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Abstract

In this paper we present a quantum algorithm solving thegt&finding problem in unweighted
graphs with query complexit@(n5/4), wheren denotes the number of vertices in the graph. This
improves the previous upper boutdn®/7) = O(n'-2%5) recently obtained by Lee, Magniez and
Santha. Our result shows, for the first time, that in the quarguery complexity setting unweighted
triangle finding is easier than its edge-weighted versimtesfor finding an edge-weighted triangle
Belovs and Rosmanis proved that any quantum algorithm resiQi(n°/7 /\/Togn) queries. Our
result also illustrates some limitations of the non-adegpkearning graph approach used to obtain
the previousD(n"/7) upper bound since, even over unweighted graphs, any quaigarithm for
triangle finding obtained using this approach requit¢s®/” /\/logn) queries as well. To bypass
the obstacles characterized by these lower bounds, outuuaigorithm uses combinatorial ideas
exploiting the graph-theoretic properties of triangle firgj which cannot be used when considering
edge-weighted graphs or the non-adaptive learning graptoaph.
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1 Introduction

The triangle finding problem and its classical complexity. Triangle finding is a graph-theoretic prob-
lem whose complexity is deeply connected to the complexitgeveral other computational tasks in
theoretical computer science, such as solving path or xmatoblems|[[3[ 12, 16, 22, 20, P8,130]. In its
standard version it asks to find, given an undirected and igitesl graphG = (V, E), three vertices
v1,v2,v3 € V such that{vy,ve}, {v1,v3} and{ve,v3} are edges of the graph. It has been known for
a long time that this problem is not harder than Boolean mattiltiplication [16], which implies that
triangle finding in a graph of vertices can be solved i(n“*¢) time for any constant > 0, wherew
represents the exponent of square matrix multiplicatianréntly, the best known upper bound on
isw < 2.3729, see([18| 27]). This is still the best known upper bound onclassical time complex-
ity of triangle finding. Recently, Vassilevska Williams awvdlliams showed a converse reduction [28]:
they proved that a subcubic-time algorithm for triangle ifiigdcan be used, in a combinatorial way, to
construct a subcubic-time algorithm for Boolean matrix tiplitation.

Much progress has furthermore been achieved recently cerstathding the classical complexity of
weighted versions of the triangle finding problem|[12},(22,2®,/30]. In particular, it has been shown
that the exact node-weighted triangle finding problem, wltke goal is to find three vertices in a node-
weighted graph such that the sum of the weights of these thedizes is equal to a given value, is
not harder than matrix multiplication over a field [12] 29prkhe exact edge-weighted triangle finding
problem, where the goal is to find three vertiegsvs, v3 in a edge-weighted graph such that the sum of
the weights of{vy,va}, {v1,v3} and{vy, v3} is equal to a given value, it has been shown recently that
the situation is completely different: it requir€gn>-?) time for all§ > 0 unless the 3SUM problem
on N integers can be solved @(N?~9/6) time [22/29], which strongly suggests that the edge-weight
version of triangle finding is harder than its node-weighdad unweighted versions.

In this papetriangle finding problenwill always refer to the unweighted version — this is the i@rs
studied in this paper, as in most previous works on quantgorigthms. The wordsode-weightedr
edge-weighteavill be explicitly added when referring to the weighted vers.

Quantum query algorithms for triangle finding. Besides the time complexity setting discussed above,
problems like triangle finding can also be studied in the guwemplexity setting. In the usual model
used to describe the query complexity of such problems,ghefedgest of the graph is unknown but
can be accessed through an oracle: given two vertiG@sv in V, one query to the oracle outputs one
if {u,v} € E and zero if{u,v} ¢ E. In the quantum query complexity setting, one further agsum
that the oracle can be queried in superposition. One of tHa mierests of query complexity is that,
being a restricted model of computation, in many cases amslwaw lower bounds on the complexity of
problems (in both the classical and quantum settings). f&ance, it is straightforward to show that the
randomized classical query complexity of triangle findia§{n?), wheren denotes the number of ver-
tices in the graph, which matches the trivial upper bounccomparison, several better quantum query
algorithms have been developed. Indeed, besides its tiwdliaterest, the triangle finding problem has
been one of the main problems that stimulated the developofemew techniques in quantum query
complexity, and the history of improvement of upper boundshe query complexity of triangle finding
parallels the development of general technigues in thetgqoanomplexity setting, as we explain below.
Among the first techniques for constructing quantum alporg were Grover search _[13], which
can be used to obtain a quadratic speedup over classicalsikieasearch for any unstructured search
problem, and its variant known as amplitude amplificatigh {8rover search immediately gives, when
applied to triangle finding as a search over the space ok#ipf vertices of the graph, a quantum
algorithm with query complexity)(n3/2). Using amplitude amplification, Buhrman et al.[11] showed
how to construct a quantum algorithm for triangle findinghmifuery complexityO(n + /nm) for
a graph withm edges, giving an improvement for sparse graphs. Combinmmglitude amplification
with clever combinatorial arguments, Szegedy [25] (see [@%]) constructed a quantum algorithm for



triangle finding with query complexit@) (n1%/7) = O(n!428-)[

The quantum technique that led to the next improvement veasdhcept of quantum walk search de-
veloped by Ambaini< 1], and used originally to construcbatimal quantum algorithm for the element
distinctness problem_[1]. This new approach, which combemplitude amplification with a quantum
version of random walks over Johnson graphs and was latergéeed to quantum walks over more
general graphs [20, 26], has turned out to be one of the me&ilusols for the design of quantum algo-
rithms for search problems. Magniez, Santha and Szegedlydghg quantum walk search, constructed
a quantum algorithm for triangle finding with improved queomplexityO(n!3/10),

Besides Grover search and quantum walks, a third techniogesign quantum query algorithms ap-
peared recently when Reichardt [23] proved that the geaghadrsary bound, initially shown to be only
a lower bound on the quantum query complexity [14], is atyuat upper bound, which implies that the
quantum query complexity of a problem can be found by solgeisgmi-definite positive program. While
this optimization problem in general exponentially manystoaints, Belovs [5] then developed a tech-
nique known as the learning graph approach to restrict theekespace to candidates that automatically
satisfy the constraints, thus giving an intuitive and efintiway to obtain a (not necessarily optimal)
solution of the original optimization problem. Belovs [Blstrated the power of this new technique by
using it to improve the quantum query complexity of trianfiteling to O(n3%/27) = O(n!2%-). Lee,
Magniez and Santha [19] then showed, again using learnisghgt how to further improve this query
complexity toO(n%7) = O(n'2%5), which was the best upper bound on the quantum complexity-of t
angle finding known before the present paper. These twotsdsased on learning graphs actually used a
simple notion of learning graphs (referred to as “non-aglaptearning graphs in[7]) where the queries
done by the algorithm do not depend on the values of priorigsiewhich implies that the same upper
boundO(n?/7) holds for weighted versions of the triangle finding problesmell. Jeffery, Kothari and
Magniez [17] showed how this complexity can also be achigwgdto polylogarithmic factors, using
gquantum walks by introducing the concept of nested quantaiksy

The best known lower bound on the quantum query complexitsiarigle finding is the trivial2(n).
Belovs and Rosmanis|[7] recently showed that any quanturitign (i.e., not necessarily based on
learning graphs) solving the edge-weighted triangle figgiroblem require§)(n®/7/\/log ) queries.
Since a non-adaptive learning graph does not treat diffigrédme unweighted triangle finding problem
and its weighted versions, as mentioned above, this lowenddor the weighted case implies that
any quantum algorithm for unweighted triangle finding cansted using a non-adaptive learning graph
requires0(n?/7 /\/log n) queries as well, which matches, up to logarithmic factds biest known upper
bound described in the previous paragraph. Practicall/ntieans that, in order to improve by more than
al//Iog n factor theO(n/7)-query upper bound on the quantum query complexity of tiafigding,
one need to take in consideration the difference betweennieighted triangle finding problem and
its edge-weighted version. Moreover, if the learning grapproach is used, then the learning graph
constructed must be adaptive. While a concept of adaptaraileg graph has been developed by Belovs
and used to design a new quantum algorithm forktfulistinctness problem_[4], so far no application of
this approach to the triangle finding problem has been deseok

Statement of our result. In this paper we show that it is possible to overcome(#te®/7/,/Tog n)
barrier, and obtain the following result.

Theorem 1.1. There exists a quantum algorithm that, given as input theleraf an unweighted grap&
onn vertices, outputs a triangle @ with probability at leas/3 if a triangle exists, and used(n°/4)
queries to the oracle.

This result shows, for the first time, that in the quantumirsgtinweighted triangle finding is eas-
ier than its edge-weighted version, and thus sheds lighterfundamental difference between these

YIn this paper theﬁ(-) notation removesoly (log n) factors.



two problems. Indeed, while in the classical time compiesitting strong evidences exist suggesting
that the unweighted version is easier (as already mentjahedunweighted version is not harder than
Boolean matrix multiplication while the exact edge-wegghtversion is 3SUM-hard [22, 29]), Theo-
rem[1.], combined with the lower bound by Belovs and Rosm@ihienables us to give a separation
between the quantum query complexities of these two prahlem

Naturally, our result exploits the difference between ttengle finding problem and its weighted
versions. Our approach does not rely on learning graphssted@uantum walks, the techniques that
were used to obtain the previous best known upper bounckddstt relies on combinatorial ideas that
exploit the fact that the graph is unweighted, as needed ynastempt to break th€(n°/7/\/Togn)
barrier, combined with Grover search, quantum search veitlable costs [2], and usual quantum walks
over Johnson graphs. Our quantum algorithm is highly adapii that all later queries depend on the
results of the queries done in at a preliminary stage by therithm. This gives another example of
separation between the query complexity obtained by adaptiantum query algorithms and the best
query complexity that can be achieved using non-adaptamirg graphs (which i€(n%/7 //Tog n) for
triangle finding, as mentioned above), and thus sheds lighinttations of the non-adaptive learning
graph approach for graph-theoretical problems such aggtadinding.

2 Preliminaries

In this section we introduce some of our notations, brieflgctdide the notion of quantum query algo-
rithms for problems over graphs and present standard #igud techniques for solving search problems
in the quantum query complexity setting. We assume thatahdar is familiar with the basics of quan-
tum computation and refer to, e.d., [10] for a more completatment of quantum query complexity.

For any finite sefX and anyr € {1,...,|X|} we denoteS(X, r) the set of all subsets efelements
of X. Note that|S(X,r)| = (‘f'). We will use the notatiof (X) to represenS(X,2), i.e., the set of
unordered pairs of elements .

Let G = (V, E) be an undirected and unweighted graph, wHénmepresents the set of vertices and
E C &(V) represents the set of edges. In the query complexity settirgassume thdt” is known,
and thatF can be accessed through a quantum unitary operéigmefined as follows. For any pair
{u,v} € £(V), any bitb € {0,1}, and any binary string € {0, 1}*, the operatiorOs maps the basis
state|{u,v})|b)|z) to the state

| Hu,vh)pb@1)|z) if {u,v} € E,
Ocltu.vhilb)lz) = { (o Bz i fu) ¢ I,

whered denotes the bit parity (i.e., the logical XOR). We say thatiarqum algorithm computing some
property ofG usesk queries if the operatio, given as an oracle, is callddtimes by the algorithm.

We describe below three algorithmic techniques, which wiewske in this paper, to solve search
problems over graphs in the quantum query complexity setBrover search, Ambainis’ generalization
of Grover search for variable costs, and quantum searchitigs based on quantum walks.

Grover search. LetX be a finite set of size.. Consider a Boolean functioft;: ¥ — {0, 1} depend-

ing onG and assume that, for anyc ¥, the valuef;(s) can be computed usingqueries taO¢. The
goal is to find some elemente ¥ such thatf;(s) = 1, if such an element exists. This problem can
be solved by repeating Grover’s standard search [13] aitbgdc number of times, and checking if a
solution has been found. For any constant 0, this quantum procedure (called Safe Grover Search
in [21]]) usesO(t/mlog m) queries ta0¢, outputs an element € X such thatf;(s) = 1 with proba-
bility at leastl — 1/m¢ if such an element exists, and always rejects if no such elemésts. The same
bound can actually be obtained even if, for each 3, the valuef;(s) obtained using queries taO¢

is correct only with high (e.qg., greater thayi3) probability [15].



Variable costs quantum search. Let Y be again a finite set of size. Consider a Boolean function
fa: ¥ — {0,1} and assume that, for eaghe X, there exists a quantum algorithffy making queries
to O that satisfies the following properties:

e 35 uses at most; queries ta0g;
e 3, outputsfs(s) with probability at leasg/3.

The goal is again to find some element ¥ such thatf;(s) = 1, if such an element exists. Note
that Grover search would lead to a quantum algorithm withgaemplexity O (¢,,q..+/m log m), where
tmae represents the maximal valueigfovers € X. Ambainis [2] has shown how to do better when the
square root of the average of the squares of the costs idisatly less thart,,, ... We state this result
in the following theorem where, for simplicity, we assumatthothm andt,,., are upper bounded by a
polynomial ofn (the number of vertices in the graph).

Theorem 2.1. ([2]) Assume that there exists a constarsuch thatn < n®andt,,., < n¢. There exists

a quantum algorithm that makes
o[z
SEX

queries toO¢ and finds, with probability at least/4, an element € X such thatf;(s) = 1 if such an
element exists.

As shown in [[2], it is not necessary to know the costdo obtain the complexity stated in this
theorem. Note that, while the formal statement of this theoin [2] assumes that the algorithrifg
always output the correct answers, the case we considergwelaeh; outputs the correct answer only
with high probability) is explicitly treated in Section 5 [#].

Quantum walk search. We now describe quantum walk search. For concreteness, lvecsirict
ourself to quantum walks over Johnson graphs, since thdybwisufficient to obtain our results. We
refer to [20] for a more detailed and general treatment ottimeept of quantum walks.

We start by defining Johnson graphs.

Definition 2.1. Let T be a finite set ana be a positive integer such that< |T'|. The Johnson graph
J(T,r) is the undirected graph with vertex s&{7’, ) where two verticeR?;, Ry € S(T,r) are con-
nected if and only ifR; N Ry| =7 — 1.

We now describe the kind of search problems related to a grapitm vertices given as an oractey
that can be solved using a quantum walk over a Johnson gragfi. bhe a finite set and be a positive
integer such that < |T'|. For simplicity, we will assume that there exists a constamuch that7| < n°.

Let fo: S(T,r) — {0,1} be a Boolean function depending 6h and writeM¢ = f5'(1). The goal is

to decide whethel; is empty or not, i.e., whether there exists safhe S(7',r) such thatf¢(R) = 1.
Note that the search problem considered here is defined byicdon f (or, equivalently, byM),
and the input of this search problem is the gréphits query complexity corresponds to the number of
queries taO¢ needed to decide whethéf is empty or not.

The above search problem can be solved using a quantum wadktes Johnson graph(T,r). A
state of the walk will correspond to a vertex (i.e., to adet S(7',r)), and a data structur®q(A),
which in general depends d@r, will be associated to each state We say that the staté is marked if
A € Mg. Three types of cost are associated with, all measured in the number of queriesQg. The
setup coss is the cost to set up the data structure, i.e., the numberesfegineeded to construbl; (A)
for a given vertexd € S(7',r). The update cod is the cost to update the data structure, i.e., the number
of queries needed to convdbl;(A) into D(A’) for two given connected verticesand A’ of J(T', 7).



The checking cost is the cost of checking with probability greater thf8, given A € S(T,r) and
D¢ (A), if Ais marked.
Lete > 0 be such that, for all graphs, the inequality

| Mg
> €
S(T,7)|

holds whenevel/ # (). Ambainis [1] has shown that the quantum walk oy€¥’, ) described above
will find with high probability an element i/, if such an element exists, using a number of queries
of orderS + % (v/r x U+ C), see alsd [20] for discussions and generalizations. Fer taference, we
state this result as the following theorem.

Theorem 2.2([1,120]). The quantum walk over the Johnson grapf’, r) has query complexity

O<S+%(\/F><U+C)>

and finds, with probability at least/4, an element inV/; if such an element exists.

3 Overview of our algorithm

In this section we give an outline of the main ideas leadinguonew quantum algorithm for triangle
finding. The algorithm is described in details, and its queEmyplexity rigorously analyzed, in Sectioh 4.

Let G = (V, E) denote the undirected and unweighted graph that is the ofgbe triangle finding
problem, and writer = |V/|. For any vertex. € V', we denote

Ng(u) ={v eV |{u,v} € E}

the set of neighbors af.

The algorithm first takes a set C V consisting of©(y/nlogn) vertices chosen uniformly at
random fromV, and checks if there exists a triangle@fwith a vertex inX. This can be checked, with
high probability, using Grover’s quantum search/[13] in

0 (VIXTEW]) =0 (")

queries. Define

S=J E(Na(w).
ueX
If no triangle has been reported, we know that any triangl@ ofiust have an edge in the s&tl/) \ S.
Note that the above preliminary step has already been usedoinworks, in particular related to the
design of combinatorial algorithms for Boolean matrix nplitation (e.g., [3/24]) and even in the
design of theD(n'%/7)-query quantum algorithm for triangle finding in |21, 25]. \Wew explain how
to check whethe€ (V') \ S contains an edge of a triangle or not, which is the novel daution of this
paper.
Forany set” C V and anyw € V/, let us define the seéi (X, Y, w) C £(Y) as follows:

It is easy to see that, with high probability on the choiceXoffor any{v,v'} € £(V) \ S the inequality
{w e V| {v,w} € Eand{v',w} € E}| <v/n

holds — the preliminary step of the previous paragraph was goecisely to obtain this sparsity condi-
tion. This implies that, for a vertex taken uniformly at random i, the expected size & (X, V, w)

6



is at most»®/2 and, more generally, for a random $&tC V the expected size kg (X, Y, w) is at most
[Y'|2/+/n (see Lemm&4l1 in Sectidh 4). In this section we will descdbealgorithm in the following
situation: there exists a positive constarsch that

Y2
Aa(X, Y, w)] <

foranyY C V and anyw € V. Q)

This assumption considerably simplifies the problem, elating several difficulties that the final algo-
rithm will need to deal with, but still represents a situatgufficiently non-trivial to enable us to describe
well the main ideas of our algorithm.

Remember that we now want to checkifi”) \ S contains an edge of a triangle. Our key observation
is the following. Given a vertew € V and aseB C V of size[/n] such thatAs (X, B, w) is known,
we can check if there exists a pdir, v} € £(B) \ S such thaf{v,, v, w} is a triangle ofG with

0 (VIAG(X, B,w)]) =0 ( C‘\f;) = O(n!/)

queries using Grover search and Conditidn (1), since $uchy,} exists if and only ifAg (X, B, w) N

E # (. The remarkable point here is that, if there were no spacsitylition onA¢ (X, B, w) then this
search would requir®(+/|BJ2) = ©(y/n) queries. This improvement frogyn to n'/* is one of the
main reasons why we obtain an algorithm for triangle findirithwguery complexityO(n5/ 4) instead
of O(n®/?) using straightforward quantum search. Note that this olasien, even combined with the
other ideas we describe below, does not seem to lead to effalassical algorithms for triangle finding
or Boolean matrix multiplication due to the large cost regdito construc\q (X, B, w) — this is why

it has not been exploited prior to the present work. One ofhaain contributions is indeed to show that,
in the query complexity setting, a quantum algorithm cariguer this construction efficiently.

As just mentioned, the main difficulty when trying to explitie above observation is that we not only
want now to find a vertexy and a seB for which there exist§v;,ve} € £(B) \ S such thaf{v;, ve, w}
is a triangle, we also need to construct the Aet(X, B, w), which requires additional queries. To
deal with this problem, we use a quantum walk over a Johnsaphgmwhich enables us to implement
the construction ofA; (X, B, w) concurrently to the search @ andw. By carefully analyzing the
resulting quantum walk algorithm, we can show that the imeneent by a facton!/4 described in the
previous paragraph is still preserved as long as we havegérynior information about the sétwhen
executing the quantum walk.

The difficulty now is that loading enough information abagiiduring the execution of the quan-
tum walk is too costly. Moreover, constructirfjbefore executing the quantum walk requiteg:>/2)
queries, which is too costly as well. To solve this difficultye first search, using another quantum walk
on another Johnson graph, a get V of size [n?’/ﬂ such that

( U AG(X,A,w)> NE#0,

weV

and concurrently construct the sgtA) \ S. We then do exactly as in the previous paragraph, but
taking B as a subset ofl instead of as a subset df. SinceAq (X, B,w) can be created efficiently
from the knowledge of (A) \ S, and€(A) \ S is available in the memory of the new quantum walk, the
problem mentioned in the previous paragraph is solved. Bsfelly designing the new quantum walk,
we can show that its query complexity is sufficiently smalk @ illustration of this claim, observe that
constructing the sef(A) \ S for a given setd C V of size[n3/4], which will be done by the quantum
walk during its setup stage, can be implemented using

O (JA] x |X]) = O(n®*)



queries by checking ifu,v} € Eforallu € Aand allv € X.
To summarize, at a high-level our strategy to check(¥) \ S contains an edge of a triangle, and
thus check ifG contains a triangle, can be described as the following lewet recursive procedure:

1. Search for a set C V of size[n3/*] such that(, s Ac(X, A, w)) N E # 0, while concur-
rently constructingg (A) \ S, using a quantum walk;

2. Search for a vertew € V such thatAg (X, A, w) N E # (;

3. Search for a seB C A of size [\/n] such thatAqs(X, B,w) N E # (), while concurrently
constructingAq (X, B,w), using a quantum walk and the fact th&tA) \ S has already been
constructed;

4. Check ifAg(X, B,w) N E # () in O(n'/*) queries, using the fact that; (X, B, w) has already
been constructed.

Several technical difficulties arise when analyzing thdquarance of this recursive quantum algo-
rithm and showing that its query complexity @%n°/4), especially when Conditioril(1) does not hold.
They are dealt with by using additional quantum technigsesh as quantum search with variable costs,
estimating the size of the involved sets by random sampéing,proving several concentration bounds.
Note that the order of the four levels of recursion in our &thm is crucial to guarantee th@(n"/*)
qguery complexity, and it does not seem that allowing furtinesting in the quantum walks (e.qg., using
the recent concept of quantum nested walk [6, 17]) can be tastdther reduce the query complexity
of our approach.

4  Quantum Algorithm for Triangle Finding

In this section we prove Theordm 1L.1 by describing our quarglgorithm for triangle finding.

As in Section 8,G = (V, E) will denote the undirected and unweighted graph that is tipeiti
of the triangle finding problem, and we write = |V|. For any setsX,Y C V, we define the set
Ag(X,Y) C E(Y) as follows:

Ac(X,Y) =)\ | EWNa(w),
ueX

where N (u) again denotes the set of neighborsuofAs in Sectiori B, for any set&, Y C V and any
vertexw € V, we define the seh (X, Y, w) C Ag(X,Y) as follows:

AG(X,Y.w) = Y N Na)\ | €WV (w)
ueX

= {{u,v} € AG(X,Y) | {u,w} € Eand{v,uw} € E}.

4.1 Main algorithm and proof of Theorem([1.1

A key combinatorial property related to the triangle findprgblem that we use in this paper is high-
lighted in the following definition ok-good sets

Definition 4.1. Letk be any constant such that< £ < 1. AsetX C V is k-good forG if the inequality

Z |AG(X’ Y’w)| < |Y|2n1_k
weV

holds forallY C V.



Our algorithm will rely on the following observation, whighows thatt-good sets foilG can be
constructed very easily.

Lemma 4.1. Let k& be any constant such that< k& < 1. Suppose thak is a set obtained by taking
uniformly at random, with replacemenﬁ?m’“ log n] elements fron/. ThenX is k-good for G with
probability at leastl — 1/n.

Proof. Consider a paifu,v} € £(V') such that
{w e V| {u,w} € Eand{v,w} € E}| >n'7*

Letus writeT = {w € V | {u,w} € F and{v,w} € E}. This pair is contained il\ (X, V) if and
only if TN X = (), which happens with probability

|T| |73n’C log n-| 1 3n* logn 1
1— = <(1-—= < .
n n n

By the union bound this implies that with probability at leds- % the inequality
{w e V| {u,w} € Eand{v,w} € E}| <n'™*

holds for all {u,v} € Ag(X,V). The statement of the lemma then follows from a straightéwdv
counting argument. O

In Sectior 4.2 we will prove the following proposition.

Proposition 4.1. Leta and k be two constants such that< a, k < 1. Let X be a known subset &f of
size at mosf3nk log n] that isk-good forG. There exists a quantum algorithm with query complexity

O <n1/2+k 4 pl/2+2a/3 n1/2+a—k/2)

that, given as input a set € S(V, [n®]) and the sefA; (X, A), checks with probability at leagt/3 if
Ag(X, A) contains an edge of a triangle 6f.

Proposition 4.1 shows the existence of a quantum algoritrahdhecks efficiently if a known set
Ag(X, A) contains an edge of a triangle 6f, under the assumption thaf is k-good for G. With
this result available, we are now ready to construct @(n>/*)-query quantum algorithm for triangle
finding.

Proof of Theorerh 111Leta andk be two constants such tHak a, k < 1. The values of these constants
will be set later.

We first take a seX' C V obtained by choosing uniformly at random, with replacem{af}vlz’g log n]
elements from/, and check if there exists a triangle @fwith a vertex inX. This can be done using

Grover search with
0 (VIRTX W) =0 (1)

queries. If no triangle has been reported, we know that @nygle ofG must have an edge i (X, V).

We now describe a quantum algorithm that finds a triangle aittedge inA (X, V), if such a
triangle exists. The idea is to search for adet S(V, [n*]) such thatA (X, A) contains an edge of a
triangle. Once such a sdthas been found, a triangle can be found in

0 (VIVT* FECAT) =0 (n'2+)

queries using Grover search. To find such asetve perform a quantum walk over the Johnson graph
J(V,[n%]). The states of this walk correspond to the elementS(ivi, [n*]). The state corresponding

9



to a setd € S(V,[n“]) is marked ifAg(X, A) contains an edge of a triangle 6f In case the set
of marked states is not empty, which means that there ekists»} € Aq(X, V) that is an edge of a
triangle ofG, the fraction of marked states is

e > ((7:2732) =Q (nQ(a—l)) ]
~ ()

In our walk, the data structure stores the Agf(X, A). Concretely, this is done by storing the couple
(v, Na(v) N X) for eachw € A, since this information is enough to constrdst (X, A) without using
any additional query. The setup costSis= |A| x | X| = O(n®t*) queries. The update cost s =

2| X| = O(n*) queries. From Theorem 2.2, the query complexity of our quanvalk is thus

0 (n“k + v/ n2(-a) <\/TF x n¥ + C>> ,

whereC is the cost of checking if a state is marked. Under the assamifitat the sek is k-good forG,
Propositiori 4.1 shows that

C=0 (n1/2+k 4+ pl/2+2a/3 4 n1/2+afk/2) ‘

Note that Proposition 4.1 can be applied here since thAgéX, A) is stored in the data structure, and
thus known. The query complexity of the quantum walk therobees

O <na+k 4 ploa/2+k 4 3/2 <nkfa Lopa/d nfk/Z)) _

Under the assumption that the sé€tis k-good forG, the query complexity of the whole algorithm
is thus
O (n1+k/2 L pl/2ta 4 patk 4 pl-a/24k 4 3/2 (nkfa L3y nfk/2)> .

When the sefX is notk-good forG, the algorithm may need more queries to finish, but we simigly s
immediately when the number of queries exceeds the abowver lgmund, and in this case output, for
instance, tha€z does not contain any triangle. This decision may be wrongl.bonmd 4.1l ensures that
this happens only with probability at mostn. )

Finally, takinga = 3 andk = 1 gives query complexity)(n®/*), as claimed. O

4.2 Proof of Proposition[4.1

This subsection is devoted to proving Proposifiod 4.1.

The quantum algorithm of Propositibn 4.1 will use quantuntk&/&n which the query complexity of
the checking procedures depends on the siz&@fX, A, w). To control the query complexity of these
quantum walks, we will first need, giveA, X andw, to estimatd A (X, A, w)|. This will be done
using the classical algorithm described in the followinguhea.

Lemma 4.2. Let A and X be two subsets df’, and assume thaf\; (X, A) is known. Letn be a
positive integer. There exists a classical deterministgpathm A with query complexity)(m logn),
which receives as input a binary stringof lengthpoly(m,logn) and a vertexw € V, and outputs a
real numberA (s, w) satisfying the following condition: for a fraction at leakt- % of the stringss, the
inequalities

5 % 1860 Aw)] < Als,u) < 5 xmax (EEPEE a6 (x, 4,0

2m

hold for all verticesw € V.
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While Lemmd 4. is proved by using relatively simple sanglimguments, we mention some subtle
points about its statement before proving it.

e When|Aq (X, A, w)|is too small, since giving a multiplicative estimation wouéquire too many
queries, we only ask that the output is upper bounde®{ b¥|(|A|—1))/(4m) for some parameter
m that can be chosen freely.

e While Lemmd_4.2 is proved by constructing a randomized #lgorbased on random sampling,
Algorithm A in the statement of the lemma is a deterministic algorithat teceives a string
of polynomial length, intended to be the string of randons biged for sampling. Later analyses
will be considerably simplified by this formulation, sindetoutput of AlgorithmA will be used,
as already mentioned, to control the running times of thengua walks we construct in Propo-
sition[4.1 (more complicated arguments would be neces$dngse running times were random
variables).

¢ A quantum algorithm based on quantum counting [9] couldalstie used instead of the classical
algorithm A. While this would reduce the query complexity in Lemima 4t#s tdoes not reduce
the final query complexity of our triangle finding algorithm.

We now proceed to the proof.

Proof of Lemm&4]2Consider the randomized algorithil described in FigurEl1. This algorithm re-
ceives as input a vertex € V and outputs a real numbet'(w). We defineA as the deterministic
version of A’ where the bit flips used hyl’ are given taA4 as the additional inpu.

Algorithm A’

Input: a vertexw € V'

1. Initialize a counter; to zero and then repeat the followifg40 log n| times:

1.1. Takem elements{uy,v1},...,{um,v,} uniformly at random, with replacement,
from £(A);
1.2. Increment; by one if there exists at least one index {1,...,m} satisfying the

following three conditions{u;, v;} € Ag(X, A) and{u;,w} € E and{v;,w} € F;

2. If ¢; < [240log n] /2 then outputd’ (w) = £

m

3. If ¢; > [240log n] /2 then do:

3.2. Initialize a countet; to zero and then repeat the followifg2m log n| times:

3.2.1 Take a paifu, v} uniformly at random fron€ (A);
3.2.2 Increment, by one if the following three conditions are satisfieflu, v} €
Aq(X,A) and{u,w} € E and{v,w} € E;

3.3 Outputd’(w) = S

Figure 1: Algorithm.A’ computing an estimation ¢\ (X, A4, w)|.

Note that only Steps 1.2 and 3.2.2 of Algorith#t have non-zero query complexity. Membership
in Ag(X, A) can be checked without query (since the Aet(X, A) is known), which implies that the
overall query complexity of4’ is O(mlogn). We show below that, for each vertex € V, the real
numberA’(w) output by the algorithm satisfies

% X |Ag(X, A, w)| < A/(w) < g X max <%, |Ac(X, A,w)\) (2)
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with probability at least — 3/n2. The union bound then implies that, with probability at tebs- 3/n,
Condition [2) holds for altv € V, which concludes the proof.

Assume first thatAq (X, A, w)| < "S(A)‘ . Then the probability that; is incremented by one during
one execution of the loop of Steps 1. 1 12 is

’AG’(X,A,’U])’ " 1 " —-1/2
1-11-— 1—11—— 1-— 4.
< E(A)] < 3m < e <0

From Chernoff bound, the inequality < [240logn]| /2 holds at the end of the loop of Step 1 with

probability at least
1—exp<—lxix04[24010gn1> 1—i
3 16 n?’
When this happens, the algorithm output§w) = |£(A)|/m, which satisfies Conditio[2).
Next, assume tha-'% < JAg(X, A,w)| < w. In case the algorithm passes the test of
Step 2, the output i (A4)|/m, which satisfies Condition[2). Otherwise, since the prdllthat a pair
{u, v} taken uniformly at random ii( A) satisfies the conditions of Step 3.2.24s; (X, A, w)|/|E(A)],

Chernoff bound implies that the output (w) = % at Step 3.3 is betweeh x |Aq (X, 4, w)|

and3 x |Ag(X, A, w)| with probability at least

1 1 [72mlogn] 2
1—-2 ——x-x——2 1 x|Ag(X, A >1-=
o (g0 1 Bl agx ) 2 1- 2,
in which case Conditiori {2) is satisfied.
Finally, assume that\g (X, A, w)| > w. Then the probability that; is not incremented during
one execution of the loop of Steps 1.1-1.2 is

(1— W)m < (1— %)m <e? <0l

From Chernoff bound, the inequality > [240logn] /2 holds at the end of the loop of Step 1 with

probability at least
1

1 16
1 — exXp <—§ X g x 0.9 [24010gn—|> >1-— ﬁ’

and then the algorithm proceeds to Step 3. If this happens fhem the same argument as in the
previous paragraph, the output of the algorithm is betwken|Aq (X, A,w)| and3 x |Aq(X, A, w)|
with probability at least — 2/n2, in which case Conditiori[2) is satisfied. O

The following lemma will be used to give a lower bound on thacfion of marked states in the
guantum walks used by the quantum algorithm of Propoditidin 4

Lemma 4.3. Let A and X be two subsets df, and assume thdtd| > 3. Letw be any vertex i/,
{v1,v2} be any element &(A), andr be an integer such tha& < r < |A|. Suppose thaB is taken
uniformly at random irS(A, r), and consider the following two conditions:

() {v1,v2} € E(B);
(i) [Ac(X, B, w)| < w23 [BaAw)l | 6,

TA—2) (A3
Then
Pr [ Conditions (i and (i) hold > -~ 1’
r .
BeS(Ar) 242
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Proof. First observe that

. 42 -1 _ (r—1)?
Beg(rm) [ Condition (i) holds] = (|1;12) = TAAT= D > g

We show below that the inequality

Pr [ Condition (i) does not hold Condition (i) holds] <
BeS(Ar)

DO =

which will conclude the proof of the lemma.

ChoosingB under the assumption thét;, v2} € £(B) is equivalent to choosing— 2 vertices from
A\ {v1,v2}. Letus call these verticesy, ..., v,. For each{i,j} € £({1,...,7}), letY;; denote the
random variable with value one {i;,v;} € Ag(X, A, w) and value zero otherwise. We have

IAq(X,B,w)| = > Yi;.
{i.yeE({1,0m})

Note that, for eacKi, j} € £({3,...,r}), forany{u,u'} € Ag(X, A\ {v1,v2},w) the probability that
{vi,v;} ={u,u'} is m. We can thus use the upper bounds

|€(A\{v1, vz})‘l
ElY;l <1 if {i,7} €&{L,...,7rH\ENSB,...,r}),

to derive the following upper bound on the expectation/of: (X, B, w)]:

{ ElY;] < 2aXAwl e 1 e g3, ),

Elacx B = Y B
{i,jYeE({1,.m})
<|E({3,....r})| x IAq(X, 4, w)]

[E(AN {v1,v2})]

+1E{L,...,rH\ENB,...,r})]

a0y ol (o
(7“—2)( )
< (A —2) (1A= 3) X |Ag(X, A, w)| + 2r.

2r(|Al-2)(1A]=3)

Finally, let us writej = (r—2)(r—3)

. From Markov’s inequality, we have

. . - . 1 |Ag(X,A,w)|+5
Pr [Condltlon (i) does not hold\ Condition (i) holds] < 3 X |Ac()§,A,w)\ s

1 |AG(X’A’U})| 4

Sg X (W *s
1

<z )

-2

as claimed. O

We are now ready to give the proof of Proposition 4.1.

Proof of Propositiori 4]1.The algorithm first takes a sufficiently long binary strisginiformly at ran-
dom. We will later apply AlgorithmA of Lemmal4.2 withm = [n*], using this binary string as

13



input. From Lemma&4]2 we know that, with probability at least 3/n on the choice o, the following
property holds:

E X |Ag(X, A, w)| < A(s,w) < 3 X max w, |Aq(X,A,w)| ) forallwe V. (3)
3 2 2 [nk]
We will show below that, when Property] (3) holds, for any fixegtexw € V the cost of checking if
there exists a paifv1, v2} € Ag(X, A) such that{v;, ve, w} is a triangle ofG is
Q(w) = O (n* + n®/* 4 no k2 4 AG(X, A, w)])

queries. When Propert{1(3) holds, the algorithm of TheorefhtBen enables us to to check, with
probability at leasB/4, the existence of a pafw;,v2} € Ag(X, A) that is an edge of a triangle 6f
with query complexity

O ( Z(Q(w))Q) -0 ( 3 ((nk+n2a/3 +nok/2)? 4 |Ag(X, A,w)))

weV weV

! (nl/Q—i—k 4+ pl/2+2a/3 | p1/24a—k/2 Z AG(X,A,w))

weV
-0 <n1/2+k 4 pl/2+2a/3 n1/2+a—k/2) ’

where the last equality is obtained using the fact tids k-good.

When Property[(3) does not hold, which happens with proltglsit most3/n, the algorithm may
need more queries to finish, but we simply stop immediatelgmtine number of queries exceeds the
above upper bound, and in this case output thgt X, A) does not contain an edge of a triangleCaf
This decision may be wrong but, again, this happens only pritbability at mos8/n.

We now show how to obtain the claimed upper bound)Xw), the query complexity of checking if
there exists a paifvi, 12} € Ag(X, A) such thaf vy, v, w} is a triangle ofG when Property((3) holds.
We first use AlgorithmA with input (s, w) to obtain.A(s,w). The cost of this step i€ (n*) queries,
from Lemmd4.R. We then perform a quantum walk over the Johgsaph.J (A4, [n?/3]). The states
of this walk correspond to the elementsdA, [n2%/3]). We now define the set of marked states of the
walk. The state corresponding to a dete S(A, [n?%/3]) is marked if B satisfies the following two
conditions:

(i) there exists a paifvi,v2} € Ag(X, B,w) such that{vy, v} € E (i.e., such thaf{vy, vy, w} is a
triangle ofG);

n2a/3 _2)( n2a/3 _3) “

[ ([n“]-|72)([[z‘l173;‘ x A(s,w) + 16 [n? /Zﬂ.

Lemmal4.8 shows that, when Propefty (3) holds and in case thests a paif{vi,v2} € Ag(X, A)

such thaf{vy, vy, w} is a triangle ofG, the fraction of marked states is

=0 <n2(%“*a)) —Q <n—2“/3) .

The data structure of the walk will storeq (X, B,w). Concretely, this is done by storing the couple
(v,ey,) for eachv € B, wheree, = 1if {v,w} € E ande, = 0if {v,w} ¢ E (observe that this
information is indeed enough to construkt; (X, B, w) without using any additional query, since the
setAqg(X, A) is known). The setup cost {312“/31 queries since it is sufficient to check{it, w} is an
edge for allv € B. The update cost & queries. The checking cost is

(i) [Ac(X,B,w)| <&

O( \Ag(X,B,w)\) =0 <\/n2a/3 x A(s, w) +n2a/3>
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queries, since Condition (ii) can be checked without quemgce A (X, B,w) is stored in the data
structure) and then Condition (i) can be checked by perfogna Grover search ovekq (X, B, w).
Theoreni 2.2, applied under the assumption that Prog€ertyo(@}, thus gives the upper bound

Q(’U)) _ O (nk +n2a/3 + n2a/3 (\/n2a/3 X 2+ \/n72a/3 X A(S,U)) +n2a/3>>
=0 (nk + n2e/3 4 p2a/3 4 A(s,w))
:O<nk+n2a/3+n“7k/2+ |Ag(X,A,w)|),
as claimed. O
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