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Abstract

The circuit class QACY was introduced by Moore (1999) as a model for constant depth
quantum circuits where the gate set includes many-qubit Toffoli gates. Proving lower bounds
against such circuits is a longstanding challenge in quantum circuit complexity; in particular,
showing that polynomial-size QAC® cannot compute the parity function has remained an open
question for over 20 years.

In this work, we identify a notion of the Pauli spectrum of QAC® circuits, which can be viewed
as the quantum analogue of the Fourier spectrum of classical AC? circuits. We conjecture that
the Pauli spectrum of QACY circuits satisfies low-degree concentration, in analogy to the famous
Linial, Mansour, Nisan (LMN) theorem on the low-degree Fourier concentration of AC? circuits.
If true, this conjecture immediately implies that polynomial-size QAC? circuits cannot compute
parity.

We prove this conjecture for the class of depth-d, polynomial-size QAC® circuits with at
most n@(1/4) auxiliary qubits. We obtain new circuit lower bounds and learning results as
applications: this class of circuits cannot correctly compute

e the n-bit parity function on more than (% + 2—Q(n1/d))_fraction of inputs, and
e the n-bit majority function on more than (1 — Q(n~'/2))-fraction of inputs.

Additionally we show that this class of QAC? circuits with limited auxiliary qubits can be learned
with quasipolynomial sample complexity, giving the first learning result for QACY circuits.

More broadly, our results add evidence that “Pauli-analytic” techniques can be a powerful
tool in studying quantum circuits.
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1 Introduction

The Fourier spectrum of a Boolean function provides highly useful information about its complexity.
For example, the celebrated result of Linial, Mansour, and Nisan [LMN93] shows that polynomial-
size ACY circuits give rise to functions whose Fourier spectra obey low-degree concentration; in other
words, they are approximately low-degree polynomials. Since then, Fourier analytic techniques have
played an essential role in breakthroughs in learning theory [KM93, KKMS05, EIS22|, pseudoran-
domness [Bra09, CHLT18, CHHL19], property testing [FLNT02, Bla09, KMS18], classical-quantum
separations [RT22], and more.

Are there analogous analytic techniques for studying models of quantum computation? A nat-
ural quantum generalization of the Fourier spectrum of a Boolean function is the Pauli spectrum
of a many-qubit operator. Recall that the set of n-qubit Pauli operators, P, := {I,X,Y,Z }®”,
forms an orthonormal basis for the space of 2" x 2" complex matrices, with respect to the (normal-
ized) Hilbert—Sc}Almidt inner product. Consequently, any n-qubit operator A can be decomposed
as A =5 Pep, A(P) P, analogous to the Fourier expansion of a Boolean function. Our paper is
motivated by the following question:

When does the Pauli spectrum reveal useful information
about the complexity of a quantum computation?

Analyzing the Pauli spectrum of quantum operations has been a fruitful endeavor in recent
years, leading to structural results about so-called quantum Boolean functions [MO08, RWZ22],
learning algorithms for quantum dynamics [HCP22, VZ23, SVZ23|, property testing of quantum
operations [Wan11, CNY23, BY23], and classical simulations of noisy quantum circuits [AGL*23].
Although each result uses a slightly different notion of Pauli decomposition, most of them focus on
the Pauli spectrum of unitary operators. However, it is unclear how this notion connects with the
complexity of the unitary operator.

An Ilustrative Example. One might have hoped for the following Linial-Mansour-Nisan-style
low-degree concentration statement: if a unitary U is computable by some simple circuit (for some
notion of “simple”), then most of its “Pauli mass” should concentrate on its low-degree part.!
Unfortunately, however, such notions of low-degree Pauli concentration break down for even the
simplest unitaries: consider the unitary U = X®", which can be implemented by a single layer of
single-qubit gates (see Figure 1). Clearly the Pauli mass of U is concentrated on a single degree-n
coefficient, yet this unitary U is computed by an extremely simple circuit.
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Figure 1: A simple unitary that does not satisfy low-degree Pauli concentration in the naive sense.

Note, however, that in this example there is an incongruity between the classical and quantum
settings. A classical Boolean function f : {0,1}" — {0,1} only has one output bit, whereas the

I The degree of a Pauli tensor P € Py, denoted |P|, is the number of qubits on which it acts non-trivially (i.e. the
number of non-identity components).



output of unitary U is n qubits. This leads us to restrict our focus to quantum circuits where there
is a designated “target” qubit in the output. In the aforementioned example, while unitary U has
degree-n, the target qubit is not influenced by any other qubits, meaning U should “morally” have
degree-1. This suggests that instead of analyzing the unitary operator corresponding to the circuit,
one should analyze the quantum channel that comes from applying the circuit and then tracing out
all qubits except for the target qubit.

A New Notion of Pauli Spectrum. We introduce a different notion of Pauli decomposition:
The Pauli spectrum of a quantum channel £ mapping n qubits to ¢ qubits is the set of Pauli
coefficients of its (n + £)-qubit Choi representation ®¢ := (I°" @ £)(|EPR,)(EPR,|) which is the
channel applied to half of unnormalized n-qubit Bell state [EPRy) := 37 c1o1yn [2) @ |2) (see
Sections 2.2 and 2.3 for formal definitions of Choi matrices and their Pauli spectrum).

We show that this definition of Pauli spectrum connects with computational complexity much
more closely. In particular we illustrate the definition’s usefulness by studying the Pauli spectrum
of QACY circuits. These are a model of shallow quantum circuits that, in addition to single-
qubit gates, can include wide Toffoli gates acting on arbitrarily many qubits [Moo099]. This is a
quantum analogue of the classical circuit model AC?, and represents the frontier of quantum circuit
complexity: although we know that polynomial-size ACY circuits cannot compute parity [FSS&4,
Has86], proving the same for QAC? circuits remains a longstanding open problem [Mo0099, FFGT03,
HS05, BGHO7, PFGT20, Ros21].

Our Results, In a Nutshell. Our main technical result, at a high level, is that polynomial-
size, single-qubit-output QAC? circuits that use few auxiliary qubits must have Pauli spectrum
that is highly concentrated on low-degree coefficients. This is a new structural result about QAC®
circuits (with limited auxiliary qubits) that immediately yields average-case circuit lower bounds:
we show that such circuits cannot compute the parity or majority functions, even approximately
(see Section 1.2 for detailed theorem statements).

This raises the intriguing question of whether low-degree concentration holds for all polynomial-
size QACY circuits, not just ones with few auxiliary qubits. We conjecture that this is indeed true
(see Conjecture 1 for a formal statement). This would be directly analogous to the Linial-Mansour-
Nisan theorem about the low-degree concentration of AC® circuits [LMN93], and would immediately
show that parity is not computable by polynomial-size QAC? circuits, resolving the central open
question posed in Moore’s 1999 paper introducing the QAC circuit model in the first place [Mo0099].

Finally, we show that low-degree concentration of the Pauli spectrum of quantum channels
yields sample-efficient learning algorithms for those channels (see Theorem 3 for a more detailed
theorem statement). This also directly corresponds to the learning result of [LMN93] who show that
low-degree concentrated Boolean functions can be learned with quasipolynomial complexity. Our
results directly imply that QACY circuits with few auxiliary qubits can be learned using quasipoly-
nomial sample complexity, and if the conjectured low-degree concentration of QACY holds, then all
polynomial-size QAC? circuits are sample-efficiently learnable.

Although we weren’t able to prove “quantum LMN,” we believe that the conjecture provides
tantalizing motivation for studying the analytic structure of QAC? circuits, and for further investi-
gating this notion of Pauli spectrum more broadly. The analogy with classical Fourier analysis of
Boolean functions appears quite strong; it will be interesting to discover how far the analogy goes.

Before explaining our results in more detail, we give a brief overview of QAC? circuits.



1.1 QACY circuits

The QAC? circuit model consists of constant-depth quantum circuits with arbitrary single-qubit
gates and arbitrary-width Toffoli gates, which implement the unitary transformation

|z1, ..., Zp,b) — ]xl,...,xn,b@/\xi>.

)

QAC® and related models were first introduced by Moore [Mo099] to explore natural quantum
analogues of classical circuit classes such as NC°, AC?, and AC°[q], which are well-studied models
of shallow circuits in classical complexity theory.

Aside from being a natural generalization of a classical circuit model, QAC also gives a clean
theoretical model with which to study the power of many-qubit operations in quantum computa-
tions. Recently there has been increasing motivation for understanding the power of short-depth
quantum computations with many-qubit or non-local operations. Some experimental platforms are
beginning to realize controllable operations that can affect many qubits at once; examples include
analog simulators [BLS'22], ion traps [GKH"21, GDC*22], and superconducting qubit platforms
that have mid-circuit measurements [RRG*22].

Parity versus QAC’. Already in his 1999 paper [M0099], Moore posed the question of whether
the n-bit parity function can be computed in QAC’. Recall that computing parity is equivalent to
computing fanout (i.e. the unitary operation |b,z1,...,2,) — |b,x1 ®b,..., 2, ® b)) up to conju-
gation by Hadamard gates [M0099]. Consequently if QAC circuits could compute parity, then this
would imply that QAC® would be remarkably powerful: among other things, they would be capable
of generating GHZ states, computing the MOD,, function for all ¢, computing the parity function,
and performing phase estimation and approximate quantum Fourier transforms [Moo99, BGHO07].

Despite being open for more than twenty years, this question has seen limited progress. Fang
et al. [FFGT03] showed that QAC circuits with sublinear auxiliary qubits cannot compute parity,
and more recently, Padé et al. [PFGT20] showed that depth-2 QAC circuits with arbitrary auxiliary
qubits cannot compute parity. Rosenthal [Ros21] proved that parity can be approximated expo-
nentially well by QACY circuits that have exponentially many auxiliary qubits (it was not known
before whether QAC? circuits of any size could approximate parity). Rosenthal also proved that
certain classes of QACY circuits require exponential size to approximate parity; however, extending
these lower bounds to general QAC? circuits seems challenging. (See Section 1.4 for more details
about these prior works.)

Although lower bounds against classical AC? are considered one of the great successes of com-
plexity theory [Yao85, Has86, Raz87, Smo87], it is far from clear how to extend those techniques
(such as switching lemmas) to the setting of QAC®. Furthermore, it is unclear whether QACY lower
bounds imply ACY lower bounds: we do not know if QACY circuits can even simulate classical AC°
circuits. Even though QAC? circuits appear quite weak (especially for classical computation), lower
bounds have been difficult to obtain.

Going Beyond Lightcones. On the other hand, if we restrict ourselves to constant-depth quan-
tum circuits with only two-qubit gates (known as QNC° circuits), it is comparatively much easier to
prove limitations. For example, such circuits cannot prepare states with long-range entanglement
(like the many-qubit GHZ state or states with topological order) [EH17, VITV21, ABN23]. At the
heart of all QNC° lower bound techniques, is the “lightcone argument”— the observation that each
output qubit can only be affected by a small number of input qubits since there are only a few
layers of small gates (see Figure 2). This argument immediately breaks when either the circuit has



Figure 2: A (backwards) lightcone of a qubit.

logarithmic depth, or large many-qubit gates. Thus, any effort to prove lower bounds against more
general circuits calls for novel techniques beyond lightcones. QACY circuits are at the frontier of this
boundary and thus an attractive point of attack for developing new circuit lower bound techniques.

1.2 Our Results

We show that the spectral properties — with our notion of Pauli spectrum — of QAC? circuits with
limited auxiliary qubits resemble those of classical AC? circuits; this in turn allows us to derive
circuit lower bound and learning conclusions that are analogous to those of [LMN93] (see Table 1
for a comparison). In particular, our main technical result is the following bound on the Pauli
coefficients of a QACY circuit. For formal definitions of Choi representations, Pauli coefficients, etc,
we refer the reader to Section 2.

Theorem 1 (Informal version of Theorem 18). Suppose a n to 1-qubit channel £ is computed by
a depth-d QACY circuit with a auxiliary qubits. Writing ®¢ for the Choi representation of &, we

have
> |eep)

PePpi1:| P>k

‘2 S 2_Q(k:1/d—a)
where {@(P)} is the collection of Pauli coefficients of ®g.

Theorem 1 can be interpreted as saying that most of the “mass” of the Pauli decomposition of the
Choi representation of £ lies on Pauli tensors with few non-identity components. As a consequence
of Theorem 1, we obtain circuit lower bounds and learning algorithms for QACY circuits.

Theorem 2 (Informal version of Theorem 33). Suppose @ is a QAC circuit with depth d = O(1)
and at most % -n/? auxiliary qubits. Let Q(z) € {0,1} denote the random measurement outcome
in the computational basis of a single output qubit of @ on input |x).

e () cannot approximate the n-bit parity function Parity,, () := > 1 ; x; mod 2, i.e.

1
bk Q@) = Parity, ()] < 5 + 9=(n!/*),

e () cannot approximate the n-bit majority function Majority, () := 1{>_" , #; > n/2}, i.e.

— Maior _ ~1/2
wwﬁ)ﬁ}" [Q(x) = Majority,,(z)] <1 Q<n >



AC? Circuits QAC? Circuits

(Boolean function f) (Choi representation @)
Fourier Basis xs(@) € {ILics :Ei}Sg[n] Pe{l,X,Y, Z}*"
(Parity functions) (Pauli tensors)
Decomposition f@)= 3 F(9)xs(x) o= Y O(P) P
SCln] PePy,
(Fourier decomposition) (Pauli decomposition)
Spectral Concentration W>F[f] < s- 9= Q(k!/) W>F[@] < 52 2~k ~a)
(Lemma 7 of [LMNO93]) (Theorem 1)
Correlation with Parity % +s- 9-6(n'/) % +5.270MY=a)
(Implicit in [LMN93]) (Theorem 2)
Learnability quasipolynomial samples quasipolynomial samples
(Section 4 of [LMN93]) (Theorem 3)

Table 1: Comparison with the work of Linial, Mansour, and Nisan [LMNO93]; see Section 1.3 for
a detailed discussion. In both the classical and the quantum settings, we denote the number of
inputs as n, number of gates as s, and the depth of the circuit as d. In the QAC? learning setting,
we assume that a < O(polylog(n)).

We point out that our QAC? lower bounds in Theorem 2 are average-case: the circuits fail to
approximate parity or majority. The only previously known average-case lower bounds for parity
were shown by Rosenthal [Ros21]. Notably, he showed an average-case bound against depth-2 QAC
circuits and a size lower bound of Q(n/d) for depth d circuits. For a more detailed comparison
between our lower bounds and previously established QAC? lower bounds, see Section 1.4.

As a consequence of Theorem 1, we also obtain an algorithm for learning QACY circuits:

Theorem 3 (Informal version of Theorem 39). Let € be a channel computed by a depth-d QAC®

circuit on n input qubits with polylog(n) auxiliary qubits. Then for 6 > 0 and € > m, it is
possible to learn a channel g satisfying
—~ — 2
> [e(P) - x(P)| <. (1)

PePp41

with probability 1 — § using nPoW1°s() Jog (1 / 5) copies of the Choi state %(I)g. Here, ®¢ and @z are
the Choi representations of & and & respectively. In the special case where £ computes a Boolean
function f :{0,1}™ — {0,1}, the learned channel £ corresponds to a probabilistic function ¢ such

that Pr,[f(z) # g(x)] < O(v/e).

We further show, in Appendix A, that all of the above results extend to quantum channels £ that
are convex combinations of the channels {&;} implemented by QAC? circuits: £(p) = 3, a;&i(p).
Note that it is not necessarily true that £ can be implemented by a QACY circuit.



1.3 Technical Overview

The starting point for our results is the seminal work of Linial, Mansour, and Nisan [LMN93]
on the Fourier spectrum of constant-depth classical circuits; we refer the interested reader to the
monographs [0’D14, GS14] for further background on the subject.

1.3.1 The Work of Linial, Mansour, and Nisan (LMN)

Suppose f : {0,1}™ — {0,1} is a Boolean function computed by a depth-d AC® circuit of size s.
Recall that f—viewed as a function f : {£1}" — {£1}—can be expressed as a real multilinear
polynomial

f=> f(S)xs where xg(z):=]]=

SCln] i€S

which can be viewed as a Fourier expansion of f. The main technical result of [LMN93], namely
Lemma 7, is the following bound on the Fourier spectrum of f:

Z f(S)2 <s- 9-O(k!/?) for all k € [n], (2)
|S|>k

which, intuitively, states that most “Fourier mass” of f lies on its low-degree part. Although this
bound has been subsequently sharpened [Bop97, Has01, IMP12, Has14, Tall7], for the sake of
simplicity, this work will focus solely on the [LMN93] bound given by Equation (2).

The primary technical ingredient used by [LMN93] to prove the above bound is Hastad’s cel-
ebrated switching lemma [Has86]. As an immediate consequence of Equation (2), one can obtain
correlation bounds against parity as well as a learning algorithm (under the uniform distribution)
for AC® circuits; we sketch both of these results below, see Section 4.5 of [0’D14] for a thorough
exposition.

Correlation Bounds Against Parity. Suppose f : {+1}" — {£1} is computed by a depth-
d size-s AC? circuit. Recall that Parity, : {+1}" — {41} is given by Parity,, := X[n]- As an
immediate consequence of Equation (2),

‘f([n])’ <s.2700"),
Furthermore, using Proposition 1.9 from [0’D14], is straightforward to check that

Pr [f(xz)=Parity,(z)] < - +s- 9=6(n'/*),

x~{E£1}7

N |

So, if d = O(1) and s = poly(n), then f can agree with the parity function on at most % +
exp(—O(n)) fraction of inputs. Since guessing {0,1} uniformly at random gives correlation 1/2
with the parity function, this result implies that, with constant-depth circuits, one cannot do much
better than random guessing.

Learning AC’ Circuits. Taking k = @(logd (f)), Equation (2) implies that 3¢, F(8)? <e
In other words, all but ¢ of f’s “Fourier weight” lies on its low-degree coefficients. Based on
this observation, [LMNO93] suggest a natural learning algorithm for AC : Simply estimate all the
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low-degree Fourier coefficients {f(S)}g<k to sufficiently high accuracy, and—writing f(S) for the

o~

estimate of f(S)—output the {#1}-valued function

sign| > F(S)xs |- (3)

IS|<k

This gives a quasipolynomial time algorithm for learning AC® circuits. In fact, it is known that,
under a strong enough cryptographic assumption, quasipolynomial time is required to learn AC®
circuits even with query access [Kha93].?

1.3.2 Spectral Concentration of QAC? Circuits

Inspired by the classical importance of low-degree Fourier concentration, i.e. Equation (2), one
might hope for an analogous notion of low-degree Pauli concentration in the quantum setting. As
we saw earlier in the introduction via the example U = X®", unitaries implemented by QAC®
circuits do not have Pauli weight that is low-degree concentrated. Instead, we turn to analyzing
the Pauli spectrum of QAC° channels.

The Pauli Decomposition of Channels. We define the Pauli spectrum of channel £ as that
of its Choi representation ®g:*

O =Y De(P)P.
P

To highlight that the Pauli spectrum of channels generalizes the classical Fourier spectrum of
Boolean functions, note that when the channel computes a Boolean function f : {0,1}" — {0,1},
the Pauli spectrum of the Choi representation is closely related to the Fourier expansion of f:

1 1 -~
Op = -0t 4 = :
f 2[ + 5 Z f(S)ZS R 7 (4)
SCln]
Here, Zg denotes @7_, Z'11€5},
To further motivate our notion of Pauli spectrum, we return to our example U = X®". Consider

the channel &y (p) = Trp,_y)(UpU t) that applies U to the input state and traces out all but the last
qubit. As a check, it is readily verified that

oy =1"""e > e 2z
y,y'€{0,1}

Thus &y is “low-degree” as originally hoped for.

The Pauli Spectrum of QACY Channels. Returning to quantum circuits, suppose & is imple-
mented by a depth-d QAC® circuit acting on n input qubits and a auxiliary qubits. Writing s for
the number of Toffoli gates acting in the circuit, this work proves a bound on the Pauli spectrum
of ®¢. Namely, for each k € [n + 1], we show that

> [@s(P) < 0227 ). (5)

|P|>k

2Note that the [LMN93] learning algorithm only requires sample access to the function f, which is weaker than
the class of algorithms with query access considered by Kharitonov [Kha93].

3Recall that &g = (I®" ® £)(|EPR,)(EPR,|) where |[EPR,) =3 ) ® |z) (see Section 2.2)

z€{0,1}7 |



Note the resemblance between Equation (5) and Equation (2) obtained by [LMN93]. We now
describe the proof of Equation (5).

For simplicity, we first describe the case when U is implemented by a circuit without any
auxiliary qubits, i.e. when a = 0. In this case, the proof proceeds in two steps:

1. We first establish that if a depth-d QACY circuit does not have any Toffoli gates of width at
least k'/%, then it has no Pauli weight above level k; and

2. Next, we show that deleting such “wide” Toffoli gates does not noticeably affect the action
of the circuit.

A lengthy, albeit ultimately straightforward, calculation using standard analytic tools then estab-
lishes Equation (5) for the case when a = 0. We note that the proof of the first item above relies
on a lightcone-type argument.

For the more general case where the circuit implementing U has a auxiliary qubits, we consider
two cases, corresponding to clean auxiliary qubits (i.e. when the a qubits must start in the |0%)
state) and dirty auxiliary qubits (i.e. when there is no guarantee on the setting of the state of the
a qubits, but regardless the circuit has the desired behavior). * With clean auxiliary qubits, we
can view the a auxiliary qubits as a part of the input to the circuit that we enforce to be set to
|0%) by postselecting the Choi representation; this results in the 2% blow-up in Equation (5). In the
dirty setting, however, we are able to incur no blowup; we defer discussion of this to Section 3.2.

New Circuit Lower Bounds. Asanimmediate consequence of our spectral concentration bound
on QACY, we obtain correlation bounds against parity and majority functions. This follows by:

1. First, relating the classical Fourier expansion of these functions to the Pauli expansion of the
Choi representations of channels implementing those functions (as in Equation (4)); and

2. Then, showing that they cannot be approximated by QAC? with a small number of auxiliary
qubits thanks to the spectral concentration as discussed above.

1.3.3 Learning QACY Circuits

Our main learning result is an algorithm for learning channels with Pauli weight that is low-
degree concentrated. Combining this with our low-degree concentration bound for QAC? channels
(Equation (5)) immediately provides a learning algorithm for QAC® channels (with limited auxiliary
qubits). Specifically, we show that quantum channels from n to 1 qubits that are implemented with
a QAC? circuit and o(polylog(n)) auxiliary qubits can be learned® using quasipolynomial, i.e.
20(polylogn) "gamples . In comparison, naive tomography would require 20 samples.

A Quantum Low-Degree Algorithm. Our algorithm is inspired by—and closely follows the
structure of —the classical low-degree algorithm introduced by [LMN93].

The first step of the learning algorithm is to estimate all low-degree Pauli coefficients (i.e. all
P € P, for |P| < polylog(n)) to sufficiently high accuracy. We consider two different learning
models:

4Perhaps surprisingly, dirty auxiliary states are a resource that can allow one to reduce circuit depth [MFF14,
BCK™'14].
"By “learning a channel” we mean learning an approximation (in Frobenius distance) of its Choi representation.



Hard Function = Depth (d)  Restrictions Guarantee

[FFGT03] Parity,, 0(1) o(n) auxbits Worst Case
[PFGT20] Parity,, 2 None Worst Case
[Ros21] Parity, 2 None Average Case
[Ros21] Parity,, 0(1) O(n/d) gates Average Case
Theorem 2 Parity, O(1) %nl/ 4 auxbits ~ Average Case
Theorem 2 Majority, O(1) %nl/ 4 auxbits  Average Case

Table 2: Lower bounds against QAC circuits. Here, “auxbits” refers to auxiliary qubits.

e Choi state samples: In the first model we are given copies of the Choi state pg = Tr%g).

We apply Classical Shadow Tomography [HKP20] to learn the Pauli coefficients.

e Measurement queries: In this model, the learner is allowed to query an input state p
and observable O and is given the measurement outcome of £(p) with respect to O. For
this setting, we perform direct tomography on the quantum channel £ for specially chosen
input states p and measurement observables O. This model was concurrently explored in the
context of arbitary quantum processes, under the name “Quantum Process Statistical Queries
(QPSQ)” model [WD24].

While our approaches for both settings achieve similar sample complexity, the latter has the ben-
efit of being more feasible (from an experimental implementation standpoint) than the former.
Furthermore, the first approach can be thought of as analogous to learning from random labeled
examples, and the second can be thought of as learning from query access to the function.

“Rounding” to CPTP maps. After obtaining estimates ®(P) for each of the Pauli coefficients
®(P), the final step is to round ®¢ = > .pPe(P)P to a Choi representation of a valid quantum
channel— that is, a completely-positive trace-preserving (CPTP) map. Since the set of all CPTP
Choi representations is a convex set, we show that there exists a projection onto this set that
will only reduce the distance of our learned state to the true Choi representation. However, it
remains open whether there exists an algorithm to implement an exact rounding procedure in
quasipolynomial time. Note that this final step is analogous to the classical low-degree algorithm’s
use of the sign function, as in Equation (3).

1.4 Related Work

Previous work on Pauli analysis. The original proposal for “quantum analysis of Boolean
functions” came from [MOO08], who proposed the study of Pauli decompositions (i.e. “Pauli anal-
ysis”) of Hermitian unitaries. The key intuition is that these unitaries possess 41 eigenvalues,
which can be interpreted as the outputs of a classical Boolean function. Recently, [RWZ22] ex-
tended seminal results from classical analysis of Boolean functions to this quantum setting. Further-
more, [CNY23] extended these Pauli analysis techniques to the setting of quantum non-Hermitian
unitaries for applications to quantum junta testing and learning. Unfortunately, however, as il-
lustrated earlier in this section, the Pauli spectrum of a unitary U does not cleanly connect with



the complexity of implementing U. In this work, we instead look to the Pauli decomposition of
channels.

Recently, [BY23] also look to Pauli analysis of quantum channels for junta property testing,
extending the work of [CNY23] to unitary channels. They, too, propose Fourier analysis of su-
peroperators in the Choi representation, though they utilize a different Fourier basis than is used
in this work. Bao and Yao decompose channels into their Kraus representation with Pauli Kraus
operators. While this is a natural choice of basis for junta channels, it is not compatible with
analyzing more general channels, or capturing circuit complexity. Notably, their analysis is limited
to n to n-qubit channels. In this work, we also consider Pauli analysis of superoperators. However,
we instead focus solely on the Choi representation, defining our Fourier spectrum in terms of the
linear expansion of the Choi matrix itself into Pauli operators. By defining our Fourier basis in
this way, we are able to analyze channels with an arbitrary number of output qubits. As discussed
earlier in the section, this provides a definition of Pauli spectrum that connects more closely with
computational complexity and allows us to prove spectral concentration, average-case lower bounds,
and learning results for single-output-qubit QAC? circuits.

Previous work on QAC® lower bounds. Since Moore’s paper [Mo099] that originally defined
the model, there has only been a smattering of lower bound results on QAC. We summarize known
lower bounds against QACY circuits below and in Table 2. We then compare them with our lower
bound results.

Fang, et al. [FFG103] established the first lower bounds on the QAC® model; in particular they
proved that a depth-d QAC circuit cleanly computes the n-bit parity function with a auxiliary
qubits, then d > 2log(n/(a + 1)). Here, “cleanly” means that the auxiliary qubits have to start
and end in the zero state.

The key to their lower bound proof is a beautiful lemma (Lemma 4.2 of [FFGT03]): for all
depth-d QAC circuits, there exists a subset S of (a + 1)2%2 input qubits and a state |g) for that
subset S, such that no matter what the other input qubits are set to, the output and auxiliary
qubits result in the zero state. This immediately implies a lower bound for QAC circuits that cleanly
compute the parity function: First, the clean computation property implies that without loss of
generality the subset S is supported on non-auxiliary qubits. Second, if d < 2log(n/(a + 1)), then
there exists a non-auxiliary input qubit ¢ that is not fixed by [¢g), but the output qubit should
depend on the state of the i’th qubit — except the output is already fixed to zero, a contradiction.

This lower bound is nontrivial as long as the number of auxiliary qubits is sublinear (i.e. a =
o(n)), whereas our lower bound on the parity function can only handle up to ~ n'/? auxiliary qubits.
On the other hand, the lower bound of [FFG103] appears to be tailored to the setting where the
circuit has to compute parity both exactly and cleanly. For a circuit that computes parity exactly
(i.e. on all input strings), the clean computation property is without loss of generality because
one can always save the output and then uncompute. When the circuit only computes parity
approximately (e.g. on % + e fraction of inputs), the clean computation property becomes an
additional assumption.

Furthermore, the technique of [FFGT03] does not obviously extend to obtain average-case lower
bounds: although there may be a fixing |¢5) of (a+1)2%? input qubits that force the output qubit
to be zero, such a fixing occurs with probability at most 9-(a+1)2%% ynder the uniform distribution
on the n input qubits — note that this is exponentially small in a and doubly-exponentially small in
d. This directly implies that a depth-d QAC circuit with a auxiliary qubits cannot compute more
than 1 — 2-(@+D2"% fraction of inputs. When a = w(logn) this fraction is extremely close to 1.
By comparison our average case lower bound shows that QAC circuits with limited auxiliary qubits
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cannot compute parity on more than % 1+ 27V fraction of inputs.

We note® that the techniques of [FFGT03] also yield a lower bound on cleanly computing the
majority function, as fixing a sublinear number of input bits is not enough to fix the majority
function. However, for the same reasons as mentioned in the previous paragraph, it is unclear
whether this argument can be extended to prove an average-case lower bound.

Later, Padé et al. [PFGT20] proved that no depth-2 quantum circuit (with any number of
auxiliary qubits) can cleanly compute parity in the worst case. They prove this by carefully
analyzing the structure of states that can be computed by depth-2 QAC circuits. Similarly it
is unclear whether these techniques can be extended to the non-clean or approximate computation
setting.

Rosenthal [Ros21] proved that any average-case lower bound on QAC circuits (approximately)
computing parity must use a bound on the number of auxiliary qubits; once there are exponen-
tially many auxiliary qubits, then there is a depth-7 QAC circuit approximately computing parity.
Furthermore, Rosenthal proved the following average-case lower bounds:

1. A depth-d QAC circuit needs at least Q2(n/d) multiqubit Toffoli gates in order to achieve a
% + exp(—o(n/d)) approximation of parity, regardless of the number of auxiliary qubits.

2. Depth-2 QAC circuits, with any number of auxiliary qubits, cannot achieve % + exp(—o(n))
approximation of parity, even non-cleanly. This proves an average-case version of the lower
bound of [PFGT20].

3. A particular restricted subclass of QAC circuits (of which his depth-7 construction is an
example) requires exponential size to compute parity, even approximately.

These are the first average-case lower bound results for QAC that we are aware of; however, they
apply to restricted classes of QAC circuits and notably do not take into account the number of
auxiliary qubits. As mentioned earlier, any general (average-case) lower bound on QAC circuits
computing parity (for depths 7 and greater) must depend on the number of auxiliary qubits.

More recently, Slote [Slo24] initiated the study of the closely related circuit class that is QNC°
circuits followed by AC? post-processing, denoted AC? o QNC°. Slote conjectures that polynomial-
sized AC’oQNC" can not approximate parity, and shows that this is indeed the case when either the
QNC? circuit has no auxiliary qubits, or when the AC? circuit has linear size. Perhaps surprisingly,
the explicit connection between ACYoQNC? and QACP is unclear: while QACP circuits can certainly
implement QNC° circuits, it is unknown whether they can implement ACY — it is, as far as we
know, possible that QAC? is incomparable with both ACY and AC® o QNC. Nevertheless, for both
QAC? and AC? o QNC, many existing techniques (the lightcone argument) fail for similar reasons.
Slote’s approach utilizes Fourier analysis of Boolean functions and draws connections to nonlocal
games.

Related work on quantum learning. Efficient learning of quantum dynamics is a long-
standing challenge in the field. Techniques such as quantum process tomography [MRLOS], which
aim to fully characterize arbitrary quantum channels, require exponentially many data samples to
guarantee a small error in the learned channel, for all possible channels.

One way of achieving sample-efficient quantum channel learning algorithms is performing full
tomography on specific classes of quantum channels. By focusing on a specific class, rather than all
possible quantum channels, there often exists nice structure which can be leveraged to reduce the
number of data samples required to fully characterize channels in the class. For example, [BY23]

SWe thank an anonymous reviewer for pointing this out to us.

11



showed that n-qubit to n-qubit quantum k-junta channels (acting non-trivially on at most k out
of n qubits) can be learned to error €, with high probability, via O(4* /e?) samples. In our learning
result, we focus on quantum channels with an arbitrary number of output qubits, and with “low-
degree” Choi representations’. We show that a k-degree channel, involving m = n + £ total input
and output qubits, can be learned to error e, with high probability, via O((3m)*/(4%)) samples.
Our result is incomparable to [BY23] since an n-qubit to n-qubit k-junta channel does not satisfy
our notion of low-degree concentration. To our knowledge, this is the first work to analyze and
offer a learning algorithm specific to channels with low-degree Choi representations. Furthermore,
through our concentration result, we establish that QACY circuits mapping to a single-qubit output
(¢ = 1) lie in this circuit class, resulting in the first quasipolynomial learning algorithm for single-
qubit-output QACC.

An alternative approach for achieving sample-efficient learning algorithms is performing partial
tomography on arbitrary quantum channels. For example, rather than full process tomography
of a channel £, [HCP22] consider the task of learning the function f(O;,p) = Tr(0;E(p)) for
a class of M observables {O;}4, and input state p. For an arbitrary quantum channel £ and
bounded-degree observables of spectral norm ||O;]| < 1, they prove that 20008(1/9)16(m) samples
are sufficient to learn the function for all observables to error e with high probability. At a high
level, our result and that of [HCP22] both establish and leverage Fourier concentration (i.e. low-
degree approximation) to obtain efficient learning algorithms for quantum channels. However, our
results operate in different settings. Namely, our work learns a low-degree approximation of the
channel’s Choi representation, whereas theirs learns low-degree approximations of the channel’s
Heisenberg-evolved observables OF = £7(0;), where f(O;, p) = Tr(Op). [HCP22] show that under
a locally-flat input distribution, the Heisenberg-evolved observables of general channels are well
approximated by low-degree observables. While this enables efficient learning of any quantum
channel, restriction to locally-flat input distributions implies that, for quantum channels encoding
classical Boolean functions, measurement expectations will be biased towards inputs which are
not in the computational basis and, thus, uninformative. Our work instead obtains a sample-
efficient learning result for the specific class of Choi representations of single-output-qubit QAC®
circuits, with average-case guarantees according to the uniform distribution over computational
basis states. To obtain this result, we prove low-degree concentration of QAC? Choi representations.
This concentration result can further be shown to imply concentration of the channel’s Heisenberg-
evolved observables and, thus, could potentially be leveraged by the [HCP22] procedure to offer a
learning guarantee for single-qubit-output QAC? channels without restriction to locally-flat input
distributions. It is an interesting direction of future research to formally relate the two works.

Finally, sample-efficient quantum channel learning algorithms can also be achieved by lever-
aging quantum-enhanced experiments. [CCHL22] proved exponential separations between learning
algorithms with external quantum memory and those without. Building upon this, [Car23] recently
demonstrated that full characterization of an unknown quantum channel’s Pauli transfer matrix
requires exponentially many channel queries in the case of classical processing and memories, but
only polynomial samples in the case of quantum processing and memory. In this work, however,
we do not consider quantum-enhanced experiments. Instead, we demonstrate that there exists a
non-quantum-enhanced quasipolynomial learning algorithm for approximate characterization of the
full Choi representation of single-output QAC® channels.

"We formally define the notion of a “low-degree” Choi representation in Section 4.
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1.5 Discussion

We believe that much remains to be discovered about the analytic properties of QAC? circuits. We
list some natural concrete (and not-so-concrete) questions for future work below:

Improved Spectral Concentration? Arguably the most natural open question is to improve
the dependence on the number of auxiliary qubits in Theorem 1 so as to get a lower bound against
QAC? circuits with polynomially many auxiliary qubits. In fact, we conjecture the following im-
proved spectral bound:

Conjecture 1 (Spectral concentration for QACY). Suppose &€ is an n to 1-qubit quantum channel
that is implemented by a depth-d QAC? circuit on n input qubits and poly(n) auxiliary qubits with
s Toffoli gates. Then for all k € [n + 1], we have

—~ 2
2. “1)5(13)‘ < poly(s) - 27*(+")
PePny1:| P>k

In particular, we expect no dependence on the number of auxiliary qubits in our spectral bound.
Note that Conjecture 1 would immediately imply an average-case lower bound for parity as well
as a lower bound for majority against QAC? circuits with polynomially many auxiliary qubits, and
extend the guarantees of our learning algorithm to this broader class of circuits. This would also
match the classical bound on the Fourier spectrum of AC? circuits obtained by [LMN93].

Improved Learning Algorithms? Another natural direction is to improve the runtime of our
learning algorithm (see Theorem 3): while we obtain quasipolynomial sample complexity, we do
not provide an explicit algorithm for the final Choi representation rounding step. We conjecture
that there exists a quasipolynomial time algorithm implementing an exact rounding procedure,
which would also achieve a quasipolynomial runtime for the procedure. Recall that the runtime of
the [LMNO3] learning algorithm is (under a strong enough cryptographic assumption) known to be
optimal [Kha93].

Connections to State Synthesis Problems? Recent work of Rosenthal [Ros21] relates the
problem of computing parity to various state synthesis problems. Could analytic methods as
employed in this paper be used to prove state (or unitary) synthesis lower bounds?

Connections to Pseudorandomness? Classically, circuit lower bounds have led to uncondi-
tional constructions of pseudorandom generators [NW94]. One could ambitiously hope for uncondi-
tional constructions of pseudorandom states against classes of shallow quantum circuits via circuit
lower bounds.

An Emerging Analogy? This work adds to an emerging analogy between Fourier analysis in
the classical setting of Boolean functions and “Pauli analysis” in the quantum setting of unitary
operators or more generally quantum channels [MO08, CNY23, RWZ22, BY23, VZ23|. Given the
tremendous success of Fourier analysis in classical complexity theory, we suspect that much remains
to be discovered about the Pauli spectrum of quantum operations.
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2 Preliminaries

We assume familiarity with elementary quantum computing and quantum information theory, and
refer the interested reader to [NC10, Will7] for more background. We will sometimes use tensor
network diagrams as expository aids; we refer the unfamiliar but interested reader to [Lan14, BC17]
for an introduction.
For n > 1, we will write N = 2" and [n] := {1,...,n}. We denote the Bell state (or EPR pair)
on 2n qubits by
|EPR,,) = Z |z) ® |x) .

z€{0,1}7

Note in particular that |EPR,,) is not a normalized state.

We will write Iy or I®" to denote the N x N identity matrix; when N is clear from context,
we will simply write I instead. We will write M to denote the set of linear operators from C¥ to
CV and denote by Uy the set of N-dimensional unitary operators, i.e.

Uy = {UeMN Luut :UTU:IN}.

Definition 4. Given a linear operator M € My and S C [n], we define the operator Trg(U)
obtained by tracing out S to be

Trg(M)= Y (Ig® (k)M (Ig® |k))
ke{0,1}5

where S :=n\ S.

In the above definition, we write |k) for & € {0, 1} to be the |S| qubit state in the computational
basis corresponding to the bit-string k. Note that Definition 4 aligns with the fact that the trace
of a matrix M is given by

Te(M)= > (k| MIk).

ke{0,1}n
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2.1 The Pauli Decomposition

Our notation and terminology will frequently follow [O’D14]. We will view My as a complex
inner-product space equipped with the Hilbert—Schmidt inner product: For A, B € My, we have

(A, B) := Tr(A'B).

Recall that the Hilbert—Schmidt inner product induces the Hilbert—Schmidt or Frobenius norm,

which is given by
N

A7 = (A, 4) = > |4y,

ij=1

2

We will frequently make use of the fact that the Frobenius norm is invariant under multiplication
by unitaries, i.e. ||A||p = |[UA|r for all unitary operators U.
It is a standard fact that the set of 2 x 2 Pauli operators, given by

R B (VR ) I

forms an orthonormal basis for My with respect to the Hilbert—-Schmidt inner product. By taking
(normalized) n-fold tensors of the Pauli operators one obtains an orthonormal basis for My where
N = 2". In particular, we have that

P, = {I,X,Y,Z}*" (6)

forms an orthonormal basis for M with respect to the Hilbert—Schmidt inner product. It follows
that every M € M has a unique representation as

—~ ~ 1
A= P; A(P)P where  A(P):= (A, P).

We will call /T(P) the Pauli coefficient of A on P and will refer to the collection of Pauli coefficients
{A(P)}p as the Pauli spectrum of A.

Notation 5. Given a matrix M € My, we will write

IM|I3 =) [M(P)]*.
PePy,

It is easy to see that Parseval’s formula holds for the Pauli decomposition: Given A € My, we
have

1 1 -~ ~~
VAR = 5 (4, 4) = > AP = (AL (7)
PcPy
In the case that U € Uy is a unitary, then %HU”% = Hﬁ”% = 1. More generally, we have
Plancherel’s formula:
1 P
N4 B = > AP)-B(P). (8)
PePy,
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For a single-qubit Pauli operator Q € {I,X,Y, Z}, we write
Qz’ — I®(i—1) ® Q ® I®(n—i)7

and more generally for a subset S C [n| and a single-qubit Pauli operator Q € {I,X,Y,Z}, we
define

n
Qs == Qe (9)
=1
with the convention that Q° = I.
For an n-qubit Pauli operator P = Q1 ® - - ® @, € P, as in Equation (6), we define

supp(P) :={i € [n] : Q; # I} and |P| := |supp(P).

We will call |P| the degree of P; note that it is the number of qubits that P acts non-trivially
on. Finally, we borrow the classical notion of spectral weight, a well-studied quantity from Fourier
analysis of Boolean functions:

Definition 6. For M € My, we define the Pauli weight of M at level k as

WM = Y [M(P)2.

PePy,
:|P|=k

We similarly define W=F[M], W>*[M], and the like.

The Fourier spectrum and spectral weight distribution of a Boolean function are intimately
connected to various combinatorial as well as complexity-theoretic aspects thereof (e.g. edge bound-
aries, learnability, and noise stability); we refer the interested reader to the monographs [0’D14,
GS14] for further background.

Note that > p |J/\/[\ (P)|? is not in general equal to 1, as it is in the Boolean function analogue.
For the special case where U is unitary, the sum is indeed equal to 1.

2.2 Quantum Channels and the Choi Representation

In this paper, we use the Pauli decomposition to analyze quantum channels. Recall that a quantum
channel € from n to £ qubits is a completely-positive and trace-preserving (CPTP) linear map from
My to Mp — throughout this paper we maintain the convention that n denotes the number of
input qubits, ¢ is the number of output qubits, m = n+ ¢ and N = 2", L = 2¢, M = 2™. As clearly
delineated in [Wat18], there are various representations of linear maps — this paper will make use
of the Choi representation.

Definition 7 (Choi representation, Choi state). Given a quantum channel £ mapping n qubits to
£ qubits, we define its Choi representation, written ®¢ € M, as follows:

e := (1" ® £)(|JEPR, XEPR,|),

where [EPRn) = >~ c10.13n [2) ®2) is the un-normalized n-qubit Bell state. Furthermore, the Choi

state is defined as
be D¢

PE= Tv(@g) ~ N

(154

in”, and the remaining ¢ qubits as “out”.

We designate the first n qubits as the register
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For a particular input state p to the channel £, we can determine £(p) from the Choi represen-
tation ®¢ using the following Fact which can be easily verified.

Fact 8. For each p € My, E(p) = Trin ((I)g (pT ® I®"))

We often use the normalized Frobenius norm ﬁ”‘bg“  of a Choi representation &g € Mjy.
The following Fact and Proposition highlight this convenience.
Fact 9. For each channel & from n to £ qubits, 75 < ﬁ”@g”% <1

Proof. In [VDHO02|, van Dam and Hayden show that Rényi entropy is weakly subadditive. For
Rényi entropy of order 2 this means that for quantum state p on two subsystems A, B the following
is true

S2(pa) — So(pp) < S2(pap) < Sa2(pa) + So(ps)-

Where Si(p) := —log (Hp”%) is Rényi entropy of order 2 and Sy is maz-entropy: So(p) =
log rank(p). Applying a logarithm this immediately gives us
Loale 2 <l - ronk(os). (10)
rank(pp) — -

Now let p = pg, and let A be the “in” register (the first n qubits), and let B be the “out” register
(remaining ¢ qubits). Since pp € M| we have that rank(pp) < L. Furthermore, since £ is trace
preserving, we have that p4 = Trouw(p) = + Iy, and so palls = +. By Equation (10) we have that
7 < lpells < % Since ®g = Npg, it follows that

Applying Parseval’s equation (Equation (7)) this proves the Fact. O

Indeed when ¢ < n these bounds on the squared normalized Frobenius norm - |®g |5 are tight
— it can be easily verified that the lower bound in Fact 11 is achieved by £(p) = 11 and the
upper bound is achieved by the channel (p) = Tryyq1, .y (p)-

The normalized Frobenius distance between Choi representations ﬁ”@g — & 7| provides a

notion of average-case distance between channels in the following sense.

Proposition 10. For channels £, F mapping n to £ qubits, and for orthonormal Basis B of CV,
we have that

1
By sll€@W) = F@)|| < L 171®e — @7[3
with equality when E([¢)(']) = F(|¢)(¢'|) = 0 for all |o) # |[¢') € B.
In words, the condition that E(|¢)(¢|) = F([1)(']) = 0 for all |¢b) # |¢)) € B can be stated as

that the channel £ is equivalent to the channel where we first measure in basis B and then apply

& (likewise for F).
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Proof. Using the definition of the Frobenius norm, and the fact that B forms an orthonormal basis,
it is straightforward to verify that

2

Busl€@) - FOIL= 5| & v o€ - H@)| - (1)

lv)eB F

Let AV be the channel that measures an n-qubit state in basis B* = {|))* : [¢)) € B}. Then

YWRE-FW) = Y NIV ®(E-F))) (12)
lv)eB lv),ly")eB

Recall that for any orthonormal Basis B of CV, we can write the 2n qubit (unnormalized) Bell
state as [EPRy) = 3" yep |¥)" @ |1) So we can rewrite the Choi representation as

Ce—Or= ) [ ®(E—-F)([¥)Y) (13)
[¥),lv")eB

Combining Equations (11) to (13) we have that

1
Ejysll€@) = FW)|f = S|V © 1)(@s — 27)|[5-
Note that N does not increase the Frobenius norm.

INDIE= Y (@A < S [wlAR)] =)Al%.
[p)eB* [y, ") eB*

Therefore ) 1
2
EpysllE@) — F@) |5 < ~ 1%~ rl3 =L- 271 %e — OF|7,

completing the proof of the inequality. Note that when E(|¢)(¢'|) = F(|¢){(¢']) = 0 for all i) #
|') € B, applying the channel AN to the first register of ®¢ and ®x has no affect, so we get an
equality. O

2.3 Pauli Spectrum of Quantum Channels

As shown in Section 2.1, we can write the Choi representation for channel £ in terms of its Pauli
decomposition.

g = > O(P)P.

PeP

We refer to the collection of coefficients {‘i)\g(P)} as the Pauli spectrum of €. Furthermore, the level
(or degree) k Pauli weight of the channel & refers to the level k weight of the Choi representation
W=F[dg] = Y. pep,, |<f>\g(P)|2 We say that the channel & is e-concentrated up to degree k if
W>k[‘1>g] <e.

An important dissemblance between Fourier weight of Boolean functions, and Pauli weight of
channels, is that for any Boolean function f, the total weight is always 1: ), W=F[f] = 1. Whereas
this is not generally true for quantum channels. As we see by applying Parsevals (Equation (7)) to
Fact 9, the total weight is still at most 1 but can be as small as %

18



. ] +a—1 .
in p /= — — junk = out®
trace
Elp) = v
1
aux Y A 7/ out

Figure 3: The channel &, mapping n qubits to 1 qubit by first applying the unitary U to n input
qubits as well as an a-qubit auxiliary state [¢), then tracing out all but the last qubit — in the
“out” register.

Fact 11 (Corollary of Fact 9). For each channel € from n to ¢ qubits, 75 < > p "i’\g(P)’Z <1

In Section 3, we will see that channels computed by certain circuit classes have vanishing weight
at higher degrees. Throughout the paper we focus on interesting properties of the Pauli weight
WFE[®g] at level & — Fact 11 shows that this is related to the fraction of overall weight by a
multiplicative factor between 1 and L2.

2.4 Single-Output Channels.

We will primarily be interested in n to 1-qubit quantum channels that are implemented by applying
an (n + a)-qubit unitary U to the input n-qubit quantum state—together with a-qubit auxiliary
state ¥»—and outputting a single “target” qubit by tracing out the rest of the qubits as shown in
Figure 3. To denote such channels, we introduce the following notation.

Definition 12 (). Let U € My 4 be a unitary acting on n + a qubits, and let 1) € M4 be an
a-qubit quantum state. We define &y to be the following channel mapping n qubits to 1 qubit:

Evulp) = Tr (U(p@ v) UT).

Where out = {n + a} is the final qubit output by the circuit as in Figure 3. Its corresponding Choi
representation is denoted @y = (I o @ EU#,) (|EPRn><EPRn|), with registers labeled as shown
in Figure 4. In the setting without auxiliary states, when a = 0, we denote &y (p) and ®y for the
corresponding channel and its Choi representation.

Note that the register labeling, as shown in Figures 3 and 4 is different for incoming and outgoing
wires.

Turning to the Choi representation of the auxiliary-free channel &, the following Fact provides
us with an alternative definition of & that is sometimes more convenient.

Fact 13. For each U € Uy, by = (UT ® I) (I®(”_1) ® \EPR1><EPR1|) U* @ I)
Proof. This proof is illustrated via tensor networks in Figure 4.
By = (I°" © &) (|EPR, {EPR,,)
— Tr ((I®" ® U) IEPR, YEPR,| (I®" ® U ))

junk

19



I®" @ &y (|[EPR, XEPR,|) =

(n — 1) traced out qubits

< ) out

out

Figure 4: Tensor network diagram proving alternative definition for ®¢; as stated in Fact 13. We
adopt the standard convention that /2= U". Our register labelling follows Figure 3.

Using the fact that for any unitary U € U,, we have (I®" @ U) |EPR,) = (U' ® I®")|EPR,,), we
can further rearrange as

Oy = Tr ((UT ® I®"> IEPR,,EPR,| <U* ® I®”>).

junk

- (UT ® I) Tt (JEPR.NEPR.|) (0" @ 1)

_ (UT ® 1) (1®<n—1> ® |EPR1><EPR1|) (U*&1). (14)

2.5 QAC® Circuits

Our model for quantum circuits with unitary gates is standard and can be found in several text-
books, including [NC10]. We also refer the interested reader to a survey by Bera, Green and
Homer [BGHO07] for further background on small-depth quantum circuits.

Definition 14. The controlled phase-flip unitary on k-qubits, written CZ;, is the unitary operator
defined by the following action on the computational basis:

CZk\xl,...,xk>:: Q—l)xruxk|x1,...,$k>

for z; € {0,1}. More generally, given a subset S C [n] with |S| = k, we define CZg to be the unitary
operator that acts on the qubits in the registers indexed by S with a CZ; gate and as the identity
on all other qubits, i.e.

CZs |1, .. mn) =1 |wi) 05 @ CLy |i)jeg -
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Figure 5: Simulating a Toffoli (i.e. CNOT) gate using CZ gates and Hadamards.

Consider a quantum circuit C', written as C = LogM;i L1 ... MyL4 such that each layer L; consists
only of single-qubit gates (i.e. L; is a tensor product of operators in Us) and each M is a layer of
multi-qubit gates. The size of the circuit C is the number of multi-qubit gates in C', and the depth
is the number of layers of multi-qubit gates in C.%

Definition 15 (QAC circuits). The class QAC consists of quantum circuits with CZ gates and
arbitrary single-qubit gates.

Definition 16 (QAC’ circuits). The class QAC? contains QAC circuit families with depth bounded
below a constant. That is, the circuit family {C), },en is in QACY if there exists a d € N such that
for each n € N, C,, is a QAC circuit on n qubits with depth at most d.

We note that the terminology “QACY circuit” implicitly refers to a QAC® circuit family; this
usage is standard.

Remark 17. QAC is sometimes defined using Toffoli (i.e. CNOT) gates instead of CZ gates. Note
that CNOT gates can be obtained by conjugating the CZ qubit corresponding to the CNOT target
with Hadamard gates (cf. Figure 5). Similarly, CZ gates can be obtained by conjugating the CNOT
target with Hadamard gates.

A slight technical advantage of working with CZ gates over CNOT gates is the lack of a distin-
guished “target” qubit, which simplifies some of our analyses. More formally, the CZ gate commutes
with the SWAP operator applied to any two of its qubits.

Distinct from other works studying QACY circuits, this paper is focused on channels that are
implemented with QACY circuits, rather than just unitaries. In this more general framework, we do
not assume that the QACY circuit “cleanly computes” its auxiliary qubits (meaning the auxiliary
qubits must start and end as |0). Furthermore, we specifically consider channels implemented with
a QACY circuit, with only a single designated output qubit.

3 Low-Degree Concentration of QACY Circuits

In this section, we will establish the following theorem:

Theorem 18. Let C' be an (n + a)-qubit QAC circuit of depth d and size s. Let 1) € Maa be an
a-qubit quantum state. For each k € [n + 1],

W [ocy] < O(s275) 29y (15)

81n particular, note that single-qubit gates do not count towards circuit depth.
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We note that if 4 is pure, [|[¢||% = 1, but that in general [|¢||3 € [27%, 1]. We will first prove
Theorem 18 for channels implemented by QACY circuits without auxiliary qubits (i.e. in the setting
when a = 0), and will then prove the general statement in Section 3.2. Our correlation bound
against parity (cf. Theorem 2) will be an immediate consequence of Theorem 18 and will be proved
in Section 3.3.

As a corollary (proved in Appendix A, we see that the result holds also for linear combinations
of such channels.

Corollary 19. Consider the channel £(p) := ) . ;& (p) where ), o] = 1 and each & = &y, y,
for some (n + a)-qubit QAC circuit of depth d and size s, and a-qubit state ;. Then

WHiae] < 02 2 ma i

Notation 20. Throughout this section, we will identify a circuit C' with the unitary transformation
it implements.

3.1 Concentration of QAC® Circuits Without Auxiliary Qubits

We will first establish Theorem 18 for channels £ implemented by a QAC? C' circuit without an
auxiliary state.

Theorem 21 (Spectral concentration without auxiliary qubits). Suppose C' is a depth-d, size-s
QAC circuit on n qubits. Then for each k € [n 4 1], we have

WD) < 0(322*” d).

As discussed in Section 1.3, our argument will proceed in two steps: We will first establish
that if a depth-d QAC® circuit does not have any Toffoli gates of width at least k/?, then its Choi
representation has no Pauli weight above level k. Next, we will show that deleting such “wide”
Toffoli gates does not affect the action of the circuit by much.

We start by establishing that circuits with narrow gates have all their Pauli weight on low levels:

Lemma 22. Suppose C is a depth-d QAC circuit such that each gate acts on at most £ qubits, for
some £ > 2, and let ¢ be an auxiliary state. Let ¢, be as in Definition 12. Then we have

WP ] = 0.

Note in particular that the bound in Lemma 22 is independent of the number of input qubits n
as well as the number of auxiliary qubits. The proof proceeds via a straightforward lightcone
argument (cf. Figure 2 for lightcone diagram):

Proof. Let C be the circuit as described in Lemma 22. We can view C as a directed graph where
each edge is oriented along the direction of computation. Let L be the sub-circuit of C' induced by
all directed paths connecting the input wires of C' with the target qubit (which, by convention, is
the last qubit).

Let Up, be the unitary that L implements and let V' be the unitary corresponding to the rest of

the circuit. By definition, we have
C=VUyg.
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Since V' acts trivially on the target qubit, we have that
Ecu(p) =Tr ((VUL) (p@v) (VUL)') = Tr (UL(p @ 9) U} ) = Eu, w(p)
Cy\p inr L)\p L inl" L\p L U yp\P)-

Since C has depth d and gates acting on at most ¢ qubits, the size of L is at most ¢¢. As Uy,
acts non-trivially on at most ¢¢ qubits, &u, 4, only depends on at most k = % of the input qubits.
Without loss of generality suppose these are the last k& qubits, then we can write the channel as

Ecw(p) =&k (Tr{l,_“’n,k} (p)) for some k to 1 -qubit channel . And

Doy = 19070 @ Dy, |

Since ®g, € Mogr+1, it follows that ®¢ , has Pauli degree at most k£ 41 = 24 4 1. O

Lemma 22 tells us that upon removing all the wide gates in a circuit, the resulting channel
will have all its weight on low levels. The following lemma shows that in fact (in the auxiliary-free
setting) the channel obtained by removing wide gates is close to the original:

Lemma 23. Suppose C € Uy is a QAC circuit with m multi-qubit CZ gates, each acting on at
least £ qubits. Let C' € Uy be the circuit obtained by removing these m CZ gates. Then

e -ael=o(%) w

and

WD) < ( Wk [@5} +0 (y/mQ/Q‘Z)>2 (17)

Before proving Lemma 23, we show how the auxiliary-free concentration bound, Theorem 21,
follows immediately from Lemmas 22 and 23.

Proof of Theorem 21. Let £ := [(kz — 1)1/ d-‘ . Let C be the circuit resulting from removing all m of
the large CZ gates (size > ) from U. By Lemma 22 we have that

Wk og| < w0 5] 0.

Furthermore, from Equation (17) (cf. Lemma 23), we have that

W [be] < (W>k (@] + O<W>>2 < 32272 < 0(7;;),

completing the proof. O

We now turn to the proof of Lemma 23:

Proof of Lemma 23. Let U, U € Uy be the unitaries corresponding to circuits C' and C as defined
in the statement of Lemma 23. We will prove the lemma via a sequence of three norm inequalities;
we will frequently make use of the unitary invariance of the Frobenius norm. We start by upper

’U—ﬁH .
F

bounding
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~ 12
Claim 24. We have 3 [0~ ]| < 4m?/2".

Proof. Let Si,...,Sy C [n] denote the subsets of qubits that each of the m multi-qubit CZ gates
act on. We can decompose U as

U=UyCZs U1 CZs,...CZs, Uy and  U=UgU...Up,

where Uy, ..., U,, are n-qubit unitaries. Let U@ be the unitary resulting from removing the first
a CZ gates from U, i.e.

ﬁ(a) = U() U1 .. -Ua CZSCLH Ua+1 . -CZSm Um'

Note that U® = U and U™ = U. By the triangle inequality, we have
U— ﬁ” =Y 0@ _glbil < Hﬁ(“) - 17(“—1)H . 18
F9=

a=1

Note, however, that due to the unitary invariance of the Frobenius norm, we have

| —ged| =i - czs,l1p-
F
Since CZg, =1 — I3 ®2 |115a1)(115al| we have that
|0 — T |2 15, @ piSehyutsellg || =2 anis

Combining this with Equation (18) and recalling that [S,| > ¢, we get that
v 0] <S55 - 5] < om0
H F ; F "

from which the bound follows. O

We next obtain an upper bound on ||®y — ®z||F in terms of ||U — Ul

Claim 25. We have B
|ov - o5, < av2lv -7,
F F

Proof. Recall from Equation (14) that we can express ®y and @5 as
Sy =T U Npo(I@U") ;=T 00" )p(IeU*)

for po := Trjunk (\EPRnXEPRn\) We can thus write

H@U—%HF: (T2 U e U~ (TeT pol©T)||

= |[Te U e U =T+ T e U =T )po(l T

F

<o (1® W =)

:

P0 (I@(U—r —ﬁ—r)>

F F
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thanks to the triangle inequality, and so

—9.

Po <I®(U—(~])>

F
Note that pg = Trj, (]EPRnXEPRn]) can be written—up to a permutation of qubits—as
I°""1 @ [EPR; XEPR,].
I®n—1

Furthermore, note that £=— & |EPR;)EPR| is a projector,” and since projectors do not increase
Frobenius norm,'? it follows that

oo -4l = 0w -,
<wifu-7],

where the last inequality used the sub-multiplicativity of the Frobenius norm and the fact that

2
[ = 2. -
Note that the first item in Lemma 23 (i.e. Equation (16)) follows immediately from Claims 24
and 25:
1 2 m? m?
yelv — 20| =32 5 50(%)’

To prove the second item in Lemma 23 (i.e. Equation (17)), we will upper bound W>*[®;] by
continuing to build on Claim 25.

12
Claim 26. Suppose 2% U— UHF < 62 and W>k [@5] < ¢2. Then we have

W dy] < (e + 4V20)2.
Proof. Using the triangle inequality, we have that for all k, the following holds:
2
WA+ B] < (W2HA)2 + WE(B]2) "

Consequently, we can write

Wk (3] = Wk [% + (o, — ‘I>~)}

U
. 1/2 . 1/2\ 2
< <W> 25|+ W oy — 0] >
1/2 1 2
>k _ _ P~
< (W [oo] "+ o oo,
< (e 4 46)?
where the second inequality follows from Parseval’s formula (Equation (7)), and the final inequality
relies on Claim 25. O
This completes the proof of Lemma 23. O

9The 1/2 is necessary because |[EPR1) = |00) + |11) is un-normalized.
'9To see that projectors do not increase Frobenius norm, write P = 3 A, [v)(v| in orthonormal basis {|v)} with
eigenvalues \, € {0,1}; then [|[AP|% =3, (v| PTATAP |[v) =32 Ay (| ATA|v) < Tr(ATA).
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3.2 Postselecting for Auxiliary States

In this section, we investigate how the spectral concentration of channels is affected when we allow
them to make use of an auziliary state (independent of the input). That is, channels of the form

Ep)=E(py)  forpe My. (19)

where £ is an (n+a) to 1-qubit channel and 1) € Maa is an auziliary state. It is helpful to consider
auxiliary states as restricting the input of the underlying circuit. From this perspective, a QACY
channel using an auxiliary state is equivalent to an auxiliary-free QAC? channel with restricted
input.

In this section, we will first walk through a straightforward analysis of how the spectral concen-
tration of the Choi representation is affected by either a clean or a dirty auxiliary state. We will
then formalize these statements to general auxiliary states.

3.2.1 “Clean” Auxiliary States

Suppose U is an (n + a)-qubit unitary. We use the shorthand £ye to denote & jgeyoal, or in other
words

Eu0e(p) := Eu(p @ |0)0%)).

We emphasize that now £y is a channel mapping n + a qubits to 1 qubit, and so its Choi repre-
sentation ®g, is an (n + a + 1)-qubit (un-normalized) state. We label the input registers of ®g,
as “in” (n qubits), and “aux” (a qubits), and the output registers as junk (n + a — 1 qubits) and
“out” (1 qubit), i.e.

g, = <(I{§" ®I2%) ® (5U)out> (\EPRnJraXEPRnJra|(1n,aux),out)

Conveniently, the Choi representation of £7pe can be expressed as the result of postselecting the
auxiliary register aux of the Choi representation of & .

(bgU,Oa = <Oa’aux q)gU ‘Oa>aux (20)

where we use |0%), . as shorthand for (Iﬁ)g:ult) ® 10%)

few lines, or the tensor network diagrams in Figure 6.

aux)- This is easy to see from the following

(0% e Pty 10 e = (0% (1" © E0) ([EPRs X EP R ) ) 10%)

= (e | Do 1)@l ® 12)(2 Jaux © Eu (Je)(@'] @ [2)(2']) gy | 10%)

z,z’'€{0,1}"

z,2'€{0,1}2
= Y )@ @ S (l2) e’ @ 109)(07),,,
z,z’'€{0,1}"

_ ( " g gU,Oa) (IEPRuYEPR,|) = e, a-

This relationship between channels with and without clean auxiliary qubits immediately allows
us to extend our concentration results via the following Proposition.
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(I°" @ Ey) (JEPR, {EPR,| @ [07)(0%)) =

= (0 (15" © E0) (PR XEPR1 1)) ) [0°)

aux

Figure 6: Tensor network diagram for ®;; where we adopt the standard convention that 2= UT
and write m := n + a for the total number of qubits. Our register labelling follows Figure 3.

Proposition 27. Suppose £ is a quantum channel mapping (n + a) to 1 qubits, and &£’ is the
following quantum channel mapping n to 1 qubits.

E'(p) = E(p@|0°)0]),  peMy
Then W>F[dg/] < 2¢ . W>F[®g] for each k € {0,1,...,n+1}.
Proof. By Equation (20), we can express the Pauli coefficients of ¢/ as
Te(P)= Y (P2Q)(0°Q0%) = Y @(PoQ) (21)
QEP, QG{LZ}@)G

for each P € P,1. Now, making use of the Cauchy Schwarz inequality, we get our desired bound
on W>k[‘1)g/]2

WHea]= Y | Y ®(P2Q)
PEPni1:|Qe{l,2}®a
|P|>k

> Y |mereo)

PEPpt1: Qe{l,Z}®a
|P|>k
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which completes the proof. O

3.2.2 “Dirty” Auxiliary States

In contrast with a clean auxiliary state that is always initialized to the |0%) state, we consider
the case where the auxiliary state given to the circuit is dirty, that is there is no guarantee what

the auxiliary state will be, yet the circuit still has the desired behavior. This corresponds to an

auxiliary state that is maximally mixed (1) = 5+ 1%%):

£ (p) = 5(p ® 2%1@1).
Following a similar argument to that used for “clean” auxiliary states, one can show that

1
Do = — - Tr (Pg) and W>k[de] < W2F[Dg], for each k > 1. (22)

2a  aux

As opposed to clean auxiliary states, dirty auxiliary states cannot blow up high-degree Pauli weight,
and can be considered “free.” Below we prove analogous statements for general auxiliary states of
which both dirty and clean auxiliary states are a special case.

3.2.3 Arbitrary Auxiliary States

More generally, we consider channels that have access to arbitrary auxiliary states, that are not
necessarily pure states. As we will see in the following Proposition, the Choi representation of such
channels is also conveniently related to the auxiliary-free channel.

Proposition 28. Let £ be a quantum channel mapping n + a qubit states to single qubit states,
and let 1 € Masa be a quantum state. Let £ be the n to 1 qubit channel resulting from fixing the
last a input qubits of & to 1.

Ep)=E(pay)  forpe Mny.
We label the registers of ®¢, as in (n qubits), out (1 qubit), aux (a qubits) as follows.

@e = (52" © 135 © Eou ) (JEPRraNEPR s ) out )

Then ®gr = Traux (‘I)g(lfr?n ® (@Z)T)aux ® Iout))-
Proof. We have
n(ec(rreul)) = X m (el (WuhT), eelowo )

aux aux
z,x'€{0,1}™
vy’ €{0,1}*

= Y (") (e @ (| © ) )
sremie

= Y mEeg[l@e | Y. WY vy
z,z'e{0,1}n v,y €{0,1}*

= > o) e&(lx)a| @) = ¢

z,x'€{0,1}n"

where in the third equality we used the fact that £ is a linear map. O
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Next, we generalize Proposition 27 for arbitrary auxiliary quantum states. Upon restricting a
of the input qubits of a channel £ to be the state ¢ € Maa, we see that the high degree weight of
the Choi representation blows up by at most 2%|[¢|/%.

Proposition 29. Let £,&’,1 be as in Proposition 28. Then
Wk [Dg] < 27 ||| % - WK[Dg] for each k € {0,1,...n + 1}.

Proof. As shown in Proposition 28, we have ®g/ = Traux ((bg([ﬁ” ® (V) aux ® Iout)). Therefore,

Do (P)= Y (P Q) Tr(Qy") for each P € Pp 1. (23)
QEP,

And so,

— 2 —
W] = 3 [8e(P)) = Y | Y Se(Pe Q) THQyT)
PePrpi1 PePnt1 |QEPa
|P|>k |P|>k

Using the Cauchy Schwarz inequality, we can upper-bound this with

wHheel< | Y Y [wref [[ X |m@en| (24)
13@7";21 Q€Pq Q'€Pa

We can upper-bound the expression inside the first set of parenthesis with

—~ 2
SN [BePe)| < W,

PePri1 QEP,

|P|>Fk
Furthermore, note that for each Q € P,, we have Tr(Qy'") = Q“ﬁ (Q). Combining this with
Parseval’s equation (Equation (7)), the sum in the second set of parenthesis in Equation (24) is
equal to
2 —~ 2
> [meen =2 3 [0T@)| =2l

Q'€Pa Q'€Pa

Plugging these into Equation (24) we get our desired inequality.
W Dgr] < 29[| 7 WP [g]
which completes the proof. O

Combining Proposition 29 and Theorem 21 we immediately get the following Theorem.

Theorem 30. Let C' be an (n + a)-qubit QAC circuit of depth d and size s. Let 1) € Maa be an
a-qubit quantum state. For each k € [n + 1],

a— 1/d
W [oc,] < 052 27y ). (25)

We note that the settings discussed at the start of this subsection, where the auxiliary state is
either clean (|0%)}0%]) or dirty (2-*I®*) are special cases of Theorem 30.

Note that this concentration bound is unaffected by the number of dirty auxiliary qubits. Fur-
thermore, the bound does not change if instead of |0°) we used an arbitrary c-qubit pure state,
including states such as |CAT.) state which are believed to require QAC depth Q(log(c)) to prepare.
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3.3 QAC’ Lower Bounds for Parity and Majority

In this section, we consider Boolean functions f : {0,1}" — {0, 1} and show that when viewing them
as a quantum channel £y, their Pauli spectrum is essentially the same as their Fourier spectrum.
Using this observation, we connect our low-degree concentration results from the previous section
to prove correlation bounds against QAC? circuits with limited auxiliary qubits for computing
high-degree Boolean functions. In particular, we provide explicit bounds for Parity,, and Majority,,
functions.

The following proposition relates the Fourier spectrum of a Boolean function f : {0,1}" — {0,1}
to the Pauli spectrum of this function, viewed as a quantum channel as discussed above. We refer
the reader to [O’D14] for further background.

Proposition 31. Suppose f:{0,1}" — {0,1} is a Boolean function and p. Let £¢ be the channel
mapping n-qubit input state p to a single-qubit state as follows:

Erlp) =Y (alpla) | f@)Xf (@)l Ce, = Y le)z|@|f(@))f(2)].  (26)

z€{0,1}" ze{0,1}m
Then we have

1 N
_ ®(n+1
ey =5 (1 ( )+S§C[ ]f(S)ZS®Z

where Zg is defined in Equation (9) and f(S) = Exw{o,l}n[(—l)f(x)xg(x)] 1,

Proof. For convenience, we will write £ := £ and @ := ¢, throughout the proof. Note that

I*" ® E(JEPRNEPR,|) = Y fadal®@ | Y (yle)aly) 1f(W)XF ()]

z€{0,1}7 ye{0,1}n
= Y el @)@, (27)
ze{0,1}7

It is straightforward to check that the Pauli decomposition of |z)(z| is given by
1 .
el = 5 Y (-1)Z,
ye{0,1}

where we identify y € {0, 1}" with the indicator string of the set S := {i € [n] : y; = 1}. Combining
this with Equation (27), we get that

1 1
Rn _ - 1\ - 1\ f(z)b
I°" @ E(|[EPR,NEPR,[) = ) T D G A 5 > (~1)f@g,
ze{0,1}" ye{0,1}n be{0,1}
1 1 ot F ).
3 X (g X et gen,
ye{0,1}™ ze{0,1}"

be{0,1}

"Recall from Section 1.3.1 that xs(z) := [Lics i
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Note, however, that

2" yef0,1}1n f(y) ifb=1

where we once again identify y with a subset S := {i € [n] : y; = 1}, and so we have

3D (—1)$‘y+f<m>-b:{£{y=0"} ifh=0

I*" & & (|EPR, EPR,|) = % 0 4 S f(9) 250 7 |. (28)
Sch

Now that we have shown the correspondence between the Pauli spectrum and the Fourier
spectrum of f, we next bound the correlation between a quantum channel and a Boolean function
entirely in terms of their Pauli and Fourier spectra respectively.

Proposition 32. Suppose € is an n to 1-qubit channel. For each = € {0,1}" let random variable
Qe(z) € {0,1} be the outcome of measuring £(|x)(x|) in the computational basis. Then for each
f:{0,1}" — {0,1} and each k € {0,1,...,n},

P [Qs(e) = 1)) < 5+ 5 [WLST /W o

Proof. Let &, f be as in Proposition 32, and let £ be as defined in Proposition 31. We refer
to the probability that Q¢ and f output the same result when given a uniformly random input,
Prycqo,137[Qe(z) = f(x)], as the probability of success. Let £ be the classical version of the channel

E. That is, £ is the channel resulting from applying a computational basis measurement before and
after applying £.

E(p) = Me(E(Ma(p)) )

Where M), denotes the k-qubit computational basis measurement channel: for each z # 2/ €
{07 1}k7 M(|x><xl‘) =0.

For each x € {0,1}", we can write the probability that £ when given |z) as input, correctly
outputs |f(z)) as

Pr [Qs(w) = /()] = Tr (I @)}/ (@) E(l)al) ) = Tr (& (ja)al) 'E(o)al) )-

We now show that the overall probability of success can be written in terms of <<I> s <I>g>.

B PrQe()= /@] =5 S Tr (&) E(luKe))

ze{0,1}" vef01}n
1

=5 > (&) ()

z,z’€{0,1}"
1, /o 1
- (o) - oo
In the second equality we used the fact that £ is a classical channel — for each = # 2/, £¢(|z)(2'|) =

0. By Plancharel’s (Equation (8)) We have that 5 (®y, ®g) = <<f>;,<1/>2> since the Choi repre-

sentations @, ¢ have dimension 2"*!. Therefore,

Pr, [Qe(z) = f(2)] =2 (¥}, Bz) (20)
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We now have our probability of success in terms of the Pauli coeflicients of the Choi representations.
Recall from Proposition 31 that for each S C [n], ®4(Zs ® Z) = 3 f(S), ®7(I) = % and all other
coefficients are 0. Furthermore, since each quantum channel is trace-preserving (by definition), we
also have that (I/)\g(f) = &)}(I) = 1. Therefore,

<c1>f, > Z %+ Y ()25 © 2) (30)

n+1 SC[n
For any k € {0,1,...,n} we can bound the second term as follows using Cauchy Schwarz.
YN FS)PszZswz)= Y. f()PsZsez)+ > [()PsZs@2)
SCn] SCln):|S|<k SC[n):|S|>k
1/2 1/2 1/2 1/2
< Z fs > P | XSS > ()’
PePpy1: SCln]: PePry1:
\S|<k 0<|P|<k+1 S|k |P|>k+1

Using the fact that € is classical and Parseval’s (Equation (7)),

—~ 1 2 2
Y. 2(P) = ool q’ﬁHF—‘@‘f‘

PeEPyy1:
0<|P|<k+1
2
1 ~ 1
= o] Do laal @ EaXal)|| -
z€{0,1}" F
1 ~ 1 1
< 3 Bucpory|[Eled)|| - 7 < 7

~

Now plugging this back into the previous equation, along with > sCn f(9)? < 1, we see that

1/2 1/2
~ 1 —
S ez <g| SRSt 4| % Eer
g SC[’)’L PEPn+1:
1S|<k |P|>k+1

= SYWEH + Wy

Combining this with Equations (29) and (30) we see that Pryego1» [Qe(z) = f(2)] < 3+
gl <

3V WSF[f] + /W>k+1[® 2] Finally, we observe that for each k € {0,1,...,n + 1}, WF[®

Wk[fbg]. This is because ®z = M, 1¢(Pg), and the measurement channel preserves all Paulis in
{I,Z}®" and maps all other Paulis to 0.

O]

Combining Proposition 32 with our concentration bound Theorem 18, directly implies the fol-
lowing theorem:

32



Theorem 33. Suppose C' is a QAC circuit with depth d and size s and 1 is a a-qubit auxiliary
state. For each z € {0,1}", let C'(z) € {0,1} be the random variable indicating the standard basis
measurement outcome of Ec y(Jz)x]). Then for each Boolean function f : {0,1}" — {0,1} and

ke{0,1,...,n}
VWEHS] + O 27112 g2 (31)

Pr [C(z) = f(z)] <

ze{0,1}m

N | —

_l’_

N |

In particular,

Pr [C(z) = Parity(z)] <

x

+ O<s : 2*("”‘1*“)/2) (32)

N

and
Pr [C(z) = Majority(z)] <1 - Q(n_l/Q) 4+ 9~ (n/?—a-logs) (33)

Proof. Equation (31) follows directly from combining Proposition 32 and Theorem 18. The Parity
bound (Equation (32)) is achieved by plugging in k& = n — 1, since W=""![Parity,] = 0. The
majority bound is achieved by k = Q(n) since W=F[Majority] < 1 — ik and so /W <=F[Majority] <

. Vk
1 - m. D
This completes the proof. ]

Remark 34. More generally, we note that Theorem 18 implies that QAC? circuits with %nl/ d
clean auxiliary qubits cannot compute a Boolean function f :{0,1}" — {0,1} that has a non-zero
amount of mass on sufficiently high degree Fourier coefficients. As a consequence, as is the case
with the results of [LMN93], we obtain a lower bound against QAC? circuits computing Boolean
functions with large total influence (cf. Chapter 2 of [O0’D14]) and more generally for unitaries with
large total influence (in the sense of [CNY23]).

For the sake of simplicity, however, we restrict our attention to the parity and majority functions
and refer the interested reader to Section 5 of [LMNO93] (or alternatively Chapter 4 of [O’D14])
instead.

4 Learning Low-Degree Channels

We will now leverage our concentration result to propose a learning algorithm for QACY circuits.
More generally, we establish quasipolynomial sample complexity for learning the Choi representa-
tion of any low-degree concentrated quantum channel. We consider channels £ mapping n input
qubits to £ output qubits— not just single output channels. Recall that the Choi representation of
the channel ®¢ is of dimension M x M where M := 2™ and m = n+ ¢ (we further denote N := 2"
and L := 2%). Recall that a quantum channel & or its Choi representation ®¢ is e-concentrated up
to degree k, if W>F[®g] < e.

For our primary discussion of the learning procedure, we will consider a learning model in
which we are given access to many copies of Choi state!?, i.e. the normalized Choi representation
pe = % = L®,. Indeed, the Choi state is a valid quantum state as it has Tr(peg) = 1 and is
Hermitian. The Choi state can be prepared by applying the channel £ to half of n (normalized)
Bell pairs. Thus, this is weaker than given general query access to £&. We note that a Choi state

12Note that Choi state tomography is often referred to as the “ancilla-assisted” learning model [Leu00, MRLOS].
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is a generalization of sampling a random example (z, f(x)) of a Boolean function — as these are
equivalent when the channel is &£;.
With this background, we can now state the main result of the section:

Theorem 35 (Quantum Low-Degree Learning). Let k > 1 and let £ be an n- to /-qubit quantum
channel that is €/2-concentrated up to Pauli degree k. Denote m = n + ¢ as the total num-
ber of input and output qubits of the channel. Then there exists an algorithm, which given

O((Sm)k . i -log(m” /5)) copies of the Choi state, outputs a description of quantum channel
~ 2
& such that ﬁH@g — @gHF < € with probability at least 1 — 4.

We remark that as stated, the sample complexity improves as the output dimension of the
channel grows for a fixed approximation error e. Though, it is not quite true that our algorithm
is “better” for larger £. Rather, the notion of approximation used gets weaker as the number of
outputs £ grows. If we instead consider the expected trace distance between the channels output
for a random input chosen from orthonormal basis B of CV, we have Ejyep/|(€ — F)(w)Htr <

VL E|w)eBH(5 = ]-")(w)HF Therefore, by Proposition 10 we have that

L2
Ejyesl|EW) — F@)|,, < 77119 — 2% (34)

So if our goal is to learn the expected trace distance squared up to error n, then our error for our
learning algorithm is ¢ = n/L? giving sample complexity polylog(nk)% log(1/§) independent of ¢,
as we’d expect.

In the special case where £ is the classical channel for Boolean function f : {0,1}" — {0, 1},
learning approximately low-degree functions is a direct corollary of our result.

Corollary 36. For each f : {0,1}" — {0,1} with Fourier weight that is 2e-concentrated up to
degree k, given O((3n)*1log(n*/6)) random examples (z, f(z)), we can learn & : {0,1}" — {0,1}
such that Pr;[f(x) # h(x)] < 4e

Proof. First note that py = + > zefoye [oX@] @ | f(@)Xf(z)]. So, py is equivalent to being given
a random example (z, f(z)) for  drawn uniformly from {0, 1}". Furthermore, by Proposition 31,
we have that since f is 2e-concentrated up to level k, then &£ is €/2-concentrated up to level k + 1.

Therefore, by Theorem 35 it follows that with O<(3m)k : i -log(mF/ 5)) copies of the Choi state,

~ ~ 12
with probability 1 — §, we learn a ® such that ﬁHéf — <I>‘ - <e
For the remainder of this proof we relabel the output bits of f from {0,1} to {1} for con-

venience. Thus the considered Boolean function is f : {0,1}" — {£1}. Adapting Proposition 31
with this relabeling, we can write ®; as follows.

o= Y el o (14 f@0)2) = T+ 5 Y fS)28) @2 (33)

z€{0,1}" SCln]

Without loss of generality, we can assume that the Choi representation ® learned by our algorithm
has a similar form for some ¢ : {£1}" — [—1,+1] with outputs in the [—1, +1] interval.

P=0,= |m><x\®§<1+g<x>z> = T+5 > G928 ®Z (36)
ze{0,1}" SC|n]
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This is without loss of generality since for each P € P, \ {I, Z}®" setting g(P) to zero will not
increase the error. Note that the corresponding channel &, is now a randomized classical channel:
for each = € {0,1}", &(|z)z]) = 5(1 + g(2)) [0X0] + (1 — g(a)) [1)}1].

Our algorithm in Theorem 35 learns a description of ®, in terms of its Pauli coefficients i)\g. From
this, we also have the Fourier coefficients of g as g(S) =2 - @(Z(S) ® Z). Let h: {0,1}" — {£1}
be the rounded version of g, that is h(z) = sign(g(x)) for each x € {0,1}". (Here sign(b) = +1 if
b > 0 and sign(b) = —1 if b < 0.) We simply output h as our approximation for f. All that is left
is to bound the probability that A is wrong:

Pr[f(x) # h(r)] =  Be |f(z) — h(x)P
< B, 1f(@) - g(0)P
Z 1£(S) —g(s)I”

—4. Z|<1>f 2) - 8,(2(8) @ 2)*

24— 2
=45 - % :MHq)f_%HF546'

In the first inequality we used that |f(z) — h(z)| < 2|f(z) — g(x)| since |f(x) — h(z)| = 2 when
sign(g(x)) # f(z) and | f(z) — h(z)| = 0 otherwise. The remaining equalities follow from Parseval’s
(Equation (7)) and Equations (35) and (36) O

We denote Fj, as the subset of all Paulis of degree at most k.
Fi:={P € Pn:|P| <k}

Note that the size of || is at most O(mF¥). Our construction follows a similar “meta-algorithm”
for learning low-degree Boolean function as outlined in Chapter 3 of [O’D14], based on original
work by [LMN93].

1. Estimate Pauli Coefficients: For each of the low degree Paulis P € Fj, we first learn an
approximation ®(P) for ®¢(P) within additive error 7. Setting n sufficiently small, we get
an e-approximation to ®g¢.

2. Rounding: Round ® to the nearest @z such that Eisa quantum channel. We design this
convex projection to reduce distance from ®g, ensuring that @z is also e-close to P¢.

Before proving Theorem 35, we first show how to obtain additive n-approximations of the Choi
representation coefficients ®(P) for each low degree Pauli P € Fy.

Lemma 37. For each §,n7 € (0,1), and n- to f-qubit channel &£, there exists an algorithm that
(m* /5)) copies of pg, outputs {@¢(P)}per, such that |®g(P) — ®g(P)| <

for each P € Fp.
Proof. We denote ® = ®¢ and p = pg. Recall that p = %@. So we have that
1

TH(Pp) = 1 3 Q) TH(PQ) = LB(P)TH(I®™) = 2 B(P).
QEPm
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To approximate </I;(Q) to within 7 additive error, it is sufficient to approximate observable Tr(Pp)
to within ng = n - L additive error. A standard application of the Chernoff bound gives that, with
probability 1 — dpg, we can obtain a +np-estimate p(Q) of Tr(Qp) by performing

1 1
O = -log | —
<?7(2) ¢ <5O>>
measurements of p with respect to Pauli observable ). However, in order to learn all O(mk)

coefficients for Fj, with probability 1 — §, by union bound, we must correctly learn each coefficient
with probability 1 —dy =1 — ﬁ In all, this implies that a sample complexity of

mk mk

suffices to learn n-approximations of all low-degree Choi state coefficients, i.e. |p(Q) — p(Q)| < n
for each @ € Fj, with probability at least 1 — §. Already this gives us an algorithm to learn 7
approximations of the Choi coefficients for F; with sample complexity

However, we can approximate the set of expectations {Tr(Pp)}pcr, with even better sam-
ple complexity by leveraging a well-established, sample-optimal quantum tomography procedure,
known as Classical Shadow Tomography (CST) due to Huang et al. [HKP20] — which we use as a
black-box.

Theorem 38 (Classical Shadow Tomography [HKP20]'® with Low-Degree Pauli Observables).
Assume we are given an unknown n-qubit state p, and accuracy parameters 79, d € [0, 1], and

k k
1o 22log (”5) (37)
0

copies of p that we make random Pauli measurements on. Then with probability at least (1 — J),
we output an estimate 5(P) € [~1,1] for each P € Fj, such that |$(P) — Tr(Pp)| < no.

By applying CST as in Theorem 38 on the Choi state with ng = - L, we get our desired sample
complexity of O (ﬁf]? log (”31“)) . O

In this work, we do not provide an explicit rounding procedure, but instead treat finding the
nearest Choi representation corresponding to a quantum channel as a black box. In Section 4.2
we illustrate that the rounding task can be described as a convex optimization problem. As far as
the authors are aware, it is currently unknown whether this optimization problem can be solved
exactly in O(|F|) time.

We are now equipped to prove Theorem 35.

Proof of Theorem 35. Let n = By Lemma 37 we can learn an approximation &)(P) with

2|-;:k|'
|®(P) — ®(P)| < 7 for each P € F, using only O(% 'log(mk/5)> copies of Choi state pg. Since

13 Although we reference the original classical shadow tomography work of [HKP20], our bounds leverage improved
shadow norm results of [HCP22] for Pauli observables, as described in Appendix C.
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® is €/2-concentrated up to level k& we have that

> |ep)-ae) = X or) - + X e (38)
PEP,, PcFy, PgFy
S’fﬂ'ﬁ—i-g:e. (39)

~112 ~
By Parseval’s (Equation (7)) it follows that ﬁHCD - <I>HF < e. The next step is to round ® to the

nearest Choi representation ®z for a quantum channel £. As we will discuss in Section 4.2, this
rounding can be formulated as a convex projection which will only further reduce the error. Thus,

2
-2, <

1 1 2
= fq>—c1>H <e
M‘ _MH P

4.1 Learning QACY Channels

Combining Theorem 35 with our low-degree concentration bound of QACY in Section 3, a learning
algorithm for QAC? circuit immediately follows. All together, the learning algorithm applied to
QAC? channels closely follows the template of the “low-degree algorithm” introduced by Linial,
Mansour, and Nisan to learn AC? circuits (see Section 1.3.1).

Theorem 39 (Quasipolynomial Learning of QAC?). Let C be a (n+a)-qubit QAC circuit of depth-

d and size-s with a < %log (82/6). Let &€ = &g jgay. For each § > 0 and error €, we can learn a
~ 2

channel £, with ﬁ”cb& - (I)gHF < € except with probability §, using T = pnOlog?(s*/€)) . log <%>

copies of the Choi state.

Proof. Following from Theorem 30, the weight of £ above level k is at most
W>H[Dg] < O<s22_kl/ %).

Setting k = logd(§2/e) and using that a < 3log(s?/e) = %%l/d, we see that ®¢ is O(€)-concentrated
below k, i.e. W>k[®g] < O(e).

Noting that the QACY channel has ¢ = 1 output qubits and plugging this concentration de-
gree bound into the sample complexity of Theorem 35 implies that the QUANTUM-LOW-DEGREE-
ALGORITHM uses

(3m)E mF
€-4 log )

0 = mOog"(s/9) . 10(1/6).

copies of the Choi state, or pure state queries to learn an e-approximation of ®¢ with probability
1-46. O

Note that naive tomography would result in a O(4™) bound on the sample complexity (and
hence runtime) of learning the Choi representation ®. Theorem 39 obtains significant savings by
requiring only a quasi-polynomial number of samples (When ¢,log(1/9) = O(1/poly(m))).
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-~ 2
arg min || - D[[7
Deg,,,

CMXM

Figure 7: The projection ®z = arg min D — ®||% € €, maps the learned matrix $ € CM*M onto
@Ecn,[
the nearest valid Choi representation. Since the space of valid Choi representations, €, 4, is a closed

convex set, the distance between ®z and any other Choi representation must be less than or equal

to the distance between ® and any Choi representation. Therefore, if ® is e-close to Qe € €y, 5
is e-close to ®¢ € €, 4.

4.2 Rounding onto a CPTP Map via Convex Optimization

The final step of the QUANTUM-LOW-DEGREE-ALGORITHM outlined in the previous section is to
round the learned matrix ®, encoding a low-degree approximation of ®¢, to a Choi representation
Pz, encoding a completely-positive trace-preserving (CPTP) map £. In order to encode a CPTP
map, ¢z must satisfy'* the Complete-Positivity (CP) criterion:

®z =0 (positive semi-definite) (40)
and the Trace-Preserving (TP) criterion:

Trout(q)g) = [in. (41)

Generically, this involves solving a convex constrained minimization problem. Namely, if we
let &, ¢ denote the set of all Choi representation matrices corresponding to an n to ¢-qubit CPTP,
then
Oz = argmin | @ — @[3 (42)

€C, 0
Since €, ¢ is a convex set, as demonstrated in Appendix B, projecting onto €,, ; by minimizing with
respect to the Frobenius norm reduces the overall error of our learning algorithm. As depicted
in Figure 7, with this projection, ®z lies closer to the true Choi representation ®¢ than ® does.
Also note that this minimization over the set €, , can equivalently be expressed as a constrained
minimization problem over the larger space of complex matrices CM*M.

Tr out (E) = Ly — Tr out (P
E* = argminHEHQF such that { ou(F) m Tour(P)

Ee(chM

s , 43
d-E>0 (43)

where @z = o — E*. Note, however, that generic convex optimization algorithms generally only
guarantee efficient convergence to e-approximate solutions, whereas we need an exact solution to
ensure that ®z encodes a physical quantum channel.

MFor a good reference on the mathematical properties of Choi representations and CPTP maps, we refer the
interested reader to [Wat18].
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4.3 Learning with Measurement Queries

Finally, in our proof of Lemma 37, we proposed an efficient procedure for approximately learning
Pauli coefficients of the Choi representation of quantum channel. Despite the promising sample
complexity of this approach, there is a notable physical implementation challenge. Namely, physical
implementation would require producing a Choi state, necessitating the preparation and manipu-
lation of a physical Bell state over 2m-qubits. This, however, is very difficult in practice for large
m, especially with modern NISQ multi-qubit gate fidelities and state coherence times.

In light of these challenges, we will now offer a second approach for learning the Choi repre-
sentation coefficients which is more implementation-friendly. Rather than performing tomography
on the Choi state, the physical implementation will amount to preparing n-qubit input states, ap-
plying the channel £, and performing measurements corresponding to ¢-qubit Pauli observables.
Notably, all these operations are far more practically feasible than the repeated preparation and
measurement of n-qubit Choi state pg. The relevant query model consists of measurement queries.
Note that, in concurrent work, Wadhwa and Doosti [WD24] formalize this query model as the
“Quantum Process Statistical Query (QPSQ)” model and study its power for learning arbitrary
quantum processes.

Measurement queries For each measurement query, the learner provides an n-qubit quantum
state p along with an observable O € M, and is given the measurement outcome of £(p) with
respect to observable O.

Lemma 40. For each d,¢ € (0,1), and n- to ¢-qubit channel &, there exists an algorithm that
given T' = O(% : log(l/é)) measurement queries to £ outputs {@‘(P)}pe}‘k such that |Pg(P) —
O (P)| < n for each P € F.

Proof. We denote ® = ®¢. Recall from Fact 8 that for any input state p € My, E(p) = Trin(®(p’®
I®™)) where we label the first n qubits of ® as “in” and the remaining ¢ qubits as “out”. For each
Pauli P € P,,,, we let Py, € P, and Pyt € Py be such that P = Py, ® Pyyt. The key insight of this
proof is that measurement of a quantum channel £, with respect to an input p and observable O,
is related to a linear combination of the Choi representation coefficients </15(P) as follows.

e (0(0) =T (0T (20 & Fo)) )
= 3 &) (0T (P Pan) 0 o))

= Z :I;(P) Tl”(ppm) TI"(OPout)~
PcPp,

Given repeated query access to £, we will see how to learn the Choi representation coefficient @(P)
corresponding to any Pauli P € P,,. To this end, there are two related procedures: one for the set
of all Paulis Q € {I®" @ Py} and another for the remaining Paulis R € P,,,\{I®" @ P,}.

For any Q € {I®" @ P,}, 6(@) can be estimated via repeated queries of £ with respect to
input p/ = %Iin and observable O’ = Quui.'> Namely, the measurement expectation is proportional

5For the QAC® channels of interest in this work, the channel output is a single qubit. In this case, |Q| < 1, meaning
Q is guaranteed to lie in the desired set of low-degree Paulis, i.e. @ € F.
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Tr (O'S(p/)) = Z EI\)(P) Tr <Zb[inpin> Tr(QoutPout)

PePm

= Z ‘/I;(P) P = Iin} - L 1{Pout = Qout}
PePm

=L EI;(LH b2y Qout)

=L-3(Q).

Therefore, to learn ®(Q) to error 7, we simply need to learn Tr (O’E(p')) to error no = 27,

On the other hand, for each R € P,,,\{I®" @ Py}, to estimate ®(R) we consider the expectation
of £(p*) for input p* = % (Iin + Rin) with respect to observable O* = Roy. We can write it as
follows.

Tr (O*E(p*)) = Z @(P) Tr <<LH+NEH> Pm) Tr(Rout Pout)

PePn,

1 ~
= N (IJ(P) (TI‘ (Pm) + Tr (RinPin)) Tr(RoutPout)

PeEPm

1 ~
- N (I)(P) (N ' ]l{Pin = in} + N - H{Pin = Rin}) L ]l{POUt = ROUt}
= 1 (B(Jin © Roue) + B(Rin ® Rou)
~ L (?fw(lin ® Rout) + 6(}2)) .

Note that ®(fin @ Reut) € {I®" @ Py}, so we can estimate ®(R) within error 7 if we have a 20~1 .7
estimate of Tr (O*&(p)) and a 1/2 estimate of ®(R). Therefore, to get an additive n estimate for

&(P) for each P € Fy, it is sufficient for us to estimate Tr(O'E(p’) and Tr(O*E(p*)) within error
n-2%/2 for each P € F} where O',0*, p/, p* depend on P as described above.

Via a Chernoff bound, for each input p and observable P, Tr (PS (,0)) can be learned to within
additive error 7y, with probability 1 — &y via O(1/n3 -log(1/d0)) queries. We repeat this process for
each P € Fj, with ng = 2! .5, and &y = 6/|Fi|. By a union bound, we learn n-approximations of
all |Fi| = O(mF) low-degree coefficients with probability at least 1 — § using

mk mk

queries to the quantum channel £. O

Note that the sample complexity of this procedure is slightly worse than given the Choi state
directly, scaling as O(m*) rather than O(3*). Following the analysis in the Proof of Theorem 35,

this method provides us with a learning algorithm with O (mzk% log(1/ 5)) measurement queries.
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A Generalizing to linear combinations of channels
In this appendix, we show that our result on low-degree Pauli concentration (Theorem 18) can be
generalized from QAC® channels to linear combinations of such channels.

Lemma 41. Suppose € is a linear combination of channels £1,&s,...,& .

= Z a;&(p)
i—1

such that W>*(®g,) < € for each i € [t]. Then for each k,
2

W] < Z lai| | e

Proof. Let n and ¢ be the number of input and output qubits to £ respectively, and let N = 2" L =
2¢ and m = n + ¢, M = 2™. For each i € [t], let ®; = ®¢,. Note that

t
Bp = (I®" ® 5) ([EPR,XEPR,|) = 3 (I°" ® &) ([EPR,,)(EPR,|) Zaz 5
=1

Consider a particular k, and let H; = > pep,,: @(P)P . Furthermore, let HZ- be the vector of Pauli
|P|>k

coefficients of H;. So W>k

for each i € [t]. Now

2
t

W De] =S i,
=1 9

Applying the triangle inequality,

t
W] < [ S il HH
1

IA
\'M
B
(@)
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B Convex CPTP Projection

Leveraging the fact that ® is e-close to g, we will now prove that the Choi representation @,
resulting from the convex Frobenius norm minimizaton described in Section 4.2, is also e-close to
®¢. Note that, in the case that P e ¢, ¢, the projection simply maps d to itself, which implies that
P F= d is e-close to ®¢. Therefore, we only need to consider the case in which CAISg ¢ Ty

We begin by decomposing the error between & and ®¢ in terms of Pz, as
b o > - — o)
&= 2c], = ][ @ - 20) + (@ - 20},
~ 2 ~ 2
=[[o- ol +2(8 - 2c.0c - 0c) + o -]
Since the Frobenius norm squared is non-negative, if we can simply prove that
(B— 050z - ) 20, (45)
then it follows that

2 ~ 2
| e < o 2] <<
F F

Therefore, to prove that ®z is e-close to ®¢, we will prove Equation (45).
To do so, note that €, is a closed convex set in the Hilbert space CM*M  oquipped with
Frobenius norm inner product (A, B) = Tr[AfB]. Furthermore, in Equation (42), we defined Pz to

be the minimizer of the Frobenius norm distance with respect to ®. Therefore Pz must satisfy the
First-Order Optimality Condition:

Fact 42 (First-Order Optimality Condition). For an optimization problem

arg minf(X)
XeX

over closed convex set X and with convex differentiable f, feasible point X is optimal if and only if
(VF(X),Y —=X)>0, VY € X.

From Equation (42), ®z is the minimizer of the function f(®) = [|® — ®¢||%,, for which Vf(®) =
2(® — 5) The First-Order Optimality Condition, therefore, implies that
V®e € €yt (V(D7),De — D) = 2(Dz — B, g — D7) > 0, (46)

thereby proving Equation (45).
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