arXiv:2112.13319v1 [quant-ph] 26 Dec 2021

Quantum Algorithm for the Shortest Superstring Problem^⋆

Kamil Khadiev^{1,2} and Carlos Manuel Bosch Machado^1

1 Institute of Computational Mathematics and Information Technologies, Kazan Federal University, Kremlyovskaya, 35, Kazan, Russia 2 Zavoisky Physical-Technical Institute, FRC Kazan Scientific Center of RAS, Kazan, Russia

Abstract. In this paper, we consider the “Shortest Superstring Problem”(SSP) or the “Shortest Common Superstring Problem”(SCS). The problem is as follows. For a positive integer n, a sequence of n strings S = (s^1, . . . , s^n) is given. We should construct the shortest string t (we call it superstring) that contains each string from the given sequence as a substring. The problem is connected with the sequence assembly method for reconstructing a long DNA sequence from small fragments. We present a quantum algorithm with running time O^∗(1.728^n ). Here O^∗ notation does not consider polynomials of n and the length of t.

Keywords: quantum algorithms· shortest superstring· strings· DNA assembly.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we consider the “Shortest Superstring Problem”(SSP) or the “Shortest Common Superstring Problem”(SCS). The problem is as follows. For a positive integer n, a sequence of n strings S = (s^1, . . . , s^n) is given. We should construct the shortest string t (we call it superstring) that contains each string from the given sequence as a substring. The problem is connected with the sequence assembly method for reconstructing a long DNA sequence from small fragments [28]. There are two types of sequence assemble problems. The first one is the Reference-guided genome assembly method that constructs an existing long DNA string from the sequence S. For the problem, we should know the string t apriori and check whether we can construct it from S. The second one is de-novo assembly; in this problem, we do not have the string t and should construct it using all strings from S. The Shortest Superstring Problem is used as one of the main tools for solving de-novo assembly problems [5]. The problem has applications in other areas such as virology and immunology (the SSP models

⋆ A part of the reported study is funded by RFBR according to the research project No.20-37-70080. The research is funded by the subsidy allocated to Kazan Federal University for the state assignment in the sphere of scientific activities, project No. 0671-2020-0065.

the compression of viral genome); the SSP can be used to achieve data compression; in scheduling ( solutions can be used to schedule operations in machines with coordinated starting times), and others. It is known that the Shortest Superstring Problem is an NP-hard problem [24,25,26,31]. Researchers interested in approximation algorithm, the best known algorithm is [16]. At the same time, researchers are interested in exact solutions also. The algorithm based on [4,14] have O^∗(2^n) running time. If we have a restriction on a length of the strings s^i, then there are better algorithms. If a length of strings s^i is at most 3, then the there is an algorithm [11] with running time O^∗(1.443^n). For a constant c, if a length of strings s^i is at most c, then there is a randomized algorithm [12] with running time O^∗(2^{(1−f (c))c}) where f(c) = 1/(1 + 2c^2).

We investigate the problem from the quantum computing [29,2] point of view. There are many problems where quantum algorithms outperform the best-known classical algorithms. Some of them can be founded here [32,15,19,23,18,10]. Problems for strings are examples of such problems [17,20,30,9,1,27]. One of the most important performance metrics in this regard is query complexity; and we investigate problems using this metric for complexity. Researchers investigated quantum algorithms for different problems that can be represented as an assembly of a long string t from the collection of strings S if t is known a priori [22,21].

We present a quantum algorithm for SSP with running time O^∗(1.728^n). Here O^∗ notation does not consider a log factor; in other words, polynomials of n and the length of t. The algorithm is based on Grover’s search algorithm [13] and the Dynamic programming approach for a Boolean cube [3,4,14]. As far as we know, our algorithm is the first quantum algorithm for SSP.

The structure of this paper is the following. Section 2 contains preliminaries. We present the algorithm in Section 3. Section 4 concludes the paper.

2 Preliminaries

Let us consider a string u = (u_1, . . . , u_m). Let u[i, j] be a substring (u_i, . . . , u_j ) for 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ m. Let |u| be a length of a string u.

2.1 Shortest Superstring Problem

The problem is as follows. For positive integers n and k, a sequence of n strings S = (s^1, . . . , s^n) is given. The length of each string |s^i| = k for i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. We should construct the shortest string t (we call it superstring), i.e. |t| is the minimal possible such that each s^i is substring of t for i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. In there words, for each i ∈ {1, . . . , n} there are 1 ≤ ℓ, r ≤ |t| such that t[ℓ, r] = s^i.

2.2 Quantum Query Model

We use the standard form of the quantum query model. Let f : D → {0, 1}, D ⊆ {0, 1}^N be an N variable function. An input for the function is x = (x_1, . . . , x_N ) ∈ D where x_i ∈ {0, 1} for i ∈ {1, . . . , N}.

We are given oracle access to the input x, i.e. it is realized by a specific unitary transformation usually defined as |i⟩|z⟩|w⟩ → |i⟩|z + x_i (mod 2)⟩|w⟩ where the |i⟩ register indicates the index of the variable we are querying, |z⟩ is the output register, and |w⟩ is some auxiliary work-space. It can be interpreted as a sequence of control-not transformations such that we apply inversion operation (X-gate) to the second register that contains |z⟩ in a case of the first register equals i and the variable x_i = 1. We interpret the oracle access transformation as N such controlled transformations for each i ∈ {1, . . . , N}.

An algorithm in the query model consists of alternating applications of arbitrary unitaries independent of the input and the query unitary, and a measurement in the end. The smallest number of queries for an algorithm that outputs f(x) with a probability that is at least^2_3 on all x is called the quantum query complexity of the function f and is denoted by Q(f). We refer the readers to [29,2] for more details on quantum computing.

In this paper’s quantum algorithms, we refer to the quantum query complexity as the quantum running time. We use modifications of Grover’s search algorithm [13,6] as quantum subroutines. For these subroutines, time complexity is more than query complexity for additional log factor.

3 Algorithm

We discuss our algorithm in this section.

Firstly, let us reformulate the problem in the Graph form. Let us construct a full directed weighted graph G = (V, E) by the sequence S. A vertex v^i corresponds to the string s^i for i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. Set of vertexes is V = (v^1, . . . , v^n). The weight of an edge between two vertexes v^i and v^j is the length of maximal overlap for s^i and s^j . Formally, w(i, j) = max{z : s^i[k−z+1, k] = s^j [1, z]}. We can see that any path that visits all vertexes exactly once represents a superstring. Let the weight of the path be the sum of weights of all edges the belongs to a path. The path that visits all vertexes exactly once and has maximal weight represents the shortest superstring. Let P = (v^{i1} , . . . , v^{iℓ} ) be a path. Let a weight of the path P be w(P ) = w(v^{i1} , v^{i2} ) + · · · + w(v^{iℓ−1} , v^{iℓ} ), let |P | = ℓ.

Let us present two procedures:

– ConstructTheGraph(S) constructs the graph G = (V, E) by S. The implementation of the procedure is presented in Algorithm 1.

– ConstructSuperstringByPath(P ) constructs the target superstring by a path P in the graph G = (V, E). Implementation of the procedure is presented in Algorithm 2.

Let us consider a function L : 2^V × V × V → R where 2^V is the set of all subsets of V . The function L is such that L(S, v, u) is the maximum of all weights of paths that visit all vertexes of S exactly ones, start from the vertex v, and finish in the vertex u. If there is no such path, then we assume that L(S, v, u) = −∞.

Algorithm 1 Implementation of ConstructTheGraph(S) for S = (s^1, . . . , s^n), |s^i| = k. V = (v^1, . . . , v^n) for i ∈ {1, . . . , n} do for j ∈ {1, . . . , n} do if i ≠ j then maxOverlap ← 0 for z ∈ {1, . . . , k} do if s^i[n − z + 1, n] = s^j [1, z] then maxOverlap ← z end if end for E ← E ∪ (v^i, v^j ) w(v^i, v^j ) ← maxOverlap end if end for end for return (V, E)

Algorithm 2 Implementation of ConstructSuperstringByPath(P ) for P = (v^{i1} , . . . , v^{iℓ} ). t = s^{i1} for j ∈ {2, . . . , ℓ} do t ← t ∘ s^{ij} [w(v^{ij−1} , v^{ij−1} ) + 1, k] ▷ Here ∘ is the concatenation operation.

end for return t

Let the function F : 2^V × V × V → V^∗ be such that F (S, v, u) is the path that visit all vertexes of S exactly once, starts from the vertex v, finishes in the vertex u and has maximal weight. In other words for P = F (S, u, v) we have w(P ) = L(S, u, v). We assume, that L({v}, v, v) = 0 and F ({v}, v, v) = (v) for any v ∈ V by definition.

Let us discuss the properties of the function.

Property 1. Suppose S ⊂ V, v, u ∈ V , an integer k ≤ |S|. The function L is such that L(S, v, u) = max S^′ ⊂S,|S^′|=k,y∈S^′ (L(S^′, v, y) + L((S\S^′) ∪ {y}, y, u)) and F (S, u, v) is the path that is concatenation of corresponding paths.

Proof. Let P^1 = F (S^′, v, y) and P^2 = F ((S\S^′) ∪ {y}, y, u). The path P = P^1 ∘ P^2 belongs to S^′, starts from v and finishes in u, where ∘ means concatenation of paths excluding the duplication of common vertex v. Because of definition of L, we have L(S, v, u) ≥ w(P ). Assume that there is a path T = (v^{i1} , . . . , v^{iℓ} ) such that w(T ) = L(S, v, u) and w(T ) > w(P ). Let us select S^{′′} such that |S^{′′}| = k, S^{′′} ⊂ S and there is j < |T | such that R^1 = v^{i1} , . . . , v^{ij} ∈ S^{′′} and R^2 = v^{ij} , v^{ij+1} , . . . , v^{iℓ} ∉ S^{′′}\{v_j }. Then w(R^1) ≤ w(P^1) and w(R^2) ≤ w(P^2) by definition of L. Therefore, w(R) = w(R^1) + w(R^2) − 1 ≤ w(P^1) + w(P^2) − 1 = w(P ). We obtain a contradiction with assumption.

As a corollary we obtain the following result:

Corollary 1. Suppose S ⊂ V, v, u ∈ V , I(u) is the set of all neighbor vertexes of u. The function L is such that L(S, v, u) = max y∈S\{u},y∈I(u) (L(S\{u}, v, y) + w(y, u)) . and F (S, u, v) is the path that is the corresponding path.

Using this idea, we construct the following algorithm.

Step 1. Let α = 0.055. We classically compute L(S, v, u) and F (S, v, u) for all |S| ≤ (1 − α)^n_4 and v, u ∈ S

Step 2. Let V_4 ⊂ V be such that |V_4| =^n_4 . Then, we have

L(V_4, u, v) = max V_α⊂V_4,|V_α|=(1−α)n/4,y∈V_α (L(V_α, v, y) + L((V_4\V_α) ∪ {y}, y, u)) . Let V_2 ⊂ V be such that |V_2| =^n_2 . Then, we have

L(V_2, u, v) = max V_4 ⊂V_2,|V_4|=n/4,y∈V_4 (L(V_4, v, y) + L((V_2\V_4) ∪ {y}, y, u)) .

Finally, L(V, u, v) = max V_2⊂V,|V_2|=n/2,y∈V_2 (L(V_2, v, y) + L((V \V_2) ∪ {y}, y, u)) . We can compute L(V, u, v) and corresponding F (V, u, v) using three nested procedures for maximum finding. As such procedure, we use Durr-Hoyer [7,8] quantum minimum finding algorithm.

Note that the error probability for the Durr-Hoyer algorithm is at most 0.1. So, we use the standard boosting technique to decrease the total error probability to constant by O(n) repetition of the maximum finding algorithm in each level.

Let us present the implementation of Step 1. Assume that I(u) is the sequence of neighbor vertexes for u. Let us present a recursive function GetL(S, v, u) for S ⊂ V, u, v ∈ V with cashing that is Dynamic Programming approach in fact. The function is based on Corollary 1.

Algorithm 3 GetL(S, v, u).

if v = u and S = {v} then ▷ Initialization L({v}, v, v) ← 0 F ({v}, v, v) ← (v) end if if L(S, v, u) is not computed then weight ← −∞ path ← () for y ∈ I(u) do if y ∈ S\{u} and GetL(S\{u}, v, y) + w(y, u) > weight then weight ← L(S\{u}, v, y) + w(y, u) path ← F (S\{u}, v, y) ∪ u end if end for L(S, v, u) ← weight F (S, v, u) ← path end if return L(S, v, u)

Let QMax((x_1, . . . , x_N )) be the implementation of the quantum maximum finding algorithm [7] for a sequence x_1, . . . , x_N .

The most nested quantum maximum finding algorithm for some V_4 ⊂ V, |V_4| = n 4 and u, v ∈ V is QMax((L(V_α, v, y) + L((V_4\V_α) ∪ {y}, y, u) : V_α ⊂ V_4, |V_α| = (1 − α) n 4 , y ∈ V_α)) The middle quantum maximum finding algorithm for some V_2 ⊂ V, |V_2| =^n_2 and u, v ∈ V is QMax((L(V_4, v, y) + L((V_2\V_4) ∪ {y}, y, u) : V_4 ⊂ V_2, |V_4| = n/4, y ∈ V_4))

Algorithm 4 Step1.

for S ∈ 2^V such that |S| ≤ (1 − α)^n_4 do

for v ∈ V do for u ∈ V do if v ∈ S and u ∈ S then GetL(S, v, u)▷ We are computing L(S, v, u) and F (S, v, u) but we are not needing these results at the moment. We need it for Step 2.

end if end for end for end for

Note that |V_4| = n/4 and |V_2\V_4| = n/4. We use the invocation of QMax (the most nested quantum maximum finding algorithm) instead of L(V_4, v, y) and L(V_2\V_4, y, u).

The final quantum maximum finding algorithm for some u, v ∈ V is QMax((L(V_2, v, y) + L((V \V_2) ∪ {y}, y, u) : V_2 ⊂ V, |V_2| = n/2, y ∈ V_2)) Note that |V_2| = n/2 and |V \V_2| = n/2. We use the invocation of QMax (the middle quantum maximum finding algorithm) instead of L(V_2, v, y) and L((V \V_2) ∪ {y}, y, u). The procedure QMax returns not only the maximal value, but the index of the target element. Therefore, by the “index” we can obtain the target paths using F function. So, the result path is P = P^1 ∘ P^2, where P^1 is the result path for L(V_2, v, y) and P^2 is the result path for L((V \V_2) ∪ {y}, y, u).

P^1 = P^{1,1} ∘ P^{1,2}, where P^{1,1} is the result path for L(V_4, v, y) and P^{1,2} is the result path for L((V_2\V_4) ∪ {y}, y, u). By the same way we can construct P^2 = P^{2,1} ∘ P^{2,2}.

P^{1,1} = P^{1,1,1} ∘ P^{1,1,2}, where P^{1,1,1} is the result path for L(V_α, v, y) and P^{1,1,2} is the result path for L((V_4\V_α) ∪ {y}, y, u). Note, that this values were precomputed classically on Step 1, and were have stored them in F (V_α, v, y) and F ((V_4\V_α) ∪ {y}, y, u) respectively.

By the same way we can construct

P^{1,2} = P^{1,2,1} ∘ P^{1,2,2},

P^{2,1} = P^{2,1,1} ∘ P^{2,1,2}, P^{2,2} = P^{2,2,1} ∘ P^{2,2,2}.

The final Path is

P = P^1 ∘ P^2 = (P^{1,1} ∘ P^{1,2}) ∘ (P^{2,1} ∘ P^{2,2}) = ( (P^{1,1,1} ∘ P^{1,1,2}) ∘ (P^{1,2,1} ∘ P^{1,2,2}) ) ∘ ( (P^{2,1,1} ∘ P^{2,1,2}) ∘ (P^{2,2,1} ∘ P^{2,2,2}) ) Let us present the final algorithm as Algorithm 5.

The complexity of the algorithm is presented in the following theorem.

Algorithm 5 Algorithm for SSP.

(V, E) ← ConstructTheGraph(S) Step1() weight ← −∞ path ← () for v ∈ V do

for u ∈ V do currentW eight ← QMax((L(V2, v, y) + L((V \V2) ∪ {y}, y, u) : V2 ⊂ V, |V2| = n/2, y ∈ V2)) if weight < currentW eight then weight ← currentW eight path ← ( (P^{1,1,1} ∘ P^{1,1,2}) ∘ (P^{1,2,1} ∘ P^{1,2,2}) ) ∘ ( (P^{2,1,1} ∘ P^{2,1,2}) ∘ (P^{2,2,1} ∘

P^{2,2,2}) ) end if end for end for t ← ConstructSuperstringByPath(path) return t

Theorem 1. Algorithm 5 solves LTP with O^∗ (1.728^n) running time and constant bounded error.

Proof. The correctness of the algorithm follows from the above discussion. Let us present an analysis of running time.

Complexity of Step 1 (Classical preprocessing) is

(1−α)^n_4∑

i=1 O^∗ (( i (1 − α)^n_4 )) = O^∗(1.728^n).

Complexity of Step 2 (Quantum part) is complexity of three nested Durr- Hoyer maximum finding algorithms. Due to [7,13,8], the complexity is O^∗ (√( m n/2 ) · √( n/2 n/4 ) · √( n/4 αn/4 )) = O^∗(1.728^n).

Complexity of ConstructTheGraph is O(n^2k) and complexity of ConstructSuperstringByPath is O(n).

We invoke ConstructTheGraph, Step 1, Step 2 and ConstructSuperstringByPath sequentially. Therefore, the total complexity is the sum of complexities for these steps. So, the total complexity is O^∗(1.728^n).

Only Step 2 has an error probability. The most nested invocation of the Durr-Hoyer algorithm has an error probability 0.1. Let us repeat it 2n times and choose the maximal value among all invocations. The algorithm has an error only if all invocations have an error. Therefore, the error probability is 0.1^{2n} = 100^{−n}.

Let us consider the middle Durr-Hoyer algorithm’s invocation. The probability of success is the probability of correctness of maximum finding and the probability of input correctness, i.e., the correctness of all the nested Durr-Hoyer algorithm’s invocations. It is

0.9 · (1 − 100^{−n})^γ , where γ = ( n/2 n/4 )

≥ 0.8, for enough big n.

So, the error probability is at most 0.2.

Let us repeat the middle Durr-Hoyer algorithm 2n times and choose the maximal value among all invocations. Similar to the previous analysis, the error probability is 0.2^{2n} = 25^{−n}.

Therefore, the total success probability that is the final Durr-Hoyer algorithm’s success probability is the following one.

0.9 · (1 − 25^{−n})^β , where β = ( n n/2 )

> 0.8, for enough big n.

Therefore, the total error probability is at most 0.2.

4 Conclusion

We present a quantum algorithm for the SSP or SCS problem. It works faster than existing classical algorithms. At the same time, there are faster classical algorithms in the case of restricted length of strings [11,12]. It is interesting to explore quantum algorithms for such a restriction. Can quantum algorithms be better than classical counterparts in this case?

Another open question is approximating algorithms for the problem. As we mentioned before, such algorithms are more useful in practice. So, it is interesting to investigate quantum algorithms that can be applied for practical cases.

References

1. Akmal, S., Jin, C.: Near-optimal quantum algorithms for string problems. arXiv preprint arXiv:2110.09696 (2021) 2. Ambainis, A.: Understanding quantum algorithms via query complexity. In: Proc.

Int. Conf. of Math. 2018. vol. 4, pp. 3283–3304 (2018) 3. Ambainis, A., Balodis, K., Iraids, J., Kokainis, M., Prūsis, K., Vihrovs, J.: Quantum speedups for exponential-time dynamic programming algorithms. In: Proceedings of the Thirtieth Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms. pp. 1783–1793. SIAM (2019) 4. Bellman, R.: Dynamic programming treatment of the travelling salesman problem.

Journal of the ACM (JACM) 9(1), 61–63 (1962) 5. Bodlaender, H.L., Downey, R.G., Fellows, M.R., Hallett, M.T., Wareham, H.T.:

Parameterized complexity analysis in computational biology. Bioinformatics 11(1), 49–57 (1995)

6. Boyer, M., Brassard, G., Høyer, P., Tapp, A.: Tight bounds on quantum searching.

Fortschritte der Physik 46(4-5), 493–505 (1998) 7. Dürr, C., Høyer, P.: A quantum algorithm for finding the minimum. arXiv:quantph/9607014 (1996) 8. Dürr, C., Heiligman, M., Høyer, P., Mhalla, M.: Quantum query complexity of some graph problems. In: International Colloquium on Automata, Languages, and Programming. pp. 481–493. Springer (2004) 9. Gall, F.L., Seddighin, S.: Quantum meets fine-grained complexity: Sublinear time quantum algorithms for string problems. arXiv preprint arXiv:2010.12122 (2020) 10. Glos, A., Nahimovs, N., Balakirev, K., Khadiev, K.: Upper bounds on the probability of finding marked connected components using quantum walks. Quantum Information Processing 20(1), 1–23 (2021) 11. Golovnev, A., Kulikov, A.S., Mihajlin, I.: Solving 3-superstring in 3 n/3 time. In:

International Symposium on Mathematical Foundations of Computer Science. pp. 480–491. Springer (2013) 12. Golovnev, A., Kulikov, A.S., Mihajlin, I.: Solving scs for bounded length strings in fewer than 2n steps. Information Processing Letters 114(8), 421–425 (2014) 13. Grover, L.K.: A fast quantum mechanical algorithm for database search. In: Proceedings of the twenty-eighth annual ACM symposium on Theory of computing. pp. 212–219. ACM (1996) 14. Held, M., Karp, R.M.: A dynamic programming approach to sequencing problems.

Journal of the Society for Industrial and Applied mathematics 10(1), 196–210 (1962) 15. Jordan, S.: Quantum algorithms zoo (2021), http://quantumalgorithmzoo.org/ 16. Karpinski, M., Schmied, R.: Improved inapproximability results for the shortest superstring and related problems. In: Proceedings of the Nineteenth Computing: The Australasian Theory Symposium-Volume 141. pp. 27–36 (2013) 17. Khadiev, K., Ilikaev, A.: Quantum algorithms for the most frequently string search, intersection of two string sequences and sorting of strings problems. In: International Conference on Theory and Practice of Natural Computing. pp. 234–245 (2019) 18. Khadiev, K., Kravchenko, D., Serov, D.: On the quantum and classical complexity of solving subtraction games. In: Proceedings of CSR 2019, LNCS, vol. 11532, pp. 228–236 (2019) 19. Khadiev, K., Safina, L.: Quantum algorithm for dynamic programming approach for dags. applications for zhegalkin polynomial evaluation and some problems on dags. In: Proceedings of UCNC 2019, LNCS, vol. 4362, pp. 150–163 (2019) 20. Khadiev, K., Kravchenko, D.: Quantum algorithm for dyck language with multiple types of brackets. In: Unconventional Computation and Natural Computation. pp. 68–83 (2021) 21. Khadiev, K., Remidovskii, V.: Classical and quantum algorithms for assembling a text from a dictionary. NONLINEAR PHENOMENA IN COMPLEX SYSTEMS 24(3), 207–221 (2021) 22. Khadiev, K., Remidovskii, V.: Classical and quantum algorithms for constructing text from dictionary problem. Natural Computing pp. 1–12 (2021) 23. Kravchenko, D., Khadiev, K., Serov, D., Kapralov, R.: Quantum-over-classical advantage in solving multiplayer games. Lecture Notes in Computer Science 12448, 83–98 (2020) 24. Maier, D.: The complexity of some problems on subsequences and supersequences.

Journal of the ACM (JACM) 25(2), 322–336 (1978)

25. Middendorf, M.: More on the complexity of common superstring and supersequence problems. Theoretical Computer Science 125(2), 205–228 (1994) 26. Middendorf, M.: Shortest common superstrings and scheduling with coordinated starting times. Theoretical Computer Science 191(1-2), 205–214 (1998) 27. Montanaro, A.: Quantum pattern matching fast on average. Algorithmica 77(1), 16–39 (2017) 28. Myers, E.W., Sutton, G.G., Delcher, A.L., Dew, I.M., Fasulo, D.P., Flanigan, M.J., Kravitz, S.A., Mobarry, C.M., Reinert, K.H., Remington, K.A., et al.: A wholegenome assembly of drosophila. Science 287(5461), 2196–2204 (2000) 29. Nielsen, M.A., Chuang, I.L.: Quantum computation and quantum information.

Cambridge univ. press (2010) 30. Ramesh, H., Vinay, V.: String matching in o( √ n + √ m) quantum time. Journal of Discrete Algorithms 1(1), 103–110 (2003) 31. Vassilevska, V.: Explicit inapproximability bounds for the shortest superstring problem. In: International Symposium on Mathematical Foundations of Computer Science. pp. 793–800. Springer (2005) 32. de Wolf, R.: Quantum computing and communication complexity (2001)