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How Low Can Approximate Degree and Quantum Query
Complexity be for Total Boolean Functions?

Andris Ambainis Ronald de Wolf

Abstract

It has long been known that any Boolean function that dependsinput variables has bottlegree
andexact quantum query complexdf)(log n), and that this bound is achieved for some functions. In
this paper we study the caseajfproximate degreandbounded-errolquantum query complexity. We
show that for these measures the correct lower boutit{lisg n/ loglog n), and we exhibit quantum
algorithms for two functions where this bound is achieved.

1 Introduction

1.1 Degree of Boolean functions

The relations between Boolean functions and their reptagen as polynomials over various fields have
long been studied and applied in areas like circuit complefBei93], decision tree complexity [NSB4,
BWO02], communication complexity [BW01, She08], and mankens. In a seminal paper, Nisan and
Szegedy[[NS94] made a systematic study of the represemtatid approximation of Boolean functions
by real polynomials, focusing in particular on ttlegreeof such polynomials. To state their and then our
results, let us introduce some notation.

e Every functionf : {0,1}" — R has a unique representation asramariate multilinear polynomial
over the reals, i.e., there exist real coefficiemgssuch thatf = ngn] as [ ;g i Its degreeis the
number of variables in a largest monomidég(f) := max{|S| : ag # 0}.

e We sayg e-approximatesf if | f(z) — g(z)| < e forall z € {0,1}". Theapproximate degreef f is
deg(f) := min{deg(g) : g 1/3-approximates }.

e Forz € {0,1}" andi € [n], 2 is the input obtained from by flipping the bitz;. A variablez; is
calledsensitiveor influentialon z (for f) if f(x) # f(x%). In this case we also sgydependn x;.
Theinfluenceof x; (on Booleanfunction f) is the fraction of inputs: € {0, 1}" wherei is influential:

Inf;(f) := Pr.[f(z) # f(z)].

e The sensitivitys(f,z) of f at inputz is the number of variables that are influential onand the
sensitivity of f is s(f) := max (9,13 s(f, 7).
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One of the main results df [NS94] is that every functjpn{0,1}" — {0, 1} that depends on all variables
has degreeleg(f) > logn — O(loglogn) (our logarithms are to base 2). Their proof goes as follows.
On the one hand, the functiofy(x) := f(x) — f(2%) is a polynomial of degree at modeg(f) that is
not identically equal to 0. Hence by a version of the Schwaitpel lemma,f; is nhonzero on at least a
2~ des(f)-fraction of the Boolean cube. Singg(z) # 0 iff 7 is sensitive on, this shows

Inf;(f) > 2~ 9&(/) for every influentialz;. (1)

On the other hand, with a bit of Fourier analysis (see SeR&id@ihone can show

> Infi(f) < deg(f)
=1

and hence
there is an influentiat; with Inf;(f) < deg(f)/n. 2

Combining [1) and[(2) impliedeg(f) > logn — O(loglog n). As Nisan and Szegedy observe, this lower
bound is tight up to th€©(log log n) term for theaddress functionlet £ be some power of 2y = k + log &,
and view the laslog & bits of then-bit input as an address in the figsbits. Definef (z) as the value of the
addressed variable. This function depends on &hriables and has degrées & + 1 < logn + 1, because
we can write it as a sum over adlg k-bit addresses, multiplied by the addressed variable.

1.2 Approximate degree of Boolean functions

Our focus in this paper is on what happens if instead of cenisig representationby polynomials we
considerapproximationby polynomials. While Nisan and Szegedy studied some ptiegesf approximate
degree in their paper, they did not state a general lowerddomall functions depending on variables.
Can we modify their proof to work for approximating polynais? While [(2) still holds if we replace
the right-hand side by approximate degrée, (1) becomes meelker. Since it is known that Iifff) >
2-2s5(N)+1 [Sim83, p. 443] and(f) = O(deg(f)?) [NS94], we have

Inf;(f) > 270(e() for every influential;. 3)

This lower bound on Inf f) is in fact optimal. For example for the-bit OR-function each variable has
influence(n + 1) /2™ and the approximate degreeds./n). Hence modifying Nisan and Szegedy'’s exact-
degree proof will only give af2(v/logn) bound on approximate degree. Another way to prove that same
bound is to use the facts thatf) = O(&Eé(f)Q) ands(f) = Q(logn) if f depends om bits [SIm83].

In Section 2 we improve this bound f&(log n/loglog n). The proof idea is the following. Suppose
P is a degreet polynomial that approximates. First, by a bit of Fourier analysis we show that there is a
variablex; such that the functio®;(z) := P(x) — P(x') (which has degree d and expectation 0) has
low variance. We then use a concentration result for lowrgegpolynomials to show thdg, is close to
its expectation for almost all of the inputs. On the otherdhaincex; has nonzero influencd,]l(3) implies
that| ;| must be close to 1 (and hence far from its expectation) oreat E2~°(¢*)-fraction of all inputs.
Combining these things then yields= (log n/ loglog n).



1.3 Relation with quantum query complexity

One of the main reasons that the degree and approximateedefjiee Boolean function are interesting
measures, is their relation to t@antum query complexitf that function. We defin€) z(f) andQ2(f)
as the minimal query complexity @xact(errorless) and /3-error quantum algorithms for computing
respectively, referring ta [BW02] for precise definitions.

Beals et al.[BBC 01] established the following lower bounds on quantum guemplexity in terms
of degrees:

Qr(f) > deg(f)/2 and Qa(f) > deg(f)/2.

They also proved that classical deterministic query coritylés at mostO(dAeg(f)G), improving an earlier
8th-power result of[[NS94], so this lower bound is never mitvi@n a polynomial off for total Boolean
functions. While the polynomial method sometimes givestosithat are polynomially weaker than the true
complexity [Amb086], still many tight quantum lower bounde &ased on this method [AS04SKV07].

Our new lower bound on approximate degree implies §atf) = Q(logn/loglogn) for all total
Boolean functions that depend onvariables] In Section[3 we construct two functions that meet this
bound, showing thaf)(f) can beO(logn/loglogn) for a total function that depends onbits. Since
Qa(f) > aéé(f)/z we immediately also get théﬁé(f) can beO(log n/ loglogn). Interestingly, the only
way we know to construct with asymptotically minimaﬁevg(f) is through such quantum algorithms—this
fits into the growing sequence of classical results proveguantum mean$s [DW11].

The idea behind our construction is to modify the addresstfon (which achieves the smallest degree
in the exact case). Let = k -+ m. We use the last: bits of the input to build @uantum addressing scheme
that specifies an address in the fikdbits. The value of the function is then defined to be the vafube
addressed bit. The following requirements need to be médtdpddressing scheme:

e There is a quantum algorithm to compute the indexldressed by € {0, 1}, usingd queries tay;

e For every index € {1,...,k}, there is a stringy € {0,1}" that addresses(so that the function
depends on all of the firgt bits);

e Every stringy € {0, 1} addresses one af . .., k (so the resulting function oh + m bits is total);

In Section B we give two constructions of addressing schehmsaddresg = d°(4 bits usingd quan-
tum queries. Each gives a total Boolean functionror> d°(@ bits that is computable witd + 1 =
O(logn/loglogn) quantum queriesd queries for computing the addressind 1 query to retrieve the
addressed bit;

To summarize, all total Boolean functions that dependnovariables have approximate degree and
bounded-error quantum query complexity at le@¢togn/loglogn), and that lower bound is tight for
some functions.

In contrast, thelassicalbounded-error query complexity is lower bounded by sevitsitiNS94] and hence alway@(log n).

2It is interesting to contrast this with “quantum oracle mtgation” [Dam98]. If we just allowed any:-bit address then this
address could be recovered using roughdy2 quantum queries [Dam98], but not less [ABSW13]. In otherdsod quantum
queries could recover one of roughly? possible addresses. In the addressing schemes we consideminere differentn-bit
strings can point to the same addresguantum queries can recover onelSf® possible addresses.



2 ApproximatedegreeisQ(logn/loglogn) for all total f

2.1 Toolsfrom Fourier analysis

We use the framework of Fourier analysis on the Boolean cWeewill just introduce what we need here,
referring to [O’'DO8] Wol08] for more details and referencésthis section it will be convenient to denote
bits as+1 and—1, so a Boolean function will now bg : {£1}" — {£1}. Unless mentioned otherwise,
expectations and probabilities below are taken over a imiforandomz € {£1}".

Define the inner product between functiofig : {+1}" — R as

(F9) =5 O @) =Elf g
ze{£1}"

For S C [n], the functionyg is the product (parity) of the variables indexeddnThese functions form an
orthonormal basis for the space of all real-valued funation the Boolean cube. Th®urier coefficients

~

of faref(S) = (f, xs), and we can writgf in its Fourier decomposition

F=>" F(S)xs

SC[n]

-~ -~

Thedegreedeg(f) of f is max{[S| : f(S) # 0}. Theexpectatioror averageof f is E[f] = f(0}), and its
varianceis Var|f] = E[f*] — E[f]* = }"¢_¢ f(S)*. Thep-normof f is defined as

111, = E[LfP17P.
This is monotone non-decreasingpnForp = 2, Parseval’s identity says
112 =D F(s)*.
s
For low-degregf, the famous Bonami-Beckner hypercontractive inequatitplies that higher norms cannot

be muchbigger than the 2-norfd.

Theorem 1. Let f be a multilinearn-variate polynomial. Iy > 2, then

£l < (@ = D)D) £]l,.

The main tool we use is the following concentration resuit degreed polynomials (the degree-1
case is essentially the familiar Chernoff bound). Its deion from Theorenill is folklore, see for ex-
ample [DEKOQY, Section 2.2] or [O’D08, Theorem 5.4]. For geteness we include the proof below.

Theorem 2. Let F' be a multilinearn-variate polynomial of degree at mogf with expectation 0 and
variances? = ||F||3. For all t > (2¢)%? it holds that

Pr]|F| > to] < exp (—(d/Qe) - t2/d) .

3See for examplé [O’'D07, Lecture 16, Corollary 1.3][or [Wal@&er Theorem 4.1] for a proof, arld [Jan97, Chapter 5] forano
background on hypercontractivity.



Proof. Theorenil implies
E[|[F|7] = |F||Y < (g — 1)®2|[F|}§ = (q — 1)%/267.

Using Markov’s inequality gives

EllF|2 —1)94/2 54 dq/2
Pr{|F| > to] = Pr[|F|7 > (t0)7] < S o (g = D70 g™
(to)e (to)? t4
Choosingg = t2/d/e gives the theorem (note that our assumptiort onpliesq > 2). O

2.2 Thelower bound proof

Here we prove our main lower bound.

Theorem 3. Every Boolean functioif that depends on input bits has

cTeg(f) = Q(logn/loglogn).

Proof. Let P : R" — [—1, 1] be al/3-approximating polynomial foif (the assumption that the range is
[—1, 1] rather tharf—4/3,4/3] is for convenience and does not change anything significénir goal is to
show thatd := deg(P) is Q(logn/loglogn). If d > logn/loglogn then we are already done, so assume
d <logn/loglogn.

Define f; by f;(z) = (f(z) — f(x%))/2 and similarly defineP; by P;(x) = (P(z) — P(z*))/2. Note
that both f; and P; have expectation 0. We haye(z) € {£1} if i is sensitive forz, and f;(z) = 0 if ¢
is not sensitive for:. Similarly for P, with an error of up tol /3. Note thatP;(S) = P(S) if i € S and
Pi(S)=0ifi & S. Then

SR =33 B> =YY P(5)? = ISIP(S)2 < d > P(S)? = d| P} < d.
=1 i=1 S i=1 S>i S S

Hence there exists anc [n] for which
113 < d/n.

Assume; = 1 for convenience. Because every variable (includinyis influential, Eq.[(B) implies
Infy(f) > 270,

Defineo? = Var[Py] = | P,||5 < d/n. Sett = 1/20 > \/n/4d. Thent > (2¢)%/? for sufficiently largen,
because we assumédd log n/loglogn. Now use Theorernl 2 to get

Infy(f) = Prlfi(z) € {+1}]



Combining the upper and lower bounds on [iff) gives
270 < exp (—(d/2¢) (n/4d) /") .
Taking logarithms of left and right-hand side and negatiivgg
O(d?) > (d/2e)(n/4d)"/ .
Dividing by d and using our assumption that< log n/ log log n implies, for sufficiently largen:
logn > (n/4d)"/?.
Taking logarithms once more we get
d > log(n/4d)/loglogn = logn/loglogn — O(1),
which proves the theorem. O

Note that the constant factor in tlf&-) is essentially 1 for any constant approximation error. The
Q(log n/loglogn) bound remains valid even for quite large errors: the samefmioows that for every
constanty < 1/2, every polynomialP for which sg{P(z)) = f(z) and|P(x)| € [1/n7,1] for all
x € {£1}", has degre€)(log n/loglogn). This lower bound no longer holdsf = 1; for example for
oddn, the degree-1 polynomidl’;" , z;/n has the same sign as the majority function, gad)| € [1/n,1]
everywhere.

3 Functionswith quantum query complexity O(logn/loglogn)
In this section we exhibit twa-bit Boolean functions whose bounded-error quantum quemnyatexity (and
hence approximate degree)dlog n/loglogn).

Theorem 4. There is a Boolean functiofi : {0,1}"™ — {0, 1} that depends on at variables and has

Q1) =0 ).

log logn

Proof. Let us call a functioru(z1,...,z,,) of m variableszy, ..., z,, € {0,1} ak-addressing schemnié
a(zy,...,zy) € [k] and, for everyi € [k], there existry, . ..,z € {0,1} such thatu(zy,. .., z,) = 1.

Lemma 1. For everyt > 0, there exists &-addressing schem@(x1, ..., z,,) with k = ¢! that can be
computed with error probability< 1/3 usingO(t) quantum queries.

Proof. In Section$ 311 and 3.2 we give two constructions of addngssthemes achieving this bound]

Setm = t2, k = t!, andn = m + k. Without loss of generality, we assume all variablgs. . ., z,, in
the k-addressing schem#éz, . .., x,,) from Lemmdl are significant. (Otherwise remove the insigaift
variables and decrease.) Define the followingn-bit Boolean function:

f(x:l? e 7xn) = xa(:vk+1,:vk+2,...,mk+m)'

Then f can be computed with(¢) + 1 queries and the number of variablesiis- k = t*. Hence,

logn tlogt
> =(1 1))t.
loglogn — logt+ loglogt (1+o(1))



3.1 Addressing scheme: 1st construction

Define the scheme in the following way. We seléct ¢! wordsw(® of m bits each, such that any two
distinct wordsw(® andw(?) have Hamming distance in the intendal= [% — ct\/#log?, & + ct\/tlog ).

One can for example show the existence of such strings usitepdard application of the probabilistic
method, as follows. Select the() randomly from{0,1}™. For distincti and j, the expected Hamming
distance betweem? andw() equalsm/2. By a Chernoff bound, the probability that this Hamming
distance is outside of the intervalis 2—2(c** log(t)/m) — 9-Q(c*tlog?) |f we chooser a sufficiently large
constant then this probability ig1/(%)). Since there ar¢®) distincti, j-pairs, the union bound implies
that with probabilityl — o(1), all pairs of wordsw(”) andw(?) have Hamming distance in the intenal

For inputz € {0,1}™, definea(z) := i if = = w, anda(x) := 1 if 2 does not equal any of
wh ... w®), We select’ = O(t) so that
2¢cq/logt v < 1
\/E — 42t
Let
1 « ol
) = N Z(—l) 715).

1

j
Let [+;) be the statéx) defined above it: = w. If i # j, we have
2c/logt t < 1
\/E — 42t
The following lemma is quantum computing folklore. For tlaes of completeness we include a proof
in Appendix(A.

WP [P = (al))! < (

Lemma2. Letk > 1and|¢;),...,|¢x) be states such thate;|¢;)| < 1/k* wheneveli # j. Then there
is a measurement that, givésy, ), produces outcomewith probability at leas2/3.

We will apply this lemma to thé states¢;) = |+;)®". OurO(t)-query quantum algorithm is as follows:
1. Uset’ = O(t) queries to generate))®" .
2. Apply the measurement of Lemia 2.

3. If the measurement gives some‘ 1, then use Grover's searph algorithm [Gro96, BHMT02] (with
error probability< 1/3) to search forj € [m] such that:; # w](.’).

4. If no suchyj is found, then output. Else output 1.

The number of queries i9(t) to generatéy)® andO(y/m) = O(t) for Grover search, sO(t) in total.
If the input z equals somev®), then the measurement of Lemida 2 will produce the corrauith

probability at lease/3 and Grover search will not finds.t.z; # w{”. Hence, the whole algorithm wil
outputi with probability at leasg/3. If the inputz is not equal to anyv(®, then the measurement will

produce some but Grover search will fing s.t.z; # wj(.i), with probability at leas2/3. As a result, the
algorithm will output the correct answer 1 with probabildyleast2/3 in this case.



3.2 Addressing scheme: 2nd construction

Our second addressing scheme is based on the Bernstema\azigorithm [BV97]. For a string €
{0,1}*, let h(z) be its2°-bit Hadamard codeword:(z); = z - j mod 2, wherej ranges over all indices
€ {0,1}*, andz - j denotes the inner product of the twebit stringsz and j. The Bernstein-Vazirani
algorithm recovers with probability 1 using only one quantum query if #&-bit input is of the forma(z).

For our addressing scheme, we set log log k — log log log k andt = (log k)/s (assume for simplicity
these numbers are integers). Note that t(1T°(1)t, Them-bit input z to the addressing scheme consists
of ¢t blocksz™), ...,z of 2° bits each, sen = t2° = O(t?). Define the addressing scheme as follows:

If = is of the formh(z(1)) ... h(z®) then set(z) := z(V) ... 2. Otherwise sei(x) := 0'°8F,

Note that the value ofi(x) is alog k-bit string, and that the function is surjective. Hence,niifging
{0, 1}'°& * with [k], the functiona addresses a space/obits.
The following algorithm computes(x) with O(¢) quantum queries:

1. Use the Bernstein-Vazirani algorithntimes, once on each?), computingz("), ..., 2 € {0,1}".
2. Use Grover [Gro96, BHMT02] to checkif= (1 ... z(®) equals then-bit stringh(z™) ... h(z®).
3. Ifyes, outputa(z) = 2™ ... (), Else outpup'os”,

The query complexity is queries for the first step ard(,/m) = O(t) for the second.

If the inputz is the concatenation efHadamard codewords(z(1)), ... h(z(*)), then the first step will
identify the correct(®), ... z(!) with probability 1, and the second step will not find any dismmncy. On
the other hand, if the input is not the concatenatiohldddamard codewords then the two strings compared
in step 2 are not equal, and Grover search will find a discrgpatith probability at leas?/3, in which case
the algorithm outputs the correct valolgs

4 Conclusion

We gave an optimal answer to the question how low approxinkegeee and bounded-error quantum query
complexity can be for total Boolean functions dependingndpits. We proved a general lower bound of
Q(log n/loglog n), and exhibited two functions where this bound is achieveuk [atter upper bounds are
obtained by variations of the address function that ar@bklgtfor quantum algorithms.
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A Proof of LemmalfZ

The lemma is obvious fok = 1, so we can assume > 2. Let Hilbert spaceH be the span of the
states|¢q),. .., |¢k), and defined = Zle |pi)(¢i| as an operator on this space. We want to show that
A is close to the identity operator di. We first show thatd|¢;) is close to|¢;) for all j € [k]. Define

|05) = Alg;) — |#;). We have

k—1
1= > leasdlen| < D sl <
i€[k\{5} i€[k]\{5}
Now we showA|v) is close to|v) for an arbitrary unit vectofv) = Z§:1 ajl¢j) in H. Definea :=
S5 loyj |2 We have

k
L= (o) = > oja;(dild;) = a+ Y afa;(dild)).
i,5=1 i#j
Also, using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

D aiai(eile) < D leallag? D Ko < D> laalPlog? > 1/kY = a/k.
i#] i#] i#] 2 2
This impliesl > a — a/k and hencee < 1/(1 — 1/k) = k/(k — 1). We have

k k k
Ay =D aAlg) = a(le) +16;)) = v) + > a;ld;).
j=1 j=1 j=1

This implies, again using Cauchy-Schwarz,

k k k
k k(k —1)2 k—1 1
Av>v><§:aj5j<J§:aﬂJ§:5j2<\/k1\/ ( = : =\/ R
j=1 j=1 j=1

HenceA < 21.

Our measurement will consist of the operatéiis= Z|¢;)(¢;| for all i € [k], andEy = I — Sk Ei
By the previous discussiohy = I — %A > 0, so this is a well-defined measurement (more precisely, a
POVM). Given statd¢;), i € [k], the probability that our measurement produces the cooeitiomes:

equals T(E;|¢;)(¢:]) = 2/3.
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