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Abstract

The Local Hamiltonian problem is the problem of estimating least eigenvalue of a local Hamil-
tonian, and is complete for the class QMA. The 1D problem onadrcof qubits has heuristics which
work well, while the 13-state qudit case has been shown to Mé&-Qomplete. We show that this
problem remains QMA-complete when the dimensionality efdidits is brought down to 8.

1 Introduction

The Local Hamiltonian problem — estimating the ground statrgy of a local Hamiltonian —is a natural
problem in physics, and belongs to the complexity class QRMA is the quantum analogue of NP.
Languages in QMA have a quantum verifier: a polynomial-timargum algorithm that takes (poly-
sized) quantum states as witnesses.

In quantum mechanics, the Hamiltonian of a system is the Hiemmoperator corresponding to the
energy of the system: its eigenvalues are the set of endhgiea system can be measured to have. It also
determines the time-evolution of the system and definesntieeaictions between its subsystems. The
least eigenvalue (ground state energy) and the corresppmitienvector (the ground state) are key to
understanding the properties of a quantum system. Hanahsnn nature are usually local, in that they
can be written as a suli = Zf‘il H; where each ternt{; acts only on a small (constant) number of
subsystems. Estimating the ground state energy of su¢hiartherefore a very fundamental question.

The input to thek-Local Hamiltonian problem is a set of Hermitian matridg$; }, eachH; acting
on a set oft qubits (out of a total of:), and the problem is to estimate the lowest eigenvalue of the
SUmH = Zﬁl H;. Note that even though eadl; acts nontrivially on a constant numbeiof qubits
and is constant-dimensiondl, itself acts on the whole space ofqubits and is therefore exponential
in size. The Local Hamiltonian problem can be thought of asreegalization of SAT[2]. In particular,
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MAX2SAT is a special case of the 2-Local Hamiltonian problefrherefore, 2-Local Hamiltonian is
NP-hard.

The 5-Local Hamiltonian problem was the first to be shown tQbA-complete, in[[9]. Itis also a
very natural complete problem, given that it is a genertbmeof SAT. Moreover, physicists have worked
on similar problems, developing a number of heuristic téofsapproximating ground states and ground
state energies. However, the Hamiltonian constructed]idd@s not have any constrain the spatial ar-
rangement of the qubits, making it unrealistic. In phys{ead. spin) systems, the Hamiltonians are often
spatially local: the interacting systems (qubits or qyditsly be arranged on a grid, or the interactions
are (at least approximately) short-ranged (e.g. neamggtibor). Simulation of local Hamiltonians on
one- or two-dimensional grids is an important problem inby, and it is natural to try to understand the
complexity in the different cases obtained by changing dleality and the dimensionality of the qudits.
Since it is also much easier to realize and manipulate la@iaensional qudits in the lab, these cases are
particularly important.

There have been improvements on this result and its unfitestivariant Quanturi-SAT [4,,(6,[10].
The locality was brought down to 3I[8] and then td'2 [7]. Theo2dl problem remains QMA-complete
when the Hamiltonians are restricted to be nearest-neighteractions on a 2D grid [11]. The 1D case
was not expected to be so hard: its classical counterpa&tlEhconstraint satisfaction problem, has
efficient algorithms. Moreover, there are good heuristithods that are effective on many instances of
the problem. Therefore, it was a somewhat surprising regudn [1] showed a hardness proof for the
Local Hamiltonian problem on a chain (with nearest-neighhteractions) of 13-st£equdits. In this
paper, we bring the number of states down from 13 to 8. Forenteeview of QMA-complete problems,
seel[3].

The hardness of the 1D problem (with nearest-neighborantems only) for the cases with 2-7 state
gudits remains an interesting open question. It is not ¢feae QMA-completeness result will continue
to hold as we further decrease the dimensionality of thetgutbwn towards 2. It may happen that
below a particular dimensionality, we could find that thelppeon has an efficient quantum or classical
algorithm, e.g. if the ground state entanglement could bevaho be low. Recently, an interesting qutrit
chain with a unique unfrustrated ground state with lots daeglement was analyzed inl [5]. Finally,
these QMA-completeness results also bear a close relatpis adiabatic quantum computing: the
computation models in these results, and the Hamiltoniagaisaheck these computations, can be used
to perform universal adiabatic quantum computing. It wdlibteresting to see if restricted local Hamil-
tonian systems (e.g., low-dimensional qudits on a line) thast likely do not encode a QMA-complete
problem can still be used to perform universal adiabatic QC.

To show QMA completeness for our version of Local Hamiltoniwe reduce an arbitrary QMA
languagél to a Local Hamiltonian in 1D witld = 8 particles, outputting a Hamiltonian that either has a
ground state energy below some valy®r whether this energy is at ledstpoly larger tham. We base
our proof on three ideas.

First, we use Kitaev's Hamiltoniahl[9]: a Hamiltonian thaishas its ground statenistory stateof the
verification circuil V, for the languagé€.. A history state is a state of the forjn, |¢;)|t), where|¢;) is
the state after applying the firsgates ofl/, to |¢,). Kitaev’s Hamiltonian induces forward and backward
transitions between consecutive time-steps, |igg),|t) «+— |¢,11) |t + 1). In addition, the Hamiltonian
serves to ensure that noillegal (i.e., not correspondirtencoding of the time-step) states occur in the

1The paper states hardnessdoe: 12. However, there are two illegal configurations that are eoigized:® @ © O O
and® ®@ O O O turninto each other under the action of the Hamiltonian. Jingerposition of these two configurations
forms a zero energy state of the Hamiltonian, which meartshigaHamiltonian no longer has the promisz%% gap. This
can be fixed by adding a 13th state, as discussed in footnatf4 i

2The subscript: in the verifier circuitV, stands for the instanceof the problem.
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clock register, that the input to the circuit is correct, dmak the computation ultimately accepts.

Second, the encoding of a computation in the ground statenefeest-neighbor 1D Hamiltonian is
based on the construction of [1]. Thecomputational qubits are encoded in subspacesaffthe qudits
(of which there are polynomially many) on the line. The liaséivided into blocks, and in each block a set
of nearest-neighbor gates is performed on the encodedschddibre the qubits are transferred to the next
block where the next set of gates can be performed. The galieajons and the qubit transfers occur via
two-local (nearest-neighbor) operations. The constoadith [1] uses a 2-dimensional “gate” subspace
of the qudits to mark the position along the line where a gateeing performed. The qudits storing the
gubits on which gates have already been performed are bedity a two-dimensional spafg, and the
ones on which a gate is yet to be performed are la@ledhere are also one-dimensional stat@sand
©: the former marks the transition between the gate-perfograteps and the qubit-transferring steps of
the computation, and the latter shifts the qubits to thetrightwo-dimensional statf>] serves to move
the active spot back to the right aftey has moved the qubits over one site.

Third, our main contribution is reducing the dimensionatf the qudits to 8. This “leaner” qudit
construction comes at a price — allowing the forward/backiviansitions in our Hamiltonian to be non-
unique, possibly resulting in “illegal” configurations dfet qudit chain. However, we can work around
this problem and suppress those by adding penalty termsingahe energy of states away from the
allowed subspace allows us to use the projection lemma fi@nshowing that even despite the illegal
transitions, the ground state must have a substantialagverith the legal subspace. Restricted to that
subspace, the illegal transitions in the Hamiltonian dacoaotribute to the expectation value of the energy
for a correct history state. Therefore, the history state@dmputation that accepts with high probability
can be close to the ground state of the entire Hamiltoniashresults in a low ground-state energy. Of
course, we also need to show a lower bound on the ground siatgyefor Hamiltonians corresponding
to quantum circuits without easily-accepted witnesses.

In more detail, our dimension reduction comes from gettidgof the distinction between the two
two-dimensional qudit states — tlig (done: qubits in a block that have already participated ite ga
applications) angk] (ready: qubits that are yet to have a gate applied to them) typies — using instead
just one type of qubif] combined with a 1-dimensional state, using parity of the qubit position to
distinguish between “done”/“ready”. We use the mappilg— |©[]| and[&] — |[J©)|, doubling
the number of particles on the line. Furthermore, we get fithe [ qubit type — we instead use the
boundary between “done” and “ready” sequences of qubitseadtive spot. We also will not need the
O state (used iri]1]) anymore.

2 Background

Let us begin by a general definition of the Local Hamiltoniaokppem:

Definition 1 (The d-statek-Local Hamiltonian Problem)We are given a Hamiltonial = H; + Hs +
...+ Hg onn d-state qudits, with the matrix elements of edtlspecified byoly(n) bits. H is k-local:
eachH; acts nontrivially on onlyt of then qudits. We are also given two constant$ € R such that
b—a > 1/poly(n), with the promise that the smallest eigenvalugff\(H), is either at most: or
greater thanb. We must decide X(H) < aor A\(H) > b.

As mentioned in the Introduction and shown by Kitdev [9]sthioblem lies in (and is complete for)
the class QMA.

Definition 2 (QMA). A language L is in the class QMA iff for each instance x theistgx uniform
polynomial-size quantum circuif, such that



e if z € L, 3|¢), a polynomial-size quantum state (a witness)
such thatPr(accept(Vy, |£))) > 2/3,

o if o ¢ L,V|E) Pr(accept(V,,|£))) < 1/3.

Previous proofs for QMA-completeness rely on a speciabstaicoding a computation (a history
state) for showing QMA-hardness of Local Hamiltonian. Acait is transformed into an appropriate
Hamiltonian such that a history state is a zero-eigenvegtmn there is a withess to make the circuit
accept.

Definition 3 (History state) LetV" = Uy - - - UyU, be a circuit of X' gates om qubits. Consider a Hilbert
space withK” + 1 orthogonal subspacess; } X ,, each with basig|;) ?igl of dimensior2™. We define
the history statecorresponding to the action &f on an initial n-qubit state|p) as a superposition over

states coming from orthogonal spaces:

Py — 1 . P

where|yf) = S0 i) (| Uy - - U Ut |) is @ vector in the subspack.

Note that the Hilbert space as a whole can be bigger than tlba onS;’s, and we can write it as an
orthogonal direct sum of subspac(@fio St> @ H,st, With the rest of the Hilbert space denotHd, ;.

A propagation Hamiltonian can be defined to ensure that aclogrgy candidate state has the form
(@), when the state evolution satisfies a certain orthogyraindition. Note that for any initiak-qubit
state|p) and anyt € {0, ..., K}, we havelyy) € S;. Thepropagation Hamiltoniarassociated with the
Circuit V is Hypop == Sy H, Where

2m—1

Hy=) <|jt> (el + i) Gl = Uiy esn) Gl = 1) (e Ut/+1T> ; 2

=0

with Uy, = EZ};{) |kw1) (k| Uisr |7) (Gegn | acting as the unitar§/,,; on the subspacs,. ;.
Observe that the action éf, on|v/) and|/,,) is (not summing ovet)

H )y =) — i) 3)
Hvia) = i) — 1)

since|vfy,) = Uiy Yoy lier1) Gilrf)- It is then straightforward to verify thaty) + |47, is a

zero-energy eigenvector df;. A history state is then also a zero eigenvector of eAghand so a
zero eigenvector off,,.,. The propagation Hamiltonian thus serves to “check” theypss of the
computation, by giving an energy penalty to all non-histtgtes. For a specific construction of a QMA-
completek-Local Hamiltonian problem, it will have to be shown thidy,.,, can be built from operators
that obey the chosen locality restrictions.

Let V. be a verifying circuit for an instanceé L € QM A, taking as input. — m ancilla qubits in
the statd0) and anm-qubit statgl¢), and it has squared amplitude 2/3 on some designated outpiit q
if z € L, and less than 1/3 otherwise. Kitaev's proof used a histtate ©f the following form. The
unitariesU; are the ones from the original verifier circliit = Uy ... U; and are 2-local. An extra unary
clock register is used to build the structure of orthogonhkpaces,, requiring a 2-local clock checking
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HamiltonianH ... in the Hamiltonian for distinguishing the subspaége$rom #,...; spanned by states
with illegal clock configurations. The history state for fging a valid witnesg¢) usingV, is

LU (0@ 16))) @ Jt)

K
|77 \/m tz:; clock *

This history-state structure for low-energy state canéislas enforced by?,,,, imposing energy
penalties for deviating from the indicated form. With theannclock construction, the required locality
of the terms inf,,,,, is 5. In addition, Kitaev adds two more Hamiltonian ternt; penalizing states
with improperly initialized ancillae (not of the form,) = [0)" ® |£)), and H,, verifying whether
the computation accepts. This turns out to be enough to eritkatx ¢ L instances of the 5-Local
Hamiltonian have no low-energy eigenvector.

3 Encoding a computation in a sequence of orthogonal stated o
a line of 8-dimensional qudits.

Our goal is to encode a quantum verifier circujtinto a 2-Local Hamiltonian instance with nearest-
neighbor interactions on a line of qudits, satisfying dertaoperties. In this section we do the first step,
transformingV/, into a modified circuitV, that does the same computationigs but instead of om
qubits, it acts on a line gfoly(n) qudits of dimension = 8. All gates inV, are nearest-neighbor on this
line, and the states occurring during the computation arevfge orthogonal. This is the condition given
in Sectior 2. Finding the circuit, with these properties allows us to define a Hamiltonian shah tn
the case that there exists a witness on which the ciféuétccepts with high probability, the history state
of the computation on the witness is a low-energy state oHdumiltonian. Otherwise, we will be able
to lower bound the ground state energy of this Hamiltonian.

AssumeV/, works on a space of qubits. Choose a way to arrange the qubits on a line. Thenadigi
circuit can be transformed to a circtit consisting ofR rounds of gates, where each round is composed
of n — 1 nearest-neighbor gates: the first gate in a round acts onsqlland 2, the second on qubits 2
and 3, and so on. Any quantum circuit can be recast in thisdashy inserting swap gates and identity
gates, with a polynomial blowup increase in the number cégat

We now convert the circuit’’ to a circuitV, acting on a line of 8-state qudits arrangediilocks of
2n particles each. The qudits are 8-dimensional, and we wiitetsome of the 8 states as data-carriers
(holding qubits the computation acts on). The rest will gméee the orthogonality conditions and the
proper progress of the computation. At any time during thematation, we want exactly of the qudits
to be in the “data-holding” states, and we simply call therhitpu Initially, all of then qubits are located
in the first block of particles. After each round of gates frojns carried out, the qubits are transferred
to the next block on particles where the next set of gates frdfhcan be performed.

Claim 1. Given a QMA verifier circuit/, on n qubits, an equivalent QMA verifier circuit, can be
efficiently computed such th&} operates orn R 8-state qudits on a line, only uses nearest neighbor
gates, and such that the states occurring during the contiputare pairwise orthogonal.

In the rest of this Section we describe the sequence of cothedgtates that appear in the computation
on the qudit line. Later, in Sectidd 4 we present the posgemidefinite 2-local Hamiltonian whose
ground state is the uniform superposition over states flosdesired sequence.
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Let us choose the Hilbert space of each particle as an ortfabgirect sum#Hs = © ® ©® O @

& @[] e @). The subspaces denoted ©, O, and) are 1-dimensional. Then we have 2-dimensional
subspacef ] and[» , each designed to hold a state of a qubit (specified by two omumbers:, and

ay, With ag, a; € C and|ag|? + |a;1|* = 1). We label the basis vectors of these 2-dimensional sulkspac
I0®) and|B)®) with s = 0, 1. A quditin the stat&_!_ a,|(0®) or 3_._, a,|B®) is then said to have
thequbit contentug [0) + a; |1).

When we label a qudit by one of the symbéle), ©, O, &, [, ®}, we mean that its state belongs
to a particular subspace @fs. Such labeling of the whole chain defines@nfiguration The Hilbert
space of the qudit chain thus decomposes into orthogonapsebs indexed by configurations. We can
choose a basis for the Hilbert space of the entire systemessartproduct o2nR (one for each site)
of the basis vector§|©), |©), |O), |®), [O?), |OW), ), |[®")}. Thestateof the system is a
vector in the span of the basis vectors.

Let us now construct a sequence of configurations, correlpgio the progression of a computation
with the circuitV,. We view the qudit chain a& blocks of lengtt2n and mark their boundarids To
highlight the parity of the sites, we also draafter every even, non-boundary site.

In the initial configuration, the first block holds qubits atdsnumbered sites, interspersed wi}s.
The rest of the chain consists @Js:

I®OIC)] - - - |Oe0I00I00] - - (4)

the first block of lengti2n

The qubit content of thp] and[] sites carries the initiat-qubit input to the circuit’] (the ancillae and
the witness). Each step of the computation is a 2-local gniperation applied to two adjacent particles,
resulting in a change of configuration (building up an ortbrog) sequence), and possibly a change in the
state of the qubit content (doing the computation). Let us noite the rules for building up the circuit
|7

We choose a list of transition rules (for configurations) asidthem in Tablé L. Each rule connects
configurations that differ in two particular neighboringogsfy and are connected by a 2-local unitary
transformation. The sequence of these transformationap@léed sequentially to the initial configura-
tion) defines the 2-local gates of the circlit This assignment of unitaries is unique by construction,
as we choose the transition rules so that for any configuratiising from the initial one, there is always
exactly one rule that possibly applies to it (see also Talibe & part of the sequence of configurations for
n = 3). We ensure this uniqueness by rules involving up to 4 dagin the rules. However, in Sectibh 4
we will write a Hamiltonian made from 2-local terms that ck€dhese transitions.

Let us explain the logic behind the rules. Rlle 1 applies thigaty from the modified, nearest-
neighbor circuitl’]. The rest of the rules ensure the orthogonalization anditpgaoperties. Initially,
the qubits are placed at the odd sites, separatedby If we want them to interact, we have to move
them together, which is what rulek 2 ddd 3 do. The nearegther gates fron¥ are then performed at
the )] junctions using rule]1l. Thé) label marks sites that the computation hasn’t reached yetew
the ) sites will not be used again. The (a pusher state) serves to move the qubits to the right.

The computation can be divided inid“rounds”, each corresponding to the application of a “rdund
of gates froml//, and then moving the qubit blo&« positions to the right. Let us look at the two phases
of a round of computation in detail, referring to Table Z:(a- 3 qubit example).

The goal of the first phase of the computation is gate apjwicatt involves rule$ 2 and 1, moving the
[»] qubit from the left end of the chain while applying the gatesf a given “round”. Wheip] reaches

3To “check” a transition means adding an energy penalty tasehat do not have the same amplitude for both of the states
involved in the transition.



=

. O «— U,.(O|) performs a two-qubit gat&,,, (location-dependent) on the qubit content of
the two particles, while shifting the active site to the tigh

n

(@) |[P©| +— |©P]| moves an “active” qubi® to the right (not near a block boundary),
(b) |IPI©)]| «— |®DP| is applicable when a block boundary is to the left of it,
(c) |PO| +— |©M|is applicable when a block boundary is in front of it.

3. (8) ®¥OoIO +— ®|® moves the leftmost qubit (not after a boundary),

(b) OO©IO «+— OO moves a qubif] to the right, only noting correct parity, regard-
less of the boundary location. We denote this using the syfnbo

(c) OOO|O +— OO moves the rightmost qubit (not before a boundary).

(d) ®IOOIO «— RUXROIO a special rule ensuring that if there isiaglequbit in the chain,
it can still move. Rule 3(d) does not actually apply to anyalegpnfiguration.

4. (a) OO «— O|©O creates a left-moving pushép at the front near a boundaty
(b) OO0 «— O|©QO introduceso when away from a block boundary.

5. (a) Od© +— ©i[Jpusheso left and a qubit to the right (not caring for the boundary).
(b) |©©} +— @) does the same witl) and ©), at locations with this parity.

6. (a) ®O|O «— )| kills the pushero at the left end of the qubits at a boundg@rghanging
the last qubit t@»], allowing the next round of gate applications to begin.

(b) ®O|IO «— | simply kills the pusher, when away from the bounda#y.

Table 1: The transition rules, which together with a cafgfahosen initial state {4) define the 2-local
gates of the circuit/,. Note that some of these rules are 2-local, some 3-local ame ®ven 4-local,
which helps them identify their intended locations uniqudiowever, the transformations themselves
are only 2-local. See also Tallé 2 for an example of a progmess configurations and the unique
applicability of these rules. We will later write a Hamilt@an Hy, with only 2-local terms checking
these transitions.



the front end of the chain, rulé 4 creates a the “pusher” ggaté\fter 2n — 1 applications of rul€]5, the
pusher gets to the left end of the qubit sequence, whereappdears through rulé 6. This first phase thus
movegp] n times, makes — 1 gate applications, addspusher creatiorgn — 1 pushes and killing of

©, altogether makingn steps.

The second phase (which is repeatedl times) moves the qubits to the right until they are all within
the next block. It takes applications of rulél3 to move all the qubits one step to thletriThen we create
the pushefo, move it to the left#n— 1 steps) and kill it. Altogether, this tak8s+1 steps. If we now are
not at the boundary, the second phase repeats. If we areatiaidundary, the second phase concludes,
and the “round” of computation concludes as well, as all thieit3 have now movefn positions to the
right. A new “round” of computation (with the partic[® starting to move) starts according to rlle 2.
Summing it up, a whole “round” of computation consiststof+ (n — 1)(3n+ 1) = 3n? + 2n — 1 steps.
During each “round”, — 1 gates fromV/] are applied and the qubits are moved over to the next block
of qudits. This happens for each of the fifst- 1 blocks. In the last block, after the gates are applied,
the computation comes to a halt in the state>"“~)|QOJ|©]| - - - |©J|©®]|. Also, without loss of
generality, we take all the gates in the very first round todamiities. This allows us to verify that the
ancilla qubits (laid out on the left of the qubit sequencé¥trt out in the correct state).

The entire computation withR — 1) regular rounds and a last round with steps (unti[p] reaches
the right end) together také = (R—1)(3n*+2n—1)+2n steps, corresponding #6 + 1 configurations
of the qudits. Also note that a configuration is never repkateéhe course of the computation — all of
the K + 1 configurations are distinct, and therefore orthogonal.

3.1 Legal configurations

At the moment, we are interested only in the (legal) configons that we want to appear during a
computation. Of course, the whole Hilbert space is muclelargpntaining many other states. We will
call those illegal, and want them to be “detectable”. For new will not deal with these other states
until Sectiori4.1.

Let the set oflegal configurationsCy, ..., Cx be the K + 1 configurations that can be obtained
by applying the rules in Tablel 1 starting with the initial éigaration [4). The legal configurations
correspond to thé& + 1 (including the initial state) intermediate computatiostltes generated by the
circuit V,. We call all other configuratioriiegal.

We will now look at the properties shared by the legal configjons. It will be convenient to look
at pairs of particles at location@i — 1,2:) and(2i + 1,2 + 2). Table[3 lists the allowed pairs of
symbols and which ones can be adjacent to each other. The gday the roles of “dead” (labeled
X, particles not to be used anymore), “done” (labeled D, tputa the left of the active site), “active”
(labeled A, the active site), “ready” (labeled R, qubitsite tight of the active site) and “unborn” (labeled
u, “unborn” particles, not used yet) from the constructioifili]. There, the legal states were of the form
x---x)(D---D)A(R--- R) (u--- u), with a single active site. Here {z- z) stands for a variable-
length string made from the letter “z”.

Connecting subsequent pairs according to the rules list@dbld 3 imposes a particular form for the
legal states (brackets indicate variable-length, pogsibiipty substrings)

(X -+ X)[qubits](u---u) (5)



- RIMEIOe™OJI0O0I0000I00:- -+ rulel
- IBIOE0I00I0000I00:- -+ ruleld
- IOEEO0J00I0000I00- -+ rulel
- ®EIOeEE0J00I0000I00- -+ rulell
- ®EIOedROJIOOI0000I00- -+ rulel
- eIOedEeRIO0I00I00I00:- -+ ruleld
- eIOedEdIeOI0000I00: -+ ruleld
- eEIOedeOO0I0000I00: -+ rulel3
- ®EI¥0OedeemOI0000I00- -+ ruleld
- ®EI¥0OeedePOI0000I00- -+ ruleld
- ®EI¥O©eEEIBO0I0000I00- -+ ruleld
- RRIededeX0I0000I00: -+ ruleld
- RRIXRIOECI™0I0000I00:- -+ ruleld
- QEIRRIXOOIBO0I0000I00- -+ ruleld
- QEIR|IXOEeOQDOOI0000I00- -+ ruleld
- REIRRIXOEOICOI000000- -+ ruleld
- RIIXOEOIEDI©0I00I00- -+ ruleld
- IO I000I00- - ruleld
- RQORIKOEOI©edOIO000: -+ ruled
- QEIXRIXOeeOe000I00- -+ ruleld
- RO OEIOEe™O00I00: -+ ruleld
- RRIXER|I®EedeI™e™000I00: -+ ruled
- RRIXRI®OCIDeII0I00I00: -+ ruleld
- RRIRERIXIXOOO0I00I00: -+ ruleld
- REIRR|RROIE0O000I00- -+ ruleld
- REIRERIXRIXOIC0EOO000- -+ ruleld
- RIEI®IROe0EOe000- -+ ruleld
- IERI®IROEDIeedOI00- - ruleld
- RRIREI®IXOEDIOeIOI00- - ruleld
- REIRR|IXIXOEO0ed0I00- - ruleld
- REIRR|IX¥OOEOed0I00- - ruleld
- REIRR|PIEOCOe™0I00- - rulel2
- QXPOINXRORIPEOOCI0O- -

Table 2: The configurations occurring in one cycle of the cotapon withn = 3 qubits. The rules
whose application brings the state to the next one are lstetie right.



where pubitd is anonzerostring of the form

A:(R---R) R, (6)
(D:D---D)AI(R---R) R, (7)
D, (D---D)A,R---R) R, (8)
D, (D---D)A2(R---RR,) 9)
D, (D---D)A, (10)
(R R) R, (11)

D, (D---D) (R---R) Ry (12)
D, (D---D). (13)

The first five options involve an “active” pair, while the ldstee have no “active” pair in them. Further-
more, note that the wholelibitd string cannot be empty, because the rightmost particlé®fithole
chain cannot bé&X), the leftmost one cannot ki) and the combinatio®) () is illegal. Next, for legal
configurations, the number of particles holding qubits sdede exactly:.

Let us have a closer look at the leggupitg strings with an active sitel or ©), which translates
to a single active pair (A A, A,, A or A,). One example i§]|©|JO)| (which is of the type
D.A:R,). In the case there is no,[pair, the active pair has to be &) or A, (7) — an example is the
sequencé|JO|JO) (with pairs A.RR,). In the case there is no,Pair, the active pair has to be
ofthe A, or A,, asin e.g|®O|@O@O@C) (this is D,DDA,).

The other three types of legal substringsiit do not have an active pair. First, we could have a
done qubit pair on the right end as|®[J|©J|©@]| (simply D,DD without any R’s). Second, observe
that two neighboring[] particles can appear at positiof2s, 2: + 1), when coming from two consecutive
pairs as iIn®J@OOC| (read as DDR,). Finally, it is possible to have a ready qubit pair on the lef
end as iNJO|O©|OC)] (simply RRR, without any D’s).

The location of thequbitd substring matters. For a legal configuration witfhsymbol, the string
[qubitg must fit exactly between two block boundaried|[gabits|| (see Tablél2). On the other hand, the
string [qubitgd without the symbo[»] always has runs across a block boundary somewhere. These two
properties later help us check that we do not have too fewmntany qubits or whether the qubits are
properly aligned between the boundaries, ruling out illegélocally undetectable states.

4 The Hamiltonian

We aim to construct a Hamiltonian corresponding to a cirgisuch that the ground state energy of the
Hamiltonian isE < a for ‘'yes’ instances{ € L) andE > b for the ‘no’ instances, where andb have
al/poly(n) separation. We will show the history state of the computatio the witnesses for ‘yes’
instances has a low energy. Our Hamiltonian is a sum of fourde

H = JinHin + JpropHprop + Jpeanen + Hout~

The coefficients/i,, Jyrop, andJ,e, Will later be chosen to be some polynomialsrin For the term
H,,.p, any valid history state (a uniform superposition of legaifigurations whose qubit content comes
corresponds to the computation with the gates fignwill be a zero-energy state. The tetfh, raises
the energy of states which do not have ancilla qubits imzeal to O, which is required in the circuit
V... The role ofH.,, is to raise the energy of the states which encode compusatian are not accepted.
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allowed to be followed by

><_

property symbol pair D, |D|A, |AL |A, |A A, |R|R, | U
dead: x XX V|V vV |V V|V
dead+done: D X v VAN VAN VAN VA BV VA IV
done: D o v VAN IRVAN IRVA IRV VAN VA I
active leftmost: A | ¥, ¥© VIV
active gate 1: A CO) VIV
active pusher: A @O, ©©) VIV
active gate 2: A Q| VIV Y
active rightmost: A | O, ©O v
ready: R ]© VIV
ready+unborn: R | [(JO v
unborn: u OO v

Table 3: Building up the legal configuration structure froairp of symbols (unlisted symbol pairs do not
appear in legal configurations). We list symbol pairs alldwepositiong2: — 1, 27) and their designated
followups at positiong2i + 1,2i + 2). Note the mirror symmetry of the table across the antidiagon

The allowed configurations of the whole chain must then haven f(x- - - X)[qubits|(u- - - u), with a

substring fubitg given by [6)-[13), with at most one active pair. Furthertrieions come into play
from considering the block boundary locations (see Tabléh&)number of “qubits” and their proper

alignment with respect to the block boundaries.
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L. ®IBEIOE)"*00I00)"O @)
2. QIEEIOE)" 00000 M

3. Fori from O ton — 3:

(a) ¥RO(ED)PEIOE)"*IBAIOO)"O @3)
(b) ¥IKO(ED)eEIOE)"*IDOICO)O @)

®I®OI(EO)"*EOICO)"O @d)
QeO(ED)"*ep|(CO)"O @)
QOO 1eCi(CO) O Ea)

Forj from O ton — 2:

N g &

(@) Fork fromOton — 2:
I QYOO *?eel(@@)*aoiO0)" 1O @Eh)
i. Q)Y ®OIED)"*?eel(@e) 000070 EGa)
(b) RN®®)[@S(d@)"O0KOO)" 1O Eh)
(©) NRXY|®RNO@)"1ACIOO)" O @)

(d) ForlfromOton — 3:
Q@) OIED)'I(O@)" 230|000 Eh)

)
(e) ®I(®)@OlEeD)"*O0I0CO)" 1O E9)
() RN @O(eO)"*eOOCO)" 1O @h)
(0) WI®)®O(EO)"*1ede0lO0)" %0 &3)
8. Fori from O ton — 2:
(a) (@) ®OlED)"*eel(de)100I0 Eh)
(b) V(@) 'R@O(EO)"?*©el(0©)00IO &a)
9. (@) @O A0 Ea)

10. ¥(®@®)"EE(OE)" 0010

Table 4: The general form of the sequence of legal configumatin one round of computation. The
middle block boundary is not shown in stégs 7 &hd 8. The fulhpotation ends at Stép 5 without the
trailing circles. A particular example for = 3 is shown in Tablg2.

12



Finally, the terms infd,,.,, penalize (i.e. raise the energy of) locally detectablgéleonfigurations which
do not have the proper form as described by equatidng (3)+{1S8ectior 3.1.
We start with the ancilla-checking terff,,, defined as

Hy = B L+ > OO i1
=2

By raising the energy of states with qubit contélt it ensures that in a low-energy state candidate the
ancilla qubits (the firsk — m) are all initially (in the initial configuration[{4) they alecated at odd
positions in the first block) in thi) state. Without loss of generality, we assume that the fitghdoof
V consists of identity gates. This is necessary when we wardrtbilla qubits to remain unpenalized by
H;,, until they are moved from the first block into the second block

The termH,,; := |[B)?) (3 |2,z checks that when the computation finishes [@state appears at
the very right end of the qudit chain), the qubit content & ttutput qubit ig1). For computations that
do not accept, the output qubit statesand H,,,; penalizes this.

In defining the remaining terms of the Hamiltonian, we wiledeto be able to distinguish between
different kinds of configurations of the chain. We classifyee types:

1. legalconfigurations are defined in Sectlonl3.1 to be the configunadiy, . . ., Cx occurring during
the computation with a circuit,, when starting with the initial configuratiohl(4) withqubits. All
other configurations aréegal.

2. locally detectable illegatonfigurations are those that contain a pair of neighborirditg labeled
by a pair of symbols that does not occur in the legal configemat These can be identified and
penalized locally by means of a projector onto such a pair.

3. locally undetectable illegatonfigurations are those that are not detectable by locg@girons,
but are still not legal, as they do not appear in the legal sgjon of a computation. As shown
in Lemma[4.2.14, these states have too many or too few qubsiesy anproperly aligneddubitg
block.

4.1 The penalty Hamiltonian

The role ofH,,., is to ensure that there are no locally detectable illegafigarations in the computation.
That is, we wish to leave the legal states unpenalized whikng the energy of the locally detectable
illegal ones by projecting on neighboring pairs of symbbksttdo not occur in a proper course of com-
putation described in Sectigh 3. We call such p&rbidden Since we have 6 different symbols in the
construction, there are 36 possible neighboring pairghEumore, we can distinguish 5 types of location
pairs depending on the parity of the positions and theirtfmrsivith respect to the block boundaries
as listed on the right in Tabld 5. We list the 56 allowed pairsymbols in Tabld 5, which gives us
36 x 5 — 56 = 124 types of projector terms

[ XYW XY 541, (14)

where XY € {®, O, ©,©,0,®}*? is a forbidden pair at a locatiofi,i + 1). For example, the
forbidden pair®) (O (disallowed in all 5 types of locations) is energeticallynpkzed by

2nR—1

5
ZHpergf = Z I, i1 ® QO XO)ii+1 @ Liva,.. 20k, (15)
=1 i=1
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Ar |- i=20k—-1)n+25 +1

XYool o le|e| o | ® B | |i=2k-n+2
® | v | — | — |ACE|ABCE|CD| C: |- -||i=2k-1n+1
O [—| v D: |- |i=2kn
© ACE| v |AE E: |- -||i=2kn—1
© |—| ACE |ACE| — | BD | — 1<k<R
O |—|ABCE| v | BD | BD | B L<K<R-1
™ |—| DE [AC| — ] B |— Il<j=n-1

1< <n-2

Table 5: The 56 allowed paitXY" of symbols at position&, : + 1) in thed = 8 construction according
to Hpen. There are 5 types of locations (A, B, C, D, E) for the pair,axdig to location parity and
block-boundary position. For each of the 36 symbol comimnat we list its allowed location types.
The forbidden pairs implied by this table are penalized®y, (17).

while the paif_J[] is forbidden on even-parity sites (type A,C,E), and is pieedl by

95 nR
Z Hpeny = Z L. 2i—2 @ OO (O02i-1,20 @ Loita,.. ok (16)
=93 i=1

To take the qubit content of thg] particles into account, as inl[1] we use the notatidn(B| :=
>, las)(bs|, meaning that subspade is mapped to subspacé in some prescribed way specified by
the pairing of the basis vectors. Thug][])([JJJ| preserves the qubit contents [&3[))((JJ| :=
> OYOY) @O

Furthermore, to rule out configurations without any qulaitedlng particles, we need to penalize
the symbols{ O, [, ©, ©} at the leftmost qudit (only&) or [» can appear there) and project onto
{®,3, ©, ©} on the rightmost qudit (onlf or O are allowed at the right end). Together, the Hamil-
tonian imposing an energy penalty on configurations cointgiany of the forbidden pairs is

124
Hpen - Z Hpenf + Hleft + Hright~ (17)
f=1

Observe that?,., only catches illegal configurations witbcally detectableerrors, and there exist
illegal configurations that are not locally detectable, itleat have zero energy undA,.,, such as this
one with too many qubits

|©®OIOEIEEIBO0IO0N (18)

To identify these states as illegal, we will have to show theypagate into states with forbidden pairs.
First, though, we want to ensure this propagation, whichegopic of the next section.

4.2 The propagation Hamiltonian

We want to check whether the computation on the line of quuitseeds correctly, in a linear sequence
of configurationsCyy <> -+ < C; <> Cyyq < Ciig < --- <> Ok (see Sectiofl3 and the example
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in Table[2), ensuring the intended unitary operations apieghin the correct order. The propagation-
checking Hamiltoniar,,,., should have a low energy only for a state which is a supeipasif all the
legal configurations, with the gates applied to their qubiitent as planned.

For now, let us look only at the states from the span of thel lsmafigurations, where we waf,,,,,
to give an energy penalty to all states except the historgstorresponding to the circuiit. We would
like to construct it adi ., = fi‘ol H,, whereH,; checks the transition from the stdig) to |¢;.1).
For a candidate low-energy state that has a nonzero oveithpayy), it should insist that it has to have
thesameamplitude as the state. ;). Any two legal configurations are orthogonal, so if locatitg not
matter, it would suffice to use projections onto the statgsas in [2) in Sectiofil2. However, we want
our Hamiltonian to be 2-local.

The computation of the circult, on an initial state runs according to the rules in Table 1 chlaire
(up to) 4-local. AruleLNOR + LPQR applied at some location corresponds to a transition betwee
states|yy) = |---LNOR---) and|¢;11) = |---LPQR---). In the language of Hamiltonians, this
transition is facilitated by

(I® (ILPQR) (LNOR| + |[LNOR) (LPQR|) ®I) [) = |tb¢41)
To penalize states whose overlap with the statgsand|;,) is not the same, we would use

I® (|[LNOR) (LNOR| + |LPQR) (LPQR|) ® 1
—1® (|LPQR) (LNOR| + |LNOR) (LPQR|) ®1,

which within the subspace spanned|by) and|v; 1) project@ onto a state proportional {g;) — [1;41).
The equal superposition of the two states is thus an eigemvesdth eigenvalue 0. However, we want
to use 2-local, not 4-local operators. If we simply invohady the two particles that actually change
(NO + PQ), itwould be possible that the resulting terms ljE&)) (NO| would apply to several places
in a given configuration, leading to a branching of the legalfiguration sequence, instead of producing
a simple connected lin€y < --- < C; <> Ciyq <> --- <> Cgk. This could doom the construction
by giving some energy to history states. However, we will rehww how to construct/; from several
2-qudit terms that can “pick out” and “check” the intendedsitions between the configuratiofsand
Cy11. The trick involves 2-local terms on surrounding qudits @& w

Let us look at a forward application of a rule that changesatgits (z,7 + 1), taking them from
a sub-configuratiod O, ;1) to a sub-configuratio’(); ;1. We constructed the legal configurations
(see Tabl€l4) so that this rule is applicable only to a condigom that is uniquely identifiable by a sub-
configurationX'Y(; ; 11y on some nearby quditg, j + 1). Similarly, the backwards applicability of this
rule is uniquely identifiable by a sub-configuratigml/; ...,y on some nearby qudité, £ 4 1). We now
write a Hamiltonian checking the application of this rule as

|
Hio = (XYY (XY |y + [ZWY(ZW], py — [PQ) (NO|, iy — INOY(PQl,y . (19)

In the simplest caseXY = NO, ZW = PQ andi = j = k, so thatXY, ZW, NO, PQ all involve the
same pair of particle§, i+1). For a more complicated case, let us look at rule ) O +— J|©O
from Tablell. The forward applicability of the rule is unidpéentified by the substrinf]|O on the
first two particles, while the backwards applicability ofstiule is uniquely identified by the substring
©QO on the second and third particles. The Hamiltonian termkihgcahis rule will be given in[(2]7).

Let us now look at an example from a unary clock constructiorsee that history states retain a
zero-energy for a Hamiltonian of the type [19).

4Up to a constant, as it equalsa) (a| with |a) = \/ii (|ehe) + [te41))-
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4.2.1 Analogy with [KKRO6]

As an example, we recall[[7], where the propagation Hamigtonvas reduced from 3-local to 2-local.
There, checking the progress of a unary clock register= |1---1,0---0) can be done with a 3-local
Hamiltonian

H, = (]100)(100]| + |110)(110] — [110)(100| — [100)(110]) (20)

Lt+1,t+27
uniquely picking the statel$) and|t + 1) for which the transition rulé00 <> 110 applies. Instead, we
can make it out of 2-local (and 1-local) terms

H; = [10)(10[¢441 + [10) (10f451,6402 — 1) (Ofs1 — [0) (1]t51- (21)

with the first two terms uniquely identifying the places wiaéne rule should apply, while the last two
(transition) terms are ambiguous in their applicabilitheTprice for the decrease in locality are “mist-
imed” transitions such g411100) — |110100) in the unary clock register. However, observe that the
expectation value of this Hamiltonian in the uniform supeigion of unary clock states is zero, i.e.

1 T

T+1

r,s=

(r| Hils) = 0,

because the mistimed transitions/fj take the state out of the legal subspace, to states orthbgona
any of the proper unary clock states. On the other hand, éimsitrons taking place at proper places are
easily shown to result in O energy. Thus, the restrictiorHpfto the legal clock subspace spanned by
{10),[1),...,|T)} works exactly as the HamiltoniaH Y = [t) (t| + [t + 1) (¢ + 1] — [t + 1) (t] —
|t + 1) (t| from (@). We conclude that a correct history state (a supgtipa of all legal states) has
expectation energy zero under the decreased-localityagaton-checking Hamiltoniah (P1) fromi [7].
The projector terms if; thus picked the applicability place uniquely, while the tinied transitions
coming from the last two terms took the state out of the legalspace (to non-unary clock states).
We will now use this insight to construct ouf,,, from 2-local terms. However, our task is more
complicated, because the unary-clock propagation f0le — 110 for a certain location applied just
once in a sequence of proper clock states. In our case, aomutedving a qubit (or a gate particle) at a
given location in the chain could connect configuratiohs— C,,; as well as some other configurations
Cy + Cyp 1 with the data in the chain shifted by a few positions.

4.2.2 Explicit form of the propagation-checking terms

Instead of writing the propagation Hamiltonian as a sum owhg&ef{,, we choose to write it out as a sum

of termsHpﬁg'p,eZp corresponding to different rulgsapplied at location pair§, i + 1), wherever rulep is

applicable. This generalization is required because oleeortor a pair of particles can facilitate legal
transitions between several configuration pairs. The gaipan Hamiltonian is then

Hprop = Z Z H, p:glszp : (22)
p=1 (i,i+1),

and we want its application to a statg) (corresponding to a legal configuratioh with 2 < ¢ < K) to
resultin

Hprop [t1) = 2|1y) — |¢e—1) — |¢es1) + illegal but locally detectable states (23)
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The propagation term corresponding to rulepd|J <— U,.(J|p)) in Table[1 is simple, as it
involves only the sites and: + 1 and does not create bad transitions. We want to check theféraof
[ to the right and the application of the gdfe (corresponding to the locatiafto the qubit content of
the two neighboring sites. This is done by

aeD _ OO+ (OO (24)
— U, 100 (001 — UL OO0, (25)

and this term appears only for locatiofis: + 1) of the type B in Tabl€l5.
We continue with rulel2|pJ©] «— ||, [B©)] «— |[®XB|, || «+— |©®) for moving the

[»] from positioni to i + 1. Depending on the location in the chain, the Hamiltoniamtezads

HED _ \BO0)®0] 11 + [PB) (PB4
— [P (BJO];,i+1 — IBIO) (PP|ii41, (26)

with PO = ©(©) for locations(i,: + 1) of type A, PO = ®Q© for locations of type C, an®O = ©QO
for locations of type E.

The propagation terms for rulé OO +— J|©O, OO0 «— [O|©Q) govern the creation
of the symbole. We now involve three particles, but again, only two at a tileaving the Hamiltonian

2-local:
D — | XONX Oliisr + 1©ONO0 sr42
— O (X Ol — [ XO)YOONii11 (27)
with X = [p] at locations of the type D and = [] at locations of the type B. Only the projector term
identifying the backwards applicability of rulé 4 involvegarticle pair different fronfi, 7 + 1).

Ruleld (Oi© «— OO0, 106} «— 1©0)) pusheso to the left, and its checking Hamiltonian is
again simple:

HOB _ | X ©)(XO)i i1 + |©X)(OX]iinn
COXNX Ol — |XONOX it (28)

with X = (o) at locations of the type ACE and witk = [] at locations of the type BD.
The Hamiltonian for ruleél6e ® |0 «— XX, ®O|O +— ®|O) kills the symbol© and

mirrors the ones for rulg 4:
HOD | ©0) (O i1+ |@W)@W i in1
— |@W )OO+ — [EO) (W i i41 (29)
with W = [»] at locations of the type D and” = [] at locations of the type B.

Rule[3 is the most complicated one since its definition isc&lloWe reduce the locality by looking
only at qudit pair: — 1,7) and (i + 1,7 + 2) to identify the applicability of this rule to statés,;) and
|1v+1) which can be connected by an application of fdle 3. Note timapgir(i, 7 + 1) has to be of the
type ACE.

We begin by writing out the propagation terms correspondiingach of the possible transitions in
rule3. Rule3b[JIOOIO «— Oi@Oi0) applies to pairgi,i + 1) of type A, C, andE:

H8BD o0y @0+ 100 @0k
— OO0+ — IO@) (@041 (30)
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Rule[3& ¥ «+— ®|®OIO) applies to pairgi, i + 1) of type A and E:

AL Q0@ + 100 @O0 v
— RO (OO)i,i+1 — IO@) (R4, i41- (31)

Rule[3¢ (3OO «— 0@ ) acts on pairs of type A and C:

AP _ o0y @0l + 100) @0k
— @O (O0i+1 — 1OO) (@O it1- (32)

Finally, rulel3d RIJOIO +— RIXJIO) handles a special type of illegal configuration that corgai
only a single qubit-holding particle. In combination withles[4E£®, it helps to move this qubit until it
reaches a locally-detectable illegal configuration. Foatmns(i,: + 1) of type A, C and E, we write

HUED @) (@0 1s + ITONOO 1442
— RO (AO)i,i+1 — OO (®Os,i41- (33)

To obtain the overall Hamiltonian for rulé 3, we do not simplym these four terms, as we would
include the term$®)(®O]i- 14, DO (OO0 1112, 100 (O0]i-14: 100 (OO0 41,442 twice.
The function of these projectors is to pick out the ‘befomed &after’ configurations of the corresponding
transition rule. Since we want each legal configuration tigdl out exactly once, we include them only
in a single copy, i.e.

A — \O0) @001+ 100 (001002 (34)
+1@®O(®Oli-1: + I00XO0O i1 1,42 (35)
— @O (OO — 10©)(©@0Oi (36)
— OO0+ — OO0 {®O:i+1 (37)
— |®O)(OCl:i+1 — [O©)(®Olii+1  only at location types AE (38)
— 10O (O0i+1 — 100)(©@O]:i+1 only at location types AC (39)

where the first four lines apply at locatiofisi + 1) of the types ACE, and the last two lines apply only
at the location types listed (AE and AC). The projector temmitis Hamiltonian term applied to a legal
configuration now gives something nonzero only when[rulel8atbe applied to this legal configuration
—and induces exactlyneforward andonebackward legal transition. Possibly, it could also indulegal
transitions, which lead to illegal states detectabld®y,). On the other hand, when rug(in its 4-local
form) is not applicable to a given configuration, we get nojgotion terms, only transitions to illegal
states.

Note that we need to fix the prescriptions at the ends of thnciiée do this by omitting the particles
with positions withi — 1 < 1,7+ 1 > 2nRor:+ 2 > 2nR, e.g., using only a single-particle projector
I03) (|1 as the first term in(34) at the location pair (1,2). Togethkthese terms make Upop.
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4.2.3 Applying the propagation Hamiltonian: examples

Let us see the Hamiltonian for rulé 3 in action. We list a fewraples, applying it in a location of the
type E (with a block boundary on the right), first to legal cgofations:

a legal configuration applyingHé[g':Fb for (i,i +1) = (5,6) gives

C1 = ®¥RXI®XOOIDO0I00 - - | +®XXOOeIOO0|O0- - - (projection)
—®IXOOOOIOO:- - - (legal transition)
—XX|XO®OITO0/O0 - - - (locally detectable
C, = ®RVIXRIOIOEO0: - | +®Q®®OEIO|O0 - - - (projection)
—~XR|XRIRXOOIO0: - - (legal transition)
—~X¥RXKEOO@IOO- - - (locally detectable
C3 = ®¥O©eOIO0I00:-- | —®¥O©eeeOdO/OO:- - - (locally detectable
—®O©Ee|XOITO|OO - - - (locally detectable

For the first configuratiod’;, the pair (5,6) is indeed where riile 3 should apply. Thus e geojection
from (34), and a legal transition frorh (36). There is an adddl illegal transition from[(38), locally
detectable by the illegal pair]®). The second configuratiof,; should transform forward by applying
rule[3. The configuration is projected By [35), has a legaisiteon from [38) and an extra illegal one
from (38) with the bad substrin@©). For the third configuratioty’;, rule[3 should not apply (the proper-
transition producing rule is now rulé 5, involvirg) — thus we get nothing from the projection terms
(34)-(35). Instead, we get two transitions to illegal ssat€36) creates a state with a bad subst(ng)
and [38) makes a state detectable by the .

Let us look at one more example, checking WFIaé, ':lzb does to an illegal, allowed but not locally
detectable configuration. This special case is crucial &ecting configurations with badly aligned
blocks or with too few/too many qubits.

an allowed but illegal configurationapplyingH(r“'eBb for the middle pair

0= - ®O0000 - | +@0eL0[0000 - (projecton)
—REIORIELIO0I00- - (loc. detectable
(40)

The configuratior, is projected once by (35) and an illegal transition froml (8i&kes a configuration
with a forbidden pai_]|O. Note that we did not obtain a legal transition, even thougk[B was
applicable and gave us a projection term. In Sedtioh 6.2 Viegnamnslate this into a lower bound on the
ground state energy for such states.

4.2.4 Classifying the legal and illegal transitions

When Hy,o, (22) acts on a state of the system, it induces changes in tifeggaation (besides some-
times performing a two-qubit unitary operation). This douastion differs from the one in_[1] in that
the changes can occur at more than one location along tha.chais is readily apparent when one
considers the action of the whole propagation Hamiltoniarthe state with a configuration such as
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- RRIPEIOIO0I00 - - - (the first line in Tabl€R). We obtain

Hpwop| - - Q@IPOIOQIOCIOCO:- - ) =+ |- - QKIEEIOIO0|I00 - -
— |- @IEOIO0I00: -
+ [ ®EEIOe@O0O: -

) (41
)
)
- |---®ei0e0e 0000 )
)
)
)

- |- ®IMEeOd000: -
- |- ®IMEIROO0I0O0- -
- |- ®¥@IMEOCIXOICO- -

with the first 2 terms coming froni_(26), connected with fuleo® foving thep] particle, the second 2
terms coming from(29), connected with backward applicatibrulel6 for makingo disappear. These 4
terms are exactly what we would like. However, we also obtfaénthree transitions to locally detectable
states on the 5-7th lines, due fo}(36)4(38), connected wligid for moving a qubif ]. The way the legal
and locally detectable terms are produceddyy,,, in our construction obeys certain rules.

We can check that{,,., acting on a statey,) with a legal configuration (i.e. one appearing in
a computation as in Tablg 2, with a correct number of qubitspgrly aligned between boundaries)
produces a superpositidt,.,, |¢;) that contains

1. The original legal state with amplitude 2 (for two ruleatthpply to it), except fot = 0 andt = K,
where the amplitude is 1 (only a single rule applies to thosedtates).

2. Two new legal configurations: one due to a ‘forward’ tréinsito |¢;,1) and one due to a ‘back-
ward’ transition to|y);_1). Note that fort = 0 andt = K we only get one legal transition.

3. Some illegal terms, which are all locally detectable with, (such as the 5th line il (#1), with the
illegal combination©)(©)).

Points 1 and 2 are a property of our construction with projetgrms uniquely picking out only the
“active” spots in a given configuration. We discuss the veatfon of point 3 (verifying that transition
terms applied at inappropriate times are always locallgcable) in the next section.

Note that there exist allowed (not containing one of theifitbn pairs) configurations that are not
locally detectable (such as the configurat{@nin (40) with a single qubit). These are either improperly
aligned or have an incorrect number of qubits. For some sftiséatesti o, gives only one transition to
another allowed state, while it still projects onto theestatice — this will be used to show the energy of
such locally undetectable states is still high. For exarttpbeconfiguration from(40) is projected twice
by the terms inH ., corresponding to ruldg 3 and (the backwards applicatiof.of)

Lemma A configuration that does not contain any of the forbiddemsgie. those penalized by,..,) is
either one of the legal configurations (configurations tltatio in the course of a computation), or (i) has
a [qubits] string of incorrect length, or (ii) has a [qubissiing of the right length, but improperly aligned
with the block boundaries.

Proof: Careful checking of the allowed pairs at positigng + 1) for odd: and even from Table[b
implies the allowed joining of symbol pairs given in Table J)his in turn restricts the legal/allowed
configurations to form (x- - x)[qubits](u - - - u) where fjubitd is a nonzero string with the structufd (5)-

13).
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The only configurations that are not ruled out by these cemnattns are: (i) the legal configurations,
(ii) configurations with aqubitg string of the wrong length (not containing exactlyqubits), (iii) con-
figurations with a qubitg string with the right number of qubits, but improperly aied with the blocks

(e.9.--- ®W®OEOMIOOC|O- - - which eventually evolves to - Q|O|@O@OMO|O - - -
with a bad paii® ()] indicative of a misaligned block}]

5 Completeness

Suppose there exists a witne$s), that is accepted by, with probability > 1 — e. Beginning with
the initial statqw0> @) that has: qubits with qubit contenf)”~") ® [¢), we get the history state) =
ﬁ Et _o |1+) associated with circuit,. The configurations occurring in this superposition aretya
the legal configurations. Given that all the ancilla qubityevinitially in the|0) state,H;, evaluates to
zero on|n). Since all the configurations in the superposition are ledgl, also evaluates to zero.

We next note the following facts about the legal configuradito be used in the claim.

Fact 1. Any legal configuration can contain at most one substringhenléfthand side of the transition
rules1£6. This means that to any legal configuration, at roostof the transition rules can apply in the
forward direction. Furthermore, a legal configuration caontain at most one substringY(; ;;1) (and

thus be connected to a single projector term of the typ¥) (XY, ., in all of Hg‘ﬁ(',‘;’; (@9)).

The first part of this fact can be verified by inspection of ibedf legal configurations in Tablé 2 and the
transitions that can be applied to them in Tdble 1. To cheelséitond part (about the projector terms),
in Table[® we list the substring§ Y identifying active spots in legal configurations from thejpctor
terms of the typeXY) (XY, ., in all of the Hg‘ﬁ(')e’; An inspection of the legal sequence again shows

that each state in it has onIy one spot where one of the sngstxiY appears (at a proper location with
respect to the boundaries).

Fact 2. Any legal configuration can contain at most one substrinmftbe righthand side of the transition
rules[1£6 (i.e. at most one transition rule applies to it i thackward direction). Furthermore, a legal
configuration can contain at most one substridg/, 1) (@and thus be connected to a single projector

term of the typeZ W) (ZW|, ., in all of Hye" (19)).

Fact 3. For a legal configurationC}, there can be multiple places containing one of the subg$rin
NOgi+1) or PQii+1) from all of the terms mHSr’(')‘;’j (I9). However, exchanging any O — PQ

in C; leads to locally detectable illegal configurations for alses except one, which gives the legal
(following) configurationC’; ;. Similarly, exchanging any’Q — NO in C, leads to locally detectable

illegal configurations for all cases except one, which giveslegal (preceding) configuratiati, ;.

We have chosen thBQ's and NO’s so that they work properly where they should, and alwagsipce
locally detectable illegal configurations when used at ‘fygrdimes” (i.e. improper locations). This can

be checked by careful inspection of the transition rulestands mHQrJ(';’;
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location type| XY (for a forward transition) | ZW (for a backward transition)
A -] e, K |©©), |©0]
®) - OO0 K000 | Om 00 0000
®) - OO ®ip, €0
B -1 | oa,®al, Ol O, @0

Table 6: Substrings identifying active spots in legal camfagions. We list all of the substrings appearing
in the projector terms of the typ&'Y') (XY, , ., and|ZW) (ZW|, , ., from all of theHF’)‘r’(',epﬁ terms [24),
(29), (34),27),[(ZB) and(29). Finding a substring XY of gdeconfiguratiorC; uniquely indicates that
the configuration is connected to some configura@ipn, ahead of it. Similarly, finding a substring ZW

uniquely locates a backward transition to sofe; .
Claim 2. For any history statén) with an initial configurationCy, from (@), (n| Hprop|n) = 0.

Proof: Let us see what happens when we apfly,, to a statdy,) with a legal configuratiod;. The
propagation Hamiltonian is made from terms of the typé (&} projection terms built from substrings
XY andZW, and transition terms exchanging substrings for P and vice versa.

First, due to Fadil1, a legal configurati6fcontains only one substringY/; ;. 1), and this projection
term will apply, producing;). Second, due to Fakt 3, the corresponding transition €y, ;1) —
PQi i1y will apply, producing the state- [¢,,1). Possibly, other transition terms for other substrings
NO — PQ will apply at a different (or the same) location, but thesepabduce locally detectable
configurations, which are orthogonal to legal ones. Thitak th FacER we get a single projection term
because of the unique substriadl ;. .1y, producing|v;) again. Fourth, again due to Fact 3, we get a
single legal transition te- |¢;_;), and possible other, illegal, detectable states.

In sum, the action offpp 0N [y) (for 1 < ¢ < K — 1) produces,— |t;—1) + 2 [¢y) — [¢hi41) iN
the legal subspace, and a vector that lies in the space dijaedectable illegal configurations. For the
endpoint states, we only g&t,op|1o) = 1) — |11) + illegal states, an@pop [k ) = [Vr) — | _1) +
illegal states. Observe that within the legal subspacd tia rows and columns of the matrix form of
Hpop SUM to zero. Looking now at a history state, a uniform superposition of legal states (for a given
initial state), we obtairn| H, |n) = 0, sinceHpqop|n) = 0 when restricted to the legal subspace, and the
illegal terms produced by, are orthogonal ton). O

With the propagation Hamiltonian evaluating to zero on gprdiistory state, we have

<7]|JinHin + JpropHprop + Jpoan0n|lr]> = 0.

Consider now the last remaining term in the HamiltonignH,..|n). SinceH,,; acts only on the state

with [ on the last qubit, this term equaé;%@ﬂHoutwm = 2, Wherep, is the probability that the
output qubit is zero in the final step. Since the computatamepts with probability — py > 1 — ¢, we

have<77| Hout |77> S Ki—l' FinaIIy,

€
(n| H |n) = 0| JmnHin + JpropHprop + Jpen Hpen + Hout In) < T_H (42)

This concludes our completeness proof, showing that theggrier a proper history state corresponding
to the verifying computation on a well-accepted witngsds close to zero. Therefore, the ground state
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energy offf is also small, in fact it is upper-bounded by= <, whereK = (R—1)(3n°+2n—1)+2n,
with R a polynomial inn.

6 Soundness

We now need to show that in the case that there exists no withasis accepted bl with probability
greater than, the ground state energy éf is bounded away from zero.

We partition the set of configurations into minimal s&t#hat are invariant under the action &f,,.
The invariant sets are of three types:

1. Sets that contain legal configurations and locally dat#etillegal configurations.
2. Sets that contain only locally detectable illegal confagions.
3. Sets that contain only illegal configurations, some ofohlare not locally detectable

As we have seen previously, the actionf®f,,, on a legal configuration produces legal ‘forward’ and
‘backward’ transitions, besides transitions to illegatfigurations.

lllegal configurations that are not locally detectable eithave the wrong number of qubits or have
the right number of qubits but are incorrectly aligmith the blocks. Since the transition rules do not
change the number of two-state sites in a configuration nangd the alignment of thigubits] string,
legal configurations cannot transition to illegal confidimas that are not locally detectable. Similarly,
illegal configurations that are not locally detectable caly turn into other non-locally detectable illegal
configurations, or into locally detectable illegal configtions.

A vector belonging to a subspace of type 2 has energy,.,, due to the presence of at least one
locally detectable illegal pair that is penalized By.,,. We now need to show that vectors from spaces
of type 1 and 3 have high energy. We do this by repeated useedPttbjection Lemma, a technique
introduced in[[¥Y]. The lemma allows us to bound the grountéstaergy of our Hamiltonian by restricting
it to progressively smaller subspaces of the Hilbert space.

Lemma 1 (Projection Lemma, [|7] Lemma 1) et H = H; + H, be the sum of two Hamiltonians
operating on some Hilbert spadé = S + S+. Suppose the HamiltoniaH, is such thatS is a zero
eigenspace and the eigenvectorsSin have eigenvalue at least> 2||H,||. Then,

L™ (1) < A(H ) 43)

)‘(H1|S) - JTqulH >

where\(A) denotes the lowest eigenvalue of an operator

SAn example of a locally undetectable, misaligned sequence® [J|© J|@J|JO|O O[O O --- The block
length is 4, and when thp] particle eventually reaches the front of thgubitd, it will happen away from a sequence

boundary — there we’ll be able to detect it.
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6.1 Type 1 subspace

We consider the action di on 7, the space spanned by configurations of type 1. We apply thegr
tion lemma with
Hl = JinHin + JpropHprop + Houta H2 = Jpeanen~

Let Spen be the subspace Gf, that is spanned by legal configurations. Thga, € H; is the zero
eigenspace off,. On S;en, H, has energy> J,.,. Since||H;|| < poly(n), we can pick/,., to be some
polynomial such thafl,., > 2||H,||, allowing us to apply the projection lemma:

ANH) > NHi|spe,) — 1/8. (44)
Now we bound the lowest eigenvalue 8| s,.,,
Hi|spen = Hout|spen + Jin Hin| $pen + Jprop Hprop| spen-
We apply the projection lemma again, with
Hi = Hout|Spen + JinHinlSpens Hs = Tprop Hprop| Spen-

To simplify the analysis of the eigenvaluesj,.,, we rotate to a different basis — one in which all
the gates fronV/, are just the identity operator. We define the unitary matfrix

K
W=> U---U® [t
t=0
where|t) represents the configuration in th¢h step of the computation, arid, . . ., U; are the first

unitary operations performed on the qubit content of théigdas. Then we have,

1 1
-1 0 0 0
1 1
-1 =10
0 —4 1 -1
WTHprOP|SpenW = I ® O 0 _% (45)
0
Lo
1 1
L 0 e 00 =3 2 d (K4+1)x(K+1)

This matrix has only one zero-eigenvector, namely the J@Btbry state. Thereforyp C Spen C
‘H, the set of correct history states (disregarding initialestf ancilla qubits). This matrix has second

largest eigenvalug m (see Appendik 612). Therefore, HELrop’ H, has minimum energy Jy,,op -

m. Choosing/y,.p SO that2(‘;§jflp)2 > 2||H{||, the projection lemma gives us:

1
3
with

)\(Hl‘spen> Z )\(H“Sprop) - (46)

We now apply the projection lemma a third time,[ig| s,

" "
Hl - HOllt|Spr0p7 H2 - JIHHIH

|Sprop‘
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HY has zero eigenspac®, C Spop C Spen C Hi, the set of history states with correctly initialized
ancilla qubits. Sincé?/ is in the standard basis and applies to vectors that arerpistates with O on
the ancilla input (i.e., irb;.), H} has minimum energy) ( L ) Therefore,J;, can be chosen so that

P K+1
> 2||HY||. Then

Sin ) - é ) (47)

andH/|s,, = Hout|s,,. FOr any input staté, 0), the circuitl, accepts with probabilityc e. Therefore,
for any|n) € S;,, we have(n|Houw|n) > (1 —€)/(K + 1). In particular, this is true for the eigenvector
|n) of H,, with the lowest eigenvalue. Therefok€H ¢ |s,n) > (1 —€)/(K + 1).

Combining [47) with[(44) and (36), we hawé¢/) > 2 —e.
Now we look at vectors from subspaces of type 3.

ACH1 | Sypop) = ACHY

6.2 Type 3 subspace

A locally undetectable illegal configuration eith@) has the wrong number of qubits, @¥) has the
[qubits| string incorrectly aligned with the blocks.

Consider a (locally undetectable illegal) configuratiothve[® site. Thelqubits] string either crosses
a block boundary, or is too short (or both). Tmoves right until it either hits the end of theubit s]
string or it hits a block boundary. If the end of thg:bits] string does not coincide with a block bound-
ary, the configuration eventually evolves to contain eitfgo)| or ||, both of which are locally
detectable. If the end of theubits| string does coincide with the block boundary (this can ordp-h
pen when théqubits| string is too short), the qubits get moved over into the néxtly where &» is
generated again, and, moving right, eventually producesra® |, which is locally penalized.

A locally undetectable illegal configuration with@ also eventually evolves into a locally detectable
one: the© moves thdqubits] string to the right until the beginning of theubits] string coincides with
the beginning of a block, and generatg®laat which point the above argument applies.

If our locally undetectable illegal configuration has neit] or ©, i.e. its [qubitg substring consists
only of [Js (separated bg)s), the qubits begin to move themselves to the right, evéiptganerating a
© or [p] flag, at which point, the previous arguments apply: the eimidoes indeed result in a locally
detectable configuration.

In all the above cases, a locally detectable illegal conéigon is reached within polynomially many
steps/transitions. To see this, consider a configuratidmatiqubits. It takeoly(n’) steps to move the
[qubits] string over one block, and by the preceding arguments, dlyodaeckable configuration must
be reached at some point in this ‘round’ of computation. Siriccan be at mostn R, this number of
steps (which we labek”) must be polynomial im. In other words, the transition rules eventually take
the state outsidé{; = Span(configurations of type 3). We can treat the restriabo#/ .., t0 H3 in
much the same way as we did its restrictiorHo.

We attempt to bound the lowest eigenvalueJgf, Hyen + JpropHprop ON Hsz USINg the projection
lemma, withH, = JyopHprop @aNd Hy = JyenHpen. The zero eigenspace éf;, is the space of illegal
states that araot locally detectableSyen C Hs. H, has energy> J,., on Spien. ChoosingJ,., to be
POLY (oron | Hyrop ),

1
3
We now need the lowest eigenvalue .Qf., Hy.op |5, We rotate bases once again, using the unitary

matrix 1/ defined earlier, with the difference that now represents theth configuration in the sequence
of (locally undetectable) illegal configurations that asgrom the transition rules and forms the steps of

)‘(H) > )‘(H1|Spen) - (48)
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the ‘computation’. This sequence of configurations tern@san a locally detectable illegal configuration
on at least one end. (The other end of the sequence could loallylondetectable illegal configuration
from which there are no further transitions.) When we hawvaasition to a locally illegal configuration,
the action off,,,,, on the last nonlocally detectable illegal configuratifii’f) in the sequence is to pick
this configuration out twice, i.e., there are two projecton$o this configuration ierrOp|5pen, with the
result that, in the space of configurations, the last (or, fnsboth) diagonal element (WTHprop|spenW
is 1 instead of.

In other wordsJV 1 Hyyop| 5,V 100ks like

(f -+ 0 0 0 i
-3 1 -1 0
0o -1 1 -3
e o o -1 (49)
0
1
|00 0 _% 9 1 (krs1yx(k'+1)

with f =1,9 = % or f = g = 1. This is a matrix for a quantum walk on a line with particulaubdary
conditions.

The least eigenvalue of either of these matrice® |<sﬁ) (see Appendix612). Sinc&’is a

polynomial inn, choosingJ,.,, to be an appropriately large polynomialsin we can lower-bound the
energy ofH on type-3 subspaces by some constant.
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Eigenvalues
Here we analyze the eigenvalues of the three matrices ino&&:t Our matrices are of the form:
[f -2 0 0 -+ 0 0]
_% 1 _% 0O --- -+ 0
0 -+ 1 -1
0 0 —3 (50)
0
1
L 0 e 0 =5 g (L+1)x (L+1)

where, in subspaces of typefl= g = % and in subspaces of type 3, eitherfi}= g =1 or (i) f =1
andg = % (we could also havg = % andg = 1, but this doesn’t change the eigenvalues).

We wish to solve the eigenvalue equatibhc = \x, wherex = (zg, 71, 2o, ..., z)T andM is our
matrix. It is easy to see thatmust satisfy the equations
1 1
— 51’3'_1 + Tj— §l’j+1 = )\.I'j for 1 S] <L-1. (51)

We use the ansatz
z; = Acosk(j +c)+ Bsink(j +c). (52)
whereA, B, k andc are reals. Plugging this intb (51):
—(cosk) (Acosk(j+c¢)+ Bsink(j+c¢)) =(A—1)(Acosk(j + ¢) + Bsink(j + ¢))
A=1—cosk

Any vectorz with x; = Acosk(j + ¢) + Bsink(j + ¢) satisfies[(511) withh = 1 — cos k. Now we
apply the ‘boundary conditions’ in the first cage=£ g = %). The eigenvectors and eigenvalues are

miT
Ap =1 — ,
COS<L+1)

L
mm 1
m/ — . - . f :0,1,...,L.
V) JEZOCOS<L+1(]+2)) 17) orm

We can check this by plugging into the boundary conditiora¢igns

1 1
5% = 5T = (1 — cos k)xo,
i+ Raen = (1 - cosk)
——xr_1+ -2 = (1 — cos )
2$L 1 2CCL TL
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The lowest eigenvalue in this case is 0 (whenr= 0). The second-lowest eigenvalue is

e () > () (5 ws)
-2(i377)

i.e.,1/poly(L), whereL is the number of steps, as promised.
Now we consider the next set of boundary conditighs- ¢ = 1 (subspace of type 3). We get
eigenvalues and eigenvectors:

L (m+ )7
A =1 COS<7L+1 ,
|y = Zcos<m+1 (7 —l—l))\j) form=0,1,..., L.

This is again easily checked by plugging into the equations

1
vy — 51 = (1 — cosk)zg,

—5%L-1 +x, = (1 —cosk)xy

The lowest eigenvalue hereJig = 1 — cos (%), which isQ( (7 55)-
The final set of boundary conditions to considefis- 1,9 = 1 . The eigenvalues and eigenvectors

in this case are:
(2m+ )7
A, = 1 — — ],
o8 < 2L+ 3

(2m+ 1)m .
|thm) = Zsm( 2L+3) (j+1)) 17) form=0,1,...,L.

The lowest eigenvalue hereJis = 1 — cos (5773) = Ugrp)-
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