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Abstract

The quantum adversary method is one of the most successfulitgies for proving lower
bounds on quantum query complexity. It gives optimal lowaurids for many problems, has
application to classical complexity in formula size loweulnds, and is versatile with equiva-
lent formulations in terms of weight schemes, eigenvalaes, Kolmogorov complexity. All
these formulations rely on the principle that if an algantsuccessfully computes a function
then, in particular, it is able to distinguish between ispwhich map to different values.

We present a stronger version of the adversary method wioie lgeyond this principle to
make explicit use of the stronger condition that the alpanitactually computes the function.
This new method, which we calDV ™, has all the advantages of the old: it is a lower bound
on bounded-error quantum query complexity, its squaredsved bound on formula size, and
it behaves well with respect to function composition. Ma@EADV* is always at least as
large as the adversary methadV, and we show an example of a monotone function for
which ADVE(f) = Q(ADV(f)10%8). We also give examples showing theDV+ does not
face limitations ofADV like the certificate complexity barrier and the propertytitesbarrier.

1 Introduction

Quantum query complexity is a popular model for study asaths®to capture much of the power
of quantum computing—in particular, the search algorithii@mver [Gro96] and the period find-
ing routine of Shor’s factoring algorithm [Shd97] can benfalated in this model—yet is still
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simple enough that we can often hope to prove tight lower dsuin this model, complexity is

measured by the number of queries made to the input, and apleeations are for free. For most
known quantum algorithms, the time complexity is biggemttiae query complexity by only a

polylogarithmic factor.

The two most successful techniques for proving lower bowmguantum query complexity
are the polynomial method [BBM@1] and the quantum adversary method [Amb02]. The adversary
method gives tight lower bounds for many problems and isequétrsatile with formulations in
terms of weight schemes [Amb06, Zha05], eigenvalues [BESORI Kolmogorov complexity
[LM04]. Spalek and Szeged$506] show that in fact all these formulations are equivtalat
these versions of the adversary method rest on the priritigteif an algorithm is able toompute
a functionf, then in particular it is able tdistinguishinputs which map to different values. The
method actually bounds the difficulty of this distinguisipask.

We present a stronger version of the adversary method wldek geyond this principle to
essentially make use of the stronger condition that theritgo actually computes the function—
namely, we make use of the existence of a measurement whieh thie correct answer with high
probability from the final state of the algorithm. This newthud, which we calADV®, is always
at least as large as the adversary boamV, and we show an example of a monotone function
f for which ADV*(f) = Q(ADV(f)"%®). Moreover,ADV* possesses all the nice properties
of the old adversary method: it is a lower bound on boundearguantum query complexity, its
square is a lower bound on formula size, and it behaves wiilegspect to function composition.
Using this last property, and the fact that our bound is liatigen the adversary bound for the base
function of Ambainis, we improve the best known separatietwieen quantum query complexity
and polynomial degree giving ghsuch that).(f) = Q(deg(f)*3%).

The limitations of the adversary method are fairly well ursieod. One limitation is the “cer-
tificate complexity barrier.” This says thADV(f) < /Co(f)C1(f) for a total functionf with
Boolean output'[Zha055S06], whereC,,(f) is the certificate complexity of the inpuiswhich
evaluate to zero orf, andC;(f) is the certificate complexity of inputs which evaluate to .one
This means that for problems like determining if a graph aor#t a triangle, or element distinct-
ness, where one of the certificate complexities is constaatyest bound which can be proven by
the adversary method {3(+/N). For triangle finding, the best known upper boundigV'%/20)
[MSS05], and for element distinctness the polynomial meéitiksable to prove a tight lower bound
of Q(N?/3) [AS04]. We show that our new method can break the certificateptexity barrier—
we give an example whe®DV=(f) = Q((Co(f)C1(f))***).

Another limitation of the adversary method is the “propegting barrier.” For a partial
Boolean functionf where all zero-inputs have relative Hamming distance &t kefiom all one-
inputs, it holds thaA DV (f) < 1/e. A prime example where this limitation applies is the cadiis
problem of determining if a function i&-to-1 or 1-to-1. Here all zero-inputs have relative Ham-
ming distance at leadt/2 from all one inputs and so the best bound provable by the adwer
method is2, while the polynomial method is able to prove a tight loweubd of Q(n'/?) [AS04].
We show the property testing barrier does not apply in thiststense toADV*, although we do
not know of an asymptotic separation for constant

Breaking these barriers opens the possibility th&tV* can prove tight lower bounds for



problems like element distinctness and the collision @obland improve the best know{y/N)
lower bound for triangle finding.

1.1 Comparison with previous methods

We now take a closer look at our new method and how it compaitbgwevious adversary meth-
ods. We use the setting of the spectral formulation of theesry method [BSSO03].

Let f : S — X be a function, withS C X7 the set of inputs. We assume, =
{0,1,...,]%;| — 1}, and call this the input alphabet and, the output alphabet. Ldi be a
Hermitian matrix with rows and columns labeled by elememtS.oWe say thal" is anadversary
matrix for f if I'[z,y] = 0 wheneverf(z) = f(y). We let||M|| denote the spectral norm of the
matrix M, and for a real matrix}/ useM > 0 to say the entries a¥/ are nonnegative. We now
give the spectral formulation of the adversary method:

Definition 1 il

AD = _
V) 20 max; || o D
I'Z0

Here the maximum is taken over nonnegative symmetric aatyensatricesl’, and D; is a zero-
one matrix where); [z, y| = 1if z; # y; and D;[x, y] = 0 otherwiseI' o D; denotes the entry-wise
(Hadamard) product of and D;.

Let Q.(f) be the two-sided-bounded error quantum query complexity fof Barnum, Saks, and
Szegedy show that the spectral version of the adversaryothétta lower bound oty (f):

Theorem 1 ([BSS03]) For any functionf, Q.(f) > 2veldso V;(l_E)ADV(f).

Note that the definition oADV ( f) restricts the maximization to adversary matrices whose
entries are all nonnegative and real. Our new bound rembese trestrictions:

Definition 2

I
ADV*(f) = H :
) = max T o DI

Itis clear thatADV*(f) > ADV/(f) for any functionf as the maximization is taken over a larger
set. Our main theorem, presentedin Secfion 3, states\Ib®E=( f) is a lower bound o). (f).

Theorem 2 For any functionf, Q.(f) > ——Y<=9=% WADVi(f). If f has Boolean output, i.e. if
Sol = 2, then@Q.(f) > —Y;"=2 ADV*(f).

While it is clear thatADV® is always least as large adV, it might at first seem surprising
that ADV* can achieve bounds super-linearAidV. An intuition for why negative weights help
is that it is good to give negative weight to entries with &atgdamming distance, entries which
are easier to distinguish by queries. Consider an €ntry) wherex andy have large Hamming
distance. This entry appears in sevéralD; matrices but only appears in thematrix once. Thus
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by giving this entry negative weight we can simultaneousigrdasd I o D;|| for several’s, while
doing relatively little damage to the largematrix.

While in form the ADV® bound is very similar to thaDV bound, our proof of Theaoreni 2
departs from the standard adversary principle. The stdraidversary principle is based on the
fact that an algorithm? which is able tacomputea functionf is, in particular, able talistinguish
inputsz, y such thatf(z) # f(y). Distinguishing quantum states is closely related to timeiin
product of the states as given by the following quantitapitaciple:

Theorem 3 Suppose we are given one of two known states |¢,). Let0 < e < 1/2. Thereis a
measurement which correctly identifies which of the twaestate are given with error probability
eifand only if (1, |1,) < 24/€(1 —¢).

Let [¢!) be the state of an algorithm on inpugftert queries. The adversary method works by
defining a “progress function” based on the inner produ¢ty;)). Initially, before the algorithm
has made any queries, all inputs look the same and (‘dzjﬁﬂ;2> = 1 for all x,y, and thus the
progress function is large. On the other hand,i--guery algorithm computes a functigiwithin
errore, then by Theorem|3 far, y with f(z) # f(y) we must havey ! |¢]) < 2,/¢(1 —¢), and
thus the final progress function is small. [n [BSS03] thigisrted the Ambainis output condition.
The adversary method then works by showing an upper boundwmtuch the progress function
can change by a single query.

Our proof follows the same basic reasoning, but the Ambainigut condition no longer seems
to suffice to show that the final progress function is small.08& in an essential way the stronger
output condition that if &-query algorithmA computes a functiorf, then there exists orthogonal
projectors{I1, },cx,, Which sum to the identity such th@tl,|«))[|? > 1 — e when f(x) = b.

2 Preliminaries

We assume standard background from quantum computing aoléd&ofunction complexity, see
[NCOQ] and [BWO02] for nice references. In this section, wstriet ourselves to more specific
background.

2.1 Linear algebra

The background we need about matrices can be found in, fongea [Bha97]. We use standard
notations such ds | for absolute valued for the entrywise complex conjugate of a matrix A*
for the conjugate transpose df and||z|| = v/z*z for the/,-norm of a vector:. For two matrices
A, B of the same size, the Hadamard product or entrywise produbeimatrix(A o B)[z,y] =
Alz, y]Blz, y].

For an indexed set of vectof$y,) : x € S}, we associate aff|-by-|S| Gram matrix)/ =
Gram(|¢),) : s € S) where

It is easy to see thadl/ is Hermitian and positive semidefinite.
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We will make use of several matrix norms. For a mattilet || A|| be the spectral norm of

|$*Ay|
v Nyl

IA[l =

For two matricesA, B let (A, B) be the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product. This is the inner prctd
of A, B viewed as long vectors,

(A,B) = Tr(A*B ZA@]

The Frobenius norm, denotédi|

I 4lle = VAR =[5 14541

r, IS the norm associated with this inner product,

Finally, we will use the trace norm, denotgdl||,,., where

|(A, B)|
| All¢r = max ———,
' B |B

and B runs over all complex matrices of the same sizedasThe following theorem is an easy
consequence of this definition.

Theorem 4 Let A, B ben-by-n matrices. Them(A, B)| < ||A]l - [| B]|+-

In our proof thatADV = is a lower bound on quantum query complexity we will need oeam
tool for bounding norms:

Theorem 5 (HOLDER'S INEQUALITY, [BHA97] COROLLARY 1V.2.6) Let A, B be matrices
such thatA B* is defined. Then
[AB*||er < [[Allp[|BllF-

A partial traceis a linear mappindr, : L(A ® B) — L(A) mapping linear operators (e.g.,

density matrices) over the joint systefiB to linear operators oved. This mapping is uniquely
determined by the requirement

Tra(pa ® pg) = pa - Tr(pB).

and linearity. For example, sin@@ 4 ([7)(j|a @ [¢:) (¥5]8) = 1i)(j]a - (¥5]i), by linearity

m(D (la @ [k esls) = Z| (la - (510).



2.2 Quantum query complexity

As with the classical model of decision trees, in the quangu@ry model we wish to compute
some functionf and we access the input through queries. The complexifyisfthe number of
gueries needed to compufeon a worst-case input. Unlike the classical case, however, we can
now make queries in superposition.

The memory of a quantum query algorithm is described by tregisters: the input register,
‘H, which holds the input € S C X7, the query registefi, which holds two integers < i < n
and0 < p < [¥;], and the working memoryHy,, which holds an arbitrary value. The query
register and working memory together form the accessiblmong denoted 4.

The accessible memory of a quantum query algorithns initialized to a fixed state. For
convenience, on inputwe assume the state of the algorithnfuis; |1, 0)|0)w where all qubits in
the working memory are initialized to 0. The state of the &t then evolves through queries,
which depend on the input register, and accessible memayatgps which do not. We now
describe these operations.

We will model a query by a unitary operator where the orackewan is given in the phase.
This operato© is defined by its action on the basis statgi, p) as

27i .
Olz)|i, p) = ™" |z}, p),

wherel < ¢ < nisthe index of the queried input variable anek p < || is the phase multiplier.
This operation can be extended to act on the whole space épigting it a0 x ly,, wherely,
is the identity operation on the workspadg,. In the sequel, we will refer to the action ©6fboth
onH; ® Hq and the full spacé{; ® Hy ® Hw, and let context dictate which we mean.

For a function with:; = {0, 1}, the query operator simply becomes

Olz)li,p) = (=1)""|x) i, p),

An alternative, perhaps more common, way to model a quantarygs through an operator
O : |z)|i,p) — |z)|i, (x; + p) mod |X;|) that encodes the result in a register. These two query
models are equivalent, as can be seen by conjugating withuaetum Fourier transform dp).
For our results, it is more convenient to work with the phasele.

An accessible memory operator is an arbitrary unitary dgerd) on the accessible memory
‘H 4. This operation is extended to act on the whole space bypirggng it asl; ® U, wherel;
is the identity operation on the input spakle. Thus the state of the algorithm on inputfter¢
gueries can be written

L) = U;0U;_; - - - U;OUg|z)[1, 0)[0).

As the input register is left unchanged by the algorithm, e decomposg’,) as|¢L) = |z)|¢L),
where|y) is the state of the accessible memory aftqueries.

The output of & -query algorithmA on inputz is chosen according to a probability distribution
which depends on the final state of the accessible memdry Namely, the probability that the
algorithm outputs some € ¥, on inputz is ||TL,| 1) ||?, for a fixed set of projector§ll, } which
are orthogonal and complete, that is, sum to the identitye eférror quantum query complexity
of a function f, denoted?.(f), is the minimum number of queries made by an algorithm which
outputsf (z) with probability at least — ¢ for everyz.
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3 Bounded-error quantum query complexity

We now show thah DV*( f) is a lower bound on the bounded-error quantum query contgleki
f.
Proof of Theorem 2 Let f : S — Yo, whereS C X7, be a function and lef be a|S|-by-|S]
Hermitian matrix such thaf[z,y] = 0if f(z) = f(y). As T is Hermitian, its eigenvalues will
be equal to its singular values, up to sign. Notice thaind —I" have the same adversary value,
thus without loss of generality we will assuhiéhas largest eigenvalue equal to its spectral norm.
Therefore, let be an eigenvector df corresponding to the eigenvallig||.

We imagine that we initially prepare the st@l¢’) = >"_4,|x)|1,0)|0) and run the algorithm
on this superposition. Thus aftequeries we have the state

W) = U,0U;_1 ... UsOUg Y 6.} |1,0)(0) = dulw)[ebh),

where|y!) is the state of the accesible memory of the algorithm on inpafter ¢ queries. We
definep® = Tr;|¥*) (V! to be the reduced density matrix of the stpké) on the input register,
that is we trace out the accessible memory. In other wetls= Gram(8,|«%) : x € S).

We define a progress functidii’ based orp® asW* = (I, pV)). Although phrased differ-
ently, this is in fact the same progress function used by Hagd Spalek [H505] in their proof
that the regular adversary method is a lower bound on bouaded quantum query complexity.
Note thati¥* is real, as botfi’ andp® are Hermitian. Our proof rests on three claims:

1. Atthe beginning of the algorithid’® = ||T']].
2. With any one query, the progress measure changes by atifiesti’ ‘! < 2 max; | ToD;]|.
3. Atthe end of the algorithril/ ™ < (24/€(1 — €) + 2¢)||T|.

The theorem clearly follows from these three claims. Thenmawelty of the proof lies in the
third step. This is where we depart from the standard admepsanciple in using a stronger output
condition implied by a successful algorithm.

ltem 1 As the state of the accessible mempf{) is independent of the oracl@)?|y) = 1 for
everyz,y, and sgp® = §6*. ThusW® = (T, 66*) = Tr(5*T*0) = ||T|.

ltem 2 After thet + 1% query, the quantum state|i§'*!) = U;,,O|¥?) and thus
P = Ty (Upya O (U107 Uj ;) = Ty (O] W) (¥°]0%),

because the unitary operatdy,; acts as identity on the input register. The oracle oper@tor
only acts on the input register and the query register, hescean trace out the working memory.



Denotep = Tr;o| V') (V! andp’ = OpO*. Thenp® = Tr;(p) andp*V = Tr;(p'). We re-
express the progress function in termgpf’. Define two block-diagonal matrices 6ty @ H:

G=I'®wl, ®|\21| _@Z 1@\21\ 1
==t
p=@_ D,

whereD; is the zero-one symmetric matrix frdm Definifion 1. THéi = (I, p®) = (G, p) and
Wittt = (T, pt+1)) = (G, p'). We upper-bound the change of the progress function asafsilo

W' =W = (G, p) — (G, p)

= (G, p— 0p0%) o = 0p0*
= (G, (p — 0p0*) o D) p—0p0* = (p—0p0*) oD
= (GoD,p—0p0*) D is real

< |[|Go Dl lp—0pO| corem 4

< |G o DI (lpller + [[0pO" 1) triangle inequality

=2||GoD| - plle O is unitary

=2[|Go D oller =1

= 2max [|I" o Dy|.

The third equality holds becauseis diagonal in the computational basis and thus, in the block
corresponding to the valye p) of the query registetp — 0pO*) [z, y] = (1 — e\ﬁp(’“_y”)p[x, yl,
which is0 if x; = y;. For the remaining equalities note that conjugating witmaany operator
does not change the trace norm and that density matricegtaaeenorm 1.

ltem 3 Now consider the algorithm at the final tirfie We want to upper bound”, o). The
first thing to notice is that aB[z, y] = 0 when f(z) = f(y), we havel' = I" o F', whereF' is a
zero-one matrix such thdt|x, y] = 1if f(z) # f(y) andF[z,y| = 0 otherwise.

As F'is a real matrix, it is clear from the definition of the Hilb&thmidt inner product that
(To F,pM) = (T, Fop™). Now applyind Theorem|4 we hav€&, F o p0) < ||[T||-|[pD) o F||4.

It remains to upper boundp™ o F|;., which we do usindg_Theorem 5. To be able to apply
this theorem, we would like to find matrice§, Y such thatXY* = p(*) o F, and the product
| XY || is small.

Let {I. } .5, be a complete set of orthogonal projectors that determia@titput probabili-
ties, that is the probability that the algorithm outpuisn inputz is [|T1, [1)||2. We will use these
projectors to help decompogé’’ in such a way as to apply Theorein 5. The correctness of the
algorithm tells us thafII;,|¢1)[|> > 1 —e. Forani € {0,1,...,|30| — 1}, let X; denote the
matrix with |S| rows {Il;, +25 101 }ies, wheref(x) + 4 is computed moduld®,|. Intuitively,

Xy is the matrix where we project onto the correct answers,anfbr : > 1 where we project
onto some incorrect answer. The matricésor i > 1 will therefore have small Frobenius norm.



We claimp™ o I =37, . X, X7
(ZXX*> oyl = Y00, (g g il 07)
i#£j i#]
_ {0 flx) = f(y)
0aly(Uylvz)  f(x) # f(y)
= (p™ o F)[z,y),

becausél, II,, = 0for z; # 2z, [I2 =II,, and)__II, = I. Then

1™ 0 Fllr = || > XX
i#]

< H Z(XOX,-* + XiXj) triangle inequality
i>1

tr_l_ H ;XZX]* t

i5>1
DIPOED PP
ii>1 i>1

only preserEfoano| > 2
< 2 Xo(XG) e + 155 (X e + | D2 XiX7 |,
i>1

= [ Xo(X3)" + Xg X5 ller +

defineXy = > " X;

i>1

tr

J/

triangle inequality

< 2 Xoll el e + 1K I1E + | 32Xz
i>1

We now bound the teri > .., X; X7 ||,.. As eachX;X; is positive semidefinite, the trace norm
of this sum is equal to its trace. Notice tHBt(X; X ) = 0if i # j, becausdX; X7)[z, z] =
1012 (¥5 M)+l 0y 107 ) = 0. Thus

HZXX*

Therefore|| p™) o F||;, < 2ab+2b?, wherea = || Xo||» andb = || X || ». We know thatz, b satisfy
the following constraints:

@® + 8 = | Xoll7 + IX57 17 = D 16Uy o) 17 + 11 = Tyl )1?) = [l8])* = 1

z€eS

- Tr(ZXX*) Te(XE (X)) = [ X2

and
= [1XollE = D 16| 1? = (1 =€) Y [6.[F =1~
z€S x€S
Assuming: < % the maximum of the expressia@nb + 2b% under these constraints is the boundary
cases = /1 — c. Hence||p™) o F||,» < 21/e(1 —¢) + 2¢. As we note above, the bound can be
strengthened t8,/<(1 — ¢) if the function has Boolean output, that|ISo| = 2. O



4 Formula size

Laplante, Lee, and Szegedy [LLS06] show that the adversathad can also be used to prove
classical lower bounds—they show th&DV(f)? is a lower bound on the formula size ¢f

A formula is circuit with AND, OR, and NOT gates with the restion that every gate has out-

degree exactly one. The size of a formula is the number oékeard the size of a smallest formula
computingf is denotedL(f). We show that\DV=(f)? remains a lower bound on the formula
size of f.

Before we prove this statement, note that it implies a litiitaof ADV*( f)—it is upper
bounded by the square root of the formula siz¢ o hus for the binary AND-OR tree—or read-
once formulae in general— the largest lower bounds provapleDV* are/n. Laplante, Lee,
and Szegedy conjecture that this is not a limitation at allkat ts, they conjecture that bounded-
error quantum query complexity squared is in general a Ilmwand on quantum query complexity.
A major step has recently been taken toward proving thisemaje by [FGG07, C8Z07], who
show thatQ,(f) < L(f)'/?**< for anye > 0.

We will work in the setting of Karchmer and Wigderson, who @tderize formula size in
terms of a communication complexity game [KW88]. Since #@minal work, nearly all formula
size lower bounds have been formulated in the language ofreoritation complexity.

Let f : {0,1}" — {0,1} be a Boolean function. Following Karchmer and Wigderson, we
associate withf a relationR; C {0,1}" x {0,1}" x [n] where

Ry ={(z,y,2): f(x) =0, f(y) =1L, z. # y.}.

For a relationR, let C*(R) denote the number of leaves in a smallest communicatioo@obfor
R, and letL(f) be the number of leaves in a smallest formula forKarchmer and Wigderson
show the following:

Theorem 6 L(f) = C”(R).

We say that a sef C X x Y is monochromatiavith respect toR if there existsz € Z
such that(z,y,z) € R for all (z,y) € S. Itis well known, see for examplé [KN97], that a
successful communication protocol for a relat®rC X x Y x Z partitionsX x Y into disjoint
combinatorial rectangles which are monochromatic witipeesto?. Let CP(R) be the size of
a smallest decomposition of x Y into disjoint rectangles monochromatic with respectito
Clearly, CP(R) < CT(R). We are actualy able to show the stronger statement thatjtieres of
ADV#(f) is a lower bound on the size of a smallest rectangle decottiposi 7, .

Theorem 7 L(f) > CP(R;) > (ADVE(f))%

Proof. Laplante, Lee, and Szegedy [LLS06] show that two conditemessufficient for a measure
to lower bound formula size. The first is rectangle subadtiti—they show that the spectral norm
squared is subadditive over rectangles, and this resultshfiok an arbitrary, possibly negative,
matrix.
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Lemma 8 (Laplante, Lee, Szegedy) et A be an arbitrary| X |-by-|Y’| matrix andR a rectangle
partition of | X | x |Y]. Then||A[]* < >~ . [ Ar|.

The second property is monotonicity, and here we need to fyntiakir argument to handle
negative entries. They use the property thatlifB are nonnegative matrices, andAf < B
entrywise, then|A|| < ||B]|. In our application, however, we actually know more: Hfis a
rectangle monochromatic with respect to a celahen Ay, is asubmatrixof A;. And, for arbitrary
matricesA, B, if A is a submatrix ofB then||A|| < || B||.

This allows us to complete the proof: & be a monochromatic partition @t; with |R| =
CP(Ry). Then for any matrix4

2 2 D i 2
1A] S};QHARH < C7(Ry) - max || Ag]|

< CP(Ry) - max | Ail|*.

And so we conclude

All?
LS PR > AP
(f) 2 CT(Ry) 2 max - P

5 Automorphism Principle

In practice, many of the functions we are interested in pgssadiigh degree of symmetry. We now
show how to take advantage of this symmetry to simplify th@gotation of the adversary bound.
We will state this principle in a general way for possibly ABoolean functions. Thus lef, T’

be two finite sets, and let : X" — T be a function. We will define a group action 8f x S%

on our set of input&™. A natural action of an element € S, on inputz € X" is to permute
the indices ofr. Namely, we define - = = y to be the string where; = y.;. An element
o€ S¢ = (01,...,0,) Similarly has a natural action on an inpute ¥". Namely, we define

o - x = y to be the string wherg; = o;(x;). In general we can combine these actions and for
(1,0) € S, x S& define(r,0) - © = 7 (o - ). From now on, we will use the more convenient
functional notation(r, o)(x) = 7 - (0 - z).

Definition 3 Let f : ¥ — T be a function, andr € S,, x S&. We say that is an automorphism

of fif f(x) # fy) = f(m(x)) # f(n(y)) forall z,y € ¥".

Note that the automorphisms of a function form a group.

Intuitively, when choosing a weight matrlx it seems that pairge, y) and (7 (z), 7(y)) “look
the same” whemr is an automorphism of and therefore should be given the same weight. The
automorphism principle makes this intuition rigorous. Sprinciple can vastly simplify the com-
putation of the adversary bound, helping both in choosimmdgeeight matrices, and in showing
upper bounds on the adversary value.
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Definition 4 Let G be a group of automorphisms for a functignWe say that; is f-transitive if
for everyz, y such thatf (z) = f(y), there ist € G such thatr(x) = y.

Theorem 9 (Automorphism Principle) Let G be a group of automorphisms ¢f There is an
optimal adversary matriX for whichI'[z, y] = ['[r(x), w(y)] forall = € G andz, y. Furthermore,
if G is f-transitive therl™ has a principal eigenvecta$ for which 5[z] = S[y] wheneverf(z) =

fw).

Proof. Let I" be an optimal adversary matrix fgt By normalizing as necessary, we assume that
ADV*(f) = ||T||—that is,max; ||I" o D;|| = 1. For an automorphism, we letT", be the matrix
obtained fronT" by permuting the rows and columns bythat isI" [z, y] = I'[r(z), 7(y)]. Letting

P be the permutation matrix representingwhereP|x,y] = 1 if z = n(y) and 0 otherwise, we
see thatP’TP = I';. As P is unitary, this means thdf"|| = ||T';||. Notice that ifr sends the
indexi to j, then ifz; # y; it follows 7 (z); # 7(y);. ThusP?(I' o D;)P = T'; o D;, and these
matrices also have the same spectral norm. It followslIthatchieves the same adversary bound
asl’, and so is an optimal adversary matrix.

Let§ be a principal eigenvector &f. We may assume without loss of generality that all entries
of § are nonzero, as the rows and column$ @brresponding to zero entries @tan be removed
without affecting the adversary bound. We now see haoelates to a principal eigenvector Iof:
note thatP’T P(PT6) = PTTPPT§ = ||T|| PT4, thus P75 will be a principal eigenvector df ..
The vectorP?§ has entries?? §[z] = 6[r(x)]. For convenience we séf = P7.

To prove the automorphism principle, we will now “averageé tmatriced”, overm € G in
the following way. We define a vectgras

Bla]= [ olm(x)?

Notice that3 has norm/|G|. Now form the matrix”, where

> ree Llm(x), m(y)]o[m (x)]*6[m (y)]
Blz]*Bly]

We claim thatl” is an optimal adversary matrix. The spectral norni"of at least

Iz, y] = (1)

1, 1
[ai= Gl I'g = @Z T[] = IT][-
TeG

We will now show that||I” o D;|| < 1 for all i € [n]. This is equivalent to showing +
I"o D; = 0. As argued above, we havet I', o D; = 0, for all 7 € G. It follows that also
5,050 (I £T; o D;) = 0. Now adding these equations ovee G we obtain

(Z m;:) ol + (Z I,o m;;) o D; > 0.

TeG TeG

12



We can further take the Hadamard product of this matrix whi# tank one matrix4, where
Alz,y| = [1/B]x]* Bly]], with the result remaining positive semidefinite. This give

I+ () Tro06:07)0oDjoA=I+T"0D; =0,

TeG
which concludes the proof that is an optimal adversary matrix.

Note that this argument has actually shown th& a principal eigenvector df’. Leto be an
arbitrary element of;. We have

Blo(z)] = [> dlmo@)2= [ > ()2 = plal.

TeG o~ limred

If G is f-transitive, then for every, y with f(x) = f(y), there is some such thav(x) = y, and
thusg(x) = B(y). This proves the “furthermore” of the theorem.

Now we will show thatl”[z, y] = I"[o(z),o(y)]. We have just argued th@ix] = S[o(z)],
which gives that the denominators of these terms, definddduaton (1), are equal. That the
numerators are equal follows similarly since summing over G is the same as summing over
mo~! .7 € G asG is agroup. O

We single out another class of functions which arise fretjyémpractice and where the auto-
morphism principle can give the adversary bound a partityusdmple form.

Definition 5 Let f : ¥ — T be a function, and let; C S,, x S% be its group of automorphisms.
We say that> is index transitive if for every, j € [n] there is an automorphism = (o,7) € G
with o (i) = j.

Corollary 10 If f has a group of automorphisms which is index transitive, there is an optimal
adversary matrix’ such that|T' o D;|| = || o D;|| for all 4, j € [n].

This corollary means that if a function has an automorphisoug which is index transitive
we can do away with the maximization in the denominator ofatheersary bound—all o D; will
have the same spectral norm.

Proof. Leti,j € [n], and letG be the group of automorphisms ¢f By assumption, there is a
m = (0,7) € G such thatr(i) = j. Applying[Theorem B, there is an optimal adversary mdtrix
such thatl'[7(z), 7(y)] = I'[z,y], for all z,y. Notice thatz; # y; if and only if 7(x); # 7 (y);.
Letting P be the permutation matrix representimgit then follows thatP” (I" o D;)P =T o D;,
and sal’ o D; andI' o D; have the same spectral norm. O

6 Composition theorem

One nice property of the adversary method is that it behaeeg well with respect to iterated
functions. In this section we will exclusively deal with Bean functions. For a functioy :

13



{0,1}» — {0,1} we define thel™ iteration of f, f* : {0,1}"" — {0,1} recursively asf' = f
andf? = fo (fiL ..., fi 1) ford > 1. Ambainis [AmMb06] shows thakDV(f?) > ADV(f)%
Thus by proving a good adversary bound on the base fun¢tione can easily obtain good lower
bounds on the iterates ¢gf In this way, Ambainis shows a super-linear gap between thed
given by the polynomial degree of a function and the advgnsethod, thus separating polynomial
degree and quantum query complexity.

Laplante, Lee, and Szegedy [LLS06] show a matching uppendbdor iterated functions,
namely that ifADV(f) < a thenADV(f%) < a?. Thus we conclude that the adversary method
possesses the following composition property.

Theorem 11 ([Amb06/LLS06]) For any functionf : S — {0, 1}, with S C {0, 1}" and natural
numberd > 0,
ADV(f%) = ADV(f)*

Hayer, Lee, an&palek [HLS05] generalize this composition theorem to functions taatbe
written in the form

h:fo(glv"'vgk)‘ (2)

They give an exact expression for the adversary bouridinfterms of the adversary bounds pf
andg; for 1 < i < k. We will also look at the composition of theDV* bound in this general
setting.

One may think of: as a two-level decision tree with the top node being labejed function
f :{0,1}* — {0,1}, and each of thé internal nodes at the bottom level being labeled by a
functiong; : {0,1}™ — {0, 1}. We do not require that the inputs to the inner functigrisave the
same length. An input € {0,1}" to & is a bit string of lengtlm = ), n;, which we think of as
being comprised of parts,z = (2!, 22, ..., 2%), wherex’ € {0, 1}". We may evaluaté on input
x by first computing thé bits 7; = ¢;(z%), and then evaluating on inputz = (7, 7o, . . ., T1)-

Adversary bound with costs To show their composition theorem, [I305] consider as an inter-
mediate step a generalization of the adversary method ialipiwput bits to be given an arbitrary
positive cost. For any functiofi: {0,1}" — {0, 1}, and any vectosr € R} of lengthn of positive
reals, they define a quantiyDV ,(f) as follows:

: Iyl
ADV,(f) = max min {aim} :
T'£0

We define the analogous quantitp V= ( f) by enlarging the maximization over all nonzero adver-
sary matrices. We will use the notatidDV*) to simultaneously refer to bothDV and ADV*.
One may think ofy; as expressing the cost of querying tHanput bit z,. For exampleg; could

be equal to the parity af; new input bits, or, alternatively, each queryatpcould reveal only a
fraction of 1/« bits of information about;. Whena = (q,...,a) and all costs are equal tg
the new adversary boundDV®)( f) reduces ta - ADV®( f), the product of: and the adversary
boundADV®)(f). In particular, when all costs = 1 we haveQ.(f) = QADVEY(f)). When

a is not the all-one vector, thekDV™®) () will not necessarily be a lower bound on the quantum
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guery complexity off, but this quantity can still be very useful in computing tloeersary bound
of composed functions. We will show the following compasititheorem for the nonnegative
ADV bound:

Theorem 12 (Exact expression for adversary bound of compoddunctions) For any function
h:S — {0,1} of the formh = f o (g1, ..., gx) With domainS C {0, 1}", and any cost function
a € RY,

ADV,(h) = ADV;3(f),

wheres; = ADV .i(g;), a = (at,a?,...,a%),andB = (B, ..., Br).

We show that one direction of this theorem, the lower boutsm, olds for theADV* bound.
This is the direction which is useful for proving separation

Theorem 13 Leth, f, g; be as in the previous theorem. Then
ADV (h) > ADVZ(f),
whereg; = ADV:i(gi), a=(al,a?,...,a",andB = (B, ..., B).

As with the proof thatADV® is a lower bound on quantum query complexity, the presence of
negative entries again causes new difficulties in the prbibfeocomposition theorem. In particular,
previous proofs of composition theorems do not seem to wairkDV* and we prove Theorem 113
in a quite different manner. Also, as the dual of KBV bound is more complicated than that of
the ADV bound, we have not yet been able to show the upper bound ith#oesem.

The usefulness of such a theorem is that it allows one to eligiti conquer—it reduces the
computation of the adversary bound fomto the disjoint subproblems of first computing the ad-
versary bound for eady, and then, having determingd = ADV®(g,), computingAD\/gi)(f),
the adversary bound fgf with costsg.

One need not compute exactly the adversary bound for gaohapply the theorem. Indeed, a
bound of the formu < ADV(g;) < b for all ; already gives some information abdut

Corollary14 If h = f o (g1,...,9x) anda < ADV(g;) < b for all i, thena - ADV(f) <
ADV(h) < b-ADV(f).

One limitation of our theorem is that we require the sub-fiomsg; to act on disjoint subsets of
the input bits. Thus one cannot use this theorem to compei@ihersary bound of any function by,
say, proceeding inductively on the structure df/a v, —}-formula for the function. One general
situation where the theorem can be applied, however, isad-omce functions, as by definition
these functions are described by a formula gverv, -} where each variable appears only once.

To demonstrate holv Theorem|12 can be applied, we give a sipnp&é of theQ2(,/n) lower
bound due to Barnum and Saks [BS04] on the bounded-errotwgmaguery complexity of read-
once functions.

Corollary 15 (Barnum-Saks) Let h be a read-once Boolean function withvariables. Then

Qc(h) = Q(V/n).
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Proof. We prove by induction on the number of variablethat ADV (f) > \/n. If n = 1 then the
formula is eitherr; or —z; and takingl’ = 1 shows the adversary bound is at least 1.

Now assume the induction hypothesis holds for read-oncautas onn variables, and lek
be given by a read-once formula with+ 1 variables. As usual, we can push any NOT gates down
to the leaves, and assume that the root gate in the formulaifolabeled either by an AND gate
or an OR gate. Assume it is AND—the other case follows siryildn this case/ can be written
ash = g; N\ go Whereg; is a read-once function am, < n bits andg, is a read-once function on
ny < n bits, wheren; + ny = n + 1. We want to calculatd DV;(h). Applying[Theorem 12, we
proceed to first calculatd; = ADV(g;) and 3, = ADV(gy). By the induction hypothesis, we
know 3, > /ny andf, > /n,. We now proceed to calculateDVy(h) = ADV s, 5,)(AND).
We set up our AND adversary matrix as follows:

00 01 10 11
ooy 0 0 O O
0o1|0 0 o0 3
1000 0 0 B
1110 B B O

This matrix has spectral norgy 57 + 52, and||I" o D;|| = (1, and||I" o Dy|| = /2. Thus

Ir| Ir —
/T Ll B +B2>vVn+1.
ToDy] ~ P Fony) ~ VAT

6.1 Composition Lemma

We now turn to the proof of the composition theorem. Given dveasary matrixl’; realizing
the adversary bound fof and adversary matricd3, realizing the adversary bound for where
i =1,...,k, we build an adversary matri¥, for the functionh = f o (g1,...,gx). Lemma16
expresses the spectral norm of thjsin terms of the spectral norms &f andI,. Moreover, if
I's, Iy, are nonnegative, thdr, will be nonnegative.

LetI'; be an adversary matrix fof, i.e. a Hermitian matrix satisfying; [z, y] = 0if f(z) =
f(y), and leté; be a prinicipal eigenvector df; with unit norm. Similarly, letl;, be a spectral
matrix for g; and lety,, be a principal eigenvector of unit norm, for every 1,. .. k.

It is helpful to visualize an adversary matrix in the followiway. LetX, = f~'(0) and
Yy = f~1(1). We order the rows first by elements fralfy and then by elements af;. In this
way, the matrix has the following form:

0 Ff(o’l)
Ff = |i Ff(LO) 0

wherel';(*V) is the submatrix of’; with rows labeled fromX; and columns labeled frofvi; and
;19 is the conjugate transposef*.
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Thus one can see that an adversary matrix for a Boolean &imetirresponds to a (weighted)
bipartite graph where the two color classes are the domamesernthe function takes the values
and1. Forb € {0,1} letd/’[z] = &, [x] if g;(x) = bandd)’[z] = 0 otherwise. In other words,’
is the vectoi,, restricted to the color clags

Before we define our composition matrix, we need one morespdéciotation. Leiff(o’o) =
|T¢||7x,|, wherel is a|X;|-by-| X;| identity matrix and similarly’, """ = || T Iy

We are now ready to define the matfix

Definition 6 T},[z,y] = Iy[Z, 7] - (® I ) [, y]

Lemma 16 LetT’, be as if Definition 6. Thefi,|| = |[Ty[|- [T, 1T,
tor of I, is &, 2] = &;[2] - [1-_, 8,,[).

and a principal eigenvec-

Proof. The more difficult direction is to shoWi},|| < ||T|| - [T
outline of this direction is as follows:

1. We first define@**" many vectors$,, . € C*".
2. We show that each, . is an eigenvector df},.

3. We show thafé, .}.. Span a space of dimensi@f. This implies that every eigenvalue
of I, is an eigenvalue associated to at least one oftheas eigenvectors corresponding to
different eigenvalues of a symmetric matrix are orthogonal

4. We upper bound the absolute value of the eigenvaluesspumeling to the,, . by [Ty -
ITi-
Letc = (¢q,...,c,) Wheree; € [2™]fori = 1,... k. Letd,, be an eigenvector of unit norm
corresponding to the™ largest eigenvalue df,—that isT}, 5., = A, (T},)d.,-
It is helpful to look at the matrix}, as composed of blocks labeled by € {0, 1}* where the
(a,b) block of the matrix consists of alt, y pairs withz = a« andy = b. Notice that thga, b)

block of I, is the matrixI; [a, b] - QT
Let X0 (A) = ||A] and )] (A) = A.,(A4). We claim that\“ bi)écz )\“L@b ‘(Ty,)0l%. This is
because if;; # b; then[\*" | isone half of the bipartite matriRy and soF(‘“ ‘ 5 = )\CZ(F )5072
On the other hand, if; = b; thenI}*"
Thus for the tensor product matr@Fg ) we have that

L —

k
®I‘(_ai,bi) ® 5(572 — H )\g:@bi (ng> . ®5Cf£lz

g’L
i=1
Expanding this equation gives that for everguch thatt = a

k

S @, o] - (20:)y) = [[ A2 (T,,) - (©0.)[s]. )

y:g=b i=1
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Now consider &*-by-2* matrix A, where

k
Acla, b] = Ff[av b] - H )‘g:@bi(rgi)'

i=1

Let o be a unit norm eigenvector of this matrix, say with eigengaly .. Explicitly writing out
the eigenvalue equation means that for every

er a,b] - Hvz@b (T,,) - afb] = pae ala]. (4)

Item 1: We are ready to define our proposed eigenvectof3 .oFor anyc = (cy, . .., c¢x) anda
an eigenvector ofi. let

k

baclt] = afz] - [ [ 0[] = alz] - (24.,)[a).

1=1

Item 2: We claim that, . is an eigenvector of), with eigenvalue., .. This can be verified as
follows: for anyz,

> Thleyldaclyl = Y TrlE glalg] - (@I [z, y] - (©6.,)[y]
=Y Tylz,0lafb] - Y (@LF9)[z,y] - (26.,)[y]

y:y=b

Applying[Equation (3) gives
k

S Thleldcly] = S Tyl Halt]- [[ A" (1) - (@0,
k

(@] - > Tyla, o] - [T A (T )al].

i=1
And now applying Equation (#) gives

Z Fh[$,y]5a,c[ = Ha, cafZ] - (®6,)[z] = Ha,c (50[,0[1’].

Thusé, . is an eigenvector dfj, with eigenvalue:, .. This completes the second step of the proof.
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ltem 3: We now claim that the vectors,, . }... SpanC?”. For a fixedc, the set of eigenvectors
{oy}2, of A, forms an orthogonal basis for the space of vectors of dinseri®i, hence there is
a linear combinatiory of «,’s such that) >, v,y = (1,1,...,1). Then)_, vba, . = ®I.,. Now,
since{d.,}2 -, form an orthogonal basis for evetylinear combinations of, . span the whole
space of dlmenSiOEZi " which is the dimension of;,. Hence every eigenvector of, can be
expressed in this form. This completes step three of thefproo

Item 4: It now remains to show that, . < ||I'f|| -
consider the matrixl..

k
fae = " A = 3 Tyla 8] - [T A% (T,) - aldlafb). (5)
a,b i=1

Notice that—||T},|| < A, (I},) <

 (I,,) by either
| L9
out )., (I,,) of the above sum and look at the term it multiplies. If thisries positive, then setting
A, (I,) to ||T,, || will not decrease the sum; on the other hand, if the term itipliés is negative,
then replacing\., (I';,) by — ||, || will not decrease the sum. We continue this process in tutim wi
i=2,...,k.

Letd = 1ifin this process we replacex, (I,) by —||I}, || andd; = 0 if A.,(I,,) was replaced
by ||L,,]|. Note that ifa; = b;, then no replacement was made and the coefficient renj&jns
We thus now have

(_1)di(ai+bi) (6)

=

oo < 3 Tyla, Hlalalafb) -

a,b

A1

1

-
Il

A key fact here is that the sign ¢, || will be the same everywherg # b,—the signs of entries
cannot be flipped at will.

We now mimic the pattern of signs jn Equation|(6) by definingeavrunit vectora’. Let
oa] = ala] T],(—1)%. Then

k

MQC<ZFfab H d(az

= H 1Tl D Tla, b’ [a]o/[8]

< Tl TT T,

which we wished to show.

Other direction:  We now show thafI;, || > ||| TIE be a principal eigenvector
of I'y andé,, a principal eigenvector far,, for: = 1,..., k. We have already argued that =
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drlz] - Hle 4, 2] is an eigenvector of;, whose eigenvalue is the eigenvalue of the matx
where

k
Af[av b] = Ff[av b] ’ H HPL
=1

Factoring oul]‘[f:1 |Ly, || from Ay we are simply left with the matrik;, thus the largest eigenvalue
; k
of Apis ||yl - TTiey [T, [I- O

6.2 Composition lower bound

With in hand, itis a relatively easy matter to shoaweelr bound on the adversary value
of the composed functioh. Let ADV® denote eitheADV or ADV=,

Lemma 17 ADV{Y (k) > ADVSY (f), wheres, = ADV'Y(g,),

Proof. Due to the maximization over all matricEsthe spectral bound of the composite functton
is at leastADV'®) (h) > min}_, (a||Tx||/[|ITh © De||), wherel, is defined as inLemmall6. Notice
that inf[Cemma 16, if the component matrices are nonnegatiesGh will be as well, thus we
can simultaneously treat both adversary bounds.

We computg||T}, o Dy| for ¢ = 1,...,n. Let the/™ input bit be theg™ bit in the p™ block.
Recall that

k

Lylx,y] =T¥[z, 9] - H Fg(fi’gi)[xi, yl]
=1
We prove that

(Tu © Do), y] = (Ty © D,)[7,3] - (T, © Dy) %[, y?] - [ [ L7, .
iFp

If 2, # y, andz, # 7, then both sides are equal because all multiplication®pyD,,, D, are
multiplications by 1. If this is not the case—that iszif = y, or z, = g,—then both sides are
zero. We see this by means of two cases:

1. zy = y,: In this case the left hand side is zero du¢lipo D,)[z, y] = 0. The right hand side
is also zero because

(a) if 2, = g, then the right hand side is zero@$ o D,)[z, ] = 0.
(b) else ifz, # g, then the right hand side is zero@ds, o D,)[z", y*] = 0.

2. 7 # yi, ¥, = i, The left side is zero becaus§™ ™[22, 47| = ||T, ||1[2*, y*] = 0 since
x? # yP. The right side is also zero due By o D,)[z, ] = 0.
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Sincel}, o D, has the same structurelas bylLemma 16|/, o D,|| = ||’y o D, || - ||I, © Dyl -
[Tz, [ITy. [l By dividing the two spectral norms,

Il Tl Tl @)
ITw o Dell [Ty 0 Dyll [Ty, o Dyl
Since the spectral adversary maximizes over all adversatsiaas, we conclude that
n N
ADVE) () > Hi
o (h) 2w e e
G 0] I (17 i
min - 1M1n QL
i=1 [Ty o Dyl a=1 ||Ty, 0 Ds||
ko ||Ty ] )
= min .———— - ADV 7’ (9;)
=t [Ty 0 Dy
ko [Ty
= min ———— - f3;
=1 [Ty o D
= ADVEY(f),
which we had to prove. O

6.3 Composition upper bound

The non-negative adversary bourddV satisfies the matching upper bourddV,(h) <
ADV,(f). Interestingly, we do not know yet how to show this for thBV= bound.

We apply the duality theory of semidefinite programming téagban equivalent expression
for ADV,, in terms of a minimization problem. We then upper bowldV , () by showing how
to compose solutions to the minimization problems.

Definition 7 Let f : S — {0,1} be a partial boolean function, wherg C {0,1}", and let
a € R’ Theminimax bound off with costsa is

1
MM,(f) = min max

P2 Dby, VP (O)py (D) i’

wherep : S x [n] — [0, 1] ranges over all sets 9f5| probability distributions over input bits, that
is, p,(i) > 0and)_, p,(i) = 1 for everyz € S.

This definition is a natural generalization of the minimaxibd introduced in [LMO4SS06].
As [SS06] show that the minimax bound is equal to the spectrahfamulation of the adversary
method, one can similarly show that the versions of thes@oadstwith costs are equal.

Theorem 18 (Duality of adversary bounds) For everyf : {0,1}" — {0,1} anda € R",
ADV,(f) = MMa(f)-
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Sketch of proof. We start with the minimax bound with costs, substityté)p.(:)/a;, and
rewrite the conditior_; p,.(i) = 1into 3, a,¢. (i) = 1. Using similar arguments as i8§06], we
rewrite the bound as a semidefinite program, compute its dadlafter a few simplifications, get
the spectral bound with costs. O

Lemma 19 ADV,(h) < ADVg(f).

Proof. Letp/ andp? fori = 1,...,k be optimal sets of probability distributions achieving the
minimax bounds. Thus usifg Theoreni 18 we have

ADV;(f) = max ’
F@Y£f () S . pﬁ(i)pg(i)/ﬁz
1

ADV,i(g;) = max

Define the set of probability distributiong asp’(¢) = pg(i)pgz (), where the/™ input bit is the
4™ bit in thei™ block. This construction was used by Laplante, Lee, and&#ed L S06] to prove
a similar bound in the stronger setting where the sub-fonstj; can act on the same input bits.
We claim that” witnesses thaADV (k) < ADV(f):

ADV,(h) < max :
h(x)#h(y) Zézxﬁéy[ pg(f)pz}}(f)/aé

:1/ mln \/P;p /a

h(z#h(y) 0: xﬁgyl

_ / quyn ZW mln () ()/O‘

F@#f@ 1 9; (z )_zl gzl 75y
9;(y")=1;
; 9i ([ Non9i (4 7
< / mln E A/ D ) mu} E DL (7 )pyi (j)/ Q;
f(@#f(?!) 2 :cﬁéyz gz(zL)#gL(yL) Jixt ;Ay

:/mmz i) / ADV ,i(g:)

F@)Af(0) :2;,7#7;

=1/ win Y \/p(@)py(i) / B

F@AF@) 12377

= ADV5(f),
where the second inequality follows from that fact that weeh@moved : z; = g; from the sum
and the last equality follows from Theorem 18. O
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7 Examples

In this section, we look at some examples to see how negatighis can help to achieve larger
lower bounds. We consider two examples in detail: a 4-bicfiom giving the largest known
separation between the polynomial degree and quantum goenplexity, and a 6-bit function
breaking the certificate complexity and property testingibes.

To help find good adversary matrices, we implemented botkradvy bounds as semidefinite
programs and used the convex optimization package SeDwdDE for Matlab. Using these
programs, we tested bothDV and ADV* bounds for all 222 functions on 4 or fewer variables
which are not equivalent under negation of output and inpuiables and permutation of input
variables (see sequence number A000370 inl [Slo]). AB&* bound is strictly larger than the
ADV bound for 128 of these functions. The source code of our s&inite programs and more
examples can be downloaded fram [S06].

7.1 Ambainis function

In order to separate quantum query complexity and polyniaegree, Ambainis defines a Boolean
function f : {0,1}* — {0,1} which is one if and only if the four input bits are soffethat is
they are either in a non-increasing or non-decreasing ofides function has polynomial degree
2, and an adversary bound of 2.5. Thus by the compositionehefor the nonnegative adversary
method, Ambainis obtains a separation between quantuny gaerplexity and polynomial degree
of Q.(f%) = Q(deg(f9)32!). We have verified that this function indeed gives the largeptra-
tion between adversary bounds and polynomial degree aveinations on 4 or fewer variables.
In the next theorem, we construct an adversary matrix witgpatiee weights which shows
that ADV*(f) > 2.5135. Using the composition theorelm Theorem 13 we obtabVv=(f) >
ADV/(f)9% and improve the separation between quantum query comykexé polynomial de-

gree toQ.(f) = Q(deg(f*)"***).
Theorem 20 Let f : {0,1}* — {0, 1} be Ambainis’ function. TheADV*(f) > 2.5135.

Proof. Following our own advice, to design a good adversary malwxfirst thing we do is look
at the automorphisms of the function. Notice that the elémer (1432) x ((01),id,id,id) €
Sy X Sfo,l} preserves the property of the bits being ordered, and tisostiaé function value. We
are using cycle notation here, so for examplel32) x ((01),1id,id,id) - 0000 = 0001. Let G
be the group generated lgy As g has order eight, this group is isomorphicZg. The group&
is both f-transitive and index transitive, thus we know that the ammif vector will be a principal
eigenvector of our eventual adversary matrix, and thdt allD; will be unitarily equivalent.

We now construct our adversary matrix. fifx) = f(y) we setl'[x,y] = 0. So now we just
consider the “interesting” part of the adversary matrixhwibws labeled by inputs which map to

1The function was first described in this way by Laplante, lasej Szegedy [LLS06]. The function defined by
Ambainis [Amb06] can be obtained from this function by exahiag the first and third input bits and negating the
output.
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one, and columns labeled by inputs which map to 0. To hightigdngroup structure in the matrix,
we let thei®” row beg?(0000) and similarly let theé®" column beg’(0010).

It turns out there are four types of paits, y) which are not equivalent under automorphism.
We letl'[z, y] = a if (X,y) have Hamming distance one. (if, y) have Hamming distance 3, they
are also related by automorphism, and wd$ety| = d in this case. There are two automorphism
types for(z, y) pairs which have Hamming distance 2. If they differ on bitschtare both sensitive
or both not sensitive, we s&€fz, y] = b; otherwise, we sef[z, y| = c¢. The adversary matrix then
looks as follows:

0010 0101 1011 0110 1101 1010 0100 1001
0000| a C d b d C a b
0001| b a C d b d c a
0011| a b a C d b d C
0111 c a b a c d b d
1111 d C a b a C d b
1110 b d C a b a C d
1100 d b d C a b a C
1000| c¢ d b d C a b a

As we have remarked, dllo D; matrices are equivalent up to permutation, and it can be show
that they consist of fout-by-4 disjoint blocks, each of these blocks being some permutatfo
rows and columns of the following matriX:

d
B = e (8)

QU QU O
L QL o o
SO QK

C

The particular blockB above is one of the four blocks @f o D; with columns indexed by
zero-inputs 0010, 0100, 0101, 0110, and rows indexed byirgngs 1000, 1110, 1111, 1100. A
principal eigenvector of is given by the uniform vector, which has eigenvalie + b + ¢ + d).
Thus our optimization problem is to maximi2¢a + b + ¢ + d) while keeping||B|| < 1. The
optimal setting of the four variables can be found numelgdal semidefinite programming and is
the following:

ADV  ADV®
a|l 3/4 0.5788
b| 1/2  0.7065
c 0 0.1834 ©)
d 0 —0.2120
A 5/2 25135

The eigenvalues ofl' o D; are {1,1,1,1}, and the eigenvalues of* o D, are
{1,1,—1,—-0.2664}. Both spectral bounds are tight due to the existence of nmgaiual so-

lutions; we, however, omit them here.
O
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7.2 Breaking the certificate complexity barrier

We now consider a function on six bits. We will consider thisdtion in two guises. We first define
a partial functionf to show thatADV* can break the property testing barrier. We then extend this
partial function to a total monotone functigrwhich gives a larger separation between AV
andADV® bounds, and also shows thabV* can break the certificate complexity barrier.

We define the partial functiofi on six bits as follows:

e The zero inputs off are: 111000, 011100, 001110, 100110, 110010, 101001, Q1010
001011, 100101, 010011.

e The one inputs off are: 000111, 100011, 110001, 011001, 001101, 010110, D0101
110100, 011010, 101100.

Notice thatf is defined on all inputs with Hamming weight three, and onlytleese inputs. This
function is inspired by a function defined by Kushilevitz wiiappears in [NW95] and is also
discussed by Ambainis [Amb06]. Kushilevitz’s function ithe same behavior as the above on
inputs of Hamming weight three; it is additionally defined®0 on inputs with Hamming weight
0, 4, or 5, and to be 1 on inputs with Hamming weight 1, 2, or 6.

All zero inputs of f have Hamming distance at least 2 from any one input, thuseiagive
Hamming distance between any zero and one inpudtds 1/3. In we show that
ADV*(f) > 2+ 3v/5/5 ~ 3.341. This impliesADVE(f) > (1/¢(f))"**®, and as both bounds
compose we obtainDV=(f) > (1/¢(f%))"%%. This shows that the property testing barrier does
not apply toADV~* as it does toADV. The relative Hamming distane¢f<), however, goes to
zero whend increases. We don’t know of an asymptotic separation fostzonte.

We also consider a monotone extensiorydb a total function, denoteg. It is additionally
defined to be 0 on inputs with Hamming weight O, 1, or 2, and td loa inputs with Hamming
weight 4, 5, or 6. Recall that the maxterms of a monotone Bwofenction are the maximal,
under subset ordering, inputswhich evaluate to 0, and similarly the minterms are the malim
inputs which evaluate to 1. The zero inputsfdiecome maxterms @gfand the one inputs become
minterms. Sincef is defined on all inputs with Hamming weight threeis a total function. The
extended functior is at least as hard as its sub-functisnhenceADV*(g) > ADV*(f). The
O-certificates ofy are given by the location of 0’s in the maxterms and the 1{astes are given
by the location of 1's in the minterms, thd%(g) = Ci(g) = 3. Both bounds compose thus
Co(g?) = Ci(g") = 3%

Applying the composition theorelm Theoren 13 we obteiV*(g?) > (Cy(g)C1(g))*%. As
ADV(h) < /Co(h)C.(h) for a total functionh, we also concludd DV*(g%) > ADV (g4)' 0%,

Theorem 21 ADV=(f) > 2+ 31/5/5.
Proof. To design an adversary matrix fgr, we again first consider its automorphisms. The
automorphism groug of f contains a subgroup isomorphic #3, the alternating group on five

elements. As we have listed the zero and one instances aifinicédn, one can easily see that the
permutation(12345), in cycle notation, is an automorphism. This automorphistasfithe sixth
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bit. It turns out that for every < i < 6 there is an automorphism gfof order 5 which fixes the
i bit. Here are some example&25643), (15643), (12456), (16235), (14362), (12345). Taking
the closure of these elements gives a group isomorphig td his group isf-transitive and index
transitive, thus we know that the uniform eigenvector wélldbprincipal eigenvector of our eventual
adversary matrix, and that dllo D, will have the same spectral norm.

Any two pairs(z, y) and(z’, ') with the same Hamming distance are related by automorphism,
thus the(x, y) entry of I" will only depend on Hamming distance. As all valid inputsfthave
Hamming weight three, the Hamming distance betweandy is even and is either two, four, or
six. We label the matrix entries b, c respectively for Hamming distances two, four, six.

000 100 110 011 001010 101 110 011 101

111 011 001 001 101110 010 100 010 100
111000 c b a a b| b a a a a
011100 b c b a a| a b a a a
001110 a b C b a| a a b a a
100110| a a b C b| a a a b a
110010 b a a b c| a a a a b
101001 b a a a a| c a b b a
010101} a b a a al| a c a b b
001011} a a b a al| b a c a b
100101 a a a b al| b b a C a
010011} a a a a b| a b b a C

Notice that all rows have the same sum, thus the uniform végt#mn eigenvector with eigenvalue
6a + 3b + c.

From this ordering of rows and columns, one can easily reathefmatrixI”" o Dg. This is a
block diagonal matrix with each block equal, up to permotatio a matrixB:

b a

S

I
S Q@ 0
SIS
SIS =]
QO o Q 2
> Q@ o

b ¢

Our optimization problem then becomes: maxintize- 3b + ¢ while keeping the spectral norm of
B at most one. A$3 is a sum of circulants, its eigenvalues will be- bw* + aw? + aw?®* + bw?*,
for 0 < k < 4, wherew is a5™ root of unity. An optimal solution is obtained by setting=
(14++/5)/5,b = (1—-+/5)/5, c = 1/5. This makes the eigenvaluesBfequal to{1,1,1, -1, -1},
while 6a + 3b + ¢ = 2 + 3V/5/5. 0

a

8 Conclusion

Breaking the certificate complexity and property testingibes opens the possibility thatDV =
can prove better lower bounds where we kndldV cannot. Salient examples are element distinct-
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ness, the collision problem, and triangle finding. For elendgstinctness, the best bound provable
by the standard adversary method&,/n) while the polynomial method is able to prove a tight
lower bound ofQ2(n?3) [AS04]. For the collision problem, the adversary method néyable

to prove a constant lower bound while the polynomial methgairaproves a tight lower bound
of Q(n'/?) [AS04]. Finally, for the problem of determining if a graphntains a triangle, the
best bound provable by the adversary metho@(s) and the best known algorithm @8(n'?)
[MSSO05].

It is also interesting to determine what limitations our remiversary method might face. The
only limitation we are aware of is that the squareAddV= is a lower bound on formula size.
This is probably not a limitation, however, as [FGG07,$27] have recently taken a major step
towards proving the conjecture of Laplante, Lee, and Szeg¢jeat the square of bounded-error
guantum query complexity is in general a lower bound on fdansize.
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