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In the context of adiabatic quantum computation (AQC), it has been argued that first-order
quantum phase transitions (QPTs) due to localisation phenomena cause AQC to fail by exponentially
decreasing the minimal spectral gap of the Hamiltonian along the annealing path. The vanishing of
the spectral gap is often linked to the localisation of the ground state in a local minimum, requiring
the system to tunnel into the global minimum at a later stage of the annealing. Recent methods have
been proposed to avoid this phenomena by carefully designing the involved Hamiltonians. However,
it remains a challenge to formulate a comprehensive theory on the effect of the various parameters
and the conditions under which QPTs make the AQC algorithm fail. Equipped with concepts from
graph theory, in this work we link graph quantities associated to the Hamiltonians along the anneal
path with the occurrence of QPTs. These links allow us to derive bounds on the location of the
minimal spectral gap along the anneal path, augmenting the toolbox for the design of strategies to
improve the runtime of AQC algorithms.

I. INTRODUCTION

One of the central goals of quantum computing is the
prospect of being able to efficiently solve classically hard
computational problems. Adiabatic Quantum Computa-
tion (AQC), proposed by Farhi et al. [1], is a model of
quantum computation particularly well suited to tackle
optimization tasks that fall into this category. Roland
et al. [2] showed that a quadratic speed-up of Grover’s
search algorithm [3] can be obtained not only through a
gate-based quantum circuit but also by AQC. This, to-
gether with the proofs of equivalence between AQC and
the gate-based model [4], indicate that a universal AQC
device would provide quantum advantage.
In AQC, a quantum system is prepared in the ground
state of a relatively simple initial Hamiltonian, also called
the driver Hamiltonian. The Hamiltonian of the system
is then slowly interpolated to a target Hamiltonian whose
ground state encodes the solution of the target problem.
By slowly we mean that the rate of change of the Hamil-
tonian adheres to the adiabatic condition as stated by
the adiabatic theorem [5]. As a consequence, the run-
time of the algorithm is inversely related to the width of
the spectral gap of the instantaneous Hamiltonian and
a rapidly closing spectral gap therefore dramatically in-
creases the runtime, making the algorithm infeasible. A
major cause of these exploding runtimes are first-order
quantum phase transitions (QPTs) [6, 7] due to Anderson
localisation, which results into (avoided) level-crossings
that lead to an exponential closing of the spectral gap
and, consequently, to a exponential runtime. Altshuler
et al. [8] considered this to be a failure proof of AQC.
However, this proposition has been contested, as meth-
ods are known to avoid the exponential closing of the gap
[9–13], suggesting that there are specific conditions when
localisation phenomena can be avoided by careful design
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of the initial Hamiltonian.
In the context of AQC, first-order QPTs can occur when
an initially delocalized state transitions into a localized
state that is supported in a local minimum, while only
having negligible amplitudes in the global minimum. As
a consequence, as the annealing continues, the ground
state transitions to the global minimum, resulting in a
rapidly closing spectral gap as well as a discontinuity in
the solution fidelity. The latter transition from the local
to the global minimum constitutes a first-order QPT. In
the spectrum of the interpolated Hamiltonians the first-
order QPTs correspond to (avoided) level crossings of the
ground and first excited state. However, ideally these
transitions are avoided and the delocalized state tran-
sitions directly into the global minimum, which results
in a smoother fidelity profile. The two scenarios are de-
picted in Figure 1. Such a qualitative difference raises the
question of what are the distinguishing properties of the
local minima that make the ground state localize there
first. Amin and Choi linked the occurrence of first-order
QPTs to the presence of a large number of low-energy
states which are connected by a small number of bit flips
[14]. This notion, however, is rather broad.
In this work we push towards answering this question
from a graph-theoretical perspective. By applying degen-
erate perturbation theory we show how particular graph
theoretic quantities obtained from the initial Hamilto-
nian can be related to the spectral gap along the an-
nealing process. These quantities are well understood in
spectral graph theory, linking them to the spectral gap
of adjacency matrices [15–18]. Importantly, these links
allow us to give conditions for the occurrence or absence
of first-order QPTs and derive bounds on its location,
shedding some light into this particular error mechanism
common in AQC algorithms with the prospect of finding
strategies to mitigate it. The use of graph theory has
proven to be a useful tool in the understanding of many-
body systems [19, 20].
This work is structured as follows: first we review the
basics of the AQC model. In the following section we
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FIG. 1. Ground state localisation with (red arrows and solid
graph profiles) and without (green arrow and dashed graph
profiles) tunneling to the global minimum; the inset shows
the spectral gaps and solution fidelities over the interpolation
parameter, or annealing schedule, s.

give the necessary definitions and show how degenerate
perturbation theory allows for the introduction of certain
graph theoretical concepts, specifically the conductance
of a subset of nodes V and the maximum degree of the re-
spective induced sub-graph G(V ). Using these concepts,
we derive bounds on the energy of states localized in local
minima of the energy landscape, which further allows us
to derive bounds on the location of the minimal spectral
gap along the annealing path. In order to numerically
investigate the validity of the derived bounds, we then
exactly solve artificially generated toy model instances,
as well as an instance of an NP-complete problem and
compare the observed location of the minimal spectral
gap with the predictions of our bounds. We conclude
this work by discussing the tightness and interpretation
of the derived bounds.

II. ADIABATIC QUANTUM COMPUTATION

AQC works by interpolating between a driver Hamil-
tonian HD, also called initial Hamiltonian, and the tar-
get Hamiltonian HT . The ground state of HD needs to
be simple to prepare, while HT has been carefully de-
signed such that the ground state encodes the solution of
the problem at hand. In the case of optimization prob-
lems, this is often done by formulating the problem to
a quadratic unconstrained binary optimization (QUBO)
[21].
The full Hamiltonian as a function of the interpolation
variable s = s(t) ∈ [0, 1] is given by

H(s) = (1− s)HD + sHT (1)

The instantaneous eigenstates of H(s) are denoted by
|Ψn(s)〉 with respective eigenvalues En = En(s) for n =

0, ..., N − 1 such that E0 ≤ E1 ≤ ... ≤ EN−1 with N the
dimension of the Hilbert space. Consider

|Ψ(s)〉 =
∑
n

an(s)|Ψn(s)〉 (2)

the state of the quantum system. At s = 0 we prepare
the system such that |a0(s = 0)|2 = 1. In order to ensure
|a0(s = 1)|2 ≈ 1, the rate of change has to obey the
adiabatic theorem [5]

|〈Ψ1(s)|dHds |Ψ0(s)〉|
g2
min

≤ ε (3)

for ε << 1 and where

gmin = min
s

(E1(s)− E0(s)) (4)

is the minimal spectral gap between ground and first ex-
cited state. The matrix element in the numerator of Eq.
(3) can typically be assumed to be bounded by a con-
stant. Therefore, the runtime of an AQC algorithm is
determined by the minimal gap gmin.
In this work we will assume the target Hamiltonians HT

to be diagonal in the computational basis, i.e.

HT = diag(ET0 , E
T
1 , ..., E

T
N−1) (5)

with eigenstates |z〉 for each eigenvalue ETz . A common
choice for HD is

HD = −
NQ−1∑
i=0

σxi (6)

where σxi is the Pauli-x operator applied on qubit i. Var-
ious works [22, 23] investigated the impact of HD on the
spectral gap and hence on the runtime. In this work
we investigate the impact of HD on the runtime as well,
however we will focus on the underlying graph of the
Hamiltonian and its role in creating first-order QPTs.

III. GRAPH THEORY AND QPTs

A. Basic definitions

We consider driver Hamiltonians HD that can be as-
sociated with a graph G in the Hilbert space. A graph
G = (V, E) is defined by a set of nodes V, as well as a set
of edges

E := {(i, j) : i, j ∈ V connected in G} (7)

Figure 2 shows an example of a graph. For each graph G
one can define the adjacency matrix AG ∈ {0, 1}|V|×|V|
with

(AG)ij =

{
1 if (i, j) ∈ E
0 else

(8)



FIG. 2. An example of a 3-regular Graph G of the configu-
ration space spanned by the eigenvectors |z〉 of HT . The |z〉
are represented by the nodes V, while the set of edges E cor-
respond to the off-diagonals given by the matrix elements of
HD. The nodes in the shaded area represent the degenerate
subspace V of HT , inducing the subgraph G(V ) (black nodes,
solid black edges). All edges leaving V (dashed black edges)
constitute the edge boundary ∂V of V .

As it is the case with Eq. (6), we assume the elements of
HD to be negative. Then we can write more generally

HD =
−1

d
AG (9)

with the adjacency matrix of a d-regular simple graph
G = (V, E) where the nodes V are the computational
basis states, denoted by |z〉, and the edges E are the non-
zero matrix elements of HD as depicted in Figure 2.
For simplicity, we will limit the analysis to d-regular sim-
ple graphs, as many commonly used HD such as Eq. (6)
fall into this category. The scaling by 1

d is introduced to
normalize the ground state energies of the investigated
HD to -1. Further we will make use of the following con-
cepts.

Definition 1 (Induced subgraph) Let G = (V, E) a graph
and V ⊆ V. The induced subgraph G(V ) ⊆ G is defined
as the graph

G(V ) = (V,E) (10)

with

E = {(i, j) : (i, j) ∈ E ∧ i, j ∈ V } (11)

Definition 2 (Edge boundary) Let G = (V, E) a graph
and V ⊆ V. The edge boundary ∂V ⊆ E of V is defined
as

∂V = {(i, j) : i ∈ V ∧ j ∈ V\V } (12)

Definition 3 (Conductance) Let G = (V, E) a graph
and V ⊆ V. The conductance φ(V ) of V is defined as

φ(V ) =
|∂V |
|V |

(13)

In a slight abuse of notation we will use the symbol
V for both the subset of nodes in G, as well as the sub-
space of the Hilbert space spanned by (nearly) degenerate
eigenstates of HT .

B. From degenerate perturbation theory to
spectral graph theory

We will make use of degenerate perturbation theory.
To this end let us define the set V as the set of (nearly)
degenerate eigenstates of HT with ETz ≈ ETV , with ETV
being the energy of the local minimum V . Considering
sHT the unperturbed Hamiltonian and (1−s)HD the per-
turbation, we have to diagonalize H(s) on the subspace
spanned by V . Given that HT is (nearly) degenerate in
this subspace, we have to solve the eigenvalue equation

EV (s)|V 〉 = (1− s)H ′D|V 〉+ sETV |V 〉 (14)

where H ′D is the projection of HD onto the subspace V .
Note that |V 〉 by definition is an element of the subspace
V and hence we consider it a state localized in V with
energy EV (s).
From Eq. (14) it follows directly that |V 〉 has to be an
eigenvector of

H ′D =
−1

d
AG(V ) (15)

with G(V ) the sub-graph of G induced by V and AG(V )

its adjacency matrix. The eigenvector with the minimal
energy is the principal eigenvector of G(V ) and its energy
is given by

EV (s) = −(1− s)1

d
λV + sETV (16)

where λV is the principal eigenvalue of G(V ). It can be
shown for a d-regular graph G that

d− φ(V ) ≤ λV ≤ dmax(V ) (17)

where dmax(V ) is the maximal degree of G(V ) (see Ap-
pendix A). Note that while G is d-regular, G(V ) may be
irregular and dmax(V ) ≤ d. Using these ingredients we
obtain both a lower bound on EV (s)

EV (s) ≥ −(1− s)dmax(V )

d
+ sETV (18)

and a corresponding upper bound

EV (s) ≤ (1− s)
(
φ(V )

d
− 1

)
+ sETV (19)

The bounds Eq. (18) and Eq. (19) are the first key
result of this work. In the next section, we will use them
to derive bounds on the location of first-order quantum
phase transitions along the anneal.



C. Bounding first-order quantum phase transitions

Quantum phase transitions [24, 25] are also called zero-
temperature phase transitions, as they are driven by the
contradiction between quantum fluctuations and mini-
mizing some potential. Classical phase transitions are
driven instead by the entropic fluctuations. At zero tem-
perature, the entropic part of the potential goes to zero,
but quantum fluctuations persist. Level crossings of the
ground and first excited states in that case can be seen
as first-order phase transitions according to the Ehrenfest
classification, since the ground state energy is identical
to the thermodynamic free energy at zero temperature.
The first derivative of the free energy with respect to the
annealing schedule s will be discontinuous at the level
crossing, hence level crossings are considered a first-order
QPT [14, 26].
Using the bounds Eq. (18) and Eq. (19), it is possible to
estimate the location of the crossing of two energy levels
within first-order perturbation. There are two conditions
to be met for a level crossing to occur. Let Elocal(s) and
Eglobal(s) the energies of states localized in the poten-
tially degenerate local and the global minimum respec-
tively, as depicted in Figure 3. First, the energies are
required to cross at some value of s∗ ∈ [0, 1]

Eglobal(s
∗) = Elocal(s

∗) (20)

However, this is not sufficient for the level crossing to
lead to a first-order QPT. If at s∗ we find

Edeloc(s
∗) < Elocal(s

∗) = Eglobal(s
∗) (21)

the instantaneous ground state would still be the delo-
calized state and the closing gap between the local and
global minimum would not lead to a ground state tran-
sition. Hence, the second condition is that the crossing
between the global and local minimum has to occur at a
time s∗ when

Elocal(s
∗) = Eglobal(s

∗) < Edeloc(s
∗) (22)

We will refer to the transition from the delocalized state
to either of the localized states as delocalized-localized
transition, while the transition from one localized state
to another is referred to as localized-localized transition.
By our assumptions, all the HD in the class of Hamil-
tonians Eq. (9) that we consider here have the unique
ground state

|ψ0〉 =
1√
N

∑
z

|z〉 (23)

with eigenvalue -1. To obtain Edeloc(s), we reverse the
roles of the Hamiltonians and treat HD as the unper-
turbed and HT as the perturbing Hamiltonian. Using
first-order non-degenerate perturbation theory we find
that

Edeloc(s) = −(1− s) + s〈ψ0|HT |ψ0〉
= −(1− s) + s〈ET 〉

(24)

with

〈ET 〉 =
1

N

∑
z

ETz (25)

At s = 0, Edeloc is the minimal energy, so the system
will be in state |ψ0〉. As s increases, Edeloc(s) will cross
either Eglobal(s) or Elocal(s) first. This crossing will de-
marcate a delocalized-localized transition. If Edeloc(s)
crosses Eglobal(s) first, the ground state will transition di-
rectly from the delocalized state to the global minimum
(compare Figure 3 (a)). In case Edeloc(s) first crosses
Elocal(s), the ground state transitions first from the de-
localized state to the local minimum. At a later time s∗

when Elocal(s) crosses Eglobal(s), there will be an addi-
tional localized-localized transition from the local to the
global minimum, as depicted in Figure 3 (b).
The location of the localized-localized transition s∗ is
given by the crossing of Eglobal(s) and Elocal(s). As-
suming the ground state of HT to be non-degenerate,
Eglobal(s) can be computed with non-degenerate pertur-
bation theory

Eglobal(s) = sET0 (26)

If the degenerate first excited space of HT is V , we can
bound Elocal(s) using Eq. (18) and Eq. (19). This results
in the following bounds on s∗

1− φ(V )
d

1− φ(V )
d + ∆ET

≤ s∗ ≤ dmax(V )

dmax(V ) + d∆ET
(27)

with the spectral gap of HT

∆ET = ET1 − ET0 (28)

The lower bound depends on the conductance of V , while
the upper bound depends on the maximum degree. We
will refer to these bounds as the conductance and the
degree bound respectively. The bounds Eq. (27) are the
second key result of this work.
To predict if there will be a phase transition, we also need
to know the location of the delocalized-localized transi-
tion to the global minimum s′ by solving

Edeloc(s
′) = Eglobal(s

′) (29)

which renders

s′ =
1

1 + 〈ET 〉 − ET0
(30)

This allows to classify problem instances into three cat-
egories

1. the instance has no first-order QPT due to a
localized-localized transition (Figure 3 (a)) if

s′ ≥ dmax(V )

dmax(V ) + d∆ET



FIG. 3. Cartoon of approximate energies with level crossings
between the localized states (red stars) and between localized
states and the delocalized state (green squares). The local-
ized states correspond to energy Eglobal (blue dashed line)
and Elocal (orange dash-dotted line) respectively, while the
delocalized state has the energy Edeloc (solid green line). (a):
the crossing of the localized states occurs at a time s when the
system is still delocalized, hence the ground state will transi-
tion to the global minimum directly and only the delocalized-
localized transition will be observed. (b): the system tran-
sitions from the delocalized state first to the local minimum
and subsequently has to tunnel into the global minimum.

2. the instance has a first-order QPT due to a
localized-localized transition(Figure 3 (b)) if

s′ ≤
1− φ(V )

d

1− φ(V )
d + ∆ET

3. if s′ is in between the bounds, no statement about
first-order QPTs can be made

Note that our first-order analysis allows to estimate the
value s∗ where a level crossing occurs and provides a
qualitative understanding on the conditions leading to
first-order QPTs, however, it neglects higher-order inter-
actions of the energy levels that would lift the degeneracy
at s∗ and lead to an avoided level crossing instead. While
these effects are essential for tunneling to occur, they are
not required to analyze the conditions when tunneling be-
comes necessary in the first place. As will be discussed in
Section IV, our analysis allows to estimate the location
of the minimal spectral gap along the annealing path,
while the size of the minimal gap can be estimated using
higher-order perturbation theory [14].

D. Correction of the degree bound using graph
symmetries

We will discuss how graph symmetries of G(V ) can be
used to improve the degree bound on the principal eigen-
value λV . A more detailed discussion of this approach
can be found in Appendix B.

If G(V ) is an undirected simple graph, then λV ≤
dmax(V ), as discussed above. The graph symmetries of
G(V ) are represented by permutation matrices Π [27].

Definition 4 (Permutation matrix) A permutation ma-
trix has in each row and each column one entry 1 and 0
in all other entries. Together with the standard matrix
product the permutation matrices form a group Sym(V ).

Permutation matrices are orthogonal bijectively map the
set of nodes onto itself

Π|z〉 = |z′〉 (31)

The permutation matrices that commute with the adja-
cency matrix of a graph form the automorphism group
of said graph.

Definition 5 (Automorphism group) Let G(V ) = (V,E)
a graph. The automorphism group of G(V ) is denoted by
SV ⊆ Sym(V ) and defined as

SV = {Π : Π ∈ Sym(V ), [Π, AG(V )] = 0} (32)

Note that, by definition, the elements of the automor-
phism group S(V ) conserve the neighborhood relations
of G(V ), as for two nodes |z1〉, |z2〉 ∈ V and their images
|z′1〉 = Π|z1〉 and |z′2〉 = Π|z2〉 it holds that

(AG(V ))z1z2 = (AG(V ))z′1z′2 (33)

Consider |x〉 =
∑
z az|z〉 an eigenvector of AG(V ) with

eigenvalue λV . Since AG(V ) commutes with every permu-
tation matrix Π ∈ SV , Π|x〉 must also be an eigenvector
of AG(V ) with eigenvalue λV . However, if the eigenspace
of λV is one-dimensional, Π|x〉 must be proportional to
|x〉, implying that

Π|x〉 = λΠ|x〉 (34)

for some eigenvalue λΠ with |λΠ| = 1. That |λΠ| = 1
follows, since all Π ∈ Sym(V ) are orthogonal matrices.
Hence, any non-degenerate eigenvector of AG(V ) must
also be an eigenvector of all permutation matrices that
commute with AG(V ). In order to respect Eq. (34), the
az of nodes connected by some symmetry of the graph
need to have the same amplitude and a fixed phase rela-
tion. Assuming G(V ) is connected, the principal eigen-
value λV is non-degenerate and the principal eigenvec-
tor can be chosen with all positive coefficients, according
to the Perron-Frobenius theorem. This means that the
principal eigenvalue lies in the subspace spanned by

|ξ〉 =
1√
|ξ|

∑
z∈ξ

|z〉 (35)

where the ξ are the sets of nodes that are mapped onto
each other by some symmetry. As discussed in Appendix



B, the ξ are equivalence classes of nodes.
The adjacency matrix elements in this subspace have the
form

〈ξ|AG(V )|ξ′〉 =
1√
|ξ||ξ′|

∑
z∈ξ,z′∈ξ′

(AG(V ))z,z′ (36)

Applying Gershgorin’s circle theorem to this matrix, we
find

λV ≤ max
ξ

∑
ξ′

|〈ξ|AG(V )|ξ′〉| (37)

which evaluates to

λV ≤ max
ξ

∑
ξ′

√
|ξ|
|ξ′|
|Eξξ′ | (38)

where |Eξξ′ | is the number of nodes of equivalence class
ξ′ in the neighborhood of a node of equivalence class |ξ|.
For comparison, in the computational basis |z〉, Gersh-
gorin renders the bound

λV ≤ max
ξ

∑
ξ′

|Eξξ′ | (39)

The right-hand side of Eq. (38) can be smaller than
the right-hand side of Eq. (39), thus symmetries of the
graph can tighten the bound.
It is, in fact, reasonable to expect symmetries to move
the bounds Eq. (17) closer to each other, as the conduc-
tance bound is based on the uniform superposition of
all nodes in V as a variational ansatz (see Appendix A).
The uniform superposition naturally is invariant under
all permutations of nodes in V .

IV. NUMERICAL INVESTIGATION

A. Simple toy model

We will first analyze the developed bounds in an ide-
alized toy model. To this end we generate random d-
regular simple graphs of size N = 256. We place the
local and global maxima as far apart on the graph as
possible and iteratively grow the local minimum by ran-
domly selecting a node i ∈ N (V ) and add it to the set
V ← {i} ∪ V . Here, N (V ) denotes the neighborhood
of V , i.e. any node in V \ V that shares at least one
edge with any node in V . As the energy of the global
minimum we choose ET0 = −1, while the energy of the
local minimum is chosen as ETV = −1 + ∆ET with ∆ET

sampled uniformly between 0 and 1.
The first-order QPTs can be identified easily by look-

ing at the solution fidelity F (s) along the anneal, which is
defined as the overlap between the instantaneous ground
state |Ψ0(s)〉 and the target ground state |0〉

F (s) = |〈Ψ0(s)|0〉|2 (40)

FIG. 4. Instantaneous ground state energy E0(s) (a), solution
fidelity F (s) (c) and instantaneous spectral gap E1(s)−E0(s)
(e) with a first-order QPT. The true ground state energy
(black) follows closely the predicted energies of the delocalized
state (solid green line), the local minimum (orange shaded
area) and the global minimum (dashed blue line). The en-
ergy of the local minimum is given as a shaded area according
to the bounds Eq. (18) and Eq. (19). The solution fidelity
is discontinuous within the predicted bounds Eq. (27) (red
shaded striped interval) coinciding with the minimal spectral
gap. (b), (d) and (f) show the respective quantities for a
problem instance without a first-order QPT. Again, the true
ground state energy follows the predicted energies, the solu-
tion fidelity is smoother, while the spectral gap is larger.

In Figure 4 we show the ground state energy E0(s), the
solution fidelity F (s) and the spectral gap between in-
stantaneous ground and first excited state E1(s)−E0(s)
over the annealing of a toy model instance with (a, c,
e) and without (b, d, f) first-order QPT according to
the classification based on the conductance and degree
bounds Eq. (27). Note that we are analyzing the spec-
tral properties of the instantaneous Hamiltonian H(s) as
a function of s, rather than concrete dynamics of a sys-
tem.
We observe that the true ground state energy follows
closely the respective minimum of the perturbed ener-
gies of the delocalized state and local and global minima.
As the energy of the local minimum is bounded by Eq.
(18) and Eq. (19), it is depicted as a shaded area (or-
ange). The bounds on the transition point between the
local and global minimum from Eq. (27) are shown as
the shaded, striped interval (red) and bound the location
of the abrupt jump in F (s) as well as the location of the
minimal spectral gap as seen in Figure 4 (a, c, e). In the
case where the bounds predict an absence of a first-order
QPT (Figure 4 b, d, f), the true ground state energy
is well described by the delocalized energy and the per-



turbed global minimum. The solution fidelity is smooth
and the minimal spectral gap is significantly larger.
Following the procedure described above we generate sev-
eral problem instances and predict the bounds on the
localized-localized transition. As first-order QPTs are
typically associated with an exponentially closing gap, it
is reasonable to assume the location of the minimal spec-
tral gap smin to coincide with the location of the QPT
s∗. Therefore, we can test the theory by comparing the
predictions of s∗ with smin obtained from exact diago-
nalization of the instantaneous Hamiltonian H(s).
In Figure 5, we show the predicted bounds over the ob-
served minimal spectral gap from exact diagonalization.
The diagonal (red dashed line) denotes the equality of
predicted and observed smin. If a point is close to the
diagonal, it means that the predicted and the observed
smin are close to each other. The derived bounds Eq.
(27) reliably cross the diagonal, indicating that the true
smin is within the predicted bounds. We further classify
the problem instances according the the presence (blue)
or absence (red) of first-order QPTs, as well as the unde-
cidable instances (orange). The problem instances with
QPT are well described by the bounds, as well as the am-
biguous cases. For the instances without QPT, smin is
not predicted well. This can be explained as we associate
the minimum with the QPT, but the instances do not dis-
play a level-crossing between the local and global mini-
mum, as the localized-localized transition would happen
at a value of s < s′ when the ground state is still delo-
calized.
The phenomenon of first-order QPTs has been investi-
gated in a previous work by Amin et al. [14], where
they employ second-order non-degenerate perturbation
theory to calculate the location of the level-crossing be-
tween local and global minimum. Non-degenerate pertur-
bation theory diverges for degenerate eigenstates, making
the predictions less accurate as the local minima become
wide. As first-order QPTs are associated with wide local
minima [28], we would expect degenerate perturbation
theory to better describe the relevant energy corrections.
Furthermore, as we argue here, degenerate perturbation
theory leads to an interesting unification with spectral
graph theory.
For comparison we apply their predictions as well. To
make non-degenerate perturbation theory applicable, the
toy model needs to be modified slightly. As before, the
first state in the set V has its energy set to 1+∆ET , but
the energies of all other states in V are set to 1+∆ET +ε.
Here we use ε = 0.01. Then we can take the first state
in V as the local minimum and compute its energy cor-
rection by coupling to its neighbors using second-order
non-degenerate PT. This is necessary since for degener-
ate neighboring states, the second-order non-degenerate
energy corrections would diverge and not render mean-
ingful predictions.
The predictions from non-degenerate perturbation the-
ory are also shown in Figure 5 (green crosses). Figure
5 shows that the predictions based on non-degenerate

FIG. 5. Predicted location of the minimal spectral gap smin

according to Eq. (27) over the observed location from exact
diagonalization. The bounds for instances with a first-order
QPT (blue) reliably cross the diagonal (red dashed line), in-
dicating that the true smin is within the predicted bounds
Eq. (27). For instances without a QPT (red) the true value
is outside of the bounds, as these instances do not exhibit a
localized-localized transition. For comparison the predictions
of the location of the QPT according to second-order non-
degenerate perturbation theory according to [14] are shown
(green crosses). The predictions from non-degenerate per-
turbation theory are further away from the observed values,
especially if the observed smin is further away from 1.

perturbation theory are further away from the diagonal,
implying that the predictions are less accurate. Quali-
tatively, first-order non-degenerate perturbation theory
does not predict level crossings for s ∈ (0, 1], as dis-
cussed in [14]. Our approach shows that the energy
corrections leading to first-order QPTs can be described
by first-order degenerate perturbation theory, while non-
degenerate perturbation theory requires second order
corrections, i.e. the relevant energy corrections are a
first-order, rather than second order effect.

B. Weighted Minimum Independent Set

Lastly, we apply our analysis to a problem instance
of an NP-complete problem, namely the Weighted Maxi-
mum Independent Set (WMIS) problem. As our analysis
requires extensive knowledge of the energy landscape and
eigenstates of HT in order to compute the relevant quan-
tities, it is infeasible to apply it in a more automatized
manner. For this reason, as well as for direct comparison
with the results of Amin et al., we use the same problem
instance as in [14].
Consider a vertex-weighted graph GP = (VP , EP , w),
where w : i → w(i) is the weight of node i ∈ VP . This
graph defines a problem instance and the nodes are iden-
tified with qubits. This is a strictly distinct type of graph



from the graphs used in the theoretical analysis, where
the nodes are individual basis states. This distinction is
highlighted in by the subscript P .
The WMIS problem is to find the largest subset S ⊆ VP
such that no two nodes in S share an edge (i.e. it is in-
dependent), while simultaneously maximizing the weight

w(S) =
∑
i∈S

w(i) (41)

This optimization problem can be cast into the target
Ising Hamiltonian

HT =
∑
i∈VP

hiσ
z
i +

∑
i,j∈EP

Jijσ
z
i σ

z
j (42)

with the fields and couplings being

hi =
∑
i,j∈EP

Jij − 2w(i)

Jij > min{w(i), w(j)}
(43)

Amin et al. use two different weights on the nodes,
w(i) = wG = 1 for all nodes that partake in the optimal
solution and w(i) = wL < 2wG for all nodes outside the
optimal solution. The couplings are chosen as Jij = 2.
The parameter wL can be altered to change the depth of
the local minima. The problem graph has Nq = 15 nodes,
each represented by a single qubit. The driver Hamilto-
nian is the transverse field driver from Eq. (6) and its as-
sociated graph is the Nq-dimensional hypercube. HT has
27 shallow local minima. These local minima are sepa-
rated by two bit-flips, allowing for tunneling between the
local minima. Therefore, we can consider the 27 local
minima plus the shallow potential walls between them as
one nearly degenerate local minimum V . The relevant
quantities for V can be counted

|V | = 135

|∂V | = 1539

dmax(V ) = 9

∆ET = 4(6wG − 3wL)

(44)

Note that HD and HT for the WMIS do not adhere to
our assumptions about the normalization of the ground
state energies. We adapt the expressions Eq. (27) and
Eq. (30) accordingly by dropping the respective normal-
ization factors in the derivation. For more details on the
problem graph GP we refer to the original publication
[14].

The adapted expressions allow to make predictions of
the location of the minimal spectral gap along the anneal-
ing path smin. In Figure 6 we show the graph theoretic
bounds as well as the predictions by second-order non-
degenerate perturbation theory by Amin et al. for vari-
ous depths of the local minimum wL, together with the
exact numerical diagonalization. From this comparison,
we observe that the exact results are within the bounds
that we define and are very close to the lower one, i.e.

FIG. 6. Location of the minimal spectral gap along the an-
nealing path smin for a WMIS instance [14] obtained via ex-
act numerical diagonalization (red triangles), by second-order
non-degenerate perturbation theory (blue stars) and by the
graph theoretic method introduced here (green error bars).
Remarkably, the conductance bound matches very well the
exact result. The upper bound is fixed using the bound im-
proved by graph symmetries.

FIG. 7. Induced subgraph G(V ) of the local minimum of the
WMIS instance from [14], black dots corresponding to states
with one qubit in the |0〉-state in each of the outer cliques
defining the local minimum, red squares representing states
with one qubit in the |0〉-state in two cliques and two qubits
in the |0〉-state in the third and blue triangles corresponding
to states with one qubit in the |0〉-state in two cliques and no
qubit in the |0〉-state in the third.

the conductance bound.
The degree bound can be tightened by taking the graph
symmetries of G(V ) into account. We find the local
minimum V of the WMIS instance has nodes of three
equivalence classes, as depicted by the black circles, red
squares and blue triangles in Figure 7. The black circles



are the nodes with the largest degree, hence the previ-
ous upper bound λV ≤ dmax = 9. There are 27 black
circles, 27 blue triangles and 81 red squares. As there
are no connections within equivalence classes in G(V ),
〈ξ|AG(V )|ξ〉 = 0. Hence, in the basis of the equivalence
classes the block with uniform local phases reads∑

ξ,ξ′

〈ξ|AG(V )|ξ′〉|ξ〉〈ξ′|

=

 0 2
√

3 3

2
√

3 0 0
3 0 0

 (45)

Applying Gershgorin’s circle theorem results in

λV ≤ 2
√

3 + 3 = 6.46... (46)

Using this improved estimate of the principal eigenvalue
of G(V ), we get improved estimates of the location of the
minimal spectral gap, as shown in Figure 6.

V. DISCUSSION

A. Tightness of the bounds and Cheeger
inequalities

It is possible to obtain an intuition about the tightness
of the bounds on EV (s) and thus about the bounds on
s∗.
As we find for the average degree 〈d(V )〉 of nodes in G(V )
(see Appendix A)

〈d(V )〉 = d− φ(V ) (47)

we can conclude for regular induced subgraphs G(V ) that
the bounds Eq. (17) turn into equalities

d− φ(V ) = dmax(V ) = λV (48)

As a consequence, the bounds Eq. (18) and Eq. (19)
on EV (s) are equal and therefore exact within first-order
perturbation.
However, G(V ) does not exactly need to be regular for
the conductance bound Eq. (19) to become tight. It can
be shown that the principal eigenvalue of large Erdös-
Rényi graphs G(n, p) is approximately np [29], i.e. the
average degree 〈d〉. Therefore, if G(V ) can be considered
a large, sparse random graph, the conductance bound is
probably tight.
Employing further results from spectral graph theory, the
conductance φ admits an interesting connection to the
spectral gap of HD. Let us define a non-trivial lower
bound to the conductance of an undirected graph G =
(V, E)

φ0 = min
U⊂V
U 6=∅
|U |≤N/2

φ(U) (49)

In words, φ0 is the smallest conductance over all non-
empty subsets of V containing at most half of all nodes.
This quantity is called the Cheeger constant [30], also
known as the conductance of the graph G. The Cheeger
constant can be linked to the spectral gap of a d-regular
graph’s adjacency matrix AG via the Cheeger inequalities
[30]. Since the HD considered here are proportional to a
d-regular graph’s AG, the inequalities are easily adapted
to give

1

2

φ2
0

d2
≤ ∆ED ≤ 2

φ0

d
(50)

with ∆ED the spectral gap of HD.
Assuming that the low-energy sub-spaces of HT un-
der perturbation with HD for some problem class fulfill
the conditions discussed above and the corrected energy
eigenvalues are close to the conductance bound, we can
determine the location of the localized-localized transi-
tion to be close to the conductance bound

s∗ ≈
1− φ(V )

d

1− φ(V )
d + ∆ET

(51)

Under these conditions, s∗ increases monotonously as
φ(V ) decreases, allowing us to claim

s∗ ≤
1− φ0

d

1− φ0

d + ∆ET
(52)

This gives a condition for the absence of first-order QPT
under the stated assumptions by using Eq. (30) and set-
ting s∗ < s′ to get

ET1 − 〈ET 〉
ET0 − 〈ET 〉

<
φ0

d
(53)

Using the Cheeger inequalities Eq. (50) the condition
Eq. (53) can be stated in terms of the spectral gap of
HD

ET1 − 〈ET 〉
ET0 − 〈ET 〉

<
∆ED

2
(54)

Given assumption Eq. (51) this will render a sufficient
condition for the absence of first-order QPTs for any dis-
tribution of the energies ETz over the nodes of G, i.e. the
target eigenstates |z〉, that is consistent with the above
assumption.
The condition Eq. (54) implies that the energy landscape
of the problem encoded inHT needs to be sufficiently flat,
except for a pronounced ground state energy. As an ex-
ample, consider an HT with ET0 = ET1 −∆ET = −1 and
〈ET 〉 = 0. Then Eq. (54) can be rearranged to read

1− ∆ED
2

< ∆ET (55)

For a fixed spectral gap ∆ED this implies a lower bound
on the spectral gap of HT and since by assumption we
restricted ET0 = −1 and 〈ET 〉 = 0, the spectrum of HT

has to concentrate close to 0.



B. Interpretation of the bounds

Let us now present a more physical interpretation of
the derived bounds. dmax(V ) provides a notion of the
maximum number of degrees of freedom involved in the
local minimum, e.g. in the case of a transverse field
HD as in Eq. (6), dmax(V ) describes the number of
floppy qubits involved in the minimum. Floppy qubits
are qubits that do not significantly impact the energy of
the total system, whether they are in the |0〉- or |1〉-state.
Therefore they cause wide local minima and are known to
contribute to perturbative anti-crossings [12, 28]. How-
ever, the notion of width of a local minimum in higher
dimensions becomes an increasingly poorly defined con-
cept. Our lower bound using the conductance provides
a notion of width, as the conductance can be thought
of as some version of surface-to-volume ratio of the local
minimum, where the volume corresponds to the number
of nodes in the local minimum, while the surface corre-
sponds to the edges leaving the local minimum.

VI. CONCLUSION

First-order QPTs are known to lead to exponential
runtime in AQC algorithms, hampering the chances of
getting any quantum advantage in the adiabatic compu-
tation. Understanding the causation of such phenomena
is therefore key in the design of potential strategies to
allow for its mitigation. In this work we examine the
conditions linked to the occurrence of first-order QPTs
caused by localization in AQC. We explicitly show how

the use of degenerate perturbation theory enables the
application of tools from graph theory in order to ana-
lyze this phenomenon in depth. Crucially, this formalism
allows us to derive bounds and conditions for the occur-
rence of QPTs as well as its position along the annealing
path. We show how such inequalities are linked to two
properties of the subgraph containing the local minimum:
its maximum degree dmax(V ) and its conductance φ(V ).
We numerically test the accuracy of these bounds with
a toy-model problem as well as a real optimization prob-
lem (WMIS) and find that the lower bound seems to
be closer to the exact solution obtained through direct
diagonalization of the Hamiltonian. Based on this ob-
servation, we provide two scenarios when we can expect
the conductance bound to be exact up to first order per-
turbation theory: namely when the subgraph induced by
the degenerate subspace V , G(V ), is regular or can be
assumed to a large, sparse Erdös-Rényi graph. Addition-
ally we show how knowledge on the symmetries of the
induced subgraph G(V ) can be used to improve the up-
per bound on the principal eigenvalue and further work
is required to understand whether this contributes to a
tighter conductance bound. Upon establishing the ba-
sis for this formalism, future work will be focused on its
application in the study of catalysts in the Hamiltonian
as a strategy to enlarge the minimum energy gap and
thus improve the performance of AQC algorithms. We
believe that the use of our graph-based approach is not
only convenient in the study of QPTs in the context of
AQC, but also of a wide range of many-body phenomena
present in analog-based quantum computation.
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Appendix A: Derivation of graph bounds

For simple undirected graphs the upper bound follows
directly from Gershgorin circle theorem, which we will
state here for completeness.

Theorem 1 (Gershgorin Circle Theorem [31]) Let M a
complex square matrix with elements mij. All eigenval-
ues λ of M lie in the union of the disks D(mii, Ri) cen-
tered at mii and with radii

Ri =
∑
j 6=i

|mij |

From this it follows directly that

|λ| ≤ max
i

∑
j

|mij | (A1)

Applying Eq. (A1) to the adjacency matrix AG of a
simple graph G we find for all eigenvalues λ of AG

λ ≤ dmax (A2)

since the AG of simple graphs have all zeros everywhere
except for (AG)ij = 1 in the off-diagonal entries corre-
sponding to connected nodes.
The lower bound is usually stated in terms of the average
degree and can be shown using Rayleigh quotient for a
Hermitian matrix M with maximal eigenvalue λ

R(M,x) :=
xTMx

xTx
≤ λ (A3)

Choosing M = AG and x = [1, 1, ...]T shows the lower
bound and hence we find

〈d〉 ≤ λ ≤ dmax (A4)

where 〈d〉 is the average degree of all nodes dmax the
maximum degree in V. These bounds are a standard re-
sult from spectral graph theory.
As discussed in the main text, we have to solve the eigen-
value problem on the (nearly) degenerate subspace V ,
which is to say we have to find the principal eigenvalue
of the induced subgraph G(V ). The maximum degree of
all nodes in G(V ) is dmax(V ), hence the upper bound
follows directly. A little more care needs to be taken to
link the average degree to the conductance.

Lemma 2 Let G = (V, E) a d-regular simple graph. Let
G(V ) = (V,E) ⊆ G the subgraph induced by V ⊆ V
with adjacency matrix AG(V ) ∈ {0, 1}|V |×|V | and princi-
pal eigenvalue λV . Let φ(V ) the conductance of V . Then

d− φ(V ) ≤ λV

Proof: Consider the Rayleigh quotient of AG(V )

R(AG(V ), x) =
xTAG(V )x

xTx
≤ λV (A5)

for any x ∈ R|V |. Choosing x = [1, 1, ...]T ∈ R|V | we find

R(AG(V ), x) =
1

|V |
∑
i,j

(AG(V ))ij = 2
|E|
|V |

(A6)



since G simple implies G(V ) simple. Since G is d-regular,
the number of edges |E| of G(V ) can be counted using
the edge boundary (12)

2|E| = d|V | − |∂V | (A7)

Combining (A5), (A6) and (A7) with the definition of
the conductance (13) proves the statement. �

Appendix B: Detailed derivation of correction of the
degree bounds using graph symmetries

In order to put the correction of the degree bound in
section III D of the main text onto a solid footing, we here
provide a more detailed explanation. Note that while
here we discuss the impact of graph symmetries of the
induced sub-graph G(V ), our analysis in valid for gen-
eral simple graphs G and their automorphism groups.
In addition to Definition 4 and Definition 5 we will make
use of the concept of equivalence classes of nodes to for-
malize the notion of two nodes z, z′ ∈ V being connected
by a graph symmetry Π ∈ SV .

Definition 6 (Relation ∼) Let V the set of nodes of a
graph G(V ). The relation ∼ between two nodes z, z′ ∈ V
is defined as

z ∼ z′ ⇐⇒ ∃Π ∈ SV : Π|z〉 = |z′〉 (B1)

It can easily verified that ∼ is an equivalence relation,
i.e. that it is reflexive, symmetric and transitive, since
SV has a group structure. We find that

1. 1 ∈ SV ⇒ ∼ reflexive

2. Π−1 ∈ SV for all Π ∈ SV ⇒ ∼ symmetric

3. Π1Π2 ∈ SV for all Π1,Π2 ∈ SV ⇒ ∼ transitive

As ∼ is an equivalence relation, the set of nodes V can
be divided into equivalence classes.

Definition 7 (Equivalence class) Given a graph G(V )
and the equivalence relation ∼, the nodes z ∈ V are di-
vided into equivalence classes [ξ] defined as

[ξ] := {z ∈ V : z ∼ ξ ∈ V } (B2)

where ξ ∈ V is a representative of the equivalence class
[ξ].

In the following we will omit the square brackets for clar-
ity and denote the equivalence classes by the Greek letter
ξ only.
While the vanishing commutator Eq. (32) implies that
AG(V ) and any Π ∈ SV have a common eigenbasis, for
AG(V ) with degenerate eigenvalues this property is not
transitive, i.e. for Π1,Π2 ∈ SV we find [Π1, AG(V )] = 0
and [Π2, AG(V )] = 0, but that does not necessarily imply

[Π1,Π2] = 0.
However, any eigenvector of AG(V ) corresponding to a
non-degenerate eigenvalue must also be an eigenvector
for all Π ∈ SV , as mentionend in the main text. We
can use this to estimate the principal eigenvalue if G(V )
is connected, since then the principal eigenvalue is non-
degenerate, according to the Perron-Frobenius theorem.
The permutation matrices are orthogonal and, as such,
all their eigenvalues are on the complex unit circle

Π|x〉 = λΠ|x〉 with |λΠ| = 1 (B3)

for an eigenvector |x〉 =
∑
z az|z〉. Recall that the per-

mutaion matrices bijectively map the set of node onto
itself such that

Π|z〉 = |z′〉 (B4)

This gives a condition for the coefficients of |x〉, since

Π|x〉 =
∑
z

az|z′〉 =
∑
z

λΠaz|z〉 (B5)

where the last equality follows from Eq. (B3). As Π
is a bijection, the sums in Eq. (B5) both run over all
z. Element-wise equality in Eq. (B5) requires that the
coefficients of the eigenstate |x〉 have identical moduli
and fixed phase relations as λΠ is on the complex unit
circle, i.e.

|az′ | = |az|
arg(az)− arg(az′) ≡ arg(λΠ) mod 2π

(B6)

This is true for all Π ∈ SV , hence if |x〉 is a mutual
eigenvector of all Π ∈ SV , all az of nodes within the
same equivalence class ξ have the same modulus and fixed
phases, up to a global phase factor.
Each permutation defines one or more orbits by concate-
nating the application of the permutation matrix and
each orbit has a period p [32]. The period p implies for
each z on that orbit that

Πp|z〉 = |z〉 (B7)

Note that, by definition of ∼, all nodes on the same orbit
are in the same equivalence class ξ.
The arg(az) of nodes on the same orbit are distributed
equidistantly between 0 and 2π [32], unless the eigenvalue
λΠ = 1. It is therefore impossible to write an eigenvec-
tor of Π with real, positive coefficients az up to a global
phase factor, if λΠ 6= 1. But since the principal eigenvec-
tor of a connected G(V ) can be given with real, positive
coefficients (up to a global phase), the principal eigenvec-
tor must be an eigenvector of all Π ∈ SV with eigenvalue
λΠ = 1. This implies that the principal eigenvector |x〉
of G(V ) is of the form

|x〉 =
∑
ξ

xξ|ξ〉 (B8)



with

|ξ〉 =
1√
|ξ|

∑
z∈ξ

|z〉 (B9)

Evaluating the matrix elements

〈ξ|AG(V )|ξ′〉 =
1√
|ξ||ξ′|

∑
z∈ξ,z′∈ξ′

(AG(V ))z,z′ (B10)

transforms the graph into a smaller weighted graph, po-
tentially with loops. As graph automorphisms by def-
inition maintain neighborhood relations between nodes,
each node of equivalence class ξ has in its neighborhood
the same number of nodes of equivalence class ξ′. There-
fore, fixing a z ∈ ξ and counting its neighbors results
in ∑

z′∈ξ′
(AG(V ))z,z′ = |Eξ,ξ′ | (B11)

where |Eξξ′ | is the number of nodes of equivalence class
ξ′ in the neighborhood of a node of equivalence class ξ.
This evaluates the first sum in Eq. (B10). Evaluating
the second sum renders

〈ξ|AG(V )|ξ′〉 =

√
|ξ|
|ξ′|
|Eξξ′ | =

√
|ξ′|
|ξ|
|Eξ′ξ| (B12)

where the last equality follows, since either summation
in Eq. (B10) can be evaluated first.
Applying Gershgorin’s circle theorem Eq. (A1) to this
matrix, we find

λV ≤ max
ξ

∑
ξ′

|〈ξ|AG(V )|ξ′〉| (B13)

which gives

λV ≤ max
ξ

∑
ξ′

√
|ξ|
|ξ′|
|Eξξ′ | (B14)

as discussed in the main text. For comparison, in the
computational basis the Gershgorin bound Eq. (A1)
gives

λV ≤ max
z

∑
z′

(AG(V ))zz′ (B15)

where the sum over z′ counts the number of nodes of
each equivalence class ξ′ in the neighborhood of z. Since
all nodes z ∈ ξ have the same number of nodes in their
neighborhood, the maximum over z can be replaced by a
maximum over ξ, while the sum over z′ can be replaced
by a sum over adjacent equivalence classes, in which case

λV ≤ max
ξ

∑
ξ′

|Eξξ′ | (B16)

as stated in the main text.


	Bounding first-order quantum phase transitions in adiabatic quantum computing
	Abstract
	I INTRODUCTION
	II Adiabatic Quantum Computation
	III Graph theory and QPTs
	A Basic definitions
	B From degenerate perturbation theory to spectral graph theory
	C Bounding first-order quantum phase transitions
	D Correction of the degree bound using graph symmetries

	IV Numerical investigation
	A Simple toy model
	B Weighted Minimum Independent Set

	V Discussion
	A Tightness of the bounds and Cheeger inequalities
	B Interpretation of the bounds

	VI Conclusion
	 References
	A Derivation of graph bounds
	B Detailed derivation of correction of the degree bounds using graph symmetries


