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Abstract

Probably the simplest and most frequently used way to istthe power of quantum
computing is to solve the so-callddeutsch’s problem Consider a Boolean functioh :
{0,1} — {0,1} and suppose that we have a (classical) black box to compuféhi prob-
lem asks whethef is constant (that isf (0) = f (1)) or balanced{(0) # f(1)). Classically, to
solve the problem seems to require the computatidr{®f andf (1), and then the comparison
of results. Is it possible to solve the problem withly onequery onf? In a famous paper
published in 1985, Deutsch posed the problem and obtaingdi@atum”partial affirmative
answer In 1998 a complete, probability-one solution was preskbie Cleve, Ekert, Mac-
chiavello, and Mosca. Here we will show that the quantumtsmiucan bede-quantisedo a
deterministic simpler solution which is as efficient as tliamtum one. The use of “superpo-
sition”, a key ingredient of quantum algorithm, is—in thpesific case—classically available.

1 Introduction

Consider a Boolean functioh: {0,1} — {0,1} and suppose that we have a black box to compute
it. Deutsch’s problem asks to test whetteis constant (that isf (0) = f(1)) or balanced {(0) #
f(1)) allowing only one queryn the black box computing.

Our aim is to show a simple deterministic classical solutmeutsch’s Problem. To be able to
compare the quantum and classical solutions we will prdsetht solutions in detalil.
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2 Thequantum solution

The quantum technigue is to “embed” the classical computmg(given byf) into a quantum box,
then use the quantum device on a “superposition” state, aatliyfimnake a single measurement of
the output of the quantum computation. This technique wapgsed by Deutsch in the famous
paper [2]; the problem was extended by Deutsch and JoszanBiudly solved with probability
one by Cleve, Ekert, Macchiavello, and Mosca [1] (see Gr{ékar Nielsen and Chuang@l[6]).

Suppose that we have a quantum black box to comjigiterhich extendsf from {0,1} to the
quantum (Hilbert) space generated by the bgég, |0)}. This means, that(0) = fo(|0)) and
f(1) = fo(|1)). The quantum computation d§ will be done using the transformatidsy which
applies to two Qbits|x) and|y), and produce$x)|y f(x)) (& denotes the sum modulo 2). This
transformation flips the second Qbitfifacting on the first Qbit is 1, and does nothing ifcting
on the first Qbit is 0.

Here is a standard mathematically formulation of the quardigorithm. Start wittJ; and evolve
it on a superposition of0) and|1). Assume first that the second Qbit is initially prepared ia th
state\%(|0> —|1)). Then,
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Next take the first Qbit to b%(|0> +11)). The quantum black box will produce
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Next perform a measurement that projects the first Qbit dredosis
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We will obtain %(|O> —|1)) if the function f is balanced and\%(|o> +1]1)) in the opposite case.



To better understand the action bF (1) we will preddpin matrix form as:

1-f(0)  (0) 0 0
U — ) 1—f(0) 0
= 0 1-f(1)  f(1)
0 0 f(1) 1-—f(1)

Whatever the values df(0) and f (1), the matrixU; is unitary, sdJ¢ is a legitimate quantum black
box. Next we are going to use the Hadamard transforma&tibtmgenerate a superposition of states:

Nl NI NI NI

NI NI NI NI

T
NI NI NI NI
NI NI NI NI

Here is the quantum algorithm solving Deutsch’s problem:

Start with a closed physical system prepared in the quantum state |01)
Evolve the system according to H.

Evolve the system according to Us.

Evolve the system according to H.

Measure the system. If the result is the second possible output, then
f is constant; if the result is the fourth possible output, then f is
balanced.
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To prove the correctness of the quantum algorithm, we shallvghat the first and third possible
outputs can be obtained with probability zero, while onel@nly one) of the second and the fourth
outcomes will be obtained with probability one, and the itesalves correctly Deutsch’s problem.

To this aim we follow step-by-step the quantum evolutioncdegd by the above algorithm.

In Step 1 we start with a closed physical system prepareceigtiantum statg1):



After Step 2 the system has evolved in the state (which igi@déent off):
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After Step 3 the quantum system is in the state (wliependsipon f):
1-f(0) f(0) 0 0 % %—f(o)
_| fO 1-fO o 0 3 |_| 3+
UrhV = 0 o 1-f@w fn || 1|7| 1oy
0 0 f(1) 1-1(1) _% _%Jrf(l)
After Step 4, the quantum state of the system has become:
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Finally, in Step 5 weneasurdhe current state of the system, that is, the dtdtgHV, and we get:

1. output 1 with probabilityp; = 0,

2. output 2 with probabilityp; = (1 — fo(|0)) — fo(|1)))?,
3. output 3 with probabilityps = 0,

4. output 4 with probabilityps = (fo(|1)) — fo(]0)))?.

To conclude:



o if fo(|0)) = fo(|1)), then f(0) + f(1) =0 (mod 2), f(1) — f(0) = O; consequentlyp, =
17 P4 = 0.

e if fo(|0)) # fo(|1)), thenf(0)+ f(1) =1, f(1) — f(0) = —1 or f(1) — f(0) = 1; conse-
quently,po =0, ps = 1.

¢ the outputs 1 and 3 have each probability zero.

Deutsch’s problem was solved with only one us&Jef The solution is probabilistic, and the result
is obtained with probability one. Its success relies on dtlewing three facts:

¢ the “embedding” off into fg (see also the discussion in Mermin [5], end of section C, p.
11),

o the ability of the quantum computer to be in a superposititstates: we can check whether
fo(]0)) is equal or not tdfg(|1)) not by computingfg on|0)) and|1), but on a superposition
of |0)) and|1), and

o the possibility to extract the required information witlsjne measurement.

3 De-quantising the quantum algorithm for Deutsch’s problem

We de-quantise Deutsch’s algorithm in the following way. dgasiderQ the set of rationals, and
the spac®[i] = {a+bi | a,b € Q}, (i = v/—1). We embed the original functiofiin Q[i] and we
define the classical analog@g of the quantum evolutiobls acting fromQJi] to itself as follows
(compare with the formuld11)):

Ct(a+bi) = (—1)%7O a4 (—1)1@ Mp;, 2)

The four different possible bit-functionsinduce the following four function€; from Q]i] to Q[i]
(xis the conjugate aof):

Coo(x) = x, if f(0)=0,f(1) =0,
Co1(x) = x if f(0)=0,f(1) =1,
Cio(X) = —x if f(0)=1,f(1) =0,
Cux) = —x if f(0)=1,f(1)=1

Deutsch’s problem becomes the following:



Afunction f is chosen from the sgo0,Co1,Ci0,C11} and the problem is to determine,
with a single query, which type of function it is, balancedconstant.

The following deterministicclassical algorithm solves the problem:

Given f, calculate (i — 1) x f(1 + i). If the result is real, then the
function is balanced; otherwise, the function is constant.

Indeed, the algorithm is correct because if we calculetel) x f(1+i) we get:

(i—1) x Coo(1+i) = (i—1)(1—i) = 2i,

(i—1) xCor(1+i) = (i—1)(1+i) = -2,
(i—1) xCro(1+i) = (i—1)(-1—i) =2,
(i—1) xCpy(1+i)=(i—1)(i—1) = —2i

If the answer is real, then the function is balanced, anceifiiswer is imaginary, then the function
is constant.

Actually, there are infinitely many similar solutions, ndynfr every rationala # 0:

Given f, calculate a(i — 1) x f(1 + i). If the result is real, then the
function is balanced; otherwise, the function is constant.

Given f, calculate a(i + 1) x f(1 + i). If the result is real, then the
function is constant; otherwise, the function is balanced.

Of course Q][i] plays no special role “by itself” in the above solution. Thplanation is not deep,
just the fact that classical bits are one-dimensional wénleplex numbers are two-dimensional.
Thus one can have “superpositions” of different basis wecto

Two-dimensionality can be obtained in various other simpiays. For example, we can choose as
space the sét[v/2] = {a+bv2|a,bc Z}, wherea+ bv2 = a—bv/2. Using a similar embedding

function as[(R)Cs(a+ bv/2) = (—1)%*f@a+ (-1)1¥"Wby/2, now acting onz[v/2], we get the
solution?

Given f, calculate (vV2—1)x f(1++/2). If the result is rational, then the
function is balanced; otherwise, the function is constant.
1in fact we don't need the whole s&fv/2], but its finite subsefa+bv/2 | a,b e Z, |al, |b| < 3.
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The correctness follows from the simple calculatior{ @2 — 1) x f(1++/2):

(V2—1) xCoo(1+v2) = (vV2-1)(1-V2) =2v2-3,
(V2—1) xCo1(1+v2) = (vV2-1)(1+V2) =1,
(V2-1) xCio(1+v2) = (vV2-1)(-1-Vv2) = -1,
(vV2-1)xCp1(1+v2) = (vV2-1)(v2—-1) =3-2V2.

If the answer is rational, then the function is balanced,ibtiet answer is irrational, then the func-
tion is constant. We can classically distinguish betweendl3- 2v/2 because/2 is computable.

So, again, the technique of “embedding” and “superpositiwaduces the desired result; this time,
the computation is not only classical and simpler, but attemninistic.

4 Conclusion

We have shown a classical simple way to de-quantise the gjmestlution for the Deutsch’s prob-
lem. The same quantum technique, embedding plus computati@ “superposition”, leads to a
classical solution which is as efficient as the quantum onerelMthe quantum solution is proba-
bilistic, while the classical solution is deterministic.

How does the classical solution compare with the quantumimnerms of physical resources?
A simple analogical scheme can implement the classicatiealwvith two registers each using
a real number as in the quantum case when we need just two. (hatwever, a more realistic
analysis should involve the complexity of the black box, ¢tbenplexity of the implementation of
the embedding, as well as the complexity of the query peréorm

The downside is that the superposition doesn't scale wahidba below. It is not difficult to obtain
a similar solution for fixech, but not uniformly (in each case a different function is Jse@f
course, uniformly the solution discussed in this note isszalable, becauseQbits can represent
2" states at the same time, which outgrows any linear function(see [[3]).

Due to the fact that the number of efficient quantum algorithestill extremely small, one can
speculate that, in practice, “hybrid-like” algorithms miag preferable than pure quantum algo-
rithms.
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