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Abstract

We describe a quantum algorithm for the Planted Noisy kXOR problem (also known as
sparse Learning Parity with Noise) that achieves a nearly quartic (4th power) speedup over the
best known classical algorithm while also only using logarithmically many qubits. Our work
generalizes and simplifies prior work of Hastings [Has20], by building on his quantum algorithm
for the Tensor Principal Component Analysis (PCA) problem. We achieve our quantum speedup
using a general framework based on the Kikuchi Method (recovering the quartic speedup for
Tensor PCA), and we anticipate it will yield similar speedups for further planted inference
problems. These speedups rely on the fact that planted inference problems naturally instantiate
the Guided Sparse Hamiltonian problem. Since the Planted Noisy kXOR problem has been used
as a component of certain cryptographic constructions, our work suggests that some of these
are susceptible to super-quadratic quantum attacks.
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1 Introduction

Existing quantum algorithms generally provide either exponential speedups over the best known
classical algorithms, such as for integer factorization or quantum simulation, or quadratic (or
smaller) speedups, such as Grover’s algorithm for unstructured search. In this work, we describe a
quantum algorithm for the Planted Noisy kXOR problem (sometimes referred to as “Sparse Learn-
ing Parity with Noise”) that achieves up to a quartic (4th power) speedup over the best known
classical algorithm, and moreover, the number of qubits used by the quantum algorithm is logarith-
mic in the classical algorithm’s space complexity. Our work generalizes and simplifies prior work of
Hastings [Has20], by building on his quartic quantum speedup for the Tensor Principal Component
Analysis (PCA) problem. These quantum algorithms can be viewed as mapping planted inference
problems (such as Planted Noisy kXOR and Tensor PCA) to concrete instantiations of the Guided
Sparse Hamiltonian problem,1 where both the Hamiltonian and the guiding state in the problem
are constructed from the planted inference problem.

The Planted Noisy kXOR problem is at the core of the field of average-case analysis for con-
straint satisfaction problems, with a history dating back at least forty years [H̊as84]. An additional
motivation for studying it comes from cryptography, where for some time now there has been a
focus on “new” hardness assumptions. One reason for this focus is, of course, the necessity of
developing post-quantum cryptography, given that Shor’s algorithm breaks all cryptography based
on the hardness of factoring or discrete logarithm. Another reason is that alternative assumptions
— such as the hardness of Learning With Errors (LWE), Learning Parity with Noise (LPN), and
breaking pseudorandom generators (PRGs) in NC

0 — have been crucial for the construction of
advanced cryptographic primitives such as Indistinguishability Obfuscation [JLS21, JLS22]. In this
work, we focus on the very closely related cryptographic assumption known as Sparse LPN [Ale03]
— which precisely concerns the average-case hardness of Planted Noisy kXOR. Under certain pa-
rameter settings, Sparse LPN has long been known to imply Public Key Encryption [ABW10], and
its variants have recently been used to obtain multiparty homomorphic secret sharing [DIJL23],
lossy trapdoor functions, and collision-resistant hash functions [DJ24].

From a practical perspective, it has been a topic of debate among researchers whether quan-
tum algorithms with polynomial speedups can outperform classical computers, given the latter’s
faster clock speeds and the overheads introduced by quantum error correction. Two recent analy-
ses [BMN+21, HHT23] conclude with a pessimistic outlook on quadratic speedups, but find that
higher-degree speedups are much more promising. Specifically, Ref. [BMN+21] emphasizes that
“quartic speedups look significantly more practical.” In light of this, our results suggest that cryp-
tographic primitives based on problems closely related to the Planted Noisy kXOR problem might
need to increase their security parameters to sufficiently protect against future quantum attacks.

1.1 Problem definition

In the kXOR constraint satisfaction problem (with k ≥ 2 a constant) the input consists of m linear
equations in n variables over F2, in which each “left-hand side” is “k-sparse”; i.e., it is the sum of
exactly k out of n variables. In the Planted Noisy version, a “secret” variable assignment z ∈ Fn

2

is (randomly) chosen, then m random k-sparse equations consistent with z are chosen, and finally
each “right-hand side” is flipped with probability equal to some “noise rate” η ∈ (0, 1/2].2 We will

1The Guided Sparse Hamiltonian problem is the natural generalization of the Guided Local Hamiltonian problem,
as defined by Gharibian and Le Gall [GL22], to sparse Hamiltonians.

2The problem is easy with noise rate η = 0, since it amounts to solving a system of linear equations over a finite
field.
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also use the parameter ρ = 1− 2η ∈ [0, 1), called the “planted advantage”.
Given this input, there are several (closely related) natural algorithmic tasks: to find z; to find

an assignment having good correlation with z; or, to distinguish the input equations from ones
drawn from the “purely random” distribution (equivalent to planted advantage ρ = 0, in which
case the distribution has no dependence on z). For simplicity, we focus our discussion on this last,
“decision” variant of the problem, where the goal is to distinguish between a draw from the planted
noisy distribution and a draw from the purely random distribution. More formally, we say an
algorithm solves the Planted Noisy kXOR problem (with planted advantage ρ) if, with probability3

1−o(1), it outputs “planted” on the planted distribution and “random” on the random distribution.

The computational threshold. The main challenge in the Planted Noisy kXOR problem is
to understand the computational complexity as a function of the “constraint density” ∆ = m/n,
which can also be thought of as a “signal-to-noise ratio” (SNR).4 This question (and the very closely
related one for Planted kSAT) has seen intensive study over the last 20+ years. When ∆ ≤ 1, the
two distributions are not statistically distinguishable, but once ∆ > 1, the two distributions can be
distinguished, although not necessarily in polynomial time. We now know (see, e.g., [Fei02, GK01,
GJ02, CGL07, CCF10, AOW15, BM22, dT23]) that for constant k, provided ∆ ≥ Cn(k−2)/2 (for a
certain C), there is a poly(n)-time algorithm for the Planted Noisy kXOR problem. Moreover, there
is reasonable evidence (see, e.g., [AR01, Sch08, OW14, MW16, KMOW17]) that no poly(n)-time
algorithm is possible when ∆ ≪ n(k−2)/2.

For cryptographic applications, one seeks to refine this evidence so as to understand the tradeoff
between the extent to which ∆ < n(k−2)/2 and the (presumed) superpolynomial running time re-
quired for the task. The reasons this is important are twofold. First, the cryptographic applications
become stronger for larger ∆; e.g., for NC

0 PRGs based on Noisy kXOR, ∆ directly corresponds
to the stretch of the PRG. Second, for concrete cryptographic security one typically wishes to
precisely quantify the (usually exponential) running time required for a cryptographic break. For
example, more precisely understanding when the problem becomes hard allows us to choose key
sizes in cryptographic protocols more aggressively.

Along these lines, work of Raghavendra, Rao, and Schramm [RRS17] showed that the degree-ℓ
Sum-of-Squares (SoS) method — which runs in nO(ℓ) time — suffices to solve the Planted Noisy
kXOR problem provided ∆ is at least a quantity of the form (nℓ )

(k−2)/2·logc(k)(n). (See also [Ahn20].)
The upper bound in [RRS17] was later made sharper, faster, and simpler by the development
of the “Kikuchi Method” of Wein, Alaoui, and Moore [WAM19] (independently discovered by
Hastings [Has20]), which improved the bound on ∆ to a quantity of the form (nℓ )

(k−2)/2 · log n.
The lower bounds in [KMOW17] matched this up to polylog factors, showing that indeed degree-

ℓ SoS cannot solve the problem unless ∆ ≫ ( n
ℓ log(n/ℓ))

(k−2)/2. Since it would be a major algorithmic
breakthrough if any classical algorithm outperformed the SoS bound for this problem, the algorithm
based on the Kikuchi method is believed to be close to optimal (up to the gap between the upper
and lower bounds above).

1.2 Kikuchi Method overview

The Kikuchi Method can be interpreted as a way of transforming a degree-k polynomial optimiza-
tion problem into a degree-2 polynomial optimization problem (e.g., a kXOR instance into a 2XOR
instance, or a hypergraph problem into a graph problem, etc.). This is desirable because degree-2
problems may be modeled with matrices, allowing linear algebraic methods to be used.

3Here the probability is over the randomness in the input and the internal randomness of the algorithm.
4As we will see, the parameter ρ

√
∆ would be an even better reflection of the “SNR”.
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2XOR. Let us briefly recall the well-known base methods for 2XOR (see Section 2.2 for more
details). Switching to ±1 notation, suppose we have m = ∆n equations of the form xixj =
bij ∈ {±1}, where the variables x1, . . . , xn are to be assigned values in {±1}. If we arrange the
right-hand sides bij into a matrix5 B (with Bij = 0 when no constraint on xixj is present), then
adv(x) := 1

2mx
⊺Bx represents the fraction of satisfied constraints minus the fraction of violated

constraints. Note that in the Planted Noisy kXOR problem, the planted assignment z ∈ {±1}n
achieves adv(z) = ρ in expectation, and we would generally expect (if ∆ is large enough) that
ρ ≈ adv(z) ≈ Opt := maxx{adv(x)}. So if we were trying to distinguish purely random 2XOR
instances from ones with planted advantage ρ = 0.9 (say), we could hypothetically succeed by
detecting whether Opt ≈ 0 or Opt ≈ 0.9. Of course, approximating Opt is NP-hard, but for 2XOR
we can compute the continuous relaxation λmax(B), which satisfies

λmax(B) = max
y∈Rn

y⊺By

y⊺y
≥ 2m

n
·Opt = d ·Opt, (1)

where d := 2∆ is the average degree of the (edge-signed) graph associated to B. In the other
direction, for purely random (ρ = 0) instances we have a randomly edge-signed random graph of
average degree d. In this case, one can try a variety of proof methods of varying sophistication6 to

prove upper-bounds on λmax(B) of the form C · d1/2 (for C = O(
√
log n) or C = O(1) or C ≈ 2).

These allow the prover to confidently solve the Planted Noisy 2XOR problem provided Cd
1/2

is a
bit smaller than ρ · d; i.e., provided 2∆ = d is a bit bigger than C2/ρ2. So roughly speaking, we
can succeed once the average degree is slightly large, like Ω(1) or Ω(log n).

Conversion from kXOR to 2XOR. A general idea, employed in almost all previous works
on Planted Noisy kXOR, is to try to reduce to the above 2XOR strategy. The Kikuchi Method,
introduced by [WAM19] and independently discovered by [Has20], seems to be both the simplest
and most effective method for doing this. These works gave different motivations (from statistical
physics, in particular mean-field theory) for the method, and we review some of these motivations
in Appendix A. In brief, though, the idea is the following: We continue to use ±1 notation, so any
particular kXOR input equation looks like

xS = b ∈ {±1} (where xS :=
∏

i∈S
xi) (2)

for some “scope” S ⊆ [n] of cardinality k. Now suppose we introduce new variables called yT (for
sets T ⊆ [n] not necessarily of cardinality k), intended to stand for xT . Then whenever T,U ⊆ [n]
satisfy T△U = S, we could alternatively view the input equation xS = b as saying that yT yU = b
— which is a “2XOR constraint” on the y-variables. In this way we can potentially generate a
large number of new 2XOR constraints, albeit potentially on a large number of variables. To get
a good “signal-to-noise ratio” for these resulting 2XOR instances, we would hope to introduce not
too many new variables yT , and in a way that there are many valid 2XOR constraints between
them, inferable from input constraints.

The Kikuchi Method (at least, for even k) is to achieve good density with this approach by
taking the new variables to be all those yT with |T | = ℓ for some fixed parameter ℓ ≥ k/2. There

5Strictly speaking, the input might have several equations with the same left-hand side xixj ; in that case, Bij

should equal the sum of the associated right-hand sides. For simplicity in this introduction, we ignore the possibility
of any left-hand side appearing more than once.

6E.g., Matrix Chernoff bounds as in [WAM19] and this paper, the Trace Method, nonbacktracking matrices, or
even “quantum field theory techniques” as in [Has20].
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are then
(n
ℓ

)
≈ nℓ new variables.7 As for constraints, each equation xS = b in the original kXOR

instance gets converted to all possible
( n−k
ℓ−k/2

)( k
k/2

)
equations of the form yTyU = b for T,U ∈

([n]
ℓ

)

satisfying T△U = S. This means we convert a kXOR instance with constraint density ∆ into a
2XOR instance — the “Kikuchi graph Kℓ” — with average degree

dKℓ
=

∆n ·
( n−k
ℓ−k/2

)( k
k/2

)
(n
ℓ

) ∼ ∆ ·
(
k

k/2

)
· ℓ ·

(
ℓ

n

)(k−2)/2

. (3)

By design, if z ∈ {±1}n achieves advantage α for the original kXOR instance, then z⊙ℓ (namely,

the vector in {±1}([n]
ℓ ) whose T -coordinate is zT ) achieves advantage α in this new Kikuchi 2XOR

instance. In particular, starting from a Planted Noisy kXOR with planted advantage ρ, the Kikuchi
instance Kℓ will have Opt ' ρ and hence λmax(Kℓ) ' ρ · dKℓ

.
On the other hand, if we start from a truly random kXOR instance, the resulting Kikuchi

instance is some kind of randomly edge-signed random graph of average degree dKℓ
. So we might

heuristically hope that still λmax(Kℓ) ≤ C · d1/2Kℓ
for some relatively small factor C such as C =

O
(√

log
(
n
ℓ

))
. If this is indeed proven true, we would have the same tradeoff as in our basic

2XOR discussion, meaning that we could successfully solve the Planted Noisy kXOR problem
as soon as dKℓ

is a bit bigger than C2/ρ2 (a quantity which is presumably/hopefully O(log n)).
By Equation (3), this corresponds to the original constraint density ∆ being a bit bigger than
logn
ρ2

( k
k/2

)−1 ·
(
n
ℓ

)(k−2)/2
. This matches the original [RRS17] result, provided one can prove the

suggested upper bound for C.

The Kikuchi Method. It will help us to introduce Alice and Bob, in summarizing the above
discussion. To say that Alice uses “Kikuchi Method with parameter ℓ” to solve the Planted Noisy
kXOR problem (even k) means:

• Alice proves a theorem of the following form:

Alice Theorem. Assume ∆ ≥ Cκ · (n/ℓ)(k−2)/2. Then given a truly random n-variate, m-
constraint kXOR instance, it holds whp8 that the associated Kikuchi graph satisfies λmax(Kℓ) ≤
κ · dKℓ

.

Here we allow that Cκ might not strictly be a constant, but, say, polylog(n).

• (Alice recognizes the simple fact that in the noisy kXOR case with planted advantage ρ, for
any constant ρ′ < ρ we have whp λmax(Kℓ) ≥ ρ′ · dKℓ

.)

• Given a noisy kXOR instance I of constraint density ∆ which is either truly random or has
planted advantage ρ, Alice instantiates her Theorem with κ = ρ̂ < ρ′ < ρ (but still ρ̂ ≈ .99ρ,
say). She then selects

ℓ ≥ n(Cρ̂/∆)2/(k−2) (4)

to conclude that whp, she can solve the Planted Noisy kXOR problem by deciding whether
λmax(Kℓ) ≤ ρ̂ · dKℓ

or λmax(Kℓ) ≥ ρ′ · dKℓ
.

• Finally, Alice decides this whp in Õ(
(n
ℓ

)
) ≈ Õ(nℓ) time using, say, the Power Method on Kℓ.

(Note that simply writing down one vector in the dimension of Kℓ takes Ω(n
ℓ) time.)

7The approximation
(
n
ℓ

)
≈ nℓ holds only if ℓ is considered to be a constant. In fact, it makes sense even to allow

ℓ which is polynomially related to n, but for the sake of intuition in this introduction, we assume ℓ is constant.
8With high probability, by which we mean except with probability at most o(1).
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Example. Later we prove an example explicit “Alice Theorem”, Theorem 2.21, using the Matrix
Chernoff bound (as do [WAM19]). In the case of k = 4 and ρ = 0.25, it implies that if ∆ ≥ (8ℓ lnn)·n,
then whp λmax(Kℓ) ≤ .24d. It follows by taking ℓ = 32 that Alice may solve the Planted Noisy
4XOR problem (whp) at constraint density ∆ ∼ ( 8

32 lnn) · n = (.25 ln n) · n in time Õ(n32).

1.3 Our quantum algorithm

Our main result, informally stated, is:

Suppose Alice uses the Kikuchi Method with parameter ℓ to solve the Planted Noisy
kXOR problem for constraint density ∆ in time Õ(nℓ). Then Bob can use the same
“Alice Theorem” to prove correctness of a quantum algorithm for the Planted Noisy
kXOR problem, at the same constraint density ∆, with gate complexity nℓ/4 · poly(n)
and only Õ(log n) qubits.

More precisely, so long as ℓ is a multiple9 of k, we show the quantum algorithm has complexity
nℓ/4 · Õ(nk/2). Observe that as ℓ becomes large, this tends to a quartic speedup over the classical
algorithm. For example, as a consequence of the Alice Theorem discussed in the previous section,
we can prove that there is a quantum algorithm solving (whp) the Planted Noisy 4XOR problem
with ρ = 0.25 in time n8 · Õ(n2). (Here the improvement in the exponent, 32

10 = 3.2, is not quite 4
because ℓ is “merely” 32.)

Caution. Please note that we are not conjecturing that the fastest classical algorithm for Planted
Noisy 4XOR with ρ = 0.25 at constraint density ∆ ∼ (.25 ln n) · n is Õ(n32) (while also showing
our quantum algorithm is Õ(n10) time). Rather, our result is that whenever Alice uses the Kikuchi
method (as described above) to achieve time Õ(nℓ) for a certain density ∆, Bob can use Alice’s
Theorem to achieve quantum complexity nℓ/4 · poly(n).

Our quantum method for achieving quartic speedup on the Planted Noisy kXOR problem works
by using an improved algorithm in the planted case. In Section 1.3.1, we first describe a simpler
strategy that already yields a quadratic speedup over the classical algorithm. We then give a high-
level overview of our actual algorithm that achieves a (nearly) quartic speedup in Section 1.3.2.

Tensor PCA. Our quantum algorithm also works for other planted inference problems such as
Spiked Noisy Tensor PCA, the problem studied by Hastings [Has20]. We give a detailed description
in Section 3, but briefly, in this problem we are given a tensor of order k in n dimensions of the
form T = βz⊗k + G, where G is a random tensor with each entry drawn i.i.d. from a standard
Gaussian distribution, and z is a fixed planted spike of norm

√
n. The task is to decide if β = 0

(the random case) or β = β∗ > 0 (the planted case). Spiked Noisy Tensor PCA can be viewed as
a degree-k polynomial optimization problem, and hence is also amenable to the Kikuchi Method.
We show in Section 3 how our approach also solves this problem with a nearly quartic speedup.

1.3.1 Quadratic speedup

The Kikuchi matrix is a sparse symmetric matrix, and hence can be viewed as a Hamiltonian on a
space of dimension

(
n
ℓ

)
, which can be represented using (approximately) ℓ log n qubits. In the case

of a Planted kXOR instance with planted advantage ρ, our algorithm would like to confirm that

9Even if ℓ is not a multiple of k, we can increase ℓ to the next multiple of k, which increases the runtime of our
quantum algorithm by at most a factor of O(nk/4) and thus yields a total runtime of nℓ/4 · Õ(n3k/4).
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λmax(Kℓ) ≥ ρ′ · dKℓ
(for some ρ′ slightly less than ρ). We will use the phrase “cutoff eigenspace” to

mean the span of eigenvectors of Kℓ of eigenvalue at least ρ′ · dKℓ
; thus the algorithm would like to

confirm that the cutoff eigenspace is nonempty. Approximating the largest eigenvalue of a sparse
Hamiltonian — or equivalently the smallest eigenvalue (also known as the ground state energy of
the Hamiltonian) — is a classic problem in quantum computing. It is well studied, especially for
local Hamiltonians, a special type of sparse Hamiltonian. Indeed, the task of deciding whether the
largest eigenvalue of a local Hamiltonian is above or below two nearby thresholds is the canonical
QMA-complete problem [KSV02, Boo14].

Guided Sparse Hamiltonian problem. The problem does get easier if we also have the ability
to prepare a guiding state, a quantum state having nontrivial overlap10 with the largest eigenvector,
or more generally with a vector in the cutoff eigenspace. For local Hamiltonians, this problem is
called the Guided Local Hamiltonian problem and has been studied recently [GL22, CFG+23]. We
describe how to solve the more general Guided Sparse Hamiltonian problem in Section 4.2, but for
now let us briefly say that if the sparse Hamiltonian’s nonzero entries are efficiently computable,
then the Guided Sparse Hamiltonian problem has complexity poly(n)/γ, where γ2 is the overlap
of the guiding state with the cutoff eigenspace. The gist of the algorithm is to combine (known)
algorithms for Hamiltonian Simulation, Phase Estimation, and Amplitude Estimation.

One possible choice for the guiding state is a completely random unit vector. When we’re in
the planted case, so the cutoff eigenspace is nonempty (but presumably of small dimension), such
a random guiding state will (whp) have overlap inversely proportional to the dimension, meaning
γ2 = Θ(1/nℓ) in our setting. This already yields a quantum algorithm with complexity nℓ/2 ·poly(n),
a (nearly) quadratic speedup over the classical algorithm. The algorithm also only requires Õ(log n)
qubits. This quadratic quantum speedup is simply due to Amplitude Amplification.

1.3.2 Quartic speedup

As in Hastings’s work [Has20], the key to improving to a (nearly) quartic speedup is obtaining a
better guiding state. In principle, if z is the planted assignment, a great choice for the guiding
state would (hypothetically) be the normalized vector |z⊙ℓ〉 corresponding to z⊙ℓ. This is because
z⊙ℓ is the natural vector that “certifies” nonemptiness of the cutoff eigenspace, by virtue of

λmax(Kℓ) ≥ 〈z⊙ℓ | Kℓ | z⊙ℓ〉 = adv(z⊙ℓ) · dKℓ
≥ ρ′ · dKℓ

(5)

(whp). We do have to be additionally concerned about lower-bounding the overlap of |z⊙ℓ〉 with the
cutoff eigenspace, but the above inequality — together with an easy upper bound of O(ℓ log n) for
λmax(Kℓ) —ensures that the overlap is quite huge: γ2 = Ω( 1

ℓ logn). Thus if a quantum algorithm

could actually prepare the guiding state |z⊙ℓ〉, it could certify being in the planted case extremely
efficiently: in poly(n) · ℓ time.

An additional virtue of (hypothetically) using |z⊙ℓ〉 as a guiding state is that it is “essentially”
of the form |z〉⊗ℓ.11 This crucially means that even though |z⊙ℓ〉 is of dimension

(n
ℓ

)
(a running

time we don’t want to suffer), we could prepare it simply by preparing ℓ unentangled copies of |z〉,
a state of dimension merely n.

Unfortunately, this plan is merely hypothetical, since preparing |z〉 amounts to finding the
planted vector! The idea does inspire our actual solution, though.

10We say the “overlap” between two pure quantum states |ψ〉, |φ〉 is |〈ψ|φ〉|2.
11We put “essentially” in quotes because |z⊙ℓ〉 is actually a kind of symmetrized version of |z〉⊗ℓ. This distinction

will cause us a minor amount of complication, but we will ignore the issue in this introduction.
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Our actual guiding state. Though we don’t know how to create |z〉 (and hence |z⊙ℓ〉 ≈ |z〉⊗ℓ),
the very input to the problem gives a state that is somewhat correlated with z⊙k. In more detail,

suppose that vector ψ ∈ {±1}([n]
k ) has bU as its Uth entry whenever xU = bU is in the input, and has

0 as its Uth entry otherwise. The normalized state |ψ〉 can be prepared in O(m log n) time. Then by
definition, µ2 := |〈ψ|z⊙k〉|2 ≈ ρ2 ·m/

(n
k

)
whp, meaning µ2 = Θ̃(n−k/2) for the value of m = Θ̃(nk/2)

arising in any natural Alice Theorem. In turn, if we define the guiding state |Ψ〉 := |ψ〉⊗ℓ/k (which
is hardly more complex to prepare than |ψ〉), it is reasonable to expect overlap

|〈Ψ|z⊙ℓ〉|2 ≈ |〈ψ|z⊙k〉|2(ℓ/k) ≈ (µ2)ℓ/k ≈ Θ̃(n−k/2)ℓ/k = Θ̃(n−ℓ/2). (6)

The inverse-square-root of this is the source of our final quantum complexity, nℓ/4 · poly(n).

Complications. There are several oversimplifications in the above outline. One is to do with
the conflation of |z⊙k〉⊗ℓ/k and |z⊙ℓ〉; and additionally, |Ψ〉 with our actual guiding state, which is
a symmetrized version of |ψ〉⊗ℓ/k. Another difficulty is verifying that |〈Ψ|z⊙ℓ〉|2 is large not just in
expectation but with high probability.

The crucial difficulty is that we have only discussed the overlap of the guiding state |Ψ〉 with
|z⊙ℓ〉, rather than with the cutoff eigenspace (as required by our quantum algorithm for the Guided
Sparse Hamiltonian problem). Now earlier we argued that |z⊙ℓ〉 was likely to have huge overlap
with the cutoff eigenspace, and so it is plausible to hope that we can put these two statements
together to conclude that the guiding state still has overlap roughly n−ℓ/2 with the cutoff eigenspace.
Unfortunately, proving this rigorously is technically challenging. The “large” overlap between the
guiding state |Ψ〉 and |z⊙ℓ〉 of order ≈ n−ℓ/2 is still small enough that a straight-forward composition
of the two overlap statements is not sufficient. This complication is additionally enhanced by the
fact that the two overlap statements are not independent: the Kikuchi matrix Kℓ and the guiding
state |Ψ〉 are both defined from the same random input, and hence depend on each other.

For the Tensor PCA problem, Hastings faces the same difficulties, and he uses a somewhat
intricate strategy to deal with it. He first creates a noisy version of the input data, and from this
he creates a Hamiltonian similar to the Kikuchi matrix as well as several slightly different noisy
guiding states. Then, repeatedly adding additional noise to each guiding state and using several
special properties of Gaussian random variables and low-degree polynomials (e.g., the Carbery–
Wright theorem on anticoncentration), he is able to show that with high probability at least one
of the guiding states has overlap ≈ n−ℓ/2 with the Kikuchi matrix’s high eigenspace. This method
exploits powerful properties of Gaussian random variables and does not have an obvious analogue
in the Planted Noisy kXOR problem.

We employ a simpler strategy in our work, which also generalizes to Tensor PCA. Essentially,
we separate the m input kXOR constraints into two independent batches, one of size (1− ζ)m and
the other of size ζm. (Think of ζ = .001, say.) We construct the Kikuchi matrix from the first
batch, and since (1 − ζ)m ≈ m, the “Alice Theorem” is hardly impacted and we still essentially
have λmax(Kℓ) ≤ ρ̂ ·dKℓ

in the truly random case. From the second batch, we construct the guiding

state, and although it has just ζm constraints, this only reduces the anticipated overlap of Ω̃(n−ℓ/2)
by a factor of ζℓ (and thus increases the final quantum running time by a factor of 2O(ℓ) which is
negligible compared to nO(ℓ)).

Once independence has been established, we project the guiding state and the Kikuchi matrix
into the “homogeneous subspace” of [n]ℓ spanned by ℓ-tuples with no repeating entries. In this
subspace, a second-moment method suffices to establish that our guiding state has the desired
overlap with the cutoff eigenspace of the Kikuchi matrix.

At the end of this procedure, we have arrived at an instance of the Guided Sparse Hamilto-
nian problem, which can be solved in the stated complexity if we can prepare the guiding state
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efficiently and compute nonzero entries of the Kikuchi Hamiltonian efficiently. We prove these facts
in Section 4.4.

Intuition for quartic speedup. The quartic speedup arises by combining two quadratic speedups:
one from the (Grover-like) Amplitude Estimation subroutine, and the other from having a state
with quadratically improved (vs. a random vector) overlap with the cutoff eigenspace. The first
speedup is standard, and we already discussed why it’s reasonable to expect the quadratically im-
proved overlap leading to the second speedup. We now provide some intuition for why having a
state with improved overlap does not help the classical algorithm.

Consider the Guided Sparse Hamiltonian problem on N qubits, so the Hamiltonian is of size
2N × 2N . The problem is QMA-complete if we are given no guiding state, or equivalently, if we are
given a guiding state with overlap 2−N , since a random vector has this overlap. On the other hand,
Gharibian and Le Gall [GL22] show that the problem becomes BQP-complete if the guiding state
has 1/poly(N) overlap. As the overlap changes from inverse exponential to inverse polynomial, the
quantum complexity of the problem changes drastically: it goes from exponential (assuming QMA-
complete problems take exponential time to solve on a quantum computer) to polynomial. On
the other hand, assuming classical algorithms require exponential time for both BQP-complete and
QMA-complete problems, the classical complexity remains exponential. This suggests that classical
algorithms are unable to exploit good guiding states, and hence the ability to prepare states with
improved overlap only helps the quantum algorithm. To give a concrete example, consider the
Power Method for approximating the spectral norm of a Hamiltonian. While a good guiding state
reduces the number of iterations required for convergence, the dominating cost is the cost of each
single iteration. And this single-iteration cost is already at least 2N , since the algorithm has to
multiply a 2N -dimensional vector with a 2N × 2N dimensional matrix.

1.4 Conclusion

We have shown how to “quantize” the classical algorithms for Planted Noisy kXOR and Tensor
PCA to obtain quantum algorithms with nearly quartic quantum speedups. Importantly, we do not
merely get a nearly quartic speedup over the current best classical algorithm based on the Kikuchi
method, but even over hypothetical improved classical algorithms that still use the same framework.
Our approach can be viewed more as a method of upgrading a classical algorithm of this Kikuchi
form to a quantum algorithm, rather than a quantum algorithm for a particular problem. Since
our proofs use very few specific properties of the problems (kXOR or Tensor PCA) themselves, we
expect our approach to generalize to other planted inference problems that can be solved using the
Kikuchi method.

Our quartic speedups exploit that planted inference problems naturally instantiate the “Guided
Sparse Hamiltonian problem”. The Kikuchi method maps planted inference problems to the estima-
tion of the ground-state energy (largest eigenvalue) of a large, implicitly defined, sparse Hamiltonian
(the Kikuchi matrix). We show that this matrix admits a guiding state which has polynomially in-
creased (over a random state) overlap with its leading eigenspace, and which is moreover efficiently
preparable given just the input of the planted inference problem. The Guided Sparse Hamiltonian
problem was previously studied in the special case where the Hamiltonian is local and the guiding
state has exponentially increased overlap, in which case the problem is BQP-complete [GL22]. How-
ever, finding problems where such exponentially improved guiding states are efficiently preparable
remains an outstanding challenge. Our work highlights that guiding states with only polynomially
increased overlap can appear naturally, as in the context of the planted inference problems studied
here, resulting in significant polynomial quantum speedups.
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2 Planted Noisy kXOR problem

We now formally define the Planted Noisy kXOR problem (Sections 2.1 and 2.2) and describe how
it is solved by the Kikuchi method (Sections 2.3, 2.4 and 2.5). We then introduce our guiding state
in Section 2.6 and establish the overlap property used by our quantum algorithm in Section 2.7.

2.1 Problem statement

Definition 2.1. A kXOR instance I over variables indexed by [n] consists of a multiset of con-
straints C = (S, b), where each scope S ⊆ [n] has cardinality k and each right-hand side b is in
{±1}.

A natural associated task is to either find an n-bit string that satisfies as many constraints (S, b)
as possible or compute the maximum number of constraints that can be satisfied.

Definition 2.2. Given a kXOR instance I as above, we say that assignment x ∈ {±1}n satisfies
constraint C = (S, b) if xS = b, where xS denotes

∏
i∈S xi. The advantage of assignment x for I is

advI(x) = avg
(S,b)∈I

{b · xS} ∈ [−1,+1]. (7)

Note that 1
2 + 1

2advG(x) represents the fraction of constraints satisfied by x. Finally, we write
Opt(I) = maxx{advI(x)}.

In this work, we study the average-case problem of distinguishing uniformly random from
planted kXOR instances. We now define the random instances we consider.

Notation 2.3. We let Rn,k(m) (for random) denote the distribution of uniformly random kXOR
instances in which m scopes S1, . . . , Sm ∈

(n
k

)
are chosen uniformly at random, and the associated

right-hand sides b1, . . . , bm are i.i.d. Rademacher random variables (either +1 or −1, with equal
probability). We also use the notation I ∼ R̃n,k(m) to denote the Poissonized version, in which
first m ∼ Poi(m) is drawn, and then (independently) I ∼ Rn,k(m).

In the planted case, the right-hand sides are instead correlated with a “secret” assignment.

Notation 2.4. Fix z ∈ {±1}n and 0 ≤ ρ ≤ 1. We let Pz
n,k(m,ρ) (for planted) denote the

distribution of planted noisy kXOR instances in which m scopes S1, . . . , Sm ∈
(n
k

)
are chosen

uniformly at random, and the associated right-hand sides are η1z
S1 , · · · ,ηmz

Sm , where η1, . . . ,ηm

are i.i.d. {±1}-valued random variables satisfying E[ηi] = ρ. When ρ = 1 we write simply Pz
n,k(m),

and when ρ = 0 the distribution is simply Rn,k(m) (independent of z). We continue to use

P̃z
n,k(m,ρ) to denote the Poissonized version.

If m ≫ n, with high probability no assignment satisfies significantly more than half of the
constraints of a uniformly random kXOR instance, whereas the optimal advantage of planted
kXOR instance is evidently related to ρ:

Fact 2.5. For I ∼ Pz
n,k(m,ρ) we have advI(z) = avg{ηi}. Thus in general E[advI(z)] = ρ, and

for I ∼ Pz
n,k(m) we have advI(z) = 1 with certainty.

The Planted Noisy kXOR problem is to decide whether a given kXOR instance is uniformly
random or planted.
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Problem 2.6 (Planted Noisy kXOR). For a quantity 0 < ρ ≤ 1, an algorithm that takes as input a
kXOR instance I and outputs a bit r(I) ∈ {0, 1} is said to solve the Planted Noisy kXOR problem
at noise rate 1

2 −
ρ
2 if

Pr
I∼R̃n,k(m)

[r(I) = 1] = 1− o(1) and ∀z ∈ {±1}n : Pr
I∼P̃z

n,k(m,ρ)
[r(I) = 0] = 1− o(1). (8)

We have defined the task such that the algorithm should correctly identify instances drawn
from the planted distribution (up to o(1) failure probability) for every z. One could also define
the problem to be that of distinguishing a random instance from a planted instance for z drawn
uniformly at random. While the latter problem seems slightly easier, it has the same complexity
due to a worst-case to average-case reduction over z.

In the informal description earlier, we discussed the task of distinguishing an instance drawn
from Rn,k(m) vs. Pz

n,k(m). We now define our problem formally to be about distinguishing a

draw from R̃n,k(m) vs. P̃z
n,k(m) since this setup is more natural to reason about. But note that

the two problems have almost the same complexity since we can reduce from one to the other by
changing the value of m to (1 − o(1))m in this reduction. For example, if we want to reduce the
Poissonized problem to the non-Poissonized problem, when m ∼ Poi(m) is drawn, we have that
m ≥ (1− o(1))m with overwhelming probability, which gives us an instance of the non-Poissonized
problem for a slightly smaller value of m.

2.2 kXOR and 2XOR

It will be fruitful to think of the special case of 2XOR, in which each constraint specifies the parity
of two variables, as being about edge-signed graphs.

Definition 2.7. By an n-vertex edge-signed graph, we mean an undirected graph G on vertex
set [n], with parallel edges allowed, and with each edge being labeled by a sign ±1. We identify G
with a multiset of “signed edges” (S, b), where S ⊆ [n] has cardinality 2 and b ∈ {±1}; in this way,
G may also be thought of as a 2XOR instance. Finally, we will also identify G with its (symmetric)
adjacency matrix :

G =
∑

({i,j},b)∈G
b · (|i〉〈j| + |j〉〈i|) =

∑

{i,j}∈([n]
2 )

BG({i, j}) · (|i〉〈j| + |j〉〈i|). (9)

We remark that the “Max-Cut” problem on graph G corresponds to the edge-signing (2XOR
instance) in which all edges are labeled −1.

Notation 2.8. Given an n-vertex graph G (possibly edge-signed), we write D(G) for its maximum

degree and d(G) = 2|G|
n for its average degree. We remark that D(G) ≥ ‖G‖17→1 (the maximum ℓ1

norm of matrix columns).

This allows us to write advG(x) as a normalized bilinear form of the adjacency matrix G.

Notation 2.9. Suppose we consider the n-vertex edge-signed graph G to be a 2XOR instance.
Then, writing |x〉 for the unit vector in the direction of x ∈ {±1}n, namely |x〉 = 1√

n
x, we have

advG(x) = avg
(S,b)∈G

{b · xS} =
n

2|G| 〈x | G |x〉 = 〈x | G |x〉
d(G)

. (10)
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The following immediate spectral bounds relate the spectrum of G to the advantage of the
associated 2XOR instance:

Fact 2.10. For an n-vertex edge-signed graph G:

λmax(G) ≤ ‖G‖ ≤ ‖G‖17→1 ≤ D(G); (11)

advG(x) =
〈x | G |x〉
d(G)

≤ λmax(G)
d(G)

=⇒ Opt(G) ≤ λmax(G)
d(G)

. (12)

Here ‖M‖ denotes the operator norm of a matrix M , i.e., its maximum singular value.

2.3 Random signed matchings

A fruitful strategy for attacking a kXOR optimization problem is to reduce it to a 2XOR optimiza-
tion problem, which can then be analyzed via the spectral bounds outlined above. A particular
effective method for doing so is the Kikuchi method, which we describe in the next two subsections.
It will be convenient to introduce this method in terms of multisets of signed matchings, which
generalize edge-signed graphs.

Definition 2.11. A signed matching on [N ] is a pair (F, b), where F is a matching (nonempty
graph of degree at most 1) on vertex set [N ], and b ∈ {±1} is a sign. If F is a multiset of signed
matchings, we identify it with its (symmetric) adjacency matrix

F =
∑

(F,b)∈F
b · F, (13)

where F is identified with its adjacency matrix (when regarded as an unsigned graph). In this way,
F may be regarded as an edge-signed graph. (Our original Definition 2.7 is just the special case of
this in which all matchings have cardinality 1; i.e., they are single edges.)

As we are concerned with distinguishing uniformly random kXOR from planted noisy kXOR,
we will be considering random and semi-random signed matchings. In order to apply the spectral
relations in Fact 2.10, we are interested in bounding the operator norm of the resulting edge-signed
graphs. Let us first consider the case where the “right-hand sides” bi of the kXOR equations are
random.

Proposition 2.12. Let F = (F1, . . . , Fm) be a multiset of matchings on [N ], and suppose F is
formed from it by associating signs b1, . . . , bm that are independent and uniformly random. Then
for any ǫ > 0, except with probability at most 2N−ǫ, we have

λmax(F) ≤ ‖F‖ ≤
√
D(F) ·

√
2(1 + ǫ) lnN. (14)

Proof. In Equation (13), the signs are independent Rademacher random variables. Thus “matrix
Chernoff (Khintchine) bounds” (see, e.g., [Tro12]) tell us that

Pr[‖G‖ ≥ λ0] ≤ 2N · exp
(
− λ20
2‖Σ2‖

)
, where Σ2 :=

m∑

i=1

F 2
i . (15)

The matrix F 2
i is diagonal, with its diagonal being the 0-1 indicator of the vertices in the matching.

Hence Σ2 is diagonal, with ith diagonal entry equal to the degree of vertex i in F = F1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ Fm.
Thus ‖Σ2‖ = D(F), and the result follows.
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In the Planted Noisy kXOR problem, the scopes or “left-hand sides” of the kXOR equations
are also chosen randomly. This means that F will usually be randomly chosen from a larger, fixed
collection of matchings:

Notation 2.13. Suppose K is a multiset of matchings on [N ]. We will write F ∼ PK(m) to denote
that F is the multiset of matchings (F 1, . . . ,Fm) formed by choosing each F i independently and
uniformly at random from K. We continue to use the notation G ∼ P̃K(m) to denote the Poissonized
version, in which first m ∼ Poi(m) is drawn, and then (independently) G ∼ PK(m).

Definition 2.14. We say a collection K of matchings on [N ] is δ-bounded if, for all i ∈ [N ], the
fraction of F ∈ K that touch i is at most δ. If, moreover, all F ∈ K touch exactly δN vertices, we
call K δ-balanced.

Standard Chernoff+union bound arguments yield the following:

Proposition 2.15. Let K be a δ-bounded collection of matchings on [N ]. Let F be drawn from
either PK(m) or P̃K(m). Then for any κ > 0, and writing d = δm, we have D(F) ≤ (1 + κ)d

except with probability at most N · exp(− κ2

2+κd).

Combining Propositions 2.12 and 2.15, we arrive at an upper bound on the spectral norm of a
random multiset of matchings:

Proposition 2.16. Let K be a δ-bounded collection of matchings on [n] and let F be formed by
first drawing from either PK(m) or P̃K(m) and then associating independent and uniformly random
signs. Then writing d = δm, we have

λmax(F) ≤ ‖F‖ ≤
√
2(1 + ǫ)(1 + κ) lnN ·

√
d (16)

except with probability at most 2N−ǫ +N · exp(− κ2

2+κd). In particular,

d ≥ 2(1 + ǫ)(1 + κ)

κ2
· lnN =⇒ ‖F‖ ≤ κd (17)

except with probability at most 2N−ǫ +N− κ
2+κ .

2.4 Kikuchi matchings

Let us now focus our attention on the particular family of matchings that appears in the Kikuchi
method.

Definition 2.17. Let ℓ, n, k ∈ N+ with k even and n ≥ ℓ ≥ k/2. The associated collection of
Kikuchi matchings is

Kℓ,n,k =

{
Kℓ,n,k

S : S ∈
(
[n]

k

)}
, (18)

where Kℓ,n,k
S is the matching on vertex set

([n]
ℓ

)
in which T , U are matched iff T△U = S. Note

that Kℓ,n,k is δℓ,n,k-balanced for

δℓ,n,k :=
( k
k/2

)
( n−k
ℓ−k/2

)
(n
ℓ

) = (1− o(1))
( k
k/2

)
· (ℓ/n)k/2, (19)

where we assume that ℓ = o(n/k). (Indeed, we typically think of k as constant, n → ∞, and ℓ as
possibly large but certainly at most n1−Ω(1).)
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The particular form of Kikuchi matchings is motivated12 by the fact that for any assignment
x ∈ {±1}n, and sets T,U ∈

([n]
ℓ

)
with T∆U = S, we have xTxU = xS. This relates the maximal

advantage of a kXOR instance to the spectral properties of its associated Kikuchi graph. The
adjacency matrix of the Kikuchi graph is also called Kikuchi matrix.

Definition 2.18. There is a 1-1 correspondence between: a kXOR instance I over [n] with con-
straints {(S1, b1), (S2, b2), . . . }; and, its associated (edge-signed) ℓ-Kikuchi graph Kℓ(I), formed

from the signed matchings {(Kℓ,n,k
S1

, b1), (K
ℓ,n,k
S2

, b2), . . . }.

Notation 2.19. For x ∈ {±1}n and ℓ ∈ N+, we write x⊙ℓ ∈ {±1}([n]
ℓ ) for the assignment in which

the T -coordinate is xT .

Fact 2.20. For any particular single Kikuchi matching K = Kℓ,n,k
S , we have advK(x⊙ℓ) = xS ∈

{±1} for any assignment x ∈ {±1}n. Thus for any kXOR instance I, we have advI(x) =
advKℓ(I)(x

⊙ℓ).

We can now apply our results from Section 2.3 to obtain bounds on the operator norm of
the Kikuchi graph Kℓ(I) for such random instances I. Via the correspondence in Definition 2.18,
Proposition 2.16 implies the following (using ln

(
n
ℓ

)
≤ ℓ lnn and Equation (19)).13,14

Theorem 2.21. Let ℓ, n, k ∈ N+ with k even, ℓ ≥ k/2, and n ≫ kℓ. Let κ ≤ 1 and 0 < ǫ ≤ κ
2+κ ,

and assume that m satisfies

∆ :=
m

n
≥ Cκ · (n/ℓ)(k−2)/2, where Cκ =

2(1 + ǫ)(1 + κ)

κ2

(
k

k/2

)−1

· lnn. (20)

Then for I drawn from either Rn,k(m) or R̃n,k(m), except with probability at most 3n−ǫℓ we have

λmax(Kℓ(I)) ≤ κd, where d = δℓ,n,k ·m. (21)

The above is an example of an “Alice Theorem” that may be used for a “Kikuchi-style” algorithm
for solving Planted Noisy kXOR. We give an illustrative example in the next section, after discussing
planted random instances. The particular “Alice Theorem” we state here specifies some (potentially
not optimal) value of Cκ, but note that even future hypothetical improvements of this “Alice
Theorem” cannot achieve arbitrary small Cκ. Indeed, solving the Planted Noisy kXOR problem
via the Kikuchi method requires the Kikuchi graph to have degree at least one, which implies

Cκ ≥ 1
ℓ

( k
k/2

)−1
.

2.5 Planted noisy instances

In the previous section, we developed upper bounds on the largest eigenvalue of the ℓ-Kikuchi
graph associated with a uniformly random kXOR instance. We now show lower bounds in the case
where the kXOR instance is planted. Both statements together imply that estimating the largest
eigenvalue of the Kikuchi graph solves the Planted Noisy kXOR problem for a suitable choice of ℓ.

12For a more detailed discussion of the Kikuchi method, see Appendix A.
13The reciprocal of the 1−o(1) in Equation (19) should enter into the definition of C from Inequality (20). However,

this can be covered up by the fact that for any fixed κ > 0, the expression exp(− κ2

2+κ
) appearing in Proposition 2.16

can be improved to the strictly smaller constant exp(κ)/(1 + κ)1+κ.
14We don’t claim any novelty in this theorem, as very similar theorems were proven by [WAM19, Has20]. We state

it merely to give an example of the constants that can be achieved if one follows [WAM19]’s method carefully.
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Recall from Notation 2.4 the distribution Pz
n,k(m,ρ) of kXOR instances with planted advantage

ρ. We continue to use tildes to denote Poissonization of the parameter m. Note that a poissonized
planted noisy kXOR instance with planted advantage ρ can be viewed as the union of a uniformly
random kXOR instance and a planted kXOR instance with planted advantage 1.

Fact 2.22. By Poisson splitting, I ∼ P̃z
n,k(m,ρ) is distributed as I0 ⊔ I1, where I0 ∼ R̃n,k((1−

ρ)m) and I1 ∼ P̃z
n,k(ρm) are independent.

A planted noisy kXOR instance is a special case of an n-variate degree-k polynomial. We
introduce this more general notion because it also encompasses the Tensor PCA problem we study
in Section 3.

Definition 2.23. By an n-variate degree-k polynomial A, we will always mean a homogeneous
multilinear polynomial of the form

A(X) = A(X1, . . . ,Xn) =
∑

S∈([n]
k )

aSX
S , (22)

for real coefficients aS and indeterminates X1, . . . ,Xn, where X
S denotes

∏
i∈S Xi.

Notation 2.24. Given a kXOR instance I over [n], and S ∈
([n]
k

)
, we use the notation BI(S) =∑

(S,b)∈I b. With this notation, we may say that a kXOR instance I corresponds to an n-variate

degree-k polynomial
∑

S BI(S)XS . Moreover, the advantage advI(x) equals advI(x) = 1
|I|
∑

S BI(S)xS .

Definition 2.25. Let H denote a probability distribution on R and let z ∈ Rn. We say that A is an
H-noisy z-planted random degree-k polynomial if its coefficients aS are i.i.d. with aSz

S distributed
as H.

Example 2.26. When viewed as a degree-k polynomial, I ∼ P̃z
n,k(m,ρ) is H-noisy z-planted for

H being the so-called Skellam distribution Skel((12 + 1
2ρ)q, (

1
2 − 1

2ρ)q), with q = m/
(n
k

)
. (Recall

that Skel(µ0, µ1) is the distribution of the difference of independent Poi(µ0) and Poi(µ1) random
variables. It has mean µ0 − µ1 and variance µ0 + µ1.)

Example 2.27. Fix β ≥ 0. Then a (symmetric) Spiked Noisy k-Tensor A, with Boolean spike
z ∈ {±1}n and signal-to-noise ratio λ (cf. Definition 3.2), is an H-noisy z-planted polynomial with
H being the translated standard Gaussian distribution N (λ, 1).

The relationship between the maximal advantage of a kXOR instance I and the operator norm
of the corresponding Kikuchi graph (Fact 2.10) in particular implies that the largest eigenvalue of
Kℓ(I) is lower bounded by the advantage of any assignment to I .

Fact 2.28. For I ∼ P̃z
n,k(m,ρ), let A be the difference between the number of constraints in I

satisfied and violated by z, then A ∼ Skel((12 + 1
2ρ)m, (

1
2 − 1

2ρ)m). Thus (cf. Fact 2.20) when
Kℓ(I) is viewed as a 2XOR instance, the difference between satisfied and unsatisfied constraints
for assignment z⊙ℓ is distributed 1

2δℓ,n,k ·
(n
ℓ

)
·A. Finally, using Fact 2.10, we may conclude that

λmax(Kℓ(I)) ≥ 〈z⊙ℓ | Kℓ(I) | z⊙ℓ〉 ≥ δℓ,n,k ·A.

Bounding the tail of this random variable is a standard probability exercise (perhaps already
well known):

Proposition 2.29. For A ∼ Skel((12 + 1
2ρ)m, (

1
2 − 1

2ρ)m) and 0 < γ < 1, we have

Pr[A ≤ (1− γ)ρm] ≤ exp(−γ2ρ2

2 m). (23)

15



Proof. Write µj = (12 + (−1)j 12ρ) ·m for j = 0, 1, and also a = (1 − γ)ρm. Then for any t < 0 the
probability is upper-bounded by

E[exp(tA)] exp(−ta) = exp(µ0(e
t − 1) + µ1(e

−t − 1)− ta) (24)

where we used the moment-generating function of Poisson random variables. Selecting t = ln(1−γρ)
yields the bound

[
(1− γρ)−(1−γ)ρ exp

(
−γρ

2(2− γ(1 + ρ))

2(1− γρ)

)]m
≤ exp(−γ2ρ2

2 )m (25)

as needed.

Combining Fact 2.28 and Proposition 2.29 we finally obtain the desired lower bound:

Proposition 2.30. For I ∼ P̃z
n,k(m,ρ) and any 0 < γ < 1, except with probability at most

exp(−γ2ρ2

2 m) we have

λmax(Kℓ(I)) ≥ 〈z⊙ℓ | Kℓ(I) | z⊙ℓ〉 ≥ (1− γ)ρd, where d = δℓ,n,k ·m. (26)

Discussion. With the simple Proposition 2.30 in hand, we illustrate how “Alice” can use Theorem 2.21
to obtain a Kikuchi-style algorithm for distinguishing between R̃n,4(m) (i.e., purely random 4XOR

instances) and P̃z
n,4(m, 0.25) (i.e., random 4XOR instances with planted advantage ρ = 0.25). In

Theorem 2.21 Alice might select κ = 0.24, ǫ = 0.1, hence C ≈ 7.9 in Theorem 2.21, concluding:

Provided ∆ ≥ (8/ℓ)·n ln n, λmax(Kℓ(I)) ≤ .24·δℓ,n,4 ·m except with probability at most 3n−.1ℓ.
(27)

On the other hand, taking γ = .02 in Proposition 2.30, Alice knows that

λmax(Kℓ(I)) ≥ .245 · δℓ,n,4 ·m except with probability at most exp(−m/80000) ≪ n−.1ℓ. (28)

So if indeed ∆ ∼ (8/ℓ) · n lnn, then with high probability (at least 1 − 4n−.1ℓ), Alice can succeed
by using the Power Method to distinguish λmax(Kℓ(I)) ≤ .24d vs. ≥ .245d, where d := δℓ,n,4 ·m =
Θ(ℓ log n) is the (expected) average degree of the Kikuchi graph. In this regime, the Power Method
takes time Õ(

(n
ℓ

)
). So we have, for example, the following:

By virtue of Theorem 2.21, if ∆ ∼ .25 · n lnn then Alice can use the ℓ = 32 Kikuchi
Method to distinguish truly random 4XOR instances from ones with planted advantage
ρ = 0.25 in Õ(n32) time, Õ(n32) space, and failure probability O(n−3.2).

Before moving on to our quantum analysis, we record here a slight refinement of Proposition 2.30’s
statement that λmax(Kℓ(I)) is large by virtue of the planted solution x:

Proposition 2.31. In the setting of Proposition 2.30, let Π≥ denote the projector onto the eigenspaces
of Kℓ(I) of eigenvalue at least (1− γ)ρd. Then for any 0 < γ̂ < γ − ǫ, we have

〈z⊙ℓ |Π≥ | z⊙ℓ〉 ≥ ρǫ

49ℓ ln n
. (29)

except with probability at most Fail1 := exp(− γ̂2ρ2

2 m)+n−ℓ(46d−1).Moreover, Fail1 ≤ exp(− γ̂2ρ2

2 m)+
n−45ℓ whenever a bound of the form Inequality (21) is in effect.
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Proof. We have the loose upper bound λmax(Kℓ(I)) ≤ D(Kℓ(I)) ≤ (1+48ℓ ln n)d except with proba-
bility at most

(n
ℓ

)
·exp(−46.08·d·ℓ ln n) ≤ n−ℓ(46d−1), which uses Inequality (11) and Proposition 2.15

(with κ = 48ℓ ln n).
The first result now follows from Proposition 2.30 by a Markov’s inequality argument on the

eigenvalues of Kℓ(I). The second statement follows from the fact that any inequality of the form
Inequality (21) requires the average degree d of the Kikuchi graph to be 1 at the very least (which
implies Cκ

( k
k/2

)
≥ 1

ℓ ), since the largest eigenvalue of Kℓ(I) is at least the largest eigenvalue of any
of its submatrices.

The second part of Proposition 2.31 guarantees that the quantity 〈z⊙ℓ |Π≥ | z⊙ℓ〉 is “large
enough” even if in the future someone manages to establish a tighter bound on Cκ in Theorem 2.21,
for example by removing the lnn term in Inequality (20) (which, just as [WAM19], we expect is an
artifact of the matrix Chernoff bound).

2.6 Guiding states

The central ingredient of our super-quadratic quantum speedup is a guiding state that has improved
overlap with the leading eigenspace of the Kikuchi graph. As shown in Proposition 2.31, the planted
solution z is a good certificate for the non-emptiness of this space in the planted case. Of course, we
do not know z, but we do know that it satisfies roughly a

(
1
2 +

1
2ρ
)
fraction of the kXOR equations.

This motivates a guiding state whose entries are given by the “right-hand sides” of these equations.
For some intuition, consider a z-planted kXOR instance I with m constraints Ci = (Si, bi). The

central idea is to prepare ℓ/k copies of the (approximately normalized) state

|γ(I)〉 = 1√
m

∑

i

bi|Si〉 ∈ C
nk
, (30)

since the resulting state has improved overlap with the planted assignment |z⊗ℓ〉 ∈ Cnℓ
:

|〈z⊗ℓ|γ(I)⊗ℓ/k〉|2 =
(
〈z⊗k|γ(I)〉

)2ℓ/k
=
(
advI(z)

2 m

nk

)ℓ/k
. (31)

If m ≈ nk/2 and advI(z) is constant, which is the natural setting of the Planted Noisy kXOR prob-
lem, this overlap is |〈z⊗ℓ|γ(I)⊗ℓ/k〉|2 ≈ n−ℓ/2, a quadratic improvement over the expected overlap
with a random vector. Our actual guiding state (approximately) corresponds to a symmetrized and
normalized version of |γ(I)〉⊗ℓ/k. We now describe our construction more formally.

Let us start by introducing notation on how to partition a set of size ℓ into subsets of size k
(which will correspond to the “left-hand sides” of the kXOR instance):

Notation 2.32. Fix k and ℓ = ck for c ∈ N+. Then for T ∈
([n]

ℓ

)
, we write Partk(T ) for the

collection of all {S1, . . . , Sc} ⊂
([n]
k

)
with S1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ Sc = T . We write Partk(ℓ) = |Partk(T )| =

1
c!

( ℓ
k,...,k

)
.

Notation 2.33. In the preceding setting, if H ∈ R(
[n]
k ), we write H⊛c ∈ R(

[n]
ℓ ) for the vector whose

T -coordinate is

H⊛c
T =

∑

{S1,...,Sc}∈Partk(T )

c∏

j=1

HSj . (32)

We now define our guiding state in the general setting of a degree-k polynomial A.
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Definition 2.34. Let A =
∑

S∈([n]
k )
aSX

S be a degree-k polynomial and let ℓ = ck for c ∈ N+. We

define the associated guiding vector to be

|Γℓ(A)〉 = 1

χ

∑

T∈([n]
ℓ )

∑

{S1,...,Sc}∈Partk(T )




c∏

j=1

aSj


|T 〉, χ := χn,k,ℓ =

√(n
ℓ

)
·
√

Partk(ℓ). (33)

We remark that |Γℓ(A)〉 need not be a unit vector (but will approximately be so in our setting; see
Lemma 2.39).

This state corresponds to a symmetrized version of the (not necessarily normalized) state

|γ(A)〉⊗c for |γ(A)〉 =
(n
k

)−1/2∑
S∈([n]

k )
aS |S〉. In particular, if ℓ = k, no symmetrization is nec-

essary and |Γk(A)〉 = |γ(A)〉.
For the remainder of this subsection, we take the following standing normalization assumption:

A is an H-random z-planted degree-k n-variate polynomial (Definition 2.25),

where H has mean µ ≥ 0 and variance 1.
(34)

Example 2.35. For a kXOR instance I ∼ P̃z
n,k(m,ρ), the polynomial A = 1√

q

∑
S BI(S)X

S is

H-random z-planted for H = 1√
qSkel((

1
2 +

1
2ρ)q, (

1
2 − 1

2ρ)q) and q =
m

(nk)
. A has mean µ = ρ

√
q and

variance 1.

Thus

|Γℓ(A)〉 = 1

χ

∑

T∈([n]
ℓ )

zTH⊛c
T |T 〉; hence, E

[
|Γℓ(A)〉

]
=
√

Partk(ℓ) · µc|z⊙ℓ〉. (35)

Thus in expectation we have 〈z⊙ℓ|Γℓ(A)〉 ≈ µc (ignoring
√

Partk(ℓ), which is a constant if ℓ is).
In the kXOR setting, the µ specified by the natural value of m ≈ nk/2 corresponds to an overlap
of 〈z⊙ℓ|Γℓ(A)〉 ≈ n−ℓ/4, a quadratic improvement over a random vector. But rather than the
overlap between |Γℓ(A)〉 and |z⊙ℓ〉, we will actually need to analyze a slightly subtler quantity in
our application: how much the guiding vector overlaps with the Kikuchi graph’s top eigenspaces.
However, we will know from Proposition 2.31 that there will (likely) be a vector of the form |v〉 =
Π≥|z⊙ℓ〉 in these eigenspaces that is well aligned with |z⊙ℓ〉, and hence hopefully also with |Γℓ(A)〉.

The following theorem quantifies the above intuition using the second moment method.

Theorem 2.36. Let k be even, let ℓ = ck for c ∈ N+, let n ≥ kℓ, and let |v〉 ∈ R(
[n]
ℓ ) be a unit

vector. Then
〈v|Γℓ(A)〉 ≥ 1

2

√
Partk(ℓ) · µc · 〈v|z⊙ℓ〉 (36)

except with probability at most
O(ℓ/k)2(

n
k

)
· µ2 · 〈v|z⊙ℓ〉2 . (37)

Proof. From Equation (35) we have

E
[
〈v|Γℓ(A)〉

]
=
√

Partk(ℓ) · µc · 〈v|z⊙ℓ〉, (38)
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and thus by Chebyshev’s inequality it is enough to establish

Var
[
〈v|Γℓ(A)〉

]
≤ 2.04(ℓ/k)2 · Partk(ℓ) ·

( n
ℓ−k

)
(
ℓ
k

)(
n
ℓ

) · µ2c−2, (39)

as the above can be bounded by Partk(ℓ) · O(ℓ/k)2(n
k

) · µ2c−2 using n ≥ kℓ.

To establish Inequality (39), we write |v〉 =
∑

T wT z
T |T 〉 for some numbers wT satisfying∑

T w
2
T = 〈v|v〉 = 1. Thus 〈v|Γℓ(A)〉 = 1

χ

∑
T wTH

⊛c
T by Equation (35), where we use that z

is Boolean, and so Cauchy–Schwarz implies

Var
[
〈v|Γℓ(A)〉

]
=

1

χ2

∑

T,U∈([n]
ℓ )

wTwU Cov[H⊛c
T ,H⊛c

U ] ≤ 1

χ2

∑

T

w2
T

∑

U

|Cov[H⊛c
T ,H⊛c

U ]|. (40)

Thus the first inequality in Inequality (39) follows from Lemma 2.38 below (whose second hypoth-
esis may be assumed satisfied, as otherwise the probability bound in this theorem exceeds 1).

Lemma 2.37. Assume µ ≤ .1/
√
c and let (HS)S be i.i.d. according to H. If S1, . . . , Sa, S

′
1, . . . , S

′
b,

S′′
1 , . . . , S

′′
b ∈

([n]
k

)
are distinct, with a+ b = c, then

Cov[HS1 · · ·HSaHS′
1
· · ·HS′

b
,HS1 · · ·HSaHS′′

1
· · ·HS′′

b
] = 0 if a = 0; (41)

and in general the covariance lies between 0 and

E[HS1 · · ·HSaHS′
1
· · ·HS′

b
·HS1 · · ·HSaHS′′

1
· · ·HS′′

b
] ≤ exp(.01)µ2c−2a. (42)

Proof. Equation (41) holds because the two random variables are independent. Otherwise, the
covariance is

Var[HS1 · · ·HSa ]E[HS′
1
] · · ·E[HS′

b
]E[HS′′

1
] · · ·E[HS′′

b
] (43)

= ((1 + µ2)a − µ2a)µ2b =
(
µ−2a(1 + µ2)a − 1

)
µ2c (which is nonnegative, and 0 if a = 0)

(44)

≤ (1 + µ2)aµ2c−2a (dropping the −1) (45)

≤ exp(.01)µ2c−2a, (46)

where the last inequality used µ2 ≤ .01/c ≤ .01/a. One can also see that when the −1 was dropped,
the resulting quantity in fact equals the expectation in Inequality (42).

Lemma 2.38. In the setting of Lemma 2.37, assume that kℓ ≤ n and µ ≥ ℓ/
√(n

k

)
. Then for any

T ∈
([n]

ℓ

)
,

∑

U∈([n]
ℓ )

|Cov[H⊛c
T ,H⊛c

U ]| ≤ 2.04(ℓ/k)2 · Partk(ℓ)2 ·
( n
ℓ−k

)
(ℓ
k

) · µ2c−2. (47)

Proof. Using Equation (32), we have

∑

U∈([n]
ℓ )

|Cov[H⊛c
T ,H⊛c

U ]| ≤
∑

S={S1,...,Sc}∈Partk(T )

∑

S′={S′
1,...,S

′
c}

S′
j ’s pairwise disjoint

|Cov[HS1 · · ·HSc ,HS′
1
· · ·HS′

c
]|.

(48)
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Fix any S in the outer summation. We then stratify the inner summation according to a := |S ∩S ′|.
By Lemma 2.37, we can ignore the a = 0 case; and, for a given 1 ≤ a ≤ c, the number of possibilities
for S ′ (given S) is at most

f(a) :=
(
c
a

)
Partk(ℓ− ak)

(
n

ℓ−ak

)
. (49)

Thus we can upper-bound Inequality (48) by

1.02 · Partk(ℓ) · µ2c ·
c∑

a=1

g(a), g(a) := f(a)µ−2a (50)

(where we used exp(.01) ≤ 1.02). Note that

g(a+ 1)

g(a)
= µ−2 · k!(c− a)2/(a+ 1)

(n+ 1− k(c− a)) · · · (n+ k − k(c− a))
≤ 1/2, (51)

where the last inequality used kℓ ≤ n and µ ≥ ℓ/
√(n

k

)
. Thus the sum in Equation (50) is upper-

bounded by

2g(1) = (2ℓ/k) · Partk(ℓ− k) ·
(

n

ℓ− k

)
· µ−2 = 2(ℓ/k)2 · Partk(ℓ) ·

( n
ℓ−k

)
(ℓ
k

) · µ−2, (52)

completing the proof.

Finally, we show that the vector |Γℓ(A)〉 is approximately normalized. It is very likely that a
stronger bound can be proved, but this bound suffices for our purposes.

Lemma 2.39. In the setting of Lemma 2.38 and Equation (35), assuming we also have µ ≤ .1/ℓk/2,

E
[
〈Γℓ(A)|Γℓ(A)〉

]
≤ 1.0202. (53)

Proof. Similar to Inequality (48), the expectation equals

1

χ2

∑

T

E
[
(H⊛c

T )2
]
= avg

T
avg

S∈Partk(T )

∑

S′∈Partk(T )

E[HS1 · · ·HSc ·HS′
1
· · ·HS′

c
] (54)

=
∑

S′∈Partk(T0)

E[HS1 · · ·HSc ·HS′
1
· · ·HS′

c
], (55)

the last equality holding, by symmetry, for any fixed T0 and S ∈ Partk(T0). We again stratify the
choices of S ′ according to a := |S ∩ S′|, the number of possibilities being at most

(c
a

)
Partk(ℓ− ak).

Thus using Lemma 2.37 again, the above quantity is at most

exp(.01) · µ2c ·
c∑

a=0

h(a), h(a) :=

(
c

a

)
Partk(ℓ− ak)µ−2a. (56)

Now (writing b = c− a)

h(a)

h(a− 1)
= µ−2 · (k − 1)!(b + 1)

a(kb− (k − 1)) · · · (kb− 1)
, (57)

which is minimized at a = c, where it has minimum value

µ−2 · (k − 1)!c

(ℓ− 1) · · · (ℓ− (k − 1))
= µ−2 · ℓ

k
· 1(

ℓ−1
k−1

) . (58)

As µ ≤ .1/ℓk/2, the above is certainly at least 200, meaning that the sum in Equation (56) is at
most 1.01h(c) = 1.01µ−2c. The lemma follows (using 1.01 exp(.01) ≤ 1.0202).
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2.7 Analysis for the quantum case

We now combine Proposition 2.31, Theorem 2.36, and Lemma 2.39 to establish a lower bound on
the overlap between our guiding state and the leading eigenspace of the Kikuchi graph of a kXOR
instance.

Theorem 2.40. Let k be even, let ℓ = ck for c ∈ N+, let n ≥ kℓ, and let Î ∼ P̃z
n,k(m̂, ρ). Write

m = (1− ζ)m̂ (for 0 < ζ < 1), and introduce the notation d, γ̂, γ, ǫ from Proposition 2.31. Finally,
assume ℓ ≤ ( .01

ζρ2
)1/k · (

(n
k

)
/m)1/k.

Suppose that Î is randomly partitioned into I ⊔Iguide by independently placing each constraint
into I with probability 1− ζ and into Iguide with probability ζ. Let |Γ〉 be the unit vector (“guiding
state”) in the direction of |Γℓ(Iguide)〉. Then (for any 0 < ν ≤ .99), except with probability at most

Fail1 +
O(ℓ/k)2ℓ lnn

ζǫρ3
· m̂−1 + ν, (59)

there is a unit vector |v〉 in the span of Kℓ(I)’s eigenspaces of eigenvalue at least (1 − γ)ρd such
that

〈v|Γ〉2 ≥ ξ · (m̂/
(n
k

)
)ℓ/k, where ξ = Partk(ℓ) ·

ρǫν

200ℓ ln n
· (ρ2ζ)ℓ/k. (60)

Proof. By Poisson splitting, we have I ∼ P̃z
n,k(m,ρ) and Iguide ∼ P̃z

n,k(ζm̂, ρ) and they are inde-
pendent. Using Proposition 2.31 (including its notation), and letting |v〉 be the unit vector in the
direction of Π≥|z⊙ℓ〉, we conclude that except with probability at most Fail1,

〈v|z⊙ℓ〉2 ≥ ρǫ

49ℓ ln n
. (61)

Fix any outcome of I for which this indeed occurs. Then Iguide is still distributed as P̃z
n,k(ζm̂, ρ)

and thus (per Example 2.26) if we view it as a degree-k polynomial, it is H-noisy z-planted for H
being Skel((12 + 1

2ρ)q, (
1
2 − 1

2ρ)q), where q = ζm̂/
(
n
k

)
. Note that H has mean ρq and variance q.

Thus if we write A = q−1/2 ·Iguide, then A is an H′-noisy z-planted degree-k polynomial for an H′

with mean µ := ρ
√
q and variance 1. We may now apply Theorem 2.36 to conclude that

〈v|Γℓ(A)〉2 ≥ Partk(ℓ) ·
ρǫ

196ℓ ln n
· (ρ2q)c (62)

except with probability at most
O(ℓ/k)2ℓ lnn

ζǫρ3
· m̂−1. (63)

Moreover, our assumed upper bound on ℓ means the hypothesis of Lemma 2.39 is satisfied, so we
obtain

E[〈Γℓ(A)|Γℓ(A)〉] ≤ 1.0202 =⇒ 〈Γℓ(A)|Γℓ(A)〉 ≤ 1.0202

ν
except with probability at most ν.

(64)
Since |Γℓ(A)〉 is in the direction of |Γℓ(Iguide)〉 and hence |Γ〉, we may combine Inequalities (62)
and (64) to complete the proof.
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Discussion. Let us illustrate how Theorem 2.40 may be used, comparing to the discussion to-
wards the end of Section 2.5. Recall we saw there that Alice could use Theorem 2.21 to show the
following for I ∼ R̃n,4(∆n) (with high probability):

Provided ∆ ≥ ∆0 := 12.5 · n lnn, λmax(K32(I)) ≤ .198 · δ32,n,4 ·m. (65)

Based on additional simpler considerations, this yielded an Õ(n32) time, Õ(n32) space algorithm
for distinguishing R̃n,4(∆0n) from P̃z

n,4(∆0n, 0.2). Observe also that we could adjust the constants
minutely to obtain essentially the same conclusion; e.g.,

Provided ∆ ≥ (1− ζ) ·∆0, λmax(K32(I)) ≤ .1985 · δ32,n,4 ·∆0n, where ζ := .003 (66)

(with the same failure probability).
Now suppose Bob applies Theorem 2.40 in the setting where Î is drawn from either R̃n,4(∆0n)

or P̃z
n,4(∆0n, 0.2) (with n sufficiently large). On one hand, he can use Inequality (66) in the case

of R̃n,4(∆0n). On the other hand, in the case of P̃z
32,n,4(∆0n), Theorem 2.40 (with ν = n−.1, say)

tells him that with high probability:

there exists |v〉 in the span of K32(I)’s eigenspaces of eigenvalue at least .199 · δ32,n,4 ·∆0n

such that 〈v|Γ〉2 ≥ Ω̃(n−16.1). (67)

As we will show in Section 4, Bob can use a quantum algorithm to certify this (with high probability)
in time (gate complexity)

Õ(∆0n) ·
√
Õ(n16.1) = Õ(n10.1) (68)

and space Õ(log n) (qubits). Here the speedup is not exactly quartic; rather than a power of 4
we have a power of 32

10.1 ≈ 3.17. This is because we are using a “small” ℓ in our tradeoff of Õ(nℓ)

classical time versus Õ(nℓ/4+k/2) quantum time.
To conclude, let us note that our quantum algorithms solves a slightly more general problem

than Problem 2.6. The natural way to solve the Planted Noisy kXOR decision problem is to de-
velop a certification algorithm for either the random case or the planted case. Indeed, our quantum
algorithm certifies that the Kikuchi matrix of a kXOR instance has an eigenvalue above the cutoff
threshold: For the Kikuchi matrix associated with an instance drawn from I ∼ Pz

n,k(m,ρ), the
quantum algorithm outputs “planted” with probability 1 − o(1) over the distribution Pz

n,k(m,ρ),
whereas for any (even adversarially chosen) instance where the largest eigenvalue of the Kikuchi
matrix is below the cutoff threshold, the algorithm outputs “random” with near certainty.15 Com-
bined with an Alice Theorem such as Theorem 2.21, this certification algorithm implies the quantum
algorithm for the Planted Noisy kXOR problem that we have discussed above.

Let us also note that our quantum speedup also applies to the slightly more general decision
problem of distinguishing two Planted Noisy kXOR instances with different noise rates ρ1 6= ρ2,
since the only property of the random kXOR instance that our techniques exploit is the small
spectral norm of its associated Kikuchi matrix.

15Since quantum algorithms are generally probabilistic, there is still a failure probability over the internal ran-
domness of the algorithm, but this can be made arbitrarily close to 0 (e.g., exponentially small). This is unlike the
failure probability in the planted case, where there is some chance of failure due to being given a bad input, and this
probability cannot be driven down to 0.
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3 Tensor PCA

The methods discussed above also apply to other planted inference problems, such as Tensor PCA
[RM14, PWB20, HSS15], which was the problem studied by Hastings [Has20]. In this section, we
describe our quantum algorithm for Tensor PCA, which is inspired by Hastings’s algorithm, but is
simpler to implement and analyze. In particular, we are able to prove correctness of our algorithm
using a standard second-moment-method calculation, without relying on trickier results about low-
degree polynomials, Gaussian anticoncentration, and quantum field theory. As in the kXOR case,
our quantum algorithm achieves a nearly quartic speedup over the best known classical algorithm.
The algorithm and analysis in this section are very similar to that in the previous section and we
only describe the key differences.

3.1 Basic definitions

The decision version of Tensor PCA concerns the problem of detecting a rank-one spike hidden in
a Gaussian random tensor [RM14].

Definition 3.1. Let G̃ ∈ (Rn)⊗k be a Gaussian k-tensor with each entry chosen i.i.d. from the
standard normal distribution N (0, 1). A symmetrized Gaussian k-Tensor is a tensor of the form

G :=
1√
k!

∑

π∈Sk

G̃
π
, (69)

where Sk is the symmetric group on k elements and G̃
π

i1,...,ip := G̃iπ(1),...,iπ(p)
.

Definition 3.2. A Spiked Noisy k-tensor in dimension n is a kth-order n × n × · · · × n tensor of
the form

T = βz⊗k +G (70)

where G is a symmetrized Gaussian k-tensor, β ≥ 0 is the Signal-to-Noise ratio (SNR) and z ∈ R

is a fixed planted spike, normalized such that ‖z‖ =
√
n.

Given a Spiked Noisy k-Tensor T , there are several closely related natural algorithmic tasks: to
find z; to find an assignment having good correlation with z; or, to detect whether T was drawn
from the “purely random” distribution with β = 0 or the “planted” distribution with β = β∗ > 0.
For simplicity, we focus on this last decision variant of Tensor PCA.

The hardness of the above tasks is determined by the Signal-to-Noise ratio β. Information theo-
retically, the decision variant of Tensor PCA is possible for β ≫ n(1−k)/2, but efficient (polynomial-
time) algorithms are known only for β ≫ n−k/4. Since this problem is only solvable for β ≫ n(1−k)/2,
throughout this section we will assume that

(
n
k

)
β2 = Ω(n).

As before, we will typically fix n, an even value of k, and an integer ℓ ≥ k/2. We think of k as
an absolute constant, with n and possibly also ℓ asymptotically growing. Following [WAM19], we
consider Boolean spikes z ∈ {±1}n for simplicity, but we discuss more general spikes (such as the
Gaussian random spikes analyzed in [Has20]) in Appendix B.

By construction, the entry of T indexed by a tuple (i1, . . . , ik) only depends on the set S =
{i1, . . . , ik), which makes it natural to view the Spiked Noisy k-Tensor as an n-variate degree-k
polynomial

ÃT (X) =
∑

S:|S|≤k

T SX
S . (71)
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This polynomial is set up such that ÃT (z) is large for the planted spike z. Since the terms in
ÃT (X) with degree less than k correspond to only a o(1) fraction of the entries of T , it is common
[RM14, WAM19] to ignore them and to define Tensor PCA to only include the homogeneous degree-
k part of T . This leads to a homogeneous n-variate degree-k polynomial

AT (X) =
∑

S∈([n]
k )

T SX
S (72)

as in Section 2.2, which means that AT (X) is precisely a N (β, 1)-noisy, z-planted random degree-k
polynomial as defined in Definition 2.25 (cf. also Example 2.27).

3.2 Algorithms

As for the Planted Noisy kXOR problem, the best known classical algorithm for the decision
variant of Spiked Noisy Tensor PCA is based on the Kikuchi Method. Our quantum algorithm for
Tensor PCA builds on the same “quantization” of the Kikuchi method outlined in Section 2, which
applies a quantum algorithm for the Sparse Guided Hamiltonian problem to a suitable guiding
state. As such, the propositions and proofs in the following section are often very similar (although
not exactly identical) with corresponding results in our previous discussion of the Planted Noisy
kXOR problem, via the mapping m 7→

(n
k

)
and ρ 7→ β. For ease of exposition, we state our

results in less generality than the previous section. For example, we will fix some of the free
parameters (e.g., γ̂, ζ, ǫ in Theorem 2.40) in agreement with what a reasonable quantum algorithm
would choose. As a consequence, we only prove that our algorithm achieves a nearly quartic
quantum advantage compared to the classical algorithm derived from a specific “Alice-theorem”
(given in Theorem 3.6), and not for any possible classical algorithm based on future hypothetically
improved “Alice-theorems” as we did in Section 2. Both simplifications are done solely to keep the
statements of our results in this section simple and informative, and can be remedied by following
the same steps as in Section 2.

We now describe classical and quantum algorithms for Tensor PCA based on the Kikuchi
method. Following Section 2.4, the n-variate degree-k polynomial AT (X) defines a Kikuchi graph
as follows.

Definition 3.3. Any Spiked Noisy k-Tensor T in n dimensions is naturally associated with a(n
ℓ

)
-vertex weighted graph. This is the ℓ-th order Kikuchi graph of T , with (weighted) adjacency

matrix
Kℓ(T ) =

∑

S∈
([n]
k

)
T S · Kℓ(S), (73)

where
Kℓ(S) =

∑

T∆U=S

(|T 〉〈U |+ |U〉〈T |) (74)

is the adjacency matrix of the Kikuchi matching Kℓ,n,k
S introduced in Definition 2.17.

The ℓ-th order (weighted) Kikuchi graph of T has
(
n
ℓ

)
vertices and unlike the kXOR case, the

Kikuchi graph is dℓ-regular for dℓ =
(n−ℓ
k/2

)( ℓ
k/2

)
.16

For a Spiked Noisy k-Tensor T = βz⊗k +G, the Kikuchi matrix decomposes into

Kℓ(T ) = βKℓ(z
⊗k) +Kℓ(G). (75)

16We consider the Kikuchi graph dℓ regular even in the unlikely case that some edges have weight 0.
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To establish correctness of the Kikuchi Method for Tensor PCA, we wish to show that for a suitable
choice of ℓ, λmax(Kℓ(T )) is significantly greater than λmax(Kℓ(G)).

Proposition 3.4. Let T = βz⊗k+G be a Spiked Noisy k-Tensor. The largest eigenvalue of Kℓ(T )
is lower bounded by

λmax(Kℓ(T )) ≥ 〈z⊙ℓ|Kℓ(T )|z⊙ℓ〉 ≥ (1− γ) · βdℓ (76)

except with probability at most

1

γβ
√

2π
(
n
k

) exp
(
−γ

2λ2
(n
k

)

2

)
. (77)

Proof. We have

〈z⊙ℓ|Kℓ(T )|z⊙ℓ〉 = 〈z⊙ℓ|Kℓ(βz
⊗k)|z⊙ℓ〉+ 〈z⊙ℓ|Kℓ(G)|z⊙ℓ〉 = βdℓ + 〈z⊙ℓ|Kℓ(G)|z⊙ℓ〉, (78)

where the last term

〈z⊙ℓ|Kℓ(G)|z⊙ℓ〉 = dℓ(n
k

)
∑

S∈([n]
k )

xSGS (79)

is a Gaussian random variable with mean zero and variance
d2ℓ
(nk)

.

Proposition 3.5. Let G be a symmetrized Gaussian k-tensor in n dimensions. Then for any ǫ > 0,
except with probability at most 2

(n
ℓ

)−ǫ
, we have

λmax(Kℓ(G)) ≤
√
dℓ ·

√
2(1 + ǫ)ℓ lnn. (80)

Proof. The non-diagonal entries of G are independent Gaussian random variables. Thus matrix
Chernoff (Khintchine) bounds (see, e.g., [Tro12]) tell us that

Pr[‖G‖ ≥ λ0] ≤ 2N · exp
(
− λ20
2‖E[Σ2]‖

)
, where Σ2 :=

∑

S∈([n]
k )

(GSKℓ(S))
2 . (81)

The matrix Kℓ(S)
2 is diagonal, with its diagonal being the 0-1 indicator of the vertices in the

matching. Hence Σ2 is diagonal, with the S-th diagonal entry equal to the degree of vertex S in
Kℓ. Thus ‖Σ2‖ = dℓ, and the result follows.

Combining the lower bound in Proposition 3.4 with the upper bound in Proposition 3.5 yields
the following Theorem.

Theorem 3.6. (Refinement of Theorem 3.3 in [WAM19].) Let ℓ, n, k ∈ N+ with k even, and
ℓ ≥ k/2. Let ǫ > 0, and assume that ℓ satisfies

ℓ(k−2)/2 ≥ C · n
k/2

λ2
(n
k

) · lnn, where C =
2(1 + ǫ)

(1− γ)2
(

k
k/2

) . (82)

Then for a Spiked Noisy k-tensor T = βz⊗k +G and any constant γ > 0, except with probability at
most o(1), we have

λmax(Kℓ(G)) ≤ (1− γ)βdℓ and λmax(Kℓ(T )) ≥ (1− γ/2)βdℓ. (83)

Proof. The upper bound on λmax(Kℓ(G)) follows from Proposition 3.5 by substituting the choice
of ℓ. The lower bound follows from Proposition 3.4 using the additional fact that

(
n
k

)
λ2 = Ω(n)

whenever λ is above the information-theoretic limit.
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3.3 Guiding state

We now construct a guiding state that has up to quadratically increased overlap with the leading
eigenspace of the Kikuchi matrix. Let us first establish a lower bound on the overlap of the planted
assignment z with the leading eigenspace.

Proposition 3.7 (Tensor PCA version of Proposition 2.31). In the setting of Theorem 3.6, let Π≥
denote the projector onto the eigenspaces of Kℓ(T ) of eigenvalue at least (1− γ)βdℓ. Then we have

〈z⊙ℓ |Π≥ | z⊙ℓ〉 ≥ γ

2
. (84)

except with probability at most o(1).

Proof. We have the upper bound λmax(Kℓ(T )) ≤ βdℓ+λmax(Kℓ(G)) ≤ (2− γ)βdℓ with probability
1 − o(1). The result now follows from Proposition 3.4 by a Markov’s inequality argument on the
eigenvalues of Kℓ(I).

Now let us define the guiding state. Recall the definition of Partk(V ) from Notation 2.32.

Notation 3.8. In the preceding setting, for a tensor T ∈ Cnk
, we write T⊛c ∈ C(

n
ℓ) for the vector

whose V -coordinate is

T⊛c
V =

∑

{S1,...,Sc}∈Partk(V )

c∏

j=1

T Sj . (85)

Definition 3.9. Let T be a Spiked Noisy k-Tensor on n variables and let ℓ = ck for c ∈ N+. We
define the associated guiding state to be

|Γℓ(T )〉 = 1√(
n
ℓ

)
|Partk(ℓ)|

∑

S∈([n]
ℓ )

T⊛c
S |S〉. (86)

Note that this agrees with Definition 2.34 for the N (λ, 1)-noisy, z-planted random degree-k
polynomial associated with T . We can thus import Theorem 2.36 to argue that this guiding state
has improved overlap with the high energy space of Kℓ(T ). To do so, we first need to split the
Spiked Noisy k-Tensor T into two independent instances, similar to our splitting of constraints in
Section 2.

Lemma 3.10. Let T = βz⊗k +G be a Spiked Noisy k-Tensor and let H be a noise tensor sampled
from the same distribution as G. Let ζ 6= 0. Then the two Spiked Noisy k-Tensors T+ = T + ζH
and T− = T − 1

ζH have independent noise.

Proof. This follows from
Cov[T+,T−] = Var[G]−Var[H] = 0 (87)

and the fact that jointly Gaussian random variables are independent if and only if they are uncor-
related.

Note that T± corresponds to a Spiked Noisy k-Tensor with SNR λ± = λ√
1+ζ±2

. We now prove

our main theorem.
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Theorem 3.11 (Tensor PCA version of Theorem 2.40). Let k ≥ 4 be even, let ℓ = ck for c ∈ N+,
and β ≤ 0.1/ℓk/2. Let T = βz⊗k +G be a Spiked Noisy k-Tensor and assume that ℓ satisfies the
lower bound in Theorem 3.6. Partition T into T+ and T− as in Lemma 3.10 for ζ = 1/ ln n. Let
|Γ(T−)〉 and Kℓ(T

+) be the corresponding guiding state and Kikuchi matrix, respectively.
Let |Γ〉 be the unit vector (“guiding state”) in the direction of |Γ(T−)〉. Then for any constant

γ > 0, with probability at least 1−o(1), there is a unit vector |v〉 in the span of Kℓ(T
+)’s eigenspaces

of eigenvalue at least (1− γ)dℓλ such that

〈v|Γ〉2 ≥ λ2cξ, where ξ = Partk(ℓ) ·
γ

10
·
(

1

1 + ln2 n

)c

· 1

lnn
. (88)

Proof. Using Proposition 3.7 and letting |v〉 be the unit vector in the direction of Π≥|z⊙ℓ〉, we
conclude that except with probability at most o(1),

|〈v|z⊙ℓ〉|2 ≥ γ

2
. (89)

Note that since the SNR λ+ = λ
(
1 +

√
1

lnn

)− 1
2
of T+ is slightly reduced, Theorem 3.6 in the

proof of Proposition 3.7 has to be called with slightly smaller γ+ = γ(1 − 1
2γ lnn) = γ(1 − o(1)),

but this still leaves the failure probability at o(1). Fix any outcome of T+ for which Equation (89)
holds. Since the noise in T− is independent of T+, we can still view T− as a N (λ, 1 + ln2 n)-
noisy z-planted degree-k polynomial. Equivalently, after rescaling, it is a N (λ−, 1)-noisy z-planted
polynomial, which we call A. Here, T− has reduced SNR λ− = λ√

1+ln2 n
. We may now apply

Theorem 2.36 to conclude that

〈v|Γℓ(A)〉2 ≥ Partk(ℓ) ·
γ

8
·
(

λ2

1 + lnn2

)c

(90)

except with probability at most

O(ℓ/k)2(1 + ln2 n)

λ2γ
·
(
n

k

)−1

= o(1), (91)

where we have once again used
(
n
k

)
λ2 = Ω(n). Moreover, our assumed upper bound on ℓ satisfies

the hypothesis of Lemma 2.39, such that we obtain

E[〈Γℓ(A)|Γℓ(A)〉] ≤ 1.0202 =⇒ 〈Γℓ(A)|Γℓ(A)〉 ≤ 1.0202

ν
except with probability at most ν.

(92)
Since |Γℓ(A)〉 is in the direction of |Γℓ(Iguide)〉 and hence |Γ〉, we may combine Inequalities (90)
and (92) for ν = ln−1 n to complete the proof.

In the statement of this theorem, we have made the choice ζ = 1/ ln n, which attributes most
of the signal to the Kikuchi matrix and an o(1)-fraction to the guiding state. We make this choice
because reducing the signal given to the Kikuchi matrix forces us to increase ℓ to obtain the same
guarantees as in Theorem 3.6, and thus comes at an exponential cost in the runtime. On the other
hand, reducing the signal in the guiding state reduces the overlap in Theorem 2.36, which enters
only multiplicatively into the runtime.
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4 Quantum algorithm

In this section we prove the upper bound on the quantum complexity of solving the Planted Noisy
kXOR problem.

We start with some preliminaries on Hamiltonian simulation, then define the Guided Sparse
Hamiltonian problem and upper-bound its complexity. We then prove some results on state prepa-
ration that will be used to create the guiding state efficiently. Finally, we present our algorithm for
the Planted Noisy kXOR problem that uses all these tools.

4.1 Hamiltonian simulation preliminaries

This section summarizes the tools we need from the Hamiltonian simulation literature. Readers
familiar with Hamiltonian simulation can safely skip this.

Definition 4.1 (Sparse Hamiltonian). A Hamiltonian H on N qubits is a Hermitian matrix of
dimension 2N . We say H is s-sparse if H has at most s nonzero entries in any row or column.

Recall that we use ‖M‖ to denote the operator norm or largest singular value of M , and we
define ‖M‖max = maxi,j |Mij |.

Definition 4.2 (Hamiltonian simulation problem). In the Hamiltonian simulation problem, we are
given17 a Hamiltonian H, a time t, and an allowed error ǫ, and the goal is to construct a quantum
circuit that implements a unitary U such that ‖U − exp(−iHt)‖ ≤ ǫ. We will assume without loss
of generality that ‖H‖max ≤ 1 since this can be achieved by rescaling t.

Although the Hamiltonian is of size 2N , we would like to exploit its sparsity and solve the
problem faster than time 2N , and hence we need a more efficient description of the Hamiltonian
than merely writing down all its nonzero entries explicitly. The best algorithms for the Hamiltonian
simulation problem construct a quantum circuit of size poly(N, s, t, log(1/ǫ)) when the nonzero
entries of the input Hamiltonian can be efficiently computed.

We assume the matrix H is provided via two oracles, OH , the adjacency matrix oracle, and OF ,
the adjacency list oracle.

Definition 4.3 (Adjacency matrix oracle). For a Hamiltonian H with ‖H‖max ≤ 1, the oracle OH

gives the (i, j) entry of the Hamiltonian to b bits of precision: For all i, j,∈ [2N ] and z ∈ {0, 1}b,
OH acts as

OH |i, j, z〉 = |i, j, z ⊕ round(Hij)〉, (93)

where above round(Hij) denotes the b binary digits of a number that is within ±2−b of Hij.

Since our goal is to solve the Hamiltonian simulation problem to error ǫ, it is sufficient to
represent each entry of H to b = O(log(st/ǫ)) bits of precision.

Lemma 4.4. Let H be an s-sparse Hermitian matrix with ‖H‖max ≤ 1, and let H ′ be the matrix
H but with every nonzero entry Hij rounded to b binary digits. Then for any t, ‖exp(−iHt) −
exp(−iH ′t)‖ ≤ ǫ if b = O(log(st/ǫ)).

Proof. To upper bound ‖exp(−iHt) − exp(−iH ′t)‖, we can use the following folklore fact that for
any Hermitian matrices A and B, ‖exp(iA) − exp(iB)‖ ≤ ‖A − B‖. Two proofs can be found in
[CGJ19, Appendix A] and [HKOT23, Lemma 3.2(c)], and we provide another: For any r > 0, we

17We’ll talk about how it’s given shortly.
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have ‖exp(iA) − exp(iB)‖ = ‖exp(iA/r)r − exp(iB/r)r‖ ≤ r‖exp(iA/r) − exp(iB/r)‖, where the
last inequality uses the subadditivity of error in unitary approximations. By Taylor expanding the
exponential, we have r‖exp(iA/r)− exp(iB/r)‖ ≤ ‖A−B‖+O(1/r). Since ‖exp(iA)− exp(iB)‖ ≤
‖A−B‖+O(1/r) holds for every choice of r, we must have ‖exp(iA) − exp(iB)‖ ≤ ‖A−B‖.

So we know that ‖exp(−iHt) − exp(−iH ′t)‖ ≤ ‖(H − H ′)t‖. If E = H − H ′, since E is also
s-sparse (since H and H ′ only differ on the nonzero entries), we know that ‖E‖ ≤ s‖E‖max. Thus
‖exp(−iHt)− exp(−iH ′t)‖ ≤ st‖E‖max ≤ st2−b. Choosing b = O(log(st/ǫ)) makes this error much
smaller than ǫ.

The second oracle for H specifies the locations of the nonzero entries in any row of H via a
quantum implementation of an adjacency list. The adjacency list of a row i ∈ [2N ] is an list of
distinct indices j1, . . . , js, such that all the nonzero matrix entries of row i appear in this list (and
they appear exactly once since the list has distinct elements). If a given row i does not have s
nonzero entries, some of the entries jk can point to zero entries in the Hamiltonian, but we still
require all the indices jk to be distinct. (E.g., if row i is all zeros, we still require the adjacency list
to output s distinct indices.)

One easy way to enforce this is to have a function f that on input i (the label of the row) and
k (the kth potentially nonzero entry in row i) outputs an index j and a bit b indicating whether or
not this is a distinct index (b = 0) or if it has run out of nonzero entries to specify (b = 1). When it
outputs b = 1, it should simply output k as the kth entry in the adjacency list. This ensures that
all the outputs f(i, k) are distinct for different values of k.

This is equivalent to doubling the matrix dimension to 2N+1 and considering the Hamiltonian
|0〉〈0|⊗H =

(
H 0
0 0

)
. Then we can view the output (0, k) as representing k, and (1, k) as representing

k +N , which is in the second half of the matrix which is all zeros.

Definition 4.5 (Adjacency list oracle). For a s-sparse N -qubit Hamiltonian H, let f : [2N ]× [s] →
{0, 1} × [2N ] be a function that satisfies:

1. ∀i ∈ [2N ],∀k 6= k′ ∈ [s] : f(i, k) 6= f(i, k′).

2. ∀i, j ∈ [2N ], if Hij 6= 0, then there exists a (unique) k ∈ [s] such that f(i, k) = (0, j).

3. If for any i ∈ [2N ] and k ∈ [s] we have f(i, k) = (1, k′), then we require that k = k′.

The adjacency list oracle for H, call it OF , implements any function f satisfying these requirements:
For any i ∈ [2N ], k ∈ [s]:

OF |i, k〉 = |i, f(i, k)〉. (94)

Note that this oracle replaces k in the second register with f(i, k), which is a reversible map.
Now that we have defined how H is given, we can state the complexity of Hamiltonian simulation.

Theorem 4.6 (Hamiltonian simulation). Let H be a s-sparse Hamiltonian on N qubits with
‖H‖max ≤ 1 and t be such that st ≥ 1. Then we can approximate the unitary exp(−iHt) with
error at most ǫ using Q = O(st + log(1/ǫ)) queries to OH and OF , gate complexity18 O(Q(N +
log2.5(st/ǫ))), and O(N) + Õ(log(st/ǫ)) qubits.

The query and gate complexity bounds follow from combining Lemma 48 and Corollary 62
of Ref. [GSLW19], which block-encodes the Hamiltonian using these oracles and then performs
quantum signal processing or a quantum singular value transform to approximately implement
exp(−iHt)⊗ 1. For our application, we can also use older techniques based on linear combination

18By “gate complexity”, we mean the total number of (arbitrary) 1- and 2-qubit gates used by the quantum
algorithm. These gates can be further represented using a finite universal gate set with a logarithmic overhead.
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of unitaries, which gives an upper bound of Q = O(st log(st/ǫ)/ log log(st/ǫ)) [BCK15, Theorem 1]
and the gate complexity bound stated above.

The space usage of these algorithms has two contributions. First, these algorithms use O(N)
space, which is required since N qubits are needed to represent the state, and the adjacency matrix
oracle itself acts on over 2N qubits. The additional space used by the algorithm is dominated by
the complexity of computing the arcsin function to log(st/ǫ) bits of precision. As in these papers,
it can be computed using the Taylor series, which only needs space Õ(log(st/ǫ)). Alternately, one
may use more sophisticated methods [BZ10] that use space Õ(log(st/ǫ)) as well.

Finally, to use these algorithms, we can upper bound the cost of the quantum oracles OH and
OF using the classical cost of computing certain functions.

Fact 4.7. The quantum gate complexity of OH is upper-bounded by (up to constants) the classical
gate complexity of computing the function (i, j) 7→ Hij. The quantum gate complexity of OF is
upper bounded by the larger of the classical gate complexities of computing (i, k) 7→ f(i, k) and
(i, f(i, k)) 7→ k.

The first upper bound follows by simply taking the classical circuit and making it reversible,
which computes Hij in an additional register, as needed by OH . If we do the same thing with the
classical circuit that maps (i, k) 7→ f(i, k), then we will go from |i, k〉 to |i, k, f(i, k)〉. We then need
the inverse map to erase k, which will give us |i, f(i, k)〉.

4.2 Guided Sparse Hamiltonian problem

We can now formally define the Guided Sparse Hamiltonian problem. For any Hamiltonian H and
parameter λ, we define Π≥λ(H) to be the projector on the eigenvectors of H with eigenvalue ≥ λ.

Definition 4.8 (Guided Sparse Hamiltonian problem). In the Guided Sparse Hamiltonian problem
we are given the following as input:

1. An s-sparse Hamiltonian H on N qubits with ‖H‖max ≤ 1 specified via the oracles OH

(Definition 4.3) and OF (Definition 4.5).

2. A quantum circuit that uses G gates and maps |0N 〉|0A〉 to |Ψ〉|0A〉.

3. Parameters λ ∈ [−Λ,Λ], α ∈ (0, 1), and γ ∈ (0, 1].

Output:

• YES if ‖Π≥λ(H)|Ψ〉‖ ≥ γ (which also implies ‖H‖ ≥ λ).

• NO if ‖H‖ ≤ (1− α)λ.

Theorem 4.9. The Guided Sparse Hamiltonian problem can be solved with high probability by a
quantum algorithm that uses

Q = Õ (s/(γαλ)) queries to the oracles for H, (95)

Õ (G/γ + polylog(Q)/γ +QN) gates, and (96)

A+O(N) + Õ(logQ) qubits. (97)

Proof. Let U = exp(iHt) for t = π
2s . Thus U and H have the same eigenvectors, with eigenvalue h

of H getting mapped to eigenvalue exp(iht) (or eigenphase ht) of U . Since ‖H‖ ≤ s‖H‖max ≤ s,
any two distinct eigenvalues of H will map to distinct eigenvalues of U . Our strategy will be to use
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Hamiltonian simulation to simulate U , then use phase estimation to distinguish the two ranges of
eigenvalues of H, and finally use amplitude amplification to boost the low success probability due
to the small projection γ.

We can simulate U or U−1 (since U−1 always has the same gate complexity as U) to error ǫHS

using Theorem 4.6, which uses

QHS = O(log(1/ǫHS)) queries to the oracles for H, and (98)

GHS = O(QHS(N + log2.5(1/ǫHS)) additional gates. (99)

Note that the assumption that st ≥ 1 in Theorem 4.6 is satisfied by our choice of t. We will choose
ǫHS later so that the sum of all the errors due to approximate implementations of U and U−1 is less
than a small constant.

We now use phase estimation to distinguish eigenphases larger than λt from eigenphases smaller
than (1− α)λt, whose difference is

ǫPE = αλt. (100)

Standard phase estimation combined with success probability amplification by majority voting
implements a unitary UPE whose behavior on an eigenstate |ϕ〉 with U |ϕ〉 = eiϕ|ϕ〉 is

UPE|ϕ〉 = |ϕ〉
∑

ϕ̃

βϕ̃|ϕ̃〉, (101)

where ϕ̃ represents a phase written with Θ(log(1/ǫPE)) bits of precision. We’ll say the calculated
phase is incorrect if |ϕ − ϕ̃| ≥ ǫPE/2. The probability of an incorrect phase in the second register
is δPE =

∑
ϕ̃:|ϕ−ϕ̃|≥ǫPE/2

|βϕ̃|2. The cost of UPE is

QPE = O((1/ǫPE) log(1/δPE)) uses of U and U−1 and (102)

GPE = polylog

(
1

ǫPE

1

δPE

)
additional gates. (103)

Finally, since we only have a state with projection at least γ with the space of eigenvectors
with eigenphase larger than λt in the YES case, the probability of measuring such a phase if we
measure the phase register of UPE|Ψ〉 is at least γ2(1− δPE). On the other hand, in the NO case if
we measure the phase register of UPE|Ψ〉, we will see a phase ≥ λt with probability at most δPE. To
have this probability be much smaller than that in the YES case, we choose δPE = γ3, say, which
means

log(1/δPE) = Θ(log(1/γ)). (104)

If we were to simply measure the state and repeat O(1/γ2) times, in the YES case we would
find a phase ≥ λt and in the NO case we would not. Instead, we can use amplitude amplification
to decide between the two cases with only a O(1/γ) overhead. Amplitude amplification uses

QAA = O(1/γ) uses of UPE and (105)

GAA = O(G/γ) additional gates, (106)

where the additional gates account for the cost of reflecting about |Ψ〉 O(1/γ) times, which can be
done with cost O(G).

Now the total number of uses of U and U−1 is QPEQAA = O(log(1/δPE)/(γǫPE)) = Õ(1/(γαλt)).
This means we can choose

1/ǫHS = Θ̃ (1/(γαλt)) (107)
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to ensure the the error in Hamiltonian simulation contributes negligibly to the overall error.
Now that all the parameters are chosen, we only need to sum the costs. Let’s begin with the

number of queries to the oracles for H. This will be

Q = QHSQPEQAA = O (log(1/ǫHS)(1/ǫPE) log(1/δPE)(1/γ)) (108)

= O

(
log (1/ǫHS)

1

αλt

log(1/γ)

γ

)
(109)

= O

(
1

γαλt
log

(
1

γαλt

)
log

(
1

γ

))
= Õ

(
1

γαλt

)
= Õ

(
s

γαλ

)
. (110)

The total number of gates used is

GAA +QAAGPE +QAAQPEGHS = O

(
G

γ
+
GPE

γ
+QAAQPEQHS

(
N + log2.5(1/ǫHS)

))
(111)

= O

(
G

γ
+

polylog(1/(ǫPEδPE))

γ
+Q(N + log2.5Q)

)
(112)

= Õ (G/γ + polylog(Q)/γ +QN) . (113)

Lastly, the quantum algorithm uses O(N)+ Õ(log(st/ǫHS)) = O(N)+ Õ(logQ) qubits for Hamilto-
nian simulation. Phase estimation uses an additional O(log(1/ǫPE)+log(1/δPE)) = O(logQ) qubits.
Amplitude amplification uses A+O(1) additional qubits to prepare and reflect about |Ψ〉.

Note that we can also solve the Guided Sparse Hamiltonian problem without using Hamiltonian
simulation as a subroutine by implementing a different function of the Hamiltonian other than
exp(−iHt) for t = π

2s . A natural choice would be exp(−i arcsin(Ht)), which can be implemented
using a quantum walk [Chi09], and will lead to a slightly more efficient algorithm. Indeed, many
Hamiltonian simulation algorithms (such as [BCK15]) use this quantum walk as a subroutine.

4.3 State preparation preliminaries

Let us start with the complexity of preparing an arbitrary quantum state on N qubits with S
nonzero entries.

Lemma 4.10 (Sparse state preparation). There is an efficient algorithm that takes as input the
description of an N -qubit state |ψ〉 with S nonzero entries, and outputs a quantum circuit with
O(NS) gates that prepares this state starting from |0N 〉 using O(1) ancilla qubits.

There are many state preparation methods that achieve this complexity. For concreteness, we
can use the method of [MIC21]. We also provide a proof sketch for the reader’s convenience.

Proof sketch. Let the set of nonzero entries of |ψ〉 be S = {x1, . . . , xS}, where each xi ∈ {0, 1}N .
Thus

|ψ〉 =
∑

x∈S
α(x)|x〉 =

∑

i∈[S]
α(xi)|xi〉. (114)

From this, define the state |φ〉 on ⌈log S⌉ qubits as follows:

|φ〉 =
∑

i∈[S]
α(xi)|i〉. (115)

32



This is simply an arbitrary state on dimension S. It is known that we can create an arbitrary state
on dimension S using O(S) CNOT gates and single qubit rotations [SBM06] with no ancillas. All
that remains is to replace each |i〉 with |xi〉. Let’s add enough initial qubits to have each |i〉 be a
state on N qubits (instead of ⌈log S⌉ qubits). Additionally, let’s add a final |0〉 to all the |i〉, and
a final |1〉 to all the |xi〉, so that span{|i〉|0〉} has no intersection with span{|xi〉|1〉}. Now all we
need is a unitary that swaps the basis states |i〉|0〉 and |xi〉|1〉, and leaves all the other basis states
unchanged. Swapping two classical basis states can be done with O(N) gates and O(1) ancillas.
Then we repeat this S times for each i.

Next we introduce a primitive that can be viewed as a probabilistic erasure of a register. It
erases a register at the cost of decreased amplitude on the state of interest with the rest of the
norm going to some garbage state.

Lemma 4.11. Suppose we are given a quantum state

|ψ〉 =
∑

x∈{0,1}n

∑

y∈{0,1}m
αxy|x〉|y〉, (116)

and our goal is to prepare the unnormalized state

|φ̂〉 =
∑

x∈{0,1}n

∑

y∈{0,1}m
αxy|x〉. (117)

Then the quantum circuit 1 ⊗Hm, which has m gates, maps

|ψ〉 7→ 1√
2m

|φ̂〉|0m〉+ |⊥〉, (118)

where |⊥〉 is an unnormalized quantum state that satisfies (1 ⊗ |0m〉〈0m|)|⊥〉 = 0.

Proof. Applying the Hadamard transform to the second register of |ψ〉, we get

(1 ⊗Hm)|ψ〉 = 1√
2m

∑

x∈{0,1}n

∑

y∈{0,1}m

∑

z∈{0,1}m
αxy(−1)y·z |x〉|z〉 (119)

=
1√
2m

∑

x∈{0,1}n

∑

y∈{0,1}m
αxy|x〉|0m〉+ |⊥〉, (120)

=
1√
2m

|φ̂〉|0m〉+ |⊥〉, (121)

where |⊥〉 is an unnormalized quantum state that satisfies (1 ⊗ |0m〉〈0m|)|⊥〉 = 0.

Note that if we wanted to prepare the normalized version of |φ̂〉, we could measure the second
register and if we see 0m, then the first register is the state we want. The probability of seeing 0m

is 〈φ̂|φ̂〉/2m and hence by repeating this O(2m/〈φ̂|φ̂〉) times we will get one copy of the state with
high probability.

We now show how we can unitarily map a sorted list and some permutation of that list, to the
same sorted list but with only the permutation stored in another register.

Lemma 4.12. For any n ≥ ℓ ≥ 1, let x1 < x2 < . . . < xℓ ∈ [n] be ℓ sorted numbers, and let
π : [ℓ] → [ℓ] be a permutation. Then there is a quantum circuit with O(ℓ2 log n) gates that performs
the map

|x1, . . . , xℓ〉|xπ(1), . . . , xπ(ℓ)〉 7→ |x1, . . . , xℓ〉|π(1), . . . , π(ℓ)〉. (122)
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Proof. We prove this by observing there is a classical algorithm with cost O(ℓ2 log n) that can
compute (π(1), . . . , π(ℓ)) given (x1, . . . , xℓ) and (|xπ(1), . . . , xπ(ℓ)〉), and another classical algorithm
that can compute (|xπ(1), . . . , xπ(ℓ)〉) given (x1, . . . , xℓ) and (π(1), . . . , π(ℓ)).

The first classical algorithm starts with xπ(1) and searches for its location in the sorted list, and
once found, writes this value π(1) down. This operation require ℓ comparisons of numbers of size
[n], giving total cost O(ℓ log n). Since this has to be done ℓ times, we get a total cost of O(ℓ2 log n).
The second classical algorithm is similar.

Given these lemmas we can now establish the following, which essentially replaces a string of
distinct elements stored in a register with its sorted version.

Lemma 4.13. Let n ≥ ℓ ≥ 1 and let X be the set of tuples (x1, . . . , xℓ) ∈ [n]ℓ with all distinct
elements. Let

|ψ〉 =
∑

(x1,...,xℓ)∈X
α(x1, . . . , xℓ)|x1, . . . , xℓ〉. (123)

For any (x1, . . . , xℓ) ∈ X, let sort(x1, . . . , xℓ) be the string (y1, . . . , yℓ) ∈ X such that y is the sorted
version of (x1, . . . , xℓ), i.e., that {x1, . . . , xℓ} = {y1, . . . , yℓ} and y1 < · · · < yℓ. Then let |φ̂〉 be the
unnormalized state obtained by replacing each basis state in in |ψ〉 with its sorted version:

|φ̂〉 =
∑

(y1,...,yℓ)∈X

∑

(x1,...,xℓ):
sort(x1,...,xℓ)=(y1,...,yℓ)

α(x1, . . . , xℓ)|y1, . . . , yℓ〉. (124)

Then there is a quantum circuit with O(ℓ2 log n) gates that maps any state |ψ〉 to

1

ℓℓ/2
|φ̂〉|0ℓ log ℓ〉|0〉 + |⊥〉|1〉, (125)

where |⊥〉 is an unnormalized state.

Proof. First, we can use any optimal comparison-based sorting algorithm to map |ψ〉 to
∑

(x1,...,xℓ)∈X
α(x1, . . . , xℓ)|x1, . . . , xℓ〉|sort(x1, . . . , xℓ)〉, (126)

using O(ℓ log ℓ log n) gates. We can rewrite this state as

∑

(y1,...,yℓ)∈X

∑

(x1,...,xℓ):
sort(x1,...,xℓ)=(y1,...,yℓ)

α(x1, . . . , xℓ)|x1, . . . , xℓ〉|y1, . . . , yℓ〉. (127)

Now (y1, . . . , yℓ) is a sorted list, and (x1, . . . , xℓ) is some permutation of it, so let πxy : [ℓ] → [ℓ]
denote this permutation. Using Lemma 4.12, there is a circuit of O(ℓ2 log n) gates that maps this
to ∑

(y1,...,yℓ)∈X

∑

(x1,...,xℓ):
sort(x1,...,xℓ)=(y1,...,yℓ)

α(x1, . . . , xℓ)|πxy(1), . . . , πxy(ℓ)〉|y1, . . . , yℓ〉. (128)

The first register now has dimension ℓℓ. Now using Lemma 4.11 with m = ℓ log ℓ, we can apply a
unitary with O(ℓ log ℓ) gates that maps this to

1

ℓℓ/2
|φ̂〉|0ℓ log ℓ〉+ |⊥〉, (129)
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where |⊥〉 is an unnormalized state with 〈0ℓ log ℓ|⊥〉 = 0. With an additional O(ℓ log ℓ) gates we can
compute the logical OR of the last ℓ log ℓ bits into a new register, which gives us

1

ℓℓ/2
|φ̂〉|0ℓ log ℓ〉|0〉 + |⊥〉|1〉, (130)

since 〈0ℓ log ℓ|⊥〉 = 0.

Finally, we can also project a state into the space with all distinct elements quite efficiently:

Lemma 4.14. Let n ≥ ℓ ≥ 1 and let

|ψ〉 =
∑

(x1,...,xℓ)∈[n]ℓ
α(x1, . . . , xℓ)|x1, . . . , xℓ〉. (131)

Let X ⊆ [n]ℓ be the set of ℓ-tuples that are all distinct and let |ψd〉 be the projection of |ψ〉 into
basis states in X:

|ψd〉 =
1

Ψd

∑

(x1,...,xℓ)∈X
α(x1, . . . , xℓ)|x1, . . . , xℓ〉, (132)

where Ψd is the normalization constant that makes this state have norm 1. Then there is a quantum
circuit with O(ℓ log ℓ log n) gates that maps any state |ψ〉 to

Ψd|ψd〉|0〉 + |⊥〉|1〉, (133)

where |⊥〉 is an unnormalized state.

Proof. We can use any optimal comparison-based sorting algorithm to write down a sorted version
of x1, . . . , xℓ in a second register using O(ℓ log ℓ log n) gates. Then we can check if any adjacent
pair of elements is equal and store these bits in a third register of size ℓ − 1 with cost O(ℓ log n).
Finally, we can compute the logical OR of these ℓ− 1 bits in a fourth register at cost O(ℓ). We can
then uncompute registers 2 and 3. Now register 4 contains 0 if and only if the string in register 1
has all distinct elements.

4.4 Algorithm for Planted Noisy kXOR

To implement the quantum algorithm, we need to represent the abstract vector space that the
Kikuchi matrix acts on concretely. The Kikuchi matrix acts on a space of dimension

(
n
ℓ

)
spanned

by states |S〉, where S ∈
([n]

ℓ

)
. For our implementation, we work with ℓ qudits each of local

dimension n (which can further be represented as qubits in the standard way). We represent the
basis state |S〉 by |s1, . . . , sℓ〉, where s1 < · · · < sℓ is the sorted list of the elements of S. In other
words, although the space of ℓ qudits has dimension nℓ, we only use

(
n
ℓ

)
basis states of this space

corresponding to ℓ distinct numbers sorted in ascending order.

4.4.1 Preparing the guiding state

First let us recall the setup. Our quantum algorithm (discussed in Section 2.7) will draw a kXOR
instance I := Iguide ∼ P̃z

n,k(m̃, ρ) for m̃ = ζm̂. Throughout this section we will assume ℓ2 log n ≪
n ≤ m̃ ≤ O(nk/2), as these are the only parameter settings under which our algorithm is used.

We may then consider (see Example 2.35) the degree-k polynomial A whose S-coefficient is
1√
m̃
BI(S), where q̃ = m̃/

(
n
k

)
and where the random variables BI(S) are independent, withBI(S)x

S
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distributed as Skel((12 + 1
2ρ)q̃, (

1
2 − 1

2ρ)q̃). If we were in the simplest case of ℓ = k (i.e., c = 1), the
guiding state we wish to prepare would be the one parallel to

|Γk(A)〉 = 1√
m̃

∑

S∈([n]
k )

BI(S)|S〉. (134)

For general ℓ = ck, we wish to prepare the following unit-length guiding state:

|Ψ〉 ∝ |Γℓ(A)〉 ∝
∑

T∈([n]
ℓ )

∑

{S1,...,Sc}∈Partk(T )




c∏

j=1

BI(S)


|T 〉. (135)

We now show:

Theorem 4.15. There is an efficient algorithm that takes as input I and (except with probability
at most O(m̃−1/2) over the outcome of I) produces a quantum circuit with O(ℓm̃ log n) gates that
prepares the state

β|Ψ〉|0ℓ log ℓ+3〉+ |⊥〉|1〉, (136)

where β ≥ Ω(1/ℓℓ/2).

Proof. We first argue that with high probability, the vector in Equation (134) is “almost” a nor-
malized state with all nonzero amplitudes ±1/

√
m̃. Let us define Bad = {S : |BI(S)| ≥ 2}.

Then

E

[
∑

S∈Bad
BI(S)

2

]
=

(
n

k

) ∞∑

h=2

Pr[|H | = h] · h2, (137)

where H denotes a single Skel((12 +
1
2ρ)q̃, (

1
2 − 1

2ρ)q̃) random variable. Thinking of H as a difference
of independent Poisson random variables, the event |H | = h implies that at least one of these
Poi((12 ± 1

2ρ)q̃) random variables is at least h; i.e.,

Pr[|H | = h] ≤ Pr[Poi((12 + 1
2ρ)q̃) ≥ h] +Pr[Poi((12 − 1

2ρ)q̃) ≥ h] ≤ 2Pr[Poi(q̃) ≥ h]. (138)

Recalling that q̃ ≤ O(n−k/2) ≪ 1, we have for h ≥ 2 that Pr[Poi(q̃) ≥ h] ≤ O(Pr[Poi(q̃) = h]) ≤
O(q̃h). Thus

E

[
∑

S∈Bad
BI(S)

2

]
≤
(
n

k

) ∞∑

h=2

O(q̃h) · h2 ≤
(
n

k

)
· O(q̃2) = O(m̃2/

(n
k

)
) ≤ O(1), (139)

using our assumption m̃ ≤ O(nk/2). Thus by Markov’s inequality, except with probability at
most m̃−1/2 (say) we have ∑

S∈Bad
BI(S)

2 ≤ O(
√
m̃). (140)

On the other hand, it is easy to confirm that for Good := {S : |BI(S)| = 1} and m := |Good|,

m̃/2 ≤ m ≤ 2m̃ (141)

except with probability exponentially small in m̃. These failures only total O(m̃−1/2) in probability,
and we will henceforth assume that Inequalities (140) and (141) hold.
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Let us write |φ〉 for the unit vector in the direction of |Γk(A)〉, so we have

|φ〉 = κ
∑

S∈Good
BI(S)|S〉+ κ

∑

S∈Bad
BI(S)|S〉 (142)

for some constant κ. By Lemma 4.10, there is an efficient algorithm that, given the input, produces
a quantum circuit of O(m̃ · log n) gates that prepares |φ〉. Moreover, if we reexpress Equation (142)
as

|φ〉 =
√
1− ǫ|φgood〉+

√
ǫ|φbad〉, (143)

then Inequalities (140) and (141) imply ǫ ≤ O(1/m̃).
The next step (recalling c = ℓ/k) is to define

|Φ〉 = |φ〉⊗c ∝
∑

S1,...,Sc

BI(S1) · · ·BI(Sc)|S1〉 · · · |Sc〉. (144)

Obviously — and crucially — we can also produce a quantum circuit of c · O(m̃ log n) gates that
prepares |Φ〉, simply by repeating c times the circuit for |φ〉.

In preparation for using Lemma 4.14, we’d like to estimate the fractional ℓ2-mass of coefficients
BI(S1) · · ·BI(Sc) in Equation (144) on kets |S1〉 · · · |Sc〉 with S1, . . . , Sc disjoint. Let us call this
fractional ℓ2-mass f ∈ [0, 1]. The first step is to observe that the fractional ℓ2-mass with S1, . . . , Sc
all falling in Good is (1 − ǫ)c. Thus f ≥ (1 − ǫ)cf1 ≥ (1 − O(ℓ/m̃))f1, where f1 is the fraction of
tuples (S1, . . . , Sc) ∈ Goodc with S1, . . . , Sc disjoint (note that (BI(S1) · · ·BI(Sc))

2 = 1 for every
tuple in Goodc).

Note that if we condition on m = m for any m̃/2 ≤ m ≤ 2m̃, then Good is simply dis-

tributed as m random sets drawn independently from
([n]
k

)
without replacement. It now follows

from Lemma 4.16 (below) that f1 ≥ 1−O(ℓ2 logn
n ); hence f ≥ 1−O(ℓ2 lognn ) ≥ .99.

We may now apply Lemma 4.14. The resulting additional circuit complexity is negligible com-
pared to the O(m̃·log n) gates we have so far; we thus get a circuit that prepares a state proportional
to

∑

S1,...,Sc∈([n]
k )

all Sj disjoint




c∏

j=1

BI(Sj)


 |S1〉 · · · |Sc〉|0〉 +

∑

S1,...,Sc∈([n]
k )

not all Sj disjoint




c∏

j=1

BI(Sj)


 |S1〉 · · · |Sc〉|1〉

=: |Φ̃good〉+ |Φ̃bad〉, where 〈Φ̃good|Φ̃good〉 ≥ 99〈Φ̃bad|Φ̃bad〉. (145)

Note that

|Φ̃good〉 =
∑

T∈([n]
ℓ )

∑

{S1,...,Sc}∈Partk(T )




c∏

j=1

BI(Sj)


 |S1〉 · · · |Sc〉, (146)

which is almost parallel to the desired guiding state |Ψ〉, except that we would like to replace
|S1〉 · · · |Sc〉 with its sorted version |T 〉. We can now apply the unitary from Lemma 4.13 to |Ψ〉
(on the first ℓ qudits; i.e., not acting on the final qubit), which uses O(ℓ2 log n) ≤ O(ℓm̃ log n) gates
to map the state in Equation (145) to a state of the form

β|Ψ〉|0ℓ log ℓ〉|0〉|0〉 + |⊥2〉|1〉|0〉 + |⊥3〉|1〉, (147)

where β ≥ .99/ℓℓ/2 and |⊥2〉 and |⊥2〉 are unnormalized states. Computing the logical or of the
final 2 qubits into a new final qubit completes the proof.
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Lemma 4.16. Let S1, . . . ,Sm be drawn independently, without replacement, from
([n]
k

)
. Let

j1, . . . , jc be drawn independently, with replacement, from [m]. Then

Pr[Sj1
, . . . ,Sjc

disjoint] ≥ 1−O

(
ℓ2
log n

n

)
. (148)

Proof. Thinking of S1, . . . ,Sm as forming a k-uniform m-hyperedge hypergraph H on [n], the
expected degree of any vertex is km/n, and it is well known that except with probability at most 1/n
we have maxdegree(H) ≤ O(m logn

n ). Assuming this occurs, each hyperedge in H touches at most

k · O(m logn
n ) other hyperedges, so the probability that two hyperedges selected at random (with

replacement) overlap is at most

k ·O(m logn
n )

m
= O

(
log n

n

)
. (149)

Thus the probability that, among c randomly selected edges, any two overlap is at most
(c
2

)
·

O
(
logn
n

)
= O

(
ℓ2 logn

n

)
, as desired.

4.4.2 Simulating the Kikuchi Hamiltonian

To simulate the Hamiltonian corresponding to the Kikuchi matrix for a kXOR instance I, all we
need is to show that the quantum oracles OH and OF can be efficiently implemented.

Theorem 4.17. Let I ∼ P̃z
n,k(m,ρ). Then the corresponding Kikuchi matrix Kℓ(I) has sparsity

O(ℓ log n) and number of constraints m = O(m), except with probability at most n−Ω(ℓ). When this
holds, the quantum oracles OH (Definition 4.3) and OF (Definition 4.5) can be implemented with
Õ(mℓ log n) gates and O(ℓ log n) qubits.

Proof. For I ∼ P̃z
n,k(m,ρ), we know the average degree of the Kikuchi matrix (Definition 2.17)

is δℓ,n,km. Using Theorem 2.21, this is at most O(ℓ log n). Even if we use a hypothetical im-
proved version of Theorem 2.21, this can only decrease the average degree. Furthermore, from
Proposition 2.15, we know that the maximum degree, or sparsity, of this matrix is O(ℓ log n) except
with probability at most n−Ω(ℓ). The number of constraints m is drawn from Poi(m) and is O(m),
except with probability exponentially small in m, which is smaller than n−Ω(ℓ).

For convenience, let the number of distinct constraints in our instance be m̄ = O(m) and let
these constraints correspond to the scopes Uj for j ∈ [m̄] and have right hand sides BI(Uj). Then

there is a circuit of Õ(m log n) gates that outputs Uj on input j.19 Similarly, there is a circuit of

Õ(m log n) gates that outputs BI(Uj) on input Uj .
We can upper bound the complexity of the oracle OH by the classical complexity of computing

the function that computes a particular entry of the Kikuchi matrix using Fact 4.7. Specifically, for
S, T ∈

([n]
ℓ

)
, we need to upper bound the complexity of the map that accepts as input sorted lists

(of size O(ℓ log n)) corresponding to S and T and outputs BI(S∆T ). The symmetric difference
S∆T can be computed using Õ(ℓ log n) gates. Then we can use the circuit of Õ(m log n) gates that
computes BI(S∆T ) given S∆T . This uses Õ(m log n) gates and O(ℓ log n) space.

19This can be constructed by brute force enumeration over j. For example, we start with |j, 0 . . . 0〉 and our goal
is for the circuit to output |j, Uj〉. One way to do this is to check if j = 1, and conditioned on that, write U1 to the
second register, and so on for each j. The circuits to check this condition and write some fixed string to another
register are efficient and of size Õ(logm log n) and will be repeated m times, yielding the stated bound.
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For the oracle OF , we need to choose a function f such that f(i, k) is the kth nonzero entry of the
Kikuchi matrix in row i for some ordering of the nonzero entries. A row i of the matrix represents
a set S. For any row set S, the entry T = S∆Uj is a potential nonzero entry if |S∆Uj | = ℓ, and
by assumption there are only O(ℓ log n) such entries. We’ll say the kth nonzero entry of row S is
the kth smallest index j for which |S∆Uj | = ℓ. As before, to use Fact 4.7, we need to compute the
classical gate complexities of computing (i, k) 7→ f(i, k) and (i, f(i, k)) 7→ k.

Consider the map (i, k) 7→ f(i, k), or (S, k) 7→ f(S, k) since each row of the Hamiltonian is
indexed by a set S. To compute the index j of the kth smallest j for which |S∆Uj | = ℓ, we will
loop through all the Uj in order, and check if a given Uj satisfies |S∆Uj | = ℓ, and increment a
counter each time it does. When this counter reaches k, we have found the kth nonzero entry in
row S, S∆Uj for the current j, and can copy this information to another register. If the counter
never reaches k, then we return (1, k) as the index of the kth nonzero entry in row S as described
in Definition 4.5.

More precisely, in addition to registers storing S and k, we will have a register storing the loop
index j, a register storing Uj, a counter that holds a number between 0 and s, and an answer
register. These registers only use O(ℓ log n) qubits. It remains to show that we can perform the
algorithm using Õ(mℓ log n) gates. Let’s say we begin with the loop index register storing j = 1
and the scope register storing U1. Initializing these registers with these values only uses O(ℓ log n)
gates starting from all zeros, since we are simply negating some of the zeros to ones. Given U1

and S, it is easy to compute if |S∆U1| = ℓ, increment the counter if needed, and uncompute this
information, in total using Õ(ℓ log n) gates. It remains to show how we update the index register
from j = 1 to j = 2 and from U1 to U2. Since we know we want to go from j = 1 to j = 2, we can
simply negate exactly those bits in the binary representation of 1 that make it 2. Similarly, since
we know we want to replace U1 with U2, and these are known strings of length k log n, this uses
at most k log n negation gates to flip the bits that need to be flipped. Thus one step of this loop
can be executed with Õ(ℓ log n) gates, and since we loop over all scopes, we do this O(m) times,
leading to an overall gate complexity of Õ(mℓ log n).

The other function (i, f(i, k)) 7→ k has the same complexity since we can run essentially the
same algorithm. Here we are given a set S and T , from which we can compute U = S∆T , and our
goal is to output k for which T is the kth nonzero entry in row S. We loop through the scopes Uj

again, keeping a count of the number of scopes with |S∆Uj| = ℓ we have seen until we reach U and
output the count.

4.4.3 Putting it all together

We are now in a position to combine the previous results to arrive at a quantum algorithm for
the Planted Noisy kXOR problem. Throughout this paper, we have taken great care to allow our
quantum algorithm to work with a very general “Alice Theorem”. This is because it is possible
that Theorem 2.21, which achieves the best trade-off between constraint density ∆ and ℓ currently
known to us, could be improved in the future. For instance, the lnn term in right hand side
of Inequality (20) could be an artifact of the matrix Chernoff bound. Since making a rigorous
claim that applies to any possible Alice Theorem would require an exceedingly complex theorem
statement, we introduce a mild continuity assumption on Cκ. Specifically, we require that the
Alice Theorem is “reasonable” in the sense that, for all other parameters fixed, a constant relative
change in Cκ corresponds to a constant relative change of κ. Note that this is satisfied whenever
Cκ depends polynomially on κ, such as in Theorem 2.21. After stating our theorem, we discuss
other forms of reasonable Alice Theorems, and how our quartic quantum speedup applies to them
as well.
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We now implement the quantum algorithm implicit in Theorem 2.40 for a general “reasonable”
Alice Theorem and by choosing some specific constants to make the theorem more readable.

Theorem 4.18. Let k (an even number) and ρ ∈ (0, 1) be constants. Let Î be drawn from P̃z
n,k(m,ρ)

or R̃n,k(m). Suppose we have a “reasonable” Alice Theorem (e.g., Theorem 2.21) that guarantees

that when I ∼ R̃n,k(m), if ∆ = m/n ≥ Cκ(n/ℓ)
(k−2)/2, then with probability 1 − o(1), we have

λmax(Kℓ(I)) ≤ κd. Let ℓ = ck = O(
√
n) for c ∈ N+ be chosen such that this holds with κ = 0.99ρ.

Then there is a quantum algorithm that uses Õ(nℓ/4mℓO(ℓ) logℓ/2k n) gates to solve the Planted
Noisy kXOR Problem (Problem 2.6).

Proof. We follow the strategy (and notation) laid out in Theorem 2.40. We partition Î randomly
into I ⊔ Iguide by independently placing each constraint into I with probability 1 − ζ and into
Iguide with probability ζ. We choose ζ = 1/ ln n (see e.g. discussion at the end of Section 3.3).

Consider Î drawn from P̃z
n,k(m,ρ). Then if B = q−1/2 ·Iguide, where q = ζm/

(
n
k

)
, we have with

probability 1− o(1)

〈v|Γℓ(B)〉2 ≥ Partk(ℓ) ·
ρǫ

196ℓ ln n
· (ρ2q)c. (150)

By choosing ǫ = 0.005 and simplifying, we get that this is at least Ω̃(ℓc−ℓ/2ζcCc
κ/n

ℓ/2). From
Theorem 4.15 (and setting ν = 1/ ln n in Theorem 2.40), using O(mℓ2 log n) gates we can prepare a
state |Ψ〉 that has overlap γ2 = Ω̃(ζcCc

κ/(n
ℓ/2ℓ2ℓ)) with the cutoff eigenspace of Kℓ(I) with eigenval-

ues larger than 0.995ρd. We can now use Theorem 4.9 to decide if the Kikuchi matrix has an eigen-
value in this cutoff space or not. The cost of implementing the Hamiltonian oracles is Õ(mℓ log n)
by Theorem 4.17, and the sparsity of the Hamiltonian is O(ℓ log n). Applying Theorem 4.9, we get
a quantum algorithm that with probability 1− o(1) (over P̃z

n,k(m,ρ) and the internal randomness

of the algorithm) outputs “planted”, and has gate complexity Õ
(
m
(
nℓ/2ℓO(ℓ)/ζcCc

κ

)1/2)
, which is

Õ
(
nℓ/4mℓO(ℓ)ζℓ/2k

)
.20

Now consider Î be drawn from the random distribution R̃n,k(m). By Poisson-splitting I is

drawn from R̃n,k(m(1− ζ)). Invoking the Alice Theorem yields

λmax(Kℓ(I)) ≤ κ′d, (151)

with probability 1 − o(1), where κ′ is such that Cκ′ ≤ (1 − ζ)Cκ. By our assumption that the
Alice theorem is “reasonable”, κ′ = κ(1 + const · ζ) < κ + ǫ for large enough n. Hence the cutoff
eigenspace is empty with high probability, and the quantum algorithm described for Î ∼ P̃z

n,k(m,ρ)

outputs “random” with probability 1− o(1) for Î ∼ R̃n,k(m).

The necessity for a reasonable Alice Theorem arises from a technical subtlety. The quantum
algorithm described above considers a Kikuchi matrix with slightly fewer constraints (i.e., m 7→
(1 − ζ)m). For a uniformly random instance, we require that this small change in m increases the
upper bound on λmax(Kℓ(I)) given by the Alice Theorem only by a small amount, in agreement
with the expected behaviour of λmax(Kℓ(I)). If the continuity condition on the function Cκ 7→ κ
holds, this change can be accounted for via the gap between the upper bound given by the Alice
Theorem and the cutoff threshold κd. Alternatively, if the Alice Theorem is such that the right-
hand side of Inequality (20) is an inverse polynomial in ℓ, one could account for this increase by
running the quantum algorithm with a slightly larger value of ℓ, e.g., ℓ′ = (1 + ζ)ℓ, to recover the
original upper bound λmax(Kℓ(I)) ≤ κd. This approach introduces a negligible overhead of, e.g.,

20Here we used the fact that Cκ = Ω(ℓ) as discussed after Theorem 2.21.
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nO(ℓζ) = 2O(ℓ), and thus also achieves a quartic speedup.21 Note that our Theorem 2.21 satisfies
either of these “reasonableness” assumptions.
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A Motivating the Kikuchi method

The Kikuchi Method is a simple way of transforming a degree-k optimization problem into a related
degree-2 optimization problem, which can then be attacked via standard spectral methods. In recent
years, it has become a powerful tool for addressing problems in a wide variety of areas (see, e.g.,
[WAM19, GKM22, HKM23, AGKM23, HKM+24]).

This method was first introduced byWein et al. [WAM19] and independently discovered by Hast-
ings [Has20], although there are some differences, which we discuss in more detail in Appendix A.1.
Roughly speaking, the matrix constructed in [WAM19] is a projection of the matrix in [Has20]
into the symmetric subspace, which reduces the size of the matrix and simplifies the analysis at
the expense of losing rotational symmetry and locality. While the constructions in [WAM19] and
[Has20] are closely related, their motivation is different. Wein et al. were motivated by free energy
considerations, and they obtain the Kikuchi matrix described here as a submatrix of the Hessian
associated with the so-called Kikuchi free energy, a certain marginal approximation to the Gibbs
free energy. On the other hand, Hastings’s motivation stems from the theory of mean-field approx-
imations to quantum many-body systems. We now describe this second motivation in more detail
and discuss a related motivation based on the monogamy of entanglement.

Degree-k optimization. Consider the task of maximizing a homogeneous n-variate degree-k
polynomial

Opt(P) := max
x

p(x) := max
x

∑

S∈[n]k
aSx

S (152)

over assignments x ∈ {±1}n and with coefficients aS in some suitable field such as C. This
task captures many different combinatorial optimization problems simultaneously. For example,
eq. (152) corresponds to MAX-CUT if the coefficients aS are the (negated) edge weights of a graph
or to kXOR if each aS represents the right-hand side of a scope S. By arranging the coefficients
aS into a k-tensor T , the goal corresponds to finding its best “rank-one approximation”

Opt(P) = max
x∈{±1}n

〈T, x⊗k〉 := max
x∈{±1}n

∑

S∈[n]k
aSx

S . (153)
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Degree-2 relaxation. In order to solve this problem, it is fruitful to relax it to a degree-2
optimization problem. The most straight forward approach (for even k) is to flatten the coefficient
tensor T to a nk/2 × nk/2 matrix H and compute

max
v∈Cnk/2

,||v||=1

〈v|H|v〉, (154)

which is efficient using linear algebraic methods. While this relaxation always upper bounds Opt(P),
the bound is typically loose because the spectral norm of H is maximized over arbitrary unit-norm
states, whereas only product states of the form

v = x⊗k/2 (155)

for Boolean x ∈ {±1}n correspond to valid values of p(x). The Kikuchi Method remedies this by

replacing H with a larger Kikuchi matrix Kℓ defined on C(
n
ℓ), for which the leading eigenvector

approaches the product form v = z⊙ℓ as ℓ increases. From the perspective of statistical physics,
this phenomenon is described by mean-field theory.

Mean-field theory. The key idea is to recognize H as the Hamiltonian of a k/2-particle system,
and to increase the number of particles to ℓ ≫ k/2 until the system is accurately modeled by a
mean-field theory. To illustrate this, let us fix k = 4.

In this case, the flattened version H of the coefficient tensor T maps states on Cn⊗Cn to Cn⊗Cn,
that is, it describes the interaction of two particles where each particle has local dimension n. In this
language, our degree-4 optimization problem corresponds to the maximal energy of the interaction
Hamiltonian H over product states,

max
x∈{±1}n

〈x⊗2|H|x⊗2〉. (156)

However, the leading eigenvector of H is typically an entangled state, hence the spectral norm of H
is not close to our optimum. This can be remedied by increasing the number of particles from 2 to
ℓ while maintaining the same interaction H between any pair of two particles. The corresponding
Hamiltonian is (up to symmetrization, see Appendix A.1) the adjacency matrix of the Kikuchi
graph

Kℓ;{S,V } =

{
aS∆V if |S∆V | = k,

0 else
(157)

defined on the
(n
ℓ

)
-dimensional space indexed by subsets S, V ⊂ [n] of length ℓ, and where S∆V =

S ∪ V − S ∩ V denotes the symmetric difference of two ℓ-sets. It is folklore in condensed matter
physics that if the number of particles ℓ is large, the system is well approximated by a mean-field
theory. That is, the movement of each particle is well approximated by the action of a global
mean-field, or in other words, the ground state of this problem (in our context, the top eigenvector
of Kℓ) is well approximated by a product state. Hence the spectral norm ||Kℓ|| is a good upper
bound for the maximum of 〈v⊙ℓ|Kℓ|v⊙ℓ〉 over product states of the form |v⊙ℓ〉 for unit-norm vectors
v ∈ Cn. Unlike the original degree-k optimization problem in eq. (152), this spectral norm can be
computed using simple linear algebraic techniques in time that is polynomial in the dimension of
the Hamiltonian (which, however, is now

(n
ℓ

)
≈ nℓ, instead of the original input size nk).

In order to correspond to a valid value of the original degree-4 polynomial p(x), v should
moreover be close to a Boolean vector x ∈ {±1}n. However, unit-norm vectors can be rounded
to Boolean vectors by essentially following the Goemans–Williamson procedure, without degrading
the approximation ratio by too much.
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For rotationally symmetric systems, the above mean-field intuition can be made rigorous via the
quantum de Finetti theorem [CKMR07], which in general requires large ℓ. Hastings [Has20] estab-
lished that a relatively small number ℓ ∼ log(n) of particles already suffices if the coefficient tensor
T carries the specific structure of the Planted Noisy Tensor PCA problem studied in Section 3.

Monogamy of entanglement. Another way to understand the above relaxation is through
monogamy of entanglement, which is closely related to mean-field theory. Roughly speaking,
monogamy of entanglement states that entanglement cannot be strongly shared between many
parties simultaneously: If one particle is maximally entangled with another particle, it cannot have
any entanglement with a third system. More generally, for ℓ particles, the Osborne and Verstraete
inequality puts a limit on the sum of pairwise entanglement between the first particle and the rest:

τ (ρ12) + τ (ρ13) + · · ·+ τ (ρ1ℓ) ≤ τ
(
ρ1;(23...ℓ)

)
. (158)

Here, τ(ρAB) is the “tangle”, a measure of the bipartite entanglement between subsystem A and
B. The Hamiltonian Kℓ is by construction invariant under permutations of the ℓ particles, and
any entanglement is forced to spread out equally between all possible pairs of particles. The
entanglement between any pair of particles thus decays inversely with the number of particles,
i.e., τ (ρij) ∼ 1/ℓ. As ℓ increases, the top eigenvector approaches an unentangled (= product)
state, which together with the permutation invariance implies that the leading eigenvector of Kℓ is
approximately of the form v⊙ℓ for unit-norm v ∈ Cn.

A.1 Comparison with Hastings’ construction

In the previous section, we have motivated the Kikuchi matrix as describing a system of ℓ particles
with interactions between any k/2-subsets of particles governed by the entries of a k-Tensor T . The
natural Hamiltonian associated with this system is

Hℓ(T ) =
1

2

∑

i1,...,ik/2

(
∑

µ1,...,µk

Tµ1,µ2,...,µk
|µ1〉i1

〈
µ1+k/2| ⊗ |µ2

〉
i2

〈
µ2+k/2| ⊗ . . . ⊗ |µk/2

〉
ik/2

〈µk|+ h.c.

)
,

(159)
where the first sum is over distinct 1 ≤ i1, i2, . . . , ik/2 ≤ ℓ which pick out k/2 of the ℓ particles,
and the second sum is over (not necessarily distinct) indices 1 ≤ µ1, . . . , µk ≤ n of the k-tensor T ,
which index the possible states of the particles. Here “+h.c.” means “plus the Hermitian conjugate”
which means we add the Hermitian conjugates of all the terms in the sum, making the right-hand
side a Hermitian matrix.

In the simplest case, when ℓ = k/2, the Hamiltonian Hℓ(T ) is just a flattened version of
the tensor T , i.e., a matrix of dimension nk/2 × nk/2. As another example, consider the case of
k = 4, and let H be the matrix H2(T ), which is of size n2 × n2. H is the Hamiltonian of a
system of 2 particles, each of which is a qudit of dimension n. Then H3(T ) can be viewed as the
Hamiltonian of 3 particles, where each pair of paricles has the Hamiltonian H. In other words
H3(T ) = H12 ⊗ 13 +H13 ⊗ 12 +H23 ⊗ 11, where Hij means the Hamiltonian H acts on particles i
and j.

This Hamiltonian is the matrix studied by Hastings in his quantum algorithm for Tensor PCA.
It is defined on the whole space (Cn)⊗ℓ of ℓ qudits with internal dimension n. Comparing eq. (159)
with eq. (157) shows that the Kikuchi matrix Kℓ(T ) arises by projecting Hℓ(T ) first into the “homo-
geneous” subspace where all the µ1, . . . , µk are distinct, and additionally working in the symmetric
subspace where the order of the indices i1, . . . , ik/2 is irrelevant (i.e., the tuple (i1, . . . , ik/2) is
identified with the set {i1, . . . , ik/2}).

47



These projections come with certain advantages and disadvantages. First, note that Hℓ(T ) is
k
2 -

local, whereas Kℓ(T ) is sparse but not local. The dimension of Kℓ(T ) is smaller than the dimension
of Hℓ(T ), and working in the symmetric and homogeneous subspace simplifies the analysis of the
Kikuchi method. However, the specific form of the Kikuchi matrix is particularly well-suited for
the analysis of Boolean spikes, and it is somewhat tedious to prove detection and recovery for
spike priors that are not Boolean (see Appendix B). On the other hand, Hastings’s construction
Hℓ(T ) is rotationally invariant, which makes it a natural choice for Gaussian spikes. The rotational
invariance also seems to make it easier to prove a simpler and improved randomized guarantee of
recovery (at least for Tensor PCA, see [Has20]).

B General spikes in Tensor PCA

For simplicity, we have focused on Boolean spikes z ∈ {±1}n in Section 3, following [WAM19].
However, the methods discussed above also apply to spikes drawn from other, more general distri-
butions. Let us illustrate this by considering a random spike, with entries zi ∼ N (0, 1) chosen i.i.d.
from the standard normal distribution. To establish that the Kikuchi method solves the decision
variant of Spiked Noisy Tensor PCA for this prior, we need to re-prove the upper and lower bounds
on the largest eigenvalue of the Kikuchi matrix in Theorem 3.6. The upper bound is independent of
the spike, but the lower bound in Proposition 3.4 relied on the fact that for Boolean spikes, z2

i = 1.
We now show that this assumption is not crucial and that a similar bound holds for Gaussian
spikes.

Proposition B.1. Let T = βz⊗k +G be a Spiked Noisy k-Tensor, zi ∼ N (0, 1), ℓ = o(
√
n), and

γ > 0 a constant. The largest eigenvalue of Kℓ(T ) is lower bounded by

λmax(Kℓ(T )) ≥ 〈z⊙ℓ|Kℓ(T )|z⊙ℓ〉 ≥ (1− γ) · βdℓ (160)

except with probability at most o(1).

Proof. We need to compute the moments of

〈z⊙ℓ|Kℓ(T )|z⊙ℓ〉 = β〈z⊙ℓ|Kℓ(z
⊗k)|z⊙ℓ〉+ 〈z⊙ℓ|Kℓ(G)|z⊙ℓ〉 (161)

over the distributions zi ∼ N (0, 1) and GS ∼ N (0, 1). The first moment is βdℓ. The second
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moment is (for sets S1, S2, T1, T2 ∈
([n]

ℓ

)
)

E

∣∣∣〈z⊙ℓ|Kℓ(T )|z⊙ℓ〉
∣∣∣
2

(162)

= E




1
(n
ℓ

)2
∑

|S1∆T1|=k,|S2∆T2|=k

∏

i∈S1∪T1

z2
i

∏

j∈S2∪T2

z2
j +

∑

S1∆T2=S2∆T2
|S1∆T2|=k

∏

i∈S1∩T1

z2
i

∏

j∈S2∩T2

z2
jG

2
S1∆T1




(163)

= E




1
(
n
ℓ

)2
∑

|S1∆T1|=k,|S2∆T2|=k

3|(S1∪T1)∩(S2∪T2)| +
∑

S1∆T2=S2∆T2
|S1∆T2|=k

3|(S1∩T1)∩(S2∩T2)|


 (164)

=
dℓ(
n
ℓ

)
ℓ+k/2∑

a=0

3a
[(
ℓ+ k/2

a

)(
n− ℓ− k/2

ℓ+ k/2 − a

)(
ℓ+ k/2

k

)(
k

k/2

)]
(165)

+
dℓ(n
ℓ

)
ℓ−k/2∑

b=0

3b
[(
ℓ− k/2

b

)(
n− ℓ− k/2

ℓ− k/2 − b

)(
k

k/2

)]
(166)

= d2ℓ

ℓ+k/2∑

a=0

3a



(ℓ+k/2

a

)(n−ℓ−k/2
ℓ+k/2−a

)
( n
ℓ+k/2

)


+ d2ℓ

ℓ−k/2∑

b=0

3b



(ℓ−k/2

b

)(n−ℓ−k/2
ℓ−k/2−b

)
(ℓ+k/2

k

)(
n

ℓ+k/2

)


 (167)

= d2ℓ

ℓ+k/2∑

a=0

3a

[
a!

na

(
ℓ+ k/2

a

)2

(1− o(1))

]
+

d2ℓ(n
k

)
ℓ−k/2∑

b=0

3b

[
b!

nb

(
ℓ− k/2

b

)2

(1− o(1))

]
(168)

= d2ℓ (1 + o(1)). (169)

Let us explain each step in the above calculation.

• In step 1, we use that the odd moments of xi vanish.

• In step 2, we use that the second moment of a standard Gaussian random variable is 1 and
the fourth moment is 3.

• In step 3, we stratify the sum according to the intersection cardinalities a = |(S1 ∪ T1) ∩ (S2 ∪ T2)|,
b = |(S1 ∩ T1) ∩ (S2 ∩ T2)|, and compute the corresponding binomial counting factors.

• In step 4, we use the binomial identities

(
n

ℓ

)
dℓ =

(
n

ℓ

)(
ℓ

k/2

)(
n− ℓ

k/2

)
=

(
n

ℓ+ k/2

)(
ℓ+ k/2

k

)(
k

k/2

)
=

(
n

k

)(
k

k/2

)(
n− k

ℓ− k/2

)
.

(170)

• In step 5, we expand the binomial coefficients at large n and use l2

n = o(1) by assumption.

• In step 6, we notice that all but the summand with a = 0 are of magnitude o(1) · d2ℓ .

The above computation of moments shows that Var[〈z⊙ℓ|Kℓ(T )|z⊙ℓ〉] = o(1) ·E[〈z⊙ℓ|Kℓ(T )|z⊙ℓ〉]2,
and the claim follows.
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Proposition B.1 implies that the Kikuchi method achieves detection for Gaussian priors. How-
ever, the correctness (and quartic speedup) of our quantum algorithm is more intricate and relies
on Theorem 3.11, so we have to prove a corresponding statement for Gaussian priors. Note that the
proof of Theorem 3.11 mostly relies only on the first and second moments of the spike, which are
equivalent for Boolean and Gaussian spikes. The only non-trivial exceptions are Proposition 3.7 due
to its dependency on Proposition 3.4, and Theorem 2.36, which rely on the fourth moments of the
spike. We have already shown in Proposition B.1 that a corresponding statement of Proposition 3.7
holds for Gaussian priors. Essentially the same fourth-moment calculation shows that Theorem 2.36
also holds for Gaussian priors (we do not repeat this calculation here), which finally establishes that
our quantum algorithm also achieves a (nearly) quartic speedup for detecting spikes from Gaussian
priors.
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