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We introduce Decoded Quantum Interferometry (DQI), a quantum algorithm for reducing
classical optimization problems to classical decoding problems by exploiting structure in the
Fourier spectrum of the objective function. DQI reduces sparse max-XORSAT to decoding
LDPC codes, which can be achieved using powerful classical algorithms such as Belief Propaga-
tion (BP). As an initial benchmark, we compare DQI using belief propagation decoding against
classical optimization via simulated annealing. In this setting we present evidence that, for a
certain family of max-XORSAT instances, DQI with BP decoding achieves a better approxima-
tion ratio on average than simulated annealing, although not better than specialized classical
algorithms tailored to those instances. We also analyze a combinatorial optimization problem
corresponding to finding polynomials that intersect the maximum number of points. There, DQI
efficiently achieves a better approximation ratio than any polynomial-time classical algorithm
known to us, thus realizing an apparent exponential quantum speedup. Finally, we show that
the problem defined by Yamakawa and Zhandry in order to prove an exponential separation
between quantum and classical query complexity is a special case of the optimization problem
efficiently solved by DQL.

1 Introduction

Here we address the longstanding open question of whether there exist any optimization problems
for which quantum computers can offer exponential speedup. Combinatorial optimization problems
have the right characteristics to make them attractive targets for quantum computation, in that
they have widespread industrial and scientific applications and the bottleneck for solving them is
computational power rather than input /output bandwidth or data quality. More precisely, for many
combinatorial optimization problems, the best known algorithms use a number of computational
steps that scales exponentially in the number of bits needed to describe the problem instance.
Many combinatorial optimization problems are NP-hard. Therefore, under standard complexity-
theoretic assumptions, one does not expect to find polynomial time classical or quantum algorithms
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that can obtain exactly optimal solutions for worst-case instances. Furthermore, for some combina-
torial optimization problems, inapproximability results are known which imply that certain approx-
imations to the optima can also not be found classically or quantumly in polynomial time unless
certain widely-believed complexity-theoretic assumptions are false [1]. Nevertheless, there remain
many ensembles of combinatorial optimization problems for which the approximations achieved by
polynomial-time classical algorithms fall short of complexity-theoretic limits. These gaps present
a potential opportunity for quantum computers, namely achieving in polynomial time an approxi-
mation that requires exponential time to achieve using known classical algorithms.

These characteristics have drawn substantial attention to quantum algorithms for combinato-
rial optimization over the last three decades. Two of the main lines of attack on this problem are
adiabatic optimization [2] and the Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithm (QAOA) [3].
These both use Hamiltonians as the point of connection between optimization problems and quan-
tum mechanics. Although fruitful and promising [1—&], these approaches so far have not yielded a
definitive answer to whether quantum computers can achieve exponential speedup for optimization.

Here, we propose a new line of attack on this question, which uses interference patterns, rather
than Hamiltonians, as the key quantum principle behind the algorithm. We call this algorithm
Decoded Quantum Interferometry (DQI). DQI uses a Quantum Fourier Transform to arrange that
amplitudes interfere constructively on symbol strings for which the objective value is large, thereby
enhancing the probability of obtaining good solutions upon measurement. Whereas Hamiltonian-
based approaches are often regarded as exploiting the local structure of the optimization landscape
(e.g. tunneling across barriers [9]), our approach instead exploits sparsity that is routinely present
in the Fourier spectrum of the objective functions for combinatorial optimization problems and can
also exploit more elaborate structure in the spectrum if present.

Before presenting evidence that DQI can obtain better results than known classical algorithms,
we quickly illustrate the essence of the DQI algorithm using max-XORSAT as an example of an
optimization problem to which it can be applied. Given B € F5"*" and v € F5* with m > n, the
max-XORSAT problem is to find x € [} satisfying as many as possible among the m linear mod-2
equations Bx = v. The objective function f : 3 — Z can be taken as the number of equations
satisfied minus the number of equations unsatisfied. This can be expressed as

m

Fx) = S (~1yre, 1)
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where b; is the i*" row of B. From this expression one can see that the Hadamard transform of
f is extremely sparse: it has m nonzero amplitudes, which are on the strings bi,...,b,,. The
state ZXG[FS f(x)|x) is thus easy to prepare. Simply prepare the superposition > ., (—1)" |b;)
and apply the quantum Hadamard transform. (Here, for simplicity, we have omitted normalization
factors.) Measuring the state er[Fg f(x)|x) in the computational basis yields a biased sample,
where a string x is obtained with probability proportional to f(x)?, which slightly enhances the
likelihood of obtaining strings of large objective value relative to uniformly random sampling.
To obtain stronger enhancement, DQI prepares states of the form

[P =Y PU(x) %), (2)
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where P is an appropriately normalized degree-¢ polynomial. As we show in §5, the Hadamard



transform of such a state always takes the form
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where wy, ..., wy are coefficients that can be efficiently calculated from the coefficients in P and
| - | denotes the Hamming weight, i.e. {p-norm. The DQI algorithm prepares |P(f)) in three steps.
The first step is to prepare the state
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This is relatively straightforward and can be done in O(m?) quantum gates, as discussed in §5.
The second step is to uncompute |k) |y) from the first two registers. The third step is to apply a
Hadamard transform to the remaining third register, yielding |P(f)).

The second step, of uncomputation, is not straightforward because B is a nonsquare matrix
and thus inferring y from By is an underdetermined linear algebra problem. However, we also
know that |y| = k < £. We show that the problem of solving this underdetermined linear system
with a Hamming weight constraint is equivalent to decoding the classical error correcting code
C+={d ey :BTd =0} with up to £ errors.

Given a string in [}, the decoding problem is to find its nearest codeword in C*, as measured
by Hamming distance. In general decoding is an NP-hard problem [10]. But it becomes easier if
one is promised that the number of errors (i.e. the Hamming distance to the nearest codeword)
is not too large. When B is very sparse or has certain kinds of algebraic structure, the decoding
problem can be solved by polynomial-time classical algorithms even when ¢ is large (e.g. linear in
m). By solving this decoding problem using a reversible implementation of such a classical decoder
one uncomputes the initial two registers. Thus, if the decoding algorithm runs in time 7" then the
total runtime of the quantum algorithm to prepare |P(f)) is O(T + m?).

Approximate solutions to the optimization problem are obtained by measuring |P(f)) in the
computational basis. The higher the degree of the polynomial in |P(f)), the greater one can bias
the measured bit strings toward solutions with large objective value. However, this requires solving
a harder decoding problem, as the number of errors is equal to the degree of P. In the next section,
we summarize how, by making optimal choice of P and judicious choice of decoder, DQI can be a
powerful optimizer for some classes of problems.

2  Summary of Results

Our main results, beyond the introduction of the DQI algorithm, are the following.

e We analyze DQI and characterize the expected number of constraints that will be satisfied,
given some conditions on the corresponding code. We describe these results in detail in §6.

e We present two examples of optimization problems where DQI is effective. The first example,
which we call Optimal Polynomial Intersection (OPI), is an algebraically structured optimiza-
tion problem, which includes as special cases some hard polynomial-approximation problems



that have been previously studied mainly in the contexts of error correction and cryptanaly-
sis. For OPI, we provide evidence that DQI outperforms all known classical algorithms. We
discuss OPI in Section 2.2. Our second example is sparse instances of max-XORSAT. This
is a much less structured problem, which may be closer to generic industrial optimization
problems. For sparse max-XORSAT, we provide evidence that DQI, using a belief propaga-
tion decoder, outperforms simulated annealing, although classical algorithms tailored to this
instance can still out-perform DQI. We discuss sparse max-XORSAT further in section 2.3.

Before we get into the results, we formalize the general optimization problem that we apply DQI
to, which we call max-LINSAT and define as follows.

Definition 2.1. Let [ be a finite field. For ¢ = 1,...,m, let f; : F — {+1,—1} be
arbitrary functions. Given a matrix B € F™*" the max-LINSAT problem is to find
x € [ maximizing the objective f(x) = > 1" fi(3 7, Bijz ).

In this manuscript, we will assume m = poly(n), and except where noted otherwise, we will take
[ = [, where p is a prime number whose magnitude is polynomial in n. Therefore, fi,..., fm
can be specified explicitly by their truth tables. We take f; = +1 to mean constraint ¢ is satisfied
and f; = —1 to mean constraint 7 is unsatisfied. Thus, the objective value f(x) is the number
of satisfied constraints minus the number of unsatisfied constraints. Specializing max-LINSAT to
Fo yields max-XORSAT. If we additionally promise that each row of the matrix B contains at
most k nonzero entries then the resulting problem is max-k-XORSAT. The special case of max-
k-XORSAT with k& = 2 is called MAXCUT. As noted in Section 1, these problems are NP-hard;
indeed, even the special case of MAXCUT is NP-hard [11]. Thus, we do not expect either classical
or quantum algorithms to find exact solutions in polynomial time. Instead, we focus on finding
approximate optima, with the goal of finding better approximations with DQI than can be found
with polynomial-time classical algorithms.

2.1 Optimal expected number of satisfied constraints

As we quickly illustrated in Section 1 with the special case of max-XORSAT, DQI reduces the
problem of approximating max-LINSAT to the problem of decoding the linear code Ct over Fp
whose parity check matrix is BT. That is,

ct={defry:B"d=0}. (5)

This decoding problem is to be solved in superposition, such as by a reversible implementation of
any efficient classical decoding algorithm. If C can be efficiently decoded out to ¢ errors then,
given any appropriately normalized degree-¢ polynomial P, DQI can efficiently produce the state

IP(f) =D P(f(x) %) (6)
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Upon measuring in the computational basis one obtains a given string x with probability propor-
tional to P(f(x))?. One can choose P to bias this distribution toward strings of large objective
value. Larger ¢ allows this bias to be stronger, but requires the solution of a harder decoding
problem.

More quantitatively, in section 6, we prove the following theorem.



Theorem 2.1. Given a prime p and B € F*", let f(x) = 37, fi(37_; Bijz;) be a
max-LINSAT objective function. Suppose |f; *(+1)| = r for all i = 1,...,m and some
r € {1,...,p—1}. Given a degree-¢ polynomial P, let (s) be the expected number of
satisfied constraints for the symbol string obtained upon measuring the corresponding
DQI state |P(f)) in the computational basis. Suppose 2¢ + 1 < d* where d* is the
minimum distance of the code C*+ = {d € o e BTd = 0}, i.e. the minimum Hamming
weight of any nonzero codeword in C*. In the limit m — oo, with £/m fixed, the optimal
choice of degree-¢ polynomial P to maximize (s) yields

D) e

if 2 <1—L and ) — 1 otherwise.
P m m

A plot of (7) for r/p =1/2 is given in figure 2.

Theorem 2.1 assumes that 2/ + 1 < d*, which is the same as requiring that C- can be in
principle decoded from up to ¢ worst-case errors. Further, if we assume that this decoding can be
done efficiently, then the DQI algorithm is also efficient. In our analysis, we show how to relax these
assumptions, under other plausible assumptions about the code C*. In particular, in Theorem 7.1
we prove an analog of theorem 2.1 when 2¢ 4+ 1 > d*; and in Theorem 8.1 we show that even if
there is no efficient decoding algorithm for ¢ worst-case errors, an efficient algorithm that succeeds
with high probability over random errors can be used in the DQI algorithm to efficiently attain (7)
with high probability.

Via theorem 2.1, any result on decoding a class of linear codes, whether rigorous or empirical,
implies a corresponding result regarding the performance of DQI for solving a class of combinatorial
optimization problems which are dual to these codes. This enables two new lines of attack on the
question of quantum advantage for optimization. First, rigorous results on efficient decoding imply
as corollaries approximation guarantees for DQI applied to combinatorial optimization problems.
Second, this theorem allows incremental experiment-driven development of quantum optimization
heuristics, even though quantum hardware is not yet mature enough to run DQI. One can generate
instances of an optimization problem, test the empirical performance of a classical decoding algo-
rithm by running it on the corresponding codes, and infer the approximation achieved by DQI via
(7). This approximation can then be compared against the empirical performance of classical opti-
mization heuristics run on the same instances. This feedback can be used to drive improvements in
decoding algorithms, with the goal of beating the classical optimization heuristics with DQI. Such
computational experiments can easily be run on max-LINSAT instances with thousands or even
millions of variables.

DQI reduces the problem of satisfying a large number of linear constraints to a problem of
correcting a large number of errors in a linear code. Decoding linear codes is also an NP-hard
problem in general [10]. So, one must ask whether this reduction is ever advantageous. We next
present evidence that it can be. All of the problem instances that we describe and all code used in
our computer experiments are available at https://zenodo.org/records/13327871.

2.2 Optimal Polynomial Intersection

The example problem which provides our clearest demonstration of the power of DQI is as follows.



Definition 2.2. Given integers n < p with p prime, an instance of the Optimal
Polynomial Intersection (OPI) problem is as follows. Let Fi,...,F,_; be subsets of
the finite field F,. Find the degree n — 1 polynomial in @ € Fp[y] that maximizes
fort(Q) = {y € {1,...,p— 1} : Q(y) € F,}|, i.e. intersects as many of these subsets as
possible.

We note that OPI and special cases of it have been studied in several domains. As we discuss
more in §9, OPI is related to the list-recovery problem in the coding theory literature, and to the
noisy polynomial reconstruction/interpolation in the cryptography literature [12, 13]; however, as
discussed more in §9, the classical algorithms from these literatures do not seem to apply in the
parameter regime we consider here. We further note that OPI can be viewed as a generalization
of the polynomial approximation problem, studied in [14—16], in which each set F; is a contiguous
range of values in [,,. Finally, we note that OPI is related to the problem studied by Yamakawa
and Zhandry in [17], again in a very different parameter regime. We discuss this connection more
at the end of this section and in Section 3.

Below, we explain how to apply DQI to OPI, and set up a parameter regime for OPI where DQI
seems to outperform all classical algorithms known to us. We first observe that OPI is equivalent
to a special case of max-LINSAT. Let qq,...,¢,—1 € [, be the coefficients in @:

n—1
Q) => a4y (8)
=0

Recall that a primitive element of a finite field is an element such that taking successive powers of
it yields all nonzero elements of the field. Every finite field contains one or more primitive elements.
Thus, we can choose « to be any primitive element of [, and re-express the OPI objective function
as

forr(Q) = {i €{0,1,...,p—2} : Q(v") € F: }. 9)
Next, let
B +1 ifx e F,Yi
fi(z) = { —1 otherwise (10)
for i =0,...,p — 2 and define the matrix B by
Bij=7" i=0,....p—2  j=0,...,n—1. (11)

Then the max-LINSAT cost function is f(q) = Zf:_z fi(b; - q) where q = (qo,.--,qn_1) € Fy-
But b;-q = Q(v*), so f(q) =2 fop1(Q) — (p— 1) which means that the max-LINSAT cost function
f and the OPI cost function fopr are equivalent. Thus we have re-expressed our OPI instance as
an equivalent instance of max-LINSAT with m = p — 1 constraints.

We will apply DQI to the case where

D = Lp/2) Vi=0,..,p -2 (12)

By (12), in the limit of large p we have |f; ' (+1)|/p — 1/2 and |f; '(=1)|/p — 1/2 for all i. We
call functions with this property “balanced.”

When B has the form (11), then C*+ = {d € FI" : B'd = 0} is a Reed-Solomon code with
alphabet [, length m, dimension m — n, and distance n + 1. Note that our definitions of m



Figure 1: A stylized example of the Optimal Polynomial Intersection (OPI) problem. For i € [,
the orange set above the point ¢ represents F;. Both of the polynomials Q;(x) and Q2(z) represent
solutions that have a large objective value, as they each agree with all but one set Fj.

and n are inherited from the parameters of the max-LINSAT instances that we start with and are
therefore unfortunately in conflict with the meaning usually assigned to these symbols in a coding
theory context.

Maximum likelihood decoding for Reed-Solomon codes can be solved in polynomial time out

to half the distance of the code, e.g. using the Berlekamp-Welch algorithm [1%8]. Consequently, in
DQI we can take ¢ = |24 |. For the balanced case r — p/2, (7) simplifies to
(s) 1 l 14
AN (1= 13
m 2 * m m (13)

As a concrete example, set n ~ m/10. In this case DQI yields solutions where the fraction
of constraints satisfied is 1/2 + v/19/20 ~ 0.7179. As discussed in §9, and summarized in table
1, this satisfaction fraction exceeds the fraction achieved by any of the classical polynomial-time
algorithms that we consider.

Therefore, these Optimal Polynomial Intersection instances demonstrate the power of DQI.
Assuming no polynomial-time classical algorithm for this problem is found that can match this
fraction of satisfied constraints, this constitutes an example of an exponential quantum speedup.
It is noteworthy that our quantum algorithm is not based on a reduction to an Abelian Hidden
Subgroup or Hidden Shift problem. The margin of victory for the approximation fraction (0.7179
vs. 0.55) is also satisfyingly large. Nevertheless, it is also of great interest to investigate whether
exponential quantum speedup can be obtained for more generic constraint satisfaction problems,
with less underlying structure, as we do in the next section.

Before moving on to unstructured optimization problems, we consider whether the algorithm
of Yamakawa and Zhandry [17] may be applied to our OPI problem. As discussed in §9.4, the
parameters of our OPI problem are such that solutions satisfying all constraints are statistically
likely to exist but these exact optima seem to be computationally intractable to find using known



classical algorithms. The quantum algorithm of Yamakawa and Zhandry, when it can be used,
produces a solution satisfying all constraints. However, the quantum algorithm of Yamakawa and
Zhandry has high requirements on the decodability of C*. Specifically, for the “balanced case” in
which |f;(+1)| ~ | f;(=1)| for all i, the requirement is that C can be decoded out to error rate 1/2.
For our OPI example it is not known how to decode C- beyond error rate 1 /20, so the quantum
algorithm of Yamakawa and Zhandry is not applicable.

2.3 Random Sparse max-XORSAT

In this section, we consider average-case instances from certain families of bounded degree max-k-
XORSAT. In a max-k-XORSAT instance with degree bounded by D, each constraint contains at
most k variables and each variable is contained in at most D constraints. In other words, the matrix
B € F5" defining the instance has at most k nonzero entries in any row and at most D nonzero
entries in any column. DQI reduces this to decoding the code C whose parity check matrix is BT
Codes with sparse parity check matrices are known as Low Density Parity Check (LDPC) codes.
Randomly sampled LDPC codes are known to be correctable from a near-optimal number of random
errors (asymptotically as m grows) [19]. Consequently, in the limit of large m they can in principle
be decoded up to a number of random errors that nearly saturates the information theoretic limit
dictated by the rate of the code. When k and D are very small, information-theoretically optimal
decoding for random errors can be closely approached by polynomial-time decoders such as belief
propagation [20,21]. This makes sparse max-XORSAT a promising target for DQIL.

In this section we focus on benchmarking DQI with standard belief propagation decoding
(DQI+BP) against simulated annealing on max-k-XORSAT instances. We choose simulated an-
nealing as our primary classical point of comparison because it is often very effective in practice
on sparse constraint satisfaction problems and also because it serves as a representative example
of local search heuristics. Local search heuristics are widely used in practice and include greedy
algorithms, parallel tempering, TABU search, and many quantum-inspired optimization methods.
As discussed in §9.1 these should all be expected to have similar scaling behavior with D on
average-case max-k-XORSAT with bounded degree. Because of simulated annealing’s simplicity,
representativeness, and strong performance on average-case constraint satisfaction problems, beat-
ing simulated annealing on some class of instances is a good first test for any new classical or
quantum optimization heuristic.

It is well-known that max-XORSAT instances become harder to approximate as the degree of
the variables is increased [22,23]. Via DQI, a max-XORSAT instance of degree D is reduced to
a problem of decoding random errors for a code in which each parity check contains at most D
variables. As D increases, with m/n held fixed, the distance of the code and hence its performance
under information-theoretically optimal decoding are not degraded at all. Thus, as D grows, the
fraction of constraints satisfied by DQI with information-theoretically optimal decoding would
not degrade. In contrast, classical optimization algorithms based on local search yield satisfaction
fractions converging toward 1/2 in the limit D — oo which is no better than random guessing. Thus
as D grows with k/D fixed, DQI with information-theoretically optimal decoding will eventually
surpass all classical local search heuristics. However, for most ensembles of codes, the number of
errors correctable by standard polynomial-time decoders such as belief propagation falls increasingly
short of information-theoretic limits as the degree D of the parity checks increases. Thus increasing
D generically makes the problem harder both for DQI4BP and for classical optimization heuristics.

Despite this challenge, we are able to find some unstructured families of sparse max-XORSAT



instances for which DQI with standard belief propagation decoding finds solutions satisfying a larger
fraction of constraints than we are able to find using simulated annealing. We do so by tuning the
degree distribution of the instances. For example, in §10, we generate an example max-XORSAT
instance from our specified degree distribution, which has 31,216 variables and 50,000 constraints,
where each constraint contains an average of 53.9731 variables and each variable is contained in
an average of 86.451 constraints. We find that DQI, using belief propagation decoding, can find
solutions in which the fraction of constraints satisfied is 0.835, whereas by simulated annealing we
are unable to satisfy more than 0.815.

Furthermore, as shown in table 1, DQI4+BP also achieves higher satisfaction fraction than we
are able to obtain using any of the general-purpose classical optimization algorithms that we tried.
However, unlike our OPI example, we do not put this forth as a potential example of exponential
quantum advantage. Rather, we are able to construct a tailored classical algorithm specialized
to these instances which finds solutions where the fraction of constraints satisfied is 0.88, thereby
slightly beating DQI+BP.

Optimal Polynomial Intersection Random Sparse max-XORSAT
Algorithm SAT Fraction Algorithm SAT Fraction
DQI + Berlekamp-Welch 0.7179 Tailored Heuristic 0.880
Truncation Heuristic 0.55 + o(1) DQI + Belief Propagation 0.835
Local Search (e.g. SA) 0.5+ o(1) Truncation Heuristic 0.812
Algebraic attacks? None found Simulated Annealing 0.815
Greedy Algorithm 0.666
AdvRand 0.554

Table 1: Here, we compare the fraction of constraints achieved efficiently using DQI against
applicable classical algorithms for two optimization problems. On the left, we compare DQI,
using the Berlekamp-Welch decoder, against the asymptotic behavior classical algorithms for the
OPI problem that we define above. We consider the limit where the number of variables goes
to infinity and the number of constraints is ten times the number of variables. On the right, we
compare DQI, using standard belief propagation as the decoder, against classical algorithms for a
randomly-generated sparse instance with irregular degree-distribution specified in §10. We consider
an example instance with 31,216 variables and 50,000 constraints. The classical algorithms above
as well as the classical algebraic attacks on OPI that we considered are defined and discussed in §9.

3 Relation to Prior Work

DQI is related to a family of quantum reductions that originate with the work of Aharonov, Ta-
Shma, and Regev in the early 2000s [24,25]. In this body of work the core idea is to use the
convolution theorem to obtain reductions between nearest lattice vector problems and shortest
lattice vector problems. The two members of this family of quantum reductions that bear closest
relation to DQI are the recent breakthrough of Yamakawa and Zhandry [17] proving an exponen-
tial separation between quantum query complexity and classical query complexity for a problem
defined using a random oracle, and the reduction by Debris-Alazard, Remaud, and Tillich [26] of
an approximate shortest codeword problem to a bounded distance decoding problem. We discuss
each of these in turn.



In [17], Yamakawa and Zhandry define an oracle problem that they prove can be solved us-
ing polynomially many quantum queries but requires exponentially many classical queries. Their
problem is essentially equivalent to max-LINSAT over an exponentially large finite field Fq:, where
the functions fi,..., f;n are defined by random oracles. In §11 we recount the exact definition of
the Yamakawa-Zhandry problem and show how DQI can be extended to the Yamakawa-Zhandry
problem. In the problem defined by Yamakawa and Zhandry, the truth tables for the constraints are
defined by random oracles, and therefore, in the language of theorem 2.1, r/p = 1/2. Furthermore,
the Yamakawa-Zhandry instance is designed such that Ct can be decoded with exponentially small
failure probability if half of the symbols are corrupted by errors. Thus, in the language of 2.1, we
can take //m = 1/2. In this case, if we extrapolate (7) to the Yamakawa-Zhandry regime, one
obtains (s)/m = 1, indicating that DQI should find a solution satisfying all constraints. (Extrapo-
lation is required because the Yamakawa-Zhandry example does not satisfy d* < 2¢+ 1, although
it does satisfy a similar requirement that the decoding problem is solvable almost always with /¢
random errors. Confidence in this extrapolation is bolstered by the arguments in §7.) Note that the
quantum algorithm given by Yamakawa and Zhandry for finding a solution satisfying all constraints
is different than DQI, although similar in spirit.

An important difference between our OPI results and the exponential quantum query complexity
speedup of Yamakawa and Zhandry is that the latter depends on [, being an exponentially large
finite field. This allows Yamakawa and Zhandry to obtain an information theoretic exponential
classical query-complexity lower bound, thus making their separation rigorous. In contrast, our
apparent exponential speedup for OPI uses a finite field of polynomial size, in which case the
truth tables are polynomial size and known explicitly. This regime is more relevant to real-world
optimization problems. The price we pay is that the classical query complexity in this regime is
necessarily polynomial. This means that the information-theoretic argument of [17] establishing
an exponential improvement in query complexity does not apply in our setting. Instead, we argue
heuristically for an exponential quantum speedup, by comparing to known classical algorithms.

Aside from Yamakawa-Zhandry, other prior work that we are aware of which bears some relation
to DQI is a quantum reduction from the approximate shortest codeword problem on a code C' to the
bounded distance decoding problem on its dual C*, which is due to Debris-Alazard, Remaud, and
Tillich [26]. The approximate nearest codeword problem is closely related to max-XORSAT: the
max-XORSAT problem is to find the codeword in C'= {Bx|x € F4} that has smallest Hamming
distance from a given bit string v, whereas the shortest codeword problem is to find the codeword
in C'\ {0} with smallest Hamming weight. Roughly speaking, then, the shortest codeword problem
is the special case of max-XORSAT where v = 0 except that the trivial solution 0 is excluded.
Although conceptualized quite differently, the reduction of [26] is similar to the p = 2 special case
of DQI in that it is achieved via a quantum Hadamard transform.

Another interesting connection between DQI and prior work appears in the context of planted
inference problems, such as planted kXOR, where the task is to recover a secret good assignment
planted in an otherwise random kXOR instance. It has been recently shown that quantum algo-
rithms can achieve polynomial speedups for planted kXOR by efficiently constructing a guiding
state that has improved overlap with the planted solution [27]. Curiously, the ¢-th order guiding
state studied in [27] seems related to the ¢-th order DQI state presented here. The key conceptual
difference is that, to obtain an assignment that satisfies a large number of constraints, the DQI state
in this work is measured in the computational basis, whereas the guiding state in [27] is measured in
the eigenbasis of the so-called Kikuchi matrix, and subsequently rounded. It is interesting that for
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the large values of ¢ studied in this work, the (Fourier-transformed) Kikuchi matrix asymptotically
approaches a diagonal matrix such that its eigenbasis is close to the computational basis.

Lastly, we would like to highlight [28] in which Chailloux and Tillich introduce a method for
decoding superpositions of errors, which can be adapted for the uncomputation step needed in
DQI. In this manuscript, for the decoding step of DQI, we use classical decoding algorithms imple-
mented as reversible circuits. However, the quantum state we apply these to consists of a quantum
superposition over the possible error strings. When we run a classical decoder in superposition, it
treats the different syndromes as if they come from a classical probability distribution. This raises
the question: is it possible to exploit the coherence of the superposition over errors? A variant
of this question was studied in [28], which they call the quantum decoding problem. They give an
algorithm to solve the quantum decoding problem based on a technique called unambiguous state
discrimination (USD). Roughly speaking, USD is a coherent quantum rotation which allows us to
convert bit-flip error into erasure error. If the resulting erasure error rate is small enough, we can
decode perfectly using Gaussian elimination. Interestingly, this is efficient regardless of the sparsity
of the code. It is indeed possible to use USD for decoding in DQI. However, we curiously find that
the resulting performance of this combination of quantum algorithms on instances of max-LINSAT
with uniformly random dense B exactly matches that of the classical truncation heuristic.

4 Discussion

Let us now take stock of what our OPI and max-XORSAT examples tell us about the prospect
of achieving exponential speedup on industrially relevant optimization problems using DQI. In
real-world optimization problems the truth tables of the constraints are typically known explicitly.
This is reflected in standard toy models of real-world optimization such as max-k-XORSAT whose
variables are over polynomial-size alphabets. The exponential separation of Yamakawa and Zhandry
is not informative about this regime as it crucially relies on the fact that exponentially many classical
queries would be needed to attain sufficient knowledge of the truth table of the random oracle to
solve their problem. Our Optimal Polynomial Intersection example over [, with polynomial p does
provide such evidence, assuming no polynomial time classical attack on this problem is found. Thus
it eliminates the requirement of exponentially large alphabet but still relies on algebraic structure.

Using randomly generated instances of max-k-XORSAT, we consider the scenario of greatest
interest for industrial optimization problems, in which the problem instances neither have expo-
nentially large truth tables nor algebraic structure. We find that in some regime, DQI with belief
propagation decoding is able to achieve an approximation to the optimum that we are unable to
reach using simulated annealing or any of the other general-purpose classical optimization heuristics
that we tried. However, we do not outperform all polynomial-time classical algorithms because we
are able to devise an algorithm tailor to those instances that performs better than DQI.

A key direction for future research on DQI is finding additional classes of problems, partic-
ularly algebraically unstructured ones, for which DQI achieves a better approximation than any
polynomial-time classical algorithm. It is worth noting that any putative example will need to
be tested against a wide array of classical algorithms beyond the four considered here (simulated
annealing, greedy search, truncation heuristic, and AdvRand). Many of the potentially applica-
ble techniques appear in the literature under headings other than max-XORSAT, such as Ising
models, QUBO, PUBO, p-spin models, max-SAT, max-CUT, graph coloring, and max-F3-LIN2.
Applicable methods include continuous variable relaxations to linear or semidefinite programming
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problems [29], local methods [30,31], message passing algorithms [32], LDGM decoders [33], as well
as methods related to integer programming and constraint programming [34,35]. Beyond compar-
isons to other classical algorithms, it would also be interesting to find a problem that DQI can
efficiently solve that is provably hard classically, under standard cryptographic assumptions.

A large space remains to be explored regarding different families of optimization problems,
different decoders, and different classical optimization algorithms to compete against. In particular,
we believe it will be interesting to study the performance of DQI on algebraically unstructured max-
XORSAT where the decoding is done by linear program decoders instead of belief propagation, as
linear program decoders can in some cases tolerate higher error rates than belief propagation when
in the regime of denser parity check matrices [36—12], which correspond to harder optimization
problems.

Lastly, we note that, in the absence of decoding failures, the probability of obtaining a given bit
string using DQI is determined solely by that bit string’s objective value. Most other optimization
heuristics, such as simulated annealing, lack this guarantee of fair sampling. As shown in [13],
uniform sampling from a set of strings with a given property is a powerful primitive closely linked
to approximate counting of strings with that property. In general the approximate counting problem
is a more difficult computational problem than the search problem of simply finding an example
string with that property. This suggests a direction for future research, namely exploring the power
of DQI for approximate counting problems.

5 Decoded Quantum Interferometry

Here we describe Decoded Quantum Interferometry. We start with DQI for max-XORSAT, which
is the special case of max-LINSAT with [ = F». Then we describe DQI with [ = [, for any prime
p. In each case, our explanation consists of a discussion of the quantum state we intend to create
followed by a description of the quantum algorithm used to create it. The generalization of DQI to
extension fields is given in §11.

In this section, we assume throughout that 20+ 1 < d. In some cases we find that it is possible
to decode more than d* /2 errors with high probability, in which case we can use ¢ exceeding this
bound. This contributes some technical complications to the description and analysis of the DQI
algorithm, which we defer to §7.

5.1 DQI for max-XORSAT
5.1.1 DQI Quantum State for max-XORSAT

Given an objective of the form f = f; + ...+ f,, and a degree-f univariate polynomial

l
P =Y ", (14)
k=0
we can regard P(f) as a degree-¢ multivariate polynomial in f1,..., fi,. Since fi,..., f, are £1-

valued we have f? = 1 for all i. Consequently, we can express P(f) as
¢
P(f) =Y wxPP(f1,..., fm), (15)
k=0
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where P®)(f1,..., fn) is the degree-k elementary symmetric polynomial, i.e. the unweighted sum
of all (') products of k distinct factors from fi,..., fm.

For simplicity, we will henceforth always assume that the overall normalization of P has been
chosen so that the state |P(f)) = er[Fg P(f(x)) |x) has unit norm. In analogy with equation

(15), we will write the DQI state |P(f)) as a linear combination of [P} ... |P®), where

POy = — L 5™ PBO(fi(by %), (b)) ) (16)

2" (%) xery
From definition 2.1 and equation (1), we have f;(b; - x) = (=1)%(—1)P**, so

PO(fr, o fm) = D fa X x [y (17)

'il. yous Ak
distinct

= 0 (a1 et (18)

T1yeeeylk
distinct

_ Z (_1)v-y(_1)(BTy)~x, (19)

yelby?
ly|=Fk

where |y| indicates the Hamming weight of y. From this we see that the Hadamard transform of
|PR)) is

PW) = B [PW) = 3 (17 |BTy). (20)

(%) yerp

lyl=Fk
If |y| < dt/2, then BTy are all distinct. Therefore, |P©) ... |P®) form an orthonormal
set provided ¢ < d'/2, and so do |[P©), ... |P®). 1In this case, the DQI state |P(f)) =

er[Fg P(f(x))|x) can be expressed as
l
P(f) =D we| P, (21)
k=0

where

Wy = Uy [2" (TZ>, (22)

5.1.2 DQI Algorithm for max-XORSAT

With these facts in hand, we now present the DQI algorithm for max-XORSAT. The algorithm
utilizes three quantum registers: a weight register comprising [log, £] qubits, an error register with
m qubits, and a syndrome register with n qubits.

As the first step in DQI we initialize the weight register in the state

¢
Z wy, [k) . (23)
k=0
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The choice of w € R that maximizes the expected number of satisfied constraints can be obtained
by solving for the principal eigenvector of an (£ + 1) x (¢ 4 1) matrix, as described in §6. Given w,
this state preparation can be done efficiently because it is a state of only [log, £] qubits. One way to
do this is to use the method from [14] that prepares an arbitrary superposition over ¢ computational
basis states using 6(6) quantum gates.

Next, conditioned on the value k in the weight register, we prepare the error register into the
uniform superposition over all bit strings of Hamming weight &

- Z wi [k) —— > ly). (24)
\V (k yelby?
lyl=k
Efficient methods for preparing such superpositions using O(¢m) quantum gates have been devised
due to applications in physics, where they are known as Dicke states [15,46]. Next, we apply the
phases (—1)¥Y by performing a Pauli-Z; on each qubit for which v; = 1, at the cost of O(m)
quantum gates

— Zwklk DDy (25)
\ ( ) Iyl=+

Then, we reversibly compute BTy into the syndrome register by standard matrix-vector multipli-

cation over Fg at the cost O(mn) quantum gates

Y (=0Yy)|BTy). (26)

— wk|k‘
5 5=

From this, to obtain |]5(k)> we need to use the content s = BTy of the syndrome register to
reversibly uncompute the contents k,y of the weight and error registers, in superposition. This is
the hardest part. We next discuss how to compute y from s. By solving this problem we also solve
the problem of computing k since k is merely the Hamming weight of y.

Recall that B € F*" with m > n. Let s € [} be the content of the syndrome register. Given
s it is easy to find a solution yo to s = By, for example by using Gaussian elimination. However,
the linear system is underdetermined so in general y( will not equal y. Rather, y and yq will differ
by an element of the kernel of B”, which we will call c. Thus we have

yo = y+c (27)
Ble = 0 (28)
vyl = k. (29)

Solving for y is a classic bounded distance decoding problem where ¢ is an unknown codeword in
ct = {d e 5" : BTd = 0}, yo is the known corrupted codeword, and y is the unknown error
string, which is promised to have Hamming weight k. This has a unique solution provided k is
less than half the minimum distance of C*. When this solution can be found efficiently, we can
efficiently uncompute the content of the weight and error registers, which can then be discarded.
This leaves

lyl=Fk

— z:wk\/U > (=1)vY|BTy) (30)
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in the syndrome register which we recognize as

4
= w, |[P®). (31)
k=0

By taking the Hadamard transform we then obtain

4
= > wy, [PW) (32)
k=0
which is the desired DQI state |P(f)).

5.2 DQI for General max-LINSAT
5.2.1 DQI Quantum State for General max-LINSAT

Recall that max-LINSAT objective takes the form f(x) = /", fi(b;-x) with f; : F,, — {+1,—1}.

In order to keep the presentation as simple as possible, we restrict attention to the situation where

the preimages F; := f; *(+1) for i = 1,...,m have the same cardinality r := |Fj| € {1,...,p — 1}.

We will find it convenient to work in terms of g; which we define as f; shifted and rescaled so that

its Fourier transform )
Giy) = —= Y wigi(x) (33)

\/ﬁ zel,
vanishes at y = 0 and is normalized, i.e. 3 o lgi(z)]? = > yeF, |3i(y)|?> = 1. (Here and through-

out, w, = ei2r/p .) In other words, rather than using f; directly, we will use

R 1C) ~f
gz( ) o (34)

_ _\1/2
where f:= 13 cp fi(z) and ¢ := <Zye[rp | fi(y) — f’2) - By (34), the sums

fx) = fAlbr-x)+... 4 fn(bm - %) (35)
9(x) = gi(b1-x)+ ...+ gm(bm - x) (36)

are related according to
f(x) =g(x)p +mf. (37)

We transform the polynomial P(f(x)) into an equivalent polynomial Q(g(x)) of the same degree
by substituting in this relation and absorbing the relevant powers of ¢ and mf into the coefficients.
That is, Q(g(x)) = P(f(x)). As shown in appendix A, Q(g(x)) can always be expressed as a linear
combination of elementary symmetric polynomials. That is,

¢
Qg(x)) =Y uxPP(gi(b1 %), g (bry - )). (38)
k=0

As in the case of DQI for max-XORSAT above, we write the DQI state
() = > PUE) ) = D Qa(x)) Ix) =1Q(9) (39)

xE[Fg xe[Fg
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as a linear combination of |P(0)> ..., |PY) defined as

|P*)y = > PP (gi(by-x),...,gm(bm - x))|x). (40)

\/p (k XG[F"

PP (gi(by-%), ... . gmbm-x)= Y [[ gbi-x). (41)

zl)ﬂk 'LG{Zl 77“6}
distinct

By definition,

Substituting (33) into (41) yields

PR (gi(b1-%),.. ., gmbm-x) = > ] - > w, P Gily) (42)

Ul yeensll $€{01,0e i } fyie”_p

distinct
1
= > =" wa (43)
yeFm V "
lyl=k w10

From this we see that the Quantum Fourier Transform of |[P®*)) is

n 1 _
|PR)y .= pon | pk)) = o > gi(yi) | 1BTy) (44)

where Fj; = wi /\[ with 4,5 = 0,...,p — 1. As in the case of max-XORSAT earlier, if |y| < d*/2,
then BTy are all distinct. Therefore, if £ < d-/2 then |P©) ... |P®) form an orthonormal set
and so do [P ... |P®). Thus, the DQI state |P(f)) = zxe[F; P(f(x)) |x) can be expressed as

J4
) => wi|[P¥) (45)
k=0

where
wy = upy | pF (T]Z), (46)
and (P(f)|P(f)) = [[w]*.

5.2.2 DQI Algorithm for General max-LINSAT

DQI for general max-LINSAT employs four quantum registers: a weight register comprising [log, ¢]
qubits, a mask register with m qubits, an error register with m[log, p| qubits, and a syndrome
register with n[logy p| qubits. We will consider the error and syndrome registers as consisting of
m and n subregisters, respectively, where each subregister consists of [logy p] qubits’.

!One can also regard each subregister as a logical p-level quantum system, i.e. a qudit, encoded in [log, p] qubits.
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The task of DQI is to produce the state |Q(g)), which by construction is equal to |P(f)). We
proceed as follows. First, as in the p = 2 case, we initialize the weight register in the normalized
state

¢
Zwk k) - (47)
k=0

Next, conditioned on the value k in the weight register, we prepare the mask register in the corre-
sponding Dicke state

> . (48)
(%) wefoiym
lp|=k

V4
= > w|k)
oy

Then, we entangle the error register with the mask register. Let G; denote a unitary acting on
[log, p] qubits that sends |0) to
Z gi(ci) i) (49)

CiEU'_p

This may be realized, e.g. using the techniques from [44]. We apply G; to the i® subregister of
the error register conditional on the i** qubit in the mask register, which yields

V4
= > wp k) —— ( > w) HG?" j0)*™ (50)
k=0

=k =1

¢
Zwk k) —— Z 1) Z Guy(cr) -+ Guwy(cr) e = p) (51)
k=0

( "

where p; denotes the i*" entry of u, u(j) denotes the index of the j'™ nonzero entry of p, and
¢ < p denotes the string in F " obtained by substituting the 4% entry of ¢ for the ;'™ nonzero
entry in g and leaving the other entries as zero. (For example 123 < 01011 = 01023.)

Next, we reversibly compute BT (c < ), into the syndrome register, obtaining the state

l
S w k) —— 3 ) S (@) G () e o ) BYe s ). (52)
k=0 ( =k ceFk
By reparametrizing from fi,..., f, to g1,...,9m we ensured §;(0) = 0 for all ¢, so in this super-
position none of ci,...,c; are ever zero. Therefore, the values of y = ¢ — p appearing in the

superposition are exactly
{y ey : |yl =k} (53)

The content of the syndrome register is then BTy, and the task of finding y from BTy is the
bounded distance decoding problem on C+ = {y € Fp BTy = 0}. The condition that none of
the entries of ¢ are zero ensures that ¢ and g are uniquely determined by ¢ < p. Moreover, this
decomposition is easy to compute. Thus uncomputing the content of the weight, mask, and error
registers can be done efficiently whenever the bounded distance decoding problem on C can be
solved efficiently out to distance ¢.
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Uncomputing disentangles the syndrome register from the other registers leaving it in the state

4
— Z W
k=0

S S (@) - Gugy () 1B (e = ). (54)

( |u|=k ceFk

Using the condition ¢;(0) = 0, we can rewrite this as

3i(yi) | 1BTy). (55)

m
1
lyl=k \Wi70

‘ 1
=D W= )
k=0 \/(}) yerp \ i=1
Comparing (55) with (44) shows that this is equal to

4
= w;, [PW). (56)
k=0

Thus, by applying the Quantum Fourier Transform on [} to the syndrome register we obtain

¢
=) wy, [PW). (57)
k=0
By the definition of wy, this is |Q(g)), which equals |P(f)).

6 Optimal Asymptotic Expected Fraction of Satisfied Constraints

In this section we prove theorem 2.1. Before doing so, we make two remarks. First, we note that
the condition 2¢ + 1 < d* is equivalent to saying that ¢ must be less than half the distance of
the code, which is the same condition needed to guarantee that the decoding problem used in the
uncomputation step of DQI has a unique solution. This condition is met by our OPI example. It
is not met in our irregular max-XORSAT example. In section 7 we show that (7) remains a good
approximation even beyond this limit. Second, we note that lemma 6.2 gives an exact expression
for the expected number of constraints satisfied by DQI at any finite size and for any choice of
polynomial P, in terms of a (/+1) x (£+1) quadratic form. By numerically evaluating optimum of
this quadratic form we find that the finite size behavior converges fairly rapidly to the asymptotic
behavior of theorem 2.1, as illustrated in figure 2.

6.1 Preliminaries

Recall from §5.2 that the quantum state |P(f)) = F&"|P(f)) obtained by applying the Quantum
Fourier Transform to a DQI state |P(f)) = ZXEFE P(f(x))|x) is

V4 m
D=3 = ST [T v | 1B7y) (58)

m .
k=0 1/ () yerp \ i=1
lyl=k V70
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(s)/m

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
L/ m

Figure 2: Here we plot the expected fraction (s)/m of satisfied constraints, as dictated by lemma
6.2, upon measuring | P(f)) when P is the optimal degree-¢ polynomial. We show the balanced case
where | fl-_l(—i—l)\ ~ p/2 for all i. Accordingly, the dashed black line corresponds to the asymptotic
formula (7) with r/p = 1/2.

This can can be written more succinctly as

by defining? for any y € Fy
m
9v) =TT 9iws)- (60)
1=
Next, we note that

)DNCZIEED DI (D DR RUAIE) B (5 DR TSI I G NG

yG[F;” i17...7’ik€{1,...7m} yle[Fp ykE[Fp
ly|=Fk distinct

where we used the fact that §;(0) = 0 for all 7. Lastly, we formally restate the following fact, which
we derived in §5.2.

Lemma 6.1. Let d- denote the minimum distance of the code C+ = {d € Fy BTd = 0}. If
20 < d*, then (P(f)|P(f)) = [lw]/*.

2We regard the product of zero factors as 1, so that g:(0) = 1.
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The proof of theorem 2.1 consists of two parts. In the next subsection, we express the expected
fraction (s("%)) /m of satisfied constraints as a quadratic form involving a certain tridiagonal matrix.
Then, we derive a closed-form asymptotic formula for the maximum eigenvalue of the matrix. We
end section 6 by combining the two parts into a proof of theorem 2.1.

6.2 Expected Number of Satisfied Constraints

Lemma 6.2. Let f(x) =>", fi <Z?:1 Bijxj) be a max-LINSAT objective function with matrix

B € F*™ for a prime p and positive integers m and n such that m > n. Suppose that |f;1(+1)| =r
for some r € {1,...,p — 1}. Let P be a degree-¢ polynomial normalized so that (P(f)|P(f)) =1

with P(f) = Zi:a wi PO (f1, .o )/ /PR (M) its decomposition as a linear combination of

elementary symmetric polynomials. Let (s(m’z)> be the expected number of satisfied constraints for
the symbol string obtained upon measuring the DQI state |P(f)) in the computational basis. If
20 +1 < d+ where d* is the minimum distance of the code C+ = {d € Fot e BTd = 0}, then

(smy = T VI =7) t gmtdyy, (62)
p

p
where w = (w, ..., we)T and A4 is the (£ + 1) x (£ 4 1) symmetric tridiagonal matrix
0 ay -
al d a9
Almbd) — as 2d . (63)
. a
| ap ld]

with ap = \/k(m —k +1) andd:\/%.

Proof. The number of constraints satisfied by x € [} is

m

s(x) =Y 1p(b;-x) (64)

i=1
where

]lA(x):{1 if zeA (65)

0 otherwise

is the indicator function of the set A. For any v,z € [, we can write

1 a(z—v
]]-{v}(x) = - Z wp( ) (66)

p acly,

SO

@) = 3 tpla) = 3 3w, (67)

veF; veF; acly
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Substituting into (64), we have

SIS g, w

i=1 veF; aclF)

The expected number of constraints satisfied by a symbol string sampled from the output distri-
bution of a DQI state |P(f)) is

(s"™9) = (P(f)IS¢IP(f)) (69)
where Sy = ZXGW s(x)|x)(x|. We can express the observable Sy in terms of the clock operator
Z =3 ber, wg|b><b| on C? as

Sp= Y s)lx){x] (70)

xely

P IDID W LENIN g

1=1 veF; aclyp x€F}

m n
— IS S T S e (72)
p i=1 veF; acl) j*lzjefp
m

D H 705, (73)

p i=1 veF; acl)

Next, we apply the Fourier transform Fj; = wp /\f with i,j = 0,...,p—1 to write (s(™9) in terms
of the shift operator X =3 ¢ [b+1)(b] on C” as

=-D D D WP H 2379 P(f)) (74)

=1 veF; acl,

LT PR )

=1 veF; acl)

Unﬁ

’6 Mﬂ

where we used FZFT = X! and |P(f)) = F&"|P(f)).
Substituting (59) into (75), we get

l w* m n
1 wk ~x - _ — BZ
=5 2 s 2 SO0 5 3w Bl [
(kl) (kg) yi,y2€Fy =1 verl; acly J=1
ly1|=k1
ly2|=k2
(76)
Let eq,...,en € [} denote the standard basis of one-hot vectors. Then
- B
[1 %% 1B ys) = |BTy> — abl') = | BT (y2 — aey)) (77)
j=1
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SO

L * m
1 W
= Z — kN G y)av2) Y Y Y w, (B Ty B (2 — aei)). (78)
p (kl) (kg) yuy2€F7 i=1 veF; aclp
ly1]=Fk1
ly2|=k2

But |BTy;) and |BT (y2 — ae;)) are computational basis states, so

1 if BTy, =BT (yy — ae;
(BTy1[BT (v — aey) = V1 =5 (ys - aes) (79)
0 otherwise.
Moreover,
By, =B (ys —ae;) <= y1 —y2+ae; € CF < yi =y, — ae (80)

where we used the assumption that the smallest Hamming weight of a non-zero symbol string in
Clisdt>20+1>k +ko+1.

There are three possibilities to consider: |yi| = |y2| — 1, |y2| = |y1] — 1, and |y1]| = |y2|. We
further break up the last case into y; # y2 and y; = y2. Before simplifying (78), we examine the
values of i € {1,...,m} and a € F, for which (BTy|BT (ys — ae;)) = 1 in each of the four cases.
We also compute the value of the product §*(y1)g(y2).

Consider first the case |y1| = |y2| — 1. Here, a # 0 and i € {1,...,m} is the position which is
zero in y :=y; and a in yy. Therefore, by definition (60)

7 (y1)3(y2) = 13(y)ai(a). (81)

Next, suppose |y2| = |y1] — 1. Then a # 0 and i € {1,...,m} is the position which is zero in
y :=y2 and —a in yj. Thus,

7 (y1)g(y2) = 19(y2)*g; (=a) = [3(¥)*i(a). (82)

Consider next the case |yi| = |y2| and y;1 # y2. Here, a # 0 and i € {1,...,m} is the position
which is z — a in y1 and z in yo for some z € [}, \ {0,a}. Let y € [ denote the vector which is
zero at position ¢ and agrees with yi, and hence with ys, on all other positions. Then

7 (y1)3(y2) = [90) 3 (= — )gi(2) = |9(y)Pgi(a — 2)3i(2)- (83)

Finally, when y := y; = y2, we have

7 (y1)ily2) = l3y)|*. (84)

In this case, a =0 and i € {1,...,m}.

22



Putting it all together we can rewrite (78) as

—1 m
(m E) 1 Z wkwk—i-l Z ‘g Z w;avgi(cw (85)
Pi=o (kz) (k:+1) yE[F i=1 veF; acFy
lyl= vi=
1[—1 W w m
Fo ST S )P Y S S e i) (36)
P2 (k+1)(k) yerr i=1 vEF; a€F;
ly|=k vi=
1 4 |w |2 m
+= (n’i> S PSS Y g aa-2az)  (87)
P Wk yeFm i=1 veF; aeF} zeFp\{0,a}
ly|=k—1 vi=0
1 ‘ |wk’2 ~ 2 - —av
oS S P Y Y W (88)
Pi=o (k) yeF® i=1 vEF; ac{0}
lyl=k

Remembering that §;(0) = 0, we recognize the innermost sums in (85) and (86) as the inverse
Fourier transform so, for y with |y| = k, we have

>3 Y e = VB Y Y ) = yim— ke L= =Vl (89)

=1 veF; ae[F 1=1 veEF;
yi=0 y;=0

Similarly, with §;(0) = 0, we recognize the sums indexed by a and z in (87) as the inverse Fourier
transform of the convolution of g§; with itself, so

S S e D = X Y Y ) Y e (0

acly, zely, ae[Fp z€Fp z€lF, yely,
_ 1 _
= Y Wi gi(@)gi(y)= Y wly? (91)
a,z,yelp pze[Fp
= 3 @ Y i) — p g (0)? (92)
zely, acly

and, for y with |y| = k — 1, we have

YT i a0 =33 [ 3 i i) - Y )

yiizzl() veF; a€l} z€F,\{0,a} z 10 veF; \a,z€F), zefF,
=>. > (pa?-1) (93)
i=1 veF;
Yi=
=(m—k+1)(p—2r) (94)
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Substituting back into (85), (86), and (87), we obtain

(sm0y = VT —TZ Wiy k S Jay)

(k) (k—H) yeby

lyl=F

T(p - 7’) — *

DS > laty
k=0 (k+1 k) yeby
lyl=k
¢
p—2r m—k-+1 5
+ Z |wp|* Z G(y)[?
P4 (k) yeFm
lyl=k—1
mr
E:Wﬁ p 2 1)
k’ yerp
lyl=k
and using equation (61), we get
¢ r(p—r) =
(sm0y = VLTINS ey /T + 1) (m — )
p k=0
(P —7)
L > whywpy/(k+1)(m — k)
k=0

l
— 2r mr
FEE Y hwh 4+
p k=0

Defining
0 a -
al d a9
Almotd) — ay  2d
. a
ap ld]

where ap = \/k(m —k+1) for k=1,...,¢ and d € R, we can write

(sm0y = T VTP ) Gyt
p

p

where w = (w, ..., w)? and d = %.
r\p—Tr
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6.3 Asymptotic Formula for Maximum Eigenvalue of Matrix A% /m
Lemma 6.3. Let Afﬁf’d) denote the maximum eigenvalue of the symmetric tridiagonal matrix

A6 defined in (102). If £ < m/2 and d > —\/Z%, then

(m,£,d)

Amax
lim = pd + 2/ (1 — p) (104)

m,f—o0 m -
£/m=p

where the limit is taken as both m and ¢ tend to infinity with the ratio u = ¢/m fixed.

Proof. First, we show that if £ < m/2, then

(m,£,d)

)\In X
lim T > pud+2y/p(1 - p). (105)

m—00 m -
L/m=p

Define vector v(™f) € R as

fi =0,1,...,0—
Ugm’g): 0 or 2 0,1, N4 [\/a (106)
[VO~Y% for i=0—[VI]+1,...,¢L
ml)||12 L/Z] _
Then, ||v(™9||2 = v = 1. But
(m,£,d) MmO\ g(m,td) ,(m.0)
o A () Y (107)
m,l— 00 m m,l— o0 m
£/m=p L/m=p
( 1 e ) ( 1 K )
= lim > kd|+ lim > 2| (108)
m,f—00 m,f—00
z/mzu m[Ve] k=t—[VI]+1 @/mzu m[Ve] k=0—[V]+2
The second term in (108) is bounded below by
¢ 2a Vi -1
l;m ( 1/2 Z Qak) > I;m < E(ﬂhi(/; w )> (109)
m,l— o0 m,l—o0
l/m=p m[ —‘ k=0—[V{]+2 L/m=p m[ ~|
(VA V- [V
m,f—00 m [\/m
L/m=p
—2/u(l—p) (110)

where we used the fact that aj increases as a function of k for k < m/2. If d > 0, then the first
term in (108) is bounded below by

1 ‘ . VO - (6= [V +1)-d
Z kd) > lim = pd (111)
(m[\/ﬁ k=t—[VI]+1 7/57:? m[ Ve

mf—00
£/m=p
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and if d < 0, then it is bounded below by

1
1 0 -¢-d
m,l— o0 m,l— o0
Putting it all together, we get
)\(m 4,d)
I}m > pud 42/ (1 — (113)

m,f—00

L/m=pu

Next, we establish a matching upper bound on /\I(nax). For k=0,1,...,¢, let R,(cm’f) denote the
sum of the off-diagonal entries in the k" row of A9 and set ay = ag+1 = 0, so that Ry, = agp+ap+1.
By Gershgorin’s circle theorem, for every eigenvalue A(™9 of A9 we have

Almbd) < kd+ R 114
- ker{ltl)?,).(,e}< + k) ( )
= Jmax (k:d FVE(m—k+ 1)+ /(k+ 1)(m— k)) (115)
< _
< Jmox <I<:d +2y/(k+ 1)(m k:)) (116)
< Jmox (kd +2/k(m — k) + 2vm — k) (117)
{0, ...,
<2+ max <kd +2y/k(m — k)) (118)
E kA Y
=2 k 119
Vm + er{r(l)fm,z}é( ) (119)
where we define £(z) = zd + 2y/z(m — z). Note that £ (z) = W < 0 for all z € (0,m),
so the derivative & (a:) =d+ (710) is decreasing in this interval. However, by assumption
d>— \/’Zi so & (x) > € (0) >0 for z € (0,f]. Therefore, &(z) is increasing on this interval and
we have
AmbD) <9 /m 4 0d + 21/ 0(m — £). (120)
But then
(m.td) 2 0d +2+/0(m — ¢
i Amex oy, 2VmA AR (121)
mf—0o0 m m,l—o0 m
£/m=pu L/m=p
which establishes the matching upper bound and completes the proof of the lemma. ]

6.4 Optimal Asymptotic Expected Fraction of Satisfied Constraints

In this subsection we use lemmas 6.2 and 6.3 to prove theorem 2.1.

26



Proof. Recall from lemma 6.1 that ||w|| = 1. Therefore, the expected number of satisfied con-
straints is maximized by choosing w to be the normalized eigenvector of A™44) corresponding to
its maximal eigenvalue. This leads to

( S(m,e) . \(mobd)
7‘)" =p+vp(l—p Aunaic” (122)
where p = 1% and d = \/% Consider first the case of £ <1— .. Then 2 > —Z and

d_j% F \/j \/m ‘ \/m - (n_@%@ 129)

Moreover, £ < (d+ —1)/2 < (m — 1)/2. Therefore, lemma 6.3 applies and we have

B ARGETITE 124
t/m=p £/m=p
= p+ /o= p) (nd+2/u(1 = 1)) (125)
= p+p—2pp+2v/p(l — p)p(1 - p) (126)
= (VT =p) + Vo1 = u)>2 (127)

2
for p <1 — p. In particular, if p = 1 — p, then <\/,u(1 —p)++/p(1 — u)) = 1. But (s(™0) . is

an increasing function of r that cannot exceed 1. Consequently,

(m,0)
lim (5 opt g (128)
m,f— 00 m
L/m=pu
for p > 1 — p. Putting it all together, we obtain
2
o 8o ) (ViU =p) + Vo= ) ifp<1—p (129)
’z‘/’f;;o: m 1 otherwise
which completes the proof of theorem 2.1. O

7 Removing the Minimum Distance Assumption

So far, in our description and analysis of DQI we have always assumed that 2¢ + 1 < d*. This

condition buys us several advantages. First, it ensures that the states |PO)Y ... |PO®)Y, from which
we construct |P(f)), form an orthonormal set which implies that
(P(f)IP(f) = wiw. (130)

Second, it allows us to obtain an exact expression for the expected number of constraints satisfied
without needing to know the weight distributions of either the code C or C*, namely for p = 2
1

1
(5) = Tt Ll a0y (131)
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where A(™64) is the (€4 1) x (£ 4 1) matrix defined in (63). These facts in turn allow us to prove
theorem 2.1.

For the irregular LDPC code described in §10, we can estimate d- using the Gilbert-Varshamov
bound?®. By experimentally testing belief propagation, we find that it is able in practice to correct
slightly more than (d* —1)/2 errors. Under this circumstance, equations (130) and (131) no longer
hold exactly. Here we show that, if the code is reasonably well-behaved, then these formulas will
hold to a good approximation, and therefore 2.1 yields a good estimate of the performance of DQI.
In the remainder of this section we first describe precisely what we mean by the DQI algorithm
in the case of 2¢ +1 > d*. (For simplicity, we consider the case p = 2.) Secondly, we state the
assumption we make regarding the code and present evidence that it holds for the code of §10.
Lastly, we use this assumption to prove bounds on (P(f)|P(f)) and (s)/m.

As the initial step of DQI, we perform classical preprocessing to choose w € R‘*F!, which is
equivalent to making a choice of degree-¢ polynomial P. In the case 2/ + 1 < d- we can exactly
compute the choice of w that maximizes (s)/m. Specifically, it is the principal eigenvector of
Am:td) defined in (63). Once we reach or exceed 2¢ + 1 = d* the principal eigenvector of this
matrix is not the optimal choice. But we can still use it as our choice of w, and as we will argue
below, it remains a good choice.

After choosing w, the next step in the DQI algorithm, as discussed in §5.1.2 is to prepare the
state

)4
PO =S k) —— 37 (~1)*¥ |y) [BTy). (132)
k=0 (%) yery
lyl=k
The following step is to uncompute |k) and |y). When 2¢ + 1 > d* this uncomputation will not
succeed with 100% certainty. This is because the number of errors £ is large enough so that,
by starting from a codeword in C* and then flipping ¢ bits, the nearest codeword (in Hamming
distance) to the resulting string may be a codeword other than the starting codeword. (This is the
same reason that [P©) ... |P®) are no longer orthogonal and hence the norm of Zi:o wy, | P*))
is no longer exactly equal to ||w||.)

If the decoder succeeds on a large fraction of the errors that are in superposition, one simply
postselects on success of the decoder and obtains a normalized state which is a good approximation
to the (unnormalized) ideal state Zi:o wy, | P®). The last steps of DQI are to perform a Hadamard
transform and then measure in the computational basis, just as in the case of 20 + 1 < d*.

To bound the discrepancy between the performance of the DQI algorithm outlined above and
the ideal behavior described by (s) = $m + %WTA(m’Z’O)W (which converges to (7) in the limit of
large m), we introduce an assumption on the code C*. Informally, we assume that most bitstrings
with weight less than ¢ have no nonzero codewords near them. More precisely, we quantify this
using ¢, defined as follows.

Definition 7.1. Let & = {y € [y : |y| = k} denote the Hamming shell of radius k. For all
0 < k < ¢, when choosing a bit string y uniformly at random from &, let (; denote the expected
number of nonzero codewords with distance at most £+ 1 to y, and let ( = maxo<p<¢ (-

3By [19] it is known that the distance of random LDPC codes from various standard ensembles is well-approximated
asymptotically by the Gilbert-Varshamov bound. We extrapolate that this is also a good approximation for our
ensemble of random LDPC codes with irregular degree distribution.
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That is, ¢ satisfies the following inequality for all 0 < k < £:

( Z S lony+y) = 6] Z‘{ZECL\{O} ly—z<t+1}.  (133)

lyl=Fk |y'|<e+1 lyl=Fk

With this definition, the performance of DQI is formalized by theorem 7.1. Our assumption is that
¢ < 1, as specified in conjecture 7.1, in which case theorem 7.1 converges back to the ideal behavior
described in (7) for the case 2¢ + 1 < d*. Note that if 2¢ + 1 < d*, ¢ equals zero.

Theorem 7.1. For fixed B € FJ"*" and v € [} chosen uniformly at random, let f
be the objective function f(x ) = 3" (=1)vitPix Tet P be any degree-¢ polynomial
and let P(f) = Zk 0w PE) (f1, 0 fm)/ 27("") be the decomposition of P(f) as

a linear combination of elementary symmetric polynomials. Let (f) be the expected
objective value for the symbol string obtained upon measuring the DQI state |P(f)) in
the computational basis. Let ¢ > 0 be chosen so that equation (133) holds for the code
Ct. Ifr < T, then in expectation over the uniform choice of v,

WTA(m7£’O)W

I+ agwiw’ )

Ev{f) =
where A(™40) is the tridiagonal matrix defined in equation (63). Moreover, for any

(potentially worst case) v

wl A0 w — wiw (4¢m)
(1+4¢)wiw

(f) = (135)

If one chooses w to be the principal eigenvector of A(™40) then (134) and (135) yield the
following results in the limit of large ¢ and m with the ratio pu = ¢/m fixed

Ev(f) o 2V (=)

lim > , (136)
57;22 m 1+4¢
2\ /L (1-L) -4
im > ) . (137)
1777702 m 14+4¢

Remark 7.1. For comparison, theorem 2.1 implies that if 2¢ + 1 < d*, then

im g [ L <1 _ 5) (138)

m—oo m m m
L/m=p

indicating that the bounds in (136) and (137) become tight as ¢ — 0.

Conjecture 7.1. For the irregular LDPC code described in §10, the quantity ( as defined in
definition 7.1 is at most 1074

In Appendix D, we outline several heuristic motivations for this conjecture. Indeed, as discussed
in detail in the appendix, we expect ¢ to be much smaller in practice, at most 27°%0,
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Corollary 7.1. For the family of irregular LDPC codes described in §10, conjecture 7.1 together
with theorem 7.1 implies that DQI asymptotically achieves an approximation ratio (s)/m of at
least 0.8346 for any v € [3".

Proof. Use equation (137) with ¢ = 6,437, m = 50,000,¢ = 10~4. O

7.1 General Expressions for the Expected Number of Satisfied Constraints

To prove theorem 7.1, we first derive generalizations of lemmas 6.1 and 6.2 for arbitrary code
distances. Recall the definition of the (Fourier-transformed) DQI state associated with a degree-¢
multivariate polynomial P(f):

L
:Z 2N (—~1)vY |BTy). (139)
=0

(?) yeby®
lyl=Fk

If d*+ > 20 then the BTy are all distinct and the norm of [P(f)) is the norm of w, as shown in
lemma 6.1. More generally, we have the following lemma.

Lemma 7.1. The squared norm of |]3(f)> is

(P(FIP(f)) = wiM™Ow, (140)
where M (™9 is the (£ 4+ 1) x (£ + 1) symmetric matrix defined by
M = SN ()Y pry, (141)
(k) (v) very yery
lyl=k |y’|=k’

for 0 < k, k' < ¢.
Proof. This is immediate from (139) and the fact that the | B”y) are computational basis states. [

Note that if d- > 2¢, then M. ]grz,’e) = 0 1/, in agreement with lemma 6.1.

Lemma 7.2. For B € F5"*" and v € [, let f be the objective function f(x) = > (—1)vitbix,

Let P be any degree-¢ polynomial and let P(f) = Zk o WP (f1, .00y fm) /4 /27(") be the de-
composition of P(f) as a linear combination of elementary symmetric polynomials. Let (f) be the
expected objective value for the symbol string obtained upon measuring the DQI state |P(f)) in
the computational basis. If the weights wy, are such that |P(f)) is normalized, then

(f) = wiA™Ow (142)
where A9 is the (£ + 1) x (£ + 1) symmetric matrix defined by
+(m,L vi+v- ’
Al(c,k’ ) _ \/7 Z Z (—1)vt (y+y") (143)
(B ) Liyy )es&,
for 0 < k, k' < ¢, and
S,(CZ;L, ={(y,¥) €FP XY : |yl =k, |y| =k,BT(y +y +e;) = 0}. (144)

for one-hot vectors ey, ..., e, in F5".
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Proof. The expected value of f(x) in state |P(f)) is

(f)y =(P(f) Hy [P(f)), (145)
where .
=0 I1 % (146)
i=1 j:By=1

and Z; denotes the Pauli Z operator acting on the 4% qubit. Recalling that conjugation by
Hadamard interchanges Pauli X with Z, so we have

() = Y =nen I zeo) (147)
i=1 j:Bij=1
= > (-1 IT P (148)
i=1 j:Bij=1
4 m
_ Z | Wrpwy Z Z v-(y+y’) Z 7)2 BTy| H X ‘BT l>’ (149)
k,k'=0 (lc)( )Iy\ =k |y'|=k' i=1 J:Bij=1

where in the last line we have plugged in the definition of [P(f)). We can rewrite this quadratic
form as

Z wy we AL, (150)
kk'=
where
- 1
A( 0 _ Z Z (=1)" y+y)z K BTy‘ H X, |BT N (151)
(R (&) 1y1=k 1y/1=w jeBiy=1
For the one-hot vectors ey, ..., e, € [}' we have
[T x1BY)=B"(y +e). (152)
J:Bij=1
Substituting this into (149) yields
m,l V- v,
A = S S ()OI N (<) (BTy|BT(y + e:)). (153)
(k)( JO@ EEes i=1

We next note that (BTy|B”(y’ 4 e;)) equals one when BTy = BT (y’ + ;) and zero otherwise.
The condition BTy = BT (y’ + e;) is equivalent to B” (y +y’ 4 e;) = 0. Hence,

A ==y 3 e (154)
(k)(k’) =1 (y yH)es

k,k/

where .
S ={(y.y) € FP < F§ - [y| = k,|y'| = K, BT (y +y' +e;) = 0}. (155)
]
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Note once again that if d+ > 2¢ + 1 then A(™ simplifies to A9 defined in (63). It is also

easy to verify that A9 can be rewritten in terms of M as

AL = VR =K+ DM, + I+ D m = M,

(m,¢)

where we define M,,;" according to formula (141), even if k or k" exceed ¢ + 1.

7.2 Proof of Theorem 7.1

(156)

To prove theorem 7.1, we combine lemmas 7.1 and 7.2. They show that for an arbitrary weight
vector w, the expected objective value achieved by the corresponding normalized DQI state is

wl A0 w
wiMmOw’

(f) =

(157)

The next lemma shows that if ¢ as defined in (133) is small, M is close to the identity matrix.

Lemma 7.3. In the setting of lemma 7.1, let ¢ > 0 such that C* satisfies equation (133). Then

(min?llc,k’))

IMUEO] < Bppr + | T
(max(k,k’))
Proof.
‘Mk(:’rz’g)‘ - Z Z y+y 5BTy,BTy’
( )(k’) yery y'ery
ly|=Fk |y’ |=K
1
S ™ ™ Z Z 6BTy,BTy’
(k) (k’) yeFy y'ery
ly|=Fk |y'|=K
1
T m Z Z 0BT (y+y7),0
(%) (17) Iyl=min(e k) |y/| =max(k,k)
1
= Op,k + B e Z Z lonoy(y +')

(Y (0) 1y =min(k,") |y’ |=max(k ')

< O+ (g)(m) (ming, k:’))C

— )

Let us explain each step in the above calculation in detail.

e In (160) we use the triangle inequality.
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(160)

(161)

(162)
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e In (161) we let the outer sum go over the smaller value of k.
e In (162) we extract the terms with y =y’ for k = &'
e In (163) we use the definition of ¢ in (133).
O

The total deviation of M from the identity matrix can be upper bounded using Gershgorin’s
circle theorem. This deviation is given by the maximal row sum of M, which equals R( for
(ki)
= max Z mm( (165)
=0 (max(k k’))

The following lemma shows that this factor R is upper bounded by a constant for m — oo with
¢/m fixed.

Lemma 7.4. Fix 0 </ < % and denote = - < % Then

£
m

L . m , —
R— max Z (mln(k,k )) < 142 ,u(l ,LL) ' (166)
ke{0,...0}

1—-2u

k'=0 (maxr(rllc,k:’))
In particular, we have R < 2 + /3 < 4 for pu < %.
Proof. Fix 0 < k¥ <k < /. Then

(#) _ k(m—k)! _ k(k—1)...(K +1) bONE
(7:1)_k/!(m_k')!_(m—k’)(m—k'—l)...(m—kJrl)§<m—]<;/> S< > ;

I—p
(167)
where in the last inequality we have used % < p. Thus

L

(imin i 4)) ¥ s

max(k,k’) 1—

S

=

because the second-to-last expression is a geometric sum and \/‘1/% <1 for p < % Similarly, for
k' >k we get

(169)

< )
k'>k (max(k,k’)) 1- \I/EM

where the —1 appears because this sum does not include the k = k' term. Combining the above
two inequalities yields

¢ (mlnwlik’) 2 1+\/\1/% 1+2/p(l—p)
E < —1= = . (170)
( ) 1- Vi 1 VE 1—2u
'=0 max(k k') 1—p 1—p
for any 0 < k < £, which completes the proof. O
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But pu < % by assumption, so R < 4 and from Gershgorin’s circle theorem we get that
wiM™Ow < (14 4¢) wiw. (171)
Next, we observe that A9 equals A™49) in expectation.

Lemma 7.5. Let A% be as defined in (143). Suppose v is chosen uniformly at random from
F5*. Then E, A = Am40) wwhere A(™40) is as defined in (63).

Proof. Recall that

A m,f 1 = vit+v- 4
AL = === > -y (172)
(k) (k’) =1 (yynest,
for 0 < k, k' < ¢, and
S\ ={(y.y) €FF < FY |yl = k,|y'| = K. BT (y + ' +e;) = 0}. (173)

)

We can express S,(:L, as the union of two disjoint pieces

i i\0 il
s, = sidusiy (174)
S = {(y.y)eSy vy +y +ei=0) (175)
S = .y eS ) vy +y +e #0} (176)

We can then write A(™9 as the corresponding sum of two contributions

FTJ o
(k) (k/) i=1 (y,y’)ESI(;;’]?/)
PR S o> (Y, (177)

V() ()

We next observe that S,(:}S,) contains the terms where y +y’ + €; = 0 which are exactly the terms

1 (6,1)
(v, )€ES,

that contribute at 2¢ + 1 < d*, whereas S,gi}j,) contains the terms where y +y’ + e; € C+/{0},

which are the new contribution arising when ¢ exceeds this bound. Consequently, first term in

(177) is always exactly equal to A,i”,i}g’o), as defined in (143). (One can also verify this by direct

calculation.) That is,

m,l, v;+v- !
ke k! :Alg,k’ 0)+7Z Yoo (mymive (178)

\/ (T]:;l) (Z}) i=1 (y,y’)ESI(j;’kll)

Am0 R -

which we can rewrite as

(k) (k’) i=1 (y,y’)eS(’;*”
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Next, we average over v

g S A =AY N S e s

very (D)) = (yasen 2" very

By the definition of S,(:’kl,), every (y,y') € S,Ef};) satisfies y +y’+e; # 0, so Zvefén(—l)"'(y*y/*ei) =
0. Hence, the second contribution to the expectation value vanishes, which completes the proof of
the lemma. O

The deviations of A™9 around its expectation value A0 are also bounded by (, as specified
in the following lemma.

Lemma 7.6. In the preceding setting, assume ¢ < 7 and that the code C* satisfies equation (133)
for parameter (. Then

H Almib) _ A(mJLO)H < 4mC. (181)
Proof. Define
A(m,f) — A(m,@) - A(m,Z,O) (182)
such that .
A = === > (e (183)
(k) () =1 (y,y')es,i’;’,j)

from equation (178). By following the same steps as in the proof of lemma 7.3 we obtain

|- s (-t (151)
k/ % )GS](;,:/)

S Z > Y donn+Y +e) (185)
(k)(k/ i=1 |y|=min(k,k') |y’ |=max(k,k')
1 m
S 186
N (™) (1) <min(k, k’))mC (186)
_ Vi) .

(max’r(r;ﬁ,k’))
Applying Gershgorin’s circle theorem together with lemma 7.4 implies
¢ \/ (min?z,k’))
— | -m( <4m( (188)

(m,€)
jat 9 < | max > —
k'=0 (max(k,k’))

for = < i, which completes the proof. O

£
m
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Putting all of the above together, we arrive at

wl AM40)
L, > 1
()= (1+4¢) wiw (189)
in expectation over v, and moreover
T A(m,,0) - ]
) SV A /m w — 4w w (190)

m (1+4¢)wiw

for any v. This proves the first part of theorem 7.1. The second part, equations (136) and (137),
follows from plugging the asymptotic formula for the leading eigenvalue of A9 derived in lemma
6.3.

8 Imperfect Decoding

As described in the preceding sections, given any degree-¢ polynomial P, and an instance of max-
LINSAT with objective f, we can efficiently construct the quantum state

IP() =Y P(f(x) %) (191)

xely

provided we can efficiently decode C+ = {d € by e BTd = 0} out to ¢ errors. In the previous
section, we relaxed the requirement that 2¢ + 1 < d*, which necessarily means that any decoding
algorithm for C* must fail sometimes. In this section, we consider the effect of decoding failure
independent of whether it is necessitated by 2¢ + 1 < d*. This is motivated by situations where
efficient decoders may not be able to always decode up to half the distance, even if it is combina-
torially possible. In this case, we are able to bound the degradation of success probability of DQI
caused by decoding failures, without the assumptions needed in theorem 7.1. In more detail, our
result in this section is the following.

Theorem 8.1. Let |P(f)) be the ideal DQI state produced using a decoder with zero
failure rate on errors up to Hamming weight ¢. Let |P.(f)) be the state obtained by
measuring the |y) register after decoding, and postselecting on 0, i.e. decoding success.
Suppose this outcome is reached with probability 1 — €. Suppose that measuring |P(f))
yields a string x so that f(x) > ¢t with probability 1 — 7. Then measuring |P.(f)) in the
standard basis yields a string x so that f(x) > t with probability at least (4/5)(1—e—mn)?.

This result shows that, as long as 1 — e —n = 1/poly(n), DQI will yield success after polynomially
many trials.

Proof. As discussed in §5.1, having produced a state
l
W .
> > =Dy By, (192)

k=0 4/ (%) yerp
lyl=Fk

the next step is to apply a decoding algorithm in superposition. From the bit string By in the
second register the decoder produces yqec, its best guess at y. It then bitwise XORSs ygec into the
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first register yielding y ® yqec, which equals 0 if the guess is correct. We then measure the first
register in the computational basis. If we obtain 0 then we conclude that decoding has succeeded
and we proceed with the remaining steps of the DQI algorithm.

Let II be the projector onto the set of bit strings BTy such that the decoder succeeds in
uncomputing y. If we obtain |0) in the first register and discard it then the (normalized) post-
measurement state of the remaining register is

IL|P(f))
VPAHITLP())

|P(f)) = (193)

where [P(f)) is

> Wy, .

P =Y e 3T (-1 |BTy), (194)
=0/ (%) yerp
ly|=k

which is recognizable as the ideal state that we wish to produce. Conditioned on the measurement

outcome 0, the fidelity between the state we actually produce and the ideal state we wish to produce

is thus - -
BB = LIPS [ipgy 1 B(p)). (195)

VPG

By assumption, decoding succeeds with probability 1—e, which implies that (P(f)|II|P(f)) = 1—e.
Hence,

L

(P(f)IP(f) =VI—e (196)

By the unitarity of the quantum Fourier transform we see that the final state we produce also has
fidelity v/1 — € with its corresponding ideal state |P(f)).

We next show that measuring such a state still yields a bit string of objective value at least
t with 1/poly(n) probability provided 1 — e —n > 1/poly(n). Let o be the success probability,
i.e. the probability of obtaining a bit string with objective value at least t upon measuring the
imperfect state. As long as o is not exponentially small, a bit string of objective value at least ¢
can be obtained using polynomially many trials of DQI. We wish to lower bound o as a function
of € and 7. For this purpose, we use the following fact (c¢.f. Ch. 9 of [17]).

Fact 8.1. Consider quantum states |t)iqeal) and [trea1). For any quantum measurement
(POVM) let pigeal and prea1 be the probability distribution over outcomes arising from
the ideal and real states, respectively. Then, the fidelity between these probability dis-
tributions is lower bounded by the fidelity between the states. That is,

Z V pideal(i) preal(i) Z ‘(djideal’wreaﬁ’

Take the POVM to be the two-outcome measurement defined by P; and I — P, where [ is the
identity and P, is the projector onto the set of bit strings whose objective value is at least . Then,

theorem 8.1 yields
VI—no+nl-0)>VI—e (197)
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The function 22 is monotonically increasing on the domain RT. Therefore, we can square both

sides of (197) to obtain the following equivalent inequality.

1=no+nl—0)+/nl—no(l-0)>1—¢ (198)

Since o,n € [0,1] we have (1 —n)o <o, n(1 —0o) <n, and /n(1 —n) < % Substituting these into
(198) yields the following looser but still valid inequality

1
U—|—77+§\/0'(1—0')21—6, (199)

which rearranges to
1
1—e—n§a+§\/0(1—a). (200)

Under the condition 1 — € — n > 0 we can square both sides to obtain an equivalent inequality:
1
(1-—e-n?<o’+o0 o(1—0)+ ;o(1—0). (201)

We next re-express the righthand side as (o 4+ y/o(1 — o) + (1/4)(1 — o)) and observe that the
factor o + y/o(1 — o) + (1/4)(1 — o) is maximized at o = 4/5 with value 5/4. Thus (201) yields
(1—e€—n)? < (5/4)0, or in other words

(1—e—n) (202)

O]

Remark: In practice, we find that decoding success probability decreases as the number of errors
increases. Therefore, we can use the empirical failure probability of a classical decoder on uniformly
random errors of Hamming weight £ as an upper bound on €, which would be the failure probability
of a decoder applied to a distribution over error weights zero to ¢ determined by the vector w.

9 Classical Optimization Algorithms

Here we summarize five types of classical approximation algorithm to which DQI can be compared.
First, in §9.1, we consider local search heuristics such as simulated annealing and greedy optimiza-
tion. Second, in §9.2 we analyze a truncation heuristic in which one discards all but n of the m
constraints on the n variables and then solves the resulting linear system. Third, in §9.3, we sum-
marize the AdvRand algorithm of [23]. Though necessarily not exhaustive, we believe these three
types of algorithms provide a thorough set of general-purpose optimization heuristics to benchmark
DQI against on random max-XORSAT. Lastly, we analyze the two classes of algebraic algorithms
that we pose the most plausible challenge to DQI on our OPI problem and find that they are not
successful in our parameter regime. Specifically, in §9.4 we consider list-recovery algorithms, and
in §9.5, we summarize the lattice-based heuristic of [13].
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9.1 Local Search Heuristics

In local search methods, one makes a sequence of local moves in the search space, such as by flipping
an individual bit, and preferentially accepts moves that improve the objective function. This class
of heuristics includes simulated annealing, parallel tempering, TABU search, greedy algorithms,
and some quantum-inspired optimization methods. For simplicity, we will restrict our analysis to
max-XORSAT and consider only local search algorithms in which at each move a single variable

among xi,...,%n is flipped between 1 and 0. The generalization to single-symbol-flip updates
applied to max-LINSAT is straightforward.
Let C; be the set of constraints containing the variable z;. In Gallager’s ensemble |C;| = D

for all 7. For assignment x € [ let S;(x) be the number of constraints in C; that are satisfied.
Consider an assignment x such that a fraction ¢ of the m constraints are satisfied. Then, thinking
of C4,...,C,, as random subsets, we have

Pr(Si(x) = 5] = (D ) (1 — )P, (203)

Next, consider the move x — x’ induced by flipping bit 7. This causes all satisfied constraints in
C; to become unsatisfied and vice-versa. Hence, such a move induces the change

Si(x') = D — Si(x). (204)

This will be an improvement in the objective value if and only if S;(x) < D/2. According to (203)
the probability PZ-(H that the flip is an improvement is

L1254

PO =3 (D)ea-ar (205)

S
s=0

Note that by Hoeffding’s inequality, we have that
PO < exp (~200 - 1/27D). (20

For large ¢ the probability Pi(+) becomes very small. When the probability of making an upward
move becomes extremely small, the local optimization algorithm will no longer be able to achieve
further improvement in any reasonable number of steps. If the algorithm takes a total of N steps
then, by the union bound and (206), the probability of finding such a move in any of the steps is
upper bounded by

Phomd () = N exp (—2(¢ — 1/2)2D) . (207)
From this we can see what is the highest value of ¢ for which the success probability remains

significant. For example, if we set PPowd (4.} = 1/2 and solve for ¢may the result is

1 log N 4 log 2

This analysis is only approximate. Let us now compare it with computer experiment. In figure
3 we show best fits to the satisfaction fraction versus D with k/D fixed at 1/10, 1/2, and 9/10
for simulated annealing and greedy descent (which is equivalent to zero-temperature simulated
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Figure 3: The approximation achieved by simulated annealing (left) and greedy optimization
(right) in our computer experiments at n = 10°, on a log-log scale, where each constraint contains
k variables and each variable is contained in D constraints. The lines illustrates linear least-squares
curve fits to the log-log data. The ensemble of max-k-XORSAT instances is formally defined in
appendix B.

annealing). We find that for each choice of k/D, ¢max — 1/2 fits well to ¢D ™ for some constant ¢
and some power v but that the power v is slightly smaller than 1/2. We do not know whether this
is a finite-size effect.

In the simulated annealing experiments shown in figure 3 we use single-bit updates. That is,
at each step, we propose a move x — x’, where x’ differs from x by flipping a single bit. If the
objective is decreased, that is f(x’) < f(x), the move is accepted with certainty. If f(x') > f(x)
then the move is accepted with probability exp [—8 (f(x') — f(x))]. This is a Metropolis update,
where 3 is the inverse temperature. Our annealing schedule is to increase g linearly throughout
the anneal. More precisely, we take 5,000 “sweeps” through the variables. In a given sweep a flip of
x1 is proposed and accepted or rejected, then a flip of 2, and so on, until reaching x,. At the end
of the sweep, § is incremented by a constant. Then the next sweep is carried out. Consequently,
the total number of Metropolis moves is 5, 000n.

9.2 Truncation Heuristic

Consider an instance of max-XORSAT.
Bx "= v, (209)

Here B is an m X n matrix over Fy with m > n. The system (209) is therefore overdetermined and
we wish to satisfy as many equations as possible. In the truncation heuristic we simply throw away
all but n of the linear equations from this system so that it is no longer overdetermined. Then,
provided the remaining system is not singular, we can simply solve it, e.g. by Gaussian elimination.
We thus obtain a bit string that definitely satisfies n of the original m constraints. Heuristically, one
expects the remaining m — n constraints each to be satisfied with probability 1/2, independently.
In other words the number of these m — n constraints satisfied is binomially distributed. One
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can randomize choice of constraints to solve for rerun the truncation heuristic polynomially many
times. In this manner one can reach a logarithmic number of standard deviations onto the tail
of this binomial distribution. Consequently, for max-XORSAT, the number of constraints one can
satisfy using polynomially many trials of the truncation heuristic is n + (m — n)/2 + O(y/m).

One can make the procedure more robust by bringing BT to reduced row-echelon form rather
than throwing away columns and hoping that what is left is non-singular. In this case, as long as
BT is full rank, one can find a bit string satisfying n constraints with certainty. From numerical
experiments one finds that matrices from Gallager’s ensemble often fall just slightly short of full
rank. Nevertheless, this procedure, when applied to Gallager’s random regular ensemble, matches
very closely the behavior predicted by the above argument.

This heuristic generalizes straightforwardly to max-LINSAT. First, consider the case that
|f7H(+1)| = r for all i = 1,...,m. In this case, we throw away all but n constraints, and choose
arbitrarily among the r elements in the preimage fi_l(—l—l) for each of those that remain. After
solving the resulting linear system we will satisfy all of these n constraints and on average we expect
to satisfy a fraction r/p of the remaining n — m constraints assuming the f; are random. Hence,
with polynomially many randomized repetitions of this scheme, the number of constraints satisfied
will be n + (m —n)(r/p) + O(y/m). That is, the fraction ¢ry of the m constraints satisfied by the
truncation heuristic will be

b =L+ (1 - p) G/ m). (210)

If the preimages f;l(—l—l) fori =1,...,m do not all have the same size, then one should choose the
n constraints with smallest preimages as the ones to keep in the first step. The remaining m — n
are then those most likely to be satisfied by random chance.

9.3 The AdvRand Algorithm

Prompted by some successes [3] of the Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithm (QAOA),
a simple but interesting algorithm for approximating max-XORSAT was proposed by Barak et
al. in [23], which the authors named AdvRand. Although designed primarily for the purpose of
enabling rigorous worst-case performance guarantees, the AdvRand algorithm can also be tried
empirically as a heuristic, much like simulated annealing, and compared against DQI.

Given an instance of max-XORSAT with n variables, the AdvRand algorithm works as follows.
Select two parameters R, F' € (0,1). Repeat the following sequence of steps polynomially many
times. First assign Rn of the variables uniformly at random. Substitute these choices into the
instance, yielding a new instance with (1 — R)n variables. A constraint of degree D will become a
constraint of degree D — r if r of the variables it contains have been replaced by randomly chosen
values. Thus, in the new instance some of the resulting constraints may have degree one. Assign
the variables in such constraints to the values that render these constraints satisfied. If there are
remaining unassigned variables, assign them randomly. Lastly, flip each variable independently
with probability F'.

In [23], formulas are given for R and F' that enable guarantees to be proven about worst case
performance. Here, we treat R and F' as hyperparameters. We set ' = 0 and exhaustively try all
values of Rn from 0 to n, then retain the best solution found. Our results on Gallager’s random
regular ensemble at k = 3 are displayed and compared against simulated annealing and DQI+BP
in figures 4 and 5 for constant-m and constant-n families of instances, respectively.
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Figure 4: On the Gallager’s ensemble at m = 20,000 constraints, we compare the fraction ¢
of variables satisfied in the solutions found by AdvRand and simulated annealing. We fix k, the
number of variables in each constraint at 3 and we vary D, the number of constraints that each
variable is contained in, from 4 to 687. The lines display the linear least-square fits to the log-log
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Figure 5: On Gallager’s ensemble at n = 20,000 variables, we compare the fraction ¢ of variables
satisfied in the solutions found by AdvRand and simulated annealing. We fix k, the number of
variables in each constraint at 3 and we vary D, the number of constraints that each variable is
contained in, from 4 to 687. The lines display the linear least-square fits to the log-log plot of
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In [23] it was proven that, given max-k-XORSAT instances, AdvRand can in polynomial time
find solutions satisfying a fraction % + e%k)
each variable is contained at most D constraints. From figure 4 we observe that the average-case
performance on Gallager’s ensemble in the constant-m ensemble with k£ = 3 appears to have much
better scaling with D than this worst-case bound and, perhaps surprisingly, also better scaling
with D than simulated annealing. Specifically, our curvefits find that simulated annealing yields
PsA % + Dog?ig and AdvRand yields ¢par ~ % + %. Extrapolating these fits suggests that
AdvRand should achieve better approximate optima than simulated annnealing once D surpasses
roughly 3 x 10%. In these simulated annealing experiments we vary 3 linearly from 0 to 3 and apply

5,000 sweeps through the variables, i.e. 5,000n = 10® Metropolis updates.

of the constraints, even in the worst case, provided

9.4 Algebraic Attacks Based on List Recovery

For the our OPI instances, we believe that the most credible classical algorithms to consider as
competitors to DQI on these problem instances must be attacks that exploit their algebraic struc-
ture.

The max-LINSAT problem can be viewed as finding a codeword from C' that approximately
maximizes f. With DQI we have reduced this to a problem of decoding C* out to distance ¢. For
a Reed-Solomon code, as defined in (11), its dual is also a Reed-Solomon code. Hence, both C' and
C* can be efficiently decoded out to half their distances, which are m—n+1 and n+ 1, respectively.
However, max-LINSAT is not a standard decoding problem, i.e. finding the nearest codeword to a
given string under the promise that the distance to the nearest string is below some bound. In fact,
exact maximum-likelihood decoding for general Reed-Solomon codes with no bound on distance is
known to be NP-hard [15].

The OPI problem is very similar to a problem studied in the coding theory literature known as
list-recovery, applied in particular to Reed-Solomon codes. In list-recovery, for a code C' C [}, one
is given sets Fy, F1,. .., Fj—1 C [, (which correspond to our sets f; '(+1)), and asked to return all
codewords ¢ € C' so that ¢; € F; for as many i as possible. It is easy to see that solving this problem
for Reed-Solomon codes will solve the OPI problem, assuming the list of all matching codewords is
small. However, existing list-recovery algorithms for Reed-Solomon codes rely on the size of the F;
being quite small (usually constant, relative to m) and do not apply in this parameter regime. In
particular, the best known list-recovery algorithm for Reed-Solomon codes is the Guruswami-Sudan
algorithm [19]; but this algorithm breaks down when the size of the |F;| is larger than m/n (this
is the Johnson bound for list-recovery). In our setting, |F;| = p/2 ~ m/2, which is much larger
than m/n ~ 10. Thus, the Guruswami-Sudan algorithm does not apply. Moreover, we remark
that in this parameter regime, if the f; are random, we expect there to be exponentially many
codewords satisfying all of the constraints; this is very different from the coding-theoretic literature
on list-recovery, which generally tries to establish that the number of such codewords is at most
polynomially large in m, so that they can all be returned efficiently. Thus, standard list-recovery
algorithms are not applicable in the parameter regime we consider.

9.5 Lattice-Based Heuristics

A problem similar to our Optimal Polynomial Intersection problem—but in a very different param-
eter regime—has been considered before, and has been shown to be susceptible to lattice attacks.
In more detail, in the work [12], Naor and Pinkas proposed essentially the same problem, but in the
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parameter regime where p is exponentially large compared to m, and where | fi_l (+1)] < p/2is very
small (in particular, not balanced, like we consider).* The work [12] conjectured that this problem
was (classically) computationally difficult. This conjecture was challenged by Bleichenbacher and
Nguyen in [13] using a lattice-based attack, which we describe in more detail below”. However,
this lattice-based attack does not seem to be effective—either in theory or in practice—against our
OPI problem. Intuitively, one reason is that in the parameter regime that the attack of [13] works,
a solution to the max-LINSAT problem—which will be unique with high probability—corresponds
to a unique shortest vector in a lattice, which can be found via heuristic methods. In contrast,
in our parameter regime, there are many optimal solutions, corresponding to many short vectors;
moreover, empirically it seems that there are much shorter vectors in the appropriate lattice that do
not correspond to valid solutions. Thus, these lattice-based methods do not seem to be competitive
with DQI for our problem.

The target of the attack in [13] is syntactically the same as our problem, but in a very different
parameter regime. Concretely, p is chosen to be much larger than m or n, while the size r :=
|f7H(+1)| of the set of “allowed” symbols for each i = 1,...,m is very small. (Here, we assume

that fl-_l(—i-l) has the same size r for all ¢ for simplicity of presentation; this can be relaxed). In [13],
the f;’s are chosen as follows. Fix a planted solution x*, and set the f; so that f;(b;-x*) =1 for
all 4; thus f(x*) = m. Then for each i, f;(y) is set to 1 for a few other random values of y € [,
and f;(z) = —1 for the remaining z € F,,. With high probability, x* is the unique vector with large
objective value, and the problem is to find it.

In our setting, where r = |f; ' (+1)| ~ p/2, m = p — 1 and n = [m/10], we expect there to be
many vectors x with f(x) = m when the f; are random. We have seen that DQI can find a solution
with f(x) ~ 0.7179m (even for arbitrary f;).

The way the attack of [13] works in our setting is the following. For x € [}, define a polynomial
P(Z) =370 x; 2771 Let Fy = f;1(41), and write F; = {v;1,vi2,...,vi,} C Fp. If f(x) =m,
then Py (y%) € F; for all i = 1,...,m, where we recall from §2.2 that « is a primitive element of Fp,

and B, j =~". Let L;(Z) = [T, % By Lagrange interpolation, we have

‘Li(Z):i iagé’) vij | Li(2), (211)

i=1 i=1 \ j=1

=
N
I
(]
=
\2&

where 61(5) is 1if Px(vy") = v;; and 0 otherwise. Since Px(Z) has degree at most n—1, the coefficients
on Z* are equal to zero for k = n,n+1,...,p—1. Hence, (211) gives us p—n = m—n+1 [ -linear
constraints on the vector § € {0,1}"™ that contains the 52(5) ’s. Collect these constraints in a matrix
A e Fpprmmtrm g0 that A = 0. Consider the lattice A := {8’ € Z"™ | A§’ = 0 mod p}. Our
target vector & clearly lies in A, and moreover it has a very short £o norm: ||d]|2 = /m. Thus, we
may hope to find it using methods like LLL [51] or Schnorr’s BKZ reduction [52, 53], and this is

“In this parameter regime, unlike ours, for random f; it is unlikely that there are any solutions x with f(x)
appreciably large, so the problem of [12] also “plants” a solution x* with f(x*) = m; the problem is to find this
planted solution. Another difference is that DQI attains (210) for any functions f;, while in the conjecture of Naor
and Pinkas the f; are random except for the values corresponding to the planted solution.

5We remark that [50] presented a revised and similar hardness assumption, which has not been broken to the best
of our knowledge.
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indeed the attack. Upon finding a vector § of the appropriate structure (namely, so that 51(5) =1
for exactly one j € {1,...,r} for each i), we may read off the evaluations of Px from the F;, and
hence recover x.

Bleichenbacher and Nguyen show that in some parameter regimes, the target vector § with
length /m is likely to be the shortest vector in A. However, these parameter regimes are very
different from ours. For example, their results hold for p ~ 2%, and r < 16, with codes of rate
n/m at least 0.88. In contrast, in our setting we have much larger lists, with r ~ p/2, and much
lower-rate codes, with n/m ~ 1/10 (although in [13], they take m,n < p while we take m ~ p, so
this is not a direct comparison).

Empirically, this attack does not seem to work in our parameter regime. Indeed, the lattice
heuristics do find short vectors in the lattice A, but these vectors are much shorter than /m
whenever m and ngistractors are comparable to p (see Figure 6). As a consequence, the success
probability when applied to our OPI instances appears to decay exponentially with p.
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p L0 ’ .
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Figure 6: The attack of Bleichenbacher and Nguyen [13] is workable when the shortest nonzero
vector in a particular lattice has weight /m. Above, left, we apply the BKZ algorithm [53] to
find the shortest nonzero vector (under the 2-norm) in the lattices arising from random problem
instances for various m and ngistractors- We observe that the shortest vector almost always has 2-
norm < +/m in the regime where m and ngistractors are both a significant fraction of p. Consequently,
the success probability of the attack when applied to our OPI problem in the regime where m =
p—1,n = m/2 ngistractors = (P — 3)/2 appears to exhibit exponential decay with p whether LLL,
BKZ with a block size of 15 (“BKZ-15") or BKZ with unlimited block size. In this regime we
believe the lattice-based heuristic of [13] does not succeed.

10 Beating Simulated Annealing on max-XORSAT

In this section we construct a class of max-XORSAT instances such that DQI, using belief prop-
agation decoders, achieves a better approximation than we are able to achieve using simulated
annealing. DQI4+BP also achieves a better approximation than we obtain from any of the other
general-purpose optimization heuristics that we try: greedy optimization, the truncation heuristic,
and AdvRand. However, we do not claim this as an example of quantum advantage because we
are able to also construct a classical heuristic tailored to the class of instances which still beats the

SThere are further improvements given in [13], notably passing to a sub-lattice that enforces the constraint that
T (P) .. . .
> j—1 0, is the same for all 4.
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approximation achieved by DQI+BP.

Given a max-XORSAT instance Bx "= v, the degree of a variable is the number of constraints
in which it is contained. The degree of a constraint is the number of variables that are contained in
it. Hence, the degree of the i*® constraint is the number of nonzero entries in the i row of B and
the degree of the j variable is the number nonzero entries in the j** column of B. For an LDPC
code, the degree of a parity check is the number of bits that it contains, and the degree of a bit is
the number of parity checks in which it is contained. These degrees correspond to the number of
nonzero entries in the rows and columns of the parity check matrix.

Given a max-XORSAT instance, let A; be the fraction of variables that have degree j. Let x;
be the fraction of constraints that have degree i. Via DQI, a max-XORSAT instance with degree
distribution A for the variables and x for the constraints is reduced to a decoding problem for a
code with degree distribution A for the parity checks and x for the bits. For regular LDPC codes,
in which every bit has degree k and every constraint has degree D, the error rate from which belief
propagation can reliably decode deteriorates as D increases. However, it has been discovered that
belief propagation can still work very well for certain irregular codes in which the average degree
D of the parity checks is large [74]. In contrast, we find that the approximate optima achieved by
simulated annealing on the corresponding irregular max-XORSAT instances of average degree D
are typically no better than on regular instances in which every variable has degree exactly D. This
allows us to find examples where DQI achieves a better approximation than simulated annealing.

If the m bits in an LDPC code have degree distribution  the total number of nonzero entries in
the parity check matrix is m ), ir;. If the n parity checks in an LDPC code have degree distribution
A then the total number of nonzero entries in the parity check matrixisn ;JA;. Hence to define
a valid LDPC code, a pair of degree distributions must satisfy

Yk o= 1 (212)

SrA; = 1 (213)

MY ik = 0y A, (214)

Given any K1,...,Kk, and Ay, ..., A, satisfying these constraints, it is straightforward to sample

uniformly from the set of all parity check matrices with m bits whose degree distribution is x and
n parity checks whose degree distribution is A. Furthermore, the maximum error rate from which
belief propagation can reliably correct on codes from this ensemble can be computed in the limit
of m — oo by a method called density evolution, which numerically solves for the fixed point of a
certain stochastic process [20]. Using this asymptotic maximum error rate as an objective function,
one can optimize degree distributions to obtain irregular LDPC codes that outperform their regular
counterparts [54].

As a concrete example, we consider the degree distribution shown in Figure 7. After generating
a random max-XORSAT instance with 50,000 constraints and 31,216 variables consistent with this
degree distribution we find that belief propagation can achieve decoding with 99.5% reliability at
bit flip error rate 6,437/50,000, which is close to the asymptotic threshold of ~ 13% predicted by
density evolution. Assuming Conjecture 7.1, we thus have Corollary 7.1 which states that DQI can
asymptotically find solutions that satisfy 0.8346m constraints with high probability. In contrast,
when we run simulated annealing on this instance with 10 sweeps, in sixteen trials the fraction of
satisfied constraints ranges from 0.81024 to 0.81488. The truncation heuristic would be predicted to
achieve approximately 0.8122, and experimentally we saw 0.8124. The greedy algorithm performs
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Figure 7: Degree distribution for an irregular instance sampled with m = 50,000 and n = 31, 216.
The full table of variable and constraint degrees is available in Appendix E.

far worse than simulated annealing on this instance. In sixteen trials its best satisfaction fraction
was 0.666. Our trial of AdvRand achieved 0.5536.

The following classical algorithm can exceed the approximation achieved by DQI+BP on the
above example, by exploiting the highly unbalanced degree distribution of its constraints. We
modify simulated annealing (which is described in Section 9.1) by adding a -dependent factor to
each term in the cost function. Letting n; denote the number of variables contained in constraint
i, we use the cost function

FP(x) = imax (0, 1-— e*ﬁ/"i) fi Zn:Bija;j : (215)
=1 j=1

We apply 1 million sweeps (since there are 50,000 constraints this corresponds to fifty billion
Metropolis updates), interpolating linearly from 8 = 0 to § = 5. After this, we are left with
solutions that satisfy approximately 0.88m clauses. We call this algorithm irregular annealing since
it takes advantage of the irregularity of the instance prioritizing the lower-degree constraints early
in the annealing process.

11 DQI for Folded Codes and over Extension Fields

In §5, we describe the DQI algorithm for the max-LINSAT problem over prime fields. However,
DQI works over extension fields as well, and also works for so-called folded codes. In this section,
we go through the details to extend DQI to these settings. Our main motivation is to show that
DQI is applicable to the problem considered by Yamakawa and Zhandry in [17], which is similar
to our OPI problem, but for folded Reed-Solomon codes. Moreover, as discussed in §3, if a variant
of theorem 2.1 applies in the regime studied by Yamakawa and Zhandry, then equation (7) implies
that DQI can find a solution satisfying all constraints.

11.1 Folded max-LINSAT problem

In [17], Yamakawa and Zhandry define the following oracle problem, which they prove can be solved
in polynomially many queries by a quantum computer but requires exponentially many queries for
classical computers.
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Definition 11.1. Fix a prime power ¢ and integers m,n,r such that r divides m and
m >mn. Let O :{1,...,m/r} x Fg — {0,1} be a random function. Let B € F"" be a
Vandermonde matrix (so that B; j =% for i € {0,...,m —1}, j € {0,...,n — 1} where
« is a primitive element of F,), written as

By
By

(216)

Bm/r
where B; € [F;X". The Yamakawa-Zhandry problem is, given B and query access to O,
to efficiently find x € [}y such that O(i, B;x) = 1 for all i € {1,...,m/r}.

The problem in definition 11.1 has some similarities to definition 2.1, and especially to our OPI
example in Section 2.2, but is not exactly the same, as the problem in definition 11.1 is for folded
Reed-Solomon codes, over an extension field F,. Below, we extend DQI to this setting. More
precisely, we consider the following generalization of Definition 2.1.

Definition 11.2 (Folded max-LINSAT). Let [, be a finite field, where ¢ is any prime
power. Fori =1,...,m/r, let f; : Fj, — {41, —1} be arbitrary functions. Given a matrix
B e [FZ”", write B as

By
By

(217)

Bm/r

where B; € F7*". Given such a B, the r-folded maz-LINSAT problem is to find x € Fy
maximizing the objective function

m/r

fx) = fil Bx). (218)
=1

We now describe how to adapt the presentation in §5.2 to the folded max-LINSAT problem.
As before, we first discuss the properties of the DQI state |P(f)) := zxe[Fg P(f(x))|x) and then
describe the algorithm for creating it.

Again, mirroring §5.2, we assume that 2¢ + 1 < d* where d* is the minimum distance of the
folded code C+ = {d € by BTd = 0}. Note that folding affects the definition of d*. In a folded
code, we view every codeword y € Fg* as an m/r-tuple (y1,...yn/) of elements of [ and regard
each y; as a symbol. Consequently, the Hamming weight |.| : F* — {0,...,m/r} associated with
the folded code is the number of y; not equal to 0 € Fy.

11.2 DQI Quantum State for Folded max-LINSAT

As in §5.2, we assume that no f; is constant and that the preimages F; := fi_l(—i—l) have the same
cardinality for all ¢ = 1,...,m/r. This allows us to define g; as f; shifted and rescaled so that its
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Fourier transform

9i(y) = D Wi ®g(x), (219)
T 2
xelfy
where tr : F, — [, is the field trace”, vanishes at y = 0 € F} and is normalized, i.e. Y, crr [g:(x)|* =
q
> yerr | Gi(y)|? = 1. More explicitly, we define
q
. X —_ r

gi(x) == W (220)

— - / m/r
where f := q%zXEﬂ'_Z fi(x) and ¢ = (Zye[Fg |fily) — f]2)1 2. The sums f(x) = Zi:/l i(B;x)

m/r

and g(x) = > gi(Bix) are related by f(x) = g(x)¢ + mf. Substituting this relationship for f
in P(f), we obtain an equivalent polynomial Q(g) which, by Lemma A.l in appendix A, can be
expressed as a linear combination of elementary symmetric polynomials P(*)

¢
Qg(x)) ==Y upyP®) (g1(B1x), ..., go/r(Bi/rX)) - (221)
=0

We will write the DQI state

IP(f)) =Y PUFE)Ix) = Y Qa(x)x) = 1Q(9)) (222)

xely xely
as a linear combination of |[P(®) ... |P®) defined as
1
|P(k)> = —m/r Z P(k) (gl(le)a s 7gm/r(Bm/TX)) |X> : (223)
qn—rk( / )XE[F(’;
By definition,
p® (gl(BIX)a R 7gm/r<Bm/rX)) = Z H gZ(BZX) (224)
’Ll,,lk Z'G{il,.“,ik}
distinct
1 tr(vi-Bix) ~
= Z H VT Z wy* &iBx) Giy:) | (225)
7,1,,Zk 1€{i1,e. ik } yzE[FZ
distinct
m/r
- ¥ L (BT 1] 5y (226)
= — Wp 9i\Yi
yeFm V4 i=1
[vl=k yiro

"The extension field F4 can be thought of as a vector space over [,. Multiplication by any = € F4 is then a linear
transformation. Its trace, in the usual linear algebraic sense, is the field trace tr(z) of z. It can be computed as

tr(z) =z + 2P + 2?’ +...2%?. The trace is an Fp-linear function and tr(z) € F,, for all x € Fy,.
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where |.| : F7" — {0,...,m/r} is the Hamming weight associated with the folded code. From (226)

we see that the Quantum Fourier Transform of |P®*)) is

m/r
- . 1 )
|P*)y .= pen| pk)y = ST a:va) | 1BTy). (227)
)
lyi=k WYiF0
Asin §5.2, if [y| < d*/2, then BTy are all distinct and |P(®) ... |P®) form an orthonormal set.
Consequently,
l
) = > wy |PM) (228)
k=0
where

T (mk/ T), (229)

and (P(f)|P(f)) = [w|?.

11.3 DQI Algorithm for Folded max-LINSAT

Similarly to DQI for general max-LINSAT, the algorithm for folded max-LINSAT uses four quantum
registers: a weight register comprising [log, ] qubits, a mask register with m/r qubits, an error
register with m[logy ¢| qubits, and a syndrome register with nr[logs q] qubits. We will consider
the error and syndrome registers as consisting of m/r and n subregisters, respectively, where each
subregister consists of r[logs q| qubits.

We begin by initializing the weight register in the normalized state Zizo wy |k). Next, we
prepare the mask register in the Dicke state corresponding to the weight register

(230)

l
1
= wilk) > .
k=0 VL) wefoymr

|pe|=k

Let G; denote a unitary acting on r[logy q] qubits that sends |0) to

> diled) i) (231)

CZ'EU'_Z

We apply G; to the i subregister of the error register conditional on the i*" qubit in the mask
register, which yields

14 m/r
= ) wy |k) Z ) T] 64 10)® (232)
k=0 ( ) =k i=1

Z ) > Gu Fuiky(cr) |e = ) (233)

k=0 ( ) lul=k  ceFrk
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where p; denotes the i*h entry of u, u(j) denotes the index of the j' nonzero entry of p, and
¢ < p denotes the string in [ obtained by substituting the ™ entry of ¢ = (cy,...,cy) for the
7*® nonzero entry in p and setting the other entries to 0 € [y (For example (c1,c2,c3) — 01011 =
(0,¢1,0,c9,¢3).)

Next, we compute BT (c = p) into the syndrome register

l
= ) wy |k)
k=0

Z 1) Y Guy(€r) - Guy(ck) lc = @) | BT (¢ = p)) . (234)
( ) lul=k ek

But §;(0) = 0 for all 4, so the values of y = ¢ < p appearing in the superposition are exactly the
elements of {y € Fy" : |y| = k} where |.| : F" — {0,...,m/r} is the Hamming weight associated
with the folded code C*. The content of the syndrome register is then BTy, and the task of finding y
from BTy is the bounded distance decoding problem on the folded code C+ = {y € Fg: BTy = 0}.
Moreover, ¢ and g are uniquely determined by and easy to compute from ¢ < p. Consequently,
uncomputing the content of the weight, mask, and error registers can be done efficiently whenever
the bounded distance decoding problem on C can be solved efficiently out to distance .
Uncomputing disentangles the syndrome register from the other registers, leaving behind

Z Z gu . g,u(k) (ck) |BT(C — H)> (235)

k=0 ( m/r ) |p|=Fk ceFrk
Y m/r
=> w ST @ty | 1BTy) (236)
k=0 (") yerp \ 51
ly|=k yi#0
¢
= wy, [P®) (237)

k=0

which becomes the desired state |P(f)) after applying the Quantum Fourier Transform.
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A Elementary Symmetric Polynomials

In this section we prove lemma A.l. Recall that our max-LINSAT cost function takes the form
f(x) = fi(b1-x)+ ...+ fm(bm - x), where f; : F,, — {+1,—1}. Hence fj2 —1 =0 for all j.
Consequently, the rescaled functions g;(x) = (fj(z) — f)/¢ also obey a quadratic identity that does
not depend on j. (Namely, @2932- +2fpg+ ?2 —1=0.) Thus the conditions of lemma A.l are met

by both fi,..., fin and g1,..., gm.

Lemma A.1. Let P be any degree-f polynomial in a single variable. Let x1,...,x,, be variables

that each obey a quadratic identity a:c? + bz +c = 0, where a,b,c are independent of j and

a # 0. Then P(x1 + ...+ x,) can be expressed as a linear combination of elementary symmetric
S P _\¥ (k)

polynomials: P(x1 + ...+ 2m) =D 1_ouP™ (x1,...,2m).

Proof. Reducing modulo the quadratic identities:

ari +brj+c=0 j=1,...,m (238)
brings P(x1+...+z,,) into a form where none of z1, ..., z,, is raised to any power greater than one.
We can think of the resulting expression as a multilinear multivariate polynomial P(x1,..., %),

which is of total degree ¢. Since the coefficients in the m identities described in (238) are independent
of j, this multilinear multinomial is symmetric. That is, for any permutation = € S, we have
P(Zr(1ys -+ Tam)) = P(21,...,2m). By the fundamental theorem of symmetric polynomials,
multilinearity and symmetry together imply that the degree-¢ polynomial P(x1,...,z,,) can be
expressed as a linear combination of elementry symmetric polynomials of degree at most £. O

B Gallager’s Ensemble

In [55] Gallager defined the following ensemble of matrices over Fo. This ensemble is widely used in
coding theory because when parity check matrices are drawn from Gallager’s ensemble, the resulting
LDPC codes have good parameters with high probability. Together with a choice of v, a matrix B
sampled from Gallager’s ensemble also induces a natural ensemble of D-regular max-k-XORSAT
instances.

Given parameters (k, D,b), a sample from Gallager’s ensemble of matrices B € [ng xbD g gen-
erated as follows. Let A denote the horizontal concatenation of D identity matrices, each b x b,
yielding A = [[115...Ip|. For i = 1,...,k let M; = AP, where Pi,..., P are independent uni-
formly random b x b permutation matrices. Concatenate these vertically yielding

M,
My

BT = (239)

M,

The matrix BT thus has n = bk rows and m = bD columns, with k ones in each row and D
ones in each column. By choosing each function fi,..., f,, independently at random to be either
fi(z) = (=1)* or fi(x) = —(—1)* we obtain a D-regular instance of max-k-XORSAT as a special
case of max-LINSAT over [s.
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Gallager’s (k, D, b) ensemble is not equivalent to sampling uniformly from all bk x bD matrices
with k& ones in each row and D ones in each column. It shares many properties with such a
distribution but is more convenient to sample from.

C Simulated Annealing Applied to OPI

By the results of §9.1 we expect simulated annealing to yield solutions to the OPI instances of §2.2
where the fraction ¢m.x of constraints satisfied scales like

1 c
d)max = 5 + ﬁ (240)
where ¢ and v are free parameters of the fit. According to our crude theoretical model v should
be 1/2. However, extrapolating from our empirical results with sparse instances we would expect
v to be slightly smaller than 1/2. As shown in figure 8, experimental results match well to this

prediction with v = 0.45.

10—1 4

6% 1072

4 %1072

dmax — 1/2 (log scale)

3x1072

103 104
m (log scale)

Figure 8: Here we generate OPI instances over [, where p takes prime values from 307 to 12, 343.
The number of constraints is m = p — 1. For each m we take n € {m/2,m/6,m/10}, rounded to
the nearest integer. We find that, independent of n/m, the approximation achieved by simulated
annealing with 10,000 sweeps fits well to ¢pax = 1/2 4+ 1.8D 7045,

D Heuristic Justification of Conjecture 7.1

In this appendix, we give a few arguments to explain why we believe that Conjecture 7.1 is plausible.

Let
(k—(%)ZHZECL\{O}:y—z\SK}‘. (241)

yery?
ly|=k
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Thus, our assumption in Conjecture 7.1 is that maxg<, (i = ¢ < 10~%. (Note that the £ in this

appendix slightly differs from the use of ¢ in equation 133, by an additive factor of 41, to keep

the statements in this section simple). Throughout this section, we recall that C* is the code

Ct={celFp : BTc=0}, where BT € F}”™ is a sparse random binary matrix as defined in §10.
As a zeroth heuristic argument, we note that a related quantity,

Eycrp Hz eCt\{0} : |y —2| < e}‘ (242)

is clearly very small, by a simple counting argument. Indeed, for a completely random y € 5, the
expected number of codewords of C* in a Hamming ball of radius ¢ about y is

> s w20t 3 (7) man

zeCt t<t

where above we have used |C+| = 2" (assuming B is full rank), and that the approximation
that the volume of a Hamming ball in 3" of radius ¢ is approximately omh(t/m) where h(z) =
—xlogy(x) — (1—x) logy(1—x) is the binary entropy function. Plugging in m = 50,000, n = 31, 216,
and ¢ = 6,437 as in the example in §10, we see that this is approximately 2722990 which is very
small indeed.

Of course, the quantity (i is different from the quantity easily bounded above, as y is not a
uniformly random vector, rather it is a random vector of weight k£ < £. In the following two sub-
sections, we present heuristic arguments for why the above result should qualitatively still hold,
even if y is chosen to be of weight k£ < /.

First, in §D.1, we give a more refined version of the counting argument above, which relies on
a mild assumption about the expected weight distribution of C+. We justify this assumption by
showing that it holds for Gallager’s ensemble of LDPC codes, although our particular irregular
ensemble seems difficult to analyze.

Next, in §D.2, we give an argument based on the assumptions that (a) C* has a decoder that
works well on random errors, and (b) that C* is list-decodable up to radius £. We justify (a) by
noting that it is true empirically, and again justify (b) by noting that it easily holds for Gallager’s
ensemble of LDPC codes.

D.1 Argument from expected weight distribution

Let A; = [{c € Ct : |c| = j}|, and let aj = E. Aj, where the expectation is over the choice of
code C*, or equivalently over the choice of the matrix B. The assumption that we will base this

heuristic argument on is that «; is approximately binomial, in the sense that for all j € {1,...,m}
a; < 2709m <m> (244)
J

Note that 27" (m) is the value of o; when C* is a random linear code ® (that is, with a dense
parity-check matrix), so (244) is asserting that «; for a random LDPC code is not too much larger

8To see why this is true, note that any particular non-zero vector v lies in a random linear code C* of dimension
2™~"™ with probability 27". The claim then follows by linearity of expectation: There are (T]”) vectors of weight j, so

the expected number of them that lie in C'* is (T)27”.
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than that for a random linear code. While the full weight distribution of C (for example, higher
moments of the A;) seems difficult to understand, an assumption like (244) on the first moments
seems reasonable for random LDPC codes. As evidence for this, it is not hard to see that (244) holds
for Gallager’s ensemble of LDPC codes as long as the degree is a sufficiently large constant. We
include the argument below in §D.1.1 for completeness; see also [55]. The analysis in §D.1.1 suggests
that Gallager’s ensemble with average check-degree of at least 8 should easily satisfy (244), with

== gé’gég (these are the parameters from our example in §10), provided that n, m are sufficiently
large.

Given the assumption (244), a counting argument shows that ¢ is small with high probability.
In more detail, let
2>

yE[Fg"
lyl=k

(245)

{ZGCL\{O} : |y—Z[§€} ,

so (p = Zy/ (Z‘) Consider the number of times that any particular codeword z € C* of weight
j > 0 contributes to Z;. Such a z contributes to Z; once for each vector y of weight k so that
|y — z| < ¢. The number of these depends only on j, and is precisely

> (0 »

To see this, notice that each such y is determined by the set 7" = supp(y) N supp(z) and by the
set S = supp(y) Nsupp(z). Let t = |T|. Then the requirement that |y — z| < £ is the same as the
requirement that (j —t) + (k —t) </, or that

g Bzt (247)
2

We also have t < k, as T" C supp(y) and the latter has size k. Thus, to count the number of y
that are counted for each such z, we count the number of ways to choose T" and 5, for each value
of t = |T| that satisfies W < t < k. There are (g) ways to choose t elements out of the j in
supp(z) to pick T’; and there are ("]z:t] ) ways to choose k — t elements out of the m — j in supp(z)
to pick S. Multiplying these together establishes the claim above.

We conclude that
l+k
[EcJ_ <k; S T Z aj Z ( )( >, (248)

k]dJ_ tk+]é

where the randomness is over the choice of the code C+ (or equivalently, over the choice of the
matrix B) from the ensemble in §10. If E,1[(x] < n for some small n, then Markov’s inequality will
imply that

Pr[¢ > (] < (249)

IS

and a union bound implies that

In

Pri3k € {1,....01.G > < . (250)
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To find such an 7, we can numerically approximate (248), using our assumption (244). In order to
do this cleanly, we first bound (248) by

Foula] < (’”1) R Py [aj ' kte{@...,k} [(i) (TZ:;)H ' (251)

Taking logarithms and approximating the binomial coefficients (z) ~ 22hw/*) and plugging in

logy(cy;) < logy <2—0-9" <T>> ~—09n+m-h (;) : (252)

we see that

logo(Eq[Ck]) S —m-h <:;> +logy (0 + k) + (253)

| Comemn(8) o () moan(322)]

This can be computed empirically for each k (observing that it is maximized when k = £ is at its
largest). In the example distribution of max-XORSAT that we consider in §10, we have:

m = 50,000, n=31,216, {=6,43T.

We see that for any k, eq. (253) gives a bound on logy(Eo1[(x]) < —360, which implies that we
may take 7 in the above discussion to be 27350, and hence (250) implies that

" (254)

Pr(Ek € {1,...00,Ge > (] <
when ¢ = 2739 much smaller than the 10~ we need in Conjecture 7.1).

D.1.1 Aside: Argument for (244) in Gallager’s ensemble

To illustrate why the assumption (244) seems plausible for the irregular ensemble of LDPC codes
considered in §10, here we show that it holds for Gallager’s ensemble of LDPC codes [55]. We
note that a bound on «; is already present in [55], but we can use a simpler argument to get the
relatively coarse bound that we need in (244); our argument here is also a simplification of an
argument in [56]. To bound o = Eo1[A;], it suffices to bound

P(j) := g;[BTz = 0], (255)

where z is any vector of weight j, and where BT € F}*™ is the parity-check matrix for C+. (Notice
that since the distribution of BT is invariant under permutations of the columns, which vector

z of weight j we choose in the definition does not matter). Indeed, given P(j), by linearity of

expectation we have
m

) - P(j). (256)

a;=Ecsla) = ("
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Recall that in Gallager’s ensemble of LDPC codes (with degree s), the matrix B? is made up of

(m/s)xm  pach layer M; is an independent random matrix so that

(m/s)xm

ns/m independent layers M; € [,

each row has exactly s ones, and so that the rows are disjoint. Let F' € [, be any such
matrix, so that each M; is distributed like F'II for a random permutation matrlx I € F5*™. Then
for any vector z of weight j, the probability that M;z = 0 is

Pr[M;z = 0] = I;r[FHz =0] = lI‘Dr [Fy = 0], (257)

where the probability in the final expression is over a random vector y of weight j. We can analyze
this probability as
Pr[Fy=0=_ Pr  [Fy=0ly]=J] (258)
lyl|=j y~Ber(j/m)™
PryNBer(j/m)m [Fy = 0]
N PryNBer(j/m)mHY| = .7]

(259)

where Ber(j/m) is the Bernoulli distribution with mean j/m. We can bound the denominator by

m , , m
= )G /m)yY(1—45/m) =1+ o0(1 — 260
o Ivl= = ()G P e = o) [ T (200)
using Stirling’s approximation. Thus,
9l — 7
Pr [Fy =0] < (1+0(1)) Wim=7)  p,  (py=q. (261)

lyl=J m y~Ber(j/m)™

When y ~ Ber(j/m)™, the coordinates are independent; since the rows of F' have disjoint support,
this means that the components of F'y are also independent. Thus, we can bound the final term
above by

77777

_ (1 +(1 —22y/m) )m/s_ (263)

m/s
Pr Fy=0|= u;j =0 262
yNBer(j/m)m[ Y ] <u1 uSNBer (G/m) !Z J ]) ( )

Finally, we use the fact that all of the layers are independent to conclude that

: —\ ns/m eun
P(]) :%T[MiZ:O]ns/m < <(1+0(1)) QW](Z_])> (1+(1—22j/m) ) ) (264)

Thus, we have
logs(P(j)) = —n (1= (1 = 2j/m)* = = logs (Cov/m) ) (265)

for some constant Cjy. The final term is negligable compared to the second (for large n, m with
n/m constant). Thus, as long as s is large enough that, say, (1 — 2j/m)® < 0.05, we should safely

have P(j) <2799, This implies that
a; S 2700 <m> (266)
J
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which was what we wanted. Plugging in parameters from our example in §10, |1 — 2j/m| <
|1 — 2¢/m| =~ 0.743, so the corresponding degree in Gallager’s ensemble would be about s ~ 8.
This is much smaller than the average degree in our irregular example, although of course it is a
different distribution.

D.2 Evidence based on list-decodability

As we have seen, for the C in §10, there is a classical decoding algorithm that performs well (that
is, succeeds with probability about 0.995) against ¢* ~ 6437 random errors (out of m = 50000). In
this section, we will prove the following lemma.

Lemma D.1. Let C+ C [ be a linear code of distance d*, given by C*+ = {z € [} : BTz = 0}
for BT € F3”*™. Suppose that there is a syndrome decoding algorithm ¢ : F} — FJ* so that
Pry Ber(pe)m [¢(BTy) = y] > 2/3. Let € > 0 and suppose that £ < (p* — ¢)m. Then

Prli{ze CH\{0} : lz—y| <€} > 0] <m, (267)

where n < /m - exp(—Qep= (—dL)), where the big-Omega notation suppresses dependence on € and

p*.

Along with an additional assumption on C, namely that it is list-decodable up to radius
¢, Lemma D.1 gives evidence for Conjecture 7.1, as follows. Suppose that C* is (¢/m, L)-list-
decodable, which means that

max [{z€ Ct : |y —z| <} <L, (268)
yebry?
for some L = poly(m). Suppose further that there is a decoding algorithm that works fairly well
on error vectors y ~ Ber(p*)™, for some p* that’s a bit larger than ¢/m, as in the hypothesis of
Lemma D.1. (We know empirically that this is the case for the ensemble of codes C given in §10).
Then Lemma D.1 implies that

L
(%)

which is exponentially small for sufficiently large m, assuming that d* scales linearly with m.

Thus, the assumptions of decent performance on the binary symmetric channel with crossover
probability p* ~ ¢/m, along with a list-decodability assumption, establishes Conjecture 7.1 for the
case that k = £. We take this as evidence that the conjecture holds for all k¥ < £. We note that the
conjecture is trivially true for k& < d+/2, and we have given evidence that it holds for k = £, which
in our example we estimate to be about ¢ ~ 0.8d". Thus the gap is not very large, and it seems
like the conjecture should only be easier to establish for smaller k. However, as we will see below
(see Remark D.1), the proof of Lemma D.1 does not immediately work for & < /.

Before we prove Lemma D.1, we briefly address the plausibility of this list-decoding assumption.
While we do not have a formal list-decoding result for the ensemble of LDPC codes considered in
§10, there is a formal result for Gallager’s ensemble of LDPC codes [55]. In more detail, [56] showed
that Gallager’s ensemble achieves list-decoding capacity, which means that it is list-decodable all
the way up to radius approaching d- with a list size that is constant (independent of m). In our

S {zectiy—a=if|<n-L, (269)
ly|=¢
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examples, £ is significantly smaller than d* (though larger than d*/2), so our list-decodability
assumption for the irregular ensemble of LDPC codes in §10 is significantly weaker than what is
known to be true for Gallager’s ensemble.

In the rest of this section, we prove Lemma D.1. The high-level idea is that we will establish a
threshold result (following the argument of [57]), which intuitively says that there is some threshold
0 € (0,1) so that if £ < 6-m, then a random vector y of weight ¢ is extremely likely to be ¢-close to
only the all-zero codeword; while if ¢ > 6-m, then a random vector y of weight ¢ is extremely likely
to have at least one other z € C+\ {0} within distance £. Since empirically decoding from ¢ errors
succeeds with decent probability, this will imply that we are on the “good” side of the threshold,
establishing (267). We now proceed with the details.

Proof of Lemma D.1. For r > 0, let Q, = {y € F* : |E(y, |yl +7) N (C+\ {0})| > 0}, where
E(y,s) ={x ey : |y —x| < s} is the Hamming ball of radius s about y. We make the following
two observations about ,:

e (2, is decreasing, in the sense that if y € Q, and x < y, then x € ()., where we say that
x < y if supp(x) C supp(y). To see this, suppose that y € ,, and let x = y — ey,
where i € supp(y) and e; is the i'th standard basis vector. Suppose towards a contradiction
that x ¢ €,. Then there is some ¢ € C* \ {0} so that |c — x| < |x| + r. But then
lc—y| <|x|+r+1=]y|—-14+r+1=|y|+r, contradicting the assumption that y € Q,.

e Suppose that y € €2,, and that there exists some x ¢ €2, so that |y — x| = 1. Then we claim
that there are at least d*/2 values of X' ¢ €, (including x) so that |y — x| = 1. (Here,
d* is the distance of the code C). To see this, let ¢ € C+ \ {0} be so that |c — x| <
|x| + r, as is guaranteed by the fact that x ¢ €2,. Then we must have x = y + e; for some
i € supp(c) \ supp(y). Indeed, i can’t be in supp(y) because we have just shown that €2,
is decreasing; and we must have i € supp(c) because otherwise we would have |c — x| =
lc—y|+1>|y|+r+1=|x|+r, acontradiction. Moreover, for any i € supp(c) \ supp(y), if
x' = y-+e;, then [c—x'| < |x'|+r. Thus, the number of such x’ is at least |[supp(c) \ supp(y)|.
We claim that this latter quantity is at least d* /2. Indeed, since c is a nonzero codeword, we
have

d* < |c| = [supp(c) \ supp(y)| + [supp(c) N supp(y)|,
and since y € 2, we have

ly| +7 < |ec — y| = [supp(c) \ supp(y)| + (|y| — supp(c) \ supp(y)).
Combining these two equations, we get
1 1L
r+d S aL7
2 T2

[supp(c) \ supp(y)| >
as claimed.

With these two observations, we can apply Theorem 2.2 of [57] with A = d*/2.” We conclude that
there is some threshold 6, € (0, 1) so that

. 0 < @ (Vdt (/In(1/6,) — /In(1/p) if 0, <p<1
yNBerr(P)m[y < > @ (Vdt (/In(1/6,) — /In(1/p) if0<p<6,

(270)

9Technically, we apply Theorem 2.2 to the “reversed” version of .., Q, = {1-y :y € Q.}, in order to begin
with an increasing set.
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where ®(z) = \/% I e /24t is the Gaussian cumulative distribution function. In particular,
there is some constant Cy > 0 so that for € > 0, we have
1 2
gexp<9;1007d1;) 0 +te<p<l1
Pr [y lost/o . (271)
y~Ber(p)™ > 1— exXp (W(l/ﬂ) 0< p < 97« — €

Let p* be as in the lemma statement. We claim that p* < 6y + €/2. To see this, consider
the maximum likelihood (syndrome) decoder, ¢prr, : F§ — F5', which, given z € FY, returns the
y € F5 of minimal weight so that BTy = z, breaking ties randomly. Since ¢y, maximizes the
success probability on the binary symmetric channel, the assumption that ¢ has success probability
at least 2/3 implies that ¢y does as well. In particular,

1 1
- > Pr > — Pr Qol, 272
3 2 yNBer(p*)m[¢ML( y)#yl25 B ly & Q0] (272)

where the last inequality follows from the fact that if y ¢ Qq, then there is some ¢ € C+\ {0} so
that |y —c| < |y|. Since BT (y —c) = BTy, this means that the maximum likelihood decoder has at
least one other option as good as y, and so its success probability can be at most 1/2 in that case.
If p* > 0o + €/2, then Pry pe(peymly € Q0] > 1 — exp(—Qe g, (d+)), which is strictly greater than
2/3 for large enough d* (relative to ¢€,6y). But then this would imply that 1/3 < 1/2-2/3 =1/3,
a contradiction. We conclude that p* < 6y + €/2, as claimed.

Now, suppose that ¢ < (p* — €)m, as in the lemma statement. Since p* < 6y + €/2, we have

14 €
— <by— = 273
Tt (273)
and in particular (271) implies that
—Cpdte? >
Pr Q exp | ———F— 274
ly|~Ber(£/m)™ [y g O] P <4¢98 log(l/&o) ( )
Now, considering drawing a random y of weight ezactly £. We have
Pr Q Pr Q =/ 275
Priveo=  PrlygQly|=1] (275)
P ~ber m Q
< T'y~Ber(¢/ [y Z Qo (276)
Pr I'y~Ber(¢/m) m”y’ - e]
2ml(m — L) ( —Cod*+é? )
<(1+o0(1 277
( (1)) 46% log(1/6o) (277)

where in the final line we have used the fact that

L =a= (M (L) (5 s e

by applying Stirling’s approximation to the factorials in the binomial coefficient. Noting that
£,m — £ < m so that 1/ ( < v/m proves the lemma. O
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Remark D.1. We note that the proof above almost works for k < ¢, and this is why we bother
defining €, for general r, even if we only use {2y in the proof above. Indeed, instead of considering
Qo, we consider €, for »r = £ — k. We see that there is still a threshold 6, so that the rest of
the argument goes through, provided that p* < 6, + ¢/2. However, the fact that some decoder ¢
succeeds with probability at least 2/3 on error patterns y ~ Ber(p*) is no longer enough to ensure
that p* < 0, + €/2. The reason is that, if |y| = k, it may be that there is a nonzero codeword
c € C in the ball of radius ¢ about y, but it is further from y than the zero codeword is. Thus,
we do not guarantee that the maximum likelihood decoder would fail.
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E Degree distribution for which DQI beats Simulated Annealing

variables variables variables variables variables
degree | count degree | count degree | count degree | count degree | count
2 15 42 93 82 81 122 45 162 39
3 2306 43 58 83 78 123 92 163 60
4 2820 44 252 84 24 124 38 164 25
5 1974 45 11 85 68 125 41 165 58
6 1911 46 142 86 7 126 83 166 10
7 977 47 41 87 49 127 60 167 13
8 941 48 26 88 49 128 76 168 5
9 967 49 1 89 21 129 35 169 16
10 1064 50 154 90 86 130 22 170 43
11 194 51 111 91 101 131 86 171 54
12 402 52 24 92 29 132 83 172 49
13 39 53 183 93 87 133 80 173 6
14 35 54 37 94 8 134 33 174 10
15 1 55 34 95 2 135 27 175 27
16 531 56 202 96 44 136 42 176 2
17 6 57 24 97 13 137 39 177 39
18 167 58 38 98 111 138 83 178 3
19 244 59 173 99 60 139 44 179 51
20 297 60 146 100 82 140 76 180 2
21 280 61 2 101 52 141 3 181 37
22 61 62 103 102 106 142 45 182 21
23 46 63 135 103 14 143 36 183 12
24 108 64 1 104 65 144 60 184 2
25 1 65 84 105 54 145 17 185 25
26 298 66 128 106 83 146 75 186 8
27 221 67 163 107 65 147 32 187 19
28 386 68 96 108 37 148 27 188 24
29 208 69 11 109 54 149 14 189 25
30 42 70 35 110 52 150 44 190 27
31 16 71 1 111 29 151 66 191 18
32 213 72 61 112 43 152 72 192 42
33 12 73 100 113 69 153 20 193 17
34 321 74 52 114 58 154 41 194 6
35 108 75 151 115 45 155 57 195 19
36 171 76 126 116 16 156 64 196 14
37 44 7 49 117 41 157 15 197 3
38 67 78 88 118 51 158 57 198 32
39 35 79 15 119 5 159 71 199 32
40 152 80 135 120 55 160 1 200 9
41 168 81 45 121 28 161 67 201 46
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variables variables variables variables variables
degree | count degree | count degree | count degree | count degree | count

202 27 242 16 282 22 322 23 362 31
203 27 243 35 283 19 323 29 363

204 33 244 24 284 7 324 28 364 3
205 245 24 285 26 325 32 365 27
206 246 36 286 20 326 19 366 3
207 48 247 2 287 32 327 34 367

208 14 248 288 19 328 19 368

209 38 249 17 289 5 329 27 369

210 44 250 8 290 10 330 13 370 10
211 51 251 34 291 7 331 371

212 52 252 34 292 24 332 372 7
213 34 253 41 293 17 333 373 20
214 2 254 14 294 7 334 31 374 5
215 35 255 32 295 11 335 14 375 13
216 34 256 19 296 1 336 376 30
217 18 257 43 297 8 337 377 17
218 35 258 27 298 7 338 31 378 28
219 42 259 18 299 7 339 4 379 20
220 38 260 6 300 3 340 13 380 12
221 18 261 30 301 25 341 22 381 26
222 28 262 16 302 20 342 11 382 12
223 10 263 40 303 28 343 32 383 11
224 1 264 8 304 7 344 21 384 29
225 1 265 11 305 25 345 30 385 19
226 23 266 27 306 7 346 18 386 13
227 32 267 25 307 35 347 3 387 11
228 35 268 12 308 3 348 32 388 24
229 5 269 18 309 21 349 1 389 11
230 270 28 310 37 350 23 390 4
231 2 271 4 311 10 351 14 391 12
232 22 272 27 312 31 352 1 392

233 46 273 29 313 34 353 13 393

234 3 274 17 314 36 354 23 394 23
235 45 275 20 315 16 355 5 395 14
236 13 276 1 316 30 356 11 396 12
237 20 277 39 317 18 357 397 27
238 44 278 18 318 3 358 398 2
239 40 279 36 319 31 359 399 20
240 32 280 32 320 5 360 27 400 16
241 24 281 20 321 10 361 1 401 13
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variables variables variables clauses clauses
degree | count degree | count degree | count degree | count degree | count
402 28 442 20 482 1 3 8203 43 458
403 1 443 483 11 4 5951 44 50
404 444 484 2 5 4545 45 49
405 445 25 485 11 6 4 46 38
406 446 12 486 14 7 113 47 71
407 24 447 22 487 15 8 52 48 47
408 20 448 20 488 2 9 786 49 483
409 11 449 19 489 9 10 916 50 55
410 14 450 13 490 8 11 5 51 96
411 20 451 23 491 1 12 147 52 28
412 12 452 7 492 15 13 1023 53 217
413 1 453 14 493 13 14 143 54 25
414 21 454 8 494 4 15 555 55 11
415 17 455 19 495 13 16 80 56 24
416 20 456 13 496 8 17 96 57 55
417 10 457 25 497 19 18 591 58 170
418 458 4 498 5 19 459 59 114
419 4 459 22 499 7 20 915 60 225
420 18 460 7 500 5 21 706 61 102
421 10 461 3 750 1 22 347 62 151
422 25 462 1 996 1 23 726 63 16
423 11 463 14 1000 4 24 229 64 137
424 22 464 17 1001 4 25 480 65 9
425 9 465 10 26 490 66 125
426 12 466 16 27 468 67 25
427 10 467 16 28 72 68 353
428 20 468 9 29 522 69 30
429 5 469 13 30 473 70 343
430 19 470 21 31 412 71 93
431 3 471 12 32 632 72 75
432 24 472 11 33 219 73 126
433 1 473 3 34 133 74 329
434 21 474 18 35 99 75 131
435 18 475 22 36 283 76 75
436 18 476 15 37 453 7 96
437 12 477 7 38 73 78 321
438 6 478 2 39 1 79 267
439 22 479 7 40 212 80 137
440 10 480 5 41 595 81 216
441 1 481 9 42 6 82 124
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clauses clauses clauses clauses clauses

degree | count degree | count degree | count degree | count degree | count

83 279 123 135 163 139 203 99 243 4

84 49 124 56 164 144 204 27 244 1

85 28 125 88 165 15 205 52 245 58

86 37 126 88 166 11 206 54 246 10

87 83 127 43 167 149 207 65 247 45

88 109 128 88 168 59 208 97 248 49

89 133 129 75 169 62 209 74 249 102

90 1 130 28 170 123 210 100 500 21

91 136 131 151 171 106 211 109 501 35

92 7 132 1 172 1 212 49 990 6

93 234 133 1 173 11 213 48 991 22

94 98 134 72 174 102 214 92 992 5

95 188 135 19 175 112 215 49

96 110 136 14 176 65 216 30

97 97 137 153 177 30 217 78

98 232 138 52 178 68 218 78

99 51 139 110 179 1 219 104

100 83 140 44 180 83 220 74

101 220 141 64 181 22 221 29

102 5 142 9 182 24 222 1

103 45 143 151 183 132 223 7

104 109 144 157 184 52 224 70

105 65 145 8 185 124 225 38

106 207 146 13 186 136 226 86

107 12 147 47 187 10 227 46

108 128 148 40 188 12 228 71

109 7 149 139 189 32 229 109

110 130 150 119 190 116 230 75

111 154 151 21 191 100 231 106

112 134 152 149 192 26 232 86

113 92 153 66 193 8 233 69

114 21 154 45 194 28 234 97

115 206 155 71 195 93 235 13

116 91 156 52 196 115 236 9

117 19 157 53 197 18 237 56

118 128 158 97 198 40 238 28

119 97 159 109 199 85 239 59

120 66 160 140 200 19 240 79

121 43 161 1 201 19 241 76

122 47 162 44 202 1 242 84
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