘R + TA (R � 1))

�
p
nR =nR � 1‘R +

p
nR =nR � 2‘R � 1 + � � � +

p
nR =n0‘1

= O

�

2
p
log n(R =2)

p
lnn + � � � + 2

p
logn(R =2)

p
lnn

�

=
p
n2O (

p
logn):

Also, since the success probability decreases by at m ost a constant factor at each level, we have that

PA (R) = 2� O (
p
log n),and hence 2O (

p
log n) am pli�cation steps su�ce to boost the success probability to


(1). Handling m ultiplem arked item saddsan additionalfactoroflogn,which isabsorbed into 2O (
p
logn).

Thiscom pletesTheorem 24.

6.1 B its Scattered on a G raph

In Section 2,we discussed severalways to pack a given am ount ofentropy into a spatialregion ofgiven
dim ensions. However,we said nothing abouthow the entropy is distributed within the region. Itm ight
be uniform ,orconcentrated on the boundary,ordistributed in som e otherway. So we need to answerthe
following:supposethatin som egraph,h outofthen verticesm ightbem arked,and weknow which h those
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are. Then how m uch tim e is needed to determ ine whether any ofthe h is m arked? Ifthe graph is the
hypercube Ld ford � 2 orisd-dim ensionalford > 2,then the resultsofthe previoussectionsim ply that
O (

p
npolylogn) steps su�ce. However,we wish to use fewer steps,taking advantage ofthe fact that h

m ightbe m uch sm allerthan n. Form ally,suppose we are given a graph G with n vertices,ofwhich h are
potentially m arked. LetO R(h;� k) betheproblem ofdeciding whetherG hasno m arked verticesoratleast
k ofthem ,given thatoneoftheseisthe case.

P roposition 29 For allinteger constantsd � 2,there existsa d-dim ensionalgraph G such that

Q

�

O R (h;� k)
;G

�

= 


 

n
1=d

�
h

k

� 1=2� 1=d
!

:

P roof. Let G be the d-dim ensionalhypercube Ld (n). Create h=k subcubes ofpotentially m arked
vertices,each havingk verticesand sidelength k1=d. Spacethesesubcubesoutin Ld (n)sothatthedistance

between any pairofthem is

�

(nk=h)1=d
�

. Then choosea subcubeC uniform ly atrandom and m ark allk

verticesin C . Thisenablesusto considereach subcube asa single vertex,having distance 

�

(nk=h)1=d
�

to every othervertex. The lowerbound now followsby a hybrid argum entessentially identicalto thatof
Theorem 20.

In particular,ifd = 2 then 
(
p
n)tim eisalwaysneeded,sincethepotentially m arked verticesm ightall

be farfrom the startvertex. The lowerbound ofProposition 29 can be achieved up to a polylogarithm ic
factor.

P roposition 30 IfG isd-dim ensionalfor a constantd > 2,then

Q

�

O R(h;� k)
;G

�

= O

 

n
1=d

�
h

k

� 1=2� 1=d

polylog
h

k

!

:

P roof.Assum ewithoutlossofgeneralitythatk = o(h),sinceotherwiseam arked item istrivially found.
Use algorithm B from Corollary 28,with the following sim ple change. In iteration j,choose

�
h=

�
2jk

��

potentially m arked verticesw1;:::;wdh=(2jk)e uniform ly atrandom ,and then run thealgorithm fora unique
m arked vertex asifw1;:::;wdh=(2jk)e were the only verticesin the graph. Thatis,take w1;:::;wdh=(2jk)e

as0-pegs;then forallR � 1,choose
�
h=

�
2jknR

��
verticesofG uniform ly atrandom asR-pegs. Lem m a

25 goesthrough ifwe use b‘(j)
R

:=
�
2

�

n

h
2jknR ln h

k

�1=d
instead of‘R . So following Corollary 28,the running

tim e ofiteration j isnow

O

�
p
nR

�
n

h
2jk

�1=d
polylog

h

k

�

= O

 

n
1=d

�
h

2jk

� 1=2� 1=d

polylog
h

k

!

ifnR = �
�
h=

�
2jk

��
. Thereforethe totalrunning tim e is

O

0

@

log
2
(h=k)X

j= 0

n
1=d

�
h

2jk

� 1=2� 1=d

polylog
h

k

1

A = O

 

n
1=d

�
h

k

� 1=2� 1=d

polylog
h

k

!

:

Intuitively,Proposition 30saysthattheworstcaseforsearch occurswhen theh potentialm arked vertices
arescattered evenly throughoutthe graph.
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A BA B

Figure3:Alice and Bob ‘synchronize’locationson theirrespectivecubes.

7 A pplication to D isjointness

In thissection we show how ourresultscan be used to strengthen a seem ingly unrelated resultin quantum
com puting. SupposeAlicehasastringX = x1 :::xn 2 f0;1gn,and Bob hasastringY = y1 :::yn 2 f0;1gn.
In thedisjointnessproblem ,Aliceand Bob m ustdecidewith high probability whetherthereexistsan isuch
that xi = yi = 1,using as few bits ofcom m unication as possible. Buhrm an,Cleve,and W igderson [12]
observed thatin the quantum setting,Alice and Bob can solvethisproblem using only O (

p
nlogn)qubits

ofcom m unication. Thiswassubsequently im proved by H�yerand deW olf[20]to O
�p

nclog
�
n
�
,wherecis

a constantand log� n istheiterated logarithm function. Using thesearch algorithm ofTheorem 10,wecan
im provethisto O (

p
n),which m atchesthe celebrated 
(

p
n)lowerbound ofRazborov [23].

T heorem 31 The quantum com m unication com plexity ofthe disjointness problem isO (
p
n).

P roof. The protocolisasfollows. Alice and Bob both store theirinputsin a 3-D cube L3 (n)(Figure
3);thatis,they letxjkl = xi and yjkl = yi,where i= n2=3j+ n1=3k + l+ 1 and j;k;l2

�
0;:::;n1=3 � 1

	
.

To decidewhetherthereexistsa (j;k;l)with xjkl = yjkl = 1,Alicesim ply runsoursearch algorithm foran
unknown num berofm arked item s.Ifthe search algorithm isin the state

X
�j;k;l;z jvjkl;zi;

then the jointstateofAlice and Bob willbe

X
�j;k;l;z;cjvjkli
 jzi
 jci
 jvjkli; (1)

whereAliceholdsthe�rstjvjkliand jzi,Bob holdsthesecond jvjkli,and jciisthecom m unication channel.
Thus,wheneverAlice isatlocation (j;k;l)ofhercube,Bob isatlocation (j;k;l)ofhiscube.

(1) To sim ulate a query, Alice sends jzi and an auxiliary qubit holding xjkl to Bob. Bob perform s
jzi! jz� yjkli,conditionalon xjkl = 1. Hethen returnsboth bitsto Alice,and �nally Alicereturns
the auxiliary qubitto the j0istateby exclusive-O R’ing itwith xjkl.

(2) To sim ulatea non-query transform ation thatdoesnotchangejvjkli,Alice justperform sitherself.

(3) By exam ining Algorithm s12 and 13,weseethattherearetwotransform ationsthatchangejvjkli. W e
dealwith them separately.

First,step 1 ofAlgorithm 12 usesa classicalC -localtransform ation jvj;k;li! jvj0;k0;l0i. Thistrans-
form ation can be sim ulated by Alice and Bob each separately applying jvj;k;li! jvj0;k0;l0i.

Second,step 2 ofAlgorithm 13 appliestransform ationsZ1,Z2,and Z3. Forbrevity,we restrictour-
selvesto discussing Z1. Thistransform ation m apsan initialstatejvj;k;l;0ito a uniform superposition
overjvj0;k;l;0iforall(j0;k;l)lying in thesam eCi as(j;k;l). W ecan decom posethisinto a sequence
oftransform ationsm apping jvj0;k;lito �jvj0;k;li+ �jvj0+ 1;k;liforsom e�,�. Thiscan beim plem ented
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in three steps,using an auxiliary qubit. The auxiliary qubitisinitialized to j0iand isinitially held
by Alice. Atthe end,the auxiliary qubitisreturned to j0i. The sequenceoftransform ationsis

jvj0;k;lij0ijvj0;k;li! �jvj0;k;lij0ijvj0;k;li+ �jvj0;k;lij1ijvj0;k;li

! �jvj0;k;lij0ijvj0;k;li+ �jvj0;k;lij1ijvj0+ 1;k;li

! �jvj0;k;lij0ijvj0;k;li�jvj0;k;lij0ijvj0+ 1;k;li:

The�rsttransform ation isperform ed by Alicewho then sendstheauxiliary qubitto Bob. Thesecond
transform ation isperform ed by Bob,who then sendsthe auxiliary qubitback to Alice,who perform s
the third transform ation.

Sincethealgorithm usesO (
p
n)steps,and each step issim ulated using a constantam ountofcom m uni-

cation,the num berofqubitscom m unicated in the disjointnessprotocolisthereforealso O (
p
n).

8 O pen Problem s

Asdiscussed in Section 3.1,asalientopen problem raised bythisworkistoproverelationshipsam ongZ-local,
C-local,and H-localunitary m atrices. In particular,can any Z-localorH-localunitary be approxim ated
by a product ofa sm allnum ber ofC-localunitaries? Also,is it true that Q (f;G ) = �

�
Q Z (f;G )

�
=

�
�
Q H (f;G )

�
forallf;G ?

A second problem isto obtain interesting lowerboundsin ourm odel. Forexam ple,letG bea
p
n�

p
n

grid,and suppose f(X ) = 1 ifand only ifevery row ofG contains a vertex vi with xi = 1. Clearly
Q (f;G )= O

�
n3=4

�
,and we conjecture thatthisisoptim al. However,we were unable to show any lower

bound betterthan 
(
p
n).

Finally,whatisthe com plexity of�nding a unique m arked vertex on a 2-D squaregrid? Asm entioned

in Section 1.2,Am bainis,K em pe,and Rivosh [3]showed that Q
�

O R(1)
;L2

�

= O (
p
nlogn). Can the

rem aining factoroflogn be rem oved?

9 A cknow ledgm ents

W e thank Andrew Childs,Julia K em pe,NeilShenvi,and Ronald de W olfforhelpfulconversations;Jakob
Bekenstein,RaphaelBousso,and John Preskillfor discussions relevant to Section 2;and the anonym ous
reviewersforcom m entson the m anuscriptand a sim plerproofofLem m a 22.

R eferences

[1]D.Aharonov,A.Am bainis,J.K em pe,and U.Vazirani. Q uantum walks on graphs. In Proc.ACM

STOC,pages50{59,2001.quant-ph/0012090.

[2]A.Am bainis.Q uantum lowerboundsby quantum argum ents.J.Com put.Sys.Sci.,64:750{767,2002.
Earlierversion in ACM STO C 2000.quant-ph/0002066.

[3]A.Am bainis,J.K em pe,and A.Rivosh.Coinsm akequantum walksfaster.In Proc.ACM -SIAM Sym p.

on Discrete Algorithm s (SODA),2005.To appear.quant-ph/0402107.

[4]R.Beals,H.Buhrm an,R.Cleve,M .M osca,and R.de W olf. Q uantum lowerboundsby polynom ials.
J.ACM ,48(4):778{797,2001.Earlierversion in IEEE FO CS 1998,pp.352-361.quant-ph/9802049.

[5]J.D.Bekenstein.A universalupperbound on the entropy to energy ratio forbounded system s.Phys.
Rev.D,23(2):287{298,1981.

25



[6]P.Benio�.Spacesearcheswith aquantum robot.In S.J.Lom onacoand H.E.Brandt,editors,Quantum
Com putation and Inform ation,Contem porary M athem aticsSeries.AM S,2002.quant-ph/0003006.

[7]C.Bennett,E.Bernstein,G .Brassard,and U.Vazirani. Strengths and weaknessesofquantum com -
puting.SIAM J.Com put.,26(5):1510{1523,1997.quant-ph/9701001.

[8]R.Bousso. Positive vacuum energy and the N-bound. J.High Energy Phys.,0011(038),2000. hep-
th/0010252.

[9]R.Bousso.Theholographicprinciple.ReviewsofM odern Physics,74(3),2002.hep-th/0203101.

[10]M .Boyer,G .Brassard,P.H�yer,and A.Tapp.Tightboundson quantum searching.Fortschritte Der
Physik,46(4-5):493{505,1998.quant-ph/9605034.

[11]G .Brassard,P.H�yer,M .M osca,and A.Tapp. Q uantum am plitude am pli�cation and estim ation.
In S.J.Lom onaco and H.E.Brandt,editors,Quantum Com putation and Inform ation,Contem porary
M athem aticsSeries.AM S,2002.quant-ph/0005055.

[12]H.Buhrm an,R.Cleve,and A.W igderson.Q uantum vs.classicalcom m unication and com putation.In
Proc.ACM STOC,pages63{68,1998.quant-ph/9702040.

[13]A.M .Childs,R.Cleve,E.Deotto,E.Farhi,S.G utm ann,and D.A.Spielm an.Exponentialalgorithm ic
speedup by quantum walk.In Proc.ACM STOC,pages59{68,2003.quant-ph/0209131.

[14]A.M .Childs,E.Farhi,and S.G utm ann.An exam pleofthe di�erence between quantum and classical
random walks.Quantum Inform ation and Com putation,1(1-2):35{43,2002.quant-ph/0103020.

[15]A.M .Childsand J.G oldstone.Spatialsearch and theDiracequation.Phys.Rev.A,70(042312),2004.
quant-ph/0405120.

[16]A.M .Childs and J.G oldstone. Spatialsearch by quantum walk. Phys.Rev.A,70(022314),2004.
quant-ph/0306054.

[17]L.K .G rover.A fastquantum m echanicalalgorithm fordatabasesearch.In Proc.ACM STOC,pages
212{219,1996.quant-ph/9605043.

[18]L.K .G rover. Q uantum m echanics helps in searching for a needle in a haystack. Phys. Rev.Lett.,
78(2):325{328,1997.quant-ph/9706033.

[19]L.K .G rover.A fram eworkforfastquantum m echanicalalgorithm s.In Proc.ACM STOC,pages53{63,
1998.quant-ph/9711043.

[20]P.H�yerand R.de W olf. Im proved quantum com m unication com plexity bounds fordisjointnessand
equality. In Proc.Intl.Sym p.on TheoreticalAspects ofCom puter Science (STACS),pages 299{310,
2002.quant-ph/0109068.

[21]S.Lloyd.Com putationalcapacity ofthe universe.Phys.Rev.Lett.,88,2002.quant-ph/0110141.

[22]M .Nielsen and I.Chuang. Quantum Com putation and Quantum Inform ation. Cam bridge University
Press,2000.

[23]A.A.Razborov.Q uantum com m unication com plexityofsym m etricpredicates.Izvestiya M ath.(English
version),67(1):145{159,2003.quant-ph/0204025.

[24]T.Rudolph and L.G rover.Q uantum searchinga classicaldatabase(orhow welearned to stop worrying
and lovethe bom b).quant-ph/0206066,2002.

[25]B.S.Ryden.Introduction to Cosm ology.Addison-W esley,2002.

26



[26]S.Perlm utterand 32 others(Supernova Cosm ology Project).M easurem entsof
 and � from 42 high-
redshiftsupernovae.AstrophysicalJournal,517(2):565{586,1999.astro-ph/9812133.

[27]A.Sahaiand S.Vadhan.A com pleteprom iseproblem forstatisticalzero-knowledge.J.ACM ,50(2):196{
249,2003.ECCC TR00-084.Earlierversion in IEEE FO CS 1997.

[28]N.Shenvi,J.K em pe,and K .B.W haley. A quantum random walk search algorithm . Phys.Rev.A,
67(5),2003.quant-ph/0210064.

[29]P.Shor. Polynom ial-tim e algorithm s for prim e factorization and discrete logarithm s on a quantum
com puter. SIAM J.Com put., 26(5):1484{1509,1997. Earlier version in IEEE FO CS 1994.quant-
ph/9508027.

[30]V.Strassen.G aussian elim ination isnotoptim al.Num erische M athem atik,14(13):354{356,1969.

[31]J.W atrous. O n one-dim ensionalquantum cellular autom ata. In Proc.IEEE FOCS,pages 528{537,
1995.

[32]Ch.Zalka.Could G rover’salgorithm help in searching an actualdatabase? quant-ph/9901068,1999.

27


	Introduction
	Summary of Results
	Related Work

	The Physics of Databases
	The Model
	Locality Criteria

	General Bounds
	Search on Grids
	Amplitude Amplification
	Dimension At Least 3
	Dimension 2
	Multiple Marked Items
	Unknown Number of Marked Items

	Search on Irregular Graphs
	Bits Scattered on a Graph

	Application to Disjointness
	Open Problems
	Acknowledgments

