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Abstract

The binary indexed tree, or Fenwick tree, is a data structure that can efficiently update values and

calculate prefix sums in an array. It allows both of these operations to be performed in O(log2 N) time.

Here we present a novel data structure resembling the Sierpinski triangle, which accomplishes these

operations with the same memory usage in O(log3 N) time instead. We show this order to be optimal

by making use of a connection to quantum computing.

1 Introduction: Fenwick Trees

The Fenwick tree [1, 2] is a binary tree data structure often used for storing frequencies and manipulating cu-

mulative frequency tables. Interestingly, it has also seen applications in the quantum simulation of fermionic

systems [3]. In general, it is useful for applications that require storing and dynamically updating data in

an array, as well as efficiently calculating prefix sums. The “prefix sum” or “inclusive scan” operation on a

sequence of bits n0, n1, n2, . . . outputs a second sequence p0, p1, p2, . . . where

pj ≡
⊕
i<j

ni (1)

is the binary sum of the first j + 1 bits. A näıve array implementation allows data updates in O(1) time,

but requires O(N) time for prefix sum calculation. The Fenwick tree has the advantage of performing both

operations in O(log2 N) time. This tree is constructed by the following algorithm,

define fenwick(S,E):

if S ̸= E:

connect E to ⌊E+S
2 ⌋;

fenwick
(
S, ⌊E+S

2 ⌋
)
;

fenwick
(
⌊E+S

2 ⌋, E
)
;

else:

return;
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Figure 1: A data structure based on a seven-node Fenwick tree. Source: [3]

where the function fenwick(0, N − 1) generates a Fenwick tree with N nodes. See Fig. 1 for a seven-

node example. The tree represents the data structure as follows.

We begin with a binary array of N elements nj . We encode this information in a new array of N elements

xj , defined recursively as

xj = nj +
∑

k∈F (j)

xk, (2)

where F (j) is the set of children of node j in the tree. It is easily seen that updating an element nj of the

original array requires multiple bitflips in the encoded array - we must update xj as well as all its ancestors

on the tree. However, calculating prefix sums is simplified. In our seven-node example, in order to calculate

p6, we need only query bit 6 and its children on the tree, i.e. p6 = x6 + x5 + x3. As the Fenwick tree is

well-known [1, 2], we will not prove that these operations are O(log2 N) here.

We will now describe a novel data structure similar to the Fenwick tree, but with a structure resembling the

Sierpinski triangle, which accomplishes the array update and prefix sum operations in O(log3 N) time. We

will call this structure the Sierpinski tree.

2 Construction of the Sierpinski Tree

We define our data structure in terms of a directed tree with N nodes. We will present an algorithm for the

construction of this tree when N is a power of 3, which we will call a “full” tree. In order to construct the

tree for other values of N , follow the procedure to construct a “full” tree1 with 3⌈log3(N)⌉ nodes, and then

delete the nodes with indices i ≥ N . The algorithm follows:

1In general, the result will be a forest, rather than a single tree. In an abuse of nomenclature, we will nonetheless refer to it
as a tree throughout.
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define sierpinski(S,E):

if S ̸= E: // start ̸= end

L = S + 1
2 (

E−S+1
3 − 1); // “left” point, midpoint of first third of [S,E])

C = S+E
2 ; // “center” point, midpoint of second third of [S,E]

R = E − (L− S); // “right” point, midpoint of final third of [S,E]

connect C to L;

connect C to R;

// Divide interval into thirds, apply function to each third

T = 2(L− S);

sierpinski(S, S + T );

sierpinski(S + T + 1, S + 2T + 1);

sierpinski(S + 2T + 2, E);

else:

return;

Here the function sierpinski(0, 3k − 1) will create a Sierpinski tree with N = 3k nodes. Figs. 2 and 3 show

the tree for N = 9 and N = 27 respectively.
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Figure 2: The Sierpinski tree for N = 9

The tree represents the data stored analogously to the Fenwick tree, with a binary array of N elements

encoded in a new array of N elements xj , defined recursively as in Eq. 2,

xj = nj +
∑

k∈F (j)

xk, (3)

where F (j) is the set of children of node j on the tree. We illustrate this for N = 9 in Fig. 4.

3 Array Update and Prefix Sum Complexity

In this section, we will show that the time complexity of the array update and prefix sum operations is

O(log3 N). We begin with some definitions.
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Figure 3: The Sierpinski tree for N = 27

Let an N -node Sierpinski tree with least index j0 be defined as T (j0, N) ≡ {V (j0, N), E(j0, N)}, where
the set of vertices V (j0, N) = {j0, j0 + 1, . . . , j0 + N − 1}, and the set of directed edges E(j0, N) is the

corresponding set of ordered pairs defined by the algorithm in Sec. 2. For brevity, we also define T (N) =

{V (N), E(N)} ≡ T (0, N).

It will be useful to discuss the left, central and right subtrees. For a full tree T (3k), we respectively define

them as
TL(3

k) ≡ {VL(3
k), EL(3

k)} = T
(
0, 3k−1

)
,

TC(3
k) ≡ {VC(3

k), EC(3
k)} = T

(
3k−1, 3k−1

)
,

TR(3
k) ≡ {VR(3

k), ER(3
k)} = T

(
2 · 3k−1, 3k−1

)
.

(4)

whose respective roots have indices

L =
1

2
(3k−1 − 1),

C =
1

2
(3k − 1),

R = 2C − L.

(5)

For an unfull tree with N nodes T (N), we can define the subtrees by constructing the smallest full tree with

3k > N nodes and then deleting nodes with indices i ≥ N from the subtrees.

Now, consider the data structure defined by the N -node tree T (N). For a bit corresponding to the node

j ∈ V (N), let the set of bits flipped by the array update operation be BN (j), and the set of bits summed

for the prefix sum operation be PN (j). We want to show that these sets are O(log3 N) in size. We will do

this by showing that the size of their union is O(log3 N). To this end we define the weight of each node in
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Figure 4: Diagram showing the partial sums stored in the Sierpinski tree for N = 9.

the tree to be

wN (j) ≡ |BN (j) ∪ PN (j)|. (6)

We will need the following lemma.

Lemma 3.1. wN (j) is an increasing function of N .

Proof. It is sufficient to show that removing nodes from a Sierpinski tree in descending order does not

increase the cost of the array update and prefix sum operations associated with any of the remaining nodes.

Without loss of generality, we may assume we start from some full tree T (3k), where k ∈ N.

Let the left, central and right subtrees of T (3k) be TL(3
k), TC(3

k) and TR(3
k), with roots L, C and R

respectively. We will now consider what happens when we remove the nodes of the tree in descending order.

It is easily seen from the structure of the tree that deleting nodes in TR does not affect the array update

operation for nodes in TL and TC , which have no ancestors in TR. Similarly, the only effect on the prefix

sum operation for nodes in TL and TC is to possibly reduce the number of bits summed if the connection to

the root C of TC is removed.

Let us suppose we have deleted TR entirely. Now deleting nodes in TC does not increase the array update

or prefix sum cost for nodes in TL (only reducing the former if C is deleted). If it is the case that removing

nodes from a subtree likewise does not increase the costs for other nodes in that subtree, then we are done.

We are now able to prove the lemma by induction. For a tree of N ≤ 3 nodes, by inspection, removing

nodes from the tree in descending order does not increase costs for other nodes in the tree. Now suppose

that there exists some integer M ≥ 1 such that removing nodes in descending order from T (3M ) does not

increase operation costs for other nodes in the tree. Then for a tree T (3M+1), we have the following:

1. Removing nodes in descending order from TR(3
M+1) does not increase costs for nodes in TL(3

M+1)

and TC(3
M+1).

2. Removing nodes in descending order from TC(3
M+1) does not increase costs for nodes in TL(3

M+1).
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3. By the inductive hypothesis, removing nodes in descending order from any subtree TX does not increase

costs for nodes in that subtree. More precisely, the size of (BN (j) ∪ PN (j)) ∩ VX does not increase.

Altogether, we have that removing nodes from T (3n+1) in descending order does not increase costs for any

of the remaining nodes. This completes the proof by induction.

We are now ready to prove our main result.

Theorem 3.2. For an N -node Sierpinski tree T (N), ∀j ∈ V (N), ωN (j) ≤ ⌈log3 N⌉+1, with equality when

N is a power of 3.

Proof. We begin by showing that for a full tree, wN (j) = log3 N + 1 for all j. We will do this by induction.

By inspection, w3(j) = log3 3 + 1 = 2 for all j.

Now suppose that there exists some integer k ≥ 1 for which

w3k(j) = k + 1 (7)

for all nodes j. We will show that this implies

w3k+1(j) = k + 2 (8)

for all nodes j. To this end, consider the tree with 3k+1 nodes, T (3k+1). We divide this into left, center, and

right subtrees,

TL = T
(
0, 3k

)
≡ {VL, EL},

TC = T
(
3k, 3k

)
≡ {VC , EC},

TR = T
(
2 · 3k, 3k

)
≡ {VR, ER},

(9)

with roots L, C and R, respectively.

By the inductive hypothesis (7), for each subtree TX , we have w3k(j) = k+1 for all j if we treat the subtree

“independently”. More formally,

∀j ∈ VX(3k+1),
∣∣(B3k+1(j) ∪ P3k+1(j)

)
∩ VX(3k+1)

∣∣ = k + 1. (10)

If we connect them into a single tree, the array update cost for each node in TL increases by 1, as each

update now also flips bit C. The prefix sum cost for TL is unchanged, as none of the nodes in TC or TR have

indices less than those of the nodes in TL. Altogether, for nodes j ∈ VL, w3k+1(j) = k + 2.

The array update and prefix sum costs for nodes in tree TR each increase by 1, as node C must now be

flipped when any bit in TR is flipped, and must likewise be counted in all prefix sums. As the value of bit R

has been added to bit C, bit R must also be counted in prefix sums. However, bit R was already involved

in all value updates. Thus, the bit C is the only new bit that matters, and w3k+1(j) = k + 2 for all j in VR.
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For TC , the value update operation is unchanged. For the prefix sum operation, we must treat nodes with

indices j ≤ C and indices j > C separately. For nodes with indices j ≤ C, the prefix sum operation must

now count bit L. For nodes with indices j > C, the prefix sum operation must count R, as the value of node

R has been added to node C. Altogether, w3k+1(j) = k + 2 for all j in VC .

Overall, we have shown that (7) implies (8), and hence (7) holds for all k ∈ N by induction.

When N is not a power of 3, i.e.

3k < N < 3k+1

⇐⇒ k < log3 N < k + 1,
(11)

we can show that since wN (j) is an increasing function of N (Lemma 3.1), ∀j ∈ V (N) ⊂ V (3k+1),

wN (j) ≤ w3k+1(j)

=⇒ wN (j) ≤ k + 2

=⇒ wN (j) ≤ ⌈log3 N⌉+ 1,

(12)

where in the last line we have used (11). This completes the proof.

4 Discussion

We have presented the Sierpinski tree, a novel data structure similar to the Fenwick tree, but with strictly

better performance. We will now very briefly discuss the application of this tree to quantum computing, and

comment on its near-optimality.

The Fenwick tree can be used in the context of quantum computation to define a fermion-to-qubit trans-

form [3]. Without going into the details, this amounts to a prescription for associating with each node of the

tree two tensor products of Pauli matrices (“Pauli strings”). The “Pauli weight” of each of these strings is

defined as the number of non-identity Pauli matrices in the string. For the purpose of quantum simulation,

it is desirable to minimize this quantity [3, 4].

In [3], Havlicek et al. show that the worst-case Pauli weight of the Pauli strings associated with the jth node

of an N -node Fenwick tree is, using our terminology (Eq. 6), that node’s weight wN (j). For a Fenwick tree,

this weight is O(log2 N). It is similarly possible to define a fermion-to-qubit transform associated with the

Sierpinski tree, for which the worst-case Pauli weight of each Pauli string associated with the jth node would

be wN (j) ≤ ⌈log3 N⌉+ 1.

Interestingly, in [5], Jiang et al. show that the minimum average Pauli weight for a fermion-to-qubit transform

of this type is log3(2N) = log3 N + log3 2. This implies in turn that the best possible Fenwick tree-like

structure would have average weight wN bounded by

log3 N + log3 2 ≤ wN ≤ ⌈log3 N⌉+ 1. (13)
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The Sierpinski tree is therefore very nearly optimal by this metric, though there is room to improve on the

version presented here. For example, removing the edge between nodes 13 and 22 in Fig. 3 reduces the weight

of nodes 14 through 17 by one without increasing any other weights. More generally, one can iterate over

the edges of the tree, deleting them if doing so would reduce the average weight of the nodes, and obtain a

slight improvement.

In a companion paper, the authors will fully describe the fermion-to-qubit transform defined by the Sierpinski

tree.
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