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Abstract. In this paper, we present a quantum algorithm for the dy-
namic programming approach for problems on directed acyclic graphs
(DAGs). The running time of the algorithm is O(vAmlog), and the
running time of the best known deterministic algorithm is O(n + m),
where n is the number of vertices, n is the number of vertices with at
least one outgoing edge; m is the number of edges. We show that we
can solve problems that use OR, AND, NAND, MAX, and MIN func-
tions as the main transition steps. The approach is useful for a couple
of problems. One of them is computing a Boolean formula that is rep-
resented by Zhegalkin polynomial, a Boolean circuit with shared input
and non-constant depth evaluation. Another two are the single source
longest paths search for weighted DAGs and the diameter search prob-
lem for unweighted DAGs.
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1 Introduction

Quantum computing [1I2I3] is one of the hot topics in computer science of the last
decades. There are many problems where quantum algorithms outperform the
best-known classical algorithms. Some examples of such algorithms can be found

here [ABRGTSOITOTTIT2T3ITAITS]. The superiority of quantum over classical was

shown for different computational models like query model, streaming processing

models, communication models and others [TOT7/I8IT202TI222312412512612728129I30/21] .

In this paper, we present the quantum algorithm for the class of problems
on directed acyclic graphs (DAGs) that uses a dynamic programming approach.
The dynamic programming approach is one of the most useful ways to solve
problems in computer science [3I]. The main idea of the method is to solve a
problem using pre-computed solutions of the same problem, but with smaller
parameters. Examples of such problems for DAGs that are considered in this
paper are the single source longest path search problem for weighted DAGs and
the diameter search problem for unweighted DAGs.
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Another example is a Boolean circuit with non-constant depth and shared
input evaluation. A Boolean circuit can be represented as a DAG with con-
junction (AND) or disjunction (OR) in vertices, and inversion (NOT) on edges.
We present it as an algorithm for computing a Zhegalkin polynomial [32/3334].
The Zhegalkin polynomial is a way of a Boolean formula representation using
“exclusive or” (XOR, @), conjunction (AND), and the constants 0 and 1.

The best-known deterministic algorithm for dynamic programming on DAGs
uses the depth-first search algorithm (DFS) as a subroutine [31I]. Thus, this
algorithm has at least the depth-first search algorithm’s running time, that is
O(n +m), where m is the number of edges and n is the number of vertices. The
query complexity of the algorithm is at least O(m).

We suggest a quantum algorithm with the running time O(\/% logn), where
n is the number of vertices with a non-zero outgoing degree. In the case of
f(logn)? < m, it shows speed-up compared with a deterministic algorithm. The
quantum algorithm can solve problems that use a dynamic programming al-
gorithm with OR, AND, NAND, MAX, or MIN functions as transition steps.
We use Grover’s search [35l36] and Diirr and Hgyer maximum search [37] algo-
rithms to speed up our search. A similar approach has been applied by Diirr et
al. [38139]; Ambainis and Spalek [40]; Dérn [A142] to several graph problems.

We apply this approach to four problems discussed above. The first of them
involves computing Boolean circuits. Such circuits can be represented as AND-
OR-NOT DAGs. Sinks of a such graph are associated with Boolean variables,
and other vertices are associated with conjunction (AND) or a disjunction (OR);
edges can be associated with the inversion (NOT) function. Quantum algo-
rithms for computing AND-OR-NOT trees were considered by Ambainis et al.
[43/44/45]. Authors present an algorithm with running time O(v/N), where N
is the number of a tree’s vertices. Other algorithms allow us to construct AND-
OR-NOT DAGSs of constant depth, but not a tree [46/47].

Our algorithm works with O(\/%log 7) running time for DAGs that can
have non-constant depth.

It is known that any Boolean function can be represented as a Zhegalkin
polynomial [32I3334]. The computation of a Zhegalkin polynomial is the second
problem. Such a formula can be represented as an AND-OR-NOT DAG. Suppose
an original Zhegalkin polynomial has ¢. conjunctions and ¢, exclusive-or oper-
ations. Then the corresponding AND-OR-NOT DAG have 7 = O(t;) non-sink
vertices and m = O(t. + t,) edges.

If we consider AND-OR-NOT trees representation of the formula, then it has
an exponential number of vertices N > 2°(*+) The quantum algorithm for trees
[A3/44145] works in O(v/N) = 2°(«) running time. Additionally, the DAG that
corresponds to a Zhegalkin polynomial has non-constant depth. Therefore, we
cannot use algorithms from [46J47] that work for circuits with shared input.

The second problem is the single source longest path search problem for
a weighted DAG. The best deterministic algorithm for this problem works in
O(n + m) running time [31]. In the case of a general graph (not a DAG), it
is an NP-complete problem. Our algorithm for DAGs works in O(y/mnlogn)



running time. The third problem is the diameter search problem for an un-
weighted DAG. The best deterministic algorithms for this problem works in
O(n(n + m)) expected running time [31I]. Our algorithm for DAGs works in
expected O(n(n + /nm)logn) running time. The fourth problem is the single
source shortest path search problem for a weighted DAG. The best deterministic
algorithms for this problem work in O(n 4+ m) running time [31]. Our algorithm
for DAGs works in expected O(y/nmlogn) running time.

The paper is an extended version of [4§] that was presented at UCNC2019
conference.

The paper is organized as follows. We present definitions in Section[2l Section
[ contains a general description of the algorithm. The application to an AND-
OR-NOT DAG evaluation and Zhegalkin polynomial evaluation is in Section
Section [0l contains a solution for the single source longest path search problem
for a weighted DAG and the diameter search problem for an unweighted DAG.

2 Preliminaries

Let us present definitions and notations that we use.

A graph G is a pair G = (V, E) where V = {v1,...,v,} is a set of vertices,
and £ = {e1,...,en,} is a set of edges, an edge ¢ € E is a pair of vertices
e = (v,u), for u,v e V.

A graph G is directed if all edges e = (v, u) are ordered pairs, and there are
no bidirectional edges. Formally, for any (v,u) € E, we have (u,v) ¢ E. In that
case, an edge e leads from vertex v to vertex u. A graph G is acyclic if no path
starts and finishes in the same vertex. We consider only directed acyclic graphs
(DAGsS) in the paper.

Let D; = (v : Je = (v;,v) € E) be a list of v; vertex’s out-neighbors. Let
d; = |D;| be the out-degree of the vertex v;. Let L be a list of indices of sinks.
Formally, L = (i : d; = 0,1 < i < n). Let |L| be the length of the list, and
f=n — |L|. Let Sources = {j : d; = 0} be the list of source vertexes that have
0 in-degree.

Let D} = (v : Je = (v,v;) € E) be a list of vertex whose in-neighbor is v'.
Let d; = | D}| be the in-degree of the vertex v;.

Let a DAG be ordered if it has two additional properties:

— topological sorted: if there is an edge e = (v;,v;) € E, then i < j;
— last |L| vertices belong to L, formally d; = 0, for i > 7.

We use an adjacency list model as a model for graph representation. The input
is specified by n arrays D;, for ¢ € {1...n}. Here D; = (v : Je = (v;,v) € E) is
a list of vertices that can be reached from a vertex v; in one step. Let d; = | D;|
be the degree of the vertex v;.

2.1 Quantum query model

For our algorithms, we use some quantum subroutines, and the rest part of the
algorithm is classical. One of the most popular computational models for quan-



tum algorithms is the query model. We use the standard form of the quantum
query model. Let f : D — {0,1}, D C {0,1} be an M variable function. We
wish to compute it on an input € D. We are given oracle access to the in-
put z, i.e. it is realized by a specific unitary transformation usually defined as
[i)|2)|w) — |i)|z + @; (mod 2))|w) where the |i) register indicates the index of
the variable we are querying, |z) is the output register, and |w) is some auxiliary
work-space. An algorithm in the query model consists of alternating applica-
tions of arbitrary unitaries independent of the input and the query unitary, and
measurement in the end. The smallest number of queries for an algorithm that
outputs f(x) with probability > % on all z is called the quantum query com-
plexity of the function f and is denoted by Q(f). We use the running time term
instead of query complexity.

We refer the readers to [1I213] for more details on quantum computing.

3 Quantum Depth-first Search Algorithm and Topological
Sort Algorithm

Here we discuss the modification of the quantum version of Topological Sort and
its base which is the Depth-first Search (DFS) Algorithm. The quantum version
of the DFS algorithm was presented in [49]. Its running time is O(v/nmlogn).
We present the modification that has O(v/Amlogn). Here m = |E|,n = |V|, 7 =
n — |L|, L is the set of sinks. Such complexity is important for our goals.

Let us present the DFS algorithm in Algorithm [[I We assume that we have
an array visited such that visited[i] = TRUE if we have visited a vertex v;; and
visited[i] = FALSE otherwise. For the list D; = (vj,,...,v;, ) of neighbors for a
vertex v;, let us have a FIRSTONESEARCH(D;, start) procedure that returns the
minimal index z such z > start and visited[v;,| = FALSE; or returns NULL if
there is no such an index. The procedure has running time O(y/z — startlog )
and error probability at most # It is a O(log 1) times repetition of the quantum
algorithm of searching minimal element satisfying a condition [BO/5TI52I53]. The
algorithm is based on Grover’s Search Algorithm [35136].

Algorithm 1 Quantum Depth-first Search Algorithm for DAGs. That is DFS(%)
procedure for processing a vertex v;.
visited[i] = TRUE

if d; > 0 then > The vertex is not a sink
z < FIRSTONESEARCH(D;;, 0). > Here (vj,,...,v;, ) = D;
while z # NULL do '
DFS(j-)

z < FIRSTONESEARCH(D;, z).
end while
end if




The Topological sort algorithm is presented in AlgorithmsBland 2 It is based
on the classical version of the algorithm [31]. Let us have a list order. The order
list of result order. Assume that we have a procedure ADDTOTOP(order, i) that
adds an element ¢ to the top of the list order. Note, that the procedure can be
implemented with O(1) running time if we implement lists as the Linked List
data structure [31].
For the list D; = (vj,,. .., vj,, ) of neighbors for a vertex v;, let the FIRSTONESEARCH’ (D, start)
procedure returns the minimal index z such z > start, visited[v;,] = FALSE and
dj, > 0; or returns NULL if there is not such an index. In other words, the
procedure cannot return a sink vertex.

Algorithm 2 The base procedure of the quantum Topological sort algorithm
is a modification of the DFS algorithm. It is TOPSORTDFS(i) procedure for
processing a vertex v;.

visited[i] = TRUE

if d; > 0 then > The vertex is not a sink
z < FIRSTONESEARCH’(Dj;, 0). > Here (vj,,...,v;, ) = D;
while z # NULL do '
DFS(jz)

z < FIRSTONESEARCH' (D, 2).
end while
AppToTor(order,1)
end if

Algorithm 3 The procedure of the quantum Topological sort algorithm for a
graph G. It is TOPSORT(G) procedure.

order = () > Initially, order is an empty list
for i € Sources do
if visited[i] = FALSE then
ToPSORTDFS(7)
end if
end for

As a result of running the topological sort algorithm, we have an ordered
DAG as a result of the new enumeration. Let order = (iy,...,i;) and L =
(j1,---,Jz)), where n = n + |L|. The r-th vertex in the new enumeration is v;,
if r <n; and v;,_, if r > 7. For simplicity after a topological sort, we meet
r-th vertex in the new enumeration, when writing v,..

Let us discuss the complexity of the Topological sort algorithm.

Lemma 1. Algorithm[3 works with running time O(v/nmlogn) and error prob-
ability at most 0.1.



Proof. Let us consider processing i-th vertex by procedure TOPSORTDFS. Let
k; be the number of steps of the while loop or the number of invocations of the
FIRSTONESEARCH' procedure or the number of vertices that are reached from
the i-th vertex. Let w; 1,...,w;, be the indices of these vertices in the list D;.
Assume that w; 1 < - < w;,

So, the running time of the procedure TOPSORTDF'S for i-th vertex is

O(,/wM 10g ﬁ)—I—O(\/wm — Wi,1 10g ﬁ)+0(\/wi73 — W2 log ’ﬁ)—i— . +O(w /Wi k; — Wi k;—1 log ﬁ) S

@) (log ﬁ\/ki(wi,l Fwio —wi w3 —wie+ -+ Wik — wi,ki—l)) =
by the Cauchy—Bunyakovsky—Schwarz inequality

O(lOg ’ﬁ\/ kz . wlkl) S O(lOg ’ﬁ\/ kz . dl)

We invoke the TOPSORTDF'S procedure for all non-sink vertices ones. So,
the total running time is by the Cauchy—Bunyakovsky—Schwarz inequality

> O(login/ki - di) <O login | [ > ki |- | Y di | | = O(lognvim)

vi gL v &L v; L

The last equality is correct because FIRSTONESEARCH' returns only non-sink
not visited vertices. So, therefore each non-sink vertex was returned at most once.
Therefore, > k; < n. Additionally, > d; is at most the number of edges.
v &L v &L
Each FIRSTONESEARCH' has error at most 73—2 We have at most n invocation
of the procedure and the same number of independent error events. Therefore,
the total error is at most %

4 Quantum Dynamic Programming Algorithm for DAGs

Let us describe an algorithm in the general case.

Let us consider some problem P on a directed acyclic graph G = (V, E).
Suppose that we have a dynamic programming algorithm for P or we can say
that there is a solution of the problem P that is equivalent to computing a
function f for each vertex. As a function f we consider only functions from a
set F with the following properties:

- [V =X

The result set X' can be the set of real numbers R, or integers {0,..., Z},
for some integer Z > 0.

— if d; > 0 then f(v;) = hi(f(u1),..., f(ug,)), where functions h; are such that
h; : ydi X (ul, . ,udi) =D;.

if d; = 0 then f(v;) is classically computable in constant time.



Suppose there is a quantum algorithm ); that computes the function h;
with running time 7'(k), where k is the length of the argument for the function
h;. Then we can suggest the procedure that is presented in Algorithm @l We
assume that we have a TOPSORT(G) procedure that is an implementation of
the topological sort algorithm from the previous section. After applying the
topological sort algorithm we have an ordered graph. If the graph is already
ordered, then we should not invoke the topological sort algorithm.

Algorithm 4 Quantum Algorithm for Dynamic programming approach on
DAGs. Let t = (t[1],...,t[7]) be an array which stores results of the function f.
Let ¢7(j) be a function such that t;(j) = t[j], if j < n; t;(5) = f()), if j > n.
Note that j > 7 means v; € L.

TopPSORT(G) > We do it only if G is not ordered
fori=n...1do
tli] < Qi(tf(jl)v s 7tf(jdi))7 where (vj ;... 7vjdi) =D
end for
return ¢[1]

Let us discuss the running time of Algorithm @ The proof is simple, but we
present it for completeness.

Lemma 2. Suppose that the quantum algorithm Q; works in T;(k) running time,
where k is a length of an argument, wherei € {1,...,n}. Then Algorithm[f works
in T = > T;(d;) running time if the graph is ordered. If the graph is

not ordered, then the running time is T* + O(v/Amlogh).

Proof. If the graph is not ordered and we invoke the TOPSORT(G) procedure,
then it has O(v/nmlogn) running time due to Lemma [T}

Note, that when we compute t[i], we already have computed t7(j1), ..., tf(ja,)
or we can compute them in constant running time because for all e = (v;,v;) € E
we have ¢ < j.

The complexity of processing vertex v; is T;(d;), where i € {1,...,n}\L.

The algorithm processes vertices one by one. Therefore

The total complexity in the case of not ordered graph is 7 + O(vAmlogn)

Note, that quantum algorithms have a probabilistic behavior. Let us compute
the error probability for Algorithm @l

Lemma 3. Suppose the quantum algorithm Q; for the function h; has the error
probability £(n), where i € {1,...,n}\L. Then the error probability of Algorithm

is at most 1 — (1 — +)(1 —e(n))™.



Proof. Let us compute the success probability for Algorithm @l Suppose that all
vertices are computed with no error. The probability of this event is (1 —e(n))"
because an error of each invocation is an independent event. Additionally, we
have an error of TOPSORT procedure that is at most 1 due to Lemma [1l

Therefore, the error probability for Algorithm His at most 1 — 0. 1(1—e(n))?,
forn=n— |L|

For some functions and algorithms, we do not have a requirement that all
arguments of h should be computed with no error. In that case, we will get a
better error probability. This situation is discussed in Lemma [6

4.1 Functions for Vertices Processing
We can choose the following functions as a function h

— Conjunction (AN D function). For computing this function, we can use Grover’s
search algorithm [3536] for searching 0 among arguments. If the element that
we found is 0, then the result is 0. If the element is 1, then there are no 0s,
and the result is 1.

— Disjunction (OR function). We can use the same approach, but here we
search 1s.

— Sheffer stroke (Not AND or NAND function). We can use the same ap-
proach as for AND function, but here we search 1s. If we found 0 then the
result is 1; and 0, otherwise.

— Minimum function (M IN). We can use the Diirr and Hgyer minimum search
algorithm [37138].

— Maximum function (M AX). We can use the same algorithm as for the min-
imum.

— Other functions that have quantum algorithms.

As we discussed before, AND, OR, and NAN D functions can be computed
using the Grover search algorithm. Therefore algorithm for these functions on
vertex v; has an error £; < 0.5 and running time is 7(d;) = O(V/d;), for i €
{1,...,n}\L. These results follow from [5455/3635]. We have a similar situation
for computlng maximum and minimum functions [3738].

If we use these algorithms in Algorithm [ then we obtain the error probability
1 —(0.5)"*! due to Lemma [3

At the same time, the error is one-sided. That is why we can apply the
boosting technique to reduce the error probability.

Suppose, we have a quantum algorithm ) and a classical algorithm A for
a function h € {MAX, MIN, AND,OR, NAND}. Let k be the number of al-
gorithm’s invoking according to the boosting technique for reducing the error
probability. The number k is integer and k > 1. Let (x1,...,24) be arguments

(input data) of size d. Let us denote it as Q¥(x1, ..., xq). It returns the result of
AQ(z1,...,x4),...,Q(x1,...,24)). Here A has k arguments. Suppose, we have
a temporary array b = (b[1],...,b[k]) where we store results of each invocation

bli] = Q(x1,...,xzq) for i € {1,...,k}. Then, we compute A(b[1],...,b[k]).



If we analyze the algorithm, then we can see that it has the following property:

Lemma 4. Let (z1,...,24) be an argument (input data) of size d, for a func-
tion h(xy1,...,xq) € {MAX,MIN,OR,AND,NAND}. Let k be a number of
algorithm’s invokations. The number k is integer and k > 1. Then the expected
running time of the boosted version Qk(:vl, ..., xq) of the quantum algorithm

Q(x1,...,xq) is O (k\/g) and the error probability is at most 2%

Proof. Due to [37U38], the expected running time of the algorithm @ is O (\/E),

and the error probability is at most 0.5. We apply A for k copies of Q(z1, . . ., zq4).
That works in O(k - v/d). We have an error if all k copies have an error. So, the
probability of error is at most 2%

Let us apply the previous two lemmas to Algorithm dland functions from the
set {AND,OR,NAND, MAX, MIN}.

Lemma 5. Suppose that a problem P on a DAG G = (V, E) has a dynamic pro-

gramming algorithm such that functions h; € {AND,OR,NAND, MAX, MIN},
forie{1,...,a}. Then there is a quantum dynamic programming algorithm A

for the problem P that has running time O(v/Amlogn) = O(y/nmlogn) and

error probability O(1/n). Here m = |E|,n = |V|,i = n — |L|, L is the set of
sinks.

Proof. Let us choose k = 2log, 7 in Lemmas [l Then the error probabilities
for the algorithms Q?'°%2" are O (0.521"g2 ") =0 (1/ﬁ2). The running time is
O/ log ).

Due to Lemma [3, the probability of error is at most £(n) =1 — (1 — —)n
Note that A
2 1—(1-24)"
lim E(n) = lim M

fi—oo 1/N oo 1/n

Hence, e(n) = O(1/n).
Due to Lemma 2, the running time is

= > Ty Y o(Vdilgi)=0|(ogn) > Vi

i€{1 o\ L i€{1,cn}\L i€{1 o\ L

Due to the Cauchy-Bunyakovsky-Schwarz inequality, we have

Y. Vdi< A Y d;
ie{l,...,n}\L ie{l,....,n}\L

Note that d; = 0, for ¢ € L. Therefore, > d;= > d;i =m, because

m = |E| is the total number of edges. Hence,

f Z di = |n Z d; = Vam.

i€{L,n}\L i€{1,....n}




Therefore, TT < O(vVamlogn) = O(y/nmlogn).
Additionally, we have the running time of TOPSORT procedure that is also
O(vnimlogn). The total running time is O(v7nim logn).

If hy € {MAX,MIN} and a graph is ordered, then we can do a better
estimation of the running time.

Lemma 6. Suppose that a problem P on an ordered DAG G = (V,E) has a
dynamic programming algorithm such that functions h; € {MAX, MIN}, for
i € {1,...,7} and the solution is f(vy) for some v, € V. Then there is a
quantum dynamic programming algorithm A for the problem P that has expected
runmning time O(v/ivmlog q) = O(y/nmlogn) and error probability O(1/q), where
q 1s the length of the path to the farthest vertex from the verter v,. Here m =
|E|,n=1|V|,n=mn—|L|, L is the set of sinks.

Proof. Let @ be the Diirr-Hgyer quantum algorithm for M AX or M IN function.
Let Qq be the boosted version of (). Let us analyze the algorithm.

Let us consider a vertex v; for i € {1,...,n}\L. When we process v;, we
should compute M AX or MIN among tf(j1),...,tr(ja,). Without loss of gen-
erality, we can say that we compute the MAX function. Let r be an index of
the maximal element. It is required to have no error for computing ¢[j,]. At the
same time, if we have an error on processing vj;,,, w € {1,...,d;}\{r}; then we
get a value t[j,] < f(vj, ). In that case, we still have t[j,] > ¢[j.]. Therefore, an
error can be on processing of any vertex v;, .

Let us focus on the vertex v,. For computing f(v,) with no error, we should
compute f(vg,) with no error. Here v,, € D, such that maximum is reached
on vg, . For computing f(v,,) with no error, we should compute f(v,,) with no
error. Here v,, € D,, such that maximum is reached on v,, and so on. Hence,
for solving the problem with no error, we should process only at most ¢ vertices
with no error.

Therefore, the probability of error for the algorithm is

(07 )

17(171%2)‘1 -1

because lim
q— 00 1/q

5 Quantum Algorithms for Evolution of Boolean Circuits
with Shared Inputs and Zhegalkin Polynomial

Let us apply ideas of quantum dynamic programming algorithms on DAGs to
AND-OR-NOT DAGs.

It is known that any Boolean function can be represented as a Boolean circuit
with AND, OR, and NOT gates [34U56]. Any such circuit can be represented as
a DAG with the following properties:

10



sinks are labeled with variables. We call these vertices “variable-vertices”.
There are no vertices v; such that d; = 1.

If a vertex v; such that d; > 2; then the vertex labeled with Conjunction or
Disjunction. We call these vertices “function-vertices”.

— Any edge is labeled with 0 or 1.

There is one particular root vertex v.

The graph represents a Boolean function that can be evaluated in the fol-
lowing way. We associate a value r; € {0, 1} with a vertex v;, for i € {1,...,n}.
If v; is a variable-vertex, then r; is a value of a corresponding variable. If
v; is a function-vertex labeled by a function h; € {AND,OR}, then r; =

hi (7‘;-71(1’]1), . ,T;EZ’J”)), where w = d;, (vj,,...,v;,) = Dy, o(i,j) is a label
of an edge e = (i, ). Here, we say that ! = z and 2° = —a for any Boolean
variable x. The result of the evaluation is r,.

An AND-OR-NOT DAG can be evaluated using the following algorithm that

is a modification of Algorithm Mt

Algorithm 5 Quantum Algorithm for AND-OR-NOT DAGs evaluation. Let
r = (r1,...,7r,) be an array that stores the results of functions h;. Let a variable-
vertex v; be labeled by z(v;), for all ¢ € L. Let Q; be a quantum algorithm for
h;; and QZQ °827 16 a boosted version of Q; (Lemma [). Let t¢(j) be a function
such that t¢(j) =rj, if j <7 tp()) = x(vy), if j > n.

ToPSORT(G) > If the graph is not ordered
fori=n...sdo

tli] = Q7% " (5 ()79, .t ()7 HI)), where w = dy, (vj, .., vj,,) = Di,
end for
return ¢[s]

Algorithm [l has the following property:

Theorem 1. Algorithm [A evaluates an AND-OR-NOT DAG G = (V, E) with
running time O(vVnmlogn) = O(y/nmlogn) and error probability O(1/7). Here
m = |E|,n = |V|,i=n—|L|, L is the set of sinks.

Proof. Algorithm [ evaluates the AND-OR-NOT DAG G by the definition of
AND-OR-NOT DAG for the Boolean function F. Algorithm [l is almost the
same as Algorithm [ The difference is labels of edges. At the same time, the
Oracle gets information on an edge in constant time. Therefore, the running
time and the error probability of Qf 1827 Joes not change. Hence, using the
proof similar to the proof of Lemma [ we obtain the claimed running time and
error probability.

Another way of a Boolean function representation is a NAND DAG or Boolean
circuit with NAND gates. [34I56]. We can represent a NAND formula as a DAG

11



with similar properties as AND-OR-NOT DAG, but function-vertices have only
NAND labels. At the same time, if we want to use more operations, then we can
consider NAND-NOT DAGs and NAND-AND-OR-NOT DAGs:

Theorem 2. Algorithm[d evaluates a NAND-AND-OR-NOT DAG and a NAND-
NOT DAG. If we consider o« DAG G = (V, E), then these algorithms work with
running time O(v/amlogn) = O(y/nmlogn) and error probability O(1/n). Here
m = |E|,n=|V|,i=n—|L|, L is the set of sinks.

Proof. The proof is similar to the proofs of Lemma [B] and Theorem [l

Theorems [ and 2] give us quantum algorithms for Boolean circuits with
shared input and non-constant depth. At the same time, existing algorithms
[A3/ 444546147 are not applicable in the case of shared input and non-constant
depth.

The third way of representation of a Boolean function is the Zhegalkin poly-
nomial which is representation using AN D, XOR functions and the 0,1 con-
stants [32I33J34]: for some integers k,t1,...,t,

k ts
F(x)=ZP(z)=a® @Ci, where a € {0,1},C; = /\ xj,
i=1 z=1

At the same time, it can be represented as an AND-OR-NOT DAG with a
logarithmic depth and shared input or an AND-OR-NOT tree with an exponen-
tial number of vertices and separated input. That is why the existing algorithms
from [43/44/45/46/47] cannot be used or work in exponential running time.

Theorem 3. Algorithm [d evaluates the XOR-AND DAG G = (V, E) with run-
ning time O(v/vmlogn) = O(y/nmlogn) and error probability O(1/7). Here
m = |E|,n = |V|,i=n—|L|, L is the set of sinks.

Proof. XOR operation is replaced by two AND, one OR vertex and 6 edges
because for any Boolean a and b we have a @ b = a A =bV —a A b. So, we can
represent the original DAG as an AND-OR-NOT DAG using 7’ <3 -7 = O(n)
vertices. The number of edges is m’ < 6 - m = O(m). Due to Theorem [I] we

can construct a quantum algorithm with running time O(vnmlogn) and error
probability O(1/7).

The previous theorem shows us the existence of a quantum algorithm for

Boolean circuits with XOR, NAND, AND, OR, and NOT gates. Let us present
the result for the Zhegalkin polynomial.
Corollary 1. Suppose that Boolean function F(x) can be represented as Zhe-
galkin polynomial for some integers k,ty,...,tp: F(z) = ZP(z) =a® Eszl C;,
where a € {0,1}, Ci = N"_, ;.. Then, there is a quantum algorithm for F with
running time O (\/k(k +t1 4+ +tg)log k) and error probability O(1/k).

Proof. Let us present C; as one AND vertex with t; outgoing edges. XOR
operation is replaced by two AN D, one OR vertex and 6 edges. So, m = 6- (k —
DAti+-+tp =0k +ti+--+t), n =3 (k—1)+k = O(k). Due to
Theorem [3] we obtain the claimed properties.
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6 The Quantum Algorithm for the Single Source Longest
and Shortest Paths Problems for a Weighted DAG and
the Diameter Search Problem for Unweighted DAG

In this section, we consider two problems for DAGs.

6.1 The Single Source Longest Path Problem for Weighted DAG

Let us apply the approach to the Single Source Longest Path problem.

Let us consider a weighted DAG G = (V, E) and the weight of an edge
e=(v;,v;) is w(i,j), fori,j € {1,...,n},e € E.

Let us have a vertex vg, and we should compute t[1], ..., t[n]. Here ¢[i] is the
length of the longest path from v, to v;. If a vertex v; is not reachable from v,
then t[i] = —oo0.

Let us present the algorithm for the longest paths lengths computing.

Algorithm 6 Quantum Algorithm for the Single Source Longest Path Search
problem. Let ¢ = (¢[1],...,¢[n]) be an array that stores results for vertices. Let
Q@ be the Dirr-Hgyer quantum algorithm for M AX function. Let Q210g2(") be a
boosted version of @ (Lemma []).

TopPSORT(G)
t <+ (—o0,...,—00)
t[s] «+ 0
fori=s+1...ndo
tli] « Q¥ t[j1] + w(i,j1),...,thw] + w(i,ju)), where w = |Djl,
(’Ujl,...,’t)jw) = D:
end for
return ¢

Algorithm [6] has the following property:

Theorem 4. Algorithm[d solves the Single Source Longest Path Search problem
with expected running time O(y/nmlogn) and error probability O(1/n).

Proof. Let us prove the correctness of the algorithm. In fact, the algorithm
computes t[i] = max(t[j1]+w(i,j1), ..., t[jw] +w(i, ju)). Assume that ¢[i] is less
than the length of the longest path. Then there is v, € D} that precedes v; in
the longest path. Therefore, the length of the longest path is t[z] + w(i, z) > t[i].
This claim contradicts the definition of ¢[i] as the maximum. The bounds for the
running time and the error probability follow from Lemmas Bl [B1

6.2 The Single Source Shortest Path Problem for Weighted DAG

Let us apply the approach to the Single Source Shortest Path problem.

13



Let us consider a weighted DAG G = (V, E) and the weight of an edge
e=(v;,v;) is w(i,j), fori,j € {1,...,n},e € E.

Suppose we have a vertex vs, and we should compute ¢[1],...,t[n]. Here t[i]
is the length of the shortest path from v, to v;. If a vertex v; is not reachable
from v, then t[i] = +o0.

Let us present the algorithm for the shortest paths lengths computing.

Algorithm 7 Quantum Algorithm for the Single Source Shortest Path Search
problem. Let ¢ = (¢[1],...,¢[n]) be an array that stores results for vertices. Let
@ be the Diirr-Hgyer quantum algorithm for M IN function. Let Q210g2(”) be a
boosted version of @ (Lemma []).

TopPSORT(G)
t + (+o00,...,+00)
t[s] + 0
fori=s+1...ndo
]« Q22 (] + wli,ji)s.. thiu] + w(i,ju)), where w = |D],
(’Ujl,...,’t)jw) = D:
end for
return ¢

Algorithm [ has the following property:

Theorem 5. Algorithm[7 solves the Single Source Shortest Path Search problem
with expected running time O(y/nmlogn) and error probability O(1/n).

Proof. Let us prove the correctness of the algorithm. In fact, the algorithm
computes t[i] = max(t[j1]+w(i,j1), ..., t[jw] +w(i, ju)). Assume that t[i] is less
than the length of the longest path. Then there is v, € D} that precedes v; in
the longest path. Therefore, the length of the longest path is t[z] +w(i, z) > t[i].
This claim contradicts the definition of ¢[i] as the maximum. The bounds for the
running time and the error probability follow from Lemmas [2]

6.3 The Diameter Search Problem for an Unweighted DAG

Let us consider an unweighted DAG G = (V, E). Let len(i, j) be the length of the
shortest path between v; and v;. If the path does not exist, then len(i, j) = —1.

The diameter of the graph G is diam(G) = {rrllaxlv‘}len(i,j). For a given
,7€41,...,

graph G = (V, E), we should find the diameter of the graph.

It is easy to see that the diameter is the length of a path between a non-sink
vertex and some other vertex. If this fact is false, then the diameter is 0.

Using this fact, we can present the algorithm.

Algorithm [}l has the following property:

Theorem 6. Algorithml8 solves the Diameter Search problem with expected run-
ning time O(n(n + y/nm)logn) and error probability O(1/n).
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Algorithm 8 Quantum Algorithm for the Diameter Search problem. Let t* =
(t*[1],...,t*[n]) be an array that stores the shortest paths from vertices to vertex
v, € V\L. Let @ be the Diirr-Hgyer quantum algorithm for the M IN function.
Let Q21°22(") he a boosted version of @ (Lemma H).
max_len < —oo
for z=n...1do
t* + (+00,...,+00)

t*[z] < 0
fori=z+1...ndo _
t7[i] = QB2 (01 [4], ... 17w [i]) + 1, where w = |D}|, (vjy,...,v5,) = Di.

if t*[i] > max_len then
mazx_len < t*[i]
end if
end for
end for
diam(G) = mazx_len
return diam(G)

Proof. The correctness of the algorithm can be proven similar to the proof of
Theorem @l The bounds for the running time and the error probability follow
from Lemmas 2] Bl
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