arXiv:2311.16401v1 [quant-ph] 28 Nov 2023

On the quantum time complexity of divide and conquer

Jonathan Allcock^* Jinge Bao^† Aleksandrs Belovs^‡ Troy Lee^§ Miklos Santha^¶

Abstract

We initiate a systematic study of the time complexity of quantum divide and conquer algorithms for classical problems. We establish generic conditions under which search and minimization problems with classical divide and conquer algorithms are amenable to quantum speedup and apply these theorems to an array of problems involving strings, integers, and geometric objects. They include LONGEST DISTINCT SUBSTRING, KLEE’S COVERAGE, several optimization problems on stock transactions, and k-INCREASING SUBSEQUENCE. For most of these results, our quantum time upper bound matches the quantum query lower bound for the problem, up to polylogarithmic factors.

1 Introduction

Divide and conquer is a basic algorithmic technique that gained prominence in the 1960s via a series of beautiful and powerful algorithms for fundamental problems including integer multiplication [KO62], sorting [Hoa62], the Fourier transform [CT65] and matrix multiplication [Str69]. In fact, the technique of divide and conquer was already used much earlier: Gauss designed the first fast Fourier transform algorithm in 1805, published only after his death [Gau76, HJB84], and von Neumann invented mergesort in 1945 [GvN47].

Divide and conquer algorithms do not have a generic mathematical description unlike, for example, greedy algorithms. Similarly, there are no known combinatorial structures on which they achieve optimality, unlike greedoids where the greedy solution is optimal for a large class of objective functions [KL84]. In order to capture the variety of divide and conquer algorithms, it is helpful to keep three examples in mind: quicksort, mergesort, and a divide and conquer algorithm for the SINGLE STOCK SINGLE TRANSACTION (SSST) problem, where the goal is to compute arg max_{i<j} A_j − A_i for a given array A ∈ Z^n. We assume that the reader is familiar with quicksort

*Tencent Quantum Laboratory, Hong Kong. jonallcock@tencent.com †Centre for Quantum Technologies, National University of Singapore. jbao@u.nus.edu ‡Faculty of Computing, University of Latvia. stiboh@gmail.com §Centre for Quantum Software and Information, University of Technology Sydney. troyjlee@gmail.com ¶Centre for Quantum Technologies and MajuLab, National University of Singapore.

miklos.santha@gmail.com

Description Example Create Create subproblems. Partition step of quicksort. Conquer Solve subproblems. Recursive call to quicksort. Complete Compute additional information not

covered by subproblems.

In SSST, the maximum profit from buying in the first half, and selling in the second half.

Combine Combine subproblem solutions to solve

the original problem.

The merge step of mergesort.

Table 1: Breakdown of the steps in a divide and conquer algorithm.

and mergesort. The divide and conquer algorithm for SSST is based on the principle that the indices achieving the maximum are either both contained in the left half of the array, both contained in the right half of the array, cases that can be solved recursively, or one is contained in the left half and one is the right half. The latter case can be directly solved because in this case A_j − A_i is maximized when A_j is the maximum value in the second half of A and A_i is the minimum value in the first half of A.

With these examples in mind, we break down the work in a divide and conquer algorithm into four C’s: create, conquer, complete, and combine. In the create (or divide) step the algorithm constructs the subproblems to be solved. In mergesort, the construction of subproblems is trivial as this simply involves dividing a string into left and right halves. In quicksort, on the other hand, the create step is where the main work of partitioning the input into elements at most the pivot and at least the pivot takes place. In the conquer step the algorithm (typically recursively) solves the subproblems created in the previous step. In the complete step the algorithm computes anything that is needed to solve the original problem but not contained in the solution to the subproblems. SSST is a prime example of this step, as here in the complete step one solves the special case of finding the maximum profit when buying in the first half of the array and selling in the second half. Finally in the combine step the algorithm integrates the solutions to the subproblems and from the complete step to solve the original problem. A canonical example of this is the merge step of mergesort. Table 1 summarizes this discussion.

Classical divide and conquer algorithms are usually analyzed in the RAM model where accessing a memory register containing an element of the input string takes constant time. Our quantum algorithms will be given in two quantum memory models. In both cases, we assume coherent access to the memory register, that is, the index register can store a superposition of addresses. The first model we consider is QRAM, where the access to data is read-only, and we further assume that the data stored is classical, i.e., the memory register is not in superposition. The second model we consider is QRAG, where both reading and writing to memory are permitted, and we assume the memory register itself can be in superposition (indeed we require this in some of our algorithms). By a query we mean any of these memory operations. While we also will derive query complexity results about our algorithms, our main emphasis will be on time complexity. For a memory of size N, we denote the time required to perform a QRAM or QRAG query by parameters QR_N (quantum reading) and QW_N (quantum writing), respectively. Standard one and two-qubit quantum opera-

Classical Time Quantum Time LONGEST DISTINCT SUBSTRING ~O(n) ~O(n^{2/3}) KLEE’S COVERAGE in R^d O(n^{d/2}), d ≥ 3 [Cha13] O(n^{d/4+ε}), d ≥ 8 SINGLE STOCK SINGLE TRANSACTION O(n) O( √ n log^{5/2}(n)) k-INCREASING SUBSEQUENCE k-SIGNED SUM

O(n log log k) [CP08] ~O(n) O( √ n log^{k+1}(n)(log log n)^{k−1})

MAXIMUM 4-COMBINATION O(n^3) [BDT16] O(n^{3/2} log^{5/2}(n))

Table 2: Applications of our divide and conquer technique in the third column, assuming quantum memory access times QR_n, QW_n = O(log^2 n) (see Section 2.2.2). For each sublinear quantum upper bound, there is a simple quantum query lower bound that matches up to a polylogarithmic factor.

tions are counted as one time step. The exact definition of these models is given in Section 2.2.

1.1 Our contributions

In this work, we focus on divide and conquer algorithms where the combine step is either the OR function or minimization/maximization, meaning that it is amenable to a quantum speedup by Grover search or quantum minimum/maximum finding. When the complete step is also relatively simple, we can show a generic theorem that transforms a classical divide and conquer algorithm into a quantum one and bounds its time complexity. We show two versions of this theorem, Theorem 23 and Theorem 27 depending on the nature of the create step.

Our generic quantum divide and conquer theorems have several nice features. The first is that, to apply them, it suffices to come up with a classical divide and conquer algorithm satisfying the conditions of the theorem. The quantization of this algorithm is then completely handled by the theorem. This can make it easier to find applications of these theorems. The second is that these theorems give bounds on time complexity, not just the query complexity. To the best of our knowledge, the quantum time complexity of the divide and conquer method has not been systematically studied before. Working with time complexity also lets us apply these theorems to a greater range of problems, e.g. those where the best-known quantum algorithm requires superlinear time.

As divide and conquer algorithms are typically recursive, our theorems must handle the error probability corresponding to the composition of a super-constant number of bounded-error algorithms. While the composition of bounded-error quantum algorithms is now well understood in the quantum query complexity setting, much less work has focused on this in the time complexity setting. We show several basic results about the time complexity of the composition of quantum search or minimum/maximum finding over bounded-error subroutines. In most cases, these results are relatively easy adaptations of analogous algorithms in the query setting. However, we feel these are fairly fundamental algorithmic primitives that will find further application in the future.

The statement of our quantum divide and conquer theorems is rather technical and we delay further details to Section 3 and Section 5. In the rest of this section, we describe applications of our generic theorems to different problems. A summary of the major applications can be found in Table 2, where we assume that the cost of the two memory access gates is O(log^2 n).

Some problems have a simple create step, by which we mean that the locations of the subproblems are identical for all inputs of the same size. Problems with a simple create step are dealt with in Section 3, Section 4 and Section 8. The quantum algorithm we give for SINGLE STOCK SINGLE TRANSACTION turns out to be quite paradigmatic, and we are able to use a very similar approach for the following three problems. In the LONGEST INCREASING SUBSTRING problem (LISST), we have to find the longest increasing substring in an array of integers. In the LONGEST SUBSTRING OF IDENTICAL CHARACTERS problem (LSIC), we are looking for the longest substring of identical characters in a string over some finite alphabet. Finally, in the LONGEST 20^∗2 SUBSTRING problem (L20^∗2S) we have to find the longest substring belonging to 20^∗2 in a string from {0, 1, 2}^∗. All these problems can be solved by classical divide and conquer along the lines of the algorithm we sketched for SINGLE STOCK SINGLE TRANSACTION, in time O(n log n), and they require time Ω(n). Our algorithms achieve an almost quadratic quantum speed up. For the rest of the paper, for k ≥ 1, we define the function

λ_k(n, m) = min{log^k n + m, log^{(k+1)/2}(n)(log log n)^{k−1} + log^{(k−1)/2}(n)(log log n)^{k−1} · m}.

Observe that for k = 1 we have λ_1(n, QR_n) = log n + QR_n, and for k = 2 we have λ_2(n, QR_n) = min{log^2 n + QR_n, log^{3/2}(n) log log n + √ log n log log n · QR_n}.

Theorem (Theorem 15 restated). The quantum query and time complexities of the problems SSST, LISST, LSIC and L20^∗2S are respectively O( √ n log n) and O( √ n log n · λ_2(n, QR_n)).

One generalization of the stock problem is d-MULTIPLE STOCKS SINGLE TRANSACTION, for d ≥ 1, where we want to find max_{i<j} A_j − A_i in a d-dimensional array A. Here, by definition, i < j when i_k < j_k, for 1 ≤ k ≤ d. Our quantum algorithm easily generalizes to that problem.

Theorem (Theorem 17 restated). The quantum query complexity of d-MULTIPLE STOCKS SIN- GLE TRANSACTION is O((n log n)^{d/2}) and its time complexity is O ( (n log n)^{d/2} · min{log^{d+1} n + QR_nd , log^{1+d/2}(n) log log n + log^{d/2}(n) log log n · QR_nd } ) . In the k-INCREASING SUBSEQUENCE problem, we would like to decide if, in an array of integers, there is a subsequence of k increasing numbers. As discussed in [CKK^+22], this is the natural parametrization of the classically well-studied LONGEST INCREASING SUBSEQUENCE problem, closely related to patience sorting. There are O(n log n) query classical dynamic programming algorithms solving LONGEST INCREASING SUBSEQUENCE, and it is easy to show an Ω(n) quantum query lower bound for it. This implies that no substantial quantum improvement can be obtained for k-INCREASING SUBSEQUENCE when k is unbounded, and makes the case of constant k an interesting research question. In [CKK^+22] an O( √ n log^{3(k−1)} n) quantum query algorithm was obtained for k-INCREASING SUBSEQUENCE, and we improve this result by a factor of O(log^{k−1} n) and implement it time-efficiently. It turns out that a very similar quantum algorithm can solve the k-SIGNED SUM problem with the same complexity. In this problem, given an array of integers and a sign pattern ε ∈ {−1, 1}^k, we want to maximize the signed sum ∑_k m=1 ε_mA_{im} , for k indices satisfying i_1 < i_2 < . . . < i_k.

Theorem (Theorem 19 and Theorem 22 restated). There are quantum algorithms that solve k- INCREASING SUBSEQUENCE and k-SIGNED SUM with O( √ n log^{k−1} n) queries. The time complexity of the algorithms is O( √ n log^{k−1} n · λ_k(n, QR_n)).

Section 5,Section 6, and Section 7 deal with problems with simple complete steps, and hence the main work lies in the create step. One interesting example of this is the LONGEST DIS-

TINCT SUBSTRING (LDS) problem. Given a string a ∈ Σn over an alphabet Σ, this problem

is to find the longest contiguous substring a_ia_{i+1} · · · a_j where all letters are unique. The famous Element Distinctness problem is a special case of LONGEST DISTINCT SUBSTRING where the task is to determine if the length of a longest distinct substring is equal to the length of a itself. Ambainis [Amb07a] famously gave a quantum walk algorithm showing the time complexity of element distinctness is Õ(n^{2/3}), which is tight [AS04]. We apply our divide and conquer theorem, (Theorem 27), in conjunction with a novel classical divide and conquer algorithm for LDS, to show that a quantum algorithm can solve LDS in time ~O(n^{2/3} · QW_{O(n)}). Thus, up to logarithmic factors, finding the longest distinct substring has the same quantum time complexity as element distinctness.

Theorem (Theorem 39 restated). The quantum time complexity of the LONGEST DISTINCT SUB-

STRING problem is ~O(n2/3 · QWO(n)).

Another example with a simple complete step is the KLEE’S MEASURE problem from computational geometry, which asks to compute the volume of the union of axis-parallel hyperrectangles in d-dimensional real space. In the special case of the KLEE’S COVERAGE problem, the question is to decide if the union of the hyperrectangles covers a given base hyperrectangle. In 2-dimensions, the classical complexity of the KLEE’S MEASURE problem is O(n log n) [Kle77], and for any constant d ≥ 3, Chan [Cha13] has designed an O(n^{d/2}) time classical algorithm for it. We give a quantum algorithm for KLEE’S COVERAGE that achieves almost quadratic speedup over the classical divide and conquer algorithm of Chan [Cha13], when d ≥ 8.

Theorem (Theorem 41 restated). For every constant ε > 0, the quantum time complexity of the KLEE’S COVERAGE problem is O(n^{d/4+ε} · QW_{O(n}d/2+ϵ_)) when d ≥ 8, and is O(n^2 log n · QW_{O(n}d/2+ϵ_)) for 5 ≤ d ≤ 7.

Perhaps not surprisingly, our results have some consequences for fine-grained complexity, in particular for the class APSP of problems that are solvable in time ~O(n^3) on a classical computer and are sub-n^3 equivalent to the ALL-PAIRS SHORTEST PATHS problem in the sense that either all of them or none of them admit an O(n^{3−ε}) algorithm, for some constant ε > 0. APSP is one of the richest classes in fine-grained complexity theory [WW18, Wil19] and, in particular, contains various path, matrix, and triangle problems.

Quantum fine-grained complexity is a relatively new research area [ACL^+20, BPS21, BLPS22] where one possible direction is to study the quantum complexity of problems in the same classical fine-grained equivalence class. Indeed, the work [ABL^+22] specifically considered APSP. Of course, there is no guarantee that classically equivalent problems remain equivalent in the quantum model of computing, and this is indeed the case for APSP. All problems in the class receive some quantum speedup, but the degree of speedup can differ from problem to problem. It turns out that many of the problems in APSP can be solved either in time ~O(n^{5/2}) or in time ~O(n3/2) by simple quantum algorithms and, concretely, A_{LL}-_{PAIRS} S_{HORTEST} P_{ATHS} falls in the former category. We consider the quantum complexity of two problems from the class APSP: MAXIMUM 4-COMBINATION and MAXIMUM SUBMATRIX, both of which take an n × n matrix B as input. We want to compute, for the former, the maximum of B_{ik} + B_{jℓ} − B_{iℓ} − B_{jk} and, for the latter, the maximum of ∑ i≤u≤j,k≤v≤ℓ Buv, under the conditions 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ n and 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ ≤ n. Our quantum algorithm for MAXIMUM 4-COMBINATION uses the quantum divide and conquer method designed for SINGLE STOCK SINGLE TRANSACTION.

Theorem (Theorem 51 and Theorem 52 restated). The quantum time complexity of MAXIMUM SUBMATRIX is O(n^2 log n) and its query complexity is Ω(n^2). The quantum time complexity of MAXIMUM 4-COMBINATION is O(n^{3/2} log^{5/2}(n)).

1.2 Our techniques

As mentioned, our techniques all suppose that the combine step of the divide and conquer is search or minimization and, moreover, the complete or the create steps (or both) are relatively simple. We now describe in more detail how we are able to exploit these properties.

Search or minimization combine step. The key technical tool we will use repeatedly is based on a relatively old result of Høyer, Mosca and de Wolf [HMdW03], see Fact 2. Their result is stated for query complexity and essentially says that if, for J boolean functions f_1, . . . , f_J : {0, 1}^n → {0, 1} there exists a quantum algorithm F that on input |j⟩|x⟩ correctly computes f_j (x) with probability at least 8/10, then there exists a quantum algorithm which uses O( √ J) repetitions of F and with probability at least 9/10 finds a marked index, that is 1 ≤ j ≤ J such that f_j (x) = 1, if there is one. The main point here is that the number of repetitions is of the same order of magnitude as one would need when F does the computation without error. We analyze the time complexity of the above algorithm and derive in Corollary 3 that it is O( √ J(log J + τ)), where τ is the time complexity of F . A similar result was also known for the query complexity of finding the index of a minimum element (see Fact 5), and we obtain the analogous result for the time complexity in Corollary 6. In the remaining part of the section, while we only speak about minimization algorithms, everything is valid for search problems as well.

What can we say about the time complexity of F if, for every 1 ≤ j ≤ J, we have at our disposal an algorithm A_j of known complexity computing f_j (x)? Let us call these base algorithms, and for the simplicity of discussion let us suppose that the time complexity of every base algorithm is S + q · QR_n, where S is the total number of one and two-qubit gates and J, S, q depend on n. If there is no particular relation between the J base algorithms (that is, they can be very different), we do not have a particularly clever implementation of F . One possibility is to compose the quantum circuits computing them, where the non-query gates of A_j are controlled by j. The query gates can be executed without control, giving an overall complexity of F of O(JS + q · QR_n), and yielding a minimization algorithm of complexity O( √ J(JS + q · QR_n)). Another trivial way to solve the minimization problem is to reduce the error of each base algorithm via log J repetitions and then classically compute the minimum. The complexities of these approaches are stated in Lemma 7.

However, there is one situation where we can do much better, and this is exactly the case of recursive algorithms such as divide and conquer. In this case, the base algorithms correspond to the recursive calls and are therefore the same by definition. Thus, for implementing F there is no need to use controlled operations or to repeat the base algorithms, provided that we are able to determine, for every j, the memory indices where the QRAM gates for A_j are executed. There are two broad cases we consider, corresponding to simple create and simple complete steps:

Simple create step. In some cases, such as in the SINGLE STOCK SINGLE TRANSACTION problem, the create step is independent of the input. Suppose that the input length is a power of 2. If we unfold the successive recursive steps for this problem, then it is easy to see that, for every input A of length n, there exists t ∈ [log n], such that if we partition [n] into 2^t consecutive intervals of length n/2^t then one of these intervals C contains both i and j, with i < j, such that A_j − A_i is an optimal solution. Moreover, i is in the left half C_ℓ, and j is in the right half C_r of C, and therefore under this assumption they can be found easily in time √ n/2^t(log n + QR_n).

Now the main point is that, for a given t, we don’t know which interval C contains the solution, but to find this good interval we can use quantum maximum finding with an erroneous oracle. These 2^t intervals are consecutive and therefore the elements in all intervals can be indexed uniformly, once we settle the first t bits specific to each interval. For every t, this results in a uniform cost √ n(log n + QR_n). After this, we still have to search over the log n possible values of t, again using Corollary 6. This time there are additional costs for implementing F , captured in Lemma 7, because the above procedures are quite different for different values of t. However, as the search is only over a domain of logarithmic size the additional cost is not substantial.

We call the resulting divide and conquer method bottom-up since the method actually completely eliminates the recursive calls, and we give a general statement about this approach in Theorem 9. Avoiding recursion is possible because we know the subproblems in advance, as they are independent of the input. Moreover, under the condition that the solution is contained in some interval C, in our case the additional information that i is in C_ℓ and j is in C_r makes the solution easier. This, of course, isn’t always the case. Consider the element distinctness problem on an interval of size n. The additional knowledge that the two colliding elements are in different halves of the interval does not make the task of finding them easier. But it does help for SINGLE STOCK SIN- GLE TRANSACTION as well as for LONGEST INCREASING SUBSTRING, LONGEST SUBSTRING OF IDENTICAL CHARACTERS, LONGEST 20^∗2 SUBSTRING and d-MULTIPLE STOCKS SINGLE TRANSACTION. In fact, to some extent, we can even generalize the method to k-ary relations, for k > 2, which is illustrated by our algorithms for k-INCREASING SUBSEQUENCE and k-SIGNED SUM.

Simple complete step. In this case, the main work of the algorithm is done in the create step. We give two relatively generic theorems describing situations where the index problem can be handled well.

The first situation concerns constructible instance problems, where the recursive calls are executed on subproblems that are explicitly constructed by the create step. Such a create step may be expensive to perform and, in particular, all the inputs of the recursive calls (which we call constitutive strings) have to be written down, likely taking at least linear time. This implies that this approach can only yield nontrivial results for time, and not for query complexity. We can suppose that the constitutive strings are written in a way that the indices of the memory used by the J functions calls A_j differ only in the first log J bits where, for every j, the algorithm A_j has j in binary. Copying j into the appropriate place in the index of the QRAG gates is most likely a negligible cost. Theorem 23 gives the exact statement. An application of this result is the quantum algorithm for KLEE’S COVERAGE where the create step requires quadratic time. However, in high dimensions, the time of the homogeneous recursion, which doesn’t include the create step, is much larger and therefore we are able to achieve an almost quadratic speed up over the classical algorithm.

The second situation concerns t-decomposable instance problems, where the recursive calls are made on subsequences of the input. In this case, the create step does not need to create the constitutive strings but must determine the indices that delimit the constitutive strings in the input. This can, in principle, take much less than linear time. Theorem 27 gives the exact statement for this approach. As an application of this, by identifying a problem, that we call BIPARTITE LONGEST DISTINCT SUBSTRING, as a t-decomposable instance problem whose create and complete functions can be computed in time ~O(n^{2/3}) · QW_{O(n)}, we are able to give a quantum algorithm for solving the LONGEST DISTINCT SUBSTRING problem in time ~O(n^{2/3}) · QW_{O(n)}.

1.3 Previous work

Recently, several quantum divide and conquer algorithms were presented for various string problems. In the first of these papers, Akmal and Jin [AJ22] considered the k-LENGTH MINIMAL SUBSTRING problem for k ≥ n/2, where given a string a of length n over some finite alphabet with a total order, the output is a substring v of a of length k such that for every substring w of a of length k, we have v ≤ w, for lexicographic ordering among strings. In the decision version of the problem, the input also includes a string v of length k and the question is whether v is lexicographically smallest among the k-length substrings of a.

The algorithm in [AJ22] works in time √ n2^{O(log2/3 n)}, and the high-level structure of the proof goes along the lines of our Theorem 27 for t-decomposable instance minimizing problems, but without involving our Corollary 6 to deal efficiently with the errors of the recursive calls. The combinatorial contents of the proof, however, are quite different. In [AJ22] it is also shown that the problems MINIMAL STRING ROTATION and MINIMAL SUFFIX are easily reducible to k-LENGTH MINIMAL SUBSTRING and therefore have the same quantum time complexity upper bound. In the former problem, one is looking for j ∈ [n] such that a[j : n]a[1 : j − 1] ≤ a[i : n]a[1 : i − 1], for all i ∈ [n], while in the latter problem one looks for j ∈ [n] such that a[j : n] < a[i : n], for all i ≠ j. The decision versions of these problems, when j is also given in the input, are defined naturally.

In the query complexity model, two papers improved on these results. Childs et al. in [CKK^+22] showed that the decision versions of the above problems can be solved in O( √ n log^{5/2} n) queries.

For MINIMAL STRING ROTATION Wang [Wan22] improved this to √ n2^{O(√log n)}, and for the decision version of the problem further improved this to O( √ n log^{3/2} n √ log log n). Interestingly, Wang uses Fact 5 on bounded-error oracles in his argument, but the paper does not deal with time complexity.

Childs et al. [CKK^+22] recently proposed a powerful and general framework in the query complexity model for quantum divide and conquer algorithms computing boolean functions. Their framework includes, for example, the case where the complete step is computed by an AND-OR formula in the recursive calls and some auxiliary boolean functions. Besides the problems from the previous paragraph, it is also applied to give algorithms for k-INCREASING SUBSEQUENCE and for k-COMMON SUBSEQUENCE where one has to decide whether two strings share a common subsequence of length k. This framework makes use of specific properties of the query model (for example, the equality of the query complexity and the adversary bound), and it is unlikely that it can directly yield results for time complexity. With respect to this framework ours has the following advantages:

• It deals with time complexity and not only with query complexity.

• As a consequence, it can also deal with problems of super-linear complexity.

• It can handle minimization problems and not just boolean functions.

Finally we mention that for the k-INCREASING SUBSEQUENCE problem we improve their query complexity result of O( √ n log^{3(k−1)/2} n) to O( √ n log^{(k−1)/2} n).

After our paper was completed, we learned that Jeffery and Pass are preparing a manuscript [JP23] on time-efficient quantum divide and conquer using quantum subroutine composition techniques [Jef22].

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notation

We denote by ~O(f(n)) the family of functions of the form f(n) polylog(n). For a positive integer n, we denote by [n] the set {1, . . . , n}. Let Σ be a finite set and a = a_1 . . . a_n ∈ Σ^n. We define the length of a as n, and we denote it by |a|. We call a_{i1} a_{i2} . . . a_{ij} a subsequence of a, for any 1 ≤ i_1 < i_2 < . . . < i_j ≤ n. A substring is a subsequence of consecutive symbols, and for 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ n, we use a[i : j] to denote the substring a_ia_{i+1} . . . a_j of a. If i > j then a[i : j] is the empty string. For two strings a, b ∈ Σ^∗ we denote the concatenation of a and b by a ++ b. For n^∗ ∈ N we define Σ^{≤n∗} = ⋃ n≤n^∗ Σ n. When Σ ⊆ Z, we use capital letters A, B, C... for elements of Σ^n or Σ^{n×n}, that is, for arrays and matrices. For ease of notation, we often neglect taking floors and ceilings in our computations, however, this never affects the correctness of the asymptotic results.

2.2 Quantum computational models

As in a number of other papers on quantum algorithms [Amb07b, BJLM13, ABI^+19, AHJ^+22], we use the standard quantum circuit model of all single qubit gates and the two-qubit CNOT gate, augmented with random access to quantum memory. By quantum memory, we mean a specific register of the quantum circuit where the input can be accessed in some specific way.

2.2.1 QRAM and QRAG

We will use two memory models. In the more restricted QRAM model the memory can only be accessed for reading. Formally, for any positive integer N, we define the QRAM_N gate as QRAM_N |i, e, x⟩ = |i, e ⊕ x_i, x⟩, where i ∈ [N], e, x_1, . . . x_N ∈ {0, 1}^r. We refer to the three registers involved in a QRAM_N gate as the memory index, the memory output, and the memory content registers. The memory index and output registers can be in superposition, but the memory content register always only contains the input string. The memory content register can only be accessed via the QRAM_N gates and these gates can only applied to the memory registers. In the more general QRAG model the memory content register can also be accessed for writing.

To formalize this is, for any positive integer N, we define the QRAG_N gate by QRAG_N |i, e, x⟩ = |i, x_i, x_1, . . . , x_{i−1}, e, x_{i+1} . . . , x_N ⟩, where i ∈ [N] and e, x_1, . . . , x_N ∈ {0, 1}^r. Similar to the other QRAM case, here the memory content register can only be accessed via QRAG_N gates and these gates can only applied to the memory registers. Since writing to memory is permitted, the memory content register can also be in quantum superposition.

In our running time analyses, single and two-qubit gates count as one time step. We will use the parameter QR_N (“quantum read”) to denote the cost of a QRAM_N gate, and the parameter QW_N (“quantum write”) to denote the cost of a QRAG_N gate. These models are also adapted to query complexity analyses and we define a query as one application of the QRAM_N or the QRAG_N gate, in the respective model of computation.

When necessary, we will explicitly state which model we are using. However, in most cases, this should be clear from the statement of the complexity result. Results about time bounds including the parameter QR_N use the QRAM model, while results including the parameter QW_N use the QRAG model. The QRAG_N gate is at least as powerful as the QRAM_N gate. Indeed, it is not hard to see that one application of the latter can be simulated by two applications of the former and a constant number of one and two-qubit gates. Therefore, algorithmic results stated in the QRAM model are also valid in the QRAG model with the same order of complexity. We are not aware of an analogous reverse simulation.

2.2.2 Inputs vs. Instances

The parameterization by N of the memory access times QR_N and QW_N allows for quantum memories of different sizes to be accessed at different rates. We assume that the size N of the memory is fixed during the running of any algorithm, and thus the cost of the memory accesses will remain constant during the algorithm, even when recursive calls are made on shorter and shorter strings.

We therefore make a distinction between an instance, which is any string on which the algorithm might be recursively called, and an input, which is the initial string the algorithm is given. We denote the size of the input by n^∗. The size of an instance can be any integer n ≤ n^∗.

Consequently, the memory content register will be a sufficiently large function N(n^∗) ≥ n^∗ of the input size, depending on the problem P we are solving. In the QRAM model we choose N(n^∗) = n^∗ and suppose that, at the beginning of the computation, the input a ∈ Σ^{n∗} is in the memory content register. In the QRAG model, the size N(n^∗) of the memory content register can be strictly larger than n^∗ and we suppose that, at the beginning of the computation, it contains a0^{N(n∗)−n∗} , where 0 = 0^r.

Thus, for any problem with input of size n^∗, the cost of quantum read and write operations will be QR_{N(n}∗_) and QW_{N(n}∗_), respectively. According to some proposals for quantum random access memory implementations [GLM08, AGJ^+15], QR_{N(n}∗_) and QW_{N(n}∗_) might scale as O(r log N(n^∗)), where r is the number of bits each memory cell can store. In that case, when N(n^∗) is a polynomial function of n^∗, the cost of the memory access operations would be O(r log(n^∗)). For both QRAM and QRAG models, we assume that basic arithmetic operations and comparisons can be performed in the same time as memory access.

We make two remarks. First, for notational simplicity, we will quote all final algorithmic running times in our theorems in terms of n rather than n^∗, i.e., we take the input size to be n in our final results. Second, we emphasize that our quantum running analyses include the time cost of accessing quantum memory, while when we quote classical algorithmic complexity results these assume unit cost for memory access.

2.3 Quantum algorithms

We state here several basic quantum algorithms we will use in the paper. All, except the last result on element distinctness, are in the QRAM model.

Fact 1 (QUANTUM SEARCH, Grover [Gro96] and Theorem 3 in [BBHT98]). For j ∈ [J], let f_j : Σ^n → {0, 1} be a boolean function. Let F be a quantum algorithm that for every (j, x) ∈ [J]×Σ^n, when |x⟩ is given in the quantum memory content register, correctly computes f_j (x) with q queries and in time τ. The quantum search algorithm uses O( √ J) repetitions of F and, with probability at least 9/10 finds an index j ∈ [J] such that f_j (x) = 1, if there is one. The query complexity of the algorithm is O( √ Jq), and its time complexity is O( √ J(log J + τ)).

Grover’s search was generalized in the query model of computation to the case where the oracle’s answer is only correct with probability 8/10. The following result states that under such conditions the search is still possible with the same order of complexity as in the case of an errorfree oracle.

Fact 2 (QUANTUM QUERY SEARCH WITH AN ERRONEOUS ORACLE, [HMdW03]). For j ∈ [J], let f_j : Σ^n → {0, 1} be a boolean function. Let F be a quantum algorithm that for every (j, x) ∈ [J] × Σ^n, when |x⟩ is given in the quantum memory content register, with q queries computes f_j (x) with probability at least 7/10. Then there exists a quantum algorithm that uses O( √ J) repetitions of F and with probability at least 9/10 finds an index j ∈ [J] such that f_j (x) = 1, if there is one. The query complexity of the algorithm is O( √ Jq).

In the following corollary, we extend the above result for time complexity. This will be our main tool for the analysis of quantum divide and conquer algorithms since the results of the recursive calls might also be erroneous.

Corollary 3 (QUANTUM SEARCH WITH AN ERRONEOUS ORACLE). For j ∈ [J], let f_j : Σ^n → {0, 1} be a boolean function. Let F be a quantum algorithm that for every (j, x) ∈ [J] × Σ^n, when |x⟩ is given in the quantum memory content register, in time τ computes f_j(x) with probability at least 7/10. Then there exists a quantum algorithm which in time O( √ J(log J + τ)) with probability at least 9/10 finds an index j ∈ [J] such that f_j (x) = 1, if there is one.

Proof. The algorithm is exactly the one given by Høyer, Mosca and de Wolf [HMdW03], we just analyze its time complexity. Let m = ⌊log_9 J⌋. For k = 1, . . . , m, we define recursively the unitary transformations A_k which produce candidate marked elements. The final algorithm is, modulo some simple classical verification steps, the successive runs of A_1, . . . , A_m. We describe these unitaries as acting on four registers, where the first register acts on the space spanned by the basis states 1, . . . , J, corresponding to the indices of the J functions. The second register acts on a single qubit. A qubit |1⟩ in this register in principle indicates that the state in the first register is marked, but because of the evaluation errors, we can also have false positives. The third register includes several sub-registers necessary for the full description of the algorithm, including the workspace for the evaluation of F , the index register for the memory access, the register for the memory content, etc. We won’t give here in detail the relatively straightforward functioning of this register and we won’t indicate its content either except when it is needed for the comprehension of the algorithm. The fourth register is the memory register that contains the input x, and we will not explicitly indicate this register. When we indicate only two registers in the description, they correspond to the first and second registers. We set Γ = {j ∈ [J] : f_j (x) = 1} as the set of the marked states, and for the (unknown) cardinality |Γ| = t we suppose that 1 ≤ t ≤ J/9. Finally, we only describe the action of these unitaries on the basis state |0⟩|0⟩, where |0⟩ indicates the all 0 state on ⌈log J⌉ qubits.

The initial unitary A_1 simply computes F in superposition, that is A_1|0⟩|0⟩ = 1 √ J J∑ j=1 |j⟩|f_j(x)⟩. We can also write this as A_1|0⟩|0⟩ = 1 √ J J∑ j |j⟩( √ p_j|1⟩ + √ 1 − p_j|0⟩),

where p_i is the probability that F outputs 1 on |j⟩|x⟩. The time complexity of A_1 is log J + τ. We can express A_1|0⟩|0⟩ as

A_1|0⟩|0⟩ = α_1|Γ_1⟩|1⟩ + β_1|Γ̄_1⟩|1⟩ + √ 1 − α^2_1 − β^2_1 |ϕ_1⟩|0⟩, where |Γ_1⟩, |Γ̄_1⟩, |ϕ_1⟩ are (not necessarily uniform) superpositions of marked, non-marked, and all states, respectively. Moreover, we know that by measuring this state, we see a marked element in the first register with probability at least

α^2_1 = ∑ j∈Γ p_j J ≥ 7t 10J . The transformation A_{k+1} is defined as A_{k+1} = −E_kA_kS_0A^{−1}_k S_1A_k, whose components we now describe. The unitary S_0 adds a phase −1 to the base state |0⟩|0⟩, while the unitary S_1 puts a phase −1 to every state whose second register contains |1⟩. In other words, −A_kS_0A^{−1}_k S_1 is the Grover iterate of A_k. The cost of implementing S_0 is O(log J) while S_1 can be implemented in constant time. The error correction unitary E_k does majority voting in superposition on O(k) computations of F on basis states whose second register contains |1⟩. As a result of this, on such states, the error probability is exponentially reduced in k. Formally, E_k acts as (and here we include one qubit from the third register, which is initially |0⟩): E_k|j⟩|b⟩|0⟩ = { α_{kj}|j⟩|1⟩|1⟩ + √ 1 − α^2_{kj}|j⟩|0⟩|1⟩ if b = 1, |j⟩|0⟩|0⟩ if b = 0, where α^2_{kj} ≥ 1 − 2^{−(k+5)} if f(j) = 1, and α^2_{kj} ≤ 2^{−(k+5)} if f(j) = 0. The time complexity of E_k is O(k · τ). Similarly to A_1|0⟩|0⟩, the state A_k|0⟩|0⟩ can be decomposed as A_k|0⟩|0⟩ = α_k|Γ_k⟩|1⟩ + β_1|Γ̄_k⟩|1⟩ + √ 1 − α^2_k − β^2_k |ϕ_k⟩|0⟩, where again |Γ_k⟩, |Γ̄_k⟩, |ϕ_k⟩ are superpositions of marked, non-marked, and all states, respectively. When passing from A_k|0⟩|0⟩ to A_{k+1}|0⟩|0⟩, the amplitude of correct positive states is approximately multiplied by 3, while the amplitude of the false positives is multiplied by an exponentially small factor in k. The exact analysis is given in [HMdW03]], where it is proven, as a consequence, that α_{k(t)} = Ω(1), for k(t) = ⌊log_9(J/t)⌋. Because t is unknown, the final algorithm, for k = 1, . . . , ⌊log_9 J⌋, runs A_k a sufficiently large constant number of times, to amplify the success probability to close to 1. Then it verifies each result j by computing f_j (x) O(log J)-times and outputs a solution if one is found.

Let T_k be the complexity of computing A_k. The overall complexity of the algorithm is then T = ∑_m k=1(T_k + O(log J · τ)). For T_k, we have the following recursion: T_1 = log J + τ and

T_{k+1} = 3T_k + O(log J + k · τ).

Considering that ∑_k i=1 i3^{k−i} = O(3^k), we have T_k = O(3^k(log J + τ)), and the overall time complexity is T = O( √ J(log J + τ) + log^2 J · τ) = O( √ J(log J + τ)). Observe that the constant hidden in the O notation doesn’t depend on F .

The next two facts essentially state that quantum minimum finding, with error-free or erroneous oracle, can be achieved with the same complexity as analogous quantum search.

Fact 4 (QUANTUM MINIMUM FINDING, Theorem 1 in [DH96]). For j ∈ [J], let f_j : Σ^n → Z be a function. Let F be a quantum algorithm that for every (j, x) ∈ [J] × Σ^n, when |x⟩ is given in the quantum memory content register, correctly computes f_j (x) with q queries and in time τ. The quantum minimum finding algorithm uses O( √ J) repetitions of F and with probability at least 9/10 finds the index j ∈ [J] of a minimal element in {f_1(x), . . . , f_J (x)}. The query complexity of the algorithm is O( √ Jq), and its time complexity is O( √ J(log J + τ)).

Fact 5 (QUANTUM QUERY MINIMUM FINDING WITH ERRONEOUS ORACLE, Lemma 3.4 in[WY20]). For j ∈ [J], let f_j : Σ^n → Z be a function. Let F be a quantum algorithm that for every (j, x) ∈ [J] × Σ^n, when |x⟩ is given in the quantum memory content register, with q queries computes f_j (x) with probability at least 7/10. Then there exists a quantum algorithm which uses O( √ J) repetitions of F and with probability at least 9/10 finds the index j ∈ [J] of a minimal element in {f_1(x), . . . , f_J (x)}. The query complexity of the algorithm is O( √ Jq). Similarly to the search case, in the next corollary we extend to the time complexity the result about minimum finding when the elements can only be evaluated with some error.

Corollary 6 (QUANTUM MINIMUM FINDING WITH AN ERRONEOUS ORACLE). For j ∈ [J], let f_j : Σ^n → Z be a function. Let F be a quantum algorithm that for every (j, x) ∈ [J]×Σ^n, when |x⟩ is given in the quantum memory content register, in time τ computes f_j (x) with probability at least 7/10. Then there exists a quantum algorithm which in time O( √ J(log J + τ)) with probability at least 9/10 finds the index j ∈ [J] of a minimal element in {f_1(x), . . . , f_J (x)}.

Proof. Analogously to the case of erroneous quantum search, here we simply analyze the time complexity of the query algorithm of Wang and Ying of Fact 5, which is essentially the same as the query algorithm of Dürr and Høyer stated in Fact 4. This algorithm repeatedly searches for a random element in an array that is smaller than some initially random pivot element, where in every iteration the pivot is replaced by the element recently found. The main difference between the two algorithms is that the search for the new pivot in the Wang and Ying algorithm uses the quantum query search algorithm with the erroneous oracle of Fact 2. In Corollary 3 we have shown that the time complexity of this search incurs a multiplicative factor of (log J + τ) with respect to the number of repetitions of F , therefore the bounds follow from Fact 5.

In the applications of Corollary 3 and Corollary 6 it is important to have good bounds on the complexity of F . The following Lemma that we state in the QRAM model describes two simple but very generic algorithms for computing F that can be used without any assumption on the functions f_j . A similar lemma can be proven in the QRAG model with the appropriate modification in the size of the quantum memory content register. However, we emphasize that in many of our applications to divide and conquer algorithms we will be able to devise more efficient implementations of F taking advantage of the recursive structure of the f_j.

Lemma 7. Let J : N → N be a function, and for all j ∈ [J(n)], let f_j : Σ^n → {0, 1}, for all j ∈ [J(n)], let f_j : Σ^n → Z. Let us suppose that for every j ∈ [J(n)], the function f_j (x) can be computed with probability at least 9/10 by a circuit C_j having S_j (n) one and two-qubit gates and q_j (n) query gates. We set S_{sum}(n) = ∑ j∈[J] Sj(n), qsum(n) = ∑ j∈[J](n) qj(n), and qmax(n) =

max_{j∈[J(n)]} q_j (n). Then, there exist two quantum algorithms A_1 and A_2 which, with probability at least 9/10, find the index j ∈ [J(n)] of a marked or minimal element in {f_1(x), . . . , f_J (x)}, respectively. The complexities of the algorithms are as follows:

1. A_1 makes O( √ J(n)q_{max}(n)) queries and takes time O( √ J(n)(S_{sum}(n) + q_{max}(n) · QR_n)),

2. A_2 makes O(log J(n) · q_{sum}(n)) queries and takes time O(log J(n)(S_{sum}(n) + q_{sum}(n) · QR_n)).

Proof. By tasks we refer to both problems, search, and minimization. The first algorithm is the application of Corollary 3 and Corollary 6, with a generic method for computing F (j, x) = f_j (x). For every j ∈ [J(n)], the circuit C_j can be decomposed as U^j_1 ∘ QRAM_n ∘ U^j_2 ∘ QRAM_n ∘ . . . ∘ QRAM_n ∘ U^j_{qj (n)+1},

where the circuit U^j_k , for 1 ≤ k ≤ q_j (n) + 1, contains only one and two qubit gates. In fact, we can suppose without loss of generality that q_j(n) = q_{max}(n), for every j ∈ [J(n)]. Indeed the circuit C_j ∘ QRAM_n ∘ Id ∘ QRAM_n . . . ∘ QRAM_n ∘ Id, where the number of appended QRAM_n gates is q_{max}(n) − q_j (n), computes the same functions as C_j whenever q_{max}(n) − q_j (n) is even since QRAM_n is its own inverse. Observe that we increased only the number of QRAM_n gates, the number of one and two-qubit gates didn’t change.

We use a control register with J(n) qubits, where the integer j ∈ [J(n)] is expressed in unary, that is by the binary vector whose all but the jth coordinates are 0. For every j, k, define the circuit c−U^j_k as U_k whose gates are controlled by the jth bit of the control register. Since there exists a constant γ such that every controlled one and two-qubit gate can be expressed with γ one and two-qubit gates, c−U^j_k can be implemented by a circuit whose number of one and two-qubit gates is at most γ-times the number of one and two-qubit gates in U^j_k . Then the circuit F^′ = c−U^1_1 ∘ . . . ∘ c−U^J_1 ∘ QRAM_n ∘ . . . ∘ QRAM_n ∘ c−U^1_{q+1} ∘ . . . ∘ c−U^J_{q+1}, is implementable with O(S_{sum}(n)) one and two qubit gates and with q_{max}(n) query gates. When the control register contains j in unary, F^′ computes the function f_j . By definition, the algorithm F on |j⟩|x⟩ transforms the binary index j into unary and writes it into the control register, then it executes F^′ and un-computes the control register. This implementation of F uses q_{max}(n) query gates and time O(S_{sum}(n) + q_{max}(n) · QR_n). Therefore by Fact 2 and Corollary 3 (respectively Fact 5 and Corollary 6) the tasks can be computed with O( √ J(n)q_{max}(n)) queries and in time O( √ J(n)(log J(n) + S_{sum}(n) + q_{max}(n) · QR_n)). Since the log J(n) term is negligible, the claim follows.

The second algorithm repeats C_j O(log J(n))-times, for every j ∈ [J(n)], to reduce its error probability to 1/(10J(n)). Then it classically computes the minimum of the J(n) values. The complexities follow immediately.

Fact 8 (ELEMENT DISTINCTNESS Ambainis [Amb07b]). Let a be a string of n of characters. With probability at least 9/10, the quantum element distinctness algorithm decides if all the characters are distinct. If we have oracle access to a then the algorithm makes O(n^{2/3}) queries, and the time complexity of the algorithm is ~O(n^{2/3}) · QW_{O(n)}.

3 Bottom-up divide and conquer

When the create function is trivial then the subproblems that arise in a divide and conquer algorithm are known in advance. In this case, we can directly write an iterative algorithm rather than a recursive one, by sequentially solving the subproblems in an appropriate order. A classic example is mergesort. Here the create function is trivial as the subproblems are to sort the left and right halves of the input string. In bottom-up mergesort, we start at the “bottom” by sorting every two-element substring in positions 2i − 1, 2i. Then we sort 4-element substrings in positions 4i − 3, 4i − 2, 4i − 1, 4i by merging the already sorted 2-element substrings, and so on, working up to the full string.

In the next subsection, we develop a generic bound on the running time of a bottom-up quantum algorithm. In the following subsection, we then look at several applications of this framework.

3.1 Generic bottom-up bound

In the problems we look at in this paper, we are frequently trying to find a substring of a string a ∈ Σ^n which maximizes some function. Examples of problems of this type include computing the length of a longest substring with no repeating characters, finding the length of a longest substring consisting of only a single character, or for a string of integers maximizing the difference between the last and first elements of a substring.

To see how the bottom-up approach to such a problem works, consider the endpoints i, j ∈ [n] of a substring which maximize the function of interest. When viewed as bit strings of length log n corresponding to the binary representation of i − 1, j − 1 respectively, these strings will share a common prefix of length t ∈ {0, 1, . . . , log(n) − 1}. This means that i, j are contained in a unique interval of length n/2^t of the form {(k − 1)n/2^t + 1, . . . , kn/2^t}, for some k ∈ [2^t], such that i is in the left half of this interval, and j is in the right half of this interval.

Thus to solve the original problem it suffices to solve the crossing problem: compute the maximum value P (a, t, k) of the function of interest on substrings contained in an interval {(k − 1)n/2^t + 1, . . . , kn/2^t} specified by k, t whose left endpoint is in the left half of the interval and the right endpoint is in the right half of the interval. The solution to the original problem is then max_t max_{1≤k≤2}t P (a, t, k).

The next theorem gives an upper bound on the quantum complexity of the bottom-up approach in terms of the quantum complexity of solving the crossing problem P (a, t, k). Note that the problem P (a, t, k) is a function of a string of size n/2^t; in the next theorem, we suppose that we have a bounded-error quantum algorithm for P (a, t, k) whose running time is O( √ n/2^t · τ(n, t)). This parameterization is taken as we will only encounter quantum algorithms whose running time is at least quadratic in the input length, and explicitly factoring out the square root term gives a more elegant expression.

Theorem 9. Let Σ be an alphabet, n a power of 2, and T = {0, . . . , log(n) − 1}. Let U = Σ^n × T × [n], and S = {(a, t, k) ∈ U : k ≤ 2^t}. Let P : S → Z be a function. Suppose that for every t ∈ T there is a quantum algorithm A_t that for every a ∈ Σ^n, 1 ≤ k ≤ 2^t outputs P (a, t, k) with probability at least 9/10 in time √ n/2^t · τ(n, t), and with √ n/2^t · σ(n, t) queries, for some functions τ, σ : N × N → R_+ . Then there is a quantum algorithm that computes max t,1≤k≤2^t P (a, t, k) and the t, k realizing the maximum with probability at least 9/10 in time O( √ n log log(n) · (log n + ∑ t∈T τ(n, t))) and with O( √ n log log(n) · ∑ t∈T σ(n, t)) queries.

Proof. For any a ∈ Σ^n, t ∈ T , we can compute arg max_k P (a, t, k) with probability at least 9/10 in time O(t √ 2^t + √ nτ(n, t)) by Corollary 6 and with O( √ nσ(n, t)) queries by Fact 5. For the k^∗ realizing the maximum we then compute the value P (a, t, k^∗). For each t ∈ T , we repeat this procedure 32 log log n times and take the majority answer, which will be equal to max_{1≤k≤2}t P (a, t, k) with probability at least 1 − 1/(10 log(n)). We then take the maximum value over all t ∈ T which is equal to max_t max_{1≤k≤2}t P (a, t, k) with probability at least 9/10 by the union bound. Summing the complexity bounds over t ∈ T gives the theorem.

Theorem 9 is a simple upper bound on the quantum complexity of a quantum algorithm using the bottom-up method, and is good to use when we do not care about optimizing logarithmic factors. In the rest of this section, we focus on problems that have a quantum running time around √ n, for which we give a tailored version of Theorem 9. Recall that, for k ≥ 1, we defined the function

λ_k(n, m) = min{log^k n + m, log^{(k+1)/2}(n)(log log n)^{k−1} + log^{(k−1)/2}(n)(log log n)^{k−1} · m}.

Observe that λ_1(n, QR_n) = log n + QR_n, and that O( √ n · λ_1(n, QR_n)) is an upper bound on the time complexity of Grover’s search. The function

λ_2(n, QR_n) = min{log^2 n + QR_n, log^{3/2}(n) log log n + √ log n log log n · QR_n}

arises in the next theorem with application to the SINGLE STOCK SINGLE TRANSACTION and related problems.

Theorem 10. Let Σ be an alphabet, n a power of 2, and T = {0, . . . , log(n) − 1}. Let U = Σ^n × T × [n], and S = {(a, t, k) ∈ U : k ≤ 2^t}. Let P : S → Z be a function. Suppose that for every t ∈ T , there is a quantum algorithm A_t that for every a ∈ Σ^n, 1 ≤ k ≤ 2^t outputs P (a, t, k) with probability at least 9/10 in time √ n/2^t · (log(n) + QR_n), and with O( √ n/2^t) queries. Then there is a quantum algorithm that computes

max_t max_{1≤k≤2t} P (a, t, k)

and the t, k realizing the maximum with probability at least 9/10 with O( √ n log(n)) queries, and a quantum algorithm to do this with running time O( √ n log(n)λ_2(n, QR_n)).

Proof. For any a ∈ Σ^n, t ∈ T , we can compute max_{1≤k≤2}t P (a, t, k) with probability at least 9/10 in time O(t √ 2^t + √ n(log(n) + QR_n)) by Corollary 6 and with O( √ n) queries by Fact 5. To compute max_t max_{1≤k≤2}t P (a, t, k) we use Lemma 7. The first item of the lemma gives an algorithm with O( √ n log n) queries and running time O( √ n log(n)(log^2(n) + QR_n)). The second item of the lemma gives an algorithm with running time O( √ n log log(n) · (log^2(n) + log(n)QR_n)).

Taking the minimum of the two options for the time complexity gives the claimed bound of O( √ n log(n)λ_2(n, QR_n)).

3.2 Applications

We can directly apply Theorem 10 to the following problems:

Problem 11 (SINGLE STOCK SINGLE TRANSACTION). Given a length n array A of integers, compute arg max 1≤i<j≤n A_j − A_i . Problem 12 (LONGEST INCREASING SUBSTRING (LISST)). Given an array A consisting of n integers, find i < j such that A_i < A_{i+1} . . . < A_j is the longest increasing substring, if any.

Problem 13 (LONGEST SUBSTRING OF IDENTICAL CHARACTERS (LSIC)). Given a string a ∈ Σ^n for some finite alphabet Σ, find i < j such that a_i = a_{i+1} = . . . = a_j is the longest substring of identical characters, if any.

Problem 14 (LONGEST 20^∗2 SUBSTRING (L20^∗2S)). Given a string a ∈ Σ^n, for Σ = {0, 1, 2}, find i < j such that a[i : j] = 20^{j−i−1}2 is a longest substring from 20^∗2, if any.

L20^∗2S is a slight generalization of RECOGNIZING Σ^∗20^∗2Σ^∗, the problem to decide if a ∈ Σ^n is in the regular language Σ^∗20^∗2Σ^∗. In [AGS19, CKK^+22] it was proven, using different techniques, that the query complexity of RECOGNIZING Σ^∗20^∗2Σ^∗ is O( √ n log n).

Theorem 15. The quantum query and time complexities of the problems SSST, LISST, LSIC and L20^∗2S are respectively O( √ n log n) and O( √ n log n · λ_2(n, QR_n)).

Proof. Let n be a power of 2, and for t ∈ {0, . . . , log(n) − 1}, 1 ≤ k ≤ 2^t define C_{n,t,k} = {(k − 1)n/2^t + 1, . . . , kn/2^t}. Note that C_{n,t,k} = C_{n,t+1,2k−1} ∪ C_{n,t+1,2k}. First, consider the problem SSST. Let a be an array of integers of size n. Define the problem P (a, t, k) to be P (a, t, k) = max i∈Cn,t+1,2k−1 j∈Cn,t+1,2k a[j] − a[i] . For any i < j ∈ [n] there is a t, k such that i ∈ C_{n,t+1,2k−1} and j ∈ C_{n,t+1,2k}. Thus

max_{i<j} a[j] − a[i] = max_t max_{1≤k≤2t} P (a, t, k) .

By Fact 4 we can compute P (a, t, k) with O( √ n/2^t) queries and in time O( √ n/2^t(log n + QR_{n/2}t )). Thus by Theorem 10 there is a quantum algorithm to compute max_t max_{1≤k≤2}t P (a, t, k) and the t, k realizing this value with probability at least 9/10 using O( √ n log(n)) queries and a quantum algorithm to do this with time O( √ n log(n)λ_2(n, QR_n)). After we find the t, k realizing the maximum we can again solve P (a, t, k) to find arg max_{i<j} a[j] − a[i] and output these values.

We now prove by induction that there is a quantum algorithm for any n with the desired complexity. The base case is n = 2 which is a power of 2 and so done. Now we design an algorithm for an input of a size 2^m < n < 2^{m+1} assuming we have an algorithm of the desired complexity for inputs of size at most 2^m. There are three choices for arg max_{i<j} a[j] − a[i]: either 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 2^m, 2^m < i, j ≤ n, or i ≤ 2^m, j > 2^m. The first two cases can be solved by the inductive hypothesis, considering a[1 : 2^m] and a[2^m + 1 : n], respectively. For the third case, we can pad a to an array a^′ of size 2^{m+1} by adding −∞ entries to the end and then solve the problem P (a^′, 0, 1). We then take the maximum of the three cases. The running time is dominated by the first two cases and so is as desired.

Next, consider LISST. This problem can be trivially padded by repeating the last element, thus we may assume the input size is a power of 2. Let the problem P (a, t, k) be defined as the length of a longest increasing substring of a[(k − 1)n/2^t + 1 : kn/2^t] that includes both of a[(2k − 1)n/2^{t+1}] and a[(2k − 1)n/2^{t+1} + 1]. We again have that the length of a longest increasing substring of a is equal to max_t max_{1≤k≤2}t P (a, t, k). Thus by Theorem 10 it suffices to show that we can compute P (a, t, k) with O( √ n/2^t) queries and in time O( √ n/2^t(log n + QR_{n/2}t )). To compute P (a, t, k) we first compute

i^∗ = { (k − 1)n/2^t + 1 if a[i] < a[i + 1] for all i ∈ C_{n,t+1,2k−1} 1 + arg max_{i∈Cn,t+1,2k−1} a[i] ≥ a[i + 1] otherwise

j^∗ = { kn/2^t if a[i − 1] < a[i] for all i ∈ C_{n,t+1,2k} −1 + arg min_{j∈Cn,t+1,2k} a[j] ≤ a[j − 1] otherwise .

These can be computed with O( √ n/2^t) queries and in time O( √ n/2^t(log n+QR_{n/2}t )) by Fact 4.

The result follows by noting that P (a, t, k) = j^∗ − i^∗ + 1.

For LSIC, we can pad by repeating two distinct characters at the end of the string and thus we may again assume that n is a power of 2. The problem P (a, t, k) is to compute the length of a longest substring of identical characters in of a[(k − 1)n/2^t + 1 : kn/2^t] that includes both of a[(2k − 1)n/2^{t+1}] and a[(2k − 1)n/2^{t+1} + 1]. We can solve this in a very similar way to LISST. Let i^∗ = { (k − 1)n/2^t + 1 if a[i] = a[i + 1] for all i ∈ C_{n,t+1,2k−1} 1 + arg max_{i∈Cn,t+1,2k−1} a[i] ≠ a[i + 1] otherwise

j^∗ = { kn/2^t if a[i − 1] = a[i] for all i ∈ C_{n,t+1,2k} −1 + arg min_{j∈Cn,t+1,2k} a[j] ≠ a[j − 1] otherwise .

Then again P (a, t, k) = j^∗ − i^∗ + 1 and can be computed with O( √ n/2^t) queries and in time O( √ n/2^t(log n + QR_{n/2}t )) by Fact 4.

Finally, we turn to L20^∗2S. We may assume the input size is a power of 2 by padding the end of the input with zeros. Let P (a, t, k) be the length of a longest 20^∗2 substring of a whose left endpoint is in C_{n,t+1,2k−1} and whose right input is in C_{n,t+1,2k}. To compute P (a, t, k) we compute

i^∗ = { −∞ if {i ∈ C_{n,t+1,2k−1} : a[i] = 2} = ∅ max{i ∈ C_{n,t+1,2k−1} : a[i] = 2} otherwise.

j^∗ = { ∞ if {i ∈ C_{n,t+1,2k} : a[i] = 2} = ∅ min{i ∈ C_{n,t+1,2k} : a[i] = 2} otherwise.

This can be done with O( √ n/2^t) queries and in time O( √ n/2^t(log n + QR_{n/2}t )) by Fact 4. If either i^∗ = −∞ or j^∗ = ∞ then P (a, t, k) = 0. Otherwise, we use Grover search (Fact 1) to check that the interval {i^∗ + 1, . . . , j^∗ − 1} contains only zeros, which takes the same time and queries asymptotically. If so, P (a, t, k) = j^∗ − i^∗ + 1; otherwise, P (a, t, k) = 0

3.3 Generalizations

There are several interesting generalizations of the paradigmatic SSST problem. The first one we consider is the d-MULTIPLE STOCKS SINGLE TRANSACTION (d-MSST) problem, where d ≥ 1 is a constant. Here, we are given d ≥ 1 stocks, and for each stock, we make a single transaction. Every stock should be bought before it is sold, and the aim is to maximize the total profit. If we have as input d arrays of length n, each array specifying the prices for one of the stocks on n successive dates, then we can independently execute the one-dimensional algorithm d-times, once for each stock. However, we want to address a more general pricing model. As input, we will have a d-dimensional array A, where for every i ∈ [n]^d, the integer A_i is the total price of all d stocks, where the transaction time for the kth stock is i_k, for k = 1, . . . , d. In more abstract terms, we want to find max_{i<j} A_j − A_i when we have the natural strict partial order over the d-dimensional cube of side n.

Problem 16 (d-MULTIPLE STOCKS SINGLE TRANSACTION). Given a d-dimensional cube a of side n of integers, find arg max_{i<j} A_j −A_i where, by definition, i < j when i_k < j_k for 1 ≤ k ≤ d.

Our algorithm for d-MSST is a direct generalization of the one-dimensional case.

Theorem 17. For every d ≥ 1, the quantum query complexity of d-MSST is O((n log n)^{d/2}) and its time complexity is O ( (n log n)^{d/2} · min{log^{d+1} n + QR_nd , log^{1+d/2}(n) log log n + log^{d/2}(n) log log n · QR_nd } ) . Proof. The proof is similar to the one-dimensional case, and we detail it for the query complexity. Again, we assume that n is a power of 2 and, for an index i ∈ [n]^d, we identify each of its coordinates i_k ∈ [n] with the binary representation of i_k − 1. Consider the indices i < j which realize the maximum. For every 1 ≤ k ≤ d, the strings i_k and j_k share some prefix of length t_k ∈ {0, 1, . . . , log n − 1}. This means that i and j are contained in a box (d-dimensional subrectangle) B of volume n^d/2^{∑dk=1 tk} . Moreover, let us consider the 2^d sub-boxes of B of sizes 2^{−d}|B| which are obtained by halving each side of B. Then i is in the sub-box B_0 which is obtained as the product of the left halves of the sides, and j is in the sub-box B_1 obtained as the product of the right halves. By definition, every index in B_0 is smaller than any index in B_1. Thus we can compute an optimal pair i, j ∈ B by computing the minimum of the elements of a with indices in B_0 and the maximum of the elements of a with indices in B_1. This can be done with O( √ n^d/2^{∑d}k=1^{tk} ) queries and in time O( √ n^d/2^{∑d}k=1^{tk} )(log n + QR_s), where s = n^d/2^{∑dk=1 tk} .

Let us consider any prefix lengths sequence (t_1, . . . , t_d) ∈ {0, 1, . . . , m − 1}^d. The number of corresponding boxes is 2^{∑dk=1 tk} . An optimal pair (i, j) over all these boxes can be therefore found

with O( √ 2^{∑d}k=1^{tk} √ n^d/2^{∑d}k=1^{tk} ) = O(n^{d/2}) queries and in time O(n^{d/2}(log n + QR_nd )).

To finish the proof, we use Lemma 7 with the N = log^d n possible values for the size of the shared prefix t and with S_t(n) = O(n^{d/2} log n) and q_t(n) = O(n^{d/2}), for all t ∈ [log^d n]. For the query complexity, we use the first algorithm from Lemma 7, while for the time complexity, we take the minimum of the two algorithms.

Two other generalizations of the SSST problem, k-SINGLE STOCK MULTIPLE TRANSAC-

TIONS and MAXIMUM 4-COMBINATION will be addressed respectively in Section 4 and Section 8.

4 The k-Increasing Subsequence and related problems

The results of this section are proven in the QRAM model. In the k-INCREASING SUBSEQUENCE problem (k-IS), where k ≥ 2, we are given an array of n integers and we are looking for a subsequence of k increasing numbers.

Problem 18 (k-INCREASING SUBSEQUENCE). Given an array A of n integers, do there exist k indices i_1 < · · · < i_k such that A_{i1} < · · · < A_{ik} ?

For k ≥ 1 and for an integer γ ∈ [(min_{1≤i≤n} A_i) . . . (max_{1≤i≤n} A_i)] ∪ {−∞}, we consider the following helper function: F_k(A, γ) = min_{i1<i2<···<ik,} γ<Ai 1 <Ai 2 <···<Ai k A_{ik} , where we adhere to the convention that the value of the minimum taken over the empty set is ∞. It suffices to design an algorithm for F_k(A, γ) to solve k-IS with the same complexity, and in the following theorem, we do exactly that. We will also give explicit bounds on the constant involved in the query complexity as a function of k. Let α be the universal constant from Fact 4 and Fact 5 such that quantum minimum finding on an array of size n can be solved with at most α √ n quantum queries.

Theorem 19. There exists a quantum algorithm that evaluates F_k on an array A of n integers and for any γ, with at most (2α)^{2k} √ n log^{k−1} n queries. There is also an algorithm that solves the problem in time O( √ n log^{k−1} n · λ_k(n, QR_n)).

Proof. Let T_k(n) be the quantum query complexity of F_k(A, γ) on size n strings, maximized over all values of γ. We prove by induction on k that

T_k(n) ≤ (2α)^{2k} √ n log^{k−1} n .

The case k = 1 follows by Fact 4.

Let us assume that we have algorithms for F_1, . . . , F_{k−1} with the desired quantum query complexity. We now design an algorithm for F_k(A, γ). Consider an array A of size n and suppose that it has a k-IS all of whose values are more than γ. Let A_{i1} < · · · < A_{ik} be such a subsequence where i_k is such that A_{ik} achieves the minimum value possible among all k-IS with the condition A_{i1} > γ. Again we suppose that n is a power of 2, and we identify an index i ∈ [n] with the binary representation of i − 1. Let t ∈ {0, . . . , log n − 1} be the size of the longest common prefix of i_1 and i_k. Then there exists a unique interval of length n/2^t of the form {(k −1)n/2^t +1, . . . , kn/2^t}, for some k ∈ [2^t], such that the indices i_1, . . . , i_k are all contained in it, and moreover i_1 is in the left half of this interval, and i_k is in the right half of this interval.

Let us first consider how to solve this problem when we know that interval (or equivalently the largest common prefix of i_1 and i_k). Let C be the subarray of A whose indices are in the interval, and let C_ℓ be its left half, and C_r be its right half. Now note that F_k(C, γ) = min_{j∈[k−1]} F_{k−j}(C_r, F_j(C_ℓ, γ)) . Thus F_k(C, γ) can be expressed in terms of F_j , for j < k, and its complexity is upper bounded by 2 ∑_{k−1} j=1 T_j (|C|). Now let us return to the original problem. Say that, instead of being told the longest shared prefix of i_1 and i_k, we are only told that i_1, i_k share a prefix of size t. There are 2^t prefixes of size t. We want to find the minimum of F_k(C, γ) over all substrings C defined by these prefixes, where each interval is of size n/2^t. Using quantum minimum finding over all prefixes of size t, by Fact 5 the complexity of this is at most P_{t,k−1}(n) where P_{t,k−1}(n) = 2α √ 2^t k−1∑ j=1 T_j (n/2^t)

≤ 2α √ n k−1∑ j=1 (2α)^{2j} √ log^{j−1}(n/2^t)

= 2α √ n(2α)^2

(2α)^{2(k−1)} log^{(k−1)/2}(n/2^t) − 1 (2α)^2 √ log(n/2^t) − 1

≤ 4α(2α)^{2(k−1)} √ n log^{k−2} n ,

where to arrive at the last inequality we first simplify the denominator using the fact that a − 1 ≥ a/2 for a ≥ 2. Note that this final upper bound on P_{t,k−1}(n) is independent of t.

The final value of F_k(a, γ) is the minimum over all possible sizes of the shared prefix. Again by Fact 5, this shows that T_k(n) is at most T_k(n) ≤ α √ log nP_{0,k−1}(n) ≤ (2α)^{2k} √ n log^{k−1} n ,

as desired. Let us now turn to the time complexity. Let T_k(n) be the maximum quantum time complexity of F_k(A, γ) over all arrays A of size n and all γ. By Fact 4 we know that T_1(n) = O( √ n(log n + QR_n)). For k ≥ 2, we will design two algorithms for the problem, and the claim of the Theorem will follow by taking the minimum of the two complexities. They both proceed by induction on k and they follow the same structure as the algorithm for the query complexity until the last step. Then they call on Lemma 7 where they use the first and second algorithms there, respectively.

We claim that when the first algorithm is chosen in Lemma 7, its time complexity T^{(1)}_k (n) satisfies T^{(1)}_k (n) = O( √ n log^{k−1} n · (log^k n + QR_n)). Computing F_k(A, γ) under the condition that i_1 and i_k share a prefix of size t, and i_1 is in the left half and i_k is in the right half of the corresponding interval of size n/2^t, by Corollary 6 takes time

P^{(1)}_{t,k−1}(n) = O ( √ 2^t ( t + k−1∑ j=1 T^{(1)}_j (n/2^t) )) .

From this, using the inductive hypothesis for T^{(1)}_j , for j ∈ [k − 1], we get

P^{(1)}_{t,k−1}(n) = O(T^{(1)}_{k−1}(n)).

To maximize over all values of t we use the first algorithm of Lemma 7 with the functions S_{t,k−1}(n) = O( √ n log^{k−2} n log^{k−1} n), and q_{t,k−1}(n) = √ n log^{k−2} n, for all t. Therefore we have S_{sum,k−1}(n) = O( √ n log^{k−2} n log^k n) and q_{max,k−1}(n) = √ n log^{k−2} n, and the Lemma gives

T^{(1)}_k (n) = O (√ n log^{k−1} n · (log^k n + QR_n) ) . The second algorithm is the same until the use of Lemma 7 to maximize over all values of t, where it uses the second algorithm of the Lemma. It is not hard to check that the time complexity of this algorithm is

T^{(2)}_k (n) = O (√ n log^{k−1} n · ( log^{(k+1)/2}(n)(log log n)^{k−1} + log^{(k−1)/2}(n)(log log n)^{k−1} · QR_n )) . Taking T_k(n) = min{T^{(1)}_k (n), T^{(2)}_k (n)}, finishes the proof.

We now turn to the second generalization of the SSST problem. For a constant k ≥ 1, in the k-SINGLE STOCK MULTIPLE TRANSACTIONS problem (k-SSMT) we have the same input as in the case of SSST but we buy and sell the stock k-times in the given time interval. We want to maximize the profit where the restriction on the timing is that ith buying day must precede the i^{th} selling day which, in turn, must precede the (i + 1)^{st} buying day. We define the variant where the output is the maximal profit.

Problem 20 (k-SINGLE STOCK MULTIPLE TRANSACTIONS). Given a length n array A of integers, maximize ∑_k ℓ=1 A_{jℓ} − A_{iℓ} under the condition i_1 < j_1 < i_2 < . . . < j_k.

Our claim is that in an array of size n this problem can be solved by a quantum algorithm with O( √ n log^{2k−1} n) queries and in time O( √ n log^{2k−1} n · λ_{2k}(n, QR_n)). We can directly give an algorithm for this claim. However, it turns out that it is simpler and more elegant to give an algorithm for a more general problem where, again, k ≥ 1 is a constant.

Problem 21 (k-SIGNED SUM). Given a length n array A of integers and ε ∈ {−1, 1}^k, maximize ∑_k m=1 ε_mA_{im} when the k indices must satisfy i_1 < i_2 < . . . < i_k.

Clearly computing the value of a solution of the k-SINGLE STOCK MULTIPLE TRANSAC-

TIONS problem is the special instance of the 2k-SIGNED SUM problem with ε = (−1, 1, . . . , −1, 1).

The complexity of k-SIGNED SUM (k-SS) depends on ε. For example, for ε = 1^k, it can be solved by k repeated maximum findings. Our next result bounds the quantum complexity of the problem.

Theorem 22. Let α be the universal constant from Fact 4. Then there is a quantum algorithm that solves the k-SS problem in any array A of n integers and for any ε ∈ {−1, 1}^k with at most

(2α)^{2k} √ n log^{k−1} n

queries and in time O( √ n log^{k−1} n · λ_k(n, QR_n)).

Proof. Let F_k be the function defined as F_k(A, ε) = max_{i1<...<ik} k∑ j=1 ε_j A_{ij} .

Let T_{n,k} and T_{n,k} be respectively the quantum query and time complexities of F_k(A, ε) when maximized over all arrays A of size n and over all ε ∈ {−1, 1}^k. We claim the same bounds for T_{n,k} and T_{n,k} as the bounds obtained for the similarly denoted functions in Theorem 19 which were the respective complexities of F_k(A, γ) there. The proof is by induction on k, and the case k = 1 is just quantum maximum finding.

The proofs of the inductive steps are almost identical to the ones in Theorem 19, the only difference is in the recursive combinatorial statement for a substring C of A that fully contains an optimal solution A_{i1} , . . . , A_{ik} , for i_1 < . . . < i_k, and moreover is such that A_{i1} is in the left half of A and A_{ik} is in the right half of A. Let C_ℓ be the left half and let C_r be the right half of such a string C. Then

F_k(C, ε) = max_{1≤j≤k−1} F_j (C_ℓ, ε[1: j]) + F_{k−j} (C_r, ε[j + 1: k]) .

Thus F_k(C, ε) can be expressed in terms of F_m, for m < k, and its query complexity is at most 2 ∑_{k−1} m=1 T_{|C|/2,m}. This is exactly the same relationship we have derived in Theorem 19 for F_k(A, γ), and for the rest the two proofs are identical.

5 Disjunctive and minimizing problems

We now turn to applications of Corollary 3 and Corollary 6 to directly design and analyze quantum divide and conquer algorithms. It turns out that we can do that for problems whose complete step is simple, and whose combine step is either the OR function or minimization. These problems are easily amenable to recursively applying Grover search or minimization on subproblems and therefore to quantum divide and conquer algorithms. However, let us emphasize that their create step can be rather complex and, indeed, our main examples will show such behaviour.

At the highest level, these problems will be characterized by two functions, h : N → N and m : N → R_+ . The intuition behind these functions is that in the divide and conquer algorithm an instance of length n will be divided into h(n) instances of size ⌈n/m(n)⌉ < n. We call an integer n small for m(n) if ⌈n/m(n)⌉ ≥ n, otherwise n is large for m(n). We will often just say that an integer is small or large, without reference to m(n) when it is obvious from the context. A string a ∈ Σ^∗ is called small if |a| is small. These strings correspond to the base cases of the problem, and the other strings are called large.

We will consider two different classes of disjunctive and minimizing problems depending on how the instances of the subproblems are presented during the recursive calls. In the class of constructible instance problems, the instances will be computed and written explicitly to the quantum memory. In the class of t-decomposable instance problems, all recursive calls will be made on subsequences of the original input string and therefore can be described potentially more succinctly by a sufficient number of memory indices.

5.1 Constructible instance problems

In constructible instance problems, the strings on which the recursive calls are made have to be computed explicitly, and therefore the definition of the problem on an instance doesn’t make reference to the initial input. On the other hand, the definition involves the length of the initial input which determines the size of the quantum memory and the cost of all QRAM or QRAG operations made during the algorithm.

Let h : N → N and m : N → R_+ be two functions. We say that P : ⋃ n^∗ ({n ∗} × Σ^{≤n∗} ) → {0, 1} (respectively P : ⋃ n^∗ ({n ∗} × Σ^{≤n∗} ) → Z) is a constructible instance (h, m)-disjunctive (respectively (h, m)-minimizing) problem if the following two conditions are satisfied:

1. There are only a constant number of small integers for m(n).

2. There exists a function γ : ⋃ 0<n≤n^∗ ({n^∗} × Σ^n × [h(n)] × {0, 1}) → {0, 1} (respectively γ : ⋃ 0<n≤n^∗ ({n^∗} × Σ^n × [h(n)] × Z) → Z) such that for every n^∗, for every large n ≤ n^∗, for every a ∈ Σ^n, there exist strings a^{(1)}, . . . , a^{(h(n))}, with |a^{(1)}| = · · · = |a^{(h(n))}| = ⌈n/m(n)⌉, such that P (n^∗, a) = OR_{j∈[h(n)]}γ(n^∗, a, j, P (n^∗, a^{(j)})) (respectively P (n^∗, a) = min_{j∈[h(n)]}γ(n^∗, a, j, P (n^∗, a^{(j)}))).

For j ∈ [h(n)], we call a^{(j)} the jth constitutive string of a and we call the function γ the completion function. A constructible instance (h, m)-maximizing problem is defined analogously. For every n^∗, for a disjunctive problem P , we define P_n∗ : Σ^{≤n∗} → {0, 1} by P_n∗ (a) = P (n^∗, a), and similarly for minimizing problems.

The above conditions impose constraints on the create, complete and combine step of problems amenable to divide and conquer algorithms. The following theorem, which is valid in the QRAG model, stipulates the existence of a quantum algorithm for such problems. The theorem is only stated for time complexity since for most relevant parameters the query complexity would be superlinear, and therefore trivial.

Theorem 23. Let P be a constructible instance (h, m)-disjunctive (respectively (h, m)-minimizing) problem. Suppose that h(n) and m(n) can be computed by classical algorithms in time O(V (n)). Let N(n) be defined by the recursive equations N(n) = O(1) when n is small and, when n is large, N(n) = 2^k, where k is the smallest integer such that 2^k > (h(n) + 1) max{n, N(n)}.

Let us fix n^∗ as the input size. Suppose that there is a classical algorithm that for every large n ≤ n^∗, for every a ∈ Σ^n, computes the h(n) constitutive strings a^{(1)}, . . . , a^{(h(n))} in time O(S(n)). Finally suppose that the computation of γ(n^∗, a, j, P (n^∗, a^{(j)})) can be done by a quantum algorithm in time O(G(n) · QW_{N(n}∗_)) and with error at most 1/10.

Then there exists a quantum divide and conquer algorithm A which on an input size n^∗ and an instance a ∈ Σ^n, written at the beginning of the memory, where n ≤ n^∗, computes P_n∗ with probability at least 9/10 and uses a quantum memory of size N(n^∗). Let T (n^∗, n) denote the time complexity of the algorithm, maximized over all words in Σ^n with n ≤ n^∗. Then

T (n^∗, n) = O(log N(n^∗) + QW_{N(n}∗_)) ,

when n is small, and when n is large, T (n^∗, n) satisfies the recurrence equation T (n^∗, n) ≤ c √ h(n) ( T (n^∗, n/m(n)) + G(n) · QW_{N(n}∗_) + log h(n) ) +O ( S(n) · QW_{N(n}∗_) + V (n) ) , for some constant c > 0.

We remark that in Theorem 23 the size of the quantum memory is not optimized. Indeed, it is possible to use a memory of size N^′(n^∗), where N^′(n^∗) is defined by the recursive equations N^′(n) = O(1) when n is small and N^′(n) = h(n)N^′(n/m(n)) + n when n is large. However, with the smaller memory, the handling of the recursive call becomes more complicated. Also, for h and m constants, both N(n^∗) and N^′(n^∗) are polynomial functions of n. As mentioned in Section 2.2.2, in that case, when one additionally has r = O(log n^∗), the cost of the memory access operations is polylogarithmic in n^∗ for both memory sizes N(n^∗) and N^′(n^∗).

Before proving Theorem 23 it is worth pointing out and illustrating a powerful corollary on achieving an almost quadratic time complexity quantum speed-up over classical divide and conquer algorithms, for the case where the completion function is trivial.

Corollary 24. Let h and m be constants and let P be a constructible instance (h, m)-disjunctive or (h, m)-minimizing problem. Suppose that there is a classical algorithm that, for every large a of length n, computes the h constitutive strings a^{(1)}, . . . , a^{(h)} in time O(S(n)). Finally suppose that the completion function is trivial, meaning that it is the projection to its fourth argument.

Then, there exists a quantum divide and conquer algorithm A which for every n^∗, computes P_n∗ with probability at least 9/10 and uses a quantum memory of size N(n^∗). Let T (n^∗, n) be the time complexity of the algorithm. Then

T (n^∗, n) = O(log N(n^∗) + QW_{N(n}∗_)) ,

when n is small and when n is large, T (n^∗, n) satisfies the recurrence equation T (n^∗, n) ≤ c √ hT (n^∗, n/m) + O ( S(n) · QW_{N(n}∗_) ) , for some constant c > 0.

We illustrate Corollary 24 with an example we call recursive max pooling, inspired by recent work on the power of recursion in neural networks [TLJ23].

Problem 25 (RECURSIVE MAX POOLING). Given h, p ∈ N, an array A of n^∗ integers (i.e., A ∈ Σ^{n∗} for Σ = {0, 1}^r) where n^∗ is a power of p and, for each j ∈ {1, . . . , log_p n^∗}, a set of functions F_j = {f^{(j)}_1 , . . . , f^{(j)}_h : Σ^{n∗/pj−1} → Σ^{n∗/pj} }, compute P_n∗ (A) where P_n∗ : Σ^{≤n∗} → Z is defined recursively:

P_n∗ (B) = { B if |B| = 1 max{P_n∗ (B^{(1)}), . . . , P_n∗ (B^{(h)})} otherwise

where B^{(i)} = f^{(j)}_i (B) when |B| = n^∗/p^{j−1}.

One can view the strings B^{(i)} as being computed, for example, by h neural networks, each downsizing their common input by a factor of p, and then max pooling applied recursively to determine a final network output value. Note that our model differs from the recursive neighbourhood pooling graph neural network of [TLJ23]: in that work, the subproblems that correspond to our

B^{(i)} are subgraphs of a parent graph, and the pooling function they use is required to be injective. On the other hand, while maximum pooling as used here is highly lossy, we allow greater flexibility in constructing the substrings. Our problem is also similar in spirit to (a recursive version of) convolutional neural networks, which use multiple convolutional filters (which can be viewed as special cases of our f^{(j)}_i ) to produce a number of downsized images which are then pooled and further processed.

Theorem 26. Let h = p^k for k ∈ N, k ≥ 4. If the f^{(j)}_i (B) can be computed classically in time O(|B|^2) for any input B, RECURSIVE MAX POOLING can be solved by a quantum algorithm with running time T^′(n) = O((n)^{k/2+logh c} · QR_{N(n)}).

Proof. RECURSIVE MAX POOLING is a constructible instance (h, m)-minimizing problem with h = p^k, m = p, and trivial completion function, where the constituent strings are computed by the functions f^{(j)}_i . From Corollary 24, the running time recursion satisfies T (n^∗, n) = ch^{k/2}T (n^∗, n/h)+ O(n^2 · QR_{N(n}∗_)). Taking T^′(n) = T (n, n), the result follows.

The complexity T of the obvious classical divide and conquer algorithm (ignoring memory access costs) for P satisfies T (n) = p^kT (n/p) + O(n^2) resulting in T (n) = O(n^k). If QR_{N(n}∗_) is polylogarithmic in n^∗, the quantum result achieves an almost quadratic improvement compared with classical when h is large compared to c.

We now prove Theorem 23.

Proof. For every u ∈ {0, 1}^∗, with |u| < log N(n^∗), we denote by M_u the section of the memory content register indexed by binary strings with prefix u. For example M_ϵ is the full memory, for the empty string ϵ. In the run of A, an instance a, with |a| = n, will be written at the beginning of M_u, a section of memory of size N(n), where u is chosen recursively as follows. The input of length n^∗ is written at the beginning of M_ϵ. If an instance a is written at the beginning of M_u, its j-th constitutive string a^{(j)} will be written at the beginning of M_{uvj} , where v_j is the integer j written in binary, and uv_j denotes the concatenation of u and v_j . When dealing with a, the algorithm will have access to u. The function N(n) is large enough that all instances in the subsequent recursive calls can be written to M_u.

A small instance, when its location in the memory is known, can be accessed in time O(QW_{N(n}∗_)), and therefore the problem can be solved in time O(log N(n^∗) + QW_{N(n}∗_), accounting for the time required to input the address.

On a large instance a, written at the beginning of M_u, in the create step A computes sequentially, for every j ∈ [h(n)], the constitutive string a^{(j)}. Then, for j ∈ [h(n)], it writes a^{(j)} at the beginning of M_{uvj} . To compute P_n∗ (a), then it uses Corollary 3 (respectively Corollary 6) with the h(n) functions f_1, . . . , f_{h(n)}, where f_j (a) = γ(n^∗, a, j, P_n∗ (a^{(j)})).

For this, we describe a quantum algorithm F that on input |j⟩|a⟩ computes f_j (a). By the recursive hypothesis, we have an algorithm B that computes P_n∗ on instances of size n/m(n), when the instance is written at the beginning of M_{uvj} . On |j⟩|a⟩ the algorithm F first copies uv_j at the beginning of the memory index register and then it executes B. Once the computation of P_n∗ (a^{(j)}) is finished, it applies the completion function on (n^∗, a, j, P_n∗ (a^{(j)}). This ends the description of F . By applying Corollary 3 or Corollary 6, A finds the value of P_n∗ on a.

We show that the error of algorithm A is at most 9/10 which comes from the application of Corollary 3 (respectively Corollary 6). For this, we claim that the error for computing F is at most 2/10. Indeed the error of the recursive call B is at most 1/10, and the completion function can be computed, by hypothesis, with error at most 1/10.

The create step costs O ( S(n) · QW_{N(n}∗_) + V (n) ) which includes also the writing of the constitutive strings into memory. Completing each recursive call costs O(G(n) · QW_{N(n}∗_)) and therefore the time of implementing F is O(T (n^∗, n/m(n)) + G(n) · QW_{N(n}∗_)). Therefore Corollary 3 (respectively Corollary 6) implies the recurrence equation for the time complexity.

5.2 t-decomposable instance problems

In a constructible instance problem, the main difficulty can be in the create step, computing the constitutive strings which may be non-trivially related to the original input string. The situation is very different when, for every instance a, the constitutive strings of a are subsequences of the original input string α. In particular, we will consider t-decomposable instance problems where, at every level of recursion, every constitutive string is the concatenation of t substrings of the input, for some constant t.

For some integers n^∗ ≥ n > 0, let α ∈ Σ^{n∗} and let t > 0 be an integer constant. We say that I ∈ [n^∗]^{2t} is an n^∗-valid t-description if I = (b_1, e_1, . . . , b_t, e_t) with 1 ≤ b_1 ≤ e_1 < b_2 ≤ . . . < b_t ≤ e_t ≤ n^∗. We define the size of I as s(I) = ∑_t i=1(e_i − b_i + 1). Let V(n^∗, t) denote the set of n^∗-valid t-descriptions, and for 0 < n ≤ n^∗, let V(n^∗, t, n) denote the set of n^∗-valid tdescriptions of size n. For I ∈ V(n^∗, t), where I = (b_1, e_1, . . . , b_t, e_t), we denote by α_I the string α[b_1 : e_1]++ · · ·++ α[b_t : e_t]. Observe that |α_I | = s(I). Let a ∈ Σ^n, we say that a is t-decomposable in α if there exists I ∈ V(n^∗, t, n) such that a = α_I , and we call I a t-description of a in α. We are interested in t-decomposable instance problems, meaning that for every α ∈ Σ^{n∗} , for every large t-decomposable subsequence a of α, the constitutive strings of a are all t-decomposable in α.

Note that is important that the constitutive strings of an instance a are not only t-decomposable in a but also t-decomposable in α. To see why, consider an instance a that is 2-decomposable in α. If its constitutive strings are 2-decompasable in a, then we can only claim for them 3- decomposability in α, and so on. Therefore, even starting with a simple input α, we obtain more and more complex subsequences of α at the deeper layers of the recursion that can be difficult to deal with.

We now formally define t-decomposable instance problems. Let α ∈ Σ^{n∗} be an input. An instance a ∈ Σ^n which is a t-decomposable in α will be specified by an n^∗-valid t-description I of a in α of size n. The t-description can be given in some work registers which is distinct from the memory registers. Observe that I is an O(log n^∗) string. We will involve in the definition the create functions δ where, for every α ∈ Σ^{n∗} , for every I ∈ V(n^∗, t, n), and for every j ∈ [h(n)], the value of δ(α, I, j) is a t-description of the jth constitutive string α^{(j)}_I of α_I .

Let h : N → N and m : N → R_+ be two functions and t > 0 an integer constant. We say that P : ⋃ n^∗ (Σ n^∗ × V(n∗, t)) → {0, 1} (respectively P : ⋃ n^∗ (Σ n^∗ × V(n∗, t)) → Z) is a t-decomposable instance (h, m)-disjunctive (respectively (h, m)-minimizing) problem if the following two conditions are satisfied:

1. There are only a constant number of small integers for m(n).

2. There exist two functions δ : ⋃ 0<n≤n^∗ (Σ^{n∗} × V(n^∗, t, n) × [h(n)]) → V(n^∗, t, ⌈n/m(n)⌉) and γ : ⋃ 0<n≤n^∗ (Σ^{n∗} × V(n^∗, t, n) × [h(n)] × V(n^∗, t, ⌈n/m(n)⌉ × {0, 1})) → {0, 1} (respectively γ : ⋃ 0<n≤n^∗ (Σ^{n∗} × V(n^∗, t, n) × [h(n)] × V(n^∗, t, ⌈n/m(n)⌉ × Z)) → Z)

such that for every α ∈ Σ^{n∗} , for every I ∈ V(n^∗, t, n) where n is large, P (α, I) = OR_{j∈[h(n)]}γ(α, I, j, δ(α, I, j), P (α, δ(α, I, j))) (respectively P (α, I) = min_{j∈[h(n)]}γ(α, I, j, δ(α, I, j), P (α, δ(α, I, j)))). We call the functions δ and γ respectively the create and the completion function, and for j ∈ [h(n)], we call α_{δ(α,I,j)} the jth constitutive string of α_I . A t-decomposable instance (h, m)- maximizing problem is defined analogously.

Our next theorem stipulates the existence of a quantum divide and conquer algorithm for tdecomposable instance disjunctive or minimizing problems. The complexity of the algorithm is expressed as a function of the complexities of the create and completion functions. The result is valid in both the QRAM and the QRAG model.

Theorem 27. For some constant t, let P be a t-decomposable instance (h, m)-disjunctive (respectively (h, m)-minimizing) problem. Suppose that h(n) and m(n) can be computed by classical algorithms in time O(V (n)) and without queries.

Suppose that there is a quantum algorithm that for every input string α ∈ Σ^{n∗} given in the quantum memory, for every large n, for every I ∈ V(n^∗, t, n), computes δ(α, I, 1), . . . , δ(α, I, h(n)) with O(d(n)) queries, in time O(D(n)·QR_n∗ ) in the QRAM model and in time O(D(n)·QW_{M(n}∗_)) in the QRAG model, for some function M. Suppose also that each computation has probability of error at most 1/10.

Let N^′(n) be defined by the recursive equations N^′(n) = O(1) when n is small and N^′(n) = N^′(n/m(n)) + M(n) when n is large. Also define N(n^∗) = n^∗ + N^′(n^∗). Finally suppose that for every input string α ∈ Σ^{n∗} , for every large n, for every I ∈ V(n^∗, t, n), the computation of the completion function γ can be done by a quantum algorithm with O(g(n)) queries, in time O(G(n) · QW_{N(n}∗_)) and with error at most 1/10.

Then there exists a quantum divide and conquer algorithm A which computes the problem P on t-decomposable instances in α with probability at least 8/10 and in QRAG model uses a quantum memory of size N(n^∗). Let denote by T (n^∗, n) (respectively T (n^∗, n)) its query (respectively time) complexity, maximized over all inputs α of length n^∗ and over all t-decomposable instances in α of length n, specified by a t-description in α. Then, for small n, we have

T (n^∗, n) = O(1)

in both memory models, and T (n^∗, n) = { O(log n^∗ + QR_n∗ ) (QRAM model) O(log N(n^∗) + QW_{N(n}∗_)) (QRAG model).

When n is large, T (n^∗, n) and T (n^∗, n) satisfy, for some constant c > 0, the recurrences T (n^∗, n) ≤ c √ h(n) (T (n^∗, n/m(n)) + g(n)) + O(d(n)) , in both memory models, and T (n^∗, n) ≤ { c √ h(n) ( T (n^∗, n/m(n)) + G(n) · QW_n∗ + log h(n) ) + O (D(n) · QR_n∗ + V (n)) (QRAM) c √ h(n) ( T (n^∗, n/m(n)) + G(n) · QW_{N(n}∗_) + log h(n) ) + O ( D(n) · QW_{N(n}∗_) + V (n) ) (QRAG).

Proof. A small instance can be solved with a constant number of queries, therefore we have T (n^∗, n) = O(1) both in the QRAM and the QRAG model when n is small. Given a quantum memory of content size s, copying an index to the memory index register takes time log s. Taking s = n^∗ in the QRAM model and s = N(n^∗) in the QRAG model, we get the respective equalities for T (n^∗, n), when n is small.

Let us now suppose that we are given I ∈ V(n^∗, t, n). The algorithm A first computes h(n) and sequentially δ(α, I, 1), . . . , δ(α, I, h(n)). Then, to compute P (α, I), the algorithm A uses in the case of a search problem Fact 2 for the query complexity and Corollary 3 for the time complexity (respectively, for minimizing problems, Fact 5 and Corollary 6) with the functions f_j (I) = γ(α, I, j, δ(α, I, j), P (α, δ(α, I, j))), for j ∈ [h(n)]. For this we describe a quantum algorithm F that on input |j⟩|I⟩ computes f_j (I). By the recursive hypothesis, we have an algorithm that computes P on t-decomposable strings of length n/m(n), specified by t-description. F runs this algorithm on α_{δ(α,I,j)} which was already computed, and then applies the completion function to the result. Therefore A computes the value of P (α, I).

The error of algorithm A comes from the computation of the t-descriptions of the constitutive strings and from the application of the respective Fact 2 or Corollary 3 (or Fact 5 or Corollary 6 for minimizing problems). The error for computing a t-description is, by hypothesis, at most 1/10. Let us consider the error for computing F . When the description of the jth constitutive string is correctly computed then the error of the recursive call is at most 2/10. The completion function can be computed, by hypothesis, with error at most 1/10. Thus the error of F is at most 3/10. Therefore the error of A coming from Fact 2 or Corollary 3 (respectively Fact 5 or Corollary 6 for minimizing problems) is also at most 1/10, and its overall error is at most 2/10.

Computing h(n) and m(n) takes no queries and time O(V (n)), and computing the t-descriptions of all constitutive strings takes time O(D(n)·QR_n∗ ) and O(d(n)) queries. Computing the completion function γ takes O(g(n)) queries, time O(G(n)·QR_n∗ ) in the QRAM model and time O(G(n)·

QW_{N(n}∗_)) in the QRAG model. Thus the query cost of implementing F is T (n^∗, n/m(n)) + g(n) and can be done in time O(T (n^∗, n/m(n)) + G(n) · QR_n∗ ) in the QRAM model and in time O(T (n^∗, n/m(n)) + G(n) · QW_{N(n}∗_)) in the QRAG model. Therefore Fact 2 (respectively Fact 5) implies the recurrence equation for the query complexity and Corollary 3 (respectively Corollary 6) implies the recurrence equation for the time complexity. The memory size used for computing in superposition the constitutive substrings, over all levels of the recursion, is N^′(n^∗) therefore counting also the input length, the algorithm can be implemented in the QRAG model with memory content size N(n^∗).

6 Longest Distinct Substring

Recall that a substring of α is a subsequence of consecutive symbols. We say that a substring is distinct if no character in the substring appears more than once. The LONGEST DISTINCT SUBSTRING (LDS) problem is to find the length of a longest distinct substring of α.

Problem 28 (LONGEST DISTINCT SUBSTRING). Let Σ be an alphabet and α ∈ Σ^{n∗} be a string. The goal is to output the length of a longest distinct substring of α, denoted LDS(α).

Computing LDS(α) is naturally a maximization problem over all substrings of α and so fits into the bottom-up divide and conquer framework of Section 3. By repeating the last character of α we may assume that its size is a power of 2 without affecting LDS(α). Letting P (α, t, k) be the length of a longest distinct substring of α[(k − 1)n/2^t + 1 : kn/2^t] whose left endpoint is in the left half of this interval and the right endpoint is in the right half of the interval, we see that LDS(α) = max_t max_{1≤k≤2}t P (α, t, k). Our main task is thus to compute P (α, t, k). This will again be done with a divide and conquer algorithm, but now one with a non-trivial create step. Because of the nature of the recursive calls in the divide and conquer algorithm for P (α, t, k), in the next subsection we develop an algorithm for a more general version of the problem which we call BIPARTITE LONGEST DISTINCT SUBSTRING (BLDS).

6.1 Bipartite longest distinct substring

Problem 29 (BIPARTITE LONGEST DISTINCT SUBSTRING). α ∈ Σ^{n∗} be a string. For a n^∗-valid 2-description I let I(k) refer to the k^{th} element of I. Given α and a n^∗-valid 2-description I, the goal of the bipartite longest distinct substring problem is to output the length of a longest distinct substring of α[I(1): I(2)] ++ α[I(3): I(4)] that includes at least one of α_{I(2)}, α_{I(3)}. We denote this value by BLDS(α, I).

A key role in the algorithm for BLDS is played by finding the longest distinct substring whose right or left endpoint is given by an index k. We make a couple of definitions related to this problem.

Definition 30 (Longest distinct substring with constrained endpoint). Let Σ be an alphabet and α ∈ Σ^{n∗} be a string. For X ⊆ [n^∗], let LDS(α, X) be the length of a longest distinct substring of α whose right endpoint is in X.

Definition 31 (Longest distinct substring with a fixed endpoint). Let Σ be an alphabet, α ∈ Σ^{n∗} be a string, and I an n^∗-valid 2-description. Let k ∈ {I(1), . . . , I(2)} ∪ {I(3), . . . , I(4)}. Define L(α, I, k) to be the left endpoint of the longest distinct substring of α[I(1) : I(2)] ++ α[I(3) : I(4)] whose right endpoint is k. Analogously, define R(α, I, k) to be the right endpoint of the longest distinct substring of α[I(1) : I(2)] ++ α[I(3) : I(4)] whose left endpoint is k.

The high-level idea of the algorithm is the following. We first compute the smallest index i_1 ≥ I(1) such that α[i_1 :I(2)] is a distinct substring and the largest index j_2 ≤ I(4) such that α[I(3):j_2] is a distinct substring. Clearly, BLDS(α, I) = BLDS(α, J ) for J = (i_1, I(2), I(3), i_2).

BLDS(α, J ) will be the maximum of n_1 = J (2) − J (1) + 1, n_2 = J (4) − J (3) + 1 and the length of a longest distinct substring whose left endpoint is in {J (1), . . . , J (2)} and right endpoint is in {J (3), . . . , J (4)}. Call the latter the crossing value.

The algorithm uses a divide and conquer approach to computing the crossing value. We may assume without loss of generality that n_2 ≤ n_1, as the length of a longest distinct substring of a string and its reversal are the same. For a constant h, we partition {J (3), . . . , J (4)} into h intervals. The right endpoint of a substring realizing the crossing value must lie in one of these intervals. Thus the main subproblem of our divide and conquer approach is to compute the length of a longest distinct crossing substring whose right endpoint is contained in an interval. The core idea of how to reduce this problem to a smaller instance of BLDS is contained in the following lemma.

Lemma 32. Let Σ be an alphabet and a = a_1, . . . , a_N ∈ Σ^N . Suppose that 1 ≤ u < v ≤ N are such that a[1 : v] is a distinct substring and a[u : N] is a distinct substring. Let b = a[1 : u − 1] + + a[v + 1 : N]. Then LDS(a) = v − u + 1 + LDS(b) .

Proof. First we show that LDS(a) ≥ v − u + 1 + LDS(b). Let b̂ be a distinct substring of b realizing LDS(b) and let b̂_ℓ be the substring of b̂ to the left of a_u and b̂_r the substring of b̂ to the right of a_v. Then b̂_ℓ ++ a[u : v] ++ b̂_r is a distinct substring of a. The portion b̂_ℓ ++ a[u : v] is distinct because a[1 : v] is, the portion a[u : v] ++ b̂_r is distinct because a[u : N] is, and there is no collision between b̂_ℓ and b̂_r because b̂ is distinct.

Now we show that LDS(a) ≤ v − u + 1 + LDS(b). Let â be a substring of a realizing LDS(a) and split up â as â_ℓ, â_m, â_r for the portion strictly to the left of u, between u and v, and strictly to the right of v, respectively. If any of â_ℓ, â_m, â_r are empty, then clearly LDS(a) ≤ v − u + 1 + LDS(b). If they are all nonempty, then â_ℓ, â_r must form a distinct substring of b, thus also LDS(a) ≤ v − u + 1 + LDS(b).

The next proposition gives the application of Lemma 32 to finding the longest distinct substring whose right endpoint is in a given interval. To state the proposition the following definition will be useful.

Definition 33. Let N be a positive integer and i < j ∈ [N]. For k ≥ j, let prev_{i,j}(k) = i if k = j and prev_{i,j}(k) = k − 1 otherwise. For k ≤ i, let succ_{i,j} (k) = j if k = i and succ_{i,j}(k) = k + 1 otherwise.

Proposition 34. Let α ∈ Σ^{n∗} and I be a n^∗-valid 2-description such that α[I(2)]++ α[I(3):I(4)] is distinct. For I(3) ≤ k_1 ≤ k_2 ≤ I(4) let K = {k_1, . . . , k_2}, t = |K| and K^+ = prev_{I(2),I(3)}(k_1) ∪ K. Further, define i^′_1 = L(α, I, prev_{I(2),I(3)}(k_1)), i^′_2 = min(I(2), i^′_1 + t − 1), k^′_2 = min(k_2, R(α, I, succ_{I(2),I(3)}(i^′_2))) .

Let b = α[I(1) : I(2)] ++ α[I(3) : I(4)] and J = (i^′_1, i^′_2, k_1, k^′_2). Then LDS(b, K^+) = I(2) − J (2) + J (3) − I(3) + BLDS(α, J ) .

Proof. Let L = {k_1, . . . , k^′_2} and L^+ = {prev_{I(2),I(3)}(k_1)}∪L. We first claim that LDS(b, K^+) = LDS(b, L^+). We establish this by showing that LDS(b, K \ L) < LDS(b, {prev_{I(2),I(3)}(k_1)}). We may assume k^′_2 < k_2, as otherwise K \ L = ∅ and there is nothing to prove. The fact that k^′_2 < k_2 has two important consequences:

1. succ_{I(2),I(3)}(i^′_2) = i^′_2 + 1 < I(2), since by assumption α[I(2)] ++ α[I(3) : I(4)] is distinct. 2. We have i^′_2 − i^′_1 = t − 1 since i^′_2 < I(2) by the previous item.

By definition of k^′_2 the string α[succ_{I(2),I(3)}(i^′_2) : I(2)] ++ α[I(3) : k^′_2 + 1] is not distinct (since we are in the case k^′_2 < k_2), meaning that the left endpoint of a longest distinct string with right endpoint in K \ L is at least i^′_2 + 2, using item (1) above. Thus the length of a longest substring of b whose right endpoint is in K \ L is at most

I(2) − (i^′_2 + 2) + 1 + k_2 − I(3) + 1 = I(2) − i^′_2 + (k_1 + t − 1) − I(3) = (I(2) − i^′_1) − (i^′_2 − i^′_1) − 1 + k_1 − I(3) + t − 1 = I(2) − i^′_1 + k_1 − I(3) , because i^′_2 − i^′_1 = t − 1 by item (2) above. On the other hand, LDS(b, {prev_{I(2),I(3)}(k_1)}) = I(2) − i^′_1 + k_1 − I(3) + 1, thus the claim follows.

Let D = I(2) − i^′_2 + k_1 − I(3) + BLDS(α, J ). We now show that D = LDS(b, L^+). Let b^′ = α[i^′_1 :I(2)]++ α[I(3):k^′_2]. By definition of i^′_1, we have LDS(b, L^+) = LDS(b^′). Also by definition, α[i^′_1 : I(2)] ++ α[I(3) : prev_{I(2),I(3)}(k_1)] is distinct and α[succ_{I(2),I(3)}(i^′_2) : I(2)] ++ α[I(3) : k^′_2] is distinct. Applying Lemma 32 to b^′ says that LDS(b^′) = D, giving the proposition. Corollary 35. Let α ∈ Σ^{n∗} and I a n^∗-valid 2-description such that α[I(2)] ++ α[I(3) : I(4)] is distinct. Let J_0, . . . , J_{h−1} be a partition of {I(3), . . . , I(4)} into intervals, and let x_ℓ, y_ℓ be respectively the left and right endpoints of J_ℓ. For ℓ = 0, . . . , h − 1 let p_ℓ = L(α, I, prev_{I(2),I(3)}(x_ℓ)), q_ℓ = min(I(2), p_ℓ + |J_ℓ| − 1), y^′_ℓ = min(y_ℓ, R(α, I, succ_{I(2),I(3)}(q_ℓ))) , and I_ℓ = (p_ℓ, q_ℓ, x_ℓ, y^′_ℓ). Then BLDS(α, I) = max_{0≤ℓ≤h−1} I(2) − I_ℓ(2) + I_ℓ(3) − I(3) + BLDS(α, I_ℓ) .

Proof. We may assume the partition is such that x_0 = I(3). Let b = a[p_0 : I(2)] ++ a[I(3) : I(4)] so that BLDS(α, I) = LDS(b). As α[p_0 : I(2)] is distinct and the J_ℓ partition {I(3), . . . , I(4)}, we have LDS(b) = max_{0≤ℓ≤h−1} LDS(b, prev_{I(2),I(3)}(x_ℓ) ∪ J_ℓ) .

By Proposition 34,

LDS(b, prev_{I(2),I(3)}(x_ℓ) ∪ J_ℓ) = I(2) − I_ℓ(2) + I_ℓ(3) − I(3) + BLDS(α, I_ℓ) .

The corollary follows.

Algorithm 1 bipartiteLDS_h(α, I) 1: i_1 ← L(α, I, I(2)), r ← R(α, I, I(3)), n^′_2 ← r − I(3) + 1 2: j_2 ← R(α, I, I(2)] 3: n_1 ← I(2) − i_1 + 1, n_2 ← j_2 − I(3) + 1. By either working with α[i_1 : I(2)] ++ α[I(3) : j_2] or its reversal and renaming indices as needed we may assume n_2 ≤ n_1.

4: if n_2 = 1 then ▷ Base Case 5: m ← (α[I(3)] ∈ α[i_1 : I(2)]) ? n_1 : n_1 + 1 6: return max(m, n^′_2). 7: end if 8: rstart ← I(3) 9: currentMax ← n^′_2 10: for ℓ = 0; ℓ < h; ℓ = ℓ + 1 do 11: t ← (ℓ < n_2 mod h) ? ⌈n_2/h⌉ : ⌊n_2/h⌋ 12: rend ← rstart + t − 1 13: lstart ← L(α, (i_1, I(2), I(3), j_2), prev_{I(2),I(3)}(rstart)) 14: lend ← min(I(2), lstart + t − 1) 15: rmiddle ← min(rend, R(α, (i_1, I(2), I(3), j_2), succ_{I(2),I(3)}(lend)]) 16: v_ℓ ← I(2)−lend+rstart−I(3)+bipartiteLDS_h(α, (lstart, lend, rstart, rmiddle)) 17: currentMax ← max(currentMax, v_ℓ) 18: rstart ← rend + 1 19: end for 20: return currentMax.

We now prove the main result of this subsection, an upper bound on the quantum time complexity of BLDS. This result is in the QRAG model due to the use of QRAG gates in Ambainis’ element distinctness algorithm [Amb07b].

Fact 36. Let Σ be an alphabet, α ∈ Σ^{n∗} There is a quantum algorithm that for any n^∗-valid 2- description I for α with s(I) = n and k ∈ {I(1), . . . , I(2)}∪{I(3), . . . , I(4)} outputs R(α, I, k) with probability at least 9/10 in time Õ(n^{2/3}) · QW_{O(n}∗_) and with O(n^{2/3} log(n)) queries, given oracle access to α. The same holds for L(α, I, k).

Proof. Using Ambainis’ element distinctness algorithm from Fact 8 we can check if any substring of α[I(1): I(2)]++ α[I(3): I(4)] is distinct with success probability at least 9/10 in time Õ(n^{2/3})· QW_{O(n}∗_) and with O(n^{2/3}) queries. We can pair this with the noisy binary search algorithm of Feige et al. [FRPU94] to compute R(α, I, k) with probability at least 9/10 in time Õ(n^{2/3}) · QW_{O(n}∗_) and with O(n^{2/3} log n) queries.

Theorem 37. Let Σ be an alphabet and α ∈ Σ^{n∗} . For any constant integer h ≥ 2, BLDS(α, I) is a 2-decomposable instance (h, h)-maximizing problem. When s(I) = n, the create and completion functions can be computed by a quantum algorithm with oracle access to α in time Õ(n^{2/3}) · QW_{O(n}∗_) and with O(n^{2/3} log(n)) queries.

Proof. Let I = {i_1, i_2, j_1, t} with s(I) = n. We define the create function δ(α, I, ℓ) for 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ h − 1. The create function first computes j_2, the largest index in the interval {j_1, . . . , t} such that α[i_2] ++ α[j_1 : j_2] is distinct. This computation can be done by a quantum algorithm in time Õ(n2/3) · QW_{O(n∗)} and with O(n2/3 log(n)) queries by Fact 36.

Let n_2 = j_2 − j_1 + 1. Fix a partition of {j_1, . . . , j_2} into h intervals J_0, . . . , J_{h−1}, where each interval has size either ⌈n_2/h⌉ or ⌊n_2/h⌋, and the endpoints of J_ℓ can be computed from j_1, j_2, ℓ in time O(log n^∗). Let x_ℓ, y_ℓ be respectively the left and right endpoint of J_ℓ. As in Corollary 35, further define

p_ℓ = L(α, i_1, i_2, j_1, j_2, prev_{i2,j1} (x_ℓ)), q_ℓ = min(i_2, p_ℓ + |J_ℓ| − 1), y^′_ℓ = min(y_ℓ, R(α, i_1, i_2, j_1, j_2, succ_{i2,j1} (q_ℓ))) .

With these definitions, we can define the create function as δ(α, I, ℓ) = {p_ℓ, q_ℓ, x_ℓ, y^′_ℓ}. Each of p_ℓ, q_ℓ, y^′_ℓ can be computed in time Õ(n^{2/3}) · QW_{O(n}∗_) and with O(n^{2/3} log(n)) queries by Fact 36, thus the create function can be computed in the same time.

We now define the completion function. The completion function first computes n^′_2, the length of the longest distinct substring of α[j_1 : t] whose left endpoint is j_1. This computation can again be done by a quantum algorithm in time ~O(n^{2/3})·QW_{O(n}∗_) and O(n^{2/3} log(n)) queries by Fact 36. Note that BLDS(α, I) = max(n^′_2, BLDS(α, (i_1, i_2, j_1, j_2)). Let v_ℓ = BLDS(α, (p_ℓ, q_ℓ, x_ℓ, y^′_ℓ)) be the evaluation of BLDS on the instance defined by δ(α, I, ℓ). Then

γ(α, I, ℓ, δ(α, I, ℓ), v_ℓ) = max(n^′_2, i_2 − q_ℓ + p_ℓ − j_1 + v_ℓ) .

By the fact that BLDS(α, I) = max(n^′_2, BLDS(α, (i_1, i_2, j_1, j_2)) and Corollary 35 we then have that BLDS(α, I) = max_{0≤ℓ≤h−1} γ(α, I, ℓ, δ(α, I, ℓ), v_ℓ) as required. Thus γ is a valid completion function and can be computed by a quantum algorithm in time ~O(n^{2/3}) · QW_{O(n}∗_) and with O(n^{2/3} log(n)) queries.

Theorem 38. Let Σ be a finite alphabet and α ∈ Σ^{n∗} be a string. There is a quantum algorithm that for any n^∗-valid 2-description I with s(I) = n computes BLDS(α, I) in time ~O(n^{2/3}) · QW_{O(n}∗_) + O( √ n log(n^∗)) and with O(n^{2/3} · log(n)) queries.

Proof. For convenience, let f(n) = ~O(n^{2/3}) · QW_{O(n}∗_) be an upper bound on the time complexity of the create and completion functions from Theorem 37. By Theorem 27 and Theorem 37, the time complexity T (n) for BLDS(α, I) with s(I) = n satisfies the following recurrence relation for any h ≥ 2:

T (1) = O(log n^∗ + QW_{O(n}∗_)) T (n) ≤ c √ h(T (n/h) + f(n)) + f(n) . By taking h = 2c^6, the solution to this recurrence becomes ~O(n^{2/3}) · QW_{O(n}∗_) + O( √ n log n^∗) as claimed.

For the query complexity, let g(n) = O(n^{2/3} log(n) · QW_{O(n}∗_) be an upper bound on the query complexity of the create and completion functions from Theorem 37. By Theorem 27 and Theorem 37, the query complexity T (n) for BLDS(α, I) satisfies the following recurrence relation for any h ≥ 2:

T (1) = O(1) T (n) = c √ h(T (n/h) + g(n)) + g(n) . Again taking h = 2c^6, the solution to this recurrence becomes O(n^{2/3} · log(n)).

6.2 Application to LDS

Finally, we can use the algorithm for BLDS as part of a bottom-up algorithm for LDS.

Theorem 39. There is a quantum algorithm that solves LDS in time ~O(n^{2/3}) · QW_{O(n)} and a quantum algorithm that solves LDS with O(n^{2/3} log(n) log log(n)) queries.

Proof. We use the bottom-up approach. Let the input be a ∈ Σ^n. We can pad the input by repeating the last character without changing the length of a longest distinct substring. Thus we may assume n is a power of 2 without changing the asymptotic complexity.

Let P (a, t, k) be the length of a longest distinct substring of a contained in the interval {(k − 1)n/2^t + 1, . . . , kn/2^t}, with the left endpoint in the left half of this interval and right endpoint in the right half of this interval. Letting i_1 = (k − 1)n/2^t + 1, i_2 = (2k − 1)n/2^{t+1}, j_1 = (2k − 1)n/2^{t+1} + 1, j_2 = kn/2^t and I = (i_1, i_2, j_1, j_2) we see that P (a, t, k) = BLDS(a, I). Thus by Theorem 38 there is a quantum algorithm that outputs P (a, t, k) with probability at least 9/10 in time ~O(n^{2/3}/2^{2t/3} · QW_{O(n)}) and with O(n^{2/3}/2^{2t/3} log(n/2^t) queries. Applying Theorem 9 gives a quantum algorithm for LDS with running time ~O(n^{2/3}) · QW_{O(n)} and a quantum algorithm with query complexity O(n^{2/3} log(n) log log(n)).

7 Klee’s Coverage

Given a set B of n axis-parallel hyperrectangles (boxes) in d-dimensional real space R^d , the KLEE’S MEASURE problem asks to compute the volume of the union of the boxes in B. A special case is the KLEE’S COVERAGE problem where we are also given a base box Γ, and the question is to decide whether the union of the boxes in B covers Γ. In 2-dimensions the complexity of the KLEE’S MEASURE problem is O(n log n) [Kle77], and for any constant d ≥ 3, Chan [Cha13] has given an O(n^{d/2}) time classical algorithm for it.

Problem 40 (KLEE’S COVERAGE). Given a set B of n axis-parallel boxes and a base box Γ in R^d , is Γ ⊆ ∪_{B∈B}B? We give a quantum algorithm for KLEE’S COVERAGE that achieves an almost quadratic speedup over the classical divide and conquer algorithm of Chan [Cha13], when d ≥ 8. The speedup is less than quadratic for 5 ≤ n ≤ 7, and there is no quantum speedup for n ≤ 4.

Theorem 41. For every constant ε > 0, the quantum time complexity of the KLEE’S COVERAGE problem is O(n^{d/4+ε} · QW_{N(n)}) when d ≥ 8, and is O(n^2 · QW_{N(n)}) for 5 ≤ d ≤ 7, where N(n) = O(n^{d/2+ε}). Informally it is easy to see why the problem can be solved by a divide and conquer algorithm:

if the base box Γ is divided into an arbitrary number of base sub-boxes, then Γ is not covered by B if and only if there is a base sub-box which is not covered by B. However, such a division should also ensure that for every base sub-box, the number of boxes in B intersecting it also gets appropriately reduced, a highly non-trivial task. Chan’s classical divide and conquer algorithm achieves exactly that by using a weighting scheme, and our quantum divide and conquer algorithm essentially follows the classical algorithm of Chan. Still, we need a couple of modifications. Besides the quantum procedures in our algorithm, we will divide an instance into h sub-instances and not into 2, where h is a sufficiently large constant to be specified later. We also use padding in the create step to ensure the uniform size of the subproblems.

Proof. We start with a few preliminary remarks. First observe that the boxes in B cover Γ exactly when they cover Int(Γ), the interior of Γ. By an instance of length n we mean an instance a = (Γ, B) where the number of boxes in B is n − 1, with the base box Γ bringing the total length of the instance to n. As we have observed, KLEE’S COVERAGE is a natural constructible instance (h, m)-disjunctive problem with a trivial completion function, where h can be any constant, and given h, the value of the best m requires some reasoning. Therefore the algorithm itself is fully specified by the create step that produces the h constitutive strings. We suppose that the input size is n^∗.

In Chan’s description, the create step contains two distinct parts, called simplification and cut, and we will complete this with a third part, padding. In fact, the algorithm also contains a preprocessing step which should be accounted for in the final complexity. In the preprocessing, we sort the input boxes in each dimension. Since, in the QRAG model, coordinates can be compared classically in time O(QW_{N(n}∗_)), this takes time O(n^∗ log n^∗ · QW_{N(n}∗_)).

In the simplification step, we transform the problem into an instance without slabs, that is without boxes in B which cover Γ in each dimension but one. Formally, a k-slab is a box whose restriction to Γ is of the form {(x_1, . . . , x_d) ∈ Γ : a_1 ≤ x_k ≤ a_2)}, for some real numbers a_1 < a_2. After the elimination of a k-slab, the kth coordinates of all the base boxes and the other boxes are changed accordingly, that is all regions between a_1 and a_2 are also eliminated. The elimination of a slab might create new slabs, that is box which was not a slab before the elimination might become one after. Therefore the elimination process is done iteratively. We start with the family of boxes containing all original slabs, we eliminate the elements of the family one by one, while after each elimination we add the newly created slabs. The process ends when we have an instance without any slab or we find a slab which fully covers Γ. This can be done classically in O(n^2 · QW_{N(n}∗_)) time for pre-sorted inputs. In [Cha13] the simplification is described without dealing with the elimination of the freshly created slabs during the elimination process of the initial ones, and it is claimed that this can be done in time O(n). While doing the overall elimination process in time O(n^2 · QW_{N(n}∗_)) is easy, doing it in linear time requires further proof that we don’t attempt here. The slower elimination process changes the result only for d < 8.

Without the elimination of the slabs, it is true that every box that doesn’t fully cover Γ has a (d−1)-face intersecting Int(Γ), but slabs don’t have faces of dimension lower than this intersecting Int(Γ). After the elimination of the slabs, the remaining boxes have at least one (d − 2)-face intersecting Int(Γ) which makes possible a better complexity analysis of the algorithm.

The cut step is done with the help of a weight function that we define for simplified instances. Let F(B) denote the set of (d−2)-faces of the boxes in B that intersect Int(Γ). For every f ∈ F(B) which is orthogonal to the ith and jth axes, we define its weight as w(f) = h^{(i+j)/d}, and we define the weight of the instance a = (Γ, B) as w(a) = ∑ f∈F(B) w(f). The weight of a (d − 2) face is at

most h^2, and the number of (d − 2)-faces per box is a constant (depending on d). Therefore there exists a constant κ > 0, also depending on d, such that for every instance a of length n, we have w(a) ≤ κn. The cut steps cycle over the d dimensions. From instance a = (Γ, B) we create h subproblems b^{(k)} = (Γ_k, B_k), for k ∈ [h]. We cut the base box Γ into h sub-boxes Γ_1, . . . Γ_h by parallel hyperplanes which are orthogonal to some axis. For technical simplicity, all the cuts will be described as orthogonal to the first axis, and at the end of each iteration, the axes names (1, 2, . . . , d) will be cyclically permuted as (d, 1, . . . , d − 1). Let W be the sum of the weights of the (d − 2)-faces in F(B) orthogonal to the first axis. The cutting is done by h−1 hyperplanes x_1 = v_1, . . . , x_1 = v_{h−1} where the values v_1, . . . , v_{h−1} are chosen such that for every 1 ≤ k ≤ h, the total weight of the (d − 2) faces in F(B) orthogonal to the first axis and intersecting Int(Γ_k) is at most W/h. The boxes belonging to b^{(k)} are chosen as B_k = {B ∈ B : B ∩ Int(Γ_k) ≠ ∅}. The cutting can be done classically in O(n · QW_{N(n}∗_)) time.

After the cut step, the weight of a (d − 2)-face parallel with the first axis expressed in the permuted axes’ names is multiplied by h^{−2/d}, while the weight of a (d − 2)-face orthogonal to the first axis is multiplied by h^{(d−2)/d}. Since the total weight of (d − 2) faces orthogonal to the first axis inside the interior of each Γ_k is divided by a factor of h, altogether the total weight of the (d − 2)-faces inside each sub-box decreases by a factor of h^{2/d}, that is w(b^{(k)}) ≤ w(a)/h^{2/d}, for every k ∈ [h].

In order to be able to apply Theorem 23 we have to ensure that the constitutive strings have all the same length, and we enforce this via padding. Let us recall that w(a) ≤ κ|a|, for some constant κ > 0, thus, for every k ∈ [h], we have |b^{(k)}| ≤ w(b^{(k)}) ≤ w(a)/h^{2/d} ≤ κ|a|/h^{2/d}.

For every k ∈ [h], we define the constitutive string a^{(k)} by repeating some arbitrarily chosen box in B_k an appropriate number times to make |a^{(k)}| be equal to κ|a|/h^{2/d}. Clearly negative instances remain negative and positive instances remain positive by this transformation. We can now apply Theorem 23 with the constant m = h^{2/d} · κ^{−1} and we have an algorithm that solves the problem.

Let T (n^∗, n) denote the time complexity of the algorithm, maximized over all instances of length n. Then from Theorem 23 we have T (n^∗, n) = O(QW_{N(n}∗_)), when n is small, and

T (n^∗, n) ≤ ch^{1/2}(log h + T (n^∗, n/(h^{2/d} · κ^{−1}))) + O(n^2 · QW_{N(n}∗_)) ,

when n is large. For d ≥ 8, the solution of this is

T (n^∗, n) = O(n^{d/4+ε} · QW_{N(n}∗_)),

if the constant h is sufficiently large, for example if h > max{c, κ}^{d2/ε}. For 5 ≤ d ≤ 7, we get T (n^∗, n) = O(n^2 · QW_{N(n}∗_)). From a similar recursion for the memory size, it is easy to see that N(n) = O(n^{d/2+ϵ}) when d ≥ 5. The result follows when we take n = n^∗.

8 Quantum complexity of some rectangle problems in APSP

8.1 The problems and classical complexity

In this section, we will address the quantum complexity of two related maximization problems on n^2 weighted points arranged in the plane in a grid. They respectively look for a sub-rectangle with maximum sum, and for a sub-rectangle where the sum of the 4 corner values with alternating signs is maximum. We will need the following definitions where we think about the points as contained in a matrix.

Given an n × n matrix B and four indices 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ n and 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ ≤ n, we denote by F_B ((i, k), (j, ℓ)) the 4-combination B_{ik} + B_{jℓ} − B_{iℓ} − B_{jk} and by S_B ((i, k), (j, ℓ)) the sum ∑ i≤u≤j,k≤v≤ℓ B_{uv}. Problem 42 (MAXIMUM SUBMATRIX (MSM)). Given an n × n matrix B of integers find a maximum weight submatrix, that is

arg max i≤j,k≤ℓ S_B ((i, k), (j, ℓ)). Problem 43 (MAXIMUM 4-COMBINATION (M4C)). Given an n × n matrix B of integers, find a maximum 4-combination, that is

arg max i≤j,k≤ℓ F_B ((i, k), (j, ℓ)).

The MSM (also called Maximum Subarray) problem is a special case of a basic problem in geometry, where given N points in the plane, one has to find an axis-parallel rectangle that maximizes the total weight of the points it contains [DGM96, BCNP14]. The best-known algorithms run in time O(N^2) for this general problem. The particular geometry of the N = n^2 points arranged in a grid allows faster solutions for the MSM problem and the best algorithms for it run in time O(N^{3/2}) = O(n^3) [TT98, Tak02]. The M4C problem was defined in [BDT16], where it was shown that it can be solved in O(n^3) time. It is also another generalization of the SSST problem.

Before stating our quantum complexity results, we will dwell on the classical complexity of these problems. In [BDT16] they are analyzed in the context of fine-grained complexity, and it is proven that in a strong sense, both MSM and M4C have the same deterministic complexity as the well-known ALL-PAIRS SHORTEST PATHS problem. Fine-grained complexity establishes fine complexity classes among computational problems by picking some well-studied problem P which can be solved in time ~O(T (n)), for some polynomial T (n), but for which no algorithm is known in time T (n)^{1−ε}, for any ε > 0. Then the fine-grained (quantum) complexity class with respect to P consists of all problems X such that P and X are (quantum) sub-T (n) equivalent, that is inter-reducible by some appropriate (quantum) sub-T (n) reductions, ensuring that either, both, or neither of them can be solved in (quantum) time T (n)^{1−ε}, for some ε > 0. The existence of such reductions also implies that all problems in the class are solvable in time ~O(T (n)). We won’t give here the technical definition of the appropriate reduction.

The class APSP of problems that are sub-n^3 equivalent in the above sense to APSP is one of the richest in fine-grained complexity theory [WW18, Wil19]. It contains various path, matrix, and triangle problems, and also MSM and M4C. We enumerate here some important problems from this class.

Problem 44 (ALL-PAIRS SHORTEST PATHS). Given a weighted graph on n vertices, compute the length of a shortest path between u and v, for all vertices u, v.

Problem 45 (MATRIX PRODUCT). Given two n × n matrices, compute their matrix product over the (min, +) semiring.

Problem 46 (METRICITY). Given an n × n matrix, decide if it defines a metric.

Problem 47 (MAXIMUM TRIANGLE). Given a weighted graph on n vertices, find a maximum weight triangle, where the weight of a triangle is the sum of its edges.

Theorem 48 ([WW18, BDT16]). Problems 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47 are in APSP.

8.2 Quantum complexity

The study of fine-grained complexity equally makes sense in the quantum case, and indeed several recent works have studied quantum fine-grained complexity [ACL^+20, BPS21, BLPS22]. These papers often address the quantum complexity of problems in the same classical equivalence class and [ABL^+22] has specifically considered APSP. Of course, it is not guaranteed at all that classically equivalent problems remain equivalent in the quantum model of computing, and this is exactly what happens with APSP. While all known problems in the class receive some quantum speedup, the measure of the speedup can differ from problem to problem. It turns out that many of the problems in APSP can be solved either in time ~O(n^{5/2}) or in time ~O(n^{3/2}) by simple quantum algorithms, and concretely APSP falls in the former category. In some cases, the classical finegrained reductions also work for establishing the relevant quantum equivalences. This is illustrated by the following propositions.

Proposition 49. The problems MATRIX PRODUCT and ALL-PAIRS SHORTEST PATHS can be solved in quantum time ~O(n^{5/2}), and they are quantum sub-n^{5/2} equivalent. Proof. The upper bounds come from quantum minimum finding (Fact 4) and the classical sub-n^3 reductions of [FM71, Mun71] also establish the quantum sub-n^{5/2} equivalence. These reductions show that if one of the problems can be solved in (classical or quantum) time O(n^2 + T (n)) then the other can be solved in time ~O(n^2 + T (n)).

Proposition 50. The problems MAXIMUM TRIANGLE and METRICITY can be solved in quantum time ~O(n^{3/2}), and they are quantum sub-n^{3/2} equivalent.

Proof. The upper bound can be obtained by Grover search (Fact 1) over n^3 elements and the classical sub-n^3 reductions of [WW18] establish also the quantum sub-n^{3/2} equivalence. Their reductions show that one of the problems can be solved in (classical or quantum) time O(T (n)) if and only if the other can be solved in time ~O(T (n)).

However, for some problems finding the “right” quantum upper bounds or establishing finegrained equivalences requires innovative quantum algorithms. For example [ABL^+22] used variable time quantum search and specific data structures to construct quantum algorithms for Δ- MATCHING TRIANGLES and TRIANGLE COLLECTION, two problems from APSP. In particular, they have shown that in the QRAG model the former problem can be solved in quantum time ~O(n^{3/2+o(1)}) when ω(1) ≤ Δ ≤ n^{o(1)}, and the latter problem has a quantum algorithm of complexity ~O(n^{3/2}).

It turns out that, from the point of view of quantum complexity, the two rectangle problems of our concern are quite interesting. In their study, we will suppose that the absolute value of all input integers is polynomially bounded in the input size. As optimizing logarithmic factors are not relevant for this discussion, for simplicity, we choose to state our results taking both QR_n2 and QW_{O(n}2_) to be O(log^2 n) when N(n) is a polynomial in n (Section 2.2.2).

We will show that the quantum time complexity of MSM is O(n^2 log^2 n) and that its quantum query complexity is Ω(n^2). One novelty of this is that, to our knowledge, this is the first example of a problem from APSP whose quantum time complexity is not of the order of n^{5/2} or n^{3/2}. The second novelty is that our lower bound is established for the query complexity and therefore it is unconditional. The possibility of proving a matching query lower bound is a specific feature of the quantum complexity since the classical time complexity of MSM is believed to be super-linear in the input size.

The interesting aspect of the O(n^{3/2} log^{5/2}(n)) quantum algorithm we obtain for M4C is that it is based on quantum divide and conquer. More precisely, we exploit the fact that the onedimensional analog of this problem is SSST for which, in Theorem 15, we have designed an O(n^{1/2} log^{5/2}(n)) time quantum algorithm based on that technique.

Theorem 51. The quantum time complexity of MSM is O(n^2 log^2 n) in the QRAG model. Its quantum query complexity is Θ(n^2).

Proof. Let B be an (n, M) matrix. We define the (n+1, M+1) matrix C by C_{ik} = S_B((1, 1), (i, k)), for 1 ≤ i, k ≤ n, and we set C_{i0} = C_{0i} = 0, for all 0 ≤ i ≤ n. Then we have B_{ik} = C_{ik} − C_{i−1k} − C_{ik−1} + C_{i−1k−1}. Therefore C_{ik} = B_{ik} + C_{i−1k} + C_{ik−1} − C_{i−1k−1} can be computed by dynamic programming in time O(n^2 · QW_{O(n}2_)), as memory access and addition both take time QW_{O(n}2_) (see Section 2.2.2). We have then, for 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n and 1 ≤ k < ℓ ≤ n, S_B ((i, k), (j, ℓ)) = F_C ((i − 1, k − 1), (j, ℓ)). Therefore the maximum submatrix, over indices verifying i < j and k < ℓ, can be found in time O(n^2(log n + QW_{O(n}2_))) = O(n^2 log^2 n) by quantum maximum search (Fact 4).

For the query lower bound we will make a reduction from the Boolean majority function MAJ(x_1, . . . , x_m) which is by definition 1, if ∑_m i=1 x_i > ⌊m/2⌋. It is known that the quantum query complexity of MAJ on m bits is Ω(m) [BBC^+01]. Suppose we are given n^2 bits x_1, . . . x_n2 that we arrange into a matrix B. We define a (2n + 1) × (2n + 1) matrix C as follows. We put B into the intersection of the first n rows and first n columns. Into the intersection of the first n rows and last n columns we put an n × n matrix D which has ⌊n^2/2⌋ 1’s and ⌈n^2/2⌉ 0’s. We put C_{j,n+1} = −n − 1 for 1 ≤ j ≤ n, and we put -1 into the rest of C. Because of the negative barrier put into the column n + 1 and the negative elements in the lower half of C, its maximum submatrix is either fully inside B or fully inside D. Therefore MAJ(x_1, . . . , x_n2 ) = 1 if and only if the maximum submatrix in C has value greater than ⌊n^2/2⌋.

Theorem 52. The quantum time complexity of M4C is O(n^{3/2} log^{5/2} n) in the QRAM model.

Proof. Let us be given an n × n matrix B. For every 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ n, we define the array A^{ij} by A^{ij} = B_j − B_i, where B_i denotes the ith row of B. Then B_{ik} + B_{jℓ} − B_{iℓ} − B_{jk} = A^{ij}_ℓ − A^{ij}_k , and therefore max i≤j,k≤ℓ F_B ((i, k), (j, ℓ)) = max_{i≤j} max_{k≤ℓ} A^{ij}_ℓ − A^{ij}_k . By Theorem 15, we can determine max_{k<ℓ} A^{ij}_ℓ − A^{ij}_k , in time O( √ n log n · λ_2(n, QR_n2 ), for fixed i ≤ j. Let m be this value, then max_{k≤ℓ} A^{ij}_ℓ − A^{ij}_k = max{m, 0}, taking into account also the case k = ℓ. Therefore by Corollary 6 we can run quantum maximum finding on the indices i ≤ j for the function f(i, j) = max_{k≤ℓ} A^{ij}_ℓ − A^{ij}_k in time O(n^{3/2}(log n)^{1/2} · λ_2(n, QR_n2 )) = O(n^{3/2} log^{5/2} n).

We observe that the classical fine-grained reduction of [BDT16] from MAXIMUM TRIANGLE to M4C is also a sub-n^{3/2} reduction. Indeed, they show that if M4C can be solved in (classical or quantum) time ~O(T (n)) then MAXIMUM TRIANGLE can be solved in time ~O(n + T (n)). Therefore if we believe that there is no sub-n^{3/2} quantum algorithm for MAXIMUM TRIANGLE then this also applies for M4C. However, proving an Ω(n^{3/2}) query lower bound for MAXIMUM TRIANGLE could be a hard if not impossible task. Indeed, while the best-known quantum algorithm for finding a triangle in an unweighted graph has time complexity O(n^{3/2} log n), query algorithms of much lower complexity are known for this problem [MSS07, Bel12, LMS17, Gal14], and the situation could be similar for MAXIMUM TRIANGLE. We leave it as an open problem whether proving such a query lower bound for M4C is possible.

Open Question 1. What is the quantum query complexity of M4C?

Acknowledgments

This research is supported by the National Research Foundation, Singapore, and A*STAR under its CQT Bridging Grant and its Quantum Engineering Programme under grant NRF2021-QEP2- 02-P05. AB is supported by the Latvian Quantum Initiative under European Union Recovery and Resilience Facility project no. 2.3.1.1.i.0/1/22/I/CFLA/001 and the QuantERA project QOPT. TL is supported in part by the ARC DP grant DP200100950. TL thanks CQT for their hospitality during a visit where part of this work was conducted.

References

[ABI^+19] Andris Ambainis, Kaspars Balodis, Janis Iraids, Martins Kokainis, Krisjanis Prusis, and Jevgenijs Vihrovs. Quantum speedups for exponential-time dynamic programming algorithms. In Proceedings of the 30th Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms (SODA), pages 1783–1793, 2019.

[ABL^+22] Andris Ambainis, Harry Buhrman, Koen Leijnse, Subhasree Patro, and Florian Speelman. Matching triangles and triangle collection: Hardness based on a weak quantum conjecture. arXiv preprint arXiv:2207.11068, 2022.

[ACL^+20] Scott Aaronson, Nai-Hui Chia, Han-Hsuan Lin, Chunhao Wang, and Ruizhe Zhang. On the quantum complexity of closest pair and related problems. In Proceedings of the 35th Computational Complexity Conference (CCC), pages 16:1–16:43, 2020.

[AGJ^+15] Srinivasan Arunachalam, Vlad Gheorghiu, Tomas Jochym-O’Connor, Michele Mosca, and Priyaa Varshinee Srinivasan. On the robustness of bucket brigade quantum RAM. In Proceedings of the 10th Conference on the Theory of Quantum Computation, Communication and Cryptography (TQC), pages 226–244, 2015.

[AGS19] Scott Aaronson, Daniel Grier, and Luke Schaeffer. A quantum query complexity trichotomy for regular languages. In 2019 IEEE 60th Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS), pages 942–965. IEEE, 2019.

[AHJ^+22] Jonathan Allcock, Yassine Hamoudi, Antoine Joux, Felix Klingelhöfer, and Miklos Santha. Classical and quantum algorithms for variants of subset-sum via dynamic programming. In 30th Annual European Symposium on Algorithms (ESA), pages 6:1–6:18, 2022.

[AJ22] Shyan Akmal and Ce Jin. Near-optimal quantum algorithms for string problems. In Joseph (Seffi) Naor and Niv Buchbinder, editors, Proceedings of the 2022 ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA 2022, Virtual Conference / Alexandria, VA, USA, January 9 - 12, 2022, pages 2791–2832. SIAM, 2022.

[Amb07a] Andris Ambainis. Quantum walk algorithm for element distinctness. SIAM Journal on Computing, 37(1):210–239, 2007.

[Amb07b] Andris Ambainis. Quantum walk algorithm for element distinctness. SIAM Journal on Computing, 37(1):210–239, 2007.

[AS04] Scott Aaronson and Yaoyun Shi. Quantum lower bounds for the collision and the element distinctness problems. Journal of the ACM (JACM), 51(4):595–605, 2004.

[BBC^+01] Robert Beals, Harry Buhrman, Richard Cleve, Michele Mosca, and Ronald de Wolf. Quantum lower bounds by polynomials. J. ACM, 48(4):778–797, 2001.

[BBHT98] Michel Boyer, Gilles Brassard, Peter Høyer, and Alain Tapp. Tight bounds on quantum searching. Fortschritte der Physik: Progress of Physics, 46(4-5):493–505, 1998.

[BCNP14] Jérémy Barbay, Timothy M. Chan, Gonzalo Navarro, and Pablo Pérez-Lantero. Maximum-weight planar boxes in o(n2) time (and better). Information Processing Letters, 114(8):437–445, 2014.

[BDT16] Arturs Backurs, Nishanth Dikkala, and Christos Tzamos. Tight hardness results for maximum weight rectangles. In Proceedings of the 43rd International Colloquium on Automata, Languages, and Programming (ICALP), pages 81:1–81:13, 2016.

[Bel12] Aleksandrs Belovs. Span programs for functions with constant-sized 1-certificates: extended abstract. In Proceedings of the 44th Symposium on Theory of Computing Conference (STOC), pages 77–84, 2012.

[BJLM13] Daniel J. Bernstein, Stacey Jeffery, Tanja Lange, and Alexander Meurer. Quantum algorithms for the subset-sum problem. In Proceedings of the 5th International workshop on Post-Quantum Cryptography (PQCrypto), pages 16–33, 2013.

[BLPS22] Harry Buhrman, Bruno Loff, Subhasree Patro, and Florian Speelman. Limits of quantum speed-ups for computational geometry and other problems: Fine-grained complexity via quantum walks. In Proceedings of the 13th Innovations in Theoretical Computer Science Conference (ITCS), pages 31:1–31:12, 2022.

[BPS21] Harry Buhrman, Subhasree Patro, and Florian Speelman. A framework of quantum strong exponential-time hypotheses. In Proceedings of the 38th International Symposium on Theoretical Aspects of Computer Science (STACS), pages 19:1–19:19, 2021.

[Cha13] Timothy M. Chan. Klee’s measure problem made easy. In Proceedings of the 54th Annual IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS), pages 410– 419, 2013.

[CKK^+22] Andrew M. Childs, Robin Kothari, Matt Kovacs-Deak, Aarthi Sundaram, and Daochen Wang. Quantum divide and conquer. CoRR, abs/2210.06419, 2022.

[CP08] Maxime Crochemore and Ely Porat. Computing a longest increasing subsequence of length k in time o(n log log k). In Erol Gelenbe, Samson Abramsky, and Vladimiro Sassone, editors, Visions of Computer Science - BCS International Academic Conference, Imperial College, London, UK, 22-24 September 2008, pages 69–74. British Computer Society, 2008.

[CT65] James Cooley and John Tukey. An algorithm for the machine calculation of complex fourier series. Mathematics of Computation, 19(90):297–301, 1965.

[DGM96] David P. Dobkin, Dimitrios Gunopulos, and Wolfgang Maass. Computing the maximum bichromatic discrepancy with applications to computer graphics and machine learning. Journal of Computer and System Sciences, 52(3):453–470, 1996.

[DH96] Christoph Dürr and Peter Høyer. A quantum algorithm for finding the minimum. arXiv preprint quant-ph/9607014, 1996.

[FM71] Michael J. Fischer and Albert R. Meyer. Boolean matrix multiplication and transitive closure. In 12th Annual Symposium on Switching and Automata Theory, East Lansing, Michigan, USA, October 13-15, 1971, pages 129–131. IEEE Computer Society, 1971.

[FRPU94] Uriel Feige, Prabhakar Raghavan, David Peleg, and Eli Upfal. Computing with noisy information. SIAM J. Comput., 23(5):1001–1018, 1994.

[Gal14] François Le Gall. Improved quantum algorithm for triangle finding via combinatorial arguments. In Proceedings of the 55th IEEE Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS), pages 216–225, 2014.

[Gau76] Carl Friedrich Gauss. Theoria interpolationis methodo nova tractata. Carl Friedrich Gauss Werke, Königlichen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften: Göttingen, 3:265–327, 1876.

[GLM08] Vittorio Giovannetti, Seth Lloyd, and Lorenzo Maccone. Architectures for a quantum random access memory. Physical Review A, 78(5), 2008.

[Gro96] Lov K Grover. A fast quantum mechanical algorithm for database search. In Proceedings of the 28th annual ACM symposium on Theory of computing (STOC), pages 212–219, 1996.

[GvN47] Herman Goldstone and John von Neumann. Planning and coding of problems for an electronic computing instrument. IAS Princeton, 2(2):49—68, 1947.

[HJB84] Michael Heideman, Don Johnson, and Sidney Burrus. Gauss and the history of the fast fourier transform. IEEE ASSP Magazine, 1(4):14–21, 1984.

[HMdW03] Peter Høyer, Michele Mosca, and Ronald de Wolf. Quantum search on bounded-error inputs. In Proceedings of the 30th International Colloquium on Automata, Languages and Programming (ICALP), pages 291–299, 2003.

[Hoa62] Tony Hoare. Quicksort. Comput. J., 5(1):10–15, 1962.

[Jef22] Stacey Jeffery. Quantum subroutine composition. CoRR, abs/2209.14146, 2022.

[JP23] Stacey Jeffery and Galina Pass. Personal communication, 2023.

[KL84] Bernhard Korte and László Lovász. Greedoids - a structural framework for the greedy algorithm. In WILLIAM R. PULLEYBLANK, editor, Progress in Combinatorial Optimization, pages 221–243. Academic Press, 1984.

[Kle77] Victor Klee. Can the measure of ⋃_n 1 [a_i, b_i] be computed in less than O(n log n) steps?

American Mathematical Monthly, 84(4):284–285, 1977.

[KO62] Anatoly Karatsuba and Yuri Ofman. Multiplication of many-digital numbers by automatic computers (in russian). Doklady Akademii Nauk SSSR, 145(2):293–294, 1962.

[LMS17] Troy Lee, Frédéric Magniez, and Miklos Santha. Improved quantum query algorithms for triangle detection and associativity testing. Algorithmica, 77(2):459–486, 2017.

[MSS07] Frédéric Magniez, Miklos Santha, and Mario Szegedy. Quantum algorithms for the triangle problem. SIAM Journal on Computing, 37(2):413–424, 2007.

[Mun71] J. Ian Munro. Efficient determination of the transitive closure of a directed graph. Inf. Process. Lett., 1(2):56–58, 1971.

[Str69] Volker Strassen. Gaussian elimination is not optimal. Numerische Mathematik, 13(4):354–356, 1969.

[Tak02] Tadao Takaoka. Efficient algorithms for the maximum subarray problem by distance matrix multiplication. In Electronic Notes in Theoretical Computer Science, pages 191–200, 2002.

[TLJ23] Behrooz Tahmasebi, Derek Lim, and Stefanie Jegelka. The power of recursion in graph neural networks for counting substructures. In International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages 11023–11042. PMLR, 2023.

[TT98] Hisao Tamaki and Takeshi Tokuyama. Algorithms for the maxium subarray problem based on matrix multiplication. In Proceedings of the 9th Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms (SODA), pages 446–452, 1998.

[Wan22] Qisheng Wang. A note on quantum divide and conquer for minimal string rotation. CoRR, abs/2210.09149, 2022.

[Wil19] Virginia Vassilevska Williams. On some fine-grained questions in algorithms and complexity. In Proceedings of the International Congress of Mathematicians (ICM), pages 3447–3487, 2019.

[WW18] Virginia Vassilevska Williams and R. Ryan Williams. Subcubic equivalences between path, matrix, and triangle problems. J. ACM, 65(5):27:1–27:38, 2018.

[WY20] Qisheng Wang and Mingsheng Ying. Quantum algorithm for lexicographically minimal string rotation. arXiv preprint arXiv:2012.09376, 2020.