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Abstract. Let us consider the Multiple String Matching Problem. In
this problem, we consider a long string, denoted by t, of length n. This
string is referred to as a text. We also consider a sequence of m strings,
denoted by S, which we refer to as a dictionary. The total length of all
strings from the dictionary is represented by the variable L. The objec-
tive is to identify all instances of strings from the dictionary within the
text. The standard classical solution to this problem is Aho–Corasick
Algorithm that has O(n + L) query and time complexity. At the same
time, the classical lower bound for the problem is the same Ω(n+L). We
propose a quantum algorithm with O(n +

√
mL log n + m log n) query

complexity and O(n+
√
mL log n log b +m log n) = O∗(n+

√
mL) time

complexity, where b is the maximal length of strings from the dictionary.
This improvement is particularly significant in the case of dictionaries
comprising long words. Our algorithm’s complexity is equal to the quan-
tum lower bound O(n +

√
mL), up to a log factor. In some sense, our

algorithm can be viewed as a quantum analogue of the Aho–Corasick
algorithm.

Keywords: Aho–Corasick Algorithm · strings · quantum algorithms·
query complexity· search in strings· string matching · multiple string
matching

1 Introduction

Let us consider the Multiple String Matching Problem. In this problem, we have
a long string t of a length n that we call a text; and a sequence of m strings S
that we call a dictionary. The total length of all strings from the dictionary is
L, and the maximal length of the dictionary’s strings is b. Our goal is to find
all positions of strings from the dictionary in the text. The standard classical
solution to this problem is Aho–Corasick Algorithm [3] that has O(n+ L) time
and query complexity.

We are interested in a quantum algorithm for this problem. There are many
examples of quantum algorithms [40,6,21,1] that are faster than classical coun-
terparts [42,17]. Particularly, we can find such examples among problems for
strings processing [2,4,18,20,22,23,24,25,26,27,28,29,34,35,39,30]. One such prob-
lem is the String matching problem. That is checking whether a string s is

http://arxiv.org/abs/2411.14850v1


2 K. Khadiev and D. Serov

a substring of a string t. It is very similar to the Multiple String Matching
Problem but with only one string in the dictionary. Additionally, in the String
matching problem, we should find any position of s not all of them. The last dif-
ference can be significant for quantum algorithms. For this problem, we can use,
for example, Knuth–Morris–Pratt algorithm [13,31] in the classical case with
O(n + k) time and query complexity, where n is the length of t and k is the
length of s. Other possible algorithms can be Backward Oracle Matching [5],
Wu-Manber [43]. In the quantum case, we can use Ramesh-Vinay algorithm [41]

with O
(√

n log
√

n
k
logn+

√
k(log k)2

)

= query complexity. We can say that

query and time complexity of the Ramesh-Vinay algorithm is O∗(
√
n +
√
k),

where O∗ notation hides log factors. If we naively apply these algorithms to the
Multiple String Matching Problem, then we obtain O(mn+L) complexity in the

classical case, and O
(

mn log
√

n
b
logn+m1.5

√
L(log b)2

)

= O∗(mn+m1.5
√
L)

in the quantum case.
In the classical case, Aho–Corasick Algorithm [3] has better complexity that

is O(n + L). Another possible algorithm that can work better in average is
the Commentz-Walter algorithm [12]. In the quantum case, we suggest a new
algorithm for the Multiple String Matching Problem with O(n +

√
mL logn +

m logn) query complexity and O(n+
√
mL logn log b+m logn) time complexity.

So, we can say that both are O∗(n+
√
mL). At the same time, we show that the

lower bound for classical complexity is Ω(n+ l), and for quantum complexity, it
is Ω(n +

√
mL). It means, that the Aho–Corasick Algorithm reaches the lower

bound, and our algorithm reaches the lower bound up to a log factor. At the
same time, if O(m) strings of the dictionary have at least ω(logn) length, then
our quantum algorithm shows speed-up.

The structure of this paper is as follows: Section 2 contains preliminaries,
used data structures and algorithms. Section 3 provides a quantum algorithm
for the Multiple String Matching Problem. The final Section 4 concludes the
paper and contains open questions.

2 Preliminaries and Tools

For a string u = (u1, . . . , uM ), let |u| = M be a length of the string. Let u[i :
j] = (ui, . . . , uj) be a substring of u from i-th to j-th symbol. Let u[i] = ui be
i-th symbol of u. In the paper, we say that a string u is less than a string v if u
precedes v in the lexicographical order.

2.1 The Multiple String Matching Problem

Suppose, we have a string t and a sequence of strings S = (s1, . . . , sm). We call
the set S a dictionary, and the the string t a text. Let L = |s1| + · · ·+ |sm| be
the total length of the dictionary, and b = max{|s1|, . . . , |sm|} be the maximal
length of dictionary’s strings. Let an integer n = |t| be the length of t. The
problem is to find positions in t for all strings from S. Formally, we want to
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find a sequence of indexes I = (I1, . . . , Im), where Ij = (ij,1, . . . , ij,kj
) such that

t[ij,x : ij,x+ |sj| − 1] = sj for each x ∈ {1, . . . , kj}, j ∈ {1, . . . ,m}. Here kj is the
number of occurrences of sj in the string t.

2.2 Suffix Array

A suffix array [38] is an array suf = (suf1, . . . , sufl) for a string u where l = |u|
is the length of the string. The suffix array is the lexicographical order for all
suffixes of u. Formally, u[sufi : l] < u[sufi+1 : l] for any i ∈ {1, . . . , l − 1}. Let
ConstructSuffixArray(u) be a procedure that constructs the suffix array
for the string u. The query and time complexity of the procedure are as follows:

Lemma 1 ([36]). A suffix array for a string u can be constructed with O(|u|)
query and time complexity.

Let longest common prefix (LCP) of two strings u and s or LCP (u, s) be an
index i such that uj = sj for each j ∈ {1, . . . , i}, and ui+1 6= si+1.

For a suffix array suf we can define an array of longest common prefixes
(LCP array). Let call it lcp = (lcp1, . . . , lcpl−1), where lcpi = LCP (u[sufi :
l], u[sufi+1 : l]) is the longest common prefix of two suffixes u[sufi : l] and
u[sufi+1 : l]. The array can be constructed with linear complexity:

Lemma 2 ([33,19]). An array of longest common prefixes (LCP array) for a
string u can be constructed with O(|u|) query and time complexity.

Using the lcp array, we can compute the LCP of any two suffixes LCP (u[sufi :
l], u[sufj : l]) in constant time due to the algorithm from [9].

Lemma 3 ([9]). For i, j ∈ {1, . . . |u|}, there is an algorithm that computes the
longest common prefix for suffixes u[sufi : l] and u[sufj : l] of the string u with
O(1) query and time complexity with preprocessing with O(|u|) query and time
complexity.

For i, j ∈ {1, . . . |u|}, let LCPSuf(u, i, j) be the procedure that returns LCP (u[sufi :
l], u[sufj : l]), and PreprocessingForLCP(u) be the preprocessing procedure
for this algorithm and constructing the lcp array.

2.3 Quantum Query Model

One of the most popular computation models for quantum algorithms is the
query model. We use the standard form of the quantum query model. Let f :
D → {0, 1}, D ⊆ {0, 1}M be an M variable function. Our goal is to compute
it on an input x ∈ D. We are given oracle access to the input x, i.e. it is
implemented by a specific unitary transformation usually defined as |i〉 |z〉 |w〉 7→
|i〉 |z + xi (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 applications of
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arbitrary unitaries which are independent of the input and the query unitary,
and a measurement at the end. The smallest number of queries for an algorithm
that outputs f(x) with probability ≥ 2

3 on all x is called the quantum query
complexity of the function f and is denoted by Q(f). We refer the readers to
[40,6,1,21] for more details on quantum computing.

In this paper, we are interested in the query complexity of the quantum al-
gorithms. We use modifications of Grover’s search algorithm [15,11] as quantum
subroutines. For these subroutines, time complexity can be obtained from query
complexity by multiplication to O(logD), where D is the size of a search space
[7,16].

3 Quantum Algorithm for the Multiple String Matching

Problem

Let us present a quantum algorithm for the Multiple String Matching Problem. A
typical solution for the problem is the Aho–Corasick Algorithm that works with
O(n + L) query and time complexity. Here we present an algorithm that works
with O(n +

√
mL logn + m logn) query complexity. The algorithm uses ideas

from the paper of Manber and Myers [38] and uses quantum strings comparing
algorithm [8,20,24].

Firstly, let us construct a suffix array, LCP array, and invoke preprocessing
for LCPSuf function for the string t (see Section 2 for details). Note that n = |t|.

Let us consider a string sj for j ∈ {1, . . . ,m}. If sj is a substring of t starting
from an index i, then sj is a prefix of the suffix t[sufi : n], i.e. t[sufi : sufi +
|sj | − 1] = sj. Since t[sufi : n] strings are in a lexicographical order according
to suf order, all suffixes that have sj as prefixes are situated sequentially. Our
goal is to find two indexes leftj and rightj such that all suffixes t[sufi : n]
has sj as a prefix for each i ∈ {sufleftj , . . . , sufrightj}. So, we can say that
Ij = (sufleftj , . . . , sufrightj ).

There is a quantum algorithm for computing LCP of u and v. Let QLCP(u, v)
be the corresponding function. Its complexity is presented in the next lemma.

Lemma 4 ([18]). There is a quantum algorithm that implements QLCP(u, v)
procedure, and has query complexity O(

√
d) and time complexity O(

√
d log d),

where d is the minimal index of an unequal symbol of u and v. The error prob-
ability is at most 0.1.

The algorithm is an application of the First-One Search algorithm [14,32,37,18]
that finds a minimal argument of a Boolean-valued function (predicate) that has
the 1-result. The First-One Search algorithm algorithm has an error probability
0.1 that is why we have the same error probability for QLCP procedure. The
First-One Search is an algorithm that is based on the Grover Search algorithm
[15,11]. So, the difference between query and time complexity is a log factor due
to [7,16]. The QLCP(u, v) procedure is similar to the quantum algorithm that
compares two strings u and v in lexicographical order that was independently
developed in [8] and in [20,24].
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For i ∈ {1, . . . ,min(|u|, |v|)}, let QLCP(u, v, i) be a similar function that
computes LCP starting from the i-th symbol. Formally, QLCP(u, v, i) = QLCP(u[i :
|u|], v[i : |v|]). Due to Lemma 4, complexity of QLCP(u, v, i) is following

Corollary 1. There is a quantum algorithm that implements QLCP(u, v, i) pro-
cedure, and has O(

√
d− i) query complexity and O(

√
d− i log(d− i)) time com-

plexity, where d is the minimal index of an unequal symbol of u and v such that
d > i. The error probability is at most 0.1.

Let us present the algorithm that finds leftj. Let us call it LeftBorderSearch(j).
The algorithm is based on the Binary search algorithm [13]. Let Le be the left
border of the search segment, and Ri be the right border of the search segment.
Let Sti = t[sufi : n] be i-th suffix for i ∈ {1, . . . , n}.

Step 1. We assign Le← 1 and Ri← n. Let Llcp← QLCP(StLe, s
j) be the

LCP of the first suffix and the searching string. Let Rlcp← QLCP(StRi, s
j)

be the LCP of the last suffix and the searching string.
Step 2. If Llcp < |sj | and sj < St1, i.e. Llcp < |sj| and sj [Llcp + 1] <
St1[Llcp+ 1], then we can say that sj is less than any suffix of t and is not
a prefix of any suffix of t. So, we can say that Ij is empty. In that case, we
stop the algorithm, otherwise, we continue with Step 3.
Step 3. If Rlcp < |sj | and sj > Stn, i.e. Rlcp < |sj | and sj [Rlcp + 1] >
Stn[Rlcp + 1], then we can say that sj greats any suffix of t and is not a
prefix of any suffix of t. So, we can say that Ij is empty also. In that case,
we stop the algorithm, otherwise, we continue with Step 4.
Step 4. We repeat the next steps while Ri − Le > 1, otherwise we go to
Step 9.
Step 5. Let M ← ⌊(Le+Ri)/2⌋.
Step 6. If Llcp ≥ Rlcp, then we go to Step 7, and to Step 8 otherwise.
Step 7. Here we compare LCP (StL, StM ) and Llcp. Note that LCP (StLe, StM )
can be computed as LCPSuf(t, Le,M) in O(1) query and time complexity.
We have one of three options:
• If LCP (StLe, StM ) > Llcp, then all suffixes from StLe to StM are such

that StM [Llcp+1] = · · · = StLe[Llcp+1] 6= sj[Llcp+1], and they cannot
have sj as a prefix. So, we can assign Le←M and not change Llcp.
• If LCP (StLe, StM ) = Llcp, then all suffixes from StLe to StM has at

least Llcp common symbols with sj . Let us compute Mlcp = LCP (StM , sj)
using QLCP(StM , sj , Llcp + 1). If Mlcp = |sj |, then we can move
the right border to M and update Rlcp because we search the left-
most occurrence of sj . So, Ri ← M and Rlcp ← Mlcp. A similar
update of R and Rlcp we do if StM [Mlcp + 1] > sj [Mlcp + 1]. If
StM [Mlcp+ 1] < sj [Mlcp+ 1], then Le←M and Llcp←Mlcp.
• If LCP (StLe, StM ) < Llcp, then all suffixes from StM to StR can-

not have sj as a prefix. Therefore, we update Ri ← M , and Rlcp ←
LCP (StLe, StM ).

After that, we go back to Step 4.
Step 8. The step is similar to Step 7, but we compare LCP (StM , StRi) with
Rlcp. We have one of three options:
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• If LCP (StM , StRi) > Rlcp, then Ri←M and we do not change Rlcp.

• If LCP (StM , StRi) = Rlcp, then we compute Mlcp = LCP (StM , sj)
using QLCP(StM , sj , Rlcp + 1). Then, we update variables exactly by
the same rule as in the second case of Step 7.

• If LCP (StM , StRi) < Rlcp, then we update L ← M , and Llcp ←
LCP (StM , StRi).

After that, we go back to Step 4.

Step 9. The result of the search is Ri. So, we assign leftj ← Ri.

Similarly, we can compute rightj in a procedure RightBorderSearch(j).

The implementation for LeftBorderSearch(j) is presented in Algorithm 1,
and the complexity is presented in Lemma 5.
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Algorithm 1 Quantum algorithm for LeftBorderSearch(j) that searches
leftj.

Llcp← QLCP(St1, s
j), Rlcp← QLCP(Stn, s

j)
if Llcp = |sj | then

answer ← 0
else if sj [Llcp+ 1] < St1[Llcp+ 1] then

answer ← −1
else if sj [Rlcp+ 1] > Stn[Rlcp+ 1] then

answer ← −1
else

Le← 1, Ri← n
while Ri− Le > 1 do

M ← ⌊(Le+Ri)/2⌋
if Llcp ≥ Rlcp then

if LCPSuf(Le,M) > Llcp then

Le←M
end if

if LCPSuf(Le,M) = Llcp then

Mlcp = QLCP(StM , sj , Llcp+ 1)
if Mlcp = |sj | or StM [Mlcp+ 1] > sj [Mlcp + 1] then

Ri←M , Rlcp←Mlcp
else

Le←M , Llcp←Mlcp
end if

end if

if LCPSuf(Le,M) < Llcp then

Ri←M , Rlcp← LCPSuf(Le,M)
end if

else

if LCPSuf(M,Ri) > Rlcp then

Ri←M
end if

if LCPSuf(M,Ri) = Rlcp then

Mlcp = QLCP(StM , sj , Rlcp+ 1)
if Mlcp = |sj | or StM [Mlcp+ 1] > sj [Mlcp + 1] then

Ri←M , Rlcp←Mlcp
else

Le←M , Llcp←Mlcp
end if

end if

if LCPSuf(M,Ri) < Rlcp then

Le←M , Llcp← LCPSuf(M,Ri)
end if

end if

end while

answer ← Ri
end if

return answer
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Lemma 5. Algorithm 1 implements LeftBorderSearch(j), searches leftj
and works with O(

√

|sj | logn+ logn) query complexity, O(
√

|sj | logn log |sj |+
logn) time complexity, and at most 0.1 error probability.

Proof. Let us consider Llcp. It is always increased and never decreased. As-
sume that during the algorithm, it has values Llcp1, . . . , Llcpd. We can say
that Llcp1 < · · · < Llcpd, and d ≤ log2 n because Binary search do at most
log2 n steps. Additionally, we can say that Llcpd ≤ |sj |. The function QLCP
increases Llcp. Query complexity of changing Llcp from Llcpi to Llcpi+1 is
O(

√

Llcpi+1 − Llcpi) due to Corollary 1. The time complexity is

O(
√

Llcpi+1 − Llcpi log(Llcpi+1 − Llcpi)) = O(
√

Llcpi+1 − Llcpi log(|sj |)).

So, the total query complexity is

√

Llcp1 +
d−1
∑

i=1

O(
√

Llcpi+1 − Llcpi) = O





√

√

√

√d(Llcp1 +
d−1
∑

i=1

(Llcpi+1 − Llcpi))





due to Cauchy–Bunyakovsky–Schwarz inequality. At the same time, Llcp1 +
d−1
∑

i=1

(Llcpi+1 − Llcpi) = Llcpd ≤ |si|. Finally, the complexity of all changing of

Llcp is O(
√

d|sj |) = O(
√

|sj | logn). Using the same technique, we can show

that the time complexity is O(
√

|sj | logn log |sj |) Similarly, we can see that the

complexity of all changing of Rlcp is O(
√

d|sj |) = O(
√

|sj | logn). All other parts
of the step of Binary search work with O(1) query and time complexity, including
LCPSuf due to Lemma 3. They give us additional O(log n) complexity.

Note that each invocation of QLCP has an error probability 0.1. Therefore,
O(log n) invocations of the procedure have an error probability that is close to
1. At the same time, the whole Algorithm 1 is a sequence of First-One Search
procedures such that next invocation of the First-One Search uses results of the
previous invocations. Due to [32], such sequence can be converted to an algo-
rithm with the same total complexity and error probability 0.1. �

The whole algorithm is presented in Algorithm 2, and complexity is discussed
in Theorem 1
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Algorithm 2 Quantum algorithm for the Multiple String Matching Problem.

ConstructSuffixArray(t)
PreprocessingForLCP(t)
for j ∈ {1, . . . ,m} do

leftj ← LeftBorderSearch(j)
rightj ← RightBorderSearch(j)
if leftj = −1 or rightj = −1 then

Ij ← ()
else

Ij ← (sufleftj , . . . , sufrightj )
end if

end for

return (I1, . . . , Im)

Theorem 1. Algorithm 2 solves the Multiple String Matching Problem and works
with O(n +

√
mL logn + m logn) query complexity, O(n +

√
mL logn log b +

m logn) time complexity and at most 0.1 error probability.

Proof. Firstly, complexity of ConstructSuffixArray(t) and PreprocessingForLCP(t)
is O(n) due to Lemmas 1, 2, and 3.

Query complexity of LeftBorderSearch(j) and RightBorderSearch(j)
is O(

√

|sj | logn + logn), and time complexity is O(
√

|sj | logn log |sj | + logn).
So, the total query complexity of these procedures for all j ∈ {1, . . . ,m} is

O



m logn+

m
∑

j=1

√

|sj | logn



 = O



m logn+
√

logn

m
∑

j=1

√

|sj |



 =

O



m logn+

√

√

√

√logn ·m
m
∑

j=1

|sj |



 = O
(

m logn+
√

mL logn
)

We get such a result because of Cauchy–Bunyakovsky–Schwarz inequality. Simi-
larly, time complexity is O

(

m logn+
√
mL logn log b

)

since b = max{|s1|, . . . , |sm|}.
The total query complexity is O(n +

√
mL logn + m logn), and time com-

plexity is O(n+
√
mL logn log d+m log b).

Note that, each invocation of LeftBorderSearch(j) and RightBorderSearch(j)
has error probability 0.1. Therefore, O(m) invocations of the procedure have an
error probability that is close to 1. At the same time, the algorithm is a sequence
of First-One Search procedures. Due to [32], such sequence can be converted to
an algorithm with the same total complexity and error probability 0.1. �

Let us present the lower bound for the problem.

Theorem 2. The lower bound for query complexity of the Multiple String Match-
ing Problem is Ω(n+L) in the classical case, and Ω(n+

√
mL) in the quantum

case.
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Proof. Let us consider a binary alphabet for simplicity. Let s1 = “1′′. Then, the
complexity of searching positions of s1 in t is at least as hard as an unstructured
search of all positions of 1 among n bits. Due to [10], classical query complexity
of this problem is Ω(n) and quantum query complexity is Ω(

√
nt), where t is

the number of occurrences 1 among n bits. In the worst case, it is also Ω(n).
Let us consider t as a string of 0s. In that case, if we have any symbol 1

in a dictionary string, then this string does not occur in t. We should find all
such strings for forming results for these strings. Number of such strings is at
most m. The size of the search space is L. Then, the complexity of searching the
answer is at least as hard as an unstructured search of at least m positions of
1 among L bits. Due to [10], classical query complexity of this problem is Ω(n)
and quantum query complexity is Ω(

√
mL)

So, the total lower bound is Ω(max(n, L)) = Ω(n + L) in the classical case
and Ω(max(

√
n,
√
mL)) = Ω(

√
n+
√
mL) in the quantum case. �

4 Conclusion

In the paper, we present a quantum algorithm for the Multiple String Matching
Problem that works with O(n +

√
mL + m logn) query complexity and error

probability 0.1. It is better than the classical counterparts if O(m) strings of the
dictionary have at least ω(logn) length. In that case,

√
mL logn = o(L) and

m logn = o(L). Similar situation for time complexity. We obtain speed up if
m logn(log b)2 = o(L), or at lest O(m) strings have length ω(logn log logn).

In the quantum case the lower bound is Ω(n +
√
mL) and upper bound is

O∗(n+
√
mL). They are equal up to a log factor. The open question is to develop

a quantum algorithm with complexity that is equal to the lower bound.
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