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Abstract

Quantum sample-to-query lifting, a relation between quantum sample complexity and quan-
tum query complexity presented in Wang and Zhang (SIAM J. Comput. 2025), was significantly
strengthened by Tang, Wright, and Zhandry (2025) to the case of state-preparation oracles. In
this paper, we compile a list of quantum lower and upper bounds for property testing that are
obtained by quantum sample-to-query lifting. The problems of interest include testing prop-
erties of probability distributions and quantum states, such as entropy and closeness. This
collection contains new results, as well as new proofs of known bounds. In total, we present 49
complexity bounds, where 41 are new and 18 are (near-)optimal.
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1 Introduction

Quantum sample-to-query lifting [ , | reveals a novel connection between quantum
query complexity and quantum sample complexity. This discovery turns out to be useful for estab-
lishing new complexity bounds in quantum property testing | |. The key observation is that
multiple samples of a quantum state p (sample complexity) can simulate the quantum unitary trans-
formation e~* (query complexity) by density matrix exponentiation [ , .1

Recently, in [ ], the quantum sample-to-query lifting has been thoroughly strengthened
to apply to the very general case where the quantum oracle prepares a purification of the mixed
quantum state. This input model is called purified quantum query access [ |, originally con-
sidered in quantum computational complexity [ |, and now is the standard quantum query
input model for the property testing of quantum states.

Definition 1.1 (Purified quantum query access). A purified quantum query access oracle for an
unknown mized quantum state p is described by a unitary operator U acting on two subsystems A
and B such that

p = trg (UAB +10X0]ag - UI\B)-
In particular, a query to the oracle U means a query to (controlled-)U or (controlled-)UT.

A promise problem for quantum state testing is described by a pair of disjoint sets of quantum
states P = (PY*, P"°). The task is to determine with probability at least 2/3 whether an unknown
quantum state p € P¥® or p € P"°, given the promise that it is in either case. The sample
complexity of P, denoted as S(P), is the minimum number of samples of p for solving P. The
query complexity of P, denoted as Q(P), is the minimum number of queries to the purified quantum
query access oracle for solving P.

Using the above notations, | , Theorem 1.5] can be rephrased as the following theorem.

Theorem 1.1 (Quantum sample-to-query lifting for purified quantum query access | ]). Let
P be a promise problem for quantum state testing. Then,

Q(P) = (V5(P)).

Prior to Theorem 1.1, similar results about the sample complexity in terms of mixed states and
their purifications have appeared in the quantum property testing literature [ , Theorem 5.2]
and | ]. The relation between quantum sample complexity and quantum query complexity
revealed in Theorem 1.1 is somewhat surprising, since universal controllization | , ]
and purification | | are impossible and unitary inversion requires exponential resources
[ ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ]

As a corollary, Theorem 1.1 reproduces (and improves) the quantum sample-to-query lifting
theorem in | , Theorem 1.1] for the diamond quantum query complexity Q% (P), which states
that Q¥(P) > Q(1/S(P)) for any constant o > 1.2 Here, Q¥(P) is the minimum number of queries
to a unitary oracle U with upper left corner block p/«, where p is the quantum state to be tested
and « > 1 is a parameter. In the language of block-encoding [ ], the unitary oracle U is a
block-encoding of p/a. Theorem 1.1 gives the following stronger statement, which (i) allows « to
be 1, and (ii) removes the polylogarithmic factors.

!The idea of simulating unitary transformations by samples of quantum states appeared even earlier in quantum
communication complexity | ]. The case of pure states was used in quantum cryptography | , ,
, ] and the case of mixed states was used in quantum algorithms [ , ].
20(-) and Q(-) suppress the polylogarithmic factors.



Corollary 1.2 (Improved quantum sample-to-query lifting for block-encoded access). Let P be a
promise problem for quantum state testing. Then, for any o > 1,

QY (P) = Q( 5(73)).

Proof. Let O be a unitary operator that prepares a purification of a quantum state p. Then, we
can implement a unitary operator U with upper left corner block p using O(1) queries to O by

[ , Lemma 7] and | , Lemma 25]. Therefore, Theorem 1.1 immediately yields the proof
for the case of & = 1. The case of & > 1 can be obtained by the fact | , Theorem B.1] that
Q%(P) > QL(P) for any a > 1. O

For the special case where the quantum state p is pure, we can obtain a quantum sample-
to-query lifting in terms of the reflection operator. Let Qgeﬂ(P) be the diamond quantum query
complexity of a pure-state quantum state testing problem P, which is the minimum number of
queries to the reflection operator Ry, = I — 2[1)(¢| for the input pure state |¢) to be tested.

Corollary 1.3 (Improved quantum sample-to-query lifting for reflection access). Let P be a promise
problem for pure-state quantum state testing. Then,

Qs"(P) = 2 VS(P)).

Proof. This is immediate by Corollary 1.2 and noting that Q®"(P) = ©(QL(P)) for any pure-state
quantum state testing problem P (cf. | , Lemma 5.6]). O

Theorem 1.1 can be restated below as a samplizer of quantum query algorithms with purified
quantum query access.

Corollary 1.4 (Quantum samplizer, Theorem 1.1 restated). Let P be a promise problem for quan-
tum state testing. Then,

s(P) = o((@(P))?).

Corollary 1.4 can be used to derive quantum sample upper bounds from quantum query upper
bounds. Corollary 1.4 generalizes the samplizer given in [ ]. In comparison, the samplizer
in Corollary 1.4 applies to the purified quantum query access model, whereas the samplizer in
[ | applies to a weaker input model where the unitary oracle is a block-encoding of p. The
time complexity (i.e., the number of elementary quantum gates) of the quantum algorithm obtained
by Corollary 1.4 is 6(n4) due to the use of the Schur transform | , , , ,

, , ) ] in the approach of [ ], where n is the sample complexity
and the time complexity is obtained by the current best Schur transform | |. In comparison,
the time complexity of the quantum algorithm obtained by the samplizer in | ] is O(n).

It turns out that Theorem 1.1 and its variants (Corollaries 1.2 to 1.4) are able to derive new
quantum complexity lower and upper bounds for a number of problems ranging from the classical
world to the quantum world. In this paper, we compile a list of quantum lower and upper bounds
that can be proved by quantum sample-to-query lifting.

1.1 Spotlight

In summary, this paper includes 48 quantum complexity bounds obtained by quantum sample-to-
query lifting, where 40 are new and 19 are (near-)optimal. The statistics is given in Table 1.



Table 1: Statistics of quantum complexity bounds by quantum sample-to-query lifting.

Collection #Bounds #New #Optimal #New&Optimal
Testing Classical Properties (Table 2) 12 8 10 7
Testing Quantum Properties (Table 3) 19 18 2 1
Other Quantum Tasks (Table 4) 8 5 5 2
Sample Upper Bounds (Table 5) 10 10 1 1
Total 49 41 18 11

1.1.1 Quantum query lower bounds

We present a list of quantum query lower bounds obtained by quantum sample-to-query lifting.
In particular, some lower bounds are tight. This shows that the quantum sample-to-query lifting
method brings new methodologies into proving quantum query lower bounds, in addition to the
quantum polynomial method | ], the quantum adversary method | ], and the quantum
compressed oracle method | ].

Testing classical properties. In Table 2, 12 quantum query lower bounds for testing classical
properties are listed, including hypothesis testing, uniformity testing, closeness testing, and entropy
estimation of probability distributions, where 8 are new and 10 are near-optimal.

In particular, we present

1. A new proof (see Theorem 2.1) of the quantum query lower bound for hypothesis testing,
which was originally proved in | | by the quantum adversary method.

2. Improved quantum query lower bounds for the estimation of total variation distance, Shannon
entropy, and support size (see Theorems 2.5, 2.6 and 2.11), where the previous lower bounds
are due to [ | by the quantum polynomial method.

3. The first almost matching quantum query lower bound for Rényi entropy estimation (see
Theorem 2.7), showing that the quantum algorithm given in | , Theorem 1] is near-
optimal in the dimension d for 0 < a < 1.

4. The first non-trivial quantum query lower bound for 2-wise uniformity testing (see Theo-
rem 2.12), showing that the quantum algorithm given in [ , Theorem 5] is optimal in
the precision parameter .

Testing quantum properties. In Table 3, 19 quantum query lower bounds for testing quantum
properties are listed, including mixedness testing, rank testing, entropy estimation, and closeness
estimation of quantum states, where 18 are new and 2 are near-optimal.

In particular, we present improved quantum query lower bounds for a series of property testing
problems, including mixedness testing (Theorem 2.13), von Neumann entropy estimation (Theo-
rem 2.23), trace distance estimation (Theorem 2.26), and fidelity estimation (Theorem 2.27), which
are based on the quantum sample lower bound for mixedness testing and significantly improve the
previous known lower bounds implied by or due to | , , , ]



Table 2: Quantum query lower bounds for testing classical properties.

Problem Previous This Paper New? Optimal?
- - Q(1/du(P,Q)) Q(1/du(P,Q)) .
Hypothesis Testing [Bel19] Theorem 2 1 Reproved Optimal
. Q3 4+ 1) (L + 42 Optimal
f1 Closeness Testing [CFMAW10, LWL24] Theorem 2.2 New in d, e
o . Q(d"/?) Q(dY/3 + 22 Optimal
Uniformity Testing [CFMdW10] Theoremm 25.3 New in d e
: Q(3) Q) .
{5 Closeness Testing [LWT24] Theorem 2.4 Reproved Optimal
Total Variation Q(V/d) Q(E\/ﬁm) New Near-Optimal
Distance Estimation [BKT20] Theorem 2.5 ind
Shannon Entropy ﬁ(\/&) QU \/E\I{EW @) New Near-Optimal
Estimation [BKT20] Theorem 2.6 ind, e
1 11 FEY
a-Rényi Entropy Q(d—; + ‘MTQ) Q(di_"(l) + dz"‘?z) New Near-Optimal
. . £ £2a £2a .
Estimation (0 <a <1) [LW19, WZL24] Theorem 2.7 in d
L. 1 5o 11
a-Rényi Entropy Q(‘Z—g + dEET) Q(d%*O(l) + df%) New Not Yet
Estimation (« > 1) [LW19] Theorem 2.8
. 11 11
O.Z-Reﬁyl Entropy Y = ET ) Q(dj ET ) Reproved Not Yet
Estimation (Integer o) [LW19] Theorem 2.9
allis 1 1 Optimal in «,
q_Tb%Ihb Entropy A ﬁs) & \/a‘s) Reproved  Near-Optimal
Estimation (Integer «) [Wan25] Theorem 2.10 e
Support Size (NZ(\/E) Q \/l\(fw IOg(é)) New Near-Optimal
Estimation [BKT20] Theorem 2.11 ind
Wi NG
2-Wise N/A 2(>>) New Optimal in ¢

Uniformity Testing

Theorem 2.12

Other quantum tasks.

entanglement entropy problem, where 5 are new and 5 are near-optimal.
In particular, we present

1. New proofs of a series of basic problems such as amplitude estimation (Theorem 2.30), Hamil-
tonian simulation (Theorem 2.31), and quantum Gibbs sampling (Theorem 2.32), whereas
the previous matching lower bounds are based on the quantum polynomial method [N'W99,

BACS07] or unitary discrimination [CIKBG23, Weg25].

2. The first almost matching quantum query lower bound for the entanglement entropy problem
originally considered in [SY 23] (see Theorem 2.34), significantly improving the previous lower
bounds by [SY23, WZ25a, Weg25, C'WZ24] and showing that the quantum algorithm given

in [Weg25] is near-optimal in A.

In Table 4, 8 quantum query lower bounds for other quantum tasks are
listed, including amplitude estimation, Hamiltonian simulation, quantum Gibbs sampling, and the



Table 3: Quantum query lower bounds for testing quantum properties.

Problem Previous This Paper New? Optimal?
1/3 Vd
Mixedness Testing 2(d) Q%) N New Not Yet
[ ] Theorem 2.13
Q£
State Certification N/A € New Not Yet
Corollary 2.14
Mixedness Testing ﬁ(@) Q(@)
. New Not Yet
for Block-Encoding [ ] Corollary 2.15
ﬁ
Rank Testing N/A & Ve ) New Not Yet
Theorem 2.16
i QYT Vr
Rank Testmg. Q(ﬁ) Q(ﬁ) New Not Yet
for Block-Encoding [ ] Corollary 2.17
OF(——
Uniformity Distinguishing N/A (\/Z ) New Not Yet
Theorem 2.18
Uniformity Distinguishing Q(V/7) Q(y/r)
for Block-Encoding [ ] Corollary 2.19 New Not Yet
. Vd
Maximal Entcanglement N/A Q%) , New Not Yot
Testing Theorem 2.20
Uniform S(:hmldt N/A Q(¥) New Not Yet
Testing Theorem 2.21
Uniform Schmidt (=)
VA
Coefficient Testing N/A Theorem 2.22 New Not Yet
: 0 Vd  log(d)
Von Neumann Q(Vd) QE+—27) New Not Yet
Entropy Estimation [ ] Theorem 2.23
a-Rényi Entropy Q(é + dﬁ_?) Q(di—O(l) + d7a 3 + ﬁ)
. . 6 cZa c%a NG New Not Yet
Estimation (0 < a < 1) [ ] Theorem 2.24
1 1 1 1
D d3 | d2 Za d2"%a | d
o 'Ren}fl Entropy Q(E% + =) Q=+ \/g) New Not Yet
Estimation (o> 1) [ ] Theorem 2.24
1 1 1 1 1 1
R d3 | d2 % d'"a | d?72a
¢ Regyl Entropy Q(E% +5) 2 e +5) New Not Yet
Estimation (Integer «) [ ] Theorem 2.24
- i QL Q
o-Tsallis Entropy (%) = New Not Yet
Estimation (1 < a < 3) [ ] Theorem 2.25
a-Tsallis Entropy Q(ﬁ) QL) New Optimal
Estimation (a > 3) [ ] Theorem 2.25 for integer o > 2
: stz Q 1 r
Trace' Dlst.(mce Qvr+2) Q%) , New Not Yet
Estimation Theorem 2.26
1/3 .1 VTl
Fidelity Estimation Q0" +2) Q(\/E +2) New Not Yet
[ ] Theorem 2.27
- iti 1 1
Well-Conditioned Q(2) Q(2) Reproved Near-Optimal

Fidelity Estimation

Theorem 2.28




Table 4: Quantum query lower bounds for other quantum tasks.

Problem Previous This Paper New? Optimal?
1 1
Amplitude Estimation [ 2(z) ] Theo?éren) 530 Reproved Optimal
Hamiltonian Simulation [ () ] Thco?o(frz 931 Reproved Optimal
Gibbs Sampling [ 2(p) ] Theo?e(zgl) 939 Reproved Optimal
Gibbs Sampling Q(8) Q(B) .
tronger Oracle eorem 2.3:
g Oracl Th 933 New Optimal
- 11 11
Entanglement Entropy Q(\/—‘/% + df%g) Q(di—o(l) + % + %) New Not Yet
Problem (O <a< 1) [ ]a Theorem 2a34
~ ﬁ Q ﬁ + log(d)
Ent;ngéfmcnt Eftlr‘)py Q(73) S log(£) los m(i)) New Not Yet
roblem (a = 1) [ ] Theorem 2.34
1 1
Vd O(Yd 4 _d27ra
Entanglement Entropy Q( \/Z) ( VA T 3 Jlog(1) loglog(L) )) New Not Yet
Problem (a > 1) [ J Theorem 2.34
PR
Entanglement Entropy Q(\/—\/%) Q % New Near-Optimal
Problem (Integer «) [ ] log(%) loglog(%) in A

Theorem 2.34

1.1.2 Quantum sample upper bounds

In Table 5, 10 quantum sample upper bounds are listed, including entropy estimation and closeness
estimation of quantum states, where all upper bounds are new and 1 upper bound is known to be
near-optimal.

In particular, we present

1. The state-of-the-art quantum algorithm for estimating the von Neumann entropy (Theo-
rem 3.1), trace distance (Theorem 3.3) and fidelity (Theorem 3.4) of quantum states of rank
r with sample complexity O(r?), which we conjecture are optimal in r (see Conjecture 1).

2. A quantum algorithm for well-conditioned fidelity estimation with sample complexity 5(8%)
(see Theorem 3.5), matching the lower bound given in | , Lemma 40].

1.2 Organization of this paper

In the remainder of this paper, quantum query lower bounds obtained by quantum sample-to-query
lifting are listed in Section 2 and quantum sample upper bounds obtained by quantum sample-to-
query lifting are listed in Section 3. Open questions and conjectures are discussed in Section 4.

2 List of Quantum Query Lower Bounds

2.1 For classical properties

The study of quantum testing of classical properties was initiated in [ ]. For testing the
properties of a d-dimensional classical distribution P = (p1,p2,...,pq), we assume a quantum



Table 5: Quantum sample upper bounds.

Problem Previous This Paper New? Optimal?
Von Neumann oL 10%2#) O(%)
Entropy Estimation [E X ] Theorém 3.1 New Not Yet
2 ~ 2
R4 . da ra
a-Rényl Butropy 0%) 0(F%) New Not Yet
Estimation (0 < a < 1) [ ] Theorem 3.2
R& . ﬁ 6 r?
@ .Ren}fl Entropy O(€2> (s“ %) New Not Yet
Estimation («a > 1) [ ] Theorem 3.2
Trace Distance O(Z1og?(L)log2(L))  O(% log?(L))
Estimation : | : ] ) Thseorem §3 New Not et
2
6(&) O(Zjlogz(é))
Fidelity Estimation [ el? i [ ] New Not Yet
Theorem 3.4
~ 52 1002 (L
Well-Conditioned O(:—g) O(Zz log™(2)) New Near-Optimal
Fidelity Estimation [ ] ’I[‘heorem 3.]5 ine
A 1 1
. Quantun.l fa . 0(53‘““%) (52"+2+ﬁ) New Not Yet
Distance Estimation [ ] Theorem 3.6
a-Tsallis Relative r2+3a 2 r2+2a
O(——=5log“(* O(%——
Entropy Estimation (5% == 8 (&) (e% ﬁ) New Not Yet
O<a<l) [ ] Theorem 3.7
a-Tsallis Relative 5-3a 2 4-2a
O(-2°2 _1og2(T O(-ri2
Entropy Estimation (a%+% e°(2)) (e%+%) New Not Yet
(L <a<i) [ ] Theorem 3.7
. 3.5 4 3 2
Squared Hellinger O(%m log™(%)) O(% log™(£)) New Not Vet

Distance Estimation [ ] Theorem 3.7

query oracle U acting on two subsystems A and B such that

d
Ung|0)al0)s = D _ V/pili)alti)e,
i=1

where {\wi>}§i:1 is an orthonormal basis.® In other words, U is a purified quantum query access
oracle for the diagonal quantum state

d
p=">_pilifi| = diag(p1,pa, - - ., pa)-
i=1

For any promise problem Q = {QY* Q"} for classical distributions, one can define a promise
problem P = {P¥* P} for quantum state testing such that

PX = {p: diag(p1, p2,...,pa): P = (p1,p2,-..,pd) € QX} for X € {yes,no}.

3There have been several different quantum input models for testing classical properties. Here, we consider the
purified quantum query access model, which is the weakest one (see | , ] for the discussions and comparison
with other models).



It is clear that S(P) = S(Q) and Q(P) = Q(Q). By Theorem 1.1, we immediately have

which allows us to establish a quantum query lower bound for Q from its classical sample lower
bound.

In the remaining part of this section, we list the quantum query lower bounds for testing
properties of discrete distributions, where we will use d to denote the dimension of the distributions.

2.1.1 Hypothesis testing

Problem 2.1 (Hypothesis testing). Given an unknown distribution R that is either P or Q, de-
termine whether R is P or Q.

The quantum query complexity of Problem 2.1 has been shown to be ©(1/du(P,Q)) in | ].
The original proof of the lower bound Q(1/dy(P,Q)) given in | | uses the adversary bound in
[ | (which is a generalization of the primal version of the general adversary bound | D).

By quantum sample-to-query lifting, we can simply reproduce this result.

Theorem 2.1 (] , Theorem 4] reproduced). The quantum query complexity of hypothesis
testing for two distributions P and Q is Q(1/du(P,Q)).

Proof. To apply Theorem 1.1, we only have to note that the sample lower bound for hypothesis
testing is Q(1/d4(P,Q)) | | (see also [ , Theorem 4.7]). O
2.1.2 Closeness testing

Problem 2.2 (¢, closeness testing). Given an unknown distribution P and a known distribution
Q, determine whether P = Q or ||P—Q||o > €, where the {,, distance is induced by the a-Schattern
norm ||P||lo = (Zle p)Y . In particular, the £y distance is called the total variation distance.

The case of & = 1. The ¢; closeness testing was considered in | ] with a quantum algorithm
with query complexity O(@ logg(g)log log(g)). The current best quantum query upper bound
for ¢1 closeness testing is O(min{%, @ ), where O(%) is due to | | and O(@) is due
to | ]. The prior best quantum query lower bound is Q(d'/? + 1), where Q(dY?) due to
[ | shows the optimality in d of [ ] and Q(2) due to | | shows the optimality
in e of | ]

By quantum sample-to-query lifting, we can obtain an improved quantum query lower bound.

Theorem 2.2. The quantum query complexity of £1 closeness testing is Q(% + dlsi)

Proof. To apply Theorem 1.1, we only have note that the sample lower bound for ¢; closeness

testing is Q(% + d;f) [ J- .

For the special case where @ is the uniform distribution, the problem is called uniformity testing

and quantum algorithms for it were given in | ] with query complexity O(d/?) for e = ©(1)
and in | | with query complexity O(d;#). However, the current best quantum query
upper bound remains O(min{%, @}) due to | , |; the prior best quantum query
lower bound is Q(d'/?) due to [ | for e = O(1).

By quantum sample-to-query lifting, we can obtain an improved quantum query lower bound.

10



Theorem 2.3. The quantum query complexity of uniformity testing is Q(d1/3 + %).

Proof. To apply Theorem 1.1 to show a lower bound of Q(%ﬂl), we only have to note that the
sample lower bound for uniformity testing is Q(g) [ ) ]. O
Theorem 2.3 shows that the current quantum query upper bound O(min{si%, @}) due to
[ , | is optimal in both d and e.
The case of @ = 2. A quantum algorithm for ¢s closeness testing was proposed in | | with
query complexity O(1log?(1)loglog(L)), which was later improved to O(2) in | ] together
with a matching lower bound of Q(%) The lower bound in | | was obtained by applying the
lower bound in | | for hypothesis testing.
By quantum sample-to-query lifting, we can simply reproduce this result.
Theorem 2.4 (| , Theorem 13] reproduced). The quantum query complezity of l2 closeness

testing is Q(1).

Proof. To apply Theorem 1.1, we only have to note that the sample lower bound for ¢5 closeness
testing is Q(E%) [ ]. O
2.1.3 Distance estimation

Problem 2.3 (Total variation distance estimation). Given two unknown distributions P and @,
estimate the £y distance ||P — Q|1 to within additive error .

A quantum algorithm for the ¢; distance estimation was proposed in | | with query
complexity O(g). The current best quantum query upper bound is O(g log(1)) due to | ]

The prior best quantum query lower bound is Q(v/d) due to | , Theorem 1.5], where the
polylogarithmic factor in d was omitted.

By quantum sample-to-query lifting, we can establish a quantum query lower bound with (1)
an explicit (and possibly improved) polylogarithmic factor in d and (2) dependence on ¢.
—Vd__
ey/log(d/e)””

Proof. To apply Theorem 1.1, we only have to note that the sample lower bound for ¢; distance
estimation is Q(W‘l(d/s)) [ , Theorem 3]. O

Theorem 2.5. The quantum query complexity of 1 distance estimation is Q(

2.1.4 Entropy estimation

Problem 2.4 (Entropy estimation). Given an unknown distribution P, estimate the entropy of P
to within additive error .

Shannon entropy. The Shannon entropy is defined by H(P) = — Z?:l piIn(p;). A quantum
algorithm for Shannon entropy estimation was proposed in | , Theorem 6] with query com-

plexity 5(@), which was later improved to O(%(g) log log (X&) in | , Theorem 12]. The

g
current best quantum query upper bound is 5(@) due to | | and the prior best quantum query
lower bound is Q(v/d) due to | , Theorem 1.6], where the polylogarithmic factor in d was
omitted.
By quantum sample-to-query lifting, we can establish a quantum query lower bound with (1)
an explicit (and possibly improved) polylogarithmic factor in d and (2) optimal dependence on e.

11



My
\/elog(d)

Theorem 2.6. The quantum query complexity of Shannon entropy estimation is €

log(d
gs()>'

Proof. To apply Theorem 1.1, we only have to note that the sample lower bound for Shannon

2
entropy estimation is Q(Elog( 7+ log€ z(d)) [ , . O
Theorem 2.6 shows that the quantum query upper bound given in | | is optimal in both d

and e.

Rényi entropy. The a-Rényi entropy is defined by HR(P) = ﬁ 111(2?:1 ps).
The case of 0 < a < 1. A quantum algorithm for estimating the a-Rényi entropy was proposed
1_1
da™ 2

in [ ] with query complexity O(“1—7) (this is the corrected one noted in [ ). The
£2a
~ 1
current best quantum query upper bound is O( Czil) due to | | and the prior best quantum
£2a
11 1
query lower bound is (1) Q(22°-2) due to [ , Theorem 9] and (2) Q(%%) when 1 < e <1
2a 6

due to | , Theorem 14].
By quantum sample-to-query lifting, we can establish a matching quantum query lower bound
below.

Theorem 2.7. For 0 < a < 1, the quantum query complezity of a-Rényi entropy estimation is
1 1
Q(dza o) 4 d2a 2y
£2a
Proof. To apply Theorem 1.1 to show a lower bound of Q(di_o(l)), we only have to note that the
sample lower bound for a-Rényi entropy estimation is Q(dé_"(l)) in | , Theorem 22]. [

Theorem 2.7 shows that the quantum algorithm in [ ] for 0 < @ < 1 has near-optimal
dependence on d.

The case of non-integer o > 1. A quantum algorithm for estimating the a-Rényi entropy was
1

proposed in | | with query complexity 5(d1;2%). The current best quantum query upper
~ a1
bound is O(leQQ + 81‘{; ) due to | |, and the prior best quantum query lower bound is

11
Q(‘%—I—d2 %) due to [ ].

3
£
By quantum sample-to-query lifting, we can obtain an improved quantum query lower bound.

Theorem 2.8. For non-integer a > 1, the quantum query complexity of a-Rényi entropy estimation
1_1
is Q(d2€2a + d%_o(l)).

Proof. To apply Theorem 1.1 to show a lower bound of Q(déf"(l)), we only have to note that the
sample lower bound for a-Rényi entropy estimation is Q(d'=°M) in | , Theorem 21]. O

The case of integer o > 2. A quantum algorithm for estimating the a-Rényi entropy was
~ -1 o
proposed in | ] with query complexity O(¢ (22 “)), where v = 1 — % < %. A matching

quantum query lower bound SNl(dI/ 3) is given in | | for a = 2. For integer o > 3, the prior best

11
quantum query lower bound is Q(42 82"‘ ) due to | ]

By quantum sample-to-query lifting, we can simply reproduce this result.
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Theorem 2.9 (| , Theorem 14] reproduced). For integer o > 3, the quantum query complexity

11
of a-Rényi entropy estimation is Q(ﬁ%)

Proof. To apply Theorem 1.1, we only have to note that the sample lower bound for a-Rényi
1

entropy estimation for integer o > 2 is Q(d;a) in [ , Theorem 15]. O

Tsallis entropy. The a-Tsallis entropy is defined by H1%*(P) = 2 (Z‘jzl pY —1).

-
The case of integer o > 2. A quantum algorithm for estimating the «-Tsallis entropy with
query complexity O(%) was given in | | together with a lower bound of Q(ﬁ)

By quantum sample-to-query lifting, we can simply reproduce this result.

Theorem 2.10 (] , Lemma 1.4] reproduced). For integer o > 2, the quantum query com-
plexity of a-Tsallis entropy estimation is Q(ﬁ)

Proof. To apply Theorem 1.1, we only have to note that the sample lower bound for a-Tsallis

entropy estimation for integer o > 2 is Q(=13) in | , Theorem 4.3]. O

ag?

2.1.5 Support size

Problem 2.5 (Support size estimation). Given an unknown distribution P with minimum nonzero

mass at least é, estimate the support size of P to within additive error ed.

The problem of support size estimation is also known as the 0-Rényi entropy estimation, where
the difference is that one has to assume the minimum nonzero mass of the unknown distribution. A
quantum algorithm for support size estimation was given in [ | with query complexity 5(61@),
which is also the current best one. The prior best quantum query lower bound is (2(\/&) due to

[ , Theorem 6.2].
By quantum sample-to-query lifting, we can obtain an improved quantum query lower bound.

Theorem 2.11. The quantum query complexity of support size estimation is Q 1\/&((1) log(é)),
og
Proof. To apply Theorem 1.1, we only have to note that the sample lower bound for support size

estimation is Q(logd(d) log?(1)) | I -

2.1.6 k-wise uniformity testing

Problem 2.6 (k-wise uniformity testing). Given an unknown distribution P, determine whether
it is k-wise uniform or e-far from any k-wise uniform distributions (in total variation distance).
Here, a distribution P over {0,1}" is said to be k-wise uniform, if for every subset S C {1,2,...,n}
with |S| =k,

Lrles =l =5

for any v € {0,1}*, where x5 means the subsequence of x with index in S.

A quantum algorithm for k-wise uniformity testing was given in | ] with query complexity
k

O("2) for constant k > 2.
By quantum sample-to-query lifting, we can show a quantum query lower bound when k = 2.

().

Theorem 2.12. The quantum query complexity of 2-wise uniformity testing is )

13



Proof. To apply Theorem 1.1, we only have to note that the sample lower bound for 2-wise unifor-
mity testing is Q(Zz) | , Theorem 5]. O

Theorem 2.12 shows that the quantum query upper bound given in [ | is optimal in €.

2.2 For quantum properties

For the quantum query complexity of testing quantum properties, we assume purified quantum
query access (Definition 1.1) to the input quantum states.

2.2.1 Mixedness testing

Problem 2.7 (Mixedness testing). Given an unknown d-dimensional state p, determine whether
it is the mazximally mized (i.e., p = é) or e-far from the maximally mixed state in trace distance

fic. o= Ll >e).

Theorem 2.13. The quantum query complexity of miredness testing is Q(@)
Proof. To apply Theorem 1.1, we only have to note that the sample lower bound for mixedness
testing is Q(a%) [ , Theorem 1.10]. O

The lower bound in Theorem 2.13 also applies to quantum state certification | |, where
the task is to determine whether an unknown quantum state p is identical to a given one o or p is
e-far from o in trace distance.

S

Corollary 2.14. The quantum query complezity of quantum state certification is Q(

5)'

Moreover, Theorem 2.13 also implies an improved quantum query lower bound given in | ,
Corollary 4.19] for the mixedness testing of block-encoded matrices.

Corollary 2.15. The quantum query complexity of determining whether an Hermitian matriz A

().

block-encoded in a unitary oracle has spectrum (é, e é) or e-far in trace norm is §2

2.2.2 Rank testing

Problem 2.8 (Rank testing). Given an unknown state p, determine whether it is of rank at most
r or e-far from any state that is of rank at most r in trace norm.

Theorem 2.16. The quantum query complexity of rank testing is Q(%)

Proof. To apply Theorem 1.1, we only have to note that the sample lower bound for rank testing

is Q%) [ , Theorem 1.11]. O
Theorem 2.16 also implies an improved quantum query lower bound given in | , Corollary

4.8] for the rank testing of block-encoded matrices.

Corollary 2.17. The quantum query complexity of determining whether an Hermitian matriz A
block-encoded in a unitary oracle has rank < r or e-far in trace norm from any matrices of rank

<ris Q(%)

14



2.2.3 Uniformity distinguishing

Problem 2.9 (Uniformity distinguishing). Given an unknown state p, determine whether p’s spec-
trum is uniform on either r or r + A eigenvalues.

Theorem 2.18. For 1 < A < r, the quantum query complezity of uniformity distinguishing is
O*(—=).* For A =r, a better lower bound of Q(+/r) can be obtained.

VA
Proof. To apply Theorem 1.1, we only have to note that the sample lower bound for uniformity
2
distinguishing is Q*(’%) | , Theorem 1.12] for 1 < A < r. For A = r, a better query
lower bound of Q(y/r) can be obtained by noting the sample lower bound €(r) for uniformity
distinguishing in [ , Theorem 3] (see also [ , Theorem 1.9]). O
Theorem 2.18 also implies an improved quantum query lower bound given in | , Corollary

4.10] for the rank testing of block-encoded matrices when A = r.

Corollary 2.19. The quantum query complexity of determining whether an Hermitian matriz
block-encoded in a unitary oracle has spectrum uniform on either r or 2r eigenvalues is Q (/7).

2.2.4 Entanglement spectrum testing

Problem 2.10 (Maximal entanglement testing). Given an unknown bipartite state 1) € C?® C?,
determine whether it is the maximally entangled or e-far from any maximally entangled state in
trace norm.

Theorem 2.20. The quantum query complexity of mazximal entanglement testing is Q(@)
Proof. To apply Theorem 1.1, we only have to note that the sample lower bound for maximal
entanglement testing is Q(E%) [ , Corollary 1.6]. O

Problem 2.11 (Schmidt rank testing). Given an unknown bipartite state |), determine whether
it is of Schmidt rank at most r or e-far from any state that is of Schmidt rank at most r in trace
norm.

Theorem 2.21. The quantum query complezity of Schmidt rank testing is Q(g)

Proof. To apply Theorem 1.1, we only have to note that the sample lower bound for Schmidt rank
testing is Q(Zz) | , Corollary 1.4]. O

Problem 2.12 (Uniform Schmidt coefficient testing). Given an unknown bipartite state |v), de-
termine whether 1) ’s entanglement spectrum is uniform on either r or r + A Schmidt coefficients.

Theorem 2.22. For 1 < A < r, the quantum query complexity of uniform Schmidt coefficient
testing is Q*(—=). For A =r, a better lower bound of Q(\/r) can be obtained.

VA
Proof. To apply Theorem 1.1, we only have to note that the sample lower bound for uniform
Schmidt coefficient testing is Q*(%) [ , Corollary 1.8] for 1 < A < r. For A = r, a better
query lower bound of £(4/r) can be obtained by noting the sample lower bound Q(r) for uniform
Schmidt coefficient testing implied by | , Corollary 1.3] and | , Theorem 3] (see also
[ , Theorem 1.9]). O

4Q*(-) suppresses quasi-polylogarithmic factors.
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2.2.5 Quantum entropy estimation

Problem 2.13 (Quantum entropy estimation). Given an unknown quantum state p, estimate the
entropy of p to within additive error €.

Von Neumann entropy. Given a d-dimensional quantum state p, the von Neumann entropy of
p is defined by

S(p) = —tr(pIn(p)).
Quantum algorithms were given in | | with query complexity 5(8%) and in [ | with
query complexity O( E%) when p is of rank r. The prior best quantum query lower bound is Q(\/Zl)
due to | , Theorem 1.6].
By quantum sample-to-query lifting, we can obtain an improved quantum query lower bound.

Theorem 2.23. The quantum query complezity of von Neumann entropy is Q(% + @).
Proof. Note that a sample lower bound of Q(d) was shown in | , Theorem 1.7]. On the

other hand, a sample lower bound of Q(logE (d)) for estimating the Shannon entropy was shown

in [ , ]. By simulating the measurement of von Neumann entropy estimator on the

diagonal state, one can obtain a Shannon entropy estimator with the same sample complexity.

Thus the lower bound Q(log (d )) also applies to the von Neumann entropy. Therefore, we obtain

log? ( ))
6

a sample lower bound of Q(g Then, by Theorem 1.1, we obtain the query lower bound

0 g n log62(d)) Q<% 4 logs(d))_ O

Quantum Rényi entropy. The quantum «a-Rényi entropy is defined by

Sa(p) = In(tr(p®))-

11—«
The quantum query complexity of quantum Rényi entropy was studied in | , , ,
]. The current best quantum query upper bound for quantum Rényi entropy estimation

1 1 3 1
‘o O(dzat2 A(minf A2 2a d d
1SO(E%H)f0rO<a<1andO(m1n{ — + 1+%,EHé})fora>ldueto[ ]. The
current best quantum query lower bounds are inherited from those for the estimation of classical
entropy as mentioned in Section 2.1.4.

By quantum sample-to-query lifting, we can obtain an improved quantum query lower bound.

Theorem 2.24. For 0 < a < 1, the query complexity of quantum a-Rényi entropy is Q(d?a o(1 )—i-
dia 2 4 ‘\?) For non-integer o > 1, the query complezity of quantum a-Rényi entropy is Q(di% +

1
). For integer a > 2, the query complexity of quantum a-Rényi entropy is Q(dl — +

ga

e
(o3
)

%\é

1 1
d2a™ 2

1
Proof. For 0 < a < 1, Theorem 2.7 gives part of the query lower bound Q(di_"(l) + =22,

£2a
Moreover, a query lower bound of Q(g) is obtained by Theorem 1.1 and noting the sample lower

bound Q(g) for quantum «a-Rényi entropy estimation given in | , Theorem VL.5].

11
For non-integer @ > 1, Theorem 2.8 gives part of the query lower bound Q(42 6H ). Moreover, a

query lower bound of Q(%) is obtained by Theorem 1.1 and noting the sample lower bound Q(g)

for quantum «a-Rényi entropy estimation given in | , Theorem VI.4].
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For integer o« > 2, the query lower bound is obtained by Theorem 1.1 and noting the sample
1

2 1
lower bound Q(d2 5 + dIEQ" ) given in | , Theorem 1]. O
g

Quantum Tsallis entropy. The quantum a-Tsalllis entropy is defined by

ST () = —— (tx(p") — 1).

11—«
The current best quantum query complexity for quantum Tsallis entropy estimation is 6(ﬁ)

for a > 1 due to | |, where they provided a quantum query lower bound of Q(ﬁ)

Theorem 2.25. For 1 < a < %, the quantum query complexity of quantum a-Tsallis entropy
1

estimation is Q(—4—). For o > 3, the quantum query complexity is Q(1).
e2(a=1)

Proof. To apply Theorem 1.1, we only have to note that the sample lower bound for a-Tsallis
entropy estimation is Q(—4—) for 1 < a < 3 and Q(E%) for o > 3 in | , Theorem 20). O

ga—1

2.2.6 Trace distance estimation

Problem 2.14 (Trace distance estimation). Given two unknown quantum states p and o of rank
r, estimate the trace distance

1
T(p,0) = 5 tr(lp—ol)
to within additive error €.

A quantum algorithm for trace distance estimation was proposed in | , Theorem IV.1]
with query complexity O(Z—Z), which was later improved to O( log(1)) in [ , Corollary I11.2].
For the pure-state case where r = 1, optimal quantum algorithms for trace distance estimation

1

were proposed in | ] with query complexity ©(Z). The prior best quantum query lower

bound is Q(v7 + 1), where Q(y/7) is due to the quantum query lower bound for total variation
distance estimation | , Theorem 1.5] with polylogarithmic factors in 7 omitted and Q(%) was
mentioned in [ , Theorem V.2].

By quantum sample-to-query lifting, we can obtain an improved quantum query lower bound.
Theorem 2.26. The quantum query complexity of trace distance estimation is Q(g)
Proof. Given an r-dimensional state p, we can embed it into a d-dimensional Hilbert space using
an isometry V : C" — C%. Then, any trace estimation algorithm on VpVT and %VITVT (%Ir is
the r-dimensional maximally mixed state) can be used to test whether p is the maximally mixed
state or e-far from the maximally mixed state in trace distance. Therefore, the sample lower bound

r

Q%) in | , Theorem 1.10] applies also to the trace estimation task. By Theorem 1.1, we
Jr

obtain a quantum query lower bound () for trace distance estimation. O

2.2.7 Fidelity estimation

Problem 2.15 (Fidelity estimation). Given two unknown quantum states p and o of rank r,
estimate the fidelity

(o) = tr(y/Vorva)

to within additive error .
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A quantum algorithm for fidelity estimation was proposed in | | with query complexity

5(%)0 This was later improved to 6(23—2) in | , Theorem IV.5], to 6(7"52—55) in | ,
Corollary 28|, and recently to 5(€%log(%)) in | , Theorem 23|. For the pure-state case

where r = 1, optimal quantum algorithms for fidelity estimation were proposed in [ , ]

with query complexity @(%) The prior best quantum query lower bound is Q(r!/3 + %) mentioned in
[ , Proposition 31|, where Q(rl/ 3) is due to the quantum query lower bound for uniformity

testing of probability distributions | ] and Q(1/e) is due to the lower bound for quantum
counting | , ]
By quantum sample-to-query lifting, we can obtain an improved quantum query lower bound.

Theorem 2.27. The quantum query complexity of fidelity estimation is Q(% +1).

)

Proof. Given an r-dimensional state p, we can embed it into a d-dimensional Hilbert space using
an isometry V : C" — C%. Then, any fidelity estimation algorithm on VpVT and %VITVT (%Ir is
the r-dimensional maximally mixed state) can be used to test whether p is the maximally mixed
state or y/e-far from the maximally mixed state in trace distance (due to the inequality T(p, o) <

1-F(p,0)?] ]). Therefore, the sample lower bound of Q(Z) in [ , Theorem 1.10] gives
a lower bound of Q(%) for the fidelity estimation task.
Moreover, | , Lemma 13| shows that estimating tr(po) for pure states p and ¢ to within

error € requires sample complexity Q(e%) Since tr(po) = F(p,0)? when p, o are pure states, this
lower bound also applies to the fidelity estimation task.

Therefore, we obtain a sample lower bound (% + E%) and by Theorem 1.1 we obtain a query

lower bound Q(% +1). O

When the two quantum states are well-conditioned, i.e., the reciprocal of the minimum non-
zero eigenvalue of p and o is (upper bounded by) k, a quantum algorithm for fidelity estimation
was proposed in [ , Theorem 16] with query complexity 6(’%4), which was later improved
to O(£log(1)) in [ , Theorem 23]. A nearly matching lower bound of (1) was given in
[ , Lemma 17] when x = ©(1).

By quantum sample-to-query lifting, we can simply reproduce this result.

Theorem 2.28 (| , Lemma 17] reproduced). The quantum query complexity of well-
conditioned fidelity estimation is (L) even if k = ©(1).

Proof. To apply Theorem 1.1, we only have to note that the sample lower bound for well-conditioned
fidelity estimation is (%) even if x = ©(1), which was given in | , Lemma 40]. O

2.3 Other quantum tasks

There are a series of lower bounds that can be derived by reducing from quantum state discrimi-
nation and applying Theorem 1.1.

Let D1s,, be a promise problem for quantum state discrimination; i.e., let D1s¥% = {p} and
Disp, = {o}. We have the following lower bound for quantum state discrimination, which can be
derived from the Helstrom-Holevo theorem | , .

Lemma 2.29 (Lower bound for quantum state discrimination, cf. | , Lemma 2.3]). The
quantum sample complexity for quantum state discrimination is lower bounded by S(DIS,,) =
Q(1/v), where v =1 —F(p, o) is the infidelity.

% An earlier version of [ ] gave a quantum query complexity of 5(2;;2) for fidelity estimation.
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2.3.1 Amplitude estimation

Amplitude estimation is a basic quantum subroutine to estimate the amplitude a of a quantum
state al0)|¢o) + V1 — a?|1)|¢1), given its state preparation unitary U.

Problem 2.16 (Amplitude estimation). Given queries to a unitary U such that U|0) = a|0)|¢po) +
V1 —a?|1)|¢1) with a € [0,1], the task is to estimate the amplitude a to within additive error &;
i.e., output an a € [0,1] such that |a — a| < e with probability > 2/3.

Using Theorem 1.1 and the reduction in | ], we can reproduce the tight lower bound 2(1/¢)
for amplitude estimation. Previously, this lower bound is obtained by reducing from quantum
counting | , Corollary 1.12], matching the upper bound O(1/¢) | , . It is
worth noting that in Problem 2.16, if one is only given query to the time-forward U but not its
time-reverse UT, the query lower bound will become Q(min(d,1/?)) | ].

Theorem 2.30 (Lower bound for amplitude estimation | , Corollary 1.12] reproduced). The

quantum query complexity of amplitude estimation is Q(1/¢).

Proof. We can reduce the quantum state discrimination problem Dis,, , to the amplitude esti-
mation problem as in | |, by considering the following two states

pi= <; =2 ge> 10)(0] + @ 4 25) 1),

with infidelity O(¢?). From Lemma 2.29, we have a sample lower bound S(D1s,, , ) = Q(1/?),
which further implies a query lower bound Q(D1s,, , ) = Q(1/e), using Theorem 1.1. Suppose AY
is a quantum algorithm that solves the amplitude estimation problem to within error e, using @
queries to U. By taking U = U,, such that

1 5 1 5
Upe0)10) = /5 F 2el0}10) + /5 = Se1)1),

algorithm AY can solves Dis,, ,_, because \/% + gs — \/% — ge > 3e. Since U,, give purified
query access to p4, we obtain Q > Q(Di1s,, ,_) = Q(1/e). O

2.3.2 Hamiltonian simulation

Hamiltonian simulation | ] is a task to simulate the dynamics of the Schrédinger equation
governed by a Hamiltonian H. Specifically, we want to implement the unitary operator e~** for
a given Hamiltonian H and simulation time t.

Problem 2.17 (Hamiltonian simulation). Given a block-encoding U of a Hamiltonian H, the
task is to approzimately implement the evolution unitary e "t for an evolution time t to a con-
stant precision; i.e., to implement a quantum channel £ such that for any state p, the trace norm
|E(p) — et pettt] , <0.01.

Over the years, many efficient quantum algorithms for Hamiltonian simulation have been pro-
posed7 e'g'7 [ ) ) ) b ) ) ) ) b ]‘

The optimal query complexity with respect to the simulation time ¢ is ©(t) | , ]. The
lower bound part (¢) is obtained by a reduction | , , , | from the
parity problem, whose lower bound can be proved by the polynomial method | , ].

Using Theorem 1.1 and the reduction in | ], we can reproduce this tight lower bound ()

for Hamiltonian simulation.
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Theorem 2.31 (Lower bound for Hamiltonian simulation, cf. | , ). Fort > 2m,
the quantum query complexity for Hamiltonian simulation is (t).

Proof. We can reduce from the quantum state discrimination problem DIs,, as in | |, by
considering the following two states

p= 3001+ 30al and o= (5+ 5 o0+ (5T )l

with infideltiy O(1/t?). Similar to the proof of Theorem 2.30, by applying Lemma 2.29 and The-
orem 1.1, we have query lower bound Q(Dis,,) = Q(t). Suppose AY is a quantum algorithm
that simulates Hamiltonian for time ¢ problem to within error 0.01, using @ queries to U. Let U,
and U, be purified query access to p and o, respectively. Then, using [ , Lemma 25|, one
can obtain a query to a block-encoding of p (resp. o) using 2 queries to U, (resp. Us). Taking
these block-encodings as U in AY leads to implementations, using Q queries, of e~ 5! and e~i3!
to within error 0.01. This can solve Dis,, by applying AY on state |+) followed by a Hadamard
basis measurement:

—-0.01=0.99 >

2 2
| =+

Y 2
and ‘(—|e—%5fy+>‘ +0.01=0.01<

Wl

[(+le™814)

Thus, @ > Q(Di1s,,) = Q(t). O

2.3.3 Quantum Gibbs sampling

Quantum Gibbs sampling is a task to prepare the Gibbs (thermal) state e ?H / Z of a given Hamil-
tonian H at inverse temperature 5 > 0. Here, Z = tr(e_ﬂH ) is the normalization factor, also known
as the partition function.

Problem 2.18 (Quantum Gibbs sampling). Given a block-encoding U of a Hamiltonian H, the
task is to prepare the Gibbs state e PH /Z to within constant error at inverse temperature 3, where

Z = tr(e PH) is the normalization factor; i.c., to prepare a quantum state p such that the trace
norm ||p — e PH/Z||, < 0.01.

Many quantum algorithms for Gibbs sampling have been proposed | , , ,

, , , , , , , , , ]. Gibbs sampling is

found to be useful in solving semidefinite programs | , , ) ]. Regard-

ing Problem 2.18, a quantum algorithm with query complexity O(f) was presented in [ .

Using Theorem 1.1 and the reduction in | |, we can reproduce the tight lower bound

Q(B) for quantum Gibbs sampling. Previously, this lower bound was obtained by reducing from
Hamiltonian discrimination | , Proposition G.5] or unitary discrimination | ].

Theorem 2.32 (Lower bound for Gibbs sampling). For 5 > 4, the quantum query complexity for
Gibbs sampling is Q).

Proof. We can reduce from the quantum state discrimination problem Dis,, , asin | ], by
considering the following two states

pe = @ = ;) 00 + (; n ;) 1)1,

with infidelity O(1/582). Similar to the proof of Theorem 2.30, by applying Lemma 2.29 and The-
orem 1.1, we have query lower bound Q(Dis,, , ) = (8). Suppose AU is a quantum algorithm
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that prepares the Gibbs state e #/2 at inverse temperature § to within trace norm error 0.01,

using @ queries to U. Similar to the proof of Theorem 2.31, we can use 2 queries to U, (resp. Uy)
to obtain a query to a block-encoding of p (resp. o), where U, (resp. U,) provides purified query
access to p (resp. o). Taking these block-encodings as U in AU leads to preparations, using Q
queries, of mixed states oc e 5 to within error 0.01. This can solve Dis,, , by applying AY
followed by a computational basis measurement:

6_6% (&
i { 0)0] oy | 00l = e 00t
tr(e"BT)
e B =1 1
tr ‘0>(0‘ ——— | +0.01= — +0.01 < —.
_g= 3
tr(e 2 )
Thus, @ > Q(D1s,, ,_) = Q(B). -

A variant of the standard Gibbs sampling in Problem 2.18 is to replace the given oracle by
a block-encoding of v H, formalized below. In this setting, the query upper bound can achieve
O(+/B) in some special cases | |, e.g., when H is a linear combination of Pauli operators.

Problem 2.19 (Gibbs sampling with stronger oracles). Given a block-encoding U of the square
root vV H of a Hamiltonian H, the task is to prepare the Gibbs state e*fBH/Z to within constant
error at inverse temperature 8, as in Problem 2.18.

Using Theorem 1.1 and the reduction in | ], we can show that the lower bound () for
quantum Gibbs sampling still hold even with stronger oracles. This new lower bound improves the

prior £(8) [WZ25:1].

Theorem 2.33 (Impossibility of improving Gibbs sampling even with stronger oracles). For 8 > 4,
even with the stronger oracles in Problem 2.18, the quantum query complexity for Gibbs sampling

is Q(B).

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Theorem 2.32 using the same construction. We only need to
notice that

2 2

tr| |0X0 —0.01 = 0.01 > -

r| [0)XO] o 6*5%) 05 1 05 =3

e_ﬁpT_ —0:5 1

tr[ [0XO] - 0.01 +0.01 < -,

r| [0X0] tr(e_5p2 ) + €05 4 0—0.5 -3
O

2.3.4 The entanglement entropy problem

The entanglement entropy problem | | is a problem of unitary property testing that decides

whether a bipartite state |¢)) € Ha ® Hg has low (< a) or high (> b) Rényi entanglement entropy.
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Problem 2.20 (The entanglement entropy problem [ , Definition 1.13]). Given query access
to the reflection operator Uy = I — 2[¢)X¢| about a bipartite pure state |¢p) € Ha ® Hp with
Ha = Hg = C%, the entanglement entropy problem P = QENTANGLEMENTENTROPY,, ,; with
0 <a<b<In(d) is a promise problem for testing whether a bipartite pure state has low (< a) or
high (> b) entanglement entropy, with

P = [0} € Ha © Ha : S (tra (i) < a )
= {0 € Ha @ Hp : S (ur (0))) > b},

where SE(-) is the a-Rényi entropy.

Previously, a query lower bound of Q(e®/*) was given in | , Theorem 1.14] (when a = 2),
which gives Q(d'/*) when « is close to In(d). Later improvements focused on the dependence on

A=b—a. In] , Theorem 4.3], a query lower bound of Q(ﬁ) was given, which was improved

1_
do‘;) in terms of both d

@

to Q(ﬁ) in [ , Claim 2|. Later, a query lower bound of (Z(% +
and A was shown in | , Theorem 5.1} for every a > 0.

Using Theorem 1.1, we are able to prove new quantum query lower bounds for the entanglement
entropy problem.

Theorem 2.34. Let Py qap = QENTANGLEMENTENTROPY,, .}, be the entanglement entropy prob-
lem. The quantum query complexity for P has the following lower bounds, where A = b — a:

e Fora=1: Qgeﬂ(Pa’ln(d),A In(d)) = (\/—‘C) Moreover, there exists an a € [0,1n(d) — A] such
f+10g(d)
that Qrefl( o a+A) \ﬁ

\/ log ) log log( i

1
o For 0 < a < 1: Q" (Py1n(@)-an@) = Q(\/—\/%) and QE(Puo,n) = Q2 e g) Moreover,

there exists a constant A > 0 and a € [0,In(d) — A] such that QM (Pyaain) = Q(diﬂ’(l)).

o Fora>1:

— If « is integer, then Qgef'(PaJn(d),A,ln(d)) = Q(d;; ) for A > Q(-L). Moreover, there

exists an a € [0,In(d) — A] such that Q" (Pa,a.ata) = Q(\/lA?l )loglog(%) "
og( &) loglog( X

— If a is non-integer, QE(P 0 In(d)—A,In(d)) = Q(\/—‘/%). Moreover, there exists an a €

ﬁ+d%*i
[0,In(d) — A] such that Q" (Paaarn) /R
\/log loglog 1

Proof. Tt is shown in | ] that QENTANGLEMENTENTROPY,, , ;, can be reduced from ENTROPY 44,5,

a promise problem that tests whether the a-Rényi entropy of a given mixed state is low (< a) or high
(> b), defined similarly to Problem 2.20. Equivalently, we have S(QENTANGLEMENTENTROPY,, , ) =
S(ENTROPY 4 4.p)-

Let us consider the sample lower bound for S(ENTROPY,, q) case by case:
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e For a = 1, we have S(ENTROPY 1n(d)—A In(d)) = Q(%) from the hard instance constructed
in | , Theorem VI.2]. For the second part, we can use a similar proof to that of
Theorem 2.23 to obtain a sample lower bound for the estimating the von Neumann entropy.
To achieve a sample lower bound for ENTROPY 4,44+, We can use the following reduction
from entropy estimation to entropy testing via a ternary search on the entropy value: each
step we split the interval of possible entropy values into three intervals of equal lengths, and
applying any algorithm for entropy testing enables us to shrink the interval length by 1/3.
We only need to take O(log(%)) steps to obtain an algorithm for entropy estimation, where in
each step we repeat the testing for O(log log(%)) times to boost the final success probability to
be > 2/3. Consequently, the von Neumann entropy can be estimated to within additive error
A with sample complexity sup,c(o.in(d)—a] S(ENTROPY 4 g.0+A) - O(log(%)loglog(%)). Given

2
the sample lower bound Q(g + bgg#) for von Neumann entropy estimation mentioned in

Theorem 2.23, we have that there exists an a € [0, In(d) — A] such that S(ENTROPY 4.q44+A) =

d y log®(d)
W)
log(%)loglog(%)’"

e For 0 < a < 1, similarly, we have S(ENTROPY ¢, 1n(d)—A In(d)) = Q(%) and S(ENTROPY, 0 A) =

1_
Q(dg T 1) from | , Theorem VL5]. For the second part, using a similar proof to that of

Theorem 2.7 and the previous reduction for the case of « = 1, there exists a constant A > 0
and a € [0,In(d) — A] such that S(ENTROPY 4 qq41a) = Q(da D).

e For a > 1:
_2
— If a is an integer, then S(ENTROPY,, 1(d)—A,In(d)) = Q(diga) for A > Q(ﬁ) from the
hard instance in | , Lemma 9]. For the second part, using a similar proof to

that of Theorem 2.24 and the previous reduction for the case of & = 1, there exists an

a € [0,In(d) — A] such that S(ENTROPYq g a4+a) = Q(—2

).

— Similarly, if « is a non-integer, then S(ENTROPY g 1n(d)-A In(d)) = Q(%) from the hard

instance in | , Theorem VI1.4]. For the second part, using a similar proof to that
of Theorem 2.24 and the previous reduction for the case of a = 1, there exists an
1
d d"a
A

a € [0,In(d) — A] such that S(ENTROPY 4 q,q+A) = AZ ).

log(+ ) loglog(x)

Finally, using Corollary 1.3, the conclusion immediately follows. O

A quantum algorithm was presented in [ , Proposition 1] with query complexity O(%) for
the case of @ = 2. For the same case, Theorem 2.34 gives a lower bound of Q( 1 ) =
A\/log(i)loglog(i)
Q(%) in A, which shows that the quantum algorithm in | ] for the entanglement entropy
problem is near-optimal in A.
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3 List of Quantum Sample Upper Bounds

3.1 Entropy estimation
3.1.1 Von Neumann entropy

The current best quantum sample upper bound for von Neumann entropy estimation is O(g—;) due

2
to | | and O(da—2 + bi#) due to | ].
By the quantum samplizer, we can obtain a quantum sample upper bound for von Neumann
entropy estimation in the low-rank case.

Theorem 3.1. The sample complezity of von Neumann entropy estimation is 5(;) when the rank
of the quantum state is r.

Proof. To apply Corollary 1.4, we only have to note the quantum query upper bound 6(5%) for
von Neumann entropy estimation given in | ]. O

3.1.2 Rényi entropy

The current best quantum sample upper bound for a-Rényi entropy estimation is O(%%) for 0 <

o |
Q| oo

a <1 and O(g—;) for non-integer & > 1 due to | ].
By the quantum samplizer, we can obtain a quantum sample upper bound for a-Rényi entropy
estimation in the low-rank case.

Qo

.
2
at?

Theorem 3.2. The sample complexity of a-Rényi entropy estimation is 5( ) for0 < a <1

3

and 5( 27fz) for ae> 1, when the rank of the quantum state is r.
£ a

~ 1
Proof. To apply Corollary 1.4, we only have to note the quantum query upper bound O(-t=—) for

T
eat

1
0 < a<1andO( ) for non-integer v > 1 for a-Rényi entropy estimation given in [ . O
e T

3.2 Closeness estimation
3.2.1 Trace distance

The current best quantum sample upper bound for trace distance estimation is O(g—ﬁ log? (%) logQ(%))
due to [ ], where r is the rank of quantum states. For the pure-state case where r = 1, an
optimal quantum algorithm for trace distance estimation was proposed in | | with sample
complexity @(6%)

By the quantum samplizer, we can obtain an improved quantum sample upper bound.

Theorem 3.3. The sample complezity of trace distance estimation is O(;—z logz(%)), where r is the
rank of quantum states.

Proof. To apply Corollary 1.4, we only have to note the quantum query upper bound O(Z log(%))
for trace distance estimation given in | ). O
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3.2.2 Fidelity

The quantum sample upper bound for fidelity estimation is known to be 5(’;%5) due to | | and
6(’;—;) due to | ], where 7 is the rank of quantum states and x is the “condition number”
such that p, o > é For the pure-state case where r = 1, an optimal quantum algorithm for fidelity
estimation was proposed in | ] with sample complexity ©( 6%)

By the quantum samplizer, we can reproduce the quantum sample upper bounds in | ,
Theorem 25].

Theorem 3.4 ([ , Theorem 25| reproduced). The sample complexity of fidelity estimation
is O(g—z log®(1)), where r is the rank of quantum states.

Proof. To apply Corollary 1.4, we only have to note the quantum query upper bound O(Z log(%))
for fidelity estimation given in | , Theorem 23]. O

Theorem 3.5 (] , Theorem 25| reproduced). The sample complexity of well-conditioned
‘ o 2

fidelity estimation is O(% log®(1)).

Proof. To apply Corollary 1.4, we only have to note the quantum query upper bound O(% log(%))

for fidelity estimation given in | , Theorem 23]. O

Theorem 3.5 achieves an optimal dependence on € up to polylogarithmic factors, which matches
the lower bound Q(E%) given in | , Lemma 40] when x = ©(1).

3.2.3 Quantum /, distance

Problem 3.1 (Quantum ¢, distance estimation). Given two unknown quantum states p and o,
estimate the £, distance

1
Ta(p,0) = 5 (tr(lp — o]") "/
to within additive error €.

It was noted in | ] that quantum ¢, distance can be estimated with sample complexity
poly(r, %), where the two unknown quantum states have rank r. The current best quantum sample

upper bound for quantum £, distance estimation is O ( for constant o > 1 due to [ ],

%)

€3a+2+%

removing the previous r-dependence. Moreover, a lower bound of Q(s%) was also given in [ ].
By the samplizer, we can obtain an improved quantum sample upper bound.

Theorem 3.6. For a > 1, the sample complezity of quantum £, distance estimation is O(ﬁ)
2ot gy

Proof. To apply Corollary 1.4, we only have to note the quantum query upper bound O(ﬁ)
ottt a=t
for quantum ¢, distance estimation given in | , Theorem 14]. O

3.2.4 Tsallis relative entropy

The «-Tsallis relative entropy of a quantum state p with respect to another quantum state o is
defined by

sa 1 (0% —Q

In particular, the case of o = % refers to the squared Hellinger distance | |, defined by
1
dir(p,0) = 5D1*(pllo) =1 — tr (Vo).
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Problem 3.2 (Quantum Tsallis relative entropy estimation). Given two unknown quantum states
p and o of rank r, estimate the DX%%(p||o) to within additive error c.
The current best quantum sample upper bound for a- Tsallis relative entropy estimation is given

2+3a 5 3a

by[ },WhichisO(ilog( ) for 0 < o < % O( - +3log( )) for 3 < a <1, and
6(1

O( lg())fora—%
By the quantum samplizer, we can obtain a quantum sample upper bound for quantum a-Tsallis
relative entropy estimation.

r2+2a

Theorem 3.7. The sample complexity of quantum a-Tsallis relative entmpy estimation is O(ﬁ)
ED( «@
for 0 < a < %, O( ’"ifiag) for 3 < a <1, and O(Z 2 log? (L)) for a = %, when the rank of the
el—-a’a

quantum state is r.

Proof. To apply Corollary 1.4, we only have to note2 the quantum query upper bound given by

[ ], which is 0(7) for 0 < a < 3, O(Liié) for 1 < a <1, and O( o log( )) for

t1=a el—a

1
a=3. UJ

4 Discussion

In this paper, we compile a list of quantum complexity bounds for property testing problems, thus
exhibiting the power of quantum sample-to-query lifting. Using this powerful tool, we think that
it is also possible to improve the quantum singular value transformation for quantum channels
recently proposed by | |. In addition, the techniques of | | were recently shown to
be useful in quantum state tomography [ ]-

To conclude this paper, we ask several open questions for future research.

1. Can we prove lower bounds for the small-error case by the lifting method?

In this paper, all quantum query lower bounds assume that the error probability is a small
constant, e.g., < % However, it is not clear how to use the lifting method to derive quantum
query lower bounds when the error probability is extremely small. By contrast, the quantum
polynomial method | | has been shown to be useful for the small-error case, e.g.,

[ : I

2. Can we prove a matching quantum query lower bound for solving systems of linear equations
by the lifting method?

For a (sparse) matrix A with I/k < A < I for some k > 0, preparing the pure state |z)
A~10) is known to require quantum query complexity Q(x) [ , , , ].
For example, the approach in | ] uses the lower bound for computing partial Boolean
functions in | |, which traces back to the quantum polynomial method [ |. In
comparison, a proof using the lifting method will provide an information-theoretic under-
standing of solving systems of linear equations.

3. Can we show prove a matching sample lower bound of €(d?) for von Neumann entropy
estimation, trace distance estimation, and fidelity estimation?

The sample complexity of the uniformity testing of probability distributions is known to be
0(Vad) | ) ], whereas its closeness estimation counterparts were shown to have

26



a near-quadratic blowup. For example, the sample complexities of Shannon entropy estima-
tion | ) , ] and total variation distance estimation | ] are known to
be @(ﬁ). Here, for convenience, we assume the precision parameter ¢ = ©(1) is a small
enough constant. In the quantum case, the sample complexity of the mixedness testing of
quantum states (the quantum counterpart of the uniformity testing of probability distribu-
tions) is known to be ©(d) [ ]. As also suggested in | |, we therefore conjecture

that a similar quadratic blowup also appears in the quantum case.

Conjecture 1. The quantum sample complexities of von Neumann entropy estimation, trace
distance estimation, and fidelity estimation are Q(d?).

Conjecture 1 means that the current best sample upper bounds for von Neumann entropy
estimation | , ) ], trace distance estimation | |, and fidelity esti-
mation [ | are optimal. Moreover, if Conjecture 1 is true, then by quantum sample-
to-query lifting, we can further prove matching query lower bounds for these problems.

Proposition 4.1. If Conjecture 1 is true, then the quantum query complexities of von Neu-
mann entropy estimation, trace distance estimation, and fidelity estimation are Q(d).

Notably, Proposition 4.1 means that if Conjecture 1 is true, then the current best query upper

bounds for von Neumann entropy estimation | , |, trace distance estimation
[ |, and fidelity estimation | ] are also optimal.
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