arXiv:2502.09249v1 [quant-ph] 13 Feb 2025

Space-Efficient Quantum Error Reduction without log Factors

Aleksandrs Belovs^* and Stacey Jeffery^:

*Center for Quantum Computing Science, Faculty of Science and Technology, University of Latvia :QuSoft, CWI & University of Amsterdam, the Netherlands

Abstract

Given an algorithm that outputs the correct answer with bounded error, say 1{3, it is sometimes desirable to reduce this error to some arbitrarily small ε – for example, if one wants to call the algorithm many times as a subroutine. The usual method, for both quantum and randomized algorithms, is a procedure called majority voting, which incurs a multiplicative overhead of Oplog^1_ε q from calling the algorithm this many times.

A recent paper [Quantum 2024] introduced a model of quantum computation called transducers, and showed how to reduce the “error” of a transducer arbitrarily with only constant overhead, using a construction analogous to majority voting called purification. Even errorfree transducers map to bounded-error quantum algorithms, so this does not let you reduce algorithmic error for free, but it does allow bounded-error quantum algorithms to be composed without incurring log factors.

In this paper, we present a new highly simplified construction of a purifier, that can be understood as a weighted walk on a line similar to a random walk interpretation of majority voting. In addition to providing a new perspective that is easier to contrast with majority voting, our purifier has exponentially better space complexity than the previous one, and quadratically better dependence on the soundness-completeness gap of the algorithm being purified. Our new purifier has nearly optimal query complexity, even down to the constant, which matters when one composes quantum algorithms to super-constant depth.

Purifiers can be seen as a way of turning a “Monte Carlo” quantum algorithm into a “Las Vegas” quantum algorithm – a process for which there is no classical analogue – leading to phenomena like the above-mentioned composition of bounded-error quantum algorithms without log factors. Conceptually, our simplified construction sheds light on this strange quantum phenomenon, and, more practically, could have implications for the time and space complexity of composed quantum algorithms.

1 Introduction

Error reduction is one of the most fundamental algorithmic primitives in both the randomized and quantum settings. It transforms a program that evaluates a function f with bounded error, say 1{3, into a program that evaluates the same function with much smaller error ε. In both the quantum and randomized cases, the conventional procedure is based on majority voting.

If we want to reduce the error of a complete quantum algorithm that ends with a measurement outputting a classical string, then we can treat it as a randomized process and apply majority voting just as we would in a randomized algorithm: execute the quantum algorithm together with the final measurement a number of times, and output the majority^1. Somewhat more interesting is error reduction of a coherent quantum subroutine. If the subroutine is executed several times, such as when it is employed as an input oracle for another quantum algorithm, then its error

1As in the case of randomized algorithms, this only works if there is some string that occurs with higher probability than all other strings, which is the case in bounded-error algorithms computing some function, but not those computing relations, where there may be many possible correct answers.

must be driven down in order to keep the total error of the whole algorithm sufficiently small.^2 As quantum subroutines may be called in superposition, the error-reduced subroutine cannot use measurements, but must instead be a coherent subroutine. In the binary case, the subroutine can be seen as an input oracle O performing the transformation

O : |0⟩_A|0⟩_W ÞÝÑ |ϕ⟩_{AW} “ a 1 ´ p|0⟩_A|ϕ_0⟩_W` ? p|1⟩_A|ϕ_1⟩_W , (1)

where the first register A is the output qubit (answer register), and the second register W contains some internal state of the subroutine (workspace), and both states ϕ_0 and ϕ_1 are normalised. The error reduction procedure R, given this input oracle, must perform the transformation

RpOq: |0⟩_A ÞÝÑ # |0⟩_A, if p ď^1_2 ´ δ; |1⟩_A, if p ě^1_2 ` δ; (2) with sufficiently high accuracy. Here 2δ ą 0 is the gap between the accepting and the rejecting probabilities of the subroutine O – that is, the error of the subroutine is 1{2 ´ δ. The space complexity of the subroutine is the number of qubits used by A and W.^3

In the following, we briefly discuss previous approaches to this problem, starting with folklore majority voting.

Theorem 1 (Quantum Majority Voting, folklore). Let ε, δ ą 0 be parameters. Quantum majority voting ε-approximately performs the transformation (2) for any input oracle of the form (1). It executes the input oracle O and its inverse O^˚ each ℓ “ O

`_1

δ^2 log 1 ε ˘ times. Its space complexity is ℓs ` Oplog ℓq, where s is the space complexity of O. Besides executions of O and O^˚, it uses Opℓ log ℓq other 1- or 2-qubit operations.

One difference between the classical and quantum case, is that we cannot naively reuse the space used by the subroutine in the quantum case, but must instead make ℓ copies of the whole state |ϕ⟩_{AW} (in contrast to classical majority voting, which can just keep track of how many 1s have been seen so far). This gives the ℓs term in the space complexity of Theorem 1. Let us give a short proof in order to demonstrate this.

Proof. Let us assume for concreteness that ℓ is a power of 2. The input oracle O is executed ℓ times, each time on a new pair of registers A_i, W_i. This gives a state of the form ÿ bPt0,1u^ℓ

p1 ´ pq^{ℓ´|b|2} p^{|b|2} |b_1⟩_{A1} ¨ ¨ ¨ |b_ℓ⟩_{Aℓ} |ϕ_{b1} ⟩_{W1} . . . |ϕ_{bℓ} ⟩_{Wℓ} ,

where |b| is the Hamming weight of b. Evaluation of the sum of the bits b_1, . . . , b_ℓ into a new register R gives the state ÿ bPt0,1u^ℓ

p1 ´ pq^{ℓ´|b|2} p^{|b|2} |b_1⟩_{A1} ¨ ¨ ¨ |b_ℓ⟩_{Aℓ} |ϕ_{b1} ⟩_{W1} . . . |ϕ_{bℓ} ⟩_{Wℓ} ˇ |b| ⟩ R.

By Hoeffding’s inequality, the most significant qubit of R contains 0 if p ď 1{2 ´ δ and 1 if p ě 1{2 ` δ, except with small enough error probability. We copy the most significant qubit of R into the output register A, and run the whole computation in reverse.

Another approach uses quantum amplitude estimation. For this primitive, it is sufficient to use a less powerful reflecting oracle:

O_{ref} “ ORef_{|0⟩|0⟩} O^˚, (3)

2If the best upper bound we can prove on an algorithm’s error probability is 1, the algorithm is widely considered to be useless.

3Here we are not counting what we might call the scratch space of the subroutine: qubits that the subroutine uses but returns to the state |0⟩ afterwards.

where Ref_{|0⟩|0⟩} is the reflection about the state |0⟩_A|0⟩_W in A b W. In other words, O_{ref} reflects about the state |ϕ⟩ in A b W. It is easy to implement O_{ref} using two oracle calls and s ` Op1q additional operations. The latter are usually majorized by the time complexity of implementing O, as a subroutine using s qubits will generally have time complexity at least s. On the other hand, implementing O using O_{ref} is complicated. (See [1, 6] for some lower bounds involving the reflecting oracle.) In fact, it suffices for O_{ref} to satisfy the following weaker conditions:

O_{ref} : #? 1 ´ p|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩` ? p|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩ ÞÑ ? 1 ´ p|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩` ? p|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩ ? p|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩´ ? 1 ´ p|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩ ÞÑ´ ? p|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩` ? 1 ´ p|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩. (4) Theorem 2 (Quantum Amplitude Estimation [9]). Let ε, δ ą 0 be parameters. There exists a quantum algorithm that, given a copy of the state |ϕ⟩ as in (1) and query access to an oracle O_{ref} satisfying (4), outputs 0 if p ď^1_2 ´ δ and outputs 1 if p ě^1_2 ` δ except with error probability ε. It makes ℓ “ Op^1_{δε} q (controlled) queries to the oracle O_{ref} , has space complexity s ` Oplog ℓq, and time complexity Opℓ log ℓq.

While amplitude estimation is typically stated in terms of calls to O, it actually uses calls to O_{ref} defined as in (3), and it is simple to show that it is in fact sufficient for O_{ref} to satisfy (4). Majority voting has better dependence on ε, and amplitude estimation on δ. It is possible to combine the two procedures obtaining the following result.

Corollary 3 (Quantum Error Reduction). Let ε, δ ą 0 be parameters. There exists a quantum algorithm that ε-approximately performs the transformation (2) for any input oracle of the form (1). It executes the input oracle O and its inverse O^˚ both O

`_1 δ log^1_ε ˘ times. Its space complexity is O ` log^1_ε ˘` s ` log^1_δ ˘ , where s is the space complexity of O. Besides executions of O and O^˚, it uses rO`^1_δ log^1_ε ˘ other 1- or 2-qubit operations.

The number of queries made by this algorithm has optimal dependence on ε by [10] as well as on δ by [23]. However, this algorithm is not optimal in terms of memory usage. It is possible to reuse the memory of the subroutine O as shown by Marriott and Watrous in the context of QMA [21] – see also [22] – but this construction still uses additional qubits. Alternatively, one can use Quantum Signal Processing for similar results [13]. For instance, we can get the following result, which, to the best of our knowledge, has not been previously stated explicitly.

Theorem 4. Let ε, δ ą 0 be parameters. There exists a quantum algorithm that, given query access to the oracle O_{ref} satisfying (4), ε-approximately performs the following transformation

|ϕ⟩ ÞÝÑ # |ϕ⟩, if p ď^1_2 ´ δ; ´|ϕ⟩, if p ě^1_2 ` δ; (5) for any normalised |ϕ⟩ P span � |0⟩|ϕ_0⟩, |1⟩|ϕ_1⟩ ( (including, but not limited to, the specific vector |ϕ⟩ from (1)). The algorithm makes ℓ “ O

`_1 δ log^1_ε ˘ queries to the oracle O_{ref} , uses no additional qubits compared to O_{ref} , and has time complexity Opℓq.

We prove Theorem 4 in Section 8. The proof is similar to a construction in [13, Section 3], used there for QMA amplification. See Section 8 for a more detailed comparison.

Can the query complexity be improved? Often δ is constant, so the query complexity is only logarithmic, and it might not seem important to do better. However, imagine a setting where you want to query a subroutine (perhaps many times) and so you need to reduce its error, at the expense of querying it more often. If this subroutine also queries a subroutine, and so on, to some deep level of recursion, these query complexities multiply together, so that even constant factors may amount to something significant. The lower bounds mentioned above make query complexity improvements seem impossible. However, in order to get improvements, we sometimes have to change the setting. We will show that, in some practical sense, the query complexity of these results can be improved.

Consider (classical) Las Vegas algorithms, which have no error, so are exact in some sense, but might run forever. In practice, to get an algorithm with finite running time (a Monte Carlo algorithm), it is necessary to truncate the Las Vegas algorithm after some constant times the expected running time, which introduces some small constant error. However, Las Vegas algorithms, being perfect objects, compose without issue, unlike Monte Carlo algorithms, where in order to successfully compose them, we must first reduce the error, which incurs a Op^1_{δ2} log^1_ε q factor. To compose Las Vegas algorithms efficiently, one must first compose them, and then truncate to get a practical (Monte Carlo) algorithm – if one first truncates all algorithms and subroutines, and then composes, one incurs logarithmic factors.

In the quantum world, consider span programs [27, 26], or the dual adversary bound [27], which are essentially the same thing for our purposes. Span programs are a universal model of boundederror quantum algorithms in the sense that for any bounded-error quantum algorithm evaluating a function f with query complexity Q, there exists a span program for the same function with witness complexity^4 OpQq, and vice versa. A span program for f is in some sense exact: there is no notion of error.^5 But this does not mean a span program gives rise to an exact quantum algorithm: when we transform a span program into a quantum query algorithm, the resulting algorithm has bounded error. Nevertheless, we can still make use of this exactness. If we compose a span program for a function f with complexity Q_f with a span program for a function g with complexity Q_g, we get a span program for the composed function f ˝ g with complexity Q_f Q_g. Converting it into a quantum query algorithm, gives a bounded-error quantum query algorithm for the composed function f ˝ g with query complexity OpQ_f Q_gq, which is better than OpQ_f Q_g log Q_f q, which we would get by composing the programs for f and g directly using Theorem 1 or 4 to reduce the error of the latter.

A purifier, first defined in [3], can be seen as a stand-alone error-reduction gadget for span programs. It is a dual adversary solution (canonical span program) that takes as input an oracle of the form (1), and performs the transformation (2) exactly. Its complexity is Op1{δ^2q, but this corresponds to query complexity, totally ignoring any notion of time complexity.

In [5], the quantum algorithmic model transducers was introduced. Informally, transducers play a role similar to span programs and the dual adversary bound (the latter is a special case thereof), but they have a natural way of capturing time and space complexity as well^6. More formally, a transducer is a unitary S acting on a direct sum of a public space H and private space L. If it performs the transformation S : ξ ‘ v ÞÑ τ ‘ v, for ξ, τ P H and some v P L – in fact, for any ξ P H, there is a unique τ for which this happens – we say it transduces ξ into τ, denoted ξ^Sù τ. It is not obvious, but the map ξ^Sù τ is unitary (see Section 2). A transducer has multiple associated complexities. The query complexity L of a transducer is its Las Vegas query complexity [7] (see Section 2), and its transduction complexity W is }v}^2. The iteration time^7 of S, T pSq, is defined as the time complexity of implementing the unitary S, and similarly the space complexity is the space complexity of S.

A transducer S as above can be transformed into a bounded-error quantum algorithm that approximately implements the mapping ξ ÞÑ τ, making OpLq queries to the input oracle, and OpW q calls to S, and other basic gates (see Theorem 9). A bounded-error quantum algorithm can be transformed into a transducer in various ways. For example, one transformation produces a transducer that can be implemented in T pSq “ Op1q word RAM operations and quantum random access gates, with W approximately the time complexity of the algorithm, L approximately its

4A notion of complexity for span programs that captures the query complexity of quantum algorithms. 5In fact, it is possible to consider span programs that decide a function f only approximately [14], but this is just for convenience. We know by [26] that there is always an exact span program for f with optimal witness complexity.

6Span programs also capture space rather naturally [15], but they only capture time complexity in the sense that it is possible to convert a quantum algorithm into an approximate span program, and then back to an algorithm, in a way that more or less preserves time complexity – there is no clean way to reason about the time complexity within the span program itself [11].

7In [5], iteration time was called time complexity, but it is not the time complexity of an algorithm A corresponding to S (see Table 1.1).

Table 1.1

Transducer S Algorithm A ξ^Sù τ Ap|ξ⟩q « |τ⟩ T pSqW pSq Ø time complexity of A LpSq Ø query complexity of A space complexity of S Ø space complexity of A

Transducers have some notions of complexity that correspond to time, query and space complexity, and we can map back and forth between bounded-error quantum algorithms and transducers in a way that preserves these complexities – this is perhaps a minimum requirement for the claim that they are a reasonable model of quantum algorithms. More than that: we can compose transducers to get much better complexity than we would obtain by directly composing the algorithms, which makes them a useful model.

query complexity, and the space complexity of S its space complexity. Other transformations yield different tradeoffs between T pSq and W pSq, and avoid the use of quantum random access gates. We summarize the correspondence between the complexities of transducers and those of quantum algorithms in Table 1.1. As with span programs, two transducers S_1 and S_2 can be composed giving a transducer for their composed functionality. The composed transducer has iteration time T pS_1q ` T pS_2q, query complexity LpS_1qLpS_2q and transduction complexity W pS_1q ` LpS_1qW pS_2q. These statements are somewhat simplistic, as they do not take into account that a transducer can have different query complexity and different transduction complexity on different inputs. For more precise statements, refer to [5], or see Section 2.

It is clear from these equations that query complexity is of paramount importance as it gets multiplied during composition. In particular, its exact value becomes important in case we compose several layers of transducers, like for iterated functions. Iteration time is less important, as it only gets added (this is similar to standard algorithmic composition). On the other hand, total iteration time of the composed transducer gets multiplied by its total transduction complexity, W pSq, leading to some peculiar results.

As with span programs (or in the randomized case, Las Vegas algorithms), even an “exact” transducer gets transformed into a quantum algorithm with bounded error. When we transform a bounded-error quantum algorithm to a transducer as alluded to above, the error translates into perturbation of the transducer, which is morally equivalent to algorithmic error. As with algorithmic errors, these perturbations will add up when we compose transducers if we do not first do something to reduce the perturbations, which is where purifiers enter the picture.

In [5], a purifier was constructed as a transducer with query and transduction complexity Op1{δ^2q. Note that in contrast to majority voting, this is independent of the target error ε, and therefore already allowed bounded-error quantum algorithms to be composed without log factor overhead. However, the iteration time and space complexity of this purifier were comparable to that of majority voting from Theorem 1. The main contribution of this paper is a better and simpler construction of a purifier, more in spirit of Theorem 4 (see Theorem 20 for the proof).

Theorem 5 (Main Result, Informal). Let ε, δ ą 0 be parameters. There exists a transducer (purifier) that, given query access to the oracle O_{ref} satisfying (4), performs the following transduction with perturbation ε: |ϕ⟩ ù # |ϕ⟩, if p ď^1_2 ´ δ; ´|ϕ⟩, if p ě^1_2 ` δ;

for any normalised |ϕ⟩ P span � |0⟩|ϕ_0⟩, |1⟩|ϕ_1⟩ ( (including, but not limited to, the specific vector |ϕ⟩ from (1)). The transducer has query complexity 1{p2δq and transduction complexity Op1{δq. It uses Opℓq additional qubits and its iteration time is Opℓq, where ℓ “ log^1_δ ` log log^1_ε .

This statement is somewhat simplistic as it does not take into account that query and transduction complexities can depend on the input. In fact, our purifier need not know δ in advance, and works for all values of δ ą 0 at once. A side-by-side comparison of the new purifier and the previous one from [5] can be found in Table 1.2.

Table 1.2

Purifier from [5] Purifier from Theorem 5 (new) Space Ops^1_{δ2} log^1_ε q s ` Oplog^1_δ ` log log^1_ε q Iteration time Ops^1_{δ2} log^1_ε q Oplog^1_δ ` log log^1_ε q Query complexity Op^1_{δ2} q^1_{2δ} Transduction complexity Op^1_{δ2} q Op^1_δ q

A side-by-side comparison of our purifier in Theorem 5 with the one from [5]. Iteration time is with respect to the circuit model.

Assuming δ “ Ωp1q, if we want to have perturbation ε, we should allow for time and additional space complexity Oplog log^1_ε q. The query complexity does not depend on ε. Its dependence on δ is close to optimal, as we show a lower bound of^1_{2δ} ´ 1 in Section 7. We stress again that the constant factor in the query complexity is potentially very important. If we nest algorithms/oracles to significant depth d, then the d query complexities multiply.

We can also compare the new purifier in Theorem 5 with the error reduction procedure of Theorem 4 (although we stress that purification does not imply algorithmic error reduction). The query complexity of our new purifier has the same asymptotic dependence on δ, but error reduction also has log^1_ε dependence on ε. While the number of qubits used by the algorithm in Theorem 4 is only s, in order to run the algorithm, one would also require a plog ℓq-bit counter to count the ℓ “ Op^1_δ log^1_ε q steps of the algorithm, so the space complexity of our purifier is not asymptotically worse than the error reduction procedure in Theorem 4 if one includes both quantum and classical memory.

If we want to perform the transduction as in (2) using the oracle O as in (1) as well as its inverse, we need query complexity 1 ` 1{p2δq (see Corollary 17).

Our new purifier is extremely simple: besides execution of the input oracle, it uses two increment and two decrement operations. It can be seen as implementing an electric quantum walk [2] on the line graph corresponding, in some way, to classical majority voting. We use the fact that a quantum walk operator is an exact transducer.

Discussion A purifier can be thought of somewhat analogously to a procedure for turning a Monte Carlo algorithm into a Las Vegas algorithm, although such a construction is not possible classically. The consequences of our result are similar to the ones obtained in [5]. We will mention one simple result, Theorem 6 below, restated from [5], where it is proven using the purifier construction from [5]. Not only does our new purifier improve the space complexity of the composed quantum algorithm referred to in Theorem 6, our improved dependence on δ gives better constant-factor overhead, which could matter a lot in algorithms that are obtained from superconstant-depth composition. We have not worked out these improvements, and leave this for future work.

Theorem 6. Let A and B be quantum algorithms in the circuit model that evaluate the functions f and g, respectively, with bounded error. Let L be the query complexity of A, and T pAq and T pBq be the time complexities of A and B. Then,

(a) there exists a quantum algorithm in the circuit model that evaluates the composed function f ˝ g with bounded error in time complexity OpLq ` T pAq ` T pBq ˘ . (6)

(b) There exists a quantum algorithm using quantum random access memory that evaluates the composed function f ˝ g with bounded error in time complexity O ` T pAq ` L ¨ T pBq ˘ (7) assuming random access and elementary arithmetic operations on memory addresses (word RAM operations) can be done in time Op1q.

While the expression in (7) seems very natural, the one in (6) is not so, which is a consequence of the way iteration time behaves under composition of transducers. Eq. (6) is optimal if T pAq ď T pBq, though.

Open Problem A. Is it possible to improve (6) to O ` T pAq ` L ¨ T pBq ˘ in the circuit model?

More generally, it seems quite useful to have an effectively exact representation of bounded-error quantum algorithms, and we suspect this has implications beyond composition. For a high-level didactic overview of some of the concepts of this paper, as well as previous related work, we refer the reader to [16].

Organization The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we formally define and give the necessary background on transducers. In Section 3, we describe classical majority voting as a random walk on a line, and discuss how a similar quantum walk on a line can be seen as a transducer. This section is for intuition, and can be skipped without loss of technical rigor. In Section 4, we use the idea of a quantum walk on an infinite line to design a purifier that reduces the error to zero, but is impractical because it works in an infinite-dimensional space. In Section 5, we make the infinite-dimensional purifier practical by truncating the space (which introduces a small perturbation), and in Section 6, we discuss how, if we only care about query complexity, we can truncate the space without any perturbation. In Section 7, we show that the query complexity of our purifier is nearly tight, and in Section 8, we describe our error reduction for algorithms, proving Theorem 4. Finally, in Section 9, we describe how to extend the results to non-Boolean functions.

2 Preliminaries

Let A “ ApOq be a quantum query algorithm with input oracle O, to which it can make controlled queries. The usual definition of its query complexity is the number of queries, or executions of the input oracle. In [7], an alternative definition of Las Vegas query complexity was introduced. Assume ApOq is executed on some initial state |ξ⟩. Let |ψ_i⟩ be the state of the algorithm right before the i-th query (it depends on both O and |ξ⟩), and let |ψ^‚_i ⟩ be the projection of |ψ_i⟩ onto the part of the space to which O is applied (since O is applied with a control, it is potentially only applied to a part of the space). Then the Las Vegas query complexity of ApOq on input |ξ⟩ is LpA, O, ξq “ ÿ i ‖ ‖ψ^‚_i ‖ ‖^2.

That is, it is the sum, over all queries, of the squared norm of the part of the state to which the query is actually applied. For intuition, note that the Las Vegas (i.e. expected) query complexity of a randomized classical algorithm is the sum over all steps where a query might be made, of the probability of making a query at that step. Moreover, this notion of query complexity is meaningful in the sense that we can convert A to a (bounded-error) quantum algorithm with query complexity OpLq, where L is the max of LpA, O, ξq over all admissible inputs.

Note that LpA, O, ξq only counts queries to O, and not its inverse O^˚. We can easily remedy this by replacing O with O ‘ O^˚, which allows us to apply either O or O^˚ based on the value of some control register.

In the remainder of this section, we give the necessary background on transducers. For further details, see [5].

Transducers In the standard model of quantum algorithms, a quantum algorithm is a sequence of unitaries, some of which may be black-box calls, the rest of which are “simple” in some desired sense, such as being local, or low depth, or perhaps merely independent of the input. This sequence of unitaries induces some target unitary action, or some unitary action that achieves the target action up to some perturbation. In contrast, transducers are a newer paradigm for quantum algorithms whereby a single unitary – often simple to implement in some desired sense – gives rise to some target unitary action.

Formally, a transducer is a unitary S acting on a direct sum of vector spaces H ‘ L, called the public space and private space. As one can see from the naming, we have a case of encapsulation here: an outside algorithm has only access to the public space (which we can also call the boundary), and can modify the private space only by executions of S. The transducer induces a unitary U on H, as follows (proven in [5, Theorem 5.1]).

Theorem 7. Let S be a unitary acting on a direct sum of vector spaces H ‘ L. For any ξ P H, there exist unique τ “ τpS, ξq P H and v “ vpS, ξq P L such that

S : ξ ‘ v ÞÝÑ τ ‘ v.

Moreover, for fixed S, the action ξ ÞÝÑ τpS, ξq is unitary.

It is the unitary action ξ ÞÝÑ τpS, ξq that we think of as being induced by S, and formally we say S transduces ξ into τ, and write ξ^Sù τ. Note that given ξ, there is generally no way to obtain τ with a single use of S, unless vpS, ξq “ 0. The vector v is called the catalyst, and it can be quite large. Its size W pS, ξq “ ‖ ‖vpS, ξq ‖ ‖^2 is called the transduction complexity 8, motivated by the following (proven in [5, Theorem 5.5]).

Theorem 8. Fix a positive integer K, and spaces H and L. There is a quantum algorithm that, for any transducer S on H ‘ L, on input ξ P H, outputs a state τ^1 such that ‖ τ^1 ´ τpS, ξq ‖ ď 2 c W pS, ξq K using K controlled calls to S, and OpKq other basic operations.

The algorithm referred to in Theorem 8 begins in the initial state |ξ⟩ (in the public space – and 0 in the private space), and makes K sequential (controlled) calls to S, interspersed with some basic operations. By taking K to be an upper bound on^4_{ε2} W pS, ξq, this gives an algorithm that implements the map induced by S up to error ε.

As an example, if S is the walk operator, representing one step of an electric quantum walk, and s is some starting vertex, then if there exists a marked vertex, |s⟩^Sù |s⟩, and otherwise |s⟩^Sù ´|s⟩. For details see [5, Section 6] or [4].

8Catalysts are not unique, but there is a unique smallest one, and W pS, ξq is actually the norm of this one. Thus ‖ ‖v ‖ ‖^2 gives an upper bound on W pS, ξq for any catalyst v.

Complexities A transducer S represents an algorithm on the public space H, via Theorem 8. However, S is also a unitary on H ‘ L, which can be implemented by an algorithm on H ‘ L. We let A_S denote a (usually optimal) quantum algorithm that implements S. This makes definition of the iteration time, T pSq, and the space complexity of S very easy: just use the same definitions as for the time and space complexity of A_S . Note that iteration time is precisely where we marry the model-dependent notion of “time complexity” with the nice clean mathematical model of transducers. The notion of time complexity we use to analyze A_S might be with respect to a particular gate set; it might include random access gates (or not); it might be the depth. The time complexity of the algorithm we get in Theorem 8 will inherit this model. Note that neither the iteration time nor the space complexity depend on the initial state, or the input oracle.

Speaking of the input oracle, we define the query complexity LpS, O, ξq of the transducer S on the input oracle O and the initial state ξ as the Las Vegas quantum query complexity of A_S on the initial state ξ ‘ v and the input oracle O, where v is the corresponding catalyst. Note that the state ξ ‘ v is not normalised, but the definition of the Las Vegas query complexity still makes sense.

Canonical transducers It is well known that every quantum query algorithm can be turned into a canonical form: unitaries interspersed with executions of the input oracle. In case of transducers, the canonical form is extremely simple: it is just one(!) execution of the input oracle on a part of the private space, following by a unitary independent of the input oracle.

As usual, it is much more convenient to design a transducer without assuming the canonical form, but for its implementation, it is extremely helpful. Luckily, it is easy to transform any transducer into a canonical form with minimal increase in complexity.

For a canonical transducer, we restrict O to be applied to the private space L – this is natural because O is somehow “internal” to any algorithm that calls it. As usual, we let O be applied controlled on being in a certain subspace, which we will denote L^‚, and call the query part. That is, we assume a decomposition L “ L^˝ ‘ L^‚, where we apply O controlled on being in L^‚.

Then we say that SpOq is in canonical form if it can be written

SpOq “ S^˝ rO, (8)

where rO applies O controlled on being in L^‚, and S^˝ is an input-independent work unitary. Decomposing v “ v^‚ ‘ v^˝ into its L^‚ and L^˝ parts, the action of SpOq looks like

SpOq : ξ ‘ v^˝ ‘ v^{‚ rO}ÞÝÑ ξ ‘ v^˝ ‘ Ov^{‚ S˝}ÞÝÑ τ ‘ v^˝ ‘ v^‚, (9)

Thus, for a canonical transducer, the query complexity with respect to an input |ξ⟩ is simply: LpS, O, ξq “ ‖ ‖v^‚pS, ξq ‖ ‖^2. (10)

Then we have the following refinement of Theorem 8 (from [5, Theorem 3.3]), which justifies Table 1.2.

Theorem 9. Fix spaces H and L “ L^˝ ‘L^‚. There is a quantum algorithm that, for any canonical transducer SpOq on H ‘ L and ε P p0, 1{2q, on input ξ P H, outputs a state τ^1 such that ‖ ‖τ^1 ´ τpS, ξq ‖ ‖ ď ε, using OpLpS, O, ξq{ε^2q controlled calls to O, K “ Op1 ` W pSpOq, ξq{ε^2q controlled calls to S^˝, and OpKq other basic operations.

Fortunately, any transducer with input oracle O can be made canonical without increasing the query complexity, and increasing the transduction complexity by the query complexity, and the iteration time by a multiplicative constant ([5, Proposition 10.4]).

Perturbed transducers Sometimes the transduction action of a transducer rS is not exactly the desired unitary, but pretty close. A natural example is when the desired action is something like:

|0⟩^{SpOxq}ù p´1q^{fpxq}|0⟩, (11)

meaning we want to implement a query to a function f using queries to x, O_x : |i⟩ ÞÝÑ p´1q^{xi} |i⟩ (or perhaps S has some other dependence on x). We say rS is a perturbed transducer for some action S : ξ ‘ v ÞÝÑ τ ‘ v if it implements the map with some small perturbation δpS, ξq “ ‖ ‖pτ ‘ vq ´ rSpξ ‘ vq ‖ ‖. (12)

Composition of transducers We can compose transducers similar to how we can compose quantum algorithms, and the complexity of these compositions follows some natural rules. We sketch two examples below that will come up in this paper. For details, refer to Section 9 of [5]. For all these compositions, it is convenient to assume the transducers are in canonical form.

If S_A and S_B are transducers with transduction actions U_A and U_B , respectively, on the same public space H, then we can compose them sequentially to obtain a transducer S_B ˚ S_A with transduction action U_BU_A on the space H. The transduction, the query, and the iteration time complexities of S_B ˚ S_A are the sums of the corresponding complexities of S_A and S_B.

Next, if S_ApO^1q is a transducer with an input oracle O^1 acting in some space M, and S_B is a transducer with transduction action U_B on space M, we can define their functional composition S_A ˝ S_B, which is a transducer whose transduction action is identical to that of S_ApU_B q.

We can also consider functional composition in the case where S_A and S_B query some “global” input oracle O, distinct from O^1 (which S_A also depends on). Letting a transducer depend on two oracles requires no extension of the model already described. Since an oracle is assumed to be called with some control, we can simply let S_ApO ‘ O^1q depend on a single oracle O ‘ O^1. Concretely, we can suppose there are orthogonal subspaces L^{p0q} and L^{p1q} such that O is applied controlled on being in L^{p0q} and O^1 is applied controlled on being in L^{p1q}.

To discuss the complexities of functionally composed transducers, we need the concept of a partial query state. Consider the algorithm A_S that implements the unitary S. As usual, we let |ψ_i⟩ denote the state of this algorithm right before the i-th query, on oracle O ‘ O^1 and input ξ. We can decompose it into three orthogonal parts:

|ψ_i⟩ “ ψ^˝_i ‘ ψ^{p0q}_i ‘ ψ^{p1q}_i ,

where ψ^{p0q}_i is its projection onto L^{p0q}, the space to which O is applied, and ψ^{p1q}_i is its projection onto L^{p1q}, the space to which O^1 is applied. Then the partial query state relative to O is:

q^{p0q}pS_A, O ‘ O^1, ξq “ ÿ i |i⟩ b ψ^{p0q}_i ,

and the partial query state relative to O^1 is:

q^{p1q}pS_A, O ‘ O^1, ξq “ ÿ i |i⟩ b ψ^{p1q}_i ,

where in both cases, i runs over all queries of A_S . Letting L^{p0q} denote the Las Vegas query complexity in terms of queries to O, we can see that:

L^{p0q}pS_A, O ‘ O^1, ξq “ ‖ ‖q^{p0q}pS_A, O ‘ O^1, ξq ‖ ‖^2.

The query complexity of the composed transducer is then:

LpS_A ˝ S_B, O, ξq “ L^{p0q}pS_A, O ‘ O^1, ξq ` LpS_B , O, q^{p1q}pS_A, O ‘ O^1, ξqq. (13)

To parse (13), note that the term LpS_B , O, q^{p1q}pS_A, O ‘ O^1, ξqq can be rewritten: ‖ ‖q^{p1q}pS_A, O ‘ O^1, ξq ‖ ‖^2LpS_B , O, ξ^1q “ L^{p1q}pS_A, O ‘ O^1, ξqLpS_B , O, ξ^1q

where ξ^1 is the normalization of the partial query state q^{p1q}pS_A, O ‘ O^1, ξq, which is the input to S_B , and L^{p1q}pS_A, O ‘ O^1, ξq is the Las Vegas query complexity of S_BpO ‘ O^1q in terms of queries to O^1, on input ξ. Thus, if LpS, Oq denotes an upper bound on LpS, O, ξq over some set of admissable inputs, we have, assuming q^{p1q}pS_A, O‘O^1, ξq is always an admissable input when ξ is an admissable input, LpS_A ˝ S_B, Oq “ L^{p0q}pS_A, O ‘ O^1q ` L^{p1q}pS_A, O ‘ O^1qLpS_B , Oq,

so the query complexity of the composed transducer is the query complexity of S_A relative to O, plus its query complexity relative to O^1 “ U_B times the query complexity of S_B relative to O, which is similar to what happens with functional composition of algorithms.

Similarly, the transduction complexity of the composed transducer is

W ppS_A ˝ S_B qpOq, ξq “ W pS_ApO ‘ O^1q, ξq ` W pS_BpOq, q^{p1q}pS_A, O ‘ O^1, ξqq,

and the iteration time is just the sum of the iteration times T pS_Aq ` T pS_B q.

3 Intuition

In this section, we describe some intuition behind our construction and its connection to the usual classical majority voting (see also [16]). The remainder of this paper does not depend on the content of this section, and the reader may skip directly to Section 4 without loss of technical rigor.

Classical majority voting can be seen as follows. You are given a biased coin that outputs ´1 with probability 1 ´ p, and `1 with probability p. You want to decide whether p ď^1_2 ´ δ (negative case), or p ě^1_2 `δ (positive case). You toss the coin a total of K times. If the total sum is positive, you accept; otherwise, you reject. By Hoeffding’s inequality, the error probability is exponentially small in K.

Figure 3.1

´4´3´2´101234 ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨¨

Majority voting can be seen as a random walk on the bidirectional infinite line.

This can be seen as a random walk on the infinite line (see Figure 3.1), where you start in the vertex 0, and, on each step, move to the left with probability 1´p and to the right with probability p. The current vertex stores the total sum of all the outputs. At the end, you accept if you are to the right of the vertex 0. Using the standard convention that the probability of following an edge is proportional to its weight, this random walk is captured by assigning the weight

w_j “ ^ p 1 ´ p

˙_j (14)

to the edge between the vertices j and j ` 1. Indeed, the probability of going right with this assignment of weights is precisely p{p1 ´ pq times the probability of going left.

For our quantum walk, we only consider the right half of this graph, which forms an infinite ray (see Figure 3.2). Let us first consider a random walk on such a graph. We will consider the transience properties of this graph in the sense of Pólya [24] (see also [12, Chapter 2]).

If p ă 1{2, which is equivalent to p{p1 ´ pq ă 1, this walk is recurrent, meaning that it returns to the vertex 0 infinitely many times with probability 1. If p ą 1{2, which corresponds to p{p1 ´ pq ą 1, this walk is transient, meaning that it will escape to infinity with probability 1. Our quantum walk can be seen as deciding which is the case.

Figure 3.2

012345

|1⟩γ^2|2⟩γ^4|3⟩γ^6|4⟩γ^8

|0⟩1 ¨ ¨¨

The quantum walk used by our purifier. The number above the edge specifies its weight as in (14), where we use the same parameter γ “ a p{p1 ´ pq we will be using in Section 4 and beyond. Below each edge, the corresponding state of the quantum walk is written.

The quantum walk happens on edges. The state |j⟩ corresponds to the edge between the vertices j and j ` 1. The quantum walk is composed of local reflections. By construction, the local reflection about the vertex j ą 0 reflects the state ? w_{j´1}|j ´ 1⟩` ? w_j |j⟩, which is proportional to a 1 ´ p|j ´ 1⟩` ? p|j⟩, (15) and can be easily implemented given a quantum version of the biased coin. One “step” of the quantum walk is given by the quantum walk operator R_2R_1, where R_1 is the composition of all local reflections about the odd vertices, and R_2 about the even vertices.

To upper bound the number of times an algorithm should call R_2R_1 – that is, the number of steps – while ensuring that the algorithm distinguishes between the transient (positive) and non-transient (negative) cases, we need to upper bound a “complexity” for each case (for details, see [2]). The complexity of the quantum walk in the negative case p ď^1_2 ´ δ is given by the total weight of the graph. In this case, it is 8ÿ j“0 γ^{2j} “ Op1q

since γ is bounded below 1 in the negative case.

In the positive case, the complexity is given by the effective resistance, which is the total energy dissipated by the unit flow from the initial vertex to the marked vertex. The marked vertex in this case is infinity. The flow is of value 1 along all edges, so the energy is given by ÿ e 1 w_e “ 8ÿ j“0 1 γ^{2j} “ Op1q

since γ is bounded above 1 in the positive case.

Above, we assumed that the flow is on an infinite line, which is impractical. To get an actual algorithm, we chop the line at some vertex ℓ. This introduces an error that is exponentially small in ℓ, but does not affect the above complexity estimates.

4 Infinite-Dimensional Construction

In this section, we describe a version of the purifier in infinite-dimensional space. Although, this purifier cannot be implemented directly because of that, it can still be analysed and it contains all the main ideas in the most clear way. As we described in Section 3, the transducer can be seen as a quantum walk on an infinite ray.

In later sections we will modify the purifier so that it uses finite space. There are two ways to do that. In the time-efficient variant, described in Section 5, we simply chop the infinite ray after a finite number of edges. This introduces a small error. In the query variant, described in Section 6, it is assumed that there is only a finite number of possible input oracles, which is consistent with the usual setting of the state conversion problem with general input oracles [18, 3]. In this case, we simply restrict the purifier to the corresponding finite subspace. It is still exact, and it can be embedded into a finite space, but time-efficiency is lost.

4.1 Special Case

We first consider a special case when the generating oracle acts on one qubit and performs a transformation of the form

O : |0⟩ ÞÝÑ |ϕ⟩ “ a 1 ´ p|0⟩` ? p|1⟩, (16)

which is precisely the quantum version of the biased coin described in Section 3. The corresponding reflecting oracle is just O_{ref} “ OZO^˚, (17) where Z stands for the usual Z “

`_{1 0} 0 ´1 ˘ Pauli operator. We use parameter γ “ c p 1 ´ p

. (18)

The two extreme cases p “ 0 and p “ 1, corresponding to γ “ 0 and γ “ 8, are also covered by the analysis, where we use the usual convention that 0^{´1} “ 8 and 8^{´1} “ 0.

The transducer S acts on one register J for storing an index, which is a non-negative integer, and which we will denote by j in this section. However, to make the increment and the decrement operations unitary, we have to assume that J can contain an arbitrary integer.

We use A to denote the least significant qubit of J , and K the remaining qubits of J . Thus, |i⟩_K|b⟩_A “ |2i ` b⟩_J . The public space H of S is spanned by |0⟩_J , the private space L is spanned by |j⟩_J with j ą 0. As mentioned above, the states |j⟩_J with j ă 0 are not used. The transducer S is a product of two reflections S “ R_2R_1, defined as in Figure 4.1.

Figure 4.1

R_1 : KAO^{ref} R_2 : K̀ 1´1AO^{ref}

Two reflections comprising the transducer S “ R_2R_1. The `1 and the ´1 operators increment and decrement the register J , respectively. The control for O_{ref} is on K being non-zero.

As we will shortly see in Claim 10, R_1 and R_2, restricted to the span of |j⟩_J for j ě 0, are essentially the reflections around the odd and even states defined in Section 3 under (15), except that R_2 reflects around not only the states ? 1 ´ p|j ´ 1⟩` ? p|j⟩ for even j ą 0, but also the state |0⟩. The additional reflection around |0⟩ is necessary to “cut” the line at vertex 0, so it is not infinite in both directions.

The following vectors will be important in the analysis, where j is a non-negative integer:^9 u_j “ |j⟩ ` γ|j ` 1⟩ 9 a 1 ´ p|j⟩` ? p|j ` 1⟩ and u^K_j “ |j⟩ ´ γ^{´1}|j ` 1⟩ 9 ? p|j⟩´ a 1 ´ p|j ` 1⟩. (19)

9If γ “ 8, then uj “ |j ` 1⟩. Similarly, if γ “ 0, then u^K_j “ |j ` 1⟩.

Claim 10. For all even j, we have R_1u_j “ u_j and R_1u^K_j “ ´u^K_j . Also, R_2|0⟩ “ |0⟩. For all odd j, R_2u_j “ u_j and R_2u^K_j “ ´u^K_j .

Proof. By construction, R_1 acts as identity on |i⟩_K b |ϕ⟩_A “ ? 1 ´ p|2i⟩` ? p|2i ` 1⟩, and negates its orthogonal complement in the span of |2i⟩ and |2i ` 1⟩. The state u_{2i} is proportional to the former, and u^K_{2i} to the latter. The case of R_2 is proven similarly.

We can now prove that S “ R_2R_1 is an exact transducer with the desired transduction action, and query complexity precisely 1{p2δq “ |1 ´ 2p|^{´1}.

Theorem 11. In the above notation, S “ R_2R_1 with input oracle O_{ref} performs the following transduction:

S : |0⟩ ù # |0⟩, if p ă^1_2 ; ´|0⟩, if p ą^1_2 .

The query complexity of the transducer is LpS, O_{ref} , |0⟩q “ 1{p2δq, and the transduction complexity is W pSpO_{ref} q, |0⟩q “ Op1{δq, where δ “ |^1_2 ´ p|.

The transducer we construct in the proof below is not canonical (see Section 2). It can be converted to a canonical transducer, keeping the query complexity the same, but the transduction complexity of the resulting transducer is W pS^1pOqq “ W pSpOqq`LpSpOqq ď^1_δ (see [5, Proposition 10.4]). In any case, constant factors on W are not important, whereas constant factors on L become important in composition to significant depth.

Proof. If p ă^1_2 , then γ ă 1, and we define |v⟩ “ ř_8

j“1 γ^j |j⟩. The action of the transducer is given by |0⟩ ` |v⟩ “ 8ÿ j“0 γ^j |j⟩ “ 8ÿ i“0 γ^{2i} ` |2i⟩ ` γ|2i ` 1⟩ ˘

R_1ÞÝÑ 8ÿ j“0 γ^j |j⟩ “ |0⟩` 8ÿ i“0 γ^{2i`1} ` |2i ` 1⟩ ` γ|2i ` 2⟩ ˘

R_2ÞÝÑ 8ÿ j“0 γ^j |j⟩ “ |0⟩ ` |v⟩,

(20)

where we used Claim 10. Therefore, |0⟩^Sù |0⟩. The input oracle is applied to the states in the brackets above, therefore, the Las Vegas query complexity is given by 8ÿ i“0 ‖ ‖γ_{2i}`|2i⟩ `γ|2i ` 1⟩˘ ‖ ‖^2 `^8ÿ i“0 ‖ ‖γ_{2i`1}`|2i ` 1⟩`γ|2i ` 2⟩˘ ‖ ‖^2 “^8ÿ j“0 γ^{2j}` 8ÿ j“1 γ^{2j} “ 2 1 ´ γ^2

´1 “ 1 2δ . Now, if p ą^1_2 , then γ ą 1, and we define |v⟩ “ ř_8

j“1p´γq^{´j} |j⟩. The action of the transducer is given by

|0⟩ ` |v⟩ “ 8ÿ j“0 p´γq^{´j} |j⟩ “ 8ÿ i“0 γ^{´2i} ` |2i⟩ ´ γ^{´1}|2i ` 1⟩ ˘

R_1ÞÝÑ´ 8ÿ j“0 p´γq^{´j} |j⟩ “ ´|0⟩` 8ÿ i“0 γ^{´2i´1} ` |2i ` 1⟩ ´ γ^{´1}|2i ` 2⟩ ˘

R_2ÞÝÑ ´ |0⟩´ 8ÿ i“0 γ^{´2i´1} ` |2i ` 1⟩ ´ γ^{´1}|2i ` 2⟩ ˘ “ ´|0⟩` 8ÿ j“1 p´γq^{´j} |j⟩ “ ´|0⟩ ` |v⟩.

(21)

Therefore, |0⟩^Sù ´|0⟩. The Las Vegas query complexity is 8ÿ j“0 γ^{´2j}` 8ÿ j“1 γ^{´2j} “ 2 1 ´ γ^{´2}

´ 1 “ 1 2δ .

By a similar computation, we can show that ‖ ‖v ‖ ‖ ď^1_{2δ} in both cases, showing that the transduction complexity is at most^1_{2δ} .

Remark 12. Note that Theorem 11 holds for R_1R_2 as well. The sequence (20) is similar with the same catalyst; in the sequence (21), the catalyst should be´ ř_8 j“1p´γq^{´j} |j⟩.

4.2 General Case

In this section, we consider the general case when the reflecting oracle O_{ref} in A b W satisfies (4). We first describe the transducer, and then explain its relation to the transducer in Section 4.1. The transducer uses the same register J as in Section 4.1 for storing an index, which can be an arbitrary non-negative integer. It additionally uses the registers A and W acted on by the input oracle. When describing the states, the registers are listed in this order. The public space of the transducer is spanned by |0⟩_J b A b W. The transducer is given by S^1 “ R^1_2R^1 for reflections R^1 and R^1_2 defined as in Figure 4.2.

Figure 4.2

R^1 : J̀ 1´1AO^{ref} W R^1_2 : J̀ 1´1A´O^{ref} W

Two reflections that give the transducer S^1 “ R^1_2R^1. Closed controls (‚), including the one from the register J , are controlled on the wire being non-zero, whereas open controls (˝) are controlled on the wire being 0. The gates `1 and ´1 denote increment and decrement in J , respectively.

The following claim is similar to Claim 10.

Claim 13. The operator R^1 acts as identity on the states

|0⟩|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩ and |j⟩|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩ ` γ|j ` 1⟩|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩ (22)

for all j. The following states get reflected for all j:

|j⟩|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩ ´ γ^{´1}|j ` 1⟩|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩. (23)

The operator R^1_2 acts as identity on the states

|0⟩|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩ and |j⟩|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩ ´ γ|j ` 1⟩|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩ (24)

for all j. It reflects the following states for all j:

|j⟩|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩ ` γ^{´1}|j ` 1⟩|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩. (25)

Proof. We prove the statements for R^1, as those for R^1_2 are virtually identical. Since |0⟩|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩ has |0⟩|1⟩ in the first two registers, none of the controls is activated, and so all gates act as the identity. For any j, using γ “ a p{p1 ´ pq, and the fact that O_{ref} fixes ? 1 ´ p|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩` ? p|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩,

|j⟩|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩ ` γ|j ` 1⟩|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩^{`1}ÞÝÑ |j ` 1⟩ ? 1 ´ p ´a 1 ´ p|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩` ? p|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩ ¯

O_{ref}ÞÝÑ |j ` 1⟩ ? 1 ´ p ´a 1 ´ p|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩` ? p|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩ ¯

´1ÞÝÑ |j⟩|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩ ` γ|j ` 1⟩|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩.

Similarly, using the fact that O_{ref} reflects ? p|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩´ ? 1 ´ p|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩,

|j⟩|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩ ´ γ^{´1}|j ` 1⟩|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩^{`1}ÞÝÑ |j ` 1⟩ ? p ´? p|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩´ a 1 ´ p|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩ ¯

O_{ref}ÞÝÑ ´|j ` 1⟩ ? p ´? p|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩´ a 1 ´ p|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩ ¯

´1ÞÝÑ´ ` |j⟩|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩ ´ γ^{´1}|j ` 1⟩|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩ ˘ .

Figure 4.3

0 1 2 3 4 5

0 1 2 3 4 5 |0⟩|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩

|1⟩|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩

´|2⟩|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩

´|3⟩|0⟩|ϕ_1⟩

|4⟩|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩

|5⟩|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩ ¨ ¨¨ |0⟩|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩

´|1⟩|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩

´|2⟩|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩

|3⟩|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩

|4⟩|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩

´|5⟩|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩ ¨ ¨¨ |0⟩_{H0}|1⟩_{H0}|2⟩_{H0}|3⟩_{H0}|4⟩_{H0}|5⟩_{H0}

|0⟩_{H1}|1⟩_{H1}|2⟩_{H1}|3⟩_{H1}|4⟩_{H1}|5⟩_{H1}

As shown in Lemmata 14 and 15, the purifier in this section can be seen as a quantum walk on two copies of the line in Figure 3.2. Just as in Figure 3.2, the weight of the edge between vertex j and j ` 1, in either copy, is γ^{2j} (not pictured). The top line represents Lemma 14, and the bottom one Lemma 15. Below each edge, the state that encodes it in the quantum walk is written. The pattern repeats with period 4. Above the edge, the corresponding state of the register H_0 or H_1 from the proof of the corresponding lemma is given.

The purifier S^1 “ R^1_2R^1 can be understood as a quantum walk on a graph consisting of two (disjoint) lines, as described in Figure 4.3. Concretely, in Lemma 14, we show |0⟩|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩^Sù p´1q^b|0⟩|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩, where b “ 0 of p ă 1{2 and b “ 1 if p ą 1{2; and a similar statement for |0⟩|0⟩|ϕ_1⟩ in Lemma 15; and finally, in Theorem 16, we combine these to show that |0⟩|ϕ⟩^Sù p´1q^b|0⟩|ϕ⟩, proving the main theorem of this section.

Lemma 14. In the above notation, the transducer S^1, given an input oracle O_{ref} satisfying (4), has the following transduction action:

S^1 : |0⟩|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩ ù # |0⟩|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩, if p ă^1_2 ; ´|0⟩|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩, if p ą^1_2 ;

(26)

and the query complexity and transduction complexity of S^1 are LpS^1, O_{ref} , |0⟩|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩q “ 1{p2δq and W pS^1pO_{ref} q, |0⟩|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩q ď 1{p2δq, where δ “ |^1_2 ´ p|.

Proof. Define the following conceptual register H_0 spanned by the states

|4i⟩_{H0} “ |4i⟩|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩, |4i ` 1⟩_{H0} “ |4i ` 1⟩|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩, |4i ` 2⟩_{H0} “ ´|4i ` 2⟩|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩, |4i ` 3⟩_{H0} “ ´|4i ` 3⟩|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩,

as i ranges over non-negative integers (see Figure 4.3). It is easy to check, using (22) and (23), that R^1 acts as identity on the states

|j⟩_{H0} ` γ|j ` 1⟩_{H0} (27) for even values of j, and it reflects the states

|j⟩_{H0} ´ γ^{´1}|j ` 1⟩_{H0} (28)

for even values of j. Similarly, using (24) and (25), we get that R^1_2 acts as identity on |0⟩_{H0} and on the states in (27) for odd values of j, and reflects the states in (27) for odd values of j.

Comparing this with Claim 10, we get that the action of R^1_2R^1 on H_0 is identical to that of R_2R_1 from Section 4.1, which proves the lemma.

Lemma 15. In the above notation, the transducer S^1, given an input oracle O_{ref} satisfying (4), has the following transduction action:

S^1 : |0⟩|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩ ù # |0⟩|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩, if p ă^1_2 ; ´|0⟩|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩, if p ą^1_2 ;

(29)

and the query complexity and transduction complexity of S^1 are LpS^1, O_{ref} , |0⟩|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩q “ 1{p2δq and W pS^1pO_{ref} q, |0⟩|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩q ď 1{p2δq, where δ “ |^1_2 ´ p|.

Proof. This time, define the following conceptual register H_1 spanned by the states

|4i⟩_{H1} “ |4i⟩|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩, |4i ` 1⟩_{H1} “ ´|4i ` 1⟩|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩, |4i ` 2⟩_{H1} “ ´|4i ` 2⟩|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩, |4i ` 3⟩_{H1} “ |4i ` 3⟩|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩,

as i ranges over non-negative integers (see Figure 4.3). Using (24) and (25), it is not hard to check that R^1_2 acts as identity on the states

|j⟩_{H1} ` γ|j ` 1⟩_{H1} (30)

for even values of j, and it reflects the states

|j⟩_{H1} ´ γ^{´1}|j ` 1⟩_{H1} (31)

for even values of j. Similarly, we get that R^1 acts as identity on |0⟩_{H1} and on the states in (27) for odd values of j, and reflects the states in (27) for odd values of j.

Comparing this with Claim 10, we get that the action of R^1_2R^1 on H_1 is identical to that of R_1R_2 from Section 4.1. The lemma follows by Remark 12.

Theorem 16. The transducer S^1 defined above, given an input oracle O_{ref} satisfying (4), has the following transduction action:

S^1 : |ϕ⟩ ù # |ϕ⟩, if p ă^1_2 ; ´|ϕ⟩, if p ą^1_2 ;

(32)

for any normalised |ϕ⟩ P span � |0⟩|ϕ_0⟩, |1⟩|ϕ_1⟩ ( (including the original vector |ϕ⟩ from (1)). The query complexity of the transducer is LpS^1, O_{ref} , |ϕ⟩q “ 1{p2δq, and the transduction complexity is W pS^1pO_{ref} q, |ϕ⟩q “ Op1{δq, where δ “ |^1_2 ´ p|.

The transducer can be put in canonical form so that its query complexity stays the same, and its transduction complexity remains Op1{δq.

Proof. We identify |0⟩ b A b W, which is the public space of the transducer S^1, with A b W. Let r “ 0 if p ă 1{2; and r “ 1 if p ą 1{2. By Lemma 14, we have |0⟩|ϕ_0⟩^{S1}ù p´1q^r|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩ with some query state |q_0⟩ that is supported only on H_0. Similarly, by Lemma 15, we have

|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩^{S1}ù p´1q^r|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩ with some query state |q_1⟩ that is supported only on H_1. The norms squared of both |q_0⟩ and |q_1⟩ are 1{p2δq.

By linearity, for all α, β we have that

α|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩ ` β|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩^{S1}ù p´1q^r ` α|0⟩|ϕ_0⟩ ` β|1⟩|ϕ_1⟩ ˘ with the query state α|q_0⟩ ` β|q_1⟩. Since q_0 and q_1 are supported on orthogonal subspaces, we have that the query complexity of the transducer is ‖ ‖α|q_0⟩ ` β|q_1⟩ ‖ ‖^2 “ |α|^2}q_0}^2 ` |β|^2}q_1}^2 “ 1{p2δq

assuming |α|^2 ` |β|^2 “ 1.

By [5, Proposition 10.4], we can transform S^1 into a canonical transducer S^2 while keeping the query complexity the same. The iteration time goes up by at most a constant factor, and the transduction complexity increases slightly to

W pS^2pO_{ref} q, |ϕ⟩q “ W pS^1pO_{ref} q, |ϕ⟩q ` LpS^1, O_{ref} , |ϕ⟩q “ Op1{δq.

It is straightforward to obtain the purifier in the usual form similar to the one stated in Eqs. (1) and (2).

Corollary 17. There exists a transducer S_{pur} with bidirectional access to an input oracle as in (1), which performs the following transduction exactly:

S_{pur}pOq: |0⟩_A ù # |0⟩_A, if p ă^1_2 ; |1⟩_A, if p ą^1_2 .

The query complexity L ` S_{pur}, O, |0⟩ ˘ of the transducer and is 1 ` 1{p2δq, where δ “ | |^1_2 ´ p | |, and its transduction complexity is Op1{δq.

Proof. The corollary is proven in the same way one would convert an algorithm with the action of S^1 in (32) to an algorithm with the action of S_{pur}.

First, it is straightforward to implement the reflecting oracle O_{ref} using 2 queries to O. Hence, there exists a canonical transducer S_{ref} – just take O_{ref} itself, and convert it into canonical form using [5, Proposition 10.4] – that implements O_{ref} with query complexity LpS_{ref} , O, ξq “ 2 on any normalized initial state ξ, and W pS_{ref} , O, ξq “ Op1q. Let S^1 be the canonical purifier from Theorem 16. By [5, Proposition 9.11] (see also the discussion in Section 2) there is a canonical purifier S^1_{pur} “ S^1 ˝ S_{ref} with the action |ϕ⟩^S 1 purù p´1q^r|ϕ⟩,

where r “ 0 if p ă 1{2 and r “ 1 if p ą 1{2, and with query and transduction complexities

LpS^1_{pur}, O, |ϕ⟩q “ 2{p2δq “ 1{δ and W pS^1_{pur}pOq, |ϕ⟩q “ Op1{δq.

We will construct S_{pur} by composing a purifier S_A with S^1_{pur}, again using [5, Proposition 9.11]. The transducer S_A first applies a Hadamard to a fresh qubit to get |0⟩ ÞÑ |0⟩|`⟩, and then proceeds as follows: 1 ? 2 ` |0⟩|0⟩`|0⟩|1⟩ ˘ ÞÑ 1 ? 2 ` |0⟩|0⟩`|ϕ⟩|1⟩ ˘ ÞÑ 1 ? 2 ` |0⟩|0⟩`p´1q^r|ϕ⟩|1⟩ ˘ ÞÑ 1 ? 2 ` |0⟩|0⟩`p´1q^r|0⟩|1⟩ ˘ . In the first step, we execute O controlled by the second register. In the second step, we apply an oracle O^1, implemented by the transducer S^1_{pur}, controlled by the second register. In the third step, we execute O^˚ controlled by the second register. After that, we apply another Hadamard, resulting in |r⟩. Then the query complexity of S_A in terms of calls to O and O^˚ (which we can combine into a single oracle O ‘ O^˚) is:

L^{p0q}pS_A, pO ‘ O^˚q ‘ O^1, |0⟩q “ 1 2 ` 1 2 “ 1,

since O ‘ O^˚ is called twice, and each time, the query part has size 1{2. Similarly, the query complexity of S_A in terms of calls to O^1 is:

L^{p1q}pS_A, pO ‘ O^˚q ‘ O^1, |0⟩q “ 1 2 , since O^1 is applied once, and the query part of the state it’s applied to has size 1{2. By [5, Proposition 10.4], we can put S_A in canonical form without changing these query complexities, and such that the transduction complexity is Op1q. Thus, by [5, Proposition 9.11], S_{pur} “ S_A ˝S^1_{pur} has query and transduction complexities:

LpS_{pur}, O, |0⟩q “ 1` 1 2 LpS^1_{pur}, O, |ϕ⟩q “ 1` 1 2δ and W pS_{pur}pOq, |0⟩q “ Op1{δq.

5 Time-Efficient Implementation

The transducers of Theorem 11 and Theorem 16 cannot be implemented directly because they use a register J of infinite size. This is conceptually not that different from a (classical) Las Vegas algorithm that has unbounded running time, and so to run it, you theoretically need an infinite register to count its steps.

One approach to obtaining a practical implementation is to replace the register J with a Ddimensional register, for some finite D, and it makes sense to take D to be a power of two. We will call it the truncated version (at depth D) of the purifier. The truncated version of the purifier S from Theorem 11 is the same as Figure 4.1, but now J stores an integer between 0 and D ´ 1 and the operations are performed modulo D. Similarly, the truncated version of the purifier S^1 is as in Figure 4.2, with the same replacement for the register J .

The following claim is obvious.

Claim 18. The truncated versions of both purifiers S and S^1 use log D qubits besides the space used by the input oracle O_{ref} . Iteration times T pSq and T pS^1q are Oplog Dq.

There are two ways to show that the truncated purifiers still work if D is large enough. For the first one, recall that an algorithm obtained by compiling a transducer S makes K calls to S, starting with the public space containing the initial vector and the private space containing the zero vector (see Theorem 8).

Proposition 19. Assume a purifier is executed K times during its implementation. Then, if D ą K, the actions of the truncated and the original versions of the purifier are identical.

Proof. The public space of the purifier is spanned by |0⟩_J . It is easy to see that after ℓ executions of the purifier, its state only uses states spanned by |0⟩_J , |1⟩_J , . . . , |ℓ⟩_J . Therefore, the truncated and the original purifiers perform in exactly the same way for all ℓ ă D.

The following version uses the notion of a perturbation and is slightly more precise. Theorem 5 from the introduction is a corollary of this result.

Theorem 20. The statements of Theorems 11 and 16 hold after replacing S and S^1 by their versions truncated at depth D, if we allow for a perturbation of size 2p1 ´ δq^{D´1} in the transducer, and claim that the query and transduction complexities are smaller than 1{p2δq (instead of being exactly equal).

Proof. We assume that D ě 4 is a power of 2.

For Theorem 11, it is easy to get the following variant of Claim 10 for the truncated transducer, whose proof we omit.

Claim 21. For all even j “ 0, 2, . . . , D ´ 2, we have R_1u_j “ u_j and R_1u^K_j “ ´u^K_j . Also, R_2|0⟩ “ |0⟩, and R_2|D ´ 1⟩ “ |D ´ 1⟩. For all odd j “ 1, 2, . . . , D ´ 3, R_2u_j “ u_j and R_2u^K_j “ ´u^K_j .

For p ă^1_2 , we have the following version of (20), with no perturbations

D´1ÿ j“0 γ^j|j⟩ “ D{2´1ÿ

i“0 γ^{2i} ` |2i⟩ ` γ|2i ` 1⟩ ˘

R_1ÞÝÑ

D´1ÿ j“0 γ^j|j⟩ “ |0⟩`

D{2´2ÿ

i“0 γ^{2i`1} ` |2i ` 1⟩ ` γ|2i ` 2⟩ ˘ ` γ^{D´1}|D ´ 1⟩

R_2ÞÝÑ

D´1ÿ j“0 γ^j|j⟩. For p ą^1_2 , we have the following version of (21):

D´1ÿ j“0 p´γq^{´j} |j⟩ “

D{2´1ÿ

i“0 γ^{´2i} ` |2i⟩ ´ γ^{´1}|2i ` 1⟩ ˘

R_1ÞÝÑ´

D´1ÿ j“0 p´γq^{´j} |j⟩ “ ´|0⟩`

D{2´2ÿ

i“0 γ^{´2i´1} ` |2i ` 1⟩ ´ γ^{´1}|2i ` 2⟩ ˘ ` γ^{´D`1}|D ´ 1⟩

R_2ÞÝÑ ´ |0⟩´

D{2´2ÿ

i“0 γ^{´2i´1} ` |2i ` 1⟩ ´ γ^{´1}|2i ` 2⟩ ˘ ` γ^{´D`1}|D ´ 1⟩

« ´ |0⟩´

D{2´2ÿ

i“0 γ^{´2i´1} ` |2i ` 1⟩ ´ γ^{´1}|2i ` 2⟩ ˘ ´ γ^{´D`1}|D ´ 1⟩ “ ´|0⟩`

D´1ÿ j“1 p´γq^{´j} |j⟩, where the “«” represents a perturbation (as in (12)) of size 2γ^{´D`1} ď 2p1 ´ δq^{D´1}. The rest of the proof of Theorem 11 stays the same except that the query complexity in both cases becomes slightly smaller.

The proof of Theorem 16 is modified in a similar way via a reduction to the truncated version of the purifier S.

6 Query-Efficient Implementation

A well-studied and very general type of problem in quantum query complexity is that of state conversion [18, 3]. There it is assumed that a finite set X and two Hilbert spaces M and H are fixed. For each x P X, the input oracle O_x : M Ñ M and a pair of states ξ_x, τ_x P H are given. The task is to construct an algorithm A that satisfies ApO_xqξ_x “ τ_x for all x P X.

The query complexity of this problem is captured by the corresponding adversary bound. As shown in [7, 5], the adversary bound is identical to a transducer in canonical form. Let us briefly repeat the argument here. Let L “ L^˝ ‘ L^‚ be the decomposition of the private space into the non-query and the query parts, where L^‚ “ M b W for some space W. By the definition of canonical form, v_x “ v^˝_x ‘ v^‚_x is a valid catalyst for ξ_x if there exists a unitary S^˝ such that

S^˝ : ξ_x ‘ v^˝_x ‘ pO_x b I_W qv^‚_x ÞÝÑ τ_x ‘ v^˝_x ‘ v^‚_x (33)

for all x P X (see (9)). Moreover, the states v^‚_x are the corresponding query states, and }v^‚_x}^2 are the corresponding query complexities.

It is easy to see that the existence of the unitary S^˝ is equivalent to the following condition

xξ_x, ξ_yy ´ xτ_x, τ_yy “ @ v^‚_x, v^‚_y D ´ @ pO_x b I_W qv^‚_x, pO_y b I_W qv^‚_y D (34)

for all x, y P X. In particular, the non-query parts v^˝_x of the catalyst are irrelevant and can be removed if one only cares about query complexity. This means that any non-query parts of the catalyst are purely for keeping the overall time complexity small.

Thus, the transducers from Theorems 11 and 16 and Corollary 17 give rise to solutions to equation (34) for the corresponding state conversion problems. In all these cases, the space W is infinite by construction. However, assuming that X is finite, which is a common assumption in the state conversion problem, we can restrict the space W to have dimension at most |X|, which is finite. This gives the corresponding query-efficient transducer that performs the required transformation exactly and only uses finite space. It also gives a solution to the corresponding adversary bound.

In [3], purifiers were used to show that the adversary bound for bounded-error function evaluation is equal (up to a constant factor) to the adversary bound for exact function evaluation. This demonstrated that the usual adversary bound for function evaluation (which works assuming bounded error) is a special case of that for the state conversion problem. The transducers obtained in this section can be used instead of the purifiers of [3], and they give a better dependence on δ.

7 Lower Bound

In this section, we will give an almost tight lower bound on the query complexity of a purifier, showing that Theorem 20 (the formal version of Theorem 5) is nearly optimal.

Consider the following input oracles in C :

O_x : |0⟩ ÞÑ p´1q^x|0⟩,

where x P t0, 1u. The oracle O_x is inverse to itself, so there is no difference between direct and reverse executions of O_x in this case.

Trivially, the Las Vegas query complexity of implementing O_x given the input oracle O_x is at most 1. This is also a lower bound. This can be proven using the adversary lower bound from [5]. However, this can also be seen directly using the following simple argument. If the complexity were c ă 1, we could compose the corresponding procedure with itself n times, obtaining implementation of O_x in query complexity c^n Ñ 0 as n Ñ 8, which is absurd.

Consider the following state:

|φ_x⟩ “ c 1 2 ´ δ|00⟩` c 1 2 ´ δ|10⟩` ? 2δ|x⟩|1⟩, which has amplitude a 1{2 ` δ on x in the first qubit. It can be generated in Las Vegas query complexity δ as follows. Beginning from the state |ψ_1⟩ “ ? 1 ´ 2δ|0⟩|0⟩` ? 2δ|`⟩|1⟩, perform a query controlled on |1⟩|1⟩, on which the state has squared norm δ, to get: ? 1 ´ 2δ|0⟩|0⟩` ? 2δ ^ 1 ? 2 |0⟩ ` p´1q^x 1 ? 2 |1⟩ ˙ |1⟩. Applying H to the first register then gives |φ_x⟩. Since the only query was applied to |ψ_1⟩, and its projection onto |1⟩|1⟩, the query part of the space, has squared norm δ, the total Las Vegas query complexity of this procedure is δ.

Therefore, the oracle O_{ref} reflecting about |φ_x⟩ can be implemented in Las Vegas query complexity 2δ. Let Q_p be the query complexity of the transformation |φ_x⟩ ÞÑ p´1q^x|φ_x⟩, in terms of queries to O_{ref} , with parameter δ. We can implement O_x as follows. Generate the state |φ_x⟩ in query complexity δ. Map it to p´1q^x|φ_x⟩ in Q_p queries to O_{ref} , each costing 2δ query complexity. Map it back to p´1q^x|0⟩ in query complexity δ. The query complexity of this procedure is 2δ ` Q_p2δ. It is at least 1 by our above discussion, so we obtain the following result.

Theorem 22. The query complexity of any transducer performing the task in Theorem 20 is at least 1 2δ ´ 1.

For small δ, this is close to the query complexity 1{p2δq obtained in Theorem 20.

8 Error Reduction using Quantum Signal Processing

In this section, we describe an error reduction algorithm using quantum signal processing. To the best of our knowledge, this particular version has not been previously stated explicitly, however, very similar constructions have been considered in previous work – see [13, Section 3]. We were particularly inspired by the discussion in [25]. Note that we are using usual Quantum Signal Processing [20] directly here like in [19], and not the more elaborate framework of Quantum Singular Value Transformation [13] here. This streamlined construction uses no additional ancillary qubits, whereas [13] require a small number, and our construction works with oracles of the form in (4), whereas [13] requires oracles of the form (1).

8.1 Quantum Signal Processing Preliminaries

Let x and y be real numbers satisfying

´1 ď x, y ď 1 and x^2 ` y^2 “ 1.

Define the following unitary transformation^{10} W “ W px, yq “ ^ x y y ´x ˙ . (35)

Let α “ pα_0, α_1, . . . , α_kq be a sequence of unimodular complex numbers: |α_j | “ 1 for all j. Then, the quantum signal processing algorithm (QSP) corresponding to α is the following k-query quantum algorithm U_α “ U_αpW q with an input oracle W : C^2 Ñ C^2 :

U_αpW q “ ^ α_k ´α^˚_k ˙ W ^ α_{k´1} ´α^˚_{k´1} ˙ W ¨ ¨ ¨ W ^ α_1 ´α^˚_1 ˙ W ^ α_0 ´α^˚_0 ˙ . (36)

Here α^˚ stands for the complex conjugate of a complex number α.

Theorem 23 ([13]). For any sequence α “ pα_0, α_1, . . . , α_kq of unimodular complex numbers, there exist complex polynomials P pxq and Qpxq satisfying the following conditions:

deg P ď k, deg Q ď k ´ 1, (37) P p´xq “ p´1q^kP pxq, Qp´xq “ p´1q^{k´1}Qpxq, (38)

P pxqP^˚pxq ` QpxqQ^˚pxqp1 ´ x^2q “ 1 (39)

and such that U_α ` W px, yq ˘ “ ^ P pxq yQ^˚pxq yQpxq ´P^˚pxq ˙ . (40)

10Traditionally, a more complex matrix

`_{x iy} iy x ˘ is used. The two are equivalent up to a simple change of basis. We implicitly use this basis further in the text.

And vice versa: for every complex polynomials P pxq and Qpxq and a non-negative integer k satisfying (37), (38) and (39), there exists a sequence α “ pα_0, α_1, . . . , α_kq of unimodular complex numbers such that (40) holds.

Theorem 24 ([13]). Let R be a real polynomial and k a positive integer satisfying

deg R ď k, Rp´xq “ p´1q^kRpxq, and |Rpxq| ď 1 for all ´1 ď x ď 1.

Then, there exist complex polynomials P and Q satisfying (37)–(39) and such that Rpxq “ ℜpP pxqq, where ℜ stands for the real part.

Theorem 25 ([19]). Let 0 ă ε^1, δ^1 ă 1 be parameters. There exists an odd real polynomial Rpxq of degree O

`_1

δ^1 log 1 ε^1 ˘ such that

|Rpxq| ď 1 for all ´1 ď x ď 1;

Rpxq ě 1 ´ ε^1 for all δ^1 ď x ď 1; and (41) Rpxq ď ´1 ` ε^1 for all ´1 ď x ď ´δ^1. (42)

8.2 Proof of Theorem 4

We will work in the two-dimensional subspace H given by the basis vectors |0⟩_H “ |0⟩_A|ϕ_0⟩_W and |1⟩_H “ |1⟩_A|ϕ_1⟩_W . By (4), the operator O_{ref} performs reflection about ? 1 ´ p|0⟩` ? p|1⟩ in this space. Hence, in H, the operator O_{ref} is given by the matrix ^ 1 ´ 2p 2 a pp1 ´ pq 2 a pp1 ´ pq 2p ´ 1 ˙ . Comparing with (35), we have x “ 1 ´ 2p and y “ 2 a pp1 ´ pq. Thus, x ě 2δ if p ď^1_2 ´ δ and x ď ´2δ if p ě^1_2 ` δ.

Take the real polynomial R of Theorem 25 with δ^1 “ 2δ and ε^1 to be fixed later. Find the complex polynomials P and Q by Theorem 24 applied to R and k “ deg R. Plug them into Theorem 23 to get a sequence α “ pα_0, . . . , α_kq such that (40) holds. We apply the Quantum Signal Processing algorithm U_α from (36) in H by replacing W with O_{ref} and applying the intermediate operations ´_{αj} ´α^˚_j ¯ to the register A. After that, we apply the Z operator to A. By Theorem 23, the resulting action of this algorithm on H is Uppq “ ^ P pxq yQ^˚pxq ´yQpxq P^˚pxq ˙ . Let P pxq “ Rpxq ` iSpxq for a real polynomial S. Note that if p ď^1_2 ´ δ, then ‖Uppq ´ I‖ “ ‖ ‖ ‖ ^ Rpxq ´ 1 ` iSpxq yQ^˚pxq ´yQpxq Rpxq ´ 1 ´ iSpxq ˙‖ ‖ ‖ ď ? 6ε^1,

since |1 ´ Rpxq|^2 ď pε^1q^2 by (41) and |Spxq|^2 ` |yQpxq|^2 ď 2ε^1 by (39). Similarly, using (42), we have that if p ě^1_2 ` δ, then ‖Uppq ` I‖ ď ? 6ε^1.

Letting r “ 0 if p ď^1_2 ´ δ and r “ 1 if p ď^1_2 ` δ, we obtain ‖Uppq|ϕ⟩ ´ p´1q^r|ϕ⟩‖ ď ? 6ε^1.

Therefore, we can take ε^1 “ ε^2{6 to obtain the required precision of the algorithm.

The number of queries and time complexity of the algorithm is Opdeg Rq, which is O

`_1

δ^1 log 1 ε^1 ˘ “ O `_1 δ log^1_ε ˘ as required.

9 Non-Boolean Case

In this section, we briefly describe the non-Boolean error reduction case, which can be reduced to the Boolean case using the “Bernstein-Vazirani” trick from [17, Section 4]. In the non-Boolean case, the output register A is a tensor product of m qubits. We write A “ C^q for some q “ 2^m. For a, b P t0, . . . , q ´ 1u, we denote by a d b P t0, 1u their inner product when considered as elements of F^m_2 . The work register W is still arbitrary.

We assume the input oracle O_{ref} reflects about the state |ϕ⟩ “ q´1ÿ a“0 ? p_a|a⟩_A|ϕ_a⟩_W (43)

for normalised ϕ_a. Moreover, there exists a (unique) r such that p_r ě^1_2 `δ. The task is to perform the transformation |ϕ⟩|0⟩_B ÞÝÑ |ϕ⟩|r⟩_B, (44) where B is a register isomorphic to A. The idea is that, using a Boolean error reduction procedure, we can error reduce with respect to the state |0⟩_C ÿ a:adb“0 ? p_a|a⟩_A|ϕ_a⟩_W ` |1⟩_C ÿ a:adb“1 ? p_a|a⟩_A|ϕ_a⟩_W for any b P t0, 1u, which gives us a reflection oracle for the function b ÞÝÑ b d r, as needed by the Bernstein-Vazirani algorithm [8], from which we can recover r with a single query (see Figure 9.1).

Theorem 26. Let R be a Boolean error reduction subroutine that, given the oracle as in (3), performs the transformation in (5) (possibly with imprecision ε). Then, there exists an algorithm that, given an input oracle O_{ref} reflecting about the state (43), implements the transformation in (44) (with imprecision ε). The algorithm makes one execution of R, uses one additional qubit and Opmq additional elementary operations.

Figure 9.1

BH^{bm}T T^˚H^{bm} C RpT O^1ref T^˚q AW

Assuming RpT O^1_{ref} T^˚q has no error, the operations in the dashed box effectively implement the Bernstein-Vazirani oracle for r the hidden string: |b⟩_B|0⟩_C |ϕ⟩_{AW} ÞÝÑ p´1q^{rdb}|b⟩_B|0⟩_C |ϕ⟩_{AW} .

Proof. We attach a fresh qubit C originally in the state |0⟩. Let T be the transformation T : |a⟩_A|b⟩_B|c⟩_C ÞÑ |a⟩_A|b⟩_B ˇ ˇc ‘ pa d bq⟩_C .

The algorithm is as follows (see also Figure 9.1). First apply H^{bm} to the register B, and the operation T . This gives the state 1 ? q q´1ÿ b“0 |b⟩_B q´1ÿ a“0 ? p_a|a d b⟩_C |a⟩_A|ϕ_a⟩_W “ 1 ? q q´1ÿ b“0 |b⟩_B ˇ ˇϕ^1_b⟩_{CAW} with ˇ ˇϕ^1_b⟩ “ q´1ÿ a“0 ? p_a|a d b⟩_C |a⟩_A|ϕ_a⟩_W “ b 1 ´ p^1_b|0⟩_C ˇ ˇϕ^1_{b,0}⟩_{AW}` b p^1_b|1⟩_C ˇ ˇϕ^1_{b,1}⟩_{AW} , where all ϕ^1_b and ϕ^1_{b,i} are normalised. Note that p^1_b ě^1_2 ` δ if and only if r d b “ 1.

Let O^1_{ref} denote the operator O_{ref} applied to AW controlled by |0⟩_C . We have

T O^1_{ref} T^˚ “ q´1à b“0 O_{ref,b}, where O_{ref,b} reflects about ϕ^1_b in CAW. Therefore, applying the Boolean error reduction subroutine R on CAW with the input oracle T O^1_{ref} T^˚ gives the state (assuming exact implementation): 1 ? q q´1ÿ b“0 p´1q^{rdb}|b⟩_B q´1ÿ a“0 ? p_a|a d b⟩_C |a⟩_A|ϕ_a⟩_W . We apply T^˚ to ABC and then H^{bm} to B. Using the same analysis as in the Bernstein-Vazirani algorithm, we get the state |ϕ⟩|r⟩_B. If R has imprecision ε, then this subroutine has imprecision ε as well.

This result can be combined with any Boolean error reduction or purification procedure. Combining with Theorem 4, we obtain the following result.

Corollary 27. Let ε, δ ą 0 be parameters. There exists a quantum algorithm that, given query access to the oracle O_{ref} reflecting about the state (43), ε-approximately performs the transformation in (44). The algorithm makes ℓ “ O

`_1 δ log^1_ε ˘ queries to the oracle O_{ref} , where δ “ p_r ´ 1{2, uses one additional qubit, and has time complexity Opℓ ` mq.

Similarly, we can combine this result with a purifier S^1 from Theorem 16 to get the following result improving on Theorem 13.3 of [5].

Corollary 28. Let the register A and W be fixed as at the beginning of this section. There exists a transducer SpO_{ref} q with the following properties. If the input oracle O_{ref} reflects about the state |ϕ⟩ as in (43), it performs the transduction |ϕ⟩|0⟩_B ù |ϕ⟩|r⟩_B. The query complexity of the transduction is less than 1{p2δq, where δ “ p_r ´ 1{2, and its transduction complexity is Op1{δqq.

Time- and query-efficient implementations from Sections 5 and 6 are applicable here as well.

Acknowledgements AB is supported by the Latvian Quantum Initiative under European Union Recovery and Resilience Facility project no. 2.3.1.1.i.0/1/22/I/CFLA/001.

SJ is supported by NWO Klein project number OCENW.Klein.061; the project Divide & Quantum (with project number 1389.20.241) of the research programme NWA-ORC, which is (partly) financed by the Dutch Research Council (NWO); and by the European Union (ERC, ASC-Q, 101040624). SJ is a CIFAR Fellow in the Quantum Information Science Program.

References

[1] S. Aaronson, R. Kothari, W. Kretschmer, and J. Thaler. Quantum lower bounds for approximate counting via Laurent polynomials. In Proc. of 35th IEEE CCC, volume 169 of LIPIcs, pages 7:1–7:47, 2020. arXiv:1904.08914.

[2] A. Belovs. Quantum walks and electric networks. arXiv:1302.3143, 2013.

[3] A. Belovs. Variations on quantum adversary. arXiv:1504.06943, 2015.

[4] A. Belovs. Global phase helps in quantum search: Yet another look at the welded tree problem.

arXiv:2404.19476, 2024.

[5] A. Belovs, S. Jeffery, and D. Yolcu. Taming quantum time complexity. Quantum, 8:1444, 2024.

arXiv:2311.15873.

[6] A. Belovs and A. Rosmanis. Tight quantum lower bound for approximate counting with quantum states. arXiv:2002.06879, 2020.

[7] A. Belovs and D. Yolcu. One-way ticket to Las Vegas and the quantum adversary. arXiv:2301.02003, 2023.

[8] E. Bernstein and U. Vazirani. Quantum complexity theory. SIAM Journal on Computing, 26(5):1411–1473, 1997. Earlier: STOC’93.

[9] G. Brassard, P. Høyer, M. Mosca, and A. Tapp. Quantum amplitude amplification and estimation.

In Quantum Computation and Quantum Information: A Millennium Volume, volume 305 of AMS Contemporary Mathematics Series, pages 53–74, 2002. arXiv:quant-ph/0005055.

[10] H. Buhrman, R. Cleve, R. de Wolf, and C. Zalka. Bounds for small-error and zero-error quantum algorithms. In Proc. of 40th IEEE FOCS, pages 358–368, 1999. arXiv:cs/9904019.

[11] A. Cornelissen, S. Jeffery, M. Ozols, and A. Piedrafita. Span programs and quantum time complexity.

In Proc. of 45th MFCS, pages 26:1–26:14, 2020. arXiv:2005.01323.

[12] P. G. Doyle and J. L. Snell. Random walks and electric networks, volume 22 of Carus Mathematical Monographs. MAA, 1984. arXiv:math.PR/0001057.

[13] A. Gilyén, Y. Su, G. H. Low, and N. Wiebe. Quantum singular value transformation and beyond: exponential improvements for quantum matrix arithmetics. In Proc. of 51st ACM STOC, pages 193–204, 2019. arXiv:1806.01838.

[14] T. Ito and S. Jeffery. Approximate span programs. Algorithmica, 81(6):2158–2195, 2019.

arXiv:1507.00432.

[15] S. Jeffery. Span programs and quantum space complexity. Theory of Computing, 18(11):1–49, 2022.

arXiv:1908.04232.

[16] S. Jeffery. SIGACT News Complexity Theory Column 123: Composing quantum algorithms. ACM SIGACT News, 55(4):49–69, December 2024.

[17] S. Jeffery and S. Zur. Multidimensional quantum walks, with application to k-distinctness. In Proc. of 55th ACM STOC, pages 1125–1130, 2023. arXiv:2208.13492.

[18] T. Lee, R. Mittal, B. W. Reichardt, R. Špalek, and M. Szegedy. Quantum query complexity of state conversion. In Proc. of 52nd IEEE FOCS, pages 344–353, 2011. arXiv:1011.3020.

[19] G. H. Low and I. L. Chuang. Hamiltonian simulation by uniform spectral amplification.

arXiv:1707.05391, 2017.

[20] G. H. Low, T. J. Yoder, and I. L. Chuang. Methodology of resonant equiangular composite quantum gates. Physical Review X, 6(4):041067, 2016. arXiv:1603.03996.

[21] C. Marriott and J. Watrous. Quantum Arthur–Merlin games. Computational Complexity, 14(2):122–152, 2005. Earlier: CCC’04, arXiv:cs/0506068.

[22] D. Nagaj, P. Wocjan, and Y. Zhang. Fast amplification of QMA. Quantum Information and Computation, 9(11-12):1053–1068, 2009. arXiv:0904.1549.

[23] A. Nayak and F. Wu. The quantum query complexity of approximating the median and related statistics. In Proc. of 31st ACM STOC, pages 384–393, 1999. arXiv:quant-ph/9804066.

[24] G. Pólya. Über eine aufgabe der wahrscheinlichkeitsrechnung betreffend die irrfahrt im straßennetz.

Mathematische Annalen, 84(1):149–160, 1921.

[25] P. Rall. Faster coherent quantum algorithms for phase, energy, and amplitude estimation. Quantum, 5:566, 2021. arXiv:2103.09717.

[26] B. W. Reichardt. Span programs and quantum query complexity: The general adversary bound is nearly tight for every Boolean function. In Proc. of 50th IEEE FOCS, pages 544–551, 2009. arXiv:0904.2759.

[27] B. W. Reichardt and R. Špalek. Span-program-based quantum algorithm for evaluating formulas.

Theory of Computing, 8:291–319, 2012. Earlier: STOC’08, arXiv:0710.2630.