arXiv:2202.01464v2 [quant-ph] 5 Jun 2022

A quantum searching model finding one of the edges of a subgraph in a complete graph

Yusuke YOSHIE^{∗1} and Kiyoto YOSHINO^{†2}

1General Education, Ishikawa College, National Institute of Technology, Ishikawa 929-0392, Japan 2Graduate School of Information Sciences, Tohoku University, Sendai 980-8579, Japan

Abstract

Some of the quantum searching models have been given by perturbed quantum walks. Driving some perturbed quantum walks, we may quickly find one of the targets with high probability. In this paper, we address a discrete-time quantum walk. We construct a quantum searching model finding one of the edges of a given subgraph in a complete graph. How to construct our model is that we label the arcs by +1 or −1, and define a perturbed quantum walk by the sign function on the set of arcs. After that, we detect one of the edges labeled −1 by the induced sign function as fast as possible. This idea was firstly proposed by Segawa et al. in 2021. They only addressed the case where the subgraph forms a matching, and obtained by a combinatorial argument that the time of finding one of the edges of the subgraph is quadratically faster than a classical searching model. In this paper, we show that the model is valid for any subgraph, i.e., we obtain by spectral analysis a quadratic speed-up for finding one of the edges of the subgraph in a complete graph.

Keywords: quantum search; quantum walk; signed graph; random walk MSC Codes: 05C50; 05C81; 81P68

1 Introduction

A quantum walk was introduced as a quantum analogy of a classical random walk [10, 18]. The origin of one of the quantum walks is seen in [8]. In the early 1990s, Aharonov et al. [2] reformulated it as a quantum random walk and designed a system finding an excited state as fast as possible. After that, research on quantum walks has been vigorous. Especially, these were expected to design an efficient searching system, which is called a quantum search algorithm. Until today, such systems have been successively proposed. The most remarkable algorithm is the one proposed by Grover [9]. The algorithm called Grover’s algorithm realized a system detecting a target in an unordered database of N items with O( √ N) times, which gives a quadratic speed-up over a classical search algorithm. The algorithm is regarded as a search on a complete graph. This work focused on searching for a single target. As a generalization of Grover’s algorithm, Boyer et al. [6] proposed a searching algorithm finding one of two or more targets. As Shenvi et al. [22] proposed a quantum search algorithm on a hypercube, studies on quantum search on general graphs have been in the limelight. Moreover, Szegedy [24] designed a quantum walk called a bipartite walk on a bipartite graph and gave a fundamental idea of quantum searches on graphs. Ambainis et al. [4] studied a quantum search on a finite grid of size N with more than 2 dimensions,

∗E-mail: y-yoshie@ishikawa-nct.ac.jp †E-mail: kiyoto.yosino.r2@dc.tohoku.ac.jp

which detects a target with O( √ N) times. Besides this, quantum searching algorithms on some classes of graphs have been studied, e.g., triangular lattices [1], highly symmetric graphs [20], simplicial complexes [17] and so forth. Furthermore, element distinctness [3] and the finding triangle problem [16] were proposed. In these works, quantum walks often help us to detect a target efficiently. A quantum search algorithm is often designed by driving a perturbed quantum walk. It enables us to detect a target, say marked one, as fast as possible. The perturbed quantum walk is given by a time evolution operator with a perturbation on the targets. A time evolution operator is constructed by a product of two unitary operators called a shift operator and a coin operator [14]. The perturbation is often given in the coin operator. For example, the perturbed coin operator is constructed so that it acts as the Grover coin in non-marked vertices and −I in marked vertices, where I is the identity operator [4]. This difference often gives us a considerable speed-up of a quantum search.

Also, another particularly well-known algorithm was proposed by Shor [23], which efficiently factors numbers. The development of quantum computers has been actively made for executing algorithms such as those described above. As reviewed by Huang, Wu, Fan and Zhu in [13], tremendous advances have been made for constructing large-scale quantum computers over the last two decades, and experimental efforts continue. In 2019, the demonstration of quantum supremacy was first achieved using 53 superconducting qubits [5]. However, quantum computer devices are currently still small scale, and their capabilities have not reached the level beyond small demonstration algorithms.

In this paper, we aim to detect one of some edges on a complete graph on n + 1 vertices by a perturbed quantum walk. As found in [6], we prepare one or more targets and give them a perturbation. An idea to attach the perturbation is given by a signed graph. A sign function is a function from the edge set to {±1}. As is seen in [11], the signed graph is introduced as a model for a social network. Our searching model begins with specifying a set of edges and labeling them as −1. Then we construct the time evolution operator of a quantum walk by the sign function. After that, we drive the quantum walk and estimate the number of times to apply the time evolution operator until the finding probability of the negatively signed edges is sufficiently high. In other words, we use the perturbed quantum walk to find one of the edges of a subgraph whose edges are labeled by −1, say Γ, as fast as possible. This idea is firstly introduced by Segawa et al. [21]. In this work, the perturbed quantum walk realizes a quadratic speed-up in the case where the set of negatively signed edges is a matching in a complete graph. What we would like to do now is to extend the previous result. More precisely, we design the quantum walk on a signed complete graph G where the set of negatively signed edges forms a general graph. We show that the idea as in [21] is valid for any subgraph Γ. Specifically, we prove that the time complexities of our quantum search and a classical search based on a random walk are as follows: { O ( n/ √ |E(Γ)| ) , quantum search, O ( n^2/|E(Γ)| ) , classical search.

Thus, our model enables us to obtain a quadratic speed-up over a classical searching model for any subgraph Γ. We remark that the condition |V (Γ)| |V (G)| + |E(Γ)| |E(G)| < c for some small positive constant c is assumed in the main result (see Corollary 4.10). This does not limit the applicability of our model and does not change the order of the searching time because we can embed the complete graph G into a sufficiently large complete graph G^′ and detect one of the edges of Γ in G^′.

This paper is organized as follows: In Section 2, we lay out frameworks of graphs and a sign function. In addition, we design our perturbed quantum walk by a sign function. In Section 3, we address matrix analysis, and estimate eigenvalues and eigenvectors of matrices which play an important role in this paper. Sections 4 and 5 compare the quantum searching time and classical one. We first establish the time complexity of our quantum searching model by spectral analysis in Section 4, and next compute the classical one in a line graph in Section 5. Lastly, we summarize our result and draw future directions of our work in Section 6.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Graph and sign

Throughout this paper, all the graphs are simple graphs, which have no loops and multiple edges. Let G be a graph. Let V (G) denote the set of vertices, and E(G) the set of edges of G. Write uv for the edge {u, v}, and deg_G v for the degree of a vertex v in G. Define A(G) := {(u, v) | uv ∈ E(G)}, which is the set of symmetric arcs of G. For a ∈ A(G), t(a) and o(a) denote the terminus and origin of a, respectively. In addition, a^{−1} denotes the inverse arc of a. Namely, t((u, v)) = v, o((u, v)) = u and (u, v)^{−1} = (v, u).

We write the adjacency matrix and the degree matrix of a graph G as A(G) and D(G), respectively. Let N(G) be a matrix, whose rows are indexed by V (G) and columns are indexed by E(G), satisfying N(G)_{v,e} = { 1, v ∈ e, 0, otherwise.

This matrix is called the incident matrix of G. The following fact for the incident matrix is well-known:

N(G)N(G)^⊤ = A(G) + D(G). (2.1)

Furthermore, let L(G) denote the line graph of G, and then

N(G)^⊤N(G) = A(L(G)) + 2I

holds. Here, the symbol I denotes the identity matrix. Also the symbols J and O denote the all-ones matrix and the all-zeros matrix, respectively. If the size of each matrix is not clear, then we will indicate its size by a subscript. In addition, the symbol j denotes the normalized all-ones (column) vector. Similarly, we write j_I for the normalized all-ones vector indexed by a set I if necessary.

For a symmetric real matrix X of order n, we denote by λ_1(X) ≥ λ_2(X) ≥ · · · ≥ λ_n(X) the eigenvalues of X, and write λ_{max}(X) := λ_1(X) and λ_{min}(X) := λ_n(X). Moreover, denote by Spec(X) the multiset of eigenvalues of a matrix X.

Throughout this paper, we will use the notations introduced in the following definition.

Definition 2.1. Let G be a graph. Let σ : A(G) → {±1} be a sign function on A(G) such that σ(a^{−1}) = 1 whenever σ(a) = −1 for a ∈ A(G). In addition, we give a sign function τ : E(G) → {±1} by τ(uv) = σ((u, v)) · σ((v, u)). If an edge e ∈ E(G) satisfies τ(e) = −1, then we call it a marked edge.

2.2 Time evolution operator

In this subsection, we construct the time evolution operator of a perturbed quantum walk from the sign function σ on A(G) in Definition 2.1. For short, we write deg v for the degree deg_G v of a vertex v of G. First, let us define a matrix S indexed by A(G) by S_{a,b} = { 1, a = b^{−1}, 0, otherwise.

Note that S^2 = I. In addition, we give a matrix d_σ , whose rows are indexed by V (G) and columns are indexed by A(G), by (d_σ )_{v,a} = {_{σ(a)} √_{deg t(a)} , t(a) = v, 0, otherwise.

It follows immediately that

(d^∗_σ )_{a,v} = {_{σ(a)} √_{deg t(a)} , t(a) = v, 0, otherwise.

Then it is easily checked that d_σ d^∗_σ = I. We define the time evolution operator of the quantum walk by U_σ := S(2d^∗_σ d_σ − I), whose entry is (U_σ)_{a,b} =

2σ(a^{−1} )σ(b)

√_{deg o(a) deg t(b)} − δ_a−1_{,b}, t(b) = o(a), 0, otherwise.

Here δ is the Kronecker delta. Let φ_t be the quantum state at time t. Then φ_t is given by φ_t = U^t_σφ_0.

Define T_σ = d_σ Sd^∗_σ. It is checked that T_σ is a matrix indexed by V (G) whose entry is

(T_σ )_{u,v} = {_{τ (uv)} √ deg u deg v , uv ∈ E(G), 0, otherwise.

(2.2)

We remark that T_σ is a diagonalizable matrix since it is symmetric.

Example 2.2. We give an example in the case where G = K_5 with V (G) = {v_1, v_2, . . . , v_5} and the set of marked edges is {v_1v_2, v_2v_3, v_3v_4}. This graph is written in Figure 1, where the dashed edges are marked ones.

v_1 v_2v^3 v_4 v5

Figure 1: The graph in Example 2.2

We choose a sign function σ : A(G) → R such that for a ∈ A(G), σ(a) = { −1, a ∈ {(v_1, v_2), (v_2, v_3), (v_3, v_4)}, 1, otherwise.

Then we have

T_σ = 1 4 0 −1 1 1 1 −1 0 −1 1 1 1 −1 0 −1 1 1 1 −1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 .

In addition, the entries of U_σ are given by

(U_σ )_{a,b} = {_{σ(a−1 )σ(b)} 2 − δ_a−1_{,b}, t(b) = o(a), 0, otherwise.

In particular,

(U_σ)_{(v2 ,v3 ),(v3,v2)} = −1/2, (U_σ )_{(v2,v3 ),(v1,v2)} = −1/2, (U_σ)_{(v2 ,v3 ),(v5,v2)} = 1/2, (U_σ )_{(v2,v3 ),(v5,v3)} = 0.

Here, it is known that a part of the spectrum of U_σ is expressed in terms of that of T_σ .

Theorem 2.3 ([12]). Let U_σ and T_σ be defined as in the above. Then it holds that {e^{±iθλ} | λ ∈ Spec(T_σ )\{±1}} ⊂ Spec(U_σ ), where θ_λ = arccos(λ). In addition, each unit eigenvector of U_σ associated to e^{±iθλ} is given by φ_{±λ} = 1 √ 2| sin θ_λ| ( d^∗_σ − e^{±iθλ} Sd^∗_σ ) f, (2.3)

where f is a unit eigenvector of T_σ associated to λ. That is, for a ∈ A(G),

(φ_{±λ})_a = 1 √ 2| sin θ_λ| ( σ(a) √ deg t(a) · f_{t(a)} − e^{±iθλ} σ(a^{−1}) √ deg o(a) · f_{o(a)} ) .

2.3 Setting and matrices for a quantum walk and a random walk

In this subsection, we give a setting used throughout this paper, and provide matrices used to analyze a quantum walk and a random walk in Section 3. Recall that functions σ and τ are given in Definition 2.1. In the following definition, we give an additional setting.

Definition 2.4. Let n be a positive integer at least 2, and set G := K_{n+1}. Assume that a marked edge with respect to the sign function σ exists. Let Γ be the subgraph of G whose edge set is the set of the marked edges with respect to σ, and vertex set is the set of endpoints of these edges. Let s be the order of Γ, and set t := n + 1 − s. Write

T_Γ := T_σ = 1 n ( J_s − I_s − 2A(Γ) J_{s,t} J_{t,s} J_t − I_t ) . Our aim is to detect one of the edges of the subgraph Γ in G as fast as possible. As is seen in [21], the quantum searching time (with respect to a quantum walk introduced by Segawa et al.) is quadratically faster than the classical searching time in the case where G is a complete graph and Γ is a matching. In this paper, we address the case where G is the complete graph on n + 1 vertices and Γ is an arbitrary subgraph satisfying that c|E(Γ)| ≤ |E(G)| = n(n + 1)/2 and c|V (Γ)| ≤ |V (G)| = n + 1 for some constant c > 0.

To compare the quantum walk and some known random walk in Section 5, we prepare matrices for analyzing the random walk.

Definition 2.5. Let Δ be the graph obtained from G = K_{n+1} by removing all edges of Γ. Let N = N(Δ) be the incidence matrix of Δ. Then define

P_Γ := 1 2(n − 1)

A(L(Δ)) = 1 2(n − 1) (N^⊤N − 2I), and Q_Γ := 1 2(n − 1) (NN^⊤ − 2I) = 1 2(n − 1) ( J_s + (n − 3)I_s − A(Γ) − D(Γ) J_{s,t} J_{t,s} J_t + (n − 3)I_t ) . 3 Eigenvalues and eigenvectors for a quantum walk and a random walk

In this section, we provide spectral analysis for the matrices T_Γ and P_Γ. It turns out behavior of the quantum walk and random walk. We treat two similar matrices Y and Z instead of T_Γ and P_Γ since it is possible to analyze Y and Z in a similar manner.

Definition 3.1. Define

Y := n(T_Γ − I) = ( J_s − (n + 1)I_s − 2A(Γ) J_{s,t} J_{t,s} J_t − (n + 1)I_t )

and Z := 2(n − 1)(Q_Γ − I) = ( J_s − (n + 1)I_s − A(Γ) − D(Γ) J_{s,t} J_{t,s} J_t − (n + 1)I_t ) . 3.1 Estimates of eigenvalues

Lemma 3.2 ([7, Proposition 2.10.2]). Let X be a symmetric real matrix of order n. Set

r_i := ∑ j∈{1,2,...,n}\{i} |X_{i,j} |.

Then every eigenvalue of X is contained in ⋃ i∈{1,...,n} [X_{ii} − r_i, X_{ii} + r_i].

This implies the following upper bound. Also the following lower bound follows from the Rayleigh quotient.

Lemma 3.3. For X ∈ {Y, Z},

0 ≥ λ_1(X) ≥ j^⊤Xj = − 4|E(Γ)| n + 1 . The following lemma provides a better upper bound on the maximum eigenvalue than λ_{max}(Γ) ≤ |V (Γ)| − 1, which immediately follows from Lemma 3.2. Other upper bounds are also known. (For example, see [15].)

Lemma 3.4 ([25, Theorem 1]). The maximum eigenvalue λ_{max}(A(Γ)) of a graph Γ satisfies that

λ_{max}(A(Γ)) ≤ √ 2|E(Γ)| − |V (Γ)| + 1.

Theorem 3.5 ([7, Theorem 2.4.1]). Let X be a real symmetric matrix of order n. For an idimensional subspace W of R^n , λ_{i+1}(X) ≤ max x∈W^⊥,‖x‖_2=1 x^⊤Xx

holds.

Lemma 3.6. Both λ_2(Y ) ≤ 2|V (Γ)| − (n + 3) and λ_2(Z) ≤ −(n + 1) hold. Proof. By Theorem 3.5, the second maximum eigenvalue λ_2(Y ) of Y satisfies that λ_2(Y ) ≤ max

x∈j^⊥,‖x‖_2=1

x^⊤Y x

= max

x∈j^⊥,‖x‖_2=1

x^⊤ ( J_s − (n + 1)I_s − 2A(Γ) J_{s,t} J_{t,s} J_t − (n + 1)I_t ) x = −(n + 1) + max

x∈j^⊥,‖x‖_2=1

x^⊤ ( −2A(Γ) O O O ) x ≤ −(n + 1) + max_{‖y‖2=1} y^⊤(−2A(Γ))y

= −(n + 1) − 2 min_{‖y‖2=1} y^⊤A(Γ)y = −(n + 1) − 2λ_{min}(A(Γ)).

By Lemma 3.2, we obtain 2λ_{min}(A(Γ)) ≥ −2 (|V (Γ)| − 1) .

Hence we have λ_2(Y ) ≤ −(n + 1) − 2λ_{min}(A(Γ)) ≤ 2|V (Γ)| − (n + 3).

This is the desired result.

Next by a similar argument, we have λ_2(Z) ≤ max

x∈j^⊤,‖x‖_2=1

x^⊤Zx

= −(n + 1) + max

x∈j^⊥,‖x‖_2=1

x^⊤ ( −A(Γ) − D(Γ) O O O ) x = −(n + 1) − λ_{min}(A(Γ) + D(Γ)).

Since λ_{min}(A(Γ) + D(Γ)) ≥ 0 follows from Lemma 3.2, we obtain that λ_2(Z) ≤ −(n + 1).

Lemmas 3.3 and 3.6 immediately imply the following. Lemma 3.7. We have λ_1(T_Γ) − λ_2(T_Γ) ≥ n + 3 n − 4|E(Γ)| n(n + 1) − 2|V (Γ)| n . If there exists a partition V (Γ) = V_1 ⊔ V_2 such that E(Γ) = {uv : u ∈ V_1 and v ∈ V_2}, then Γ is called a complete bipartite graph. The following lemma follows from the Perron–Frobenius theorem [7, Theorem 2.2.1]. This lemma gives a condition for equality to hold in λ_{max}(T_Γ) ≤ 1, which follows from Lemma 3.3.

Lemma 3.8. The maximum eigenvalue λ_{max}(T_Γ) of T_Γ is equal to 1 if and only if the graph Γ is a complete bipartite graph of order n + 1.

Since the graph Γ is assumed to have at least one edge, we see by the following lemma that the largest eigenvalue of P_Γ is less than 1.

Lemma 3.9 ([7, Proposition 3.1.2]). Assume that a graph Δ^′ is connected and not regular. Then, the maximum eigenvalue of A(Δ^′) is less than the maximum degree of Δ^′.

3.2 Eigenvectors belonging to maximum eigenvalues

Lemma 3.10. Let X be a symmetric real matrix satisfying that λ_1(X) > λ_2(X). Let f be a unit eigenvector belonging to λ_1(X). Then for any unit vector v,

⟨v, f⟩^2 ≥ v^⊤Xv − λ_2(X) λ_1(X) − λ_2(X)

= 1 − λ_1(X) − v^⊤Xv λ_1(X) − λ_2(X) holds.

Proof. Let n be the order of X. Write λ_1 > λ_2 ≥ · · · ≥ λ_n for the eigenvalues of X, and fix corresponding pairwise orthogonal unit eigenvectors u_1 = f, u_2, . . . , u_n. Take an arbitrary unit vector v, and write v = a_1u_1 + · · · + a_nu_n. We have

v^⊤Xv = n∑ i=1 λ_ia^2_i ≤ λ_1a^2_1 + λ_2 n∑ i=2 a^2_i = λ_1a^2_1 + λ_2(1 − a^2_1) = λ_2 + (λ_1 − λ_2)a^2_1.

This is the desired result.

Proposition 3.11. Let X be a negative semidefinite matrix with λ_2(X) < 0. Let f be a unit eigenvector belonging to the maximum eigenvalue of X such that ⟨f, j⟩ ≥ 0. Then

1 − ⟨f, j⟩^2 ≤ j^⊤Xj λ_2(X)

. (3.1)

In particular, if X = Y and n + 3 > 2|V (Γ)|, then

‖f − j‖^2 ≤ 8|E(Γ)| (n + 1)(n + 3 − 2|V (Γ)|) . If X = Z, then

‖f − j‖^2 ≤ 8|E(Γ)| (n + 1)^2 . Proof. First we assume that j^⊤Xj − λ_2(X) ≤ 0. Then 1 ≤ j^⊤Xj λ_2(X) holds by Lemma 3.6, and (3.1) follows.

Next we consider the other case. Namely, we assume that j^⊤Xj − λ_2(X) > 0. In particular, λ_1(X) > λ_2(X) holds. By Lemmas 3.3 and 3.10, we have (3.1) as follows.

1 − ⟨f, j⟩^2 ≤ 1 − j^⊤Xj − λ_2(X) λ_1(X) − λ_2(X) ≤ 1 − j^⊤Xj − λ_2(X) 0 − λ_2(X) = −j^⊤Xj −λ_2(X) . Finally since

‖f − j‖^2 = 2(1 − ⟨f, j⟩) ≤ 2(1 − ⟨f, j⟩^2) ≤

−2j^⊤Xj −λ_2(X) , the other desired inequalities follow from Lemma 3.6.

3.3 Estimates of maximum eigenvalues

Lemma 3.12. If n + 3 > 2|V (Γ)|, then

− ( 1 − 4 √ |V (Γ)| n + 3 − 2|V (Γ)| ) · 4|E(Γ)| n + 1

≥ λ_{max}(Y ).

We have − ( 1 − 4 √ |V (Γ)| n + 1 ) · 4|E(Γ)| n + 1

≥ λ_{max}(Z).

Proof. Set X ∈ {Y, Z}. Let f be the unit eigenvector belonging to λ_{max}(X) such that (f, j) ≥ 0. Setting v := f − j, we have

λ_{max}(X) = f^⊤Xf = j^⊤Xj + 2j^⊤Xv + v^⊤Xv.

This together with Lemma 3.3 implies that

λ_{max}(X) ≤ − 4|E(Γ)| n + 1

+ 2j^⊤Xv + 0.

Noting that j^⊤Y = j^⊤Z, we see that

2j^⊤Xv = 2j^⊤ ( J_s − (n + 1)I_s − 2A(Γ) J_{s,t} J_{t,s} J_t − (n + 1)I_t ) v = 2j^⊤ ( −2A(Γ) O O O ) v. Let j^′ be the unit vector whose first |V (Γ)| elements are 1/ √ |V (Γ)| and others are 0. Then we have

2j^⊤ ( −2A(Γ) O O O ) v = 2 √ |V (Γ)| n + 1 · j^{′⊤} ( −2A(Γ) O O O ) v ≤ 2 √ |V (Γ)| n + 1

· ‖j^′‖_2 · ρ( ( −2A(Γ) O O O ) ) · ‖v‖_2,

where ρ(·) denotes the spectral radius. By the Perron–Frobenius theorem [7, Theorem 2.2.1], this spectral radius equals 2λ_{max}(A(Γ)). These together with Lemma 3.4 imply that

2j^⊤Xv ≤ 2 √ |V (Γ)| n + 1

· 2λ_{max}(A(Γ)) · ‖j^′‖_2‖v‖_2 ≤ 2 √ |V (Γ)| n + 1 · 2 √ 2|E(Γ)| · ‖v‖_2 ≤ 4|E(Γ)| n + 1 · √ 2(n + 1)|V (Γ)| |E(Γ)| · ‖v‖_2. Thus the desired result follows from Proposition 3.11.

Corollary 3.13. If n + 3 > 2|V (Γ)|, then

1 − ( 1 − 4 √ |V (Γ)| n + 3 − 2|V (Γ)| ) · 4|E(Γ)| n(n + 1)

≥ λ_{max}(T_Γ) ≥ 1 − 4|E(Γ)| n(n + 1) . Furthermore, the unit eigenvector f belonging to λ_{max}(T_Γ) with ⟨f, j⟩ ≥ 0 satisfies that

‖f − j‖^2 ≤ 8|E(Γ)| (n + 1)(n + 3 − 2|V (Γ)|) . Lemma 3.14. Let m be a positive integer. A vector h of length m satisfies that m‖h‖^2 ≥ ‖h‖^2_1 holds.

Lemma 3.15. The matrices P_Γ and Q_Γ have the same eigenvalues except for −1/(n − 1). Furthermore, the unit eigenvector f belonging to λ_{max}(P_Γ) with ⟨f, j_{E(Δ)}⟩ ≥ 0 satisfies that 1 − 4|E(Γ)| (n + 1)^2

≤ ⟨f, j_{E(Δ)}⟩^2 ≤ 1.

Proof. Since P_Γ =^1_{2(n−1)} (N^⊤N − 2I) and Q_Γ =^1_{2(n−1)} (NN^⊤ − 2I) hold, the matrices P_Γ and Q_Γ have the same eigenvalues except for −1/(n − 1). In particular, since the maximum eigenvalue of P_Γ is positive by tr P_Γ = 0, the maximum eigenvalues λ_{max}(P_Γ) and λ_{max}(Q_Γ) coincide.

Next we show the second claim. Let f be the unit eigenvector of P_Γ belonging to λ_{max}(P_Γ) such that ⟨f, j⟩ ≥ 0. By Lemmas 3.3 and 3.6, we have λ_1(P_Γ) ≤ 1 and

λ_2(P_Γ) ≤ max { −1 n − 1 , λ_2(Q_Γ) } ≤ max { −1 n − 1 , 1 − n + 1 2(n − 1) } = 1 − n + 1 2(n − 1)

< 1. (3.2)

In addition, Lemma 3.14 implies that

j^⊤P_Γj = 1 2(n − 1) · ( ‖Nj‖^2 − 2 ) ≥ 1 2(n − 1) · ( 4|E(Δ)| |V (Δ)| − 2 )

= 1 2(n − 1) · ( 4|E(G)| − 4|E(Γ)| n + 1 − 2 )

= 1 − 2|E(Γ)| (n + 1)(n − 1) . Applying Proposition 3.11 with X := P_Γ − I, we see that

1 − ⟨f, j⟩^2 ≤ j^⊤(P_Γ − I)j λ_2(P_Γ − I) ≤ 4|E(Γ)| (n + 1)^2 . This is the desired result.

Corollary 3.16. We have 1 − ( 1 − 4 √ |V (Γ)| n + 1 ) · 2|E(Γ)| (n + 1)(n − 1)

≥ λ_{max}(P_Γ) ≥ 1 − 2|E(Γ)| (n + 1)(n − 1) . Furthermore, the unit eigenvector f belonging to λ_{max}(P_Γ) with ⟨f, j⟩ ≥ 0 satisfies that 1 − 4|E(Γ)| (n + 1)^2

≤ ⟨f, j_{E(Δ)}⟩^2 ≤ 1.

The following lemma is needed to estimate some probability.

Lemma 3.17. Let f be the unit eigenvector belonging to λ_{max}(T_Γ) with ⟨f, j⟩ ≥ 0. If 4|E(Γ)| |E(G)| + 4|V (Γ)| |V (G)| ≤ 1 (3.3)

and 66|V (Γ)| ≤ n + 3, then

1 − ⟨f, j⟩^2 1 − λ_{max}(T_Γ) ≤ 16n n + 1 · √ |V (Γ)| n + 3 − 2|V (Γ)|

. (3.4)

Proof. Assume (3.3). Then Lemma 3.7 implies that

λ_1(T_Γ) − λ_2(T_Γ) ≥ (n + 1)/(2n) > 0.

Setting

δ := 4 √ |V (Γ)| n + 3 − 2|V (Γ)| , we have

1 − ⟨j, f⟩^2 ≤ λ_1(T_Γ) − j^⊤T_Γj λ_1(T_Γ) − λ_2(T_Γ) ≤ 2n n + 1 · δ · 4|E(Γ)| n(n + 1) , by Proposition 3.11 and Corollary 3.13. This together with Corollary 3.13 implies that

1 − ⟨f, j⟩^2 1 − λ_{max}(T_Γ) ≤ 2n n + 1 · δ 1 − δ . By 66|V (Γ)| ≤ n + 3, δ ≤ 1/2 holds, and hence the desired conclusion follows.

We remark that in Lemma 3.17, the assumption 66|V (Γ)| ≤ n + 3 can be improved to a weaker assumption. Then the estimate (3.4) will become worse.

4 Quantum searching time

In this section, we estimate the quantum searching time finding one of the edges of Γ. The method of our quantum search is based on what Ambainis et al. proposed (See [4, 19]). Now, we give the outline of the process. We begin with constructing vectors β_±. In addition, we define the quantum searching time t_f as the time converting iβ_− to −β_+, that is, U^{tf}_σ (iβ_−) ≈ −β_+. Next, we show that −β_+ and iβ_− are sufficiently close to the final state and the initial state, respectively. After that we estimate the finding probability F P on the edges of Γ in the final state U^{tf}_σ j, and estimate the order of t_f .

Throughout this section, we let f be the unit eigenvector belonging to λ_{max}(T_Γ) of T_Γ such that ⟨f, j⟩ ≥ 0. Put θ_{max} = arccos(λ_{max}(T_Γ)).

We remark that 2|V (Γ)| < n + 3 is assumed in lemmas and theorems in this section except for Lemma 4.4. Since |V (Γ)| ≤ n follows from 2|V (Γ)| < n+3 and θ_{max} > 0 is assumed in Lemma 4.4, we may assume in this section that θ_{max} > 0 by Lemma 3.8. Then by Theorem 2.3, e^{±iθmax} is an eigenvalue of U_σ , and φ_{±λmax} in (2.3) is a unit eigenvector of U_σ associated to e^{±iθmax} .

Definition 4.1. Define β_± := 1 √ 2 (φ_{+λmax} ± φ_{−λmax} ).

The quantum searing time t_f is defined as ⌊ π 2θ_{max} ⌋ . The finding probability on the edges of Γ in U^{tf}σ j is given by F P := ‖ ‖ ‖ ( U^{tf}σ j )| |_{A(Γ)} ‖ ‖ ‖^2 .

Example 4.2. For a positive integer k, we write P_{k+1} for the path graph with k edges. We write V (P_{k+1}) = {v_1, . . . , v_{k+1}} and E(P_{k+1}) = {v_iv_{i+1} | i ∈ {1, . . . , k}}. In Figure 2, we provide the line chart of the probability in U^t_σj at time t ∈ {0, . . . , 100} on the edges of Γ ∈ {P_2, P_3, P_4} among the edges of G = K_{100}. Here, we choose σ : A(G) → {±1} such that σ(a) = −1 if a ∈ {(v_1, v_2), . . . , (v_k, v_{k+1})}, and σ(a) = 1 otherwise.

0102030405060708090100 0 0.5 1 Time t

Probability

Γ = P_2 0.9777 (t_f = 55)

Γ = P_3

0.9664 (t_f = 39)Γ = P4

0.9638 (t_f = 32)

Figure 2: The probability at time t ∈ {0, . . . , 100} on the edges of Γ ∈ {P_2, P_3, P_4} among the edges of K_{100}

Here, we see that the finding probabilities are high. In Theorem 4.8, we will estimate the finding probability from below, and conclude that it converges to 1 as |V (Γ)|/|V (G)|+|E(Γ)|/|E(G)| → 0.

Remark 4.3. Assume that λ_{max} ≈ 1, or equivalently, θ_{max} ≈ 0. In addition, we assume that iβ_− is close to the initial state, that is, iβ_− ≈ j_{A(G)}. Then we notice that

U^{tf}_σ j_{A(G)} ≈ U^{tf}_σ (iβ_−) = i √ 2 · U^{tf}_σ (φ_{+λmax} − φ_{−λmax} ) = i √ 2 (e^{iθmaxtf} φ_{+λmax} − e^{−iθmaxtf} φ_{−λmax} ) ≈ i √ 2 (e^{iπ2} φ_{+λmax} − e^{− iπ2} φ_{−λmax} ) = −1 √ 2 (φ_{θmax} + φ_{−λmax} ) = −β_+.

This is why we define t_f = ⌊_π 2θ_{max} ⌋ . In fact, the assumptions will be verified below by applying Corollary 3.13, which is spectral analysis for T_Γ, and this observation is valid.

We have the following lemma.

Lemma 4.4. Assume θ_{max} > 0. Then we have

‖U^{tf}_σ (iβ_−) − (−β_+)‖^2 ≤ 16|E(Γ)| n(n + 1) . Proof. We have

‖U^{tf}_σ (iβ_−) − (−β_+)‖^2 = ‖ i √ 2 ( e^{itf θmax} φ_{+λmax} − e^{−itf θmax} φ_{−λmax} ) − −1 √ 2 (φ_{+λmax} + φ_{−λmax} ) ‖^2 ≤ 2 · ‖ 1 √ 2 ( ie^{itf θmax} + 1 ) φ_{+λmax} ‖^2 + 2 · ‖ 1 √ 2 ( −ie^{−itf θmax} + 1 ) φ_{−λmax} ‖^2

= 2 · |ie^{itf θmax} + 1|^2

= 4(1 − cos ( π 2 − ⌊ π 2θ_{max} ⌋ · θ_{max} ) ) ≤ 4(1 − cos ( π 2 − ( π 2θ_{max} − 1 ) · θ_{max} ) ) = 4(1 − cos(θ_{max})) = 4(1 − λ_{max}(T_Γ)).

This together with Corollary 3.13 implies the desired conclusion.

Lemma 4.5. Let n be a positive number. If a vector h satisfies that n ≥ h_i ≥ 0 for every i, then ‖h‖^2 ≤ n‖h‖_1 holds.

Proof. Under the condition that E := ‖h‖_1 is constant, the value of ‖h‖^2 achieves the maximum value n^2 ( ⌊E/n⌋ + (E/n − ⌊E/n⌋)^2 ) when

h = ( ⌊E/n⌋ n, n, . . . , n, E − n⌊E/n⌋, 0, . . . , 0)^⊤. Since E/n − ⌊E/n⌋ is less than 1, the maximum value is bounded from above by n^2 (⌊E/n⌋ + (E/n − ⌊E/n⌋)) . This is the desired result.

Theorem 4.6. If 2|V (Γ)| < n + 3, then

‖iβ_− − j_{A(G)}‖^2 ≤

(12 + 8 √ 2)|E(Γ)| (n + 1)(n + 3 − 2|V (Γ)|) . Proof. Let g be the vector indexed by V (G) such that n √ n + 1· g_v is the number of arcs a ∈ A(Γ) with v = t(a) and σ(a) = −1. Then d_σ j_{A(G)} = j_{V (G)} − 2g. Recalling

β_− = 1 √ 2 (φ_{+λmax} − φ_{−λmax} ) =

−i sin θ_{max} | sin θ_{max}| · Sd^∗_σ f = −iSd^∗_σf. we have |1 − ⟨j_{A(G)}, iβ_−⟩| = |1 − ⟨j_{A(G)}, Sd^∗_σ f⟩| = |1 − ⟨j_{A(G)}, d^∗_σ f⟩| = |1 − ⟨j − 2g, f⟩| ≤ |1 − ⟨j, f⟩| + 2|⟨g, f − j⟩| + 2|⟨g, j⟩|.

We estimate the three terms below. First since ‖n √ n + 1 · g‖_2 ≤ √ n|E(Γ)| follows from Lemma 4.5, we see that |⟨g, f − j⟩| = 1 n √ n + 1 · |⟨n √ n + 1 · g, f − j⟩| ≤ 1 n √ n + 1 · ‖n √ n + 1 · g‖_2 · ‖f − j‖_2

≤ √ |E(Γ)| n(n + 1) · ‖f − j‖_2. This together with Corollary 3.13 implies that |⟨g, f − j⟩| ≤ √ 8|E(Γ)| (n + 1)(n + 3 − 2|V (Γ)|) · √ |E(Γ)| n(n + 1) . Next we have ⟨g, j⟩ = |E(Γ)| n(n + 1) , and 2 |1 − ⟨j, f⟩| = ‖f − j‖^2 ≤ 8|E(Γ)| (n + 1)(n + 3 − 2|V (Γ)|)

by Corollary 3.13. Therefore, we obtain that |1 − ⟨j_{A(G)}, iβ_−⟩| ≤ |1 − ⟨j, f⟩| + 2|⟨g, f − j⟩| + 2|⟨g, j⟩| ≤ (6 + 4 √ 2)|E(Γ)| (n + 1)(n + 3 − 2|V (Γ)|) . Since ‖j_{A(G)} − iβ_−‖^2 = 2(1 − ⟨j_{A(G)}, iβ_−⟩), the desired conclusion follows.

Theorem 4.7. Assume (3.3) and 66|V (Γ)| ≤ n + 3. Then

‖ − β_+|_{A(Γ)}‖^2 ≥ 1 − 2|E(Γ)| n(n + 1)

− 16 √ |V (Γ)| n + 3 − 2|V (Γ)| . Proof. Set F P^′ := ‖β_+|_{A(Γ)}‖^2. Recall that

β_+ = 1 √ 2 (φ_{+λmax} + φ_{−λmax} ) = 1 | sin θ_{max}|

· (d^∗_σ − cos θ_{max}Sd^∗_σ ) f.

Since D(Γ) − A(Γ) is positive semidefinite, by definition we have

F P^′ = ‖β_+|_{A(Γ)}‖^2 = 1 n sin^2 θ_{max}

· f^⊤ ( (1 + cos^2 θ_{max})D(Γ) + 2 cos θ_{max}A(Γ) O O O ) f ≥ (1 + cos θ_{max})^2

n sin^2 θ_{max}

· f^⊤ ( A(Γ) O O O ) f = 1 + λ_{max}(T_Γ) 2n(1 − λ_{max}(T_Γ))

· f^⊤ ( 2A(Γ) O O O ) f, where the (1, 1)-block is indexed by V (Γ). We notice that ( 2A(Γ) O O O ) = −n · T_Γ + J_{n+1} − I_{n+1},

and have f^⊤ (−n · T_Γ + J_{n+1} − I_{n+1}) f = −n · λ_{max}(T_Γ) + (n + 1) · ⟨f, j⟩^2 − 1 = n · (1 − λ_{max}(T_Γ)) − (n + 1)(1 − ⟨f, j⟩^2).

Thus F P^′ ≥ 1 + λ_{max}(T_Γ) 2 ( 1 − n + 1 n · 1 − ⟨f, j⟩^2 1 − λ_{max}(T_Γ) ) . By Lemma 3.17, we obtain F P^′ ≥ 1 + λ_{max}(T_Γ) 2 ( 1 − 16 √ |V (Γ)| n + 3 − 2|V (Γ)| ) . In particular, by Corollary 3.13, F P^′ ≥ ( 1 − 2|E(Γ)| n(n + 1) ) · ( 1 − 16 √ |V (Γ)| n + 3 − 2|V (Γ)| )

≥ 1 − 2|E(Γ)| n(n + 1)

− 16 √ |V (Γ)| n + 3 − 2|V (Γ)| . This is the desired result.

Theorem 4.8. Assume that (3.3) and 66|V (Γ)| ≤ n + 3. Then F P ≥ 1 − 22 √ |E(Γ)| (n + 1)(n + 3 − 2|V (Γ)|)

− 32 √ |V (Γ)| n + 3 − 2|V (Γ)| . In particular, the finding probability F P converges to 1 as |V (Γ)| |V (G)| + |E(Γ)| |E(G)| → 0. Proof. Set U := U^{tf}σ . We have ‖ ‖(Uj) | |_{A(Γ)} ‖ ‖_2 ≥ ‖ ‖−β_+|_{A(Γ)} ‖ ‖_2 − ‖ ‖(U(iβ_−) − (−β_+)) | |_{A(Γ)} ‖ ‖_2 − ‖ ‖U (j_{A(G)} − iβ_−) | |_{A(Γ)} ‖ ‖_2 ≥ ‖ ‖β_+|_{A(Γ)} ‖ ‖^2 − ‖U(iβ_−) − (−β_+)‖_2 − ‖ ‖j_{A(G)} − iβ_− ‖ ‖_2 .

By Lemma 4.4, Theorems 4.6 and 4.7, we have ‖ β_+|_{A(Γ)} ‖_2 2 − ‖U(iβ_−) − (−β_+)‖_2 − ‖ j_{A(G)} − iβ_− ‖ 2 ≥ 1 − 2|E(Γ)| n(n + 1)

− 16 √ |V (Γ)| n + 3 − 2|V (Γ)| − √ 16|E(Γ)| n(n + 1) − √ (12 + 8 √ 2)|E(Γ)| (n + 1)(n + 3 − 2|V (Γ)|)

≥ 1 − 11 √ |E(Γ)| (n + 1)(n + 3 − 2|V (Γ)|)

− 16 √ |V (Γ)| n + 3 − 2|V (Γ)| . Here note that 2|E(Γ)| ≤ n(n + 1) and hence 2|E(Γ)| n(n + 1) ≤ √ 2|E(Γ)| n(n + 1) . Recalling that F P = ‖ ‖(Uj) | |_{A(Γ)} ‖ ‖^2 , we have the desired conclusion.

Theorem 4.9. If 66|V (Γ)| ≤ n+3, then the quantum searching time t_f is the order of n/ √ |E(Γ)|. Proof. Recall that the quantum searching time is the order of 1 arccos(λ_{max}(T_Γ)) . Since for any x ∈ (0, 1), | | | | 1 √ 2x − 1 arccos(1 − x) | | | | ≤ 1 holds, the quantum searching time is the order of 1 √ 2(1 − λ_{max}(T_Γ)) . By Corollary 3.13, we see that 1 2(1 − λ_{max}(T_Γ)) ≤ 1 2 · ( 1 − 4 √_{|V (Γ)|} n+3−2|V (Γ)| ) ·^{4|E(Γ)|} n(n+1) .

Noting that 4 √ |V (Γ)| n + 3 − 2|V (Γ)|

is at most 1/2 if 66|V (Γ)| ≤ n + 3, we derive the desired conclusion.

Corollary 4.10. For any positive number ε, there exists a sufficiently small constant c > 0 such that the quantum searching time t_f is the order of n/ √ |E(Γ)| and the finding probability F P is at least 1 − ε if |V (Γ)| |V (G)| + |E(Γ)| |E(G)| < c. 5 Classical searching time

In this section, we evaluate the classical searching time, that is, the expected value of the first hitting time to a marked edge. The classical search in this paper is given by an isotropic random walk on the line graph of G = K_{n+1}. We gave a transition matrix P_Γ on C^{E(G)} in Definition 2.5. Then the classical searching time is given by

t_c = j^⊤_{E(Δ)}(I − P_Γ)^{−1}j_{E(Δ)} (5.1)

in [24] if the initial state is j_{E(Δ)}. Here note that the maximum eigenvalue of P_Γ is less than 1 by Lemma 3.9. By using (5.1), we estimate the order of the classical searching time in terms of spectrum.

Lemma 5.1. If 64|V (Γ)| ≤ n + 1, then | | | |t^c − 1 1 − λ_{max}(P_Γ) | | | | ≤ 4. Proof. Set e := |E(Δ)|. Let f be the unit eigenvector of P_Γ belonging to λ_{max}(P_Γ) with ⟨f, j_{E(Δ)}⟩ ≥ 0. Fix pairwise orthogonal unit eigenvectors u_1 = f, u_2, . . . , u_e of P_Γ belonging to λ_1(P_Γ) ≥ · · · ≥ λ_e(P_Γ). Write j_{E(Δ)} = a_1u_1 + · · · + a_eu_e. Noting that a_i = ⟨u_i, j_{E(Δ)}⟩, we have

t_c = j^⊤_{E(Δ)}(I − P_Γ)^{−1}j_{E(Δ)} = e∑ i=1 ⟨u_i, j_{E(Δ)}⟩^2 1 − λ_i(P_Γ) .

Hence

⟨f, j_{E(Δ)}⟩^2 1 − λ_{max}(P_Γ) ≤ t_c ≤ 1 1 − λ_{max}(P_Γ) . By Corollary 3.16, we have 0 ≤ 1 1 − λ_{max}(P_Γ) − t_c ≤ 1 − ⟨f, j_{E(Δ)}⟩^2 1 − λ_{max}(P_Γ) ≤ 2(n − 1) n + 1 · 1 1 − 4 √_{|V (Γ)|} n+1 .

Noting that 4 √ |V (Γ)| n + 1 ≤ 1/2 if 64|V (Γ)| ≤ n + 1, we conclude the desired result.

Lemma 5.2. If 64|V (Γ)| ≤ n + 1, then

(n + 1)(n − 1) |E(Γ)| ≥ 1 1 − λ_{max}(P_Γ) ≥ (n + 1)(n − 1) 2|E(Γ)| . Proof. This follows from Corollary 3.16.

Lemmas 5.1 and 5.2 imply the following theorem.

Theorem 5.3. If 64|V (Γ)| ≤ n + 1, then the classical searching time t_c satisfies

t_c = Θ ( n^2 |E(Γ)| ) . By Corollary 4.10 and Theorem 5.3, we conclude that our model achieves a quadratic speed-up over a classical searching model.

6 Summary and discussion

In this paper, we drive a quantum searching model in G = K_{n+1} detecting one of the edges of a subgraph Γ whose edges are negatively signed by a map from E(G) to {±1}. As a result, we could find such an edge within the time complexity of O(n/ √ |E(Γ)|) while a searching model given by a classical random walk requires the time complexity of O(n^2/|E(Γ)|). Therefore, the model realizes a quadratic speed-up over a classical searching model. This result is an extension of the one as in Segawa et. al [21] which only treated the case where Γ forms a matching, and shows that the model is valid for any subgraph.

Our model only finds an edge of a specified subgraph in a complete graph. One of our future work is to reformulate this model in an arbitrary graph. In addition, we hope to construct searching models which reveal more detailed graph-structure, e.g., maximum degree, diameter and so on. Here, we constructed the model by the sign function. This sign function is regarded as an edge coloring of a graph. We believe that this model is related to some fields, e.g., graph-coloring theory, complex network and so forth.

Acknowledgement

The authors are grateful to Professor Munemasa for his helpful comments on spectral analysis. K. Yoshino is supported by JSPS KAKENHI Grant Number JP21J14427 and a scholarship from Tohoku University, Division for Interdisciplinary Advanced Research and Education.

Data availability

The data that support the findings of this study are available from the corresponding author upon reasonable request.

References

[1] G. Abal, R. Donangelo, M. Forets and R. Portugal, Spatial search in a triangular network, Mathematical Structures in Computer Science, 22 (3), (2012), 521–531.

[2] Y. Aharonov, L. Davidovich and N. Zagury, Quantum random walks, Physical Review A, 48 (2), (1993), 1687–1690.

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

[4] A. Ambainis, J. Kempe and A. Rivosh, Coins make quantum walks faster, Proceedings of the 16th annual ACM-SIAM symposium on Discrete algorithm, (2005), 1099–1108.

[5] F. Arute, K. Arya, R. Babbush, et al. Quantum supremacy using a programmable superconducting processor, Nature, 574, (2019), 505–510 [6] M. Boyer, G. Brassard, P. Hoyer and A. Tappa, Tight bounds on quantum searching, Fortschritte der Physik, 46 (4–5), (1998), 493–505.

[7] A. E. Brouwer and W. H. Haemers, Spectra of Graphs Springer-Verlag, New York, 2012 . [8] R. P. Feynman and A. R. Hibbs, Quantum Mechanics and Path Integrals, Dover Publications, Mineola, NewYork, Emended edition, 2010.

[9] L. Grover, A fast quantum search mechanical algorithm for database search, Proceedings of the 28th annual ACM symposium on theory of computing, (1996), 212–219.

[10] S. P. Gudder, Quantum Probability, Academic Press, Boston, 1998.

[11] F. Harary, On the notion of balance of a signed graph, Michigan Mathematical Journal, 2 (2), (1953), 143–146.

[12] Yu. Higuchi, N. Konno, I. Sato and E. Segawa, Spectral and asymptotic properties of Grover walks on crystal lattices. Journal of Functional Analysis, 267 (11), (2014), 4197–4235.

[13] H.-L. Huang, D. Wu, D. Fan and X. Zhu, Superconducting quantum computing: a review, Sci.

China Inf. Sci., 63 (8), (2020), 1–32.

[14] N. Konno, R. Portugal, I. Sato and E. Segawa, Partition-based discrete-time quantum walks, Quantum Information and Processing, 17 (4), (2018) 100.

[15] S. Li and Y. Tian, Some bounds on the largest eigenvalues of graphs, Applied Mathematics Letters, 25 (3), (2012), 326–332.

[16] F. Magniez, M. Santha and M. Szegedy, Quantum algorithms for the triangle problem, SIAM Journal on Computing, 37 (2), (2007), 413–424.

[17] K. Matsue, O. Ogurisu and E. Segawa, Quantum search on simplicial complexes, Quantum Studies: Mathematics and Foundations, 5, (2018), 551–577.

[18] D. A. Meyer, From quantum cellular automata to quantum lattice gases, Journal of Statistical Physics, 85, (1996), 551–574.

[19] R. Porugal, Quantum Walks and Search Algorithms, Springer-Verlag, New York, 2013.

[20] D. Reitzner, M. Hillely, E. Feldman and V. Buzek, Quantum searches on highly symmetric graphs, Physical Review A, 79, (2009), 012323.

[21] E. Segawa and Y. Yoshie, Quantum search of matching on signed graphs, Quantum Information and Processing 20 (5), (2021) 182.

[22] N. Shenvi, J. Kempe and K. B. Whaley, A quantum random walk search algorithm, Physical Review A, 67, (2003), 052307.

[23] P. W. Shor, Algorithms for quantum computation: discrete log and factoring, Proceedings of the 35th annual IEEE Symposium on Foundation of Computer Science, (1994), 124–134.

[24] M. Szegedy, Quantum speed-up of Markov chain based algorithms, Proceedings of the 45th annual IEEE symposium on Foundations of computer science, (2004), 32–41.

[25] H. Yuan, A bound on the spectral radius of graphs, Linear Algebra and its Applications, 108, (1988), 135–139.