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Abstract

We study the Universality and Membership Problems for gate sets consisting
of a finite number of quantum gates. Our approach relies on the techniques from
compact Lie groups theory. We also introduce an auxiliary problem called Subgroup
Universality Problem, which helps in solving some instances of the Membership
Problem, and can be of interest on its own. The resulting theorems are mainly
formulated in terms of centralizers and the adjoint representations of a given set of
quantum gates.

1 Introduction

It is well known that to construct any logic operation a classical computer needs just
a single 2-bit gate (such as NAND), since we can compose such gate many times in
different ways and build any other gate. Due to nonabelian structure of the unitary
group the situation is manifestly not the same for quantum computers. Compositions
of one quantum gate can only generate an abelian subgroup. Moreover, the set of all
unitary operations is uncountable. Thus using parametrized gates (e.g. all the rotations
about certain axes), we can, under some conditions on the choice of the axes, precisely
build any other gate. On the other hand if we only have access to a finite set S of not-
parametrized gates instead, we can implement precisely only countable subset of unitary
operations, which we denote by < & >. If this countable set is dense in the set of
unitary operations, we call § a universal set of gates. Alternatively one can say that S is
universal iff by composing gates from S can can approximate arbitrarily well any unitary
operations. A celebrated result in quantum computing states that a universal gate-set
for one qubit together with one additional 2-qubit entangling gate is a universal gate-set
for any number of qubits [1, 2] (see also [3] for fermionic systems).

It is not difficult to choose a universal gate-set, since almost any gate-set of fixed
cardinality bigger or equal two is universal (i.e. universal gate-sets form a Zariski open
set [4]) and particular universal gate-sets are known [2]. Despite this, recently there
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has been some activity regarding the Universality Problem, which asks whether a given
gate-set is universal. An algorithm for universality checking has been proposed [5] [6, [7].
There are a few natural generalizations of the universality problem that we study in this
paper. First of all, one can consider the Membership Problem, which asks whether we
can approximate arbitrarily well just certain gates (no matter whether the gate-set is
universal or not). Next, since there are proposed physical implementation of quantum
computers which rely on quantum optics [8, O, 10, 11] and exploit d > 2 modes of light,
we can generalize the problems to qudits ([I2] provides another motivation in the context
of fermionic linear optics). Finally, since the unitary group is a compact Lie group, we
can generalize the problems to any other compact Lie group K. This generalization can
be of some relevance in the context of VQAs, where the phenomenon of barren plateaus
can in principle be avoided at the cost of reducing the expressibility of the ansatz (i.e.
restricting the reachable set of gates to a subgroup) [13]. Our generalization also allows
to reformulate the problems at the level of the Lie algebra € of K, in the hope that solving
these new problems help for solving the original ones.

Following this line of reasoning we consider a subalgebra g of £ generated by a subset
X of £, but we do not want to generate g explicitly, i.e. by taking linear combinations of
nested commutators of elements in €. Instead, we follow the approach taken in [14] [15] [16]
5] and in Section Pl we review the results considering the universality and the membership
problems for compact Lie algebras. In our notation the membership problem concerns
checking if a subset ) of ¢ (possibly just one element of ¢) satisfies ) C g. The problem
has been solved in [15] [16] and we review it in Theorem

Our main goal is to consider analogous problems for finite sets of gates. In our setting
we are given a subset S C K, where K = SU(d) and we define the Lie subgroup H C K
as the closure of the set of words whose alphabet is S. The Universality Problem for
Lie groups asks whether H = K. The problem was studied in [5] [6]. Here we provide
an alternative proof of Lemma 4.8 of [5] that relies on properties of an auxiliary space
defined in Definition [l We believe that the techniques we developed can be of some
interest on its own and they are also crucial for the membership problem.

Next we consider the membership problem for Lie groups, i.e. for a given subset T of
K (possibly just one element of K) we ask whether 7" C H. In order to deal with this
we introduce some additional structure and an auxiliary problem which we call Subgroup
Unwversality Problem, that we describe in the next paragraph.

In the subgroup universality problem we consider the subalgebra g of £ generated by
a subset X C ¢ and the unique connected Lie subgroup G C K whose Lie algebra is g.
Explicitly, G is the set of words whose alphabet is either the exponential of g or just
the one-parameter subgroups corresponding to X ([I7, [18]). We finally define S as the
exponential of X and H as the closure of the set of words whose alphabet is S. The
Subgroup Universality Problem asks if H = G and we solve it for g simple in Theorem
Having Theorem [B we go back to the Membership Problem for Lie groups and distinguish
a few cases in which we can solve it (Theorem [6] and Theorem [7]). We also comment on
the limitations of this approach.

All of our theorems have the following form: the answer to a given problem is ’yes’
if and only if some centralizers involving the adjoint representation of the Lie algebra
(or Lie group) are equal and some additional condition holds. In some sense, the goal of
this paper is not solving our problems completely (which in general is a hopeless task,



as shown for instance in [19]), but showing how far we can go with statements of that
form. The choice of the adjoint representation of a Lie algebra or Lie group is natural one
as every Lie algebra and every Lie group has the adjoint representation. The additional
condition are expressed directly in terms of the Lie algebra or the Lie group and is needed
since the adjoint representation does not encode full information about the Lie algebra
or a Lie group.

2 Universality and membership problems for Lie al-
gebras

In this section we introduce some basic concepts that will play a crucial role throughout
the paper and review the results concerning the universality and membership problems
for Lie algebras [14] [15, 16, 5]. We assume the reader is familiar with the basics of Lie
algebras, and refer to the appendix for the technicalities concerning reductive and compact
Lie algebras. Unless otherwise stated, we will be using the Killing form of a Lie algebra
as a natural inner product.

Definition 1. Let £ be a Lie algebra and let X’ be a subset of £. Then (X), the subalgebra
of € generated by X, is any of the following equivalent objects:

e the minimal subalgebra of £ which contains X,
e the subalgebra of £ to which the following sequence of subspaces of £ converges:
Wy = Span (X)),
Wi = W, + [W;, Wy].
Another important observation is that (-) commutes with Lie homomorphisms, i.e. linear
maps that preserves Lie bracket, i.e the commutator.

Lemma 1. Let & and £ be Lie algebras. Let f : € — ¥ be a Lie homomorphism. Let X be
a subset of ¢.

f&) = (f(X)).
We continue with the definition of the notion of a centralizer.

Definition 2. Let £ be a Lie algebra. Let g be a subalgebra of £ and let X be a subset
of &. The centralizer of X in g is the following subalgebra of g:

Co(X)={reg|VyeX][z,y] =0}.

Having a subset X C g there are quantities depending on a generated subalgebra, (X)),
that can be calculated without generating (X’). As an immediate consequence of Defini-
tion 2] we get the following lemma:

Lemma 2. Let ¢ be a Lie algebra and g be a subalgebra of €. Let X be a subset of €.
Cy ({(X)) = Cq (X).
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For compact Lie algebras we introduce projection operators associated with the set X.

Definition 3. Let € be a compact Lie algebra and X’ be a subset of £. Py is the projector
such that Im (Py) = C¢ (X) and Ker (Py) = ¥ N Cy (X))

One can see (cf. Theorem [IT]) that Py is well defined, namely that € = Im (Py)@®Ker (Py).
Similarly as in Lemma [2] we have

Lemma 3. Let £ be a compact Lie algebra and X be a subset of €. Then Py = Px.

Once we know a decomposition of a generated subalgebra, it is natural to ask how to
generate the summands in the decomposition independently. The following theorem
provides the answer for compact Lie algebras (see Remark [I2)), and its first equality
happens to be yet another instance of our “golden rule”.

Lemma 4. Let ¢ be a compact Lie algebra. Let X be a subset of . Let g := (X).

Cy (9) = Span (Py (X)),
g = ((1 - Px)(X)).

We are finally ready to recall the results of [I5 [16] and [5]. The two results that are
important from our perspective are the universality and membership problems for Lie
algebras. In the first one we are given a finitd] set of hamiltoniand X , and we ask if (and
how) we can decide whether (X) = u(d) without generating (X’). The general solution
of this problem for any compact Lie algebra ¢ is given in the following theorem [I5] 16].

Theorem 1. Let ¢ be a compact Lie algebra. Let X be a subset of € and g .= (X).
g=%t < Cy (ady) = Cye (ad¢) and dim (Span (P (X))) = dim (C; (¥)) .

For the membership problem, that is a natural generalization of the universality problem,
we are given two finite sets of hamiltonians X; and ), and we ask if (and how) we
can decide whether Y C (&}) without generating (X;). Since (X; U Y) is the minimal
subalgebra which contains A} UY and, at the same time, a subalgebra which contains X7,
it follows that (X)) C (&X; U)Y). Therefore we reformulate the problem and ask if we can
decide whether (X;) = (X; U)Y) without generating (X)) and (X} UY). We generalize
the problem solved in [15] [16] to any compact Lie algebra € and answer our question in
the affirmative by the following theorem.

Theorem 2. Let t be a compact Lie algebra, Xy and Y be subsets of € and let Xy := XUV .
Let g, .= (X}) and g, = (Xs).

0. =g, <= Cyp (ady,) = Caiee) (ady,) and dim (Span (P, (X1))) = dim (Span (Px, (X3))) .

Remark 1. Theorem [ is still valid if we perform the substitution Py, — Py, in the
condition

dim (Span (Px, (X1))) = dim (Span (Px, (X2))).

!This assumption is obvious in real life, but irrelevant in the following theorem.
2Formally a subset of u(d) after multiplication by the imaginary unit.




3 Universality and membership problems for quan-
tum gates

In this section we discuss (subgroup) universality and membership problems in the con-
text of quantum gates rather than Hamiltonians. Having a set of Hamiltonians, X', we can
consider associated quantum gates, i.e. the set of group elements S = {exp(X)| X € X'}.
On the other hand we can also consider one parameter subgroups S = {exp(tX)| X €
X, t € R}. The scenario with S corresponds to situation when we can apply our Hamil-
tonians only for fixed amount of time and the scenario with S places no restriction on the
time of Hamiltonians application. It is natural to ask under which conditions the groups
generated by S and S coincide. Furthermore we will also investigate what happens when
we extend the set of Hamiltonians X by an additional element Y which is not present
in (X). The condition Y ¢ (X) can be checked by Theorem 2l This will lead us to the
solution of a certain instance of the membership problem for quantum gates.
Let us start with fixing notation and recalling the basic facts.

Definition 4. Let K be a group and S be a subset of K. We define the set of words of
length n constructed from elements of S by S™ = {g1---gn | gr € S}. By (S) we denote
a (possibly infinite) set of words of all lengths, (S) = J,—, 5"

Deciding what is (.S) requires techniques that do not relay on finding S™ for every n as this
can be an infinite process. As was shown in [5] the crucial role is played by the so-called
adjoint representation Ad : K — GL(¥) which for matrix Lie groups is defined by the
conjugation Ad,(X) := gXg' (see appendix and [5] for more details regarding relevant
properties of the adjoint representation ). The following two lemmas are fundamental
properties that are useful from our purposes.

Lemma 5. Let K be a Lie group and £ be the Lie algebra of K. Let S be a subset of K.
Then
Cae) (Ads) = Cye) (Adgs)) -

Proof. Obviously S C (S) and hence Adg C Ad g, which implies Cy) (Ad<5 ) C Cyie) (Ads).
On the other hand V A € Cy ) (Adg) we have V g,h € S [A, Ady,] = [A, AdjAd,] =
Adg [A, Adh] + [A, Adg] Ad, =0. Thus A € Cg[(g) (Ad(s)) and Cg[(g) (Adg) - al(e) (Ad<5>)

Ol

Lemma 6. Let K be a Lie group, € be the Lie algebra of K and U be a subset of K.
Then
Cae) (Ady) = Cyuey (Adg)

Proof. Obviously U C U hence Ady C Adg which implies Cyey (Adg) C Coe) (Ady).
On the other hand V A € Cyy) (Ady) we have [A, Ady] =0,V g € U. Next, by Lemma [I9
VgeUVteR [¢ Ady] = 0 which means V g € U V t € R e"Adge Ady— = 1.
Next,since the adjoint representation and the group commutator are continuous, g +—
etAAdge*tAAdgfl is continuous, and since a continuous function constant on a subset is
constant on its closure, we get Vg € UV t € R etAAdge*tAAdgfl = 1. This in turn means
VgeUVteR [etA,Adg] = 0. Using Lemma [[9 we obtain V g € U [4, Ad,] = 0. Thus
A € Cyp) (Adg) and Cye) (Ady) € Caie) (Adp).
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Let us remark here that our definition of (S} is non-standard, since usually in the litera-
ture (S) denotes the subgroup of K generated by S, namely the minimal subgroup of K
which contains S. Although in general (S) is not a subgroup of K, the following theorem
shows that it is ‘close’ to be such in the case that we are dealing with.

Theorem 3. Let K be a compact Lie group and S be a subset of K. Then (S) is a
compact Lie subgroup of K.

Proof. Since it is defined as a closure, (S) is a closed subset of K. Since a closed subset
of a compact set is also compact, (S) is a compact subset of K. Since K is compact, one
can prove that (S) is a closed subgroup of K (see [0]), and since a closed subgroup of a

Lie group is a Lie subgroup (Cartan’s theorem), (S) is a Lie subgroup of K. O
Similarly to definition Definition 2l we define a centralizer on the level of a group.

Definition 5. Let K be a group, GG be a subgroup of K and S be a subset of K. The
centralizer of S in G is the following subgroup of G:

Co(S)={9geG|VheSgh=hg}.

The universality and membership problems require also the notion of distance on a group.
In this paper we will use a metric associated with the Frobenius norm of a matrix A,
|A|| == /tr (ATA). Since the component of the identity is always generated by any
neighborhood of the identity, we make a certain choice of this neighborhood (actually the
neighborhood of the group centralizer):

Definition 6. Let K be a subgroup of U (d).

Bie(©)={se K lg—cl < 55} ce

) 1
By = U BK(C):{g€K|c€rCnIg1K)||g—c||<E}.

c€Ck (K)

In [5] it was shown that gates from a set S C SU (d) generate the group K = SU (d),
i.e. H = (S) = SU(d) if and only if Cye) (Ads) = {\L | A € R} and HN By < Ck (K).
In fact the first condition, Cye) (Ads) = {AL| A € R}, is the necessary condition for
the universality, i.e. if it is satisfied and (S) is infinite then H = SU(d). The second
condition, H N Bx ¢ Ck (K) guarantees that (S) is infinite, provided that the necessary
condition is satisfied. The assumption standing behind the proof of the second condition,
HNBxg € Ck(K), that was used in the proof of this statement in [5] was that the
logarithm of a special unitary matrix is traceless skew - hermitian for all elements in By
This turns out to be false, as we show in the appendix. Nevertheless, in the following we
present an alternative proof that completely avoids the use of the logarithm but instead

relies on an auxiliary space a(H) that we define below. Let
-1 -1
9—9 9—9
= —t
vl) = T ()

g+g! g+g!
y(g) = —tr( )

21 27

)
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One easily checks that for g € SU (d) both z(g), y(g) belong to su(d). Moreover, for
any g € SU (d) we have the following decomposition
, 1
g=ua(g)+iy(g)+tr(g) . (2)
Definition 7. Let H be a subgroup of K = SU (d). We define

a(H) == Spang {z (9) ,y(9) | g € HN Bk},
where = (g) and y (g) are given by Eq. ().
One can easily see that

Adyx (g) (hgh_l) ,g,he K

=z
3
Adwy(9) =y (hgh™"), g.h € K. ®)

Combining (3) with the invariance under conjugation of the Frobenius distance we con-
clude that a(H) is an invariant subspace of Ady. Moreover, we have the following lemma
that was proved in [5]

Lemma 7. Let K be a subgroup of U (d) and H be a subgroup of K.
H is finite —> H N Bk is abelian .

As an immediate conclusion we get

Lemma 8. Let K = SU(d) and ¢ = Lie(K). Assume H is finite. Then a(H) is abelian
subalgebra of € that is invariant under Ady.

We next formulate and prove two important lemmas that will be used in the proofs
of our main results.

Lemma 9. Let K be a compact connected Lie group and € = Lie(K). Let g be a subalgebra
of € and H be a subgroup of K. Assume that Cy) (Adg) = Cyye) (adg). Then

W invariant subspace of Ady = [g, W] C W.

Proof. By Theorem [I0there exists a definite symmetric bilinear form B such thatV g € G
Vx,y€g B(Adyr,Adyy) = B (z,y). V W invariant subspace of Ady

B(W,AdgW™") = B (AdgW, AdgW ") = B (W,W") = {0},

therefore W+ is also an invariant subspace of Ady. Let Py be one of the two projectors
corresponding to the decomposition £ = W @ W+. Since W and W+ are both invariant
subspaces of Ady

Py € Cg[(g) (AdH) = Cg[(g) (adg) ,

therefore W and W+ are also invariant subspaces of ad,. In particular [g, W] CW. O



Lemma 10. Let K = SU (d) and t = Lie(K). Let g be a subalgebra of € and let H be a
subgroup of K.

H is finite and Cye) (Adg) = Cye) (adg) = H N Bk and g commute .

Proof. By Lemma [ we know that a(H) is abelian subalgebra of ¢ that is invariant under
Adp. Moreover, the equality Cye) (Ady) = Cyie) (ady) combined with Lemma [ implies
that [g, a(H)] C a(H).
We next consider the Killing form of €. Since
K (lg,a(H)], a(H)) = K (g, [a(H), a(H)]) = {0},

we conclude that [g,a(H)] € a(H)". Combining this with [g,a(H)] € a(H) we obtain
(g,a(H)] C a(H)Na(H)*, and since K is definite, [g,a] = {0}. Using definition of a(H)
it is easy to see that this implies g and H N Bx commute. O

3.1 Universality Problem

We are now ready to provide a proof of the universality theorem for sets of qudit gates

S c SU(d).
Theorem 4. Let K .= SU (d), ¢ = Lie(K), S be a subset of K and H == (S). Then
H=K «— Cg[(e)(AdS) :{)\]1 | A€ IR} and H N By ZCK<K)

Proof. By Lemma [l and Lemma [0l
Cuty (Ads) = Cagy (Ads)) = Cawy (Adrgy) = Care (Ad).

and by Lemma
Cg[(g) (ade) = Cg[(é) (AdK) .

Caey (Ads) = Cyey (Adm) = Cyey (Adk) = Cyiey (ade) = {AL | A € R},

and

HN By =KNBg =Bk ¢ Cx (K).

Coe) (Adn) = Cyiey (Ads) = {AL | A € R} = Cye (ade) .

Let b be the Lie algebra of H. Since b is an invariant subspace of Adg, by Lemma/[d]
b is an ideal of ¢, and since ¢ is simple, either h = {0} or h = €. Suppose by
contradiction h = {0}. Then H is finite, and by Lemma [I0 (with g = €) we get
HNBg and € commute. Hence H N By and K commute. Thus HNBx C Ck (K),
which is a contradiction. Therefore h = £, hence H = K.

O



Remark 2. The proof uses the fact that € is simple, therefore the theorem does not extend
to K = U (d).

Remark 3. Since we do not have access to H, neither we have to H N By, therefore
Theorem [l is not directly applicable, unless there exists some integer n such that

HNBx € Cx (K) <= S"NBx € Cx (K).

As it has been shown in [5], it is possible to use the so-called spectral gap of the gate set
S to upper bound this integer n.

Remark 4. In the last part of the proof of Theorem [] we could also use the following
argument: Then H is finite, and by Lemma [ the space a(H) is an abelian subalgebra
of ¢ that is invariant under Ady. This implies a(H) = {0} or a(H) = €. The latter is
impossible since £ is nonabelian. Therefore a(H) = {0} which by Definition [7] implies
HNBg C Ck (K), which is a contradiction. Therefore h = ¢, hence H = K.

3.2 Subgroup Universality Problem
We start with a few facts related to the subalgebras - Lie subgroups correspondence.

Lemma 11. Let K be a Lie group and ¢ = Lie(K). Let g be a subalgebra of . Let G be
the connected Lie subgroup of K such that Lie(G) = g. Then

G = (exp (g)) == ({exp(X)[ X € g}).

Lemma 12. Let K be a Lie group. Let £ be the Lie algebra of K. Let g be a subalgebra
of €. Let G be the connected Lie subgroup of K corresponding to g.

Cg[(g) (adg) = Cg[(g) (Adg) .
Proof. By Lemma 0] Lemma [5] and Lemma [T1]

Caiw (adg) = Cyiey (6*'7) = Cairy (Adeap(y)) = Coie) (Adeap(ay)) = Cargey (Ade) -
0

Lemma 13. Let K be a compact Lie group and ¢ = Lie(K). Let g be a subalgebra of .
Let G be the connected Lie subgroup of K corresponding to g. Then

g 1s semisimple =—> G is closed .

Proof. Corollary 1 in [20]. O

After this short technical introduction we are ready to deal with the subgroup uni-
versality problem. The setting is as follows. We are given a set of hamiltonians X which
generates a Lie algebra g = (X’). By Lemma [I1] there is a unique connected subgroup
G satisfying Lie(G) = g. We will further assume g is a simple Lie algebra. Thus by
Lemma [13] the group G is a closed subgroup of K. The group G defines the set of gates
that we are interested in. We assume, however, that due to some reasons we can only
access Hamiltonians ) C g and that the available gates are

S = (exp(Y)) := {exp(Y)[Y € V}), (4)
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where ) is a subset of g. Our goal is to provide conditions that need to be satisfied so that
(S) = G. Naturally, in order to have equality of the groups we need to have Cy ) (Adg) =
Cyie) (ady). The additional condition is once again determined by properties of H N B-.

Theorem 5. Let K := SU (d), t = Lie(K), X a subset of ¢, g .= (X), G the connected

Lie subgroup of K corresponding to g, Y a subset of g, S .= exp()), H := (S). Finally
assume g 1s simple.

H =G < Cyp (Ads) = Cy (adx) , H N Bk and X do not commute.

Proof. By Lemma [§ and Lemma

Gty (Ads) = Cay (Ads)) = Caw (Adrgy) = Cay (Ad).

Since any representation of a Lie algebra is a Lie homomorphism, by Lemma 2, Lemma [I]
and Lemma

Cg[(g) (ad)() = Cg[(g) (<ad)(>) = Cg[(g) (ad()(>) = Cg[(g) (adg) = Cg[(g) (Adg) .

Caie) (Ads) = Cquey (Adpgr) = Cyiey (Adg) = Cyiey (adiy) .

Suppose by contradiction that H N Bx = G N Bg and X commute. Then G N By
and g commute, therefore [G N Bk, G, = {1}, namely GNBx C C¢ (G). Since g is
semisimple, C (G) is finite, therefore G N Bk is finite. Again since g is semisimple,
g # {0}, therefore G is infinite, hence G N B is infinite, which is a contradiction.

Cae) (Ady) = Cyey (Ads) = Cyie) (adx) = Cyyey (ady) -

Let b be the Lie algebra of H. Since h is an invariant subspace of Ady, by Lemma[l
[g,h] € h. We note now that

(5) = (exp (V) C (exp(g)) = G.

Since g is semisimple, by Lemma [13] G is closed, therefore by the monotonicity of
the closure

H={(S)CG=4aG.
Therefore h C g. Thus b is an ideal of g, and since g is simple, either h = {0} or
b=g
Suppose by contradiction h = {0}, then H is finite, and by Lemma [I0] H N Bx and
g commute.

Then H N B and X commute, which is a contradiction. Therefore h = g, hence
H=G.

O

Remark 5. The theorem can be extended to K = U (d), but there is little point in
doing this. The reason is that any perfect subalgebra p of a Lie algebra £ is contained
in & (p=p C &) Inour case g is simple by assumption (hence perfect), therefore
g C¥ =su(d) evenif K =U (d).
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Remark 6. Since
H N By and X do not commute <= HNByg € Cq (G),

the reader might wonder why in Theorem [B we use the LHS instead of the RHS, which
is analogous to the condition in Theorem [l

The reason is that we do not have access to Cg (G), therefore Theorem [ would not be
directly applicable.

Remark 7. We make a similar remark as for Theorem [ since we do not have access
to H, neither we have to H N B, therefore Theorem [l is not directly applicable, unless
there exists some integer n such that

H N By and X do not commute <= S™" N Br and X do not commute .

It is possible that the spectral gap gives an upper bound in this case too.

Remark 8. The only way to check if g is simple is by first generating it, which we were
trying to avoid.

Remark 9. Does Theorem [3 hold if we relax the assumption that g is simple? We have
no clue when g is semisimple, but when g is not semisimple we have found an involuted
counterexample for SU (3), which we do not report here.

3.3 Membership Problem

We are given two finite sets of qu-d-it gates ) and T, and we ask if (and how) we can
decide whether T C (S;). Since (S;) C (S; UT), we reformulate the problem and ask if
we can decide whether (S7) = (S;UT).

In the spirit of the theorems above, we start with the following necessary condition.

Lemma 14. Let K = SU (d), € be the Lie algebra of K, Let Sy and T be subsets of K
and let Sy == Sy UT. Finally let Let Hy := (S1) and Hy := (Ss).

Hy = Hy = Cy (Ads,) = Cye) (Ads,) -

Proof. By Lemma [§ and Lemma

Cae (Ads,) = Caey (Adisy) = Cagy (Adggy) = Con (Adp) (i =1,2),

therefore

Cae) (Adg,) = Cye) (Adg,) = Cyiey) (Ada,) = Cyuey (Ads,) -
U

Once the necessary condition is satisfied we can use our techniques to solve the mem-
bership problem in a few particular cases. First we will assume that g; and g, are simple
(in one case the assumption on g; is actually redundant). This is natural assumption
from the point of view of Theorem [fl. We will also assume that H; N B and X; do not
commute which of course implies that Hy N By and X3 do not commute. The problem
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splits into five cases. We are able to solve the membership problem for two inclusion
diagrams below

Cae (Ads,) = Cye (Ads,) Cay (Ads,) = Cye (Ads,)
I I U I : (5)
Cg[(g) (aXm) = Cg[(g) (ad;@) Cg[(g) (aXm) D) Cg[(g) (adXQ)

For the next three diagrams our methods are insufficient to solve the membership prob-
lem.

Cury (Ads;) = Cyqp (Adsy)  Cae) (Adsy) = Cyuey (Ads,) Coipry (Ads;) = Cuey (Adsy)
] ] 1 ] @] @]
Cg[(g) (aXm) = Cg[(g) (adxz) Cg((g) (ad?ﬁ) D) Cg((g) (adXQ) Cg[(e) (aXm) D Cg[(g) (adxz)

(6)
The next two theorems provide the solution for the cases given in ().

Theorem 6. Define the same objects as in the previous lemma and let Xy and Y be subsets
of € such that Sy = exp (X)) and T = exp (), and let Xy = X1 U Y. Let g, .= (X}) and
g, = (X). Let Gy and Gy be the connected Lie subgroups of K corresponding to g, and
9., respectively. Finally assume g, is simple. Then

Cae (Adg,) = Cye (Ads,)
I I JH, N By and Xy do not commute — H; = Hs.
Cap (adx,) = Cyy (aday)

Proof. Since g, is semisimple and

Cae (adx,) = Cyey (ad,)

by Theorem 2] and Remark [l g, = g,. Since H; N By and X} do not commute, neither
Hy; N Bi and &, do, and since g, = g, is simple and

Cg[(é) (Adsl) = Cg[(é) (aXm)

Cay) (Ads,) = Cye (ada,) ,
by Theorem Bl H; = Gy = Gy = Hs. O
Theorem 7. Define the same objects as in the previous lemma and let Xy and Y be subsets
of € such that Sy = exp (X)) and T = exp (), and let Xy = X1 U Y. Let g, .= (X}) and

g, = (AXs). Let Gy and Gy be the connected Lie subgroups of K corresponding to g, and
9., respectively. Finally assume g, and g, are simple. Then

Cuw (Ads,) = Cy (Ads,)
U 1 ,Hi N Bk and Xy do not commute —> H; # H,.
Cawe (adx) D Cyy (ady,)

Proof. Since
Cg[(g) (ad/"ﬁ) 7& C19[(%) (adX2) )

by Theorem 2] g, C g,, therefore G; C G5. Since H; N Bg and &} do not commute,
neither Hy N Bx and X, do, and since g, is simple and

Caey (Ads,) = Cyuey (ad, ),

12



by Theorem Bl Hy = G5. We note now that

(S1) = (exp (X)) € (exp (1)) = G,

Since g, is semisimple, by Lemma [13] G; is closed, therefore by the monotonicity of the
closure

H, = (S;) CG, =G.
Putting all together, H; C G; C Gy = H,. O

Remark 10. If we keep in mind that a necessary condition for H; = Hs is that Hy C Gy,
we see why we cannot solve the cases corresponding to the diagrams in (6l): since Hy C Go,
if G; = (5 the necessary condition is trivially satisfied but then we stop, if otherwise
G C Gy we cannot test it with our methods.

Remark 11. The theorems can be extended to K = U (d), but again Remark [0 shows
that we gain nothing by doing this.

4 Conclusions

We have dealt with the Universality and Membership Problems for Lie algebras and
Lie groups, together with the Subgroup Universality Problem. The theorems for the
Lie algebraic problems directly provide algorithms for solving them, but unfortunately
the same cannot be said for the other problems (as already clarified in a handful of
remarks). We are indeed either making additional assumptions, like the simplicity of g
in the Subgroup Universality Problem, or relying on conditions which cannot be checked
in general, like in the Universality Problem for Lie groups. Moreover, even in such a
simplified setting, we still have to distinguish “good” and “bad” cases in the Membership
Problem for Lie groups. Trying to overcome these limitations is therefore the most
important open question which is left to future explorations.
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6 Appendix

6.1 Prerequisites for Lie algebras

We recall some basic definitions for a Lie algebra g: Rad (g), the radical of g, is the
maximal solvable ideal of g; g’, the derived algebra of g, is a shorthand for [g, g]; ad : g —
gl (g), the adjoint representation of g, is defined by ad, = ad (z) = [x,-]. We start with
the following inclusions.

Lemma 15. Let g be a Lie algebra.
Cy(9) C g* C Rad(g).
We are interested in the case in which the chain of inclusions “collapses”.
Definition 8. Let g be a Lie algebra. g is reductive when Rad (g) = Cy (g).

Among the nice properties of reductive Lie algebras, we are interested in the following
decomposition.

Theorem 8. Let g be a reductive Lie algebra.
g=Cy(g)® ¢ and g is semisimple .

If we consider real Lie algebras, we can define an even more interesting kind of Lie
algebras.

Definition 9. Let g be a real Lie algebra. g is compact when any of the following
equivalent conditions holds:

e g is reductive and the Killing form of g is negative semidefinite
e there exists a compact Lie group with Lie algebra g

e there exists a definite symmetric bilinear form B such that Vx,y, z € g B ([x,y], 2) =
B (z,ly, z])

Proof. Page 284 in [21]. O
Compact Lie algebras behave well under taking subalgebras.
Theorem 9. Subalgebras of a compact Lie algebra are also compact.

Proof. Page 284 in [21]. O
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Remark 12. By the combination of Theorem [ the first condition in Definition [ and
Theorem [§ any subalgebra g of a compact Lie algebra ¢ decomposes as g = Cy (g) ® ¢’
Since we will use this fact over and over again without mentioning, it is useful to clarify
it once for all.

We also have a useful characterization at the level of Lie groups.

Theorem 10. Let G be a Lie group whose group of connected components is finite. Let
g be the Lie algebra of G. The following conditions are equivalent:

® g is compact

o there exists a definite symmetric bilinear form B such thatV g € G Y x,y € ¢
B (Adyz, Adyy) = B (z,y)

Proof. Page 284 in [21]. O
We state now without proof the following not-well-known results of linear algebra.

Lemma 16. Let V' be a real vector space. Let (-,-) be a symmetric bilinear form. Let V
be a subspace of V such that V =V+ @ V. Let W be a subspace of V.

(VawH) =vi4w

Lemma 17. Let V' be a real vector space. Let (-,-) be a semidefinite symmetric bilinear
form. Let W be a subspace of V.

V=WaoWt < vVinw ={0}.
We then apply Lemma [I6 and Lemma [T for Lie algebras.
Lemma 18. Let £ be a reductive Lie algebra. Let X be a subset of €.

/ 1\t
(e N Ce (X) ) — O (X).
Proof. Since ¢ is reductive, &€ = £+ @ ¢ and £ = C; (€), therefore by Lemma

(FNCX)) = +ColX) = Col8) + G (X) = G ().

U
Theorem 11. Let € be a compact Lie algebra. Let X be a subset of €.
t=C(X) @t NC (X))
Proof. Since ¢ is reductive
e n (e’ are’ (X)l) — (5N ¥) NG (X)) = {0}
Since the Killing form of € is semidefinite, by Lemma [I7]
£ = (e’ are’ (pc)i)L DENCe (X))
Again since £ is reductive, by Lemma [I§]
t=C(X)BENC (X))
O
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6.2 Prerequisites for Lie groups

We recall the so-called adjoint representation Ad : K — GL(¥) which for matrix Lie
groups is defined by the conjugation Ad,(X) := gXg~*. We need the following lemmas.

Lemma 19. Let V' be a real vector space. Let A and B be endomorphisms of V.
[A,B] =0 < VteR[A "] =0.
Lemma 20. Let € be a Lie algebra. Let W be a subspace of €.
Cae) (adw) = Caey (™) -

Proof. The inclusion Cy ) (adw) C Cyie (eadW) is trivial. For the inclusion Cye) (eadW) -
Cae (adw ), ¥ A € Cyey (M)

VazeW|[A4e%] =0,
VyeWVteR[A ] =0,
VyeWVteR[A ] =0.
By Lemma [19
VyeWIA ad,] =0,

namely

A€ Cg[(é) (adw) .

O
We introduce now the reader to the main machinery of this work.
Lemma 21. Let A and B be unitary matrices.
I[A. Bl, =1l < V2||[A-1]| | B~ 1],
[A,[A,B],],=1 and |B-1|<2 = [A B], =1.
Proof. Theorems 36.15 and 36.16 in [22]. O

We reformulate now Lemma 211

Theorem 12. Let K be a subgroup of U (d). Let g,h € K.

b, — 1] < V2 min —c min ||h — ¢,
llg.h, ~ 1 < VE_min flg—cil_min |- e

[h,[h,gl,),=1 and g€ Bx = [h,g|, =1
Proof. By Lemma 21l V ¢, ¢s € Ck (K)
llg. Al - 20 = [[[er g ca7], = 1)) < V2 [ler g — 2] [les~ e = 2] = VEllg = exll 1 — el
therefore
gl =30 <VE_min o= cill_min [ln— el

€Ck(K)
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We also know that
JeeCk(K)|geBk(c).

Now
[, [h.c'g]], = [ [ gll], = 1,
and
letg =1 = g —ell < == < 2.
V2
By Lemma 21]

[hgle = [hc 9], = 1.

6.3 Logarithm of a special unitary matrix

It is well known that the exponential of a traceless skew - hermitian matrix is a special
unitary matrix. In this section we ask under which conditions the logarithm of a special
unitary matrix is a traceless skew - hermitian matrix, we recall how to define the logarithm
of a matrix and we provide an answer to the question in the final theorem.

Definition 10. Let A be an invertible matrix. The principal logarithm of A is the unique
logarithm of A with eigenvalues in 7 < I'm (z) < 7.

We start with an upper bound on the trace of the logarithm.

Lemma 22. Let U € U (d) and X € u(d) be the principal logarithm of U.

tr(X)| _ d U—1|°\ _d
The eigenvalues of U are in Re(z) >0 = r2(m) < o, cos <1 — %) < 7
Proof. Since the eigenvalues of U are of the form e (i = 1,...,d)

L U—1P S cos,
2d d ’
. d d
tr (X) . ZZi:l 02 i Ei:l QZ

di di d

Since [0;| < F(i=1,...,d)

¢ 0<1— WtE <y

tr(X)

M

<

[MIE]

9

e since the function cos @ is concave for |§] < 7, by Jensen’s Inequality

tr(X) _ Xib Migcost _ JU-1|P

— COS =

di d = d 2d
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We can sum it up in the chain of inequalities

2
tMXWS%%<LJW—1H>§

ol

Y

di 2d

or equivalently

e _d (U1 _d
o 97 008 2d =7

O

We can now replace in the previous lemma the principal logarithm with the logarithm
defined via matrix power series, at the cost of introducing a sufficient condition for the
convergence of the series.

Lemma 23. Letr € (0,1] and U € U (d) such that ||U — 1| < 7.

— 12 2
2mi 2m 2d 2m 2d

We then introduce some additional conditions which simplify the upper bound.
Lemma 24. Letr € (0,1] and U € U (d) such that ||U — 1| < 7.

tr (log (U))

211

Proof. Since 72 < 10
or\>  4x? 40 240 _ 2 [40] 2
(z):§<@:ﬁﬁ§ﬁhﬂﬁz

27T>1 1/2n 2>1 r?
CcOS — — = — - —
d — 2\ d 2d’

2T - 1 r?

— <acos | 1 — —

d 2d )’
d 2

o 3008 <1 — %) > 1.

This inequality leaves room for the opposite conclusion, but the second condition comes
to the rescue

T

i

4
dz[—ﬂ and  ||U — 1|| < 2V/dsin

r2

<1

Therefore

U—1]? 2
% < 25in2§ =1 —COS%.
Therefore
d 2d ’

d 2d ’
d U —1|*

— 11— —F 1.
2W&COS< 2% <
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O

Remark 13. For d < [4%] the condition ||U — 1| < Qﬂsing might still be needed (it
strongly depends on 7).

<

The following is the result we wanted.

Theorem 13. Let r € (0,1] and U € SU (d) such that |U — 1| <.

4
d> [—O-‘ and ||U—1|| <2\/gsing = log (U) € su(d).

r2

Remark 14. The condition ||U — 1| < 2v/d sin % in the previous corollary is tight. Con-
sider indeed the following matrix.

2mi

0 ed

where d > [%]. We see that |U — 1|| = 2V/dsin Z < r but log (U) ¢ su (d).
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