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Derivation of Span Program for Span-Program-Based Quantum

Algorithm by Evolutionary Computation
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Abstract: In recent years, Span-Program-based Quantum Algorithm (SPQA) for evaluating Boolean for-
mulas has been paid attention. However there has been no general method to derive optimal span program,
which make the quantum query complexity of SPQA the least, and only professionals can derive for each
formula through trial and error. Especially, it is difficult to derive span program for a formula with many in-
put bits because number of elements of its matrix will increase exponentially. This paper proposes a method
for optimal span program derivation, which formulates the problem as an optimization problem and solves
it by evolutionary computation.

Keywords: span-program-based quantum algorithm, evolutionary computation, Boolean fomula evalua-

Vol.2013-MPS-95 No.11
2013/9/26

tion, quantum query complexity

1. LI

WA, 52 onamEAz TE R0 AR uifingbelh
BTIELLFHEiTE2BF 7LD RLDBEEIN T 3,
BT /7 VitEROE VT, BISf: {0,1}" — {0,1}

OB, BREBREB ARG R s X 7 o TrE R
Presently with Department of Information Science and
Biomedical Engineering, Graduate School of Science and En-
gineering, Kagoshima University,
Presently with 1-21-40, Korimoto, Kagoshima 890-0065,
Japan

) k4453895@kadai.jp

b)  k4391399@kadai.jp

© 2013 Information Processing Society of Japan

BXIINVELTEL, ANOEEY F 24T 7 VK
AbE LI LIk THIZATFL, AHEARRD A7
WA DY RECREBOREZIET 5. 47 7 LADf»
BV RMOAZHERE LTEL, a v Ea—FHED
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FEDOWFZEIE, 2007 412 Farhi 5 235845 NAND A
% O(VN) BT TR 2 B 7703 L% ELEL
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4745y NAND ARDFEfilx, #LIR7 L3 ) XA X 2w
HAOEEERE O(N3) 2R Tdh -7z [2-4]. NAND &
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#F 1 i’ Span Program 23BEAI DGR & &R A OF) [11]
Gate f Adv® (f)

xr1 N\ T2

xr1 V T2

1 @ w2

Majg (z[;;]) = (z1 Az2 V ((z1 V x2) A 23))
x1 VoV Iy

1 @ T2 @ T3

Zl\/wg\/1‘3\/x4

oy Ea -2kl 2 gy — FTchh, NAND
THR S N 22 R CRHiicE 2 2 L1d, %< D
FIEDEIRIA BICD7%A3%, Z D7, NAND THIK S 1L
2 (NAND K) 2 6 EICRTF7 LT Y RLADBERS
Ny, M%), weEa L ifilisd > d, RiE
P2 RBEC L 2 2 222> 7243, Ambainis 5 12 & > TfE:
D NAND RZFHliCE % Xk 9 i1ck->7% [5-7].

Reichardt & Spalek 12 X > T, Span Program % ¥ & 12
L 7z iAo =57 )0 3 X 4 (Span-Program-based
Quantum Algorithm : SPQA) HMEEI N7z [8]. TN
&0, B OFHI R IR I N, 35
IZ, Reichardt I#{EREDFHINICE VT, SPQA DETF W
AbEHERD TR & — R TR (General Adversary
Bound) DT 52 ERRLE (9. 2, GG

T Span Program # i\ % Z £ T, mi#iZe SPQA DEH
WA THL I EERL TS

1%i# 7% Span Program OE RIS DALl £

BANTEN—RINTH 5. AT bit BHIK & 2wl

TIIATHI D EE LB BEABICHINT 2 729, LW
REPIINEETH 5. F72, B’ Span Program 23EEAI
TH 5P OEE S I L D Span Program ZEH 3 2%
FEPREINTED 8], ~HOMHXTOA, Fuiis
Span Program 23%&H I 11T 5 [10]. BIfE, moliZ: Span
Program 2352205 T\ 55Uk, AJ1233bit AT &
4bit D—IEOATH B (£ 1, [11] ).

AHTETUL, HELFEZ W TiaiZe Span Program %38
9 2 FEzRET 5. BIfEE TICmE %L Span Program
ERATETCORVHERICO W CGERREZ KR T2 &
C, IiiZs Span Program D&% XT3,

2. MRPHFOHE
2.1 E2FEvhk
HTEY MIRT I Y E2 =208 5 EHRO LR
“C% 5, HHEY FB01DEL DA EIENT
DKL, BmFI¥ETIE, HRADE DRI 7D
72®, mTEY MIO0 L 1 2ERADOTRETHKMNT 5.
AL RF1EFEY FOBFREZELLLDTH 2.

W) =alo)+ 810 (P +187=1) O
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BHEIZh D %8 o, B IFHERIRE L MEIXh 2 EERT
H5, BTREBIRZO»R2EELZZIT TS, ESMLOSM
TH2 W) =1%iLLT020ENHZ, BTEY b
FEH I NG L ERGDOEIRESEN, R0 1D
EL oI T S,

BEFREIZE LV FE-H BIcBITF 5507 Fre L
TSR T B 2 EMNTES, 22T, BN R
Ml H IR ERINAEHERY PVERZET. &
FHATBNT, )L I —BRIICERXITTH
20, BFavtEa—FTIFERRILE L THERX B LD
TEZ., A Q) ZHEFEMCEDRL 2858, RQ) Dk

HiF s,
w22

4BTEY FOWREXRZ FLIE, 2 XCE LV b 220
DTFUVIYNEQINILDPREEN, nBETEY FDLEE, 20
RIGEILR)L P ZEZRIDFIR T b VIl 5,

2.2 Span Program [CED<KEF7IIVXLA
2.2.1 Span Program
Span Program 13, Karchmer & 12 & » THIE S 1172w
B2 FH T 2 BIEREE T TH B [12). I AGHE
HHEVERER D 7 B C T OGEEY] [12,13] % Monotone Span
Program & L CHEF SR DOTRE 7387 SV 6415 [14],
n bit AJ1OFmBEUI§ % Span Program P %, X7
WEMYV D=7y b xZ V) #£0) &, A2+
ll/ﬁ)ﬁ {lv;):je T}y OREREI NG, ASIRZ BV ;) i
%, PRS2 AT 2 D bit BH {2, T1, .-, Tn, T}
@%%ﬁ)%f’?ﬁif & 2B [; USRS 7 N S
% . Span Program P 23® % iwd=\ fp : {0,1}" — {0,1}
w5 & &, X (3) DIRY D,

fP(JT)_{ (1)

if |t) € Span{|v;) : I; = true}

otherwise

(3)

Thbt, mRICAN 2 252 58, W 1 = true
L5 |v;) ORIBRATIt) 2RT I ENTELI L L,

R fp DN 1 &% 5 2 LIZFAETH 5. MBS
T) ZRTIENTERVESA, HE0L%5.
3bit D Majority B Maj, (w1, 22, 23) ZHNCHHAT 5.
3bit ® Majority BI4(® Span Program (=X (4) ® & 9 12,
F—=Fy bRV &, AR FUVEZEFLELT
ROV Ik D RT I EDITES,
)

9V DBINE, ATI_T b

w
—

IJ:{LL‘l i) xZ

-(2) -

= il T h B,

— S
¢ o
w%‘”

S
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= 2 Majy O Span Program D)) & HELER

z1 | x2 | x3 bIS17 ek Majs (z1,22,23)
0 0 0 not lie 0
0 0 1 not lie 0
0 1 0 not lie 0
0] 1|1 515 |v2) + 552 [vs) 1
1 0 0 not lie 0
11011 552 |u1) + 53 [vs) 1
1111]0 T35 1) + 552 fvs) 1
1| 1| 1 | 2o+ 4ve)+ 3 |vs) 1

WHE {Jv1), |v2), |vs)} &7 5. BIZIE Majs DBE, |v1)
@(é?QT . I ZRERL L OBETHY, I, I, . ..
ZV; DIND |v1), |vg), ... ICHIET 5,

Majs DEEIE, |t) %37\7]’\7 LV ORYIERE A TRT 720
2, |u)) DIESRLEL 202505 H 5, Majs
T2 ANz =011 DEEDITICART, 20 = 1,23 =1
THHI DS, Lh=I3=true £E%5DT, NI b
WAE |va) , Jug) D2 D TH S, L7di>T, A (B)DLIHIC
PIBARE G T |t) 2 RBITE B,

1 14w
=52+ 50
2.2.2 SPQA DOIE

SPQA %, Span Program #X—AIfE6is 77 71
ErETYA—27 TR ZEIck D, W2 17T ) &
TT7NVITVRALTHD, ‘YU A—71F, VL7 4—
JORFTHY, I TEMRRHETLVEHV S
Reichardt & Spalek (&, Span Program % BE4T5I12H>
B2 T 7%, BET A — 7 THL T LR
MTELILEZRLTED [8), ZITREINTVWE S
?71”}35‘20)75‘&’2ﬁ’\‘5

EROFwHMAZ G T % Span Program P 12D\,
F—=ry bR E ), AIR7 L |yi> eV zH
HNOEFZE L TE21T%2 A, ANIXNVDOEEE T,

|v3) Q)

[n] = {1,2,...,n}, I(z) L, ZNZFNUTDLHI
£7.
A= v il e £(CV) (6)
el
= U 1 (7)
j€[n],be{0,1}
I (z) = Z i) i| € £ (C1) (8)
i€l(x)

U (9)

[n]
ALV, BEELZRAERTH S0, V;ld A DARBELER

FRIERCIATITH 5. 11 (z) (& MAVICHEATH & 0L

N5, TITIE, HWEIIToTwRELY, [LEOTHICH
PofEHT I LIk, 208D € I(x) HHDYI%
L, fhoFlz 0i1cT3, ZOLEOEAMIESTER2ES
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B30T 7RG

B2 Majs i

7 7 DBEEATI B (o) ZKAD & 5127 [15].

(1B A
B%@*_<o 1H@)> (10)

Bop) &7 7 7HEOXIEZK 1 IR T. Aoy 1 A
DIFHTHY, Acy 3 AD2TFAMKETH S, £,
A =1-1(z) TH 5. ao,ars,bo,bc,br EX1 DX
12 Bap) 17~V E LTRIES N, 77 7RETIE/ —
FIZIET 2. Bop) 5%/ — FHOBICEARMITL,
7o 7WERERT 5, BEABOTHNZ, /— FEDH
BV b D EARRT, HlL LT Maj; D Span Program %
A (4) £ LI EED Bg, ) PHETHZR (11) 12, 7
77 %K 21T,

1l
3 V3 3

0| 1 w  w?

0/l 1 0 o0 (11)

0ol o 1 o

ol o o 1

2.3 EFIJIVEHEE

BF7ra) AaTRMGALE Rz /7 2 ) GHE
&= (Quantum Query Complexity) &MES, ®mT V4 —7
TECES, MuabeREEY TR, IELWREER
ZELZENTERY, 20710, ELWHERIEEST
<, o, AhvlluELERETETT LI EPEEN
%. SPQA o&ET 7 Y it EIZ Span Program 2> 5 &
SN % witness size ICHEL W I EDRINTVS [10]. I
D7, witness size DA 7 \> Span Program Z K % Z
& THROEZ SPQA #EHT 2 Z L TE S,
2.3.1 witness size

witness size (& Span Program OMEREFHfiOfERE & L T
Awosns 9. RO f #5147 % Span Program

|
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P R S ¢7 SPQA ORT 7 2V HERE Q(f) £ B
C &, RADHED .,

Q(f) = O (wsize (P)) (12)
Span Program P @ witness size wsize (P) [ZX & D
Kbz,

wsize (P) = IEI?Oa:{(}" wsize (P, x) (13)

fr(x) = 1 THNIE, AT P LOBIEHEIC X
DY =79 bR ERTIENTELZDT,
Zi% |t) € Range (All(z)) L KRBT 2, Tt ZE,
ATl (z) |w) = |t) 27T |w) € CHI DFEEL, wsize (P, x)

X () okHcRTIEnTES, 2T, CH ||
KICDMFRZEM 2 £
wsize (P,x) = ) |2 (14)

min
|w): ATL(z)|w)=|t)

fp(x)=0DLE, |t) ¢ Range (Al (z)) &7 5. 2D
E, (tw') =121 (z) AT jw') =0 2% T |w') €V
DEL, wsize(Px) ZATDXHICKT I ENTE 2,

wsize (P, x) = min ||AT [’ H2 (15)

) =

II (x) 0

22T, AT, ADWEERLEEELT.
2.3.2 SPQA DOH#Eit

BT 7 VR ELmEAEHET E RO T ROGEHIX
BHGFTEE DS LT ED S Tw 3, BT
7 L) FHEEO T RIEEICIEBIE, £EAE (Polynomial
Method) [16], %5 (Adversary Bound) [17,18], —
R T (General Adversary Bound, Negative Ad-
versary Bound) [19] @ 33# D 5% % [20].

Reichardt (ZEREOFWE £ : {0,1}" — {0,1} iIcB W
T, Span Program P 2% f #5159 5% L ¥, SPQA DET
7 T GHERO TR & BRI R AdvT (f) B30T
22 xAMLA[9. Uk, —EFIAFICEL W
witness size #5-Z % Span Program ZRk® % Z £ T, &
H7s SPQA DEMDHRETSH 5.

3. BRERIBAR

3.1 ERIE

KigCTl, Ha v ¥ a—2 oiEfbitE 2 v,
it 7% Span Program %z 8§ 2 Pz 7 5. EX
B2 B\ Tid Reichardt & DEH L 72 @ #IZFE W CAT
9 [9]. Reichardt & 1%, —MEFHHFZEH T 5%
ZHalL, RAZEHL w3, 2o X; %S

1 3 (3) @ Span & Range 3BE X ZFAETH 2%, All(z) D
LTI TH 20 [v;) DEIIHIRT FALTHEITEDE
BTk R 5,
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{X1,Xa,..., Xp} ZRWT, witness size 25—# & T XTI
FUZ%E L 72 % Span Program 8§25 Z L3 TE 3,
Adv* (f) = min max Z x| X; |x) (16)

j€[n]
st Y (2 X;ly) =1if f(z)# f(y) (17)
Ji AY;
X, 20 (18)

R TRET 2 HRTlE, XA7) 0b L THWE
BF 219 Dk)IcERL, Faei/Mbd 2 L9 %

(X1, Xo, ..., X} 23Rk 2 Fo{bil@E E LTy 2.
RETEBIX (X1, Xo, ..., X} OFEET, HHSMEA
17) £ ¥ %,

F_ | maxeenn > e (@l X5 z) — Adv* (f) if X; =0
P(X;) otherwize

ZIT, x, ylEwmHEo AfEERL, P(X
NG 27T 1 BETH 5.
EXMEDEMAEHIE LT, f(x) =21V (ORy) DEE
DOHMBE F o 1 X H LHlfEfFo 1 XH (17) 2, 2h
Z0al(20), X (21) ITmd. 2L, Xjp & X; D%
# (k) DT &Y. X; DT (X 1) = Xj k)
THHDOT, X (21) 13, k<IITBT2HIEMEEZERT.

;) VEHIRDER

F= 20

ke{00,01.10,11} %:2} g (k) — (20)
X1,00,10) =1

s.t. X21(00’01) =1 (21)

X1,(00,11) + X2,(00,11) = 1

3.2 FREIEHODHIRE

AHARTE, {X1,Xe,..., Xj,...} DETOHEFEZ KRG
ZHRETroTEEL, A0A7) &, X (A8) o—H#IckD
HEIICE % 2 BHEICOWTREHERE» BN T3, T
bbb, flfsR (17) Gtk A) B LUK (18) Ziiz§
ETHY, BED, (X1, Xo, ..., X, } IRFITF (e B)
PORHEMEIETOMETHE L (GfFC) KEHLT,
FFABXUOB &S L) ICHRIERERET 5.

BlE LT, ORy ZNRET ZHHDHEFNERIZONT
M3 BLXOUTTHRS, ORy T {X1, Xo} DFHEFE
WREARERL, DL E, FMEA (OR, D6, X
(21)) &b, K@) ICRT L) I EHORIHHEE SN
2, 20D, X)) ICE>THREINS 31!@52%
X1,(00,10)5 X2,(00,01)» X2,(00,11) Z bRV 7 17 DI IT % Bat
EHET D,

FRD X ICHEIEHER T L LT, KMFABLUB
FEIH 7. SN D 7, RBELOMEE TSNS C DOAREE
EIhEkv, Thbb, X1, Xs,..., X, DEHMED S
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EHA) Y «IX b)=1 if fOEFO)
iy,

&4B) X, HOHTHT S

XI 00 01 1 11 XZ 00 01 ; 0 11

00 [ Xy oq | Xrwmon | 10 [ Xuoow | 90| Xowoon | 10/ [Xagorn | 10~ Xaomy
01 [ Xyoody | Xoovoy | Xeonso |Xeorm | 01| 10 [ Xowhy | Xoous | Xaewa
10 | 10| [Xuoud [ Xuorg [Xiwow | 10| Xewown | Xaotio | Xauwoso | Xauguy
11 [ Kooy [ Xronn] [ ¥uoon] [Fuasay | 11 | 10-Xowm | Xooan | Xouonn | Xoulu

=
E{K? ‘Xlum 00) [Xuol 01) ‘ X1 410,10) | Xiu11) ‘ ‘XZ‘N 11) ‘

B 3 OR, I2&\} %i8{ETHE

0 Fi3a L 2lEAMHEDMEEZ m & LT, LTI

FABBERGSE, 22T, Tpe BERET S,
P(X;) =m x Tpen (22)

4. FHMRER

4.1 =

RET 2L D, moliZe Span Program D& % 5
AHLEEITo7, 421 ik X422 fiTlE, ZhEh
2bit, 3bit DA ZXR L LT, DE 2\ THEHEZT-
7o, B, MFTE Tpo, = 1,000 & L7,

AFEhEClE, FEIL L 7R BAE% Span Program (225
L, mo#iZs Span Program TH 20 %iHli§ 5. T4hbb,
{X1,X0,.. ., X, } 2R (23) DL HWCaAaLVAF 4T %
CETH{ug)} KD S,

{vas)} t (vajloys) = (2] X ly) (23)

K7z {|vg;)} ZHVTR (24) & DT A ZEHT 2 (9],

>

z€Fo,j€[n]

%) (4, 75| © (vay| (24)

ZIT, Fo={z:f(z)=0} TH 3.

oAl A X b, A (13), A (14), X (15) 2T wit-
ness size Z R 5, T D witness size & M E T 5,
WEHEN D i fi# D witness size & % KT 25 2 L C, miEk
Span Program T& % 2% #¥fi§ 5.

4.2 HBRER
4.2.1 2bit OFHE

2bit DB ORy, ANDy, XORy Z X R &L T,
DE/rand/1/bin {2 & » Span Program O & % il 4 7z,
ZNEFNORICHIX 17, 17, 16 TH 5. HEFHY A X% 100
flélfd, #4752 10,000 AN, XK CR % 0.9, A7 —
WAREL Fse % 0.5 & L7, BfTHIEE 5 & L7,
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T T T T ]
1h ]
2 1e-05 | .
o} r LI 1
= i - eeed
L qe10 | | .
1e-15 | . ]

1 1 1 1
0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000

Generations
AND,

B 4 OR:, ANDs, XORs BT 2HICEOHER 7T 7

x 3 FEZiT-o% 2bit D@WEAICE T2
Adv™ (f) & witness size
WO EGEFO | 755 N7 RD

witness size | witness size

WHRA | Advt (f)

OR, V2 V2 1.41421
AND, V2 V2 1.41421
XOR, 2 2 2.00000

V2~ 1.41421

£ 4 FEEETo mHA (3bit)

i e Gate RIGHE
OR3 x1Vxo Vs 101
AND3 xr1 Axo A x3 101
Majs z1 Az2 V ((21 V a2) Axs) 92
Paritys 1 @2 D a3 92
If-Then-Else (2 Axs) V (z1 A T3) 92
Equals (1 ANz2 Ax3) V (T1T ATz AT3) 96

ORy, ANDy, XOR, IZE} % i BIEKDHEICE OHER
ZR4IRT. K4 &), WInomEEKICE LT Hi
REDIRE R BIZONTHIGIEDS 0 1ITINR L 72 2 £avb
»”5,

Rz, FEBRIC X > T 5 7z Span Program % §:iffi L
fo. #FERETo RO RE TR (Adv® (f)),
BERI D BBfR D witness size, FEERIC & - T 5 4172 Span
Program O witness size %, 2 312K 7, £3 LD, Wi
OFEXITE TS, Adv™ (f) EIEHITITV witness size
%ZF§D Span Program ZE N TEXL I L23b0 5,

4.2.2 3bit OFRER

72 4 1R 3bit DFEERZ N E LT, Span Program
DB EK AT, T ZTld DE/best/1/exp Z w7z, £
M4 X% 1,000 ik, HAEKD EEZ 50,000 R, 22X
K CR=09, A7 —MFH Fsc =03 & L7,

FERIZ & > TH & 17z Span Program % #fffi L, 2D
witness size &, £ 5ITRT. K5I12E, KFEHEZIT 0
B Adv™ (f), BERIDREMRED witness size % HHE T
Y. K5 XD, WITNOFRIERITBWTDH, MEEE 147
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R 5 FHETo % 3bit DFRHRICET S
Adv* (f) & witness size

e Advt (f) E%ﬂ@%iﬁ?ﬁ@ ?’%% hf:ﬁf@

witness size | witness size
OR3 V3 V3 1.73471
ANDs; V3 V3 1.73808
Majs 2 2 2.00921
Paritys 3 3 3.02427
If-Then-Else 2 2 2.00921
Equals 3/V2 3/V2 2.16242

V3 &~ 1.73205, 3/V2 =~ 2.12132

T Adv® (f) &% L \» witness size @ Span Program %
HBIBTERLI LIRS,

5. DT

SPQA THI\»% Span Program %, (LR % TR
ISR T 2 X2 RE L 72, RBREL 25, 1Bk
MR DTEITHRANIEH L T\ 2 5 % Span Program
ZRoE I E L CERMb L, KBUBLD DM B =
Bz RO T b Rk 2172 5 DE & H W GERUE % 5
2 KUK D 5,

FERIC KD, %7 25408, —RETFRR oI
I\ witness size % ¥ Span Program # EHTE 5 Z &
ZR L7,

S8, REEPRAOFHIEAUIZX 5 Span Program
DB, % bit DF@HRUCHT % Span Program DEH
2R %,
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