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We show how to absorb fermionic quantum simulation’s expensive fermion-to-qubit mapping over-
head into the overhead already incurred by surface-code-based fault-tolerant quantum computing.
The key idea is to process information in surface-code twist defects, which behave like logical Majo-
rana fermions. Our approach encodes Dirac fermions, a key data type for simulation applications,
directly into logical Majorana fermions rather than atop a logical qubit layer in the architecture.
Using quantum simulation of the N -fermion 2D Fermi-Hubbard model as an exemplar, we demon-
strate two immediate algorithmic improvements. First, by preserving the model’s locality at the
logical level, we reduce the asymptotic Trotter-Suzuki quantum circuit depth from O(

√
N) in a typ-

ical Jordan-Wigner encoding to O(1) in our encoding. Second, by exploiting optimizations manifest
for logical fermions but less obvious for logical qubits, we reduce the T -count of the block-encoding
select oracle by 20% over standard implementations, even when realized by logical qubits and not
logical fermions.

I. INTRODUCTION

In 1982, Richard Feynman famously argued that if
we plan to simulate quantum mechanics with comput-
ers, then we should use quantum computers to do so [1].
He was right—quantum computers are expected to ex-
cel at simulating quantum systems, taking us far beyond
the reach of conventional computers [2, 3]. In fields like
quantum chemistry, materials science, nuclear physics,
and high-energy physics, these systems are frequently
comprised of fermions [4–10]. If the quantum computer
simulating them uses qubits to store quantum informa-
tion, then there is an unavoidable and substantial over-
head required to map the fermions to the qubits [11].
Examples of such mappings include the Jordan-Wigner
transformation [12], the Verstraete-Cirac transformation
[13], the Bravyi-Kitaev transformation [14, 15] (and its
“superfast” implementation via Fenwick trees [16]), and
the ternary tree transformation [11]; see also Refs. [17–
21]. Moreover, these qubits must have very low error
rates for the results to be trustworthy. This means that
the relevant qubits will likely need to be logical (viz.,
encoded) qubits that are realized by quantum error cor-
recting codes, and these codes must be processed using
fault-tolerant quantum computing protocols, which adds
even more overhead.

Feynmanian thinking suggests that we should use
fermionic quantum computers to simulate fermionic sys-
tems. The fermionic quantum circuit model developed
by Bravyi and Kitaev fits the bill [14]. In this model, el-
ementary gates act as spacetime braids on the worldlines
of Majorana fermions; any ordinary (Dirac) fermion can
always be mathematically split into a pair of such Ma-
jorana fermions [22]. Realizing this model with physical

∗alandahl@sandia.gov
†benmorrison@unm.edu

Majorana zero modes has been a decades-long quest that
is still not complete, although progress continues to be
made [23]. As an alternative, one can instead use “syn-
thetic” Majorana fermions constructed from ordinary qu-
bits arranged and processed with quantum surface codes
[24, 25]. In these codes, “twist” defects in the lattice
defining the codes act as logical Majorana fermions that
are protected from noise [26–28]. By processing these
logical Majorana fermions fault-tolerantly, there is an op-
portunity to eliminate the expensive fermion-to-logical-
qubit mapping in the standard quantum software stack,
as depicted in Fig. 1. In other words, it becomes pos-
sible to treat logical (Majorana) fermions as elementary
data types that can be processed directly in fermionic
quantum simulation algorithms. Hybrid algorithms that
process logical qubits alongside logical fermions are also
possible.

Fermions

Logical Qubits

Physical Qubits

(a) Standard stack.

Logical Fermions

Physical Qubits

(b) Reduced stack.

FIG. 1: Two choices for the fermion-to-qubit quantum soft-
ware stack.

Embracing the logical (Majorana) fermion as an el-
ementary data type for quantum computers is akin to
embracing the floating point number, or float, as an ele-
mentary data type for classical computers. For machines
that process qubits or bits at the lowest level, fermions or
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floats might seem exotic. However, their existence belies
the fact that many of the programs that we want to run
on these computers naturally process these data types.
Classical computers are even typically benchmarked by
how many floating point operations per second (flops)
they can achieve. Perhaps someday quantum computers
will be benchmarked by how many fermionic operations
per second they can achieve.

In this paper, we develop the reduced-stack architec-
ture depicted in Fig. 1(b) and show how it can be ex-
ploited to deliver computational speedups for fermionic
quantum simulation algorithms.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows.
In Sec. II, we review the pertinent background on

fermionic quantum circuits, logical fermion codes, and
fermionic simulation algorithms. In Sec. III, we describe
how to realize a logical fermionic architecture stack, com-
pare it to the conventional error-corrected architecture
for simulation, and examine how it can provide per-
formance improvements in two exemplar systems. In
Sec. IV, we conclude.

II. BACKGROUND

A. Majorana fermions and fermionic Hamiltonians

Consider a collection of fermions obeying the following
canonical anticommutation relations on their elementary
creation (f†) and annihilation (f) operators for modes
labeled by a non-negative integer p:

{fp, f†q } = δpq {fp, fq} = {f†p , f†q } = 0. (1)

Because these relations discriminate between particles
and antiparticles, we call them Dirac fermions.

One can always mathematically split a Dirac fermion
into a pair of Majorana fermions. The corresponding
elementary Majorana fermion operators are

c2p := f†p + fp c2p+1 := i(f†p − fp). (2)

The induced Majorana fermion relations, which do not
discriminate between particles and antiparticles, are

{cp, cq} = 2δpq c†p = cp. (3)

Convenient derived fermionic operators include the
mode number operator,

np := f†pfp =
1

2

(
1 + ic2pc2p+1

)
, (4)

and the total mode number operator,

n :=
∑
p

np. (5)

Fermionic Hilbert space, an example of a Fock space,
is the completion of the infinite direct sum of antisym-
metrized eigenspaces of n. Its standard basis is the set of

Fock states, which are states having definite eigenvalues
for all np. The eigenvalues Np for np are restricted to be
0 or 1 by the commutation relations, while the eigenvalue
N for n can take on any non-negative integer value, or
even be countably infinite.

Fermionic operators act on Fock state modes in a way
that depends on the occupations of all previous modes,
relative to some prescribed ordering of them:

fp| . . . , Np, . . .〉 =(−1)
∑p−1
k=0 Nk Np| . . . , Np − 1, . . .〉 (6)

f†p | . . . , Np, . . .〉 =(−1)
∑p−1
k=0 Nk(1−Np)| . . . , Np + 1, . . .〉.

(7)

A local fermionic Hamiltonian is one that can be ex-
pressed as a sum of terms, each of which acts on Fock
states in a way that depends only a constant number of
fermionic modes. In order to avoid a dependence on the
prescribed ordering used to label the fermion modes, lo-
cal Hamiltonians have the feature that they only contain
an even number of fermionic operators.

A final fermionic operator worth noting is the total
fermionic parity operator,

Q := (−1)n. (8)

Because each term in a local Hamiltonian H acts on an
even number of modes, it necessarily obeys [H,Q] = 0,
conserving total fermionic parity. Such a Hamiltonian
might or might not also obey [H,n] = 0. If it does not
obey this, then the total mode number is not conserved.
This is the case for Hamiltonians that include BCS-like
interactions [29, 30] of the form∑

p,q

(fpfq + f†q f
†
p). (9)

In terms of Majorana fermion operators, the most gen-
eral form of an N -mode local fermionic Hamiltonian with
only one-body and two-body interactions is

H =

2N−1∑
p,q=0

hpqcpcq +

2N−1∑
p,q,r,s=0

gpqrscpcqcrcs, (10)

where the hpq and gpqrs are real coefficients. This is
the class of fermionic Hamiltonians we will show how to
simulate fault-tolerantly.

B. The Jordan-Wigner transformation

As noted in Sec. I, mapping fermions to qubits is a task
that necessarily incurs a non-negligible overhead. The
reason for this essentially boils down to the fact that the
commutation algebra of qubit Pauli operators is much
different than that of fermions. Pauli operators can an-
ticommute on the same qubit, but they always commute
on different qubits. On the other hand, fermion creation



3

and annihilation operators anticommute even when they
act on different modes.

While there are many fermion-to-qubit mappings, as
noted in Sec. I, two general paradigms can be considered.
When n fermions are represented with n qubits, as in
[11, 12, 14, 15], annihilation and creation operators can-
not be asymptotically local; on average, each fermionic
operator must be mapped to a qubit operator acting on
at least log3(2n) qubits, if the fermionic algebra is to
be represented faithfully [11]. Alternatively, for lattices
and other systems with limited connectivity, that struc-
ture can be exploited to allow constant-weight fermionic
operators to be mapped to constant-weight fermionic op-
erators. However, this requires a number of additional
qubits that scales with the connectivity of the target sys-
tem [13, 16–21, 31]. Hybrids between these approaches
are also possible [32], with some of the advantages of each
but still dependent on limited connectivity to be efficient.

While the ternary tree mapping [11] nearly saturates
the log3(2n) bound for a general-purpose mapping, we
describe the asymptotically less efficient, but simpler,
Jordan-Wigner transformation [12] here instead. Our
reason for doing this is that, at the logical Majorana
fermion level, the reduced-stack architecture we explore
shares many similarities with this transformation.

In the Jordan-Wigner transformation, the fermion cre-
ation and annihilation operators for mode p in an N -
fermion system are represented by weight-p Pauli opera-
tors on qubits 0, . . . , N − 1 as follows:

fp =
1

2
(Z0 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Zp−1)⊗ (Xp + iYp) (11)

f†p =
1

2
(Z0 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Zp−1)⊗ (Xp − iYp). (12)

Somewhat more simply, the corresponding Majorana
fermion operators are mapped as follows under the
Jordan-Wigner transformation:

c2p = (Z0 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Zp−1)⊗Xp (13)
c2p+1 = (Z0 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Zp−1)⊗ Yp. (14)

Inverting this mapping yields

Xp = (−i)pc0 . . . c2p (15)
Zp = −ic2p c2p+1. (16)

Notably, the operators that map to single-site Pauli X
operators are odd-weight Majorana operators, which do
not preserve Q, the global fermionic parity.

C. Majorana fermionic quantum circuits

In the standard Majorana fermionic quantum circuit
(MFQC) model of quantum computation [14], solving a
computational problem is a three-step process:

1. Use a classical computer to select a quantum cir-
cuit from a P-uniform family of Majorana fermionic
quantum circuits [33].

2. Execute the MFQC on a quantum computer.

3. Return the classical result, say, as a bit string.

In this process, each MFQC in the family is expressible
as a sequence of elementary operations on a collection of
Majorana fermions. The elementary operations include
preparations, measurements, and quantum coherent op-
erations. Here, as is common, we restrict our attention
to circuits in which each elementary operation acts on
only a constant number of operands. Generally, to ensure
that elementary Majorana operations can be generated
by local Hamiltonians, they are restricted to act on only
even numbers of Majorana fermions, which ensures global
fermionic parity preservation. However, we will only con-
sider elementary operations that act on two or four Ma-
jorana fermions at a time. If the set of elementary oper-
ations can be used to approximate any parity-preserving
transformation on the Majorana fermions arbitrarily well
by a sufficiently long circuit, then the set of operations is
said to comprise a universal gate set. (We use the term
“gate set” even when the set contains not just coherent
gates but also preparation and measurement operations.)

In their landmark paper defining the standard MFQC
model [14], Bravyi and Kitaev presented several univer-
sal gate sets. The one we consider realizing here with
logical Majorana fermions is one of these, adapted by Li
in Ref. [34] so that it uses only preparations, measure-
ments, and Majorana exchanges on a collection of Majo-
rana fermions indexed by the variables p, q, r, and s. The
fact that exchanging Majoranas can implement nontriv-
ial gates is related to the fact that Majoranas are a model
of Ising anyons, which are particles that interact topolog-
ically in (2+1) spacetime dimensions. For more details
on the connection to topological quantum computing, in-
cluding the connection between Majorana fermions and
Ising anyons, see, for example, the textbooks by Wang
[35] and Pachos [36].

1. Prepare a +1 eigenstate of the Majorana fusion
operator, sometimes also called the Majorana ex-
change operator, Fpq = icpcq. This operator is
closely related to, but not the same as, the mode
number operator of Eq. (4).

2. Measure the two-fermion observable Fpq (either de-
structively or non-destructively.1).

3. Measure the four-fermion observable FpqFrs non-
destructively.

1 By “non-destructive,” we mean that the post-measured quan-
tum state is an eigenstate of the observable measured, as per
the standard von Neumann prescription [37]. In a destructive
measurement, only the classical measurement outcome remains.
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4. Prepare the “magic state” |T 〉pqrs, which is the +1
eigenstate of the following observables:

FpqFrs (17)

Fpq + Fpr√
2

. (18)

5. Apply the (unitary) Majorana exchange gate Fpq.

By using Majorana exchange frame tracking [38], rem-
iniscent of Clifford frame tracking for qubits [39, 40], one
can dispense with the final coherent gate in the Li gate
set, converting the gate set into one comprised solely of
measurement and preparation operations. This basis al-
lows one to realize measurement-based universal topo-
logical quantum computing [38, 41–43] in a fashion rem-
iniscent of fusion-based quantum computing [44]. Fig. 2
depicts an example of a Majorana fermion circuit that im-
plements the coherent Majorana exchange gate Fps using
only non-destructive two-fermion measurements.

FIG. 2: (Color online.) A fermionic quantum circuit for re-
alizing the coherent counterclockwise exchange Fps of Ma-
jorana fermions using only non-destructive measurements on
pairs of Majorana fermions. The information is exchanged be-
tween the Majorana fermion modes labeled p, q, r, and s, even
though the carriers themselves are not exchanged (indicated
by colored worldlines moving from left to right). Generally,
the measurement of the fusion operators can yield non-trivial
outcomes, which can be handled by adaptive logic, such as
with a “forced measurement” protocol [41] or “Majorana frame
tracking” [38]; the circuit depicted here imagines that all fu-
sion measurement outcomes are trivial.

D. Majorana fermion stabilizer codes

A Majorana fermion stabilizer code [45], or Majo-
rana stabilizer code for brevity, is the simultaneous +1
eigenspace of a collection of commuting, Hermitian, even-
weight Majorana operators. The evenness constraint en-
sures that these operators are fermion-parity preserving,
and hence physically observable. Following the language
used for qubit stabilizer codes [46], we say these operators
generate the code’s stabilizer group, and each operator is
called a stabilizer generator, or sometimes just a stabi-
lizer or a check for brevity, because they “stabilize” the
codespace and are what are measured to “check” for er-
rors. More generally, in a subsystem Majorana stabilizer

code, the measured checks need not commute and the sta-
bilizer group is defined to be the center of the check group.
Whether for subspace or subsystem Majorana stabilizer
codes, the logical group is the check group’s normalizer.

Without loss of generality, each check in a Majorana
stabilizer code can be written as Sσ, where σ indicates the
set of modes Vσ on which it has support. Each logical
operator L is supported on a set of modes VL obeying
|VL ∩ Vσ| ≡ 0 mod 2 for each σ to ensure that the logical
group and stabilizer group commute. Mathematically,
each check and logical operator can be expressed as

Sσ := i|Vσ|/2
∏
q∈Vσ

cq (19)

L := ηL
∏
q∈VL

cq, (20)

where ηL ∈ {±1,±i} is a phase.
The distance of a Majorana fermion stabilizer code is

the minimum nonzero weight of its logical group’s ele-
ments. Unlike qubit codes, a Majorana fermion stabilizer
code of distance d cannot necessarily correct all Majorana
errors of weight b(d − 1)/2c or less, because the codes
treat even and odd logical operators on the same foot-
ing, exposing them, e.g., to “quasiparticle poisoning” er-
rors from weight-one Majorana fermion operators, which
do not conserve fermionic parity locally, but might do so
when the environmental degrees of freedom of the bath
are taken into consideration [47]. With clever concatena-
tion techniques, this can be avoided, as will be discussed
later.

A fermion stabilizer code is a Majorana stabilizer code
on an even number (2n) of Majorana fermions [45, 47].
One can show that a fermion stabilizer code’s logical
group is isomorphic to the Pauli group on k = n−|{Sσ}|
logical qubits, so that one can think of such codes as en-
coding k logical qubits in 2n physical Majorana fermions
[45]. Following Ref. [47], we use [[n, k, d]]f , or alterna-
tively [[2n, k, d]]m, to denote a fermion stabilizer code that
encodes k qubits to distance d in n Dirac fermions, or
equivalently, in 2n Majorana fermions.

A Majorana surface code is a Majorana stabilizer code
defined by an embedding of a graph into a surface. Gen-
erally, one can use a rotation system to define such
codes [48]. Here, we only need to consider a subclass of
Majorana surface codes, first described by Litinski and
van Oppen [49], that are defined by face-three-colorable
graphs embedded on a disk in which one associates Majo-
rana fermions with vertices and checks with faces. (The
“face” outside the graph in the disk might not be able to
be consistently colored with all the other faces [48].)

E. Majorana cycle codes

A Majorana cycle code is a [[n + 1, n, 2]]f Majorana
surface code defined by a (2n+2)-vertex cycle graph em-
bedded on a disk. Each Majorana cycle code has a single
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check, corresponding to the product of all of the Majo-
rana fermion operators on the vertices, up to a phase
consistent with Eq. (19). The constraint that the codes
are +1 eigenstates of this check operator is just the even-
parity constraint required of any collection of indistin-
guishable fermions.

There are many ways of choosing logical Pauli opera-
tor bases for these codes. The simplest nontrivial Majo-
rana cycle codes are called the tetron code and the hexon
code, encoded into four and six Majorana fermions re-
spectively [49–51]. For the tetron code, we choose the
logical operator basis to be

X = −ic0c1 Z = −ic1c2. (21)

We include overall minus signs in the ηL phases used in
these definitions to make the relationship between this
encoding and the inverse Jordan-Wigner transformation
in Eqs. (15)–(16) clearer. The stabilizer group for this
code is generated by a single element, which from Eq. (19)
is

S = −c0c1c2c3. (22)

For the hexon code, we choose the logical operator ba-
sis to be

X0 = −ic0c1 Z0 = −ic1c2 (23)

X1 = −c0c1c2c3 Z1 = −ic3c4, (24)

with a stabilizer group generated by the operator

S = −ic0c1c2c3c4c5. (25)

These choices are captured in Fig. 3.

(a) Tetron. (b) Hexon.

FIG. 3: (Color online.) Logical operator bases for some simple
Majorana cycle codes.

Generally, we choose the logical operator basis for a
Majorana cycle code to be

Xp = (−i)p+1(c0 . . . c2p+1) (26)

Zp = −ic2p+1c2p+2. (27)

This choice is depicted diagrammtically in Fig. 4.

FIG. 4: (Color online.) Logical operator basis for a general
Majorana cycle code.

The Majorana cycle code is a Jordan-Wigner-like code;
it differs from the inverted Jordan-Wigner transforma-
tion described in Eqs. (15)–(16) by the addtion of two
extra Majorana fermions. These serve to ensure that
every Xp preserves global fermionic parity: each logical
Xp now acts on one more Majorana mode, giving it even
weight, and each of the logical Zp operators is defined on
a pair of Majorana modes that are shifted by one relative
to the inverse Jordan-Wigner transformation to accom-
modate this. Notice that the logical operators defined on
the mode c2n+1 are elusive. The X-like and Z-like logi-
cal operators defined on them are equivalently expressed
as a product of all of the other X-like and Z-like logical
operators, respectively, up to multiplication by the lone
stabilizer generator.

A large Majorana cycle block code like the one de-
picted in Fig. 4 is nearly twice as efficient at encoding
qubits as a collection of tetron block codes combined via
a tensor product, which yield effectively only a [[2n, n, 2]]f
code. For this reason, and to simplify our constructions
later, we only consider encodings into large Majorana
cycle block codes [52]. We discuss how to move between
these encodings in Appendix B.

F. Logical Majorana codes

Like Majorana surface codes, qubit surface codes
[24, 53–59] can be defined using a rotation system that
describes a graph embedding combinatorially [48]. As
with Majorana surface codes, we will only consider a
narrow subclass of such codes, namely those defined by
face-two-colorable (“checkerboardable”) graphs contain-
ing squares and digons embedded on a disk in which
one associates qubits with vertices and checks with faces.
(The “face” outside the graph in the disk might not be
able to be consistently colored with all the other faces
[48].) A check of one face color can be associated with
a tensor product of Pauli X operators on its incident
qubits; a check of the other face color can be associated
with a tensor product of Pauli Z operators on its incident
qubits. Alternatively, all checks can be given the same
local structure by a set of local basis changes, turning it
into a so-called XZZX code [60]. Because these qubit
surface codes are embedded on a disk, we call them qubit
surface-code patches.

The number of logical qubits encoded by a surface code
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patch is related to its number of boundary components,
where each boundary component can be associated with
a logical operator, as described in Ref. [28]. Because of
this, the perimeter can be described by a cycle graph, in
exactly the same way that Majorana cycle codes are de-
scribed. The locations where the boundary type changes
are called corner twists, following terminology used in
Refs. [26–28, 61–69]. Examples of surface-code patches
with perimeters that can be described by the C4 (tetron)
and C6 (hexon) cycle graphs are depicted in Fig. 5.

(a) Tetron. (b) Hexon.

FIG. 5: (Color online.) Distance-five versions of surface code
patches that realize logical Majorana fermions as “corner twist
defects,” depicted by white circles with red boundaries.

The similarity between the codes in Fig. 3 and Fig. 5
is not mere coincidence. The corner twist defects act like
logical Majorana fermions (or, more precisely, like Z2-
crossed braided tensor categories [67]), as pointed out in
Refs. [26–28]. In other words, these codes essentially en-
code logical Majorana fermions in physical qubits. To
disambiguate from the term “Majorana fermion code,”
which describes a code that works the other way around
by encoding physical Majorana fermions into logical qu-
bits [34, 45, 47, 49, 51, 54, 70–72], we will call these logical
Majorana fermion codes, or just logical Majorana codes,
for short.

Upon closer examination, one can see that the logical
Majorana operators for the tetron and hexon qubit sur-
face codes are themselves further encoded in the tetron
and hexon codes, respectively. These qubit surface-code
patches are therefore concatenated codes, in which phys-
ical qubits realize logical Majorana fermions, which in
turn realize logical qubits. A helpful consequence is that
quasiparticle poisoning errors are not a concern, because
errors on physical qubit-level operations, once decoded
with the lower-level logical Majorana code, translate at
worst to even-weight logical Majorana operators in the
upper-level tetron or hexon code. This means that a
distance-d qubit tetron or hexon surface code protects
its encoded logical Majorana fermions against all physi-
cal errors of weight b(d− 1)/2c or less. These properties
hold for the straightforward generalization to general qu-
bit surface-code patches that are associated with Majo-
rana cycle codes.

G. Fault-tolerant surface-code computation with
logical Pauli measurements and preparations

In the ordinary qubit quantum circuit model, there is a
universal gate basis that consists solely of one- and two-
qubit preparations and measurements on pairs of qubits
(labeled p and q) that is similar to the Li gate basis de-
scribed in Sec. II C. The gate basis is as follows:

1. Prepare a +1 eigenstate of the Pauli operators Xp

and Zp.

2. Measure the Pauli operators Xp and Zp (either de-
structively or non-destructively).

3. Measure the Pauli operators XpXq and ZpZq non-
destructively.

4. Prepare the “magic state” |T 〉p, which is the +1
eigenstate of the following observable:

Xp + Zp√
2

. (28)

Although logical Pauli operators can be represented by
simple strings of physical Pauli operators between twists
in the surface code, measuring and preparing these oper-
ators fault-tolerantly is not as simple as just measuring
or preparing the qubits along the relevant strings, be-
cause the individual qubit operations might be faulty.
Nevertheless, several fault-tolerant protocols for realiz-
ing these exist. Here, we review one preparation pro-
tocol [73] and three measurement protocols: one based
on interior twist braiding [27], one based on corner twist
lattice surgery [40], and one based on twist teleportation
via “portal pairs” [69].

A helpful primitive for all of these protocols is a fault-
tolerant procedure for bringing corner twists to the in-
terior (and vice versa) of surface code patches; one way
of doing this is described in detail in Ref. [27]. Interior
twists come in one of two varieties. An interior twist can
either be a disclination (rotational) twist or a dislocation
(translational) twist. Either type causes the colorability
of plaquettes in the surface-code lattice to be frustrated;
the latter have a convenient representation that does not
disturb the locations of vertices in the lattice, so we will
focus our attention on this type for pedagogical clarity.

A small interior dislocation twist can be represented
by a weight-five XXY ZZ check that spans the space
that two ordinary weight-fourXXXX and ZZZZ checks
would have occupied. The code distance of the associated
logical qubit represented by this twist is the minimum of
the perimeter of the twist (in this case, five) and the
distance of the twist to the nearest other twist. Mani-
festly, then, a code with just a single twist cannot encode
a logical qubit. The code distance can be increased by
removing adjacent checks to the twist and separating it
farther away from other twists. Pairs of twists can be
connected by “defect lines,” which connect the qubits in
each twist on which the Y operator has support along a
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collection of qubits that have been removed from the lat-
tice to accomodate the twist; Fig. 6 depicts an example
of two weight-five interior twists whose separation from
each other is just three qubits apart.

FIG. 6: (Color online.) A logical qubit implemented as a
pair of dislocation twist defects, represented by “missing”
XXY ZZ checks.

Most fault-tolerant preparation protocols for logical
qubits in the surface code focus on preparing a single
logical qubit in the tetron surface code. This is because,
in principle, preparations for isolated tetron surface codes
can be combined by first bringing the corner twists into
the interior as puncture defects, and then stitching them
together via lattice surgery, as described, for example,
in Refs. [73–75]. The preparation protocol for a single
tetron is fairly simple: one prepares all physical qubits
in the eigenstate of the desired Pauli operator, X or Z,
and then performs fault-tolerant syndrome extraction on
the qubits. One way to prepare a low-fidelity version of
the magic state (to “inject it” into the code), as described
in Ref. [73], is to first prepare four mini-patches, one in
each quadrant, surrounding a physical qubit prepared in
the |T 〉 state. Then one measures the checks three times
and performs fault-tolerant decoding on the result. Al-
though this only suppresses errors to second-order in the
errors of the physical operations, the preparation of the
physical |T 〉 state itself is only good to first-order in this
error. The resultant low-fidelity state can be distilled
to any desired precision (limited by the code distance)
by any of a number of magic-state distillation protocols,
such as the Bravyi-Kitaev protocol [76], using the other
fault-tolerant operations in the universal set.

Ref. [27] describes a protocol for how to measure a
logical qubit represented by a pair of interior twists. In
the protocol, one entangles the twist pair with an aux-
iliary logical qubit represented by a pair of (non-twist)
punctures (viz., missing connected check regions). The
protocol requires braiding one of the punctures around
the twist pair by a sequence of internal code deforma-
tions, followed by destructively measuring the auxiliary
logical puncture pair that represents the logical qubit. In-
deed, this protocol can be used to measure the product of
any number of logical qubits stored in an even number of

twists, simply by braiding the punctures along the correct
path. This protocol requires a greater separation between
twists than the other two alternatives we describe next,
because it is necessary to leave space for the punctures to
move around without compromising the distance of the
code. However, it doesn’t require any unusual hardware
features beyond the ability to turn particular stabilizer
generators on and off.

By moving all interior twists to corner twists on the
boundary, one can measure an arbitrary logical Pauli
product operator using the the lattice-surgery protocols
described in Ref. [40]. However, this occupies a length of
the surface code’s perimeter that is proportional to the
number of twists being measured. One challenge with
this protocol is the limitations on parallelism it imposes
if all logical qubits are confined to a single patch, such as
in a large logical Majorana fermion code when thought of
as a logical-qubit code. In this case, for example, in or-
der to measure Θ(n) quadratic Majorana (single-logical-
qubit) or quartic Majorana (two-logical-qubit) operators
on n twists in parallel, one needs a surface code patch
with perimeter at least Ω(dn), where d is the distance of
the code. While this is possible with a narrow rectangu-
lar patch with twists arranged in a 2 × n

2 array, achiev-
ing it on the square-lattice arrays of twists that match
the geometry of simulation targets (and thus support the
speedups described in this paper) requires a patch with
highly unconventional structure. A notable advantage,
however, is the ease of |T 〉 state injection at the bound-
ary, allowing the use of external T -factories rather than
needing to locate them within the main computational
patch, as described in Ref. [40].

Finally, Ref. [69] describes “portal pairs” that can be
used to teleport twists to a future time, allowing direct
non-destructive measurements of any twist operator in
a number of rounds equal to the code’s distance. This
allows the most compact array of twists, as no physical
braiding or movement of twists whatsoever is required.
However, it requires highly nonlocal physical operations,
potentially even in time as well as in space, and as a
result is only suited to very specific hardware models: in
its original conception, a photonic architecture [77] with
a fiber delay line.

H. Trotter-Suzuki approximation

For simulation applications run on quantum comput-
ers, a common target is the implementation of time-
evolution operator

U = e−itH (29)

corresponding to a physical Hamiltonian H. While this
operator is unitary, and thus at least theoretically pos-
sible to implement on a quantum computer, it may be
extremely difficult to implement exactly in practice. Ac-
cordingly, several methods have been proposed for ap-
proximate implementations of U ; here we discuss the
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Trotter-Suzuki decomposition [78]. It requires the Hamil-
tonian be written as a sum of Trotter layers HL, where
each layer is a sum of commuting terms that do not nec-
essarily commute with the terms in other layers. The
exponentiated Hamiltonian

U = e−itH = e−it
∑
LHL (30)

is then approximated as

Ũ =
∏
L

e−itHL . (31)

For practicality of implementation, we will further de-
compose each Trotter layer HL into a sum of sub-layers,
grouping the Pauli products or even-weight Majorana
fermionic operators more finely than the commutation
relations would require. Each of these “Pauli product
layers” or “Majorana layers” should consist only of terms
that are supported on disjoint sets of information carri-
ers (qubits or fermions, respectively), so that the gates
within an exponentiated layer can be implemented in par-
allel. Because those sub-layers commute with each other,
the sub-decompositions are exact and do not introduce
any additional approximation error into the simulated
evolution. The resulting circuit depth is proportional to
the number of Pauli product layers or Majorana layers.

In fault-tolerant quantum computing architectures, it
is common that the fault-tolerant realizations of non-
Clifford gates are more costly, in terms of physical re-
sources like physical qubits and time, than fault-tolerant
realizations of Clifford gates [79]. For this reason, it is
also common to synthesize all fault-tolerant quantum cir-
cuits so that they depend on only one, or only a few,
types of non-Clifford gates, such as the T gate, which
is the fourth-root of the Pauli Z gate. A proxy for the
complexity of fault-tolerant circuits is then the T count,
which counts the number of T gates in a quantum circuit.

The T count is unaffected by the choice of Trotter lay-
ering, although related measures, such as the T depth,
which is the circuit depth of T gates utilized, may be
affected by the choice of Trotter layering. While T
gates might require many gates to be synthesized fault-
tolerantly, say through one or more “magic state fac-
tories,” the total runtime of the quantum algorithm is
not necessarily impacted by this cost because, with suf-
ficiently many factories, “magic” |T 〉 states can be sup-
plied with high fidelity on demand whenever a T gate is
required [40]. Hence, for the purposes of determining the
overall runtime of the fault-tolerant quantum algorithm,
one can assign a depth cost of one to T gates.

Another useful measure of circuit complexity is the
overall gate count utilized. This dictates the size of quan-
tum error correcting code required, because larger cir-
cuits require larger codes to maintain fault tolerance.

I. Block encoding for Hamiltonian simulation

Block-encoding methods [80] have been proposed as
an alternative to Trotter-Suzuki decomposition for sim-
ulation of the Fermi-Hubbard model and other quantum
systems [81].

For concreteness, consider a Hamiltonian H that is ex-
pressible as a linear combination of Hermitian unitary
operators H` with real coefficients w` (which, without
loss of generality, we take to be positive by absorbing
minus signs into the H` terms). In other words, consider
the Hamiltonian

H =
∑

w`H` s.t. w` ∈ R, w` > 0, H2
` = 1. (32)

From this Hamiltonian, one can construct a pair of or-
acle circuits. prepare prepares a superposition |L〉 of in-
dices |`〉 that specify Hamiltonian terms, with coefficients
proportional to the corresponding terms’ coefficients w`
in the Hamiltonian:

prepare |0〉 =
∑√

w`
λ
|`〉 = |L〉 , (33)

where λ :=
∑
|w`|. select applies a Hamiltonian term

H` specified by an index register onto a system register:

select =
∑
`

|`〉 〈`| ⊗H`. (34)

These oracles together satisfy the “qubitization” rela-
tion

(〈L| ⊗ 1) select (|L〉 ⊗ 1) =
1

λ

∑
`

w`H` =
H

λ
, (35)

which means that we can encode the desired spectrum
into an associated “quantum walk” operator W by defin-
ing W as

W = (2 |L〉 〈L| ⊗ 1− 1) select. (36)

In other words, on the subspace spanned by |L〉|k〉 and
the component of W|L〉|k〉 that is orthogonal to |L〉|k〉,
the quantum walk operator acts as

W = eiY arccos(Ek/λ), (37)

where Y is the Pauli Y operator and Ek is the k-th eigen-
value of H. To find the eigenvalues of H, then, it suffices
to instead find the eigenvalues of W.

To perform phase estimation on this operator, we will
need to implement a controlled version of it, which can
be done via the following circuit if prepare, prepare†,
and controlled-select are available.
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Z

|`〉
select

prepare† prepare

|ψ〉

FIG. 7: The controlled qubitized walk operator Λ(W).

The controlled walk operator must be applied
O(λ/∆E) times, where ∆E is the desired error bound
on the ground state energy.

J. Fermi-Hubbard model system and Hamiltonian

In order to demonstrate the techniques we develop
herein, we require an exemplar system to simulate. For
the sake of simplicity and ease of application, we will con-
sider the planar Fermi-Hubbard model for each demon-
stration.

The Fermi-Hubbard model describes a many-electron
system on a lattice; we consider specifically the case of
a two-dimensional square lattice. While originally con-
structed to describe correlation effects in the d-band of
a transition metal [82], under the approximation of a
narrow band with nearest-neighbor and on-site interac-
tions only, it has more recently been applied to modeling
cuprate superconductors [83]. The model Hamiltonian
consists of a hopping term and an on-site self-energy term

HHUB = −t
∑
〈p,q〉,σ

a†p,σaq,σ +
u

2

∑
p,α 6=β

np,αnp,β (38)

where p and q index lattice sites, σ, α, and β index spins,
〈p, q〉 indicates a sum over pairs of adjacent lattice sites
only, and t and u parametrize the interaction strengths.
Simulations of the model typically consider a finite lattice
with N sites, before extrapolating results to infinite sys-
tems (and the thermodynamic limit more generally) [83].

Approximate solutions to the Fermi-Hubbard model—
obtained via classical algorithms including Monte Carlo,
embedding methods, density matrix renormalization
group theory, coupled-cluster methods, and multi-
reference Hartree-Fock—show ferromagnetism, super-
conductivity, and metal-insulator transitions, depending
on Hamiltonian parameters [83]. This combination of
varied behavior and simplicity makes it a valuable test
environment for fermion simulation techniques [81].

Prior work has examined the Fermi-Hubbard model for
simulation on quantum computers in both the Trotter-
Suzuki [84] and qubitization [81] paradigms. The Trot-
terized implementation considered a NISQ architecture,
with the controlled-iswap as a fundamental gate [84];
their resource estimates, accordingly, will not be directly
comparable with ours. Thus, in Sec. III B we will make

resource estimates both with and without logical Majo-
rana fermion techniques. The qubitized implementation
[81] considers a similar fault-tolerant paradigm to the one
we work in, however, so we will reference their resource
estimation for comparison to our own.

The qubitized approach to simulation relies on re-
peated application of a pair of block-encoding oracles,
prepare and select, as specified in Eq. (33) and
Eq. (34). These two oracles can be implemented with
costs O(logN) and 10N +O(logN) respectively for the
N -site Fermi-Hubbard model [81], which we will take
as an “industry standard” to compare our Majorana-
fermion-inspired block encoding oracles to in Sec. III C.

III. RESULTS

Surface code patches can encode logical qubits via the
inclusion of twist defects in their structure. However,
when acting on those twist defects directly rather than
via the abstraction of logical qubit constructions, they
support Majorana fermionic operations; that is, the sur-
face code patches encode logical Majorana fermions in
their twist defects, and it is natural to think of them as
logical Majorana codes, as described in Sec. II F. Here,
in Sec. IIIA, we show how one can realize a universal set
of operations drawn from the fermionic quantum circuit
gate basis described in Sec. II C on these logical Majorana
fermions. Logical Majorana fermions can then serve as a
new logical data type, together with its own set of logical
operations, for use in fault-tolerant fermionic simulation
algorithms.

Many applications of quantum computing require the
implementation of Dirac fermionic operators. Tradition-
ally, the Jordan-Wigner or another encoding is used
to encode Dirac fermions into qubits (Sec. II B). On
a surface-code-based fault-tolerant quantum computer,
this means that there is a stack of abstraction layers from
Dirac fermions to logical qubits to surface code twist de-
fects to physical data qubits, shown in Fig. 8(a). The
twist defect layer is usually elided from descriptions of
the surface code architecture. However, as described in
Sec. II F, the color-changes on the boundaries of surface
code patches have similar properties to internal twist de-
fects and so are called corner twists [26–28, 61–69], and
in turn act like logical Majorana fermions [26–28]. The
surface code is in effect a concatenated code with logical
qubits encoded in corner twist Majorana fermions.

As noted in Sec. II A, Dirac fermions can be mapped
onto pairs of Majorana fermions. Because twist defects
act as logical Majorana fermions, one can remove one
layer of abstraction, replacing both the Majorana cycle
code (Sec. II E) and the Jordan-Wigner transformation
(Sec. II B) with the mapping in Eq. (2). This creates the
simplified simulation architecture stack in Fig. 8(b).
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Sim. Application
Dirac Fermions

Logical Qubits

Logical
Majorana Fermions

Physical Qubits

Jordan-Wigner
Transformation

Eq. (11)

Majorana Cycle Codes
Eq. (26)

Surface Code
Twist Defects
Fig. 5 or Fig. 6

(a) Conventional surface
code qubit stack.

Sim. Application
Dirac Fermions

Logical
Majorana Fermions

Physical Qubits

Mathematical
Equivalence

Eq. (2)

Surface Code
Twist Defects

Fig. 6

(b) Reduced surface code
logical Majorana fermion
stack.

FIG. 8: The removal of an abstraction layer from the archi-
tecture stack used in error-corrected simulation applications.

Using this architecture, one can obtain scheduling and
parallelization improvements to fermionic simulation al-
gorithms by mapping local fermionic operations onto lo-
cal logical fermionic operations, rather than onto highly
nonlocal Jordan-Wigner strings on logical qubits, as de-
picted in Fig. 9.

Obtaining these improvements typically also involves
some understanding of the system being simulated. For
example, in Sec. III B, to fully exploit the square-lattice
geometry of the fermionic 2D Fermi-Hubbard model, we
move the corner twists of multiple surface-code patches,
encoded as described in Sec. II F, into interior twist de-
fects arrayed in a 2D square lattice inside a single surface-
code patch, as described in Sec. IIG. This allows us to
reduce the asymptotic Trotter-Suzuki quantum circuit
depth from O(

√
N) in a Jordan-Wigner encoding as de-

picted in Fig. 9 to a depth of O(1). We describe this im-
provement in more detail in the upcoming Sec. III B, and
we defer a description of how to interconvert between the
different types of relevant surface codes to Appendix B.

Sometimes scheduling and parallelization improve-
ments simply become more manifest in a direct map-
ping to logical fermions. For example, in Sec. III C, we
describe how the select operation in a qubitized ap-
proach to fermionic simulation (described in Sec. II I),
when applied to the 2D Fermi-Hubbard model, can be
naturally optimized to reduce the T -count complexity of
the algorithm by 20%, from 10N to 8N , where N is the

FIG. 9: A Jordan-Wigner “snaking string” for the Fermi-
Hubbard model. It travels through two (Dirac) fermions
per site, one spin-up and the other spin-down. An ex-
ample nearest-neighbor hopping interaction a†p,↑aq,↑ between
two sites gives rise to the highly non-local Pauli interaction
Xp,↑ ~ZXq,↑ + Yp,↑ ~ZYq,↑ depicted by the colored set of (Dirac)
Fermi modes.

number of sites in the model. This optimization can even
be applied (but less obviously so) in a more traditional
Jordan-Wigner encoding. For this reason, we call this a
Majorana-inspired speedup.

A. Logical measurement-based topological
quantum computation

As noted in Sec. II C, it is possible to realize universal
quantum computation on Majorana fermionic quantum
circuits solely through preparation and measurement op-
erations on pairs and quads of Majorana fermions. Be-
cause of the relationship between Majorana fermions and
Ising anyons, which are topological particles, this is essen-
tially a representation of universal measurement-based
topological quantum computation (MBTQC). In this sec-
tion, we demonstrate how to realize MBTQC with the
logical Majorana fermions represented by twist defects
in surface codes, when the surface codes are interpreted
as logical Majorana codes instead of logical qubit codes.
While the majority of the fault-tolerant operations we
describe follow from known constructions on logical qu-
bits stored in surface codes, we are not aware of them
being combined together to form a universal set of gates
directly on the logical Majorana fermions.

In principle, one can construct a parsimonious version
of universal logical MBTQC on surface codes solely us-
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ing corner twists and lattice surgery operations on tetron
and hexon patches. However, as we will see in Secs. III B
and III C (and elaborated more in Appendix B), in the
context of speedups to fault-tolerant fermionic quantum
simulation algorithms, it is valuable to allow the corner
twists to be brought to the interior so that fermionic
quantum simulations can be accelerated. These interior
twists can then be braided around one another by se-
quences of internal surface-code deformations.

To realize logical MBTQC, as a first step, one must
map even-weight logical Majorana operators onto the
physical qubit operators that encode them. These opera-
tors are the targets of logical state preparations and mea-
surements. Again, although a parsimonious construction
only requires logical Majorana operators of weight two
and four (quadratic and quartic Majorana operators) as
described in Sec. II C, we will show how to represent any
even-weight operator, which opens up the possibility of
further computational speedups in the context of fault-
tolerant fermionic quantum simulation.

The representation of logical Majorana operators is
straightforward: any string of physical Pauli operators
on the qubits that encircles an even number of twists
encodes the even-weight logical Majorana operator sup-
ported on those twists. Furthermore, the product of
all of the logical Majorana operators on a surface-code
patch is in the stabilizer group of the code, because it is
just a representation of the conservation of total (logical)
fermionic parity. If all corner twists are brought to the in-
terior, a Pauli string that encircles them all can be pulled
to the boundary and made to disappear, because there
is nowhere for the string to “condense” on the bound-
ary. This indicates that any surface-code patch holding
only two Majorana fermions stores no information, and
any surface-code patch containing only four Majorana
fermions forces those fermions into a tetron code, or one
that can be deformed into one by moving the twists to
the corners; that is, tetron codes encode exactly a single
logical qubit. Examples of quadratic and global Majo-
rana operators are depicted in Fig. 10.

(a) Quadratic logical
Majorana operator.

(b) Global logical Majorana op-
erator (fermionic parity).

FIG. 10: (Color online.) Logical Majorana fermion operators
encoded as physical qubit Pauli strings.

One of the key differences between universal quan-
tum computation on logical qubits and logical Majo-
rana fermions represented by surface-code patches is
that there exist even-weight logical Majorana operators

that span multiple patches which have no representa-
tion in terms of logical-qubit operators. For example,
a quadratic Majorana operator in which one twist is on
one patch and one twist is on another has no meaning
in terms of logical-qubit operators. That said, represent-
ing that operator even for logical Majorana fermions is
problematic—two isolated surface code patches have no
reason to be in a state of total fermionic parity conserva-
tion between them. To represent this operator, one must
first deform the two patches so that they become a single
patch. Only then can the two logical Majorana fermions
“sense” one another. We describe how to do this code
deformation in detail in Appendix B.

Once all twists are on the same patch, the quadratic
logical Majorana operators and the individual logical qu-
bit operators fall into one-to-one correspondence. In fact,
more generally, all even-weight logical Majorana opera-
tors correspond to logical qubit operators that act on one
or more logical qubits. Hence, fault-tolerant operations
for realizing measurements and preparations of these op-
erators, as described in Sec. IIG, can be used to realize
these operations fault-tolerantly. Although the opera-
tions described there acted on just one or two logical qu-
bits at a time, they generalize straightforwardly to multi-
qubit operations. For example, one can braid a puncture
around a collection of pairs of interior twists to mea-
sure their joint Majorana operator fault-tolerantly. Or
one can perform multi-logical-qubit lattice surgery with
auxiliary patches to measure an even collection of corner
twists. In essence, fault-tolerant MBTQC is automati-
cally inherited from fault-tolerant logical-qubit compu-
tation on surface codes, once all the twists are moved to
a single patch.

B. Trotterized Fermi-Hubbard model simulation
exemplar

Consider a Trotter-Suzuki decomposition of the 2D
Fermi-Hubbard model Hamiltonian on N sites, as repre-
sented in Eq. (38). As noted in Sec. II H, to perform this
decomposition, one expresses the Hamiltonian as a sum
of Trotter-layer Hamiltonians, where each such Trotter-
layer Hamiltonian is a sum of commuting terms that do
not necessarily commute with the terms in other layers.

In the Jordan-Wigner picture, the qubit Hamiltonian
that we seek to Trotterize, following Babbush et al. [81],
is the following:

HHUB =− t

2

∑
〈p,q〉,σ

(
Xp,σ

~ZXq,σ + Yp,σ ~ZYq,σ

)
+
u

4

∑
p

Zp,↑Zp,↓ −
u

4

∑
p,σ

Zp,σ +
uN

4
1. (39)

In this notation, X, Y , and Z are Pauli matrices acting
on qubits at site p or q as indicated by the first index,
and representing fermions with spin σ ∈ {↑, ↓} as indi-
cated by the second index. The notation Xp,σ

~ZXq,σ is a
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shorthand for the nonlocal qubit operator

Xp,σ
~ZXq,σ := X(p,σ)Z(p,σ)+1Z(p,σ)+2 · · ·Z(q,σ)−1X(q,σ),

(40)

where P(p,σ)+1 denotes the Pauli matrix P acting on
the next combination of site and spin along the Jordan-
Wigner string after P(p, σ), as shown in Fig. 9.

While the final term in this Hamiltonian is propor-
tional to the identity and therefore has no physical sig-
nificance, it is usually kept so that the spectrum of this
Hamiltonian matches that of the original Fermi-Hubbard
model Hamiltonian.

This can be written as five Trotter layers. Every
Zp,↑Zp,↓ and Zp,σ term commutes with every other such
term, so all Z terms can be combined as a single layer.
As for the Pp,σ ~ZPq,σ hopping terms, where P ∈ {X,Y },
they anticommute with any other hopping term with
σ = σ′ and exactly one matching p or q. On a square
lattice, each site has hopping terms in four directions, ne-
cessitating four different Trotter layers of hopping terms.

As discussed in Sec. II H, this does not necessarily allow
a Trotter step to be implemented in depth 5, or even
constant depth. As a standard architectural assumption,
two commuting gates can only be run in parallel if they
act on disjoint sets of qubits. For the the layer of on-site
Z terms, this requires decomposition into two sub-layers;
all the Zp,σ terms can be implemented simultaneously,
but the Zp,↑Zp,↓ cannot be run in parallel with them.
The Trotter-Suzuki simulation of the on-site terms, then,
can still be run in O(1) depth.

Because nearest-neighbor fermions in a 2D lattice can
be O(

√
N) qubits away in a Jordan-Wigner encoding, as

depicted in Fig. 9, the ability to parallelize the quan-
tum simulation of the hopping terms is sharply limited.
Each has support on O(

√
N) qubits, and that bound is

tight for at least one term on each site. By the dis-
jointness requirement, one thus can exponentiate at most
Θ(
√
N) terms in parallel. Since there are Θ(N) hopping

terms, each Trotter-Suzuki step has a minimum circuit
depth (minimum number of Pauli product sub-layers) of
Ω(
√
N).

In contrast, in the Majorana fermion picture, because
each Hamiltonian term is truly local, one can execute
each Trotter-Suzuki step in O(1) depth. To see this, one
first expands each Dirac fermion operator a with spin
σ ∈ {↑, ↓} at 2D position p = (x, y) into a pair of Ma-
jorana fermions c− and c+, each of which is given the
same spin value σ. After this, the Fermi-Hubbard model
Hamiltonian can be expressed solely as a sum over indi-
vidual sites as follows:

HHUB =− t

2

∑
(x,y,σ)

H
(int)
HUB(x, y, σ) +

u

4

∑
(x,y)

H
(site)
HUB (x, y)

(41)

H
(int)
HUB(x, y, σ) = icx,y,+,σcx+1,y,−,σ + icx+1,y,+,σcx,y,−,σ

+ icx,y,+,σcx,y+1,−,σ + icx,y+1,+,σcx,y,−,σ
(42)

H
(site)
HUB (x, y) = icx,y,+,↑cx,y,−,↑ + icx,y,+,↓cx,y,−,↓

− cx,y,+,↑cx,y,−,↑cx,y,+,↓cx,y,−,↓ + 1
(43)

Each hopping term is local, whether in the horizon-
tal x direction or vertical y direction, and is supported
on exactly two Majorana fermions; there are 4N such
terms, which can be implemented in four Majorana lay-
ers, plus another two layers for the on-site terms, which is
very close (asymptotically identical) to the lower bound
of five Trotter layers (the on-site terms commute with
each other but anticommute with every hopping opera-
tor, and each Majorana fermion has four anticommuting
hopping operators associated with it).

The stringlike logical operators corresponding to each
of these terms in a logical Majorana surface code, in
which each of the logical Majoranas is represented by an
internal twist defect in the lattice, is depicted in Fig. 11.
One challenge in realizing these stringlike logical oper-
ators is that they sometimes run very close to one an-
other; in order to maintain a sufficient distance for fault-
tolerance with the most compact packing of twists, first
the odd-indexed terms for each layer can be evolved in
parallel, then the even-indexed ones. Regardless, only a
constant gate depth is required.

Unlike the speedups described in Sec. III C, this circuit
depth reduction is actually reliant on access to Majorana
fermions encoded as twist defects. This does not mean it
is impossible to describe what is happening in the qubit
picture: applying the Majorana cycle codes in Sec. II E
allows the Majorana operators used to be mapped onto
(in general, high-weight) Pauli operators with the same
structure as Jordan-Wigner strings. However, those op-
erators do not have the same disjoint support as the Ma-
jorana operators; and so the parallelization is only pos-
sible if the actual implementation of the exponentiated
Hamiltonian terms happens at the Majorana level.

Furthermore, this construction utilized an encoding in
which all twist defects are on a single patch; in Ap-
pendix B, we show that an implementation using a col-
lection of tetron-encoded patches that interact via lattice
surgery fails to achieve the same speedup. This suggests
that, for at least some types of computational advan-
tages, it is important to ensure that logical fermions are
encoded in a way that reflects the layout of the fermions
they are simulating.

C. Majorana-inspired qubitized Fermi-Hubbard
model simulation exemplar

Simulating Hamiltonians with the qubitization algo-
rithm requires the construction of a pair of oracles, pre-
pare and select, as described in Sec. II I. For Hamil-
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(a) cx,y,+,σcx,y,−,σ (top)
and

cx,y,+,↑cx,y,−,↑cx,y,+,↓cx,y,−,↓
(bottom).

(b) cx,y,+,σcx+1,y,−,σ
(top) and

cx+1,y,+,σcx,y,−,σ
(bottom).

(c) cx,y,+,σcx,y+1,−,σ
(left) and

cx,y+1,+,σcx,y,−,σ (right).

FIG. 11: The Hamiltonian terms of the Fermi-
Hubbard model, drawn in solid lines as physical
Pauli strings around logical Majorana twists, with
X on sites in red and Z on sites in blue. Dark blue
rectangles indicate weight-5 checks, and dashed
lines mark missing qubits between pairs of twists.

tonians with many repeated coefficients, the costs of se-
lect dominate. This is true, for example, for the Fermi-
Hubbard model as studied, e.g., in Ref. [81], for which
prepare was implemented with T counts logarithmic in
the system size N , whereas select had a T count of 10N
to leading-order.

By choosing our scheme for mapping Hamiltonian
terms onto index bitstrings in a way that accounts for
the limited connectivity of our Hamiltonians, more effi-
cient implementations of select become possible. For
example, in the Fermi-Hubbard model, each Hamiltonian
term is supported on, for each spin σ, either exactly one
annihilation and one creation operator on spin-orbitals
with spin σ; or no fermionic operators with spin σ at
all. As a result, we can uniquely specify a Hamiltonian
term using four indices, each ranging over a quarter of
the possible fermionic operators.

To see a reduction in T -count from these indexing
scheme modifications, we will also need a variation on the

unary iteration circuits that have been previously used in
implementing select oracles. We refer to this variant of
unary iteration, which introduces a parameter k to iter-
ate over only 1/k of the qubits in a register while still
applying Pauli strings across every qubit in the register,
as “stride-k unary iteration,” and describe its implemen-
tation in Appendix C.

These circuits allow us to realize the benefits of the
alternate indexing schemes; for example, in the Fermi-
Hubbard model, we can reduce the T -count of each se-
lect oracle call from 10N to 8N with the new indexing
scheme and a stride-2 unary iteration circuit. We antici-
pate similar speedups can be realized by reindexing other
Hamiltonians with similar structure.

We want to implement an block-encoding decomposi-
tion of the Fermi-Hubbard model Hamiltonian, Eq. (38).
While Babbush et al. write this in terms of qubit opera-
tors via the Jordan-Wigner transformation as in Eq. (39),
we will first choose to write it in terms of Majorana op-
erators as∑

σ

H
(int)
HUB(x, y, σ) = icp,+,↑1+,↓cq,−,↑1−,↓

+i1+,↑cp,+,↓1−,↑cq,−,↓

+icq,+,↑1+,↓cp,−,↑1−,↓

+i1+,↑cq,+,↓1−,↑cp,−,↓ (44)

∑
σ

H
(site)
HUB (x, y) = icp,+,↑1+,↓cp,−,↑1−,↓

+i1+,↑cp,+,↓1−,↑cp,−,↓

−cp,+,↑cp,+,↓cp,−,↑cp,−,↓ + 1, (45)

which differs from Eq. (41) in Sec. III B only in that we
have explicitly included 1±,σ to draw attention to the fact
that each term has the same form. In the Jordan-Wigner
picture, these terms took the forms ZZ, Z, X ~ZX, and
Y ~ZY ; while these do not initially appear to share a simi-
lar structure, the Majorana notation reveals that all four
take the form cj,+,↑ck,+,↓cl,−,↑cm,−,↓. In other words, no
term is supported on two of the same type (spin up or
down, + or − Majorana) of Majorana operator on dif-
ferent sites; each is a product of up to one of each of the
four.

In order to obtain our speedup, we are going to choose
to label our terms with indices that correspond to this
structure; in particular, we are going to label them with
four (x, y) site coordinates j, k, l, and m, each corre-
sponding to one of the four Majorana operators on that
site.

In fact, while the Majorana paradigm made the pos-
sibility for this index scheme clear, we can apply the
usual Jordan-Wigner encoding after re-indexing; the
speedup itself is in no way dependent on the logical Majo-
rana fermion implementation, so we call it a “Majorana-
inspired” speedup. We write each Jordan-Wigner string a
product of up to one of each of the four types of fermionic
operators ~ZXp,↑, ~ZXp,↓, ~ZYp,↑, and ~ZYp,↓, as follows (for
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p < q):

Xp,↑ ~ZXq,↑ =
(
~ZXq,↑

)(
~ZYp,↑

)
(46)

Xp,↓ ~ZXq,↓ =
(
~ZXq,↓

)(
~ZYp,↓

)
(47)

Yp,↑ ~ZYq,↑ =
(
~ZXp,↑

)(
~ZYq,↑

)
(48)

Yp,↓ ~ZYq,↓ =
(
~ZXp,↓

)(
~ZYq,↓

)
(49)

Zp,↑ =
(
~ZXp,↑

)(
~ZYp,↑

)
(50)

Zp,↓ =
(
~ZXp,↓

)(
~ZYp,↓

)
(51)

Zp,↑Zp,↓ =
(
~ZXp,↑

)(
~ZYp,↑

)(
~ZXp,↓

)(
~ZYp,↓

)
(52)

Factored in this way, the hidden common structure of the
terms is clarified just as it was in the Majorana perspec-
tive.

If one of the four types of fermionic operator is not in-
cluded in a particular term, we will have a special index-
value for that, denoted here by ∅. Because of this, we
will not need dedicated input wires to select (the U
and V in Babbush et al.) to denote whether we are con-
sidering a quadratic or quartic Majorana operator term;
a quadratic term will have two ∅ indices, and a quartic
term will have none.

prepareHUB |0〉
⊗4+8

⌈
log
√

N
2 +1

⌉
=

M−1∑
x=0

M−1∑
y=0

√
t

2λ


|jxjykx+1kyl∅m∅〉+ |jx+1jykxkyl∅m∅〉

+ |jxjykxky+1l∅m∅〉+ |jxjy+1kxkyl∅m∅〉
+ |j∅k∅lxlymx+1my〉+ |j∅k∅lx+1lymxmy〉
+ |j∅k∅lxlymxmy+1〉+ |j∅k∅lxly+1mxmy〉


+

M−1∑
x=0

M−1∑
y=0

√
u

8λ
|jxjykxkylxlymxmy〉

+

M−1∑
x=0

M−1∑
y=0

√
u

4λ
[|jxjykxkyl∅m∅〉+ |j∅k∅lxlymxmy〉]

(53)

We use five auxiliary qubits to prepare this state. The
first two flag whether we are constructing anX ~ZX/Y ~ZY
term, a ZZ term, or a Z term, in the same manner as
Babbush et al.’s U and V , except that we will not need to

pass them to select. The next three determine which of
the eight possible X ~ZX/Y ~ZY terms, or which of the two
possible Z terms, we construct, by controlling how the
various indices are swapped around between registers.

⌈
log
√
N
2
+1

⌉
⌈
log
√
N
2
+1

⌉
⌈
log
√
N
2
+1

⌉
⌈
log
√
N
2
+1

⌉
⌈
log
√
N
2
+1

⌉
⌈
log
√
N
2
+1

⌉
⌈
log
√
N
2
+1

⌉
⌈
log
√
N
2
+1

⌉

aux RY
(

2 arccos
√

1
5

)
aux RY

(
2 arccos

√
tN
λ

)
aux H

aux H

aux H

jx UNIFORMM Injx Injx

jy UNIFORMM Injy Injy

kx ⊕jx +1 mod M

ky ⊕jy

lx
⊕∅

⊕jx

ly ⊕jy

mx

⊕∅
⊕jx

my ⊕jy

FIG. 12: The qubitized prepare oracle circuit.
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Once we have prepared the correct index state, our se-
lect operator just applies precisely the Jordan-Wigner-
transformed Majorana operators specified by the index,
using the stride-k unary iteration we described in Ap-
pendix C. Specifically, we will use the k = 2 version of
the construction to iterate over only every other lattice

site—that is, either only the spin-up or only the spin-
down sites—while still applying a Jordan-Wigner string
operator on every lattice site, and will do so at only the
T -cost of iterating over every other lattice site (that is,
approximately half the T -cost of iterating over every lat-
tice site).

selectHUB |jklm〉 |ψ〉 = |jklm〉 ⊗
{
1 if j = ∅
~ZXj,↑

}{
1 if k = ∅
~ZYk,↑

}{
1 if l = ∅
~ZXl,↓

}{
1 if m = ∅
~ZYm,↓

}
|ψ〉

(54)

log(N2 +1)

log(N2 +1)

log(N2 +1)

log(N2 +1)

N

control

pj (2)Inj

pk (2)Ink

pl (2)Inl

pm (2)Inm

|ψ〉 ~ZXj,↑ ~ZYk,↑ ~ZXl,↓ ~ZYm,↓

FIG. 13: The qubitized select oracle circuit.

Each of the four unary iterations above iterates over
N
2 + 1 indices, and thus has a T -count of 2N . In total,
this means our select implementation has a T -count
of 8N +O(logN), compared to Babbush et al.’s 10N +
O(logN).

IV. CONCLUSION

Inspired by Feynman’s call to simulate quantum me-
chanics with quantum computers to eliminate the over-
head in quantum-to-classical mappings [1], we have
shown how to simulate fermions with error-corrected log-
ical Majorana fermions in a way that eliminates the over-
head in fermion-to-qubit mappings. We did so by pro-
cessing the logical Majorana fermions stored as twist de-
fects in surface code patches. We rely on known con-
structions on surface codes to implement the required
operations for this processing, most of which have not
been previously applied to the target of logical Majo-
rana fermionic computation, but to the processing of
logical qubits in Majorana cycle codes. We expect that
these constructions will apply to topological codes more
broadly than just the surface code, including those de-
fined generally by rotation systems [48] and those defined
dynamically, such as the honeycomb code [85, 86].

We demonstrate the value of the ability to manipu-

late logical Majorana fermions directly in a fault-tolerant
setting for optimizing quantum simulation algorithms in
the exemplar system of a 2D Fermi-Hubbard model. The
improvements in this exemplar suggest that similar opti-
mizations may be possible in other quantum simulation
algorithms. In particular, removing elaborate nonlocal
sequences of CNOT gates used to facilitate operations in
the Jordan-Wigner mapping of qubits to fermions, such
as those described in Refs. [81, 87–89], may lead to oppor-
tunities for parallel execution and scheduling optimiza-
tions.

Furthermore, we show the value of the logical fermionic
data type as a conceptual tool to aid in quantum software
development. By working in the abstraction of fermionic
computation, we are able to obtain a T -count reduction
for block encoding oracles in the same exemplar system,
which is applicable even in non-fermionic architectures.
We expect this approach to be a useful aid to algorithm
developers examining other target applications as well.

Developing optimizing compilers that exploit the avail-
ability of native (Majorana) fermionic operations is an
interesting avenue for further research. We look forward
to seeing how the broad array of fermionic quantum simu-
lation applications will be able to exploit the elimination
of fermion-to-qubit mappings that we describe here.

As shown in Ref. [28], one can realize a rich panoply
of anyons as twist defects in topological codes, even
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beyond the simple Majorana fermions we have consid-
ered. This suggests that our approach is extendable in
a way that facilitates low-overhead fault-tolerant any-
onic simulation generally, using these logical anyons in
the measurement-based topological quantum computing
paradigm. For example, the Fradkin-Kadanoff trans-
formation for parafermions that generalizes the Jordan-
Wigner transformation for fermions might be able to be
eliminated to facilitate less resource intensive studies of
parafermions with quantum computers [90, 91]. Simula-
tions of anyonic physics might even help to develop tech-
nology based on actual anyonic excitations in material
systems [92].

While our approach may facilitate simulation studies
of anyonic physics, including of Majorana fermions them-
selves, the fact that our constructions allow one to ma-
nipulate arbitrarily reliable “synthetic” logical Majorana
fermions directly suggests that our approach could be an
alternative to manipulating Majorana fermions realized
as quasiparticle excitations in condensed matter systems
for the purposes of reliable quantum computation. Much
of the effort developed for how to manipulate Majorana
fermions for the purposes of quantum computation, for
example protocols for “topological quantum compiling,”
[93] can be mapped to the logical Majorana fermion set-
ting without any modifications. That said, the quest to
realize physical Majorana fermions is still very important
for fundamental physics and could be enabling for some
quantum technologies.

It is worth noting that tailoring quantum error cor-
recting codes for explicit use in fermionic quantum sim-
ulation algorithms is not a new idea; for example, see
Refs. [11, 17–20]. However, all previous constructions
of which we are aware either used ad hoc codes or only
worked at fixed code distances which did not facilitate ar-
bitrarily reliable quantum simulations. By basing our ap-
proach on surface codes, which have been studied exten-
sively, our constructions will work at arbitrary code dis-
tances and could be realized by technologies built around

surface codes.
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We briefly describe here the standard version of unary
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the state of the qubit |c〉. The specific implementation
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FIG. 14: A general ranged and indexed operator implemented using unary iteration.

As noted in Ref. [81], this construction can be trans-
formed much as classical iterators can; in Appendix C
we discuss a transformation of particular utility for our
work.

Appendix B: Code deformation between the
n-tetron and (2n+ 2)-on encodings

As we noted in Sec. IIIA, a quadratic logical Majo-
rana fermion operator that spans two different tetron
surface-code patches has no representation in terms of
logical-qubit operators. In order for this operator to
have meaning, even for logical Majorana fermions, the
twists where they reside need to be brought onto the
same surface-code patch so that they can “sense” one an-
other through a global fermionic parity constraint (which
is equal to the product of all the stabilizer generators of
the collective patch). This is necessary, generically, for
fault-tolerant fermionic quantum simulation algorithms
that exploit logical Majorana fermions directly, because,
generally, a fermionic Hamiltonian can include quadratic
operators between any pair of logical Majorana fermions.

That said, one might wish to store logical Majorana
fermions on tetron patches for ease of implementation;
one might imagine that one could transform the infor-
mation carriers between the (2n + 2)-fermion Majorana
cycle code and and an array of n tetron codes on demand.
Unfortunately, we will see that, while this is possible, it
is sufficiently nonlocal and expensive as to obviate any
locality-derived scheduling improvements one might have
obtained.

Even if we are not intending to use our logical Ma-

jorana fermions to implement logical qubits, the op-
erators described in described in Sec. II E for logical
Pauli operators form a complete set of generators for
the group of logical Majorana fermion operators avail-
able within the code (that is, excluding any that anti-
commute with stabilizer-group elements—most notably
the odd-weight operators—and treating each operator
as its equivalence class under stabilizer-element multi-
plication). Specifically, the n-tetron code has the same
stabilizer generators as are enforced by n four-logical-
Majorana-fermion square patches, and the (2n + 2)-
logical-Majorana-fermion cycle code has the same sta-
bilizer generators as the dislocation twist defect code.
Accordingly, we can use the stabilizer formalism [46] to
track the code deformations we perform.

Suppose we wish to deform from a cycle code with
2n + 2 logical Majorana fermions on a single patch to
a code with patches of four logical Majorana fermions
each. We consider two different versions of this deforma-
tion. In the first, only defined when n is odd, we keep the
fermion number constant, and split the large patch into
n+1
2 tetron patches. However, adding n−1

2 additional sta-
bilizer generators but keeping the number of information
carriers constant will shrink our logical subspace, and we
will lose information. Instead, we will need to add 2n−2
additional logical Majorana fermions, leaving us with a
total of 4n logical Majorana fermions on n tetron patches.
Thus, we will have added precisely half as many checks
as logical Majorana fermions, and so the dimension of
our logical subspace remains constant.

For ease of description, we use four additional auxiliary
logical Majorana fermions during the deformation; they
can be optimized away, but doing so makes the operation
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less clear. Suppose we have a linear array of 2n+ 2 Ma-
jorana fermions c0...c2n+1 on a single patch. Our logical
operator generators are

Lk =

k∏
i=0

c2ic2i+1 (B1)

L′k = c2k+1c2k+2 (B2)

for 0 ≤ k < n as described above. Our only stabilizer
generator is the product

SG =

2n+1∏
i=0

ci (B3)

of all the logical Majorana operators (that is, global par-
ity conservation).

FIG. 15: (Color online.) The initial logical operators and
stabilizer generator for the linear logical Majorana array.

To begin the deformation, introduce a second line of
logical Majorana fermions c2n+2...c4n+3 prepared in the
+1 eigenstate of a new set of stabilizer generators

Sk = c(2n+2)+2kc(2n+2)+(2k+1) (B4)

SF =

4n+3∏
i=2n+2

ci. (B5)

By multiplying by these stabilizer generators, we can
rewrite our logical operator generators as

Lk → Lk

k∏
i=0

Si

=

k∏
i=0

c2ic2i+1c(2n+2)+2ic(2n+2)+(2i+1)

(B6)

(with no change to the L′k).

FIG. 16: (Color online.) The second line of logical Majorana
fermions, new stabilizer generators, and extended logical op-
erators produced.

We can then, one at a time from k = n − 1 to k = 0,
replace each Sk with the anticommuting stabilizer gener-
ator

S̃k = c2k+1c2k+2c(2n+2)+(2k+1)c(2n+2)+(2k+2). (B7)

Note that, if the replacements are done in descending
order of k, the new stabilizer generator will commute with
all of our other existing stabilizer and logical operators.

Next, take the stabilizer generator SF and multiply
it by the product of all the other stabilizer generators,
rewriting it as

SF → −SFSG
n−1∏
k=0

S̃k

= c0c2n+1c2n+2c4n+3.

(B8)

Take SG and replace it with the anticommuting stabilizer
generator

S̃G = c2n+1c4n+3. (B9)

As with our other replacements, this commutes with ev-
ery stabilizer and logical operator generator except for
the old SG it replaces.

FIG. 17: (Color online.) The stabilizer generators after
rewriting SF and replacing Sk and SG.

If we then multiply SF by the new S̃G, yielding

SF → SF S̃G = c0c2n+2, (B10)

we find that S̃G is the only stabilizer generator supported
on either c2n+1 or c4n+3; accordingly, we can measure
those two logical Majorana fermions off, removing S̃G
entirely.

FIG. 18: (Color online.) The stabilizer generators after
rewriting SF again and measuring off c2n+1 and c4n+3.

Finally, we can rewrite each Lk as the equivalent-up-
to-stabilizer-group-multiplication

Lk → LkSF

k−1∏
i=0

S̃k

= c2k+1c(2n+2)+(2k+1),

(B11)

leaving SF as the only stabilizer generator supported on
c0 and c2n+2. We measure it off just as we did S̃G, leav-
ing us with the n tetron stabilizer generators S̃k. Note
that, as expected, each Lk still anticommutes with the
corresponding L′k, which has been preserved unchanged
from our original code.
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FIG. 19: (Color online.) The stabilizer generators in the final
tetron code after the deformation is complete.

Thus, we have performed the desired code deforma-
tion, from 2n + 2 logical Majorana fermions and one
weight-(2n + 2) stabilizer generator to 4n logical Majo-
rana fermions with n weight-4 stabilizer generators, and
all our logical information preserved. Of course, this
whole process can be performed in reverse, exchanging
preparations and measurements, to deform the code in
the other direction. Furthermore, any logical Majorana
fermionic operator that was even-weight (globally parity-
preserving) on the original code is now even-weight on
each patch of the new code (locally parity-preserving).
Thus, any such operator could, if desired, be measured
via standard (albeit potentially wildly nonlocal) lattice
surgery operations.

But what did it cost us? Our code deformation in-
teracts with every logical Majorana fermion, and indeed
introduces a new weight-(2n+ 2) stabilizer generator. In
other words, it is as nonlocal as a code deformation could
possibly be; we should not find this surprising, because
we needed to take the extremely nonlocal

Ln−1 =

n−1∏
i=0

c2ic2i+1 (B12)

to a completely local (weight-2) operator. If one was hop-
ing, by using tetron surface-code patches instead of one
giant patch, that logical Majorana operations would be
more local, or easier to route, or some similar benefit over
nonlocal logical Jordan-Wigner operations, such benefits
disappear when accounting for the the cost of moving

between the many-tetron and one-giant-patch encoding.

Appendix C: Stride-k unary iteration circuits

While constructing the block-encoding circuits in
Sec. III C, we discovered that we required a slightly dif-
ferent construction of the unary-iterated Majorana op-
erators [94] than that used by Babbush et al. [81]. We
refer to this construction as stride unitary iteration by
analogy to the stride parameter present in many classi-
cal programming languages’ iteration constructs.

Conventional unary iteration circuits iterate over each
individual qubit in a target register, with the index
specifying which qubit to apply a gate to, or where to
start/stop applying a Pauli string or similar gate to ev-
ery qubit iterated over. We introduce a stride parameter
k, allowing a unary iteration circuit to iterate over only
1/k of the qubits in a register (at 1/k the T -count) while
still applying Pauli strings across every qubit in the reg-
ister.

Additionally, we will include an index in our unary
iteration that, instead of corresponding to a target qubit,
corresponds to applying the operation to no qubits (that
is, it corresponds to a noop). This is more efficient than
adding a second control qubit to enable or disable the
unary iteration, if the number of indices is not already a
power of 2. We will label this index ∅.

Below, we construct example circuits for (2)Inl, the
stride-2 unary iteration operator, applying Jordan-
Wigner encoded Majorana operators on a register ψ of
six qubits. These qubits are grouped as pairs addressed
by l ∈ {01, 10, 11}, one representing the spin-up fermion
and the other representing the spin-down fermion on each
lattice site. Additionally, when |l〉 = |00〉 the circuit per-
forms noop; that is, we define ∅ = 00.

For the spin-up case, (2)Inl

(
~ZYl,↑

)
, we have
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control

l1

l0

accumulator

|ψ〉01↑ Y Z

|ψ〉01↓ Z

|ψ〉10↑ Y Z

|ψ〉10↓ Z

|ψ〉11↑ Y

|ψ〉11↓

FIG. 20: A spin-up Majorana fermion operator, Jordan-Wigner encoded, and implemented using stride-2 unary iteration.

Similarly, for the spin-down (2)Inl

(
~ZYl,↓

)
, we have the circuit

control

l1

l0

accumulator

|ψ〉01↑ Z

|ψ〉01↓ Y Z

|ψ〉10↑ Z

|ψ〉10↓ Y Z

|ψ〉11↑ Z

|ψ〉11↓ Y

FIG. 21: A spin-down Majorana fermion operator, Jordan-Wigner encoded, and implemented using stride-2 unary iteration.

This has a T -cost of 4L−4, just as for standard unary
iteration, but here L = N

2 +1 for a T -count of 2N in con-
trast to the full (stride-1) indexed Majorana operator’s
4N − 4.
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